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This School Improvement Report evaluated a bystander intervention anti-bullying programme for secondary school pupils. The training was delivered to a small sample (n=23) of Year 7 pupils and comprised six 80-minute sessions. The sampled pupils completed a survey to measure their prosocial tendencies and a two-week audit of bullying incidents and interventions happening in the school. Staff-completed bullying records were also used to measure changes in bullying prevalence. Although the proportion of pupils involved in a bullying incident was reduced following the programme, the results were inconclusive as to whether or not this change occurred as a result of the bystander intervention anti-bullying programme. Data from the staff-completed bullying records also supported claims in the wider literature regarding the prevalence and pattern of bullying incidents in schools over time, and contributed to a scarcity in the literature regarding the effect of bullying on disadvantaged pupils by finding that these pupils were twice as likely to be involved in a bullying incident as their more advantaged peers. Implications of the findings are discussed, including the importance of whole-school policies to support bystander intervention programmes and the necessity for schools to critically consider definitions of bullying that are currently used. Recommendations for the school in which the intervention occurred are provided.
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Closing the gap between the academic attainment of disadvantaged pupils and their more advantaged peers in one of the top priorities of the school in which the present research took place. Currently, the school are addressing this by reducing class sizes, engaging all pupils in extracurricular activities, and providing certain disadvantaged pupils with wellbeing support. However these interventions focus largely on the individual characteristics of disadvantaged pupils rather than the context in which they are being educated, and this may be an oversight; reports suggest that disadvantaged pupils have an increased risk of being involved in bullying incidents whilst at school, and their academic performance is likely to be negatively impacted as a result (Bauman et al., 2013; Ivarsson et al., 2005; Hertz et al., 2015; Klomek et al., 2007; Tippett and Wolke, 2014). At present, the school’s anti-bullying practices are largely reactionary rather than preventative, and a recent increase in bullying incidents in one year group has suggested that their current approach is insufficient. This action research therefore sought to design and implement a new approach to anti-bullying work in the school based on a bystander intervention training model that has recently become popular both on university campuses and in international bullying prevention literature (Fenton et al., 2015; Salmivalli and Poskiparta, 2012; Midgett et al., 2016). The theoretical foundations of the bystander intervention approach will be discussed below, followed by an evaluation of a new bystander intervention programme – called Not Normal – and recommendations for the school’s future anti-bullying work.
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To protect the identities and reputations of all who participated in this action research, the school in which the research was conducted will be referred to as School X (BERA, 2018; Shawa, 2017). School X is a co-educational and comprehensive 11-18 school in South-West London with an intake of approximately 700 pupils. It was judged as ‘Good’ in its most recent OFSTED investigation, with particular strengths in teaching and learning across the staff body (see Appendix 1). 26% of pupils in School X are eligible for the Pupil Premium, a government grant which schools in England receive for every pupil they serve who has been eligible for free school meals any time during the last six years, or who is a looked after child, and a widely used proxy for disadvantage (Halse and Ledger, 2007). This proportion places School X well below the Local Authority average proportion of disadvantaged pupils (40.4%) but broadly in line with the national average (27.4%) (DfE, 2019). In addition, 51% of pupils at School X are Black, Asian, and minority ethnic (BAME) and 32% speak English as an additional language (EAL). As School X also serves a number of more affluent pupils, it is possible to hypothesise that the level of diversity within the pupil intake of School X is unusually broad. Though this makes School X a particularly interesting site for the present School Improvement Report, these characteristics should be born in mind with relation to the research and results discussed below.

Pupils at School X who are eligible for the Pupil Premium do not achieve academic outcomes that are equal to those pupils not eligible. Indeed, the school’s Progress 8 score – which measures how much progress pupils make between the end of Key Stage 2 and the end of Key Stage 4 compared to pupils across England who achieved similar results at the end of Key Stage 2 – is below the national average for pupils eligible for the Pupil Premium whilst being above this average for all other pupils. In this way, School X is paradigmatic of a phenomenon which has been recorded across England over the last decade: despite overall pupil attainment rising, the gap between the attainment of disadvantaged pupils and their more advantaged peers remains consistent (DfE, 2019). In fact, this attainment gap is currently closing in primary school settings but widening in secondary school settings to the extent that the academic attainment of disadvantaged pupils is now one and a half years behind that of non-disadvantaged pupils by the time they finish their GCSEs (Education Policy Institute, 2019). In line with the attainment figures of School X, these findings suggest that the good progress made by disadvantaged pupils in primary school appears to be lost when these pupils transition to a secondary school setting.

For this reason, outcomes for pupils eligible for the Pupil Premium was highlighted as a current school priority in School X’s most recent School Evaluation Form (see Appendix 2). To this end, in 2018-19 School X spent its Pupil Premium grant money on seven primary strategies focusing on curriculum and staffing, aspiration, and wellbeing (see Appendix 3). Within curriculum and staffing, the school elected to reduce the class sizes in Years 7 and 8 by creating two smaller teaching groups with an extensive literacy focus across all subjects, affording pupils more focused attention and accelerating progress. They also employed a maths tutor for Years 7 to 11 who provides one-to-one or small group tutoring to pupils eligible for the Pupil Premium, and a catch-up literacy program for pupils below their chronological reading age. Within aspiration, the school runs a daily reading programme for all pupils to raise their reading ages and create a passion and love of reading, and runs events and trips under the Duke of Edinburgh qualification which all pupils are encouraged to engage in. Finally, within wellbeing the school provides one to one therapy and small social support groups to certain children with complex needs either weekly or fortnightly, as well as support for parents through collaborative and cross-organisational working. 

The impact of these strategies and evaluation processes in the school are strong. Nonetheless it is noteworthy that, whilst the academic and extracurricular interventions mentioned above are school-wide and benefit all pupils, the pastoral interventions are only directed at a small group of pupils. This is despite pastoral interventions such as social and emotional learning, behaviour interventions and parental engagement having been evaluated as approximating three to four months’ progress for pupils (Education Endowment Foundation, 2019). In this way, School X may benefit from exploring the potential positive impact of school-wide pastoral interventions in order to improve the wellbeing of all pupils and, in turn, reduce the attainment gap between those more and less advantaged.
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As in School X, pastoral interventions for disadvantaged pupils across the UK tend to focus on the individual social and emotional skills of specific pupils without considering their social context, the school culture at large. This is potentially an oversight, as recent report suggests that reductions in the number of bullying incidents occurring in a school may serve to raise the attainment of disadvantaged pupils. Children with higher levels of emotional wellbeing, on average, are more engaged in school and have higher levels of academic achievement (Buhs et al., 2006; Espelage and Holt, 2013; Glew et al., 2005; Gutman and Vorhaus, 2012). However, it is well-documented that being a bullying target or harm-doer-target in childhood or adolescence has severe adverse effects on mental and physical wellbeing (Bauman et al., 2013; Ivarsson et al., 2005; Hertz et al., 2015; Klomek et al., 2007; Smalley et al., 2017; Wolke et al., 2014). Indeed, although there is some discrepancy in the literature as to whether such an impact occurs for those who are only harm-doers, recent report has shown that even being a bystander to a bullying incident has comparable if not worse outcomes for mental wellbeing, particularly anxiety (Nishina and Juvonen, 2005; Rivers and Noret, 2013). Disadvantaged students are slightly more likely to be targets, harm-doers and harm-doer-targets than their more advantaged peers (Jansen et al., 2012; Smokowski et al., 2013; Tippett and Wolke, 2014). Therefore, as any exposure to bullying has been shown to reduce mental wellbeing, and disadvantaged pupils are more likely to be exposed to bullying incidents, it follows that the adverse academic impact of bullying in schools will disproportionately affect disadvantaged pupils.

Whilst there is some variation in the reported prevalence of bullying in UK schools, roughly one in three young people are thought to be targets and two in three bystanders during their years at school (Rivers and Noret, 2013; DfE, 2018). As exemplified by the two most recent OFSTED inspections, in 2013 and 2018, incidents of poor behaviour, bullying and offensive language at School X are very low and the school has strong systems to support pupils’ welfare and prevent indirect or direct discriminatory behaviour (see Appendix 1). Nonetheless bullying became a school focus during the months of September to December 2018 as both the Head of Year 7 and the Assistant Principal noted a particular rise in occurrences among their new Year 7 cohort. The relatively higher rate of occurrences in Year 7 in comparison to the rest of the school body is in line with the literature, where it is generally agreed that bullying rates decline with age (e.g., Olweus, 2014). Nonetheless, the magnitude of the discrepancy disputed this trend, as rates were far higher than aggregate reported rates from the feeder primary schools. A likely explanation for this is that bullying rates generally decline with age except for in those cases in which pupils transition schools during early adolescence due to pupils asserting their dominance or leadership in a new peer group (Pellegrini, 2002; ibid., 2011). This suggests that anti-bullying work might have the biggest effect on closing the attainment gap if directed at the Year 7 cohort in question.

The anti-bullying measures currently used by School X correspond closely to those most common across all schools in England. As communicated in their Anti-Bullying Policy (see Appendix 4), these are threefold: the delivery of the Spiritual, Moral, Social and Cultural (SMSC) curriculum during Anti-Bullying Week, amounting to approximately one hour; the use of teaching methods which encourage cooperative work and celebrate diversity, and; the proactive and reactive actions of the sixth form council. These measures are closely aligned to the 2015-2019 OFSTED school inspection framework, which stated that schools should ‘actively promote equality and diversity [and] tackle bullying and discrimination’ (2015, p. 13). They are also closely aligned to the results of the Department for Education’s 2010 investigation into the use and effectiveness of anti-bullying strategies in 1,378 schools in England, which found the most common strategies to be: SMSC (then Personal, Social, Health and Economic Education, or ‘PSHEE’) provision (99%); assemblies (98%); school council (97%); curriculum work (96%); National Healthy Schools Programme (93%); direct sanctions (92%), and; adults modelling positive relationships (91%) (see Appendix 5). It is worth noting, however, that the School X has recently updated its Behaviour, Ethos and Rewards Policy (see Appendix 6) on bullying in a way that no longer corresponds with the staff actions as communicated in the Anti-Bullying Policy (see Appendix 4, due to be reviewed in December 2020). Indeed, the approach to bullying here is strictly ‘zero-tolerance’; if, after careful analysis of incident records, a pupil is believed to have been a persistent harm-doer, they and their parents are asked to sign a contract stating that they understand that bullying is not permitted in any form and that, if their behaviour continues, they risk fixed-term or permanent exclusion from the school. Comparing the relatively small amount of time spent on the explicit preventative measures of the current Anti-Bullying Policy with that of Behaviour, Ethos and Rewards, it is apparent that School X places as much importance - and arguably more resource - on reactive measures as it does preventative ones. 

However, there is an overwhelming consensus in research and recent government guidance that, although reactive, disciplinary measures are an important aspect of a school’s anti-bullying work, the most successful schools in this area have a whole-school approach that focuses on prevention (DfE, 2017; DfE, 2018; Estyn, 2014; Healthy Schools, 2007; OFSTED, 2012; Welsh Government, 2019). Indeed, when asked to self-assess the effectiveness of different anti-bullying strategies for the Department for Education’s 2010 report, direct sanctions rated 22nd out of 28 strategies (see Appendix 7), which corresponds to the consensus in the wider literature that zero-tolerance does not improve school climate and safety (e.g. Bauman et al., 2013). This is likely to be because zero-tolerance discipline procedures can role-model authoritarian, bullying behaviours, and rules and punishments that are seen as unfair by pupils serve to undermine the school social climate and actually increase incidents of bullying (Kupchik and Farina, 2014). Meanwhile, the most effective strategies in the Department for Education’s report were: developing a restorative ethos and culture; adult modelling of positive relationships, and; SMSC (then PSHEE) provision. In the most successful schools, such strategies have helped to create a whole-school and preventative approach where, in the words of OFSTED, pupils ‘developed empathy, understood the effect that bullying could have on people, and took responsibility for trying to prevent bullying’ (2012, p. 4). Indeed, this consensus is now reflected the most recent OFSTED school inspection framework which states that inspectors will evaluate the extent to which ‘relationships among learners and staff reflect a positive and respectful culture [and] leaders, teachers and learners create an environment where bullying, peer-on-peer abuse or discrimination are not tolerated’ (2019, p. 10). At School X, bullying prevention is not currently made the responsibility of the school body at large, as exemplified by the fact that none of the school’s values (‘being 100%, excellence, bravery, opportunity, leadership, and determination’) appear to prioritise the creation and maintenance of inclusivity. The creation of a preventative intervention that fosters inclusive values and shared responsibility will therefore be the focus of the present action research.
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School X is in line with the majority of schools in England by targeting its pastoral interventions at specific pupils rather than the school body at large, be that through one-to-one and small group wellbeing support or delivering direct sanctions in response to occurrences of bullying. Such an approach assumes that the wellbeing of pupils is better supported through focusing on individual pupils’ characteristics and decisions than the context of the environment in which they are being educated. For anti-bullying work, solutions derived from this approach tend to focus on supporting harm-doers and targets to develop emotional competencies intended to help them to avoid or reduce bullying incidents in the future, such as assertiveness training, anger-management and conflict resolution (Rigby, 2003). This approach is also supported by the ubiquitous definition of bullying used in schools as repetitive, intentionally harmful, and involving an imbalance of power as perceived by the harm-doer (Cuadrado-Gordillo, 2012; Monks and Smith, 2006; NCAB, 2019; Welsh Government, 2011). However, a 2012 survey of teenagers found that repetition was not a recognised feature of bullying for these young people, and that the importance of power imbalance and intentionality depended significantly on whether the respondent was a harm-doer, target or bystander (Cuadrado-Gordillo, 2012). Therefore, whilst such definitions are likely to be preeminent in schools due to the practical benefits of restricting blame for an incident to specific individuals, it is important to consider whether or not anti-bullying interventions arising from this perspective are the most likely to both meet the needs of pupils and lead to the inclusive values and shared responsibility that current government guidance advises.

Alternative approaches to anti-bullying work see bullying instead as a group phenomenon which is largely enabled by sociometric status groups (for example popular, rejected, neglected, controversial, and average) and maintained by members of a school class taking on different participant roles (Salmivalli et al., 1996; ibid., 1999). This is a more nuanced iteration of the ‘mobbing’ behaviours reported by early sociological bullying studies (Olweus, 1993) and argues that the decisions of individuals are influenced by school ‘ethos’ and exclusive peer group mediation, itself perhaps influenced by prejudices against existing marginalised groups. Indeed, some theorists have advocated for a wider definition of bullying - generally termed victimisation (Olweus, 2010) – to be used in this approach, referring to single or multiple acts of conscious or unconscious aggression or discrimination against a person by one or more other persons. There is also evidence to suggest that interventions taking this perspective are effective: in one study, aggressive boys lost social status over time in classrooms where friendship networks were not ‘centralised’ according to a hierarchy of popularity (Ahn and Rodkin, 2014), and it has been suggested that social support from peers might mitigate the impact of bullying on the quality of life of victims (Flaspohler et al., 2009). 

In the last decade, socio-ecological models (see Figure 1) have become the preeminent way to analyse and understand the various factors influencing bullying perpetration. Such models serve to effectively combine the two perspectives discussed above, focusing on understanding how individual characteristics of children interact with environmental contexts or systems to promote or prevent victimisation and bullying perpetration (Espelage, 2014). Indeed, in the socio-ecological model, it is only when the social ecology that establishes and maintains bullying and victimisation behaviours is understood that the development and implementation of effective intervention programs can be achieved (Hong and Espelage, 2012; Merrin et al., 2018; Swearer and Espelage, 2011). The peer ecology is one element of this multifaceted model that is gaining increasing prominence in bullying research. This is because peers contribute greatly to a bullying dynamic by either rewarding or sanctioning the behaviour of the perpetrators (Saarento-Zaprudin and Salmivalli, 2015). Indeed, although adults are more likely to intervene than peers if they are aware of it, in many such cases of adult intervention the bullying actually stays the same or even gets worse (Fekkes et al., 2005). Peers, on the other hand, are involved in some capacity in 85% of incidents (Atlas and Pepler, 1998; Craig and Pepler, 1997) and, if they do intervene, successfully stop a bullying incident 75% of the time (O’Connell et al,, 1999). Such research therefore builds a strong case for a focus on secondary school bullying prevention interventions that understand and encompass peer ecologies.
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[bookmark: _Toc36300163][bookmark: _Toc36375503][bookmark: _Toc36654457]Figure 1: The socio-ecological model considers the complex interplay between individual, relationship, community and society (Tabachnik, 2009, p.23).
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A greater understanding of peer ecologies for early adolescents not only illuminates some of the factors that contribute to bullying perpetration and victimisation, but also how these factors could in turn be used to reduce their prevalence in schools. Part of this ecological context is the social influence processes among classmates. Pupils exhibit bullying-related behaviour that is increasingly similar to that of their peers over time (Barhight et al., 2017; Nickerson et al., 2014b; Sijtsema et al., 2014). In turn, when harm-doers are ‘popular’, bullying is less likely to be reported because it has become normalised behaviour (Waasdorp et al., 2011). Changing these normalised behaviours therefore depends on pupils acting against the status-quo when amongst their peer groups, an occurrence which becomes increasingly effective (Gage et al., 2014), but also increasingly intimidating (Mulvey and Killen, 2016) and rare (Abound, 2008; Trach et al., 2010; Palmer et al., 2015), as pupils get older. In line with the report above, although the personal characteristics of empathy and social self-efficacy have been shown to be good predictors of helping behaviour (Gini et al., 2008; Jenkins et al., 2014, Jenkins and Nickerson, 2017; Nickerson et al., 2008; Nickerson and Mele-Taylor, 2014a), a sense of personal responsibility deriving from a belief that peers expect them to support targets is among the most important predictors of students’ interventions in group situations (Nickerson et al., 2015; Pozzoli and Gini, 2010; Rigby and Johnson, 2006). This phenomenon is partly explained by Latané and Darley’s highly influential work on what they termed ‘bystanders’ in the 1960s and 1970s which showed that, for adults, the presence of other witnesses to an emergency diffused the personal responsibility felt by individuals and resulted in less frequent and timely interventions (Latané and Darley, 1970). The question that today’s researchers are concerned with, therefore, is how individuals can be empowered to feel both skilled and personally responsible for intervening in a public bullying incident, therein reversing the process by which social norms that vindicate bullying are established and reducing bullying and victimisation prevalence as a result.
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Based on the findings above, research into bullying in schools over the past decade has been increasingly concerned with bystander intervention. An investigation conducted in New Zealand high schools (Denny, S. et al., 2014), for example, found that schools characterised by students taking action to stop bullying were associated with less victimisation and less reported bullying among students. In contrast, in schools where students reported teachers take action to stop bullying, there was no measured decline in victimisation or bullying. Similarly, Karna (2010) found that, when bystanders exhibit defending behaviour, pupils who are more at risk of victimisation are victimised less. Nonetheless, designing comprehensive bystander intervention programmes for schools, and conducting research into the impact of such interventions, are still in their early stages and a rarity. Two such programmes have been evaluated. 

The first, KiVA, is a whole-school anti-bullying programme that has been implemented across a majority of both primary and secondary schools in Finland. KiVA is primarily concerned with influencing the peer context of bullying incidents, and is implemented with all students either as part of lesson time or for whole days (Salmivalli and Poskiparta, 2012). Discussions, films, small group exercises and virtual learning environments help to embed learning that addresses group interaction, the consequences of bullying, the dynamics of bullying, and actions that peers can take to reduce it. This is supported by restorative conversations held with targets and harm-doers and which also foster the involvement of high-status classmates in reducing perpetration. The impact of KiVA has been found to be large: incidents of victimisation and bullying were reduced by 20% in the first five months (ibid.). Nonetheless this effect was also lower in secondary schools than primaries, and the programme places high demands on schools and teachers for its delivery (Midgett et al., 2016).

The second evaluated programme that uses bystander intervention to reduce incidents of bullying and victimisation is STAC, a US-developed intervention that is designed to be delivered by school counsellors (Midgett et al., 2016). Central to the programme are the four bystander intervention strategies that pupils are taught: ‘stealing the show’, which refers to a defender drawing attention away from a  bullying incident by distracting any bystanders, for example by telling a joke; ‘turning it over’, through which pupils tell an adult, usually a teacher, about the incident; ‘accompanying others’, which refers to actions that support the victim, mainly emotionally, and; ‘coaching compassion’, which refers to conversations that the defender has with the harm-doer. An early iteration of the STAC programme saw it delivered to a number of members of a school council through a 90-minute training session and subsequent follow-up meetings, and results indicated that the trained students had higher self-esteem and were more confident in their abilities to act as defenders than a control group (ibid., 2017). A second iteration then delivered STAC to all pupils over four lessons, and found, four months later, that 90% of pupils reported having used at least one STAC strategy to defend a peer alongside significant reductions in victimisation (ibid., 2018; Johnston, 2018). Although these results are less significant than those of KiVA, the relatively lower financial, time and school-wide demands of STAC, as well as it’s proven success with pupils of secondary school age, make it a promising model for the present action research.
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A new bystander intervention training programme – called Not Normal - was designed to be implemented in School X. Along with the STAC intervention mentioned above, the design was informed by three further theoretical frameworks, an overview of which can be seen in Figure 2.
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Like STAC, Not Normal is grounded in Latané and Darley’s five-step Bystander Intervention Model (1970), each stage of which must be sequentially completed if an intervention is to occur: (1) notice that something is wrong; (2) interpret the event as an emergency; (3) accept personal responsibility; (4) know how to intervene, and; (5) implement the intervention decision. This model has been validated by Jenkins and Nickerson (2016), who found that students who reported defending their peers were likely to engage in all five steps. Certain stages are then supplemented with additional theoretical frameworks that are informed by more recent research. 
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The Social Norms Approach, pioneered by Berkowitz (2013), is a theory and evidence-based methodology that fosters environments that resist and intervene to prevent violence. Currently used frequently in university and adult settings, many of its insights are also likely to be valuable in school contexts. As mentioned above, adolescents are increasingly influenced by what they believe their peers think that they should do in response to a situation. However most people over- or under-estimate the attitudes and behaviours of others in a negative direction, for example by underestimating others’ discomfort with degrading language and willingness to intervene, or by assuming that they will not be respected for intervening in a bullying incident. The Social Norms Approach addresses these ‘perceived norms’ by surveying the ‘actual norms’ of a group and sharing the results, for example through a media campaign or by inserting them into a small-group workshop. This has the effect of ‘correcting’ the misperception and reducing some of the barriers that bystanders face, in particular around accepting personal responsibility to help a situation and implementing an intervention decision. Correcting misperceptions, the theory holds, therefore allows individuals to act in accordance with their actual beliefs, which are most often positive and consistent with prevention goals. The approach has documented empirical evidence in reducing alcohol and tobacco use and preventing sexual assault among adults (ibid., p. 3), and has previously been used as part of bystander intervention training programmes in university settings (Fenton et al., 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc36654406]Experiential Learning

The final theoretical framework that is drawn on in the current report is that of experiential learning. This theory, used in numerous professional training settings, posits that people learn mainly by a process of reflection in/on a lived experience, rather than through theoretical learning (Kolb and Fry, 1975; Schon, 1983). Indeed, the Department of Education has noted that secondary school pupils involved in peer support strategies in their schools preferred ‘interactive training using role play and discussion to other training that was “unemotional” and paper-based’ (DfE, 2010, p.5). Role play is frequently used in clinical training for medical students and is perceived as useful by these students (Kneebone et al., 2005; Nestel and Tierney, 2007). The act of engaging in role-play, if well-executed, can then leave participants feeling efficient in the skill that they were practising. This is particularly relevant to bystander intervention, as pupils’ self-perceptions that they are good at intervening is a better predictor of actual helping behaviour than both feeling responsible and perceiving benefits from completing interventions (Jouriles et al., 2016; Thornberg et al., 2012). In addition, the act of engaging in role play may in and of itself contribute to opinion change in the direction espoused during role play among those taking part (Janis and King, 1954).





[bookmark: _Toc35027279][bookmark: _Toc35027353][bookmark: _Toc35027413][bookmark: _Toc35027567][bookmark: _Toc36654407]Aims and Objectives

This action research is founded on two central hypotheses. First, that an increase in bystander interventions among Year 7 pupils in School X will result in a decrease in bullying incidents in that year group over time. Second, that a reduction in the number of bullying incidents occurring in a peer group will decrease the attainment gap between pupils eligible for the Pupil Premium and pupils not eligible for the Pupil Premium. It is the objective of this particular piece of research to investigate only the former hypothesis, and therein to indicate routes for further research into anti-bullying approaches in schools as well as recommendations specific to the context in which the report was conducted. To this end, the Not Normal bystander intervention training programme course was designed and implemented at School X. There were three key research questions:

1. What change is measured in trained pupils’ self-reported awareness, knowledge, and confidence in bystander intervention?

2. What change is measured in the number of incidents that trained pupils record provoking bystander intervention, by themselves or others?

3. What change is measured in staff-recorded bullying incidents in Year 7, and how does this differ for disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged pupils as both targets and harm-doers?



[bookmark: _Toc35027280][bookmark: _Toc35027354][bookmark: _Toc35027414][bookmark: _Toc35027568][bookmark: _Toc36654408]Methodology

This research was mixed-methods, deductive action research in the medium of a case study (Gray, 2009; Yin, 2009). It is broadly based upon a being ontology (Chia, 2002), an objectivist epistemology, and a post-positivist theoretical perspective (Cohen et al., 2018). As discussed above, the theoretical foundations of the intervention designed are derived from Latané and Darley’s Bystander Intervention Model (1970) alongside insights from Social Norms Theory (Fenton et al., 2015; Berkowitz, 2013), the STAC intervention (Midgett et al., 2016), and educational theory into the effectiveness of experiential learning and ‘role play’ (Kolb and Fry, 1975).
[bookmark: _Toc35027281][bookmark: _Toc35027355][bookmark: _Toc35027415][bookmark: _Toc35027569]
[bookmark: _Toc36654409]Participants

Year 7 students from School X participated in this study. The year group’s population included approximately 127 students (39% female, 61% male), with 55% of students identifying as White, 9% as Black African, 9% as Black Caribbean, 11% as two or more races and 16% as other. Of the students in this year group, 32% were eligible for Pupil Premium.

23 pupils were sampled from this year group to take part in the Not Normal programme. A control group was not used due to practical limitations, and as a result probability sampling was not the most appropriate sampling method in this case; as the theoretical rationale held that bullying incidents would reduce as an entire peer climate changed, isolating specific reductions to pupils who did or did not receive direct training was unsuitable. Instead, purposive sampling was used (Cohen et al., 2018, p. 219), with pupils selected on the basis of their leadership potential alongside creating a group representative of the year group demographics as a whole. Within purposive sampling, the precise sampling method used can be understood as reputational case sampling, in which samples are selected on the recommendation of others (in this case their Head of Year) or because reporters are aware of their characteristics. As well as being the most appropriate sampling method for the present report, this approach also had practical benefits, for example by replicating the most likely implementation of this intervention in different schools where time and funding constraints were likely to make delivery of the intervention across an entire year group unfeasible. In addition, research has suggested that only peers with higher than average social status may have enough influence to successfully intervene on behalf of victims (O’Connell et al., 1999), and so selecting pupils purposively was likely to increase the efficacy of the intervention.

The resultant sample group were 52% female and 48% male. 61% of these students identified as White, 13% as Black African, 9% as Black Caribbean, 4% as two or more races and 13% as other. 39% were eligible for the Pupil Premium. Across the six sessions there were 15 absences by 11 different pupils in the following distribution: (Session 1) 2; (Session 2) 6; (Session 3) 0; (Session 4) 4; (Session 5) 3; (Session 6) 0. Absences were due to absence from school or pupils being removed from circulation due to behaviour difficulties. The highest number of absences by one pupil was 3 sessions.



[bookmark: _Toc35027282][bookmark: _Toc35027356][bookmark: _Toc35027416][bookmark: _Toc35027570][bookmark: _Toc36654410]Procedures

The research team for the present study consisted of the teacher-researcher alone. The sessions were held fortnightly as part of timetabled ‘Enrichment’ sessions for all pupils on a Friday afternoon, 14:10-15:30. The majority of members of staff at the school were expected to run such an activity on alternate weeks, and pupils were allocated to sessions depending on their preference as well as logistical considerations. As the sessions would not require students to be removed from their timetabled lessons, this provided an appropriate opportunity to run the training with little or no detriment to the sampled students’ academic progress. Parental consent was sought and received in early March 2019 for all pupils invited to take part in the training, and pupils were allowed to opt out from involvement at any time. The six sessions began in late March and ended in late June 2019, and all took place in a standard classroom in School X.

Other adults were involved in the delivery of the majority of the training sessions. Whilst the first two training sessions were delivered by the researcher, a theatre director with whom the researcher collaborated in a previous iteration of Not Normal co-led the final four sessions. This included one session which used four professional actors. School safeguarding procedures were followed at all times such that all non-staff adults were accompanied by a member of school staff at all times and were briefed on the appropriate course of action should any safeguarding concerns appear.


[bookmark: _Toc35027283][bookmark: _Toc35027357][bookmark: _Toc35027417][bookmark: _Toc35027571][bookmark: _Toc36654411]Instruments

Three instruments were used to provide evidence of the effect of the Not Normal intervention, each designed to address a different sub-question and therefore to measure a different outcome: the pupils’ perceptions of their own knowledge, skills and self-efficacy; the number of incidents that pupils saw occurring and provoking intervention in school; and number of bullying incidents recorded by school staff. Although these data do not serve to verify the exact outcome measured by another, similarities and disparities among the triangulated results were expected to illuminate the internal validity of any conclusions drawn. For consistency, the definition of bullying used by School X was used for all measures (see Appendix 4). 


[bookmark: _Toc35027285][bookmark: _Toc35027359][bookmark: _Toc35027419][bookmark: _Toc35027573][bookmark: _Toc36654412]Bystander Intervention in Bullying Survey

The Bystander Intervention in Bullying Survey (see Table 1) measured changes in trained pupils’ self-reported awareness, knowledge, and confidence in bystander intervention, and is based on an existing model. Indeed, whilst relatively few report tools have been developed that are grounded in a socio-ecological understanding of bullying and bullying behaviour, Nickerson (2014b) recently established a validated assessment tool based on Latané and Darley’s five-step Bystander Intervention Model. Initially called the Bystander intervention in bullying and sexual harassment survey, the 16 items in the survey were distributed such that they corresponded to each of Latané and Darley’s sequential steps, with responses measured according to a Likert Scale (Likert, 1932). The tool has since been amended and assessed for measurement invariance across gender and for its suitability and validity for use with 11-14 year olds, in both cases the results providing support for its use (Jenkins et al., 2016; ibid., 2018). As small samples, such as that used in the present study, can be so small that they prohibit statistical analysis, the present study replaced the 5-point Likert Scale with a  4-point Likert Scale so that significant proportions of the sample fell on either ‘agree’ or ‘disagree’ - as ‘undecided’ was not available – and thus minimising the likelihood of conclusions being generated from the responses of just a handful of participants. 


	Stage
	Item

	(1) Notice that something is wrong
	1. Bullying is a problem in my school.

	
	2. I think that pupils at my school are being bullied.

	
	3. I have seen other pupils being bullied in my school this year.

	(2) Interpret the event as an emergency
	4. I think that somebody who is being bullied needs help.

	
	5. Mean comments can hurt somebody’s feelings, even if it is just a joke.

	
	6. I think that bullying causes harm to others.

	(3) Accept personal responsibility to help
	7. I think that I should intervene in bullying incidents to try to stop them from happening.

	
	8. Even if I am not the one bullying others, I should still try to stop bullying incidents from happening.

	
	9. I think that I can help to reduce bullying in my school.

	(4) Know how to intervene
	10. I know how to support somebody who is not being treated with respect.

	
	11. I know what to say to get somebody to stop bullying somebody else.

	
	12. I can help get somebody out of a situation in which they are being bullied.

	(5) Implement the intervention decision
	13. I would tell a group of my friends to stop using offensive language or mean behaviour if I see or hear them.

	
	14. I would tell another pupil to stop using offensive language or mean behaviour towards a more vulnerable pupil.

	
	15. I would tell my friend to stop using put-downs when talking about a pupil they hang out with.

	
	16. If I saw a pupil I did not know very well being bullied at school, I would help to get them out of the situation.


[bookmark: _Toc36300165][bookmark: _Toc36375520][bookmark: _Toc36654473]Table 1: Table showing the items included in the Bystander Intervention in Bullying Survey.


[bookmark: _Toc35027286][bookmark: _Toc35027360][bookmark: _Toc35027420][bookmark: _Toc35027574][bookmark: _Toc36654413]Pupil Report Sheets

The pupil report sheets were used to measure the proportion of bullying incidents and interventions occurring in School X, including those of which members of staff were unaware, and consisted of participants self-reporting what types of bullying occurred around them and whether or not anybody intervened. Such self-reporting is an established measure in anti-bullying programmes and has been proven valid: self-reports of efficacy of intervening have accurately predicted observed bystander behaviour both one month and six months following the initial report (Jenkins et al., 2018). In the present study, the pupil report sheet data collection occurred for a period of two weeks, the baseline between Session 1 and Session 2 and the follow-up between Session 5 and Session 6. Although completing a ‘baseline’ after the intervention began goes against the standard empirical method, this made the data gathered, and any change measured between the baseline and post-intervention, more reliable as because pupils were already aware of events which fit within the definitions of bullying used in the programme.

[bookmark: _Toc35027284][bookmark: _Toc35027358][bookmark: _Toc35027418][bookmark: _Toc35027572][bookmark: _Toc36654414]School records of bullying incidents

Existing and continually updated pastoral records kept by Heads of Year were used to measure changes in staff-recorded bullying incidents in Year 7, and how this differed for pupils who were and were not eligible for the Pupil Premium. The date of the incident, number of pupils involved and whether or not each of these pupils were eligible for the Pupil Premium were recorded in each case. In this way, the data collection did not seek to differentiate between targets, harm-doers and bystanders due to the subjective nature of what ‘role’ pupils were playing in an incident, and instead sought to simply quantify the proportion and demographics of pupils involved in any way in an antisocial incident. This is appropriate due to the consensus in the literature that the adverse effects of bullying are not limited to targets but also experienced by harm-doers and bystanders (Nishina and Juvonen, 2005; Rivers and Noret, 2013). 

To calculate the effect of the Not Normal intervention on the number of bullying incidents, data from the six weeks prior and the six weeks following the intervention were analysed separately. This reduces the potential bias of including data since the beginning of the academic year, at which point it is likely that bullying incidents are increased due to transition (Pellegrini, 2002; ibid., 2011). However the data collected included all incident report forms from the beginning of the academic year (September 2018) to the end (July 2019) which served to place these findings in a wider context and analyse trends over time. 


[bookmark: _Toc35027287][bookmark: _Toc35027361][bookmark: _Toc35027421][bookmark: _Toc35027575][bookmark: _Toc36654415]Not Normal

The Not Normal intervention was first piloted in 2018 with the purpose of reducing incidents of sexual harassment and bullying in a secondary school in the South Wales Valleys (Burn, 2018). This original pilot consisted of two sessions, each two hours in length, and resulted in bullying interventions increasing alongside incidents decreasing in that school. The present iteration of the intervention was built on the strengths and weaknesses from the first pilot and extended the length substantially to six sessions of one hour and 20 minutes each, in line with the Enrichment lesson times of School X. In addition, whilst the present intervention retains the strong presence of drama and role-play that was particularly successful in the first pilot, it is also more closely aligned to Latané and Darley’s five-step model, with each session based around one stage. Table 2 outlines the content of each session while a more detailed account can be found in Appendix 8.

	Date
	Session
	Delivery
	Measures

	08/03/19
	1. Notice that something is wrong
	- Discussion of school culture
- Discussion of definitions of bullying
	Completion of Bystander Intervention in Bullying Survey baseline and launch of report sheets baseline.

	22/03/19
	2. Interpret the event as an emergency
	- Card-sort of bullying incidents (see Appendix 9)
- Discussion of ‘tipping points’
	Collection of report sheets baseline.

	Easter Holidays

	03/05/19
	3. Accept personal responsibility to help
	- Bullying effect statistics
- Discussion of power and leadership
- Social Norms Approach (Berkowitz, 2013)
	

	17/05/19
	4. Know how to intervene
	- Bullying incident writing frames (see Appendix 10)
- STAC interventions using audio-visual content (Midgett et al., 2016)
	

	May Half Term

	07/06/19
	5. Implement the intervention decision
	- Carousel of bullying intervention practice with professional actors
	Launch of report sheets follow-up.

	21/06/19
	6. Follow-up
	- Feedback about the programme shared
	Collection of report sheets follow-up. Completion of Bystander Intervention in Bullying Survey follow-up.



[bookmark: _Toc36375521][bookmark: _Toc36654474]Table 2: An overview of the content of the Not Normal sessions.



[bookmark: _Toc35027294][bookmark: _Toc35027368][bookmark: _Toc35027428][bookmark: _Toc35027582][bookmark: _Toc36654416]Ethics and place of the reporter

This report was conducted in accordance with the British Educational Report Association guidelines (2018) and was approved by the Ethics Committee of the University of Wales Trinity Saint David. Parental and individual consent was given for all participants, and particular consideration was taken to mitigate any physical and emotional risks they may have encountered (see Appendix 11). This included ensuring that no discussion or activity was begun without: prior report to ensure that the activity did not bear extreme likeness to something in the pupils’ past experiences to the best of the school’s knowledge; the pupils being warned about what topics might come up at the beginning of a discussion or activity; and pupils being aware that they were able to step outside the room or request to speak to a member of staff at any point during any session. In addition, at no point were participants told that it was their individual responsibility to protect their peers against bullying incidents, and the identities of the participants were not made known to the school body at large to allow pupils autonomy in how they managed their own peer-group relations.

Through a process of continual monitoring throughout the implementation of the intervention plan as outlined above, certain amendments were made. One of the primary barriers faced was the additional challenge of managing the behaviour of participants in a non-classroom set-up. Unlike the first Not Normal pilot, which was conducted with a group of participants who presented little or no behaviour challenges, this second pilot involved a more representative sample of the school body and some behavioural difficulties. As a result, although all participants were engaged with the vast majority of activities, in two cases the original session plan could not be followed exactly due either to time constraints or a need to maintain participants’ engagement. Firstly, session two was originally intended to include a discussion on the difference between bullying and ‘banter’ which was not included in implementation. Secondly, adequate time was not spent on the final group discussion in session six. Such situations will be directly planned for in any future iteration of the project - for example by placing participants in groups of the leader’s choosing - and should be taken into consideration in analysis of the findings below. 



[bookmark: _Toc35027295][bookmark: _Toc35027369][bookmark: _Toc35027429][bookmark: _Toc35027583][bookmark: _Toc36654417]Findings

[bookmark: _Toc35027296][bookmark: _Toc35027370][bookmark: _Toc35027430][bookmark: _Toc35027584][bookmark: _Toc36654418]What change is measured in the trained pupils’ self-reported awareness, knowledge, and confidence in bystander intervention?

Analysis of the survey data was conducted using the ‘Basic Statistics’ tool in SurveyMonkey.com and Microsoft Excel. The independent variable was time (baseline, follow-up). A Likert Scale was used to collect responses and numerically weighted: ‘really disagree’ = 1; ‘disagree’ = 2; ‘agree’ = 3; ‘really agree’ = 4. Nonetheless there are limitations to analysing data using a Likert Scale. This is because, unlike parametric data which can be adequately modelled using a probability distribution such as a norm curve, a Likert Scale provides ordinal data through a ranking of responses. It is therefore important to acknowledge that respondents may have distorted the results by being reluctant to express a strong opinion, and, for example, that the emotional distance between ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ may not be consistent. Using the median response avoids these limitations whilst stating the position held by the majority of respondents. Table 3 shows the results analysed using the median.
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[bookmark: _Toc36300183][bookmark: _Toc36375522][bookmark: _Toc36654475]Table 3: Bystander Intervention in Bullying Survey results analysed using the median. ‘Median 1’ refers to the median result from the data gathered, and ‘Median 2’ refers to the median result of the three or four indicators that constitute a stage of Latané and Darley’s five-step model.


In addition, t-tests, despite the limitations mentioned above, can be used to analyse more precise changes in the distribution of data collected from a Likert Scale (Midgett et al., 2016). Such an analysis can be held as valid on the assumption that the distortion effects by which respondents might move away from a stronger opinions are consistent across both the baseline and follow-up surveys. Table 3 shows the results analysed using this method. An unpaired t-test (two-tailed) and an alpha level of p<0.5 was used to determine statistical significance. Effect size was calculated using hedges’ g as the group sizes in the sample were both small and unequal (Cohen et al., 2018, p. 746).
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[bookmark: _Toc36300184][bookmark: _Toc36375523][bookmark: _Toc36654476]Table 4: Bystander Intervention in Bullying Survey results analysed using a t-test.


Contrary to the hypothesis, these findings show that there is little variation between responses to the baseline and follow-up surveys. As is apparent from Table 3, the majority of respondents held the same opinion across both surveys in four of the five intervention stages. The exception to this trend was stage two (interpret the event as an emergency), for which a reduction in agreement was found such that the median value of the follow-up survey was exactly halfway between ‘agree’ and ‘really agree’. Table 4, meanwhile, shows that a move towards disagreement was found in three of the intervention stages: two (interpret the event as an emergency), three (accept personal responsibility), and five (implement the intervention decision). A small effect size (0.2<g<0.5) was found for the former two. No change was found to be statistically significant.


[bookmark: _Toc35027297][bookmark: _Toc35027371][bookmark: _Toc35027431][bookmark: _Toc35027585][bookmark: _Toc36654419]What change is measured in the number of incidents that trained pupils record provoking bystander intervention, by themselves or others?

The results from the pupil report sheets can be found in Table 5. Return rates were low, at 43% for the baseline and 32% for the follow-up. A common reason given was that pupils had lost the sheets between sessions.
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[bookmark: _Toc36300185][bookmark: _Toc36375524][bookmark: _Toc36654477]Table 5: Results from the pupil report sheets.


Due to the low number of returned report sheets, calculating effect sizes and statistical significance would be inappropriate here. Nonetheless the data indicates that there was an 84% reduction in the average frequency of bullying incidents seen by pupils between the baseline and follow-up data collection periods. In addition, the number of incidents prompting interventions remained consistent at one in six. This indicates that, contrary to the hypothesis, the frequency of bullying incidents reduced despite there being no increase in pupil interventions.

[bookmark: _Toc35027298][bookmark: _Toc35027372][bookmark: _Toc35027432][bookmark: _Toc35027586][bookmark: _Toc36654420]What change is measured in staff-recorded bullying incidents in Year 7, and how does this differ for disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged pupils as both targets and harm-doers?

Analyses of staff-recorded bullying incidents were completed using Microsoft Excel. This comprised coding paper-based incident forms to include information on the date of the incident, anonymised identity of the pupil, and Pupil Premium status of that pupil only. In line with the ethical requirements of BERA (2018) and the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (2017), no inessential, qualitative information regarding the incidents was collected. It is noteworthy that difficulties would have been encountered if the incident forms were attempted to be used to differentiate between those pupils who were harm-doers, targets and bystanders; the pupil rarely interpreted their involvement in such binary terms. 
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[bookmark: _Toc36300166][bookmark: _Toc36375505][bookmark: _Toc36654459]Figure 3: Graph showing the frequency of pupils involved in bullying incidents over time, where ‘non-PP’ refers to pupils who were not eligible for the Pupil Premium and ‘pp’ refers to pupils who were eligible.

Figure 3 shows changes in the frequency of pupils involved in bullying incidents over the independent variable time, in this case the whole academic year. As shown by the trendlines, there were overall reductions both for pupils eligible for the Pupil Premium and those not eligible. The six week periods used to analyse the effect of the Not Normal intervention are indicated by the ‘baseline’ and ‘follow-up’ labels on the graph. The former includes the week of Session 1 as sessions were held during the final period of the Friday. For the same reason, the latter begins the Monday following Session 5.

The average frequency of pupils involved in bullying incidents in the six weeks prior to the intervention was 6.17 whilst that in the six weeks following the intervention was 1.33. This is a reduction of 78%. T-tests are appropriate to use here as the data uses a ratio scale, however it is not possible to calculate statistical significance as the entire population (Year 7, N=127) was used. Nonetheless the effect size, again calculated using hedges’ g, was 0.22. This suggests that, in line with the hypothesis, the Not Normal intervention did have a small significant effect on the number of pupils involved in bullying incidents.
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[bookmark: _Toc36300167][bookmark: _Toc36375506][bookmark: _Toc36654460]Figure 4: Graph showing the proportion of pupils involved in a bullying incident who are eligible for the Pupil Premium

Finally, Figure 4 shows the proportion of pupils involved in any bullying incident according to their eligibility for Pupil Premium across the whole academic year (2018-19), the six weeks prior to the intervention, and the six weeks following the intervention. Whilst the proportion of pupils eligible for Pupil Premium in the year group as a whole was 30%, 59.6% of pupils involved in bullying incidents across the whole academic year were eligible for Pupil Premium. Although bystanders were included in the above data, this finding seems to support the assertion in the literature that disadvantaged students are more likely to be targets, harm-doers and harm-doer-targets than their more advantaged peers (Jansen et al., 2012; Smokowski et al., 2013; Tippett and Wolke, 2014). There was little change in the proportion of pupils eligible for Pupil Premium who were involved in bullying incidents prior to and following the intervention.




[bookmark: _Toc35027299][bookmark: _Toc35027373][bookmark: _Toc35027433][bookmark: _Toc35027587][bookmark: _Toc36654421]Discussion

This investigation sought to address School X’s school-wide priority of the Pupil Premium attainment gap by focusing on an informal school priority of bullying, which emerged in September to December 2018 in response to a dramatic increase in incidents in Year 7. This is a different approach to the reducing attainment gap than that currently taken by School X, which generally places more resources in academic support than pastoral support for these pupils. However the literature suggests that disadvantaged pupils are more likely to be involved in bullying incidents than their more advantaged peers (Jansen et al., 2012; Smokowski et al., 2013; Tippett and Wolke, 2014), and that any involvement in bullying in childhood or adolescence has severe adverse effects on mental and physical wellbeing (Bauman et al., 2013; Ivarsson et al., 2005; Hertz et al., 2015; Klomek et al., 2007; Smalley et al., 2017; Wolke et al., 2014) and, in turn, academic achievement (Buhs et al., 2006; Espelage and Holt, 2013; Glew et al., 2005; Gutman and Vorhaus, 2012). It therefore follows that any adverse academic impact of bullying in schools will disproportionately affect disadvantaged pupils.

Current bullying prevention strategies at School X, in line with nationwide trends (DfE, 2010), comprise a combination of didactic anti-bullying content delivery and direct sanctions for perceived harm-doers. This approach sees the locus of control for bullying behaviour as within individual harm-doer pupils and seeks to solve the problem through direct action with, or often against, these pupils. However, this approach is in contradiction with the current consensus that such direct sanctions and ‘zero-tolerance’ discipline procedures are ineffective (ibid.) and may even make the situation worse by modelling authoritarian behaviours (Kupchik and Farina, 2014). Instead, the present report advocates a socio-ecological approach to bullying-prevention which acknowledges that bullying occurs as a result of the individual characteristics of pupils interacting with social ecologies that establish and maintain bullying and victimisation behaviours (Espelage, 2014; Salmivalli et al., 1996). Such an approach is in line with government guidance that anti-bullying work should focus on a preventative whole-school approach (DfE, 2017; DfE, 2018; Estyn, 2014; Healthy Schools, 2007; OFSTED, 2012; Welsh Government, 2019).

Bystander intervention training has recently emerged at the forefront of socio-ecological bullying interventions, primarily on university campuses to address sexual harassment amongst students (Fenton et al., 2015), but also in schools (Salmivalli and Poskiparta, 2012; Midgett et al., 2016). Such interventions are almost unanimously founded on Latané and Darley’s work on the ‘Bystander Effect’ (1970), in which they found that the behaviour of bystanders to an incident influenced whether or not a person would act to prevent, help, or even support it. Not Normal is the first bystander intervention training intervention to be trialled in UK schools. In this iteration, it comprised six training sessions, the first five of which each addressed one of Latané and Darley’s stages in the Bystander Intervention Model: (1) notice that something is wrong; (2) interpret the event as an emergency; (3) accept personal responsibility; (4) know how to intervene, and; (5) implement the intervention decision. In addition, Not Normal used the Social Norms Approach (Berkowitz, 2013) to correct misperceptions that pupils may have held about how others would want or expect them to behave. It also used experiential learning (Schon, 1983; Kolb and Fry, 1975), in the form of role-play scenarios with professional actors, to increase pupils’ self-efficacy in implementing taught intervention strategies based on the STAC intervention (Midgett et al., 2016).


[bookmark: _Toc35027588][bookmark: _Toc36654422]Bullying statistics

The findings from this report consistently indicate that there was a significant reduction in the number of pupils involved in bullying incidents from the six weeks prior to the Not Normal sessions to the six weeks following them. However, the results from the participant surveys are more mixed, making it difficult to ascertain the extent to which it can be assumed that this reduction occurred as a result of the Not Normal programme itself. Indeed, whilst the didactic and skills-based (‘know how to help’) component of the training appeared to be more successful than those sections focusing on social norms and altruistic behaviour, the proportion of incidents provoking intervention did not change from before the intervention to following it. In this way, although the results illustrate a positive change, they do not support the hypothesis that the number of pupils involved in a bullying incident decreased as peer interventions increased.

[bookmark: _Toc35027300][bookmark: _Toc35027374][bookmark: _Toc35027434][bookmark: _Toc35027589][bookmark: _Toc36654423]Pupils’ involvement in bullying incidents, including by Pupil Premium eligibility

According to existing studies, it is predicted that approximately one in three young people in the UK are targets and two in three bystanders during their school years (Rivers and Noret, 2013; DfE, 2018). Results from this investigation support that figure: 55% of all pupils in Year 7 were involved in a bullying incident at some point over the academic year, be that as target, harm-doer or bystander. It is also likely that the real figure is higher than this, as only bystanders who were asked to complete an incident report form are included and incidents that lead to report forms do not always include bullying that is less conspicuous in nature. In awareness that any bullying involvement often leads to decreased mental wellbeing among young people (Nishina and Juvonen, 2005; Rivers and Noret, 2013), these figures should not be taken lightly and could have a significant impact on the mental wellbeing of certain year groups. Indeed, illustrating that a pupil is more likely than not to be involved in a relatively serious bullying incident throughout their first year at secondary school serves to confirm the severity of the issue that the Not Normal intervention was seeking to solve.

Interestingly, difficulties were encountered when attempting to analyse the bullying incident records to ascertain what role a pupils played in each bullying situation. Incident forms were given to pupils by teachers and, in the vast majority of cases, completed by those pupils. As a result, although it was occasionally very clear what role the pupil played in the incident - especially for harm-doers or targets - in the vast majority of cases it was apparent that the pupils themselves did not see their involvement in such binary terms. Instead, prior events were seen to have direct relevance to the incident being discussed, meaning that pupils who may be presented as harm-doers expressed themselves as previous targets or bystanders and their actions as a form of social justice. Similarly, pupils who might be viewed targets would readily admit to prior harm-doer behaviours. These findings invite a number of questions, including the risk for peer interventions to become a form of bullying in themselves. They also question the utility of the terms target, harm-doer and bystander, and the bully/victim binaries that often form the foundation of school bullying interventions, which will be discussed further below.

This investigation also adds to a current scarcity in the literature regarding the proportion of disadvantaged pupils involved in bullying incidents, which is rarely included in bullying data collected by governments, organisations or within academia. Currently, disadvantaged students are held to be slightly more likely to be targets, harm-doers and harm-doer-targets than their more advantaged peers (Jansen et al., 2012; Smokowski et al., 2013; Tippett and Wolke, 2014). In School X, however, where 30% of Year 7 were Pupil Premium, 60% of pupils involved in bullying incidents across the whole academic year were members of this group. This makes disadvantaged pupils twice as likely to be involved in a bullying incident as their more advantaged peers, which is a much higher proportion that previously thought. For School X, this brings into question the allocation of resources to address the Pupil Premium achievement gap: arguably the school’s focus on academic interventions, in the form of extra teaching staff to reduce class sizes and implement intervention groups, are merely a sticking plaster for the more fundamental issue of pupils’ wellbeing and inclusion. Indeed, the fact that School X has recently decided to discontinue pastoral Deputy Head of Year roles may exacerbate the problem. Instead, it seems plausible to hypothesise that a focus on minimising excusatory and victimising behaviour will improve the mental and physical wellbeing of disadvantaged pupils and, in turn, their academic performance.


[bookmark: _Toc35027301][bookmark: _Toc35027375][bookmark: _Toc35027435][bookmark: _Toc35027590][bookmark: _Toc36654424]Pupils’ involvement in bullying incidents over time, including by Pupil Premium eligibility

The pattern of bullying incidents over the academic year also indicates some noteworthy trends. Pellegrini (2002) has suggested that bullying incidents generally decline as pupils get older except for in cases where pupils transition schools during early adolescence. The UK education system is such a case, with new pupils entering School X in Year 7, or ages 11 and 12. Pellegrini’s theory is therefore supported by the findings of this report, where the number of pupils involved in a bullying incident are significantly higher in the first academic term (September to December). For him, the likely explanation for this occurrence is that pupils seek to assert their dominance or leadership in a new peer group during this time. This means, however, that these initial months in the pupils’ school career may be crucial both to supporting the mental and physical wellbeing of pupils and to establishing the social norms by which the year group functions. The fact that the proportion of disadvantaged pupils involved in incidents in these initial months is even higher than for the academic year as a whole is therefore particularly concerning, and perhaps provides some explanation for why both the wellbeing and academic achievement of Pupil Premium pupils seems to reduce through school transition periods such as these.

It is also possible to take a closer look at the pattern of incidents within this initial three-month period. The fact that incidents dramatically increase after pupils have been at the school for approximately two months is not surprising, as pupils are likely to take some time to carefully test boundaries and friendships in their new school setting. Nonetheless this pattern does invite critical consideration. Firstly, as bullying in Year 7 became a priority for School X over this period, the fact that the number of incidents did not significantly reduce over this time suggests that the existing anti-bullying approach of didactic anti-bullying content delivery and direct sanctions was not overly effective. This is in line with the aforementioned government guidance. Secondly, anti-bullying week was arguably too late in the term to have the most potential positive impact; incidents began to significantly increase at the beginning of November, whilst anti-bullying week in 2018 began on 12th November. Instead, it seems appropriate to argue that anti-bullying content should be delivered to a transitioning cohort of pupils during the initial two months of their time at the school, therein positively influencing the peer ecologies that are established and the means by which this occurs. In turn, the wellbeing of disadvantaged pupils should deteriorate less during school transition and their academic achievement improve.


[bookmark: _Toc35027591][bookmark: _Toc36654425]Not Normal

Triangulation of three data points reliably indicates that there was a reduction in the number of pupils involved in bullying incidents from the six weeks prior to the Not Normal sessions to the six weeks following them. According to the bullying records this reduction was 78%, resulting in a small significant effect size of 0.22 at a confidence ratio of 0.95. In accordance with this, the proportion of pupils who stated agreement with the survey items describing having noticed bullying occurring in school reduced by 29%, and pupil report sheets recorded an 84% reduction. 

However, although such figures do suggest that Not Normal was effective, it is possible that such a conclusion is premature. Firstly, if Pellegrini’s earlier observation is true then it does seem likely that bullying incidents would decrease over time whether or not any intervention occurred, as pupils become more mature and peer ecologies settle (Pellegrini, 2002). Secondly, although the pupil report sheets indicated a reduction in incidents, the proportion of those incidents prompting intervention was consistent across both data collection periods, suggesting that bullying incidents reduced despite there being no increase in pupil interventions. In this way, the central hypothesis of the Not Normal intervention - that incidents of bullying would decrease as peer interventions increased - cannot be said to be unequivocally supported by these findings. One explanation for this surprising result is that interventions were occurring inconspicuously and therefore not recorded; the majority of the STAC techniques taught did not involve action that a bystander would necessarily recognise as an intervention. Although it is not possible to prove or disprove such an explanation, a closer look at pupil survey responses may illuminate some of these potential factors further.
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The survey findings indicate that Not Normal was effective in teaching intervention strategies. According to the analysis in Table 3, a positive effect size was 0.14 was recorded for step four (‘know how to help’). Although this was not found to be statistically significant, analysing the data according to the average proportion of pupils either agreeing or really agreeing with the three statements results in an increase of 57% to 71% in agreement, the largest change after stage one (‘notice the event’). The fact that pupils responded in this way two weeks after their final training sessions on the strategies also makes the data more reliable as it suggests that the strategies were remembered over this time. This suggests that Not Normal was effective in equipping pupils with memorable strategies to intervene in a bullying incident.

There are a number of possible reasons for such a change. Firstly, it is likely that the STAC strategies proved memorable and relevant to the pupils, as was suggested by prior evaluations of the STAC programme (Midgett et al., 2016). Secondly, presenting the strategies over three sessions and using a variety of methods (including audio-visual video clips and role play) is likely to have been an engaging method of delivery. Lastly, there was an existing skills gap here; before the Not Normal intervention, the ‘know how to help’ indicator on the baseline survey returned the lowest agreement ratio of any indicator, at an average of 58% of pupils either agreeing or really agreeing with the three statements. This suggests that existing anti-bullying content delivered to the pupils - for example as part of SMSC - did not include information on how to intervene, or that this information was not remembered. It also suggests these were skills that the pupils found relevant enough to consider part of their skillset and to remember.

In addition, of the two of the survey indicators that tested this skill – stage four (‘know how to help’) and five (‘implement the intervention decision’) - the former was more successful than the latter. This suggests that the STAC part of the training was more effective than the experiential learning and social norms elements, as pupils reported very little change in agreeing that they would carry out an intervention. There are a number of possible explanations for such an occurrence. Firstly, the role-play element of the training was time-limited and focused more on training pupils in effective intervention technique than giving them adequate time to practise. This may have resulted in pupils feeling like they had a better understanding of how to intervene but no increased perception of being good at it or being able to problem-solve if the intervention did not go to plan. In light of this, future iterations of Not Normal would do well to give increased time and preparation to the role-play elements. With regards to social norms, it is also possible that misperceptions about how they would be perceived for intervening in a bullying incident was not of primary concern for these pupils and thus ‘correcting’ such a misperception had minimal effect. The field would therefore benefit from further research into whether or not the social norms approach is effective with a younger adolescent age group.
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Prosocial behaviour denotes behaviour which is positive, helpful, and intended to promote social acceptance and friendship. The survey findings indicate that Not Normal was ineffective at changing the opinions of pupils or likelihood that they would exhibit prosocial behaviours. In fact, small, negative effect sizes were found the in indicators for stage two (‘interpret the event as an emergency’) and three (‘accept responsibility’), suggesting that, at the end of the intervention sessions, pupils were less likely to view bullying as serious and less likely to believe themselves to be responsible for intervening. These results are concerning, and it is important to consider a number of mediating factors that may also have influenced such outcomes. 

Firstly, achieving change in these indicators was likely to be more difficult than the skills-based components of the training, which can be answered in response to relatively objective judgements around incidents witnessed or skills learnt. It is possible, therefore, that such change is beyond the scope of such a relatively short-term intervention. Secondly, it is likely that the pupils were receiving inconsistent messages from School X with regards to whether or not they should be concerned about incidents involving others. This is because the existing school policy was to encourage pupils to not get involved in confrontations or unkind behaviour that they witnessed amongst their peers, and only to report what they saw to a member of staff. This influence may have served to bias the survey results. In addition, the school values – ‘be 100%, excellence, bravery, opportunity, leadership, and determination’ - do not include any mention of community or compassion, signalling to pupils that these are not values to be celebrated at the school. Such an approach again appears contrary to government and expert guidance that advocates a whole-school anti-bullying approach that focuses on prevention.

It is also important to consider whether or not the form of purposeful sampling used in this iteration of Not Normal was the best way to achieve the aims of the intervention. A wide and relatively representative sample of pupils were chosen for their leadership potential as perceived by their Head of Year. This included pupils who may have previously been deemed harm-doers or targets, and pupils who did not have positive relationships with the school or authority figures within it. As Fekkes found (2005), adult involvement in bullying incidents rarely create positive change and actually often make the situation worse. This underscores the premise of the current investigation that it is the influence of peers that are most likely to change the opinions and prosocial tendencies of fellow adolescents. With this in mind, it is possibly to hypothesise that some pupils may have responded, either unconsciously or consciously, in contrary to the directions or opinions of the adults running the Not Normal sessions. In turn, it is important to consider whether, in future iterations of the programme, working with pupils who have a more positive relationship with the school in initial delivery might achieve the aims of the programme through those pupils effectively influencing the norms of their peer group, whilst ensuring that any such approach is not exclusionary.
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The ubiquitous definition of bullying used in schools is threefold: the behaviour should be repetitive; it should be intentionally harmful, and; it should involve an imbalance of power as perceived by the harm-doer (Cuadrado-Gordillo, 2012; Monks and Smith, 2006; NCAB, 2019; Welsh Government, 2011). However, findings from the present action research suggest that such definitions do not adequately reflect pupils’ lived experiences. In addition, they frequently lead to non-restorative sanctions are an inadequate primary response to the larger question of how schools can become truly inclusive spaces for all pupils. 

Firstly, most definitions of bullying that are still used today require the behaviour to be repeated, therein excluding a number of behaviours that would be deemed antisocial or even illegal in other sectors - such as discrimination, hate crimes, or violence - on the basis that they have happened only once or that they have happened more than once but against different people. Whether such behaviour is intentional or based on unconscious bias, any incident that serves to exclude another pupil in any way should invite a considered and thorough response from the school. Such individual incidents should also be catalogued so that trends - for example excluding a certain group of pupils - can be found amongst particular year groups or the school body at large, and appropriate action taken. This approach also has the benefit of ensuring that whether or not a series of incidents is deemed ‘serious’ is no longer the decision of a single member of staff, therein further protecting pupils.

Secondly, binary labels such as target or harm-doer,  as seen in the bullying incident forms collected as part of this action research, do not resemble how pupils often see their involvement in any incident. Instead, incidents of antisocial behaviour are highly contextual and, as mentioned above, can stem from unconscious biases which are insufficiently addressed through reactionary sanctions. This is not to say that telling a pupil that their actions caused harm to others is unsuitable, but reducing a more complex situation into an oversimplified model is likely to disincentivise pupils to speak honestly about their peer-relations and could serve to prime them into roles which they then inhabit in their future behaviour, therein embedding the existing inequalities of power that most anti-bullying approaches purport to fight. In addition, this approach does not acknowledge the intersectional nature of power hierarchies, suggesting that a pupil who is in a more powerful position in one respect is unable to be disempowered in another (a boy of colour, for example, might be privileged by patriarchy but disempowered by structural racism). 
Instead, this report argues that using the term ‘non-inclusive behaviour’ to describe any incident of exclusionary behaviour offers a more appropriate and all-encompassing term which is also free from the stigma that the term ‘bullying’ currently holds. These behaviours do not have to be repeated, exhibited by the same person or deliberate. In this way, bullying is reconceptualised from something binary, objective and symptomatic of ‘existing’ power imbalances into something non-binary, subjective, and understood to recreate power imbalances as it is enacted. Such a definition would also necessitate schools to invest in the whole-school, preventative measures advocated by current anti-bullying research and government guidance, including but not limited to bystander intervention.
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Although this study extends the literature investigating anti-bullying programs in schools, readers should consider certain limitations. Firstly, although the report strove to emulate an experiential approach, this is a case study (Yin, 2009) within the methodology of action research. As such it uses a very small sample size which, albeit relatively diverse, significantly limits the generalisability of the results. In addition, participants were purposely rather than randomly selected on the basis of their peer-group leadership potential as determined by their Head of Year, as well as due to other contextual factors. Such selection procedures also limit the generalisability of the study results.

Secondly, all three instruments of data collection had the potential to lead to biased or distorted reporting. Despite the fact that self-reporting on efficacy and intention to intervene has been found to predict future bystander behaviour (Jenkins et al., 2018, p. 75), it is not possible to ascertain whether or not pupils’ responses to the participant surveys were an accurate reflection of present or future action. In addition, the decision to change the 5-point Likert Scale of the Bystander Intervention in Bullying Survey (Nickerson et al., 2014b) to a 4-point scale in order to minimise ‘undecided’ responses may have actually further distorted the results by forcing participants to decide on a position before they felt certain. This effect was likely to have been further compounded by respondents being reluctant to express a strong opinion, resulting in an overall effect of minimal change being measured between baseline and follow-up. The pupil report sheets and staff-recorded bullying incident forms, meanwhile, were not subject to strict inclusion and exclusion criteria which somewhat undermines the reliability of the data, especially in the former case.

Lastly, although inferences can be made regarding the impact of the Not Normal intervention on bullying incidents, the validity of any conclusions made is compromised by the lack of control group comparison. This is especially potent in a socio-ecological and highly contextual environment such as a school; it is unlikely that the proportion of bullying incidents throughout the year would stay constant regardless of intervention, and additional input from other members of staff is impossible to control. In addition, as the study did not measure whether or not the participants reported using any STAC strategies after the intervention, any measure of the overall effect of this training on the prevalence of bullying incidents remains substantially hypothetical.
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This study comprises a first step not only in evaluating the effectiveness of bystander intervention training in UK secondary schools. However, to increase the validity of evaluations of the efficacy of the intervention, randomised control trials should be used with waitlist control groups. However, it is likely that such investigations will need to extend across, rather than within, a number of schools. This is because - as mentioned above - the effectiveness of bystander intervention is likely to be curtailed if a school’s own anti-bullying procedures do not support pupils to make peer-group interventions, for example by instructing them to tell a teacher about any incident rather than to intervene themselves. Therefore it is essential that the bystander intervention approach becomes a whole-school policy if it is to be effective. Although standardizing measurements of bullying prevalence across a number of schools may pose even greater difficulties for such a large-scale investigation, those used in Finland to assess the KiVA intervention (Salmivalli and Poskiparta, 2012) could serve as a model. To increase generalisability, such report should also use a much larger and more diverse sample across a range of age-groups.


[bookmark: _Toc35027307][bookmark: _Toc35027381][bookmark: _Toc35027441][bookmark: _Toc35027597][bookmark: _Toc36654431]Implications for School X

This study has practical implications for School X. Although whole-school approaches that focus on prevention are considered best practice for bullying intervention (DfE, 2017; DfE, 2018; Estyn, 2014; Healthy Schools, 2007; OFSTED, 2012; Welsh Government, 2019), these programs can be difficult to implement due to required resources and time allocation. Indeed, the current approach taken by school X is mainly reactionary and based on sanctioning behaviour. Results from this study suggest that Not Normal may be a promising alternative approach to bullying intervention, particularly through equipping pupils with the STAC strategies that they could use if they see an incident occur. However, as mentioned above, training pupils as active bystanders in this way will also require the support of a whole-school approach which enables and allows such interventions to occur. 

This study also has implications for School X with regards to their resource allocation. Currently, the Pupil Premium attainment gap is mainly addressed through academic interventions. However this study has shown that Pupil Premium pupils in Year 7 were twice as likely to be involved in a bullying incident as their more advantaged peers. Following the consensus in the literature that bullying involvement is a predictor of lower academic attainment, School X should therefore consider pastoral interventions such as anti-bullying work to be a core element of their Pupil Premium strategy. This could involve reinstating the Deputy Heads of Year positions, which were removed in the 2019-20 academic year.
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This report evaluated a brief, school-based bystander intervention training programme for secondary school students. The results were inconclusive. Findings indicated that there was a small but statistically significant reduction in the number of pupils involved in a bullying incident from the six weeks prior to the Not Normal sessions to the six weeks following them. According to the survey results, this is likely due to the skills-based elements of the training which provided pupils with strategies that they could use if they wished to intervene in an incident. Nonetheless the pupil report sheets indicated no rise in the proportion of incidents in which pupils were intervening. In addition, survey results suggests no rise in the extent to which pupils felt that bullying was serious, that it was their responsibility to intervene, or that they would be effective if they intervened, therein questioning the extent that the hypothesis that bullying incidents would decrease as peer interventions increased can be held as valid. Therefore further research, using a control group, is needed to verify whether Not Normal is an effective anti-bullying intervention.

With regard to wider school approaches towards anti-bullying work, the present report advocates a view of bullying and victimisation not as actions between individuals but as a symptom of wider group processes and norms. In addition, schools may consider reconceptualising bullying as ‘non-inclusive behaviours’ and investing in whole-school approaches that make their school cultures more inclusive, with specific attention paid to bullying-prevention and the establishment of peer group norms at the beginning of Year 7. Ultimately, many pupils will always seek to intervene in an incident happening between peers, and it is likely to be in schools’ best interest to provide them with guidance, reflections and strategies to do so.


[bookmark: _Toc36654433]Recommendations for School X

1. Expand the school’s values - ‘be 100%, excellence, bravery, opportunity, leadership, and determination’ - to include a value which is explicitly prosocial.

2. Teach the STAC strategies as part of the existing SMSC on anti-bullying, within a supportive whole-school approach.

3. Move the school’s anti-bullying week to the first month of the new academic year to support the transition of the incoming Year 7.

4. Redirect Pupil Premium funding to pastoral roles with the explicit aim of reducing incidents of exclusionary behaviour.

5. When the Anti-Bullying Policy is reviewed in December 2020, consider an approach to bullying based on ‘non-inclusive behaviours’. This would include responding to single (non-repeated) incidents and keeping careful records which are analysed to determine trends. 
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This first session consisted of administering the participant consent forms, administering the Bystander Intervention in Bullying Survey, and preparing participants to complete the report sheets. Ground rules, such as being non-judgemental, were discussed and established, and an overview of the following sessions was provided. Participants were also prompted to consider what the culture of School X should be like for somebody to ‘fulfil their potential’ in Year 7, therein building an understanding of why the Enrichment existed. The aforementioned four types of bullying were introduced and discussed, and pupils were asked to practise noticing incidents that might be happening around them in school and noting them on their report sheets.


[bookmark: _Toc35027289][bookmark: _Toc35027363][bookmark: _Toc35027423][bookmark: _Toc35027577][bookmark: _Toc36455432][bookmark: _Toc36654437]Session 2: Interpret the Event as an Emergency

The primary aim of Session 2 was for pupils to know when events should be interpreted as problems in need of intervention. This began with a discussion of what bullying incidents the pupils had noticed over the preceding two weeks. Participants were then given 25 cards on which different bullying events were written, carefully designed both to mirror some behaviours that were known to be happening in School X and to ensure that there was a spread of events across humiliating, stereotyping, excluding and controlling behaviours. In groups of four, pupils were asked to rank the behaviours in terms of how common or serious they were, and whether or not they constituted bullying, and their answers were discussed. 

In line with Tabachnik’s assertion that an intervention should occur not only when an assault is imminent but along every stage of the continuum of behaviours (Tabachnik, 2009), the groups were then given the same events on larger pieces of paper and were asked to create sequences of events in which a behaviour that might be considered more minor might lead on to sequentially more serious incidents. For example, ‘repeating something that your friend said in a funny voice straight after they’ve said it’ might lead on to ‘calling your friend by a nickname’, ‘including a joke that you and your friends shared about somebody in the group in your Instagram story that weekend’ and, finally, ‘joking about something that you know your friend is sensitive about loud enough for your whole maths class to hear’. As the groups’ responses were shared, a final discussion was introduced regarding ‘tipping points’, or where in the sequence of events a pupil deemed it serious enough to intervene. Their homework was to decide on their own personal tipping points.
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The aim of session 3 was for participants to accept responsibility to intervene in a bullying incident. This session introduced participants to the roles of harm-doer, target and bystander in a bullying incident, providing them with statistics regarding many of the negative psychological and well-being consequences of young people finding themselves in any of these roles. This follows findings from the literature that psychological concerns have been found to resonate more with adolescents than moral reasoning (Palmer et al., 2015), and that, if there is no perceived harm, there may be little motivation to help the victim (Thornberg et al., 2012). 

Participants were then asked to consider why bystanders choose not to act to intervene in a bullying incident, and to reflect on the differences between being a powerful person and a good leader. The intention was to prompt participants to think critically about the fact that who you are friends with has a huge impact on who you choose to support in a bullying incident (Levine and Crowther, 2008; Palmer et al, 2015; Thornberg et al., 2012), and what good ‘leadership’ might mean.

Finally, the Social Norms Approach (Berkowitz, 2013) was used to share the results of a Year 7 survey conducted by the school before the present investigation began regarding the actual norms of the participants’ peer group and correct any misperceptions regarding attitudes towards active bystanders. Findings included: 88% of the year group agreeing with the statement ‘If I saw a bullying incident happening, I would want somebody to intervene’; 86% agreeing with the statement ‘I would admire somebody who intervened to stop a bullying incident from happening’, and; 86% disagreeing with the statement ‘I think that it is okay to be unkind to somebody that I find annoying’. The participants’ homework was to do a ‘good deed’ (for example, helping with household chores) and reflect on how it made them feel.


[bookmark: _Toc35027291][bookmark: _Toc35027365][bookmark: _Toc35027425][bookmark: _Toc35027579][bookmark: _Toc36455434][bookmark: _Toc36654439]Session 4: Know How to Help

The aim of Session 4 was to equip participants with a number of intervention strategies that they could use if they saw an incident occurring in school, and guide them in how they could choose which strategy to use in different situations. The structure was twofold. In the first half of the session, participants were introduced to a blank writing frame in which a bullying incident could be summarised, and a number of examples of the frame being used to describe incidents similar to those that had occured in school X. The incidents were designed to reflect a broad spectrum and to invite different types of intervention, for example (non-framed writing in italics): ‘You are in the changing room and you see/overhear some boys refusing to get changed near somebody and laughing. The harm-doer is saying that this person is gay and using really homophobic language. This is not the first time that this has happened.’ Participants worked in groups to write additional, anonymous incidents based on what they regularly saw in school. Once they had been supported by the session leaders to ensure that they were sufficiently detailed, these were then documented for use in the following session.

The second half of the session comprised an introduction to the four intervention strategies. The strategies taught were taken from the STAC intervention (Midgett et al., 2016), as outlined above. For each strategy, participants were shown an audio-visual clip from a television programme or film that showed that intervention strategy being used, and were then asked to discuss how they would describe the intervention. This was followed by guidance from the session leaders regarding when the strategy might be most effective and how it should be used safely. It was advised that ‘coaching compassion’, for example, which involves gently confronting the harm-doer, was most useful when the bystander was already friends with the harm-doer, had their respect, or was older than them, and should involve stating an explicit behavioural rule or value and a rationale (Aboud and Joong, 2008). To finish, participants were shown the initial bullying incident examples again and asked what intervention strategy that believed would be the most effective in each case. For homework, they were asked to consider the most fitting strategy to any incident that they saw around the school.


[bookmark: _Toc35027292][bookmark: _Toc35027366][bookmark: _Toc35027426][bookmark: _Toc35027580][bookmark: _Toc36455435][bookmark: _Toc36654440]Session 5: Implement the Intervention Decision

Session five was firmly entrenched in the theoretical framework of experiential learning, and aimed to ensure that the participants knew both when and how to implement the intervention strategies taught in session four. Practising the interventions with adult actors was the primary activity of the session. This approach was taken because studies indicate that bystanders who feel it is their responsibility to do something and are confident about how to intervene, either from past experience or from skills training, are more likely to intervene (Tabachnik, 2009, p.14). 

The example and participant-generated bullying incidents, completed using the frameworks in Session 4, provided scenarios from which the actors improvised and simulated real-life bullying occurrences. These were split by the session leaders into four stations, one for each intervention technique, around which groups of five or six participants moved in a carousel. At each station, the participants were first asked to look at the strategies and consider what they had in common and what intervention technique would be most appropriate. They were then given the opportunity to watch a short dramatisation of one of the incidents and invited to practise using that strategy to intervene. Every participant was expected to take part, and celebrations and feedback were shared after each attempt. The exception to this structure was the ‘turning it over’ station, which instead comprised a discussion with the teacher-reporter about how to inform a teacher about a bullying incident and any concerns that participants had around their or others’ privacy in such situations. Participants were then asked to begin using the intervention techniques to address bullying incidents around School X.
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The aim of the final session was to encourage the participants to share and discuss their experiences using the intervention strategies. In groups of three or four, participants were asked to discuss any bullying incidents that they had seen, whether or not they intervened, and, if so, how successful the intervention was. Each group also fed this information back to a session leader. With the participants’ consent, certain situations were then anonymously shared with the entire group so that difficult incidents could be discussed and alternative interventions suggested. Where appropriate, these were then demonstrated or practised through role play. 

To end, participants completed the follow-up Bystander Intervention in Bullying Survey and were invited to privately share their reflections on the six sessions as a whole. The follow-up report sheets cycle was also launched, with data collected in a separate session two weeks later.

[bookmark: _Toc36375820][bookmark: _Toc36493628][bookmark: _Toc36654496]Appendix 9: Card-sort of bullying incidents

	Repeating something that your friend said in a funny voice straight after they’ve said it

	Calling your friend by a nickname


	Including a joke that you and your friends shared about somebody in the group in your Instagram stories that weekend

	Joking about something that you know your friend is sensitive about loud enough for your whole maths class to hear

	Telling your friend to ‘man up’

	Using ‘gay’ as an insult


	Calling somebody a ‘slut’ or a ‘slag’

	Trying to kiss somebody even if they said that they didn’t want you to


	Telling somebody else’s secret to one friend

	Exaggerating something that your friend said and then making it clear that you don’t agree with them


	Not letting somebody join your game of basketball

	Blocking a friend from all of your group chats


	Saying that somebody fancies somebody else

	Commenting on an online post negatively



	Calling somebody ‘ugly’

	Filming somebody walking home after school


	Taking somebody’s bag and looking through it


	Threatening somebody that you will ‘beat them up’ after school


	Kicking somebody in the leg as they walk past

	Saying that you will get your older brother and sister involved in a disagreement


	Telling somebody that they should ‘jump out that window’

	Asking to feel somebody’s hair


	Trying to pull somebody’s headscarf off

	Asking somebody where they’re from


	Using a racist insult towards somebody
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[bookmark: _Toc36375822][bookmark: _Toc36493630][bookmark: _Toc36654498]Appendix 11: Detailed account of how risks to participants were mitigated in the present report (Burn, 2019)

	Risks to participants
For example: emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	Safeguarding

In line with school requirements, no external professional involved in the Bystander Intervention Training - for example a theatre director, playwright or actor – will be left alone within the school building. In addition, the Department for Education’s Keeping Children Safe in Education 2018 will be read through with these professionals and a firm understanding of Safeguarding established such that any disclosure must immediately be passed on to the school staff member in the room (most likely to be myself).

Emotional distress

It is possible that pupils will experience emotional distress through participating in the discussions and activities included in the training programme. To mitigate the risk of this, care will be taken to ensure that no discussion or activity is begun without: prior research to ensure that the activity does not bear extreme likeness to something in the pupils’ past experiences to the best of the school’s knowledge; the pupils being warned about what topics might come up at the beginning of a discussion or activity; and pupils being aware that they are able to step outside the room or request to speak to a member of staff at any point during any session. 

Peer group relations

The identities of the pupils to take part in the training will not be made known to the school body unless the pupils themselves wish for that to be done, to allow pupils to effectively manage their peer-group relations. Similarly, pupils will not be explicitly instructed to intervene in any incidents happening in their peer group, and will instead be left to decide when they wish or do not wish to use the strategies that they have learnt. 

Physical or emotional harm

At no point will trained pupils be told that it is their responsibility to protect their peers against bullying incidents, and at least once every session a discussion will be led regarding how pupils are to know when it may and may not be safe to intervene in an incident. One of the four main intervention strategies will be ‘turning it over’, meaning passing it on to somebody who is trained to deal with issues such as bullying incidents. 

In addition, the two follow-up cycles using the report sheets will give pupils the opportunity to share any emotional distress that they anticipate or have experienced through being active bystanders either with the group or with myself. Any such disclosures will be treated according to the school Safeguarding policy, which includes not promising pupils that what they disclose will be kept a secret and informing the school Safeguarding Lead if there is any concern whatsoever about the pupil’s wellbeing. This will be explained to pupils at the outset of the training, however it does not differ from any school policy that they are already familiar with.

Transfer of personal data

Data collected as part of the research process will be anonymised at the earliest possible convenience. For example, when reviewing school records on bullying incidents, notes may be taken as to the characteristics of the pupils involved (e.g. level of deprivation) but at no point will any names be transferred from the written records on to any note-taking device. Similarly, data generated through pupil surveys or report sheets will be immediately anonymised and stored such that they contain no association to the name of the school, University, researcher or pupils involved. Pupils collecting data on incidents and interventions will be asked to do so anonymously, and all raw data will be destroyed after the research has been submitted, marked, and returned.
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Personal Evaluation

	
Personal Evaluation – to support your academic progress, we are interested to read your own assessment of your work as a measure of your own effort and in order that we may comment on your strengths and weaknesses. Please highlight one statement in each box which you feel reflects your submission.

Please ensure you complete this assessment before submitting your work. It must be included with the hard copy of your assignment.

Name: Hester Burn

Module:  4 – School Improvement Report                                                                                                

Tutor: Miriam Norton





This format emphasizes the incremental nature of improvements which can be used by students for self-assessment purposes. 

MA assessment criteria 
	1a (i) Development of professional practice                                                         

	Insightful analysis of practice and a convincing ability to understand complex issues.

	Sound evidence of analysis of practice and an ability to understand complex issues.

	Satisfactory evidence of analysis of practice with some recognition of complex issues

	Limited evidence of some analysis of practice

	Descriptive.  Practice not analysed in any depth.

	1a (ii) Development of professional practice                                                                            

	Clear and thoughtful suggestions for intervention or the development of practice.                                      

	Sound suggestions for intervention or development of practice.

	Satisfactory suggestions for intervention or development of practice. Interventions justified.

	Limited or inappropriate  suggestions for intervention or development of practice, and recommendations for ways forward.

	Very limited or no suggestion for intervention or development of practice or recommendations for ways forward.

	1a (iii) Development of professional practice

	Clear evidence of well-principled, systematic development of practice, and an ability to deal with complex issues. Evidence of originality in tackling and solving problems.

	Sound evidence of pragmatic and effective approaches to tackling and solving problems.

	Evidence of careful development of practice.

	Identifies problems to be solved.  Evidence of some development of practice.  

	No evidence of how practice has been taken forward.

	1a (iv) Development of professional practice

	A persuasive rationale for the purposes pursued and the strategies employed.

	Clear rationale for the purposes pursued and strategies employed.  

	Satisfactory rationale for proposed actions presented.

	Limited or inappropriate rationale for proposed actions presented.

	No rationale for proposed actions presented.



	1b (i) Personal professional development

	Personal values, concerns, priorities, and actions have been critically explored.

	Personal values, concerns, priorities and actions have been considered in some depth

	Personal values, concerns, priorities and actions have been discussed.

	Able to state personal values and link these to context.  

	Personal values not problematised nor explored in wider context.

	1b (ii) Personal professional development

	Ethical issues have been critically explored.

	Ethical issues have been considered in some depth.

	Satisfactory evidence of ethical issues have been discussed.

	Aware of ethical issues but insufficient evidence.

	Ethical issues not considered.

	1b (iii) Personal professional development

	Strong evidence of a developed and analytical approach to personal professional development and learning, and how this is achieved. 

	Sound evidence of personal and professional development and learning, and how this was achieved.

	Satisfactory understanding of personal professional development and learning, and how this was achieved.

	Limited understanding of personal professional development and learning.

	Little or no evidence of personal professional development.

	1b (iv) Personal professional development

	Strong evidence of high level of critical reflection as a learning process. Critically evaluates the link between learning from reflection and future action.

	Sound understanding of critical reflection.  Explores a link between learning from reflection and future action.

	Satisfactory evidence of critical reflection.

	Limited evidence of limited critical reflection.

	Little or no evidence of critical reflection.


   
                                                                               
	2a Literature review

	Judicious choice of range of reading.

	Carefully selected range of reading.

	Satisfactory range of reading.

	Limited range of reading.

	Narrow range of reading.

	2b Understanding of concepts

	Has assimilated literature, and engaged critically and systematically with the main concepts and theories explored in a range of concepts.  

	Sound understanding of concepts explored in wider contexts

	Satisfactory understanding of concepts explored in limited contexts.

	Limited understanding of concepts minimally explored.

	Concepts are misunderstood.


    					                       
	3a (i) Ethics/ Report design and methods

	Ethical issues have been critically explored and correct approval sought.

	Ethical issues have been considered in some depth and correct approval sought.

	Ethical issues have been discussed and correct approval and sought.

	Aware of ethical issues but insufficient evidence and/ or no ethical approval sought.

	Ethical issues not considered/ no ethical approval sought.

	3a (ii) Ethics/ Report design and methods

	Logical report design with comprehensive understanding of techniques applicable techniques.

	Sound report design and methods suited to purpose and clearly justified.  

	Report design and methods appropriate to professional context and well evidenced.

	Report design and methods are only partly appropriate  to purpose.

	Report design and methods do not match purpose, or not discussed.

	3a (iii) Ethics/ Report design and methods

	High quality of evidence collected.

	Methods justified; strengths and limitations explored.

	Methods justified and understood.

	Limited understanding of data collection methods

	Data collection flawed.


                         
	4a (i) Presentation and analysis of results

	Critical understanding of the relationship between theory and practice.

	Sound understanding of the relationship between theory and practice.

	Satisfactory understanding of the relationship between theory and practice.

	Limited understanding of the relationship between theory and practice.

	No evidence of understanding of the relationship between theory and practice.

	4a (ii) Presentation and analysis of results

	Presented in a critical and analytical framework throughout.

	Sound evidence of critical analysis

	Satisfactory evidence of critical analysis.

	Limited analysis of results.

	Little or no analysis.  Mostly descriptive account.


   
	5a (i) Validity of findings

	Findings presented in a sophisticated critical and analytical framework.  

	Findings presented in a critical and analytical framework.

	Satisfactory argument presented. 

	Limited conclusions presented with some analysis.

	Conclusions presented in a descriptive framework or not explored.

	5a (ii) Validity of findings

	Strong and well substantiated conclusions.

	Strong conclusions, firmly based upon the evidence presented.

	Satisfactory conclusions based upon evidence presented.

	Limited link between main text and conclusions.

	Weak conclusions.

	5b Critical evaluation 

	Highly reflective evaluation.

	Critically reflective evaluation of work.

	Satisfactory reflection evaluation of work with evidence.

	Evaluation of work with some reflection.

	Little attempt at evaluation of work. Reflection uncritical.


     

	6a Clarity of structure/ presentation

	Highly effective structure with thoughtful presentation of material.

	Effectively structured and progressed.  Secure presentation of material sound.

	Satisfactorily structured and logically progressed. Coherent presentation of material generally.

	Structure is mostly appropriate but  lacks clarity and coherence

	Structure is inappropriate.

	6b Development of argument

	Complex argument developed and refined.  

	Strong argument developed.

	Satisfactory argument presented.

	Limited development of an argument

	Little or no development of an argument.

	6c Expression and grammar

	Accurate and fluent writing throughout.  

	Work is clearly expressed and accurate throughout. 

	Work is clearly expressed and has few minor errors in expression and grammar.

	Significant errors in expression and grammar.

	Quality of expression and grammar poor.

	6d (i) Referencing techniques

	Comprehensive understanding of referencing techniques to support academic writing.

	Secure understanding of reference techniques to support academic writing. 

	Satisfactory understanding of referencing techniques to support academic writing.

	Limited understanding of referencing techniques to support academic writing.

	Little or no understanding of the use of sources.

	6d (ii) Referencing techniques

	All references consistently and accurately referenced.

	Harvard system mainly used accurately, including secondary sources.

	Consistent use of Harvard conventions both in body of text and in reference list.  

	Follows conventions with some errors.

	Regularly breaks Harvard conventions.


  								       

	
Further comments (if required):
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The leadership team has maintained the good quality of education in the school
since the last inspection.

You, your leaders and governors have overseen the development of the school so
that it now includes pupils in Years 8 to 12. You have built upon the strengths
identified in the previous inspection. Since then, you and your team have focused
on securing at least consistently good teaching across all subjects and you have
sought to ensure that all teachers are making good use of information on students’
prior learning when planning lessons. You have identified key priorities for this year,
such as aiming to establish exceptional post-16 provision and amending the
curriculum, assessment structure and intervention programmes.

You and your team are unswervingly ambitious, promoting the highest expectations
for the whole school community. The school has an impressive focus on the
continuing professional development of staff, and this is resulting in teachers’
enhanced skills in the classroom. Training is part of school routines, with sessions
taking place every Friday morning. Your teaching staff really value this, and the
impact of the training is shown in those lessons where learning is clearly planned to
target pupils’ needs and to challenge their different abilities. Your ‘Teach like a
Champion’ sessions for middle leaders are helping to develop consistency in
teaching and learning across the subjects of the curriculum. You are also using the
Ark network to train new teachers.
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The leadership team has ensured that all safeguarding arrangements are fit for
purpose. Leaders and governors have developed strong systems to support pupils’
welfare and minimise risks to their safety. You have set up an effective
safeguarding team of staff, and the pupils know how to contact them, including by
email, if they have any concerns. Pupils say that they are listened to and feel safe.

Your protection of vulnerable pupils is also noteworthy and all staff are alert to the
needs of students who may be at risk, including from child sexual exploitation or
domestic violence. Your actions have ensured not only that vulnerable pupils
achieve high levels of attendance, but also that they succeed academically and
socially.

Sixth formers are proud of the way they have delivered assemblies to promote the
‘Prevent’ duty. Your records of behaviour incidents and how they are handled show
that you and your pupils work together to prevent direct or indirect discriminatory
behaviour.
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At Bolingbroke Academy we create a culture of excellence where all pupils have a clear sense of leadership and
mutual respect. We place a high value on the opportunities that an outstanding education can provide and place
equality at the core of our Academy.

As an Academy, we have high expectations of all of our pupils in terms of their achievement, progress and behaviour.
We promote an ethos of tolerance and respect where all Bolingbroke pupils will feel happy, safe and be free from
bullying and harassment.

1. Aims
At Bolingbroke Academy we encourage an harmonious environment where independence and diversity is celebrated
and individuals can flourish without fear. Every member of the Academy community has the right to be safe and happy
in the Academy, and to be protected when he/she is feeling vulnerable. Our high expectations of behaviour and focus
on developing our pupils as leaders will ensure that pupils make a significant contribution to the Academy and that
their views are heard.

Following the introduction of the Equality Act in 2010, all public sectors now have an ‘Equality Duty’, which forms the
basis of the Bolingbroke anti-bullying approach. The main aims of the Equality Duty are to:

o “Eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct prohibited by the Act;

o Advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected characteristic and people who do

not share it; and
o Foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and people who do not share t.”
(Equality Act 2010)

The protected characteristic includes disability, gender, race, religion and beliefs and sexual orientation. In order to
ensure that we are 100% consistent with the way in which our staff, parents/carers and pupils understand and follow
up on bullying it is necessary to clearly define the key aspects:

o Bullying is repeated behaviour which makes other people feel uncomfortable or threatened whether this is
intended or not. It involves an abuse of power and can hurt, intimidate, frighten, harm, humiliate, undermine
or exclude. Bullies often pick on anything that makes a person ‘different’ and can be racist, sexist,
homophobic or based on SEN, disability, appearance or family background.

« Our definition of bullying, shared with both pupils and staff
(STOP).

Several Times On Purpose

There are different sorts of bullying:

Type Definition
Physical Hitting, kicking, taking or hiding belongings such as money
Verbal Name calling, teasing, insulting, writing unkind notes and issuing threats
Emotional Being unfriendly, excluding, tormenting, spreading rumours, looks and intimidation
Cyber Bullying Involves the use of information and communication technologies such as e-mail, cell phone and

pager text messages, instant messaging, defamatory personal web sites, blogs, online games
and defamatory online personal polling web sites, to support deliberate, repeated, and hostile
behaviour by an individual or group, that is intended to harm others.

It is important that we create an atmosphere in the Academy where pupils or adults who are being bullied or harassed
(or others who know about it) feel that they will be listened to and believed, and that action taken will be swift but
sensitive to their concerns.

At Bolingbroke Academy our anti-bullying approach will be forged through our core principle of responsibility and
respect. All aspects of the curriculum and wider Academy life will be used to offer the opportunity to embed a clear
and unambiguous anti-bullying ethos:
«  Civitas - active citizenship will be a crucial part of a pupils’ development and taught through the Civitas
SMSC programme
e Across the curriculum — all opportunities to develop pupils’ knowledge and skills set will be identified and
used implicitly to prevent the occurrence of bullying
o Pupil and Student leadership — pupils will have ownership of our anti-bullying approach through developing
responsibilities and leadership within the House System and Civitas groups.
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2. Implementation
‘We believe that all adults and pupils within the Academy have the right to, and responsibility to ensure, a positive
learning environment where nothing detracts from the value of learning. Bullying and harassment can be significant
barriers to a pupils’ ability to make progress and excel and therefore will not be tolerated.

In order to embed an anti-bullying approach within the Academy it is necessary to create an ethos of responsibility
and respect where all members of the Academy community feel valued. High expectations of pupils’ behaviour will
create a framework of excellent behaviour but this needs to be built upon the foundations of trust, respect and
tolerance.

The delivering of the spiritual, moral, social and cultural (SMSC) curriculum by the Civitas and House system will be
key aspects of engendering this truly inclusive approach to learning. Personal development is a core principle of the
Academy and this pastoral education will enable pupils to develop their own understanding of an anti-bullying stance
and participate in its development.

Civitas

Civitas is the time designated to personal development and tutoring within the curriculum. All pupils will become a
part of the wider Bolingbroke Academy community which will be complemented by the small scale identification to a
House and corresponding Civitas group.

During the daily 25 minute Civitas session, pupils will fully participate in the delivery of SMSC within a ‘Big Question’
focus of collective worship and Assembly cycle. Each Civitas group is a small, family group for our pupils where strong
trusting relationships lie at its heart. Adopting an anti-bullying approach within such a model will ensure every child is
known by staff and can identify any potential signs of bullying. In addition, pupils will feel secure and able to raise any
concerns with their Civitas tutor or Head of House. As the Academy develops the vertical tutoring system will create
additional opportunities for pupils to provide and gain peer support. The focus of Civitas will be about developing the
character of our pupils and creating active citizens with a clear awareness of rights and responsibilities.

During Civitas the topic of Bullying is explicitly dealt with and explores why bullying occurs and gives alternative ways
of behaving and dealing with difficulties.

Our high expectations culture will also be a feature of Civitas where Academy expectations and sanctions concerning
bullying will be made clear (please see the Behaviour Policy).

Across the Curriculum
Whilst bullying will be dealt with explicitly during Civitas and within the House System, it will be challenged implicitly
through teaching and learning across the Academy. This will be achieved in a number of ways:

By using teaching methods which encourage cooperative work and a variety of groupings so that pupils
extend their relationships beyond a small group of friends.

By demonstrating how diversity and difference enriches our community throughout our curriculum including
Duke of Edinburgh activities and enrichment.

It is important for all staff and parents/carers to understand that much effective anti bullying work can be completed
through the informal curriculum — e.g. in discussions with pupils during unstructured times such as Family Dining,
through assembly follow up discussions at break etc.

The anti-bullying approach must be clearly visible throughout the Academy particularly in Civitas rooms and on
corridors. Regularly changed displays will provide a focal point for our Academy anti-bullying work.

The role of Student Leadership in our anti-bullying strategy
To ensure that an anti-bullying approach is fully implemented across the Academy it is essential that pupils fully
participate in leading their own learning within this topic and are a part of the solution focused approach.
« Al pupils will engage with the anti-bullying approach explicitly in Civitas and implicitly by participating within
the Academy.
« Al pupils have been directed to the staysafe@arkbolingbrokeacademy.org email to report any
issues of bullying; this email address is displayed on posters in every Civitas room
¢ The Pupil Panel and Student Senate will play a vital role in creating different means by which pupils can
express their concerns or worries within the Academy. They have elected four 6% form Pupil Welfare
Officers who have received training to help support pupils in the lower school with relationship issues and
to direct them to the right member of staff if needed.




image16.png
*  The Pupil and Student leadership teams and Pastoral Leads provide role modelling of the high expectations of
the Academy including outstanding behaviour and communication. They will offer support and guidance for
pupils in achieving our high behavioural expectations. They will also raise any concerns about bullying with
the Head of House to ensure that any incidents are tracked and dealt with.

3. Roles and responsibilities: Pathways of Support for Bullying or Harassment

Incidents of Bullying Flowchart

» Pupil reports ‘unease’ in peer relationship to member of staff
« Establish if it meets STOP criteria
+ NO:
|. send to Civtas tutor / Pupil Welfare Officer
2. inform child that they must continue to update YOU if this persists; you
MUST inform Civitas tutor
« YES:
MUST report via staysafe email (can be pupil or staff member)
+ HoH will intervene and meet with all parties, parents informed (email
for record)
« Check-in point of two weeks later established —improvements
acknowledged; victim receives clear adult go-to
« If check-in reveals continuation of bullying, bully will be in the RR for
one day on the first report then receive one day FTE on the second
report

Any incident or bullying or harassment, both inside and outside of the Academy will be dealt with individually and
sensitively. Each case will be different and an individualised approach will be used to deal with the issue, we will always
include a restorative element in the investigation of bullying. However, bullying in the Academy will NOT be tolerated
and any pupils who have bullied will be sanctioned as above.
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Monitoring and Evaluation

Recording and Reporting - All bullying incidents and cases of harassment will be logged formally by the Head of
House at Step 3. It can be formally logged at an earlier stage if the incident is particularly severe or is a potential Child
Protection Issue.

SLT will monitor and review bullying incidents on a half termly basis as a part of the assessment and review cycle.

Student Voice — The attitudes and opinions of pupils will be regularly monitored through interviews and large scale
questionnaires. These will be led by the Student Leadership structure within the Academy but will form a part of the
half termly and annual assessment cycle.

Academy Development Plan — Anti-bullying as a statutory requirement will be a continual focus in the ADP.

4. Related Policies
The Family- Academy Agreement, The Ethos, Behaviour and Rewards Policy, The Exclusion Policy, the SMSC policy

5. Further Reading
For additional information on Ofsted:
httpi//www.ofsted.gov.uldresources/evaluation-schedule-for-inspectior
2012

For a full copy of the Equality Act 2010
httpy//www legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/201 0/15/contents
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Appendix A: Guidelines and Advice

Guidelines

In the first instance, it is important to make it clear to the victim that revenge is not appropriate and to the bully that
his/her behaviour is not acceptable, and has caused distress. Every effort will be made to resolve the problem through
restorative justice approaches- reconciliation, healing, counselling of both parties, and through the use of sanctions
where necessary.

Parents/carers of both parties will be informed of what has happened, and how it has been dealt with. It is vital that
everything that happens is carefully recorded in a clear factual way.

Any known bullying will always be investigated thoroughly at Bolingbroke Academy and a written record of all
reported incidents kept (including follow up actions)

Advice for Pupils

Remember that all pupils have a right not to be bullied.
Remember that no one deserves to be bullied. You do not have to feel ashamed if it happens to you.

If pupils are bullied they should tell someone whom they trust as soon as possible.

Ask parents/carers, family or teachers for advice and help.

If a pupil sees someone else being bullied, they should not stand by watching as doing nothing can suggest
support for the bully.

If a pupil sees another pupil being bullied they should tell an adult at once or report to
staysafe@arkbolingbrokeacademy.or;

*  Pupils can anonymously write a note to the Principal to report bullying incidents.

Advice to Parents/Carers

Watch for early signs of distress in children such as:
Reluctance to come to Academy

Pattern of minor illnesses

Damaged possessions/clothing

Missing items of equipment

Aggression to brothers/sisters

Mood swings/character changes

These symptoms may not always be an indication of bullying but some other difficulty.

. Listen, take seriously and act upon all information you receive. Try to establish, who? What? When? and
Where?

2. If you your child is being bullied contact the Academy immediately (use phone or staysafe email as above)

3. . Your child may be worried that telling the Academy will make matters worse. Reassure him/her that the Academy
will not take hasty action but will listen to the concerns and agree with you and him/her what the appropriate steps
should be.

4. With the appropriate member of staff, devise strategies that will help your child and provide him/her with
support inside and outside of the Academy.

5. Do not encourage your child to hit back. It will only make matters worse.

6. Encourage your child not to try to meet the bully’s demands.

Advice to Teachers and Academy Staff

Be vigilant at all times- ensure that pupils are appropriately supervised at all times and that pupils who feel
vulnerable know that they can always seek advice/support from an adult.

If you suspect bullying is happening, talk to the pupil(s) concerned. As soon as there is problem, either ask
the pupil(s) to write down what has happened or do it yourself so that it can be passed on to the Head of
House or Senior Leadership Team.
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