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a b s t r a c t
This study was conducted for the purpose of assessing the effects on reducing bullying of a school bullying
prevention program (BPP). A pre-test/post-test and control group, semi-experimental design was used for the
research. The universe and sampling for the study comprised 583 pupils, ages 12–15, enrolled in two elementary
schools in Istanbul. The BPP was prepared in accordance with the Behavioral–Ecological Model (BEM) and the
Neuman Systems Model (NSM) and it encompassed faculty members, families and students. In the post-test,
the mean scores of the study group in all of the sub-scales of the Peer Victimization Scale (PVS) and in the
“threatening/intimidating” sub-scale of the Peer Bullying Behavior Scale (PBBS) were found to be signiﬁcantly
lower than those of the control group (p b .05). It was concluded that the BPP organized in line with the BEM
and the NSM was effective in reducing bullying and could be used in nursing practices.
© 2016 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
One of the many problems affecting health that are experienced in the
schools is the issue of peer bullying. Bullying is a form of violence and the
term refers to routinely repeated aggressive behavior that derives from ill
intentions and involves an imbalance of power (Ball & Bindler, 2008;
Olweus, 1994; Selekman & Praeger, 2006). Bullying affects about onethird of the child population and children who are victims of bullying
may become bullies themselves (O'Conner, 2007). Studies conducted in
Turkey have found the prevalence rate of bullying among 11–16 year-old
pupils to vary in the range of 13.9–22% (Gültekin, 2003; Arslan, 2007;
Alikasifoglu, Erginöz, Ercan, Uysal, & Albayrak-Kaymak, 2007). In research
carried out across Turkey, it is reported that the rate of bullying among pupils of ages 6–14 is 65.2% (The Turkey 2006 Report, 2009).
Being a bully or a victim of bullying can affect health in many ways
(Karataş & Öztürk, 2009). When bullying continues, the victim may
suffer depression, develop diminished self-respect, become asocial and
even commit suicide (Çetinkaya, Nur, Ayvaz, Özdemir, & Kavakcı,
2009; http://school-nursing.org/bullyindex.html, Date of Access: May
3, 2009; Kapcı, 2004; O'Conner, 2007; Raskauskas, 2009). Bullies are
more liable to exhibit risky behaviors such as smoking, drinking, and
bringing weapons to school (Ball & Bindler, 2008; Ditzhazy & Burton,
2003; Genç, 2007). Bullies are less successful in school (Bilgiç, 2007;
Genç, 2007; Sukut, 2009). The Turkish literature reveals that families
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and teachers are aware of the existence of bullying in the schools
(Kartal & Bilgin, 2009). Families, teachers and students, however, do
not agree on the types of bullying that are experienced, their causes,
or any possible remedies that would resolve the issue (İrfaner, 2009;
Kartal & Bilgin, 2008; Tekin, 2006; Unalmış, 2010). In Turkey, There
are very few studies on the subject and existing studies are not clear
about the frequencies of types of bullying nor which types of bullying
attitudes teachers and students accept as normal and natural behavior
(Kartal & Bilgin, 2009). For example, Kartal and Bilgin (2008) show
that teachers have reported that bullying occurs mostly in the school
yard, whereas students and parents report that it takes place in the
classroom. Students and parents state that bullying is mostly reported
to parents while teachers say they are the ones to be informed of
incidents of bullying (Kartal & Bilgin, 2008).
Studies generally conﬁrm that bullying exists in Turkey and point to
the need for effective bullying prevention programs (Alper-İlhan, 2008;
Aydoğan & Kılınc, 2006; Karaman Kepenekci & Çınkır, 2006; Kartal &
Bilgin, 2007; Pişkin, 2006).School authorities, parents, students and
the general public must cooperate to resolve the issue of bullying in
the schools (Beaty & Alexeyev, 2008).
Graduates of four-year university nursing programs in Turkey are
not required to take courses or certiﬁcate programs related to school
nursing. On the other hand, nurses graduate from the nursing schools
with a strong background in children's health. Because standards
of practice for school nurses have not been set down in the legislation,
it is important that the results of nursing interventions at the
schools be taken into consideration when legislation is being drawn
up. Diverse programs, standards or models are needed to enable nursing
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interventions. Every program may not be appropriate for every school
and community. For this reason, programs need to be tried out and
turned into a form that is suitable for the school and the community
(Yoneyama & Naito, 2003). Approaches to bullying may differ from
country to country and even from region to region in the same country.
This is why each country should devise prevention programs that are
appropriate for conditions speciﬁc to its own culture.
There are many programs in the literature, such as the “Olweus Bullying Prevention Program,” as well as various models and skill-learning
programs that are designed to reduce bullying. These models, on the
other hand, do not present strategies that nurses can implement directly (Ergül, 2008; Smokowski & Kopasz, 2005; Ugürol, 2010). Differing
from other programs and models, however, the Behavioral-Ecological
Model (BEM) and the Neuman Systems Model (NSM) do offer strategies
for reducing bullying that nurses can implement. While the BEM recommends strategies on individual, local, social and socio-cultural levels, the
NSM offers suggestions as to strategies that can be applied to individuals
on primary, secondary and tertiary prevention levels (Dresler-Hawke &
Whitehead, 2009; http://school-nursing.org/bullyindex.html, Date of
access: 03.05.2009; Muscari, 2003).
The Neuman Systems Model focuses on the concepts of the human
being, the environment, health and nursing. It views the client (the
pupil) as an open, single system open to interaction with the internal
and external environment. The internal and external environment
that is in constant interaction with the client (pupil) encompasses
stressors and stimuli. Stressors may be intrapersonal, interpersonal or
extra personal. Each stressor has the potential of penetrating ﬂexible
and normal lines of defense. In this context, bullying is an important
stressor that has the potential to break across a pupil's lines of resistance
(Ume-Nwagbo, DeWan, & Lowry, 2006). Neuman argues that pupils can
be strengthened in the face of the bullying stressor with programs that
will provide primary, secondary and tertiary protection levels (Muscari,
2003, http://school-nursing.org/bullyindex.html, Erişim tarihi: 03 May
ıs 2009).
Besides strengthening pupils' systems against bullying stressors, it is
also necessary to become aware of and ultimately take control of the environmental factors that set the scene for bullying in schools, . The purpose of the Behavioral–Ecological Model is to take preventive measures
in order to create a safe school environment for children (DreslerHawke & Whitehead, 2009). The BEM is a guide for recognizing the
risks of bullying or the order in which bullying incidents transpire
(Dresler-Hawke & Whitehead, 2009). While the Neuman Systems
Model targets strengthening pupils to withstand bullying on an individual level, the Behavioral-Ecological Model calls attention to external
factors that contribute to the emergence of bullying. The use of both
models will act in complementary fashion, providing the opportunity
of better plan anti-bullying approaches from a more integrated view
point. Both models have been employed separately as anti-bullying
strategies and the beneﬁts of each have been set forth in the literature.
The integration of the two models not only provides a new program,
but also general and speciﬁc approaches to the issue of bullying. No
instances have been found in the literature where both models have
been used together.
This study was conducted for the purpose of assessing the effects on
reducing bullying of a school bullying prevention program prepared in
line with BEM and NSM.
2. Methods
2.1. The deﬁnition of the program and components
The bullying prevention program was set up in line with the strategies of the Behavioral-Ecological Model and the Neuman Systems Model
(Fig. 1). The researcher conducted the part-time volunteer nursing program at the school where the students in the study group were enrolled
(Figs. 2 and 3).

Components of the Bullying Prevention Program:
- The research was carried out with pupils enrolled in the 6th, 7th and
8th grades of a primary school who volunteered to take part in the
study; written letters of consent were obtained from the students,
their families and the school principal.
“Peer bullying” among the study and control groups was deﬁned
prior to the research and before the start of data collection as stated
below.
“Instances where a pupil or pupils exhibited the following behavior
toward another pupil, such assaying belittling or offensive things,
making fun or calling a pupil deprecating or offensive names; completely ignoring a pupil in the peer group, ostracizing that pupil from participation in groups or deliberately excluding the pupil from activities;
beating up, kicking, pushing around or locking up the pupil; telling
lies about a pupil, spreading untrue gossip, sending out degrading
notes and making an effort to prejudice other pupils against the pupil;
and engaging recurrently in other similar degrading actions” are deﬁned
as peer bullying.
The data collection instruments (“Personal Information Form,” “Peer
Bullying Behavior Scale-PBBS” and “Peer Victimization Scale-PVS”)
were implemented in March 2011.
• The study group was provided with education 1 h a week, for a total of
5 h.
• The pupils, teachers and school staff as well as the parents of students
were provided with education and counseling on bullying.
• Bullying pupils and their victims were identiﬁed and monitored.
• Safety measures were heightened in and around the school with the
help of teachers.
• Agreements were signed with pupils regarding unwanted behavior in
the classroom and hung on the bulletin boards in the classrooms.
• A school newspaper and a webpage with information on peer bullying
were published for parents, teachers and pupils to read.
• All of the data collection instruments were implemented again at the
end of the Program (May 2011).
• The program was completed with the results of the program being
shared with the school administration and the Provincial National
Education Directorate.
• Five months after the completion of the Program, in October 2011, the
same data collection instruments were administered to the same
pupils once again.
2.2. The study location and setting
The study was of a semi-experimental research design that incorporated a pre-test/post-test and a control group. It was conducted in the
2011–2012 academic year with 367 (222 control, 145 study group)
pupils in the 12–15 age group who were students at two public elementary schools in Istanbul. The Program was initiated in March of the
2011–2012 academic year and completed in May of the same year,
thus fulﬁlling a term of three months.
2.3. The study participants
The universe of the study and the sampling consisted of 583 students. To ensure that the pupils did not inﬂuence each other, the
schools that were chosen were at a distance from each other. Pupils
at one of the two schools agreeing to participate in the research
were assigned as the study group, the other as the control group.
The study group contained 145 students; 222 students participated
in the control group. At the post-test, however, some students had
withdrawn from school and therefore data were collected from 85
students in the study group and from 157 in the control group. The
families and teachers of the students in the study group also participated in the program. The researchers made no evaluation in the
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Fig. 1. School-based bullying prevention program set up in line with the BEM and NSM.

study about the families of the pupils or their teachers. The students
however were asked to assess the effects of the program in terms of
their families and teachers.

The control group comprised 60.5% (n = 222) of the students and
the study group represented 39.5% (n = 145). Of the total number of
students, 38.4% were in the 7th grade, 35.4% were in the 6th grade,

Fig. 2. Behavioral–ecological model strategies to reduce bullying and the applications carried out (Source: Dresler-Hawke, E., &Whitehead, D. (2009). Interventions: the behavioral–
ecological model as a framework for school-based anti-bullying health promotion, J SchNurs, 25,195.).
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Fig. 3. Neuman systems model strategies and applications (Source: Muscari, 2003, http://school-nursing.org/bullyindex.html, Date of Access: 03.05.2009).

and 26.2% were in the 8th grade; 54.2% of the students were girls. No
signiﬁcant difference was found between the study and control group
students in terms of class, gender, number of siblings, order of birth,
parent's employment status, or economic situation (p N .05). The educational status of the parents of the study and control group students were
however signiﬁcantly different (p b .05) (Table 1). (See Tables 2 and 3.)
2.4. Data collection
The PBBS and PVS were administered to the students in both schools
at the pretest and posttest phases of the study. The “Education Assessment Form” was administered to the study group before and after the
education; at the posttest, the students responded to an additional
“Evaluation Form on Opinions Related to BPP in School.”
The researcher collected the data together with the classroom
teachers. For the pretest, the researcher visited each classroom with
the classroom teacher present in the room, gave out the forms, provided
the necessary explanations and then left the classroom to do the same in
the other classes. The students then ﬁlled out the data collection forms
(the personal information forms, and the questionnaires for the Peer
Bullying Behavior Scale and the Peer Victimization Scale). The students
ﬁlled out the forms in approximately one hour.
Education comprised the major portion of the BPP implementation.
The expectation was that the students would experience cognitive,
emotional and behavioral change following the education as compared
to prior to the program. Because of this, the Education Assessment Form
that was drawn up on the basis of the educational goals was only
applied to the study group.

status in terms of experiencing bullying, the physical areas where peer
bullying occurred, and the persons that students applied to when they
encountered bullying from their peers.
2.5.2. The Peer Victimization Scale (PVS) and the Peer Bullying Behavior
Scale (PBBS)
The study made use of the Turkish versions of the scales designed by
Mynard and Joseph (2000) to identify students who were being victimized (Peer Victimization Scale- PVS) and who were exhibiting bullying
behavior (Peer Bullying Behavior Scale- PBBS). These scales were
respectively adapted into Turkish by Gültekin and Sayıl (2005) and
Pekel & Uçanok (2005). The PBBS was created by adding the question
“OK, and how much of this behavior do you yourself exhibit?” to all of
the items in the PVS that had been designed to measure the extent of
victimization. The Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefﬁcient for
the PBBS was determined to be .86 (Gültekin & Sayıl, 2005). The PVS
Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefﬁcient was found to be .89
(Pekel, 2004).
The Cronbach alpha coefﬁcients for the sub-scales of the scale were
.76 for threatening/intimidating, .82 for teasing, .80 for outright assault,
.85 for relational aggression, and .86 for attacks on personal belongings.
The Cronbach alpha coefﬁcients for the factors in the PBBS were .76
for threatening/intimidating, .82 for teasing, .80 for outright assault, .85
for relational aggression, and .86 for attacks on personal belongings.

2.5. Research instruments

2.5.3. Education assessment form
This form, which was designed to evaluate the education on
preventing bullying, contained 24 questions focused on cognitive,
emotional and behavioral goals (Kartal & Bilgin, 2007; Morrison,
2009; Totan, 2008).

2.5.1. Personal information form
In the personal information form, drawn up based on the literature
(Sipahi-Tıpırdamaz, 2008; Totan, 2008), the ﬁrst section comprised
queries about socio-demographic parameters such as the pupil's age,
gender, grade, and parental characteristics, as well as the pupil's general

2.5.4. Evaluation form on opinions related to school bullying prevention
programs
This form was prepared to assesshow useful and effective pupils
thought the nursing program in the school-based bullying prevention
program were. Composed of ten items, these were evaluated on the
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Table 1
Some socio-demographic characteristics of the pupils (pre-test).a
Groups

Class

Gender
Number of siblings

Order of birth

Mother's education
Father's education
Mother's working status
Father's working status
Parents' living situation

Economic status

a

Control group
(n = 222a)

Study group
(n = 145a)

6
7
8
Girls
Boys
1
2
3
4 or more
1
2
3
4th or more
Primary school or lower
High school or higher
Primary school or lower
High school or higher
Employed
Unemployed
Employed
Unemployed
Mother and father together
Single mother
Single father
Other family elders
Good
Average
Poor

Total

Statistical analysis

n

n

%

%

n

%

42
58
45
76
69
27
85
23
10
69
57
15
4
61
82
40
99
59
84
127
16
121
17
3
4
61
80
4

88
83
51
123
99
21
122
52
25
111
70
22
16
165
55
152
66
83
135
205
13
200
12
4
3
94
117
10

39.6
37.4
23.0
55.4
44.6
9.5
55.5
23.6
11.4
50.7
32.0
10.0
7.3
75.0
25.0
69.7
30.3
38.1
61.9
94.0
6.0
91.3
5.5
1.8
1.4
42.5
52.9
4.5

29.0
40.0
31.0
52.4
47.6
18.6
58.6
15.9
6.9
47.6
39.3
10.3
11.8
42.7
57.3
28.8
71.2
41.3
58.7
88.8
11.2
83.4
11.7
2.1
2.8
42.1
55.2
2.8

130
141
96
199
168
48
207
75
35
180
127
37
20
226
137
192
165
142
219
332
29
321
29
7
7
155
197
14

35.4
38.4
26.2
54.2
45.8
13.2
56.7
20.5
9.6
49.5
34.9
10.1
5.5
62.3
37.7
53.8
46.2
60.7
39.3
92.0
8.0
88.2
8.0
1.8
2.0
42.3
53.8
3.9

X2

p

5.057

.075

.316

.593

11.163

.083

5.366

.498

37.218

.000

55.620

.000

.367

.545

3.192

.079

5.844

.064

.047

.828

n variable because of unanswered questions.

basis of scores obtained for “not at all effective,” “a little effective,” “very
effective, “most effective.”
The sub-scale scores for the PVS and the PBBS were the study's dependent variables, and the school bullying prevention program organized in
line with BEM and NSM, the student's gender, grade, family economic
status and parents' educational level were the independent variables.
2.6. Procedure
2.6.1. Program executed with the study group
The BEM and NSM have recommended strategies that nurses can
use to reduce bullying in the schools. The bullying prevention program
was set up in line with these strategies (Fig. 1) and the researcher
carried out a part-time volunteer nursing program at the school

where the students in the study group were enrolled (Figs. 2 and 3).
As part of the implementation of the program, the students and their
families were ﬁrst provided with education on the subject of bullying,
then security measures were taken around the school and its surroundings, unacceptable behavior in and around the school was deﬁned and
announced to the entire school, with the cooperation of the students
being achieved at every step. In the last stage, everything that had
been done was announced and explained.
2.7. Ethical considerations
Permission was obtained from the Istanbul Provincial Ministry of
Education General Directorate and from the Clinical Research Preliminary Evaluation Committee of Marmara University, Institute of Health

Table 2
Thoughts of the pupils about experiencing and reporting bullying in recent months, the persons they reported bullying to, and the persons who engaged in bullying (pre-test).
Groups

Experiencing Bullying

Reporting being bullied

Persons bullying was
reported to

a
b
c

Experienced
Didn't experience
Totala
Reported
Didn't report
Totalb
Friend
Parent or guardian
Classroom teacher
School administrator
Siblings
An outside adult
Totalc

n is a variable because of the unanswered questions.
Only students stating that they had experienced bullying.
n is a variable because of a multi-response.

Control group (n = 222)

Study group (n = 145)

Total

n

%

n

%

n

%

Statistical analysis

153
65
218
21
44
65
54
42
19
9
9
10
143

70.2
29.8
100.0
32.3
67.7
100.0
37.8
29.3
13.3
6.3
6.3
7.0
100.0

98
41
139
13
28
41
29
25
8
10
6
2
80

70.5
29.5
100.0
31.7
68.3
100.0
36.3
31.2
10.0
12.5
7.5
2.5
100.0

251
106
357
34
72
106
83
67
27
19
15
12
223

70.3
29.7
100.0
32.1
67.9
100,0
37.2
30.1
12.1
8.5
6.7
5.4
100.0

X2

p

.004

.949

.004

.949

.937
.165
1.190
1.444
.002
2.709

.333
.684
.275
.230
.968
.100
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Table 3
Students' thoughts about the areas where bullying occurs and the efforts their classroom
teachers make to reduce peer bullying (pre-test).a
Groups

Control
group
(n = 222)

Study
group
(n = 145)

Totala

n

%

n

%

n

45.4

81

55.9

181 49.3 4.106 .043

46.4
39.6
29.3
27.0
26.1
13.1

70
49
48
43
40
19

48.3
33.8
33.1
29.7
27.6
13.1

173
137
113
103
98
48

47.1
.124 .724
37.3 1.282 .258
30.8
.602 .438
28.0
.300 .584
26.7
.096 .757
13.1
.000 .991

5.9
7.7
8.6
6.3

22
18
14
15

15.2
12.4
9.7
10.3

35
35
33
29

9.5 8.825 .003
9.5 2.300 .129
9.0
.129 .720
7.9 1.966 .161

Areas
In the classroom (when the
100
teacher's not there)
School yard/on the sports ﬁeld 103
Going/coming to/from school
88
In the corridors/on the stairs
65
In a different area in school
60
In the toilet
58
In the classroom (with the
29
teacher present)
In the gym/dressing room
13
At the school bus stop
17
Outside school
19
On the service bus
14
a

Statistical
analysis
%

X2

p

Calculated on the basis of n due to multiple response, a column total was not taken.

Sciences. A written informed consent form was obtained from all of the
students and parents that participated in the study and control groups.
Written permission was also obtained for the use of the PBBS and the
PVS.

2.8. Data analysis
The data collected in the research were analyzed using an SPSS 13
statistics program. After the data were entered in the SPSS program,
the scales were checked. Students who had left questions unanswered
were removed from the sample. Descriptive data were deﬁned on
the basis of central tendency measurements such as arithmetic averages, standard deviation, and medians. The chi-square test was used
to evaluate the correlation between the study and control groups and
the independent variables. The Mann Whitney U test and the Wilcoxon
test were used to assess the impact of the education on the study and
control groups in the pre- and post-tests and to carry out the pretest/
posttest evaluation of the education in groups that did not exhibit
normal distribution. In the analysis of the data, p b .05 was accepted
as signiﬁcant.

3. Results
While 70.3% of the students stated that they had not been bullied in
the last few months, 32.1% of the victimized students said they had not
revealed this situation to anyone. Of the victimized children, 37.2% said
they had informed a friend, 30.1% said they told their mother/father/
guardian, and 12.1% revealed that they reported the situation to their
classroom teacher. No signiﬁcant difference was found between the
study and control groups in terms of being victimized, reporting the situation, and regarding the persons to whom the report was made
(p N .05).
The students stated that they encountered bullying mostly when the
teacher was not in the classroom (49.3%), at recess in the schoolyard/
gym (47.1%), on the way to and from school (37.3%), in the corridors/
on the stairs (30.8%), and in the toilet (26.7%). While a statistically signiﬁcant difference was found between the study and control groups in
terms of the bullying taking place in the “gym/locker room/dressing
room/shower room” and “when the teacher is not in the classroom”
(p b .05), there were no signiﬁcant differences found in terms of the
other places where bullying was said to take place.
A statistically signiﬁcant difference was found between the mean
scores of the study and control groups on the subscales of “outright assault” and “attacks on personal belongings” in the pretest in the PVS
Scale (p b .05). The students in both groups exhibited lower mean scores
on the posttest in all subscales compared to the pretest. This difference
was found to be statistically signiﬁcant (p b .05). Although the drop in
the increase in the scores of the study and control groups on the subscales of the PBBS was not found to be statistically signiﬁcant
(p N .05), it was observed that in all of the sub-scales, outside of “outright assault,” the study group exhibited more of a drop in the differences between the test scores (Table 4).
The difference between the mean scores on the PBBS Sub-scales of
the two groups in the pretest was not found to be statistically signiﬁcant
(p N .05). The difference between the mean scores on the “threatening/
intimidating” sub-scale of both groups in the posttest was found to be
signiﬁcant (p b 0.5); the difference, however, between the mean scores
on the other sub-scales was not statistically signiﬁcant (p N .05). The difference between the pretest and posttest scores of the study and control
groups on the PVS Sub-scales was not found to be statistically signiﬁcant
(p N .05). However, it was seen that the drop in the differences in the
“threatening/intimidating” sub-scale was more pronounced in the
study group (Table 5).

Table 4
Comparison of mean scores of the study and control groups in the PVS sub-scales in the pretest/posttest.
Groups
PVS sub-scales
Threatening/intimidating

Differences
Teasing

Differences
Outright assault

Differences
Relational aggression

Differences
Attacks on personal belongings

Differences
a

Z = Wilcoxon Z.

Pretest
Posttest

Pretest
Posttest

Pretest
Posttest

Pretest
Posttest

Pretest
Posttest

Control group (n = 157)

Study group (n = 85)

Statistical analysis

X  ss

X  ss

Mann Whitney U

p

1.42 ± 2.1
.98 ± 1.86
Za = −3.629; p = .000
.44 ± 1.82
3.30 ± 2.85
2.07 ± 2.63
Za = −5.019; p = .000
1.22 ± 2.75
2.16 ± 2.56
1.35 ± 2.31
Za = −4.468; p = .000
.81 ± 2.12
2.42 ± 2.55
1.87 ± 2.37
Za = −2.577; p = .010
.54 ± 2.57
2.08 ± 2.24
1.28 ± 1.99
Za = −4.415; p = .000
.8 ± 2.16

1.21 ± 1.84
.43 ± 1.08
Z = −3.557; p = .000
.77 ± 1.98
2.57 ± 2.62
1.15 ± 2.07
Z = −5.254; p = .000
1.42 ± 2.08
1.20 ± 1.47
0.60 ± 1.45
Z = −3.24; p = .001
0.6 ± 1.96
2.08 ± 2.66
0.92 ± 1.89
Z = −3.887; p = .000
1.15 ± 2.46
1.56 ± 2.41
0.63 ± 1.74
Z = −4.309; p = .000
.93 ± 1.88

6288.5
5632

.424
.013

6287.5
5635.5
5111.5

.427
.051
.001

6566.5
5463
5390

.836
.015
.004

6525.5
6002
4978

.622
.182
.000

5906.5
5488.5
5041.5

.127
.017
.000

6633.5

.938
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Table 5
Comparison of mean scores of the study and control groups in the PBBS sub-scales in the pretest/posttest.
PBBS sub-scales

Groups

Threatening/intimidating

Control group (n = 157)

Pretest
Posttest

Differences
Teasing

Pretest
Posttest

Differences
Outright assault

Pretest
Posttest

Differences
Relational aggression

Pretest
Posttest

Differences
Attacks on personal belongings

Pretest
Posttest

Differences
a

Study group (n = 85)

Statistical analysis

X  ss

X  ss

Mann Whitney U

p

.85 ± 1.82
.60 ± 1.70
Za = −2.31; p = .021
.25 ± 1.6
1.40 ± 1.97
.87 ± 1.75
Za = −3.375; p = .001
.52 ± 2.01
1.01 ± 1.87
.62 ± 1.62
Za = −3.346; p = .001
.38 ± 1.6
.46 ± 1.13
.191 ± .64
Za = −3.1; p = .002
.27 ± 1.08
.37 ± 1.09
.15 ± .65
Za = −2.777; p = .005
.21 ± .94

.52 ± 1.72
.14 ± .71
Za = −2.53; p = .011
.39 ± 2.01
1.08 ± 1.67
.52 ± 1.29
Za = −2.592; p = .010
.55 ± 1.89
.52 ± 1.09
.29 ± .87
Za = −1.946; p = .052
.23 ± 1.31
.34 ± .99
.12 ± .50
Za = −2.046; p = .041
.21 ± 1.10
.16 ± .55
.10 ± .69
Za = −1.812; p = .070
.05 ± .79

6104.5
5800

.149
.007

6608.5
6197.5
5960

.877
.325
.079

6587.5
6257
6076.5

.860
.322
.099

6625.5
6386.5
6592.5

.914
.421
.767

6407.5
6381.5
6401.5

.481
.354
.212

6607.5

.845

Z = Wilcoxon Z.

It was seen from the students' “Education Assessment Form” that
their mean scores after the education had risen signiﬁcantly compared
to their mean scores prior to the education (p b .05). It was also seen
from the Education Assessment Form that the girls achieved higher
scores than the boys both before and after the education and this difference was found to be statistically signiﬁcant (p b .05). A statistically
signiﬁcant difference was discovered between the mean scores before
the education according to grade (p b .05). It was found in the posthoc analysis performed to assess the origins of the differences that
the mean scores of the 6th grades before the education were lower
than those of the other grades. No signiﬁcant difference was found between the students' grades and their mean scores after the education
(p N .05). Table 6 contains a distribution of opinions on the BPP offered
to the study group. More than half of the study group found the program
performed in school “effective” or “very effective.”
4. Discussion and conclusion
It was observed that as an outcome of the bullying prevention
program organized in the light of the Behavioral-Ecological Model and
the NSM, victimization and bullying rates fell in the study group as
compared to the control group and that the education on peer bullying

Table 6
Distribution of the opinions of the study group on the applications in the school-based
bullying prevention program (n = 67).
Student opinions

Not
at all
effective

Effective

Very
effective

Total

Applications in school

n

n

n

n

Articles in the newspaper about
bullying
Article on the Internet about bullying
The contract to eliminate bullying
hanging on the classroom wall
Security measures taken around the
school
Education given to the students
Education given to the families
Education given to the teachers
Brochure distributed to the families
Brochure distributed to the students
Slogans on the classroom wall

25 37.3 39 58.2

%

%

3

%

%

4.5 67 100.0

26 38.8 28 41.8 13 19.4 67 100.0
21 31.3 25 37.3 21 31.3 67 100.0
17 25.4 25 37.3 25 37.3 67 100.0
14
16
12
18
21
22

20.9
23.9
17.9
26.9
31.3
32.8

28
30
24
32
27
28

41.8
44.8
35.8
47.8
40.3
41.8

25
21
31
17
19
17

37.3
31.3
46.3
25.4
28.4
25.4

67
67
67
67
67
67

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

that was provided to the study group resulted in the achievement of its
cognitive, emotional and behavioral goals.
Out of all the pupils in the present study, 29.7% reported that they
had been bullied in recent months. Research carried out in Turkey in
various years has revealed that 9.7%–43.0% of pupils in the 12–15 age
group have experienced bullying (Atik, 2006; Çetinkaya et al., 2009;
Ergül, 2009; Sipahi-Tıpırdamaz, 2008; Unalmış, 2010) while studies
abroad report rates of 10.9%–56.5% (Baldry, 2004; Bauer, Lozano, &
Rivara, 2007; Hokoda, Lu, & Angeles, 2006; Karatzias, Power, &
Swanson, 2002; Muula, Herring, Siziya, & Rudatsikira, 2009; Nansel
et al., 2001; Raskauskas, 2009; Scheithauer, Hayer, Petermann, &
Jugert, 2006). The results of the present study are consistent with
those of the mentioned studies. The results of these studies reveal that
bullying is quite prevalent and when the detrimental effects of bullying
are considered, it may well be said that there is a need for anti-bullying
programs that will reduce this type of behavior.
The pupils in the study stated that they encountered bullying mostly
when the teacher was not in the classroom, at recess in the schoolyard/
gym, on the way to and from school, in the corridors/on the stairs, and
in the toilet. Research carried out with elementary school pupils
shows that in general, bullying takes place inside the school and particularly at times when the teacher or similar authority is not present.
Bullying has been reported to be experienced in the classroom, the
schoolyard/sports area, corridors and toilets (Kılıç, 2009; Pişkin, 2006;
Sipahi-Tıpırdamaz, 2008; Unalmış, 2010; Yurtal & Cenkseven, 2007).
Bilgin (2007) has revealed that among boarding and day-students at
primary schools, bullying is more likely to be seen within the school
environment, meaning the yard, classroom and corridors. Although
some research asserts that bullying is more likely to be experienced
within the conﬁnes of the school, there are studies that indicate that it
can also be experienced outside of school, in service busses and parks,
for example (İrfaner, 2009; Koç, 2006; Raskauskas, 2005).
In studies conducted with students between the ages of 12–15, it has
been found, similar to the results of the present study, that a signiﬁcant
portion of pupils subjected to bullying have not informed anyone of this
and that victimized students are more likely to ask for help from their
friends or families (Alper-İlhan, 2008; Hokoda et al., 2006; Naylo,
Cowie, & Rey, 2001; Pişkin, 2006; Unalmış, 2010).
A statistically signiﬁcant difference was found between the mean
scores of the study and control groups in the subscales of “outright
assault” and “attacking personal belongings” in the pretest for the PVS
Scale (p b .05). In the posttest, statistically signiﬁcant differences
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(p b .05) were found between the two groups in all of the mean scores
the students received in the PVS scale for the sub-scales “threateningintimidating”, “outright assault,” “relational aggression” and “attacks
on personal belongings.” It was found that the bullying prevention
program was effective in reducing victimization in the study group.
No statistically signiﬁcant difference was noted between the study
and control groups in the pretest in terms of the mean scores received
in the sub-scales of the PBBS (p N .05). The difference between the
study and control groups in terms of the decrease in the mean scores
received on the sub-scale of “threatening–intimidating” in the posttest
was found to be statistically signiﬁcant (p b .05). It was thus seen that
the bully prevention program caused a reduction in bullying behavior
in the study group.
The results of meta-analyses of various studies that have used the
“Olweus Bullying Prevention Program” have indicated that the program
can be adapted successfully to a variety of cultures. Such programs have
been mostly executed as country policy or with the support of civil
organizations and have been followed up for a minimum of two
years,the continuity of the program being ensured even after the program has ended. Such research is costly and requires a comprehensive
and multidisciplinary approach. Adaptation to some cultures has been
problematic (Limber, 2011). The program designed by Olweus is not
exclusively for nurses. The BEM and NSM used in the present study
offer nurses applicable strategies.
In a study by Bauer et al. (2007) with 12–15 year-olds in seven elementary schools, it was shown that the bullying prevention program
had a positive effect that varied according to gender, race/ethnic
background and grade. In the present study, the scores on all the subscales of the Peer Victimization Scale showed a decrease. This is an
indication showing that the results of different studies are similar.
When the pupils' mean scores before and after the peer bullying
education was compared, it was seen that the mean scores after the
education had risen in relation to the mean scores before the education.
This difference was found to be statistically signiﬁcant (p b .05). In studies similar to the present one, it was shown that assertiveness education
(Ugürol, 2010) and a program on Problem-solving and Intervening
(Ergül, 2008) for students ages 12–15 were effective in reducing
bullying behavior and that these programs resulted in an increase in
conﬂict-resolving and assertiveness in girls but did not effect a change
in aggressive behavior in either gender.
A comparison of the mean scores of the students who participated in
the anti-peer bullying education before and after the education and in
terms of gender showed that both before and after the education, girls
received higher scores and that this difference was statistically signiﬁcant (p b .05). Some studies on peer bullying have indicated that boys
exhibit more bullying behavior than girls and that they are also more
likely to become victimized (Akduman, 2010; Ayas & Piskin, 2011;
Kartal & Bilgin, 2007). The present study showed that boys had less
knowledge about bullying than girls.
When opinions were evaluated about the program at school regarding the bullying prevention program implemented with the study
group, it was seen that all of the program was thought to be effective
or very effective, this suggesting that the education was in fact beneﬁcial
for the students.
The following conclusions were gleaned from the school-based
bullying prevention program set up in the light of the BEM and NSM:
It can be said that victimization decreased in the study group as compared to the control group, that the threatening-intimidating bullying
behavior of the students in the study group was reduced but that bullying in the other dimensions showed no change. After the school-based
bullying prevention program, the mean scores of the study group in
the sub-scale of the PVS exhibited a decrease, resulting in a decrease
in victimization. The mean scores of the study group on the education
assessment form completed after the education on peer bullying were
higher than they had been before the education. The cognitive, emotional and behavioral goals set out for the students were thus reached.

4.1. The following recommendations are offered to reduce bullying
It might be recommended that: school nurses should publish school
newspapers to promote a consensus and understanding of peer bullying; brochures, posters and booklets should be prepared to provide
information to teachers, students and student families; school nurses
should act in coordination with teachers to prevent and reduce bullying.
Family visits, peer-support and peer-intervener classes should be set up
and the duration of programs at schools with school nurses should
be lengthened. Since this was not tested in the present study, an
effort should be made to discover whether these measures will actually
help in preventing bullying. The effects of stigmatization should be
considered during home visits.
4.2. Recommendations to reduce bullying on a broader scale
The strategies in the EBM on the community level and the sociocultural level should be developed with multidisciplinary efforts; interviews should be held with students identiﬁed as bullies and victims,
after which the program should be undertaken in line with nursing
plans, using the secondary and tertiary level nursing approaches recommended in the NSM; the school-based bullying prevention program
should be applied on a wider scale to reduce bullying. The program
set up in this research may be used by school nurses in schools where
the socioeconomic status –of families is middle-class, where there is a
general lack of knowledge about what types of behavior constitute
bullying, and there is a desire to improve the climate of the school.
4.3. Limitations of the research
The limitations of the research encompassed the lack of success in
forming peer-support and peer-intervener groups, the limited turnout
of families at school despite the many ways in which they were
contacted and invited to come to school, the incompatibility of some
of the conditions set forth in the strategies on the social and sociocultural levels of the BEM.
Other limitations were that the absence of a school nurse at the
schools and the fact that the researcher implemented the study on a
part-time basis caused limitations in terms of the continuity of the
study.
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