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Preface

It is painful to listen to the stories of bullied children. But as adults, it is
our obligation to do so. But furthermore, we need to take action.

Take action by taking children seriously.
Take action by providing inclusive environments.
Take action by increasing our knowledge.

In this anthology, we are publishing young people’s testimonies along
with research results on bullying. Children and young people are
experts on their reality and their own lives. To truly involve children
in matters that concern them is not only a right, but also a tool for
creating sustainable change.

The development and dissemination of research-based knowledge
about bullying is vital in the quest for a world where no child is
subjected to bullying. The focus of the World Anti-Bullying Forum is
that the best available knowledge about how bullying among children
can be prevented is shared among practitioners, policymakers and
reseadrchers.

All the researchers contributing to this anthology have been keynote
speakers at the World Anti-Bullying Forum. This anthology is one of the
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ways that we take action, and trough it we want to give children a voice
as well as make research-based knowledge accessible for everyone.

Bullying is one of our major public health problems today. Every stroke,
slur or act of exclusionis a violation of children’s fundamental rights. All
adults must act in the best interests of the child and ensure that every
young person has their rights met.

We must always take action.

Frida Warg
Managing Director, World Anti-Bullying Forum

Magnus Loftsson
Chair of the Scientific Committee, World Anti-Bullying Forum
Head of Research and Development, Friends

Maja Frankel
Secretary General, Friends
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World Anti-Bullying Forum

The World Anti-Bullying Forum was founded by the Swedish NGO
Friends in 2017 and is both a scientific conference and a hub for knowl|-
edge about bullying. Every two years, WABF gathers practitioners,
policymakers and researchers from various research fields.

WABF objectives are:

« To stop bullying and other forms of violence between children in
accordance with The Convention on the Rights of the Child and
Agenda 2030.

« To promote that the best available knowledge about how bullying
among children can be prevented is shared among researchers,
policymakers and practitioners.

+ To gather, coordinate and make the best available research-based
knowledge easily accessible globally and digitally.

Friends

Friends is a Swedish NGO founded in 1997 that provides adults with
research-based tools to prevent bullying among children and young
people. Friends develops, implements and disseminates knowledge
about bullying, degrading treatment and discrimination, nationally as
well as internationally.

Friends are working within four areas that in combination contribute
to the goal of not letting one single child be subjected to bullying:
research, training, advise and advocacy.

fn’ends
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Editors

Bjoérn Johansson is PhD in sociology and Associ-
ate Professor in Social Work at Orebro university.
His research focuses mainly on children’s and
adolescents’ experiences and consequences
of school bullying and other forms of degrading
treatment in school, as well as evaluations of and
the evidence of promotive, preventive, and reme-
dialinterventions in school.In recent years he has
also been working on research related to school
absenteeism and school dropouts.

Robert Thornberg, PhD, is a Professor of Educa-
tion at the Department of Behavioural Sciences
and Learning, Linkdping University in Sweden. He
is a member for the Committee for Educational
Sciences at Swedish Research Council and has
previously been a Board member and Secretary
for the Nordic Educational Research Association.
Thornberg has conducted research on bullying
among children and adolescents for the last ten

years. His research includes moral and social psychological processes
associated with bullying and bystander behaviors in bullying and peer
victimization, and children and adolescents’ perspectives on bullying

and bystander behaviors.
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Introduction from the editors

Bjorn Johansson & Robert Thornberg (eds.)

Introduction

Theinternational research on bullying is extensive. Among other things,
it focuses on the causes and consequences of bullying, individual
characteristics, relationships, group processes, school climate and
school culture, the school’'s organizational structure, norms, and
interventions to prevent and address the problem. Although the focus
of the research and its explanatory models vary, bullying can on a
general level be understood to have to do with exclusionary actions or
processes that threaten students’ psychological, social and physical
integrity in different ways, and can have both short as well as long-
term consequences for individual students, groups, school classes
and the school. Extensive international research among other things
shows that exposure to bullying during childhood increases the risk of
mental health issues (e.g. depression, anxiety, suicidal thoughts and
suicide attempts), both during childhood, adolescence and adulthood
(Boden, van Stockum, Horwood & Fergusson, 2016; Evans-Lacko et
al,, 2017; Farrington, Losel, & Theodorakis, 2012; Klomek, Sourander &
Elonheimo, 2015; Lereya, Copeland, Costello & Wolke, 2015). In addition,
being bullied is a risk factor for both increased school absenteeism
and poorer school performance (Fry et al., 2018) including failing
grades (Johansson, Flygare & Hellfeldt, 2017). Increased knowledge on
bullying and efforts to reduce the prevalence of bullying are central to
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schools’ efforts on promoting a healthy school and to create a school
climate that is positive for the development and learning of children
and young people. Several perspectives are needed to contribute to
a more complex picture of bullying. The anthology deals with bullying
in all kinds of contexts and from a variety of perspectives. It is partly
about young people’s own stories and experiences of the problems,
and partly on research that discusses the bullying problem in various
contexts on the basis of diverse perspectives developed on the basis
of different disciplines and in relation to different theoretical fields.
One of the main points of the anthology is that the contributions
should give the reader a broader knowledge of different aspects of
the phenomenon and how it can manifest itself. Another is that the
contributions are based on different perspectives, which allows a
broader and deeper understanding of the problem. Although there
are controversies between different perspectives in research, the
idea is that the anthology’s research contributions should be seen as
complementary to each other rather than as their opposites. They all
contribute to explanations and understandings of bullying in different
contexts. The ambition is to include different perspectives rather
than to exclude some for the benefit of others. It is by letting different
perspectives meet that a dialogue can arise, and a synthesis can be
created.

The term Bullying

As early as the end of the 19th century, “bullying” is mentioned in an
American study on students who tease and bully others (Burk, 1897)
and where bullying is described as “cases of tyranny among boys
and girls from college hazing and school fagging down to the nursery.
Caseswhere threats of exposure,injury, orimaginary dangers were the
instruments of subjection and control” (p.336). The modernresearch on
bullying started in Swedenin the1970s with Dan Olweus’ (1973,1978) early
studies on bullying among schoolboys in Stockholm. These studies,
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in turn, were preceded by a 1969 debate article in which a Swedish
physician named Peter Paul Heinemann (1969) expressed concern
for his son who had been subjected to group violence where a “mob’,
that is, a group of children, exposed him to various forms of abusive
acts. The article was highlighted in one of Sweden’s most influential
newspapers, Dagens Nyheter, through an article series on bullying
(Larsson, 2008; Nordgren, 2009). The term bullying has since become
widely disseminated whenit comesto discussions about various forms
of negative acts that occur between young people in school. However,
international research on bullying did not have a serious breakthrough
until the 1990s and has since increased exponentially during the 21st
century.

The bullying process does not only include the those subjected to
bullying (see the contributions of Salmivalli, Veenstra and Yoneyama
in this anthology). According to Salmivalli 1999), there are six possible
so-called participant roles that stand for different ways of being
involved in bullying. These roles are formed in the social interactions
and students will sometimes come to act on the basis of them as a
result of the interaction between group processes and individual
dispositions (see also Salmivallli et al., 1996). The six participant roles
are: the victims (those who are repeatedly and systematically abused),
the bullies (those who initiate and lead the bullying), the assistants of
the bully (those who assist the bully and begin to bully when someone
has started the bullying), the reinforcers of the bully (those who actively
encourage the bullying by being spectators who laugh and cheer on
those who bully), those on the outside (so-colled ‘outsiders”, who are
the ones who remain passive witnesses, who stay outside and take no
stand for any party) and the defenders of the victim (those who try to
help and support the victim, who takes their party and who tries to stop
others from bullying). How other students who become witnesses to
bullying respond and act seems to play a role in bullying prevalence.
Research has found that bullying is more prevalent in school classes
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where students more often act as reinforcers and less frequently act
as defenders, and vice versa (Kc’jrnd et al., 2010; Nocentini, Menesini,
& Salmivalli, 2013; Salmivalli, Voeten, & Poskiparta 2011; Thornberg &
Wdanstréom, 2018).

Bullying is generally defined as repeated physical, verbal and other
forms of negative acts aimed at hurting or injuring a person who is
in a disadvantage of power and therefore having difficulty defending
him/her/themselves (Eriksson, Lindberg, Flygare & Daneback 2002;
Hellstrém, Thornberg & Espelage, forthcoming). Thus, the concept of
bullying contains a variety of acts, ranging from severe physical abuse
and sexual harassment to various forms of social exclusion processes,
verbal attacks and online abuse. These may be acts directed at an
individual or a group of individuals for the purpose of hurting and at
the same time strengthening their own group’s unity and cohesion, but
it may also include acts based on xenophobia or gender normative
understandings. The extent at which bullying occurs in schools is
difficult to estimate depending on the age group being studied and
how the issue is investigated. Bullying also varies between individual
schools.

Although bullying as a term has been widely circulated in policy
documents and popular culture in the development of interventions
and in children’s own stories, there are some problems in pinpointing
it or delimiting the negative acts that occur in school only in terms of
bullying. Lumping different forms of violence, abuse, name-calling and
social exclusion processes together can be problematic as it tends to
hide the fact that different types of bullying can have different causes
and be related to different levels in the school system. For example,
it risks concealing systematic and structural forms of violence,
harassment and discrimination, which can lead to minority groups or
groups that do not follow the majority norms being more atrisk of being
subjected to bullying than others (see Payne & Smith's contribution in
this anthology). The term bullying also contains a criterion that actions
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must be repeated over time, even though occasional acts of violence,
abuse and comments can have serious consequences. However,
bullying is a concept that helps to capture the social processes at
school where some students are systematically, over time and in
various ways, subjected to negative actions by other students and
where extensive efforts or support may be required to break these
patterns.

The school as a system

Schools can be said to consist of two systems that are linked together
to form a unit (see Yoneyama's contribution in this anthology). On the
one hand, we dealwith a system that consists of the organizational and
institutional frameworks, which are ultimately regulated by school-
initiated policies, regulations, policy documents etc. This system is
maintained by actors associated with different positions or functions
in the school organization, such as school management, teachers,
special educators, school classes and students, but also of different
administrative principles such as schedules, the grading scale, the
division of students into grades and classes etc. (Eriksson, et al., 2002).
One of the basic ideas of the administrative system is that its mem-
bers should be treated equally and that any features they hold should
betolerated.Forthe students,the administrative system may be mainly
applicable in the form of the division of students into school classes as
well as through compulsory schooling. The school class is a unit that
the individual student cannot choose freely. This also means that the
student cannot choose which classmates should be included in the
class or which ones to interact with, which in the long run can create
friction and cause victimization. Schooling being compulsory obliges
all students to attend the school without exception and also means
that the student cannot withdraw without significant formal sanctions
and social consequences. The discomfort or malaise (il-health) and
the feeling of shame that the individual student may experience as a
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result of possible victimization (Lindberg & Johansson 2008) is probably
not aided by compulsory schooling, as it forces the student to remain
in the context.

Linked to the administrative system is also a set of informal social
systems, where, forexample, staff and/or students organize themselves
into different informal groups. Some group members have stronger
social ties to each other than others. What holds together such
groups is that they produce certain social values that its members
maintain, reproduce and defend in front of and in relation to others.
The formation of informal social groups is one of the most elementary
forms of social life. The members of these informal groups have a so-
cialresponsibility for each other. For students, such informal groupings
are often organized into a status hierarchy with the popular students
at the top of the hierarchy (Johansson, Flygare & Hellfeldt 2018;
Thornberg, 2020). When students engage in such processes, it can be
described as relational work - a constantly ongoing work that involves
organizing andregulating sociallife withinthe framework of the student
group (Wrethander 2007). In some circumstances, students in their
quest to establish dominance relationships in the informal groupings
may resort to behaviors such as degrading treatment, bullying and,
in the worst case, violence (Pellegrini et al., 2010).

All in all, students’ efforts to acquire knowledge and live up to the
formal requirements of the school (within the administrative system)
and at the same time obtain a favorable social position (within the
informal systems) can be draining. Those who fail in the latter regard
and are ostracized often have low status in the informal social
system, while at the same time the administrative system through
compulsory schooling forces the student to remain within the context.
The student’s low appeal means that they are not seen as a sufficient
social companion and that they are easily subjected to bullying. Who
those students are, is to a large extent related to their social relations.
The students’ ongoing relationship work means that friendships are
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unsettled, new friendships are formed, while old ones are broken. As
the power balance in the informal groups may shift, so too can the
positions of those in superior or subordinate positions change over
time. The students being able to change social position may explain
why those who are subjected to bullying at different times are only
partly the same individuals (Hellfeldt, Gill & Johansson, 2018; Skolverket
201). Students who have been bullied for a certain period of time may
at a later date belong to those who are no longer subjected.

The school’s mission and responsibility
In the Swedish context, the school's mission and responsibility
regarding the students’ rights to safety and equal treatment have
been strengthened since the beginning of the 2000s through
changes in the Education Act and the Discrimination Act. According
to this legislation, there is zero tolerance for degrading treatment in
schools. Educational organizers (huvudmén) shall promote equal
rights and opportunities for all children, students in their organization,
regardless of gender, gender identity or expression, ethnicity, religion
or other beliefs, disability, sexual orientation or age. Furthermore,
the education must be designed in such a way that all students are
ensured a school environment characterized by security and study
peace. This means that the school’s activities are surrounded by clear
regulations regarding various forms of integrity-threatening acts such
as discrimination, harassment and degrading treatment. The school
operations are required to actively combat all forms of victimization.
Although the legislation that surrounds the school does not
explicitly speak in terms of a whole-school approach regarding the
school's mission and responsibilities if students are subjected to
discrimination, harassment and degrading treatment, it rests on such
assumptions. Among other things, it is important that everyone in the
school, regardless of role and position, together with students and
their guardians, have a consensus, take a shared responsibility and
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have an integrated view of the problem. Furthermore, the prevention,
promotion, investigating and corrective work carried out must be well
thought out, wellanchored and adapted to the school’s conditions (see
Pearce, Cross, Shaw, Barnes, Monks, Coffin, Runions, Epstein & Erceg’s
contribution in this anthology).

Research also shows that interventions that contain methods
that rest on a whole school approach are more effective in reducing
the prevalence of degrading treatment, bullying, harassment and
discrimination at school compared to interventions that only contain
isolated ways or methods (Smith, Schneider, Smith & Ananiadou 2004;
Ttofi, Farrington & Baldry 2008; Skolverket 2011).

Perspectives within bullying research

Research on bullying has increased substantially in recent decades.
One reason is that the heterogeneity in definitions, theoretical
perspectives and methodological approaches to studying bullying
is high (Volk, Veenstra & Espelage, 2017). Another reason is that the
perception of the causes of the phenomenon has changed - from a
more individualistic perspective based in developmental psychology
to including more group-oriented or organizational perspectives
based in other disciplines such as social psychology, sociology
or social anthropology (Thornberg, 2015). This has resulted in the
phenomenon being regarded as a more complex and multifaceted
phenomenon than before (Schott & Sondergaard, 2014; Migliaccio
& Raskauskas, 2015). At the same time, controversies and conflicts
between representatives of different perspectives have increased as
aresult of the dominant perspective being challenged. The situation is
similar to the old Indian story of when six blind men meet an elephant
for the first time, but where everyone comes in contact with different
parts of it and therefore also perceives it differently (Thayer-Bacon,
2001). The representatives of the different perspectives have their
theories about the phenomenon, they all find support for their theories
and conflicts arise because no one wants to admit that the beliefs of
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others can be correct, which could mean that they themselves only
partially contribute to the “truth”. In accordance with the Indian story,
it becomes problematic to claim that one perspective is right and
that all others are wrong. To reach a better and wider understanding
of the phenomenon of bullying, those around the elephant need to
engage in a dialogue with each other and take into account that
different perspectives will describe the phenomenon in different ways
depending on different metatheoretical (ontological, epistemological
and methodological) assumptions. Given the diversity of positions and
traditions found in social and educational science research, Thayer-
Bacon (2001) argues that we need to realize the necessity of pluralism
(a conversation between different perspectives in order to reach a
more qualified understanding), accepting fallibility (that knowledge
is always tentative; that we can never reach knowledge beyond all
doubt because we humans [including researchers] are fallible,
limited, and context-bound) and realize that knowledge is a culturally
embedded social process of knowing that is in constant need of re-
examination, correction and revision. It is only when the perspectives
are united and in dialogue with one another that we can gain a better
and more complete understanding of the phenomenon.

Sometimes bullying research is divided into two major (but
not homogeneous) perspectives (Kousholt & Fisker, 2015; Schott &
Sendergaard, 2014; Thornberg, 201 5): The first order perspective (orthe
first paradigm) has its roots in developmental psychological research
on aggression among boys. In this perspective, bullying is regarded
and explained as something that happens between individuals.
The research attempts to determine which individual factors (e.g.
personality traits, empathy, self-esteem and social skills) increase
and decrease the risk of engaging in bullying behavior or being
subjected to bullying. This perspective examines and identifies typical
characteristics of (a) students who bully others, (b) students who are
bullied, and (c) students who bully others and are bullied themselves.
In addition, it has a focus on examining how such characteristics deve-
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lop and are linked to bullying over time for children and adolescents.

The second order perspective (or the second paradigm) views
bullying as a social phenomenon and is understood or explained
as a result of group processes and other social processes, social
structures, social and cultural norms, discourses, hegemonies, etc. In
other words, contextual factors are in the foreground. The focus can
be on processes, norms and structures in peer groups, school classes
and classrooms, schools, local communities and societal level. This
perspective can be related to several disciplines and knowledge
traditions including social psychology, sociology, social anthropology,
social work, pedagogy and gender studies, but also to developmental
psychology and educational psychology. Sometimes representatives
of the second order perspectives criticize the first-order perspective
by assuming that the latter reduces our understanding of bullying to
individual-based factors as well as tending to pathologize students
who bully others or who are bullied themselves. At the same time, it is
important to remember that research focusing on individual-based
factors does not claim that everyone who bullies shares a particular
set of psychological traits and that everyone who is bullied shares
another set of particular traits. What such research instead claims is
that some psychological characteristics or traits are more common
in students who bully others compared to students who do not bully
others, or in students who are subjected to bullying compared to
those who are not. Completely rejecting individual psychological
explanations and referring only to social, cultural, discursive or soc-
ietal explanations could also be criticized for reductionism as it tends
toreduce explanations to these levels and marginalize the importance
of the individual psychological ones.

Althoughthedivision of thefirstorderand second order perspectives
can be clarifying and help us see different explanatory levels and
theoretical perspectives in bullying research, it risks creating a false
dichotomy (either-or-thinking) where we must choose one and reject
the other. Instead of positioning them against each other, we can see
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them as complementary in that they, like the blind men in the Indian
metaphor, are in and thus from different positions around the elephant
(Thornberg, 2015). A curious, open-minded and sincere dialogue
between the different perspectives is necessary and fundamental for
a research community that seriously wants to learn more about the
phenomena they are investigating and developing knowledge about.

If we are relational social beings who are fallible and limited by our
own embeddedness and embodiment, at a micro level as well as a
macro level, then none of us can claim privileged agency. None of
us has a God’s eye view of Truth. Our only hope for overcoming our
own individual limitations, as well as our social/political limitations
(cultural and institutional) is by working together with others not
like us who can help us recognize our own limitations /- - -/
Given our fallibilism, then we must embrace the value of inclusion
on epistemic grounds in order to have any hopes of continually
improving our understandings. Inclusion of others perspectives in
our debates and discussions allows us the means for correcting
our standards, and improving the warrants for our assertions
(Thayer-Bacon, 2000, pp. 11 and 12).

The different perspectives need to be integrated into a more complex
understanding of bullying. In this way, bullying can be understood
as a social phenomenon that can arise, be maintained, changed or
stopped through the complex interplay of individual and contextual
factors. There are also many researchers who advocate and in
various ways try to integrate individual and contextual perspectives
or explanatory levels (see, for example, Espelage & Swearer, 2004,
2011; Hong & Espelage, 2012; Migliaccio & Raskauskas, 2015; Thornberg,
2015). With this in consideration, the anthology should be viewed as
an attempt to have research based on different perspectives meet in
order to contribute to a broader understanding of the problem.
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The contributions of the anthology

Each chapter, with the researchers’ contributions, is introduced with
a presentation by experts from Friends. Woven in between chapters
are stories from members of Friends’ Children and Youth Group, who
describe their experiences of bullying and being acknowledged.

In her chapter, Shoko Yoneyama focuses on the school as a social
institution and how teachers’ efforts to combat bullying are made
more difficult by the fact that they themselves are part of the system
that often, but usually unconsciously, contributes to the bullying that
takes place in the school. She means that the widespread fixation on
individual and family explanations points to factors that teachers
generally cannot influence to any significant extent. Instead, students
and their families are faulted while maintaining a belief that teachers
cannot do anything about the bullying. Yoneyama thus emphasizes
the importance of a “paradigm shift” to the second order perspective,
which emphasizes the importance of context in understanding and
explaining bullying. She takes Japan as an example and describes,
among other things, how bullying in Japanese schools often occurs
in classrooms, unlike studies in Western schools finding that bullying
mainly occurs in the school yard and on breaks. Bullying in Japan
takes place in peer groups where the roles often rotate. Against this
background, Yoneyama describes how different aspects of the school
as a social institution can help explain bullying: social control and
conformity related to groups, school rules, negative use of discipline
and vow of silence. The work against bullying can therefore not be
isolated to individual students, but the whole school needs to be
critically examined and changed.

Elizabethe Payne and Melissa J. Smith highlight the marginalization
and subjection of LGBTQ-students to violence, aggression and
bullying. They point out that an individualizing language and
approach to talk about and dealing with violence and bullying obscure
the view of the heteronormative power system that permeates
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society and supports aggression and bullying directed at LGBTQ-
students.Theybelievethatbeneaththesurfaceofopenviolenceagainst
these students is a heteronormative school culture characterized by
ideology, power and norms, especially regarding gender and sex-
uality, which privileges those who live by these norms and marginalizes
and punishes students who do not. A value-based work that seeks to
make students kind and nice is not enough because this cannot erase
stigmatization of LGBTQ-students. The anti-bullying work needs to turn
attention to how both the school’s and the larger cultural value and
norm systems contribute to bullying that takes place in school through
normative ideals and boundaries for gender and sexuality, among
other things.

In her chapter, Christina Salmivalli emphasizes that anti-bullying
programs that have proven effective in scientific evaluations do not
manage to fully eradicate all incidents of bullying in schools. What,
then,isitthat allows bullying cases to continue to occur despite various
types of prevention and corrective measures? Salmivalli discusses
this but also the effects of confrontational and non-confrontational
approaches in meeting students who bully others and points out that
the effect may vary between bullying cases. The role of the student
in the anti-bullying work, and what she calls “the paradox of the safe
context’, are also discussed in this chapter.

René Veenstra approaches bullying as a group phenomenon,
describeshowitis related to social status and howit canbe understood
and analyzed by examining students’ relationships to one another
and belonging to different peer groups or constellations (so-called
“social networks”). Veenstra discusses how different types of social
norms among students and peer groups can be related to bullying.
Like Salmivalli, he also draws attention to the paradox of the safe or
healthy context, that is, the safer or healthier the school, the worse
the situation tends to be for the few students who are not helped by
an otherwise functioning anti-bullying program. Both Salmivalli and
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Veenstra emphasize that bullying is a group phenomenon that needs
to be understood but also handled in the social contexts in which
they take place. Teachers need to see and work with group processes,
norms and social networks. Together with the students, they need to
promote a we-culture in school classes.

In their chapter, Michael Kyobe and Zizipho C. Ndyave present
research that they and their colleagues have conducted in South
Africa on cyber bullying via mobile phone (mobile bullying). Anonymity,
collective behavior, power, frequency of use, the use of emojis and
emoticons as well as gender and age are discussed and studied in
relation to mobile bullying. In their research, they find how, among
other things, the influence of anonymity varies between different
online platforms and how unspoken power affects and is expressed
in mobile bullying.

Natasha Pearce, Donna Cross, Therése Shaw, Amy Barnes, Helen
Monks, Juli Coffin, Kevin Runions, Malanie Epstein and Erin Erceg des-
cribe the outcome of an extensive Australian research program under
the name “Friendly Schools”. This program began in 1999 by compiling
international evidence-based research on anti-bullying work. Then
followed a variety of studies in Australian schools. In their chapter,
Pearce et al. discusses the intervention and implementation of what
came to be called “Friendly Schools’, which consisted of a whole
school approach, methods of social and emotional learning, family
activities and individual activities. The program focused on both
traditional bullying and online bullying. Identification and adaptation
to the local needs of the schools were also important. Key lessons
learned from these “Friendly Schools” interventions, such as the
importance of focusing on high-risk periods, identifying and
managing obstacles to implementation, building staff capacity and
preparedness, and involving students in the work, are outlined in
the chapter.
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Sometimes | feel good, sometimes | do not. Most often, | am not feeling
good. In a week | am turning 22 years old. The toughest time in school
for me was 7th—-9th grade, that was 8 years ago.

When | started 7th grade, | had two friends who both ended up in
my class. | had attended the same school as one of them since pre-
schooland met the other one when we started taking foreign language
classes in 6th grade. Everything was good the first six months. Then
they began to exclude me. Sometimes | was included, sometimes not.
Everything happened on their terms and | had no say. In 8th grade, the
only time I was included was when one of them was sick. None of them
wanted to be alone, so those times was good enough for them.

Even in front of the teachers they could say: “no we don’'t want to sit
with her” or “she can't sit with us”. And even then, nothing happened. No
teacher ever said anything. Luckily, | had two people in another class,
that | felt connected to. But since they were not in my class and our
schedules rarely matched, | started skipping classes a lot. Not even
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then anyone reacted. My mother did not know that | was not attending
my classes, she was never told.

While this happened in school, some boys began to write to me. |
knew exactly who was writing. They used Facebook, so everything is
still saved. For several years they wrote sexually harassing messages
to me. It was mainly two boys that were older than me, from my school.
It could be innocent comments like “hello <3” or 'good-looking”. When
they first started messaging me, | just got very happy since | was so
alone at school — happy that someone actually cared about me and
could like me. It was always someone who wrote that they had a crush
on me. But they were really just mocking me. Sometimes they wrote
rougher things like “Hello baby <3 how are you? miss writing with you!
can't you come to our school so that | can get a real blowjob in the
bathroom in our locker room? Please, begging you, want to see your
hairy pussy too. Kisses! bye for now!!!<3". Then, when | realized they did
not mean what they said | was very hurt and angry. | wrote very stupid
things back to them. Then, finally, the time came when | no longer cared
about it. | never reported it, something | regret today.

Finally, there was a teacher who noticed. Someone who had the
guts to take action by asking how | was doing, a teacher who found
out what was going on. That is something so simple to do. To just show
that you see someone. Thanks to this teacher | got the opportunity to
switch classes when | was starting 9th grade, to be in the same class
as my friends.

What happened to me has left deep marks, for example | do not
trust people.|l do not trust that people can actually like me, it could just
as well be a joke, like when those boys did that to me. It took me more
than two years to fully trust that my boyfriend meant it when he said
he loved me.

I have told my story many times, it is nothing | am hiding. When you
talk openly about things, people comment. One of the comments that
affected me the most was “She’s ridiculous, there are so many people
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who'’s been through much worse things”. This is true. There are many
who have been through much worse things. | have never claimed
differently. But | want to tell my story to show that you do not have to
have gone through the worst things for it to be considered bullying, the
smaller things also count.

Everyone’s story is important.
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Introduction from Friends’ experts

Pernilla Bjérnsdotter Ackerman and Frida Warg

In this chapter, Shoko Yoneyama pinpoints what is usually referred to
as school culture, partly by highlighting the social structure and the
discourse (howsomethingisunderstood,interpreted and talked about).
In Yoneyama'’ s description, the link between bullying among students
and the institutional aspects of the schooling is made visible by the
fact that the social structure affects many more than only those who
fit the roles of bully and/or bullied. By this, she wants to shift the focus
thatis so often directed towards individuals and suggests that schools
should not only be seen as reflections of societies, but rather as one
of the supporting mechanisms of the power system of societies and
thus also of bullying. The chapter provides several thought-provoking
questions about schools and their representatives; What are the fac-
tors that gives fuel to bullying at our school? Could | unintentionally in
my professionalrole andthroughmy everyday practice be contributing
to hierarchies and status schemes between students? How do | be-
come conscious of that? Do | see others in my workplace doing so? If
so, how can | point that out?

The hidden curriculum is a concept that has been around since the
70s. In Sweden, questions concerning the school’s power system and
sociology have been atthe center of educational sociologicalresearch
with Donald Broady leading the way. This is a question that Friends has
tried to elevate on school agendas over the years, often in the context
of the norm-critical questions. While norm criticism can arouse strong
feelings and resistance, the so-called hidden curriculum is a more
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accessible and useful concept that can be used to contemplate
questions such as “What do my students learn from me beyond what |
teach?” The problem with the hidden curriculum is not necessarily that
itteachesinaccuracies, but thatitisin fact hidden.In combination with
the silence that tends to surround bullying, the effect is devastating,
both for individuals and for school culture.

Yoneyama argues the importance of looking at the Japanese
school context for a number of reasons. Typical for bullying in Japan
is that the bullying mainly takes place in the classroom itself, unlike
the schoolyard scenario or the set time between lessons, which are
often said to be the most precarious environments and contexts in
for example a Swedish context. This gives us insight into processes
that are present in all schools, but which usually pass unnoticed. She
also emphasizes that approximately half of all bullying takes place
within a group of friends and that the roles in the group are not static:
Subjecting and being subjected to bullying rotates between the
people in the group of friends. Yoneyama believes that these changes
of roles contradict the dominant explanation that is based on the
individual. The individual perspective is not irrelevant but tends to lock
us in an analytical corner where both the one doing the bullying and
the one subjected to bullying are portrayed as children with specific
characteristics, a lack of morals or a problematic family situation.
Although these aspects areimportant, they cannot be used as the only
explanation. When we notice various inclusionary and exclusionary
mechanisms - and that the roles within that process interchange, it
will be easier for us to abandon the stereotypical image of the “bully”
and the “victim” as different individuals. Maybe we can even stop
using concepts like bully and victim and focus on the structural and
institutional factors?

Teachers, especially those who work with grades 2-5, frequently
share their enormous frustration over the time they are forced to
spend on conflict resolution in their classes. They talk about how they
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must “extinguish fires”, about preventive measures and children who
feel violated and testify to one day being unmistakably included
in the group and at other times not even being spoken to. It can be
this way for months. In the teachers’ testimonies, they are the ones
that suffer the most since these problems occupies far too much of
their time and that it is not in proportion to their teaching. How their
students are affected by these conditions is rarely in the foreground.
Since the process often involves children who are part of one or more
peer-groups, and there is no simple image with clear roles of “bully”
and “victim’, it becomes more difficult for school staff to see this as
a form of bullying. There is still a prevailing idea of bullying where the
victims need to have their heads pressed into the toilet for it to be judged
as urgent.

The chapter is important because it helps us see violations in
situations and contexts that the adult world tends to just shrug at. Even
those educators who devote much of their daily lives to sorting out
the so-called conflicts between students tend to see it as the conse-
quences of natural socialization processes, or an effect of “bored
children who engineer drama’. The focus is directed towards the
individuals who expose each other to exclusion, banter or other
degrading treatment instead of investigating and planning peer-
promoting measures on an institutional level. How do you pedago-
gically plan the recess? To what extent is the internet considered as
an arena in which the schools’ core values are implemented? How can
the school and its adult representatives understand the vulnerability
that their students experience during these seemingly endless periods
of exclusion and inclusion?

Yoneyama lists a couple of factors that are relevant for under-
standing the type of bullying she wants to put the spotlight on.
One example is conformity, both official and unofficial, upheld by
group members through different norms. It can feel like there is no
other alternative then to be included in the group, which means the
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requirements for adaptation to the groups norms can go very far.
Leaving the group increases the risk of involuntary loneliness and is
therefore considered even more dangerous than staying. Yoneyama'’s
chapter subscribes to the voices that want to focus more on how
normalityisreproducedthroughbullyingandtheusage of exclusionary
mechanisms. This can be combatted by promoting the forming of
friendships outside the classes’ subgroups. It can be done both thro-
ugh different types of group divisions as well as controlled activities
during recess. But it is also fruitful to strengthen one’s consciousness
of norm and seriously examine the hidden curriculum. Since we all
follow a series of invisible rules concerning how we are expected to
be, look and think that affect our perception of what is normal and
not, one strategy is to work with norm-criticism in schools. Both by
examining oneself as an adult in school and by informing students
about how we create and value norms we can take steps toward a
more inclusive school.

42-Shoko Yoneyama



The Politics of School Bullying:
Teachers Matter

Shoko Yoneyama

1. Introduction

A few months ago, in Australia, a distressed mother recounted the
terrible impact of bullying on her family. She told me her daughter had
been bullied in primary school, but the teacher ‘did nothing’ to help
her. The young girl stopped going to school and still needs the ongoing
support of a psychologist to manage her anxiety. Now, the woman’s
son, a middle school student, is being bullied and, in a repeat of history,
the boy’s teacher ‘did very little’ using the excuse that the bully was a
‘model student’. The teacher’s advice to the distressed family was ‘to
wait’ (i.e. to persevere) until the following year when both boys, her son
and the bully, would move on to different high schools. The bullied
son stopped going to school and also started to see a psychologist.
With two traumatized children staying at home, the woman and her
husband felt hopeless. Teachers aren't interested in or seem resigned
to bullying. They expected us just to put up with it. Why?’ — the mother
asked me.

Why indeed. We know there are teachers dedicated to helping
victims and reducing bullying. Schools, at least in Australia have anti-
bullying policies and intervention programs. Despite many measures
takentoreduce bullying at various levels,and despite the large amount
of research on bullying in the past thirty or so years, the woman’s
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experience suggests that there is still a considerable gap between the
field of bullying studies and the reality of bullying at school.ls it possible
that we, the researchers, have missed something fundamental in the
field of bullying studies?

In this chapter, | will explore the possibility that in many schools,
teachers cannot do much about bullying because they themselves
are part of a system that often, albeit unintentionally, cultivates bully-
ing due to the very nature of the school as a social institution. To put it
simply, teachers’ difficulties in noticing, recognizing and adequately
dealing with bullying might be likened to fish which (presumably) have
difficulties in recognizing the water in which they live. This is a terrible
analogy for those truly caring teachers who are dedicated to reducing
the bullying of students in their care. Even though each individual is
important as an active agent, however, the social structure and dis-
course (how an issue is perceived, understood and talked about)
are also important because their impact is more pervasive and less
tangible.

Using the fish analogy again, my concern here is how to ‘purify the
water’, to make the social ecology of a school more nurturing for both
teachers and students. | say ‘both’ because sometimes teachers also
get bullied by other teachers and students. Some will argue that the
aim of whole-school anti-bullying policies and practices is to change
the school culture to make it friendlier. | agree, but | question if the
critical and reflective examination has been deep enough. Has it not
been the case that bullying is perceived essentially as an issue of
problematic, dysfunctional students and their families? Alternatively,
is not the school perceived essentially as a reflection of the community
and society of which it is part, without seriously exploring the possibility
that the schoolitself may function as a key mechanism for reproducing
the normative order and power relationships, i.e. mechanisms that
are fundamental to bullying (Yoneyama 1999 & 2003, Horton 2011,
Bansel et al 2009, Dunkan 2013)?
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This is not to say that issues arising from particular students and
their family backgrounds have little to do with their involvement in
bullying, either as a bully, the bullied, or bystander. Rather, too much
attention has been paid to these aspects, which results in too little
attention being paid to the role schools and teachers play in bullying.
This imbalance is explained by the fact that mainstream school
bullying literature has been largely ‘in the field of developmental
and educational psychology’ where bullying traditionally has been
explained essentially in terms of ‘pathological or deficient individual
and family factors’ (Thornberg 2018:144). While it would be impossible
to deny the presence of individual and family factors in many cases,
this perspective is limited in that individual and family related factors
are often the ones we have less control over as teachers, researchers,
and policy makers. This understanding of bullying, by default, results
in, firstly, blaming students and their families and, secondly, believing
teachers are unable to do much about bullying. From the viewpoint of
the victimised students, the implication of this research orientation is
that the victim somehow gets the blame and has to endure the bully-
ing, exactly as the mother of the two victimized children complained
about above.

What we can control though, is what we do within schools as
teachers, researchers, and policy makers. Which means, we should
look more closely at the relationship between bullying and schooling.
As Paul Horton remarks, ‘school’ constitutes half of the words in ‘school
bullying’ so, why not pay more attention to the ‘school’ (Horton 2011:271).
In other words, we should draw on knowledge accumulated in the field
of sociology of education to better understand bullying. Bullying is all
about power and relationships and school is the place where students
learn first-hand about power and relationships through the ‘hidden
curriculum’ as well as through official pedagogy and the curriculum.
Would it not be logical then to expect that there is a parallel in the way
students use power to relate with each other and the way power is
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used in the school. Would it not be the case that bullying is something
students learn at school, i.e. their undesirable over-adjustment to
school as a power-dominant social space (Yoneyama 1999 & 2003).

This chapter contributes to the strengthening voices in the field
of bullying studies that the field requires a paradigm shift (Schott &
Sendergaard 2014, Yoneyama 2015): a shift from paradigm one, that
attributes bullying to the problematic characteristics of the students
involved, to paradigm two which pays more attention to the context
of bullying (Yoneyama 1999, 2003, 2015, Schott & Sendergaard 2014,
Kousholt & Fisker 2015, Thornberg 2018). The recognition for a paradigm
shift has become more pronounced in recent years, which can also be
understood to be the effort to build critical bullying studies (Juva 2019).
For instance, there has been a greater focus on the examination of the
process whereby normality is reproduced through bullying by using
mechanisms of exclusion (Sendergaard 2012, Thornberg 2018, Juva et
al 2018). Further questions are: ) whether school is a place that simply
reflects the dominant normative order of the community, i.e. it’s just
a place where students happen to be; or 2) whether there are ‘school
factors’ that enhance and reproduce the culture and normative order
that cultivates bullying, and if so, how exactly do they work in the school.

With these questions, this chapter focuses on the nexus between
bullying among students and the institutional aspects of school. It
explores whether or how school factors contribute to increased bully-
ing among students. The ‘method’ adopted in the chapter is to present
the key points obtained from numerous empirical studies conducted
in Japan on school bullying (mostly available in Japanese only) where
the sociological perspective has been particularly strong (Yoneyama
2015), while at the same time incorporating knowledge from sociology
of education, which curiously, has not been strong in the discourse on
school bullying (Bansel et al 2009).

Althoughthe discussionwillbe based oninsights gained from Japan,
it will be contextualized within a broader comparative perspective to
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make it relevant to a global audience. The chapter will be especially
relevant for interpreting key findings from the recent PISA results on
bullying (OECD 2017) that highlighted the significance of student
perceptions of unfair teachers as an explanatory factor.

2. The Second Paradigm of the Bullying Studies:
Insights from Japan

Why Japan? The strong positivist orientation of bullying studies tends
to minimise the social and cultural differences among societies,
especially between ‘western’ and ‘eastern (Asian) cultures. Whether, or
how, Japanese schools are different from schools in other societies es-
sentially depends on the country, as well as the kind (e.g. conventional
or alternative) and the level of the schools (e.g. primary or secondary).

With this caveat, the case of Japan is worthy of special attention
for three reasons. First, Japan is what-we-call in-Japanese, kadai
senshin koku (BR2B55iEE]), a frontrunner country in contemporary
challenges. It means that Japan represents, in concentrated form,
problems facing contemporary societies in general. In particular, it
is most relevant when we consider the relationship between bullying
and students’ perceptions of unfair teachers, which has been singled
out as the factor that is significant in explaining school bullying in PISA
2015 (OECD2017:5). The second reason for looking at Japanese bullying
is that, the sociological perspective of bullying is well-developed
in Japan and should be widely disseminated (Yoneyama 2015). The
Japanese perspective suggests a slightly different focus for bullying
resedrch and ways to tackle this complex issue.

Third, the sociological accounts of bullying in Japan are relevant
in Asia where similar education systems exist. PISA2018 found that
students in Japan and Korea ‘were some of the most dissatisfied with
their lives ... and were about twice as likely as students in other OECD
countries to report that they always feel scared or sad’ (OECD2019:51).
The report suggests that students in Japan and Korea are forerunners
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of a global trend where ‘students’ sense of belonging at school
weakened considerably between 2003 and 2015 and waned even
further between 2015 and 2018’ (OECD2019:51). Previously, PISA 2000
also found that East Asian countries (Japan, Korea, and Hong Kong
China) constitute a distinct group, where students attend school more
regularly, but their sense of belonging to school is low. They felt lonelier
and more isolated at school than students in other parts of the world
(OECD2004). These findings indicate that Japan is not only relevant for
thinking about bullying in Asia but also that it isindeed a ‘forerunner’in
the concerning global trend of growling student alienation at school.

What are the challenges Japanese schools face in relation to
bullying? First is the prevalence of bullying. The results of PISA2015,
which is the most reliable and largest-scale comparative data
available today shows that Japanis at the high end of the 56 countries
in the survey (OECD2017). About one in 10 (9%) of the Japanese res-
pondents indicated that they got hit or pushed around by other
students frequently, at least a few times per month. About one in five
(22%) indicated being frequently victimized. These are the third highest
figures, following those of Hong Kong and Bulgaria.

Second, Figure 1 shows the total number of suicides under the age
of 18 by calendar dates, from 1972 to 2013. The total number is over
18,000 or about 440 young lives per year. As you can see, there are
two peaks. The biggest is around the 1Ist of September, the other, in
early April. The st of September is the day Term 2 begins after the
summer holidays, and early April is the time the school year begins.
Within a span of only 3 days at the beginning of Term 2, 317 young
people have taken their own lives. The peak in September and not in
April suggests that many of these suicides are related to bullying. At
the beginning of the school year (in April) peer relations are not yet
set. By the end of Term 1, however, peer relations are more or less fixed
and students know they cannot escape from it. They dread returning
to school after the summer vacation. Although not all suicides are
caused or triggered by bullying, it has been reported that bullying
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is most ferocious in September in Japanese schools (Otsu City 2016),
suggesting that bullying is one of the major reasons for the suicide
peak in September. These two statistics suggest that: 1) bullying is a
serious issue in Japan, with drastic consequences; and 2) there is a
close link between bullying and the education system.
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)

Figurel
Total Number of Suicides (under the age of 18) by Day 1972-2013
Source: Ministry of Health, Labour & Welfare of Japan (2015:83)

What are the characteristics of bullying in Japan? Firstly, bullying
happens most frequently within classrooms. In a survey conducted
by the City of Otsu some 60 to 65% of the victimised students indicated
that they were bullied in their classroom (Otsu City 2016:27). Although
this is quite different from the West where the majority of bullying
occursinthe schoolyard, it simply reflects the fact that students spend
most of their time in classrooms in Japan rather than in the yard. The
second characteristic of bullying in Japan is that about half of bullying
occurs within a closed friendship group among friends of the victim,
and this has repeatedly been confirmed by research (e.g. Kanetsuna
et al 2006). The third key characteristic is that the bullying roles, who
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is the bully and who is the victim, are often not fixed are often rotated
within friendship groups as shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2
Role-change of Bullying

In primary and junior high schools, this role-swapping often occurs
within less than 6 months, though the roles can become fixed for
longer periods as students get older (Taki 2007). This reality of ‘rotated
roles’ observed in Japan, contradicts the view that a bully is someone
who has particularly-aggressive personality traits, moral issues,
or family problems. The fact that roles are often rotated suggests
that the students involved, whether as bully or victim, tend to be
‘ordinary non-problematic’ students. This kind of bullying cannot be
explained by ‘Paradigm One’ of school bullying (as critiqued by Schott
& Sendergaard 2014) that seeks to explain victimization in terms of
individual personality traits. To explain the rotation of bullying, we must
look to structural and institutional factors, that is ‘school factors’ by
using ‘Paradigm Two.

In order to reflect the mode of bullying widely observed in Japan,
| developed a conceptual model that distinguishes between Type | &
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Type Il bullying (see Figure 3) (Yoneyama 2015). Type | is the style of
bullying carried out by ‘problem’ students who bully others outside their
friendship loop. The perpetrator is fixed, and the cause of the bullying
may be unrelated to school. Solutions need to be sought within the
individual. Type Il bullying, on the other hand, mainly involves ‘good’
students who show few signs of problematic behaviour. They tend to
engage in collective bullying, and there is considerable, ‘swapping’ of
roles. Type Il bullying occurs within a circle of friends. The prevalence
of this type of bullying suggests that there are structural factors at
work, and thus, the solution should be sought within institutional
aspects of the school. Type | fits with Paradigm 1 of bullying research,
and Type II, Paradigm 2. Type Il bullying is especially relevant to think
about cyber bullying.

Typel Typell
Bull ‘Problem student’ ‘Ordinary/good’
y students
. Bullying by a Collective/group
e a it ) single student bullying
. Mainly physical Mainly relational and verbal,
HIeeE Gl e P bth can be physical
Status/role playes Fixed Rotated
Vietim Outside the Whitin the friendship
friendship loop loop
Individial factors Environmental/school
Casual factors factors
Solution Individual solution Structural solution
Figure 3

Type | and Type Il Bullying (Conceptual Model) Source: Yoneyama (2015):126
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3. School Factors Relevant to Explain Bullying

What are the school factors relevant to explain bullying as suggested
by the Japanese example? Thefirstis that groups are used as the basis
of control and as vehicles for enforcing conformity. This happens at
both formal and informal levels. Formally, students are allocated into
a homeroom for the whole school year, with a fixed room and fixed
group. Teachers come to the homeroom for their lessons. Students
spend almost the whole day (apart from PE, music, etc.) in this fixed
physical and social space, in a closed group, unable to escape.
Within each homeroom, students are often further divided into small
groups (han), that become the basis of almost all activities: learning,
discussion, eating, cleaning, etc. In secondary schools, the use of small
groups may be less common, but each homeroom tends to consist of
a microcosm of closed friendship groups which functions just like han.
Leaving a friendship group is dangerous, as you will then be exposed
to a greater risk of being ostracized and bullied by the whole class.
This explains why bullying occurs within the small friendship groups,
often in such a way that enhances conformity within the group.

The second factor is school rules which define what is ‘normal,
which in turn functions as a vehicle for exclusion. One striking example
is the rule that ‘students must not perm or dye their hair’, i.e. student’s
hair should be black and straight. This rule became widely known to
the public when a student in Osaka sued the local government in 2017
for repeatedly forcing her to dye her naturally brown hair, black. This
was not an isolated case and it soon became clear that the purpose
of the rule was not so much to prevent students from dyeing their
hair, but rather, to enforce conformity. The basis of the conformity is
the officially created ‘'norm’ that students’ hair must be black. Today,
some 60% of public high schools in Tokyo demand a ‘Natural Hair
Colour’ Certificate from students at admission (Doi & Minetoshi 2017).
In enforcing such strict rules, the teachers are modelling exclusion,
moving the school further away from an inclusive education style
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that promotes diversity. It, in turn, feeds into bullying by students who
mirror or copy the teachers even in their resistance to school. School
rules, plus the words teachers use when they discipline students, are
often appropriated by students as a mechanism of exclusion — which
is bullying (Yoneyama 1999:166-170).

The third factor, related to the second, is the negative way power is
used for discipline - a negative combination of discipline and power.
One example reported widely inrecent years involved the bully-suicide
of al17-year-old in 2016. A third-party-investigation panel concluded in
2019 that the suicide was caused by bullying by teachers, which was
then copied by students (Mainichi Newspaper 2019). This judgement is
significantinthatit used the word ‘bullying for the first time to teachers
in official discourse. The 2013 Bullying Prevention Law limits the use of
‘bullying’ to students only (Tokyo Newspaper 2019). Teacher’s conduct,
resembling bullying, is, instead, referred to as ‘excessive guidance’
which sometimes leads to ‘guidance—death’(shidoshi). The existence
of such a peculiar word indicates that ‘guidance-related death’ (or
use of violence against students by teachers) is hardly an exception
in Japan. Indeed, this ‘guidance’ includes ‘corporal punishment’ which
is supposed to be banned. The Board of Education in Nagasaki in 2019
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admitted that ‘corporal punishment’ (kicking and hitting) by a teacher
and bullying by students were factors behind the attempted suicide
of a 14-year-old (Asahi Newspaper 2019). The correlation between a
negative ‘disciplinary climate’ and student bullying has been pointed
outin various studies in Japan (e.g. Hata 2001) as well as in the PISA 2015
report (OECD2017:5).

The fourth factor is the structure of silence which involves not only
students but also education authorities: teachers, principals and
boards of education. After bullying was recognised as a social issue in
Japan in the mid-1980s, news media have regularly shown scenes of
authorities lining up to apologize to the public (Yoneyama 2008). They
apologize for neglecting or inappropriately dealing with bullying, for
denying the school’s responsibility, or deliberately suppressing crucial
information. In fact, silence often encapsulates bullying in many
layers, including students, teachers and school authorities, and local
education boards, leaving the bullied students in complete isolation,
almost as if their very existence is ‘invisible’.

Why has there been little improvement in breaking down this wall
of silence? One reason is that those in the system can be blinded by
a taken-for-granted reality. It has been pointed out by more caring
teachers, for instance, that their authoritarian colleagues are less
perceptive about bullying. Another reason is that teachers are
simply too busy to deal with bullying. There is also a problem with
key performance indicators. Teachers and school authorities are
rewarded for not having problematic incidents in their homeroom,
school or district, meaning there are structural incentives to not notice
bullying, and not to report incidents.

The fourth factor, silence, however, must be distinguished from the
other three school factors. Groups, school rules, and discipline are at
the core of schools as social institutions, they are not necessarily ‘bad’
things. Age-based grouping of students provides basic structure to
modern, conventional schools and the use of small-groups is valuable
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for learning and teaching. Class and small-group activities often en-
hance the sense of belonging among students. Likewise, sensible rules
and good discipline are essential.

These aspects of school as a social institution, however, can also
cultivate bullying. Groups can function as a physical unit for social
control to enforce nonsensical rules and discipline; school rules not
only define normative order at school but also enhance conformity
and exclude those who do not fit in. While maintaining a positive sense
of discipline is essential for good learning, it can provide mechanisms
to legitimate the abuse of power in the hierarchical social structure.
Examples in Japan indicate: groups, school rules, and discipline can
function as a hidden curriculum that nurtures bullying; bullying can be
something student learn from this hidden curriculum, i.e. undesirable
over-adjustment to school as a power-dominant social space
(Yoneyama 1999:169).

In contrast, silence as the fourth factor explaining bullying in Japan
is not an integral component of school as a social institution and its
implications are negative. Silence indicates that teachers and school
authorities are unable to counteract bullying. Breaking this wall of
silence is essential in order to weaken the impact of the other three
factors which are more fundamental to schools.

4. The Question of Silence

It is essential to understand how silence works in a class and here is
one example, a rather old one, from 1986 Japan. As in other countries,
bullying came to be recognised as a major social issue there in the
mid-1980s, particularly after the suicide of a 13-year-old student who
left a note saying the way he was victimized was like ‘living in hell. Afew
months before, his classmates held a ‘mock funeral’ and prepared a
farewell card signed by most of his classmates as well as some teach-
ers (Yoneyqu 1999:157-158). After the suicide incident, a teacher who
had signed the card preached the importance of tackling bullying. He
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then noticed a student had brought something prohibited to school
and confiscated it. The student got upset and out of frustration began
hitting the boy in front of him.

The bully hit the victim 50 to 60 times in total, while saying, ‘What
the teacher says sounds real cool, but we'll see if he means it. If
he cautions me, I'll stop bullying you... The bully and the victim
were sitting in the second and the third rows, i.e. fairly close to
the teacher, and the victim repeatedly pleaded with the teacher
‘Sensei [teacher], help me!'... The teacher, however, pretended
that he did not notice, and kept writing on the blackboard. .. One
of the other students said, ‘Sensei, ijime [bullying] started. Please
stop it!, but the teacher did nothing. Another student said to the
victim, ‘You are deserted by the teacher, too'.. After enduring the
assault for some 20 minutes the victim finally stood up and hit back
in desperation at this predator, realising that no one, including the
teacher, would intervene. A fight began between the two. It was
then the teacher intervened. Instead of scolding the bully, however,
he told the victim to stop it. Being outraged, the victim rushed out
of the class, saying ‘Teacher is too unfair. I'll kill [the bully] and kill
myself. I'll go get a knife’. The teacher was alerted and chased after
him all the way to the hardware shop in the neighbourhood, where
they had an argument. The incident was disclosed because their
argument was spotted by a policeman. The bully said later that ‘My
violence escalated as | got more and more angry with the teacher
who ignored my bullying’ (Yoneyama 1999:177-178).

This episode illustrates that the teacher’s action (confiscating a stu-
dent’s personal possession in front of the class) triggered the bullying,
plus his inaction (not stopping the bullying) were key in getting the
bullying going, maintaining its silence, and also escalating it. He also
displayed appalling ‘moral’ standards by ignoring the bullying, im-
mediately after preaching against it, even after repeated calls for help

56 -Shoko Yoneyama



by the victim, and also being pressured by other students to intervene.
Moreover, when the victim fought back, he sided with the bully by
scolding the victim. The silence was broken only when it was noticed
by a third-party outside the school, the police officer.

If this example in Japan appears too extreme, compare it with
the following, a fieldnote of a class in Finland in 2014 (Juva et al 2018)
almost thirty years later. There is, clearly, a large disparity of not only
time between the two events. Japan in the mid-1980s arguably had
one of the most bully-prone education systems where authoritarian
and un-democratic models of education prevailed, whereas Finland
today, thirty years later, has strong anti-bullying awareness and a very
‘democratic’ school system. Yet, despite the strong contrasts, there are
remarkable similarities between the two episodes.

Juva et al (2018) describes how teachers ‘actively ignored’ a male
student (‘Sasu’),who was considered to be ‘not-normal’ and was bullied
by other students, by treating him as if he were invisible.

Throughout the class, small paper pellets are being thrown at Sasu.
Some of them stick in his hair. Meri and Natalia who sit behind him
say nothing, even though some of the paper pellets hit them too
and they can clearly see that there are pellets in Sasu’s hair. It is
mainly Kadar, Heikki and Basil who are throwing the paper pellets; at
some point, they threw them at each other too, but mainly at Sasu.
The teacher — Tauno sees that they are doing something. (They are
doing it so openly that it is impossible to ignore it, and Sasu’s hair
is full of paper pellets,) One of the students, Meri, is sitting behind
Sasu, and the boys who are throwing the paper pellets are behind
her. The teacher then makes a remark to Meri about her broad
shoulders, and how he cannot see one of the boys behind her. The
comment makes her uncomfortably stare at her desk.The students
who are throwing the paper pellets notice that I'm looking at them
and they start to stare at me, checking my reaction. Eventually,
most of the students are looking at me. The situation passes quickly
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as | glue my gaze in front of me. When the class is over and the
other students leave the classroom, Nia, Satu, Aaya and Sasu stay
behind. Nia, Satu and Aaya explain to the teacher how some of the
students had been throwing paper pellets in Sasu’s hair and name
these students. (fieldworker: The teacher seems embarrassed, he
keeps glancing at me. | decide to exit the situation, but from the
door | hear the teacher promise to investigate the issue) (Juva et
al 2018:7).

In the Finnish class also, the teacher ‘actively ignored’ the bullying and
thus played a key role in keeping the bullying going and maintaining
silence. Again, everybody in the class knew bullying was happening
but the fact that the teacher ‘actively ignored’ it legitimated it. Juva
describes how students sought a reference from her as another adult
who could have changed the ‘moral code’ and power dynamics in the
class. It was only after the direct approach of a small group of students
after the class, in the presence of the researcher who was apparently
overhearing the conversation, that the teacher acknowledged that
there was an incident and said he would investigate.

In both examples, the teachers nurtured the bullying, even
though it did not appear too difficult to caution the bully. Instead, in
both cases the teacher ‘set the moral standard’ to tolerate bullying,
despite pressure from students to stop the bullying, siding with the
bully and thus compromising the positive discipline in the class. The
teachers’ inaction did not just maintain the silence about bullying, but
legitimated it with longer-term moral, cultural and behavioural
implications. The parallel depictions of neglectful teachers in two
contrasting settings, Japan and Finland, some 30 years apart sug-
gests that bullying is indeed a moral issue, not just for students but
also for teachers. Furthermore, for the teachers, it was not just a
moral issue, they displayed negligence and breached the code of
conduct. And as shown in the Japanese example, a teachers’ active
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negligence is perceived by students as being unfair.

In this context, the result of PISA2015, which for the first time had a
special focus on bullying, is especially relevant. The conclusion of the
report is: “To combat bullying, improve the school climate’. It says,

Schools with a low incidence of physical and relational violence
tend to have more students who are aware of school rules,
believe that these rules are fair, and have positive relations with
their teachers.... [S]tudents who attend schools where perceptions
of teachers’ unfair behaviour are pervasive .. are 12 percentage
more likely to be frequently bullied than students in schools where
these perceptions are not as pervasive... Teachers might help limit
bullying by communicating clearly to students that they will not
tolerate any form of disrespectful behaviour, and by acting as role
models in the classroom (OECD 2017:5, emphasis added).

The report does not say that educators should focus on, or deal with
‘problem students’ or ‘problem families’ to reduce bullying. Instead,
it calls for change in the school climate so that students can respect
teachers as role models in the classroom.

UNESCO’s 2017 report, School Violence and Bullying: Global Status
Report, convey the same message. It lists ‘leadership’ and ‘school
environment’ as the most important ‘responses’ to school violence
and bullying. Leadership includes ‘developing and enforcing national
laws and policies that protect children and adolescents from violence
and bullying in schools’ (p.32). ‘School environment’ states that: 1)
‘'school governing bodies and management structure have a duty of
care’ and 2) ‘codes of conduct for teachers need to refer explicitly to
violence and abuse and ensure that penalties are clearly stipulated
and consistent with legal frameworks for child rights and protection’
(p.37). School bullying is in fact an extremely political matter and,
again, the case of Japan helps us to understand its political nature.
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5. The Politics of School Bullying

Bullying Prevention Law was enacted in 2013 in Japan following the
suicide of a 13-year-old boy in Otsu, Gifu Prefecture. Among numerous
cases of bully-suicide in Japan, this case drew exceptional media
attention because the school not only failed to take appropriate action
despite having knowledge about the bullying, but it also deliberately
suppressed critical information afterwards, which triggered a police
raid of the school and the city board of education. The case prompted
the law which stipulates that schools must report ‘serious cases’ of
bullying to both the local municipality and the education ministry.

The scheduled revision of this law in 2019 made the politics of
school bullying starkly clear. In preparation for the revision, a supra-
partisan committee of lawmakers conducted hearings with parents
who had lost a child to bully-suicide and drafted amendments aiming
to strengthen the law. They drafted five recommendations including,
teacher training, disciplinary action against teachers who breached
their duties, and the establishment of a third-party investigatory team
based on the principle of conflict of interest. The revision became
controversial because the chair of the committee, a former minister of
education, rejected all these amendments, saying ‘they will increase
the burden of teachers’ and ‘teachers will find it too daunting’ (Tokyo
Newspaper 13.04.2019). More than forty pairs of parents who had lost
their child through bully-suicide submitted their statement to the
former minister opposing his rejection of the proposal. At the end of
2019, deliberations on the revision have been halted for months.

How Japanese schools are different from schools in other societies
is a moot point, but there is a global trend to improve the legal
environment concerning bullying. In Western Australia, for example,
two teachers were criminally charged in 2019 for failing to report
bullying involving child sexual abuse, a first for educators in that state.
State legislation, enacted in 2009, ‘requires teachers, police, nurses
and doctors to report all suspected cases of child sex abuse’ (Clarke
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2019). The case happened in 2017 and ‘the number of mandatory
reports from teachers to the Department of Communities spiked to
1323 in 2017-2018, up almost 60 per cent from 840 three years earlier’
(Clarke 2019). This suggests that over half of the child sexual abuse of
which teachers were aware of might not have been reported had the
two teachers not been criminally charged.

The controversy over the revision of the Bullying Prevention Law
in Japan and the case of teachers in Australia who were criminally
charged for their negligence indicate that the issue of bullying has
opened up and addressed issues concerning children’s rights at
school in way that has never been done previously. This is not an easy
process. For persistent low-level bullying such as cyber-bullying that
is less visible to teachers, the issues of negligence and school liability
are even more complex and politics will become even more relevant.

As discussed earlier, the second paradigm of bullying studies
points out that for Type Il bullying, where ‘good students’ take turns
in being involved, the solution must be sought in the social ecology
of the school, or in ‘'school factors’ because groups, school rules, and
discipline are used to enhance conformism rather than diversity,
cultivate exclusiveness rather than inclusiveness, and thus cultivate
bullying. This means that any attempts to reduce bullying at school,
whether by anti-bullying policies, intervention programs, or pedagogy
and curriculum, need to be planned and implemented while teachers,
school authorities, and administrators shed a critical gaze on these
aspects of the school. Any attempts to reduce bullying should not
happen in isolation, without first critically evaluating the conventional
practices of the school: the way the school is organised and run,
the way students are taught, the way student-teacher relationships
are defined, the way school rules operate, and the way discipline is
maintained and applied. The presence of Type Il bullying indicates
that bullying is not just a problem of students and their families but
is a ‘whole-school’ issue that demands an even broader ‘whole-
education’ approach.
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Schools have two contradictory sociological functions apart from
education per se. One is to reproduce an existing power structure. The
other is to initiate social change to make a better society. Bullying is a
contemporary social issue that emerged from our heightened sensi-
tivity against unfairness and injustice. After thirty years of collective
efforts, the path ahead seems clearer than before. Although methods
andemphasesmaydiffer,thereisgeneralagreementthatanti-bullying
endeavors should revolve around key words such as: duty of care,
code of conduct, eradication of negligence, and conflict of interest at
the operational levels, to make the education more inclusive, diversity-
oriented and life-enriching. Research on bullying began some thirty
years ago in Finland, Japan and the UK in reaction to the loss of young
lives to bully-suicide. Far too many lives have already been lost or
harmed and the issue still continues. How to change schools is the
homework given to us by children and young people, so we can create
a better future for them.
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Introduction from Friends’ experts

Linda Bonaventura and Frida Warg

The most used definition of the concept of bullying, formulated by
psychologist and researcher Dan Olweus, states that bullying is
recurring, intentionally harmful acts which keep happening over a
period of time, and where there is a power imbalance between the
parties. This definition has been debated, problematized and nuanced
by both researchers and practitioners over the years. For instance, this
definition excludes sporadic serious incidents, as well as long-term
victimization that lacks clear intention. In other words, some of the
criticism relates to factors that are excluded in the traditional bullying
definition, which risks neglecting all students’ right to a safe school.

In this chapter, Elizabethe Payne and Melissa J. Smith problematize
the traditional understanding of bullying from a perspective especially
linked to gender and sexuality. They merely argue that the dominant
interpretation of bullying fails to recognize the heteronormative social
power dynamics that support bullying of LGBTQ-students (an umbrella
term for lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and queer expressions
and identities).

Itisgenerally takenforgrantedinsociety thatromantic relationships,
sex, marriage and parenthood are reserved for men and women. In
other words, heterosexuality is viewed as the norm for human sexuality
- this is usually called heteronormativity. Being heteronormative is
not the same thing as being homophobic (having a negative view
of homosexuality and bisexuality or behaving abusively for example
by joking about homosexuality and bisexuality in a degrading way)
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but norms that we are not always aware of can still be excluding and
offensive. Transphobia means thinking that it is wrong to be trans, but
also to express that it is wrong or odd to look different from what a girl
or boy “should” look like, or that there are only two genders (girls and
boy) and that no one can feel like “neither one’, “in between” or “both’.
Trans is a term that incorporates many different identities.

Friends experience is - as is also highlighted in this chapter -
that when homophobia, heteronormativity and transphobia are
expressed in various ways in school, teachers often proclaim that
these phenomena are learned outside of the school context: at home,
through social media, in the peer-group or via media. The possibility
that the school culture itself could be part of reproducing and
reinforcingthe oppressionisrarely admitted.The authors of the chapter
emphasize that bullying interventions are often designed to correct
dysfunctional behaviors that students are presumed to have gained
outside of school, but that such methods will probably fail to account
for how oppression and power dynamics shape social hierarchies and
how differences in identity - such as gender identity and sexuality -
are relevant to the students’ positions in a social hierarchy as well
as their experiences of bullying and other types of violence. This is a
reason to problematize the bullying definition since different forms of
victimization require different questions to be asked. In order for the
issue of bullying not to become too narrow and thus to miss students
experiencing violence and victimization linked to LGBTQ related issues,
a structural lens is required.

The definition of bullying indicates that the aggressions that a stu-
dent is exposed to follow some sort of system or pattern. Sometimes it
serves a purpose to use the word bullying to make a point, for example
about long-term victimization or pointing to a dose effect (how some-
one is affected by the amount of aggressions). The Swedish Education
Act uses the term degrading treatment and does not mention bullying
at all, partly because the school should act directly when a student
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feels violated and not wait until something can be categorized as
bullying. By looking at each individual act of degrading treatment, it is
easier to focus the interventions on the actual causes. Through such
an analysis, different structures can be made visible. It is common
for different power structures to intersect with each other. It is usually
called “intersectionality” and means that a person’s vulnerability can
sometimes not be explained by just one discriminatory system, but
several act at the same time. The word intersectionality comes from
the word “intersection” and symbolizes the intersection of different
power schemes. This could, for example, mean that if a school wants
to make efforts to promote gender equality, many aspects often need
to be taken into account because, the group that identifies themselves
as girls is not uniform. In the group of girls, factors such as age, class
or race vary. This affects the experience of victimization and can even
reinforce oppression and discrimination.

In this chapter, the concepts of school climate and school culture
are given deeper meaning as a tool for discovering the difference
between individual events defined by school climate, and a deeper
understanding of power relations defined by school culture. Both
peoples’ behavior and individual events need to be understood in a
context,and in the light of the structures they represent. For example, it
is possible to act homophobic or sexist without having meant anything
bad or having understood that what you did was homophobic or sex-
ist. In Friends’ contact with schools, school staff often raise questions
concerning problems with foul language. The way we speak can be
seen as the very surface of a norm that is considerably deeper. In the
chapter, the authors highlight research in which teachers in interviews
point out that teachers should generally be active by consistently
intervening when observing homophobic language at school, as
this allows students to learn that verbal expressions of oppression -
even if unintentional - can cause a schoolmate with LGBTQ identity
damage. Having supportive teachers who takes action is a factor that
has proven to be an important prerequisite for a less hostile school
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climate and increased self-esteem for LGBTQ-students. To effectively
promote inclusion, all school staff need explicit directives from school
management that intervention in bullying and harassment of LGBTQ-
students is both expected and will be supported.

But merely reacting to foul language does not address the problem
of diminished social capital for those who do not conform to normative
expectations of gender and sexuality. Therefore, Payne and Smith
ar-gue that interventions focusing on changing cultural norms are
needed. One essential part of supporting schools in their work with
norms and school culture is a genuine analysis of the surveys that
students answer about school climate and bullying. Their free text
responses often contain a nuanced picture of underlying problems
behind school jargons or the most unsafe spaces. It shows how
important it is to start from the student’s own experiences, percep-
tions and understanding of their life. Students must be the subjects
and we must start with their own voices and thoughts in order for us to
successfully understand the problem, its causes and solutions.

With an understanding of underlying power structures, a school will
be able to approach what the chapter authors refer to as “the root of
the problem’, rather than focusing on finding the problem in isolated
events and in individual students. To only focus on the problems can
lead to students adopting that view of themselves and each other
and comparing themselves to what is perceived as normal. The risk
is that the students then devote themselves to paying attention to
one another’s deficiencies, rather than discovering different ways of
being and acting. In an environment where there are few ways to be
‘correct” the need to find someone who is more “wrong’ than yourself
arises, which certainly leads to victimization of various kinds. Either
we categorize some students as “different” and try to get others to
tolerate them - which does not change the power system - or we
look at what categorizes them as different, and work to change that
attitude. Every student is an asset and needs to hear that - both about
themselves and others.
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Violence Against LGBTQ Students:
Punishing and Marginalizing Difference

Elizabethe Payne and Melissa J. Smith

In recent years, bullying as a social phenomenon has become part of
public consciousness as a problem demanding immediate attention.
Books on LGBTQ (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer) bullying
now proliferate, and anti-bullying laws have been enacted around the
country. The US Department of Education has hosted bullying sum-
mits, further lending credence to particular ways of understanding
the problem of in-schools bullying, including the experiences of LGBTQ
students. These conversations typically focus on LGBTQ students as
‘victims”; the correlation between victimization and negative psy-
chological, social, and educational outcomes; and the responsibility
of schools to protect vulnerable students from aggressive, antisocial
peers. These public dialogues around in-school harassment and
the marginalization of LGBTQ youth reduce the complexities of peer-
to-peer aggression to “anti-social behaviour where one student wields
power over [a victim],” (Walton 2011,131) and conceptualize “the problem
of bullying in terms of individual or family pathology” of a singular ag-
gressive student (Bansel et al. 2009, 59). This definition of “the problem”

reproduces bullying discourses, which “are now so accepted .. in
schools that they have gained hegemonic status” (Ringrose and
Renold 2010, 590). It has become practically impossible to understand
in-school violence and school responses to it outside “the binary logic
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of protection (for ‘victims) and vilification (i.e. pathologising the ag-
gressor)” (674). LGBTQ youth are perpetually painted as victims, bullies
as “badkids,” and schools as negligent due to their ineffective methods
of intervention.

This dominant narrative depends on inaccurate premises: It assumes
schools to be neutral sites where students of all genders and sexuali-
ties have equal opportunities to succeed and that barriers to success
only appear when individuals’ injurious behavior or attitudes create
a “negative” school climate where student safety and belonging are
threatened. However, as Walton (2010) argues, “framing the notion of
bullying in a generic manner by focusing on the individual behavior
and relational power, rather than on the specific constructs of dif-
ference that underlie incidents of bullying, operates to perpetuate
practices that are fostered within the grid of social regularities” (142).
Simply, the dominant understanding of bullying fails to acknowledge
heteronormative social systems of power that support acts of bullying
targeted at LGBTQ and gender non-conforming students. Overt acts
of violence against LGBTQ youth (or those who are perceived to be)
are only the surface-level, explicit effects of heteronormative school
cultures that celebrate idealized (hetero) genders and create social
benefits for peer-to-peer policing of non-normative sexualities and
gender expressions (Payne 2007). We must come to understand the
problem of LGBTQ student bullying differently if we are to have differ-
ent outcomes in our intervention efforts.

In this chapter, we will briefly review the limitations of the dominant
bullying and school climate discourses and illustrate the ways typical
bullying intervention efforts constrain educators’ abilities to under-
stand the range of aggressions targeting LEGBTQ students and to enact
change. Throughout the chapter, we will use data from QUERI research
projects to illustrate how the dominant bullying discourse manifests
in educators’ approaches to the problem of aggressions targeting
LGBTQ youth. We challenge the taken-for-granted conceptualization of
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LGBTQ youths’ school experiences of violence and argue for a broader
worldview that encompasses cultural systems of power — particularly
along lines of gender and sexuality — that persistently privilege spe-
cific groups of youth while marginalizing others. Shifting the definition
of “the problem” in this way demands a different understanding of
peer-to-peer aggression than that underlying the dominant bullying
discourse. It requires recognition of how aggression functions in pro-
cesses of social positioning and how patterns of youth aggression are
reflective of cultural norms for sexuality and gender expression. Bully-
ing is atool for preservation of the status quo, the privileging of hetero-
sexuality, and adherence to the gender binary. It “reflects, reproduces,
and prepares young people to acceptinequalitiesembedded inlarger
social structures” (Pascoe 2013, 95).

Methods

The data excerpts presented in this chapter are all drawn from QUERI
research on our professional development model, the Reduction of
Stigma in Schools© (RSIS). RSIS is a research-based professional de-
velopment program providing educators with tools and knowledge
for creating more affirming school environments for LGBTQ youth. The
larger data set consisted of workshop evaluations, semi-structured
interviews, and questionnaires completed by past participants of RSIS
workshops. Complete descriptions of the research methods are avail-
able in the program design and evaluation papers (Payne and Smith
2010, 2011). Though the educators in this study were interviewed to gain
insight into their experiences participating in the RSIS program, all
participants also devoted significant interview time to the “state of
things” regarding LGBTQ student experiences and bullying in their
respective school contexts.
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Breaking Down the Bullying Discourse

The Construction of “Bullying”

Both the popular discourse and the dominant research on bullying
reflect cultural myths about who bullies are, what they look like, and
whom they target. Bansel et al.(2009) argue, “The predominant trend in
bullying research, and currentinterventions arising fromthat research,
tend to conceptualize the problem of bullying in terms of individual
or family pathology” (69). Research on bullying often aims to identify
factors that increase students’ risk for engaging in bullying behaviors,
and interventions designed in light of this research typically involve
managing the aggressive behavior and changing the attitudes of
students who are identified as bullies (see Dupper and Meyer-Adams
2002; Espelage and Swearer 2010; Orpinas and Horne 2010; Swearer et
al. 2010). This body of work is predominantly shaped by a bully/victim
binary in which “power is conceptualized mostly as the capacity of an
individual student for abusing another who is perceived by the bully
as being weaker or deficient in some way” (Walton 2005, 102). Olweus
(2010) defines bullying as a specific type of aggressive behavior char-
acterized by intent, repetition, and an imbalance of power between
bully and victim. His definition is frequently used in bullying scholarship
and often in survey instruments (see Frey et al. 2009; Smith and Brain
2000; Swearer et al. 2010; Waasdorp, Bradshaw, and Duong 2011). Other
researchers have added to this baseline definition: Students who bully
are also understood as individuals who exhibit antisocial behavior
(Alsaker and Gutzwiller-Helfenfinger 2010), report low levels of empathy
(Hymel et al. 2010), and/or have been affected by adults (e.g., family
members) and other environmental factors (e.g., a violent home) that
have inadvertently supported the development of aggressive behav-
ior (Espelqge and Swearer 2010; Green et al. 2011; Johnson et al. 2011;
Nickerson, Mele, and Osborne-Oliver 2010). These conceptualizations
of bullying assume an individual-to-individual relationship between

Elizabethe Payne and Melissa J. Smith-77



bully and victim and define power in terms of an individual bully’s ca-
pacity to abuse and intimidate a victim.

This binary construction of bullying carries implications for possible
interventions: bullies need rehabilitation, victims need protection, and
schools define the problem as individual students who learn aggres-
sive, antisocial behaviors from family, community, and cultural in-
fluences. Intervention efforts are designed to correct dysfunctional
behaviors that are assumed to be learned outside school, but they are
unlikely to account for how systems of oppression shape social hier-
archies and how identity differences — such as gender and sexuality
- are relevant to students’ positions in the social hierarchy and their
experiences of bullying and other forms of violence.

When QUERI research participants describe the LGBTQ targeting
that happens in their schools, they reproduce the dominant bullying
discourse by deflecting the root causes of individual students’ in-
school aggression to cultural forces outside the school. They argue
that students learn aggressive behavior and biased attitudes from
family and mainstream media, and these influences are so powerful
that the school will never be able to stop their effects on social inter-
actions inside school. The data excerpts below are from two different
school professionals:

I think that, no matter what programs you have instilled, you are
going to have kids in a school environment that come from homes
that are, um, racist, um, that are prejudiced against types of dif-
ferences. And | think it's the same way with all this other stuff about
attitudes of tolerance and, you know, of anything, that it comes
from somewhere out here in society and I think that our kids pick up
on that real easily and depending on how your family is and how,
you know, people are viewed in your family, you know, what's talked
about and are people, you know, is there a joke that’'s been made
in your family, and people laugh about some gay/lesbian joke or
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whatever, or racist joke or whatever it is. You know, | think kids pick
up on that attitude and then they live it. And ... 1 think our school has
some problems with that.

Both participants claim that students learn bias from their families,
which places schools in the difficult position of fighting cultural and
familial values in the interest of greater tolerance between youth. Nei-
ther educator acknowledges the possibility that school culture could
be reproducing and reinforcing those same biases. Interpreting LEGBTQ
bullying in this way limits the possibilities for successful intervention
because all attention is focused on correcting bad behaviors thatindi-
vidual students learn elsewhere and bring into the school environment
rather than critically examining what exactly the school is teaching
students about difference and identity, who belongs and who does not.

LGBTQ-specific Bullying and Victimization

Research on LGBTQ youths’ school experiences comes largely from
educational psychology and positions this group of students as vic-
tims within the bully/victim binary. The central questions unifying this
scholarship are: In what ways are LGBTQ students “at risk,” and what
are the environmental factors that have the potential to alleviate/
reduce that risk? Building from this starting point, these studies seek to
identify individual and environmental variables that (i) predict nega-
tive psychosocial consequences, and (i) either mediate these negative
effects or eliminate them altogether.

It has been long established that there is a correlation between
victimization and higher incidence of health and sexual risk for LGBTQ-
identified youth. Researchers have examined the relationships be-
tween homophobic victimization and LGBTQ students’ mental health
outcomes, sense of school belonging, likelihood to engage in disrup-
tive behavior, academic outcomes, truancy, suicidality, and drug use
(Birkett, Espelage, and Koening 2009; Murdock and Bolch 2005; Poteat
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and Espelage 2007).More recently, this line of questioning has extended
to compare the risk data for heterosexual and LGBTQ-identified youth
who reported similar victimization experiences (Robinson and Espe-
lage 2013; Robinson, Espelage, and Rivers 2013). Results indicate that
LGBTQ-identified respondents experience higher rates of risk (Robinson
and Espelage 2013) and higher levels of long-term emotional distress
(Robinson, Espelage, and Rivers 2013) than their heterosexual peers who
had similar victimization experiences. A significant implication of this
line of research is that bullying and harassment do not fully account for
risk discrepancies between heterosexual and LGBTQ-identified youth;
thereis a clear need within educational psychology research for a more
complexunderstanding of how LGBTQ-identified youth experience stig-
ma beyond peer victimization.

Much of the educational psychology research focused on LGBTQ
youth has prioritized identifying environmental factors that have a
positive impact on LGBTQ students’ health and academic outcomes.
Scholars have pursued questions about correlations between LGBTQ
students’ reports of suicidality, depression, or victimization and sup-
portive factors such as perceived school safety or positive school
climate, presence of a GSA (Gay-Straight Alliance) and supportive
teachers, LGBTQ-inclusive school policies, and family support (Good-
enow, Szalacha, and Westheimer 2006; Espelage et al. 2008). These
supportive factors have also been connected to increased academic
achievement (Kosciw et al. 2013). In particular, having supportive edu-
cators is “one of the stronger predictors of a less hostile school climate
and of greater self-esteem for LGBT students” (Kosciw et al. 2013, 58).

Recently, educational psychology scholars have paid additional
attention to teacher attitudes toward LGBTQ students (qugowski,
McCabe, and Rubinson 2016); their awareness of the amount and type
of peer-to-peer aggression that occurs in school (Dragowski, McCabe,
and Rubinson 2016; Espelage, Polanin, and Low 2014; Perez, Schanding,
and Dao 2013); intention to intervene when they witness LGBTQ bully-
ing (Dragowski, McCabe, and Rubinson 2016; Perez, Schanding, and
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Dao 2013); and their perceptions of school-wide support for LGBTQ
students (Rinehart and Espelage 2016). Collectively, this research posi-
tions teachers as a powerful factor within whole-school anti-bullying
efforts. These scholars argue that in order for LGBTQ safety and inclusion
efforts to be successful, the adults throughout a school building need to
receive explicit messages from leaders that intervening in LGBTQ bullying
and harassment is expected and supported.

Teachers who have participated in QUERI research projects provide
additional insight to how educators interpret the quality of school
environments and the work that needs to be done in their schools
to better support LGBTQ students. Their comments predominantly
focused on the observable behavior they felt conveyed ‘“intolerant”
attitudes. Teachers expressed concern that hearing homophobic
language throughout the school put LGBTQ students at risk for
emotional or psychological distress and increased their risk for
absenteeism, social isolation, drug and alcohol use, and suicide. They
believed teachers should play an active role in reducing this risk by
consistently intervening when they observe homophobic language,
because doing so teaches students that verbal expressions of bias —
even when it is careless or unintentional — can cause significant harm
to a LGBTQ peer. One teacher described how convincing the entire
faculty to commit to this work had been a struggle in her school:

Ithink, pretty much, people do kind of see it [homophobic language]
as a normalized, you know, behavior. That, | don’t know if anybody’s
ears go (makes a surprised sound). You know what | mean? Like
profanity, they would. You know? Umm, and not [to] say that they
like it or accept it or say that that’s okay, but | just don’t know if
people would go out of their way to go over to somebody that they
don’t know [and correct them]. Now if they know the kid, they might
say something to ‘em, but, you know, would they turn around in the
hall to a kid they don’t know? I would (laughs). And, umm, you know,
just say something. I just don’t know if they [other teachers] would.
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This teacher attributes her school's inconsistency in addressing
homophobic language to lack of understanding about the injurious
effects of homophobic language. Normalization of this language
means that teachers perceive it to be neutral or “no big deal.” This
teacher believes the potential harm is significant enough to “‘go out of
[her] way” to stop students from saying things like “that’s so gay” or “no
homo.” She,and many other teachersin our research, seesinterrupting
anti-gay speech as an important risk reduction strategy for LGBTQ
students and is deeply committed to gaining cooperation from fellow
teachers in these intervention efforts. Though they acknowledged
the impossibility of achieving this goal, many participants believed
that eradication of such language would significantly improve the
school climate if not completely solve the problem. DePalma and
Jennett (2010) caution against this common understanding of “the
problem” of LGBTQ student marginalization primarily in terms of
homophobic and transphobic language. They argue that it “reflects
a shallow understanding of the social processes underpinning these
phenomena’ (16).

The problem of LGBTQ students’ negative school experiences has
been shaped by a discourse of bullying that neglects research that
examines ‘the situational and socio-cultural dimensions of power”
alongthelines of gender,andsexuality (Ringrose 2008,510) aswellasthe
dynamics of the social “hierarchies that young people must somehow
manage” (512). Reducing “risk” through intervening in anti-LGBTQ
targeting is indeed critical for the well-being of LGBTQ students,. It is
that reduced social capital and marginalized position within the school
that puts these students at risk for targeting and its consequences. To
be positioned as a “victim” is to be additionally marked out as “deviant”
within the normative contexts of school. In the following section, we
will examine the limitations of the bullying discourse as they appearin
three common LGBTQ bullying interventions.
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Addressing Bullying and Harassment in Schools
Anti-Bullying Interventions

Given that anti-bullying initiatives are common responses to the
problem of gender-based targeting, identifying the goals, processes,
and assumptions of these programs provides insight to how school
leaders, policy makers, and educators understand the problem of
violence toward LGBTQ youth. Most anti-bullying programs contain
four components: (i) assessment of how much bullying is happening,
quantifyingtheproblem:;(ii)directresponsestoactivebulliesandtargets;
(iii) whole-school education for educators, parents, and students; and
(iv) a system of monitoring where all members of the community are
expected toreport possible bullying activity (Jacobson 2013). The bullies
are imagined as students who are attracted to aggressive behaviors
or lack the ability to empathize with others’ feelings (Hymel et al. 2010)
or fail to accept peers from diverse backgrounds (Bandyopadhyay,
Cornell, and Konold 2009), thus solutions focus on changing how
individual students interact with their peers and behave in the school
environment.

Throughout the United States, schools are often attracted to “whole
school” programs that promise to decrease bullying and improve
school climate. There are countless anti-bullying models available, but
the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program (OBPP) is arguably the most
famous and widely used anti-bullying program in the United States
and Europe. It is particularly significant because its designers hold
an authoritative position in the academic conversation about what
bullying is and successful strategies for decreasing bullying behaviors
(Swearer et al. 2010). OBPP asks schools to implement new policies and
procedures at the student, classroom, institutional, and community
levels in order to establish consistent messaging and buy-in from all
stakeholders for the mission of eliminating bullying. The intent is for
all members of the community to raise their awareness of bullying,
have a shared understanding of what bullying is, learn how to have
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more positive interactions that reflect acceptance and empathy, and
to make a collective effort to report and intervene (Olweus and Limber
2010). Evaluations of OBPP (many executed by Dan Olweus and his
team) have measured its effectiveness according to students’ self-
reported experiences of bullying or being bullied. External evaluators
have been more cautious than the Olweus team in their endorsement
of the Olweus model. Smith, Schneider, Smith, and Ananiadou’s (2004)
review of studies evaluating OBPP concluded, ‘It is clear that the whole
school approach has led to important reductions in bullying ... but the
results are simply too inconsistent to justify adoption of these particular
procedures to the exclusion of others” (557). Swearer, Espelage, Vaillan-
court, and Hymel (2010) question the validity of reliance on “self-
reported data about bullying and victimization” (42) and call attention
to the failure to account for factors such as race, disability, or sexual
orientation in how they define the problem of bullying.

The success of school interventions is typically evaluated by
measuring the frequency of reported bullying behaviors or student
perceptions of safety. However, “reduction [of bullying] is a measurable
outcome ... [that] merely contains, regulates, and manages violence
rather than addresses it” (Walton 2005, 112). When the absence of
reported bullying functions as the indicator of a safe orinclusive school
for LGBTQ students, we fail to account for both the social processes
underpinning homophobic bullying and “the subtle ways in which
schools are complicit in sustaining them” (DePalma and Jennett 2010,
16). Further, anti-bullying programs’ focus on “statistics, characteristics,
psychological profiles, and measurable events” (Walton 2010, 113) fails
to question why the same groups of students are targeted decade
after decade. Anti-bullying programs are more often pushing violent
behavior underground than they are calling systemic privileging and
marginalization into question. They do not get to the “root” of the problem.

Just Be Nice: Character Education
Embedded within anti-bullying programs are narratives about the
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value of civility, kindness, and decency; who such programs think a
bully is; and the kinds of school environments that allow bullying to
take place. According to Rigby (2010), “Probably the most common
way of responding to bullying in schools is to assert the importance of
certain values or ideals that should govern interpersonal relationships
between students” (547). Anti-bullying programs often address this
issue by including “character education” components in their behavior
management systems. Character is “the complex set of psychological
characteristics that enable an individual to act as a moral agent”
(Berkowitz and Bier 2004, 73), and character education dims to ‘help
children learn the character attributes that enable them to become
caring and responsible adults” (Leming 2000, 414). Students who do
not act morally — who do not express care and responsibility — are
considered to lack “sociomoral competency” (Berkowitz and Bier
2004, 73) and are in need of specific instruction in order to “develop
a structured system of values, ethics and morals” (Leming 2000, 414).
Bullying programs that include character education components are,
therefore, attempting to compensate for the deficiencies in students’
values and belief systems that are leading them to act aggressively
or impose power over their peers. The Olweus Bullying Prevention
Program includes activities intended “to help build empathy and
perspective-taking skills” (Olweus and Limber 2010, 382). The Steps to
Respect program asks students to take a pledge to resist bullying -
asking them to make the morally “right” decision to keep one’s promise
(Frey et al. 2009). Bully-Proofing Your School aims to develop a “caring
community,” where social power is held by the “caring majority” (Porter
et al. 2010). The Bully Busters program “is predicated on the assumption
that aggressionandbullying are behaviors borne of social skills deficits,
lack of skills for taking others’ perspective or a failure to empathically
relate with others, and a moral or value system that denigrates
others” (Horne et al. 2010, 508). Although these programs do not take
identical approaches to bullying, they do share similar assumptions
about the relationship between student aggression and individual
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students’ values, beliefs, and morals. In short, students who have
‘good’ character will express respect, tolerance, and empathy toward
their peers, not aggression. This focus on psychosocial deficiencies
in individual students neglects both educational institutions’ role in
supporting bullying behaviors and the underlying value system that
allows some students to be targeted based on difference.

Donna, a high school teacher, demonstrates this idea in her discussion
of attempts to convince students to stop using homophobic language:

I mean, | can sit and try to tell kids how it is, you know, and like, say,
you know, “suicide rates higher” and all that kind of stuff, but | think
the generalkid is like,"Oh well. Too bad.” You know what | mean? Like,
they don’t understand and they don't, they don't have that empa-
thy and | think that probably, that empathy would be important to
our kids.

Donna’s definition of “the problem™ and vision for solving it reflect
messages within the bullying discourse that claim that students who
engage in aggressive behavior do so because of individual negative
attitudes or poor social skills learned from family and other cultural
sources (Espeloge and Swearer 2010). Her reasoning for encouraging
kids to be more empathetic is suicide risk reduction. Further, her claim
that an absence of empathy is to blame reflects a belief that problems
of bias and violence in schools only have effects on the feelings and
self-worth of individual victims who may be personally injured — either
by being directly targeted or by hearing the language circulating in
their environment. This interpretation fails to acknowledge the con-
stant reproduction of heterosexuality and hegemonic gender norms
occurring through the “normal” usage of biased speech. Homophobic
speech used in reference to something students deem abnormal or
unpleasant implicitly cites heteronormative discourse — which defines
heterosexuality and stereotypical gender roles as normal and other
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genders and sexudlities as deviant (Ngo 2003). She believes that if kids
are just “nicer” to one another, the problem will be solved. Niceness
cannot erase the stigma — it merely asks students in the dominant
majority not to be unkind to those they deem deviant.

Safety, Safe Spaces, and GSAs

When discussing bullying and anti-bullying efforts for LGBTQ students,
educators oftenrely heavily onthelanguage of “safety.” LGBTQ students
need to be “safe” in school and they need designated “safe spaces” in
whichto “bethemselves”—whereitis ‘safe”to be openly LGBTQfree from
violence. In our experience, teachers’ thinking about “safe spaces” is
closely aligned with Stengel's (2010) argument that “educators take for
granted the need to protect [marginalized] students ... from apparently
threatening social circumstances” (524). Further, “safe space” is code
fortheargumentthatitisaneducator'sresponsibility to “create positive
conditions for learning and growth” (624) and - therefore — separate
students from the possibility of harassment. So, while our research
participants believe in the power and necessity of such spaces (as do
the authors), most described visible “safe spaces” as signs of success
for their schools without considering how the safety rhetoric paints
LGBTQ students as victims in need of protection (Hackford-Peer 2010)
and fails to “elevate the status of LGBT[Q] people from a protected
class to a valued group in the school community” (Hirschfeld 2001, 61).
As Youdell (201) explains:

[Slubtie or implicit hierarchies and everyday injustices [in school]
often have their origins in institutional and educator judgments
about “‘who” students are. These judgments inform practice both
explicitly and implicitly as they are taken up by educational insti-
tutions and educators to predict and explain what students can
or cannot do, how they will or will not behave, the futures that are
or are not open to them. This “who” is drawn on by educators as
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they forge different relationships with differently positioned stu-
dents and as they explain and constrain the relationships that
these differently positioned students can and cannot make and
sustain. These everyday judgments have massive implications for
students’ experiences of education, shaping and constraining how
students understand themselves and the opportunities, relation-
ships and futures they see as being open to them. (9)

The LGBTQ student “who” that is institutionally created and recreated
through the pervasive safety rhetoric is synonymous with “victim” and
vulnerable “at risk” student.

In our data, “safety” was most often represented as a designated
time or space, marked by a scheduled meeting or a Safe Space sticker.
Having safe spaces where students feel that they can have a tempo-
rary reprieve from harassment is important, and many students have
spent significant portions of their high school days in the library or a
supportive teacher’s classroom seeking that reprieve (Payne 2007;
Mahan et al. 2007). However, the establishment of these spaces, rather
than being an answer to the problem, should only make the problem
more apparent. The real problem is that students do not experience
the entirety of their school as safe and therefore require these zones.

QUERI research participants have been nearly unanimous in their
belief that LGBTQ students need a place to go where they can escape
the possibility of hostility in the school environment. Donna explained
her understanding of what posting a Safe Space sticker symbolizes:

| think ... that it just means in my classroom, you're safe here, and
nobody’s going to pick on you, say something, and if somebody
does say something that’s, you know, derogatory, judgmental, or
whatever, that 'm gonna say something about it. You know, I'm not
gonna tolerate that. So you're safe in my room. ... If they’'re having a,
you know, if they see the sticker and they want to say something to
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you [about their sexuality] then yeah, you're there to support them
and help them in some way that you can.

Donna’s description is representative of the teacher interpretations of
“Safe Space” that occur throughout our data: educators who display
these stickers are promising that homophobic language will not occur
in their classrooms or offices, but if it does it will be addressed imme-
diately. Further, the stickers are meant to show kids where they could
safely tell a teacher about their LGBTQ identity or seek help if they are
experiencing any kind of distress in relation to their gender or sexual
identity. Research participants understood the need for Gay-Straight
Alliances and similar student groups in much the same way, with the
addition that they saw a need for LGBTQ students to have a formalized
time and space to share experiences with their peers. However, some
were concerned that such student groups gained a reputation as the
‘gay club” which could contribute to continued marginalization. The
stigmatization of LGBTQ identities also limited student participation in
the group:

But I think there are people who, | don’t know, I'd like to be able to
have kids have the experience that can come with the Acceptance
Coalition meetings and not feel like that’s where the gay kids go,
and, so if you are with them [the gay kids], you are one of them [gay]
and if you are one of them [gay], that’s bad, you know? | wish there
was a more open, um, environment.

This club advisor is noting that some students assume that anyone
who attends the Acceptance Coalition meeting is LGBTQ, ‘one of them,”
and that being “one of them™ is “bad.” Although the club has success-
fully provided a “safe space” for students to connect with peers and
adults, the group itself is marginalized, stigmatized, and isolated in the
school environment — and this stigma likely prevents many kids who
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are seeking support from attending meetings. So, while the participat-
ing students may feel a greater sense of connection and belonging
in their school and have a brief scheduled time designated free from
harassment, the larger social hierarchy continues to marginalize queer
kids in the school and the act of attending a meeting potentially pro-
duces more marginalization.

Despite the increasing numbers of character education and
anti-bullying programs, schools are still experienced as hostile
environments by LGBTQ students and families (Hirschfeld 2001).
Addressing this problem by focusing on safety issues is comfortable
for most staff, and even for most communities, as safety practices
reflect the “moral self-image that most people have of themselves”
(7). Like anti-bullying programs, the establishment of Safe Spaces
is vital to the school success of LGBTQ students; however, it fails to
address the heteronormative system that privileges heterosexuality
and hegemonic gender.Research indicates that “‘gay,” “fag,” and “dyke”
are considered by youth to be among the worst of possible pejoratives
(Thurlow 2001) and that to be “called ‘gay’ by others was among the
most psychologically disturbing forms of sexual harassment” to
students (Mahan et al. 2007). Safe Space initiatives are attuned to the
injurious effects of this language, but they do not expose or challenge
the value system that positions “gay” as such a horrible way to be or
that provides popularity and prestige to the harasser (Mahan et al.
2007). They fail to address how and why students are systematically
excluded through “apparently mundane and everyday practices
inside school” (Youdell 2008, 5). Anti-bullying programs, Safe Space
stickers, Gay—Straight Alliances, and other such interventions fail to be
disruptive, and LGBTQ and gender non-conforming students’ position
in the social hierarchy remains largely marginalized and unchanged
and the systems of power that put them there remain intact (Payne
and Smith 2012a).
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Rethinking LGBTQ Bullying and Interventions

Bullying as Regulation of Gender Difference

The majority of bullying research has been ‘gender blind” (Ringrose
and Renold 2010, 576) - failing to look at the sociocultural context of
bullying andthe ways many bullying behaviors arerootedinreinforcing
the rules for “appropriate” gender behavior and sexuality. The scant
bullying research that has attended to gender comes largely from
the field of developmental psychology and has served to reinforce
gendered stereotypes and “essentialised” norms of masculinity and
femininity rather than exploring the policing of gender boundaries as
a primary social function of bullying behavior (Ringrose and Renold
2010, 577). We propose (as have others) that bullying behaviors are
not antisocial but rather highly social acts deeply entrenched in the
perpetuation of cultural norms and values. Significantly, those norms
require a fixed relationship between (hetero) gender, sex and sexuality,
and the maintaining of ‘gender coherence” (Ringrose and Renold 2010)
through this “constellation” (Youdell 2005).

Students’ speech, behavior, and dress are regulated by cultural
rules related to the “right” way to exist in the school environment, and
youths’ everyday gender policing practices often fail to draw adults’
attention because these behaviors largely align with the institutional
values of school. Young people’s attitudes about difference are par-
tially formed in a school-based social scene that rewards conformity.
Children learn “their place’in the U.S. political and social order through
their public school experiences” (Lugg 2006, 49,) and school is a pri-
mary cultural site where young people learn the rules about who men
and women are expected to be. Youth regularly regulate and disci-
pline the boundaries between “normal” and “different” along the lines
of sex, gender, and sexuality (ond their intersections with race, class,
ability), and this process is a mechanism for acquiring and increasing
social status.
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These patterns of aggression occur constantly throughout the school,
producing and reproducing systems of value based on gender
conformity, and they often occur within friendship groups (Ringrose
2008), making it all the more difficult to see and to intervene. Boys’
misogynistic teasing and sexual harassment of girls, girls’ verbal
policing of one another’s appearance and sexual reputations, and
boys’ homophobic teasing of one another are examples of verbal
aggression that constantly circulate within peer groups and police the
boundaries of acceptable gender, but fall outside dominant discourses
of bullying (Duncan 2004; Payne 2007, 2010; Payne and Smith 2012a:;
Youdell 2005). In addition, some forms of aggression are considered
‘normal” based on cultural expectations for gendered behavior - for
example, “for boys to be heroically and ‘playfully’ violent and for girls
to be repressively and secretly ‘mean” (Ringrose and Renold 2010, 591).
Youth operate within these acceptable dynamics of aggression to
battle for position in social hierarchies without (much) adult scrutiny,
reproducing gender norms including those for “relational aggression”
(586) along the way. Students who are socially powerful are those
who successfully perform normative gender and heterosexuality, and
great importance is placed on youths’ success in the “heterosexual
marketplace” (Eckert 1994) through acquiring (heterosexual) dating
opportunities and demonstrating attractiveness to the “opposite” sex.
Those who most successfully conform to gender expectations are
“celebrated” (Lugg 2006, 49) in their peer groups and in school culture.

Young people who are viewed as having inadequate gender
characteristics or a gender identity not normatively associated with
their biological sex are more violently and publicly “marked” (Payne
2007,64) and denied access to social power and popularity. The further
youth fall from idealized forms of masculinity and femininity, the more
vulnerable they are to these patterns of heightened policing as well as
moresevereformsofviolence.LlGBTQyouthareoftenthemostvulnerable
in this system. Through “the continual, vocal branding of [the] Other”
(Thurlow 2001, 26), students not only fight for power and establish their
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own positions within the social hierarchy by marking others’ positions
as higher or lower than their own (Pascoe 2007), but they (re)establish
who they cannot “be.” Biased speech and other verbal aggressions
and micro-aggressions (Solorzano, Ceja, and Yosso 2000) should be
understood as “citational practices” — “drawing on and repeating past
articulations and perceptions” (Ngo 2003, 116). Homophobic language
does not need to be explained in the moment, which signifies that it is
citing and reproducing cultural and historical understandings about
this kind of speech, and these cultural norms are reproduced each
time kids use this language to regulate one another. Hate speech
acts — “faggot,” “dyke,” “homo,” “slut” - “injure” individuals and the
larger group of queer and non-conforming students by repeatedly
placing them in “subordinate position[s]” in the social hierarchy and
publicly reaffirming the associated gender transgressions as deviant
(Mclnnes and Couch 2004). However, it is only the students who are
overtly, publicly, repeatedly targeted who are framed within dominant
bullying discourses as the victims of bullying.

Because these escalated verbal acts of aggression draw from the
same cultural system of meaning and practice as everyday gender
policing — a normalized part of social life — they are not viewed as ab-
normal by youth. It is, therefore, possible that those who “bully” do so
because they are making an “extreme investment” in a cultural system
that allows them to access power through the “normative regulation of
others” (Bansel et al. 2009, 67). In other words, the violence termed “bul-
lying” is the heightened and visible form of aggression that circulates
every day in schools and inthe larger culture — aggression that targets
appearance, personadlinterests and hobbies, academic engagement,
bodily comportment, physical size and shape, and sexual behavior in
ways that continuously reassert the “right” way to be a gendered per-
son and affirm the expected alignment of sex, gender, and sexuality.

Connelly (2012) notes that high school is “one of the most intensely
and often violently anti-gay sites in our culture” (254). Each time a LGBTQ
student is harassed, it communicates the message that “a central
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element of the gay student’s identity is deficient, shameful, and
worthy of ridicule” (Wallace 201, 748). “Student [and adult] discourses
of ‘'normal’ gender and sexuality make the school feel unsafe for
[LGBTQ] students” (Ngo 2003, 118), so it is imperative that anti-bullying
work focus on gaining a deeper understanding of the subtle ways
that privileging of heteronormative gender in appearance and
behaviors constantly influences how students negotiate their school
environments. Targeting others for their failure to “do” gender “right”
is a learned mechanism for improving or affirming one’s own social
status as well as reaffirming the “rightness” of the gender “rules,” and
schools are participants in both teaching youth to use these tools and
in privileging some groups of (conforming) students over others. It is,
therefore, important to examine the various ways in which schools
institutionalize heterosexuality and silence and marginalize gender
and sexual difference, thus supporting social positioning practices
that privilege idealized heterosexual performance — from social rituals
like prom, to elections of school queens and kings, to awards for “cutest
couple,” to the heterocentric curriculum, to school dress codes that
affirm the gender binary. Heterosexuality and gender conformity are
rewarded with a position at the top of the school’s social hierarchy —
visibly reaffirming the school ideal (Payne and Smith 2012a) - often
through the awarding of crowns.

Attending to Climate and Culture

A high incidence of bullying is often assumed to be the cause of a neg-
ative school climate, not the iteration of the values and beliefs of the
larger school culture. Climate research is “the most frequently studied
school characteristic linked to bullying” (Gendron, Williams, and Guer-
ra 201, 151) and it intends to identify “the mediating variables between
the structural features of the school and the outcomes for pupils and
teachers” (Vom Houtte 2005, 71). Climate assessment tools meadsure
student and faculty perceptions of factors such as school attach-
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ment, school involvement, clarity and fairness of school rules, parental
involvement, safety, respect between students and staff, strength of
leadership,student and staff morale,and clarity of educationalmission
(Gottfredson et al. 2005; Stewart 2003; Welsh 2000).

A major tension in the climate research is the uncomfortable
relationship between climate and behavior.Connectingthetwomeans
identifying concrete, measurable elements that are indicative of
the overall quality (Whether positive or negative) of an organization’s
environment and linking these (often implicitly) to student and staff
behavior. This research evaluates climate through school community
members’ collective perception of the quality of the environment. For
example, Welsh (2000) utilized a climate assessment that asked for
perceptions of school safety, clarity of rules, fairness of rules, respect
for students, student influence on school affairs, and planning and
action. Stewart’s (2003) research on the relationship between “school-
level characteristics” and misbehavior collected data addressing
students’ perceptions of school attachment, school involvement,
belief in school rules, association with positive peers, and parental
school involvement, and compared schools according to size, “school
social problems,” and “school cohesion” (576). Gottfredson et al. (2005)
measured school climate using student perceptions of fairness
and clarity of rules, and teachers’ perceptions of “organizational
focus,” “morale,” school-wide strategies for problem solving, and
“administrative leadership” (423-424). Such measurements (e.g.,
“fairness,” “morale”) establish a normative standard for what the school
environment should be, and they ask participants for their general
perception of how the school measures against these standards while
implicitly assuming that all respondents hold the same standard for
concepts such as “fair” or “not fair” and thus are able to usefully report.
The implication is that if there are deficiencies, the structural features
of the school will need to be altered in some way to “fix” the climate.
It is, therefore, unsurprising that anti-bullying and school climate
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interventions often go hand in hand, as many school safety studies
argue a causal relationship between decreases in violent behavior
and a more positive school climate.

Some of this climate research has focused specifically on the
experiences of LGBTQ students. For example, Toomey, McGuire, and
Russell (2012) conducted research to assess “students’ perceptions of
the school climate as safe for gender nonconformity” and “how the
visibility of safe school strategies .. may be associated with greater
perceptions of safety” (189). This study discussed a relationship
between heteronormativity and school climate, but ultimately their
conclusions were focused on correlating specific interventions —
inclusive anti-harassment policies, GSAs, professional development
— with students’ feelings of safety rather than with indicators of strict
heteronormative values. Kosciw, Palmer, Kull, and Greytak (20]3)
‘examined simultaneously the effect of school climate on achievement
and the role that school-based supports for LGBT students may have
in offsetting this effect” (48). Like Toomey, McGuire, and Russell, they
reported that the presence of in-school supports such as GSAs and
supportive educators were indicators for a less hostile climate and
fewer incidences of victimization. Research studies such as these are
attractive to political and educational leaders because they support
the assumption that climate is a measurable phenomenon and,
therefore, it is possible to prove the effectiveness (or lack thereof) of
specific interventions.

Notably, these studies and others (Birkett, Espelage, and Koenig
2009; Goodenow, Szalacha, and Westheimer 2006; Murdock and Bolch
2005) measure school climate with student reports of feelings of safety
and incidents of victimization. In other words, climate is either positive
or negative, depending on the presence or absence of reported vio-
lence. This body of research is attempting to identify specific structural
elements that when addressed will help LGBTQ students feel safer,
but these interventions are primarily focused on raising awareness of
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LGBTQ bullying and providing spaces in the school where students do
not feel the threat of victimization. These interventions are undoubted-
ly important, but they do not address school culture: the institutional
value systems that privilege gender conformity and heterosexuality.
This link between climate and anti-bullying divorces climate
from culture, continues the limited focus on visible signs of a deeper
cultural problem, and eliminates the possibility to gain understanding
of how students use social norms as tools to battle for position in the
social hierarchy. Culture and climate are both prevalent concepts
in discussions about institutional beliefs, values, and attitudes, and
they are often conflated in educational discourse, collapsed under
the umbrella of school climate (Anderson 1982; Hoy 1990; Van Houtte
2005; Welsh 2000). However, ‘researchers concentrating on culture
maintain that culture may offer a more profound insight into an
organization, because ultimately climate is nothing more than ‘a
surface manifestation of culture” (Van Houtte 2005, 78 citing Schien
1990, 91). In other words, culture represents the system of values and
beliefs that give an organization identity and shape how it (and the
people in it) function, and climate is created through individuals’
interactions within that organization based upon those values and
beliefs (Hoy 1990; Maxwell and Thomas 1991; Van Houtte 2005). In terms
of students’ school experiences, one can conceptualize climate “as the
way school culture affects a child’'s sense of safety and acceptance,
and consequently is a critical determinant of their ability to focus on
the task of learning” (Dessel 2010, 414), whereas culture encompasses
the systems of knowledge and belief that are available within a given
context for people to use in making meaning of their experiences
of marginalization. The impetus to target students with harassment
based upon their gender or sexual difference lies in the values and
belief system of the school and larger culture. Marginalized students’
interpretations of what this targeting “means” about them as people
and members of that school community draws from the same value
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system. Moving forward, “we must take into consideration how bullying
is influenced by a patriarchal macrosystem” (Carrera, DePalma, and
Lameiras 2011, 490) and how the behaviors associated with bullying,
‘as well as the everyday practices of oppression that are norma-
lized and naturalized in institutional school settings, demonstrate
a strong gendered component” (493). Research on school culture and
heteronormativity should ask questions about institutional beliefs
and values, school rituals that elevate the status of heterosexuality
and gender conformity, and policies and practices that reinforce the
gender binary. These are questions that will provide insight to how
school culture is contributing to the ways students police one another’s
identities, expressions, and behaviors.

Rethinking Violence against LGBTQ Students

The literature reviewed here and the data excerpts from some of our
own research represent the dominant narrative about US schools’
responsibilities to LGBTQ students. The “problem” of LGBTQ students’
negative school experiences has been shaped by a discourse where
‘overlyindividualized and psychologized analyses..distortlargerissues
of inequality” (Pascoe 2007, 17) and that neglects research examining
youths’ negotiations of the social hierarchies in their peer groups
(Ringrose 2008). A “lack of theorizing the power of social difference”
perpetuates the dominant discourse on bullying (Walton 2011) and its
narrow focus on the bully/victim binary. “Anti-bullying” responses to this
understanding of “the problem” include a need to protect individual
victims and overlook “the role that schools play in the reproduction
of social relations along axes of class, gender, race and ... sexuality”
(Youdell 2005, 250) that privilege some and marginalize others. LGBTQ
sexualityandnon-normativegendersappearintheschoolenvironment
only as sites of risk and vulnerability, calling for surveillance and
intervention by adults, and LGBTQ youth are only acknowledged and
supported as victims, or potential victims, in need of protection and
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care (Fields 2013). When educators understand “the problem” in this
way, the cultural, systemic privileging of heterosexuality and gender
normativity is never called into question, the marginalization of LGBTQ
youth is reproduced and re-entrenched in new ways, and schools
avoid claiming responsibility for their complicity in the aggression
targeting LGBTQ and gender non-conforming youth.

The bullying discourse is rarely questioned because it aligns with
the cultural mythology of the K-12 school experience. This mythology
has a socially unifying force — anyone who has been educated in US
public schools can provide a recognizable narrative of “the bully,” and
while there is a collective desire for the bully to be eliminated, there
is also an acceptance of the bully’s presence as a rite of passage
or a “‘normal” part of the K-12 schooling experience. The problem of
pervasive and persistent targeting and harassment of LGBTQ students
fits easily into this collective memory of schooling. However, this
meaning making of LGBTQ harassment fails to address why LGBTQ
students have historically been hyper-visible figures of “deviance’ in
the school environment (qnd thus the tqrgets), and why for decades
homophobic epithets like “fag” have served as such powerful tools
for marking any student who falls outside social norms (Smith and
Smith 1998). Bullying is not an individual “pathology” but “a form of
gender socialization and a mechanism by which gender privilege is
reproduced” (Pascoe 2013, 87). Traditional bullying discourses do not
account for the social norms that dictate who students are “allowed” to
beinthe school environment, or who has access to power and prestige
in the social environment of school (Poyne 2007). What is needed is
an understanding of bullying as more than “autonomous acts, free-
floating from their histories and contexts that can be accounted for
through the character of one faulty individual” (Bansel et al. 2009, 66).
“‘Generic” anti-bullying policies — though “masquerading as providing
protection for all” — do not address the “specific ways that particular
children,and not others, are continual targets of peer violence” (Wolton
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2011, 137). Violence targeting LGBTQ students is embedded in and
reproduces ‘normative power structures [which] discursively organize
ideals of masculinity and femininity” (Ringrose 2008, 512). Thus, acts of
LGBTQ harassment are “reiterations of the dominant order” (chsel et
al. 2009, 66) that normalize the marginalization of students who do not
conform or meet the standards of hegemonic gender in some way.
Bullying LGBTQ students is an act of social violence not only against an
individual, but against gender and sexual difference. And in that way,
bullying is a political act.

The educators we cite here from our research data are interpreting
their LGBTQ students’ experiences and their school climates through
a lens that allows them to “see” overt acts of sexist and homophobic
violence but not the ways in which “schools play a part in structuring
adolescent selves ... including relations of power, labor, emotion, and
symbolism” (Pascoe 2007, 18). Although the participants recognize
the presence of homophobia in their schools, they lack insight on
how social stigma and marginalization work “in the most mundane
moments everyday inside schools” (Youdell 2008, 13), or “how school
processes act unwittingly to exclude particular students from the
educational endeavour” (1). Furthermore, as Ringrose and Renold (2010)
argue, ‘the dominant ‘bully discourses’employed to make sense of and
address [peer-to-peer] conflict offer few resources or practical tools
for addressing and coping with everyday, normative aggression and
violence in schools” (575). These “normative cruelties” are “‘exclusionary
and injurious practices” (575) that are taken for granted as normall
genderedbehavior.Ourresearchparticipants’perspectivesonpeer-to-
peer aggression reflect this argument that social interactions such as
girls’gossiping, boys'roughhousing, or “playful”exchanges of insultslike
‘slut” and “fag’ are rarely considered to be overtly aggressive behavior.
Therefore, such low-level aggressions — which actively reproduce
normative expectations for gender and sexuality — are rarely noticed,
let alone monitored. Prevention and intervention methods as well as
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professional development designed for teachers should highlight
the relationships between “normative cruelties” (Ringrose and Renold
2010), sexual harassment, and the acts currently termed “bullying” and
include a thorough education on the “constructed nature of gender,
making gender boundaries more flexible, and valuing sexual diversity
in the classroom” (Correro, DePalma, and Lameiras 2011, 494).

We propose a new definition of bullying that aims to address the
issues described above and that will provide a more useful framework
for (i) understanding the social nature of the aggression that occurs
between peers, and (i) designing interventions that will address the
cultural roots of peer-to-peer aggression. Further, we wanted to de-
velop a definition that challenges the bullying discourse and draws
attention to the daily violence that often fades into the landscape of
‘normal” adolescent behavior. We argue that it is imperative to keep
this subtle aggressionin the foreground because it reflects the cultural
norms embedded in a given context — like a school or community —
and is the mechanism through which youth regulate the boundaries
between “normal” and “other.” Finally, we take the position that a ma-
jority of peer-to-peer aggression in US public scho