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Abstract

Context and relevance. Bullying remains a pervasive challenge across edu-
cational systems worldwide, posing serious risks to students’ psychological
well-being and academic performance. In Indonesia, its prevalence continues
to grow, echoing patterns observed in various other countries and reinforc-
ing the need for culturally informed, data-driven interventions. Objective. This
study investigates high school students’ risk of involvement in bullying — either
as victims or perpetrators — based on age, gender, and school type. Meth-
ods and materials. Utilizing a cross-sectional survey design, data were col-
lected from 1153 students aged 14 to 19 years (M = 16; SD = 0,919), including
514 males (45%) and 639 females (55%). The sample comprised 907 senior
high school students and 246 vocational high school students from 10 sub-
districts in Medan City, Indonesia. Results. A multinomial logistic regression
analysis revealed that gender was the only significant predictor of victimiza-
tion risk, while no variables significantly predicted dual roles as both perpe-
trator and victim. Conclusions. These findings underscore the importance of
gender-sensitive monitoring and preventive strategies, particularly for female
students, and contribute to a growing body of international research aimed at
mitigating bullying behaviors through targeted educational programs.
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Pe3rome

KOHTEKCT 1 aKTyanbHOCTb. BynnuHr ocTaeTcs LUMPOKO pacnpoCTpaHeHHOW npo-
6nemoii B 06pa3oBaTesibHbIX CUCTEMax MO BCEMy MWpy, CO3LaBas Cepbe3Hble
PUCKN ANs NCUXOMOMUYECKOro 6narononyyms U akagemmMHeckon ycreBaemocTu
yyaimxes. B MiHooHesum vactoTta criyqaeB 6ynnvHra HeyKnoHHO yBenmymBaeTcs,
YTO COOTBETCTBYET TEHAEHLWSM BO MHOMUX APYrnX CTPaHax 1 eLlie pa3 AoKasblBa-
€T HeobXOAYMOCTb Pa3paboTKu CTpaTerni, KOTopble ONMPAKTCH Ha KYNbTYPHbIE
0COBEHHOCTU 1 aMnMpuyeckre faHHble. Llenb. HacToswan pa6ota HanpaeneHa
Ha u3y4eHune d)aKTOpOB puUCka BoOBJieHeHUs yYallMxcs CTapLUMX KnaccoB B CUTY-
aumm 6ynnuHra (Kak B ponuv XepTBbl, TaK U B POfN arpeccopa) B 3aBUCYMOCTY OT
VX BO3pacTa, reHOEepHOW NpuHaANeXHOCTM v Tuna y4ebHoro 3asefeHns. Meto-
Abl U MaTepuanbl. B xofe Kpocc-CEKLMOHHOMO MCCNeaoBaHus Gbi OMpOLLEHbI
1153 cTapLueknaccHvKa 1 yqalmxcs npoeccroHanbHbIX Konnemke B Bo3pacre
ot 14 po 19 net (M = 16; SD = 0,919). U3 Hux 514 (45%) — toHoLLK, 639 (55%) —
fesyLikn. Boibopka Bktodana 907 yvawmxes o6LueobpasoBaTesibHbIX LLUKON 1
246 y4alumxcs npodeccrmoHanbHbIX y4ebHbIX 3aBefeHuin 13 10 panoHos ropopa
MepaH (VHpoHe3us). PesynbraTbl. CornacHo pesynstatam MySsTUHOMUAbHO-
ro SIOrMCTUHECKOTO PErpecCUMOHHON0 aHanu3a, €AMHCTBEHHOW CTaTUCTU4ECKW
3Ha4YMMON NepeMeHHON, NPefcKasbiBatoLLEN PUCK CTaTb XEPTBOW, okasasncs non
PEecrnoHAEeHTOB. B TO e Bpems HW OfiHa U3 BKIIOYEHHbIX B MOAENb NepeMeHHbIX
He Mo3BOMMNa 3HA4YMMO NpeackasaTb COBMELLIEHVE POMe XepTBbl U arpeccopa.
BbiBogbl. [MonyyeHHble pesynsraTbl MOAYEPKUBAOT BaXHOCTb MOHWUTOPWHIA W
NPoUNaKkTUHECKNX CTpaTermii € y4eTOM reHOepHbIX OCOOEHHOCTEN, OCO6EH-
HO [N151 yHaLLMXCs XKEHCKOro Mona, a TakXKe BHOCAT BKMaf B PacTyLmin MaccuB
MeXAyHapOAHbIX MCCNefoBaHWA, HanpaBneHHbIX Ha CHUXKEHWe cryyaes 6ynnmHra
NMOCPELCTBOM LieneHanpaBneHHbIX 06pa3oBaTtesibHbIX MPorpaMm.

KnroyeBble cnoBa: 6ynnvHr, o6pasoBaHuve, LLKOoNa, yY4eHKM, MogpPOCTKN

®uHaHcupoBaHue. DrHaHcoBas NOAAEPXKKA HACTOALLEro uccnefoBaHus 6bina okasaHa YHuBep-
cuteTtom Cymatepbl YTapa B pamkax nporpammbl TALENTA (npoekTt Ne 6662).

BnaropgapHocTu. ABTOPbI BbipaxatoT 6narogapHocTb nporpamme TALENTA 3a huHaHcoByto nog-
EpPXKy, komaHae no c6opy AaHHbIX 3a MOMOLLb B NMPOBEAEHNMN MOMEBbIX NCCEA0BAHUA, a Takxe
BCEM PeCroHfeHTaMm 3a VX LieHHoe y4acTue.

JononHutenbHble AaHHble. Habopbl AaHHbLIX [OCTYMHbI U MOTYT ObITb MOMYyYeHbI MO 3anpocy y
OTBETCTBEHHOrO aBTopa.

[Ansa umtuposanua: Tapmuaw, T., Mypba, P.M., SynbkapHaiiH, 3., Andapucu, M.P. (2026). OueHka
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anbHbI NIOMMCTUYECKUIA PErpecCUoHHbIN aHanua. lNeuxonorndyeckas Hayka n obpasosanuve, 31(4),
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Introduction

Bullying is a widespread global issue that has
long disrupted teaching and learning activities in
schools (Chan, Wong, 2015). A study by Biswas
et al. (2020) examining data from 83 countries
and 317869 students found that 30% of students
had experienced bullying. Similarly, a 2022 survey
conducted by the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) in public and private schools
across the United States reported that one in five
students had been subjected to bullying (PAC-
ER’s National Bullying Prevention Center, 2025).
In Australia, a meta-analysis and systematic re-
view by Jadambaa et al. (2019) revealed that one
in seven students had been victims of bullying. In
Indonesia, bullying in schools remains a prevalent
issue (Abdillah et al., 2020; Yusuf et al., 2022).

Bullying in Indonesia has reached a critical
level, with cases continuing to rise (Borualogo,
Casas, 2022). In 2024 alone, the Indonesian Edu-
cation Monitoring Network recorded 573 reports of
school-related violence (Lintang, 2025). The preva-
lence of violence in schools hinders the creation of
a safe and supportive learning environment, which
is essential for optimizing students’ potential (Ra-
madhani, Purnama, 2024). The increasing trend of
school violence is a pressing concern, as a safe
and bully-free environment is a fundamental right
of every child in their educational journey.

Bullying is a deliberate behavior intended to
harm or distress another individual. It is character-
ized by intentionality, repetition, and an imbalance
of power between the perpetrator and the victim
(Olweus, 2013). Bullying can take various forms, in-
cluding verbal, physical, and relational aggression,
as well as cyberbullying, which has emerged as a
significant concern in the digital era (Smith, 2016).

According to Coloroso (2003), bullying
behavior stems from feelings of dislike toward
individuals perceived as inferior or unworthy of
respect. This behavior may be driven by a desire
to assert dominance, intolerance of differences,
or the intention to exclude others. Dominance is
one way in which students who engage in bul-
lying seek to gain popularity within their peer
group (Fine et al., 2023; Olweus, 2013; Smith,
2016). The manifestation of bullying behavior

often differs between male and female students.
Male students are more likely to engage in
physical bullying, whereas female students tend
to exert dominance through relational bullying,
such as social exclusion or spreading rumors
(Shalaginova et al., 2019).

In some cases, individuals who experience
bullying may also engage in bullying behavior
themselves. Chan and Wong (2015) identified
several factors that increase the likelihood of indi-
viduals becoming both victims and perpetrators of
bullying. These factors include low empathy, limit-
ed prosocial behavior, weak attachment to school,
negative perceptions of school harmony, a dimin-
ished sense of belonging, and poor overall school
experiences and involvement. Notably, female
students with low empathy skills are particularly
at risk. Furthermore, the cycle of victimization and
perpetration can become a recurring pattern, per-
petuating bullying behavior over time (Borualogo,
Casas, 2022). Walters (2021), in a meta-analysis
study, found that victims of bullying are at risk of
becoming perpetrators in the future. Similarly, Ev-
ans et al. (2019) discovered that prolonged expo-
sure to bullying increases the likelihood of victims
developing psychological disorders and engaging
in aggressive behavior later in life. As a result, bul-
lying can become a recurring cycle if not effectively
prevented (Abdillah et al., 2020).

Present study

This study explores the risk or tendency of
high school students to become either victims
or perpetrators of bullying. High school students
fall within the adolescent age range, a develop-
mental period characterized by psychological,
physical, and social changes that may increase
the likelihood of bullying behavior (Putri, Bhima,
Saebani, 2015). The prevalence of bullying var-
ies across different age groups. Physical, ver-
bal, and relational bullying tend to peak at ages
12-13, while cyberbullying is most prevalent at
ages 14-15, with both forms generally declining
as students grow older (Pichel et al., 2021). In
general, students with lower emotional maturity
are more susceptible to engaging in bullying be-
havior (Ramadhani, Purnama, 2024).
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Previous research on the tendency of stu-
dents to become victims or perpetrators of bully-
ing based on gender has yielded mixed results.
Azid et al. (2022) found no significant difference
between male and female students in their risk
of becoming bullying victims. Additionally, Cha-
pell et al. (2006) found no significant difference
between boys and girls in their tendency to
engage in bullying behavior. However, Baldry,
Farrington, and Sorrentino (2017) reported con-
trasting findings, indicating that male students
are more likely than female students to become
victims of bullying, particularly physical bullying.

This study examines three student charac-
teristics — gender, age, and school type (senior
high school [SMA] or vocational high school
[SMK]) — to predict the likelihood of students be-
coming victims or perpetrators of bullying. Identi-
fying the most vulnerable student groups enables
the implementation of targeted prevention and
intervention programs. The study categorizes
students into four groups based on their bullying
tendencies: (1) those at risk of becoming victims,
(2) those with a tendency to, (3) those who may
be both victims and perpetrators, and (4) those
who are neither victims nor perpetrators.

In summary, gender, age, and school type
emerged as significant predictors of students’
involvement in bullying, either as victims, per-
petrators, or both. Gender plays a role in shap-
ing behavioral expectations and social norms,
which may influence how students express or
experience aggression. Age is associated with
emotional and cognitive development, affecting
students’ capacity for empathy, impulse control,
and conflict resolution. School type contributes
to variations in peer dynamics, institutional
support systems, and exposure to preventive
interventions. Taken together, these variables
provide a multidimensional framework for un-
derstanding bullying roles within the adolescent
population and underscore the importance of
context-sensitive approaches to prevention and
intervention.

Based on the discussion above, this study
aims to address three main research questions:

1) Does age predict students’ tendency to
become victims or perpetrators of bullying?
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2) Does gender predict students’ tendency
to become victims or perpetrators of bullying?

3) Does school type predict students’ tenden-
cy to become victims or perpetrators of bullying?

The findings of this study are expected to
inform the development of targeted programs
or interventions for specific subgroups of high
school students, based on age, gender, and
school type. Identifying the factors influencing
students’ likelihood of experiencing or engaging
in bullying is a crucial first step in preventing vio-
lence and bullying in schools. By understanding
these tendencies, schools can implement effec-
tive measures to create a safer and more sup-
portive learning environment.

Materials and methods

Participants

This study employed a convenience sam-
pling method, targeting high school students in
Medan City, Indonesia. Medan, the capital of
North Sumatra and the third largest city in the
country — after Jakarta and Surabaya — offers
a culturally diverse urban setting that reflects
broader national socio-cultural dynamics. lIts
multiethnic population, including Batak, Malay,
Javanese, Chinese, and other communities,
provides a meaningful context for examining ad-
olescent bullying within a pluralistic society. This
aligns with existing research suggesting that
bullying may manifest differently across ethnic
groups (Dadeh, 2021; Man et al., 2022).

A total of 1153 students participated in the
study. The sample comprised 639 female stu-
dents (55,5%) and 514 male students (44,5%).
In terms of educational background, the ma-
jority of participants were enrolled in general
high schools (n = 907, 79%), while the remain-
ing 246 students (21%) attended vocational
schools. All participants were recruited from
public and private institutions across 10 districts
in Medan, ensuring representation from different
socio-economic and cultural backgrounds.

Measurement scale

This study utilized the Revised Olweus Bully/
Victim Questionnaire (OBVQ-R), which has been
modified and adapted for use in Indonesian. The
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scale comprises 2 factors, such as victimization
and perpetration, that assess five forms of bul-
lying: physical, verbal, psychological, cyber, and
relational. The scale demonstrated high validity
(CFl=TLI=0,931; RMSEA = 0,093) and reliabil-
ity (Cronbach’s alpha (o) = 0,949). The response
options were structured using a five-point Likert
scale, with values ranging from 0 to 4: O (nev-
er), 1 (once or twice), 2 (two to three times per
month), 3 (approximately once per week), and 4
(several times per week). Scoring involves sum-
ming the item scores for each factor. Individuals
are classified as potential perpetrators of bully-
ing if their perpetration score is higher than their
victimization score. Conversely, a higher victim-
ization score suggests a tendency to be a victim
of bullying. A balanced score between the two
factors indicates a tendency to be a bully-victim,
while a score of 0 on both factors suggests no
tendency to be a perpetrator or a victim.

Procedures

This study used a cross-sectional survey
design to investigate the prevalence and char-
acteristics of bullying among senior high school
students. The data was collected using a paper-
and-pencil questionnaire specifically designed
to measure various aspects of bullying behavior.
The research team conducted data collection at
multiple schools across 10 sub-districts in Med-
an City. The study employed a paper-and-pencil
method, with the research team directly super-
vising the data collection process to ensure
accuracy and consistency. Once all data were
gathered, statistical analysis was conducted to
examine the findings.

Data analysis

This study employed a quantitative research
design, utilizing multinomial logistic regression to
analyze the data. This method was selected be-
cause the dependent variable — students’ bullying
involvement — is nominal and consists of more
than two categories. Specifically, participants were
classified into four groups based on their reported
tendencies: (1) victims, (2) perpetrators, (3) bully-
victims (both victims and perpetrators), and (4) un-
involved (neither victims nor perpetrators).

The categorization was guided by criteria es-
tablished by Solberg and Olweus (2003), which
emphasize the repetitive nature of bullying behav-
ior. This framework aligns with Olweus’s (2013)
widely accepted definition of bullying as a repeated
and intentional act of aggression. Higher scores on
the victimization and aggression scales were used
to determine students’ classification, with relative
score balances indicating their tendency toward
victim, perpetrator, or bully-victim roles.

Multinomial logistic regression was conduct-
ed to examine the relationship between bullying
involvement and three predictor variables: age,
gender, and school type. It is acknowledged that
this method may not fully capture nuanced cases,
such as students with low but equal scores on
both scales or those whose experiences primarily
involve witnessing bullying. Although witnesses
play a critical role in shaping school climate and
intervention outcomes, their experiences were
beyond the scope of the present study.

Results

Multinomial logistic regression analysis

This study presents the results of a multino-
mial logistic regression analysis examining stu-
dents’ tendency to be victims and/or perpetrators
of bullying. The majority of participants exhibited
a tendency to be victims of bullying (n = 795,
69%), followed by those with no tendency to be
either victims or perpetrators (n = 134, 12%).
Additionally, 118 students (10%) showed a ten-
dency to be perpetrators, while 104 students
(9%) demonstrated a risk of becoming a victim
and tendency to become perpetrators.

Based on Table 1, the statistical analysis
demonstrates that the overall model provides a
good fit to the data (}?[9] = 43,237, p < 0,001),
indicating that the selected predictors; age,
gender, and school type collectively contribute
to explaining variations in students’ involve-
ment in bullying. However, the Nagelkerke
pseudo-R? value of 0,04 shows that these vari-
ables account for only 4% of the variance. This
relatively small effect size suggests that, while
significant, demographic factors alone are in-
sufficient to fully capture the complexity of bul-
lying dynamics. Other unmeasured variables,
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such as school climate, peer relationships,
family background, and personality traits, are
likely to play a much more substantial role. The
likelihood ratio test confirms that the predictors
as a group are significant in differentiating be-
tween victims, perpetrators, bully-victims, and
uninvolved students. Yet, a closer inspection of
the multinomial logistic regression results re-
veals more nuanced insights. Gender emerges
as the only significant predictor of victimiza-
tion, suggesting that male and female students
may experience or report bullying differently,
possibly reflecting gendered expectations and
social dynamics within Indonesian schools. In
contrast, age and school type approach sig-
nificance in predicting perpetration. This trend
implies that older students or those in particular
types of schools (e.g., vocational versus gen-
eral high schools) may be more likely to engage
in bullying behaviors, although the evidence in
this data-set is not strong enough to draw firm
conclusions. Taken together, these findings
indicate that demographic factors provide only

a partial explanation of bullying involvement.
Gender appears to be more strongly linked with
victimization, whereas age and school type
may influence perpetration but require further
exploration with larger or more diverse sam-
ples. The low explanatory power of the model
underscores the need for future research to
incorporate psycho-social, contextual, and
cultural variables that likely exert stronger influ-
ences on bullying dynamics.

The results of the likelihood ratio tests for
the multinomial logistic regression of predictors
of students’ risk or tendency to become victims,
perpetrators, or both victims and perpetrators of
bullying are presented in Table 2. The multino-
mial logistic regression results in Table 3 provide
important insights into the role of demographic
factors in predicting students’ involvement in bul-
lying. Gender (B = 0,668, p = 0,001) emerges as
the strongest and only statistically significant pre-
dictor, showing that girls are nearly twice as likely
(195%) to be classified as victims compared to
students who are uninvolved. This finding aligns

Table 1
Model fit and Pseudo-R-squared
-2 Log likelihood X2 Df P
Intercept only 259,683
Final 216,446 43,237 9 0,000
Pseudo-R-squared
Cox and Snell 0,037
Nagelkerke 0,043
McFadden 0,020
Table 2

Likelihood ratio tests of multinomial logistic regression
of predictor variables of students’ risk or tendency to be victims, perpetrators,

or both victims and perpetrators of bullying

Model fitting criteria Likelihood ratio tests
crect | MO ot edheed | BIC ot edheed | 2o ol | Cmsauare | ot | s
Intercept 245,959 291,394 227,959 11,513 3 0,009
Age 249,463 294,898 231,463 15,017 3 0,002
Sex 257,391 302,826 239,391 22,945 3 0,000
School type 242,586 288,021 224,586 8,139 3 0,043

254




Tapmupu T., Myp6a P.M., SynbkapHaiit 3., Ancbapucy M.P. (2026)
OueHKa BEPOATHOCTU BOBMEHEHHOCTW NMOAPOCTKOB B GYNINH ...

lMcuxonoruyeckas Hayka v o6pa3oBaHue,
31(4), 249-263.

Tarmidi T., Purba R.M., Zulkarnain Z., Alfarisi M.R. (2026)
Predicting probabilities of bullying victimization...
Psychological Science and Education,

31(4), 249-263.

Table 3

Multinomial logistic regression of predictor variables of students’ risk or tendency
to be victims, perpetrators, or both victims and perpetrators of bullying with tendency not
to be a victim and not to be a perpetrator of bullying as a reference

95% Confidence
B SE | wald | Df | sig. | Exp(®) —mrerval for Exp(B)
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Victims Intercept -1,140 1,708 0,446 1 | 0,504
Age 0,114 0,103 1,222 1 0,269 | 1,120 0,916 1,371
Gender 0,668 0,194 | 11,824 | 1 | 0,001 | 1,950 1,333 2,852
School type 0,071 0,227 0,098 1 0,755 | 1,074 0,688 1,676
Perpetrators | Intercept 4,591 2,365 3,768 1 | 0,052
Age -0,238 | 0,144 2,722 1 10,099 | 0,788 0,594 1,046
Gender -0,100 | 0,260 0,147 1 10,702 | 0,905 0,543 1,508
School type | -0,672 0,344 3,820 1 10,051 | 0,511 0,260 1,002
Victims- Intercept 2,436 2,459 0,981 1 ]0,322
perpetrators | pge -0,200 | 0,149 | 1,787 | 1 | 0,181 | 0,819 0,611 1,098
Gender 0,512 0,271 3,572 1 10,059 | 1,669 0,981 2,837
School type | -0,234 | 0,338 0,478 1 10,489 | 0,792 0,408 1,535

with prior studies suggesting that female stu-
dents are more likely to acknowledge and report
victimization, possibly due to heightened sensi-
tivity to relational aggression and social exclu-
sion. It also reflects broader patterns of gendered
social dynamics in Indonesian schools, where
female adolescents may face unique vulnerabili-
ties linked to cultural expectations and gender
inequality. While age (B = —0,238, p = 0,099)
and school type (B = -0,672, p = 0,051) do not
reach conventional significance thresholds, their
near-significant values indicate trends worthy
of attention. The negative coefficient for age
suggests that younger students are more likely
to engage in bullying behaviors than older stu-
dents. This trend could be related to lower lev-
els of emotional regulation and impulse control
among younger adolescents, as well as the use
of aggression as a means of establishing domi-
nance within peer groups. Similarly, the negative
association with school type suggests that stu-
dents in vocational schools may be more at risk
of involvement in bullying compared to those in
general high schools. This may reflect differenc-
es in peer dynamics, academic pressures, or so-

cioeconomic backgrounds across school types.
The model further suggests that high school
students are 51% more likely to be uninvolved in
bullying than to be bullies, highlighting a potential
protective role of general high school environ-
ments. Conversely, younger students show a
79% higher likelihood of engaging in bullying be-
haviors compared to being uninvolved, reinforc-
ing the importance of early intervention. Despite
these tendencies, the overall findings emphasize
that among the examined demographic predic-
tors, only gender demonstrates a robust and
statistically significant relationship with bullying
involvement. Taken together, the results suggest
that while demographic factors contribute to un-
derstanding bullying, their explanatory power is
limited. Gender plays a clear role in victimization,
whereas age and school type show trends that
may become significant with larger or more di-
verse samples. These findings point to the need
for future research to integrate additional predic-
tors such as family dynamics, peer networks,
personality traits, and school climate to achieve
a more comprehensive explanation of bullying
behaviors among Indonesian adolescents.
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Discussion

This study investigated students’ tendencies
to become victims or perpetrators of bullying
based on three key factors: age, gender, and
school type. Drawing on data from 1153 students
across senior and vocational high schools in
Indonesia, the findings reveal that a substantial
proportion of students (n = 795, 69%) are at risk
of victimization. This figure is alarming, as it re-
flects a widespread experience of insecurity and
discomfort within school environments — condi-
tions that can significantly disrupt students’ emo-
tional well-being, academic engagement, and
sense of belonging. These results echo the rising
trend of bullying cases in Indonesia (Borualogo,
Casas, 2022), and underscore the urgent need
for systemic interventions that address both indi-
vidual and contextual contributors to bullying.

Multinomial logistic regression analysis iden-
tified gender as the sole significant predictor of
students’ likelihood of becoming victims of bul-
lying. Specifically, female students were more
likely to be victimized than to fall into the category
of neither victims nor perpetrators. This finding
aligns with research conducted in Estonia (Mark,
Varnik, Sisask, 2019), which similarly reported
higher rates of victimization among female stu-
dents. Meanwhile, a study from Russia suggests
that male students are more frequently involved
in physical forms of bullying. either as victims or
perpetrators, while female students are more com-
monly associated with relational bullying in both
roles (Bochaver, Khlomov, 2013). However, these
patterns diverge from findings in Italy and Malaysia
(Azid et al., 2022; Baldry, Farrington, Sorrentino,
2017), where male students were more often vic-
timized or where no significant gender differences
were observed. Such inconsistencies underscore
that bullying is not a universal phenomenon, but
one deeply shaped by socio-cultural contexts, in-
stitutional norms, and systemic inequalities.

Gender-based differences, as explored by
Shalaginova et al. (2019), further illustrate how
cultural norms and social hierarchies influence
bullying experiences, echoing patterns observed
in Indonesia. Comparative studies by Bochaver
et al. (2022) and Novikova and Rean (2019) re-
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inforce the notion that macrosocial conditions —
including national policies, educational struc-
tures, and prevailing societal attitudes — play a
decisive role in shaping bullying dynamics.

To interpret these findings critically, Bron-
fenbrenner’s ecological systems theory provides
a valuable framework. This theory posits that
individual development is influenced by multiple
layers of environmental systems, from immediate
settings like family and school (micro-system) to
broader societal structures (macro-system). In the
Indonesian context, gender-based victimization
may reflect macro-systemic influences — particu-
larly entrenched patriarchal norms and institution-
al responses to aggression. The country’s Gen-
der Development Index (GDI) remains among the
lowest in ASEAN (Fauzi, Ferdian, Intania, 2024),
indicating persistent structural inequality. In so-
cieties with greater gender disparities, girls are
disproportionately exposed to bullying (Cosma
et al., 2022), often compounded by feelings of
helplessness and inadequate institutional sup-
port. These dynamics suggest that bullying is not
merely a behavioral issue but a manifestation of
deeper power imbalances, where male students
may enact dominance through aggression, and
female students may internalize victimization due
to cultural expectations of passivity.

Moreover, the intersection of gender and
school climate plays a critical role in shap-
ing students’ experiences. In schools where
gender stereotypes are reinforced — either
through curriculum, teacher attitudes, or peer
norms — female students may be more vulner-
able to relational aggression and exclusion. This
vulnerability is exacerbated when schools lack
gender-sensitive policies or fail to respond effec-
tively to bullying incidents. The normalization of
aggressive behavior, particularly when framed
as “teasing” or “play”, further silences victims
and perpetuates cycles of harm.

Interestingly, gender did not predict students’
likelihood of being perpetrators or both victims and
perpetrators. This nuance supports findings by Azid
etal. (2022) and Borualogo, Kusdiyati, and Wahyu-
di (2023), which show similar bullying prevalence
across genders but differences in form. Male stu-
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dents tend to engage in direct aggression — such
as physical and verbal bullying — while female
students are more likely to participate in indirect
forms, including relational aggression and social
exclusion (Mark, Virnik, Sisask, 2019; Neupane,
2014). These behavioral patterns are shaped by
gender role socialization, often reinforced through
parenting styles and cultural expectations.

Research among Indonesian adolescents
indicates that boys exposed to authoritarian
parenting may perceive bullying as a normative
behavior, while girls may adapt to relational ag-
gression styles shaped by parental expectations
surrounding femininity (Zulkarnain et al., 2025).
Authoritative parenting, which balances warmth
and discipline, has been shown to mitigate bully-
ing tendencies, while permissive or authoritarian
styles may exacerbate them. These findings high-
light the importance of family-based interventions
that challenge normative beliefs about gender
and aggression, and promote healthy emotional
regulation and conflict resolution skills.

Cultural norms play a pivotal role in shap-
ing how bullying is perceived, interpreted, and
addressed. In the Indonesian context, verbal
teasing is frequently dismissed as harmless hu-
mor, which blurs the boundary between playful
interaction and psychological harm (Borualogo,
2025; Yusuf et al., 2022). This normalization —
particularly within permissive or authoritarian
parenting environments — can desensitize chil-
dren to the emotional consequences of bully-
ing and obstruct timely, effective intervention.
Behaviors that may be classified as bullying in
other cultural settings are often perceived as
benign or even affectionate in Indonesia, espe-
cially when enacted among peers. This cultural
framing complicates efforts to define, identify,
and respond to bullying, highlighting the urgent
need for frameworks that are both culturally re-
sponsive and locally attuned to how aggression
and victimization are understood.

The pervasive attitude that finds humor in
verbal teasing contributes to children, regard-
less of gender, viewing bullying as an accept-
able form of peer interaction (Dadeh, 2021).
When parents and teachers fail to intervene or
trivialize such behavior, students may internalize

the belief that bullying is a normal part of school
life. This not only perpetuates harm but also un-
dermines the effectiveness of anti-bullying cam-
paigns. Evidence from Indonesian studies sug-
gests that a positive school climate — character-
ized by supportive peer relationships, respectful
interactions, and consistent adult supervision —
can significantly reduce the likelihood of bullying
(Oktaviani, Dadeh, Sutatminingsih, 2024). The
implementation of clear and consistent anti-bul-
lying policies further contributes to the preven-
tion and reduction of bullying incidents.
Complementing these observations, recent
Russian scholarship offers valuable comparative
insights into the macro-social dynamics of bully-
ing. Studies by Stratiychuk and Chirkina (2019)
and Bochaver et al. (2022) underscore the im-
portance of institutional responses and adult
involvement, particularly from teachers and par-
ents, in shaping bullying prevalence. Their find-
ings resonate with Indonesian research, which
similarly points to the influence of school climate
and adult modeling in either mitigating or per-
petuating bullying behaviors. Moreover, Russian
studies emphasize how broader societal factors,
such as cultural norms and educational struc-
tures, interact with individual behavior to shape
bullying dynamics (Bochaver et al., 2022). In-
tegrating these perspectives strengthens the
international relevance of the present study
and reinforces the need for culturally grounded,
system-level interventions that address both the
social and psychological dimensions of bullying.
Although this study did not include direct
measurement of cyberbullying, it is important
to acknowledge its growing relevance in the
broader landscape of student victimization.
Bovina and Dvoryanchikov (2020) highlight
the impact of digital environments and social
identity on cyberbullying, a growing concern in
both contexts. The rapid advancement of tech-
nology has increasingly blurred the boundaries
between virtual and physical realities, leading
to a significant rise in adolescents’ engagement
with digital platforms (Soldatova, Voiskounsky,
2021). As adolescents increasingly engage with
digital platforms, cyberbullying has emerged as
a pervasive and often under-reported form of
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aggression. lts covert nature — characterized
by anonymity, lack of physical cues, and rapid
dissemination — poses unique challenges for
detection and intervention (Kiriukhina, 2021;
Merrill, Hanson, 2016). Victims may experience
heightened emotional distress due to the inabil-
ity to identify perpetrators, leading to feelings
of isolation, anxiety, and depression (Przybyl-
ski, Bowes, 2017). Volkova and Volkova (2017)
found that students who are involved in tradition-
al bullying, whether as victims, perpetrators, or
bully-victims, are also more likely to engage in or
experience cyberbullying, indicating a significant
overlap between offline and online forms of ag-
gression. While our study focused on traditional
bullying within school settings, future research
should incorporate cyberbullying metrics to cap-
ture the full spectrum of peer victimization.

Given Indonesia’s high rate of adolescent
digital engagement, schools must proactively
address online safety through digital literacy
education, clear reporting mechanisms, and col-
laboration with relevant authorities to mitigate
the psychological impact of cyberbullying.

The data analysis indicates that age is not a
significant predictor of students’ risk of victimiza-
tion or tendency to be perpetrators. This suggests
that high school students, regardless of age, have
a similar likelihood of falling into one of the four cat-
egories: victim, perpetrator, both victim and perpe-
trator, or neither. One possible explanation is that
all participants in this study were adolescents — a
developmental stage characterized by heightened
sensitivity to peer dynamics, identity formation,
and emotional volatility (Putri, Bhima, Saebani,
2015). While previous research has shown that
bullying tends to decrease as children grow older
(Chappell et al., 2006; Novikova, Rean, 2019; Han
et al., 2018), the present study’s focus on high
school students limits the ability to observe this
downward trend across educational stages.

Similarly, the analysis of school type (senior
high school vs. vocational high school) as a pre-
dictor of bullying involvement was found to be in-
significant. This indicates that the likelihood of be-
ing a victim, a perpetrator, both, or neither is similar
among students in both school types. These find-
ings align with those of Putri, Bhima, and Saebani
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(2015), who reported high bullying prevalence in
both settings. The similarity may be attributed to
the fact that both senior and vocational high school
students fall within the same age range and are
governed by the same national curriculum under
the Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education.
However, the findings contrast with interna-
tional research in Hungary and China (Horvath
et al., 2018; Han et al., 2017), which reported
higher bullying prevalence in vocational schools.
This discrepancy may be attributed to differences
in school climate and culture. Prevailing norms,
leadership practices, and peer dynamics within a
school can significantly influence bullying behav-
ior (Moody, Stahel, 2025; Novikova, Rean, 2019;
Strindberg, Horton, 2022). For instance, schools
that emphasize competition, rigid discipline, or
hierarchical relationships may inadvertently fos-
ter environments where bullying is more likely to
occur. Future research should explore these mi-
cro-level factors to better understand the environ-
mental conditions that foster or prevent bullying.

Conclusions

The results of the multinomial logistic regres-
sion analysis examining students’ risk or tendency
to be victims or perpetrators of bullying based on
age, gender, and school type indicate that female
students are more likely to be victims of bullying
than to be neither victims nor perpetrators. This
may be attributed to the persistence of gender
inequality in Indonesia (Fauzi, Ferdian, Intania,
2024). Gender inequality heightens the risk of
students engaging in gender-based violence (Ma-
hendra et al., 2021). Female students often experi-
ence feelings of powerlessness and hopelessness
when confronted with bullying, making them more
vulnerable to victimization. Given these findings, it
is crucial for schools to take proactive measures to
ensure the safety of female students. One effec-
tive approach is the implementation of sensitization
training programs aimed at reducing the gender
inequality gap. Additionally, schools should provide
awareness programs on how to respond to bully-
ing and establish clear intervention strategies to
address bullying incidents effectively.

Educating students, teachers, and parents
about the effects of rigid gender roles that con-
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tribute to bullying behaviors is crucial. Research
indicates that bystanders often exhibit a gender
bias, showing more empathy towards same-gen-
der victims. Workshops and seminars can foster
discussions that encourage students to challenge
stereotypes and promote gender equity within
school environments (Baldry, 2004; Fox et al.,
2014). This can enhance peer support for victims
and change the culture around bullying. Itis impor-
tant to note that bullying intervention should not
rely on punitive measures. Harsh disciplinary ac-
tions, such as physical or verbal punishment, may
inadvertently reinforce aggressive behavior by
conveying that violence is an acceptable means
of resolving conflict (Novikova, Rean, 2019).

Furthermore, teachers should receive training
on handling bullying cases and develop greater
vigilance in identifying signs of bullying, as victims
often refrain from reporting incidents (Beilmann,
2017; Graham, 2016). Prior research has dem-
onstrated that active teacher involvement plays a
critical role in reducing bullying behaviors within
the school environment (Bochaver, 2021).

Addressing the impact of parenting on bul-
lying in schools requires context-specific strate-
gies that account for these cultural and gender
dynamics. Previous research has emphasized
the significant influence of parenting styles on
students’ likelihood of engaging in bullying be-
havior, showing that variations in parental ap-
proaches may either foster or inhibit such ten-
dencies (Bochaver et al., 2022). Furthermore,
exposure to domestic violence within the home
environment and neglect of the children’s needs
has been identified as a risk factor that can in-
crease the probability of children becoming per-
petrators of bullying (Bochaver, Khlomov, 2013;
Novikova, Rean, 2018). Schools can implement
educational programs that involve parents, fos-
tering an authoritative parenting approach that
emphasizes emotional support and healthy peer
relationships. Holistic educational interventions
can empower children to challenge traditional
gender norms and promote non-violent conflict
resolution strategies, thus narrowing the bully-
ing gap while fostering a climate of respect and
understanding among genders (Noboru et al.,
2021; Zaneva et al., 2023).

Limitations. This study successfully identified
the risk profiles and behavioral tendencies of high
school students in relation to bullying — whether
as victims, perpetrators, or both. However, several
limitations must be acknowledged to contextualize
the findings. First, although the sample size was
substantial (n = 1153), all participants were drawn
exclusively from schools within Medan City. This
geographic concentration limits the external valid-
ity of the results, as the social dynamics, school
climates, and cultural factors influencing bullying
behavior may vary significantly across different
regions of Indonesia. Consequently, the findings
may not fully capture the diversity of experiences
among adolescents in rural areas, other urban
centers, or provinces with distinct educational and
sociocultural contexts. To enhance generalizabil-
ity and establish a more comprehensive national
understanding, future research should replicate
this study in varied settings across Indonesia, in-
corporating regional comparisons and potentially
stratified sampling techniques.

Second, this study relied exclusively on self-
report questionnaires for data collection. While
this method was appropriate for efficiently cap-
turing large-scale behavioral data across a broad
adolescent population, it is important to acknowl-
edge its inherent limitations. Self-report instru-
ments are susceptible to response biases, includ-
ing social desirability and recall inaccuracies,
which may affect the precision of the findings. To
enhance the validity and depth of future research,
complementary methodologies — such as struc-
tured interviews, peer or teacher assessments,
and direct observational techniques — should be
considered. Accordingly, the conclusions drawn
from this study should be interpreted with caution,
recognizing the constraints associated with rely-
ing solely on self-reported data.

Third, this study did not account for several
external factors that may significantly influence
students’ involvement in bullying — whether as vic-
tims, perpetrators, or both. Variables such as school
climate, family environment, personality traits, and
socioeconomic status were not measured, limiting
the contextual depth and explanatory scope of the
findings. These factors are known to shape adoles-
cents’ vulnerability and behavioral responses, and
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their exclusion may constrain the interpretation of
bullying dynamics within the school setting.

Moreover, the study did not include specific
measures of bystander behavior, despite its critical
role in the bullying cycle. Bystanders can reinforce,
ignore, or intervene in bullying incidents, and their
actions often determine whether such behaviors
are perpetuated or disrupted. The absence of data
on bystander responses represents a notable gap,
as it prevents a more holistic understanding of the
social ecology surrounding bullying.

Lastly, the study focused exclusively on
traditional, face-to-face bullying and did not
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