







      
            Rethinking School Bullying

            
               What would make anti-bullying initiatives more successful? This book offers a new approach to the problem of school bullying.
                  The question of what constitutes a useful theory of bullying is considered and suggestions are made as to how priorities for
                  future research might be identified. The integrated, systemic model of school bullying introduced in this book is based on
                  four qualitative studies and incorporates theory from systemic thinking; from cognitive, social, developmental and psychoanalytic
                  psychology; and from sociology, socio-biology and ethology. The possible functions served by bullying behaviour are explored.
                  Consideration is also given to the potential role of unconscious as well as conscious processes in bullying. The model suggests
                  a number of causal processes within one-to-one relationships and peer groups, and highlights factors within individuals and
                  schools that shape the form, intensity and duration of bullying behaviour in practice. The issue of ‘difference’ is also addressed,
                  focusing on childhood deafness.
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            Introduction

            
               The core theme of this book is theory building in relation to the problem of school bullying. The aim is to support problem
                  solving in practice. It explores the way in which individuals build their personal theories of bullying and the way in which
                  the public body of knowledge has been built to date. A flexible model of bullying is offered that may be used to organise
                  and integrate a broad range of theory. Although the focus is often on psychologists and psychological theory, it is fully
                  recognised that the subject of bullying is studied by other disciplines and that the majority of practitioners managing this
                  problem in schools are teachers. Indeed, the search for relevant theory should know no disciplinary boundaries. Furthermore,
                  the knowledge developed by practitioners in their day-to-day work in schools represents an important starting place for the
                  future development of theory. This is clearly demonstrated in Chapter 1. Overall, this book argues for a redefinition of the relationship between practitioners and academics so that personal theories
                  of bullying and the public body of knowledge feed into one another more routinely and more productively.
               

               This approach towards the theory of school bullying is largely the product of four studies. The first was a systemic case
                  study of bullying in a mainstream secondary school. The second was a retrospective study with adults who were Deaf or hearing
                  impaired. The third explored how applied psychologists used theory in practice. The fourth explored how psychologists who
                  have published on the subject of school bullying (a) engaged with and employed theory and (b) believed the public body of
                  knowledge should be developed further in the future.
               

            

            The enduring difficulty of defining bullying

            
               The question of what constitutes bullying remains problematic. There tends to be broad agreement with Olweus’ (1993) position that it involves negative behaviours, repeated over time towards someone who has difficulty defending themselves.
                  An imbalance of power and deliberate intent are commonly assumed. However, each of these points can be debated. Which negative behaviours are included? How often and
                  for how long do the behaviours need to be repeated before they constitute bullying? What is an imbalance of power? How is
                  ‘deliberate’ intention defined or measured? These are not just semantic concerns. The way in which each of these criteria
                  is operationalised has a huge impact on whether a child is categorised as a victim, bully – or neither. The trend seems to
                  be towards increasingly inclusive operational definitions.1 If definitions of bullying – or the way in which they are applied in practice – become increasingly inclusive, this makes
                  it difficult to compare the results of different studies, to follow trends over time and to develop a coherent narrative about
                  causal factors. In practice, it means that more children are being categorised as victims and bullies. This in itself may
                  sometimes cause problems. It may be pathologising and carry risks of creating dependency. It also increases the danger that
                  those children with the most serious problems may be overlooked within the ever-expanding body of children categorised as
                  victims. If the category of children categorised as victims becomes too inclusive, teachers may feel overwhelmed and demoralised,
                  and may ultimately disengage from the problem.
               

               The tendency in this book is to talk in terms of ‘bullying behaviour’ and ‘undesirable patterns of interaction’ rather than
                  ‘bullying’ per se. In large part, this is because several of the processes discussed as potential causes of bullying operate
                  at an unconscious level. Therefore, although they cause upset and even harm, there may be no deliberate, conscious intention on the part of the apparent aggressors. Furthermore, in the complex social interactions that take place
                  in schools, it is difficult to apply the concept of an imbalance of power precisely or consistently if no overt physical aggression
                  is involved. The basic assumption in this book is that a wide range of processes may generate repeatedly aggressive behaviour
                  that is targeted against one or more children who are unable to avoid or stop these attacks or to protect themselves against
                  the effects of this behaviour. A further assumption is that bullying behaviour is sometimes a deeply unfortunate by-product of individuals or groups pursuing various goals in their internal and
                  external worlds. Consequently, everyone will be involved from time to time as ‘perpetrators’ and ‘victims’. Nonetheless, there
                  will be a minority of people who are particularly prone to becoming involved as victims, bullies or both. There will also
                  be some relationships in which the form the behaviour takes is particularly harmful, intense or prolonged. In these cases,
                  there is a much greater risk of harm to the individual in both the short and long term. Indeed, it can be argued that the
                  decision as to whether or not to intervene in peer relationship difficulties, how to intervene and who should intervene should
                  be based on an assessment of the actual risks to the children involved (see, for example, Malcomess, 2005).
               

               Overall, this book makes the case that defining bullying is an integral part of addressing the problem. The first part suggests
                  one particular way of defining bullying. The second part explores how applied psychologists and experts in the field use theory
                  to understand and address problems in practice. The final part examines how the field as a whole has developed its current
                  understanding of bullying and how definitions might be developed further in the future.
               

            

            An integrated, systemic model of school bullying

            
               Chapters 1 to 4 relate to the development of an integrated, systemic model within which bullying behaviour may be conceptualised. Chapter 1 gives a brief overview of the research to date, concluding that important advances have been made in our understanding of
                  bullying. Indeed, a considerable amount of useful knowledge has been gained and this now feeds into a range of intervention
                  programmes. The results of such programmes have been increasingly encouraging. At present, the success of intervention programmes
                  seems to relate to the level of effort and commitment made by a school, the extent to which interventions are ongoing and
                  the level of support given to the programmes. What is less clear is precisely what effect each intervention has and why. So,
                  further research is needed to improve the effectiveness of interventions and our understanding of interventions.
               

               Making sense of school systems

               
                  Chapter 2 gives a detailed description of one school system, identifying the pattern of interactions that produced, maintained or reduced
                     bullying in that school. In short, the pressure to be the same, and to gain and maintain one’s position within the peer group,
                     shaped most children’s interactions on a day-to-day basis. Bullying was different to these ongoing power struggles. The danger was for
                     a child to become stuck in the one-down position within a one-up/one-down pattern of relating. This might then evolve into
                     a more enduring ‘bully–victim relationship’ if norms of behaviour and roles became established, and the status quo was protected
                     by the emergence of an impermeable relationship boundary. Reasons why some children may be prone to getting stuck in the one-down
                     position are discussed. For example, students who were hearing impaired were subject to these same pressures but in addition
                     were in danger of being stigmatised which might be construed as a form of social aggression that also puts children at increased
                     risk of actual bullying. The second half of the chapter goes on to describe the response of the specialist staff to these
                     problems. Factors within the system that shaped and sustained their approach are discussed. The approach developed by the
                     specialist staff suggested a detailed understanding of the problems faced by the hearing impaired students. However, there
                     were significant constraints upon them as they tried to intervene. As a consequence, they focused their attention on that
                     part of the system where they felt they had most leverage for change. It is of note that the specialist staff retained responsibility
                     for all aspects of the children’s difficulties – including the more intractable problems they were unable to resolve. Unfortunately,
                     by confidently asserting that they knew what the problem was and what should be done, the specialist staff may have inadvertently
                     masked the fact that some of the students’ needs were not being met. While the rest of the school thought the students’ problems
                     were being adequately managed, no change was suggested in the approach taken. Reasons are explored as to why the specialist
                     staff did not share the difficulties they were having. One reason seemed to be that the specialist staff may have had unrealistically
                     high expectations of themselves. Another was that they seemed to be performing the implicit role of managing anxiety within
                     the system about this particular form of difference. Furthermore, whilst the other adults in the system believed that the
                     hearing impaired students’ needs were being adequately addressed, the specialist staff were rewarded with comparatively high
                     levels of professional autonomy. This was something they valued highly.
                  

                  The importance of understanding schools as systems is demonstrated very clearly. Each school represents a complex web of relationships that have been established to meet a
                     wide range of needs. Each subgroup within a school has its own goals, values and norms – but these are shaped by interaction
                     with other parts of the system. The case is made that it is not possible to affect any aspect of a school system without fully appreciating the extent of this interdependence and complexity. So, for example, it is not possible to manage one important
                     issue such as bullying in isolation from other key issues, such as the integration of students with special educational needs.
                  

                  Other studies in the field already highlight the importance and interplay of factors within the individual, the peer group,
                     the classroom, the school climate, the family and so forth. This study adds further detail about some of the structures and
                     processes within school systems, and in particular the recursive cycles of interaction that shape beliefs, behaviours and
                     relationships. It also provides an example of how these features of the school system can be identified in research.
                  

                  Chapter 3 focuses on one part of the findings from the retrospective study with deaf adults. The conclusion drawn is that some bullying
                     behaviour that occurs in groups may be the result of either ostracism or scapegoating. Another conclusion is that these are
                     only two of the processes that (a) support the development or maintenance of groups and (b) may result in bullying behaviour.
                  

                  Chapter 4 demonstrates how systemic thinking can be used to support data collection, data analysis and theory building in relation
                     to complex psychosocial problems such as bullying. The first half of the chapter focuses on the way in which systemic constructs
                     (such as boundaries) and systemic principles (such as neutrality, hypothesising and circular causality) were employed to develop
                     a detailed understanding of the school system.
                  

               

               Making sense of individuals, dyads and groups

               
                  The second half of Chapter 4 charts the way in which six additional levels of the system were identified by employing the systemic principle of isomorphy.
                     The overall result was an integrated, systemic model of school bullying.
                  

                  Indeed, having identified ostracism and scapegoating as two processes relevant to bullying in groups, the question became
                     one of how to understand the relationship between them. The difficulty was that ostracism and scapegoating are qualitatively
                     different processes: one is construed as a conscious process, the other as an unconscious process. These theories are drawn
                     from fundamentally different paradigms. A systemic model that is sufficiently flexible to house both types of process and
                     both types of theory was found in the form of Agarzarian and Peters’ (1981) model of the visible and invisible group. This suggests that groups have two simultaneous levels of functioning. At one
                     level, individuals interact with others in the group as whole systems. At the other level, they interact with one another as subsystems that serve the needs of the larger group system. When individuals
                     relate as whole systems, the processes involved are conscious or can be made conscious. When they relate as subsystems, the
                     processes involved are unconscious. Hence the terms the ‘visible’ and ‘invisible’ groups.
                  

                  This way of construing group processes has significant implications for intervention, research and theory building. If some
                     of the processes that produce bullying behaviour are unconscious, the children involved will not always be aware of how they
                     are behaving or what is motivating them. Clearly, this requires a different type of intervention to those situations in which
                     participants can be engaged in an explicit discussion of their behaviour. Similarly, if there are two simultaneous levels
                     of functioning within the group, the methods used to collect and analyse data need to take this into account. They need to
                     address the possibility that the children involved may not always be aware of their behaviour or what is motivating it. One
                     implication for theory building is that stigmatisation, ostracism and scapegoating are only three of the processes that form
                     part of the normal development or maintenance of the group. Other processes at both levels of functioning also result in bullying
                     behaviour.
                  

                  A second implication for theory building is that different bodies of knowledge will inform understanding of these different
                     levels of functioning. For example, to understand the group that is functioning as a collection of individuals, one might
                     draw upon theory from social psychology and personality psychology. To understand the group when people are functioning as
                     subsystems that serve the larger group system, one might draw upon theory from psychoanalytic psychology or systemic thinking.
                     Here, individuals may be construed as parts of a larger whole.
                  

                  However, this way of construing group processes has consequences for theory building that go far beyond the peer group. According
                     to the systemic principle of isomorphy, what is learnt about one level of the system may be applied to other levels of the
                     system, as long as the particular nature of each level is taken into account. So, if the group has two qualitatively different
                     levels of functioning, is the same true for dyadic relationships? The tentative conclusion drawn is ‘yes’. Some of the processes
                     that may produce bullying at both levels of the dyadic relationship are hypothesised. Instrumental aggression may be one source of bullying behaviour within the ‘visible one-to-one relationship’, whilst parasitic container–contained relationships
                     may for example be one source of bullying behaviour within the ‘visible one-to-one relationship’. The concept of parasitic container–contained
                     relationships introduces the idea that, whilst bullying behaviour may sometimes be the unfortunate by-product of the developmental
                     and maintenance processes within a system, at other times bullying behaviour may also be the product of processes that have
                     become positively pathological. Other processes involved in the development or maintenance of dyadic relationships may also
                     result in bullying behaviour.
                  

                  If it is accepted that both groups and dyads have two simultaneous levels of functioning, should this principle also be applied
                     to the level of the system that is the individual child? Again, the conclusion drawn is ‘yes’. For example, it is hypothesised
                     that one factor at the level of the ‘visible person’ that may increase the risk of victimisation is if the child has limited
                     ability to perform boundary-closing actions at a psychological level. Ideally, they would be able to use a range of cognitions
                     to stabilise their system following input from other children. When a child has not developed this ability, they will be too
                     open to the effects of other children’s behaviour. If the aggressor’s behaviour also results in incremental changes in their
                     beliefs about themselves and their relationship, the victimised child may develop an increasingly external locus of control.
                     In effect, as they become increasingly open to the effects of the aggressor’s behaviour, the aggressor becomes able to destabilise
                     the victim’s system at will.
                  

                  At the level of the ‘invisible person’, one factor that may increase the risk of a child behaving like a bully is their use
                     of unconscious defences. It is assumed that most children periodically revert to the use of these defences but a minority
                     may develop a personality structured around them. Finally, it is hypothesised that, if a child has a poorly consolidated sense-of-self-as-separate
                     and also has difficulty employing cognitions to reduce the upset they experience as a result of other children’s behaviour,
                     they may be prone to apparently egocentric and oversensitive behaviour. These children may sometimes be characterised as provocative
                     victims. However, whether a child actually adopts a particular role will depend on their interactions with other children:
                     a child’s personality represents only the potential to assume particular roles. Furthermore, while processes within the dyadic or group system represent the core processes that
                     generate bullying behaviour, factors at other levels of the system shape the form this behaviour might take, increasing or
                     reducing the likelihood of sustained or intense bullying.
                  

                  So should the school also be regarded as a system with two simultaneous levels of functioning – one conscious, the other unconscious?
                     In the analysis of the school study it was apparent that some groups performed both implicit as well as explicit functions on behalf of the school as a whole. The analysis did not explore whether
                     these implicit functions represented unconscious processes or simply unspoken agendas that could have been named by those
                     involved, had they been asked. The possibility that large systems may have an unconscious level of functioning has implications
                     for the way in which bullying is managed and may be worth further consideration.
                  

                  In this model, parents are included as a subgroup within the school system. The family system is not discussed separately,
                     although it is recognised as a profound influence on the personality of children at school. Families would be assumed to have
                     an unconscious as well as a conscious level of functioning. It is also recognised that the community and political systems
                     are highly relevant but these are not yet well developed aspects of the model.
                  

                  It is important to note that each individual functions at several levels simultaneously. At an intrapersonal level, they have
                     both conscious and unconscious levels of functioning. Within groups, they simultaneously operate as a complete system interacting
                     with other individuals and as a subsystem of the group. In addition, they are likely to be members of dyads or small cliques; consequently, they will
                     operate at both a conscious and unconscious level within those relationships as well. Processes at different levels of the
                     system interact with one another, exacerbating or protecting against experiences of bullying.
                  

                  However, more than one group or dyadic process that generates bullying behaviour may be at work at any given time. For example,
                     a child who is deaf may be stigmatised and kept at the boundary of their peer group when the group feels under threat – perhaps
                     on the move to secondary school. However, if that child then has an unfashionable haircut, for example, they might also be
                     temporarily ostracised. They might also be locked into a parasitic container–contained relationship with another child.
                  

                  To reiterate, the assumption is that bullying behaviour may sometimes be the unfortunate by-product of developmental or maintenance
                     processes within dyadic or group systems, or it may be the product of processes that have become pathological. The form, intensity
                     and duration of the behaviours generated by a particular process are shaped by processes and factors at a number of levels
                     of the system. So no single theory will account for all cases of bullying. For example, one case of bullying behaviour might
                     best be explained by Social Identity Development Theory (Nesdale, 2007), another by Owens et al.’s (2000) work on indirect aggression amongst teenage girls, another by stigmatisation and so forth.
                  
This conceptualisation of bullying represents a flexible framework to support thinking: it is not a fixed model nor will it
                     ever be ‘complete’. Accounts of further processes that generate bullying behaviour need to be incorporated from the literature
                     on bullying (and from elsewhere). One of the benefits of this model is that it can expand to incorporate additional theory.
                     Indeed, almost any theory can be housed at one level or another. Theory can easily be integrated by asking the questions ‘At
                     which level of the system does this process sit’, ‘What function does this process play’ and ‘How does this process relate
                     to other processes at that level?’
                  

               

            

            Personal theories of bullying

            
               Although this model offers one particular way of thinking about bullying, it is clear that each person will develop their
                  own conceptualisation of the problem. Chapter 5 explores the way in which individuals engage with theory to support their practice. Although there are an increasing number
                  of integrated models of psychology, there are relatively few principles to help individuals integrate theories and constructs
                  in their own work. Two studies were conducted with experienced psychologists to explore how they managed and integrated theory
                  to solve problems in their practice. Participants in the first study had ten years’ experience of psychology but no expertise
                  in bullying. In a follow-up study, all participants were published authors in the field of school bullying.
               

               Managing the available information

               
                  One conclusion was that the volume of information potentially relevant to academics and practitioners is increasing and this
                     presents a problem for both the novice and the more experienced psychologist. The environment plays an important role in regulating
                     the volume and diversity of information available to the novice. However, this function is gradually taken over by the individual
                     as they develop strategies for filtering and managing potentially relevant information. Once an individual establishes their
                     core affiliations to particular paradigms – often at university – they may go on to develop a rather conservative attitude
                     towards additional or alternative perspectives and theories. Indeed, once a person establishes a particular response to a
                     problem it is likely to become relatively fixed. This is not surprising given the cognitive effort and emotional discomfort
                     involved in changing one’s beliefs or assumptions. Furthermore, developing automatic responses to familiar problems is very often an efficient, effective approach to problem solving.
                  

                  Both studies highlighted the extent to which people varied in the paradigms and theories they used in their practice; the
                     specific concepts they employed from any particular perspective; and the way in which they organised, integrated and applied
                     theory. It was notable that entire paradigms could be dismissed on the basis that an individual did not find them sufficiently
                     interesting or because a perspective did not resonate with their personal ideals. Unfortunately, this approach to theory potentially
                     disregards whole levels of a child’s system that may be relevant when trying to solve problems in practice. The danger is
                     that interventions are then guided by the personal preferences of the practitioner rather than by a comprehensive assessment
                     of the active elements in each child’s case.
                  

               

               The range of approaches to integrating theory

               
                  However, when an individual does accept new ideas (which is more likely the more experienced they become), the question becomes
                     one of how to integrate these within their current thinking. The two studies suggested three main approaches to integrating
                     theory. The first approach is to allow ideas to simply coexist. It is clear that one does not need a detailed understanding
                     of the relationship between theoretical concepts in order to use them in practice. The next level of integration is to loosely
                     organise theories in relation to one another. For those participants working as practitioners, this was usually managed within
                     some form of systemic framework, although it was not uncommon for people to have a system of organisation personal to them.
                     The most detailed level of integration involves developing a precise understanding of the relationship between specific paradigms,
                     theories or concepts.
                  

                  Those people who did try to develop a more precise understanding of the relationships between ideas often described the process
                     as difficult and uncomfortable but ultimately rewarding. Nonetheless, not everyone is prepared to make this effort or suffer
                     this discomfort. Integrating theory is a process that shares much in common with descriptions of acquiring expertise. In other
                     words, those individuals who do integrate theory repeatedly identified gaps in their understanding of theoretical relationships
                     and refined their mental representations until they provided better support for problem solving in practice. It is likely
                     that integrating ideas often involves creative thinking and all the stages therein. Where this involves the combination of contradictory ideas, dialectic thinking may also be involved.
                  

               

               Building a personal body of knowledge that will support problem solving in practice

               
                  Given the variation between psychologists in terms of how they manage and apply theory, is it possible for a person’s thinking
                     to be too idiosyncratic? One way of addressing this question might be to consider how well the content and organisation of an individual’s
                     personal body of knowledge supports their problem solving in practice. Broadly speaking, the system for managing and applying
                     theory employed by the applied psychologists in these two studies could be organised into three main approaches. One was to
                     draw upon a single paradigm (or a very narrow range of paradigms). The second was to draw on a broad range of paradigms but
                     to have only a loose understanding of the relationships between them. The third was to draw on a broad range of paradigms
                     and to establish a clear understanding of the relationships between them. It could be argued that people who use a very limited
                     number of paradigms are likely to find it easiest to define problems in practice because they have least options from which
                     to choose and their definitions will be prescribed by their chosen perspectives. Those who draw on a broad range of paradigms
                     will have more options for defining the problem. However, without an adequate system of organisation they may be overwhelmed
                     by choice and their interventions may be inconsistent. Indeed, a person’s thinking might be described as too idiosyncratic
                     if they have too narrow a range of options or if they have too many options but no clear system for choosing between them. So, what may be most useful in practice is to
                     draw from a wide range of paradigms but to establish a coherent system for organising, integrating and applying theory that
                     can be made explict. In developing a detailed understanding of the relationship between theories and concepts it gradually
                     becomes possible to build an explicit framework within which ideas may be organised. This clarity of thinking is likely to
                     support decision making in practice.
                  

                  These three approaches to managing and applying theory may be suggestive of a developmental pathway. In other words, working from a very small number of paradigms may have something
                     in common with dualistic thinking. Here, theories are categorised as right or wrong, and teachers or mentors lead the way
                     in deciding which is which. Drawing on a wide but unorganised range of paradigms may be suggestive of more relativistic thinking. The relativistic thinker may find it difficult to make a commitment to any particular
                     position. In contrast, working from a range of paradigms within a clearly organised framework is likely to support decision
                     making. This approach is consistent with expert thinking and is likely to be associated with dialectic thinking (the final
                     stage of cognitive development in adulthood). The dialectic thinker is able to see the value and shortcomings of a range of
                     perspectives but they will make a commitment to a particular position in order to solve complex problems in the real world.
                     They often develop their particular stance by combining the available information – even contradictory information – in order
                     to generate solutions when faced with complex, novel problems in practice. If necessary, they will change their position when
                     new information becomes available.
                  

                  It can be argued that dualistic, relativistic and dialectic thinking are all functional in certain contexts and when dealing
                     with particular types of problem. For example, practitioners may be more likely than academics to accept new and even alternative theories because their need to solve complex, novel problems
                     in their practice seems to take precedence over any natural reluctance to engage with alternative perspectives. In contrast,
                     academics may be more limited in the theories and methods they may employ if they want to attract research funding, complete projects quickly,
                     publish in specific journals and consequently progress in their careers. Perhaps the ideal is for the individual to develop
                     the capacity for dialectic thought but to revert to a more dualistic approach when it is useful. However, if context and task
                     foster one type of thinking over another, this poses some interesting questions about how best to support the development
                     of dialectic thinking within the disciplines relevant to bullying.
                  

                  The relationship between individual’s knowledge and the public body of knowledge can be understood in the following way. When
                     a practitioner enters their discipline, their existing body of knowledge provides the initial framework into which formal
                     theory will be integrated. The content and internal organisation of their knowledge is likely to undergo significant change
                     as a result of formal education and their problem solving in practice. The public body of knowledge represents a source of
                     information that may be useful in understanding and solving problems in practice but it may not contain sufficient information about how to solve
                     some of the complex, ill-defined problems the practitioner faces. Furthermore, identifying the most relevant formal theory
                     in any given case may be labour intensive given the volume of information available and the splits, gaps and inconsistencies within the public body of knowledge.

                  Over time practitioners are likely to develop problem-solving schemas derived from a combination of formal theory and personal
                     experience. Unfortunately, responses to familiar problems may become largely automated as patterns in the information pertaining
                     to a given problem trigger those schemas that may be relevant. Schemas guide the definition of the presenting problem and
                     therefore the solution. Unfortunately, unless a conscious effort is made to improve solutions to familiar problems, performance
                     may plateau.
                  

               

               Developing a personal theory of bullying

               
                  The understanding of bullying a practitioner develops as a result of experience in formal education and practice can be referred
                     to as their implicit or personal theory of bullying. These personal theories may sometimes be more useful than formal theories
                     in generating practical solutions in practice. This is because personal theories often evolve in response to gaps in the public
                     body of knowledge and therefore they represent understanding accumulated through repeated experience with the problem. However,
                     because personal theories are often a mixture of conscious, preconscious and unconscious mental representations, they are
                     likely to be resistant to change, difficult to communicate and difficult to test in an academic forum. Chapter 2 demonstrates that the staff in schools develop a detailed but sometimes implicit understanding of bullying and of school
                     systems. It demonstrates how difficult it can be to access this implicit knowledge. Much of their understanding had to be
                     deduced from their interventions.
                  

                  Clearly, some personal theories of bullying will provide more effective support for problem solving than others. Those that
                     may be of most use as a starting place for further theory building may be those which:
                     
                        
                           • are the product of extensive practical experience with the problem
                           

                        

                        
                           • have been developed in an environment that supports a creative, dialectic approach to problem solving
                           

                        

                        
                           • are indicative of expertise and dialectic thinking
                           

                        

                        
                           • have been developed by an individual who is curious, reflective and open to collaborating with others
                           

                        

                        
                           • incorporate a range of paradigms
                           

                        

                        
                           • have a coherent and consistent approach to defining and responding to problems, that can be made explicit.
                           

                        

                     

                  

               

            
Developing the public body of knowledge about bullying in schools

            
               What has been achieved to date?

               
                  Chapter 6 explores the question of how the public body of knowledge has been developed to date; how it might be developed further in
                     the future; and its relationship to the personal theories of bullying used by practitioners in their practice.
                  

                  The process of theory building within the field seems to have followed a natural pathway. The initial focus was on the type
                     and frequency of the behaviours involved in bullying. This work clarified what it is that all cases of bullying may have in
                     common. It also identified key factors in bullying. However, the over-reliance on particular research methods did begin to
                     produce repetitive results that focused too much on the behaviours involved. In part, a relatively narrow range of methods
                     was initially employed because it is difficult to find research methods that can adequately capture the complexity of the
                     problem. However, the research methods employed are often shaped by the demands of academia, where careers are built by publishing
                     in a relatively small number of influential journals that favour a fairly narrow range of empirical methods. So, on the one
                     hand, it can be argued that building an adequate picture of the problem has been inevitably slow and somewhat piecemeal. On
                     the other hand, it is worth considering whether the practices of academia have had any negative impact on the speed of progress
                     within the field and, if so, what the implications might be for the future.
                  

                  However, the psychologists interviewed felt a great deal had been achieved in terms of setting parameters for the study of
                     bullying, identifying key factors and beginning to achieve positive results in intervention studies. The general feeling was
                     that what was required was further detail on specific aspects of bullying, further work on definitions, better connections
                     between the findings to date and more explanatory theory. The primary concern was to develop theory that would result in more
                     effective interventions.
                  

               

               Looking to the future: bullying as a problem to be solved

               
                  One way of conceptualising the future development of theory might be to construe bullying as a problem to be solved. In which
                     case, the role of theory would be to help define the problem in ways that generate effective solutions.
                  
What information is required to solve a problem?

                  
                     The case is made that bullying behaviour is the product of various processes within dyadic and group systems. Each specific
                        process requires a theory (or set of theories) that contains sufficient information about the behaviours or types of interaction
                        that are undesirable (the initial state); the preferred behaviours or interactions (the goal state); the actions that would
                        change the undesirable pattern of interactions into those that would be preferred (the operators); and any factors that govern
                        the actions that may be taken (the operator restrictors). This definition of the problem needs to include an explanation of
                        the process that generates the problematic pattern of interaction (and ideally an explanation of the processes and factors
                        that generate the desired state).
                     

                     However, the definition of the goal may be particularly difficult in problems such as bullying. Indeed, it is not always possible
                        to define the goal until a satisfactory outcome has been achieved and this is recognised as ‘good enough’. Nonetheless, the
                        definition of the goal state in relation to the problem of bullying may sometimes be too vague. For example, the goal state
                        is sometimes defined by default as the absence of the behaviours that have been defined as bullying. This may not be sufficient.
                        The factors that result in the desired pattern of interaction may be quite distinct from the factors that generate the pattern
                        of interaction defined as bullying. In which case, rather than take action to prevent particular behaviours it would be necessary
                        to take action to actively foster the alternative pattern of relating. So defining the goal state is important as it has implications
                        for the actions that should be taken.
                     

                     However, when thinking about the goal for each specific child, the focus will be on the risks for that child and how these
                        might be reduced. Over time, the public body of knowledge will provide increasingly detailed explanations of each type of
                        bullying and will be able to identify more precisely which interventions should be effective for each type of bullying. Nonetheless,
                        the actual goal for specific children should always be determined by the risks, priorities and resources in each particular
                        case.
                     

                     At present, some of the information about the initial state, goal state, operators and operator restrictors in different types
                        of bullying is missing. For example, the theory of scapegoating in Chapter 3 contains detailed information about the initial state, goal state and restrictors but relatively little about the operators.
                        Consequently, scapegoating is difficult to manage. The theory of ostracism in groups in Chapter 3 contains information primarily about the initial state but this makes it possible to extrapolate suggestions for the goal state, operators and restrictors.
                     

                     In summary, the definition of each type of bullying could usefully be composed of a set of theories which together address
                        each of these important aspects of the problem. However, there will always be a need for an additional overarching definition
                        that identifies what it is that all cases of bullying have in common (although the details of this broad definition will change
                        over time).
                     

                  

               

               What is the most productive level of analysis?

               
                  As well as containing sufficient information about all four aspects of the problem, a useful definition will be one that analyses
                     the problem at that level of analysis most likely to produce effective solutions. This can be referred to as the intermediate
                     level of abstraction. This reveals the underlying structure of the problem. At this level of abstraction, undesirable behaviours
                     are understood to potentially serve some function within the relationship. If an intervention focuses on stopping certain
                     types of behaviour but does not adequately address the functions they serve, children may employ alternative behaviours to
                     fulfil the same purpose. Verbal aggression may replace physical aggression, indirect aggression may replace verbal aggression
                     and so forth. To understand the particular function behaviours are serving, it is necessary to identify the underlying process
                     that is generating them.
                  

               

               Knowing when a theory might be relevant in practice

               
                  If theory about causal processes is to be useful in practice, practitioners need to know when a particular theory is likely
                     to be relevant. One way in which theory builders can support practitioners in this respect is to make apparent the key pieces
                     of information that should alert them to the possibility that a specific process may be at work. Also, what additional information
                     would be required to confirm or discount this possibility. For example, indicators that might alert a practitioner to the
                     possibility that ostracism or scapegoating may be the cause of bullying behaviour in a particular case may be extrapolated
                     from the relevant theories (see p. 00). To give one example, a practitioner might start to wonder whether scapegoating is
                     at work if attacking and rejecting behaviour occurs in a group, if the children involved do not seem fully cognisant of their
                     behaviour, if the targeted child seems paradoxically important to the group and if the group is characterised by polarisation
                     and an overly dominant leader. The theory of scapegoating could then be used to guide the search for further information that would confirm or refute this possibility.
                  

               

               The importance of organising and integrating theory

               
                  The case is made that organising and integrating theory into a coherent framework is likely to support the work of both the
                     theory builder and the practitioner. For example, it helps to clarify whether theories are addressing the same process, discrete
                     processes or overlapping processes. It also provides a useful starting place when trying to make sense of the way in which
                     factors at different levels of the system interact in practice. Furthermore, it increases the likelihood that the practitioner
                     will be able to quickly and easily identify the most probable cause of bullying in a specific case. Finally, it makes it easier
                     to see where there are gaps in the public body of knowledge. Two aspects of organising and integrating theory are considered.
                  

                  One important aspect of organising and integrating theory is to establish what contribution different theories and studies
                     are making to the definition of bullying. For example, some theories may provide a complete account of a particular type of
                     bullying (although this is rare). Others may focus on defining one aspect of this type of bullying. And so forth. It can also
                     be useful to consider at what level of abstraction a particular contribution has analysed the problem. Is it identifying something
                     common to all types of bullying? Or is it focusing on the behaviours involved. Or is it revealing something about the underlying
                     processes and therefore the underlying structure of the problem? This way of conceptualising theory building is useful in
                     identifying gaps in knowledge and therefore in establishing priorities for further research and theory building.
                  

                  Another pivotal aspect of organising and integrating theory is to establish how the processes involved in bullying relate
                     to one another. The assumption is that bullying behaviour is primarily the product of processes within dyadic and group relationships.
                     However, the form, intensity and duration the behaviour takes will be shaped by factors at other levels of the system. Theory
                     builders need to make clear the range of possible interactions and practitioners need to identify the actual interactions
                     in specific cases.
                  

                  The first step towards developing this type of understanding might be to loosely organise the various processes (and associated
                     theories) in relation to one another. This clarifies the basic relationships and generates a conceptual framework within which
                     more detailed descriptions of the various interactions can be developed.
                  
One approach is suggested, based on the model in Chapter 4. Processes can be organised in relation to one another by taking into account:
                     
                        
                           • the level of the system at which a process operates
                           

                        

                        
                           • whether this system functions as a complete system interacting with one another or as a subsystem of a larger whole
                           

                           
                              
                                 and / or

                              

                           

                        

                        
                           • whether the process is conscious or unconscious
                           

                        

                        
                           • whether the process plays a role in the development or maintenance of that level of the system, or whether it is a pathological
                              process
                           

                        

                        
                           • how the function served by this process relates to the functions served by other processes at that particular level of the
                              system.
                           

                        

                     

                  

                  Organising processes in relation to one another using this approach generates a hierarchy of categories (which map onto the
                     model of bullying outlined earlier). For example, stigmatisation, ostracism and scapegoating can all be categorised as examples
                     of ‘bullying generated by processes within the group’. This category can be further subdivided. Stigmatisation and ostracism
                     are both members of a subgroup of processes (‘bullying generated by group processes that are available to awareness’). Both
                     are also members of a further subgroup of processes that perform a role in group maintenance. However, ostracism is a process
                     that potentially performs the function of protecting the stability and safety of the group, whilst stigmatisation may increase
                     the internal cohesion of the group during times of threat. Unlike stigmatisation and ostracism, scapegoating is a process
                     that belongs to the subgroup of processes in which children relate to one another as a subsystem of the larger group system
                     (‘bullying generated by group processes that are not available to awareness’). Scapegoating belongs to a further subgroup
                     of processes that potentially performs a role in group development. In particular, it is a process that may prevent the group
                     disintegrating during times of unexpressed conflict. The larger categories within this system of organisation might be construed
                     as the basic types of bullying, while the specific processes contained within each category refer to particular types of bullying
                     behaviour.
                  

                  In practice, systems of organisation such as this help direct attention to the most relevant level of the system. This makes
                     it possible to focus on a subset of possible causes. These represent hypotheses to be tested. To reiterate theories relating
                     to each potential cause of bullying should make clear what additional information to gather in order to confirm or refute
                     the possibilities under consideration.
                  
This is only one potential system of organisation. The important point is that, whichever organising framework is employed,
                     it should support both theory building and practice.
                  

               

               Tailoring definitions to the individual case

               
                  Having identified the most likely cause of bullying behaviour in a particular case, the practitioner needs to define how processes
                     at other levels of the system are affecting the form, intensity and duration of the bullying behaviour in that case. However, decisions about whether to intervene and how to intervene should be based on a broader assessment of the wider
                     risks, priorities and so forth for each child. To this end, practice-based models of problem solving and decision making are
                     likely to provide the necessary support.
                  

                  Suggestion for future research

                  
                     In summary, the public body of knowledge provides a resource for practitioners and can provide support by:
                        
                           
                              • developing complete, coherent theories for each of the processes that may result in bullying behaviour
                              

                           

                           
                              • making explicit the early indicators of each of these processes so practitioners can quickly identify the most relevant subset
                                 of possibilities in a given case
                              

                           

                           
                              • providing clear frameworks within which the various causes of bullying can be organised and categorised, and which will also
                                 support the identification of the most likely cause of bullying in practice
                              

                           

                           
                              • making explicit the information needed to confirm that a particular process is the cause of bullying behaviour in a given
                                 case
                              

                           

                           
                              • making clear the way in which factors at different levels of the system interact to shape the particular form the problem
                                 takes in each case
                              

                           

                           
                              • providing practitioners with the tools to develop their own frameworks for organising and applying theory
                              

                           

                           
                              • evaluating practice-based models of problem solving and decision making for use by teachers and other practitioners in schools.
                              

                           

                        

                     

                     Consequently, the suggestion is that future research might focus on:
                        
                           
                              (1) clarifying the way in which different contributions to the field contribute to the definition of the problem
                              

                           

                           
                              (2) identifying gaps in the public body of knowledge and priorities for future research

                           

                              (3) searching across disciplinary and paradigmatic boundaries to identify additional processes within dyadic or group systems
                                 that may result in bullying behaviour
                              

                           

                           
                              (4) defining the initial state, goal state, operators or operator restrictors for each of these processes
                              

                           

                           
                              (5) making clear (i) the behavioural and contextual indicators that would initially signal when each process is at work, and (ii)
                                 the additional information that would be needed to confirm that a specific process was generating the bullying behaviour in
                                 a particular case
                              

                           

                           
                              (6) clarifying how factors at each level of the system impact upon the form, intensity, course and impact of the bullying behaviour
                                 generated by specific dyadic or group processes
                              

                           

                           
                              (7) developing additional decision-making aids to help practitioners identify the cause of bullying in given cases
                              

                           

                           
                              (8) evaluating practice-based models of problem solving and decision making in order to identify those that would provide most
                                 support to the work of practitioners in schools when they are addressing problems of bullying
                              

                           

                           
                              (9) clarifying which approaches to learning and theory building will enable practitioners to develop personal bodies of knowledge
                                 that will effectively support their problem solving in practice
                              

                           

                           
                              (10) establishing new, collaborative methods of theory building that allow the complementary expertise of practitioners and academics
                                 to be pooled more effectively in future.
                              

                           

                        

                     

                  

               

               Redefining the relationship between academics and practitioners

               
                  Picking upon this last points there is recognition within the field of the need for collaboration, and there are many examples
                     of good practice in this respect. However, the approach to theory building suggested here would require a level of collaboration
                     that may go beyond existing practices. In particular, a fundamental premise of this approach is that the implicit, personal
                     theories of bullying developed by practitioners potentially provide an important starting place for further theory building.
                     Indeed, if the primary purpose of the public body of knowledge is to support effective problem solving in practice, the value
                     of direct experience with the problem needs to be properly acknowledged. Consequently, it may well be time to pay substantially
                     more attention to the expertise held by practitioners. New approaches to theory building need to make it increasingly possible
                     to pool the complementary resources of practitioners and academics. Academics have an understanding of current theory and of the methods available for testing and validating ideas. Practitioners know from experience which patterns of
                     behaviour and which types of interaction are problematic. They are also aware of the contextual factors that shape relationships
                     in schools. They know the restrictions on the actions they may take – and the likely impact of certain actions in practice.
                     Indeed, practitioners know where formal theories fail to support practical problem solving. Academics could therefore play
                     an important role in helping practitioners to make their understanding of the problem explicit, and in testing and communicating
                     these implicit theories of bullying. Academics might also have a role to play in identifying similarities between the personal
                     theories that emerge from practice and in establishing links between these theories and the existing public body of knowledge.

                  The difficulty with this suggestion is threefold. First, it would take academics further into the messy realm of applied research,
                     which is difficult to conduct and difficult to publish in the most highly regarded journals. This could be detrimental to
                     academics’ careers. Second, redefining the relationship between practitioners and academics would involve a redistribution
                     of power: academics would have to share the role of expert. Third, all such relationships require high levels of negotiation.
                     Whilst ultimately rewarding, this is often very taxing and time consuming. Nonetheless, the benefit would be that academics
                     would gain access to the problem-solving schemas developed by practitioners through direct experience with the problem. The
                     result might be a public body of knowledge that supports problem solving more effectively in practice. Furthermore in this
                     type of relationship, the work of academics and practitioners would become two interdependent halves of a whole: practitioners’
                     practice would inform the public body of knowledge and the public body of knowledge would better inform practitioners’ practice.
                  

               

            

            
               
                  1 For example, Schuster (2007) observes: ‘Olweus’ definition requires the negative acts to be carried out (1) systematically. Operationally, this is often
                     defined as repeatedly (e.g., at least once a week) and long-lasting (e.g., at least over a period of six months) … (but) studies
                     finding rates of up to 90% … asked participants whether they had once in their school life experienced such an incident! Whereas
                     duration and repetition can be taken into account fairly easily, the potentially more genuine criteria of (2) imbalance of
                     power and (3) intention of harm have been neglected even more often’ (p. 411). She also makes a distinction between genuine
                     peer victimisation in which a group gangs up on an individual and ‘discipline problems’ in which there is a climate of generalised
                     aggression in a class.
                  

               

            

         

      

   
      
            1 Bullying in schools: the research background

            Peter K.  Smith

            
               Bullying in school has become a topic of international concern over the last 10–20 years. Starting with research in Scandinavia,
                  Japan and the UK, there is now active research in most European countries, in Australia and New Zealand, Canada and the USA,
                  and Japan and South Korea (Jimerson et al., 2010; Smith et al., 1999). This chapter discusses what we mean by ‘bullying’; summarises some recent research findings on the nature of bullying;
                  discusses the results of large-scale, school-based interventions; and raises issues for future research and practice.
               

            

            Definitions of bullying

            
               What do we mean by bullying? Although there is no universally agreed definition, there is an emerging consensus in the western research tradition that
                  bullying refers to repeated aggressive acts against someone who cannot easily defend themselves (see Olweus, 1999; Ross, 2002). A similar definition, though perhaps with broader connotations, is that bullying is a ‘systematic abuse of power’ (Rigby,
                  2002; Smith and Sharp, 1994).
               

               Although the two criteria of repetition, and power imbalance, are not universally accepted, they are now widely used. Bullying,
                  by its nature, is likely to have particular characteristics (such as fear of telling by the victim), and particular outcomes
                  (such as development of low self-esteem, and depression, in the victim). The relative defencelessness of the victim implies
                  an obligation on others to intervene, if we take the democratic rights of the victim seriously.
               

               Olweus (1993) has argued that it is a ‘fundamental democratic right’ not to be bullied. The increase in international concern about school
                  bullying, which has expanded rapidly over the last 25 years, appears to reflect an increase in concern for rights issues throughout
                  the twentieth century, which is continuing (Greene, 2006). This has been evidenced by an awareness of, and legislation against, forms of discrimination due to (for example) gender,
                  race, age, religion, disability and sexual orientation – a process that is still continuing. Bullying or victimisationgenerally refers to discrimination on a more individual basis, although the term bias bullying has been used to refer to victimisation based on such group characteristics.
               

               Bullying can happen in many contexts – the workplace, the home, the armed forces, prisons, etc. (Monks et al., 2009). Indeed, topics such as workplace bullying are growing research areas (Hoel et al., 1999). In school, too, we can think of teacher–teacher, teacher–pupil, pupil–teacher as well as pupil–pupil bullying (Terry, 1998). However, it is mainly pupil–pupil bullying which has been the focus of research up until now.
               

            

            History of research

            
               Scandinavia

               
                  Although there were a very few scattered articles on bullying in the research literature before the 1970s, we can date the
                     systematic study of the topic as starting with the publication of Dan Olweus’ book Bullies and Whipping-Boys in 1978. Olweus is a Swede, who has for most of his research career worked in Norway at the University of Bergen. However, his early
                     work was in Sweden, and he credits early writings by Heinemann and others in that country as first raising the issue as one
                     of concern.
                  

                  Olweus started a programme of work that has significantly shaped and inspired the western tradition of research. In particular,
                     he developed a measurement tool, and an intervention. The measurement tool was an anonymous self-report questionnaire, filled
                     in by pupils, describing their involvement in bullying at school (as victim, or bully) (Olweus, 1992). The intervention was linked to a national campaign in Norway, but developed further by Olweus into the Olweus Bully–Victim
                     Intervention Programme (Olweus, 1993, 1999). These two significant initiatives in the 1980s led, gradually at first but then rapidly in the 1990s, to an expanding research
                     programme at international level.
                  

                  In 1988 there was a conference in Stavanger, Norway, organised by Erling Roland, which brought the Scandinavian work to a
                     wider audience, as later did Olweus’ 1993 book Bullying at School: What We Know and What We Can Do. Work in Norway has continued, with both Olweus, and Roland, co-ordinating interventions in schools (Olweus, 2004; Roland, 2000).
                  

                  In Sweden, there has also been a significant input by Anatol Pikas (1989, 2002), who developed his Pikas method of working in a non-judgemental way with children who bully others. This and the similar
                     Farsta method are used quite widely in Sweden, although the Pikas method’s empirical research base is limited and it is criticised
                     by some, including Olweus.
                  
In Finland, there has been a strong research tradition since the 1980s, started by a research group including the late Kirsti
                     Lagerspetz. This was one of the first groups to develop the peer nominations approach to gathering information. Christina
                     Salmivalli and colleagues (1996a) later developed this into a methodology of assessing participant roles in bullying. Salmivalli has also evaluated interventions
                     in schools in Helsinki and Turku (Salmivalli et al., 2004), and is currently co-ordinating a nationally-based intervention, KiVa. Kaj Björkqvist and colleagues (1992) developed the concept of indirect (as compared to direct) aggression, which has had immediate application to the bullying
                     research area.
                  

               

               United Kingdom

               
                  Three books on bullying appeared in the UK in 1989, and in that year a government report, the Elton Report on Discipline,
                     mentioned school bullying, the work in Norway and the need for further research. The Gulbenkian Foundation decided to support
                     several research initiatives in this area. One of these was a ‘survey service’, based on an English-language version of the
                     Olweus questionnaire (Ahmad et al., 1991).
                  

                  Some early results from these surveys suggested that bullying in English schools was higher than the rates in Norway. The
                     survey basis was very limited at first, but nevertheless the press seized on this and headlines duly appeared suggesting or
                     stating that Britain was the ‘Bullying Capital of Europe’. This also featured in TV news reports. One newspaper spoke of a
                     ‘conspiracy of silence’ over solving a problem in which Britain leads Europe. All this was incorrect, but it did prove useful
                     in getting funding! Following questions in Parliament about what was being done about school bullying, the then Department
                     for Education in London decided to fund a survey and intervention project in Sheffield from 1991–1994 (Smith and Sharp, 1994). This resulted in the production of an information pack for schools, Don’t Suffer in Silence; the first (1994) edition was free to state schools and was requested by most schools; a second edition came out in 2000,
                     and was available on the Internet; as is a new package of materials, Safe to Learn, available since November 2007 (see www.publications.teachernet.gov.uk).
                  

                  In England, other activities have included a Home Office project on bullying (Pitts and Smith, 1995), work by the children’s charity Kidscape (including the suggestion of bully courts or school tribunals), work by ChildLine
                     (setting up telephone help lines dedicated to bullying), and considerable interest in peer support systems (Cowie, 2000). There has also been considerable work in Scotland (Mellor, 1999), including the appointment of an Anti-Bullying co-ordinator for schools; and, more recently, work in Wales and Northern
                     Ireland.
                  
The Anti-Bullying Alliance (ABA) was founded by the National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children (NSPCC) and
                     the National Children’s Bureau (NCB) in 2002. ABA brings together over 50 national organisations in England, from the voluntary
                     and private sectors, local education authorities (LEAs), professional associations and the research community into one network
                     to work together to reduce bullying and create safer environments for children and young people to live, grow, play and learn.
                     With funding from the then Department for Education and Skills (DfES), and subsequently Department for Children, Schools and
                     Families (DCSF), it has supported regional seminars, the development of a portfolio of resources, and the setting up of nine
                     regional support networks throughout England. Anti-bullying weeks have been held annually since 2004.
                  

               

               Other countries in Europe

               
                  There is by now some history of research and interest in the topic of school bullying throughout all European Community countries
                     and indeed most countries in Europe – although, at a much earlier stage in the eastern European countries, generally. One
                     major initiative was an EC-funded Training and Mobility of Researchers project, linking teams in England, Italy, Spain, Portugal
                     and Germany. Other notable European initiatives include national surveys and the Donegal intervention project in Ireland (O’Moore
                     and Minton, 2004); the Flanders intervention project in Belgium (Stevens et al., 2004); the anti-bullying work in Seville and Andalucía (Ortega et al., 2004); work by Menesini and colleagues in Italy (Menesini, 2003); and intervention in kindergartens in Switzerland (Alsaker, 2004). This is a far from complete listing, and a wide range of activities and research was documented in the book Violence in Schools: The Response in Europe (Smith, 2003). More recently, COST IS0801 has brought together European countries in the study of cyberbullying (see below) (http://sites.google.com/site/costis0801).
                  

                  A number of European countries have developed legal requirements concerning bullying in schools, including Finland, France,
                     Ireland, Luxembourg, Malta, Sweden, and the UK; others (e.g. Belgium and Germany) have legal requirements concerning violence
                     in schools (see Ananiadou and Smith, 2002).
                  

               

               North America

               
                  In Canada, Debra Pepler and Wendy Craig have developed a so-far unique observational methodology to gather information on
                     what bullying actually happens in school playgrounds. They have also co-ordinated an intervention project in Toronto (Pepler et al., 2004).
                  

                  Research in the USA was slower to get going in this area, perhaps because of a pre-occupation with issues such as drug abuse
                     and gun use in schools, but research and publications have expanded very rapidly in the last decade. Early work by David Perry
                     and colleagues (1988) focused on peer nomination studies of victimisation, and this has been continued by Hodges et al. examining risk factors for victimisation (1997, 1999). Nicki Crick and colleagues (e.g. Crick and Grotpeter, 1995) developed a programme of work on relational aggression (similar though not identical to indirect aggression). Gary Ladd
                     and Becky Kochenderfer-Ladd (2002; Kochenderfer and Ladd, 1996) have researched issues regarding stability of victimisation, and coping strategies. Tony Pellegrini has compared methodological
                     approaches (advocating multi-method approaches whenever possible), and provided data on victimisation at school transition
                     points (Pellegrini and Bartini, 2000). Sue Limber and colleagues have implemented the Olweus intervention programme in South Carolina (Limber et al., 2004). A collection of research in the USA was compiled by Dorothy Espelage and Susan Swearer (2004).
                  

               

               Australasia

               
                  In Australia, Ken Rigby and Phillip Slee have particularly examined the correlates and consequences of victimisation (Rigby,
                     2002), and Slee has developed an intervention pack, the PEACE pack (Slee, 2006). Rigby has published several books that make research accessible for a wider audience, such as parents (Rigby, 2008). In both Australia (McGrath and Noble, 2006) and New Zealand (Sullivan et al., 2004), there have been important initiatives in disseminating research and making it readily accessible to schools.
                  

               

               Japan and the Far East

               
                  In Japan, there has been a separate tradition of studying ‘Ijime’ from the 1980s. The Japanese government, together with UNESCO,
                     supported a comparative study of ‘ijime/bullying’ in Japan, Norway, England and the Netherlands (Morita, 2001), and reports on bullying from countries worldwide were collated in Morita et al. (1999), in Sekai no ijime (with a similar collection in English; Smith et al., 1999). An international conference in Kobe in 2003 resulted in an international report with many Japanese contributions (Tsuchiya
                     et al., 2005). There is also research coming from other countries in the region, notably South Korea (Koo et al., 2008).
                  

               

            
What we know about school bullying

            
               Given this history of research, only briefly sketched above, what have we learnt? Here, we will focus on pupil–pupil bullying,
                  which is by far the most extensively studied; and on work in the western tradition. We will review seven topics: methods of
                  study; incidence figures; types of bullying; roles in bullying; causes of bullying; correlates of bully and victim roles;
                  and some structural features of bullying.
               

               How do we find out about school bullying?

               
                  It is not immediately obvious how to study school bullying, as it generally is not something that bullies would want to be
                     discovered doing. However, several methods have been developed and used to study the phenomenon.
                  

                  A straightforward method is to get teacher or parent reports. Teachers, or parents, can usually give some information on whether their pupil, or son/daughter, is or has been involved
                     as a bully or victim. Such information is quick to get, and teacher opinions are important in their own right. But it is generally
                     of limited value in understanding pupils’ experiences, as other data suggests that adults often know only a fraction of what
                     is going on. As far as pupil–pupil bullying is concerned, it is the pupils themselves who are the expert witnesses.
                  

                  A widely used approach has been pupil self-report data in questionnaires, usually anonymous. Olweus developed this methodology, and other variants have been used, for example the Life in School questionnaire in the UK (Arora, 1994). Such a method is most suitable for large surveys, and indeed has no substitute in this respect. Of course, the information
                     is limited to what is in a structured questionnaire, and if it is anonymous, individual bullies or victims cannot be identified.
                     Generally, correlates of bully or victim (or bully/victim) status can only be made within one individual’s questionnaire response
                     – that is to say, it relies on one informant.
                  

                  Peer nominations provide an alternative pupil-based approach. Here, pupils are asked to nominate classmates for involvement in roles such
                     as bully or victim. Multiple informants can provide good reliability in identifying bullies or victims, and this method is
                     suitable for class-based work. It is more time-consuming (involving individual interviews), and ethical issues are raised
                     by asking pupils to identify others in this way. Two common instruments are by Rigby and Slee (1991) and the Salmivalli Participant Role Scale (Salmivalli et al., 1996a).
                  

                  Direct observations can be made, for example by watching in the playground and making notes or discrete audio-taped observations (Boulton, 1995), or by using video and radio microphones (Pepler and Craig, 1995; Pepler et al., 1998). Such methods are particularly difficult and time-consuming, and are not used widely. It may also be biased towards detecting
                     physical bullying, rather than more subtle verbal and indirect forms. Nevertheless direct observations have a special validity,
                     as all other methods are indirect, filtered through perceptions of individuals and the nature of reporting to the investigator.
                  

                  More qualitative methods can be employed, such as focus groups, ethnographic observations and interviewing of key informants.
                     Important examples in this tradition have demonstrated the range of girls bullying (Owens et al., 2000) and of sexual bullying (Duncan, 1999). These do not exhaust the range of methodologies. Records kept by schools, such as incident reports of bullying, may also
                     be useful.
                  

                  Some studies have reported on correlations across different methodologies, typically for identifying bullies and victims.
                     These are usually reasonable but no means high correlations, and reinforce the advantage of multi-method approaches (Pellegrini
                     and Bartini, 2000).
                  

               

               Incidence of bullying/victimisation

               
                  All of the above methods can provide information on the incidence of bullying and victimisation, although some are better
                     suited to this, especially survey questionnaires. However the actual incidence figures obtained can vary very greatly, independent
                     of the actual phenomenon. Even considering just questionnaires, incidence figures will be influenced by: what time span is
                     being asked about (e.g. last month, last term, last year, ever at school); what frequency is regarded as bullying (e.g. once/twice
                     a term; once a month, once a week or more); or what definition is used (e.g. whether it includes indirect as well as direct
                     forms). When a questionnaire is administered in the school or calendar year can also be important, if a short timespan (last
                     month or term) is taken.
                  

                  All these issues make it often difficult to compare across different studies. It also means that absolute incidence figures
                     are rather meaningless, in isolation. Some broad generalisations can be made. It is clear that victims of bullying are a substantial
                     minority (maybe around 5–20 per cent of pupils), and bullies (who take part in bullying others) are usually a smaller minority
                     (maybe around 2–20 per cent). Those who are both bullies and victims, the bully/victims, vary greatly in incidence according
                     to methodology and criteria.
                  

                  Despite the difficulties associated with incidence figures, such information is important, for two main purposes. First, reports
                     of incidence can be vitally important in awareness raising, and associated publicity, when concern about the topic of school bullying is lacking. We saw earlier how the (incorrectly interpreted) early incidence
                     figures in England led to wide publicity and nationally-funded action, and this scenario has been repeated in various forms
                     in several other countries. Second, incidence figures are necessary for monitoring and evaluating the effects of school-based
                     interventions. When the same instrument and criteria are used at pre- and post-test (and by the same research team), then
                     there can be reasonable confidence that the figures obtained are meaningful at least in terms of registering a comparative
                     increase or decrease in the phenomenon (although, even then, problems raised by increased awareness, and changed pupil definitions
                     of bullying following the intervention, may contaminate the straightforward interpretation of the findings).
                  

                  The media often portray bullying as a problem that is on the increase. In fact (with the probable exception of cyberbullying,
                     see below), it appears to be decreasing. For example, over the last few years, data gathered from some 16,000 pupils in Leicestershire
                     schools (Pupil Attitude Survey, 2005/2006) shows that the proportion who say that they have ever been bullied in school this
                     year more than just once or twice was 16.3% in 2002/2003, 14.9% in 2003/2004, 14.4% in 2004/2005 and 13.9% in 2005/2006. This
                     slow but steady decline does suggest that anti-bullying work is having an effect, but also that much remains to be done.
                  

               

               Types of bullying

               
                  While a number of typologies of aggression and of bullying exist, the main traditional types include:
                     
                        
                           • Physical: hitting, kicking, punching, taking or damaging belongings.
                           

                        

                        
                           • Verbal: teasing, taunting, threatening.
                           

                        

                        
                           • Social exclusion: systematically excluding someone from social groups (‘you can’t play with us’).
                           

                        

                        
                           • Indirect and other relational: spreading nasty rumours, telling others not to play with someone.
                           

                        

                     

                  

                  Boys and girls have a similar understanding of what bullying is, but they do differ in the types they use and experience.
                     Boys use more physical forms; girls use more indirect bullying, social exclusion and other relational forms.
                  

                  A 14-country cross-national study of words for bullying (Smith et al., 2002), and the situations they are applied to, found considerable similarities across various countries, in these types (though
                     with some variations, particularly related to social exclusion situations. However, there were noticeable age changes. Young pupils (e.g. up to about eight years old) seem to mainly distinguish ‘nice’ and ‘nasty’
                     behaviours, so that bullying is not distinguished readily from other aggressive or unpleasant behaviours. Older pupils, however,
                     distinguish bullying from fighting, and also distinguish the main forms as outlined above.
                  

                  Bias bullying

                  
                     Some bullying is based on (or justified by) the victim being a member of a particular group – often a marginalised or disadvantaged
                        one – rather than on individual characteristics. This can include sexual bullying (Duncan, 1999). Children can experience
                        racist teasing and name-calling, and those of non-white ethnic origin have been shown to experience more racist name-calling
                        (though not necessarily other forms of bullying) than white children of the same age and gender. In secondary schools, children
                        may be teased about their sexual orientation, and even physically assaulted or ridiculed about this by other pupils or teachers
                        (Rivers, 1995).
                     

                  

                  Cyberbullying

                  
                     Cyberbullying describes forms of bullying using electronic devices, mainly mobile phones and the Internet. One study (Smith
                        et al., 2008) identified seven types of cyberbullying: text message bullying; mobile phone call bullying; picture/video clip bullying
                        (via mobile phone cameras); email bullying; chatroom bullying; bullying through instant messaging; and bullying via websites.
                        Smith et al. found that phone call, text message and instant messaging were the most common forms of cyberbullying, both inside and outside
                        of school. Prevalence rates of cyberbullying were greater outside of school than inside. Most cyberbullying lasted only a
                        week or so, but some lasted much longer. A substantial minority (around one-third) of victims had told nobody about it.
                     

                     New forms of cyberbullying are appearing as electronic technologies develop further, and, unlike traditional bullying, cyberbullying
                        in England appears to have increased. Rivers and Noret (2010) studied over 11,000 pupils from 2002 to 2005, and asked them, ‘How often have you received any nasty or threatening text
                        messages or emails?’ The percentage answering ‘once in a while’ or more often was 5.8% in 2002; 5.9% in 2003; increasing to
                        7.4% in 2004; and levelling off at 7.0% in 2005 and 7.1% in 2006.
                     

                     There are some distinctive features of cyberbullying. One is ‘no place to hide’: unlike traditional forms of bullying, where
                        once the victim gets home they are away from the bullying until the next day, cyberbullying is more difficult to escape from;
                        the victim may continue to receive text messages or emails, or view nasty postings on a website, wherever they are. Another is the breadth of audience:
                        cyberbullying can reach particularly large audiences in a peer group compared with the normally small groups that are onlookers
                        of traditional bullying. For example, when nasty comments are posted on a website, the audience that may see these comments
                        is potentially very large. In addition, those doing the bullying often have more anonymity than in traditional physical or
                        verbal bullying. Online pseudonyms may be used on the Internet. Related to these, cyberbullying may have varying impact. The
                        psychological harm caused by some forms of cyberbullying may be more harmful than traditional forms of bullying; for example,
                        pupils report picture/video clip bullying as likely to be particularly distressing in its effects. A special issue of the
                        Zeitschrift für Psychologie/Journal of Psychology in 2009 was dedicated to ‘Cyberbullying: abusive relationships in cyberspace’.
                     

                  

               

               Roles in bullying

               
                  The obvious roles obtained from questionnaires and from nomination data are those of bully and victim. It is usually these
                     incidence figures that are reported. It is easy to calculate data for two other roles. Bully/victims are those who score on
                     both bully and victim; and non-involved or control pupils are those who score on neither. However, this is only the bare bones
                     of a more complicated dynamic.
                  

                  Pikas (1989) and others have long distinguished two types of victim: the so-called passive victim, who has not directly provoked the
                     bullying; and the provocative victim, who can be thought to have contributed to their being bullied by having acted in an
                     annoying, provocative way around peers (thus, this group may overlap considerably with the bully/victims).
                  

                  Salmivalli et al. (1996a) took things further by splitting up the roles involved in bullying. Through peer nomination procedures, she identified roles
                     of ringleader bullies (who take the initiative), follower bullies (who then join in) and reinforcers (who encourage the bully or laugh at the victim). She also identified defenders (who help the victim) and bystanders (who stay out of things), as well as the victims themselves. Subsequently, some investigators have distinguished between bystanders, who see the bullying but do not act in any way; and outsiders, who just have not seen what is happening.
                  

                  Salmivalli’s work was with young adolescents. Monks and colleagues (Monks et al., 2003) have adapted the participant roles for use with young children (four–six years old), using cartoon pictures. The roles of bully (or aggressor), victim and defender can be identified with some reliability, but other roles are not clearly understood
                     until middle childhood (Sutton and Smith, 1999).
                  

               

               Causes of bullying

               
                  Aggressive behaviour and inequalities of power are commonplace in human groups, including peer groups in school, so bullying
                     can be a temptation. We can envisage many levels of causation:
                     
                        	Society level:
                        

                        	
                           tolerance of violence, bullying and abuse of power in society; portrayals in the mass media.

                        

                        	Community level:
                        

                        	
                           neighbourhood levels of violence and safety; socio-economic conditions.

                        

                        	School level:
                        

                        	
                           school climate and quality of teacher and pupil relationships; school policies on and sanctions against bullying; school physical
                              environment.
                           

                        

                        	Family level:
                        

                        	
                           nature of parent–child and sibling relationships.

                        

                        	Interpersonal level:
                        

                        	
                           attitudes of the main peer groups in the school; nature and quality of friendships.

                        

                        	Individual level:
                        

                        	
                           temperament and personality.

                        

                     

                  

                  Correlates of the victim role

                  
                     Many studies have examined correlates of the victim role. Victims of bullying often experience anxiety and depression, low
                        self-esteem, physical and psychosomatic complaints (Williams et al., 1996). In extreme cases, they may commit suicide (Kaltiala-Heino et al., 1999). Hawker and Boulton (2000), carrying out a meta-analysis of many studies, found that victimisation was most strongly related to depression, moderately
                        associated for social and global self-esteem, and less strongly associated with anxiety.
                     

                     Hodges et al. (1997) found that having few friends, or friends who cannot be trusted or who are of low status, and sociometric rejection (dislike
                        by peers) are risk factors for being a victim. Some victims come from over-protective or enmeshed families (Smith and Myron-Wilson,
                        1998). Children who are both bullies and victims (aggressive victims) may come from particularly troubled or abusive families
                        (Schwartz et al., 1997).
                     

                     Having a disability or special educational needs is another risk factor for being a victim. Children with special needs are
                        two to three times more at risk of being bullied; they are also more at risk of taking part in bullying others (Knox and Conti-Ramsden,
                        2003; Nabuzoka, 2000). Possible reasons for this include: particular characteristics that may make them an obvious ‘target’; in mainstream settings
                        these children are usually less well integrated socially and lack the protection against bullying which friendship provides; and
                        those with behavioural problems may act out in an aggressive way and become ‘provocative victims’.
                     

                  

                  Correlates of the bully role

                  
                     Personal correlates of the bully role include temperamental factors (such as being hot-tempered; Olweus, 1993), readily attributing hostile motives, and having defensive egotism (Salmivalli et al., 1999). However, ringleader bullies at least may have high social intelligence and theory of mind skills, although used for antisocial
                        ends; they can thus be ‘skilled manipulators’ (Kaukiainen et al., 1999; Sutton et al., 1999).
                     

                     At the interpersonal level, bullying children tend to be peer rejected in infant/junior school but less so in secondary school;
                        towards adolescence, some aggressive and bullying children can have quite high status in peer groups (Pellegrini and Bartini,
                        2001).
                     

                     Family factors have been commonly implicated as risk factors for children who persistently bully others. They are more likely
                        to come from families lacking warmth, in which violence is common and discipline inconsistent. Fathers who were bullies at
                        school are likely to have sons who were bullying at school (Farrington, 1993; Olweus, 1993).
                     

                  

                  Correlates of the defender role

                  
                     Although less studied, the characteristics of those children who are prepared to actively defend victims, rather than be passive
                        or even colluding bystanders, is of interest and importance. Some research suggests that defenders are more empathic (Nickerson
                        et al., 2008); however, other research suggests that empathy alone is not enough. In addition, defending is predicted by feelings of self-efficacy,
                        and high sociometric standing, such that defenders can feel confident and empowered to defend, despite the strength and popularity
                        of some bullying children (Caravita et al., 2009).
                     

                  

               

               Some structural features of bullying

               
                  There has also been considerable work on coping strategies used by pupils to deal with attempts to bully them. A consistent
                     finding is that rates of telling a teacher are lower in older pupils, and boys (Hunter and Boyle, 2004; Naylor et al., 2001). Another study of 406 pupils, aged 13–16 years old, in schools with peer support systems found the five most frequent coping
                     strategies were to talk to someone, ignore it, stick up for yourself, avoid/stay away from bullies, and make more/different friends (Smith et al., 2004b). Over a two-year period, those who had stopped being victims more often had talked to someone about it (67%) than those
                     who had stayed victims (46%) or become victims (41%). Coping strategies can be complex and dependent on many factors; telling
                     teachers can be successful but needs a consistent and effective response from teaching staff.
                  

                  Another finding relates to attitudes about bullying in the peer group as a whole. Although most pupils say they do not like
                     bullying, a significant minority do say they could join in bullying. Perhaps surprisingly, these ‘pro-bullying’ or ‘anti-victim’
                     attitudes increase with age up to 14–15 years (after which they start to decline). Such anti-victim attitudes are more marked
                     in boys than girls – and especially for boys as regards boy victims (Olweus and Endresen, 1998).
                  

               

            

            School-based interventions

            
               Can this knowledge, once acquired, be put to good use? Over the last 20 years, there have been an appreciable number of large-scale
                  intervention projects in schools. Before reviewing these, it is important to state clearly that some interventions would be
                  beyond the scope of the school. These include parent training, dealing with parental stress, reducing community violence,
                  and moderating levels of gratuitous violence in the mass media: all of these could be important, if not necessary, steps in
                  reducing bullying in schools. The intervention projects to be considered did not attempt such ambitious targets but limited
                  themselves mainly or entirely to work within the school. How successful have these school-based interventions been?
               

               Types of intervention

               
                  The main types of intervention have included introducing whole-school policies or class-based rules; working with pupils in
                     classrooms, through the curriculum, to raise awareness and discuss school policy or class rules; improving the school environment,
                     especially design and supervision of play areas and play times, where much bullying can happen; introducing peer support systems,
                     to help encourage outsiders and bystanders to be defenders, helping victims and challenging bullies; providing assertiveness
                     training and social skills training to those pupils who may be victims; and working with bullying children, perhaps using
                     Pikas or No Blame (Robinson and Maines, 2007) approaches. In addition, it is important for schools to liaise with and involve parents in anti-bullying policies and work.
                     For a review, see Smith et al. (2003).
                  

               
Interventions in Norway

               
                  The first large-scale, school-based intervention campaign was carried out at a nationwide level in Norway. The campaign was
                     launched in 1983. There was a survey in schools, materials and a video for teachers, advice for parents and mass publicity.
                     Two assessments of its impact have been reported. Olweus (1993) monitored 42 schools in Bergen. Using his self-report questionnaire, and comparing equivalent age-groups, he found that,
                     from 1983 to 1985, reported bullying fell by 50 per cent, for both boys and girls. There were also falls in reported antisocial
                     behaviour. There was no increase in reported bullying outside school. This encouraging finding has been widely reported and
                     has inspired much subsequent work. Roland (1989) monitored 37 schools in Stavanger. He found that, from 1983 to 1986, there was no clear decrease in victimisation, although
                     there was a modest correlation of positive outcomes with active use of materials by the schools. The difference between these
                     two reports may well be due to the difference in help given to schools – more support during the intervention was given in
                     the Bergen study, while in Stavanger the researchers merely returned after three years to administer the post-test questionnaires.
                  

                  More recent work in Norway directed by Roland (2000) is directed to class climate and makes more use of pupils. Recent work by Olweus (2004) in the second Bergen project (1997–98) and Oslo project (1999–2000) finds reductions in the range of 21–50 per cent in grades
                     5 to 7 (though possibly less with older pupils).
                  

               

               Interventions in the UK

               
                  The largest intervention programme in the UK has been the DFE Sheffield project 1991–94 (Smith and Sharp, 1994). The team worked with 23 schools over four terms. Each school developed a whole-school policy and chose from a range of
                     other interventions. There was a circa 17 per cent reduction in being bullied for primary schools, and small reductions (around
                     3–5 per cent) in five of the seven secondary schools. In addition, there was a strong positive correlation between amount
                     of effort (as assessed by both research team and pupils) and outcomes achieved.
                  

               

               Other interventions – meta-analyses

               
                  Other wide-scale interventions have taken place in many countries, including Australia, Belgium, Canada, Finland, Germany,
                     Ireland, Italy, Spain, Switzerland and the USA. For an edited collection of intervention studies, see Smith et al. (2004a). Amongst a number of reviews and meta-analyses of such studies, Farrington and Baldry (2007) found that, of 16 studies reviewed, outcomes were desirable in eight, mixed in two, non-significant in four and undesirable
                     in two cases. In general, most interventions have some positive impact but with more modest effects than the 50 per cent reduction
                     found in Olweus’ work in Bergen. One that does report this level of success is a project in Andalucía (Ortega et al., 2004), where a broad-based intervention was sustained over a four-year period.
                  

                  Some factors that may explain the variability in findings are:
                     
                        	Nature of intervention:
                        

                        	
                           an obvious possibility but in fact the evidence so far is that it is the effort and commitment that matters, rather than the
                              details of what is done.
                           

                        

                        	Support by researchers:
                        

                        	
                           this may have explained the greater success in the Bergen compared to the Stavanger evaluations in Norway but the evidence
                              from the Flanders project in Belgium (Stevens et al., 2004) is that its more general impact may be small.
                           

                        

                        	Length of intervention:
                        

                        	
                           probably important and may help explain the relative success of the SAVE intervention in Andalucía.

                        

                        	Ownership by school and effective implementation:
                        

                        	
                           probably very important, as suggested by the school variations in the Sheffield project (Smith and Sharp, 1994).
                           

                        

                        	Age of pupils:
                        

                        	
                           several projects find reductions easier to obtain in primary than in secondary schools.

                        

                        	Neighbourhood, community and societal context:
                        

                        	
                           may be important but difficult to estimate (see Benbenishty and Astor, 2005, for work on school violence, considering these levels).
                           

                        

                     

                  

               

            

            Possible ways forward in research and practice

            
               A number of suggestions can be made to try to improve the outcomes of anti-bullying interventions in schools. One is that
                  we need to further design intervention materials and activities to target indirect bullying, and cyberbullying, as well as
                  physical and direct bullying. Not all teachers and pupils recognise social exclusion and rumour-spreading as bullying (Boulton,
                  1997). Girls specialise more in these kinds of bullying, and there is some evidence that current anti-bullying interventions target
                  boys more than girls (Eslea and Smith, 1998). We need to tackle girls bullying too, and this presents its own challenges (Owens et al., 2000). And the rise of cyberbullying and its particular characteristics have presented a new set of challenges to anti-bullying
                  work.
               

               We need to consider the dynamics of bully–victim relationships and the different roles within them. We need to evaluate further
                  the range of peer support schemes that aim to change bystanders and outsiders to defenders (Cowie et al., 2002). We also need to understand that some bullying children are socially skilled: they may need empathy training but simple-minded
                  social skills training could be misguided or even counter-productive.
               

               It is probably important to start interventions early, in infant/primary schools, before bully and victim roles become more
                  stable. Also, it is necessary to ensure maintenance of interventions over time. Anti-bullying work cannot be ‘done’ and then
                  dropped; it is a continuing process that needs maintenance and periodic renewal. There needs to be an understanding of this,
                  and incentives (legal requirements, and parent pressure, can contribute to this). Training of teachers in anti-bullying work
                  should be placed on a much more regular basis, preferably included in initial teacher training courses much more systematically
                  and thoroughly than at present (Nicolaides et al., 2002).
               

               We need to monitor effects of different interventions carefully, using multi-methods where possible. Research has been very
                  predominately quantitative so far, and there is a need for more qualitative studies too, perhaps detailed case studies of
                  individual pupils or individual schools, to throw more light on perceptions of bullying, group dynamics, changes over time
                  and processes contributing to change.
               

               We need to learn from both successes and failures, in school-based interventions. They surely are necessary and vital, and
                  results so far have been modestly encouraging. But we do also need to consider whether intervening in schools only, is enough.
                  Bullying does not only happen in schools, and schools are only part of the problem and part of the solution.
               

            

            Conclusion

            
               School bullying is a pervasive problem. It now has a research history spanning the last 25 years. During this period, a considerable
                  amount of useful knowledge has been gained and has fed into a range of intervention programmes. The large-scale, school-based
                  interventions that have been properly evaluated have had modestly encouraging results but vary considerably. Some reasons
                  for this, and ways forward, are considered. In sum, some important advances have been made in tackling this important social
                  problem, but much remains to be done to reduce bullying appreciably and effectively.

            

         

      

   
      
            2 Understanding schools as systems

            
               When faced with complex psychosocial problems such as bullying, it may be useful to adopt a systemic approach in order to
                  understand which parts of the system play an active role, how these parts interact and what can be done. This chapter presents
                  an in-depth case study of one mainstream secondary school. The aim is twofold. First, it demonstrates the complex set of relationships
                  that develops across a school system to meet the needs of students, parents and staff. Second, it illustrates one way of mapping
                  the relationships within which bullying is embedded. The first half of the chapter focuses on dynamics within the student
                  group that resulted in bullying behaviour in this school. These included the pressure to conform, and the pressure to gain
                  and maintain position in the social hierarchy. The process by which day-to-day power struggles evolved into ongoing bully–victim
                  relationships is explored. The particular vulnerability of some children to becoming trapped in an ongoing bullying relationship
                  is discussed. An important feature of this school is that it had a specialist unit for students who were hearing impaired.1 Detailed consideration is given to the social interactions of these students. Whilst they were rarely subject to serious
                  bullying, their social interactions with other students were complex and often problematic. Like any other child in the school,
                  these students had to be seen to conform and they had to secure and protect their place in the social hierarchy. However,
                  unlike most of the other children, they faced the additional danger of being stigmatised. At best, being stigmatised meant
                  being regarded as a second-class citizen and socially marginalised. At worst, it increased the likelihood of actual bullying.
                  The second half of the chapter focuses on the way in which staff managed the various dynamics at work within the students’
                  groups. Particular attention is given to the pattern of relationships that had been established to meet the needs of the hearing
                  impaired students and the dilemmas staff faced when trying to increase integration whilst at the same time reduce bullying. The discussion in this chapter may seem to focus on the experience of a small subgroup of
                  children who were hearing impaired. However, what this case study reveals are some of the key issues that have to be negotiated
                  by all children and staff on a day-to-day basis. Overall, what becomes apparent is the importance of understanding the specific
                  pattern of relationships within a school before embarking on any form of whole-school intervention.
               

            

            Introduction

            
               One of the questions at the heart of this chapter is whether or not being ‘different’ in some way increases a child’s likelihood
                  of being victimised and, if so, how and why? This debate has been in evidence for several decades. There are many dimensions
                  along which a child might differ from another child, starting with physical and behavioural dimensions. Olweus (1978) asserted that the majority of children (75 per cent) differ from one another along some physical dimension and therefore
                  victimisation cannot be due to visible physical differences. However, he did find that victims could be distinguished from
                  other children along behavioural dimensions. In contrast, Lagerspetz et al. (1982) argued that victims tend to differ from group norms along physical as well as behavioural dimensions if marked differences between children are taken into consideration (for example, obesity).
               

               Turning to other forms of potential difference, both Moran et al. (1993) and Siann et al. (1994) in the UK found increased levels of name-calling targeted at children from non-white ethnic minorities. Rivers (1995) found that, at secondary school, children may be teased and even physically assaulted in relation to their sexual orientation.
                  Retrospective studies with adults who stammer (Hugh-Jones and Smith, 1999) and adults with epilepsy (Wilde and Haslam, 1996) have suggested increased levels of teasing and bullying associated with – and focused on – children’s disabilities.
               

               Indeed, studies in primary and junior schools have found that children with special educational needs often experience increased
                  levels of social isolation, teasing and bullying (Martlew and Hodson, 1990; O’Moore and Hillery, 1989; Thompson et al., 1994; Torrance, 1997). However, most of the studies that find a link between bullying and disability have focused on the experience of children
                  in mainstream schools. Allan (1997) looked in some detail at the relationship between 9–11 year olds who had special educational needs and other children in
                  mainstream schools. She found that it is students who do not have special educational needs who establish the rules and norms
                  that govern peer group behaviour. Not only do they then police these norms, they may even assume an informal pastoral and teaching role
                  in order to eradicate ‘differentness’. Perhaps not surprisingly, children with special educational needs sometimes experience
                  this as bullying. Of course, it must also be remembered that children with disabilities may perpetrate acts of aggression
                  (Morrison et al., 1994; Twyman et al., 2010). Unfortunately, whilst children with special educational needs may be at greater risk of involvement in teasing or bullying,
                  Nabuzoka and Smith (1993) found that they were sometimes withdrawn from curricular work on bullying in order to receive ‘specialist input’ relating
                  to their disability.
               

               With regard to deafness in particular, the issue of bullying has been raised coincidentally in studies on other topics (e.g.
                  Gregory et al., 1995; Hindley, 1995). Hindley found that in mainstream schools victimisation by hearing peers often centred on the child’s deafness, whereas
                  in a school for the deaf bullying occurred but was not focused on the children’s deafness. Unfortunately, Owers (1996) found that, in Year 6, in a mainstream setting the mere visibility of a child’s hearing aid may be enough to create an initial
                  negative reaction on the part of hearing students.
               

               However, an important issue when considering relationships between deaf and hearing children is whether or not children who
                  are deaf are at greater risk of emotional-behavioural difficulties than their hearing peers. Frustenberg and Doyal (1994) concluded that the balance of evidence suggests the prevalence of emotional-behavioural difficulties is indeed higher amongst
                  children who are deaf. For example, Hindley (1995) found a prevalence of possible or definite psychiatric disorder of up to 42 per cent in one school for the deaf and up to
                  61 per cent in three specialist units in mainstream schools. The largest single group of disorders were anxiety disorders,
                  including simple and social phobias. Basilier (1964) believed that emotional-behavioural difficulties are an inevitable consequence of being deaf and coined the term ‘surdophrenia’
                  to encapsulate characteristics commonly associated with deaf people. This caused considerable controversy and the term has
                  since been rejected. For example, Kitson (1990) criticised characterisations of deaf children and adults as prone to concrete thinking; rigidity; decreased empathy; projection
                  of responsibility onto others; lack of insight or self-reproach; unrealistic views of their own abilities; increased demands;
                  and poor control of rage. He argued that such descriptions tend to be ill-defined, over-generalised and no different to the
                  characteristics of personality disorders in hearing people who, for example, have been brought up in institutions. When Greenberg
                  and Kusche (1998) reviewed the literature, they too concluded that such deficits are not the result of deafness per se but more the result
                  of environmental factors such as poor communication at home and at school, and other people’s reactions to deafness.
               

               It is worth pausing for a moment to explain how the environment might shape the psychosocial development of a child who is
                  deaf (see Marschark and Clark, 1993). An infant’s early interactions provide the roots for attachment and emotional bonding with their primary caretaker. The
                  mother’s2 voice plays a vitally important role in establishing synchrony and reciprocity within the mother–infant relationship. An
                  infant who is deaf may not be able to hear their mother’s voice but nonetheless substitutes may be found in smiles, body language
                  and tactile cues (as happens when the mother is also deaf). The hearing mother of a deaf infant may do the same – if she is
                  aware that her baby is deaf and is supported to make the necessary adaptation and engagement. However, in the absence of an
                  early diagnosis and appropriate support, there is some anecdotal evidence of insecure attachment (although this has yet to
                  be fully supported by empirical evidence). Such infants may be particularly vulnerable to avoidant attachment, characterised by a low frustration threshold, non-compliance with mother
                  and authority figures, aggressive behaviour towards peers and adults, and emotional distancing from parents. Inadequate communication
                  between parent and child may also increase parental fears about safety and reduce their ability to discuss problems and solutions
                  with their growing child. This may result in an intrusive and over-responsive style of mothering, which in turn has been associated
                  with deaf children who are less happy and buoyant in their interactions with their mothers; are less likely to take pride
                  in their mastery of the world; and are less flexible in their interactions. The overall result may be a level of dependency
                  – practical and emotional – in excess of that which would be the direct result of deafness.
               

               Some studies report no overall difference between school settings in terms of personality/adjustment problems or emotional-behavioural
                  functioning (Frustenberg and Doyal, 1994; Sarfaty and Shlomo, 1978). However, some authors have promoted specialist schools as a positive source of identity for students who are deaf (Hindley,
                  1995), whilst others have argued that specialist schools are too sheltered (Garrison and Tesch, 1978). Weinberg and Sterritt (1986) have argued that mainstream schools may be a source of negative self-image if a child aspires to a hearing identity which they cannot achieve. Sarfaty and Shlomo (1978) concluded that, where a group of deaf students are educated together but with hearing peers, this can facilitate the development
                  of a positive ‘dual identity’ that will help them relate to both deaf and hearing people. Nonetheless, Stinson and Whitmire
                  (1991) found that, despite positive interactions with hearing peers during mainstream activities, hearing impaired students continued
                  to feel more emotionally secure with their hearing impaired peers.
               

               Harvey (1989) makes a convincing case for the use of a systemic approach in order to understand the psychosocial needs of children who
                  are deaf. Indeed, systemic thinking takes into account the extent to which the child is influenced by those around them (and
                  vice versa) – and the extent to which those around them influence one another. The aim of the study described in this chapter
                  was to identify parts of the school system that contribute to the development, maintenance or management of bullying; the
                  relationships between these parts of the school; and the impact of these relationships upon the level and type of bullying
                  in the school.3

            

            Method

            
               The school chosen for this study was the only school from a given catchment area that provided specialist provision for students
                  who were deaf, and was both willing and able to participate. It had been described in the previous report by Ofsted (Office
                  for Standards in Education) as popular and oversubscribed. Of the 1,600 students enrolled at the school, 36% were entitled
                  to free school meals (over twice the national average at that time); 61% were boys; and 30% were from ethnic minorities. Approximately
                  70 pupils had statements of special educational needs, of whom approximately 30 were hearing impaired. The school’s ‘hearing
                  impaired unit’ was part of a larger learning support service. This unit had its own dedicated budget and accommodation. It
                  was staffed by five teachers of the deaf (two part-time) and had input from a specialist speech and language therapist and
                  an educational psychologist. All hearing impaired students communicated through spoken English – none used sign language.
                  The school’s policy was to integrate all students into mainstream classes as much as possible. To this end, each hearing impaired
                  student had a personalised programme of 
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support: this support was provided either in mainstream classes or in the unit for students who were hearing impaired.

               A total of 44 people took part in the interviews. This included 18 students (see Table 2.1) and 11 parents of hearing impaired students. Six specialist staff also took part, including the specialist speech and language
                  therapist, the educational psychologist and four teachers of the deaf (including the head of the hearing impaired unit). The
                  governor with responsibility for the hearing impaired unit and eight mainstream staff were interviewed. This included a senior
                  manager who ran the school council; a deputy head who had responsibility for the hearing impaired unit; an educational welfare
                  officer; a lunchtime supervisor; and four mainstream teachers. One of the mainstream teachers had responsibility for the Personal,
                  Social and Health Education programme and co-ordinated the school counselling service. Another had previously run a project
                  for students who needed extra support but did not have formal statements of special educational needs.
               

               Interviews with students explored:
                  
                     
                        • the type of bullying behaviours in this school
                        

                     

                     
                        • how students reacted to and were affected by these
                        

                     

                     
                        • students’ perceptions of causative and protective factors in bullying.
                        

                     

                  

               
Interviews with adults explored:
                  
                     
                        • the nature and possible extent of bullying

                     

                     
                        • how different parts of the school system responded to the issue of bullying
                        

                     

                     
                        • decision making and change within the school.
                        

                     

                  

               

               Data collection and analysis were guided by a combination of systemic thinking and a qualitative research methodology, grounded
                  theory (Charmaz, 1995). All interview transcripts underwent initial coding, which generated a plethora of codes aimed at capturing as accurately
                  as possible the detail of each participant’s account. These codes were then sorted and organised into themes and networks
                  of codes. A range of systemic constructs and principles were employed to identify connections between the data – in particular
                  patterns of circular causality. See Chapter 4 for further details.
               

               To assess the credibility and applicability of the findings of this programme of research, a summary was sent to 30 professionals
                  knowledgeable in the psychosocial aspects of deafness (social workers, teachers and psychotherapists) and feedback requested
                  (Owens et al., 2000). Of the nine who replied, all judged the research to have high levels of credibility and applicability.4

            

            Results and discussion: Key dynamics within and between the children’s groups

            
               Early in the analysis it became apparent that most students in this school were neither persistently bullied or excluded nor
                  overwhelmed by social problems. Similarly, aggression against students who were hearing impaired was often rather subtle.
                  Having said this, many of the unit students5 had relationships that were less than ideal. All had experienced at least transitory social aggression, some had chronic
                  difficulties and a few were suffering quite badly. The aim of the analysis of the student group was to add detail to this
                  picture. How were students within this school interacting with one another? Why was outright bullying relatively low? Why
                  were the unit students having more difficulty than their hearing peers?
               
Social hierarchies

               
                  The description of relationships within and between peer groups suggested that these relationships were hierarchical. Day-to-day
                     interactions were characterised by subtle, sophisticated exchanges designed to gain and maintain status within the social
                     hierarchy. A wide range of behaviours was employed, including ‘arguing’, ‘cussing’, ‘rushing’6 and ‘fighting’. Rushing and physical fights were limited because this behaviour would be seen by staff and would lead fairly
                     predictably to some form of intervention. Consequently, arguing and cussing were the primary vehicles for power struggles.
                  

                  Cussing by both girls and boys involved throwing increasingly awful insults at one another. This seemed to enable students
                     to enact a fight without actually engaging in physical aggression. In some contexts, cussing was overtly and primarily aggressive.
                     However, cussing matches could also be play fights that maintained and strengthened students’ relationships. This affiliative
                     cussing had elements of competition, humour and passing the time. It may also have played a role in helping students develop
                     the skills needed in more genuinely aggressive or competitive situations. Indeed, students needed a number of skills to cuss
                     effectively. They needed to judge how different people were likely to respond, including how much each individual would tolerate.
                     Even if playful, cussing seemed to hover on the cusp between playing and fighting – there usually seemed to be the potential
                     for the interaction to become genuinely aggressive. So children needed skill in bringing a cussing match to an end without
                     it escalating into physical violence. They also needed the skills to avoid adult attention, disapproval and sanctions.
                  

               

               Getting ‘one-up’ in the pecking order

               
                  As the students repeatedly explained cussing, arguing, fighting and rushing were all behaviours which potentially ‘put people
                     down’. This hints at three types of interaction: one-up/one-down; one-up/one-up; and one-down/one-down. Indeed, Dallos (1991) observed and discussed these three patterns of relating in families. In the context of the peer group, one-up/one-up can
                     be construed as a pattern of interaction in which two students (or two groups of students) compete with one another for the
                     ‘one-up’ position by repeatedly exchanging one-up behaviour. Unfortunately ‘one-up/one-up’ interactions can easily escalate from verbal attacks into actual violence. One-down/one-down
                     is a pattern of interaction in which both students try to assume the least powerful position by exchanging ‘one-down’ behaviour.
                     Paradoxically, they are still trying to outdo one another. For example, two students might openly compete for a one-up position
                     but shift to competing for the one-down position when a teacher appears (‘He hurt me!’ ‘He hurt me more!’). In this case,
                     the person who achieves the ‘one-down’ position is likely to avoid approbation from the teacher and the teacher may even punish
                     the apparent aggressor. One of the school managers observed: ‘Sometimes people will say they are bullied when they want to
                     get their own back.’ This represents the teacher adding their power to that of the apparent victim, who may paradoxically
                     achieve a one-up position as a result. Finally, ‘one-up/one-down’ represents a pattern of interaction in which one student
                     effectively pushes themselves upwards or another student downwards. This is different to ‘one-up/one-up’ interactions because
                     only one person achieves the one-up position.
                  

                  Students gave examples of all three patterns of power struggle, although with relatively few examples of one-down/one-down
                     interactions. One-up/one-up patterns of relating were most evident when participants were describing day-to-day power struggles.
                     The one-up/one-down pattern of relating was most evident when ‘bullying’ was being discussed. Consequently, one important
                     difference between bullying and day-to-day power struggles seemed to be that the movement in the power struggle was lost during
                     bullying: here, one student became stuck in the ‘one-down’ position. As a result, it seemed extremely important not to get
                     stuck in the one-down position if one was to avoid becoming the victim of bullying. Indeed, students seemed as concerned about
                     getting away from the bottom of the ‘pecking order’ as they were about getting to the top. In the same vein, parents, staff
                     and students generally expressed concern that victims of bullying should do something and seemed less concerned about what. For example, they were not overly concerned about the distinction between
                     aggressive and assertive responses, sometimes using the terms interchangeably.
                  

               

               Power, boundaries and getting stuck in the ‘one-down’ position

               
                  So, some children became stuck in a one-down position and this seemed to be associated with what the students construed as
                     ‘bullying’. In trying to understand precisely how day-to-day power struggles evolve into bullying relationships, the systemic
                     concept of boundaries was useful. To summarise, it could be hypothesised that some children are more vulnerable to becoming stuck in a one-down position because they have poor control over their personal boundaries at a psychological
                     level. Consequently, they are (a) too ‘open’ to the effects of the potential bully’s actions and (b) ‘leak’ information to
                     the potential bully about the effect the attacking behaviour is having. Furthermore, where two children have a repeatedly
                     one-up/one-down pattern of interaction, this may evolve into an established bully–victim relationship if a boundary develops
                     around the two-person system, protecting the status quo and consolidating this pattern of relating.
                  

                  To explain in more detail, living systems need to balance change and growth with periods of stability (Dalenoort, 1989). The primary function of a boundary is to protect and stabilise the system – whether this be a cell, a person or a group.
                     When the boundary of a system opens, the system will receive input from other systems. This will have a temporarily destabilising
                     effect. However, it may also result in a transformation of structure, adaptation or growth of the system (Durkin, J.E., 1981). Closing boundaries stabilises the system until the complementary process of opening begins again. Clearly, all systems
                     need to be able to both open and close their boundaries.
                  

                  The extent to which a system produces change in another system is dependent on the extent to which the boundaries of each
                     system are open or closed (Agarzarian and Peters, 1981). Where both systems have boundaries that are open, both will be able to input into the other and so each will be able to
                     change the other. Where the boundaries of only one system are open, only this system will be changed by input from the other.
                     Where the boundaries of both systems are closed, neither will be affected by the other. At a psychological level, boundary
                     closing may be construed in terms of cognitions (Durkin, J.E., 1981), whilst boundary opening may be construed in terms of the experience of emotion (Durkin, H.E., 1981). This conceptualisation of boundaries can be employed to understand how a child might become stuck in the one-down position.
                  

                  Given that power struggles in this school were conducted primarily at a psychological level, the problem for victims may have
                     been their inability to regulate their boundaries at a psychological level in order to protect themselves. This way of conceptualising
                     the process is based on the assumption that it is primarily the individual’s cognitions (beliefs, etc.) that regulate their
                     interactions with other systems at a psychological level and so act as the ‘boundary’ around their ‘psychological system’.
                     The behaviour of a potential bully represents potential input into another child’s system. Any input temporarily destabilises
                     a system. For the victim, the bully’s perceived behaviour is likely to trigger feelings such as anxiety, fear and so forth.
                     Being destabilised in this way equates to being put in the ‘one-down’ position. To restabilise their system, the child would need to employ some form of
                     belief or other cognition to reduce this anxiety or make it more manageable. This would represent a boundary-closing action.
                     The suggestion is that children who experience victimisation may sometimes be those who have difficulty using beliefs and
                     other cognitions to restabilise their system.
                  

                  What may be particularly problematic is if input from the bully not only upsets the child but also alters their beliefs so
                     that they are likely to experience even greater upset next time the bully attacks. For example, the interaction with the bully
                     may reduce the victim’s beliefs about their own competence, resilience or power. If repeated again and again, the victim will
                     become increasingly ‘open’ to the effects of the bully’s input and less able to restabilise their system following the bully’s
                     attacks: each attack leaves them more prone to upset the next time the bully attacks. In essence, the victim is becoming increasingly
                     disempowered and is being pushed further and further into the one-down position. Over time, the victim’s boundaries may become
                     so open to input from the bully that the bully can destabilise the victim’s system at will. Consequently, the victim is in
                     danger of becoming permanently stuck in a one-down position. It could even be said that the bully has, in a way, gained partial
                     control of the victim’s system, as the victim’s locus of control becomes increasingly externalised.
                  

                  At this stage it may still be possible to describe this as a series of interactions rather than as a relationship. However,
                     the combined beliefs and attitudes of the bully, victim and bystanders may come to form a boundary around the two children,
                     consolidating what was a series of interactions into a more established relationship. If one child is consistently put in
                     the one-down position and another consistently takes the one-up position, norms that govern future behaviour will become established.
                     Habitual behaviours evolve into the roles of ‘bully’ and ‘victim’. The beliefs of those outside the relationship are important
                     in helping protect and stabilise the relationship. For example, onlookers were repeatedly described as unwilling to intervene.
                     They feared becoming victims themselves – again, based on the belief that the bully was more powerful than them. They also
                     tended to believe that the victim could do more to help themselves. Indeed, it is a perennial dilemma to know whether those
                     in the one-down position are inadvertently allowing themselves to be dominated (Watzlawick, 1964) or whether there is a genuine power imbalance (Bateson, 1972). Victims were described as unlikely to reach out and ask for help for fear of worse treatment from the bully. Taken together,
                     the beliefs and attitudes of the bully, victim and onlookers can be understood as a 
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                           Figure 2.1 The development of the bully–victim relationship
                           

                        

                     

relatively impermeable boundary that prevents input that could change this pattern of interaction (see Figure 2.1).
                  

                  

                  In summary, at a psychological level, the potential bully employs two forms of power. First, their behaviour represents input
                     into a child’s system that will cause upset. Second, their behaviour may result in a change in a child’s beliefs. In this
                     way the bully makes the victim more open to the effects of their attacks in future (and therefore more prone to being put
                     in the one-down position).
                  

                  Children who do not experience victimisation are able to minimise the effect of the bully’s behaviour by employing thoughts
                     about their own comparative competence, resilience, power and so forth (for example, ‘They can’t hurt me’). Some children
                     may experience such minimal effect from the bully’s actions that they cannot even be said to have been put in the one-down
                     position. Others may experience some upset but will regain their sense of equilibrium relatively quickly. They will have been
                     put in the one-down position but only temporarily.
                  

                  However, under certain circumstances even relatively resiliant children may be profoundly affected by the bully’s behaviour.
                     One mother described how her normally ‘laid back’ and socially competent hearing impaired son had had tutorials with two other
                     boys. Over a period of time he had found himself feeling increasingly bullied by one of these children’s attacking behaviour.
                     Being physically unable to get away from this child seemed to affect his cognitions. For example, thoughts such as ‘I can’t
                     get away from this child’ would result in greater upset than normal. If his cognitions were incrementally altered by successive attacks, this would represent increasing openness
                     to the effects of the attacking behaviour, leading to gradual disempowerment. What this highlights is the important interplay
                     between factors within the individual and factors within the environment.
                  

                  This possible explanation of how a bully–victim relationship develops is based on an analysis of how victims responded to
                     bullying, how other children responded, advice from students about how students should react and adults’ interventions (for
                     more detail, see Dixon et al., 2004a).
                  

                  Why do some children have difficulty regulating personal boundaries?

                  
                     There are likely to be several reasons why a child might have difficulty regulating personal boundaries at a psychological
                        level. A tentative explanation is offered in relation to some children who are hearing impaired.
                     

                     For some of these children, early language delay may have had an enduring effect on their ability to employ cognitions to
                        reduce the impact of other children’s behaviour on them. During early infancy it is other people’s use of language that gives
                        a child’s experience explicit meaning. For example, a mother might ‘read’ a baby’s body language and guess that they are cold.
                        She might say ‘You’re cold’ and reinforce this with an appropriate action, such as dressing them in warmer clothes. Between
                        the ages of approximately 18 months and three years the child normally internalises language and begins to use it for themselves.
                        They gradually become more able to define their own experience – for example, ‘No, I’m not cold!’ However, some infants who are deaf will not be able to fully access the language being used by others. This might
                        be because they have not yet been diagnosed as deaf. Or they may have been diagnosed but not yet fitted with adequate hearing
                        aids. Or they may need sign language but not yet have access to it. These children will experience other people’s behaviour
                        but not necessarily the language that accompanies it and gives their experience meaning. For example, they might feel cold
                        and experience somebody dressing them in warmer clothes – but they may not have access to the explicit definition of this
                        situation (‘You’re cold’). If they are not adequately internalising language they may not be able to gradually start defining
                        their experiences for themselves.
                     

                     By secondary school, this child’s language delay may have been resolved to a greater or lesser degree but there may be some
                        residual problems. Consequently, they may continue to have some difficulty adequately defining their experiences for themselves.
                        A quote from the specialist speech and language therapist provides an example:
                           
                              It starts at a very concrete level, for example ‘What colour eyes have you got? Tell me about your hair.’ One pupil who’s
                                 in the present group couldn’t tell me what colour her eyes were – she asked for a mirror. So it can be incredible – at that
                                 sort of level… I mean, you sort of expect them to have problems answering those sorts of questions about their friends, because
                                 they might not have noticed those sorts of things about them. But not to not be able to do it about themselves.’
                              

                           

                        

                     

                     Some children also had difficulty with other aspects of language, as another quote from the specialist speech and language
                        therapist suggests:
                        
                           
                              Some of [the students] in the group … their abstract use of language … their ability to see at the pragmatic level of language,
                                 how we’re actually using language … if it goes above the more concrete level, then they’re lost … at the level of being able
                                 to draw inferences and to get implied meanings … and all that more abstract use of language, they find very difficult.
                              

                           

                        

                     

                     Unable to use the more subtle tools of language, such children may have difficulty employing the type of ‘self-talk’ that
                        would stabilise their psychological systems following potentially upsetting input from bullies. Or to put it another way,
                        these children may have difficulty closing personal, psychological boundaries.
                     

                  

               

               Group norms

               
                  The importance of being the same

                  
                     Another key dynamic within the peer group was the need to conform to group norms. Some norms – such as ‘being able to look
                        after yourself’ or ‘not telling on other students’ – applied to all students. These norms indicated something of what it was
                        to be a student in this particular school. Other norms were specific to particular cliques. For example, a group might be
                        characterised as ‘laid back’ or ‘interested in music’, ‘interested in fashion’, ‘calm and quiet’ or ‘rude’. There was pressure
                        to conform to both universal and clique-specific norms: the overall imperative was to be the same as – and not different to
                        – other students. Students were allowed to differ from some norms but only within certain limits. As one mainstream student7 said:
                        
                           
                              People just don’t want to stand out but it’s weird – people want to stand out to, like, look the best and have the newest
                                 thing that’s slightly, a bit over the top but not to be out with your opinions. So it’s okay if you say things like, ‘Oh,
                                 I don’t mind vegetarians’ – but not like other things. It is a scale.
                              

                           

                        

                     

                     Group norms shaped and limited students’ behaviour, and defined who was in or out of a particular group. They also regulated
                        communication between groups in the school, for example what was communicated between staff and students, and how it was communicated.
                        Indeed, norms could be understood as an important aspect of the boundary that regulated and stabilised relationships within
                        and between groups.
                     

                     At a theoretical level, the children’s day-to-day struggles for position plus the pressure on them to conform, resonates to
                        some extent with Social Identity Development Theory (see Nesdale, 2007). This proposes that children seek to be members of groups that are considered positively distinctive or comparatively superior
                        to other groups, in order to enhance their self-esteem. Members of these groups conform to group norms, and behave in ways
                        that maintain their own position and enhance the overall status of the group. Aggression towards members of other groups is
                        likely under certain conditions. For example, when group members are highly identified with the in-group; when aggression
                        towards out-groups has become a norm; when such aggression is believed to enhance the status of the group; when members of
                        the in-group believe their standing will be enhanced by such aggression; and when the group feels threatened in some way by
                        other individuals or groups. Interviews with students in this school suggested that most students felt the pressure to secure
                        their position within the hierarchy of the student group and also to conform. Membership of a social clique was also clearly very important. As will be demonstrated below, the hearing impaired
                        students seemed to be an ‘out-group’ towards whom hearing students felt particularly able to express aggression.
                     

                  

                  On being different

                  
                     Any student might temporarily differ from group norms, for example by wearing the ‘wrong’ clothes. However, some forms of
                        difference were more enduring. There seemed to be a hierarchy of enduring difference. Racial difference was the most acceptable,
                        followed by physical difference or disability, hearing impairment and finally learning disability (which was regarded as least
                        acceptable).
                     

                     Nonetheless, certain factors mediated between a child being identified as different and that child being regarded as less
                        acceptable and of lower status. One of the mainstream students who was black spontaneously commented that racism was not tolerated
                        at school and that being black was potentially a positive source of identity. Yet if a student who was black was different
                        in some additional way that was not acceptable to the group – for example, if they were hearing impaired – the risk of racism increased. Despite this, if a student who was both black and hearing impaired had personal characteristics
                        of sufficiently high value within the peer group (in one case by being ‘sporty’, ‘good looking’ and ‘cool’), the overall balance
                        could still be tipped in favour of the group disregarding the ways in which they were regarded as different. In another example,
                        two brothers who had restricted growth were described by several participants as ‘sporty’, ‘outward-going’, ‘tough’ and ‘street
                        wise’. A teacher of the deaf observed: ‘They’re just normal children’ and one of the lunchtime supervisors said: ‘You don’t
                        see that they’re small.’ The important distinction here is that these children did not seem to be regarded as ‘different but
                        accepted’ – they seemed to be regarded as if they were the same as other children. This underlines the value given to being the same and the unacceptability of being
                        different. It also indicates that whilst membership of particular social cliques was important, it was also important to be
                        regarded as a member of the core student body (i.e. ‘the same’) rather than as a member of the out-group (i.e. ‘different’).
                     

                  

                  On being hearing impaired

                  
                     Turning to the experience of the hearing impaired students, some of the unit students were described as ‘disappearing’ into
                        mainstream cliques either by passing as if they were hearing or by adequately ‘compensating’ for being deaf. Such students
                        might be temporarily categorised as different for the same range of reasons as any other student who broke a ubiquitous or
                        clique-specific norm. For example, one unit student with a moderate hearing loss passed as hearing but was temporarily marked
                        out as unacceptably different when he wore trousers that were too short.
                     

                     However, unit students often differed from hearing peers in a number of ways. One particular issue was that they received
                        ‘special treatment’ and extra support from staff. Some of the mainstream students regarded this as ‘unfair’. One of the mainstream
                        teachers observed:
                        
                           
                              I teach one girl, Alice, who is very gifted and whenever she works in groups or in pairs then she’s not outright bullied but
                                 she is victimised a little bit, just picked on a little bit about her answers and someone might take the mickey out of the
                                 way she’s talking or something like that … I do get the feeling that she’s quite good at maths and yet she can come and go
                                 as she pleases. It seems to be that she doesn’t have to do as much work as them.
                              

                           

                        

                     

                     The issue seemed to be that on moving to secondary school, the mainstream students reportedly received significantly less
                        one-to-one adult attention than they had at junior school. Some of these students worried that the unit students would do better than them because they received extra support. However, given the
                        pressure from staff and peers to become increasingly independent of adults, it was rare for the mainstream students to explicitly
                        voice their desire for more adult attention. Yet they would denigrate those unit students who received it, for example describing
                        them as ‘babies’. One of the teachers of the deaf reported: ‘I went into one class to help a girl with an art lesson and some
                        bright spark shouted out, “Oy, Trixie,8 here’s your Mum!”… It was a nasty comment; it wasn’t lighthearted.’ It could be argued that the function of pressure within
                        the peer group to cope without adult help was to support gradual individuation into adulthood. Aggression against those students
                        who were still showing dependence might therefore have served several functions. It may have been a way of consolidating the
                        boundary between the student group and the adult group; it may have been a way of trying to ensure ‘fair treatment’; and it
                        was a way of venting feelings of envy. What this highlights is the developmental dimension of peer group dynamics.
                     

                     Other ways in which a unit student might be identified as different included: being dependent on equipment (for example, hearing
                        aids) and special facilities (for example, the school bus – a particular source of derision); having communication difficulties
                        (for example, sounding different and/or not being aware of having been misunderstood during social interactions); and finding
                        it difficult to follow lessons. Some unit students also had additional disabilities such as visual, physical, language and
                        learning difficulties. Each source of difference potentially attracted attention and derision.
                     

                     Of course, the unit students were not necessarily passive recipients of other children’s attacking behaviour. They would fight
                        back in a number of ways, including ‘hitting back’, ‘taking the Mickey’, ‘answering back’, ‘refusing to accept exclusion’,
                        ‘threatening to tell’, ‘telling staff’ and ‘exploiting their inability to hear’ (for example, pretending not to hear).
                     

                     Despite these forms of resistance, if a child was identified as hearing impaired, the result was usually a reduction in their
                        status. As one of the mainstream students observed:
                        
                           
                              The [mainstream] pupils, some of them, like, just put the deaf children down. When the deaf children want to explain something,
                                 talk about something, some of the people probably, like, talk over them – enough to say they’re nothing.
                              

                           

                        

                     
Another speculated on how the other students saw the unit students:
                        
                           
                              All their sort can’t hear, so we’re not having one of them in our group – because they sort of pull our image down sort of
                                 thing. I think that’s what people think … because they’re sort of classed different.
                              

                           

                        

                     

                     In summary, being hearing impaired usually meant being categorised as different and therefore as a member of a low status,
                        out-group. Other children tended to avoid associating with the members of this out-group to avoid the reduction of their own
                        status.
                     

                     A unit student might be re-categorised as ‘one of us’ if the mainstream students became sufficiently friendly with them. As one female student
                        from the unit said: ‘After a while they lose interest in the hearing aid and all that and you just end up being a friend.’
                        Unfortunately, one of the mainstream teachers observed that this was not as commonplace as he would have liked:
                        
                           
                              It’s just that whenever I walk around the corridors, the hearing impaired students are always together … they’re always in
                                 little groups together, they never seem to be involved in anything else and they tend to be the kids that are just walking
                                 around the corridors. You know, they’re not [the ones] at the end of the lessons [shouting], ‘Sir! Sir! I want to go and play
                                 … I’ve got a basketball match or I’m going to play tennis’ and they’re desperate to go out the door and see their friends
                                 and meet them in the dinner hall. The hearing impaired students tend to wait for each other at the door and off they go. And
                                 they’ll just wander around with no particular aim, not sure of exactly what they’re doing, no direction…You know, walking
                                 round the school you see kids that are having trouble fitting in but the hearing impaired students just tend to be in a little
                                 group. They don’t seem to be able to get in there with everyone else.
                              

                           

                        

                     

                     So, despite time spent together in classes and on camping trips organised by staff to encourage team building, there were
                        still many reports from adults and students that unit students were unable to gain entry to mainstream groups. As a result,
                        they formed cliques of their own.
                     

                     In general, mainstream students and adults assumed that the tendency for the unit students to socialise with one another was
                        a sign of failure to assimilate. They tended not to see it as a positive decision to mix with other students who shared experiences
                        and interests. Furthermore, the hearing impaired students tended to be regarded as a relatively homogenous group. From the
                        unit students’ perspective, the reasons for socialising with other unit students varied and the differences between students
                        in terms of the number, quality and type of their friendships was significant.
                     
Being part of an outgroup did not exempt the unit students from day-to-day power struggles – but being deaf did affect their
                        ability to take part on an equal footing. The first problem was practical: not being able to hear everything that was said
                        made it difficult for them to keep up with the swift, subtle exchanges involved in cussing and arguing. The second problem
                        is illustrated in the following extract from an interview with a mainstream student:
                        
                           interviewer [paraphrasing what the student has just said]: So, the hearing kids annoy the hearing impaired kids, the hearing impaired kids give back as good as they got – or a bit better
                              … What happens then?
                           

                           janet: If the hearing impaired kids are sort of better than the hearing kids, the hearing kids think the deaf kids are giving them
                              too many cusses … the hearing kids think up loads of cusses and loads of things to do to them. Because they don’t really want
                              to be seen … because they think they are different – they think hearing impaired kids should be lower class than them sort of thing … well, some people think that, not all of them.
                           

                        

                     

                     In other words, the mainstream students would not allow unit students into the one-up position – they would combine forces
                        to ensure that a unit student was kept in the one-down position.
                     

                     To summarise the social difficulties of these students what became apparent was that the unit students were at risk of being
                        categorised as ‘hearing impaired’, and therefore as different and as members of an out-group. As members of an out-group they
                        were assigned a permanently lower status within the social hierarchy. Consequently, they were likely to be excluded from cliques
                        of mainstream students who did not want to associate with low-status students, for fear of jeopardising their own status.
                        The fewer friends a child had, the more difficult it was for them to free themselves from the one-down position. Furthermore,
                        the low status of the hearing impaired students was actively maintained by the hearing students, who would sometimes gang
                        up to keep them ‘in their place’. Verbal aggression towards these students when they broke group norms could also be particularly
                        marked. It seemed that other students could vent their insecurities on these students without fear of reprisal. In addition,
                        this aggression potentially increased the status of these children within their groups. As highlighted earlier, being kept
                        in a one-down position was the first step towards becoming trapped in an ongoing bully–victim relationship. Furthermore, a
                        bully–victim relationship may become established if the beliefs and attitudes of bystanders support rather than challenge
                        the emerging pattern of interaction. If a child is regarded as a member of a low-status out-group, bystanders may be particularly
                        unlikely to intervene.
                     

                  

               
Were the hearing impaired students being stigmatised?

               
                  On completing the analysis it became apparent that this combination of factors had resonance with the concept of stigmatisation.
                     A stigma is defined by Jones et al. (1984) as a characteristic or ‘mark’ that is perceived not merely as aversive or disruptive but also as deeply discrediting. A
                     person who is stigmatised is one who has been discredited and consequently ‘globally devalued’, denigrated and socially marginalised
                     on account of having a stigma. Haghighat (2001) offers an explanation of why individuals might stigmatise, while Jones et al. (1984) offer an explanation of why groups might stigmatise.
                  

                  Haghighat (2001) makes the case that, at a personal level, stigmatisation may be the result of competition. He suggests this behaviour is
                     evolutionary in origin and may in times past have resulted in economic benefits to the stigmatising individual. However, stigmatisation may be employed by individuals who perceive themselves to be low in the social hierarchy:
                     denigrating others makes them feel better and may also result in a relative increase in status. In this study, putting the
                     unit students in a one-down position did seem to be one way in which a mainstream student could easily bolster their position
                     within the social hierarchy. However, individuals who are not concerned about their status may also stigmatise because the
                     cognitive processes involved are quick, easy and reassuring.
                  

                  Jones et al. (1984) argue that stigmatisation plays a role in clarifying group boundaries and strengthening the internal cohesion of a group.
                     By challenging or attacking members of the group whose behaviour deviates from group norms, the group makes a statement about
                     the nature and location of its boundaries. As a consequence, the majority of the group feels ‘special’ in comparison to those
                     who have been attacked and so feel better connected with one another. The group’s boundary lines shift and blur with time
                     and so must be periodically redrawn. At those times in a group’s history when its boundary lines become most blurred and the
                     specialness of the group is particularly threatened, people who deviate from the norm may be sought out. They are derided
                     and moved to the edge of the group to clarify the boundaries. This would explain why reactions to stigma vary over time. For
                     example, the students in this school were adolescents. One possibility therefore is that the hearing impaired students may
                     have been at increased risk of stigmatisation because other students needed to feel special and part of a closely-knit group
                     during the aniety-provoking transition to secondary school (and adulthood). This potential explanation in no way justifies
                     this behaviour: the aim however is to make sense of it, in order to establish where there might be greatest leverage for change in order to manage or prevent this form of social aggression.
                  

                  It is important to note that not everyone who possesses a characteristic that is perceived negatively will be stigmatised.
                     According to Jones et al. (1984), the six dimensions which affect the likelihood of actual stigmatisation are the degree to which the stigma may be concealed;
                     the likely pattern of change over time; the disruptiveness of the stigma; its aesthetic qualities; its origin; and any associated
                     ‘peril’. The unit students’ primary strategies for coping with the possibility that they might be perceived as different were
                     ‘blending in’ and ‘compensating’. ‘Blending in’ was the preferred strategy and may have been similar to concealment as described
                     by Jones et al. (1984). It included denying being deaf, denying having difficulty, and mixing primarily with mainstream students. If it was not
                     possible to blend in, a student would often try to compensate for being different (for example, by being sporty or occasionally
                     by literally buying favour). This may represent a way in which students tried to address potential concerns about being perceived as disruptive, unattractive or in any way threatening. A third strategy that was commonly employed by the hearing impaired
                     students was to ‘avoid situations or people’. Less frequently cited strategies to deal with the threat of being seen as different
                     included ‘being tough’, ‘being assertive’ and ‘accepting the situation’.
                  

                  Being stigmatised is likely to be painful, demoralising, anxiety provoking and potentially damaging to a child’s sense of
                     worth. However, it is of note that the students in this study did not regard all of the students who seemed to have been stigmatised
                     as victims of bullying. One might argue that these children needed education about the meaning of bullying. However, they
                     might also have been pointing out a subtle distinction – that whilst all the hearing impaired students had the potential to
                     be stigmatised, only a minority were ‘bullied’. Whether this is a meaningful or useful distinction is open to debate, although
                     the dangers of creating over-inclusive categories of victims do need to be taken into account. Perhaps the most important
                     point is that each aspect of stigmatisation – being discredited, devalued, denigrated and socially marginalised – puts a child
                     at increased risk of becoming stuck in enduring bullying relationships, either in the context of the group or in the context
                     of bully–victim relationships composed of two people.
                  

                  Is there any support in the rest of the bullying literature for this suggestion that stigmatisation might be one source of
                     social aggression in peer groups? The account of indirect aggression amongst teenage girls given by Owens et al. (2000) shares a number of features in common with this account of stigmatisation. The behaviours they described included gossip, exclusion, indirect harassment, non-verbal harassment and direct aggression. These behaviours seemed to be important
                     in regulating group membership, generating a sense of intimacy and maintaining one’s position within the group. Some girls
                     seemed more vulnerable to this treatment than others. Does this equate to stigmatisation? The two processes certainly share
                     a lot in common – both regulate group membership, increase the internal cohesion of the group and allow some individuals to
                     gain and maintain position within the group. Both provide a sense of reassurance – perhaps even sadistic pleasure – to the
                     aggressors. One difference may be that almost any girl is potentially vulnerable to the indirect aggression described by Owens
                     et al., whilst it is the child with some form of ‘mark’ who is vulnerable to stigmatisation. During the move to secondary school
                     and adolescence membership of a cohesive group with a strong, positive identity becomes increasingly important. This may increase
                     the likelihood of both indirect aggression as described by Owens et al. and stigmatisation. The difference between these processes may be one of degree: what is a common feature of day-to-day interactions might – if anxiety within a group becomes too great
                     – become intensified, resulting in stigmatisation.
                  

                  These conclusions are not incompatible with Social Identity Development Theory (SIDT). potentially accounts for the findings
                     in this study that relate to day-to-day power struggles and students’ tendency to rigidly conform to group norms. It also
                     potentially accounts for aggression towards members of out-groups. The work by Owens et al. (2000) is not in conflict with SIDT but adds further detail about indirect aggression amongst teenage girls. Similarly, the theory
                     of stigmatisation potentially adds further detail about aggression towards children with disabilities.
                  

                  Figure 2.2 summarises those interactions within the students’ peer groups that had the potential to result in aggressive, stigmatising
                     or bullying behaviour.
                  

               

            

            The approach developed to manage these difficulties

            
               How, then, did the adults in the school system respond to these dynamics within the student group?

               Management of bullying within the school as a whole

               
                  A useful starting place in trying to understand how the adults in this school managed social aggression between children is
                     to look at the formal structures that had been put in place to manage students’ pastoral 
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needs. Heads of year formed the backbone of the pastoral system, assisted by form tutors. On a day-to-day basis staff also
                     tried to promote core values such as ‘respect’. Furthermore, trainee counsellors from a local college provided a counselling
                     service. Overall, the impression was of a school that aimed for high standards of pastoral care.
                  

                  If an incident was identified by staff as bullying, staff tried to respond with a consistent and explicit hierarchy of sanctions
                     that ranged from warnings to expulsions. As one of the school managers observed:
                     
                        
                           We tend to be more focused on preventing and dealing with bullying from a discipline point of view perhaps, more than understanding
                              the point of view of the bully. We do try to persuade youngsters that it’s wrong and ask them why they do it. But that’s at
                              a fairly simplistic level. We rarely go beyond that stage and that’s partly because we don’t have the time.
                           

                        

                     

                  

                  A particular problem reported by staff was the difficulty of distinguishing bullying from non-bullying behaviour. In part
                     this was because there was a powerful norm within the student group against reporting bullying. This norm could be understood
                     as one aspect of the group boundary that regulated interactions between staff and students. This boundary made it difficult for staff to establish what had happened and whether their interventions were effective.
                  

               

               Management of bullying that involved students who were hearing impaired

               
                  The school had also invested heavily in its provision for students who were hearing impaired. It employed a relatively large
                     quota of specialist staff and sponsored them through additional training. If unit students were bullied they had the choice
                     of using the generic school system of pastoral care or they could turn to the specialist staff. Those unit students who had
                     largely disappeared into the mainstream student group tended to adhere to the norm not to tell staff about peer relationship
                     difficulties. Those who did report bullying and other peer relationship difficulties tended to turn to staff in the hearing
                     impaired unit (HIU), especially the teachers of the deaf.
                  

                  There were different perspectives on why the hearing impaired students broke the norm against involving staff in students’
                     peer relationship difficulties. The specialist staff and parents believed it was because the staff–student relationship was
                     emotionally close and supportive. The mainstream students and staff assumed that the physical proximity enabled the unit students
                     to report bullying undetected by peers. However, the unit students explained that they reported bullying because that’s what
                     they had been told to do. This difference in perspective reflected the different experiences and needs of these three groups.
                     The specialist staff and parents had an investment in the viewing of the staff–student relationship as warm and nurturing.
                     The mainstream students and staff were particularly aware of the pressure within the student group for students to be independent
                     of staff and so assumed the unit students had an advantage in their proximity to staff. The unit students saw their behaviour
                     as largely controlled by those around them.
                  

                  When the specialist staff agreed with a unit student that another child had been inappropriately aggressive, they would intervene
                     either by approaching the offending student or by referring the matter on to mainstream staff and monitoring that their referral
                     was followed up. The unit students preferred the specialist staff to intervene even if this only resulted in a temporary solution.
                     This was because one way a child could avoid becoming stuck in a one-down position was if their peer group used their combined
                     power to pull the individual child ‘out from under’. However, as described earlier, mainstream students would often combine
                     forces to keep a unit student in the one-down position. Consequently, in the absence of a sufficiently powerful peer group,
                     the staff’s intervention represented a force that could temporarily free them from the one-down position.
                  

                  However, the specialist staff frequently believed that the unit students were mistaken in their reports of bullying. As one
                     teacher of the deaf said: ‘If they feel they’re being bullied, then we will talk about it and get them to analyse, “Well,
                     is that bullying? Do you really think that child’s picking on you, personally? Is there anything you’ve done that’s causing
                     this?”’ The unit students were repeatedly described by the specialist staff as having ‘poor turn-taking skills’; ‘not being
                     able to see another person’s point of view’; having ‘poor knowledge of the world’; ‘poor self-awareness’; and ‘poor awareness
                     of others’:
                     
                        
                           Some of the deaf children are very, very egocentric, in the same way that a three year old is. The whole world impinges on
                              them and revolves around them. (Teacher of the deaf)
                           

                        

                     

                  

                  Similarly, the specialist speech and language therapist said of one of the boys in her social skills training group: ‘He personalises
                     a lot of the situations that he finds himself in. So if he is moving around the school and he gets pushed in the process because
                     it’s a busy school, then he personalises that and that’s bullying for him. And so they misinterpret situations, but it’s also
                     again this fact that they can’t sort of see it from another view.’ In summary, the unit students were often described as both
                     ‘egocentric’ and ‘oversensitive’ and as a result staff believed their tendency was to create relationship difficulties and
                     misinterpret situations.
                  

                  Initially, it seemed curious that these reports from the specialist staff seemed to contradict the account given by the mainstream
                     staff and students: their accounts suggested that the fault was not that the unit students were oversensitive or egocentric
                     but that they were actually experiencing greater levels of social aggression and exclusion than their peers. However, what appeared to be contradictory
                     accounts finally came to be seen as two different aspects of one ‘larger picture’. The conclusion drawn was that all unit students were at risk of stigmatisation but a subgroup was also prone to apparently ‘egocentric’ and/or ‘oversensitive’ behaviour.
                  

                  Apparently oversensitive behaviour may have been the result of early language delay. As described earlier, early language
                     delay may have had an enduring effect on the ability of some students to employ cognitions to reduce the effect of attacking
                     behaviour. The frequent upset they experienced as a result may have made them seem ‘oversensitive’ to others.
                  

                  Apparently ‘egocentric’ behaviour may have had a similar root. A tentative explanation can be drawn from the literature on
                     attachment theory (Bowlby, 1988), theory of mind (Fonagy et al., 1997) and systemic thinking (Durkin, 1981a, 1981b). In early life, infants are initially unable to make full use of all the information available to them through their senses.
                     As a result, they confuse what is them with what is separate from them. As their senses develop, they begin to recognise that
                     people exist separately from themselves. This is the first building block for developing a sense of themselves as separate
                     from others. Given that this early sense of separateness is not dependent on language, infants who are hearing impaired will
                     gain a basic awareness of themselves as separate at the same age as other children (at approximately six to nine months).
                     This ‘sense-of-self-as-separate’ operates at an unconscious level and represents part of the individual’s ‘internal working
                     model of relationships’. The child’s sense-of-self-as-separate continues to be clarified and consolidated from nine months
                     to approximately three years of age. This process is heavily supported by the use of language. Other people’s use of language
                     helps the child to understand that other people are separate from them (for example, when a caregiver says ‘Wave bye-bye to
                     grandma – she’s leaving now’). It also highlights that other people have different experiences and perceptions to their own
                     (‘You’re not cold? I am!’). As they develop their own use of language – whether this is spoken or sign language – they become
                     increasingly able to define their experiences for themselves and to understand that other people’s experiences are different
                     from their own. The child who has language problems may have difficulty realising that other people’s experiences are different and that other people are not necessarily feeling
                     the same thing as them. This child is likely to seem egocentric to others and their behaviour may seem provocative.
                  

                  To complicate matters still further, when a child has yet to complete earlier stages of psychosocial development (for example,
                     consolidating their sense-of-self-as-separate) their chances of successfully completing later stages of development may be
                     impaired. For example, the fundamental task of adolescence is ‘separation’, characterised by differentiation, distancing,
                     boundary formation and disengagement from caregivers (Shulman and Rubinroit, 1987). This is likely to be more difficult for those students who have yet to consolidate a sense-of-self-as-separate earlier
                     in life. Again, the developmental dimension of the students’ relationship difficulties is apparent.
                  

               

            

            Why did staff focus their attention on changing the hearing impaired children?

            
               So, the overall picture of unit students’ difficulties was composed of two parts: the stigmatising reaction of the mainstream
                  students and the apparently egocentric and oversensitive behaviour of some unit students. What was noticeable was that the specialist staff only focused on the beliefs and behaviour of the unit students. Their intervention
                  was to first explain to the hearing impaired student that they had caused the problem and/or misinterpreted the situation.
                  They would then coach them in how to think and behave differently in the future:
                  
                     
                        They don’t know what’s appropriate and what isn’t. (Teacher of the deaf)

                     

                  

               

               So why did the staff focus on changing the unit students rather than the mainstream students? Three factors seemed relevant:
                  where staff had leverage to effect change; their long-term aims for the unit students; and the staff’s implicit understanding
                  of the difficulties faced by unit students.
               

               Thinking first about where the specialist staff had greatest leverage to effect change, it is only fair to say that they did
                  try to influence the understanding, attitude and behaviour of hearing staff and students through deaf awareness training.
                  However, their effect was limited. One of the mainstream teachers commented on the general difficulty of affecting how the
                  students treated one another: ‘I mean, generally speaking, the students have to be constantly reminded about how you treat
                  someone – generally – let alone having a hearing impairment.’ So, the specialist staff had to work within the constraints
                  of the environment, focusing on what they had power to affect – which was the unit students.
               

               Their long-term aim for the unit students was that they should be largely independent as adults. Given that this was a school
                  in which all students used spoken language and were integrated as much as possible, independence equated with being able to
                  assimilate into mainstream society without support. So, even if it had been possible to change the mainstream students’ behaviour,
                  this would not have addressed the need to prepare the unit students to cope without support once they left school. The staff
                  saw their role as one of preparing the students to manage by themselves in an environment that might be stigmatising. The
                  message to students seemed to be: ‘You can’t change your deafness and you only have a limited effect on other people – but
                  you can change the way you think and behave.’
               

               The third factor influencing where the specialist staff focused their attention was not so readily apparent. Attributing these
                  students’ problems to the unit students belied a sophisticated – but seemingly unspoken – understanding of the dangers of
                  stigmatisation and bullying. Indeed, each aspect of the staff’s intervention seemed to target some aspect of these risks.
                  For example, the way in which they used language represented an important aspect of their intervention. The first step to being stigmatised is being categorised as different. So the specialist staff repeated time and time again
                  that the unit students were ‘not different’ but the ‘same’ as the mainstream students: ‘They are seen attempting everything.
                  You know, they are part of the school. And I think that has made a difference. They’re not singled out. They’re not perceived
                  as different.’ This teacher of the deaf went on to say: ‘I suppose they are perceived as different because they have a support
                  teacher.’ She then countered this with: ‘But then our policy is that we don’t just work with the hearing impaired child. We
                  are there as another teacher in the classroom and so I think that helps as well.’ She went on to reiterate her theme that
                  the unit students are not different: ‘There is very much the idea that they are seen as part of the school; they are involved
                  in everything. They go on camping trips, they go out for day trips, and so on, the same as any other pupil in the school.’ The staff had certainly succeeded in convincing the parents that the unit students were not
                  different from mainstream peers: parents’ opinions about whether the unit students were ‘the same as’ or ‘different from’
                  mainstream students strongly echoed those of the specialist staff. To a large extent the specialist staff had also convinced
                  the mainstream staff. In the following extract a mainstream manager discusses an event in which a group of boys caused great
                  upset by crowding round two of the unit students and flicking their hearing aids:
                  
                     
                        Were the boys being unpleasant to them because they were hearing impaired? Possibly not. They’re just not very nice boys,
                           who are unpleasant to everybody. But obviously it makes it more poignant, more worrying, when it is hearing impaired children.
                        

                     

                  

               

               Nonetheless, the mainstream students and teachers seemed less convinced than the parents and specialist staff that the unit
                  students were ‘not different’. This may have been because they had most opportunity to see the unit students in mainstream
                  settings.
               

               If the unit students were the same as other students, it followed logically that their relationship difficulties could not
                  be attributed to their deafness. Indeed, the specialist staff (and parents) might mention the effects of being deaf or additionally
                  disabled but the relevance of such disabilities was minimised. In the next extract a teacher of the deaf explores the reasons
                  why unit students seemed to have more peer relationship difficulties than mainstream students. Nine mentions are made (A to
                  I) of reasons why unit students might be having difficulty integrating that are not related to a student’s deafness. On the five occasions when the student’s deafness is mentioned (1 to 5), its relevance is
                  dismissed/minimised or the problem is construed in terms of the unit student’s attitude towards their deafness:
                  
                     
                        teacher of the deaf: I think it’s lots and lots of things … have they come to terms with their hearing impairment (1)? It’s
                           their personality anyway with some (A). Sometimes it’s sort of home background (B) and how they’ve been brought up (C) … You
                           know, the sort of ‘cocooned’ type thing (D) … depends what primary school they come from (E)… There are so many sorts of different
                           reasons that you can’t put your finger on one and say ‘It’s because they were prelingually deaf’ (2) or whatever. Some of
                           them are horrible people (F) and nobody likes them, you know. I mean, they may be deaf, but they are also very, very normal
                           children (3) and you can’t quite put your finger on it.
                        

                        interviewer: Does the level of deafness make much difference?

                        teacher of the deaf: No, no (4) … a lot of it comes down to personality (G), attitude towards their own deafness (5) and primary
                           school/home background (H). I think possibly those are the main three or four areas that affect integration. It’s also … one
                           of the major problems is that they don’t live locally (I).
                        

                     

                  

               

               As discussed earlier, a number of factors mediate between a person being categorised as different and actual stigmatisation.
                  Consequently the specialist staff ensured that most students received social skills training, either formally in a group or
                  informally. The focus was on changing the way students thought and behaved in order to help them fit in. Thus, if categorised
                  as different, a child might still avoid being stigmatised by reducing the impact of their deafness on their relationships,
                  or by being seen to undergo some form of ‘rehabilitation’.
               

               Another aspect of the staff’s intervention was to suggest that their own relationship with staff in other parts of the school
                  could be used by the unit students as a model for their relationships with mainstream students. To this end, the specialist
                  staff described themselves as ‘different’ and as a ‘minority group’ within the school. They argued that, nonetheless, they
                  had mutually satisfying relationships with the other groups. For example, the relationship between the specialist and mainstream
                  staff was described as one in which the two groups alternated between having more and less status. Sometimes the teachers
                  of the deaf would assume the role of ‘expert’, providing advice to the mainstream staff, but at other times they were forced
                  to beg time and attention from busy, distracted mainstream colleagues. Another example was the relationship between the specialist
                  staff and parents. Again, the staff alternated between being the experts upon whom parents relied and being dependent upon
                  the parents for their public support of the unit.
               
However, the specialist staff were highly active in shaping their relationships. As a result they had maximised their resources
                  and influence within the system. One example of this was their relationship with the rest of the learning support service.
                  The specialist staff were aware of the hierarchy of difference within the school, in which learning disability was considered
                  least acceptable. For example, the educational psychologist observed of one unit student: ‘I think [not wearing his hearing
                  aids is] to do with others seeing him wear aids. Because I think there’s always been an association, hasn’t there, with hearing
                  aids – that if you wear hearing aids you must be a bit stupid.’ Consequently, the specialist staff explicitly emphasised the
                  differences between hearing impairment and learning disability. The motto within the unit was ‘Deaf Not Dumb’. Instead, staff emphasised
                  the physical dimension of their students’ disability:
                  
                     
                        I think one of the strengths of this school is that we’ve got children with all sorts of different problems. Wearing a hearing
                           aid is just one of the variety of physical problems that children have got. (Teacher of the deaf)
                        

                     

                  

               

               Another reason for emphasising the separateness of the two parts of the learning support service (LSS) may have related to
                  funding. The Hearing Impaired Unit (HIU) had secured a relatively large, separate budget in comparison to the rest of the
                  service. Given this superior funding and the comparative status of its students, the HIU had in effect pushed itself higher
                  than the LSS in the school hierarchy. However, the teachers of the deaf repeatedly emphasised that, if a student with special
                  needs was in the same class as one of the hearing impaired students, the teacher of the deaf would also support the other
                  student. This may have been a compensatory strategy to offset any potential conflict that the ‘one-up’ status of the HIU might
                  otherwise have triggered.
               

               In summary, the specialist staff saw themselves as an example of what was possible in relationships – even for those in a
                  minority. They believed that if they could encourage the hearing impaired students to utilise the latent power they had within
                  their relationships this might help them to avoid becoming stuck in the ‘one-down’ position and being victimised. In the long
                  term this might increase the students’ sense of personal agency and increase their independence on leaving school.
               

               Unfortunately, although the specialist staff perceived themselves as a relatively powerless minority group, closer inspection
                  revealed that similarities between staff and students were fairly limited. The specialist staff were not marginalised or disempowered
                  as a result of stigma – on the contrary, their role as experts gave them special status in the school. On the other hand,
                  the mainstream students would often unite forces to keep a unit student from ‘getting out from under’. Furthermore, one of the main strategies that the specialist staff utilised
                  to shape their relationships was the skilful use of language – something that most of the unit students were as yet unable
                  to do.
               

               Overall, it is possible to argue that, although the specialist staff seemed to focus primarily on the part played by the unit
                  students in their social difficulties, their interventions nonetheless suggested an understanding of the risks of stigmatisation
                  and bullying. Explicitly asserting that the students were ‘the same’ and ‘not different’ from other students potentially reduced
                  the likelihood of unit students being categorised as different. Social skills training potentially reduced the likelihood
                  of students (a) breaking group norms or (b) being stigmatised even if they were categorised as different. Using themselves
                  as role models represented an attempt to encourage students to use any latent power they might have within their relationships:
                  this would reduce the risk of them becoming stuck in a ‘one-down’ position and subsequently bullied.
               

               Why were the staff’s interventions not more successful?

               
                  Whilst it was apparent that severe and physical forms of bullying were largely under control in this school, it was also clear
                     that the success of the unit staff’s interventions was limited. Many of the unit students had difficulty fitting in, some
                     were often teased and a few had chronic difficulties and were deeply unhappy.
                  

                  Unfortunately, the interventions chosen by the specialist staff may not have been sufficient to change the seemingly oversensitive
                     and egocentric behaviour of some children. Lack of change was a problem raised several times by the specialist staff. For
                     example, the speech and language therapist said of the children in her social skills group: ‘They will start quoting, “We
                     must take our turn, we must not interrupt”, and then they go full steam ahead and [interrupt]. I’ve tried various approaches
                     and, yes, they quote exactly what they should do [but] it’s just not generalising.’ Later, she commented: ‘If it’s the language
                     that’s the problem, then that’s very difficult because I think that sort of abstract use of language is really difficult to
                     get them to sort of jump into that area … For those pupils, it’s almost looking for strategies for dealing with situations
                     and sort of keeping it at a very sort of basic level really because their language skills aren’t going to improve in that
                     area.’
                  

                  The earlier explanation of some students’ apparent oversensitivity and egocentricity might explain why the staff’s interventions
                     were only partially successful. It was suggested that, as a result of residual language difficulties, some hearing impaired
                     students may have had difficulty employing cognitions to effectively close personal boundaries at a psychological level and this might account for
                     their apparent over-sensitivity. If this were the case, an effective intervention might have been to develop the child’s beliefs
                     in their competence, resilience and power – and the language skills to consolidate such beliefs. However, these students turned
                     fairly automatically to adults when distressed – and the adults took upon themselves the role of defining the situation for
                     them. In practice, this often meant reinterpreting the situation, although they would sometimes agree that the child had been
                     bullied and would take action. The message to the child was that they needed other people to define their experiences for
                     them: there was little incentive or support for them to develop their ability to manage their own boundaries.
                  

                  Furthermore, one difficulty for students in developing their own boundaries was that, when staff were working with students
                     in the role of teacher rather than ‘relationship coach’, they insisted that students accept staff input. This put the students
                     in a double-bind: ‘You must learn to close your boundaries against unwanted input from peers – but not against unwanted input
                     from me.’ Overall, it could be said that the staff’s interventions were likely to maintain the students’ inability to close
                     personal boundaries and that this may well have contributed to their apparent ‘openness’ to the effects of bully input.
                  

                  So what type of intervention might have been required? Rather than redefining students’ experiences for them, it might have
                     been helpful to support them in developing a more explicit definition of their experience, and in comparing this with the
                     experience of the other child. This type of approach is used in PATHS (Positive Alternative Thinking Strategies) – a psychosocial
                     development programme for students who are deaf that can be used in school settings (Greenberg and Kusche, 1993). The PATHS programme possibly represents a more explicit, structured version of what the staff were trying to achieve.
                  

                  However, approaches like these deal with thoughts and behaviours that are conscious – or which are at least readily available
                     to conscious awareness (Kitson et al., 1998). They may not be sufficient to change unconscious structures and processes. If, as suggested earlier, the apparent egocentricity
                     of some hearing impaired students was the result of a poorly consolidated ‘sense-of-self-as-separate’, what might have been
                     required was a fundamental change in the students’ internal model of themselves in relation to others. The specialist staff
                     did encourage students to recognise that other people’s perspectives are different to their own but this approach may not
                     have affected the students’ largely unconscious beliefs about what other people felt and believed. Barrett and Trevitt (1991) suggest that, to fundamentally alter an individual’s internal working model of relationships, what is required is a psychotherapeutic relationship from which the individual can learn through experience rather than through instruction.
                     However, this raises the important question of how much responsibility staff such as teachers of the deaf should be expected
                     to assume for this type of change. Issues of time, training and the potential role conflict need to be considered.

                  Indeed, there is a danger of seeming critical of everything the staff did – which is not the intention. Instead, the aim is
                     to understand what the different groups were doing, why this was the case, and how the actions of each group impacted on the
                     actions of the others. The overall aim was to understand how the various needs within the system were being addressed and
                     the constraints that affected the actions that could be taken.
                  

               

               Factors which sustained the way in which the school managed the social difficulties faced by the hearing impaired students

               
                  Given that the success of the staff’s intervention was limited to some extent for some of the students, one might ask what
                     sustained this particular approach. The analysis seemed to suggest that the approach developed by the specialist staff was
                     sustained by a wider pattern of relationships within the school. This pattern of relationships had evolved to meet the needs
                     of the mainstream staff, the specialist staff, the parents and a wide range of students. Three factors deserve particular
                     attention – the implicit function the specialist staff performed on behalf of the wider school system; the way in which the
                     system rewarded the specialist staff for performing this function; and the way in which the specialist staff managed their
                     anxiety about not always being able to perform this function.
                  

                  Starting with the function played by these staff within the wider school, their explicit function was to integrate the unit students into the academic and social structures of the school in order to prepare them
                     for life after graduation. However, they also seemed to be serving a more implicit function, which was to keep anxiety about this particular form of difference – deafness – within tolerable levels. The anxiety
                     that this difference generated included concerns about who would meet these students’ needs, whether their needs would be
                     met adequately and whether the needs of this minority group would disrupt the overall functioning of the school.
                  

                  The subgroup within the school most likely to experience anxiety about these children was their parents:
                     
                        
                           I think you feel quite helpless because you’re at home – there’s not a lot you can do, and you really do rely on school to
                              sort it out. (Parent of a hearing impaired student)
                           

                        

                     

                  
One strategy the specialist staff employed to manage parental anxiety was to ensure that communication between the parents
                     and mainstream staff was channelled through themselves if there were any problems. This prevented the mainstream staff from
                     exacerbating parental anxiety. As well as channelling communication through themselves, the specialist staff were proactive
                     in identifying problems, in demonstrating skill in problem solving and in routinely involving parents in discussions.
                  

                  Clearly, the other group likely to experience anxiety about how these students’ needs would be met was the mainstream staff.
                     One of the mainstream teachers said:
                     
                        
                           I don’t have an understanding really about how to work with hearing impaired students. You know – people are trained to do
                              it. I’m not saying they are dumped on us, because I don’t mean it like that but, you know, the students are in your classroom
                              and you are expected to cope with them. And they are statemented students – obviously – so they have got a real, particular,
                              special need.
                           

                        

                     

                  

                  However, whilst all staff were, to some extent, responsible for all students’ needs, the mainstream staff could delegate to
                     specialists those needs which fell outside their repertoire of skills. The problem with splitting responsibility for the unit
                     students’ needs was that it created a dilemma about when to take responsibility and when to refer on to a specialist. In practice,
                     the teachers of the deaf tended to actively involve themselves in all aspects of the unit students’ management.
                  

                  In systemic terms, when unit students reported peer relationship difficulties to parents or mainstream teachers, this represented
                     input into the adults system. The change that followed might take the form of anxiety about what needed to be done and by
                     whom. However, if the specialist staff discussed this concern with the parent or teacher, and gave a reassuring explanation
                     or demonstrated that they were taking action, they were in effect performing a boundary-closing action that would reduce anxiety
                     and so restabilise the psychological system of the concerned adult. This perhaps explains why the teachers of the deaf tended
                     to involve themselves in all decisions about the unit students – they needed to be on hand to help mainstream staff and parents
                     define events in ways that would keep their anxiety levels low. It could be said that the specialist staff had psychological
                     boundaries that were highly permeable to input from parents. This allowed them to react quickly to reduce parental anxiety.
                     Given the power of market forces within the education system, successfully managing parental anxiety was a particularly important
                     function that the specialist staff served on behalf of the school.
                  

                  In general, the teachers of the deaf generated confidence in their approach by expressing extremely high levels of agreement
                     and certainty about (a) the cause of the unit students’ problems and (b) the solution. This agreement was demonstrated, for example, by
                     their repeated use of the same words and phrases (such as ‘not different’, ‘egocentric’, ‘oversensitive’ and so forth).
                  

                  The system rewarded the teachers of the deaf for performing this function so well. First, they were held in high esteem and
                     regarded as highly competent specialists. Second, the teachers of the deaf were allowed much greater professional autonomy
                     than other parts of the system. This was highly valued by these staff, who felt they were working in an increasingly automated,
                     centralised education system. This autonomy allowed them to embrace a professional model in which they assessed and planned
                     for individual students’ needs, implemented individualised action plans and regularly reviewed progress. It meant they had
                     the freedom to manage their own time and to prioritise need. It also meant they could be comparatively active in shaping their
                     role within the school. For the students, the benefits of this autonomy included support tailored to their needs. So it might
                     be said that the teachers of the deaf were implicitly rewarded for managing other people’s potential anxiety about this particular
                     form of difference.9

                  All the time that there were no complaints about the approach used by the specialist staff, there was no suggestion that the
                     school should change the way it managed these students’ needs (and therefore no threat to their professional autonomy). However,
                     this system of delegating responsibility to specialists did have some drawbacks. The first was that it generated the assumption
                     that someone, somewhere in the school must have the skill or knowledge to manage each and every problem. The term ‘magic thinking’
                     could be employed to describe this unrealistic expectation. For example, when one of the teachers of the deaf was asked what
                     she would find helpful, she replied: ‘I wish I had a magic wand! I don’t know what would help.’ However, teachers of the deaf
                     were also prone to magic thinking. They could refer students on to the educational psychologist or the specialist speech and language
                     therapist. The educational psychologist described having to explain to one of the teachers that she didn’t have ‘a magic cure’.
                     Nonetheless, magic thinking reduced anxiety in various parts of the system.
                  

                  However, the specialist staff knew there were problems they could not resolve. This represented a potential threat to their
                     autonomy. Indeed, when the unit students frequently reported peer relationship difficulties – as they had been instructed
                     to do by their parents and the teachers of the deaf – this posed a potential threat to the perception of the specialist staff as competent. The staff
                     diffused this threat by reinterpreting for the rest of the school what their students’ complaints really meant. Nonetheless, the specialist staff were highly aware of the students’ difficulties. Not being able to fully resolve
                     these problems is likely to have caused them some anxiety. In a rare expression of doubt, one of the teachers of the deaf
                     said: ‘It’s a very difficult one to deal with … because you have to step back from your role as teacher of the deaf and think,
                     “No, you can’t make friends for kids”… Some people it takes longer, some people never really achieve a close friendship.’
                     Later, she added: ‘But there are just certain things you have to accept – “I’m never going to be able to rectify this. I can
                     do nothing about this”.’ So the specialist staff had to develop ways of managing their own discomfort. As discussed earlier,
                     they underplayed the relevance of the students’ deafness in their peer relationship difficulties – and attributed them instead
                     to the child or their family. Consequently, ultimate responsibility for the problem was located outside the specialist staff
                     group – and often outside the school. Furthermore, the high levels of agreement and confidence expressed by specialist staff
                     about the cause and solution of the unit students’ problems not only served to maintain other people’s confidence in their
                     approach, it may also have played a role in reducing their own anxiety. In systemic terms, the staff had developed psychological
                     boundaries that were highly permeable to input from parents and mainstream teachers but their boundaries were only selectively
                     permeable to input from students. Complaints from students were filtered and re-interpreted through the staff’s belief system
                     in a way that kept the specialist staff’s anxiety within tolerable levels.
                  

                  One option for the specialist staff might have been to share problems they could not resolve with other parts of the school
                     system. Yet they seemed to remain largely silent on the subject. In part, this may have been to preserve the relative autonomy
                     they had won as a consequence of their apparent competence. However, it may also have been that they believed they should be able to meet these needs. Indeed, they had received additional training and they were very much regarded as ‘the specialists’.
                     To discuss their difficulties may have felt like an admission of failure. This issue is the focus of work by Malcomess (2005, p. 43). She makes the case that:
                     
                        
                           [The] strong quasi-scientific bias in the education of most practitioners has resulted in a paradigm around expertise that
                              can cause them to seek certainty in decision-making … Practitioners often … fall into the trap of believing that there are
                              absolute answers to very complex questions that each client poses… 


                                 [image: Figure 2.3]

                                 
                                    Figure 2.3 Interventions and factors that sustained this approach
                                    

                                 

                              

As a result, uncertainty or unsuccessful clinical decisions are viewed as evidence of ineptitude rather than the normal reasoning
                              process … [and] feelings of inadequacy can cause many practitioners to develop rules for clinical practice … and to avoid
                              the one thing that will support their expertise – open and honest reflection!
                           

                        

                     

                  

                  Clearly, these staff were highly competent in meeting many of the students’ needs. The issue was that they seemed to feel responsible for meeting more
                     aspects of the students’ needs than was possible for them. The beliefs they held about their responsibilities and area of
                     competence combined with beliefs within the wider school system, making it difficult to openly address the fact that there
                     were some needs they could not meet.
                  

                  Figure 2.3 summarises the approach taken by the specialist staff in relation to the hearing impaired students’ social difficulties and
                     the factors within the wider system that sustained this approach.
                  

               

            

            Conclusion

            
               This chapter offers an in-depth analysis of the dynamics within the peer group in one secondary school. Within the student
                  body, two particular factors shaped the day-to-day interactions of all students and had the potential to result in social aggression. These were
                  the pressure to be the same, and the pressure to gain and maintain one’s position within the peer group. Bullying seemed to
                  be different to these day-to-day power struggles. A number of processes that might result in bullying are discussed throughout
                  the book. In this chapter, two potential processes are discussed, one relating to dyadic relationships, the other to group relationships.
               

               In dyadic relationships, one danger seemed to be for one person to become stuck in the one-down position within a one-up/one-down
                  pattern of relating. If norms of behaviour, roles and a relationship boundary subsequently evolve, a bully–victim relationship
                  may become established.
               

               The boundaries of the individual system and of the dyadic relationship may both play an important role in the development
                  of some bully–victim relationships. For example, an individual may be at risk of becoming stuck in a one-down position if
                  they are unable to regulate the impact of other children’s behaviour on their psychological system. Certain behaviours may
                  cause a child upset but an individual may be able to re-stabilise their system by employing cognitions that limit the extent
                  of the upset. In systemic terms, this constitutes a boundary-closing action. Unfortunately, input from a potential bully not
                  only causes upset but may also change a child’s cognitions about the bully’s power and the child’s ability to protect themself.
                  This further reduces their ability to perform boundary-closing actions. So the power of the bully is to cause upset and to
                  reduce a child’s ability to regulate and stabilise their system during successive attacks. In essence, the victim develops
                  an increasingly externalised locus of control and becomes increasingly open to the effects of the attacking behaviour. Over
                  time a more enduring bully–victim relationship may become established if a relationship boundary forms to stabilise the pattern
                  of interaction between bully and victim.
               

               In this school, students who were hearing impaired were subject to the same pressures as other children. In addition, they
                  were also in danger of being stigmatised. In other words, as a consequence of their deafness they were often devalued, denigrated
                  and socially marginalised. This put them at greater risk of becoming stuck in a one-down position and trapped in more enduring
                  bullying relationships.
               

               It is also suggested that a small minority of hearing impaired students may have had additional psychosocial difficulties as a consequence of early language delay.
                  In these cases, early language delay may have impaired a child’s consolidation of their sense-of-self-as-separate. If this were the case, their behaviour may sometimes have seemed egocentric and possibly provocative to other students. A further
                  consequence of subtle language delays may have been that some children also found it difficult to use language to define their
                  experiences for themselves and so regulate their emotional response to other children’s behaviour. These children may have
                  been prone to high levels of distress in response to other children’s behaviour. This may have put them at increased risk
                  of victimisation and it may also have made them seem oversensitive in comparison to other children.

               When the hearing impaired students had difficulty within their peer relationships, they would often seek help from the specialist
                  staff. The staff’s response varied. If they believed a child had been bullied they would intervene swiftly, involving mainstream
                  colleagues. However, they often reinterpreted the problem as one in which the hearing impaired student had been oversensitive
                  or egocentric. They would then coach the child in how to think and behave differently in future. They did try to change the
                  behaviour of the mainstream students, for example through deaf awareness training, but their success was limited. Their main
                  focus was thus on changing the unit students. Indeed, it could be argued that this is where they had most leverage for change.
                  Beyond this, though, their long-term goal was for these students to be able to manage independently in the potentially stigmatising
                  environment they would face on leaving school. So, although they often gave the impression that they were minimising the part
                  played by the mainstream students in the unit students’ social difficulties, closer analysis suggested the specialist staff
                  did have a good understanding of the various dimensions of stigmatisation.
               

               For example, one aspect of their intervention was to constantly challenge, through their use of language, the idea that these
                  students were different. They repeatedly emphasised all the ways in which hearing impaired students were the same as other
                  children. Indeed, being categorised as different is an important step towards being stigmatised. In the same vein, most of
                  these children also received social skills training. This potentially helped them to avoid breaking group norms. It might
                  also have helped them avoid being stigmatised, even if they were categorised as different. A further aspect of their intervention
                  was to encourage students to draw upon their latent power to shape their relationships and so avoid being put in a one-down
                  position. This was because being devalued – and then marginalised – is another key component of stigmatisation. Furthermore,
                  becoming stuck in a one-down position may put a child at increased risk of actual bullying.
               
Unfortunately, this set of interventions was insufficient to address the social difficulties that some of the hearing impaired
                  students faced. Some did not have the necessary skills to proactively shape their relationships. Also, if apparently oversensitive
                  behaviour was the result of a subtle but profound inability to use language to regulate their response to other children’s
                  behaviour, simply encouraging these children to be less sensitive was unlikely to generate significant change. Also, by repeatedly
                  interpreting problems for children, staff may inadvertantly have perpetuated the problem by keeping the locus of control external to the child, thus
                  reducing the likelihood of them learning to define their experiences for themselves. Finally, if a child’s apparently egocentric
                  behaviour was rooted in a poorly consolidated sense-of-self-as-separate (again, as a consequence of early language delay),
                  the staff’s intervention may have been insufficient to realise a fundamental change in the child’s underlying sense of self.
               

               Nonetheless, the specialist staff continued to take responsibility for bringing about changes that they could not always realise
                  in practice. Two interlocking cycles of interaction seemed to sustain the status quo. When the hearing impaired students reported
                  social difficulties, this increased the anxiety of parents and mainstream teachers. The specialist staff would confidently
                  intervene, explaining what the problem was and what should be done to resolve the problem. As a result, they seemed highly
                  competent and the anxiety of the parents and mainstream staff was brought within tolerable levels. Consequently no change
                  was suggested in the way the problem was managed. The implicit reward for managing the potential for anxiety within the system
                  about this form of difference was that the specialist staff were allowed a greater degree of autonomy than their mainstream
                  peers. In order to keep this prized autonomy, the specialist staff repeatedly demonstrated how confident they were in their
                  approach. Nonetheless, they themselves experienced some anxiety about those students whose problems were particularly intractable.
                  They managed this anxiety by focusing on their long-term goals, telling one another that their approach was correct and locating
                  blame for any underlying problems they could not handle outside the school system. Whilst it may have been useful to openly
                  acknowledge that there were some needs they could not address, it seemed that the combination of their beliefs and anxieties
                  about their responsibilities and competence, plus beliefs and anxieties elsewhere in the system, mitigated against this possibility.
               

               Clearly, what is described in this chapter is the unique ecosystem of one school at one point in time – or, to put it more
                  accurately, one interpretation of one school at one point in time. It is valuable in that it highlights the uniqueness of
                  all school systems and therefore the need to tailor interventions to each school’s specific needs. However, it also identifies some issues that will be relevant to
                  all schools. What will vary is how these manifest in each case.

               It is important to note that, although the analysis may at times seem critical of the staff in this school, the intention
                  is not to find fault. The aim has been to understand how staff responded to the students’ social difficulties, why this was
                  the case, whether their interventions were effective and what sustained the status quo. Possibly one of the most important
                  conclusions to be drawn from this analysis is that the staff’s practice demonstrated a deep – but implicit – understanding of the various facets of the students’ difficulties. However, this level of understanding was not immediately
                  apparent. In fact, the initial analysis seemed to suggest that these staff not only did not understand the level of difficulties
                  the children were facing but were blaming them for the problem. However, further analysis revealed that their intervention
                  represented a subtle but sophisticated response to a highly complex set of needs. It was only by listening very carefully
                  to what the staff said that this became apparent and that various pivotal processes were revealed. The theme of practitioners’
                  implicit knowledge is taken up in later chapters, when it will be suggested that the understanding developed by practitioners
                  in the day-to-day practice in schools should play a greater role in developing the public body of knowledge on school bullying.
               

               Another important issue highlighted in this study was that the specialist staff were unable to address the root cause of some
                  of the students’ difficulties. This raises complex issues about responsibility and specialisation – in particular, about how
                  these dilemmas are discussed and managed within a system. It is of note that, in this school, the assumption was that all
                  needs could be addressed by the specialist staff. The possibility that the students’ needs might not be adequately addressed
                  generated huge anxiety. The response of the system to this anxiety was to reward the specialist staff for confidently asserting
                  that they could manage all the students’ needs. As a consequence, some children had quite serious needs that remained unaddressed.
                  Alternatives might have included considering whether (a) it would have been possible to address these needs by providing existing
                  staff with additional training or professional support; (b) it might have been possible to address these needs by referring
                  to specialist services outside the school system; (c) it was necessary for additional specialist services to be established;
                  and/or (d) it was necessary to address the consequences of the fact that some needs could not be met.10
Overall, what has been demonstrated in this chapter is that the management of one issue such as bullying is deeply interwoven
                  with the management of other issues (such as the social integration of students with special needs). In the same vein, change
                  in any one aspect of the system will potentially impact on the way in which the system meets a variety of other needs. This
                  has profound implications for any form of anti-bullying intervention.

            

            
               
                  1 ‘Hearing impaired’ was the term employed by the students, staff and parents.
                  

               

               
                  2 Although one or more primary caretakers may be involved and although these may be male or female, the shorthand term ‘mother’
                     is employed for ease of expression.
                  

               

               
                  3 This study was part of a larger programme of research undertaken to explore how a child’s deafness might affect their experience
                     of school bullying (Dixon, 2006, 2007a, 2007b, 2007c; Dixon et al., 2004a, 2004b).
                  

               

               
                  4 Further details of the methodology including a critique of this study can be found in Dixon et al. (2004a, 2004b).
                  

               

               
                  5 The term used by staff and students in this school for students who were hearing impaired and who had support from staff in
                     the unit.
                  

               

               
                  6 This involved a large number of seemingly unconnected students suddenly rushing at an individual, hitting and kicking them,
                     and then quickly dispersing.
                  

               

               
                  7 The term used by staff and students in this school for students who were hearing.
                  

               

               
                  8 All names are pseudonyms.
                  

               

               
                  9 Although this role and the related rewards were not explicitly named, it is likely that those involved were aware of them
                     to some extent.
                  

               

               
                  10 See, for example, Malcomess (2005).
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