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ABSTRACT

 This study provides a systematic review of literature from India on traditional 

bullying and victimization among school-going adolescents. A search of bibliographic 

electronic databases PsycINFO, MEDLINE, ERIC, Web of Science and PubMed was 

performed in May 2020. Thirty-seven studies were included in the review. For each study 

included, the following specifics were examined: (a) methodological characteristics, 

(b) prevalence estimates of bullying behavior, (c) forms of bullying, (d) risk factors, and 

(e) consequences of bullying. It was found that bullying happens in India, and some 

risk factors for bullying and victimization in India are typical to the Indian context. 

In addition, bullying in India is associated with adverse consequences for both the 

aggressor and the victim. Many studies on bullying from India should be interpreted 

cautiously because of problems with data collection processes, instrumentation, and 

presentation of the findings. Cross-cultural comparisons for prevalence estimates, and 

longitudinal studies to examine the direction of possible influence between bullying 

and its correlates need to be conducted, to cater to the large adolescent population of 

India.

 Keywords: Bullying; Victimization; India; Systematic review; Adolescent



25

2

Systematic Review

INTRODUCTION

Bullying is an intentional and repetitive act of physical or psychological 

aggression, where the aggressor is more powerful than the victim (Olweus, 1993). Meta-

analytic studies have confirmed the marked prevalence of and risk factors associated 

with bullying perpetration and victimization among children and adolescents in school 

(Modecki et al., 2014). In a recent survey conducted in 79 countries with over 300,000 

participants, 30% of the adolescent respondents reported that they had been victims 

of bullying in the past 30 days (Elgar et al., 2015). In India, research on bullying is 

scarce, certainly in proportion to its population size, as well as socio-cultural diversity 

(Milfont & Fisher, 2010; Smith et al., 2018). The vast adolescent population provides 

ample opportunity and resources to further our understanding in the field of bullying. 

The disparities seen in India in terms of socio-cultural factors such as SES, religion, 

caste, gender, and color, which have been recognized as typical to the Indian context 

(Panda & Gupta, 2004), may aid in breeding an imbalance of power, an underlying 

element of bullying (Olweus, 1993). Moreover, given the diverse socio-cultural context 

of India, and its structural incongruence with western cultures (Charak & Koot, 2015), 

literature from western countries may not be generalizable to the Indian population, 

thus requiring scientific attention to examine the role of these factors specifically in 

India (Smith et al., 2018). 

Through the current review, we aim to provide researchers a notion of challenges 

that need to be addressed in future studies on bullying and victimization in India. 

Systematic reviews are of importance, because they closely follow a scientific and step-

by-step approach, with an aim of limiting systematic errors or bias, and particularly 

seek to identify, evaluate, and synthesize all relevant studies to elucidate knowledge 

and advanced understanding of the topic at hand (Petticrew & Roberts, 2008). The 
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present systematic review focuses on traditional bullying and victimization among 

adolescents in schools in India, highlighting the following specifics: (a) methodological 

characteristics of included studies, (b) prevalence estimates of bullying behavior, (c) 

forms of bullying, (d) risk factors, and (e) consequences of bullying. Specifically, we 

examine the psychometric properties of the instruments adopted in the included 

studies from India, as well as methodological characteristics including design and 

data collection,  sample size and sampling procedures of the included studies, and 

characteristics of bullying behavior distinctive to the Indian context.

METHOD
Guidelines provided by Arksey and O’Malley (2005) for conducting systematic 

reviews were followed in the present study. A systematic search of bibliographic 

electronic databases PsycINFO, MEDLINE, ERIC, Web of Science and PubMed was 

performed in May 2020. The following terms formed the basis of the search strategy: 

‘‘bullying’’ OR ‘‘peer victim*’’ OR ‘‘bullied’’ OR ‘‘bully’’ OR ‘‘school harassment*’’ OR 

‘‘ragging’’ OR ‘‘school violence*’’ AND ‘‘India’’ OR ‘‘Indian’’ OR ‘‘Hindi’’. 

No date limit was set for the search. Our search was not limited to published 

articles; book chapters, dissertations, unpublished articles, and posters were also 

eligible. A flow diagram of the search results is provided in Figure 1. Only studies that 

focused on bullying by peers and the resulting victimization at school were included. 

Articles on online bullying or cyberbullying were excluded. There were too few studies 

on cyberbullying in India to provide a meaningful analysis, especially when such an 

analysis should also deal with recent concerns about cyberbullying studies (e.g., 

Wolke, Lee, & Guy, 2017). Non-empirical studies that did not include quantifiable data 

(for instance, book reviews) were excluded as we focus on only empirical research in 

the current review. Six studies used interviews to gather data; for instance, Kshirsagar 
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et al., 2007 used Olweus’s (1996) pre-tested semi-structure interview to collect data 

on bullying and victimization in their study. The answers to these interviews were 

quantified and used in statistical analyses, and therefore we included the articles in 

the current review. Studies on Indian children who live outside of India, were excluded. 

Figure 2.1. Search results for the systematic review

Records after duplicates removed
( n = 627)

Records screened
( n = 627)

Full-text articles assessed for 
eligibility
( n = 66)

Studies included
( n = 37)

Records excluded
( n = 320)

Full-text articles excluded
( n = 29)

Records identified through 
database searching

( n = 806)

Additional records identified 
through other sources

( n = 0)
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Because we focused on adolescents in school, the age of students in included 

studies should range between 10 to 19 years. For studies on students whose ages only 

partly overlapped with this intended range we applied the rule that the average age 

should fall within the intended range and the lowest and highest age should be within 

2 years of the intended age limits. Two studies did not provide a definitive age range of 

the participants included in their study (Patel et al., 2017; Schafer et al., 2018), however, 

the studies indicate that the participants were from grade 8 to 10 (who are typically 12 

to 15 years old), thereby qualifying for inclusion in the present review. Three studies 

did not provide the mean age of the participants in their study though they specify the 

age range of the participants (Kshirsagar et al., 2007; Malik & Mehta, 2016; Ramya & 

Kulkarni, 2011), and because the lower limit or higher limit of the provided age range 

in these three study fell within 2 years of 11-19 years old, we have included them in the 

present review. Eventually, 37 studies were included in the final review. 

RESULTS

Methodological Characteristics of Included Studies

Design and Data Collection

 Of the 37 studies that were included, two were longitudinal studies (Nguyen et 

al., 2017; Thakkar et al., 2020), two were experimental studies with pre- and post-test 

intervention designs (Sharma et al., 2020; Shinde et al., 2018; 2020), whereas the others 

were cross-sectional studies. Seven of the 37 studies used peer-reports, 21 studies used 

self-reports, two studies used both self- and peer report (Chakrabartty & Gupta, 2016; 

Thakkar et al., 2020), whereas six studies used structured or semi-structured interviews 

and open-ended questions to collect data on bullying and victimization (Kshirsagar et 

al., 2007; Malhi et al., 2014; 2015; Malik & Mehta, 2016; Munni & Malhi, 2006; Ramya & 
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Kulkarni, 2011). One study used a photo-story method (Skrzypiec et al., 2015), where 

participants were invited to use a photograph or picture to illustrate their opinions or 

experiences of bullying. 

Psychometric Properties

 Psychometric properties of the scales or interviewing approaches used in the 

studies have been reported in 22 of the 37 studies. Four studies reported the reliability 

and validity of the original scale (Malik & Mehta, 2016; Menon & Hannah-Fisher, 2019; 

Patel et al., 2017; Samanta et al., 2012), but did not report psychometric properties based 

on the Indian sample, while five studies reported neither the psychometric properties 

of the original scale nor its generalizability to the Indian sample (Kshirsagar et al., 2007; 

Maji et al., 2016; Sarkhel et al., 2006; Sharma et al., 2017; Sethi et al., 2019). Two studies 

used a scale developed by the authors of the study; however, psychometric properties 

were not reported (Kelly et al., 2016; Prakash et al., 2017). Four studies did not provide 

a clear description of the method of data collection, and the validity of the approach 

was not defined (Malhi et al., 2014; 2015; Munni & Malhi, 2006; Ramya & Kulkarni, 2011). 

Seven studies specified that the instrument used to assess bullying behavior was an 

English language questionnaire, while 10 studies used either existing translations or 

translations created by the authors of the study, of English scales into Indian regional 

languages. Two studies used English instruments and orally explained the translation 

in Punjabi (Lee et al., 2018) or translated the difficult words to Hindi (Malik & Mehta, 

2016), and one study used English as well as Hindi language translations of the scales 

(Thakkar et al., 2020).

Sampling 

 Of the 37 studies, 25 studies used a convenience or purposive sampling approach 

to recruit participants. One study used a proportionate random sampling approach to 
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recruit participants (Kelly et al., 2016); one study used a two-stage cluster sampling 

approach (Swain et al., 2014); one used a multi-stage sampling design (Chakrabartty 

& Gupta, 2016); six studies reported using a random sampling method for selecting 

either schools or participants (Kshirsagar et al., 2007; Maji et al., 2016; Malik & Mehta, 

2016; Nguyen et al., 2017; Ramya & Kulkarni, 2011; Sarkhel et al., 2006), but only one 

of them reported how the school sample was randomized (by draw of lots; Sethi et 

al., 2019). Two studies used a randomized control design to allocate participants to 

experimental or control groups, where Prakash et al. (2017) used a cluster randomized 

control design, and the intervention study by Shinde et al. (2018) used randomized and 

masked groups for each of three study groups. One study used a quasi-experimental 

design, where of the two participating schools, one was randomly assigned to the 

intervention group, and the other was assigned to the control group (Sharma et al., 

2020). Of the 37 studies included in the review, 17 studies had a sample size of less than 

300 participants, nine studies had a sample size of between 300 to 500 participants, 

whereas 11 studies had a sample size larger than 500 participants. 

The articles widely differed in their statistical reporting practices, and therefore 

the amount of statistical information provided in the below sections and Table 1 varies 

per reported study. Time frames of bullying and victimization prevalence estimates 

are reported in the below sections if they were specified in the included studies. 

Percentages are rounded off without decimals.

Prevalence Studies

Eight studies focused on the prevalence of bullying in India, while 14 others 

provided descriptive statistics or percentages for sample participants that qualified as 

bullies or victims in their study. Of these, five studies provided the participants with 

a definition of bullying for peer nomination estimates of bullying and victimization 
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in their research (Goossens et al., 2018; Khatri & Kupersmidt, 1996; Lee et al., 2018;  

Skrzypiec et al., 2018; Thakkar et al., 2020). Studies from the same city or region in India 

were scarce, and reports inconsistent. We found that bullying perpetration estimates 

ranged from 7% (Thakkar et al., 2020) to 31% (Kshirsagar et al., 2007), and bullying 

victimization ranged from 9% (Thakkar et al., 2020) to 80% (Maji et al., 2016), across 

studies. For instance, Maji et al. (2016) found that only 38 of 273 adolescents were not 

bullied, resulting in a dominant 80% students qualifying as victims of bullying. Next 

to region differences in prevalence, estimates may be related to the reporter used. 

Kshirsagar et al. (2007) found higher prevalence rates for bullying for self-reports 

than for parent or guardian interviews, whereas Thakkar et al. (2020) found higher 

prevalence estimates for bullying and victimization for peer reports than for self-

reports. Findings as regards prevalence and other findings or aspects reviewed of each 

study are reported in Table 1.

Forms of Bullying

It was observed that name-calling or using bad words were common forms of 

bullying observed among adolescents next to physical bullying. For instance, Kshirsagar 

et al. (2007), reported that the most common types of bullying were teasing and giving 

discriminatory or offensive labels and nick names to others. Similarly, Malhi et al. (2014) 

reported that 16% of their sample were victims of direct bullying or physical bullying 

and 34% were victims of name-calling. Skrzypiec et al. (2015) showed that caste-based 

bullying was reported by students and that for females, sexual harassment or ‘eve-

teasing’ was a common occurrence. 
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Table 2.1. Studies included in the systematic review

Study 
(year of 
publication)

City, State Main variables 
of the study

Instrumentation Participants Bully/victim results Research Findings

Bowker, 
Markovic, 
Cogswell, and 
Raja (2012)

Surat, Gujarat Social 
withdrawal, 
over and 
relational 
aggression, 
rejection, 
exclusion, 
victimization, 
and gender

Peer nominations N = 194 (48% 
female); M 
age = 13.35 
years 

Overt aggression M = 0.00, SD = 0.90; 
Relational aggression M = 0.00, SD = 0.86; 
Rejection M = 0.00, SD = 1.00; Exclusion M = 
0.00, SD = 0.90; Victimization M = 0.60, SD = 
0.77

Overt aggression, relational 
aggression, and gender identified 
as moderators between various 
associations of social withdrawal and 
peer victimization

Chakrabartty 
and Gupta 
(2016)

Kolkota, and 
Hooghly, West 
Bengal

Testing validity 
of translated 
version of bully 
scale

Teacher reported 
each student as 
bully/non –bully; 
Peer Relations 
Questionnaire 
(Rigby and Slee, 
1991)

N = 1147; M 
age = 13.06 
years, SD = 
1.137

Identified as bullies by teachers n =  396 Factor analysis showed that only 
one factor was measured by all the 
response categories implying uni-
dimensionality of the Bullying Scale 
even if data are collapsed to have 
various response categories

Correia, 
Kamble, 
and Dalbert 
(2009)1

Not mentioned Belief in a just 
world , school 
distress in 
victims, bullies 
and defenders, 
and gender

Peer Relations 
Questionnaire 
(Rigby and Slee, 
1993)

N = 278 Indian 
sample; 
43.9% 
female; Age 
range = 14 to 
17 years, M 
age = 15.3, SD 
= 0.5

Bully M = 2.00, SD = 0.77;
Victim M = 2.15; SD = 0.84;
Defender M = 3.82, SD = 0.76

Higher belief in just world is 
associated with lower school distress 
independent of bully status for both 
genders

Donat, 
Umlauft, 
Dalbert, and 
Kamble (2012) 

Same Indian 
sample as 
above

Belief in a 
just World, 
neuroticism, 
teacher justice, 
and bullying 
behavior

Peer Relations 
Questionnaire 
(Rigby and Slee, 
1993)

Same as 
above

Bullying behavior M = 2.00, SD = 0.77 Neuroticism positively correlated 
with bullying behavior; Boys are more 
likely to perpetrate bullying than girls
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Table 2.1. Studies included in the systematic review
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(year of 
publication)

City, State Main variables 
of the study

Instrumentation Participants Bully/victim results Research Findings
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over and 
relational 
aggression, 
rejection, 
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victimization, 
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Peer nominations N = 194 (48% 
female); M 
age = 13.35 
years 

Overt aggression M = 0.00, SD = 0.90; 
Relational aggression M = 0.00, SD = 0.86; 
Rejection M = 0.00, SD = 1.00; Exclusion M = 
0.00, SD = 0.90; Victimization M = 0.60, SD = 
0.77
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aggression, and gender identified 
as moderators between various 
associations of social withdrawal and 
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Bengal
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of translated 
version of bully 
scale

Teacher reported 
each student as 
bully/non –bully; 
Peer Relations 
Questionnaire 
(Rigby and Slee, 
1991)

N = 1147; M 
age = 13.06 
years, SD = 
1.137

Identified as bullies by teachers n =  396 Factor analysis showed that only 
one factor was measured by all the 
response categories implying uni-
dimensionality of the Bullying Scale 
even if data are collapsed to have 
various response categories

Correia, 
Kamble, 
and Dalbert 
(2009)1

Not mentioned Belief in a just 
world , school 
distress in 
victims, bullies 
and defenders, 
and gender

Peer Relations 
Questionnaire 
(Rigby and Slee, 
1993)

N = 278 Indian 
sample; 
43.9% 
female; Age 
range = 14 to 
17 years, M 
age = 15.3, SD 
= 0.5

Bully M = 2.00, SD = 0.77;
Victim M = 2.15; SD = 0.84;
Defender M = 3.82, SD = 0.76

Higher belief in just world is 
associated with lower school distress 
independent of bully status for both 
genders

Donat, 
Umlauft, 
Dalbert, and 
Kamble (2012) 

Same Indian 
sample as 
above

Belief in a 
just World, 
neuroticism, 
teacher justice, 
and bullying 
behavior

Peer Relations 
Questionnaire 
(Rigby and Slee, 
1993)

Same as 
above

Bullying behavior M = 2.00, SD = 0.77 Neuroticism positively correlated 
with bullying behavior; Boys are more 
likely to perpetrate bullying than girls
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Study 
(year of 
publication)

City, State Main variables 
of the study

Instrumentation Participants Bully/victim results Research Findings

Goossens et 
al. (2018)

Patiala, 
Punjab, and 
Chidambaram, 
Tamil Nadu

Bullying, 
defending, and 
victimization

Participant Role 
Questionnaire 
(Salmivalli et al., 
1996)

Punjab N = 
480, 69.4% 
boys; M age 
= 14.2, SD = 
1.0);
Tamil Nadu N 
= 815 (56.8% 
boys; M age = 
13.6, SD = 1.1

Bully N = 90 (7%), 71 boys (9%), 19 girls 
(4%); Defender N = 75 (6%), 43 boys (6%), 
32 girls (6%); Victim N = 111 (9%), 90 boys 
(12%), 21 girls (4%)

Both bullying and defending were 
linked to dominance in the classroom, 
but bullies were not preferred, while 
defenders were. Victims were neither 
seen as dominant nor were they 
preferred.

Gothwal, 
Sumalini, 
Irfan, Giridhar, 
and Bharani 
(2013)

Not mentioned Psychometric 
properties 
of Olweus 
bully/victim 
questionnaire 
in visually 
impaired

Revised Olweus 
bully/victim 
questionnaire 
(Olweus, 1996)

N = 150, 69% 
male; M age = 
11.6 years, SD 
= 2.2

- Revised OBVQ is not a valid 
psychometric instrument to assess 
victimization and bullying among 
children with visual impairment

Kelly, Krishna, 
and Bhabha 
(2016)

5 districts 
across the state 
of Rajasthan

Private 
schooling, 
caste, income, 
parental 
education, 
school 
infrastructure, 
peer bullying, 
and teacher 
violence

Peer harassment 
scale constructed 
by authors

N = 413, 100% 
females; M 
age = 18.8 
years

Peer harassment in private school M = 5.88; 
SD = 1.84; Peer harassment in government 
school M = 5.49, SD = 1.70;
 Peer harassment in other schools M = 5.89, 
SD = 1.53; Range = 3 to 15

‘General’ caste group experience 
lower harassment in primary and 
lower secondary school than their 
lower caste peers. Parental education, 
income, or switching schools is not 
associated with differences in peer 
bullying.

Khatri and 
Kupersmidt 
(1996; 2003)2

Mandvi, 
Gujarat

Aggression, 
victimization, 
social 
relationships, 
caste, grade, 
and gender

Peer nominations N = 229, 30% 
females; 
Grade 4, 6, 8 
and 10;
One English 
medium 
school, one 
Gujarati 
medium 
school

25% males and 10% females qualified as 
aggressors; 16% males and 0% females 
qualified as victims; 15% low caste and 8% 
high caste qualified as rejected; 13% low 
caste and 6% high caste qualified as victims

Males were significantly more likely 
to be victims than females; Low caste 
participants are more rejected and 
victimized than high caste students; 
No effect of gender or grade on 
victimization
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Study 
(year of 
publication)

City, State Main variables 
of the study

Instrumentation Participants Bully/victim results Research Findings

Goossens et 
al. (2018)
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Chidambaram, 
Tamil Nadu

Bullying, 
defending, and 
victimization

Participant Role 
Questionnaire 
(Salmivalli et al., 
1996)

Punjab N = 
480, 69.4% 
boys; M age 
= 14.2, SD = 
1.0);
Tamil Nadu N 
= 815 (56.8% 
boys; M age = 
13.6, SD = 1.1

Bully N = 90 (7%), 71 boys (9%), 19 girls 
(4%); Defender N = 75 (6%), 43 boys (6%), 
32 girls (6%); Victim N = 111 (9%), 90 boys 
(12%), 21 girls (4%)

Both bullying and defending were 
linked to dominance in the classroom, 
but bullies were not preferred, while 
defenders were. Victims were neither 
seen as dominant nor were they 
preferred.

Gothwal, 
Sumalini, 
Irfan, Giridhar, 
and Bharani 
(2013)

Not mentioned Psychometric 
properties 
of Olweus 
bully/victim 
questionnaire 
in visually 
impaired

Revised Olweus 
bully/victim 
questionnaire 
(Olweus, 1996)

N = 150, 69% 
male; M age = 
11.6 years, SD 
= 2.2

- Revised OBVQ is not a valid 
psychometric instrument to assess 
victimization and bullying among 
children with visual impairment

Kelly, Krishna, 
and Bhabha 
(2016)

5 districts 
across the state 
of Rajasthan

Private 
schooling, 
caste, income, 
parental 
education, 
school 
infrastructure, 
peer bullying, 
and teacher 
violence

Peer harassment 
scale constructed 
by authors

N = 413, 100% 
females; M 
age = 18.8 
years

Peer harassment in private school M = 5.88; 
SD = 1.84; Peer harassment in government 
school M = 5.49, SD = 1.70;
 Peer harassment in other schools M = 5.89, 
SD = 1.53; Range = 3 to 15

‘General’ caste group experience 
lower harassment in primary and 
lower secondary school than their 
lower caste peers. Parental education, 
income, or switching schools is not 
associated with differences in peer 
bullying.

Khatri and 
Kupersmidt 
(1996; 2003)2

Mandvi, 
Gujarat

Aggression, 
victimization, 
social 
relationships, 
caste, grade, 
and gender

Peer nominations N = 229, 30% 
females; 
Grade 4, 6, 8 
and 10;
One English 
medium 
school, one 
Gujarati 
medium 
school

25% males and 10% females qualified as 
aggressors; 16% males and 0% females 
qualified as victims; 15% low caste and 8% 
high caste qualified as rejected; 13% low 
caste and 6% high caste qualified as victims

Males were significantly more likely 
to be victims than females; Low caste 
participants are more rejected and 
victimized than high caste students; 
No effect of gender or grade on 
victimization
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Study 
(year of 
publication)

City, State Main variables 
of the study

Instrumentation Participants Bully/victim results Research Findings

Kshirsagar, 
Agarwal, and 
Bavdekar 
(2007)

Mumbai, 
Maharastra

Bullying 
prevalence

Olweus’s (1996) 
pre-tested 
semi-structured 
interview

N = 500; 188 
boys, 312 
girls; Age 
range = 8 to 
12 years

n = 157 (31%) self- reported bullying;
Forms of bullying reported were teasing (n 
= 128), keeping names (n = 101), physical 
hurt (n = 25), use of bad words (n = 53,), 
spreading rumors (n = 9), threatening (n = 
8), and isolating others (n = 2); 34% students 
from English schools and 31% students 
from vernacular medium (Marathi) schools 
(p > 0.05) reported bullying; Prevalence of 
bullying higher in co-educational schools 
than in girls’ school

Feeling sad, preferring to stay alone 
and frequent tearing of clothes were 
almost exclusively noted in bullied 
children; Bullied children were more 
likely to report symptoms such as 
school phobia, vomiting and sleep 
disturbances

Lee et al. 
(2018)

Patiala, Punjab Risk-taking, 
and bullying

Participant Role 
Questionnaire 
(Salmivalli et al., 
1996)

N = 442 (60% 
boys); Age 
range = 11.25 
to 16.10 
years; M age =
13.76, SD = 
0.98

Bully M = 0.07, SD = 0.10; 
Follower M = 0.07, SD = 0.09;
Victim M = 0.08, SD = 0.10; 
Outsider M = 0.04, SD = 0.04;
Defender M = 0.05, SD = 0.04

Increased risk-taking during 
adolescence is associated with 
higher levels of both bullying and 
victimization; bullying and risk-taking 
appear to be more prevalent in India 
than in the Netherlands

Maji, 
Bhattacharya, 
and Ghosh 
(2016)

Ranchi, 
Jharkhand

Depression 
anxiety, 
stress, coping 
strategies, and 
bullying

Gatehouse 
bullying 
questionnaire 
(Bond et al., 
2007)

N = 273; Age 
range = 10 to 
16 years

n = 219 bullied and n = 38 were non-bullied Bullied participants had higher 
levels of psychological problems like 
depression, anxiety, stress and poor 
coping strategies like catastrophizing, 
self-blame, blaming others and 
rumination

Malhi, Bharti, 
and Sidhu 
(2014)

Chandigarh, 
Punjab

Bullying 
prevalence

Asked 4 
questions to 
assess bullying 
and victimization  

N = 209 
(53.4% boys); 
Age range 
= 13 to 16 
years; M age 
= 14.82, SD = 
0.96

Prevalence of bullying = 53%; 13% were 
bullies, 19% were victims; 16%  were victims 
of direct bullying or physical bullying, 34% 
victims of name-calling, 13% victims of 
rumor spreading, and 7% victims of forcibly 
money taken

Victims have low scores on self-
concept; Bully-victim have higher risk 
of conduct problems, hyperactivity, 
and academic difficulties; Bullies- are 
better at academics, have high self-
esteem, higher risk of hyperactivity 
and conduct problems; Boys are more 
likely to be bully-victims, girls are 
more likely to be victims
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Study 
(year of 
publication)

City, State Main variables 
of the study

Instrumentation Participants Bully/victim results Research Findings

Kshirsagar, 
Agarwal, and 
Bavdekar 
(2007)

Mumbai, 
Maharastra

Bullying 
prevalence

Olweus’s (1996) 
pre-tested 
semi-structured 
interview

N = 500; 188 
boys, 312 
girls; Age 
range = 8 to 
12 years

n = 157 (31%) self- reported bullying;
Forms of bullying reported were teasing (n 
= 128), keeping names (n = 101), physical 
hurt (n = 25), use of bad words (n = 53,), 
spreading rumors (n = 9), threatening (n = 
8), and isolating others (n = 2); 34% students 
from English schools and 31% students 
from vernacular medium (Marathi) schools 
(p > 0.05) reported bullying; Prevalence of 
bullying higher in co-educational schools 
than in girls’ school

Feeling sad, preferring to stay alone 
and frequent tearing of clothes were 
almost exclusively noted in bullied 
children; Bullied children were more 
likely to report symptoms such as 
school phobia, vomiting and sleep 
disturbances

Lee et al. 
(2018)

Patiala, Punjab Risk-taking, 
and bullying

Participant Role 
Questionnaire 
(Salmivalli et al., 
1996)

N = 442 (60% 
boys); Age 
range = 11.25 
to 16.10 
years; M age =
13.76, SD = 
0.98

Bully M = 0.07, SD = 0.10; 
Follower M = 0.07, SD = 0.09;
Victim M = 0.08, SD = 0.10; 
Outsider M = 0.04, SD = 0.04;
Defender M = 0.05, SD = 0.04

Increased risk-taking during 
adolescence is associated with 
higher levels of both bullying and 
victimization; bullying and risk-taking 
appear to be more prevalent in India 
than in the Netherlands

Maji, 
Bhattacharya, 
and Ghosh 
(2016)

Ranchi, 
Jharkhand

Depression 
anxiety, 
stress, coping 
strategies, and 
bullying

Gatehouse 
bullying 
questionnaire 
(Bond et al., 
2007)

N = 273; Age 
range = 10 to 
16 years

n = 219 bullied and n = 38 were non-bullied Bullied participants had higher 
levels of psychological problems like 
depression, anxiety, stress and poor 
coping strategies like catastrophizing, 
self-blame, blaming others and 
rumination

Malhi, Bharti, 
and Sidhu 
(2014)

Chandigarh, 
Punjab

Bullying 
prevalence

Asked 4 
questions to 
assess bullying 
and victimization  

N = 209 
(53.4% boys); 
Age range 
= 13 to 16 
years; M age 
= 14.82, SD = 
0.96

Prevalence of bullying = 53%; 13% were 
bullies, 19% were victims; 16%  were victims 
of direct bullying or physical bullying, 34% 
victims of name-calling, 13% victims of 
rumor spreading, and 7% victims of forcibly 
money taken

Victims have low scores on self-
concept; Bully-victim have higher risk 
of conduct problems, hyperactivity, 
and academic difficulties; Bullies- are 
better at academics, have high self-
esteem, higher risk of hyperactivity 
and conduct problems; Boys are more 
likely to be bully-victims, girls are 
more likely to be victims
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Malhi, Bhati, 
and Sidhu 
(2015)

Chandigarh, 
Punjab

Age, gender, 
SES, bullying, 
victimization, 
depression, 
emotional and 
behavioral 
problems 

Questioned 
students about 
bullying and 
victimization

N= 376 (53.5 
% boys); M 
age = 15.69, 
SD = 1.36

24% reported victimization overall; 8% 
reported physical bullying, 12% relational 
bullying, 4% victims reported both physical 
and relational bullying; More physical 
victimization in boys, more relational 
victimization in girls (χ2 = 24.15, p = .000); 
Average duration of physical and relational 
victimization was 1.24 years (SD = 1.19), 
and 1.17 years (SD = 1.24); Significant effect 
of SES on victimization (χ2=18.94, p = 001); 
Significant effect of age between physical 
and relational victimization (χ2=19.74, p = 
.001)

Victims of relational aggression are 
higher on depression and conduct 
problems; Victims of physical 
aggression are higher on peer 
problems; Low SES participants are 
higher on physical victimization; 
High SES participants are higher on 
relational victimization

Malik and 
Mehta (2016)

Not specified Bullying, 
anger, and self-
esteem

Peer relations 
questionnaire 
(Rigby & Slee, 
1993); Semi-
structured 
interview of some 
students that 
were to identified 
be bullies

N = 137; Age 
range = 12 to 
14 years

45 students (25 boys) were found to be 
highly inclined to be bullies; Bully M = 8.91 ; 
Victim M = 9.42

Boys express anger more explicitly 
than girls; Self-esteem of bullies did 
not differ based on gender

Menon and 
Hannah-
Fisher (2019)

Delhi, New 
Delhi

Felt gender 
typicality, 
victimization, 
aggression, 
psychosocial 
adjustment 

Reduced 
aggression/
victimization 
scale (Orpinas & 
Horne, 2006)

N = 296 (130 
girls); M age 
= 12.73, SD = 
0.84

Boys reported significantly higher scores 
than girls on victimization (b = 0.27, p < 0.01) 
and aggression (b = 0.33, p < 0.01). Boys M 
victimization = 1.54, SD = 1.63, M aggression 
= 1.16, SD = 1.44. Girls M victimization = 0.83, 
SD = 1.24, M aggression = 0.38, SD = 0.84. 

For girls, felt pressure and an entity 
view of gender differences was 
associated with higher victimization, 
and work sexism was associated with 
higher victimization and aggression. 
For boys, an entity belief of gender 
differences was associated with 
higher aggression.

Munni and 
Malhi (2006) 

Chandigarh, 
Punjab

Violence 
exposure, 
bullying, 
gender, school 
performance, 
and 
adjustment

Anonymous 
self-report 
questionnaire 
and Interviews

N =1500 
(47.4% 
female); Age 
range= 12 
to 20 years, 
M age = 15 
years, SD = 
1.67; Grade 8 
to 12

20% students reported bullying others;
8 out of 10 adolescents had witnessed 
someone being bullied in the past year; 
Girls were significantly more bullied than 
boys (p < 0.05); 60% students engaged in 
physical fights more than once per week

Significant violence exposure occurs 
in schools and bullying is also 
prevalent
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Malhi, Bhati, 
and Sidhu 
(2015)

Chandigarh, 
Punjab

Age, gender, 
SES, bullying, 
victimization, 
depression, 
emotional and 
behavioral 
problems 

Questioned 
students about 
bullying and 
victimization

N= 376 (53.5 
% boys); M 
age = 15.69, 
SD = 1.36

24% reported victimization overall; 8% 
reported physical bullying, 12% relational 
bullying, 4% victims reported both physical 
and relational bullying; More physical 
victimization in boys, more relational 
victimization in girls (χ2 = 24.15, p = .000); 
Average duration of physical and relational 
victimization was 1.24 years (SD = 1.19), 
and 1.17 years (SD = 1.24); Significant effect 
of SES on victimization (χ2=18.94, p = 001); 
Significant effect of age between physical 
and relational victimization (χ2=19.74, p = 
.001)

Victims of relational aggression are 
higher on depression and conduct 
problems; Victims of physical 
aggression are higher on peer 
problems; Low SES participants are 
higher on physical victimization; 
High SES participants are higher on 
relational victimization

Malik and 
Mehta (2016)

Not specified Bullying, 
anger, and self-
esteem

Peer relations 
questionnaire 
(Rigby & Slee, 
1993); Semi-
structured 
interview of some 
students that 
were to identified 
be bullies

N = 137; Age 
range = 12 to 
14 years

45 students (25 boys) were found to be 
highly inclined to be bullies; Bully M = 8.91 ; 
Victim M = 9.42

Boys express anger more explicitly 
than girls; Self-esteem of bullies did 
not differ based on gender

Menon and 
Hannah-
Fisher (2019)

Delhi, New 
Delhi

Felt gender 
typicality, 
victimization, 
aggression, 
psychosocial 
adjustment 

Reduced 
aggression/
victimization 
scale (Orpinas & 
Horne, 2006)

N = 296 (130 
girls); M age 
= 12.73, SD = 
0.84

Boys reported significantly higher scores 
than girls on victimization (b = 0.27, p < 0.01) 
and aggression (b = 0.33, p < 0.01). Boys M 
victimization = 1.54, SD = 1.63, M aggression 
= 1.16, SD = 1.44. Girls M victimization = 0.83, 
SD = 1.24, M aggression = 0.38, SD = 0.84. 

For girls, felt pressure and an entity 
view of gender differences was 
associated with higher victimization, 
and work sexism was associated with 
higher victimization and aggression. 
For boys, an entity belief of gender 
differences was associated with 
higher aggression.

Munni and 
Malhi (2006) 

Chandigarh, 
Punjab

Violence 
exposure, 
bullying, 
gender, school 
performance, 
and 
adjustment

Anonymous 
self-report 
questionnaire 
and Interviews

N =1500 
(47.4% 
female); Age 
range= 12 
to 20 years, 
M age = 15 
years, SD = 
1.67; Grade 8 
to 12

20% students reported bullying others;
8 out of 10 adolescents had witnessed 
someone being bullied in the past year; 
Girls were significantly more bullied than 
boys (p < 0.05); 60% students engaged in 
physical fights more than once per week

Significant violence exposure occurs 
in schools and bullying is also 
prevalent
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Nambiar, 
Roopesh, 
Jangam, 
and Bhaskar 
(2019)

Bengaluru, 
Karnataka

Peer 
victimization, 
self-esteem, 
intellectual 
disability

The Multi-
Dimensional Peer 
Victimization 
Scale (Mynard & 
Joseph, 2000)

N = 40 (15 
girls); M age 
= 14.58 years, 
SD = 2.25; 
IQ scores 
between 50 
and 85 (mild 
to borderline 
intellectual 
disability)

75% reported the presence of peer 
victimization (M = 13.98, SD = 12.83). 
Highest was verbal victimization (67.5%) 
with maximum being called names (57.5%), 
being sworn at (55.0%), being made fun 
of their appearance (60.0%) or being 
made fun of them (65.0%). Next was social 
manipulation (60%) in the form of being 
refused to be talked to (57.5%) or making 
others not talk to them (50.0%). Physical 
victimization (52.5%) was in the form of 
being hurt physically (50%).  

Peer victimization was more common 
in regular schools as compared to 
special schools. No gender differences 
in peer victimization. Verbal 
victimization and social manipulation 
were significantly related to years of 
education of student. Self-esteem and 
peer victimization had a significant 
negative relationship.

Narayanan 
and Betts 
(2014)

Coimbatore, 
Tamil Nadu

Bullying, 
victimization, 
resilience, and 
self-efficacy

Adolescent 
peer relations 
instrument 
(Parada, 2000)

N = 393 (191 
males, 202 
females); Age 
range = 14 to 
20 years; M 
age = 15.88 
years, SD = 
0.64

Males engaged in significantly greater 
levels (p < .001, η2 = .105.) bullying and 
victimization (p < .001, η2 = .112) behaviors 
compared to females; Gender difference 
in physical bullying: F(1, 391) = 43.63, p < 
.001, η2 = .105 (M male = 10.76, SD = 4.47; M 
female = 8.33, SD = 2.65); Gender difference 
in physical verbal bullying: F (1, 391) = 27.43, 
p < .001, η2 = .066 (M male = 14.52, SD = 
6.20; M female = 11.59, SD = 4.83); Gender 
difference in social bullying: F (1, 391) = 
14.67, p < .001, η2 = .036 (M male = 8.73, SD = 
3.94; M female = 7.43, SD = 2.71)

Resilience mediated the relationship 
between bullying behaviors and self-
efficacy in young men

Nguyen, 
Bradshaw, 
Townsend, 
and Bass 
(2017)3

Andhra 
Pradesh and 
Telangana 
states

Prevalence 
of bullying 
victimization, 
forms of 
victimization, 
gender, in 
urban or rural 
setting

Social and health 
assessment peer 
victimization 
scale (Ruchkin, 
Schwab-Stone, & 
Vermeiren, 2004)

N = 967 
(49.3% male); 
M age = 15.0, 
SD = .3

M victimization = 13.4, SD = 4.4;
56% participants were bullied (boys = 
58%; girls = 55%); Boys experienced more 
frequent victimization than girls (β = 4.07, 
p = .002); Urban youth experienced less 
frequent victimization than rural peers (β 
= −3.23, p = .006); Total model predicted a 
1.15 point higher score for boys than girls (p 
= .029)

Most common victimization is  
having something forcibly taken 
while second most common is being 
punched/kicked/beaten

Nguyen, 
Bradshaw, 
Townsend, 
and Bass 
(2019)

Same as above Victimization 
and 
psychosocial 
outcomes

Same as above Same as 
above

Same as above At baseline, victimization associated 
with higher emotional difficulties, and 
lower subjective wellbeing. At follow-
up, all associations had attenuated 
and were largely non-significant
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Nambiar, 
Roopesh, 
Jangam, 
and Bhaskar 
(2019)

Bengaluru, 
Karnataka

Peer 
victimization, 
self-esteem, 
intellectual 
disability

The Multi-
Dimensional Peer 
Victimization 
Scale (Mynard & 
Joseph, 2000)

N = 40 (15 
girls); M age 
= 14.58 years, 
SD = 2.25; 
IQ scores 
between 50 
and 85 (mild 
to borderline 
intellectual 
disability)

75% reported the presence of peer 
victimization (M = 13.98, SD = 12.83). 
Highest was verbal victimization (67.5%) 
with maximum being called names (57.5%), 
being sworn at (55.0%), being made fun 
of their appearance (60.0%) or being 
made fun of them (65.0%). Next was social 
manipulation (60%) in the form of being 
refused to be talked to (57.5%) or making 
others not talk to them (50.0%). Physical 
victimization (52.5%) was in the form of 
being hurt physically (50%).  

Peer victimization was more common 
in regular schools as compared to 
special schools. No gender differences 
in peer victimization. Verbal 
victimization and social manipulation 
were significantly related to years of 
education of student. Self-esteem and 
peer victimization had a significant 
negative relationship.

Narayanan 
and Betts 
(2014)

Coimbatore, 
Tamil Nadu

Bullying, 
victimization, 
resilience, and 
self-efficacy

Adolescent 
peer relations 
instrument 
(Parada, 2000)

N = 393 (191 
males, 202 
females); Age 
range = 14 to 
20 years; M 
age = 15.88 
years, SD = 
0.64

Males engaged in significantly greater 
levels (p < .001, η2 = .105.) bullying and 
victimization (p < .001, η2 = .112) behaviors 
compared to females; Gender difference 
in physical bullying: F(1, 391) = 43.63, p < 
.001, η2 = .105 (M male = 10.76, SD = 4.47; M 
female = 8.33, SD = 2.65); Gender difference 
in physical verbal bullying: F (1, 391) = 27.43, 
p < .001, η2 = .066 (M male = 14.52, SD = 
6.20; M female = 11.59, SD = 4.83); Gender 
difference in social bullying: F (1, 391) = 
14.67, p < .001, η2 = .036 (M male = 8.73, SD = 
3.94; M female = 7.43, SD = 2.71)

Resilience mediated the relationship 
between bullying behaviors and self-
efficacy in young men

Nguyen, 
Bradshaw, 
Townsend, 
and Bass 
(2017)3

Andhra 
Pradesh and 
Telangana 
states

Prevalence 
of bullying 
victimization, 
forms of 
victimization, 
gender, in 
urban or rural 
setting

Social and health 
assessment peer 
victimization 
scale (Ruchkin, 
Schwab-Stone, & 
Vermeiren, 2004)

N = 967 
(49.3% male); 
M age = 15.0, 
SD = .3

M victimization = 13.4, SD = 4.4;
56% participants were bullied (boys = 
58%; girls = 55%); Boys experienced more 
frequent victimization than girls (β = 4.07, 
p = .002); Urban youth experienced less 
frequent victimization than rural peers (β 
= −3.23, p = .006); Total model predicted a 
1.15 point higher score for boys than girls (p 
= .029)

Most common victimization is  
having something forcibly taken 
while second most common is being 
punched/kicked/beaten

Nguyen, 
Bradshaw, 
Townsend, 
and Bass 
(2019)

Same as above Victimization 
and 
psychosocial 
outcomes

Same as above Same as 
above

Same as above At baseline, victimization associated 
with higher emotional difficulties, and 
lower subjective wellbeing. At follow-
up, all associations had attenuated 
and were largely non-significant
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Patel, Varma, 
Shah, 
Phatak, and 
Nimbalkar 
(2017)

Vadodra and 
Anand, Gujarat

Prevalence of 
bullying, age, 
gender, height 
and weight, 
scholastic 
performance, 
and number of 
friends

Peer interactions 
in primary school 
questionnaire 
(Tarshis & 
Huffman, 2007)

N = 1106, 
from 7th, 8th 
and 9th grade

Overall bullying prevalence = 49%; 30 being 
bullies, and 30% being victims;
Boys were more likely to be bullies (p = 
0.03) as compared to girls; Students having 
less friends (p = 0.001), overweight/obese 
students (p = 0.02), and boys (p < 0.001) 
were more likely to be victims; Significant 
association between bullying behavior and 
poor academic performance

Victimized girls experience emotional 
and sensitive forms of bullying; 
Victimized boys experience higher 
physical and verbal bullying; Victims 
are higher on emotional problems, 
hyperactivity and peer problems

Prakash et al., 
(2017)

Bijapur and 
Bagalkot, 
Karnataka

School 
drop-out, 
absenteeism, 
and bullying

Questionnaire 
constructed by 
authors

N = 2275 
(100% girls); 
Age range 
= 11 to 18 
years; Median 
age = 13 years

8%  (n = 184) reported bullying environment Bullying/harassment at school is 
associated with increased odds of 
school dropout and absenteeism

Pronk et al. 
(2016)

Patiala, Punjab Bullying role 
behavior and 
peer group 
status 

Participant Role 
Questionnaire 
(Salmivalli et al., 
1996)

N = 480 
(60.8% boys); 
M age = 13.8 
years, SD = 12 
months

Bully M = 0.07, SD = 0.10;
Follower M = 0.07, SD = 0.09;
Victim M = 0.08, SD = 0.10;
Outsider M = 0.04, SD = 0.04;
Defender M = 0.05, SD= 0.04

Boys received more nominations for 
victim and outsider than girls

Ramya and 
Kulkarni 
(2011)

Davangere,
Karnataka

Bullying 
prevalence, 
psychological 
and 
psychosomatic 
health

Pre-tested 
questionnaire 
used for 
interviewing by 
authors

N = 500 (336 
boys, 164 
girls); Age 
range = 8 to 
14 years

60% reported being bullied; 
53% girls and 64% boys reported being 
bullied; Victimized by boys n = 220, by 
girls: n = 72; Types of bullying included 
being called names (n =175; 58%); Being 
made fun of appearance (n = 47; 16%); 
Being degraded (n = 46; 15%); Physical 
abuse (n = 38; 13%); Being isolated (n = 31; 
10%); Snatching away things (n = 29; 10%); 
Complaining to the teacher (n = 25; 8%); 
Spreading rumors (n = 20; 7%); Blackmailing 
(n = 19; 6%); Making fun of one’s family (n = 
18; 6%).

Bullying was seen to be more 
prevalent among boys than girls; 
Only 65 (39%) parents knew that their 
children were being bullied; Bullied 
children were more likely to report 
symptoms such as headache, loose 
motions, fever and depression
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Patel, Varma, 
Shah, 
Phatak, and 
Nimbalkar 
(2017)

Vadodra and 
Anand, Gujarat

Prevalence of 
bullying, age, 
gender, height 
and weight, 
scholastic 
performance, 
and number of 
friends

Peer interactions 
in primary school 
questionnaire 
(Tarshis & 
Huffman, 2007)

N = 1106, 
from 7th, 8th 
and 9th grade

Overall bullying prevalence = 49%; 30 being 
bullies, and 30% being victims;
Boys were more likely to be bullies (p = 
0.03) as compared to girls; Students having 
less friends (p = 0.001), overweight/obese 
students (p = 0.02), and boys (p < 0.001) 
were more likely to be victims; Significant 
association between bullying behavior and 
poor academic performance

Victimized girls experience emotional 
and sensitive forms of bullying; 
Victimized boys experience higher 
physical and verbal bullying; Victims 
are higher on emotional problems, 
hyperactivity and peer problems

Prakash et al., 
(2017)

Bijapur and 
Bagalkot, 
Karnataka

School 
drop-out, 
absenteeism, 
and bullying

Questionnaire 
constructed by 
authors

N = 2275 
(100% girls); 
Age range 
= 11 to 18 
years; Median 
age = 13 years

8%  (n = 184) reported bullying environment Bullying/harassment at school is 
associated with increased odds of 
school dropout and absenteeism

Pronk et al. 
(2016)

Patiala, Punjab Bullying role 
behavior and 
peer group 
status 

Participant Role 
Questionnaire 
(Salmivalli et al., 
1996)

N = 480 
(60.8% boys); 
M age = 13.8 
years, SD = 12 
months

Bully M = 0.07, SD = 0.10;
Follower M = 0.07, SD = 0.09;
Victim M = 0.08, SD = 0.10;
Outsider M = 0.04, SD = 0.04;
Defender M = 0.05, SD= 0.04

Boys received more nominations for 
victim and outsider than girls

Ramya and 
Kulkarni 
(2011)

Davangere,
Karnataka

Bullying 
prevalence, 
psychological 
and 
psychosomatic 
health

Pre-tested 
questionnaire 
used for 
interviewing by 
authors

N = 500 (336 
boys, 164 
girls); Age 
range = 8 to 
14 years

60% reported being bullied; 
53% girls and 64% boys reported being 
bullied; Victimized by boys n = 220, by 
girls: n = 72; Types of bullying included 
being called names (n =175; 58%); Being 
made fun of appearance (n = 47; 16%); 
Being degraded (n = 46; 15%); Physical 
abuse (n = 38; 13%); Being isolated (n = 31; 
10%); Snatching away things (n = 29; 10%); 
Complaining to the teacher (n = 25; 8%); 
Spreading rumors (n = 20; 7%); Blackmailing 
(n = 19; 6%); Making fun of one’s family (n = 
18; 6%).

Bullying was seen to be more 
prevalent among boys than girls; 
Only 65 (39%) parents knew that their 
children were being bullied; Bullied 
children were more likely to report 
symptoms such as headache, loose 
motions, fever and depression
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Samanta, 
Mukherjee, 
Ghosh, and 
Dasgupta, 
(2012)

West Bengal Prevalence 
of bullying, 
protective 
factors, mental 
health, and 
violence

Questionnaire 
constructed 
following 
guidelines of 
global school-
based student 
health survey 
(UNICEF, 2001)

N = 199 (100% 
male); Age 
range= 13-15 
years; M age 
urban = 14.1, 
SD = 0.87; M 
age rural = 
15.32, SD = 
0.96 year 

Bullying in urban = 46.4%, rural= 17%; 
Fighting in urban = 53.8%, fighting in rural= 
26.3%

Mental health- and violence-related 
issues are prevalent more among 
urban students that among rural 
students

Sarkhel, 
Sinha, Arora, 
and DeSarkar, 
(2006)

Kanke, 
Jharkhand

Prevalence 
of conduct 
disorder and 
its’ subtypes, 
attention 
deficit 
hyperactivity 
disorder 
(ADHD), and 
bullying

Schedule 
for affective 
disorders and 
schizophrenia 
for school-age 
children-Present 
and lifetime 
version (K-SADS-
PL, Kazdin, 1996)

N = 240; Age 
range = 10 to 
15 year old

Bullying M in children with conduct disorder 
= 2.90, SD = 0.30

Lying, bullying and cruelty to animals 
are most commonly found symptoms 
in conduct disorder children

Schäfer et al. 
(2018)

Annamalai 
Nagar and 
Puducherry, 
Tamil Nadu

Participant 
roles in 
bullying- 
pro-bullying 
behavior and  
anti-bullying 
behavior

Participant Role 
Questionnaire 
(Salmivalli et al., 
1996)

N = 911; 
Grade 8th, 9th 
and 10th 

Girls nominate boys more on pro-bullying 
behaviors than on anti-bullying behaviors; 
Boys get significantly more across-gender 
nominations on pro-bullying behaviors 
(boys pro-bullying behavior μ = 0.53; SD = 
0.16; boys anti-bullying behavior μ = 0.66; 
SD = 0.16) / t(202.76) = 3.39, p < 0.01; d = 
0.40); For girls no such difference is found

Both genders nominate primarily 
within sex; No significant gender 
difference can be found in pro-
bullying and anti-bullying behaviors

Sethi, Setiya, 
and Kumar 
(2019) 

Rohtak, 
Haryana

Prevalence of 
school bullying

Korean-Peer 
Nomination 
Inventory (Perry 
DG, Kusel, & Perry 
LC, 1988)

N = 370 
(60.5% male); 
Age range = 
12 to 15 years

43% of school children were involved in 
bullying, victims = 19%, perpetrators = 18% 
and victim-perpetrators = 6%;
Boys outnumbered girls in all the 
three categories; 68% (p < .001) of the 
perpetrators belonged to high-income 
families; Fathers of perpetrators were more 
likely to have completed college than those 
of non-perpetrators (p = 0.043) 

Caste and SES contributed to 
distinguishing students who were 
involved in bullying behavior from 
those who were not
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Samanta, 
Mukherjee, 
Ghosh, and 
Dasgupta, 
(2012)

West Bengal Prevalence 
of bullying, 
protective 
factors, mental 
health, and 
violence

Questionnaire 
constructed 
following 
guidelines of 
global school-
based student 
health survey 
(UNICEF, 2001)

N = 199 (100% 
male); Age 
range= 13-15 
years; M age 
urban = 14.1, 
SD = 0.87; M 
age rural = 
15.32, SD = 
0.96 year 

Bullying in urban = 46.4%, rural= 17%; 
Fighting in urban = 53.8%, fighting in rural= 
26.3%

Mental health- and violence-related 
issues are prevalent more among 
urban students that among rural 
students

Sarkhel, 
Sinha, Arora, 
and DeSarkar, 
(2006)

Kanke, 
Jharkhand

Prevalence 
of conduct 
disorder and 
its’ subtypes, 
attention 
deficit 
hyperactivity 
disorder 
(ADHD), and 
bullying

Schedule 
for affective 
disorders and 
schizophrenia 
for school-age 
children-Present 
and lifetime 
version (K-SADS-
PL, Kazdin, 1996)

N = 240; Age 
range = 10 to 
15 year old

Bullying M in children with conduct disorder 
= 2.90, SD = 0.30

Lying, bullying and cruelty to animals 
are most commonly found symptoms 
in conduct disorder children

Schäfer et al. 
(2018)

Annamalai 
Nagar and 
Puducherry, 
Tamil Nadu

Participant 
roles in 
bullying- 
pro-bullying 
behavior and  
anti-bullying 
behavior

Participant Role 
Questionnaire 
(Salmivalli et al., 
1996)

N = 911; 
Grade 8th, 9th 
and 10th 

Girls nominate boys more on pro-bullying 
behaviors than on anti-bullying behaviors; 
Boys get significantly more across-gender 
nominations on pro-bullying behaviors 
(boys pro-bullying behavior μ = 0.53; SD = 
0.16; boys anti-bullying behavior μ = 0.66; 
SD = 0.16) / t(202.76) = 3.39, p < 0.01; d = 
0.40); For girls no such difference is found

Both genders nominate primarily 
within sex; No significant gender 
difference can be found in pro-
bullying and anti-bullying behaviors

Sethi, Setiya, 
and Kumar 
(2019) 

Rohtak, 
Haryana

Prevalence of 
school bullying

Korean-Peer 
Nomination 
Inventory (Perry 
DG, Kusel, & Perry 
LC, 1988)

N = 370 
(60.5% male); 
Age range = 
12 to 15 years

43% of school children were involved in 
bullying, victims = 19%, perpetrators = 18% 
and victim-perpetrators = 6%;
Boys outnumbered girls in all the 
three categories; 68% (p < .001) of the 
perpetrators belonged to high-income 
families; Fathers of perpetrators were more 
likely to have completed college than those 
of non-perpetrators (p = 0.043) 

Caste and SES contributed to 
distinguishing students who were 
involved in bullying behavior from 
those who were not
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Sharma, 
Kishore, 
Sharma, and 
Duggal (2017)

Delhi, New 
Delhi

Aggression, 
school 
bullying, cyber 
bullying, and 
gender

Illinois bully-
fight-victim scale 
(Hamburger, 
Basile, & Vivolo, 
2011)

N = 174 
(69.5% 
males); Age 
range = 11 to 
15 years

Prevalence of bullies: n = 27 (16%), fighting 
n = 20 (11%), victimization n = 30 (17%) in 
the preceding month; Males were more 
likely to bully and fight, and be victimized 
than females

Being a victim online is comparable to 
such incidents in-person

Sharma, 
Mehari, 
Kishore, 
Sharma, and 
Duggal (2020)

Delhi, New 
Delhi

Pilot 
evaluation of 
SETU violence 
prevention 
intervention, 
victimization, 
physical 
aggression, 
nonphysical 
aggression

Illinois bully 
fight victim scale 
(Espelage & Holt, 
2001) 

N = 95 (72.5% 
males) in 
intervention 
group, M age 
= 12.7 years; 
N = 108 (67% 
male) in 
comparison 
group, M age 
= 12.6 years

At baseline, girls were less likely to endorse 
aggression and victimization (t-values 
from 3.0 -5.1; p < 0.01). Victimization score 
at baseline: Intervention school M = 4.4, 
SD = 3.4, control school M = 4.1, SD = 3.3. 
Nonphysical aggression score at baseline: 
Intervention school M = 5.2, SD = 4.9, control 
school M = 4.6, SD = 4.7. Physical aggression 
score at baseline: Intervention school M = 
3.9, SD = 3.4, control school M = 3.8, SD = 3.2

At the 6-month follow-up, there was 
a significant decrease in frequency of 
nonphysical and physical aggression 
and victimization. Participants’ age 
and gender moderated effect of 
intervention on physical aggression. 
Girls showed greater change in 
physical aggression as compared 
to boys. The intervention was more 
effective for older age group (13-14 
years old) than younger age group 
(11-12 years old)

Shinde et 
al. (2018) ; 
Shinde et al. 
(2020)4

Nalanda 
District, Bihar

School 
climate, health 
outcomes, 
SEHER multi-
component 
intervention 

Beyond blue 
school climate 
questionnaire 
(BBSCQ; 
Sawyer et al., 
2010); Bullying 
Victimization 
questionnaire 
(Bond et al., 
2007)

Group 1 N = 
4524 (49% 
boys); Group 
2 N = 4046 
(54% boys); 
Group 3 N = 
4465 (56% 
boys); Age 
range = 13 to 
18 years

Bullying M: Group 1 = 0.75, SD = 1.5; Group 
2 = 0.85, SD = 1.6; Group 3 = 0.69, SD = 1.4; 
Victimization in past 12 months: Group 1 n = 
723 (16%); Group 2 n = 740, (18%); Group 3 n 
= 772 (17%);
Violence perpetration in 12 months: Group 1 
n = 579 (13%); Group 2 n = 610 (18%); Group 
3 n = 575 (13%); 

SEHER intervention has substantial 
beneficial effects on school climate 
and health-related outcomes when 
delivered by lay counsellors, but 
has no effects when delivered by 
teachers. At 17-month follow-up, 
SEHER intervention effects were 
greatest for frequency of bullying; 
violence victimization; and violence 
perpetration(Shinde et al., 2020)

Skrzypiec, 
Slee, and 
Sandhu (2015)

Patiala, Punjab Nature of 
bullying by 
using Photo-
story method

Photo-stories N = 33 (57.6% 
males); Age 
range = 12 
to 15 years, 
M age = 13.7 
years

37 % males (n = 7 of 19) and 21% females (n 
= 3 of 14) reported bullying victimization; 
84% of reported victims reported male 
perpetrators; n = 4 reported bullying 
victimization; n = 13 reports incidents of 
physical harassment

Reports of teasing using one’s 
family name (caste-based bullying) 
was commonly reported by some 
students; For females, sexual 
harassment or ‘eve-teasing’ was a 
common occurrence
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Sharma, 
Kishore, 
Sharma, and 
Duggal (2017)

Delhi, New 
Delhi

Aggression, 
school 
bullying, cyber 
bullying, and 
gender

Illinois bully-
fight-victim scale 
(Hamburger, 
Basile, & Vivolo, 
2011)

N = 174 
(69.5% 
males); Age 
range = 11 to 
15 years

Prevalence of bullies: n = 27 (16%), fighting 
n = 20 (11%), victimization n = 30 (17%) in 
the preceding month; Males were more 
likely to bully and fight, and be victimized 
than females

Being a victim online is comparable to 
such incidents in-person

Sharma, 
Mehari, 
Kishore, 
Sharma, and 
Duggal (2020)

Delhi, New 
Delhi

Pilot 
evaluation of 
SETU violence 
prevention 
intervention, 
victimization, 
physical 
aggression, 
nonphysical 
aggression

Illinois bully 
fight victim scale 
(Espelage & Holt, 
2001) 

N = 95 (72.5% 
males) in 
intervention 
group, M age 
= 12.7 years; 
N = 108 (67% 
male) in 
comparison 
group, M age 
= 12.6 years

At baseline, girls were less likely to endorse 
aggression and victimization (t-values 
from 3.0 -5.1; p < 0.01). Victimization score 
at baseline: Intervention school M = 4.4, 
SD = 3.4, control school M = 4.1, SD = 3.3. 
Nonphysical aggression score at baseline: 
Intervention school M = 5.2, SD = 4.9, control 
school M = 4.6, SD = 4.7. Physical aggression 
score at baseline: Intervention school M = 
3.9, SD = 3.4, control school M = 3.8, SD = 3.2

At the 6-month follow-up, there was 
a significant decrease in frequency of 
nonphysical and physical aggression 
and victimization. Participants’ age 
and gender moderated effect of 
intervention on physical aggression. 
Girls showed greater change in 
physical aggression as compared 
to boys. The intervention was more 
effective for older age group (13-14 
years old) than younger age group 
(11-12 years old)

Shinde et 
al. (2018) ; 
Shinde et al. 
(2020)4

Nalanda 
District, Bihar

School 
climate, health 
outcomes, 
SEHER multi-
component 
intervention 

Beyond blue 
school climate 
questionnaire 
(BBSCQ; 
Sawyer et al., 
2010); Bullying 
Victimization 
questionnaire 
(Bond et al., 
2007)

Group 1 N = 
4524 (49% 
boys); Group 
2 N = 4046 
(54% boys); 
Group 3 N = 
4465 (56% 
boys); Age 
range = 13 to 
18 years

Bullying M: Group 1 = 0.75, SD = 1.5; Group 
2 = 0.85, SD = 1.6; Group 3 = 0.69, SD = 1.4; 
Victimization in past 12 months: Group 1 n = 
723 (16%); Group 2 n = 740, (18%); Group 3 n 
= 772 (17%);
Violence perpetration in 12 months: Group 1 
n = 579 (13%); Group 2 n = 610 (18%); Group 
3 n = 575 (13%); 

SEHER intervention has substantial 
beneficial effects on school climate 
and health-related outcomes when 
delivered by lay counsellors, but 
has no effects when delivered by 
teachers. At 17-month follow-up, 
SEHER intervention effects were 
greatest for frequency of bullying; 
violence victimization; and violence 
perpetration(Shinde et al., 2020)

Skrzypiec, 
Slee, and 
Sandhu (2015)

Patiala, Punjab Nature of 
bullying by 
using Photo-
story method

Photo-stories N = 33 (57.6% 
males); Age 
range = 12 
to 15 years, 
M age = 13.7 
years

37 % males (n = 7 of 19) and 21% females (n 
= 3 of 14) reported bullying victimization; 
84% of reported victims reported male 
perpetrators; n = 4 reported bullying 
victimization; n = 13 reports incidents of 
physical harassment

Reports of teasing using one’s 
family name (caste-based bullying) 
was commonly reported by some 
students; For females, sexual 
harassment or ‘eve-teasing’ was a 
common occurrence
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Skrzypiec et 
al. (2018)

South Eastern 
Punjab

Bullying, peer 
aggression, 
and harm- 
perceived 
by intent, 
perceived 
harm, 
repetition 
and power 
imbalance

Student 
aggression and 
victimization 
questionnaire 
(SAVQ, Skrzypiec 
et al., 2015)

N = 531 
(11.3% 
females); Age 
range = 11 to 
16 years

53% victims of bullying in the preceding 
3 months; 36% victims of repeated 
aggression; 0.2% victims of singular 
intentional harm; 1% victims of 
unintentional harm; 0.2% not maltreated; 
10% children intentionally harmed through 
peer aggression; 91% reported being 
harmed from negative experiences with 
peers

Peer aggression experiences that do 
not meet the bullying criteria are also 
rated as harmful by victims

Skrzypiec, 
Slee, Sandhu, 
and Kaur 
(2018)

Patiala, Punjab Bullying, peer 
aggression- 
assessed by 
level of harm, 
intention, 
repetition 
and power 
imbalance

Olweus bullying 
questionnaire 
(Olweus, 1978); 
Peer Relations 
Questionnaire 
(Rigby & Slee, 
1991)

N =186 
(58.6% male); 
Age range 
= 11 to 15 
years; M age 
= 13.38, SD = 
0.91

59% reported some level of bullying; 43% 
classified as having been seriously bullied 
in the previous month; 17% mildly bullied; 
41% never bullied;
No gender difference (χ2 (2) = 3.85, p > 0.05, 
Cramer’s V = 0.15); Students who reported 
being seriously bullied had the highest 
victimization scores (F(2) = 9.7, p < 0.0001) 
and χ2(2) = 15.8, p< 0.0001);
n = 45 (24.19%) students who indicated that 
they had experienced five or more different 
acts of victimization reported that they had 
“never” been bullied in the previous month

While peer aggression may be 
normative, bullying is experienced 
by a much smaller proportion of 
students than self-reports indicate; 
There is confusion about the meaning 
of “being bullied”

Suresh and 
Tipandjan 
(2012)5

Puducherry, 
Tamil Nadu

Retrospective 
bullying 
in school, 
and college 
adjustment

Retrospective 
bullying 
questionnaire 
(Schäfer et al., 
2004)

N = 95 (62 
males)

No significant difference between gender in 
perceived seriousness of physical bullying 
during school

Victims of primary school had 
academic, interpersonal and 
self-esteem problems; Victims of 
secondary school had interpersonal, 
self-esteem and family problems; 
Victims of both, had all three 
problems. Thus, victimization in 
school associated with adjustment 
during college
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Skrzypiec et 
al. (2018)

South Eastern 
Punjab

Bullying, peer 
aggression, 
and harm- 
perceived 
by intent, 
perceived 
harm, 
repetition 
and power 
imbalance

Student 
aggression and 
victimization 
questionnaire 
(SAVQ, Skrzypiec 
et al., 2015)

N = 531 
(11.3% 
females); Age 
range = 11 to 
16 years

53% victims of bullying in the preceding 
3 months; 36% victims of repeated 
aggression; 0.2% victims of singular 
intentional harm; 1% victims of 
unintentional harm; 0.2% not maltreated; 
10% children intentionally harmed through 
peer aggression; 91% reported being 
harmed from negative experiences with 
peers

Peer aggression experiences that do 
not meet the bullying criteria are also 
rated as harmful by victims

Skrzypiec, 
Slee, Sandhu, 
and Kaur 
(2018)

Patiala, Punjab Bullying, peer 
aggression- 
assessed by 
level of harm, 
intention, 
repetition 
and power 
imbalance

Olweus bullying 
questionnaire 
(Olweus, 1978); 
Peer Relations 
Questionnaire 
(Rigby & Slee, 
1991)

N =186 
(58.6% male); 
Age range 
= 11 to 15 
years; M age 
= 13.38, SD = 
0.91

59% reported some level of bullying; 43% 
classified as having been seriously bullied 
in the previous month; 17% mildly bullied; 
41% never bullied;
No gender difference (χ2 (2) = 3.85, p > 0.05, 
Cramer’s V = 0.15); Students who reported 
being seriously bullied had the highest 
victimization scores (F(2) = 9.7, p < 0.0001) 
and χ2(2) = 15.8, p< 0.0001);
n = 45 (24.19%) students who indicated that 
they had experienced five or more different 
acts of victimization reported that they had 
“never” been bullied in the previous month

While peer aggression may be 
normative, bullying is experienced 
by a much smaller proportion of 
students than self-reports indicate; 
There is confusion about the meaning 
of “being bullied”

Suresh and 
Tipandjan 
(2012)5

Puducherry, 
Tamil Nadu

Retrospective 
bullying 
in school, 
and college 
adjustment

Retrospective 
bullying 
questionnaire 
(Schäfer et al., 
2004)

N = 95 (62 
males)

No significant difference between gender in 
perceived seriousness of physical bullying 
during school

Victims of primary school had 
academic, interpersonal and 
self-esteem problems; Victims of 
secondary school had interpersonal, 
self-esteem and family problems; 
Victims of both, had all three 
problems. Thus, victimization in 
school associated with adjustment 
during college
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Swain, 
Mohanan, 
Sanah, 
Sharma, and 
Ghosh (2014)

Udupi, 
Karnataka

Traffic rules, 
violence 
at school, 
and suicidal 
thoughts

Youth risk 
behavior survey 
(Centers for 
Disease Control 
and Prevention, 
2013)

N = 381 
(46.98% 
females); Age 
range = 15 to 
19 years

18% bullied others in the past month at the 
school campus; 30% were victims in the 
past 6 months; 11% were involved in serious 
fights; 10% had been slapped intentionally 
(14% boys); 19% of students’ property had 
been stolen or damaged by other students 
in school; n = 52  boys bullied someone 
compared with n = 18 girls bullying 
someone

Boys, students of 16 years of age, 
affected or victimized by violent 
activities at school and bullied by 
were determining factors for violence-
related behaviors after adjusting for 
other variables

TThakkar, Van 
Geel, Malda, 
Rippe, and 
Vedder (2020)

Indore, Madhya adhya 
PradeshPradesh

Bullying, 
victimization, 
psychopathy

Illinois bully 
fight victim scale 
(Espelage & Holt, 
2001); Dyadic 
peer nominations 
(Veenstra et al., 
2007)

N = 1120 (296 
girls) at T1, 
N = 1036 (274 
girls) at T2,
N = 1006 (282 
girls) at T3; 
M age = 13 
years

Bullies on self-reported scale: 6.3%, 7.6%, 
and 7.7% at T1, T2, and T3, Victims on self-
reported scale: 10.3%, 9%, and 8.6%  at T1, 
T2, and T3, Bully-Victims on self-reported 
scale: 5.6%, 5.0%, and 6.2% at T1, T2, and 
T3; Bullies on peer-reported scale: 10.8%, 
10.3%, and 15.1% at T1, T2, and T3, Victims 
on peer-reported scale: 10.3%, 17.6%, and 
12.8%  at T1, T2, and T3, Bully-Victims on 
self-reported scale: 2.9%, 2.7%, and 2.8% at 
T1, T2, and T3.

Gender predicted bullies at T2 
and bully-victims at T3 for the 
self-reported scale, where more 
boys classified as bullies and bully 
victims than girls. More general 
caste students qualified as victims 
as compared with non-general caste. 
Religion predicted victims at T1 and 
for the peer-reported scale, where 
non-Hindu children were significantly 
more likely to classify as victims than 
Hindu children. Psychopathic traits, 
when considered together, predicted 
bullying behavior in urban, school-
going youth

1  Study by Correia et al. (2009) and Donat et al. (2012) have the same Indian sample in their studies. 
However, the variables examining correlates and consequences of bullying are different in the studies, and thus for 
the purpose of our review, we include both studies.
2  Study by Khatri and Kupersmidt (2003) is based on a dissertation thesis submitted to University of North 
Carolina by the first author in 1996. For the purpose of our review, we consider the dissertation and the journal 
article as one inclusion since the participants as well as bullying reports are the same for both.
3  Study by Nguyen et al. (2017) and Nguyen et al. (2019) have the same Indian sample in their studies. 
However, the former paper focuses on prevalence and forms of bullying and victimization, whereas the latter one 
examines psychosocial outcomes of victimization, and thus, we include both studies separately in the present 
review.
4  Study includes reports from two articles (Shinde et al., 2018 and Shinde et al., 2020). The studies use an 
intervention design with the same sample, and include reports after 12 months follow-up and 17 months follow-
up of the design, both of which have been reported in point 32 in the present review. 
5  Study by Suresh and Tipandjan (2012) uses a retrospective bullying questionnaire with undergraduate 
college students. As the study focuses on bullying behavior in school retrospectively with adolescents, we 
included the study in the present review.
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Study 
(year of 
publication)

City, State Main variables 
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Swain, 
Mohanan, 
Sanah, 
Sharma, and 
Ghosh (2014)

Udupi, 
Karnataka

Traffic rules, 
violence 
at school, 
and suicidal 
thoughts

Youth risk 
behavior survey 
(Centers for 
Disease Control 
and Prevention, 
2013)

N = 381 
(46.98% 
females); Age 
range = 15 to 
19 years

18% bullied others in the past month at the 
school campus; 30% were victims in the 
past 6 months; 11% were involved in serious 
fights; 10% had been slapped intentionally 
(14% boys); 19% of students’ property had 
been stolen or damaged by other students 
in school; n = 52  boys bullied someone 
compared with n = 18 girls bullying 
someone

Boys, students of 16 years of age, 
affected or victimized by violent 
activities at school and bullied by 
were determining factors for violence-
related behaviors after adjusting for 
other variables

TThakkar, Van 
Geel, Malda, 
Rippe, and 
Vedder (2020)

Indore, Madhya adhya 
PradeshPradesh

Bullying, 
victimization, 
psychopathy

Illinois bully 
fight victim scale 
(Espelage & Holt, 
2001); Dyadic 
peer nominations 
(Veenstra et al., 
2007)

N = 1120 (296 
girls) at T1, 
N = 1036 (274 
girls) at T2,
N = 1006 (282 
girls) at T3; 
M age = 13 
years

Bullies on self-reported scale: 6.3%, 7.6%, 
and 7.7% at T1, T2, and T3, Victims on self-
reported scale: 10.3%, 9%, and 8.6%  at T1, 
T2, and T3, Bully-Victims on self-reported 
scale: 5.6%, 5.0%, and 6.2% at T1, T2, and 
T3; Bullies on peer-reported scale: 10.8%, 
10.3%, and 15.1% at T1, T2, and T3, Victims 
on peer-reported scale: 10.3%, 17.6%, and 
12.8%  at T1, T2, and T3, Bully-Victims on 
self-reported scale: 2.9%, 2.7%, and 2.8% at 
T1, T2, and T3.

Gender predicted bullies at T2 
and bully-victims at T3 for the 
self-reported scale, where more 
boys classified as bullies and bully 
victims than girls. More general 
caste students qualified as victims 
as compared with non-general caste. 
Religion predicted victims at T1 and 
for the peer-reported scale, where 
non-Hindu children were significantly 
more likely to classify as victims than 
Hindu children. Psychopathic traits, 
when considered together, predicted 
bullying behavior in urban, school-
going youth

1  Study by Correia et al. (2009) and Donat et al. (2012) have the same Indian sample in their studies. 
However, the variables examining correlates and consequences of bullying are different in the studies, and thus for 
the purpose of our review, we include both studies.
2  Study by Khatri and Kupersmidt (2003) is based on a dissertation thesis submitted to University of North 
Carolina by the first author in 1996. For the purpose of our review, we consider the dissertation and the journal 
article as one inclusion since the participants as well as bullying reports are the same for both.
3  Study by Nguyen et al. (2017) and Nguyen et al. (2019) have the same Indian sample in their studies. 
However, the former paper focuses on prevalence and forms of bullying and victimization, whereas the latter one 
examines psychosocial outcomes of victimization, and thus, we include both studies separately in the present 
review.
4  Study includes reports from two articles (Shinde et al., 2018 and Shinde et al., 2020). The studies use an 
intervention design with the same sample, and include reports after 12 months follow-up and 17 months follow-
up of the design, both of which have been reported in point 32 in the present review. 
5  Study by Suresh and Tipandjan (2012) uses a retrospective bullying questionnaire with undergraduate 
college students. As the study focuses on bullying behavior in school retrospectively with adolescents, we 
included the study in the present review.



Chapter 2

Risk Factors for Bullying and Victimization

Thirteen studies from India focus on the risk factors and correlates of bullying 

and victimization. Risk factors refer to variables that have the potential to increase 

or decrease the likelihood of bullying behaviors occurring (Olweus, 1996), whereas 

correlates of bullying behaviors focus on factors that are significantly associated 

with, and co-occur with, bullying behaviors. Risk factors for bullying and victimization 

identified through the review were body- weight (Patel et al., 2017), religion (Thakkar 

et al., 2020), and age (Malhi et al., 2015; Ramya & Kulkarni, 2011), and factors that 

were found to be significantly correlated to bullying behaviors were personality traits 

(neuroticism; Donat et al., 2012), academic performance (Patel et al., 2017), urban/

rural setting (Nguyen et al., 2017; Samanta et al., 2012), and father’s education level 

(Sethi et al., 2019). Factors that were found to be risks or correlates of bullying behavior 

in various studies included in the review, were caste-system of India (Kelly et al., 2016; 

Sethi et al., 2019; Thakkar et al., 2020), socio-economic status (Malhi et al., 2015; Sethi 

et al., 2019) and gender differences.

Studies focusing on the caste system of India reported contradictory findings 

ranging from ‘General’ caste students experiencing lower harassment (Kelly et al., 

2016), ‘General` caste students experiencing more victimization (Thakkar et al., 2020), 

to no differences between castes (Khatri & Kupersmidt, 1996). As regards the role of 

religion, Thakkar et al. (2020) reported that non-Hindu children were significantly more 

likely to classify as victims than Hindu children. For SES, Malhi et al. (2015) found a 

significant relationship between SES and victimization, with low SES students scoring 

higher on physical victimization, whereas high SES students scored higher on relational 

victimization. For gender comparison, although not fully consistent, most studies 

within India reported that boys scored higher than girls on bullying perpetration as 

well as bullying victimization (Narayanan & Betts, 2014; Nguyen et al., 2017; Patel et al., 
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2017; Pronk et al., 2016; Ramya & Kulkarni, 2011; Sethi et al., 2019; Sharma et al., 2017; 

Swain et al., 2014). Age was also found to have some, though inconsistent, relationship 

with bullying behavior in school (Malhi et al., 2015; Patel et al., 2017; Ramya & Kulkarni, 

2011). 

Consequences of Bullying

Being bullied was found to be associated with anxiety, depression, and 

preferring to stay alone (Kshirsagar et al., 2007). Also bullied children were more likely 

to report symptoms such as school phobia, vomiting, catastrophizing, self-blaming 

and sleep disturbances (Kshirsagar et al., 2007; Maji et al., 2016). Bully-victims had 

higher risk of conduct problems, hyperactivity, and academic difficulties, and while 

bullies were found to be better at academics, they had high self-esteem, and higher 

risk of hyperactivity and conduct problems (Malhi et al., 2014; Sarkhel et al., 2006). 

DISCUSSION
 Based on the syntheses of studies included in our review we draw the following 

conclusions: (a) Limitations in methodological characteristics of studies were identified 

with regard to sampling, instrumentation, data collection processes and presentation 

of findings and thus, conclusions from the included studies must be considered 

cautiously; (b) Bullying happens in India, as it does internationally, though the range of 

prevalence estimates varies widely across studies; (c) Name-calling, using bad words 

and other forms of relational and social bullying are common in India, and physical 

bullying is also prevalent; (d) Risk factors for bullying and victimization in India show 

some factors that are typical to the Indian context, for example, caste; and (e) Bullying 

is associated with adverse consequences for both, the aggressor and the victim, in 

India. 
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The current review notes that bullying is widely spread in India. However, 

available prevalence estimates vary largely across India, for bullying perpetration 

as well as for victimization. India is a geographically vast country, with enormous 

differences in regional socio-demographics (Charak & Koot, 2015), thereby constraining 

prevalence estimates to stratified regions. Scholars have noted that homogeneity 

within culture in India, like in many other countries, cannot be assumed (Panda & 

Gupta, 2004). Thus, generalizing regional prevalence estimates to be representative 

across India is questionable, calling attention to the need to conduct cross-regional 

and cross-cultural comparative studies of bullying behavior within the country. 

Furthermore, the type of instruments and their psychometric properties impact 

the findings of a study (Milfont & Fisher, 2010), thereby not only making prevalence 

estimates from studies in the present review questionable, but also warranting caution 

to conclusions. Also, conclusions about similarities or differences between the Indian 

and Western contexts require that metric invariance first be established to allow cross-

ethnic and cross-cultural comparisons (Milfont & Fisher, 2010). Of the 37 studies included 

in the present review, 22 studies provided descriptions of the psychometric properties 

of the instruments used, while 15 studies did not report the properties of instruments in 

their study raising concerns about comparability across studies in terms of instruments 

used. Furthermore, most studies on bullying in India adopted a quantitative method 

of data collection, where only 6 out of the included 37 in the present review used a 

qualitative approach to collect data for their research. The concerns about validity are 

increased by the over reliance on self-reports; we found that only 7 of the 37 studies 

used peer-reports, and 2 studies used self- as well as informant reports. In self-rating 

procedures pupils tend to underestimate their aggressive behavior and emphasize 

prosocial behavior on account of social desirability (Salmivalli et al., 1996). There is 

an urgent need to validate and standardize instruments, with special attention to peer 
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reports, that assess bullying behaviors and establish their generalizability to Indian 

samples, to attain unbiased reports of bullying behavior in India (Sousa & Rojjanasrirat, 

2011). 

Furthermore, only few studies included a sample that is sizable enough 

to provide firm, stable conclusions (Naing et al., 2006), and thus, the basis for the 

generalizability of the reports on the prevalence is very narrow. Ioannidis (2005) 

asserted that the smaller the sample sizes in a study, the smaller the power of the 

study, and consequently the higher the likelihood of the research findings to be 

affected by bias. Thus, we emphasize the need to conduct more studies across India, 

with proportional sample sizes for objective, less biased conclusions regarding bullying 

behavior. Also, the purposive selection of participants in 25 of the 37 included studies 

poses a potential threat to the validity of findings. In future studies, random sampling 

approaches should be used to study bullying in India. 

Furthermore, we observe that there are only two longitudinal studies from 

India (Nguyen et al., 2019; Thakkar et al., 2020). Longitudinal studies help disentangle 

antecedents and consequents, to estimate the inter-individual variability in intra-

individual (or within-person) patterns of change (Curran et al., 2010), allowing 

investigations of the sequence of occurrence of bullying with its risks and outcomes. 

Additionally, several studies in the present review report the adverse effects of bullying, 

however, the magnitude of these effects remains unclear. Only two of the 37 included 

studies were experimental studies with pre- and post-test intervention designs 

(Sharma et al., 2020; Shinde et al., 2018; 2020), which also underlines the urgent need 

to conduct fundamental indigenous research on the topic of bullying behaviors so 

that future research focusing on effective and tailor-cut interventions can be modeled 

for the Indian context. Also, given that most studies included were cross-sectional, 

cause and effect reasoning for bullying behavior remains elusive in India, and warrants 
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further attention. 

Lastly, we emphasize that risk factors of bullying need to be studied in light of 

the Indian culture to understand its meaning and relevance in the culture (Smith et 

al., 2018). In western literature as well, several recent studies have indicated a growing 

need to study bullying in relation to its broader socio-cultural context (Graham, 2016). 

This is imperative in the Indian context given the contextual-development perspective 

(Chen & French, 2008), which suggests that in collectivistic countries like India, context 

is more likely to affect evaluations of socially acceptable behavior and experiences, 

rather than individual attributes. Given the diversity and population density of India, 

considerable disparities and inequalities co-exist between cultures and also within the 

sub-groups of particular cultures (Panda & Gupta, 2004). For instance, factors such as 

caste, dissimilarities between urban and rural youth, and the range of SES as observed 

in India, can help in better, more deeply understanding bullying. 

Conclusions and Implications for Future Research

This review contributes valuable findings in the field of bullying and victimization 

in India. However, it has been noted that conducting research in India comes with 

its own set of logistical and contextual challenges (Smith et al., 2018), and thus the 

conclusions drawn through the review must be considered with due caution given 

methodological limitations of the included studies. The quality of research conducted 

in India has scope of improvement in terms of methodological rigor, data collection 

processes, instrumentation, and presentation of the findings.  

The present study is limited in capacity as it does not include a report on 

cyberbullying, and thus future research on the topic of cyberbullying is necessitated 

within the Indian context. Furthermore, terms such as “aggression” and “discrimination” 

were not used as search terms in the current study. However, bullying is a form of 

aggression, and discrimination could be, in some cases, strongly tied to bullying 
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(Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002). Future studies should pay more attention to the relations 

between bullying and discrimination. 

In contrast to the large body of research on bullying from western countries 

where findings have been reproduced with a delimited adolescent population 

insistently, data from India is scanty. India accommodates the largest adolescent 

population in the world, providing a potential reservoir of relatively untapped 

resources, that could provide in-depth knowledge of causes and consequences of 

bullying and victimization. Given its special cultural context, there is considerable 

scope to scrutinize cultural contexts of bullying behavior in India that could assist in 

revealing novel insights, such as the role of socio-economic distance between different 

sects of society in low to middle income countries. Such insights might facilitate the 

conception of dynamic intervention designs for not only the Indian population, but 

also for western populations. Future studies that compare how bullying happens in the 

western and Indian context would also help shed further light on this topic.


