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Bullying is one of the most common peer-relational problems experienced by children and adolescents
worldwide. One reason bullying is so widespread is that it is a dynamic, group process that involvesmultiple
roles—namely, bullies, followers, victims, bully-victims, defenders, and outsiders. Given the profoundly
negative impact of exposure to bullying on well-being across development, researchers have sought to
identify the social–emotional intelligence profiles of the different bullying roles to develop effective
interventions. The present meta-analysis integrated findings from 128 studies involving 187,454 children
and adolescents between 3 and 18 years of age to investigate how four interrelated but distinct facets of
social–emotional intelligence—affective empathy, cognitive empathy, affective theory of mind (ToM), and
cognitive ToM—relate to different bullying roles. Significant associations were found for bullies, followers,
and defenders, but not for being the victim, bully-victim, or outsider. For bullies and followers, we found
negative relations with both affective and cognitive empathy (rs = −.11 to −.22), but no relation with either
type of ToM. For defending, we found positive relations with all four facets of social–emotional intelligence
(rs = .18–.32). These findings suggest that a successful antibullying program may entail a combination of
motivating children and adolescents with bullying tendencies to care about others’ feelings, and empower-
ing their classmates to become strong perspective-takers who can stand up for those in need of help.

Public Significance Statement
This meta-analysis reveals that children and adolescents who bully their peers are capable of taking other
people’s perspectives, but may be motivated to engage in antisocial acts due to deficits in empathy.
Children and adolescents who defend the victims of bullying have both insights into other people’s
perspectives and empathy toward others in need.
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Bullying is a ubiquitous form of antisocial behavior that,
unfortunately, many school-aged children and adolescents experi-
ence during development. Although there has been debate over the
definition of bullying (for reviews, see Smith, 2016; Volk et al.,
2014), it is most widely regarded as a type of aggression that is
characterized by its goal-directed and typically repetitive nature.
Critically, the harmful or distressing behavior is inflicted on a
victim of lesser power or strength (Olweus, 1993). Three main
subtypes of face-to-face bullying in children and adolescents have
been identified (Kennedy, 2020; Menesini & Salmivalli, 2017;
Olweus, 1993): Physical bullying involves direct bodily attacks

(e.g., hitting, kicking, shoving). Verbal bullying includes oral and/
or written communications designed to harm (e.g., insults, teasing,
and name calling). Relational bullying takes the form of indirect
psychological attacks that aim to sabotage the victims’ relation-
ships or social standing (e.g., exclusion, humiliation, spreading
rumors).

The problem of bullying is worldwide and remains an issue
throughout development. It is found in all countries where it has
been investigated (Biswas et al., 2020; Craig et al., 2009; Jimerson et
al., 2010), beginning in children as young as preschool age,
continuing through the teens, and even into adulthood (for reviews,
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see Modecki et al., 2014; Nielsen & Einarsen, 2018; Vlachou et al.,
2011). A meta-analysis based on 80 studies that reported the
prevalence of bullying found that, on average, around 35% of
adolescents are involved in bullying situations either as the perpe-
trator or the victim (Modecki et al., 2014). A similar average figure
(30.5%) was found in a recent global survey completed by adoles-
cents from 83 countries of varying socioeconomic levels, although
prevalence rates varied considerably between regions and countries
(Biswas et al., 2020). While these large-scale studies focused on
bullying perpetration and victimization as separate constructs, other
studies have found that a subset of children and adolescents
(typically less than 10%) are involved in bullying situations as
bully-victims—that is, they have experienced being both the perpe-
trator and the victim of bullying (Eslea et al., 2004; Haynie et al.,
2001; Jadambaa et al., 2019; Nansel et al., 2001).
Furthermore, in up to 85% of episodes, bullying occurs in group

settings where multiple individuals are present (Pepler & Craig,
1995). Therefore, an even larger proportion of children and ado-
lescents are involved in bullying situations beyond the roles of the
perpetrator and the victim. For a comprehensive understanding of
the dynamics of bullying behavior, it is essential to study children
and adolescents who adopt each of the various roles in bullying
situations (Salmivalli et al., 1996). To do so, Salmivalli et al. (1996)
originally identified six different roles: The bully, sometimes
referred to as “ringleader bully,” is the lead perpetrator of the
harmful behavior toward the victim. The assistant joins and aids
the bully’s efforts, but is not the instigator of the harmful acts. The
reinforcer encourages the bullying behavior by providing positive
feedback (e.g., through laughing or cheering). The victim is the
target of the harmful behavior. Defenders are those who attempt to
help the victim by shielding, mediating, or consoling. Finally,
outsiders witness the bullying episode but choose not to get
involved in the bullying situation as the perpetrator or supporter
of the bully, victim, or defender.
While much of Salmivalli et al.’s (1996) taxonomy of roles is still

used in the literature, many recent studies combine the assistant and
reinforcer roles into a single follower role based on the substantial
overlap in underlying constructs (e.g., Goossens et al., 2006;
Pouwels et al., 2018). Additionally, researchers have argued the
importance of examining bully-victims—that is, perpetrators who
are also targeted for being victimized by other bullies—as a separate
role, based on findings that point to psychosocial factors that
uniquely predict this role (e.g., Cook et al., 2010; Haynie et al.,
2001). Although followers and bully-victims engage in bullying,
researchers have noted the importance of distinguishing them from
ringleader bullies, as this delineation may provide unique insights
into why bullying is sometimes associated with poor—but in other
instances, superior—social–emotional intelligence (Peeters et al.,
2010). Therefore, in the present study, we examined six different
roles that are of theoretical importance in the current literature: the
bully, follower, victim, defender, outsider, and bully-victim.
Given the pervasiveness of bullying and its well-known negative

effects on children’s and adolescents’ well-being (for a review, see
Moore et al., 2017), researchers have sought to understand a range of
individual, peer-relational, and contextual factors that predict
involvement in this type of behavior (for a review, see Menesini
& Salmivalli, 2017). Some of the research on individual factors has
focused on links between personality dimensions and bullying
behaviors (Mitsopoulou & Giovazolias, 2015; Tani et al., 2003;

van Geel et al., 2017), whereas other studies have focused on
children’s and adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence. In partic-
ular, the literature on children’s and adolescents’ bullying behaviors
concerning empathy and theory of mind (ToM; also known as
“mindreading”) has grown immensely in the last 2 decades.

Although empathy and ToM are considered to be interrelated
facets of social–emotional intelligence, recent evidence on the
neural basis of these constructs suggests they should not be conflated
(Dvash& Shamay-Tsoory, 2014; Kanske et al., 2016). Additionally,
these processes develop independently during childhood, with
longitudinal studies showing positive but weak associations at
best (Dunn et al., 1991; Eggum et al., 2011). Thus, a child who
is high on empathy could be relatively poor at mindreading, with
implications for social behavior (Lonigro et al., 2017; Wang &
Wang, 2015), including how children and adolescents behave in
bullying situations.

However, to date, nearly all studies of children’s and adolescents’
bullying behaviors and social–emotional intelligence have focused
on empathy or ToM, with only a handful examining the two
alongside each other (e.g., Caravita et al., 2010; Cassetta, 2014;
Espelage, Hong, et al., 2018). Furthermore, studies on empathy
compared to those on ToM, largely rely on different measurement
techniques—namely, empathy has been measured using question-
naires whereas ToM has been assessed using performance-based
tasks. Given this divide in the current literature, belowwe outline the
findings and theories on the association of children’s and adoles-
cents’ bullying behaviors for empathy and ToM, separately.

Empathy and Bullying Behaviors

Traditionally, empathy has been seen to consist of affective and
cognitive components (Eisenberg & Strayer, 1987), and researchers
have proposed numerous definitions for both. One widely accepted
definition of affective empathy is that it is one’s emotional response
appropriate to the perceived situation of another (Wondra &
Ellsworth, 2015). It can sometimes include “affective resonance”
in which the empathizer vicariously experiences the same emotion
that the other person is experiencing (Henry et al., 2016). Cognitive
empathy, on the other hand, is commonly defined as the ability to
objectively make inferences about others’ emotional states (Cox et
al., 2012). These distinct processes are thought to rely on different
underlying mechanisms and on overlapping but distinct brain net-
works. Specifically, affective empathy is often seen to involve
simulation and to engage similar brain regions to those that mediate
one’s own emotional experiences, whereas cognitive empathy is
seen to require propositional thinking and thus involves regions that
are implicated in memory, attention, and social information proces-
sing (Henry et al., 2016).

Affective and cognitive empathy have both been theorized to
influence children’s and adolescents’ behaviors in bullying situa-
tions. In particular, cognitive empathy could enable children and
adolescents to mentally construe the negative emotional impact
of being victimized, whereas affective empathy may allow them
to further simulate and experience the victim’s feelings, which
could deter antisocial action or motivate prosocial action (Fredrick
et al., 2020). Deficits in these separate but interrelated processes
are thought to contribute to the perpetration of bullying; con-
versely, high levels of affective and cognitive empathy are pro-
posed to support the defense of victims in bullying situations

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

200 IMUTA ET AL.



(Gini et al., 2007). Based on these theories, empathy development
has been considered a critical element of numerous bullying
intervention programs (e.g., KiVan antibullying program;
Garandeau et al., 2021), and dozens of studies over the last several
decades have investigated links between children’s and adoles-
cents’ empathy and their behavior in bullying situations. To date,
four meta-analytic reviews have been conducted on these relations
between empathy and bullying (see also van Noorden et al., 2015
for systematic review), with a large focus on bullying perpetration
and defending behaviors.
Of these meta-analytic reviews, two have reported findings on

bullies. Despite the purported theoretical link between empathy and
bullying, Mitsopoulou and Giovazolias (2015) found weak negative
associations between both affective and cognitive empathy (rs =
−.16 and −.08, respectively) and perpetration of bullying by
children and young adults between 8 and 25 years of age. The
mean effect of cognitive empathy was larger for younger children
compared to older individuals. For both types of empathy, the
magnitude of the relations was greater for studies with girls than
boys. This meta-analysis, however, was based on just 16 studies.
More recently, Zych et al. (2019) used meta-analysis to investigate
affective and cognitive empathy in relation to children’s and ado-
lescents’ (up to age 18) involvement in school bullying, defined as
bullying episodes involving students at school. Based on a larger
sample of 33 studies, Zych et al. (2019) replicated the finding that
bullying perpetration was negatively associated with both affective
and cognitive empathy (rs = −.18 and −.14, respectively), though
the effect was significantly larger for the former. The magnitude of
the mean effect sizes did not differ for studies that reported findings
for boys and girls separately.
Three meta-analytic reviews have examined the link between

children’s and adolescents’ empathy and defending of victims in
bullying situations. Nickerson et al. (2015) focused on school-aged
children (defined as those enrolled in kindergarten to Grade 12) and
found a significant positive association between defending and
empathy (r = .33). In their study, findings on affective and cognitive
empathy were combined, precluding conclusions on whether the two
types of empathy similarly or differentially impact children’s defend-
ing behavior. Subsequently, Zych et al.’s (2019) meta-analytic
review revealed that defending was positively associated with
both affective and cognitive empathy (rs= .26 and .20, respectively),
although the mean effect was significantly larger for the former.
Finally, in the largest meta-analytic review to date on the

individual and peer-relational correlates of defending behavior
(36 and 20 effect sizes for affective and cognitive empathy,
respectively), Ma et al. (2019) found positive associations between
school defending and both affective and cognitive empathy (rs =
.15 and .12, respectively) in children and adolescents up to 18 years
of age. Their meta-analyses included findings on both actual and
hypothetical defending behavior (i.e., reports of intentions to
defend when presented with hypothetical bullying scenarios via
vignettes). Due to the relatively large number of studies included,
Ma et al.’s (2019) study could investigate the role of potential
moderators in the relation between children’s and adolescents’
empathy and defending behavior. They found that, compared to
studies that used peer nomination, those that relied on bullying
vignettes and self-report measures yielded larger effect sizes for the
associations of affective and cognitive empathy with defending
behavior. Furthermore, the strength of association between

affective empathy and defending was greater for studies conducted
in the USA compared to other Western and non-Western countries.

Finally, in the only meta-analytic review to date to examine the
link between empathy and children’s and adolescents’ behavior in
bullying situations beyond the roles of the bully and defender, Zych
et al. (2019) found no association between affective or cognitive
empathy and being a victim of bullying (rs = −.003 and −.04,
respectively). The magnitude of the mean effect sizes did not differ
for studies that reported findings for boys and girls separately. They
also reported that bully-victims were low on empathy but, for this
analysis, they combined effect sizes based on affective and cognitive
empathy measures due to not having identified enough studies that
had examined bully-victims (k = 8). Zych et al.’s (2019) study did
not synthesize findings on empathy in the two additional roles that
have been identified in bullying situations: followers and outsiders.

Taken together, findings from prior meta-analytic reviews on the
link between children’s and adolescents’ empathy and behaviors in
bullying situations are consistent in suggesting that both types of
empathy are negatively related to perpetration of bullying and
positively related to defending the victim. Nevertheless, the asso-
ciations appear to be somewhat stronger for affective than cognitive
empathy. Results thus far suggest that empathy is not related to
being a victim of bullying. Yet little is known beyond these
relations. Specifically, the questions of if and how empathy is linked
to other bullying roles—namely, the follower, bully-victim, and
outsider—remain largely unclear. Furthermore, Ma et al.’s (2019)
study has provided insights into the potential role of methodological
factors on the association between children’s and adolescents’
empathy and behaviors in bullying situations, but only concerning
the defender role. Given that there are mixed findings in the
literature on how children’s and adolescents’ empathy relates (or
does not relate) to their bullying perpetration and being victimized
(for an overview, see Zych et al., 2019), exploring the effects of
potential moderators on the relations of empathy and the other
bullying roles is the next important step in this literature.

ToM and Bullying Behaviors

Although not as extensively studied as empathy, ToM or
“mindreading” is considered an important, interrelated aspect
of social–emotional intelligence that influences children’s and adoles-
cents’ behavior in bullying situations. ToM broadly refers to the ability
to understand other’s mental states and involves predictions and
explanations of behavior based on inferred mental states. Explicit,
verbally mediated ToM, which is most commonly measured and is
relevant to social functioning including involvement in bullying,
emerges between the ages of 2 and 4 years (Wellman, 2014) and
becomes increasingly sophisticated through adolescence (Miller, 2012).

Research on ToM and bullying began with a challenge to the
popular stereotype of bullies as “physically powerful yet intellectu-
ally simple or backward” (Sutton et al., 1999a, p.118). Before this
research, it was often assumed that children engage in bullying
because they are poor at mindreading and, hence, are unaware of
the psychological consequences of their negative actions (Crick &
Dodge, 1994). Many studies in this tradition revealed that aggressive
children had difficulty understanding the intentions of real people and
story characters, often misperceiving benign intentions as hostile
(e.g., Dodge&Crick, 1990). Subsequently, based on amore nuanced
understanding of bullying that recognized its forms beyond direct
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aggression (e.g., relational bullying), researchers began to consider
the possibility that bullies may, in fact, have superior mindreading
skills that allow them to systematically manipulate and abuse others
(Sutton et al., 1999a). Moreover, because bullying is defined as a
repeated behavior, children may hone their ToM skills through
contriving increasingly sophisticated ways to inflict harm on their
victims over time (Sutton et al., 1999a). While some empirical
findings support these views of a positive relation between children’s
ToM and bullying perpetration (e.g., Gini, 2006; Sutton et al.,
1999b), others have reported negative or null associations instead
(e.g., Espelage, Hong, et al., 2018; Monks et al., 2005).
In addition, there are varying ideas regarding the links between

children’s and adolescents’ ToM and involvement in the other
bullying roles. In general, researchers have suggested that children
who have relatively poor mindreading skills are more likely to be
victimized, potentially due to their being more easily manipulated
(Sutton et al., 1999b) or because they are often rejected by their
peers (Salmivalli et al., 1996; see also Slaughter et al., 2015).
Nonetheless, most empirical studies in the literature appear to
show no significant association between being a victim of bullying
and ToM (e.g., Caravita et al., 2010; Espelage, Hong, et al., 2018).
With regard to the defender and outsider roles, researchers have

hypothesized that the ability to predict others’ behaviors based on
mental states empowers children to plan and carry out effective
interventions instead of passively remaining an outsider when they
encounter bullying situations. In other words, defending behavior is
thought to be positively linked to ToM, whereas outsider behavior
may be negatively associated. Consistent with findings of a positive
relation between ToM and prosocial behavior in children more
generally (Imuta et al., 2016; Underwood & Moore, 1982), empiri-
cal studies suggest that children who defend victims in bullying
situations have high levels of ToM (e.g., Caravita et al., 2010; Gini,
2006; Monks et al., 2005).
In sum, over the last 2 decades, researchers have proposed

numerous theories on the influence of ToM on children’s and
adolescents’ behaviors in bullying situations—some of these theo-
ries challenge one another, and the empirical evidence in the
literature is also mixed. To date, researchers have yet to integrate
findings across studies to objectively establish how children’s and
adolescents’ bullying behaviors and ToM are related.
One possible explanation for the conflicts in this literature is that

researchers have largely conceptualized ToM as a singular con-
struct. Recent findings from the neuropsychological literature sug-
gest that ToM—akin to empathy—consists of both affective and
cognitive components (e.g., Coundouris et al., 2020; Demichelis et
al., 2020). While cognitive ToM refers to the understanding of
“cool” mental states such as beliefs and intentions, affective ToM
represents the ability to infer “hot” mental states such as hidden
emotions that one tries to disguise from expressing, and is theorized
to require the integration of cognitive ToM and empathy (Shamay-
Tsoory et al., 2010). Indeed, affective ToM engages regions of the
brain involved in emotion processing (e.g., ventromedial prefrontal
cortex) in addition to those implicated in cognitive ToM (e.g.,
Bodden et al., 2013; Sebastian et al., 2012).1

Theories on the role of ToM on children’s and adolescents’ bullying
behaviors typically conceptualize ToM as “mindreading” more
broadly and do not make explicit delineations between the affective
and cognitive components. Nevertheless, a close examination of the
empirical studies on this topic reveals that most have in fact assessed

the two components separately (albeit analyzing the results using
scores that collapse across the two). Given that many previous studies
have reported data on both affective and cognitive ToM, separately,
and informed by insights from the neuropsychological literature on the
importance of differentiating between the two components, in the
present meta-analysis, a distinction was made between affective and
cognitive ToM.

The Current Meta-Analysis

Empathy and ToM have both been of profound theoretical interest
in understanding the social–emotional intelligence profiles of chil-
dren and adolescents who take the different roles in bullying situa-
tions and, in turn, in designing effective bullying interventions.
Research on the two constructs, however, has largely been conducted
under divergent traditions. To gain a more unified view, we must
examine the associations of bullying behaviors with each of the facets
of social–emotional intelligence in relation to one another, and
explicitly build in the variance introduced by systematic differences
in how each of these constructs is typically operationalized.

In our study, therefore, we present the first meta-analytic review
of associations between ToM and school-aged children’s and
adolescents’ behaviors in bullying situations. Additionally, we
conducted the most up-to-date meta-analytic synthesis of the rela-
tion between empathy and bullying behaviors, involving over twice
as many primary studies compared to the latest meta-analytic review
on this topic (Zych et al., 2019). Whereas their meta-analysis
included 49 studies, ours included 128. Furthermore, unlike any
previous meta-analysis, we examined (a) the relation between
bullying and ToM understanding, and (b) links between empa-
thy/ToM and all six bullying roles: bully, follower, victim, bully-
victim, defender, and outsider. Finally, the large number of studies
that we included allowed us to investigate, for the first time, the
important question of what influence methodological variables (e.g.,
self-report vs. objective assessment) may have in moderating the
strength of the associations between children’s and adolescents’
social–emotional intelligence and behaviors in bullying situations.

To this end, for each bullying role, we first examined the overall
association of children’s and adolescents’ social–emotional intelli-
gence and engagement in the behavior. By synthesizing across all
findings for each role, we were able to statistically establish the
presence of significant heterogeneity in the contributing effect sizes
that warranted subsequent metaregression moderator analyses. Fol-
lowing examination of the overall associations, we conducted a
series of metaregression analyses on four primary moderator vari-
ables: (a) the facet of social–emotional intelligence (affective empa-
thy, cognitive empathy, affective ToM, cognitive ToM); (b) the
means of measuring social–emotional intelligence (self-report,
parent-report, performance-based task); (c) form of bullying (physi-
cal, verbal, relational); and (d) reporter of the bullying behavior
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1 Given that both affective ToM and cognitive empathy require abstract,
propositional inference about others’ emotional states, researchers have
frequently noted the difficulty in distinguishing between these two constructs
(e.g., Bensalah et al., 2016; Dvash & Shamay-Tsoory, 2014; Preckel et al.,
2018). At the conceptual level, however, these two constructs have been
separated (see Singer, 2006) and, in the developmental literature, they have
traditionally been measured using different approaches. For these reasons,
we have treated affective ToM and cognitive empathy as distinct for this
study.
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(self, adult, peer). Below, we provide more detail about each of these
moderator variables.

Facet of Social–Emotional Intelligence

The associations between children’s and adolescents’ bullying
behavior and four key facets of social–emotional intelligence—
affective empathy, cognitive empathy, affective ToM, and cogni-
tive empathy—were examined both separately and in relation to
one another. Although these four constructs are considered inter-
related and to interact during social functioning, they are sup-
ported by different neural systems (Dvash & Shamay-Tsoory,
2014; Kanske et al., 2016; Sebastian et al., 2012). On one hand,
given the overlap in the neural basis and proposed underlying
mechanism for cognitive empathy and the two types of ToM,
associations between children’s and adolescents’ bullying behav-
ior and these three facets of social–emotional intelligence may be
more similar than relations with affective empathy. On the other
hand, given that the two types of empathy are typically measured
using questionnaires and the two types of ToM via performance-
based tasks, the associations of bullying behavior may be more
similar for affective and cognitive empathy versus affective and
cognitive ToM.

Measurement of Social–Emotional Intelligence

The source of children’s and adolescents’ social–emotional intel-
ligence falls into three main categories: self-report questionnaires
completed by the children and adolescents, questionnaires com-
pleted by adults (i.e., parents and teachers), and performance-based
tasks. The most common method for indexing empathy is via self-
report questionnaires (e.g., Interpersonal Reactivity Index [IRI];
Davis, 1983), which typically contain statements that enquire about
the degree to which warm, concerned, or compassionate feelings are
experienced in relation to others. Issues such as lack of self-
awareness, as well as biases driven by demand characteristics
and social desirability (e.g., participants realizing that the question-
naire is assessing empathy and that certain responses are regarded
more favorably), may result in inaccurate reflections of their
empathic tendencies (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990). Adult-report ques-
tionnaires overcome the issue of self-awareness but may still be
biased by factors such as social desirability and gender stereotypes
(Sánchez-Pérez et al., 2014). The concordance between self-report
and adult-report measures of empathy is often low (Cliffordson,
2001; Sánchez-Pérez et al., 2014), suggesting the importance of
examining them separately. Furthermore, ToM is most commonly
indexed by children’s and adolescents’ performance on problem-
solving vignettes, such as tests of false-belief reasoning (e.g., Sally–
Anne task; Baron-Cohen et al., 1985). Compared to questionnaire
measures, which rely on one’s perceptions of their competence,
performance-based tasks represent a more objective measure of
one’s actual abilities. Given this evidence, the patterns of associa-
tions with children’s and adolescents’ bullying behaviors may vary
depending on how social–emotional intelligence is measured.

Form of Bullying

We examined how the links between children’s and adolescents’
social–emotional intelligence and bullying behaviors may differ for

the three main forms of bullying: physical, verbal, and relational. In
particular, involvement with relational bullying may be most
strongly linked to social–emotional intelligence, given that this
form of bullying largely revolves around the manipulation of mental
states of not only the victim, but also of peer group members. In
contrast, involvement with physical bullying may not be linked to
social–emotional intelligence, given that this form of bullying does
not necessarily require the understanding of social dynamics for
execution (Sutton et al., 1999a).

Source of Report on Bullying Behavior

Children’s and adolescents’ behaviors in bullying situations were
reported by three main sources: the children and adolescents
themselves, the adults close to them (i.e., parents and teachers),
or their peers. The concordance rate for reports of bullying behavior
from the children and adolescents themselves versus others (peers,
teachers, parents) has been found to vary (Ladd & Kochenderfer-
Ladd, 2002). For the role of the bully, children and adolescents may
not faithfully report their own engagement in this behavior to
psychologically distance themselves from their moral transgressions
and avoid negative feelings (Obermann, 2011b; Olweus, 1993).
This sense of moral disengagement may also apply to outsiders
(Obermann, 2011a) who witness bullying situations but choose not
to defend the victim to avoid being the target of the attack them-
selves (Camodeca & Coppola, 2016). Additionally, children and
adolescents who are victimized may feel hesitant to report the extent
of their experience (Ladd & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2002). Therefore,
self-report measures of bullying behaviors may be particularly prone
to yielding an inaccurate portrait of children’s and adolescents’
involvement, leading to weaker associations with their social–
emotional intelligence.

Secondary Moderators

In addition to the four primary theoretically driven moderators,
we investigated the influence of participant sample characteristics
that may moderate the associations between children’s and adoles-
cents’ social–emotional intelligence and behaviors in bullying
situations. In particular, we examined the potential moderating
role of age, gender, and culture of the sample. Previous meta-
analyses have reported mixed findings on the moderating influence
of these variables (Ma et al., 2019; Mitsopoulou & Giovazolias,
2015; see Zych et al., 2019). We examined the potential moderating
effect of age using two methods: (a) mean age of sample; and (b) age
category, subdivided by school level of the sample (elementary
school, middle school, and high school). We decided to categorize
age group based on school level, given that shifts in bullying
dynamics have been found as children transition into the middle
school years, and then again into the high school years (e.g., Nansel
et al., 2001; Pellegrini & Bartini, 2000). The culture of the samples
was divided into three categories: Western (USA), Western (non-
USA), and non-Western. In line with Henrich et al.’s (2010)
classification, we classified countries located in the northwest of
Europe (e.g., the United Kingdom, France, Germany) and former
British colonies (e.g., Canada, Australia) as “Western (non-USA),”
and the remaining countries as “non-Western.” Studies based on
samples from the USA were examined separately based on Henrich
et al.’s (2010) conclusions that Americans are “outliers among
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outliers” (p. 33). Indeed, Ma et al. (2019) found in their meta-
analysis that studies on empathy and defending behavior conducted
in the USA yielded larger effect sizes compared to other Western
and non-Western countries.

Overview of Research Questions

To summarize, in the present study we integrated findings across
128 studies to present the largest ever meta-analysis on the associa-
tions between school-aged children’s and adolescents’ social–
emotional intelligence and behaviors in bullying situations. We
addressed the following questions:

1. What is the overall association between children’s and
adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence and behavior
for each of the six bullying roles (bully, follower, victim,
bully-victim, defender, and outsider)?

2. For each bullying role, how do the following four primary
moderating variables influence the strength of association?

a. Facet of social–emotional intelligence: affective
empathy versus cognitive empathy versus affective
ToM versus cognitive ToM

b. Measurement of social–emotional intelligence: self-
report questionnaire versus adult-report questionnaire
versus performance-based task

c. Form of bullying: physical versus verbal versus
relational

d. Source of report on bullying behavior: self versus peer
versus adult

3. How do sample characteristics influence the strength of
associations between children’s and adolescents’ social–
emotional intelligence and behaviors in bullying situations?

Method

Transparency and Openness

This study was not preregistered, given that the project was
started before it was common practice in our laboratory to do so,
but we have provided in the Supplementary Materials: (a) all search
terms in each of the search engines that were used; (b) list of all
articles reviewed for full-text screening and eligibility decisions that
were made by the two coders; (c) R codes; and (d) the full data set
that was used for analyses. These files are also available on the OSF
database at (https://osf.io/pgwjz/?view_only=8a95450ed2b54928
8925f8719e0a26e1). We followed the Preferred Reporting Items
for Systematic and Meta-analytic Reviews (PRISMA; Moher et al.,
2009) reporting guidelines for the final report.

Literature Search

A systematic search of the existing literature on the associations
between children’s and adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence
and bullying roles was completed in January 2020. Identification
of studies eligible for inclusion was achieved by searching theWeb of
Science Core Collection (Thomson Reuters), PsychInfo (American

Psychological Association), Scopus (SciVerse), and ProQuest Dis-
sertations and Theses Global (ProQuest) databases. The keywords
searched were: “bully*,” “bullies,” “bullied,” “ostraci?*,” “victim*,”
“defender,” “bystander,” “ring leader,” “outsider,” “reinforcer,”
“assistant,” in combination with “theory of mind,” “mindreading,”
“mentali?ing,” “false belief,” “mental representation*,” “mind under-
standing,” “mental state*,” “empathy,” “empathic concern,” “social
understanding,” and “perspective taking” (see Supplemental Infor-
mation for search term combinations used for each database). These
search terms were identified with the guidance of a university
librarian. Database searches were followed up with cross-referencing
from the studies identified by the principal search and screening of
references cited in previous meta-analyses on the topic (Ma et al.,
2019; Nickerson et al., 2015; Zych et al., 2019). Authors of recent
publications were contacted requesting any unpublished findings.

In total, 1,722 articles were initially identified through the
literature search. After duplicates were removed, a single researcher
screened 1,032 articles for relevance based on their title and abstract.
Of these articles, 543 were identified as potentially relevant or their
relevance was uncertain; therefore, two researchers independently
assessed these articles for eligibility by reviewing their full text.
Interrater reliability was high (κ = .92; see Supplemental Data file
for eligibility decisions made upon full-text review). Any discre-
pancies in eligibility decisions were resolved through discussions by
the research team. A total of 128 published and unpublished studies
conducted between 2000 and 2021 were determined to have met the
inclusion criteria outlined below, and were included in the present
meta-analysis. A flow diagram of the sequence of exclusion and
inclusion of studies can be found in Figure 1.

Inclusion Criteria

1. Published in languages that the authors were able to
translate or have translated. These included English,
Czech, French, German, Hungarian, Italian, Japanese,
Mandarin, Portuguese, Russian, Slovenian, Spanish,
Swedish, and Turkish.

2. Involved preschool, primary, and secondary school-aged
children and adolescents (i.e., 18 years and under) who
were not reported to have been diagnosed with any
neurodevelopmental disorders, including acute or chronic
neurological, psychological, sensory, or intellectual
impairment. We chose to focus on school-aged children
and adolescents, given the substantial discontinuity in
bullying experiences reported between the school years
versus in adulthood (e.g., Smith et al., 2003). Studies that
included adults over 18 years of age were only included if
they provided data separately for individuals 18 years and
younger. For three studies that were published within the
last decade that reported data for a sample with an age
range that spanned beyond 18 years, authors were con-
tacted requesting data involving only the individuals aged
18 years and under. Studies that investigated nontypically
developing children and adolescents were included only if
they reported data separately for a typically developing
control group, in which case, only the control group data
were included in this meta-analysis.
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3. Administered a measure of ToM and/or empathy, as well
as a measure of bullying behavior at the same time point.
For studies that tested participants at multiple time points,
only those that reported concurrent relations were
included. For studies that tested participants at multiple
time points to assess the effects of an intervention, only
data from preintervention or the no-intervention control
group were included if reported.

4. Studies measured cognitive and/or affective empathy using
questionnaires that were completed by the participants
themselves or by their parents or teachers. The majority
of studies used validated questionnaires such as the Basic
Empathy Scale (BES; Bryant, 1982), Index of Empathy for
Children and Adolescents (IECA; Bryant, 1982), and IRI
(Davis, 1983). ToM was most often measured using tasks
that assessed children’s understanding that people can have
and act onmental states that differ from reality or one’s own

mental states (Wimmer & Perner, 1983). Most studies used
vignettes or tasks fromWellman and Liu’s (2004) Theory of
Mind scale. Tests of basic emotion recognition or identifi-
cation were not included (e.g., matching the terms “happy,”
“sad,” and “angry” to expressions shown in pictures).

5. Studies assessed participants’ involvement in face-to-face
bullying situations based on their past experiences through
questionnaires, role nomination tasks, or observations
completed by the participants themselves, adults (parents,
teachers, experimenters), or their peers. Studies that mea-
sured constructs such as aggression, externalizing beha-
viors, violence, peer rejection, and peer victimization more
broadly without a specific focus on bullying situations
were excluded. Additionally, studies that examined only
cyberbullying or those that presented participants with
hypothetical bullying scenarios to predict how likely they
would engage in certain behaviors were excluded.
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Flow of Study Reports Into the Research Synthesis
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6. Studies reported statistics that were readily convertible into
effect sizes. Studies that reported correlations between the
two key-dependent measures were only considered to be
eligible where raw correlations were reported (i.e., those
reporting partial correlations only were excluded). Studies
that reported means and SDs were included, provided the
study divided the sample of children into those who passed
or failed the ToM task, or those who were involved in
bullying situations versus thosewhowere clearly defined as
“uninvolved.” Studies that collapsed children whowere not
involved in bullying situations at all with those who were
involved as outsiders, or studies that provided an unclear
definition of the “uninvolved” group (e.g., “not a bully or a
victim”) were excluded from the meta-analysis. Studies
that categorized both bullying behavior and ToM as dichot-
omous variables (i.e., involved or uninvolved; passed or
failed) were considered eligible provided they identified
counts of participants who belonged to each group. For
studies published within the last decade that did not present
all necessary statistics, authors were contacted to request
the relevant data (k = 42). We were able to obtain data for
20 of these studies.

Coding

The 128 published and unpublished studies included in the meta-
analysis are identified with asterisks in the References section. The
four primary moderating variables that were the focus of our meta-
analysis (facet of social–emotional intelligence, measurement of
social–emotional intelligence, form of bullying, source of report on
bullying behavior), along with the corresponding sample sizes and
effect sizes were coded. For facet of social–emotional intelligence,
effect sizes based on measures that could not be strictly categorized
into affective versus cognitive ToM/empathy (because the measure
tapped into both affective and cognitive elements) were classified as
“undifferentiated” ToM/empathy. Similarly, for form of bullying,
effect sizes based on bullying measures that did not differentiate
between physical versus verbal versus relational forms were classi-
fied as “undifferentiated.” Secondary moderators on sample (mean
age, sex, culture) and article (year of publication, publication status,
grant funding) characteristics were also coded from each study.
The breakdown of information from each study is detailed in the

Supplemental Data. A second, independent researcher coded 25% of
the studies. Cohen’s κ was calculated for each of the categorical
variables (i.e., facet of social–emotional intelligence, measurement
of social–emotional intelligence, form of bullying, source of report
on bullying behavior, sex, culture, publication status, grant fund-
ing). Interrater reliability for each of the categorical variables was
high (mean κ = .94; range = .80–1.00). Intraclass correlations were
calculated for each of the continuous variables (i.e., effect size,
sample size, mean age, year of publication,). Interrater reliability for
each of the continuous variables was also high (mean intraclass
correlation = .99; range = .98–1.00). All disagreements were
discussed to reach agreement between the two coders.

Statistical Analysis

We used Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) to represent the
association between children’s social–emotional intelligence and

bullying behaviors. In cases where this value was not provided by
the study, the comprehensive meta-analysis (CMA) software
(Borenstein et al., 2005) was used to calculate r values from test
statistics reported. To approximate a normal sampling distribution,
we further transformed the Pearson r correlations into Fisher’s z
correlations to use in the analyses. For ease of interpretation, we
transformed the Fisher’s z correlations back to Pearson r correlations
for presentation of our findings.

Given that the majority of the studies included in this meta-
analysis (94%) reported multiple, dependent effect sizes, it was
critical that we used an analytic approach that accounted for
dependency in the data. We used the three-level meta-analytic
approach to calculate the overall effect size and perform moderator
analyses for the associations between children’s and adolescents’
social–emotional intelligence and bullying roles. The three-level
meta-analytic approach overcomes issues of dependency by
accounting for three sources of variance: sampling variance of
observed effect sizes (Level 1), variance in effect sizes reported
within studies (i.e., within-study variance; Level 2), and variance in
effect sizes reported between studies (i.e., between-study variance;
Level 3).

We followed Assink and Wibbelink’s (2016) procedures to
conduct a three-level meta-analysis in the R environment (Version
4.0.2; R Core Team, 2020; see Supplemental Information for R
scripts used in analyses). We used the rma.mv function in the
metafor package (Viechtbauer, 2021), which can be used to fit
meta-analytic multilevel linear models. Given that our primary
studies were considered to represent a random sample of the
population of studies, a random-effects meta-analysis was appro-
priate. We specified a random-effects structure that accounted for
nonindependence in the data that were grouped at the outcome level
and study level. The t distribution was used to test individual
regression coefficients and for calculating confidence intervals by
applying the Knapp and Hartung (2003) adjustment, and the
restricted maximum likelihood estimation method was used to
calculate all model parameters.

Heterogeneity Analyses

To determine if the within-study variance (Level 2) and
between-study variance (Level 3) were significant, two separate
one-tailed log-likelihood-ratio tests were performed. These tests
compared the fit of the three-level model (where variance at Levels
2 and 3 was accounted for) to the fit of a two-level model in which
variance at only one of the levels was freely estimated. If there was
significant variance in effect sizes reported at both the within- and
between-study levels (ps < .001), we used Cheung’s (2014)
formula to find the percentage of the total variance attributable
to sampling variance, within-study variance, and between-study
variance, respectively. Moderator analyses were warranted to
explain the within- and/or between-study variance when hetero-
geneity in effect sizes was greater than what was expected based on
sampling error alone.

Moderator Analyses

Three-level metaregression analyses were conducted to identify
moderating variables that could explain the heterogeneity in asso-
ciations between children’s and adolescents’ social–emotional
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intelligence and bullying behaviors. Before conducting the moder-
ator analyses, all categorical variables were coded into dichotomous
dummy variables, and continuous variables were centered around
their mean. To determine whether each of the potential moderators
had a significant effect on the overall association between social–
emotional intelligence and bullying behavior, we conducted a series
of omnibus tests of the null hypothesis based on the F distribution.
We followed up our univariate moderator analyses with multiple

moderator analyses for exploratory purposes. According to Hox
(2010), researchers should be selective about which moderator
variables to include in multiple variable metaregression analyses,
given that many study characteristics (i.e., moderators) are typically
correlated. That is, the issue of multicollinearity is common in
multiple variable metaregression, making it difficult to identify
which moderators have meaningful impact. For this reason, in
our multiple moderator analyses, we only included the moderators
that were identified as significant in the univariate analyses.

Sensitivity Analyses

A leave-one-out analysis did not identify any studies that influ-
enced the overall findings for any of the bullying roles. To check for
extreme effect sizes within the studies that may disproportionately
influence the results, we screened for those with standardized scores
larger than +3.29 or smaller than −3.29 (Tabachnik & Fiddell,
2013). Two outliers were identified for the bully role and one for the
victim role, but analyses excluding or including these effect sizes
one-by-one revealed the same pattern of findings; therefore, we
report our findings from analyses that included these values.

Tests for Publication Bias

Several validity threats have been identified that may lead to
imprecise conclusions in both nonquantitative and meta-analytic
reviews. Particularly problematic is “the file drawer problem”

(Rosenthal, 1979), which refers to the fact that significant results
are more likely to be published than nonsignificant results; this
problem, in turn, could lead to larger estimations than the true effect
size (Ferguson & Heene, 2012). Reliable tests for publication bias
have not yet been developed for three-level meta-analyses (Assink et
al., 2018; Fernández-Castilla et al., 2021), sowe aggregated the effect
sizes within each study and used methods that are established for
traditional two-level meta-analyses. Using the aggregated data, we
constructed a funnel plot that provides a visual representation of the
effect sizes plotted against its precision. When there is publication
bias, an asymmetry in the funnel plot is expected, where there are few
small studies that failed to show significant results. The funnel plots
for each of the six bullying roles are illustrated in Figure 2.

We used two methods to statistically test for funnel plot asym-
metry. First, we used Egger’s method of regressing, the standardized
effect size on precision of the effect size (Egger et al., 1997). We ran
the Egger’s test for funnel plot asymmetry for each of the six
bullying roles—the findings from these analyses suggest that none
of these funnel plots had significant asymmetry. Second, we used
Duval and Tweedie’s (2000) trim-and-fill procedure. In this proce-
dure, the number of missing studies contributing to the funnel plot
asymmetry is estimated, and an adjusted mean effect size is calcu-
lated by imputing values from the hypothetical missing studies. The
trim-and-fill procedure identified missing studies for each of the
bullying roles (ks = 1–23 studies), with the exception of the victim
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Figure 2
Funnel Plots for Publication Bias Analyses for Each of the Six Bullying Roles

Note. Funnel plots plotting the Fisher’s z correlations against the standard error from the studies included in the meta-analysis (filled circles) and frommissing
studies imputed by the trim-and-fill analysis (empty circles) for the (a) bully; (b) follower; (c) victim; (d) bully-victim; (e) defender; and (f) outsider roles.
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and outsider roles. When estimated effect sizes from the hypotheti-
cal missing studies were imputed in the analyses, the strength of the
associations for each role increased. This evidence suggests that
the findings based on our meta-analyses may be underestimations of
the true effect size (i.e., overestimation from publication bias is likely
not an issue). The statistical output from each of the funnel plot
asymmetry analyses is provided in Supplemental Table S1. The
findings from these publication bias analyses should be interpreted
with caution, however, given that multiple populations of effect sizes
likely exist in the data for each of the bullying roles based on the
significant heterogeneity found in them (Johnson, 2021).
To supplement the findings from the funnel plot analyses, there-

fore, we conducted metaregression analyses to assess the potential
moderating effects of publication characteristics: year of publica-
tion, publication status (published vs. unpublished), and grant
funding (funded vs. unfunded). None of the publication character-
istics were significant moderators of the associations between
children’s and adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence and bul-
lying roles (see Supplemental Table S2 for statistical output), with
one exception: For the outsider role, year of publication was a
significant moderator wherein studies that were published more
recently reported negative associations between social–emotional
intelligence and outsider behavior of greater magnitude, B1 = −.02;
95% CI [−.04, −.001].

Results

Sample Characteristics

There were 187,454 children between 3 and 18 years of age who
participated in the 128 studies included in our meta-analysis. The
studies were conducted between 2000 and 2021 in 31 countries:
Albania (k = 1), Argentina (k= 1), Australia (k = 4), Austria (k= 1),
Belgium (k = 1), Canada (k = 6), Colombia (k = 2), Cyprus (k = 2),
Czech Republic (k= 2), Egypt (k= 1), Finland (k= 2), France (k= 1),
Germany (k = 1), Greece (k = 6), Hong Kong (k = 2), Italy (k = 14),
Japan (k = 1), Korea (k= 8), Mexico (k = 1), the Netherlands (k = 7),
New Zealand (k = 1), Norway (k = 1), Pakistan (k = 1), Poland
(k = 2), Portugal (k = 3), Spain (k = 7), Switzerland (k = 3), Taiwan
(k= 2), Turkey (k= 3), the United Kingdom (including England and
Wales; k = 4), and the United States (k = 43). Of the studies that
reported information on the ethnicity of participants, most were
White (or Anglo European): 62 studies, Asian: 10 studies, Black (or
African American): five studies, and Hispanic: four studies. Most
children were recruited from day care centers, kindergartens, pre-
schools, and primary schools in the cities in which data were
collected. Children were from working-class families, middle-class
families, and upper class families, with the majority from middle-
class backgrounds.

Bullies

Overall Association

The mean effect size for the overall association of children’s and
adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence and bullying was cal-
culated from the 260 effect sizes reported in 91 studies (see
Supplemental Data for a study-by-study breakdown). The analysis
revealed a small, but significant negative relation between social–
emotional intelligence and bullying, r = −.15, p < .001; 95%

CI [−.18, −.12]. There was significant variance in effect sizes
reported at both the within- (18.22%) and between- (76.45%) study
levels (ps < .001). Thus, moderator analyses were warranted to
explain the within- and between-study variance.

Primary Moderator Analyses

The statistical output from each of the primary moderator analy-
ses for the social–emotional intelligence and bullying association is
presented in Table 1. For moderators concerning the social–
emotional intelligence measure, there was a significant moderating
effect of the facet of social–emotional intelligence. For both affec-
tive and cognitive ToM (as well as undifferentiated ToM), the mean
effect sizes were close to zero, whereas both affective and cognitive
empathy (as well as undifferentiated empathy) yielded small but
significant negative mean effects. Affective empathy, r=−.18; 95%
CI [−.21, −.14], and undifferentiated empathy, r = −.17; 95% CI
[−.24,−.11], yielded similar effects, but only affective empathy was
significantly more strongly related to bullying than cognitive empa-
thy, r = −.14; 95% CI [−.18, −.09]. Additionally, there was a
significant moderating effect of the measurement of social–emotional
intelligence. The mean effect for studies that used performance-based
tasks was virtually zero, r= .01; 95%CI [−.08, .09]. Studies that used
self-reported questionnaires, r = −.16; 95% CI [−.20, −.13], and
adult-reported questionnaires, r = −.20; 95% CI [−.35, −.04],
yielded modest but significantly negative mean effects of similar
magnitude.

For moderators relating to the bullying measure, form of bullying
was not a significant moderator of the association of social–
emotional intelligence and bullying—each form of bullying yielded
small but significant negative relations. Although, source of report of
bullying behavior was a significant moderator. Studies that used self-
reported questionnaires, r = −.17; 95% CI [−.20, −.13], and adult-
reported questionnaires (r = −.14; 95% CI [−.25, −.03], yielded
modest but significantly negative mean effects of similar magnitude.
Studies that relied on peer-report measures yielded the smallest
effect, r = −.07; 95% CI [−.14, .001], which was significantly
smaller than the effect size based on self-reported questionnaires.

Secondary Moderator Analyses

Mean age (in years) was a significant moderator of the social–
emotional intelligence and bullying association. The negative rela-
tion between the two constructs strengthened with age, β1 = −.01;
95% CI [−.03, −.003]. Findings on age as a categorical variable—
subdivided by level of schooling—also revealed that the effect sizes
increased in magnitude from the elementary, r = −.12; 95% CI
[−.17, −.06], middle, r = −.16; 95% CI [−.20, −.11], to high, r =
−.23; 95% CI [−.30, −.15], school years. None of the other
secondary moderators of sample characteristics were significant
moderators of the social–emotional intelligence and bullying asso-
ciation (see Table 1 for all statistical output).

Multiple Moderator Analysis

When controlling for the moderating effects of age and source of
bullying report, facet of social–emotional intelligence remained a
significant moderator, F(8, 251) = 3.57, p < .001. Consistent with
the findings from the univariate analysis, studies that examined ToM
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yielded mean effect sizes close to zero, and affective empathy was
more strongly related to bullying than cognitive empathy. Source of
report of bullying behavior and age were not significant moderators
when accounting for the effects of the other moderators (see
Supplementary Table S3 for all statistical output).

Followers

Overall Association

The mean effect size for the overall association of children’s and
adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence and being a follower of
bullying was calculated from the 64 effect sizes reported in 21
studies (see Supplemental Data, for a study-by-study breakdown).
The analysis revealed a small, but significant negative relation
between social–emotional intelligence and being a follower,

r = −.13, p < .001; 95% CI [−.19, −.06]. There was significant
variance in effect sizes reported at both the within- (60.24%) and
between- (25.53%) study levels (ps < .001 and .01, respectively).

Primary Moderator Analyses

The statistical output from each of the primary moderator analy-
ses for the social–emotional intelligence and follower association is
presented in Table 2. For moderators concerning the social–
emotional intelligence measure, there was a significant moderating
effect of the facet of social–emotional intelligence. For both affec-
tive and cognitive ToM, the mean effect sizes were close to zero,
whereas both affective and cognitive empathy yielded small but
significant negative mean effects. Affective empathy, r=−.22; 95%
CI [−.29, −.15], was significantly more strongly related to being a
follower than cognitive empathy, r = −.11; 95% CI [−.20, −.01].
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Table 1
Primary and Secondary Moderator Effects of the Association Between Children’s and Adolescents’ SEI and the Bully Role

Moderator variable F(df1, df2) Mean r

95% CIs

t0 t1Lower Upper

Primary moderators
Facet of SEI F(5, 254) = 4.89***
Affective empathy −.18 −.21 −.14 9.07***
Cognitive empathy −.14 −.18 −.09 6.33*** 2.44*
Undifferentiated empathy −.17 −.24 −.11 4.99*** 0.07
Affective ToM −.04 −.16 .08 0.72 2.10*
Cognitive ToM −.003 −.13 .13 0.04 2.56*
Undifferentiated ToM .06 −.07 .19 0.92 3.67***

Measurement of SEI F(2, 256) = 8.36***
Performance-based task .01 −.08 .09 0.19
Questionnaire (self) −.16 −.20 −.13 9.44*** 3.86***
Questionnaire (adult) −.20 −.35 −.04 2.52* 2.51*

Form of bullying F(3, 256) = 0.04
Undifferentiated −.15 −.18 −.12 8.82***
Physical −.15 −.24 −.06 3.30** 0.05
Verbal −.14 −.24 −.04 2.67** 0.25
Relational −.14 −.23 −.06 3.36*** 0.13

Source of bully report F(2, 257) = 3.05*
Self −.17 −.20 −.13 9.37***
Adult −.14 −.25 −.03 2.52* 0.43
Peer −.07 −.14 .001 1.93 2.47*

Secondary moderators
Mean agea F(1, 258) = 5.88* −.01 −.03 −.003 2.43*
Age category F(2, 219) = 3.06*
Elementary school −.12 −.17 −.06 4.44***
Middle school −.16 −.20 −.11 6.74*** 1.23
High school −.23 −.30 −.15 5.99*** 2.47*

Gender F(2, 257) = 0.76
Both −.16 −.19 −.12 7.86***
Male −.14 −.21 −.08 4.45*** 0.31
Female −.12 −.19 −.06 3.82*** 0.87

Culture F(2, 256) = 0.89
Western (USA) −.18 −.24 −.12 6.04***
Western (non-USA) −.13 −.18 −.08 5.51*** 1.33
Non-Western −.15 −.22 −.07 3.65*** 0.72

Note. For each category of moderator variable, the reference variable is listed first. A negative r value represents a negative association between children’s
social–emotional intelligence and bullying—that is, higher social–emotional intelligence scores linked to lower bullying scores—and vice versa. F(df1, df2) =
omnibus test; SEI= social–emotional intelligence; ToM= theory of mind; t0= difference in mean rwith zero; t1= difference in mean rwith reference variable;
CIs = confidence intervals.
a For continuous variables, we report here the regression coefficient (β1) instead of the mean r. Given that continuous moderators were centered around their
means for analysis, the regression coefficients and their significance are most informative in interpreting the direction of the effect (Assink &Wibbelink, 2016).
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Additionally, there was a significant moderating effect of the
measurement of social–emotional intelligence. Studies that used
self-reported questionnaires, r=−.17; 95%CI [−.23,−.12], yielded
a modest but significantly negative mean effect. The mean effects
for studies that used performance-based tasks, r = .07; 95%
CI [−.04, .19], and adult-reported questionnaires, r = −.15; 95%
CI [−.32, .04], were not significantly different from zero.
For moderators relating to the bullying measure, form of bullying

was not examined, given that all effect sizes on the association
between social–emotional intelligence and being a follower were
based on studies that did not differentiate between the different
forms of bullying. Furthermore, source of report of being a follower
was not a significant moderator.

Secondary Moderator Analyses

Mean age (in years) was a significant moderator of the social–
emotional intelligence and follower association. The negative rela-
tion between the two constructs strengthened with age, β1 = −.02;
95% CI[−.04, −.002]. Findings on age as a categorical variable also
revealed that the effect sizes significantly increased in magnitude

from the elementary, r=−.04; 95%CI [−.13, .06], middle, r=−.15;
95%CI [−.25,−.04], to high, r =−.31; 95% CI [−.45, −.14], school
years. None of the other secondary moderators of sample character-
istics were significant moderators of the social–emotional intelli-
gence and follower association (see Table 2, for all statistical output).

Multiple Moderator Analysis

When controlling for the moderating effect of age, facet of social–
emotional intelligence remained a significant moderator, F(5, 58) =
4.90, p< .001. Consistent with the findings from the univariate analysis,
studies that examined ToM yielded mean effect sizes close to zero, and
affective empathy was more strongly related to being a follower than
cognitive empathy. Age was not a significant unique moderating
variable (see Supplementary Table S4, for all statistical output).

Victims

Overall Association

The mean effect size for the overall association of children’s and
adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence and being victimized was
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Table 2
Primary and Secondary Moderator Effects of the Association Between Children’s and Adolescents’ SEI and the Follower Role

Moderator variable F(df1, df2) Mean r

95% CIs

t0 t1Lower Upper

Primary moderators
Facet of SEI F(4, 59) = 5.28**
Affective empathy −.22 −.29 −.15 6.45***
Cognitive empathy −.11 −.20 −.01 2.32* 2.08*
Undifferentiated empathy −.06 −.23 .10 0.77 1.75
Affective ToM .07 −.07 .21 1.02 3.78***
Cognitive ToM .08 −.08 .23 0.99 3.50***

Measurement of SEI F(2, 61) = 7.54**
Performance-based task .07 −.04 .19 1.29
Questionnaire (self) −.17 −.23 −.12 6.00*** 3.87***
Questionnaire (adult) −.15 −.32 .04 1.58 2.02*

Source of bully report F(2, 61) = 1.48
Self −.17 −.25 −.09 4.03***
Adult −.15 −.37 .09 1.24 0.20
Peer −.06 −.16 .04 1.19 1.71

Secondary moderators
Mean agea F(1, 62) = 4.72* −.02 −.04 −.002 2.17*
Age category F(2, 49) = 4.18*
Elementary school −.04 −.13 .06 0.78
Middle school −.15 −.25 −.04 2.82** 1.55
High school −.31 −.45 −.14 3.67*** 2.82**

Gender F(2, 61) = 1.38
Both −.17 −.26 −.07 3.38**
Male −.13 −.23 −.02 2.37* 0.59
Female −.06 −.16 .05 1.13 1.52

Culture F(2, 61) = 0.55
Western (USA) −.17 −.28 −.06 3.04**
Western (non-USA) −.11 −.19 −.02 2.46* 0.93
Non-Western −.07 −.29 .16 0.63 0.78

Note. For each category of moderator variable, the reference variable is listed first. A negative r value represents a negative association between children’s
social–emotional intelligence and being a follower of bullies—that is, higher social–emotional intelligence scores linked to lower follower scores—and vice
versa. F(df1, df2)= omnibus test; SEI= social–emotional intelligence; ToM= theory of mind; t0= difference in mean rwith zero; t1= difference in mean rwith
reference variable; CIs = confidence intervals.
a For continuous variables, we report here the regression coefficient (β1) instead of the mean r. Given that continuous moderators were centered around their
means for analysis, the regression coefficients and their significance are most informative in interpreting the direction of the effect (Assink &Wibbelink, 2016).
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

210 IMUTA ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000364.supp


calculated from the 226 effect sizes reported in 74 studies (see
Supplemental Data for a study-by-study breakdown). The associa-
tion of social–emotional intelligence and being victimized was close
to zero, r = −.02, p = .14; 95% CI [−.04, .01]. There was significant
variance in effect sizes reported at both the within- (22.46%) and
between- (59.65%) study levels (ps < .001).

Primary Moderator Analyses

The statistical output from each of the primary moderator analy-
ses for the social–emotional intelligence and victim association is
presented in Table 3. Both facet and measurement of social–
emotional intelligence were not significant moderators of the link
between social–emotional intelligence and being victimized. The
form of bullying was a significant moderator of the association.
Being a victim of physical bullying, r = −.05; 95% CI [−.10, .001],

was more strongly negatively related to social–emotional intelli-
gence compared to being a victim of verbal, r = −.000; 95% CI
[−.05, .05], and relational, r = .01; 95% CI [−.04, .06], bullying.
None of the different forms of bullying were significantly linked to
social–emotional intelligence. Source of report of being victimized
was not a significant moderator.

Secondary Moderator Analyses

Mean age of the sample (in years) was a significant moderator of
the social–emotional intelligence and victim association. The nega-
tive relation between the two constructs strengthened with age, β1 =
−.01; 95% CI [−.02, −.001]. None of the other secondary mod-
erators of sample characteristics were significant moderators of the
social–emotional intelligence and victim association (see Table 3,
for all statistical output).
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Table 3
Primary and Secondary Moderator Effects of the Association Between Children’s and Adolescents’ SEI and the Victim Role

Moderator variables F(df1, df2) Mean r

95% CIs

t0 t1Lower Upper

Primary moderators
Facet of SEI F(5, 220) = 1.93
Affective empathy −.01 −.04 .02 0.63
Cognitive empathy −.04 −.07 −.01 2.50* 2.41*
Undifferentiated empathy −.04 −.10 .02 1.23 0.85
Affective ToM .06 −.03 .15 1.29 1.43
Cognitive ToM .04 −.06 .14 0.82 0.96
Undifferentiated ToM −.05 −.15 .05 0.99 0.81

Measurement of SEI F(2, 221) = 0.56
Performance-based task .01 −.05 .08 0.34
Questionnaire (self) −.02 −.05 .004 1.66 0.93
Questionnaire (adult) −.06 −.25 .13 0.62 0.71

Form of bullying F(3, 222) = 3.51*
Undifferentiated −.02 −.04 .01 1.49
Physical −.05 −.10 .001 1.93 1.21
Verbal −.000 −.05 .05 0.01 0.71
Relational .01 −.04 .06 0.55 1.30

Source of bully report F(2, 221) = 1.60
Self −.02 −.05 .01 1.51
Adult −.07 −.14 .002 1.93 1.37
Peer .005 −.05 .06 0.18 0.87

Secondary moderators
Mean agea F(1, 224) = 4.36* −.01 −.02 −.001 2.09*
Age category F(2, 193) = 2.51
Elementary school .01 −.03 .05 0.31
Middle school −.04 −.08 .001 1.93 1.59
High school −.07 −.14 −.01 2.34* 2.15*

Gender F(2, 223) = 1.72
Both −.01 −.04 .02 0.60
Male −.05 −.09 −.003 2.11* 1.44
Female −.03 −.07 .02 1.16 0.64

Culture F(2, 223) = 2.74
Western (USA) −.03 −.07 .01 1.32
Western (non-USA) .002 −.03 .03 0.14 1.14
Non-Western −.07 −.13 −.01 2.43* 1.27

Note. For each category of moderator variable, the reference variable is listed first. A negative r value represents a negative association between children’s
social–emotional intelligence and being a victim of bullying—that is, higher social–emotional intelligence scores linked to lower victim scores—and vice versa.
F(df1, df2) = omnibus test; SEI = social–emotional intelligence; ToM = theory of mind; t0 = difference in mean r with zero; t1 = difference in mean r with
reference variable.
a For continuous variables, we report here the regression coefficient (β1) instead of the mean r. Given that continuous moderators were centered around their
means for analysis, the regression coefficients and their significance are most informative in interpreting the direction of the effect (Assink &Wibbelink, 2016).
* p < .05.
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Multiple Moderator Analysis

Mean age of sample remained a significant unique moderator
when accounting for the form of bullying, F(4, 221)= 3.87, p= .005.
When controlling for the moderating effect of age form of bullying
was not a significant moderator (see Supplementary Table S5, for all
statistical output).

Bully-Victims

Overall Association

The mean effect size for the overall association of children’s and
adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence and being a bully-victim
was calculated from the 29 effect sizes reported in 12 studies (see
Supplemental Data for a study-by-study breakdown). The associa-
tion of social–emotional intelligence and being a bully-victim was
zero, r = −.000, p = 1.00; 95% CI [−.10, .10]. There was significant
variance in effect sizes reported at the between-study level (82.42%;
p < .001), but not at the within-study level (0%; p = 1.00).

Primary Moderator Analyses

The statistical output from each of the primary moderator analy-
ses is presented in Table 4. Facet of social–emotional intelligence
was not a significant moderator of the link between social–
emotional intelligence and being a bully-victim. The moderating
effects of measurement of social–emotional intelligence, form of
bullying, and source of report of being a bully-victim were not
analyzed due to the lack of effect sizes in all but one level of each of

the moderators. For measurement of social–emotional intelligence,
all but two effect sizes were based on self-report empathy ques-
tionnaires. For form of bullying, all but two effect sizes each for the
physical, verbal, and relational bullying categories were based on
undifferentiated bullying measures. Similarly, for source of report of
being a bully-victim, only two effect sizes each contributed to the
adult- and peer-report categories; the rest were based on self-report.

Secondary Moderator Analyses

None of the secondary moderators of sample characteristics were
significant moderators of the social–emotional intelligence and
bully-victim association (see Table 4, for all statistical output).

Multiple Moderator Analysis

Following Hox’s (2010) recommendation, we did not run a
multiple moderator analysis for the bully-victim role, given that
none of the moderators were identified to be significant in the
univariate analyses.

Defenders

Overall Association

The mean effect size for the overall association of children’s and
adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence and being a defender in
bullying situations was calculated from the 141 effect sizes reported
in 53 studies (see Supplemental Data for a study-by-study break-
down). The analysis revealed a modest but significant positive
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Table 4
Primary and Secondary Moderator Effects of the Association Between Children’s and Adolescents’ SEI and the Bully-Victim Role

Moderator variable F(df1, df2) Mean r

95% CIs

t0 t1Lower Upper

Primary moderator
Facet of SEI F(2, 26) = 1.24
Affective empathy −.02 −.14 .10 0.39
Cognitive empathy −.07 −.20 .06 1.12 1.06
Undifferentiated empathy .07 −.08 .23 0.95 0.99

Secondary moderators
Mean agea F(1, 27) = 0.22 −.004 −.02 .01 0.47
Age category F(2, 22) = 1.57
Elementary school −.10 −.18 −.02 2.44*
Middle school −.02 −.10 .05 0.69 1.41
High school −.07 −.17 .03 1.42 0.52

Gender F(2, 26) = 2.27
Both .07 −.04 .18 1.30
Male −.10 −.24 .04 1.46 1.95
Female −.12 −.25 .03 1.69 2.13*

Culture F(2, 26) = 2.81
Western (USA) −.09 −.23 .05 1.28
Western (non-USA) −.07 −.24 .10 0.87 0.15
Non-Western .11 −.02 .23 1.80 2.14*

Note. For each category of moderator variable, the reference variable is listed first. A negative r value represents a negative association between children’s
social–emotional intelligence and being a bully-victim—that is, higher social–emotional intelligence scores linked to lower bully-victim scores—and vice versa.
F(df1, df2) = omnibus test; SEI = social–emotional intelligence; t0 = difference in mean r with zero; t1 = difference in mean r with reference variable; CIs =
confidence intervals.
a For continuous variables, we report here the regression coefficient (β1) instead of the mean r. Given that continuous moderators were centered around their
means for analysis, the regression coefficients and their significance are most informative in interpreting the direction of the effect (Assink &Wibbelink, 2016).
* p < .05.
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relation between social–emotional intelligence and defending, r =
.25, p < .001; 95% CI [.21, .29]. There was significant variance in
effect sizes reported at both the within- (30.37%) and between-
(61.13%) study levels (ps < .001).

Primary Moderator Analyses

The statistical output from each of the primary moderator analy-
ses is presented in Table 5. Facet of social–emotional intelligence
was a significant moderator of the social–emotional intelligence and
defending association. Cognitive empathy was most weakly related
to defending behavior; its mean effect, r = .18; 95% CI [.12, .23],
was significantly smaller than that of affective empathy, r = .26;
95% CI [.21, .30], and undifferentiated empathy, r = .32; 95% CI
[.23, .41]. The magnitude of the relation for all types of ToM (rs =
.24–.27) did not differ significantly from the associations for all
types of empathy. The measurement of social–emotional intelli-
gence was not a significant moderator. The moderating effect of
form of bullying was not analyzed given that all the studies we
identified reported relations using only undifferentiated bullying

measures. Source of report of being a defender was a significant
moderator of the social–emotional intelligence and defending asso-
ciation. Peer report of defending yielded the smallest mean effect,
r = .19; 95% CI [.14, .25]; this association was significantly smaller
than the mean effect for studies that had the participants themselves
report on their defending, r = .28; 95% CI [.24, .33]. The magnitude
of mean effects for self- report versus adult report, r = .34; 95% CI
[.09, .54], of defending did not differ significantly from each other.

Secondary Moderator Analyses

None of the secondary moderators of sample characteristics were
significant moderators of the social–emotional intelligence and
defending association (see Table 5, for all statistical output).

Multiple Moderator Analysis

Facet of social–emotional intelligence and source of being a
defender were identified to have significant unique moderating
effects on the association between children’s and adolescents’
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Table 5
Primary and Secondary Moderator Effects of the Association Between Children’s and Adolescents’ SEI and the Defender Role

Moderator variable F(df1, df2) Mean r

95% CIs

t0 t1Lower Upper

Primary moderators
Facet of SEI F(5, 135) = 3.19**
Affective empathy .26 .21 .30 10.92***
Cognitive empathy .18 .12 .23 6.42*** 3.63***
Undifferentiated empathy .32 .23 .41 6.57*** 1.17
Affective ToM .26 .10 .42 3.13** 0.07
Cognitive ToM .24 .07 .40 2.73** 0.19
Undifferentiated ToM .27 .04 .47 2.32* 0.07

Measurement of SEI F(2, 138) = 0.00
Performance-based task .25 .12 .37 3.80***
Questionnaire (self) .25 .21 .29 11.62*** 0.01
Questionnaire (adult) .25 .04 .43 2.39* 0.01

Source of bully report F(2, 138) = 3.51*
Self .28 .24 .33 11.56***
Adult .34 .09 .54 2.68** 0.45
Peer .19 .14 .25 6.63*** 2.54*

Secondary moderators
Mean agea F(1, 139) = 0.00 −.000 −.02 .02 0.04
Age category F(2, 120) = 0.48
Elementary school .22 .15 .29 6.06***
Middle school .26 .21 .31 9.61*** 0.96
High school .23 .05 .40 2.53* 0.10

Gender F(2, 138) = 0.48
Both .25 .20 .30 9.87***
Male .26 .19 .32 7.24*** 0.17
Female .23 .16 .30 6.42*** 0.44

Culture F(2, 138) = 1.05
Western (USA) .24 .18 .30 7.39***
Western (non-USA) .27 .21 .32 9.51*** 0.63
Non-Western .17 .05 .29 2.76** 1.00

Note. For each category of moderator variable, the reference variable is listed first. A positive r value represents a positive association between children’s
social–emotional intelligence and being a defender in bullying situations—that is, higher social–emotional intelligence scores linked to higher defender
scores—and vice versa. F(df1, df2) = omnibus test; SEI = social–emotional intelligence; ToM = theory of mind; t0 = difference in mean r with zero; t1 =
difference in mean r with reference variable; CIs = confidence intervals.
a For continuous variables, we report here the regression coefficient (β1) instead of the mean r. Given that continuous moderators were centered around their
means for analysis, the regression coefficients and their significance are most informative in interpreting the direction of the effect (Assink &Wibbelink, 2016).
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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social–emotional intelligence and defending, F(7, 133) = 3.30,
p = .003. Consistent with the findings from the univariate analysis,
affective empathy was more strongly related to defending than
cognitive empathy. Additionally, peer report of defending yielded
a significantly smaller effect than self-report of defending (see
Supplementary Table S6, for all statistical output).

Outsiders

Overall Association

The mean effect size for the overall association of children’s and
adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence and being an outsider in
bullying situations was calculated from the 52 effect sizes reported
in 23 studies (see Supplemental Data for a study-by-study break-
down). The association between social–emotional intelligence and
being an outsider was close to zero, r=−.04, p= .20; 95%CI [−.11,
.02]. There was significant variance in effect sizes reported at both
the within- (9.82%) and between- (77.31%) study levels (ps = .02
and <.001, respectively).

Primary Moderator Analyses

The statistical output from each of the primary moderator
analyses is presented in Table 6. Facet of social–emotional intelli-
gence was not a significant moderator of the social–emotional
intelligence and outsider association. There was a significant
moderating effect of the measurement of social–emotional intelli-
gence. The mean effect for studies that used adult-reported ques-
tionnaires, r = −.25; 95% CI [−.45, −.02], was significantly more
negative compared to the mean effect for performance-based
tasks, r = .09; 95% CI [−.13, .30], and self-reported question-
naires, r = −.04; 95% CI [−.11, .03]. It is important to note,
however, that only four effect sizes were based on adult-reported
questionnaire and all of these effect sizes originated from a single
study. The moderating effect of form of bullying was not analyzed
for outsiders given that all of the studies we identified reported
relations using only undifferentiated bullying measures. Source of
report of being an outsider was not a significant moderator of the
social–emotional intelligence and outsider association.

Secondary Moderator Analyses

None of the secondary moderators of sample characteristics were
significant moderators of the social–emotional intelligence and
outsider association (see Table 6, for all statistical output).

Multiple Moderator Analysis

Univariate analyses revealed that measurement of social–
emotional intelligence was the only significant moderator of the
social–emotional intelligence and outsider behavior relation. Given
this outcome, in line with Hox’s (2010) recommendation, we did not
run a multiple moderator analysis for the outsider role.

Discussion

The prevalence of children’s and adolescents’ experiences with
bullying situations worldwide (Jimerson et al., 2010; Modecki et al.,
2014), and the profound impact on their well-being (for a review, see

Moore et al., 2017), have led many researchers to investigate the
psychological factors that predict involvement in these situations
through the various bullying roles (i.e., bully, follower, victim, bully-
victim, defender, outsider). In particular, the literature on the influ-
ence of social–emotional intelligence—namely, empathy and
ToM—has experienced exponential growth over the last 2 decades.
In fact, of the 128 studies included in this meta-analysis, 105 were
published in the last decade; of these, 61 were from the past 5 years
(see Supplemental Data for a study-by-study breakdown). The
present meta-analysis, therefore, provides a timely integration of
these studies’ findings on the associations between children’s social–
emotional intelligence and involvement in bullying situations.

Overall Associations

In line with the findings from previous meta-analyses on chil-
dren’s and adolescents’ empathy and bullying roles (Ma et al., 2019;
Mitsopoulou & Giovazolias, 2015; Nickerson et al., 2015; Zych
et al., 2019), we found a significant negative overall association
between social–emotional intelligence and bullying, and a signifi-
cant positive overall association between social–emotional intelli-
gence and defending. Previous meta-analyses that have examined
these two roles only synthesized across a maximum of 36 studies. In
comparison, the present meta-analysis included 91 studies for
bullying and 53 studies for defending. Despite the notably greater
number of studies included in our meta-analysis, the magnitude
of effect sizes found in our study was largely consistent with
those reported previously: namely, a small association was found
for bullying, and a slightly larger—but still modest—association
was found for defending.

The small overall associations are not surprising given that a host
of individual, social, and contextual factors are thought to jointly
contribute to predicting bullying behavior (for reviews, see Cook
et al., 2010; Menesini & Salmivalli, 2017). Although previous meta-
analyses have identified a handful of predictors that have yielded
larger associations with bullying perpetuation (e.g., peer influence,
moral disengagement), the magnitude of overall relation found
between social–emotional intelligence and bullying in our meta-
analysis is similar to that reported for other predictors that are
theorized to be of critical importance (e.g., quality of home and
school environment). Furthermore, for defending behavior, the
modest association we found with social–emotional intelligence
is, in fact, one of the largest overall effects reported in the meta-
analytic literature on predictors of children’s and adolescents’
propensity to defend the victim in bullying situations (see Supple-
mentary Table S7, for findings from previous meta-analyses on
various predictors of bullying and defending).

In support of previous findings on the links between empathy
and the victim and bully-victim roles (Zych et al., 2019), we found
no significant overall associations with social–emotional intelli-
gence for these two roles. The same result appeared in the current
review, even though it was based on a substantially larger sample
of studies (i.e., 74 vs. 23 studies for victim; 12 vs. 8 studies for
bully-victim). Additionally, we examined the two roles identified
in bullying situations that previous meta-analyses had not
included: followers and outsiders. We found that the overall
association for followers resembled that for the bullies—that is,
there was a significant negative association between social–
emotional intelligence and being a follower. Finally, we found
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no relation between children’s and adolescents’ social–emotional
intelligence and outsider behavior.

Moderators of the Social–Emotional Intelligence and
Bullying Behavior Associations

Although several previous meta-analyses have focused on the
association between children’s and adolescents’ empathy and bul-
lying behavior, the relatively small number of studies included and
the meta-analytic technique used (i.e., two-level meta-analyses
instead of our three-level approach which accounts for both within-
and between-study variance) limited the exploration of potential
methodological moderators of the associations. Our meta-analyses
of the overall associations for each role revealed that there was
considerable heterogeneity in this literature that warranted system-
atic examination. Thus, in the present meta-analysis, we examined
four theoretically motivated moderating variables; namely, facet of
social–emotional intelligence, measurement of social–emotional
intelligence, form of bullying, and source of report on bullying
behavior.

Facet of Social–Emotional Intelligence

In contrast to previous meta-analyses that only focused on
children’s and adolescents’ empathy, for the first time, we synthe-
sized across findings on children’s ToM understanding in relation to
their bullying behaviors. For the three roles which revealed signifi-
cant overall associations (bully, follower, and defender), we found
that the strength of effects differed based on the facet of social–
emotional intelligence that was under investigation.

For the two bully roles (i.e., “ringleader” bully and follower), we
found a clear delineation in findings between the two types of
empathy compared to the two types of ToM (see Tables 1 and 2).
Specifically, consistent with findings from Zych et al.’s (2019)
previous meta-analysis, we found that both affective empathy
and cognitive empathy were negatively associated with bullying
for both “ringleader” bullies and followers. In contrast, neither
affective ToM nor cognitive ToM was related to bullying.

One possible explanation for the null associations identified
between ToM and bullying is the heterogeneity in the social
intelligence profiles of bullies. According to Peeters et al. (2010),
some adolescents who bully do so to manipulate others and gain
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Table 6
Primary and Secondary Moderator Effects of the Association Between Children’s and Adolescents’ SEI and the Outsider Role

Moderator variable F(df1, df2) Mean r

95% CIs

t0 t1Lower Upper

Primary moderators
Facet of SEI F(4, 47) = 2.34
Affective empathy −.04 −.12 .04 0.90
Cognitive empathy −.001 −.09 .09 0.02 1.03
Undifferentiated empathy −.18 −.31 −.04 2.52* 1.76
Affective ToM .10 −.11 .30 0.99 1.25
Cognitive ToM .15 −.08 .37 1.29 1.52

Measurement of SEI F(2, 49) = 3.76*
Performance-based task .09 −.13 .30 0.83
Questionnaire (self) −.04 −.11 .03 1.16 1.15
Questionnaire (adult) −.25 −.45 −.02 2.18* 2.73**

Source of bully report F(2, 49) = 1.56
Self −.07 −.16 .02 1.61
Adult −.25 −.54 .09 1.46 1.02
Peer .02 −.09 .13 0.33 1.27

Secondary moderators
Mean agea F(1, 50) = 0.77 .01 −.01 .04 0.88
Age category F(2, 41) = 0.04
Elementary school −.07 −.20 .06 1.14
Middle school −.05 −.16 .06 0.93 0.25
High school −.07 −.27 .14 0.67 0.04

Gender F(2, 49) = 2.57
Both −.08 −.16 .01 1.81
Male .05 −.07 .17 0.88 1.82
Female −.02 −.14 .10 0.34 0.78

Culture F(2, 49) = 0.27
Western (USA) −.08 −.20 .05 1.24
Western (non-USA) −.02 −.12 .08 0.44 0.70
Non-Western −.07 −.26 .13 0.66 0.08

Note. For each category of moderator variable, the reference variable is listed first. A negative r value represents a negative association between children’s
social–emotional intelligence and being an outsider in bullying situations—that is, higher social–emotional intelligence scores linked to lower outsider scores—
and vice versa. F(df1, df2) = omnibus test; SEI = social–emotional intelligence; ToM = theory of mind; t0 = difference in mean r with zero; t1 = difference in
mean r with reference variable; CIs = confidence intervals.
a For continuous variables, we report here the regression coefficient (β1) instead of the mean r. Given that continuous moderators were centered around their
means for analysis, the regression coefficients and their significance are most informative in interpreting the direction of the effect (Assink &Wibbelink, 2016).
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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social power—a combination of superior social intelligence and
peer popularity appears to enable these bullies. Although, others
may engage in bullying more reactively in response to perceived
social threats; these adolescents seem to have slight deficits in social
intelligence and low social standing. The polarization in the social
intelligence of children and adolescents who bully, therefore, may
have “canceled out” any meaningful associations between bullying
and ToM that may exist. The possibility remains, therefore, that
ToM plays a role in at least some children’s and adolescents’
engagement in bullying.
The finding that bullying was related to low empathy but not to

ToM aligns with studies that have shown that psychopathic indi-
viduals and aggressive criminal offenders display deficits in empa-
thy but not in their ability to mentalize. Specifically, these
individuals fail to experience spontaneous emotional responses
that are appropriate to others’ situations (e.g., Meffert et al.,
2013; Winter et al., 2017)—this particular inability to feel appro-
priate emotions in response to others is in line with our finding that
the negative relation with bullying was stronger for affective relative
to cognitive empathy.
Nevertheless, cognitive empathy was also negatively linked to

bullying. This pattern of finding is markedly different from the null
associations yielded for the two types of ToM, despite the overlap in
the neural basis and proposed underlying mechanism between these
three facets of social–emotional intelligence (Henry et al., 2016;
Shamay-Tsoory et al., 2010; Sebastian et al., 2012). In interpreting
these findings, it is important to note that all the studies included in
the present meta-analysis examined empathy using questionnaire
measures. Cognitive empathy in this literature, therefore, repre-
sented perceptions of children’s and adolescents’ ability to under-
stand other people’s emotions (as reported by themselves or their
parents and teachers). This may be quite distinct from their actual
cognitive empathy capacity, as demonstrated in a recent meta-
analysis that found that self-reported levels of cognitive empathy
accounted for only approximately 1% of variance in behavioral
assessments of this ability (Murphy & Lilienfeld, 2019; see also
Wright et al., 2021). Instead of the actual capacity to understand
other people’s emotions, “cognitive empathy” measured via ques-
tionnaires may more strongly reflect children’s and adolescents’
motivations to comprehend how others are feeling (Urbonaviciute &
Hepper, 2020). In other words, children and adolescents who score
lowly on cognitive empathy questionnaires may lack the inclination
to understand others’ emotions, even if they are capable of doing so.
In contrast, all of the studies that were included in the present meta-
analysis examined ToMusing performance-based tasks. The findings
on ToM, therefore, are likely based on children’s and adolescents’
actual capacities to make mental state inferences.
Taken together based on this interpretation, our findings may

suggest that, overall, children and adolescents who engage in
bullying are neither “oafish” nor particularly “skilled manipulators”
(Sutton et al., 1999a). They appear capable of understanding other
people’s cognitive and affective mental states, but what they may
critically lack is the motivation to take other people’s perspectives.
These findings align with the growing evidence that bullies’ per-
sonality profile is marked by callous-unemotional traits—they do
not seem to care about other people’s feelings (e.g., Muñoz et al.,
2011). Furthermore, given that affective empathy functions to
inhibit or mitigate aggression (Garandeau et al., 2021), the deficits
in bullies’ propensity to experience negative emotions in response to

victims’ distress may enable them to unhesitatingly engage in and
perpetuate this antisocial behavior.

Whereas bullying was negatively related to both types of empathy
but neither type of ToM, defending was related positively to all four
facets of social–emotional intelligence—affective empathy, cogni-
tive empathy, affective ToM, and cognitive ToM (see Table 5).
These findings are in line with the idea that genuinely altruistic acts
like defending victims of bullying (which could sacrifice the
defender’s well-being) may be motivated by empathy (Fredrick
et al., 2020) but, additionally, a mature ToM is needed to success-
fully enable the act (de Waal, 2008). Indeed, a more sophisticated
ToM has been linked to greater propensity and capacity to engage in
prosocial behavior more generally (for reviews, see Imuta et al.,
2016; Underwood & Moore, 1982). In bullying situations, a good
ToM may allow children and adolescents to not only identify
situations in which peer victims are in need (Gini et al., 2008),
but also to devise effective strategies for thwarting the bully (Monks
et al., 2005; Salmivalli et al., 1996).

Furthermore, the association between ToM and defending may be
mediated by peer popularity. Indeed, well-developed sociocognitive
skills for understanding others’minds (for a review, see Slaughter et
al., 2015) and the propensity to engage in defending behavior
(Romera et al., 2019), have both been linked to greater peer
popularity. On the one hand, having a better ToM may lead to
greater peer popularity which, in turn, may afford children and
adolescents the social power to defend victims in bullying situations
(Yun, 2020). Alternatively, the act of defending victims may be
rewarded by peer popularity (van der Ploeg et al., 2017) and the
resulting increase in positive and constructive peer interactions, in
turn, may grant children and adolescents increased social opportu-
nities to develop more sophisticated mindreading abilities.

For the three bullying roles that were not linked to social–
emotional intelligence (i.e., victim, bully-victim, outsider), facet
of social–emotional intelligence was not a significant moderator
either. Rather than the ability or motivation to empathize and take
other people’s perspectives, children’s and adolescents’ involve-
ment in bullying situations through these roles may be predicted by
other individual and social factors. For instance, victims and bully-
victims typically have unfavorable perceptions of themselves (e.g.,
self-esteem, self-respect), display internalizing symptoms (e.g.,
anxiety, depression), have poor relationships with their peers,
and experience instability in their home and school environments
(for reviews, see Cook et al., 2010; Menesini & Salmivalli, 2017).
With respect to outsiders, it appears that situational factors play an
important role in determining whether children and adolescents
defend the victim versus staying uninvolved. For example, percep-
tions of the bullying situation being not severe enough or too severe,
feeling disengaged from the situation (via lack of relational close-
ness with the victim, no implications to their own well-being, etc.),
and low social self-efficacy may be predictive of children’s and
adolescents’ outsider behavior (e.g., Cappadocia et al., 2012; Oh &
Hazler, 2009).

Measurement of Social–Emotional Intelligence

For the victim, defender, and outsider roles, regardless of whether
social–emotional intelligence was measured via performance-based
tasks, self-report questionnaires, or adult-report questionnaires, the
associations with empathy or ToM were of similar magnitude.
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For bullying perpetuation, the type of social–emotional intelligence
measure used influenced whether a significant link was found (see
Table 1). Bullying was negatively related to social–emotional
intelligence when measured via questionnaires, but not when in-
dexed via performance-based tasks. As noted previously, all of the
studies included in the present meta-analysis that examined empathy
relied on questionnaires, whereas those that measured ToM exclu-
sively used performance-based tasks. This overlap between facet
and measurement of social–emotional intelligence meant that it was
not possible to conduct multiple moderator analyses to separate the
two. Therefore, we cannot conclude whether the moderating effect
of measurement of social–emotional intelligence stemmed from a
genuine difference in what questionnaires versus performance-
based tasks reveal, or reflect empathy and ToM being genuinely
distinct correlates of children’s and adolescents’ bullying.
Nevertheless, the finding that self- and adult-report questionnaires

yielded consistent effect sizes across the different bullying roles is
noteworthy, given that self- and adult-report measures of empathy
are not always strongly correlated with one another at an individual-
study level (Cliffordson, 2001; Sánchez-Pérez et al., 2014). When
integrated across the many studies that contributed to this data set,
self- and adult-report questionnaires of empathy may function
similarly in their relations with the various bullying roles. The
findings on adult-report questionnaires, however, were based on a
limited number of studies; therefore, caution should be taken before
definitively concluding on the equivalence of these two measures.
Nonetheless, the lack of difference in the pattern of findings for self-
versus adult-report questionnaires identified by our meta-analyses
may be especially surprising in relation to affective empathy, which
focuses on emotional states that may not always be readily visible to
others. This finding may be in line with the idea that the self-
presentation bias influences self-report questionnaires of empathy
(Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990). Specifically, children and adolescents
who care to report themselves as empathic individuals may also be
the ones who overtly display their empathic responses to others in
day-to-day situations.

Form of Bullying

The form of bullying (physical, verbal, relational) did not influ-
ence the link between children’s and adolescents’ social–emotional
intelligence and being a bully or victim. This finding was somewhat
surprising since we had anticipated that stronger associations with
social–emotional intelligence would emerge for relational bullying,
which has been theorized to require greater social sophistication
(Sutton et al., 1999a). However, these data do align with a growing
literature showing that perpetrators and victims of bullying are often
involved in many forms of bullying. In fact, recent findings suggest
that involvement in multiple forms of bullying is not only restricted
to the “traditional” forms of bullying assessed in the present study
(i.e., physical, verbal, and relational), but also extend to cyberbully-
ing (e.g., Johansson & Englund, 2021).
Although numerous studies have examined how the associations

of children’s and adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence with
being a bully or victim differ between the specific forms of bullying,
only a limited number have investigated this association in fol-
lowers, bully-victims, defenders, and outsiders. Given the insuffi-
cient number of effect sizes, in the present meta-analysis, we were
not able to assess the moderating role of form of bullying for these

roles. Indirect evidence from individual studies points to the value in
examining this association further. For example, children and
adolescents may perceive situations that involve multiple forms
of bullying to be more threatening and difficult to resolve—this may
impact their propensity to defend the victim or be an outsider instead
(Oh & Hazler, 2009).

Source of Report on Bullying Behavior

For bullying and defending, the strength of associations with
social–emotional intelligence did not differ between self- and adult-
report measures of those behaviors. On one hand, this finding may
be surprising, given that self-report measures of bullying behavior
are prone to self-presentation biases that can yield a downplayed (for
bullying and following) or exaggerated (for defending) portrayal of
children’s and adolescents’ involvement in bullying situations
relative to reports made by parents and teachers (Ladd &
Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2002). On the other hand, the self-presentation
biases that influence children’s and adolescents’ reports may also
manifest how they overtly demonstrate or talk about their involve-
ment in bullying situations to their parents and teachers—this factor,
in turn, may explain the concordance in pattern of findings for self-
report and adult report. For example, a child who feels the need to
conceal their bullying behavior when asked to report on it may also
be more careful not to engage in the behavior in front of their teacher
or parent. By contrast, a child who is not motivated to present
themselves in a better light when asked to report on their bullying
behavior may unhesitatingly and blatantly engage in antisocial
behavior in the presence of others. Similarly, for defending, children
and adolescents who inflate their engagement in this behavior via
self-report may also be the ones who make the effort to display their
prosociality.

The pattern of findings based on self- and adult-report measures
of bullying and defending differed markedly from those based on
peer-report measures. Specifically, self- and adult-report yielded
larger mean effects (more negative and positive for bullying and
defending, respectively) compared to peer-report measures (see
Tables 1 and 5). One possible explanation for the discrepant findings
is that self- reports and adult reports of bullying behavior reflect a
different construct to that tapped by peer-report measures. In
particular, peer reports of bullying and defending may be more
reflective of peer-relational biases (e.g., popularity, reputation) than
children’s and adolescents’ actual behaviors in bullying situations
(Bouman et al., 2012; Ladd & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2002). These
confounding factors could detract from revealing genuine associa-
tions between social–emotional intelligence and bullying behaviors.

Alternatively, the effect sizes based on peer-report measures of
bullying and defending may have yielded lower correlations com-
pared to self- and adult-report measures due to differences in
measurement factors. First, peer-report measures of children’s
and adolescents’ involvement in bullying situations are typically
based on the number of nominations they get for the different
bullying roles. This procedure thus likely reveals those who promi-
nently take on the roles, but may not precisely differentiate between
those who are more marginally involved versus not involved at all
(Bouman et al., 2012). The failure to capture the variance in levels
of children’s and adolescents’ involvement in bullying situations
may result in weaker links with social–emotional intelligence.
Second, given that the source of measurement for social–emotional
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intelligence was exclusively the children and adolescents them-
selves or their parents and teachers (i.e., no peer-based measures of
social–emotional intelligence), the stronger associations revealed
via self- and adult-report measures of bullying and defending
compared to peer-report measures may be largely a by-product
of measurement concordance.

Secondary Moderators

In addition to the four primary moderators of theoretical interest,
we explored the potential influence of secondary moderators of
participant characteristics (i.e., age, gender, and culture). For both
bully and victim roles (although the overall association was non-
significant for the latter), studies with older children yielded more
strongly negative mean associations between those behaviors and
social–emotional intelligence (see Tables 1, 2, and 3). There are
several possible explanations for these findings.
First, the lower correlations in younger children may result from

the less defined categorization of bullies and victims in early
childhood due to fighting and arguing being a normative part of
the preschool and early school years (Raikes et al., 2013). Addition-
ally, younger children have a more inclusive concept of “bullying,”
failing to discriminate between bullying and general aggression
(Vlachou et al., 2011). Second, the weaker links in younger children
may have been due to challenges in accurately capturing varying
levels of social–emotional intelligence in early childhood, given
nuances in individual differences may not become evident until
they develop more complex social communication in the elementary
school years and beyond (Jenkins, Mulvey, et al., 2017). Third, the
moderating effect of age may also be explained by the accumulating
bidirectional influence of social–emotional intelligence on being a
bully or victim (and vice versa) as children and adolescents grow
older. While deficits in empathy may motivate children to begin
engaging in bullying (or being victimized) in the first place, the
repeated involvement in the antisocial behavior can also exacerbate
the social–emotional impairment (Malti et al., 2010; Stavrinides
et al., 2011; Williford et al., 2016). Given that long term, repeated
involvement is a defining characteristic of bullying (Olweus, 1993), it
is not surprising that the associations of social–emotional intelligence
with being a bully or victim strengthen across childhood and into
adolescence.
Although rates of bullying may be higher in boys than girls, and

boys and girls may engage in different forms of bullying (Cook
et al., 2010; Craig et al., 2009; Smith et al., 2019), the strength of
associations between social–emotional intelligence and the different
bullying roles were consistent across gender. For both boys and
girls, bullying was negatively linked to empathy but not ToM, and
defending was positively linked to both empathy and ToM; being a
victim, bully-victim, or outsider was not associated with social–
emotional intelligence. These findings are consistent with the view
that gender-based differences in levels of empathy may be the
mediating factor that could explain the higher rates of bullying in
boys compared to girls (Topcu & Erdu-Baker, 2012), and may also
have relevance for understanding gender differences in (prosocial)
defending behaviors, which girls are found to engage in more often
than boys (Ma et al., 2019).
We did not find a moderating effect of culture (Western [U.S.],

Western [non-U.S.], non-Western) on the relations between chil-
dren’s and adolescents’ social–emotional intelligence and bullying

behaviors. In the process of our systematic search, we found that the
prevalence of bullying worldwide (Jimerson et al., 2010) was
reflected in the number of studies conducted in non-English speak-
ing countries. Therefore, we made the effort to employ speakers of
multiple languages (13 in addition to English) to translate non-
English documents that were identified in our search. Even with the
inclusion of numerous non-English publications, which allowed our
meta-analysis to capture work from 31 different countries, we found
that culture was not a significant moderator. Thus, although rates of
bullying can vary considerably by country (Craig et al., 2009), it
might be that social–emotional intelligence is a relatively consistent
correlate across cultures for each of the six bullying roles.

Limitations and Future Directions

We found a clear dissociation in the pattern of findings for
empathy and ToM in relation to children’s and adolescents’ engage-
ment in bullying, but we cannot firmly conclude if this finding
reflects a true delineation in the constructs of empathy versus ToM.
On one hand, our findings align with the growing evidence in the
neuropsychological literature that point to empathy and ToM play-
ing interrelated, yet differentiated, roles in social-cognitive func-
tioning (e.g., Coundouris et al., 2020; Demichelis et al., 2020). On
the other hand, as noted above, the divide between empathy and
ToM in our meta-analytic findings may be explained by the different
measurement approaches used in the primary studies to assess the
constructs—namely, questionnaires for empathy and performance-
based tasks for ToM. The use of distinct ways of indexing empathy
versus ToM is an important limitation, not just in relation to bullying
behavior, but also in the broader literature on children’s and
adolescents’ social-cognitive development. Although we endeav-
ored to interpret our findings by taking into consideration the
different biases that likely impacted what each facet of social–
emotional intelligence represented, future research that uses the
same type of assessment approach is now needed to directly
compare how empathy and ToM are linked to children’s and
adolescents’ bullying. Understanding how each facet of social–
emotional intelligence is associated with bullying behavior will
contribute to recent calls for interventions that systematically impact
the multiple cognitive and affective processes that lead to children’s
and adolescents’ involvement in bullying situations (Fredrick et al.,
2020; Garandeau et al., 2021).

Additionally, we found negative links between bullying and
empathy, and positive links between defending and both empathy
and ToM; yet given the focus of our meta-analysis on concurrent
correlational data, we cannot decipher the direction of the relations.
That is, individual differences in social–emotional intelligence may
facilitate bullying and defending; alternatively, individual differ-
ences in experiences with bullying and defending may facilitate the
development of social–emotional intelligence. Indeed, findings
from longitudinal studies suggest that the influence is bidirectional
(e.g., Stavrinides et al., 2011;Williford et al., 2016). Although, these
studies have almost exclusively focused on empathy instead of ToM
(see Fink et al., 2020), and on bullies and victims but not defenders
(see Troop-Gordon et al., 2019). In light of our meta-analytic
findings that ToM and empathy are equally related to defending,
and given the substantial empirical evidence on the malleability of
ToM (Hofmann et al., 2016), a fruitful future avenue of research
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may be to investigate how ToM training can impact children’s and
adolescents’ propensity to defend victims in bullying situations.
In the present study, we report findings using the three-level meta-

analytic approach, which allowed us to include multiple effect sizes
from each study while accounting for within-study dependence in
the data (Assink & Wibbelink, 2016). Although this approach has
been found to yield reliable findings, especially given the large
number of studies included in this meta-analysis (Moeyaert et al.,
2017; Park & Beretvas, 2019), it is only one of several methodo-
logical approaches to handling dependence in the data (e.g., robust
variance estimation; generalized least squares). The findings from
this meta-analysis, therefore, should be considered in light of the
specific approach that we have taken. To address this limitation, we
additionally ran our analyses using a more recently introduced
method that considers both hierarchical and correlated effects
structures within the data (Pustejovsky & Tipton, 2021). Even
when using the version of this alternative approach which yielded
the most conservative results by integrating the robust variance
estimation technique to protect against model misspecifications, the
broad pattern of findings was consistent with our findings based on
the original three-level meta-analytic approach reported in the article
(see Supplementary Tables S8–S13).
Finally, although we investigated the potential moderating influ-

ence of eight different methodological and participant factors, a
large proportion of the variance in associations between children’s
and adolescents’ bullying involvement and social–emotional intel-
ligence remained unexplained. This finding highlights the role of a
myriad of other individual (e.g., self-esteem), peer-relational (e.g.,
social status), and contextual (e.g., classroom bullying norms)
factors that influence children’s and adolescents’ engagement in
these behaviors (for reviews, see Cook et al., 2010; Ma et al., 2019;
Menesini & Salmivalli, 2017). Future studies should, therefore,
build on research that examines how these factors and social–
emotional intelligence drive children’s and adolescents’ involve-
ment in bullying situations, both independently and by interacting
with each other (e.g., Caravita et al., 2009; Lucas-Molina et al.,
2018; Peets et al., 2015).

Conclusions

The present study provided the first meta-analytic integration of
studies that have investigated the associations between children’s
and adolescents’ bullying roles and ToM, as well as in relation to
empathy. In the bullying literature to date, the conceptual delinea-
tion between empathy and ToM is often muddied, wherein findings
from studies using performance-based ToM tasks are discussed in
the same light as those based on empathy questionnaires (particu-
larly with regard to cognitive empathy). The findings from the
present study provide cautionary evidence for this common practice,
revealing that the associations of bullying with empathy versus ToM
are strikingly different: Bullies appear to be capable of mentalizing,
but not so much empathizing. The associations for defending were
consistent across empathy and ToM, pointing to the value in
developing bystander interventions that not only target children’s
and adolescents’ empathic proclivities, but also their abilities to
understand what other people are thinking and feeling (Fredrick et
al., 2020; Garandeau et al., 2021). A successful antibullying pro-
gram, therefore, may be borne through motivating children and
adolescents with bullying tendencies to care about other people’s

feelings, combined with empowering their classmates to care,
comprehend, and stand up for those in need of help.

References

*References marked with an asterisk indicate studies included in the meta-
analyses.

*Acosta, J., Chinman, M., Ebener, P., Malone, P. S., Phillips, A., & Wilks,
A. (2019). Understanding the relationship between perceived school
climate and bullying: A mediator analysis. Journal of School Violence,
18(2), 200–215. https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2018.1453820

*Akyol, A. K., & Bilbay, A. (2018). Examination of the correlation between
peer bullying, exposed to bullying, and emphatic tendencies of adolescent.
Tarih Kultur Ve Sanat Arastirmalari Dergisi-Journal of History Culture
and Art Research, 7(2), 667–675. https://doi.org/10.7596/taksad.v7i2.
1379

*Antoniadou, N., Kokkinos, C. M., & Markos, A. (2016). Possible common
correlates between bullying and cyber-bullying among adolescents. Psi-
cologia Educativa, 22(1), 27–38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pse.2016
.01.003

Assink, M., Spruit, A., Schuts, M., Lindauer, R., van der Put, C. E., & Stams,
G. J. M. (2018). The intergenerational transmission of child maltreatment:
A three-level meta-analysis. Child Abuse & Neglect: The International
Journal, 84, 131–145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.07.037

Assink, M., & Wibbelink, C. J. M. (2016). Fitting three-level meta-analytic
models in R: A step-by-step tutorial. The Quantitative Methods for
Psychology, 12(3), 154–174. https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.12.3.p154

*Athanasiades, C., Baldry, A. C., Kamariotis, T., Kostouli, M., & Psalti, A.
(2016). The “net” of the internet: Risk factors for cyberbullying among
secondary-school students in Greece. European Journal on Criminal
Policy and Research, 22(2), 301–317. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10610-
016-9303-4

*Barchia, K., & Bussey, K. (2011). Predictors of student defenders of peer
aggression victims: Empathy and social cognitive factors. International
Journal of Behavioral Development, 35(4), 289–297. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0165025410396746

*Barhight, L. R. (2011).Children’s physiological and emotional reactions to
witnessing bullying (Publication No. 3543499) [Doctoral dissertation,
University of Delaware]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.

Baron-Cohen, S., Leslie, A. M., & Frith, U. (1985). Does the autistic child
have a “theory of mind”? Cognition, 21(1), 37–46. https://doi.org/10
.1016/0010-0277(85)90022-8

*Baroncelli, A., & Ciucci, E. (2014). Unique effects of different components
of trait emotional intelligence in traditional bullying and cyberbullying.
Journal of Adolescence, 37(6), 807–815. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adole
scence.2014.05.009

*Basto-Pereira, M., & Farrington, D. P. (2021). The basic empathy scale:
Psychometric properties and contributions to the understanding of antiso-
cial behaviour. In D. Jolliffe & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Empathy versus
offending, aggression and bullying: Advancing knowledge using the Basic
Empathy Scale (pp. 11–29). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780
429287459-3

*Bataller, C. B. M., Pitton, M. E. S., & Tomas, A. J. T. (2019). Empatía,
conducta prosocial y “bullying.”Las acciones de los alumnos espectadores
[Empathy, prosocial behavior and bullying. The actions of the bystanders].
Estudios Sobre Educacion, 37, 113–134. https://doi.org/10.15581/004.37
.113-134

*Belacchi, C. (2008). I ruoli dei partecipanti nel bullismo: Una nuova
proposta [The participant roles in bullying: A new proposal]. Giornale
Italiano di Psicologia, 35(4), 885–911. https://doi.org/10.1421/28422

Bensalah, L., Caillies, S., & Anduze, M. (2016). Links among cognitive
empathy, theory of mind, and affective perspective taking by young

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

THEORY OF MIND, EMPATHY, AND BULLYING 219

https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000364.supp
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2018.1453820
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2018.1453820
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2018.1453820
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2018.1453820
https://doi.org/10.7596/taksad.v7i2.1379
https://doi.org/10.7596/taksad.v7i2.1379
https://doi.org/10.7596/taksad.v7i2.1379
https://doi.org/10.7596/taksad.v7i2.1379
https://doi.org/10.7596/taksad.v7i2.1379
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pse.2016.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pse.2016.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pse.2016.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pse.2016.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pse.2016.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pse.2016.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.07.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.07.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.07.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.07.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.07.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.07.037
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.12.3.p154
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.12.3.p154
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.12.3.p154
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.12.3.p154
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.12.3.p154
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10610-016-9303-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10610-016-9303-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10610-016-9303-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025410396746
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025410396746
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(85)90022-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(85)90022-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.05.009
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429287459-3
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429287459-3
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429287459-3
https://doi.org/10.15581/004.37.113-134
https://doi.org/10.15581/004.37.113-134
https://doi.org/10.15581/004.37.113-134
https://doi.org/10.15581/004.37.113-134
https://doi.org/10.1421/28422
https://doi.org/10.1421/28422


children. The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 177(1), 17–31. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2015.1106438

Biswas, T., Scott, J. G., Munir, K., Thomas, H. J., Huda, M. M., Hasan,
M. M., David de Vries, T., Baxter, J., & Mamun, A. A. (2020). Global
variation in the prevalence of bullying victimisation amongst adolescents:
Role of peer and parental supports. EClinicalMedicine, 20, 100276.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2020.100276

Bodden, M. E., Kübler, D., Knake, S., Menzler, K., Heverhagen, J. T.,
Sommer, J., Kalbe, E., Krach, S., & Dodel, R. (2013). Comparing the
neural correlates of affective and cognitive theory of mind using fMRI:
Involvement of the basal ganglia in affective theory of mind. Advances in
Cognitive Psychology, 9(1), 32–43. https://doi.org/10.5709/acp-0129-6

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L., Higgings, J., & Rosthstein, H. R. (2005).
Comprehensive meta analysis (Version 2) [Computer software]. Biostat.

Bouman, T., van der Meulen, M., Goossens, F. A., Olthof, T., Vermande,
M. M., & Aleva, E. A. (2012). Peer and self-reports of victimization and
bullying: Their differential association with internalizing problems and
social adjustment. Journal of School Psychology, 50(6), 759–774. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2012.08.004

Bryant, B. (1982). An index of empathy children and adolescents. Child
Development, 53(2), 413–425. https://doi.org/10.2307/1128984

*Camodeca, M., & Coppola, G. (2016). Bullying, empathic concern, and
internalization of rules among preschool children: The role of emotion
understanding. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 40(5),
459–465. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415607086

Cappadocia, M. C., Pepler, D., Cummings, J. G., & Craig, W. (2012).
Individual motivations and characteristics associated with bystander
intervention during bullying episodes among children and youth. Cana-
dian Journal of School Psychology, 27(3), 201–216. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0829573512450567

*Caravita, S. C. S., Di Blasio, P., & Salmivalli, C. (2009). Unique and
interactive effects of empathy and social status on involvement in bullying.
Social Development, 18(1), 140–163. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507
.2008.00465.x

*Caravita, S. C. S., Di Blasio, P., & Salmivalli, C. (2010). Early adolescents’
participation in bullying: Is ToM involved? The Journal of Early Adoles-
cence, 30(1), 138–170. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431609342983

*Carroll, H. L. (2015). Social cognitive factors associated with verbal
bullying and defending (Publication No. 3646953) [Doctoral dissertation,
Wayne State University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.

*Cassetta, B. (2014). Theory of mind reasoning and its relationship to
executive and social functioning in 10-year-olds [Unpublished master’s
thesis]. University of Calgary.

*Chan, H. C. O., & Wong, D. S. W. (2015). The overlap between school
bullying perpetration and victimization: Assessing the psychological,
familial, and school factors of Chinese adolescents in Hong Kong. Journal
of Child and Family Studies, 24(11), 3224–3234. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10826-015-0125-7

*Chaux, E., & Castellanos, M. (2015). Money and age in schools: Bullying
and power imbalances. Aggressive Behavior, 41(3), 280–293. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ab.21558

*Chaux, E., Molano, A., & Podlesky, P. (2009). Socio-economic, socio-
political and socio-emotional variables explaining school bullying: A
country-wide multilevel analysis. Aggressive Behavior, 35(6), 520–529.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20320

*Cheng, C.-L. (2014). Heterogeneity of relationally aggressive adolescents
in Taiwan: Direct and indirect relational aggression. Journal of Interper-
sonal Violence, 29(16), 3035–3052. https://doi.org/10.1177/088626051
4532525

Cheung, M. W. L. (2014). Modeling dependent effect sizes with three-level
meta-analyses: A structural equation modeling approach. Psychological
Methods, 19(2), 211–229. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032968

*Choi, S., & Cho, Y. I. (2013). Influence of psychological and social factors
on bystanders’ roles in school bullying among Korean-American students

in the United States. School Psychology International, 34(1), 67–81.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034311430406

*Ciucci, E., & Baroncelli, A. (2014). The emotional core of bullying: Further
evidences of the role of callous–unemotional traits and empathy. Person-
ality and Individual Differences, 67, 69–74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid
.2013.09.033

Cliffordson, C. (2001). Parents’ judgments and students’ self-judgments of
empathy: The structure of empathy and agreement of judgement based on
the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI). European Journal of Psycholog-
ical Assessment, 17(1), 36–47. https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.17
.1.36

*Coleman, P. K., & Byrd, C. P. (2003). Interpersonal correlates of peer
victimization among young adolescents. Journal of Youth and Adoles-
cence, 32(4), 301–314. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023089028374

Cook, C. R., Williams, K. R., Guerra, N. G., Kim, T. E., & Sadek, S. (2010).
Predictors of bullying and victimization in childhood and adolescence: A
meta-analytic investigation. School Psychology Quarterly, 25(2), 65–83.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020149

*Correia, I., & Dalbert, C. (2008). School bullying: Belief in a personal just
world of bullies, victims, and defenders. European Psychologist, 13(4),
248–254. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.13.4.248

Coundouris, S. P., Adams, A. G., & Henry, J. D. (2020). Empathy and theory
of mind in Parkinson’s disease: A meta-analysis. Neuroscience and
Biobehavioral Reviews, 109, 92–102. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiore
v.2019.12.030

Cox, C. L., Uddin, L. Q., Di Martino, A., Castellanos, F. X., Milham, M. P.,
& Kelly, C. (2012). The balance between feeling and knowing: Affective
and cognitive empathy are reflected in the brain’s intrinsic functional
dynamics. Social Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 7(6), 727–737.
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsr051

Craig, W., Harel-Fisch, Y., Fogel-Grinvald, H., Dostaler, S., Hetland, J.,
Simons-Morton, B., Molcho, M., de Mato, M. G., Overpeck, M., Due, P.,
Pickett, W., & the HBSC Violence & Injuries Prevention Focus Group, &
the HBSC Bullying Writing Group. (2009). A cross-national profile of
bullying and victimization among adolescents in 40 countries. Interna-
tional Journal of Public Health, 54(Suppl. 2), 216–224. https://doi.org/10
.1007/s00038-009-5413-9

Crick, N. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1994). A review and reformulation of social
information-processing mechanisms in children’s social adjustment. Psy-
chological Bulletin, 115(1), 74–101. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909
.115.1.74

Davis, M. H. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empathy: Evidence
for a multidimensional approach. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 44(1), 113–126. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113

de Waal, F. B. M. (2008). Putting the altruism back into altruism: The
evolution of empathy. Annual Review of Psychology, 59(1), 279–300.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093625

*Del Rey, R., Lazuras, L., Casas, J. A., Barkoukis, V., Ortega-Ruiz, R., &
Tsorbatzoudis, H. (2016). Does empathy predict (cyber) bullying perpe-
tration, and how do age, gender and nationality affect this relationship?
Learning and Individual Differences, 45, 275–281. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.lindif.2015.11.021

Demichelis, O. P., Coundouris, S. P., Grainger, S. A., & Henry, J. D. (2020).
Empathy and theory of mind in Alzheimer’s disease: A meta-analysis.
Journal of the International Neuropsychological Society, 26(10), 963–977.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617720000478

*DePaolis, K., & Williford, A. (2015). The nature and prevalence of cyber
victimization among elementary school children. Child and Youth Care
Forum, 44(3), 377–393. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-014-9292-8

Dodge, K. A., & Crick, N. R. (1990). Social information-processing bases of
aggressive behavior in children. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 16(1), 8–22. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167290161002

*Dollar, T. J. (2017). Person-level predictors of bullying and bystander
behaviors of middle school students (Publication No. 10195003) [Doctoral

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

220 IMUTA ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2015.1106438
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2015.1106438
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2015.1106438
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2015.1106438
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2015.1106438
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2020.100276
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2020.100276
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2020.100276
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2020.100276
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2020.100276
https://doi.org/10.5709/acp-0129-6
https://doi.org/10.5709/acp-0129-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2012.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2012.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2012.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2012.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2012.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2012.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2012.08.004
https://doi.org/10.2307/1128984
https://doi.org/10.2307/1128984
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415607086
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415607086
https://doi.org/10.1177/0829573512450567
https://doi.org/10.1177/0829573512450567
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00465.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00465.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00465.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00465.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00465.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00465.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431609342983
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431609342983
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-015-0125-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-015-0125-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-015-0125-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21558
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21558
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21558
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21558
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20320
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20320
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20320
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514532525
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514532525
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514532525
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032968
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032968
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034311430406
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034311430406
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.09.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.09.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.09.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.09.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.09.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.09.033
https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.17.1.36
https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.17.1.36
https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.17.1.36
https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.17.1.36
https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.17.1.36
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023089028374
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023089028374
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020149
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020149
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.13.4.248
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.13.4.248
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.13.4.248
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.13.4.248
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.13.4.248
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsr051
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsr051
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00038-009-5413-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00038-009-5413-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.115.1.74
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.115.1.74
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.115.1.74
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.115.1.74
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.115.1.74
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093625
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093625
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093625
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093625
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093625
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093625
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617720000478
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617720000478
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-014-9292-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-014-9292-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167290161002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167290161002


dissertation, Wayne State University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses
Global.

Dunn, J., Brown, J., Slomkowski, C., Tesla, C., & Youngblade, L. (1991).
Young children’s understanding of other people’s feelings and beliefs:
Individual differences and their antecedents. Child Development, 62(6),
1352–1366. https://doi.org/10.2307/1130811

Duval, S., & Tweedie, R. (2000). Trim and fill: A simple funnel-plot-based
method of testing and adjusting for publication bias in meta-analysis.
Biometrics, 56(2), 455–463. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000
.00455.x

Dvash, J., & Shamay-Tsoory, S. G. (2014). Theory of mind and empathy as
multidimensional constructs: Neurological foundation. Topics in Lan-
guage Disorders, 34(4), 282–295. https://doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0000000
000000040

Egger, M., Davey Smith, G., Schneider, M., & Minder, C. (1997). Bias in
meta-analysis detected by a simple, graphical test. BMJ (Clinical Research
Ed.), 315(7109), 629–634. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629

Eggum, N. D., Eisenberg, N., Kao, K., Spinrad, T. L., Bolnick, R., Hofer, C.,
Kupfer, A. S., & Fabricius, W. V. (2011). Emotion understanding, theory
of mind, and prosocial orientation: Relations over time in early childhood.
The Journal of Positive Psychology, 6(1), 4–16. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17439760.2010.536776

Eisenberg, N., & Fabes, R. A. (1990). Empathy: Conceptualization, mea-
surement, and relation to prosocial behavior. Motivation and Emotion,
14(2), 131–149. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00991640

Eisenberg, N., & Strayer, J. (1987). Critical issues in the study of empathy. In
N. Eisenberg& J. Strayer (Eds.),Empathy and its development: Cambridge
studies in social and emotional development (pp. 3–13). Cambridge
University Press.

*Endresen, I. M., & Olweus, D. (2001). Self-reported empathy in Norwegian
adolescents: Sex differences, age trends, and relationship to bullying. In
A. C. Bohart & D. J. Stipek (Eds.), Constructive & destructive behavior:
Implications for family, school, & society (pp. 147–165). American
Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/10433-007

Eslea, M., Menesini, E., Morita, Y., O’Moore, M., Mora-Merchan, J. A.,
Pereira, B., & Smith, P. K. (2004). Friendship and loneliness among
bullies and victims: Data from seven countries. Aggressive Behavior,
30(1), 71–83. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20006

*Espelage, D., Green, H., & Polanin, J. (2012). Willingness to intervene in
bullying episodes among middle school students: Individual and peer-
group influences. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 32(6), 776–801.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431611423017

*Espelage, D. L., Hong, J. S., Kim, D. H., & Nan, L. (2018). Empathy,
attitude towards bullying, theory-of-mind, and non-physical forms of bully
perpetration and victimization among U.S. middle school students. Child
and Youth Care Forum, 47(1), 45–60. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-
017-9416-z

*Espelage, D. L., Mebane, S. E., & Adams, R. S. (2004). Empathy, caring,
and bullying: Toward an understanding of complex associations. In D. L.
Espelage, S. E. Mebane, & R. S. Adams (Eds.), Bullying in american
schools: A social–ecological perspective on prevention and intervention
(pp. 37–61). Lawrence Erlbaum.

*Espelage, D. L., VanRyzin,M. J., &Holt,M.K. (2018). Trajectories of bully
perpetration across early adolescence: Static risk factors, dynamic covari-
ates, and longitudinal outcomes. Psychology of Violence, 8(2), 141–150.
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000095

*Esposito, L. E. (2007). The role of empathy, anger management and
normative beliefs about aggression in bullying among urban, African-
American middle school children (Publication No. 3288686) [Doctoral
dissertation, Virginia Commonwealth University]. ProQuest Dissertations
and Theses Global.

*Estévez, E., Estévez, J. F., Segura, L., & Suárez, C. (2019). The influence of
bullying and cyberbullying in the psychological adjustment of victims and
aggressors in adolescence. International Journal of Environmental

Research and Public Health, 16(12), Article E2080. https://doi.org/10
.3390/ijerph16122080

*Farina, E., & Belacchi, C. (2014). The relationship between emotional
competence and hostile/prosocial behavior in Albanian preschoolers: An
exploratory study. School Psychology International, 35(5), 475–484.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034313511011

Ferguson, C. J., & Heene, M. (2012). A vast graveyard of undead theories:
Publication bias and psychological science’s aversion to the null. Per-
spectives on Psychological Science, 7(6), 555–561. https://doi.org/10
.1177/1745691612459059

Fernández-Castilla, B., Declercq, L., Jamshidi, L., Beretvas, S. N., Onghena,
P., & Van den Noortgate, W. (2021). Detecting selection bias in meta-
analyses with multiple outcomes: A simulation study. Journal of Experi-
mental Education, 89(1), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1177/174569161245
9059

Fink, E., de Rosnay, M., Patalay, P., & Hunt, C. (2020). Early pathways to
bullying: A prospective longitudinal study examining the influences of
theory of mind and social preference on bullying behaviour during the first
3 years of school. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 38(3),
458–477. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12328

*Fougeret-Linlaud, V., Catheline, N., Chabaud, F., & Gicquel, L. (2016). Le
harcèlement scolaire entre pairs. À propos d’une étude en Vienne visant à
évaluer l’apport d’un support ludique mettant en jeu les émotions [School
bullying among pupils. About a study in Vienne to estimate the contribu-
tion of a play medium that involves emotions]. Neuropsychiatrie de
l’Enfance et de l’Adolescence, 64(4), 216–223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.neurenf.2016.03.007

Fredrick, S. S., Jenkins, L. N., & Ray, K. (2020). Dimensions of empathy and
bystander intervention in bullying in elementary school. Journal of School
Psychology, 79, 31–42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2020.03.001

*Freitas, D. F., Coimbra, S., Fontaine, A. M., & Marturano, E. M. (2017).
Mecanismos de proteção perante a vitimização por pares e a discriminação
[Protection mechanisms in the face of peer victimization and discrimina-
tion]. Psicologia: Revista da Associação Portuguesa Psicologia, 31(2),
25–45. https://doi.org/10.17575/rpsicol.v31i2.1152

*Gagnon, C. M. (2013). Bullying in schools: The role of empathy, tempera-
ment, and emotion regulation (Publication No. 3519987) [Doctoral
dissertation, Florida Atlantic University]. ProQuest Dissertations and
Theses Global.

*Gano-Overway, L. A. (2013). Exploring the connections between caring
and social behaviors in physical education. Research Quarterly for
Exercise and Sport, 84(1), 104–114. https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367
.2013.762322

Garandeau, C. F., Laninga-Wijnen, L., & Salmivalli, C. (2021). Effects of the
KiVa anti-bullying program on affective and cognitive empathy in children
and adolescents. Journal of Child & Adolescent Psychology. Advance
online publication. https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2020.1846541

*Garner, P. W., & Lemerise, E. A. (2007). The roles of behavioral adjust-
ment and conceptions of peers and emotions in preschool children’s peer
victimization. Development and Psychopathology, 19(1), 57–71. https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0954579407070046

*Gini, G. (2006). Social cognition and moral cognition in bullying: What’s
wrong? Aggressive Behavior, 32(6), 528–539. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ab.20153

*Gini, G., Albiero, P., & Benelli, B. (2005). Relazione tra bullismo,
empatia ed autoefficacia percepita in un campione di adolescenti [Rela-
tion between bullying, empathy and perceived self-efficacy in adoles-
cents]. Psicologia Clinica dello Sviluppo, 9(3), 457–472. https://doi.org/
10.1111/bjdp.12133

*Gini, G., Albiero, P., Benelli, B., & Altoè, G. (2007). Does empathy predict
adolescents’ bullying and defending behavior? Aggressive Behavior,
33(5), 467–476. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20204

*Gini, G., Albiero, P., Benelli, B., & Altoè, G. (2008). Determinants of
adolescents’ active defending and passive bystanding behavior in

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

THEORY OF MIND, EMPATHY, AND BULLYING 221

https://doi.org/10.2307/1130811
https://doi.org/10.2307/1130811
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x
https://doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0000000000000040
https://doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0000000000000040
https://doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0000000000000040
https://doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0000000000000040
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2010.536776
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2010.536776
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2010.536776
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2010.536776
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2010.536776
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00991640
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00991640
https://doi.org/10.1037/10433-007
https://doi.org/10.1037/10433-007
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20006
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20006
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431611423017
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431611423017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-017-9416-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-017-9416-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-017-9416-z
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000095
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000095
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16122080
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16122080
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034313511011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034313511011
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691612459059
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691612459059
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691612459059
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691612459059
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691612459059
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12328
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12328
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12328
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurenf.2016.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurenf.2016.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurenf.2016.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurenf.2016.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurenf.2016.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurenf.2016.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2020.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2020.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2020.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2020.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2020.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2020.03.001
https://doi.org/10.17575/rpsicol.v31i2.1152
https://doi.org/10.17575/rpsicol.v31i2.1152
https://doi.org/10.17575/rpsicol.v31i2.1152
https://doi.org/10.17575/rpsicol.v31i2.1152
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2013.762322
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2013.762322
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2013.762322
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2013.762322
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2020.1846541
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2020.1846541
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2020.1846541
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2020.1846541
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579407070046
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579407070046
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579407070046
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20153
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20153
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20153
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20153
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12133
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12133
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12133
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12133
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20204
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20204
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20204


bullying. Journal of Adolescence, 31(1), 93–105. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.adolescence.2007.05.002

*Gini, G., &Carli, G. (2004). Comprensione di stati mentali ed emozioni: Un
confronto tra bulli, vittime e altri ruoli nella classe [Comprehension of
mental states and emotions: A comparison between bullies, victims, and
other roles in the classroom]. Psicologia dell’Educazione e della For-
mazione, 6(2), 185–200.

*Givens, J. E. (2010). Does theory of mind mediate aggression and bullying
in middle school males and females? (Publication No. 3386839) [Doctoral
dissertation, The University of Nebraska]. ProQuest Dissertations and
Theses Global.

Goossens, F. A., Olthof, T., & Dekker, P. H. (2006). New participant role
scales: Comparison between various criteria for assigning roles and
indications for their validity. Aggressive Behavior, 32(4), 343–357.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20133

*Graf, D., Yanagida, T., & Spiel, C. (2019). Through the magnifying glass:
Empathy’s differential role in preventing and promoting traditional and
cyberbullying. Computers in Human Behavior, 96, 186–195. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.02.007

*Grassetti, S. N. (2017). Caregivers’ advice and children’s values about
bullying and bystander behaviors during bullying incidents (Publication
No. 10190670) [Doctoral dissertation, University of Delaware]. ProQuest
Dissertations and Theses Global.

*Habashy Hussein, M. (2013). The social and emotional skills of bullies,
victims, and bully-victims of Egyptian primary school children. Interna-
tional Journal of Psychology, 48(5), 910–921. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00207594.2012.702908

*Haddock, A. D., & Jimerson, S. R. (2017). An examination of differences in
moral disengagement and empathy among bullying participant groups.
Journal of Relationships Research, 8, Article e15. https://doi.org/10.1017/
jrr.2017.15

Haynie, D. L., Nansel, T., Eitel, P., Crump, A. D., Saylor, K., Yu, K., &
Simons-Morton, B. (2001). Bullies, victims, and bully/victims: Distinct
groups of at-risk youth. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 21(1), 29–49.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431601021001002

*Hektner, J. M., & Swenson, C. A. (2012). Links from teacher beliefs to peer
victimization and bystander intervention: Tests of mediating processes.
The Journal of Early Adolescence, 32(4), 516–536. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0272431611402502

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). The weirdest people in
the world? Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 33(2–3), 61–83. https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X

Henry, J. D., von Hippel, W., Molenberghs, P., Lee, T., & Sachdev, P. S.
(2016). Clinical assessment of social cognitive function in neurological
disorders. Nature Reviews. Neurology, 12(1), 28–39. https://doi.org/10
.1038/nrneurol.2015.229

Hofmann, S. G., Doan, S. N., Sprung, M., Wilson, A., Ebesutani, C.,
Andrews, L. A., Curtiss, J., & Harris, P. L. (2016). Training children’s
theory-of-mind: A meta-analysis of controlled studies. Cognition, 150,
200–212. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.01.006

*Hoover, R. L. (2005). A methodological study of family and personality
variables associated with discrimination and bullying (Publication No.
3197025) [Doctoral dissertation, University of Cincinnati]. ProQuest
Dissertations and Theses Global.

*Howard, A. M. (2009). Socio-cultural, situational, and individual differ-
ences among peer bystanders of bullying: Who will help the victim?
(Publication No. 3388926) [Doctoral dissertation, Illinois State Univer-
sity]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.

Hox, J. J. (2010). Multilevel analysis: Techniques and applications.
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203852279

*Hudson, C. C. (2015). The role of theory of mind in the relation between
victimization and depressive symptoms (Publication No. 10156015) [Mas-
ter’s thesis, Queen’s University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses
Global.

Imuta, K., Henry, J. D., Slaughter, V., Selcuk, B., & Ruffman, T. (2016).
Theory of mind and prosocial behavior in childhood: A meta-analytic
review. Developmental Psychology, 52(8), 1192–1205. https://doi.org/10
.1037/dev0000140

*Ingram, K. M., Espelage, D. L., Merrin, G. J., Valido, A., Heinhorst, J., &
Joyce, M. (2019). Evaluation of a virtual reality enhanced bullying
prevention curriculum pilot trial. Journal of Adolescence, 71(1), 72–83.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2018.12.006

*Irshad, E., & Atta, M. (2013). Social competence as predictor of bullying
among children and adolescents. Journal of the Indian Academy of
Applied Psychology, 39(1), 35–42.

Jadambaa, A., Thomas, H. J., Scott, J. G., Graves, N., Brain, D., & Pacella, R.
(2019). Prevalence of traditional bullying and cyberbullying among
children and adolescents in Australia: A systematic review and meta-
analysis. The Australian and New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 53(9),
878–888. https://doi.org/10.1177/0004867419846393

*Janošová, P., & Kollerová, L. (2018). Personality traits and defending
victims of bullying: Agreeableness, neuroticism and extraversion matter.
Československá Psychologie:Časopis Pro Psychologickou Teorii a Praxi,
62(5), 432–446.

*Jansen, P. W., Zwirs, B., Verlinden, M., Mieloo, C. L., Jaddoe, V. W. V.,
Hofman, A., Verhulst, F. C., Jansen, W., van Ijzendoorn, M. H., &
Tiemeier, H. (2017). Observed and parent-reported conscience in child-
hood: Relations with bullying involvement in early primary school.
Social Development, 26(4), 965–980. https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.
12233

*Jenkins, L. N., Demaray, M. K., Fredrick, S. S., & Summers, K. H. (2016).
Associations among middle school students’ bullying roles and social
skills. Journal of School Violence, 15(3), 259–278. https://doi.org/10
.1080/15388220.2014.986675

*Jenkins, L. N., Demaray, M. K., & Tennant, J. (2017). Social, emotional,
and cognitive factors associated with bullying. School Psychology Review,
46(1), 42–64. https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2017.12087609

Jenkins, L. N., Mulvey, N., & Floress, M. T. (2017). Social and language
skills as predictors of bullying roles in early childhood: A narrative
summary of the literature. Education & Treatment of Children, 40(3),
401–417. https://doi.org/10.1353/etc.2017.0017

*Jenkins, L. N., & Nickerson, A. B. (2019). Bystander intervention in
bullying: Role of social skills and gender. The Journal of Early Adoles-
cence, 39(2), 141–166. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431617735652

Jimerson, S. R., Swearer, S. M., & Espelage, D. (2010). International
scholarship advances science and practice addressing bullying schools.
In S. R. Jimerson, S. M. Swearer, & D. L. Espelage (Eds.), Handbook of
bullying in schools: An international perspective (pp. 1–6). Routledge.

Johansson, S., & Englund, G. (2021). Cyberbullying and its relationship with
physical, verbal, and relational bullying: A structural equation modelling
approach. Educational Psychology, 41(3), 320–337. https://doi.org/10
.1080/01443410.2020.1769033

Johnson, B. T. (2021). Toward a more transparent, rigorous, and generative
psychology. Psychological Bulletin, 147(1), 1–15. https://doi.org/10
.1037/bul0000317

Kanske, P., Böckler, A., Trautwein, F.-M., Parianen Lesemann, F. H., &
Singer, T. (2016). Are strong empathizers better mentalizers? Evidence for
independence and interaction between the routes of social cognition.
Social Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 11(9), 1383–1392. https://
doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsw052

Kennedy, R. S. (2020). A meta-analysis of the outcomes of bullying
prevention programs on subtypes of traditional bullying victimization:
Verbal, relational, and physical. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 55,
Article 101485. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2020.101485

*Kiliç, K. M. (2019). Relationships between digital game addiction,
bullying cognitions and empathy levels in adolescents. Elementary
Education Online, 18(2), 549–562. https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline
.2019.562015

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

222 IMUTA ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20133
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20133
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2012.702908
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2012.702908
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2012.702908
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2012.702908
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2012.702908
https://doi.org/10.1017/jrr.2017.15
https://doi.org/10.1017/jrr.2017.15
https://doi.org/10.1017/jrr.2017.15
https://doi.org/10.1017/jrr.2017.15
https://doi.org/10.1017/jrr.2017.15
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431601021001002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431601021001002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431611402502
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431611402502
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrneurol.2015.229
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrneurol.2015.229
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrneurol.2015.229
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrneurol.2015.229
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.01.006
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203852279
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203852279
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000140
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000140
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0004867419846393
https://doi.org/10.1177/0004867419846393
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12233
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12233
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12233
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12233
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.986675
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.986675
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.986675
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.986675
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2017.12087609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2017.12087609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2017.12087609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2017.12087609
https://doi.org/10.1353/etc.2017.0017
https://doi.org/10.1353/etc.2017.0017
https://doi.org/10.1353/etc.2017.0017
https://doi.org/10.1353/etc.2017.0017
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431617735652
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431617735652
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2020.1769033
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2020.1769033
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2020.1769033
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2020.1769033
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000317
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000317
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsw052
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsw052
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsw052
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2020.101485
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2020.101485
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2020.101485
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2020.101485
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2020.101485
https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2019.562015
https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2019.562015
https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2019.562015
https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2019.562015


*Kim, M. J., Lee, J. W., & Kim, D. M. (2013). The effects of affective
empathy, self-efficacy and social responsibility on defending behaviors in
bullying: Focused on the moderating effects of perceived popularity.
Journal of Asia Pacific Counseling, 3(2), 139–150. https://doi.org/10
.18401/2013.3.2.3

Knapp, G., & Hartung, J. (2003). Improved tests for a random effects meta-
regression with a single covariate. Statistics in Medicine, 22(17), 2693–
2710. https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.1482

*Kokkinos, C. M., & Kipritsi, E. (2012). The relationship between bullying,
victimization, trait emotional intelligence, self-efficacy and empathy
among preadolescents. Social Psychology of Education, 15(1), 41–58.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-011-9168-9

*Kokkinos, C. M., & Kipritsi, E. (2018). Bullying, moral disengagement and
empathy: Exploring the links among early adolescents. Educational
Psychology, 38(4), 535–552. https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2017.136
3376

*Kollerová, L., Yanagida, T., Mazzone, A., Soukup, P., & Strohmeier, D.
(2018). “They think that I should defend”: Effects of peer and teacher
injunctive norms on defending victimized classmates in early adolescents.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 47(11), 2424–2439. https://doi.org/10
.1007/s10964-018-0918-2

Ladd, G. W., & Kochenderfer-Ladd, B. (2002). Identifying victims of peer
aggression from early to middle childhood: Analysis of cross-informant
data for concordance, estimation of relational adjustment, prevalence of
victimization, and characteristics of identified victims. Psychological
Assessment, 14(1), 74–96. https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.14.1.74

*Laible, D. J., Murphy, T. P., & Augustine, M. (2014). Adolescents’
aggressive and prosocial behaviors: Links with social information proces-
sing, negative emotionality, moral affect, and moral cognition. The
Journal of Genetic Psychology, 175(3–4), 270–286. https://doi.org/10
.1080/00221325.2014.885878

*Lalama, S. M. (2014). Perceived caring climate, empathy, and student
social behavior in high school bands (Publication No. 3681486) [Doctoral
dissertation, University of Miami]. ProQuest Dissertations & Theses
Global.

*Lázaro-Visa, S., Palomera, R., Briones, E., Fernández-Fuertes, A. A., &
Fernández-Rouco, N. (2019). Bullied adolescent’s life satisfaction: Per-
sonal competencies and school climate as protective factors. Frontiers in
Psychology, 10, Article 1691. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01691

*Limber, S. P., Olweus, D., Wang, W., Masiello, M., & Breivik, K. (2018).
Evaluation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program: A large scale
study of U.S. students in grades 3–11. Journal of School Psychology, 69,
56–72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2018.04.004

*Lomas, J., Stough, C., Hansen, K., & Downey, L. A. (2012). Brief report:
Emotional intelligence, victimisation and bullying in adolescents. Journal
of Adolescence, 35(1), 207–211. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence
.2011.03.002

*Longobardi, C., Borello, L., Thornberg, R., & Settanni, M. (2020).
Empathy and defending behaviours in school bullying: The mediating
role of motivation to defend victims. The British Journal of Educational
Psychology, 90(2), 473–486. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12289

Lonigro, A., Baiocco, R., Baumgartner, E., & Laghi, F. (2017). Theory of
mind, affective empathy, and persuasive strategies in school-aged chil-
dren. Infant and Child Development, 26(6), Article e2022. https://doi.org/
10.1002/icd.2022

*Lucas-Molina, B., Pérez-Albéniz, A., Fonseca-Pedrero, E., & Giménez-
Dasí, M. (2018). Bullying, defending, and outsider behaviors: The mod-
erating role of social status and gender in their relationship with empathy.
Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 59(4), 473–482. https://doi.org/10
.1111/sjop.12453

*Ma, T. L. (2014). Connection or independence: A cross-cultural compari-
son of students’ responses upon witnessing and experiencing peer
victimization in school: A mixed-method study (Publication No.

3624948) [Doctoral dissertation, The University of Wisconsin-Madison].
ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.

*Ma, T. L. (2020). Adolescents’ willingness to help with peer victimisation
in Taiwan: The role of individual and situation-specific characteristics.
International Journal of Psychology, 55(2), 201–209. https://doi.org/10
.1002/ijop.12565

Ma, T.-L., Meter, D. J., Chen, W.-T., & Lee, Y. (2019). Defending behavior
of peer victimization in school and cyber context during childhood and
adolescence: A meta-analytic review of individual and peer-relational
characteristics. Psychological Bulletin, 145(9), 891–928. https://doi.org/
10.1037/bul0000205

*Machackova, H., & Pfetsch, J. (2016). Bystanders’ responses to offline
bullying and cyberbullying: The role of empathy and normative beliefs
about aggression. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 57(2), 169–176.
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12277

*Malti, T., Perren, S., & Buchmann, M. (2010). Children’s peer victimiza-
tion, empathy, and emotional symptoms. Child Psychiatry and Human
Development, 41(1), 98–113. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-009-0155-8

*Martorell, C., Gonzalez, R., Rasal, P., & Estelles, R. (2009). Convivencia e
inteligencia emotional en niños en edad escolar [Living together and
emotional intelligence in school-age children]. European Journal of
Education and Psychology, 2(1), 69–78. https://doi.org/10.30552/ejep
.v2i1.18

Meffert, H., Gazzola, V., den Boer, J. A., Bartels, A. A. J., & Keysers, C.
(2013). Reduced spontaneous but relatively normal deliberate vicarious
representations in psychopathy.Brain: A Journal of Neurology, 136(Pt. 8),
2550–2562. https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awt190

*Meines, S., Poll, A., Reijnders, M., & Wouters, W. (2012). Adolescent
empathy and conflict resolution [Bachelor’s thesis, Utrecht University].
Utrecht University Repository. https://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/
257522

*Melo, M., & Pereira, S. (2017). Comportamentos e motivos dos/as ob-
servadores/as de bullying: Contributos para a sua avaliação [Behaviors and
motives of bystanders: Contributions for their evaluation]. PSICOLOGIA,
31(2), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.17575/rpsicol.v31i2.1150

Menesini, E., & Salmivalli, C. (2017). Bullying in schools: The state of
knowledge and effective interventions. Psychology Health and Medicine,
22(Suppl. 1), 240–253. https://doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2017.1279740

*Menolascino, N., & Jenkins, L. N. (2018). Predicting bystander interven-
tion among middle school students. School Psychology Quarterly, 33(2),
305–313. https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000262

Miller, S. A. (2012). Theory of mind: Beyond the preschool years.
Psychology Press. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203122730

*Mitsopoulou, E., & Giovazolias, T. (2013). The relationship between
perceived parental bonding and bullying: The mediating role of empathy.
The European Journal of Counselling Psychology, 2(1), 1–16. https://
doi.org/10.5964/ejcop.v2i1.2

Mitsopoulou, E., & Giovazolias, T. (2015). Personality traits, empathy and
bullying behavior: A meta-analytic approach. Aggression and Violent
Behavior, 21, 61–72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.01.007

Modecki, K. L., Minchin, J., Harbaugh, A. G., Guerra, N. G., & Runions,
K. C. (2014). Bullying prevalence across contexts: A meta-analysis
measuring cyber and traditional bullying. The Journal of Adolescent
Health, 55(5), 602–611. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2014
.06.007

Moeyaert, M., Ugille, M., Beretvas, S. N., Ferron, J., Bunuan, R., & Van den
Noortgate, W. (2017). Methods for dealing with multiple outcomes in
meta-analysis: A comparison between averaging effect sizes, robust
variance estimation and multilevel meta-analysis. International Journal
of Social ResearchMethodology, 20(6), 559–572. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13645579.2016.1252189

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., Altman, D. G., & PRISMA Group.
(2009). Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

THEORY OF MIND, EMPATHY, AND BULLYING 223

https://doi.org/10.18401/2013.3.2.3
https://doi.org/10.18401/2013.3.2.3
https://doi.org/10.18401/2013.3.2.3
https://doi.org/10.18401/2013.3.2.3
https://doi.org/10.18401/2013.3.2.3
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.1482
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.1482
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.1482
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-011-9168-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-011-9168-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2017.1363376
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2017.1363376
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2017.1363376
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2017.1363376
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2017.1363376
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-018-0918-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-018-0918-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.14.1.74
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.14.1.74
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.14.1.74
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.14.1.74
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.14.1.74
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2014.885878
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2014.885878
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2014.885878
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2014.885878
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01691
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01691
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01691
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01691
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2018.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2018.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2018.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2018.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2018.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2018.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12289
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12289
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12289
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.2022
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.2022
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.2022
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.2022
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12453
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12453
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12453
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12565
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12565
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12565
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000205
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000205
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000205
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12277
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12277
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12277
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-009-0155-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-009-0155-8
https://doi.org/10.30552/ejep.v2i1.18
https://doi.org/10.30552/ejep.v2i1.18
https://doi.org/10.30552/ejep.v2i1.18
https://doi.org/10.30552/ejep.v2i1.18
https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awt190
https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awt190
https://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/257522
https://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/257522
https://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/257522
https://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/257522
https://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/257522
https://doi.org/10.17575/rpsicol.v31i2.1150
https://doi.org/10.17575/rpsicol.v31i2.1150
https://doi.org/10.17575/rpsicol.v31i2.1150
https://doi.org/10.17575/rpsicol.v31i2.1150
https://doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2017.1279740
https://doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2017.1279740
https://doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2017.1279740
https://doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2017.1279740
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000262
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000262
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203122730
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203122730
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejcop.v2i1.2
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejcop.v2i1.2
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejcop.v2i1.2
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejcop.v2i1.2
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejcop.v2i1.2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2014.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2014.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2014.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2014.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2014.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2014.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1252189
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1252189
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1252189
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1252189
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1252189


analyses: The PRISMA statement. Annals of Internal Medicine, 151(4),
264–269. https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-151-4-200908180-00135

*Monks, C. (2000). The nature of bullying in early childhood (Publication
No. U158614) [Doctoral dissertation, University of London]. ProQuest
Dissertations & Theses Global.

Monks, C. P., Smith, P. K., & Swettenham, J. (2005). Psychological
correlates of peer victimisation in preschool: Social cognitive skills,
executive function and attachment profiles. Aggressive Behavior, 31(6),
571–588. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20099

Moore, S. E., Norman, R. E., Suetani, S., Thomas, H. J., Sly, P. D., & Scott,
J. G. (2017). Consequences of bullying victimization in childhood and
adolescence: A systematic review and meta-analysis. World Journal of
Psychiatry, 7(1), 60–76. https://doi.org/10.5498/wjp.v7.i1.60

*Muñoz, L. C., Qualter, P., & Padgett, G. (2011). Empathy and bullying:
Exploring the influence of callous-unemotional traits. Child Psychiatry
and Human Development, 42(2), 183–196. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10
578-010-0206-1

Murphy, B. A., & Lilienfeld, S. O. (2019). Are self-report cognitive empathy
ratings valid proxies for cognitive empathy ability? Negligible meta-
analytic relations with behavioral task performance. Psychological Assess-
ment, 31(8), 1062–1072. https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000732

Nansel, T. R., Overpeck, M., Pilla, R. S., Ruan, W. J., Simons-Morton, B., &
Scheidt, P. (2001). Bullying behaviors among US youth: Prevalence and
association with psychosocial adjustment. Journal of the American Medi-
cal Association, 285(16), 2094–2100. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.285
.16.2094

Nickerson, A. B., Aloe, A. M., & Werth, J. M. (2015). The relation of
empathy and defending in bullying: A meta-analytic investigation. School
Psychology Review, 44(4), 372–390. https://doi.org/10.17105/spr-15-
0035.1

*Nickerson, A. B., Mele, D., & Princiotta, D. (2008). Attachment and
empathy as predictors of roles as defenders or outsiders in bullying
interactions. Journal of School Psychology, 46(6), 687–703. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2008.06.002

*Nickerson, A. B., & Mele-Taylor, D. (2014). Empathetic responsiveness,
group norms, and prosocial affiliations in bullying roles. School Psychol-
ogy Quarterly, 29(1), 99–109. https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000052

Nielsen, M. B., & Einarsen, S. V. (2018). What we know, what we do not
know, and what we should and could have known about workplace
bullying: An overview of the literature and agenda for future research.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 42, 71–83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb
.2018.06.007

Obermann, M.-L. (2011a). Moral disengagement among bystanders to
school bullying. Journal of School Violence, 10(3), 239–257. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2011.578276

Obermann, M.-L. (2011b). Moral disengagement in self-reported and peer-
nominated school bullying. Aggressive Behavior, 37(2), 133–144. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ab.20378

Oh, I., &Hazler, R. J. (2009). Contributions of personal and situational factors
to bystanders’ reactions to school bullying. School Psychology Interna-
tional, 30(3), 291–310. https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034309106499

Olweus, D. (1993). Bullying at school: What we know and what we can do.
Blackwell.

*Overgaauw, S., Rieffe, C., Broekhof, E., Crone, E. A., & Güroğlu, B.
(2017). Assessing empathy across childhood and adolescence: Validation
of the Empathy Questionnaire for Children and Adolescents (EmQue-
CA). Frontiers in Psychology, 8, Article 870. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2017.00870

*Park, J.-H. (2013). Differential correlates of bully/victim status and
bystander roles of school violence with school adjustment in Korea.
KEDI Journal of Educational Policy, 10(3), 119–133. https://doi.org/10
.22804/kjep.2013.10.009

Park, S., & Beretvas, S. N. (2019). Synthesizing effects for multiple out-
comes per study using robust variance estimation versus the three-level

model. Behavior Research Methods, 51(1), 152–171. https://doi.org/10
.3758/s13428-018-1156-y

Peeters, M., Cillessen, A. H. N., & Scholte, R. H. J. (2010). Clueless or
powerful? Identifying subtypes of bullies in adolescence. Journal of Youth
and Adolescence, 39(9), 1041–1052. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-
9478-9

*Peets, K., Pöyhönen, V., Juvonen, J., & Salmivalli, C. (2015). Classroom
norms of bullying alter the degree to which children defend in response to
their affective empathy and power. Developmental Psychology, 51(7),
913–920. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039287

Pellegrini, A. D., & Bartini, M. (2000). A longitudinal study of bullying,
victimization, and peer affiliation during the transition from primary
school to middle school. American Educational Research Journal,
37(3), 699–725. https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312037003699

Pepler, D. J., & Craig, W. M. (1995). A peek behind the fence: Naturalistic
observations of aggressive children with remote audiovisual recording.
Developmental Psychology, 31(4), 548–553. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0012-1649.31.4.548

*Perren, S., Gutzwiller-Helfenfinger, E., Malti, T., & Hymel, S. (2012).
Moral reasoning and emotion attributions of adolescent bullies, victims,
and bully-victims. British Journal of Developmental Psychology,
30(Pt. 4), 511–530. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835X.2011.02059.x

*Post, D. S. (2012). An exploration of the unique and combined impact of
peer and parental relationship quality on social competence in early
adolescence (Publication No. 3453166) [Doctoral dissertation, Wheaton
College]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.

*Poteat, V. P., DiGiovanni, C. D., & Scheer, J. R. (2013). Predicting
homophobic behavior among heterosexual youth: Domain general and
sexual orientation-specific factors at the individual and contextual level.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 42(3), 351–362. https://doi.org/10
.1007/s10964-012-9813-4

*Poteat, V. P., & Espelage, D. L. (2005). Exploring the relation between
bullying and homophobic verbal content: The homophobic content agent
target (HCAT) scale. Violence and Victims, 20(5), 513–528. https://
doi.org/10.1891/vivi.2005.20.5.513

Pouwels, J. L., Salmivalli, C., Saarento, S., van den Berg, Y. H. M., Lansu,
T. A. M., & Cillessen, A. H. N. (2018). Predicting adolescents’ bullying
participation from developmental trajectories of social status and behavior.
Child Development, 89(4), 1157–1176. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12794

*Pozzoli, T., Gini, G., & Thornberg, R. (2017). Getting angry matters: Going
beyond perspective taking and empathic concern to understand bystan-
ders’ behavior in bullying. Journal of Adolescence, 61(1), 87–95. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.09.011

Preckel, K., Kanske, P., & Singer, T. (2018). On the interaction of social
affect and cognition: Empathy, compassion and theory of mind. Current
Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 19, 1–6. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha
.2017.07.010

*Pugliese, G. V. (2014). Social–emotional processing and bullying behav-
iour. [Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. University of Calgary.

Pustejovsky, J. E., & Tipton, E. (2021). Meta-analysis with Robust Variance
Estimation: Expanding the range of working models. Prevention Science,
23(3), 425–438. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-021-01246-3

Raikes, H. A., Virmani, E. A., Thompson, R. A., & Hatton, H. (2013).
Declines in peer conflict from preschool through first grade: Influences
from early attachment and social information processing. Attachment &
Human Development, 15(1), 65–82. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734
.2012.728381

*Raskauskas, J. L., Gregory, J., Harvey, S. T., Rifshana, F., & Evans, I. M.
(2010). Bullying among primary school children in New Zealand: Re-
lationships with prosocial behaviour and classroom climate. Educational
Research, 52(1), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881003588097

R Core Team. (2020). R: A language and environment for statistical
computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://www.R-
project.org/

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

224 IMUTA ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-151-4-200908180-00135
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-151-4-200908180-00135
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20099
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20099
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20099
https://doi.org/10.5498/wjp.v7.i1.60
https://doi.org/10.5498/wjp.v7.i1.60
https://doi.org/10.5498/wjp.v7.i1.60
https://doi.org/10.5498/wjp.v7.i1.60
https://doi.org/10.5498/wjp.v7.i1.60
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-010-0206-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-010-0206-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-010-0206-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000732
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000732
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.285.16.2094
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.285.16.2094
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.285.16.2094
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.285.16.2094
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.285.16.2094
https://doi.org/10.17105/spr-15-0035.1
https://doi.org/10.17105/spr-15-0035.1
https://doi.org/10.17105/spr-15-0035.1
https://doi.org/10.17105/spr-15-0035.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2008.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2008.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2008.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2008.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2008.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2008.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2008.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000052
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000052
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2011.578276
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2011.578276
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2011.578276
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2011.578276
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2011.578276
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20378
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20378
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20378
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20378
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034309106499
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034309106499
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00870
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00870
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00870
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00870
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00870
https://doi.org/10.22804/kjep.2013.10.009
https://doi.org/10.22804/kjep.2013.10.009
https://doi.org/10.22804/kjep.2013.10.009
https://doi.org/10.22804/kjep.2013.10.009
https://doi.org/10.22804/kjep.2013.10.009
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1156-y
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1156-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-9478-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-9478-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-9478-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039287
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039287
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312037003699
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312037003699
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.548
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.548
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.548
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.548
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.548
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.548
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835X.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835X.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835X.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835X.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835X.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835X.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9813-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9813-4
https://doi.org/10.1891/vivi.2005.20.5.513
https://doi.org/10.1891/vivi.2005.20.5.513
https://doi.org/10.1891/vivi.2005.20.5.513
https://doi.org/10.1891/vivi.2005.20.5.513
https://doi.org/10.1891/vivi.2005.20.5.513
https://doi.org/10.1891/vivi.2005.20.5.513
https://doi.org/10.1891/vivi.2005.20.5.513
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12794
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12794
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12794
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-021-01246-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-021-01246-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.728381
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.728381
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.728381
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.728381
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881003588097
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881003588097
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/


*Rieffe, C., & Camodeca, M. (2016). Empathy in adolescence: Relations
with emotion awareness and social roles. British Journal of Developmen-
tal Psychology, 34(3), 340–353. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12133

*Roberts, W., Strayer, J., & Denham, S. (2014). Empathy, anger, guilt:
Emotions and prosocial behaviour. Canadian Journal of Behavioural
Science, 46(4), 465–474. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035057

Romera, E. M., Bravo, A., Ortega-Ruiz, R., & Veenstra, R. (2019). Differ-
ences in perceived popularity and social preference between bullying roles
and class norms. PLOS ONE, 14(10), Article e0223499. https://doi.org/10
.1371/journal.pone.0223499

Rosenthal, R. (1979). The file drawer problem and tolerance for null results.
Psychological Bulletin, 86(3), 638–641. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.86.3.638

*Rubinstein, S. L. (2005). Understanding adolescent participation in
harassment: A social cognitive approach (Publicaion No. NQ99949)
[Doctoral dissertation, Queen’s University]. ProQuest Dissertations and
Theses Global.

Salmivalli, C., Lagerspetz, K., Björkqvist, K., Österman, K., & Kaukiainen,
A. (1996). Bullying as a group process: Participant roles and their relations
to social status within the group.Aggressive Behavior, 22(1), 1–15. https://
doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2337(1996)22:1<1::AID-AB1>3.0.CO;2-T

*Samper-García, P., Mestre-Escrivá, V., Malonda, E., & Mesurado, B.
(2015). Victimización en la escuela: Relación de la crianza y variables
funcionales-disfuncionales del desarrollo [Victimization at school: Rela-
tionship of parenting and functional-dysfunctional developmental vari-
ables]. Anales de Psicología, 31(3), 849–858. https://doi.org/10.6018/ana
lesps.31.3.173291

Sánchez-Pérez, N., Fuentes, L. J., Jolliffe, D., & González-Salinas, C.
(2014). Assessing children’s empathy through a Spanish adaptation of
the Basic Empathy Scale: Parent’s and child’s report forms. Frontiers in
Psychology, 5, Article 1438. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01438

*Schokman, C., Downey, L. A., Lomas, J., Wellham, D., Wheaton, A.,
Simmons, N., & Stough, C. (2014). Emotional intelligence, victimisation,
bullying behaviours and attitudes. Learning and Individual Differences,
36, 194–200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2014.10.013

Sebastian, C. L., Fontaine, N. M. G., Bird, G., Blakemore, S.-J., Brito, S. A.,
McCrory, E. J. P., & Viding, E. (2012). Neural processing associated with
cognitive and affective Theory of Mind in adolescents and adults. Social
Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 7(1), 53–63. https://doi.org/10
.1093/scan/nsr023

Shamay-Tsoory, S. G., Harari, H., Aharon-Peretz, J., & Levkovitz, Y.
(2010). The role of the orbitofrontal cortex in affective theory of mind
deficits in criminal offenders with psychopathic tendencies. Cortex, 46(5),
668–677. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2009.04.008

Singer, T. (2006). The neuronal basis and ontogeny of empathy and mind
reading: Review of literature and implications for future research. Neuro-
science and Biobehavioral Reviews, 30(6), 855–863. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.neubiorev.2006.06.011

Slaughter, V., Imuta, K., Peterson, C. C., & Henry, J. D. (2015). Meta-
analysis of theory of mind and peer popularity in the preschool and early
school years. Child Development, 86(4), 1159–1174. https://doi.org/10
.1111/cdev.12372

*Smalley, D. A. (2011). A social goals perspective on bullying in schools
(Publication No. U596489) [Doctoral dissertation, Univeristy of Sussex].
ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global.

Smith, P. K. (2016). Bullying: Definition, types, causes, consequences and
intervention. Social and Personality Psychology, 10(9), 519–532. https://
doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12266
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