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Introduction: Bullying is a significant issue that harms children’s health and infringes on their right to education. Understanding the mechanisms of bullying, preventing it, and implementing appropriate interventions are essential for education. Notably, not only the victims and perpetrators but also the bystanders around them play important roles in bullying situations. This study examined the relationship between bullying bystanders’ multidimensional just-world beliefs and their attitudes and behaviors when witnessing bullying.

Methods: A vignette-based online survey was conducted with 400 Japanese middle school students (Mage = 13.2, SD = 0.91). The questionnaire required the students to respond independently.

Results: The analysis showed that intrinsic just-world beliefs were associated with positive attitudes and behaviors toward bullying victims, whereas ultimate just-world beliefs were not. It was found that higher ultimate just-world beliefs were not only related to stronger intentions to mediate bullying but also, to a greater tendency, to blame the victim and a lower likelihood of recognizing bullying in cases where it was witnessed multiple times.

Discussions: Multidimensional just-world beliefs predicted both pro-bullying and anti-bullying attitudes. The findings add substantially to our understanding of the relationship between just-world beliefs and bystanders’ behavior and attitudes, providing novel insights into the understanding of bullying behavior.
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1 Introduction

Bullying is defined as intentional and repeated aggressive behavior directed at a relatively weak individual and negative responses from those around them (Olweus, 2013; UNESCO, 2024), with prevalence rates estimated to 20% across OECD countries (OECD, 2023). School bullying is a universal issue that threatens children’s school life and deprives them of opportunities to participate in educational activities safely. Furthermore, it has well-documented short-term (e.g., Reijntjes et al., 2010) and long-term (e.g., Takizawa et al., 2014) effects on children’s health. For example, a meta-analysis of 18 longitudinal studies revealed that victimization predicted further internalizing problems (Reijntjes et al., 2010). A British cohort study by Takizawa et al. (2014) also showed that victimization at childhood affected mental health and suicidal ideation in middle adulthood. Understanding the mechanisms of bullying, implementing preventive measures, and establishing appropriate interventions are crucial in education.

To comprehend bullying, research has extensively focused on the characteristics of both perpetrators and victims. For instance, a meta-analysis summarizing the associations between bullying involvement and individual difference variables indicated that bullying perpetration is associated with higher levels of externalizing and internalizing problem behaviors, as well as lower levels of social competence and self-perception. In contrast, victimization is characterized by opposite patterns (Cook et al., 2010). Another meta-analysis examining the association between bullying roles and the Big Five personality traits found that bullying perpetration was related to higher levels of neuroticism and extraversion and lower levels of agreeableness, openness, and conscientiousness. In contrast, victimization was associated only with higher levels of neuroticism (Mitsopoulou and Giovazolias, 2015). As bullying typically occurs in the presence of individuals other than the victim and perpetrator, group dynamics play a significant role in shaping bullying behaviors (e.g., Salmivalli et al., 2021). While bullying can be understood from the perspectives of victims and perpetrators, it can also be analyzed from the perspective of bystanders.

Bystanders are students who witness bullying incidents (Polanin et al., 2012), and they can be categorized into several subtypes. These include outsiders, who passively observe bullying without intervention; defenders, who attempt to stop bullying or console the victim; and reinforcers, who encourage bullying or actively participate in it (Salmivalli, 2010). The behavior of bystanders significantly influences both victims and perpetrators. For example, classrooms with more reinforcers are more likely to experience bullying, whereas classrooms with more defenders tend to have lower rates of bullying incidents (Kärnä et al., 2010; Salmivalli et al., 2011).

Various individual difference traits influence bystander behavior. A study investigating the association between the Big Five personality traits and bullying participant roles found that defenders exhibited the highest levels of agreeableness and lower levels of neuroticism compared to victims and perpetrators. In contrast, outsiders displayed lower levels of extraversion and agreeableness than victims and defenders (Tani et al., 2003). In addition to personality traits, factors such as empathy and moral norms regarding bullying have also been examined. Furthermore, studies have explored individual difference variables specifically related to bullying, such as defender self-efficacy, which is confidence in one’s ability to protect victims from bullying (Thornberg et al., 2017). Defender self-efficacy is positively associated with defender behavior (Thornberg et al., 2017; van der Ploeg et al., 2017) and negatively associated with reinforcement of bullying (Pöyhönen et al., 2012; Thornberg et al., 2017).

Bystanders sometimes blame victims and display negative attitudes toward them. For instance, research has shown that in cyberbullying contexts, bystanders tend to attribute more blame to victims who engage in negative self-disclosure (Zeng et al., 2023). Moreover, research on bullying found that victim blaming is often explained through the framework of moral disengagement, which refers to justifying immoral and harmful actions despite recognizing their contradiction with moral values (Bandura, 2024). According to a literature review by Bussey et al. (2024), moral disengagement comprises eight mechanisms, one of which is victim blaming. This mechanism involves cognitive restructuring perceptions of the victim, such as by believing that “they deserved being harmed because they behaved badly.” Such reframing enables individuals to morally justify harmful behavior. Individual difference in moral disengagement can be assessed by validated scales. Higher levels of moral disengagement have been positively correlated with bullying reinforcement and outsider behavior but were not significantly associated with defender behavior (Thornberg et al., 2017; Thornberg et al., 2020). These findings highlight the importance of examining bullying from perspectives beyond those of victims and perpetrators, using various individual difference variables to understand bystander behavior.

Although moral disengagement is a widely used framework for explaining bystander behaviors such as victim blaming, alternative perspectives have also been proposed. One such perspective is “belief in a just world” (BJW; Lerner, 1980), which is conceptually distinct from moral disengagement. Individuals sometimes infer that a person’s misfortune results from their past behavior (or that a morally good person receives unexpected rewards), even in the absence of a causal relationship. Specifically, BJW refers to the tendency to believe that the world is a stable place where people receive outcomes that correspond to their actions (e.g., Hafer and Bègue, 2005) and is conceptualized as a “contract” between individuals and society (Lerner, 1977). Higher BJW is associated with stability and security, leading to long-term goal-setting and increased subjective well-being (Dalbert et al., 2001; Hafer and Bègue, 2005; Tian et al., 2022). BJW predicts positive psychological outcomes even in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic period (Kiral Ucar et al., 2022; Strelan et al., 2025). BJW also promotes the preference for delayed rewards over immediate or smaller ones. However, BJW also has a negative aspect, as it is associated with victim blaming. Individuals with strong BJW are more likely to perceive victimization as deserved (Correia et al., 2001), downplay the severity of victimization (Correia and Vala, 2003), psychologically distance themselves from victims (Correia et al., 2012; Murayama and Miura, 2015), and engage in secondary victimization (Mendonça et al., 2016). This tendency arises because witnessing innocent individuals suffer contradicts the belief in a just world. To maintain this belief, individuals may rationalize victimization by assuming that victims must have done something to deserve their misfortune (Callan et al., 2014), leading to perpetrator justification.

BJW can be understood as a unidimensional (Lipkus et al., 1996) or a multidimensional construct (Maes, 1998; Murayama et al., 2022) in a general worldview. Maes (1998) proposed two dimensions of BJW: immanent BJW (BJW-I), which attributes outcomes to past actions (i.e., karmic beliefs), and ultimate BJW (BJW-U), which assumes that present injustices will be compensated in the future. Concerning victim blaming, BJW-I is associated with causal attributions, whereas BJW-U is linked to psychological distancing that does not require cognitive reinterpretation (Hafer and Bègue, 2005; Murayama and Miura, 2015).

Considering the nature of BJW, bystanders with strong BJW may develop negative attitudes toward victims, perceiving bullying as a form of deserved misfortune. However, does BJW predict bullying behavior and bystander attitudes? Several studies have explored the associations between BJW and bullying involvement. Research on children has shown that BJW is associated with lower levels of bullying perpetration (Correia et al., 2009; Dalbert et al., 2001), more positive attitudes toward victims, and increased defender behavior (Chen et al., 2023; Fox et al., 2010). Theoretically, BJW would be expected to lead to negative attitudes toward victims. However, Fox et al. (2010) suggested that bullying is inherently unjust, and thus, individuals with high BJW may oppose it.

Conversely, studies using vignette-based methodologies with university students and adults have yielded conflicting results, showing that stronger BJW is associated with minimizing workplace bullying (Hellemans et al., 2017) and downplaying school bullying while increasing victim blaming (Saito, 2024; Voss and Newman, 2021). These discrepancies may be due to age differences among study participants or the conceptualization of BJW as a single dimension. This study explores the relationships between multidimensional BJW and bystander behaviors in school bullying among middle school students, which previous studies did not.

Previous research has not investigated the relations between BJW and bystander behavior by using multidimensional BJW yet. Against this background, this study aids in understanding the effect of BJW on school bullying to explore the relationship between BJW and bystander behavior among middle school students using a multidimensional BJW framework. Considering that not all students witness bullying firsthand (e.g., Joo et al., 2020), this study employs vignettes to assess bystander responses. Based on previous research utilizing multidimensional BJW (Hafer and Bègue, 2005; Murayama and Miura, 2015), a strong BJW-I is likely to lead to more victim blaming, which may contribute to increased secondary victimization and reduced defensive behaviors. In contrast, a strong BJW-U may help individuals maintain psychological distance from bullying incidents, thereby reducing their likelihood of perceiving such events as personally relevant. We hypothesize that BJW-I will be associated with proactive pro-bullying behaviors (second victimization and less defender behavior), whereas BJW-U will be related to a passive victim blaming attitude [keeping a distance from bully (psychological distancing)]. Additionally, this study evaluates the validity of a multidimensional BJW scale using measures of subjective well-being and future orientation.



2 Materials and methods


2.1 Procedure

The survey was conducted through an online Japanese research company, Asmark Inc. Initially, invitations for the web-based survey were sent to adults with children in middle school from the online survey pools throughout Japan, and the questionnaire was presented after both the parents and students agreed to a written informed consent. The questionnaire required the students to respond independently. After completing the survey, participants were compensated with points that could be exchanged for cash according to the research company’s guidelines.



2.2 Participants

The participants included 400 Japanese middle school students (Mage = 13.2, SD = 0.91) comprising 200 males, 197 females, and 3 non-respondents. The sample size was determined based on the sample size used in Murayama and Miura (2015), which employed the multidimensional BJW scale for Japanese participants.



2.3 Measurements

To measure just-world beliefs, this study employed the children’s multidimensional BJW scale (Tsurumaki et al., 2023), which consists of 12 items on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = totally disagree; 6 = totally agree). This scale is a child-adapted version of the Japanese multidimensional BJW scale (Murayama and Miura, 2015) translated from the original English scale (Maes and Schmitt, 1999). It includes three subscales: immanent BJW (BJW-I; e.g., “Anyone will receive the punishment they deserve for the bad things they have done”), ultimate BJW (BJW-U; e.g., “Even those who bear sad fates will eventually find happiness”), and unjust world beliefs (BUW; e.g., “There is no fairness to be found anywhere in this world”). BUW reflects a view of the world as unfair and self-serving, often indicating the pursuit of personal gain or desires (e.g., Dalbert et al., 2001). Unlike the other subscales, the function of BUW has not been fully elucidated.

To examine the validity of the multidimensional BJW scale, we used subjective well-being and future orientation as correlates. According to Murayama and Miura (2015), BJW-U and BJW-I are positively correlated with these constructs, whereas BUW is negatively correlated with subjective well-being. For subjective well-being, we employed the S-WHO-5-J scale (Inagaki et al., 2013), which consists of 5 items on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = never; 4 = always). This scale is a modified version of the 6-point Japanese version of the World Health Organization’s Five Well-Being Index (e.g., “I felt cheerful and in a good mood”). For future orientation, we used the Goal Orientation scale (Shirai, 1994; e.g., “I have a general plan for my future”), which consists of 5 items on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = disagree; 5 = agree).



2.4 Vignette

After completing the scales measuring individual difference variables, participants read a vignette describing bullying. The vignettes included three types of bullying: teasing, direct bullying, and cyberbullying. Each story was presented independently, and participants were asked to respond to questions about each scenario (see Supplementary Table S1). The types of bullying depicted were selected based on those most prevalent among Japanese middle school students. The stories were developed based on an anonymous post from an online community (Niftykids, 2016) and research by Saito (2024).1



2.5 Bystander behavior and attitudes

After reading each vignette, participants responded to 10 items about bystander behavior and attitudes using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = disagree; 5 = agree). These items were adapted from previous bullying vignette studies (Wakamoto and Nishino, 2020) and research on the relationship between multidimensional just-world beliefs and victim blaming (Murayama and Miura, 2015). To measure victim-blaming attitudes, participants answered two items on psychological distance (e.g., “This kind of trouble could happen to people around me”) and two items on second victimization (e.g., “I think the victim also had some fault in this situation”). For bystander behaviors, participants answered two direct defending items on defending intention (e.g., “If I were there, I would stop the person bullying”) and two indirect defending items on help-seeking intention (e.g., “If I were there, I would report this to a teacher”). Additionally, participants were asked two items to assess whether they thought the situation depicted in the vignette constituted bullying. In Japan, bullying is defined as “acts exerting a psychological or physical influence on a child by another child, who attends the same school or has a certain personal relationship with the victim, and that causes the victim mental or physical harm (including acts carried out over the internet)” (Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology, 2013). According to this definition, any incident where a victim reports pain is considered bullying. Therefore, we asked if the incident in the vignette was considered bullying [recognition of bullying (at once); “Do you think this trouble constitutes bullying?”] and if repeated incidents would be considered bullying [recognition of bullying (if repeated); “If this trouble happened multiple times, would it be considered bullying?”].



2.6 Statistical analysis

First, this study tested the construct validity of the Multidimensional BJW Scale. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted, along with correlation analyses between the BJW subscales and individual difference variables to assess construct validity. Next, the study addressed its primary objective, which was examining the relationship between multidimensional BJW and bystander behavior and attitudes in bullying situations. Multiple regression analyses were conducted to predict bystander behavior and attitudes from the BJW subscales.




3 Results

A CFA assuming a three-factor structure for the 12-item multidimensional BJW scale was conducted [Χ2 (51) = 214, p < 0.001, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.92, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.09, Akaike information criterion (AIC) = 268]. The fit indices were slightly suboptimal. One item (X4) in the BJW-I subscale exhibited a low factor loading (β = 0.44) and was excluded from the analysis. A second CFA was conducted on the revised 11-item, three-factor model [Χ2 (41) = 160, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.09, AIC = 210]. Although RMSEA did not improve, CFI increased, and AIC suggested a better model fit. Thus, the 11-item, three-factor structure was deemed appropriate (see Supplementary Table S2 and Supplementary Figure S1).

Table 1 presents the mean, standard deviation, reliability coefficients, and correlations for all measures. Scores for bystander behavior across the three vignettes were aggregated. As presented in Table 1, BJW-U and BJW-I were positively correlated with subjective well-being and future orientation, whereas BUW showed no significant correlation. The latter was excluded from further analyses because BJW-U and BJW-I replicated findings from Murayama and Miura (2015), but BUW did not.


TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics and zero-correlation among all variables.


	Variables
	N
	M
	SD
	α
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

 

 	1. BJW-U 	398 	3.84 	0.83 	0.86 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	


 	2. BJW-I 	397 	4.11 	0.81 	0.80 	0.70*** 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	


 	3. BUJ 	396 	3.84 	0.79 	0.77 	−0.04 	0.21*** 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	


 	4. Wellbeing 	389 	1.97 	0.60 	0.90 	0.21*** 	0.17** 	−0.07 	 	 	 	 	 	 	


 	5. Future orientation 	396 	2.76 	0.83 	0.83 	0.24*** 	0.12** 	−0.06 	0.23*** 	 	 	 	 	 	


 	6. Psychological distance 	399 	3.53 	0.82 	0.89 	0.05 	0.11* 	0.26*** 	0.00 	−0.05 	 	 	 	 	


 	7. Second victimization 	399 	2.38 	0.92 	0.89 	0.07 	−0.08 	0.05 	0.00 	0.18*** 	0.11* 	 	 	 	


 	8. Defending intention 	398 	3.31 	0.73 	0.91 	0.35*** 	0.30*** 	−0.07 	0.26*** 	0.25*** 	0.08 	0.16*** 	 	 	


 	9. Help-seeking intention 	400 	3.40 	0.74 	0.86 	0.24*** 	0.30*** 	0.08 	0.19*** 	0.22*** 	0.23*** 	0.07 	0.43*** 	 	


 	10. RoB (at once) 	400 	4.10 	0.67 	0.67 	0.14** 	0.24*** 	0.17*** 	0.13* 	−0.06 	0.22*** 	−0.33*** 	0.13** 	0.23*** 	


 	11. RoB (if repeated) 	400 	4.32 	0.74 	0.82 	0.14** 	0.31*** 	0.17** 	0.19*** 	−0.11* 	0.18*** 	−0.43*** 	0.11* 	0.28*** 	0.62***





*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05. BJW-U, Belief in a just world-ultimate; BJW-I, belief in a just world- immanent; BUJ, belief in an unjust world; RoB, recognition of bullying.
 

Next, a multiple regression analysis was conducted with gender and age as control variables, BJW-U and BJW-I as independent variables, and bystander behavior and attitudes as the dependent variable (Table 2). Variance inflation factors were below 2, indicating no multicollinearity concerns. The results indicated that higher BJW-I was associated with a greater willingness to seek help, less psychological distancing and second victimization, and higher recognition of bullying incidents. Conversely, higher BJW-U was associated with a greater tendency to intervene in bullying but also with increased second victimizing and lower recognition of repeated bullying incidents.


TABLE 2 The result of multiple regression predicting bystander’s attitude and behaviors from belief in a just world.


	Predictors
	Psychological distance
	Second victimization
	Defending intention
	Help-seeking intention
	RoB(at once)
	RoB (if repeated)

 

 	Gender 	−0.07 	−0.06 	−0.08 	0.14** 	0.04 	0.04


 	Age 	0.00 	0.02 	0.06 	−0.06 	0.02 	−0.02


 	BJW-U 	−0.03 	0.24* 	0.30*** 	0.07 	−0.03 	−0.16*


 	BJW-I 	0.14* 	−0.24** 	0.08 	0.23** 	0.25*** 	0.41***


 	R2 	0.02*** 	0.04*** 	0.14*** 	0.11*** 	0.05*** 	0.11***





*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05. Regression coefficients were standardized. BJW-U, belief in a just world-ultimate; BJW-I, belief in a just world- immanent; RoB, recognition of bullying; Gender was dummy corded as male, 1 and female = 2.
 



4 Discussion

This study examined the relationship between BJW and the behavior of bystanders in bullying situations among middle school students, using a multidimensional framework of BJW. The analysis revealed that while BJW-I was associated with positive attitudes and behaviors toward victims of bullying, BJW-U did not exhibit the same relationship. These results did not support the hypothesis of this study. Specifically, higher levels of BJW-U were linked to a greater intention to intervene in bullying; however, they were also associated with a tendency to blame victims and a reduced likelihood of perceiving repeated incidents as bullying. BJW-I, believing karmic reasoning was related to victim advocacy. In contrast, BJW-U, believing misfortune will be compensated in the future was associated with secondary victimization and the tendency to downplay bullying.

The relationship between BJW and the outcomes varied across its dimensions. The findings regarding BJW-I were consistent with these of Fox et al. (2010) and Chen et al. (2023), which indicates BJW does not tolerate the injustice of bullying. The results concerning BJW-U, except for prediction of defensive behavior, supported previous findings by Hellemans et al. (2017) and Voss and Newman (2021), which indicate that BJW predicts victim blaming and minimization of harm. This also aligns with the belief that people get what they deserve, and is consistent with the theoretical framework of BJW. However, the fact that BJW-U, rather than BJW-I, was associated with victim blaming contrasted with the expected pattern of multidimensional BJW (Hafer and Bègue, 2005; Murayama and Miura, 2015). This study is the first to demonstrate that different dimensions of BJW are associated with distinct patterns of attitudes toward bullying victims, offering intriguing insights into previous research on BJW and bullying. Research examining the relationship between BJW and bullying remains limited, and the findings across studies are inconsistent. To gain a deeper understanding of how BJW relates to bullying, future research should adopt a multidimensional approach to BJW and consider various forms of bystander behavior.

The results of this study, which employed a multidimensional BJW scale, suggest that the relationship between BJW and bystanders’ attitudes toward bullying is complex. Inconsistencies among previous studies may be better understood by considering the multidimensional nature of BJW. Given that different types of BJW influence strategies for victim blaming differently (Murayama and Miura, 2015), it is reasonable that BJW-U predicted judgments of repeated bullying incidents. Unlike cognitive reinterpretation, the recognition of bullying in this study involved distancing the event itself, which can be understood as a form of psychological distancing, rather than reinterpreting it. Furthermore, the findings reveal that BJW-U was associated with intentions to intervene in bullying. Concurrently, BJW-I was linked to prosocial behavior toward victims, which supports the interpretation proposed by Fox et al. (2010). Middle school students with high BJW-I were less likely to tolerate injustice, recognize interpersonal conflicts as bullying, refrain from blaming victims, and were more likely to seek help. The finding that BJW predicted secondary victimization was partially consistent with previous findings (Saito, 2024; Voss and Newman, 2021). However, this was inconsistent with the theoretical concept of BJW that BJW-I predicts secondary victimization, rather than BJW-U (Maes, 1998). As presented in Table 1, secondary victimization had a weak positive correlation with psychological distancing and a moderate negative correlation with bullying recognition. This suggests that rather than actively engaging in secondary victimization, students with high BJW-U may have distanced themselves from the event, perceiving bullying as an issue unrelated to themselves. In sum, the current study which is the first study exploring the relationships between multidimensional BJW and bystander behaviors demonstrated that BJW predicted pro-bullying and anti-bullying attitudes concurrently. These results emphasized the advantage of BJW as a multidimensional construct when researchers predict bystander attitudes from BJW.

The findings of this study offer several important educational implications. While BJW-I—which attributes outcomes to one’s past behavior—was associated with more positive attitudes when witnessing bullying, BJW-U, which reflects a future-oriented belief that injustice will eventually be compensated, was not associated with similarly positive attitudes. Therefore, educational efforts aimed at fostering BJW-I may be effective for bullying prevention. Given that individuals with strong BJW-U are more likely to psychologically distance themselves from unjust events (Hafer and Bègue, 2005), they may be less inclined to witness bullying as personal and more likely to develop negative attitudes toward the victim. Nevertheless, bullying is a group process, and bystanders’ reactions play an important role (Salmivalli, 2010). Therefore, it is essential that teachers or schools communicate that bullying is not merely an individual issue but a classwide problem. They should encourage each student to reflect on how they, as bystanders, can contribute to creating a more supportive and just classroom environment.

Despite its strengths, this study has several limitations. First, as this study was a cross-sectional study utilizing individual difference measures, causal relationships could not be thoroughly examined. Future study needs to explore the relations between BJW and bystander behaviors in a longitudinal design. Second, this study was an experimental study using vignettes. Field studies will be needed to examine actual bystander behavior in bullying to provide a deeper understanding of the role of BJW. Third, a notable strength of this study was the use of an online panel to recruit participants from across Japan, enabling a broad geographical coverage. However, the extent of bullying prevention education may vary considerably between schools and regions, which could lead to inconsistencies in the results. Furthermore, it unclears whether students completed questionnaire without parental assistance. Future research should consider regional and school-level characteristics when interpreting findings from a school-based survey. Additionally, cultural factors should not be overlooked. For example, Murakami et al. (2023) study found that Japanese individuals tend to exhibit stronger immanent justice reasoning toward COVID-19 patients compared to people in other countries. Exploring the influence of such cultural tendencies may provide deeper insights into how BJW functions in different sociocultural contexts.

This study contributes to understanding bullying from a bystander’s perspective by demonstrating that different dimensions of BJW influence bystander behavior and attitudes toward bullying. This study revealed that BJW has both pro-bullying and anti-bullying attitudes. By providing evidence-based findings, this study enhances our understanding of bullying and offers potential implications for bullying prevention. Teachers and schools need to prevent bullying by paying attention to the complex relationship between BJW and bullying attitudes.
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Footnotes

1   In this survey, participants were allowed not to answer questions if they wished. This resulted in missing data. In our study, all participants were considered to have read all the vignettes as they completed the entire survey.
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