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A 78 2FF(outdegree) -2.44 0.16 ok
&3] A (reciprocity) 1.00 0.10 ko
o)A A B A (transitivity) 0.97 0.14 ok
=87 2L B A (chree cycles) -0.38 0.16 ok

A7 734
22 A 3T e (same gender) 0.59 0.05 sk
22 713 AFolE I bully ego) 0.05 0.12 ns.
28 7138 EFAFE Ibully alter) 0.19 0.09 *
718l Abol-71al ERAl B bully ego X bully alter) 0.36 0.24 n.s.
7Vl Aol-uls] EbAl &K bully ego X victim alter) 0.40 0.39 ns.
Z2 33| Ao}l T IKvictim ego) 0.10 0.15 n.s.
22 33 EFRFEIKvictim alter) -0.21 0.19 n.s.
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23 7}s) A E7Kbully linear shape) 0.17 0.24 ns.
2 713 o] A3 El(bully quadratic shape) 0.16 0.14 ns.
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Behavioral Characteristics, Social Interplay, and the

Social Influence of Bullies and Victims in the Classroom

Huiyoung Shin

Chonbuk National University

The current study examined early adolescents’ behavioral characteristics, social interplay, and the social
influence of bullies and victims among fifth and sixth graders in elementary schools. Participants
(N=736, 52% gitls at wave 1, N=677, 52% gitls at wave 2) completed friend nominations and peer
nominations for bullies, victims, and academic-social behaviors. The results indicated that early
adolescents’ physical aggression, relational aggression, and problem behavior at the start of the semester
positively predicted their bullying behavior at the end of the semester. Moreover, early adolescents’
anxious behavior and uncooperative behavior at the start of the semester positively predicted their
victimization at the end of the semester. Furthermore, results of the longitudinal social network
analyses indicated that bullies received many friend nominations from peers and tended to be more
influenced by friends who highly bullied others. In addition, highly victimized youth tended to form
friendships with highly victimized peers, and youth whose friends are highly victimized became highly
victimized themselves over time. The current study underscores the importance of early adolescents’
social interactions with friends, and highlight that early adolescents’ friend selection and social influence

play a crucial role in explaining the development of their bullying and victimization.
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