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Abstract: Adolescents involved in bullying can be at risk of developing behavioural problems,
physical health problems and suicidal ideation. In view of this, a quantitative research design us-
ing a cross-sectional study was conducted to determine the prevalence of bullying and associated
individual, peer, family and school factors. The study involved 4469 Malaysian public-school stu-
dents who made up the response rate of 89.4%. The students were selected using a randomized
multilevel sampling method. The study found that 79.1% of student respondents were involved
in bullying as perpetrators (14.4%), victims (16.3%), or bully–victims (48.4%). In a multivariate
analysis, the individual domain showed a significant association between students’ bullying involve-
ment and age (OR = 1.38; 95% CI 1.12–1.70), gender (OR = 1.73; 95% CI 1.47–0.91), ethnicity (OR = 0.66;
95% CI 0.47–0.91), duration of time spent on social media during the weekends (OR = 1.43;
95% CI 1.09–1.87) and psychological distress level (OR = 2.55; 95% CI 1.94–3.34). In the peer domain,
the significantly associated factors were the number of peers (OR = 0.69; 95% CI 0.56–0.86) and
frequency of quarrels or fights with peers (OR = 2.12; 95% CI 1.24–3.26). Among the items in the
school domain, the significantly associated factors were students being mischievous in classrooms
(OR = 1.52; 95% CI 1.06–2.06), student’s affection towards their teachers (OR = 1.53; 95% CI 1.06–2.20),
frequency of appraisal from teachers (OR = 1.49; 95% CI 1.16–1.94), frequency of friends being
helpful in classrooms (OR = 1.92; 95% CI 1.09–3.38) and frequency of deliberately skipping class
(OR = 2.91; 95% CI 2.90–1.72). As a conclusion, the study revealed high levels and widespread bully-
ing involvement among students in Malaysia. As such, timely bullying preventions and interventions
are essential, especially in terms of enhancing their mental health capacity, which substantially influ-
ences the reduction in the prevalence rates of bullying involvement among students in Malaysia.

Keywords: bullying behaviour; individual factors; peer factors; family factors; school factors

1. Introduction

Bullying is a serious public health issue, requiring attention not only because of the
effects it has on people but its tendency to continue even in the presence of bystanders [1].
In the 21st century, bullying has become an increasingly common phenomenon with 5%
to 15% of people being the victim of bullying reported worldwide, among which some
cases even lead to deaths [2]. Moreover, there has been an increase in cases of deaths
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by suicide and use of aggression among adolescents due to bullying in schools [3]. The
involvement of adolescents in bullying is highly apparent and affects almost half of them
all over the world [4].

Bullying is characterized as a set of aggressive behaviours [5], systematic abuse of
power and a form of peer abuse [6], involving three primary elements, namely, repetition,
harm and power imbalance [7]. Therefore, an individual is considered a victim of bullying
when and if they have been continuously and repetitively exposed to harmful or negative
behaviour, enacted by another individual or multiple other individuals, without having the
power to defend themselves [8]. The power imbalance that exists between the individuals
will likely put the weaker individual in harm’s way [8].

It has been documented via past literature that victims of bullying have a probability
of experiencing problems related to health, mental well-being and academic performance.
They are also found to be more likely to experience depression, anxiety and low self-esteem,
compared to adolescents who have not been victims of bullying [5,9,10]. Additionally,
research has identified that depression, anxiety and low self-esteem are also precursors
to bullying and not just outcomes of it [11,12]. Therefore, adolescent students who are
involved in bullying are more likely to experience depression, anxiety and low self-esteem
as compared to their peers. Past studies have also identified several physical health
problems that are prominent among adolescents who are involved in bullying. It was
found that bullied teens were more likely to experience abdominal pain, problems with
sleep, nonspecific headaches, muscle strain, extreme fatigue and suppressed appetites [11].
In a meta-analysis conducted by [13], it was found that children who were bullied were
significantly more at risk of experiencing psychosomatic problems as opposed to their
peers who remain uninvolved in bullying.

In addition, there was also proof that those involved in bullying had lower academic
excellence. Moreover, teenagers involved in bullying are more likely to be frequently absent
from school [14], have a higher rate of truancy [15,16], dislike school and score lower in
exams and standardized tests [17]. Meta-analytic research that involved the analysis of
33 journal articles [18] found that there was a negative correlation between involvement
in bullying and academic performance, which was measured based on grades achieved,
achievement scores or teachers’ acknowledgement of their success.

Generally, many factors are associated with adolescents involved in bullying, ranging
from individual factors to peer influence, family and school factors [19]. From the aspect
of individual factors, research has proven that individuals who have difficulties with
social adjustment are at risk of being involved in bullying [20,21]. In addition, peer
influence, familial factors, school environment and community influences are highly likely
to act as risk factors that lead an individual to be involved in bullying [22]. Therefore,
to prevent student involvement in bullying, proper and clear preventative policies and
active participation of relevant and responsible parties is required. Early adolescence is
the ideal time to encourage anti-bullying sentiments, as it becomes harder and more costly
to fix or undo these patterns of negative behaviour if they have participated in it for too
long. Therefore, identifying the associated risk factors that lead an individual to engage in
bullying behaviours will aid in prevention strategies, as well as possibly steer high-risk
individuals away from being involved in bullying [23]. This can also go on to positively
influence and reduce physical and mental problems that adolescents face in relation to
their exposure to bullying.

The Current Study

The issue of bullying in Malaysian schools is a cause for concern to responsible
authorities, as well as the public, so much so that component of bullying has been included
in a national-level study carried out by the Malaysian Institute of Public Health. The
National Health and Morbidity survey, carried out in the year 2012, studied the prevalence
rates of victims of bullying, the number of days they were bullied out of the past 30 days
and the most common method that was used to bully the respondents. In conclusion, the
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survey identified that the prevalence rate of victimization was 17.9%. However, the survey
only measured bullying from the perspective of victims alone [24].

In order to obtain a more accurate understanding of the actual situation of bullying
within the country, it is important to not only identify the victims, but also the bullies and
the individuals who play both the role of the victim and that of the bully. Additionally,
there are no studies that link various risk factors of bullying participation among students.
Studies that elaborate on bullying activities in Malaysia are also fairly limited in comparison
to other countries. Therefore, the true weight of the situation within the nation cannot
be determined, limiting the opportunities to formulate policies that would help prevent
bullying in the country. Preventative strategies like those used internationally might not be
suitable to be used in Malaysia, as the measures used have not been validated locally and,
hence, could produce results that do not align with the bullying situation in the country
due to cross-cultural differences.

Based on the studies by [25], there is a clear increase in the usage of handphones,
as well as the access to the internet, among Malaysian adolescents, making the threat of
cyberbullying inevitable. Moreover, it opens up the possibility of abuse by individuals from
older age groups, having taken into consideration the fact that strength is unidentifiable
online and there is no physical contact with the victim. The lack of literature pertaining to
cyberbullying within the country has afforded the researcher the opportunity to identify
the current prevalence of cyberbullying cases in Malaysia. Additionally, the study aimed
to identify the prevalence of adolescent involvement in bullying, as well as the associated
factors such as individual, peer, family and school factors, which contribute to adolescent
engagement in bullying in Malaysian secondary schools. As such, it is hypothesised, there
is an association between individual, family, peer and school factors with involvement in
bullying among National secondary school students in Malaysia.

2. Materials and Methods

The present research adopted a quantitative research design using a cross-sectional
research approach. Selected students were required to complete self-administered ques-
tionnaires, which were then collected and used to identify and assess their involvement
in bullying scenarios. Data were collected via the self-administered questionnaires that
were completed by selected students after informed consent was obtained from parents
of participating students. Domains of the questionnaires used in the current study were
considered reliable and valid, as suggested by Vikneswaran, Ismail, Idris, Kamaluddin,
Ratnakrisna and Wani [26].

A total of 55 items were used to measure 5 different domains of dependent variables;
21 items measured the individual factors, 4 items measured peer factors, 20 items measured
family factors and 10 items measured school factors. Following that, 25 items measured
factors relating to the independent variables. Out of the 25 items, 13 items addressed
bullying, while the remaining 12 evaluated victimization. Overall, students were required
to answer 80 items, which were obtained and adapted from various sources.

The study was conducted in the year 2017 for duration of 6 months. It was carried out
in public secondary schools within Peninsular Malaysia, Sabah, Sarawak and the Federal
Territory of Labuan, after having obtained approval from the Research Ethics Committee
of the National University of Malaysia and the Malaysian Education Ministry. Before the
survey was conducted, written informed consent forms were obtained from parents whose
children had participated in the study.

2.1. Background of Area of Research & Population

Malaysia is a country that is 329,847 per square kilometres wide, placed in Southeast
Asia. It is made up of 13 states and 3 Federal Territories and citizens of various cultures,
with Islam as the official religion as deemed by the country’s constitution, which also
states that the freedom for citizens of other religions to freely practice their religion will be
protected by the law. In the year 2016, 31.7 million made up the population of Malaysia,
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with 22.6 million of them in Peninsular Malaysia and the rest from the remaining states,
namely, Sabah, Sarawak and the Federal Territory of Labuan [27].

In general, secondary education in Malaysia is 5 years long and is known as Forms
1 to 5. Form 1 to Form 3 students are categorized as “Lower Secondary” students, while
students in Form 4 and 5, belong to the “Upper Secondary” category. In total, there are
about 2,344,891 secondary school students in the country. 66.0% of this total number is
made up of male students, while female students make up the remaining 34%. Out of all
the schools in the nation, 2414 of them are managed by the government while 75 schools
are either private or international schools [27]. Having taken into consideration the time
constraints in carrying out the study, ethics approval from relevant authorities, as well as
obtaining access to school premises, this study was conducted in public schools.

2.2. Sampling Method

A list of secondary schools in Malaysia was obtained from the Malaysian Ministry of
Education and a multistage sampling method was used in this study to obtain the final
sample. A proportional sampling method was used to select certain secondary schools
from the 13 states and 3 federal territories of Malaysia, based on a few set criteria. The
schools were selected as potential participants of the study. The criteria that the schools
had to meet were, admission levels exceeding 2000 students and the presence of students of
both genders (i.e., male and female) and after applying the criteria to the selection process,
a total of 84 schools were shortlisted, following which a random sampling method was
employed to further narrow the sample down into a feasible sample of 24 schools which
represented all the states within the country. The final group of schools which were selected
made up 1/3rd the total number of schools that met the criteria set.

Moving forward, a quota sampling method was utilized to select the classes from
which participants will be selected. These classes were chosen by the guidance counsellors
of each school, based on the academic performance of the students within the classrooms.
Therefore, each classroom had students who fell into high, intermediate and low achieving
strata. Finally, a convenience sampling method was used to select the final group of poten-
tial participants. The students were selected using a randomization table. 5000 informed
consent forms were distributed to the chosen students and a total of 4469 students had
confirmed their participation, giving the researchers a response rate of 89.38%. Students in-
volved in the study were required to be Malaysian students, whose parents have provided
written informed consent allowing their children to partake in the study.

2.3. Measures
2.3.1. Section A: Demographic Details

Demographic details students were required to provide were their date of birth, age,
gender, race, weight, height and email address.

2.3.2. Section B: Individual, Peer, Family and School Factors

Individual factors measured were related to media usage habits and level of psycholog-
ical distress. Peer factors, on the other hand, addressed the number of friends an individual
has overall, how readily friends were willing to provide support and the frequencies of time
spent together as well as quarrels or arguments between the respondent and their friends.
Family factors aimed to measure characteristics of parenting attitudes, as well as those of
siblings and other members of the household. School factors that were investigated include
school environment, teachers’ attitudes towards the respondent, classroom characteristics
and a sense of belonging in school.

2.3.3. Section C: Kessler Psychological Distress Scale (K10)

This section contained 10 items that assessed the frequency of distress symptoms
experienced by the respondent. Frequencies were assessed using a 5-point Likert scale,
where 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = frequently and 5 = always.
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2.3.4. Section D: Malaysian Bullying Questionnaire

Details obtained via this section were related to bullying activities. The items aimed
to identify the roles of individuals (i.e., bully, victim, bully-victim), as well as the types of
bullying they were involved in (i.e., physical, verbal, relational and cyber-based bullying).

2.4. Data Analyses

Data analysis was carried out using the 23.0 version of the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS). The descriptive and statistical analyses were computed using this software.
Levels of significance were p < 0.05, with a 95% confidence interval. The continuous
variable was simplified using means and standard deviations. All variables were deemed
necessary and represented as numbers (n) or percentages (%). Then, a simple logistic
regression analysis was carried out as a bivariate analysis to distinguish the statistical
differences between those categorical variables. Finally, a multiple logistic regression
analysis was implemented to identify the relationship between the data collected and the
factors investigated, covariate adjustment, or confounders and to identify important factors
that influence an adolescent student’s involvement in bullying.

3. Results
3.1. Prevalence of Bullying

Table 1 presents the findings regarding the distribution of Malaysian public secondary
school students’ involvement in bullying. Out of 4469 students, only 20.9% had stated that
they were not involved in bullying incidences, while the majority (79.1%) had admitted to
having been involved in bullying, as either a bully (14.4%), victim (16.3%), or bully–victim
(48.4%). When further probed about the types of bullying they had been involved in, it
was found that most bullies had resorted to verbal bullying (55.6%), followed by physical
bullying (36.7%), relational (11.6%) and, lastly, cyberbullying (5.3%), which was the least
common type of bullying a bully would engage in. From the victims’ perspective, the
most common type of bullying they had experienced was also in a similar order, whereby
verbal bullying was found to be the most common (51.2%), followed by relational bullying
(40.4%), physical bullying (27.3%) and cyberbullying (13.1%).

Table 1. Distribution of individual factors (n = 4469).

Factor Characteristics n (%)

Age
13 1374 (30.7)
14 1652 (37.0)
16 1443 (32.3)

Gender
Male 2135 (47.8)

Female 2334 (52.2)
Ethnicity

Malay 2895 (64.8)
Chinese 835 (18.7)
Indian 392 (8.8)
Other 347 (7.7)

Academic Performance
Excellent 833 (18.6)

Good 2136 (47.8)
Satisfactory 1126 (25.2)

Not Satisfactory 374 (8.4)
Time spent on social media per day on a weekday (hours)

Never 857 (19.2)
<1 1517 (33.9)
1–4 1482 (33.2)
>4 613 (13.7)
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Table 1. Cont.

Factor Characteristics n (%)

Time spent on social media during the weekend (hours)
Never 527 (11.8)

<1 1130 (25.3)
1–4 1591 (35.6)
>4 1221 (27.3)

Own a personal handphone
Yes 3584 (80.2)
No 885 (19.8)

Own an iPad, iPod, tablet, personal computer
Yes 2974 (66.5)
No 1495 (33.5)

Frequency of overall internet usage
Never 214 (4.8)

<once/month 301 (6.7)
1–2/month 450 (10.1)
1–2/week 984 (22.0)

Almost Everyday 2520 (56.4)
Time spent on the internet on a weekday (hours)

Never 597 (13.4)
<1 1566 (35.0)
1–4 1442 (32.3)
>5 864 (19.3)

Time spent on the internet during the weekend (hours)
Never 327 (7.3)

<1 1064 (23.8)
1–4 1499 (33.5)
>5 1581 (33.4)

Level of psychological distress
(mental disturbance)

None 1087 (24.3)
Slightly 1393 (31.2)

Moderate 1141 (25.5)
Bad 848 (19.0)

3.2. Distribution of Individual Factors

Dependent variables, as well as risk factors, were categorized into various domains,
namely individual factors, peer factors, family factors and school factors. A total of
1374 students, who make up 30.7% of the respondents, were 13 years old. The 14-year-old
students, on the other hand, made up the majority of the respondents, with 1652 (37.0%)
students and the remaining 1443 (32.3%) respondents were 16-year-olds.

In addition to the demographic details of the respondents, their social media be-
haviours, as well as other relevant factors, were measured. An overwhelming majority
(80.2%) of the respondents stated that they own a personal handphone, while only 19.8%
had stated otherwise. Similarly, only a minority of respondents (33.5%) had access to
no other technological devices (i.e., iPad, iPod, tablet, personal computer), whereas the
remaining majority (66.5%) owned such devices. Most students (67.1%) access social media
for a few minutes up to about 4 h a day on a weekday and this number decreases to 60.9%
on weekends. A total of 3008 students who made up 67.3% of the respondents access the
internet for a few minutes up to 4 h a day on weekdays and this number is reduced to
2563 students (57.3%) on weekends. More than half of the students (56.4%) access the
internet on a daily basis. A total of 75.7% experience some form of psychological distress,
with most of them experiencing slight distress (31.2%), followed by moderate levels of
distress (25.5%) and, lastly, severe distress (19.0%).
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3.3. Distribution of Peer Factors

The distribution of the characteristics of peer factors is displayed in Table 2. Most
adolescents consider themselves as having many friends (77.7%), followed by a few friends
(15.5%), while a small fraction of them (5.9%) said they do not have many friends at all and
an even smaller minority of 0.9% stated that they have no friends at all. A total of 4109
(91.9%) of students had close friends and almost half of them rarely argue with or fight each
other (49.7%). One-third of them (31.1%) had admitted to sometimes quarrelling or fighting
with their friend and, lastly, 4.9% had stated that they frequently quarrel with their friends.
Regarding time spent with their friends, most (59.2%) stated that they sometimes spend
time with friends, whereas 30.8% had claimed that they rarely spend time with friends.

Table 2. Distribution of peer factors (n = 4469).

Factor Characteristics n (%)

Number of friends
Many 3474 (77.7)
A few 691 (15.5)

Not Many 263 (5.9)
None 41 (0.9)

Close friends
Yes 4109 (91.9)
No 359 (8.1)

Frequency of quarrels/fights with friends
Always 220 (4.9)

Sometimes 1392 (31.1)
Sometimes 2220 (49.7)

Other 637 (14.3)
Frequency of time spent with friends outside

of schooling hours
Always 797 (17.8)

Sometimes 1849 (41.4)
Sometimes 1376 (30.8)

Others 447 (10.0)

3.4. Distribution of Family Factors

The next set of risk factors addressed were categorized as family factors, which are
displayed below, in Table 3. They address factors that describe the characteristics of
the parents and student respondents. The data pertaining to the education level of the
respondents’ parents show that the majority of mothers and fathers had, at the very least,
completed their secondary school education, with 63.4% of mothers and 60.2% of fathers
having completed their secondary school education. However, a small percentage of
mothers (6.8%) and fathers (8.1%) were unable to access any form of formal education.

Table 3. Distribution of Family Factors (n = 4469).

Factor Characteristics n (%)

Father’s education level
Primary 330 (7.4)

Secondary 2693 (60.2)
Tertiary 1084 (24.3)
Other 362 (8.1)

Mother’s education level
Primary 260 (5.8)

Secondary 2834 (63.4)
Tertiary 1069 (23.9)
Other 306 (6.8)
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Table 3. Cont.

Factor Characteristics n (%)

Father’s career level
Professional 1654 (37.0)

Non-professional 2257 (50.5)
Retiree 2834 (8.2)
Other 191 (4.3)

Mother’s career level
Professional 1214 (27.2)

Non-professional 1277 (28.6)
Retiree 126 (2.8)
Other 1852 (41.4)

Household income
<RM 1000 587 (13.1)

RM 1000–RM 5000 2539 (56.8)
RM 5001–RM

10,000 927 (20.7)

>RM 10,000 416 (9.4)
Parents’ marital status

Married 4064 (90.9)
Divorced 276 (6.2)

Other 129 (2.9)
Time spent with father in a day (hours)

1–6 h(s) 2271 (50.8)
7–10 h 875 (19.6)
>10 h 746 (16.7)
Other 577 (12.9)

Time spent with mother in a day (hours)
1–6 h(s) 1537 (34.4)
7–10 h 1017 (22.8)
>10 h 1665 (37.3)
Other 250 (5.5)

Parental help with child’s homework
Always 772 (17.3)

Sometimes 2061 (46.1)
Sometimes 1113 (24.9)

Other 523 (11.7)
Parents’ awareness about their child’s whereabouts

Always 3147 (70.4)
Sometimes 957 (21.4)
Sometimes 265 (5.9)

Never 100 (2.3)
Fierce arguments between parents

Always 243 (5.5)
Sometimes 1217 (27.2)
Sometimes 2075 (46.4)

Never 934 (20.9)
Frequency of sharing their feelings with their father

Always 562 (12.6)
Sometimes 1302 (29.1)
Sometimes 1202 (26.9)

Other 1403 (31.4)
Frequency of sharing their feelings with their mother

Always 1500 (33.6)
Sometimes 1546 (34.6)
Sometimes 829 (18.6)

Other 594 (13.2)
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Table 3. Cont.

Factor Characteristics n (%)

Arguments between student and their parents
Always 149 (3.3)

Sometimes 665 (14.9)
Sometimes 1135 (25.4)

Never 2519 (56.4)
Overprotective parents

Always 1482 (33.2)
Sometimes 1711 (38.3)
Sometimes 951 (21.3)

Never 325 (7.3)
Immature parenting by parents

Always 1262 (28.2)
Sometimes 1545 (34.6)
Sometimes 1160 (26.0)

Never 502 (11.2)
Presence of siblings

Yes 4169 (93.3)
No 300 (6.7)

Number of older siblings
1–4 2894 (64.8)
>4 366 (8.2)

None 1209 (27.0)
Number of younger siblings

1–4 2895 (64.8)
>4 175 (3.9)

None 1399 (31.3)
Number of household members

<2 144 (3.2)
2–4 1643 (36.8)
>4 2682 (60.0)

With regards to their career background, 50.5% of fathers and 28.6% of mothers are
non-professionals, whereas 37.0% and 27.2% of fathers and mothers, respectively, are
professionals and the remaining small percentage of them are retirees. Additionally, 41.4%
of mothers were found to have fallen into the “other” category, which could mean that
they are either unemployed or involved in businesses. When both parents’ incomes were
combined, the majority of household incomes were categorized between RM 1000 per
month to RM 5000 per month (69.9%), while a small percentage of them earned more than
RM 10,000 per month (9.4%). A total of 90.9% of respondents’ parents remain married, while
6.2% were divorced and 12.9% were included in the “Other” category. On average, 51.0%
of fathers spent around 1 to 6 h with their children daily, while only a small percentage of
them spent more than 6 h. Unlike fathers, however, most mothers (37.3%) spent more than
10 h on average with their children. This is followed by 34.4% of mothers who spent 1 to
6 h with their children and 22.8% who spent around 7 to 10 h. Only 17.3% of students had
stated that their parents helped with homework.

In terms of parenting styles in further detail and the respondents’ relationship with
their parents, the majority of them (70.4%) had stated that their parents were usually
aware of the whereabouts of the children. Moreover, 71.5% of parents were categorized as
being always and sometimes over-protective of their children and 88.8% of respondents
perceived their parents as being immature in dealing with their children. Students also
stated that their parents rarely quarrel or fight with each other (46.4%). The respondents
also claimed that they rarely quarrel or fight with their parents (56.4%). A total of 60.0% of
the respondents had more than four household family members and a majority of them
(93.3%) had siblings. Out of the percentage of respondents that identified as having siblings,
64.8% of them stated that they have one to four siblings who were either older or younger
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than them. When compared, there was a higher percentage of students who always or
sometimes share their feelings with their mother (68.2%) in contrast to their father (41.7%).

3.5. Distribution of School Factors

Factors related to school were part of another dimension addressed and studied.
Table 4 presents the data obtained and the variables categorized as school factors. Among
factors studied when addressing a school’s environment, was a student’s interest in attend-
ing school, as well as their love and affection towards their school. It was found that 87.9%
of them were interested in attending school daily and 85.8% of them stated that they do
feel love and affection towards their school.

Table 4. Distribution of school factors (n = 4496).

Factor Characteristics n (%)

Interest in attending school
Yes 3930 (87.9)
No 539 (12.1)

Love towards school
Yes 3833 (85.8)
No 636 (14.2)

Presence of at least one person for the students to
share their feelings with, in school

Yes 3196 (71.5)
No 1273 (28.5)

Respect and affection towards their teacher
Yes 4063 (90.9)
No 406 (9.1)

Frequency of appraisal by teacher
Always 1497 (33.5)

Sometimes 2013 (45.0)
Sometimes 703 (15.7)

Never 256 (5.7)
Mischievous/troublemaker in classroom

Yes 507 (11.4)
No 3962 (88.6)

Majority of friends are helpful in the classroom
Always 1596 (35.7)

Sometimes 2025 (45.3)
Sometimes 673 (15.1)

Never 175 (3.9)
Sense of belonging in school

Always 1742 (39.0)
Sometimes 1431 (32.0)
Sometimes 652 (14.6)

Never 644 (14.4)
Frequency of intentionally skipping class

Once 628 (14.1)
2–3 589 (13.3)
>3 286 (6.4)

Never 2960 (66.2)
Frequency of absence from school

1–15 3066 (68.6)
15–25 235 (5.3)
>25 164 (3.6)

Never 1004 (22.5)

The majority of the students (71.5%) believe that they have at least one individual
present in school with whom they can share their feelings. In line with that, only about
9.1% of students admitted to not having respect or affection towards their teachers. Almost
79.0% of students “always” and “sometimes” received appraisal from their teachers, have
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friends who are very helpful in class and have a strong sense of belonging in school. A
total of 3962 students denied being mischievous or troublemakers in class and a majority
of them (66.2%) had never intentionally skipped class, while a small number of students
(6.4%) had admitted to doing so around four times to date. Only 22.5% of students had
never been truant throughout their schooling years and among them, most (68.6%) had
been truant for at least a day, up to 15 days throughout their schooling years.

3.6. Univariate Variable Analyses

Simple logistic regression was used to identify the significant relationship between
dependent variables and students’ involvement in bullying behaviour. Table 5 shows that
the level of psychological distress of students is significantly related to bullying behaviour,
whereby those who displayed severe distress were 3.54 (95% CI = 2.76–4.55) times more
likely to engage in bullying behaviours, with male students being 85.0% more at risk of
being involved in bullying. Additionally, students categorized as having “unsatisfactory”
academic performance were 1.67 (95% CI = 1.18–2.36) times more prone to engage in
bullying. In terms of ethnicity, however, Chinese adolescents were 0.59 (95% CI = 0.43–0.83)
times less likely to be involved in bullying.

Table 5. Individual factors related to bullying involvement.

Factors Raw OR 95% CI χ2 stat.(df) a p Value

Ethnicity
Malay 0.74 0.55; 1.01 3.70 (1) 0.049

Chinese 0.59 0.43; 0.83 9.57 (1) 0.019
Indian 0.49 0.34; 0.70 15.12 (1) <0.001
Other 1.00

Gender
Male 1.85 1.51; 2.03 54.69 (1) <0.001

Female 1.00
Academic Performance

Excellent 1.00
Good 0.81 0.66; 0.90 4.43 (1) 0.038

Satisfactory 0.97 0.77; 1.22 0.07 (1) 0.792
Unsatisfactory 1.67 1.18; 2.36 8.25 (1) 0.039

Time spent on social media on a weekday (hours)
<1 0.87 0.71; 1.06 1.96 (1) 0.162
1–4 1.28 1.05; 1.58 5.67 (1) 0.017
>4 2.10 1.57; 2.80 25.29 (1) <0.001

Never 1.00
Time spent on social media on a weekend (hours)

<1 1.03 0.82; 1.31 0.81 (1) 0.776
1–4 1.34 1.07; 1.68 6.48 (1) 0.011
>4 2.56 1.98; 3.30 51.57 (1) <0.001

Never 1.00
Frequency of overall internet usage

Never 1.00
<once/month 1.00 0.67; 1.50 0.02 (1) 0.999
1–2/month 1.25 0.85; 1.82 1.26 (1) 0.262
1–2/week 1.01 0.72; 1.42 0.01 (1) 0.943

Almost
everyday 1.50 1.08; 2.07 5.90 (1) 0.015

Time spent on the internet on a weekday (hours)
<1 0.90 0.67; 1.06 2.19 (1) 0.139
1–4 1.20 0.95; 1.51 2.34 (1) 0.126
>4 2.10 1.53; 2.67 24.87 (1) <0.001

Never 1.00
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Table 5. Cont.

Factors Raw OR 95% CI χ2 stat.(df) a p Value

Time spent on the internet on a weekend (hours)
<1 0.97 0.73; 1.28 0.06 (1) 0.811
1–4 1.19 0.90; 1.56 1.47 (1) 0.225
>4 2.25 1.69; 2.90 31.17 <0.001

Never 1.00
Level of psychological distress (mental disturbances)

Good 1.00
A little 1.47 1.23; 1.76 17.67 (1) <0.001

Moderate 2.25 1.84; 2.76 61.52 (1) <0.001
Bad 3.54 2.76; 4.55 98.19 (1) <0.001

Raw OR = Raw Odd Ratio; CI = Confidence Interval; df = degree of freedom. a Likelihood-Ratio Test (LR).

Those who used the internet increased their chances of being involved in bullying
by 50.0% in comparison to those who do not and the students who spent 4 h or more on
weekdays and weekends were 2.10 (95% CI = 1.53–2.67) and 2.25 (95% CI = 1.69–2.90) times
more likely to be involved in bullying, respectively. Therefore, time spent on the internet
was significantly related to bullying involvement. Students who accessed social media via
the internet for over 4 h during weekdays and the weekend, were 2.10 (95% CI = 1.57–2.80)
and 2.56 (95% CI = 1.53–2.69) times more prone to being involved in bullying, respectively.

Table 6 shows that having a lot of friends and close friends significantly reduces
a student’s chance of being involved in bullying by 0.44 (95% CI = 0.11–0.85) and 0.72
(95% CI = 1.533–2.69) times, respectively. Conversely, students who frequently had quar-
rels and fights with their friends and always spent time with their friends, were 3.86
(95% CI = 0.11–0.85) and 2.10 (95% CI = 1.53–2.69) times more likely to be involved in
bullying, respectively.

Table 6. Characteristics of peer factors related to bullying involvement.

Factors Raw OR 95% CI χ2 Stat.(df) a p Value a

Number of friends
Many 0.44 0.16; 1.23 2.48 (1) 0.115
Few 0.30 0.11; 0.85 5.10 (1) 0.024

Not Many 0.38 0.13; 1.11 3.10 (1) 0.079
None 1.00

Have close friends
Yes 0.72 0.54; 0.96 4.87 (1) 0.027
No 1.00

Frequency of quarrels/fights with friends
Always 3.86 2.47; 6.05 34.98 (1) <0.001

Sometimes 2.60 2.10; 3.23 73.26 (1) <0.001
Sometimes 1.81 1.49; 2.20 36.10 (1) <0.001

Other 1.00
Frequency of time spent with friends after school hours

Always 2.10 1.53; 2.69 24.52 (1) <0.001
Sometimes 1.58 1.25; 2.00 14.55 (1) <0.001
Sometimes 1.29 1.01; 1.64 4.17 (1) <0.001

Other 1.00

Raw OR = Raw Odd Ratio; CI = Confidence Interval; df = degree of freedom. a Likelihood-Ratio Test (LR).

Table 7 shows that characteristics of parents, father’s level of education and career
level are significantly related to the respondent’s bullying involvement. Additionally,
students whose parents earn RM 5000 to RM 10,000 have a 1.73 (95% CI = 1.30–2.38) higher
probability of being involved in bullying.
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Table 7. Characteristic of family factors associated with bullying involvement.

Factors Raw OR 95% CI χ2 Stat.(df) a p Value a

Father’s education level
Primary 0.86 0.59; 1.25 0.67 (1) 0.425

Secondary 0.80 0.61; 1.10 2.37 (1) 0.124
Tertiary 1.05 0.72; 0.85 8.67 (1) 0.039
Other 1.00

Father’s level of occupation
Professional 1.38 0.97; 1.97 3.13 (1) 0.077

Not
professional 1.04 0.74; 1.48 0.06 (1) 0.815

Retiree 1.22 0.80; 1.86 0.86 (1) 0.353
Other 1.00

Household income
< RM 1000 1.23 1.04; 1.60 5.57 (1) 0.018

RM 1000–RM
5000 1.17 0.92; 1.50 1.70 (1) 0.198

RM 5001–RM
10,000 1.73 1.30; 2.38 11.04 (1) 0.001

>RM 10,000 1.00
Parental help with homework

Always 1.00
Sometimes 1.12 0.92; 1.37 1.36 (1) 0.244

Rarely 1.46 1.16; 1.82 10.57 (1) 0.001
Other 1.23 0.94; 1.61 2.28 (1) 0.131

Parents’ knowledge about respondent’s whereabouts
Always 1.00

Sometimes 1.40 1.16; 1.69 12.58 (1) <0.001
Rarely 1.36 0.97; 1.88 3.36 (1) 0.067
Never 2.14 1.17; 3.94 6.03 (1) 0.014

Frequency of intense arguments between parents
Always 1.83 1.24; 2.70 9.306 (1) 0.002

Sometimes 1.45 1.18; 1.79 11.97 (1) 0.001
Rarely 1.06 0.88; 1.27 0.37 (1) 0.546
Never 1.00

Frequency of intense arguments between respondent and
parents

Always 2.04 1.26; 3.30 8.45 (1) 0.004
Sometimes 1.89 1.49; 2.38 27.55 (1) <0.001

Rarely 1.30 1.09; 1.56 8.97 (1) 0.003
Never 1.00

Overprotective parents
Always 1.40 1.06; 1.86 5.45 (1) 0.021

Sometimes 1.35 1.03; 1.79 4.55 (1) 0.033
Rarely 1.02 0.76; 1.36 0.01 (1) 0.909
Never 1.00

a Likelihood-Ratio Test (LR).

Upon further inspection of the characteristics of parents in terms of their interaction with
their children, it was identified that students with parents who rarely helped their child (ren)
with homework were 1.46 (95% CI = 1.16–1.82) times more likely to be involved in bullying.
In addition, parents who are not aware of their children’s whereabouts, as well as those who
always argue with each other, increase the risk of the child’s (i.e., the respondent) bullying
involvement by 114.0% and 83.0%, respectively. Students who always argue with their
parents and those who have overly protective parents, were 2.04 (95% CI = 1.26–3.30) and 1.40
(95% CI = 1.06–1.86) times more at risk to be involved in bullying than others, respectively.

Table 8 shows the relationship between school factors and bullying involvement. It
shows that students who have very little interest in attending school, lack a sense of love
and affection towards their school and do not have at least one individual they can share
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their feelings with within the school are at significant risk of being involved in bullying.
Those who had little interest in attending school were 3.52 (95% CI = 1.53–2.61) times more
significantly likely to be involved in bullying.

Table 8. Characteristics of school factors related to bullying involvement.

Variable Raw OR 95% CI χ2 Stat.(df) a p Value a

Student’s interest in attending school
Yes 1.00
No 3.52 1.53; 2.61 25.94 (1) <0.001

Student’s love towards the school
Yes 1.00
No 2.21 1.79; 2.84 37.17 (1) <0.001

Presence of at least 1 person the students can share their
feelings within the school

Yes 1.00
No 1.22 1.03; 1.43 5.42 (1) 0.022

Affection towards their teacher
Yes 1.00
No 2.49 1.79; 3.47 29.17 <0.001

Frequency of appraisal from teacher
Always 1.00

Sometimes 1.23 1.05; 1.44 6.37 (1) 0.012
Rarely 1.65 1.31; 2.10 17.95 (1) <0.001
Never 1.59 1.12; 2.25 6.73 (1) 0.009

Mischievous/Troublemaker in classroom
Yes 2.76 2.03; 3.75 42.20 (1) <0.001
No 1.00

Majority of peers are helpful in the classroom
Always 1.00

Sometimes 1.40 1.19; 1.64 17.91 (1) <0.001
Rarely 1.98 1.56; 2.52 31.46 (1) <0.001
Never 3.48 2.06; 5.89 21.60 (1) <0.001

Sense of belonging in school
Always 1.00

Sometimes 1.10 0.93; 1.30 1.30 (1) 0.254
Rarely 1.69 1.33; 2.15 18.27 (1) <0.001
Never 1.52 1.20; 1.92 12.34 (1) <0.001

Frequency of skipping class
Once 2.04 1.61; 2.59 34.44 (1) <0.001
2–3 2.33 1.81; 3.01 42.42 (1) <0.001
>3 5.40 3.28; 8.88 44.20 (1) <0.001

Never 1.00
Frequency of truancy from school (days)

1–15 1.24 1.05; 1.46 6.24 (1) 0.013
15–25 2.90 1.86; 4.53 21.90 (1) <0.001
>25 2.68 1.61; 4.46 14.29 (1) <0.001

Never 1.00

Raw OR = Raw Odd Ratio; CI = Confidence Interval; df = degree of freedom, a Likelihood-Ratio Test (LR).

When evaluating their interactions with teachers, it was found that students who
lacked affection towards their teacher and “rarely” or “never” received appraisals by their
teachers were more likely to be at significant risk of bullying involvement. Within the class-
room, on the other hand, students who identified as being mischievous or troublemakers
and those who rarely had helpful friends within the classroom, both, respectively, were
2.76 (95% CI = 2.03–3.75) and 3.48 (95% CI = 2.06–5.89) times higher likelihood of being
involved in situations of bullying. The implications of this result can be observed in the
relationship between bullying involvement and a student’s relationship with the school as
well. Those who rarely or never felt a sense of belonging in school had a high frequency of
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skipping classes and a school truancy frequency of almost a month in the past years, were
more likely to be involved in bullying.

Other than significant dependent variables, all important dependent variables that
were clinically important but were not significant in this study were also included in the
regression model. In the beginning, “Backward LR” and “Forward LR” were first used
to determine the variables to be used. After careful evaluation of the obtained results,
the findings obtained from “Backward LR” was accepted as a stable model was observed.
Other than that, model preliminary main effect model was checked for multicollinearity
using linear regression analysis (Table 9) and no collinearity was reported. The regression
model was statistically stable.

Table 9. Collinearity diagnosis via variance inflation factor.

Factor
Standardized Coefficient No p Value 95% CI

Collinearity Statistics

B Error Std. Tolerance VIF

Constants 0.997 0.081 <0.001 0.84; 1.16
Age −0.008 0.005 0.097 −0.02; 0.01 0.978 1.023

Gender −0.093 0.012 <0.001 −0.12; −0.07 0.953 1.050
Ethnicity 0.002 0.006 0.713 −0.01; 0.02 0.973 1.028

Time spent on the internet during
weekends 0.019 0.006 0.02 0.01; 0.03 0.989 1.012

Level of psychological distress 0.060 0.006 <0.001 0.05; 0.07 0.933 1.071
No. of friends −0.029 0.010 0.005 −0.05; −0.01 0.956 1.046

Frequency of fights with friends −0.051 0.008 <0.001 −0.07; −0.04 0.941 1.062
Household incomes 0.017 0.007 0.019 0.03; 0.05 0.989 1.011

Mischievous/Troublemaker in
class 0.061 0.019 0.002 0.02; 0.09 0.919 1.089

Affection towards their teacher −0.062 0.021 0.004 −0.11; −0.02 0.913 1.096
Frequency of appraisal by teacher 0.024 0.007 0.001 0.01; 0.04 0.933 1.072

Error Std = Error Standard; CI = Confidence Interval; VIF = Variance Inflation Factor.

On checking the assumptions and outliers, Hosmer and Lemeshow test (Table 10) was
performed to measure the goodness-of-fit and Classification Table was checked (Table 11).
Upon obtaining the insignificant ‘p value’ result, it was concluded that the model and data
fitted well to the logistic model and the dataset relationship pattern was not significantly
different from the theoretical logistic model. Moreover 80.0% of cases were predicted
correctly whether the students were involved in bullying or not.

Table 10. Hosmer dan Lemeshow test.

Chi-Square df p Value

6.069 8 0.640
df = degree of freedom.

Table 11. Classification Table.

Observed
Predicted

Dichotomous Overall Outcome Logic Actual Percentage

Overall dichotomous outcome
Not Involved Involved

Not Involved 156 779 16.7
Involved 112 3415 96.8

Total percentage 80.0

In order to test outliers, Cook’s influential statistics was carried out. Data points above
1.0 were assumed to be outliers. In the data collected through and for the study, there
were no values above 1.0, as the maximum value obtained was 0.78. Therefore, there were
no outliers.
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“Backward LR” was used (all variables were included in multiple logistics regression).
There were no collinearities reported. The classification table (percentage of accurate
classification = 80%), Table 12 shows factors that relate to bullying involvement. Under the
domain that discussed individual factors, it was found that adolescents aged 13 had a 1.38
(95% CI = 1.12–1.70) times higher possibility of being involved in bullying, compared to
individuals who were 16 years old. Aside from that, being male increased an individual’s
risk of being involved in bullying by 73.0%, in comparison to female students. Moreover,
in terms of ethnicity, Chinese students were 55.0% less likely to be involved in bullying,
followed by Indian students who had a 44.0% lower chance and Malays whose chances
reduced by 34.0%, in comparison to the adolescents from other ethnicities.

Table 12. Determinant factors of bullying involvement.

Variable Adj.
OR 95% CI χ2 Stat. (df) a p Value a

INDIVIDUAL
Age

13 1.38 1.12; 1.70 9.31 (1) 0.002
14 1.13 0.93; 1.37 1.53 (1) 0.217
16 1

Gender
Male 1.73 1.47; 2.04 42.17 (1) <0.001

Female 1.00
Ethnicity

Malay 0.66 0.47; 0.91 6.49 (1) 0.011
Chinese 0.45 0.31; 0.65 18.18 (1) <0.001
Indian 0.56 0.38; 0.84 7.91 (1) 0.005
Others 1.00

Time spent on social media on weekends (hours)
<1 1.09 0.84; 1.42 0.40 (1) 0.528
1–4 1.43 1.09; 1.87 6.87 (1) 0.009
>4 1.28 1.69; 3.10 28.53 (1) <0.001

Never 1.00
Level of psychological distress

Good 1.00
Mild 1.39 1.14; 1.69 11.03 (1) 0.001

Moderate 1.93 1.55; 2.40 34.51 (1) <0.001
Severe 2.55 1.94; 3.34 45.66 (1) <0.001

PEER
No. of friends

Many 1.00
A Few 0.69 0.56; 0.86 11.21 (1) 0.001

Not Many 0.92 0.65; 1.30 0.24 (1) 0.625
None 1.54 0.50; 4.58 0.54 (1) 0.463

Frequency of quarrels/fights with friends
Always 2.12 1.24; 3.26 8.08 (1) 0.004

Sometimes 1.85 1.45; 2.36 24.54 (1) <0.001
Rarely 1.51 1.21; 1.86 13.66 (1) <0.001
Other 1.00

SCHOOLS
Mischievous/Troublemaker in class

Yes 1.52 1.06; 2.06 5.35 (1) 0.021
No 1.00

Affection towards their teacher
Yes 1.00
No 1.53 1.06; 2.20 5.14 (1) 0.023

Frequency of compliments from teachers
Always 1.00

Sometimes 1.16 0.97; 1.38 2.66 (1) 0.103
Rarely 1.49 1.16; 1.94 9.34 (1) 0.002
Never 1.27 0.86; 1.89 1.45 (1) 0.228
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Table 12. Cont.

Variable Adj.
OR 95% CI χ2 Stat. (df) a p Value a

Majority of friends are very helpful in class
Always 1.00

Sometimes 1.21 1.02; 1.44 4.66 (1) 0.031
Rarely 1.71 1.24; 2.09 12.45 (1) <0.001
Never 1.92 1.09; 3.38 5.13 (1) 0.024

Intentionally skipping class
(frequency)

Once 1.67 1.30; 2.15 16.04 (1) <0.001
2–3 1.63 1.24; 2.14 12.27 (1) <0.001
>3 2.91 2.90; 1.72 16.04 (1) <0.001

Never 1.00

Raw OR = Raw Odd Ratio; CI = Confidence Interval; df = degree of freedom a Likelihood-Ratio Test (LR).

When studying patterns of behaviour associated with social media access, it was found
that individuals who spent 1 to 4 h a day during weekends had a 1.43 (95% CI = 1.09–1.87)
times higher likelihood of bullying involvement. This is followed by those who spent over
hours a day on a weekend, who increased their chances of bullying involvement by 1.28
(95% CI = 1.69–3.10) times. Severe psychological distress was also found to be a risk factor
that increases an individuals’ possibility of being involved in bullying by 115.0%. Moderate
levels of psychological distress, on the other hand, put students at a 93.0% higher risk of being
involved in bullying, followed by low levels of psychological distress which heightened the
possibility by 39.0%.

Under the domain which addressed peer factors, students who identified as having a few
or not many friends had a 31.0% and 8.0% lower chance of bullying involvement, respectively.
Those who claimed to have no friends at all, however, had a 1.54 (95% CI = 0.56–0.86) times
higher risk of being involved in bullying. When addressing quarrels and fights, it was found
that those who quarrelled or fought with their friends were more prone to being involved in
bullying. Those who always quarrelled increased their risk of being involved in bullying by
112.0%, followed by those who sometimes quarrelled and, lastly, by those who rarely quarrelled
who increased their chances of bullying involvement by 85.0% and 51.0%, respectively.

From the data collected about school factors, it was discovered that individuals
who acknowledged that they were mischievous or troublemakers in class had a 1.52
(95% CI = 1.06–2.06) times higher chance of being involved in bullying. Those who had no
affection towards their teachers were also at a higher risk of being involved in bullying,
which is 53.0% higher than those who do. Additionally, adolescents who rarely receive
compliments from their teachers were included among those who had a higher risk of
being involved in bullying, as they had a 1.49 (95% CI = 1.69–1.94) times higher chance than
those who were always complimented by teachers. Students who had a majority of friends
who never or rarely are helpful in the classroom had a 92.0% and 71.0% higher chance
of bullying involvement, respectively. While those who sometimes received help from
the majority of their friends within the classroom had a 21.0% chance of being involved
in bullying. Students who skipped more than three classes in the past year had a 2.91
(95% CI = 2.90–1.72) times higher possibility of being involved in bullying when compared
to those who never skipped classes.

4. Discussion
4.1. Prevalence of Bullying Involvement

The prevalence of bullying cases remains a significant problem globally. This study
found that 79.1% of the respondents were involved in bullying as either bullies, victims,
or bully–victims. This number is relatively high, given that only a small percentage of
students were not involved in any way. When observed further, the percentage of students
who were found to be victims was 16.3%, which is fairly close in range to the national
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average of 17.9%, as reported by the National Health and Morbidity Survey (Institute of
Public Health, 2015), which was carried out in Malaysia. The numbers, however, differ
from those obtained by other Southeast Asian countries, as well as globally [28].

Additionally, the current study found that the prevalence of bullies was at 14.4%.
This finding differs from similar studies conducted in other countries, such as the study
conducted in Lara, Venezuela, among 7th to 9th graders, a South African study conducted
among 5074 8th to 11th graders from 72 schools in Cape Town and a Nigerian study
conducted among 300 middle schoolers from Benin. The prevalence rates obtained by
those studies ranged from 8.2% to 71.0% [29–31]. A past study in Malaysia, on the other
hand, found a 49.2% prevalence rate of bullies [32]; therefore, the results obtained by the
current study are considered relatively low. The prevalence of bully–victims was found to
be the highest, with 48.4% of respondents identifying as having played both roles. Similar
studies such as that among 2238 and 22,877 secondary school students from China, a
South Korean study among 1756 secondary school students and a Turkish study among
372 teenagers produced prevalence rates between 2.6% to 15.0% [33–36].

In Malaysia, a past study among students from Kuala Lumpur shows that the preva-
lence of bullying victims was 17.6% [37], which was higher than that found in the current
study. However, the important fact is that this group of students face the most problems
and experience significant negative effects [38]. The variation in findings pertaining to the
prevalence of bullying involvement can be explained by numerous factors. Among those is
the fact that the questionnaires used were different in past studies and the characterization
of what makes a bully, victim or bully victim differed from one another. Past findings
largely relied on the structure of the questionnaires used, how each role was defined and
measured, as well as the group of respondents studied. However, there is a significant
difficulty in comparing and interpreting data pertaining to bullying, based on schools,
community, juvenile or correctional institutions [39] and nations [40]. An influencing
factor could be that students from different nations tend to have different perceptions
regarding what can be categorized as bullying and how it varies from other forms of
aggressive behaviour.

Secondly, students were likely to have had difficulties in reporting bullying involve-
ment, resulting in errors in the findings. Additionally, there has yet to be information
obtained from other relevant parties such as teacher or parents, which can be used as a
reference as it may provide a clearer picture of bullying cases [41]. Lastly, another influ-
encing factor could be the absence of students during data collection periods [42]. This
would negatively influence the result obtained, given that data were collected during
school hours.

4.2. Types of Bullying

Types of bullying can be categorized as verbal, relational, physical [43,44] and cyber-
based bullying [45]. In this study, verbal bullying was found to be the most common (50.9%),
followed by physical bullying (33.6%), relational bullying (10.6%) and cyberbullying (4.9%).
The same pattern was observed among bullying victims, whereby the most frequent type
of bullying they experienced as victims, was verbal bullying (38.8%), followed by relational
bullying (30.6%), physical bullying (20.7%) and, lastly, cyberbullying (9.9%). The findings
echo that of a study conducted among 2758 adolescents in Thailand [46] and another study
conducted in 33 European countries, with respondents ages 11, 13 and 15 [44].

A study involving adolescents in Istanbul, Turkey, showed that 18.0% of the respon-
dents were bullies and 27.0% were victims of cyberbullying [36]. It was a lot lower than the
rates discovered by [47], which were 24.0% and 37.0% for bullies and victims, respectively.
Additionally, when compared to 20 other countries in a study regarding the prevalence
of cyberbullying cases, Malaysia is placed at the 17th spot [47]. According to the study,
the awareness and knowledge regarding cyberbullying among Malaysians is relatively
low in comparison to other countries, due to the lack of policies in schools that encourage
the need to introduce programs related to cyberbullying prevention [47]. Furthermore, a
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practice of impoliteness communication strategy is considered common among youngsters
in Malaysia as reported by Shaari and Kamaluddin [48].

Continuous involvement of students in bullying cases is closely linked to significant
negative effects [49]. Bullying victims are generally associated with depression, anxiety,
agoraphobia, panic disorders, low self-esteem [50–52], psychosomatic problems such as
headaches, abdominal pains, sleep disturbances and low appetite [13]. The effects that it
has on the bullies, on the other hand, include a 4 times higher chance of being convicted of
crime in adulthood [53] and the chances have a possibility of increasing if the individual
experiences severe psychiatric symptoms [54]. Other long-term consequences are related
to anti-social behaviour and sexual predation [52,55]. Most bullies, on the other hand, hold
more positive belief about the use of aggression and perceived bullying as a powerful
survival tool [39].

In addition to bullies and victims, witnesses of school bullying are also at risk of
developing severe mental health problems. The problems include depression, frequent
worrying, drug abuse [56], persistent fear and feeling helplessness [57], as well as suicidal
ideation [56]. Fear and the prospect of having to face the possible retaliation by the bully
prevents witnesses from seeking help from others. This is evident given that bullying
mostly occurs in the presence of observers and it was found that 80.0% of bullying cases
were witnessed by others [1].

4.3. Factors Related to Bullying Involvement

When compared to 16-year-olds, adolescents aged 13 were 1.38 times more likely to
be involved in bullying. This finding echoes the results obtained by the study conducted
among adolescents in Thailand and Sri Lanka [46,58]. Younger age groups are generally
smaller in terms of physical stature, less mature and have a lower stress tolerance level.
Bullies tend to take advantage of this situation and target and victimize those younger than
them as the victims are not capable of defending themselves. Therefore, it increases the
chances of younger individuals’ bullying involvement.

In terms of gender, male students were found to have a 1.73 times higher risk of
being involved in bullying situations. This supports the findings by a previous study
involving Korean adolescent respondents, as well as a study with American respondents
from Illinois [35,59]. Male adolescents’ involvement in bullying is significantly higher than
that of female adolescents, especially as bullies and bully–victims. This could be because
of the male adolescents’ physiological factors, such as hormonal influences which make
them more prone to aggression than female adolescents.

From the ethnic perspective, Chinese adolescents were 55.0% less likely to be involved
in bullying, followed by Malay adolescents who had a 44.0% less chance and Indian
adolescents’ whose possibility of being involved in bullying is 34.0% lower than adolescents
who belong to “Other” ethnic groups. These findings require further investigation as there
are too few studies with which to make comparisons.

The differences in terms of culture relating to the perceptions of students, as well
as their willingness to report the incidents, could have also affected the results obtained.
However, it is important to acknowledge that the current findings do not provide any proof
to suggest any specific bullying involvement based on ethnicities. However, it is possible
that being of the majority or minority race might influence whether an individual plays the
role of the bully, victim or both in bullying scenarios [37].

In addition to the factors discussed above, time spent on social media was also found
to be significantly linked to students’ bullying involvement. Through this study, it was
found that students who spent 1 to 4 h or more on a weekday and more than 4 h during
the weekend were 1.43 and 1.28 times more likely to be involved in bullying, respectively.
Despite being insignificant after other variables were taken into account, social media usage
during weekdays should be considered as being important and a variable in future studies.
It is possible that parents allow the children more social media access during the weekend
to make use of the long hours available for well-needed rest at that point of the week.
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This result mimics that of the study conducted by Pew and American Life Project
consisting of 935 adolescent respondents, which found that the risk of being involved
in cyberbullying was higher among individuals who had active profiles on social media
platforms and spent more time on it [60]. Another case-control study was carried out among
13- to 17-year-old adolescents from Missouri, in the United States and the results indicated
that students who were exposed to cyberbullying as either a cyberbully, a cyber-victim or
both spent more time on social activities involving the computer [61].

Early data pertaining to the subject suggest that intervention strategies targeted at
managing cyberbullying should focus on internet usage patterns, time spent on social
media, activities an individual engages in on social media, as well as the characteristics of
social media used by the adolescents. The exposure of students to risk factors that lead to
involvement in cyberbullying needs to be further investigated.

The level of psychological distress is among the most important component that
needs to be evaluated. It measures the mental health capacity of students. The current
study found that experiencing any level of mental distress puts a student in a position
where they are more prone to be involved in bullying in comparison to their peers who
do not experience mental distress at all. This is consistent with the findings of other
studies [62–64], which suggest that mental health distress heightens with increasing severity
of bullying involvement.

The types of bullying involvement that have been highlighted within this study could
lead to detrimental effects on adolescents’ mental health. As a result, adolescents may
engage in anti-social behaviours such as smoking and consuming alcohol and have a
possibility of participating in criminal behaviour in the future [65]. Moreover, bullying
involvement has also been found to negatively impact student’s academic performance
and excellence [46], in addition to their self-esteem [66].

Data obtained thus far show that adolescent bullying involvement is increasing glob-
ally [43]. Therefore, the failure to identify the distress level experienced by students could
effectively lead to worrying outcomes. Such outcomes could range from suicidal ideation
to other anti-social behaviour [32]. Therefore, mental health and emotional support need
to be provided to adolescents who have been involved in bullying situations.

Additionally, it is important that future studies should investigate and take into
account reports from other individuals within close proximity of adolescents, such as
parents and peers to ease the process of identifying students who experience mental
distress. Through this method, appropriate early intervention can be made possible and
should be made an important endeavour by relevant authorities with the intention to
produce adolescents who have strong mental capacities.

4.3.1. Peer Factor

Behaviours that bring about risk to physical well-being, such as fights or other phys-
ically aggressive behaviour involving peers, are significantly linked to involvement in
bullying cases. Studies have found that the higher the frequency of involvement in such
behaviours, the higher the possibility for the involved student to also be involved in inci-
dences of bullying, with chances that range from 51.0% to 112.0%. Other studies also echo
the dose-response relationship between the number of bullying involvement incidences
and adolescents’ aggressive behaviour.

A survey relating to peer bullying cases and problem behaviour among 921 Israeli
students aged 13 to 15, revealed that peer relationship had a significant influence over
those behaviours, whereby adolescents who have unhealthy and weak relationships with
their peers are at increased risk of being involved in problems relating to aggressive
behaviour in comparison to their other peers [67]. Other studies that set out to study the
same relationship, among 2249 Venezuelan adolescents and 7338 Filipino adolescents, also
produced results stating that there is a significant relationship between peer relationship
and bullying involvements. Those who were involved in bullying were also reported to
have been more prone to engaging in physical fights and vice versa, compared to their peers
who were not involved in bullying [68,69]. Moreover, there also a significant relationship
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between motives of aggression (proactive and reactive) and bullying involvement. The
relationship can be seen in a study involving 3359 students, which was conducted in Kota
Palu, Indonesia [70]. In general, adolescents who are involved in bullying situations tend
to lack the social skills required to build and maintain relationships with their peers [55].
Despite being powerful and highly capable, they lack strong internal characteristics [71].

Overall, the current study shows that adolescents’ bullying involvement is closely
linked to peer aggression [38]. Therefore, to prevent other students from experiencing
negative consequences and to preserve optimal adolescent health, it is of importance
that more holistic approaches are taken to address bullying [2]. Further research should
also address the development of psychometric scales to measure bullying behaviour.
Additionally, it is of utmost importance that longitudinal studies be carried out, with the
aim of studying bullying among students and related long-term protective factors.

4.3.2. School Factor

Improving the relationship between teachers and students plays an important, positive
and lasting influence in order to improve academic performance, as well students’ social
behaviour [72]. In this study, teacher’s attitudes towards students act as a protective factor
that could possibly reduce bullying involvement by 49.0% to 53.0%. Students who always
build close and positive relationships and receive strong support and guidance, have a
higher chance and tendency to improve their social skills, in comparison to students who
experience conflicts and problems in the relationship they have with their teachers [73].
This suggests that a close and positive relationship with their teachers would indirectly
and significantly reduce behavioural problems among adolescents, especially in terms of
bullying involvement [74].

On the other hand, if the quality of a student-teacher relationship is compromised, it
would lead to an increase in the rate of behavioural problems among students [75]. Students
who have a negative relationship with their teacher cannot always control their emotions
and tend to behave aggressively and impulsively. This opens them up to a heightened risk
of being involved in bullying [73]. Additionally, these characteristics can become more
severe when teachers always express anger towards these adolescents. In such a situation,
bullying could become a norm in the classroom, in addition to negatively impacting the
students’ academic performance and dampening their socio-emotional control [75]. The
characteristics of the classroom also significantly influence the students’ involvement in
bullying situations [76]. In a study in Finland, which involved almost 7000 students from
378 different classrooms, it was found that 87.0% of bullying involvement was predicted by
factors relating to the environment within the classroom [77] and their behaviour within
the classroom. In the same study, it was shown that students who were mischievous in the
classroom had a 52.0% higher probability of being involved in bullying.

In addition, students who perceived that they had many friends within the classroom
and that the friends were always helpful and supportive when needed had a 92.0% lower
chance of being involved in bullying [76]. This shows that classroom factors can either
promote or prevent bullying from taking place. The situation within the classroom can be
described using the term “classroom norms”, which are closely linked to bullying [76]. In
past social psychology literature, this norm was defined as being a rule, value or standard
that is practised by a social group with/and behavioural characteristics that are perceived as
relevant and appropriate within the group [78]. In this situation, the social group is students
within a classroom. When observed closely, classroom norms can produce a descriptive
index that describes the extent of student involvement in bullying within the classroom [79].
In reference to this fact, Ref. [80] showed that high rates of reported bullying within the
classroom are closely linked to students’ tendency to enjoy bullying. Additionally, when
bullying occurs continually, it influences observers to join in on bullying other students.
As explained by [81], a norm in bullying involvement is that the bully is likely to be a
popular student and the victim a less popular student who is frequently maltreated within
the classroom. Regardless of the situation outside of the classroom, identifying students
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who are at risk of becoming bullies within the classroom and intensively educating them
could reduce the student’s bullying involvement.

In identifying students’ sense of belonging in school, the frequency of a student’s
intentional absence from educational periods was studied. It was found that the possibility
of being involved in bullying rose with the frequency of truancy from school, making these
students up to nearly 3 times more likely to become participants in bullying situations in
comparison to others. The result echoes the findings put forth by a study in Beijing, China,
which stated that bullying is linked to failure in school and high rates of truancy [82,83].

The degree of sense of belonging was also investigated and it was found that students
who were involved in bullying tend to dislike their school and do not have an interest in
joining activities relating to the school. This is supported by the result of studies conducted
in Japan and Australia which found that a low sense of belonging in school is significantly
correlated to students’ involvement in bullying [84,85]. Therefore, it is crucial to stress the
need for the introduction of more activities that can foster students’ sense of belonging
in school, as a method of intervention to manage cases of bullying. However, it is also
important to identify the efficacy of the introduced programs to ensure that they can fulfil
the set objective. It can be concluded that, in terms of the school environment, a lack of
attention and awareness from relevant authorities, as well as a low level of involvement in
school activities, can potentially contribute to a student’s involvement in bullying. This,
in turn, creates a negative environment within the school and strains the relationship
among students, especially when students perceive the school authorities as having failed
in effectively managing bullying cases. Therefore, it is possible that interventions at the
school level could prevent adolescents from being involved in bullying.

According to Ref. [72], the school’s intervention brings about the best outcomes,
based on a few principles. Firstly, safety at school (including behaviour about cases of
bullying and aggression) is a crucial dimension that requires attention in school settings [86].
Secondly, students need to understand that school have personnel whom always show
support towards students who experience bullying [87]. A specific intervention by school
social workers and counsellors is vital in addressing bullying among school children [88].
Acceptance towards the implementation of school social work intervention in addressing
bullying issues has been found to be promising. School social worker involvements is
essential in the education sector to reduce social problems, particularly bullying among
school children. Lastly, the improvement of the social climate in schools have been proven
to show a significant decrease in bullying cases in schools [53].

4.4. Other Relevant but Insignificant Factors
4.4.1. Individuals

In a study within the population of adolescents in Chennai, India, it was found
that nearly 78.0% of respondents owned smartphones or other electronic devices. This
factor was considered to be significantly associated with bullying involvement, primarily
cyberbullying [85]. However, while the current study uncovered a similar percentage of
adolescents who own electronic devices, this variable was not found to be significantly
related to the respondents’ involvement in bullying. Despite that, involvement in bullying,
especially cyberbullying, has become a growing worry among adolescents across the
globe [47]. Adolescents today have easier access to the internet via smartphones and
other modern communication devices. This gives them the chance to directly harm other
individuals without being easily discovered by the victim [89].

There is also proof of a negative gradient among adolescents who were involved in
bullying, especially in the aspect of education [23,90]. In terms of academic functioning,
students involved in bullying were found to have lower academic abilities and achieve-
ments [82]. However, in the current study, no significant relationship was found between
academic performance and bullying involvement. Despite that, it is still necessary for
further research to study the impact of academic performance, in addition to formulating
better intervention strategies targeted at managing bullying behaviours.
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4.4.2. Family

Many past studies have identified a significant relationship between family and an
adolescent’s bullying involvement. Those studies had found that adolescents from single-
parent households and those with parents who had lower levels of education and lower job
status were more prone to be involved in bullying [91–93]. The results cannot be compared
or discussed regarding the current study as the study did not find a significant relationship
between family factors and the respondents’ bullying involvement. Additionally, other
studies also pointed out that a lower household income was significantly related to bullying
involvement [94]. However, the current study also did not echo this finding.

Parents’ low education levels translate into low-status jobs that come with unstable or
low incomes. It eventually translates into their intellectual abilities and specific knowledge
which may not entirely adhere to norms and values of problem-solving [95]. Education
levels can also be linked to parenting behaviours and, consequently, the child’s social skill
development and strategies when faced with future challenges [96,97]. The relationship
between single-parent homes and an adolescent’s risk of being involved in bullying can be
explained through the lens of the lack of time the parent spends on interacting with their
children, due to the fact that most of their time is spent on jobs and making ends meet.
This can result in the parent having very little control over the adolescent and leave little
room to discuss daily challenges or problems faced by the child. This could have a link to
peer relationships. Alternatively, the influence of single parents can be explained by the
stress that exists in a family which is neither stable nor complete. This is because stress
experienced by parents and their lack of well-being is known to have a negative impact on
the behaviour of adolescents [98,99].

5. Conclusions

Bullying among adolescents is a form of peer abuse and is defined as a set of negative
behaviour and systematic abuse of power which involves repetition, harm and the presence
of unequal power between the perpetrator and the victim. The findings of the study have
identified important information. It shows that age, gender, ethnicity, time spent on social
media, level of psychological distress, number of friends, frequency of domestic conflict
with friends, presence of troublemaker student in classroom, student affection towards
their teachers, frequency of compliments from teachers, attitude of students in helping
their friends and practice of intentionally skipping classes are the most influential factors
associated to students’ involvement in bullying.

The use of a survey in the study allowed students the opportunity to increase their
awareness of bullying cases in school, the types of bullying and the impacts of it on
weaker students. Without that kind of awareness among students and teachers within a
school, a holistic approach to address bullying cannot be fulfilled in Malaysian educational
institutions. The message regarding the experience and feelings of adolescents when
involved in bullying is crucial in the first steps of creating awareness in society. Additionally,
the findings will allow relevant authorities to tackle the problem via more specific and
strategic methods, enabling the effective management and prevention of bullying within
the nation.

The study also provides the chance for us to observe the responses of students re-
garding anti-bullying programs that are already in place in the long term. However, it
can only be done if there is an appropriate research method and structure in place, in
addition to the use of valid statistical analyses. Having considered this, the researchers
carefully selected the choice of method used to ensure that it is suitable and could measure
what they had aimed to. Moreover, the findings can also provide the school authorities
to build a clearer understanding of the behaviours and reactions of students concerning
bullying involvement.

The study shows that adolescent involvement in bullying is a phenomenon that is
quite widespread in Malaysian secondary schools, with factors in domains related to the
individual and school being significantly related to an adolescent’s bullying involvement.
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Peer factors, on the other hand, were found to have a minimal level of significance in
their relationship with bullying involvement, despite being significant influences still. The
findings from the current study suggest that there is a need for drastic bullying intervention
strategies to be employed in schools, with a focus on students with a higher risk of being
involved in bullying and continuous, multilevel assessments that determine and ensure
the effectiveness of the programs employed. The information obtained from the students
has substantially helped the researchers understand the nature and prevalence of bullying
in school, as well as the ways through which these students were affected. Furthermore,
the findings provide important preliminary information that helps improve understanding
about the issues pertaining to bullying cases within schools and can act as a reference when
evaluating anti-bullying policies and the actions that can be taken by school authorities
to curb this phenomenon. In addition, the information obtained can be used by relevant
authorities in the Ministry of education, Ministry of Health and Royal Police of Malaysia
as a guide to determine necessary courses of actions.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, V.S., I.B.I., M.R.K. and H.I.; methodology and data collec-
tion, V.S., I.B.I. and H.I.; analyses, V.S., I.B.I. and H.I.; original draft preparation and writing, M.R.K.
and V.S., review and editing, M.R.K., V.S., T.N. and E.Z. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by FF-2015-406.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the
Declaration of Helsinki and approved by the Research and Ethics Committee of the National University
of Malaysia Ref: FF-2015-406 and Malaysian Education Ministry KPMSP.600-3/2/3 Jld 5-50.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all participants involved in
the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author. The data are not publicly available due to data confidentiality imposed by
Malaysian Education Ministry.

Acknowledgments: The authors wish to thank the Department of Community Health, Faculty of
Medicine, Universiti Kebangasaan Malaysia Medical Center and Faculty of Social Sciences and
Humanities, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia for the support and assistance. Special thanks goes to
the Malaysian Education Ministry for the approval to conduct this study among school students.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. O’Connell, P.; Pepler, D.; Craig, W. Peer involvement in bullying: Insights and challenges for intervention. J. Adolesc. 1999,

22, 437–452. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Australian Institute of Psychology. Anti Bullying Program; Australian Institute of Psychology (AIP): Sydney, Australia, 2011.
3. Stewart, J.G.; Kim, J.C.; Esposito, E.C.; Gold, J.; Nock, M.K.; Auerbach, P.R. Predicting Suicide Attempts in Depressed Adolescents:

Clarifying the Role of Disinhibition and Childhood Sexual Abuse. J. Affect. Disorder. 2015, 77, 616–623. [CrossRef]
4. Nansel, T.R.; Overpeck, M.; Pilla, R.S.; Ruan, W.J.; Simons-Morton, B.; Scheidt, P. Bullying Behaviors Among US Youth. JAMA

2001, 285, 2094–2100. [CrossRef]
5. Olweus, D. Bullying at School: Basic Facts and Effects of a School Based Intervention Program. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 1994,

35, 1171–1190. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
6. Fried, S.E.; Fried, P. Bullies, Targets and Witnessess; M. Evan and Company, Inc.: New York, NY, USA, 2001.
7. Smith, P.K.; Sharp, S. School Bullying: Insights & Perspectives; Routledge: London, UK, 1994.
8. Awiria, O.; Olweus, D.; Byrne, B. Bullying at School-What We Know and What We Can Do. Br. J. Educ. Stud. 1994, 42, 403.

[CrossRef]
9. Craig, W.M.; Pepler, D.J. Peer Process in Bullying and Victimization: An observational Study. Except. Educ. Canada 1995, 5, 81–95.
10. Wang, J.; Iannotti, R.J.; Nansel, T. School Bullying Among Adolescents in the United States: Physical, Verbal, Relational, and

Cyber. J. Adolesc. Health 2009, 45, 368–375. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
11. Fekkes, M.; Pijpers, F.I.M.; Fredriks, A.M.; Vogels, T.; Verloove-Vanhorick, S.P. Do Bullied Children Get Ill, or Do Ill Children Get

Bullied? A Prospective Cohort Study on the Relationship between Bullying and Health-Related Symptoms. Pediatrics 2006, 117,
1568–1574. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1006/jado.1999.0238
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10469508
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2015.08.034
http://doi.org/10.1001/jama.285.16.2094
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1994.tb01229.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7806605
http://doi.org/10.2307/3121681
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2009.03.021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19766941
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2005-0187


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 7208 25 of 28

12. Reijntjes, A.; Kamphuis, J.H.; Prinzie, P.; Telch, M. Peer victimization and internalizing problems in children: A meta-analysis of
longitudinal studies. Child Abus. Negl. 2010, 34, 244–252. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Gini, G.; Pozzoli, T. Bullied Children and Psychosomatic Problems: A Meta-Analysis. Pediatrics 2013, 132, 720–729. [CrossRef]
14. Kochenderfer, B.J.; Ladd, G.W. Peer Victimization: Cause or Consequence of School Maladjustment? Child Dev. 1996, 67, 1305.

[CrossRef]
15. Rigby, K. Children and Bullying: How Parents and Educators Can Reduce Bullying at School. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 2008.

[CrossRef]
16. Smith, C. Soul-Searching: The Religious and Spiritual Lives of American Teenagers; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2005.
17. Lacey, A.; Cornell, D. The Impact of Bullying Climate on School Wide Academic Performance. In Proceedings of the Poster

Presented at the 119th Annual Convention of The American Psychological Association, Washington, DC, USA, 4–7 August 2011.
18. Nakamoto, J.; Schwartz, D. Is Peer Victimization Associated with Academic Achievement? A Meta-analytic Review. Soc. Dev.

2010, 19, 221–242. [CrossRef]
19. Bowes, L.; Arseneault, L.; Maughan, B.; Taylor, A.; Caspi, A.; Moffitt, T. School, Neighborhood, and Family Factors are As-sociated

With Children’s Bullying Involvement: A Nationally Representative Longitudinal Study. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 2010, 454, 42–54.
20. Arseneault, L.; Walsh, E.; Trzesniewski, K.; Newcombe, R.; Caspi, A.; Moffitt, E.T. Bullying Victimization Uniquely Contributes to

Adjustment Problems in Young Children: A Nationally Representative Cohort Study. Pediatrics 2006, 118, 130–138. [CrossRef]
21. Sourander, A.; Helstelä, L.; Helenius, H.; Piha, J. Persistence of bullying from childhood to adolescence—a longitudinal 8-year

follow-up study. Child Abus. Negl. 2000, 24, 873–881. [CrossRef]
22. Nansel, T.R.; Craig, W.; Overpeck, M.D.; Saluja, G.; Ruan, W.J. Cross-national Consistency in the Relationship Between Bullying

Behaviors and Psychosocial Adjustment. Arch. Pediatr. Adolesc. Med. 2004, 158, 730–736. [CrossRef]
23. Analitis, F.; Velderman, M.K.; Ravens-Sieberer, U.; Detmar, S.; Erhart, M.; Herdman, M.; Berra, S.; Alonso, J.; Rajmil, L.; The

European Kidscreen Group. Being Bullied: Associated Factors in Children and Adolescents 8 to 18 Years Old in 11 European
Countries. Pediatrics 2009, 123, 569–577. [CrossRef]

24. Institute of Public Health. National Health and Morbidity Survey (NHMS). Non-Communicable Diseases, Risk Factors & Other Health
Problems; Ministry of Health of Malaysia: Putrajaya, Malaysia, 2015; ISBN 978-983-2387-23-7.

25. Tan, O.; Leng, S.; Rahim, R.A. Anti-sexting and Cyberlaws in Malaysia. Aust. J. Sustain. Bus. Society 2015, 1, 66–70.
26. Vikneswaran, S.; Ismail, H.; Idris, I.B.; Kamaluddin, M.R.; Rathakrishna, B.; Wani, M.A. Psychometric Properties of Revised

Malaysian Bullying Questionnaire (R-MBQ). Int. J. Innov. Technol. Explor. Eng. 2019, 8, 3049–3055.
27. Statistical Unit, Malaysian Education Ministry. List of Secondary Schools According to the Group and Type in Malaysia.

2017. Available online: https://www.moe.gov.my/en/statistik-menu/senarai-sekolah-mengikut-kumpulan-jenis-dan-negeri
(accessed on 15 April 2021).

28. World Health Organization; Centre for Disease Control and Disease Prevention. Global School Health Survey; World Health
Organization: Geneva, Switzerland; Centre for Disease Control and Disease Prevention: Atalanta, GA, USA, 2013.

29. Liang, H.; Flisher, A.J.; Lombard, C. Bullying, violence, and risk behavior in South African school students. Child Abus. Negl.
2007, 31, 161–171. [CrossRef]

30. Granero, R.; Poni, E.S.; Escobar-Poni, B.C.; Escobar, J. Trends of Violence Among 7th, 8th and 9th Grade Students in the State of
Lara, Venezuela: The Global School Health Survey 2004 and 2008. Arch. Public Health 2011, 69, 7. [CrossRef]

31. Egbochuku, E.O. Bullying in Nigerian Schools: Prevalence Study and Implications for Counselling. J. Soc. Sci. 2007, 14, 65–71.
[CrossRef]

32. Uba, I.; Yaacob, S.N.; Juhari, R. Bullying and Its’ Relationship with Depression among Teenagers. J. Psychol. 2010, 1, 15–22.
[CrossRef]

33. Wu, J.; He, Y.; Lu, C.; Deng, X.; Gao, X.; Guo, L.; Wu, H.; Chan, F.; Zhou, Y. Bullying behaviors among Chinese school-aged youth:
A prevalence and Correlates Study in Guangdong Province. Psychiatry Res. 2015, 225, 716–722. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Zhou, Y.; Guo, L.; Lu, C.-Y.; Deng, J.-X.; He, Y.; Huang, J.-H.; Huang, G.-L.; Deng, X.-Q.; Gao, X. Bullying as a Risk for Poor Sleep
Quality among High School Students in China. PLoS ONE 2015, 10, e0121602. [CrossRef]

35. Kim, Y.S.; Koh, Y.-J.; Leventhal, B.L. Prevalence of School Bullying in Korean Middle School Students. Arch. Pediatr. Adolesc. Med.
2004, 158, 737–741. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Arslan, S.; Savaser, S.; Hallett, V.; Balci, S. Cyberbullying among Primary School Students in Turkey: Self-Reported Prevalence
and Associations with Home and School Life. Cyberpsychol. Behav. Soc. Netw. 2012, 15, 527–533. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Salwina, W.; Tan, S.M.K.; Ruzyanei, N.; Iryani, T.; Syamsul, S.; Aniza, A.; Zasmani, S. School Bullying Amongst Standard Six
Students Attending Primary National Schools in the Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur: The Prevalence and Associated Socio
Demographic Factors. Malays. J. Psychiatry 2009, 18, 1–8.

38. Rossen, E.; Cowan, K.C. A Framework for School-Wide Bullying Prevention and Safety [Brief]; National Association of School
Psychologists: Bethesda, MD, USA, 2012; Available online: https://apps.nasponline.org/search-results.aspx?q=+a+framework+
for+school+wide+bullying+prevention+and+safety (accessed on 15 April 2021).

39. Hassan, N.; Kendrick, A.; Mokhtar, D. Bullying and Its Four Functions: A Study of Young Offenders in Juvenile Justice Institutions.
Int. J. Psychosoc. Rehabil. 2020, 24, 4207–4223. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2009.07.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20304490
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2013-0614
http://doi.org/10.2307/1131701
http://doi.org/10.1097/01.DBP.0000359324.96827.4b
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2009.00539.x
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2005-2388
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(00)00146-0
http://doi.org/10.1001/archpedi.158.8.730
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2008-0323
https://www.moe.gov.my/en/statistik-menu/senarai-sekolah-mengikut-kumpulan-jenis-dan-negeri
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2006.08.007
http://doi.org/10.1186/0778-7367-69-7
http://doi.org/10.1080/09718923.2007.11978400
http://doi.org/10.1080/09764224.2010.11885441
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2014.11.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25510905
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0121602
http://doi.org/10.1001/archpedi.158.8.737
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15289244
http://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0207
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23002988
https://apps.nasponline.org/search-results.aspx?q=+a+framework+for+school+wide+bullying+prevention+and+safety
https://apps.nasponline.org/search-results.aspx?q=+a+framework+for+school+wide+bullying+prevention+and+safety
http://doi.org/10.37200/IJPR/V24I4/PR201530


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 7208 26 of 28

40. Aheme, S.; Barron, M.; Caffrey, M.; Connaughton, B.; Duffy, B.; Gibbs, J.; Grehan, S. Action Plan on Bullying: Report of The Anti-
Bullying Working Group to the Minister for Education and Skills; Department of Education Skills: Dublin, Ireland, 2013. Available
online: https://www.pdst.ie/sites/default/files/Action%20Plan%20on%20Bullying.pdf (accessed on 15 April 2021).

41. Kim, J.W.; Lee, K.; Lee, Y.S.; Han, D.H.; Min, K.J.; Lee, J.Y.; Kim, J.O. Factors Associated with Group Bullying and Psycho-Pathology
in Elementary School Students Using Child-Welfare Facilities. Neuropsychiatr. Dis. Treat. 2015, 22, 991–998. [CrossRef]

42. Brito, C.C.; Oliveira, M.T. Bullying and Self-Esteem in Adolescents from Public Schools. J. Pediatr. 2013, 89, 601–607. [CrossRef]
43. Kowalski, R.M.; Limber, S.P. Psychological, Physical, and Academic Correlates of Cyberbullying and Traditional Bullying. J.

Adolesc. Health 2013, 53, S13–S20. [CrossRef]
44. Chester, K.L.; Callaghan, M.; Cosma, A.; Donnelly, P.; Craig, W.; Walsh, S.; Molcho, M. Cross-National Time Trends in Bullying

Victimization in 33 Countries among Children Aged 11, 13 and 15 from 2002 to 2010. Eur. J. Public Health 2015, 25, 61–64.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Calvete, E.; Orue, I.; Estévez, A.; Villardón, L.; Padilla, P. Cyberbullying in Adolescents: Modalities and Aggressors’ Profile.
Comput. Hum. Behav. 2010, 26, 1128–1135. [CrossRef]

46. Pengpid, S.; Peltzer, K. Bullying and Its Associated Factors among School-Aged Adolescents in Thailand. Sci. World J. 2013,
2013, 1–6. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Microsoft Corporation. Online Bullying among Youth 8–17 Years Old–Malaysia Online Bullying Metrics: Malaysia vs. Worldwide
Average; Microsoft Corporation: Redmond, WA, USA, 2012.

48. Shaari, A.H.; Kamaluddin, M.R. Buli Siber: Ketidaksantunan Bahasa dan Etika Media Sosial dalam Kalangan Remaja Malaysia. J.
Soc. Sci. Humanit. Bangi. 2019, 16, 1–16.

49. Board on Children, Youth, and Families; Committee on Law and Justice; Institute of Medicine; National Research Council.
Building Capacity to Reduce Bullying: Workshop Summary; Overview of Bullying and Victimization; National Academic Press (US):
Washington, DC, USA, 26 August 2014; ISBN 978-0-309-30398-9.

50. Copeland, W.E.; Wolke, D.; Angold, A.; Costello, E.J. Adult Psychiatric Outcomes of Bullying and Being Bullied by Peers in
Childhood and Adolescence. JAMA Psychiatry 2013, 70, 419–426. [CrossRef]

51. Faris, R.; Felmlee, D. Status Struggles Network Centrality and Gender Segregation in Sameand Cross-Gender Aggression. Am.
Sociol. Rev. 2011, 76, 48–73. [CrossRef]

52. Ttofi, M.M.; Farrington, D.P.; Lösel, F.; Loeber, R. Do the victims of school bullies tend to become depressed later in life? A
systematic review and meta-analysis of longitudinal studies. J. Aggress. Confl. Peace Res. 2011, 3, 63–73. [CrossRef]

53. Limber, S.P.; Riese, J.; Snyder, M.J.; Olweus, D.; Espelage, D.L.; Chu, J. The Olweus Bullying Prevention Program. Youth Suicide
Bullying 2014, 203–215. [CrossRef]

54. Sourander, A.; Jensen, P.; Rönning, J.; Niemelä, S.; Helenius, H.; Sillanmäki, L.; Kumpulainen, K. What is The Early Adulthood
Outcome of Boys Who Bully or are Bullied in Childhood? The Finnish “From A Boy to a Man” Study. Pediatrics 2007, 120, 397–404.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Swearer, S.M.; Espelage, D.L.; Vaillancourt, T.; Hymel, S. What Can Be Done About School Bullying? Educ. Res. 2010, 39, 38–47.
[CrossRef]

56. Rivers, I.; Poteat, V.P.; Noret, N.; Ashurst, N. Observing bullying at school: The mental health implications of witness status. Sch.
Psychol. Q. 2009, 24, 211–223. [CrossRef]

57. Glover, D.; Gough, G.; Johnson, M.; Cartwright, N. Bullying in 25 secondary schools: Incidence, impact and intervention. Educ.
Res. 2000, 42, 141–156. [CrossRef]

58. Wijeratne, M.P.; Seneviratne, R.; Gunawardena, N.; Lynch, C.; Sandoy, I.F.; Ostbye, T. Correlates of Peer Violence among 13
to 15 Year Olds in Gampaha District Schools in Sri Lanka: Findings from a Comparison between Violent and Non-Violent
Adolescents. SAGE Open. 2014, 4, 1–14. [CrossRef]

59. Lyznicki, J.M.; McCaffree, M.A.; Robinowitz, C.B. Childhood bullying: Implications for physicians. Am. Fam. Physician 2004, 70,
1723–1728. Available online: https://europepmc.org/article/med/15554490 (accessed on 15 April 2021).

60. Mesch, G.S. Parental Mediation, Online Activities, and Cyberbullying. CyberPsychol. Behav. 2009, 12, 387–393. [CrossRef]
61. Twyman, K.; Saylor, C.; Taylor, L.A.; Comeaux, C. Comparing Children and Adolescents Engaged in Cyberbullying to Matched

Peers. CyberPsychol. Behav. 2009, 12, 112. [CrossRef]
62. Seals, D.; Young, J. Bullying and victimization: Prevalence and relationship to gender, grade level, ethnicity, self-esteem, and

depression. Adolescents 2003, 38, 102–110.
63. Viljoen, J.L.; O’Neill, M.L.; Sidhu, A. Bullying Behaviours in Male and Female Young Offenders: Prevalence, Types and

As-sociation with Psychosocial Adjustment. Aggress. Behav. 2005, 31, 521–536. [CrossRef]
64. Grennan, S.; Woodhams, J. The Impact of Bullying and Coping Strategies on the Psychological Distress of Young Offenders.

Psychol. Crime Law 2007, 13, 487–504. [CrossRef]
65. Smokowski, P.R.; Kopasz, K.H. Bullying in School: An Overview of Types, Effects, Family Characteristics, and Intervention

Strategies. Child. Sch. 2005, 27, 101–110. [CrossRef]
66. Cénat, J.M.; Hébert, M.; Blais, M.; Lavoie, F.; Guerrier, M.; Derivois, D. Cyberbullying, psychological distress and self-esteem

among youth in Quebec schools. J. Affect. Disord. 2014, 169, 7–9. [CrossRef]

https://www.pdst.ie/sites/default/files/Action%20Plan%20on%20Bullying.pdf
http://doi.org/10.2147/NDT.S76105
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jped.2013.04.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2012.09.018
http://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckv029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25805790
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.03.017
http://doi.org/10.1155/2013/254083
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23476124
http://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2013.504
http://doi.org/10.1177/0003122410396196
http://doi.org/10.1108/17596591111132873
http://doi.org/10.1093/med:psych/9780199950706.003.0017
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2006-2704
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17671067
http://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09357622
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0018164
http://doi.org/10.1080/001318800363782
http://doi.org/10.1177/2158244014550616
https://europepmc.org/article/med/15554490
http://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2009.0068
http://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2009.0137
http://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20036
http://doi.org/10.1080/10683160601060598
http://doi.org/10.1093/cs/27.2.101
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2014.07.019


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 7208 27 of 28

67. Wolke, D.; Samara, M.M. Bullied by Siblings: Association with Peer Victimisation and Behaviour Problems in Israeli Lower
Secondary. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 2010, 45, 1015–1029. Available online: https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/15225343/
(accessed on 15 April 2021). [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Mazaba, L.M.; Rudatskira, E.; Babaniyi, O.; Siziya, S.; Mulenga, D.; Muula, A. Correlates of Bullying Victimization among
School-Going Adolescents in Algeria: Results from the 2011 Global School-Based Health Survey. Int. J. Med. Public Health 2014,
4, 407. [CrossRef]

69. Rudatsikira, E.; Mataya, R.H.; Siziya, S.; Muula, A.S. Association between bullying victimization and physical fighting among
Filipino adolescents. Indian 2009, 35, 1243–1247.

70. Darmawan. Bullying in School: A Study of Forms and Motives of Aggression in Two Secondary Schools in The City of Palu, Indonesia;
University of Tromsø: Tromsø, Norway, 2010.

71. Berger, K.S. Update on bullying at school: Science forgotten? Dev. Rev. 2007, 27, 90–126. [CrossRef]
72. Yaakub, N.F.; Haron, F.; Leong, G.C. Examining the efficacy of the Olweus prevention programme in reducing bullying: The

Malaysian experience. Procedia Soc. Behav. Sci. 2010, 5, 595–598. [CrossRef]
73. Rimm, K.S.; Lisa, S. Improving Students’ Relationships with Teachers to Provide Essential Supports for Learning. Positive

Relationship Can Also Help a Student Develop Socially. Am. Psychol. Assoc. 2016. Available online: https://www.apa.org/
education/k12/relationships (accessed on 15 April 2021).

74. Rudasill, K.M.; Reio, T.G.; Stipanovic, N.; Taylor, J.E. A longitudinal study of student–teacher relationship quality, difficult
temperament, and risky behavior from childhood to early adolescence. J. Sch. Psychol. 2010, 48, 389–412. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

75. Pianta, R.C.; La Paro, K.; Hamre, B. CLASS: Classroom Assessment Scoring System Manual: K-3 Version; The Center for Advanced
Study of Teaching and Learning: Charlottesville, VA, USA, 2006.

76. Salmivalli, C. Bullying and the Peer Group: A Review. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2010, 15, 112–120. [CrossRef]
77. Kärnä, A.; Salmivalli, C.; Poskiparta, E.; Voeten, M.J. Dobystanders Influence the Frequency of Bullying in a Classroom. In

Proceedings of the XIth EARA Conference, Turin, Italy, 7–10 May 2008.
78. Turner, J. Social Influence; Thomson Brooks/Cole Publishing, Co.: Belmont, CA, USA, 1991.
79. Henry, D.; Guerra, N.; Huesmann, R.; Tolan, P.; Van Acker, R.; Eron, L. Normative Influences on Aggression in Urban Ele-mentary

School Classrooms. Am. J. Community Psychol. 2012, 28, 59–81. [CrossRef]
80. Sentse, M.; Scholte, R.; Salmivalli, C.; Voeten, M. Person–Group Dissimilarity in Involvement in Bullying and Its Relation with

Social Status. J. Abnorm. Child Psychol. 2007, 35, 1009–1019. [CrossRef]
81. Dijkstra, J.K.; Lindenberg, S.; Veenstra, R. Beyond the Class Norm: Bullying Behavior of Popular Adolescents and its Relation to

Peer Acceptance and Rejection. J. Abnorm. Child Psychol. 2008, 36, 1289–1299. [CrossRef]
82. Silva, A.R.; Cardoso, A.T.; Jansen, K.; Souza, M.L.; Godoy, V.R.; Cruzeiro, S.A.L.; Horta, L.B. Bullying and Associated Factors in

Adolescents Aged 11 to 15 Years. Trends Psychiatry Psychother. 2012, 34, 19–24. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
83. Hazemba, A.; Siziya, S.; Muula, A.S.; Rudatsikira, E. Prevalence and correlates of being bullied among in-school adolescents in

Beijing: Results from the 2003 Beijing Global School-Based Health Survey. Ann. Gen. Psychiatry 2008, 7, 6. [CrossRef]
84. Murray, H.R.; Slee, P.T. Australian and Japanese School Student’s Experiences of School Bullying and Victimization: Associations

with Stress, Support & School Belonging. Int. J. Violence Sch. 2006, 2, 33–50.
85. Konstantina, K.; Pilios, S. School Characteristics as Predictors of Bullying and Victimization among Greek Middle School Students.

Int. J. Violence Sch. 2010, 93, 93–113.
86. Cohen, L.G.; Garcia, J.; Purdie-Vaughns, V.; Apfel, N.; Brzustoski, P. Recursive Processes in Self-Affirmation: Intervening to Close

the Minority Achievement Gap. Science 2009, 324, 400–403. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
87. Elliot, A.J.; Kayser, D.N.; Greitemeyer, T.; Lichtenfeld, S.; Gramzow, R.H.; Maier, M.A.; Liu, H. Red, rank, and romance in women

viewing men. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 2010, 139, 399–417. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
88. Asalal, N.; Abd Wahab, H.; Zakaria, E. The Need of School Social Workers for Dealing with Student Social Problems in Malaysia.

Malays. J. Soc. Adm. 2020, 14, 62–78.
89. Lavanya, R.; Prasad, K.G. A Study on the Prevalence of Cyber Bullying in Chennai. Middle-East J. Sci. Res. 2014, 22, 661–672.
90. Nordhagen, R.; Nielsen, A.; Stigum, H.; Kohler, L. Parental reported bullying among Nordic children: A population-based study.

Child Care Health Dev. 2005, 31, 693–701. [CrossRef]
91. Wolke, D.; Woods, S.; Stanford, K.; Schulz, H. Bullying and victimization of primary school children in England and Germany:

Prevalence and school factors. Br. J. Psychol. 2001, 92, 673–696. [CrossRef]
92. Elgar, F.J.; Craig, W.; Boyce, W.; Morgan, A.; Vella-Zarb, R. Income Inequality and School Bullying: Multilevel Study of

Ad-olescents in 37 Countries. J. Adolesc. Health 2009, 45, 351–359. [CrossRef]
93. Jansen, D.E.; Veenstra, R.; Ormel, J.; Verhulst, F.C.; Reijneveld, S.A. Early Risk Factors for Being a Bully, Victim, or Bully/Victim in

Late Elementary and Early Secondary Education. The Longitudinal TRAILS Study. BMC Public Health 2001, 11, 440. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

94. Galobardes, B.; Shaw, M.; Lawlor, D.A.; Lynch, J.W.; Davey Smith, G. Indicators of Socioeconomic Position (Part 1). J. Epidemiol.
Community Health 2006, 60, 7–12. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

95. Braveman, P.A.; Cubbin, C.; Egerter, S.; Chideya, S.; Marchi, K.S.; Metzler, M.; Posner, S. Socioeconomic Status in Health Research:
One Size Does Not Fit All. J. Am. Med Assoc. 2012, 294, 2879–2888. [CrossRef]

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/15225343/
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2004.t01-1-00293.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15225343
http://doi.org/10.4103/2230-8598.144112
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2006.08.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.07.148
https://www.apa.org/education/k12/relationships
https://www.apa.org/education/k12/relationships
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2010.05.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20728689
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2009.08.007
http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005142429725
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-007-9150-3
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-008-9251-7
http://doi.org/10.1590/S2237-60892012000100005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25924215
http://doi.org/10.1186/1744-859X-7-6
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1170769
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19372432
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0019689
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20677892
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2214.2005.00559.x
http://doi.org/10.1348/000712601162419
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2009.04.004
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-11-440
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21645403
http://doi.org/10.1136/jech.2004.023531
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16361448
http://doi.org/10.1001/jama.294.22.2879


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 7208 28 of 28

96. Certain, L.K.; Kahn, R.S. Prevalence, Correlates, and Trajectory of Television Viewing Among Infants and Toddlers. Pediatrics
2002, 109, 634–642. [CrossRef]

97. Jansen, P.; Verliden, M.; Dommisse, A.; Mieloo, C.; Ende, J.; Veenstra, R.; Verhulst, F. Prevalence of Bullying and Victimization
among Children in Early Elementary School: Do Family and School Neighbourhood Socioeconomic Status Matter? BMC Public
Health 2012, 12, 494. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

98. Campbell, S.B. Behavior Problems in School Children: A Review of Recent Research. J. Child Psychol. 2005, 36, 113–149. [CrossRef]
99. Hassan, N.; Mokhtar, D. Bullying Amongst Young People in Juvenile Rehabilitation Institutions. J. Psikol. Malays. 2018, 32,

146–164.

http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.109.4.634
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-12-494
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22747880
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1995.tb01657.x

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Background of Area of Research & Population 
	Sampling Method 
	Measures 
	Section A: Demographic Details 
	Section B: Individual, Peer, Family and School Factors 
	Section C: Kessler Psychological Distress Scale (K10) 
	Section D: Malaysian Bullying Questionnaire 

	Data Analyses 

	Results 
	Prevalence of Bullying 
	Distribution of Individual Factors 
	Distribution of Peer Factors 
	Distribution of Family Factors 
	Distribution of School Factors 
	Univariate Variable Analyses 

	Discussion 
	Prevalence of Bullying Involvement 
	Types of Bullying 
	Factors Related to Bullying Involvement 
	Peer Factor 
	School Factor 

	Other Relevant but Insignificant Factors 
	Individuals 
	Family 


	Conclusions 
	References

