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Abstract

:

Future orientation can be defined as an individual’s thoughts, beliefs, plans, and hopes for the future. Earlier research has shown adolescents’ future orientation to predict outcomes later in life, which makes it relevant to analyze differences in future orientation among youth. The aim of the present study was to analyze if bullying victimization was associated with an increased likelihood of reporting a pessimistic future orientation among school youth. To be able to distinguish between victims and bully-victims (i.e., students who are both bullies and victims), we also took perpetration into account. The data were derived from the Stockholm School Survey performed in 2016 among ninth grade students (ages 15–16 years) (n = 5144). Future orientation and involvement in school bullying and in cyberbullying were based on self-reports. The statistical method used was binary logistic regression. The results demonstrated that victims and bully-victims of school bullying and of cyberbullying were more likely to report a pessimistic future orientation compared with students not involved in bullying. These associations were shown also when involvement in school bullying and cyberbullying were mutually adjusted. The findings underline the importance of anti-bullying measures that target both school bullying and cyberbullying.






Keywords:


future orientation; future expectations; bullying victimization; bullying perpetration; well-being; school












1. Introduction


Future orientation can be defined as an individual’s thoughts, beliefs, plans, and hopes for the future [1]. While people formulate beliefs and hopes for the future across the entire life course, thoughts and plans about one’s future are of special relevance during adolescence and young adulthood, as this is a period of life when people tend to choose a direction for their education, occupation, and other central aspects of life [2,3]. Future orientation can be separated into three components: a cognitive, a motivational, and an affective one. The affective component, referring to the degree of optimism or pessimism towards one’s future, is the most commonly studied aspect of future orientation [4]. The affective component of future orientation is also the one focused upon in the present study.



Previous studies have indicated that future orientation is an independent predictor of outcomes later in life. For instance, adjusting for household socioeconomic status in childhood, adolescents’ future orientation, reported at the age of 12–13 years, has been shown to predict both labor market attachment and premature death in adulthood [5,6]. An earlier study has also shown that a positive future orientation protects against feelings of hopelessness and depressive symptoms among adolescents exposed to familial and peer emotional victimization [7], indicating that an optimistic future orientation may act as a buffering resource. Less is however known about the direct association between bullying victimization and future orientation. The overall aim of the present study is to assess whether bullying victimization is associated with a greater likelihood of reporting a pessimistic future orientation, using large-scale survey data collected in 2016 among ninth grade students (ages 15–16 years) in Stockholm, Sweden.



Bullying is commonly defined as repeated negative actions performed by one or more other persons and directed towards an individual [8]. Such negative actions may be direct, either physical (e.g., hitting, kicking) or verbal (teasing, calling names), and they may be indirect (e.g., ostracism). Beside the element of repetition, central features of bullying include the existence of an actual or a perceived power imbalance between the perpetrator(s) and the victim, and that the negative actions are intended to do harm [9]. In an international perspective, Sweden has low rates of bullying. For instance, in the international Health Behaviour of School-aged Children (HBSC) study of 2013/14, nine percent of ninth grade students in Sweden reported to have been bullied at school at least once during the past couple of months (HBSC average: 23 percent). With regards to cyberbullying, in the same survey, six percent of Swedish ninth grade students reported to have been cyberbullied by messages at least once (HBSC average: 11 percent) and six percent to have been cyberbullied by pictures at least once (HBSC average: nine percent) [10].



According to symbolic interactionism [11], an individual’s perception of his or her “self” is constructed and shaped in the social interaction with others. As a result of the repeated exposure to negative actions by the part of others, bullied students may perceive themselves in negative light [12,13]. Feelings of shame indicate that an individual does not fulfil the group standards [14]. Given the significant role of group membership for adolescents’ self-esteem and identity formation [15], being excluded from the peer group may invoke feelings not only of shame, but also of low self-worth and depressive feelings. Indeed, a significant amount of research has shown that being bullied is positively associated with psychosomatic problems [16], but also with lower well-being in terms of poorer self-esteem [17] and lower health-related quality of life [18]. It seems reasonable to assume that the experience of being bullied may be reflected also through a pessimistic view of one’s future, although empirical knowledge about this association is lacking. Some previous studies have reported an association between a pessimistic future orientation and involvement in bullying perpetration [19,20,21]. The association was interpreted in light of other studies that reported links between a pessimistic future orientation and a greater likelihood of engaging in problem behaviors [1,4]. Thus, in these studies, low future orientation was investigated as a dependent, rather than an independent factor. While both directions of the relationship between future orientation and bullying experience are reasonable when focusing on perpetration, concerning bullying victimization, it is most logical to consider future orientation as an outcome.



However, from previous research we know that not only the victims of bullying, but also the perpetrators, report more psychosomatic problems than those not involved in bullying [16]. In addition, there also exists some overlapping between the groups, in that some individuals are both victims and perpetrators [16]. This category of students, often labelled “bully-victims”, tend to report the worst mental health [12,22]. Accordingly, when analyzing bullying victimization in relation to various types of outcomes, it is an advantage to also take perpetration into account, since distinguishing between students who are only victims and those who are bully-victims entails a more fine-grained picture. It is a strength of the current study that we were able to do this.



Furthermore, some empirical studies distinguish between school bullying and cyberbullying. The former concept covers types of bullying that are performed in the school setting, whereas cyberbullying is conceptualized as being performed electronically through computers and mobile phones. The two forms of bullying have many features in common, but there are also differences. School bullying is most often performed face-to-face in the school setting. In contrast, cyberbullying is not restricted by time and place, but can occur anytime and anywhere. In addition, due to its digital nature, acts of cyberbullying can easily be repeated and also witnessed by a wider audience [23]. While there is an overlap in students’ involvement in school bullying and cyberbullying [23,24,25,26,27,28], studies have shown that involvement in these two forms of bullying have independent negative associations with students’ psychological health [23,26,29,30,31]. Accordingly, we hypothesize that victimization of school bullying and of cyberbullying are independently associated with students’ future orientation, too.



The aim of this study was to analyze the association between bullying victimization and future orientation among students, whilst also taking into account perpetration. We studied victimization of both school bullying and of cyberbullying. Our hypotheses were:

Hypothesis 1 (H1).

Victimization of school bullying is associated with an increased likelihood of reporting a pessimistic future orientation, also when adjusting for perpetration of school bullying.





Hypothesis 2 (H2).

Victimization of cyberbullying is associated with an increased likelihood of reporting a pessimistic future orientation, also when adjusting for perpetration of cyberbullying.





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

The associations postulated in H1 and H2 exist independently of each other.








2. Methods


2.1. Data Material


The Stockholm School Survey (SSS) is a repeated cross-sectional survey performed every two years among students in the ninth grade of elementary school (ages 15–16 years) and in the second grade of upper secondary school (ages 17–18 years) in all public schools and a number of independent schools in Stockholm municipality. Students complete the questionnaires by paper and pencil in the classroom. The survey includes questions on risk behaviors such as alcohol use, drug use, smoking and delinquent behavior, but also covers areas such as bullying, school climate, and health [12,23,32,33,34,35,36,37]. The 2016 survey also included a question on students’ future orientation. In the present study, we analyzed this newly collected data among students in the ninth grade of elementary school. The response rate was 78 percent [32], resulting in a total of 6465 participating students. Observations with internal non-response on any of the variables used in the analyses were omitted, i.e., listwise deletion (n = 1321), leading to a study sample of 5144 students.



Since the Stockholm School Survey is completed anonymously and the students do not provide any information on personal identification, the Regional Ethical Review Board of Stockholm has declared that the data are not subject to consideration for ethical approval (2010/241-31/5).



Measures


Future orientation was captured by the question, “If you compare your future prospects to those of most others of your age, do you believe that yours are worse, just as good, or better?” with five response categories: (1) “Much worse”; (2) “Slightly worse”; (3) “Just as good”; (4) “Slightly better” and (5) “Much better”. The first two response categories were classified as “Pessimistic” and contrasted against the three latter which were classified as “Not pessimistic”. The measure has been used previously [6,38].



School bullying was constructed from two questions, one about victimization and one about perpetration. School bullying victimization was assessed from the question: “During the past school year, how often have you been bullied or harassed at school?” with the response categories (1) “I have not been bullied”; (2) “It has happened occasionally”; (3) “2 or 3 times a month”; (4) “About once a week” and (5) “Several times a week”. Being a victim of school bullying was defined as having been bullied or harassed two to three times a month or more often. School bullying perpetration was captured by the question: “Have you taken part in the bullying or harassment of other students this school year?” with the same response categories as for victimization, as well as the category “Don’t know”. Being a perpetrator of school bullying was defined as having bullied other students two to three times a month or more often. Students who responded “Don’t know” were coded as missing (n = 149). Based on these two measures, four categories of school bullying were created: not involved, victim only, bully only, and bully-victim. The items have been used in previous studies [12,33,35,36]. These questions were asked after the opening question, “Have you felt bullied or harassed at school this school year?”, with the response option, “No”, and a list of non-mutually exclusive items on different types of victimization: “I have been mocked, ridiculed, called names or been teased in an unpleasant and hurtful way”; “I have been frozen out by other students”; “I have been hit, kicked, pushed or locked in”; “Another student has spread lies or false rumors about me and tried to get others to dislike me”; “Someone has taken money or something else from me, or other things of mine have been ruined”; “I have been threatened or forced to do things I didn’t want to do”; “Teachers have psyched me out or been mean in another way to me” and “I have been bullied in another way”. Students who had only ticked that they were bullied by a teacher, and none of the other statements, were not classified as being bullied in the present study.



Cyberbullying was constructed from two questions which were posed immediately after the questions on school bullying, one about victimization and one about perpetration. Cyberbullying victimization was measured through the question “Have you been bullied or harassed on the Internet or by text messaging (SMS/MMS) this school year?” The response categories were “Yes”, “No”, and “Don’t know” where the last category was coded as missing (n = 338). Cyberbullying perpetration was assessed through the question “Have you taken part in the bullying or harassment of other students on the Internet or by text messaging this school year?” Also for this question, the response categories were “Yes”, “No”, and, “Don’t know”, with the last category coded as missing (n = 218). Based on these two measures, four categories of cyberbullying were created: not involved, victim only, bully only, and bully-victim. The items have been used in previous studies [23,36,37].



A set of socio-demographic characteristics were included as control variables.



Gender was measured by the question “Are you a boy or a girl?” The response categories were “Boy” and “Girl”.



Family structure was measured through the question, “Which people do you live with?” and a list of boxes to be marked. Those who marked “Mother” and “Father” were categorized as living with two parents in one household and were contrasted against all others.



Parental university education was captured by the question “What is the highest education your parents have?” The response categories (to be marked for mother and father separately) were: “Old elementary school (folkskola) or elementary school (max nine years schooling)”, “Upper secondary school”, “University and university college”, and “Don’t know”. Students who marked “University and university college” for one or both parents were classified as having at least one parent with university education, and contrasted against all others. Although reliability in adolescents’ reports on their parents’ education is known to be limited, and with relatively high levels of non-response [39,40], this variable was used as a proxy for parental university education.



Migration background was assessed by the question “How long have you lived in Sweden?” The response categories were “All my life”, “10 years or more”, “5–9 years” and “Less than five years”. The variable was dichotomized to capture students who had lived in Sweden at least 10 years (i.e., approximately during the elementary school years) vs. those who had lived in Sweden less than 10 years.





2.2. Statistical Method


Since the outcome was dichotomous, binary logistic regression analysis was applied, using the “logistic” command in Stata 15. To adjust for the fact that students were nested in schools, robust standard errors clustering at the school level were estimated using Stata’s “robust cluster” command. The 5144 students in the study sample were distributed across 125 schools.





3. Results


Descriptives of the data are presented in Table 1. According to our operationalization, 17.0% of the students reported to have a pessimistic future orientation. Relatively small shares of students were involved in school bullying: 4.1% reported to be victims of school bullying, 1.7% to be bullies, and 0.5% to be both bullies and victims. Cyberbullying was more common, which is most likely due to the fact that the measures of cyberbullying do not take frequency into consideration—only whether or not it has occurred during the past school year. In all, 8.1% of the students reported to be victims of cyberbullying, 2.0% to be bullies, and 2.2% to be both bullies and victims of cyberbullying. In the Appendix A, Table A1, descriptive statistics are presented for the cases that were excluded due to listwise deletion.



Table 2 presents the correspondence between students’ involvement in school bullying and cyberbullying, respectively. The percentages show that there was a clear, but far from perfect, overlap between involvement in school bullying and cyberbullying.



Table 3 demonstrates the distribution of students reporting a pessimistic future orientation by involvement in school bullying and in cyberbullying, respectively. For both forms of bullying, having a pessimistic view of one’s future was more common among victims and bully-victims, but also among perpetrators, compared with students who were not involved. For both forms of bullying, the largest proportions of students with a pessimistic future orientation were found in the bully-victim category, followed by the victim only category.



Results from binary logistic regression analyses are presented in Table 4. The estimates shown are odds ratios which demonstrate the likelihood of reporting a pessimistic future orientation. The column labeled “Crude” presents analyses that include one independent variable at a time, adjusted only for gender, while Models 1–3 adjust simultaneously for bullying and the control variables. The results from the crude analyses showed that, adjusting only for gender, victims and bully-victims of both school bullying and of cyberbullying had a higher likelihood of reporting a pessimistic future orientation compared with those who were not involved in bullying at all. For both types of bullying, the estimates were strongest for the bully-victim categories. In addition, students who were only bullies also displayed an increased likelihood of reporting a pessimistic future orientation. Model 1 includes school bullying and the full set of control variables. Compared to the results from the crude analysis, the estimates of victims only and of bully-victims were slightly altered but remained statistically significant, whereas the estimate of bullies only turned non-significant. Model 2 includes cyberbullying and the full set of control variables. As an analogue to school bullying, being a victim only or a bully-victim of cyberbullying remained substantially and significantly linked to an increased likelihood of reporting a pessimistic future orientation, while the estimate of being a bully only was no longer statistically significant. In Model 3, mutually adjusting for school bullying and cyberbullying as well as the full set of control variables, all estimates of the bullying categories were somewhat attenuated. Yet, for victims and bully-victims of school bullying and of cyberbullying, the associations with a pessimistic future orientation remained substantial and statistically significant. However, for students classified as “bullies only”, the associations with future orientation were not statistically significant—neither for school bullying nor cyberbullying.




4. Discussion


This study hypothesized that victimization of school bullying and of cyberbullying was associated with an increased likelihood of reporting a pessimistic future orientation. It also hypothesized that victimization of school bullying and of cyberbullying demonstrate independent associations with a pessimistic future orientation. Using recent survey data collected among students in Stockholm, we showed that both victims and bully-victims of school bullying and of cyberbullying were more likely to report a pessimistic future orientation than those who were not involved in bullying. The finding was expected. Being bullied is a manifestation of the group’s disapproval of an individual, which can evoke feelings of shame as well as a negative self-perception. Earlier studies have demonstrated that victimization is linked to more psychosomatic problems [16], but also to poorer self-esteem [17] and lower health-related quality of life [18], and it seems reasonable to assume that feelings of shame and a negative self-perception can imply also a pessimistic view of one’s own future. This study is, to the best of our knowledge, among the first to show that victimization is associated with a pessimistic future orientation.



In support of earlier studies of the associations between different forms of bullying and psychological health [23,26,29,30,31], we found that being a victim or a bully-victim of school bullying or of cyberbullying demonstrated independent associations with the likelihood of reporting a pessimistic future orientation. This may partly have to do with the fact that although involvement in school bullying and in cyberbullying overlap, it is not the exact same individuals who are involved in the two forms of bullying in the same ways. Another, non-mutually exclusive, possible explanation is that since both school bullying and cyberbullying have unique features, they may also have independent effects on students’ future orientation.



Some earlier studies have reported a link between a pessimistic future orientation and perpetration of bullying [19,20,21]. In this study, we did not find that students who were “bullies only” of school bullying or of cyberbullying were more likely to report a pessimistic future orientation compared with those who were not involved. One possible explanation of this discrepancy of results is that we took into account both victimization and perpetration in the analyses, investigating categories of involvement in bullying and their associations with future orientation.



In light of earlier longitudinal studies which have shown that adolescents’ future orientation, reported at the age of 12–13 years, predicts their actual future in terms of labor market outcomes in adulthood but also premature death, even when adjusting for socioeconomic background in childhood [5,6], the findings of the present study are important. Accordingly, the result that being a victim or a bully-victim of school bullying or of cyberbullying was linked with a greater likelihood of a pessimistic future orientation, which in turn could have negative effects on outcomes later in life [5,6], emphasizes the importance of efficient anti-bullying measures.



While the present study has several merits, most notably the large-scale data material which made it possible to study victimization of both school bullying and of cyberbullying and their links to students’ future orientation, there are also limitations. Since the data were cross-sectional we were not able to investigate the direction of the causality between bullying victimization and future orientation. While it seems intuitively plausible that bullying victimization can cause a pessimistic future orientation, this may not necessarily be the case for perpetration. Yet, given the certain overlap between victimization and perpetration, we included both aspects to be able to refine the different categories of involvement in bullying. To empirically disentangle the causal relationships between bullying victimization and future orientation would however require longitudinal data. Furthermore, we cannot rule out the possibility of confounding, i.e., that there were characteristics or experiences among students which affected both the risk of bullying victimization and their future orientation. Another limitation concerns the rather high internal non-response, as well as the related fact that a number of students who answered “Don’t know” to the questions on school bullying perpetration and cyberbullying victimization and perpetration were excluded from the analyses. Furthermore, the measures have not been formally validated. Yet, the shares of students involved in school bullying and in cyberbullying reported here do not deviate substantially from those reported in other investigations of the same age group. In the Swedish part of the Health Behaviour of School-aged Children (HBSC) study of 2013/14, about three percent of ninth grade students reported to have been bullied at least 2–3 times a month during the past months, and about 2 per cent to have bullied others [41]. In the same survey, about six percent of ninth grade students reported to have been cyberbullied by messages and about six percent to have been cyberbullied by pictures at least once during the past months [10,41] (there was no question on cyberbullying perpetration). Furthermore, the descriptives of the study sample and of the students that were excluded due to listwise deletion, respectively, indicated that overall the attrition was not heavily skewed in relation to the variables under study, although it should be acknowledged that in particular perpetrators of bullying were somewhat underrepresented in the study sample. Finally, the analyses were based on data collected among students in Stockholm, implying that the scope of the generalizability to other contexts is limited. While studies of cross-national data have demonstrated that school bullying and cyberbullying are less common in Sweden than in other countries [10], future research should investigate whether victimization of school bullying and of cyberbullying is linked with a more pessimistic future orientation also in countries with higher rates of bullying. An implication of the relatively low prevalence of bullying in Sweden is also that, despite our large-scale data, some of the categories under study contained rather small numbers of individuals. Thus, in particular the results regarding the school bullying category “bully-victim” should be interpreted with some caution. The relatively small numbers of students involved in bullying also refrained us from analyzing how different combinations of involvement in school bullying and in cyberbullying were associated with future orientation. Assessing the interactive effects of different forms of bullying on students’ future orientation is a relevant task for future research.




5. Conclusions


The present study demonstrated that being a victim or a bully-victim of school bullying or of cyberbullying was linked with an increased likelihood of a pessimistic future orientation. The results reflect and extend earlier research which has shown that victimization is associated with more psychosomatic problems [16], lower self-esteem [17] and poorer health-related quality of life [18], and that involvement in school bullying and in cyberbullying have independent effects on student health outcomes [23,26,29,30,31]. To conclude, the present study contributes to the literature by showing an association between victimization and a pessimistic future orientation. Not least since earlier longitudinal studies have demonstrated direct associations between a pessimistic future orientation in adolescence and adverse outcomes later in life [5,6], the findings of this study underline the importance of effective anti-bullying measures that target both traditional school bullying and cyberbullying.
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Table A1. Descriptives of the cases excluded due to listwise deletion (n = 1321).






Table A1. Descriptives of the cases excluded due to listwise deletion (n = 1321).





	

	
Cases Excluded Due to Listwise Deletion




	
Variables

	
n

	
%






	
Future orientation

	

	




	
Not pessimistic

	
822

	
77.8




	
Pessimistic

	
234

	
22.2




	
Missing

	
265

	




	
School bullying

	

	




	
Not involved

	
830

	
91.3




	
Victim only

	
41

	
4.5




	
Bully only

	
32

	
3.5




	
Bully-victim

	
6

	
0.7




	
Missing

	
412

	




	
Cyberbullying

	

	




	
Not involved

	
535

	
86.2




	
Victim only

	
43

	
6.9




	
Bully only

	
26

	
4.2




	
Bully-victim

	
17

	
2.7




	
Missing

	
700

	




	
Family structure

	

	




	
Two parents in the same household

	
809

	
61.2




	
Other

	
512

	
38.8




	
Missing

	
0

	




	
Parental university education

	

	




	
No parent

	
527

	
39.9




	
At least one parent

	
794

	
60.1




	
Missing

	
0

	




	
Migration background

	

	




	
≥10 years in Sweden

	
1132

	
87.9




	
<10 years in Sweden

	
156

	
12.1




	
Missing

	
33

	




	
Sex

	

	




	
Boys

	
569

	
52.8




	
Girls

	
509

	
47.2




	
Missing

	
243

	











References


	



Stoddard, S.A.; Zimmerman, M.A.; Bauermeister, J.A. Thinking about the future as a way to succeed in the present. A longitudinal study of future orientation and violent behaviors among African American youth. Am. J. Commun. Psychol. 2011, 48, 238–246. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Nurmi, J.-E. How do adolescents see their future? A review of the development of future orientation and planning. Dev. Rev. 1991, 11, 1–59. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chua, L.W.; Milfont, T.L.; Jose, P.E. Coping skills help explain how future-oriented adolescents accrue greater well-being over time. J. Youth Adolesc. 2015, 44, 2028–2041. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Chen, P.; Vazsonyi, A.T. Future orientation, school contexts, and problem behaviors: A multilevel study. J. Youth Adolesc. 2013, 42, 67–81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Alm, S. The worried, the competitive and the indifferent. Approaches to the future in youth, their structural roots and outcomes in adult life. Futures 2011, 43, 552–562. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Halleröd, B. What do children know about their future? Do children’s expectations predict outcomes in middle age? Soc. Forces 2011, 90, 65–84. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hamilton, J.L.; Connolly, S.L.; Liu, R.T.; Stange, J.T.; Abramson, L.Y.; Alloy, L.B. It Gets Better: Future Orientation Buffers the Development of Hopelessness and Depressive Symptoms following Emotional Victimization during Early Adolescence. J. Abnorm. Child Psychol. 2015, 43, 465–474. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Olweus, D. Bullying at School. What We Know and What We Can Do; Liber: Stockholm, Sweden, 1991. [Google Scholar]

	



Wolke, D.; Lereya, S.T. Long-term effects of bullying. Arch. Dis. Child. 2015, 100, 879–885. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Inchley, J.; Currie, D.; Young, T.; Samdal, O.; Torsheim, T.; Augustson, L.; Mathison, F.; Aleman-Diaz, A.; Molcho, M.; Weber, M.; et al. (Eds.) Growing up Unequal: Gender and Socioeconomic Differences in Young People’s Health and Well-Being. Health Behaviour in School-Aged Children (HBSC) Study: International Report from the 2013/14 Survey; WHO, Regional Office for Europe: Copenhagen, Denmark, 2016. [Google Scholar]

	



Mead, G.H. Mind, Self and Society; Chicago University Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 1934. [Google Scholar]

	



Modin, B.; Låftman, S.B.; Östberg, V. Bullying in context. An analysis of psychosomatic complaints among adolescents in Stockholm. J. Sch. Violence 2015, 14, 382–404. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Östberg, V.; Modin, B.; Låftman, S.B. Exposure to school bullying and psychological health in young adulthood: A prospective 10-year follow-up study. J. Sch. Violence 2018, 17, 194–209. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gilbert, P. Evolution, social roles, and the differences in shame and guilt. Soc. Res. 2003, 70, 1205–1230. [Google Scholar]

	



Östberg, V.; Låftman, S.B.; Modin, B.; Lindfors, P. Bullying as a Stressor in Mid-Adolescent Girls and Boys–Associations with Perceived Stress, Recurrent Pain, and Salivary Cortisol. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 364. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gini, G.; Pozzoli, T. Association between bullying and psychosomatic problems: A meta-analysis. Pediatrics 2009, 123, 1059–1065. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Tsaousis, I. The relationship of self-esteem to bullying perpetration and peer victimization among schoolchildren and adolescents: A meta-analytic review. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2016, 31, 186–199. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fantaguzzi, C.; Allen, E.; Miners, A.; Christie, D.; Opondo, C.; Sadique, Z.; Fletcher, A.; Grieve, R.; Bonell, C.; Viner, R.M.; et al. Health-related quality of life associated with bullying and aggression: A cross-sectional study in English secondary schools. Eur. J. Health Econ. 2017. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gao, S.L.; Chan, K.L. Future Orientation and School Bullying Among Adolescents in Rural China: The Mediating Role of School Bonding. SAGE Open 2015, 1–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef][Green Version]

	



Stoddard, S.A.; Varela, J.J.; Zimmerman, M.A. Future expectations, attitude towards violence, and bullying perpetration during early adolescence: A mediation evaluation. Nurs. Res. 2015, 64, 422–433. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Schmidt, C.J.; Pierce, J.; Stoddard, S.A. The mediating effect of future expectations on the relationship between neighborhood context and adolescent bullying perpetration. J. Commun. Psychol. 2016, 44, 232–248. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kaltiala-Heino, M.; Rimpelä, M.; Rantanen, P.; Rimpelä, A. Bullying at school: An indicator of adolescents at risk for mental disorders. J. Adolesc. 2000, 23, 661–674. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Låftman, S.B.; Modin, B.; Östberg, V. Cyberbullying and subjective health: A large-scale study of students in Stockholm, Sweden. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2013, 35, 112–119. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kowalski, R.M.; Giumetti, G.W.; Schroeder, A.N.; Lattanner, M.R. Bullying in the digital age: A critical review and meta-analysis of cyberbullying research among youth. Psychol. Bull. 2014, 140, 1073–1137. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Kowalski, R.M.; Limber, S.P. Psychological, physical, and academic correlates of cyberbullying and traditional bullying. J. Adolesc. Health 2013, 53, S13–S20. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fridh, S.; Lindström, M.; Rosvall, M. Subjective health complaints in adolescent victims of cyber harassment: Moderation through support from parents/friends—A Swedish population-based study. BMC Public Health 2015, 15, 949. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Waasdorp, T.E.; Bradshaw, C.P. The overlap between cyberbullying and traditional bullying. J. Adolesc. Health 2015, 56, 483–488. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Vaillancourt, T.; Faris, R.; Mishna, F. Cyberbullying in children and youth: Implications for health and clinical practice. Can. J. Psychiatr. 2017, 62, 368–373. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Bonanno, R.A.; Hymel, S. Cyber bullying and internalizing difficulties: Above and beyond the impact of traditional forms of bullying. J. Youth Adolesc. 2013, 42, 685–697. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Widgerson, S.; Lynch, M. Cyber- and traditional peer victimization: Unique relationships with adolescent well-being. Psychol. Violence 2013, 3, 297–309. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kim, S.; Colwell, S.R.; Kata, A.; Boyle, M.H.; Georgiades, K. Cyberbullying victimization and adolescent mental health: Evidence of differential effects by sex and mental health problem type. J. Youth Adolesc. 2017, 47, 661–672. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Stockholm Municipality. Stockholmsenkäten Årsrapport 2016 Avdelningen för Stadsövergripande Sociala Frågor. 2016. Available online: http://www.stockholm.se/PageFiles/738426/Stockholmsenk%C3%A4ten%20%C3%85rsrapport%202016.pdf (accessed on 17 December 2017).

	



Modin, B.; Östberg, V. School climate and psychosomatic health: A multilevel analysis. Sch. Eff. Sch. Improv. 2009, 20, 433–455. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sandahl, J. School climate and delinquency—On the significance of the perceived social and learning climate in school for refraining from offending. J. Scand. Stud. Criminol. Crime Prev. 2016, 2, 110–130. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Modin, B.; Låftman, S.B.; Östberg, V. Teacher rated school ethos and student reported bullying—A multilevel study of upper secondary schools in Stockholm, Sweden. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2017, 14, 1565. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Olsson, G.; Låftman, S.B.; Modin, B. School collective efficacy and bullying behaviour: A multilevel study. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2017, 14, 1607. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Låftman, S.B.; Östberg, V.; Modin, B. School leadership and cyberbullying—A multilevel analysis. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2017, 14, 1226. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Alm, S.; Estrada, F. Future prospects, deprivation, and criminality—A longitudinal birth cohort study. Deviant Behav. 2018. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lien, N.; Friestad, C.; Klepp, K.-I. Adolescents’ proxy reports of parents’ socioeconomic status: How valid are they? J. Epidemiol. Commun. Health 2001, 55, 731–737. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wardle, J.; Robb, K.; Johnson, F. Assessing socioeconomic status in adolescents: The validity of a home affluence scale. J. Epidemiol. Commun. Health 2002, 56, 595–599. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



The Public Health Agency of Sweden. Health Behaviours of School Children 2013/14. Basic Report; The Public Health Agency of Sweden: Stockholm/Östersund, Sweden, 2014. [Google Scholar]








[image: Table] 





Table 1. Descriptives, n = 5144.






Table 1. Descriptives, n = 5144.





	

	
All (n = 5144)

	
Boys (n = 2546)

	
Girls (n = 2598)




	
Variables

	
n

	
%

	
n

	
%

	
N

	
%






	
Future orientation

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Not pessimistic

	
4270

	
83.0

	
2105

	
82.7

	
2165

	
83.3




	
Pessimistic

	
874

	
17.0

	
441

	
17.3

	
433

	
16.7




	
School bullying

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Not involved

	
4819

	
93.7

	
2386

	
93.7

	
2433

	
93.6




	
Victim only

	
210

	
4.1

	
72

	
2.8

	
138

	
5.3




	
Bully only

	
86

	
1.7

	
64

	
2.5

	
22

	
0.9




	
Bully-victim

	
29

	
0.5

	
24

	
0.9

	
5

	
0.2




	
Cyberbullying

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Not involved

	
4513

	
87.7

	
2256

	
88.6

	
2257

	
86.9




	
Victim only

	
415

	
8.1

	
143

	
5.6

	
272

	
10.5




	
Bully only

	
104

	
2.0

	
76

	
3.0

	
28

	
1.1




	
Bully-victim

	
112

	
2.2

	
71

	
2.8

	
41

	
1.6




	
Family structure

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Two parents in the same household

	
3526

	
68.6

	
1779

	
69.9

	
1747

	
67.2




	
Other

	
1618

	
31.4

	
767

	
30.1

	
851

	
32.8




	
Parental university education

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
No parent

	
1810

	
35.2

	
943

	
37.0

	
867

	
33.4




	
At least one parent

	
3334

	
64.8

	
1603

	
63.0

	
1731

	
66.6




	
Migration background

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
≥10 years in Sweden

	
4626

	
89.9

	
2276

	
89.4

	
2350

	
90.4




	
<10 years in Sweden

	
518

	
10.1

	
270

	
10.6

	
248

	
9.6
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Table 2. Involvement in school bullying by involvement in cyberbullying. Row percent (n within brackets). n = 5144.






Table 2. Involvement in school bullying by involvement in cyberbullying. Row percent (n within brackets). n = 5144.





	

	
Cyberbullying




	
School Bullying

	
Not Involved

	
Victim Only

	
Bully Only

	
Bully-Victim






	
Not involved

	
89.6 (4316)

	
7.1 (340)

	
1.6 (78)

	
1.7 (85)




	
Victim only

	
65.7 (138)

	
31.0 (65)

	
0.5 (1)

	
2.8 (6)




	
Bully only

	
52.3 (45)

	
9.3 (8)

	
25.6 (22)

	
12.8 (11)




	
Bully-victim

	
48.3 (14)

	
6.9 (2)

	
10.3 (3)

	
34.5 (10)
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Table 3. Distribution of future orientation, by involvement in bullying. n = 5144.
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	Not Pessimistic
	Pessimistic
	Significant Difference





	School bullying
	
	
	



	Not involved (ref.)
	83.9
	16.1
	-



	Victim only
	69.5
	30.5
	***



	Bully only
	74.4
	25.6
	*



	Bully-victim
	55.2
	44.8
	***



	Cyberbullying
	
	
	



	Not involved (ref.)
	84.2
	15.8
	-



	Victim only
	75.2
	24.8
	***



	Bully only
	76.0
	24.0
	*



	Bully-victim
	70.5
	29.5
	***







*** p < 0.001; * p < 0.05.













[image: Table] 





Table 4. Pessimistic future orientation by school bullying and cyberbullying status (reference category=not pessimistic future orientation). Odds ratios from binary logistic regressions. n = 5144.






Table 4. Pessimistic future orientation by school bullying and cyberbullying status (reference category=not pessimistic future orientation). Odds ratios from binary logistic regressions. n = 5144.





	

	
Crude

	
Model 1

	
Model 2

	
Model 3




	

	
OR

	
95% CI

	
OR

	
95% CI

	
OR

	
95% CI

	
OR

	
95% CI






	
School bullying

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Not involved (ref.)

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-

	

	

	
1.00

	
-




	
Victim only

	
2.30 ***

	
1.71–3.11

	
2.33 ***

	
1.72–3.16

	

	

	
2.08 ***

	
1.50–2.89




	
Bully only

	
1.77 *

	
1.08–2.92

	
1.59

	
0.96–2.64

	

	

	
1.36

	
0.80–2.31




	
Bully-victim

	
4.18 ***

	
2.00–8.73

	
3.99 ***

	
1.84–8.64

	

	

	
3.19**

	
1.46–6.96




	
Cyberbullying

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Not involved (ref.)

	
1.00

	
-

	

	

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-




	
Victim only

	
1.77 ***

	
1.37–2.31

	

	

	
1.76 ***

	
1.35–2.30

	
1.59 **

	
1.20–2.10




	
Bully only

	
1.67 *

	
1.09–2.55

	

	

	
1.46

	
0.95–2.25

	
1.35

	
0.86–2.11




	
Bully-victim

	
2.21 ***

	
1.51–3.23

	

	

	
2.14 ***

	
1.46–3.14

	
1.82 **

	
1.23–2.70




	
Gender

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Boy (ref.)

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-




	
Girl

	
0.95

	
0.82–1.11

	
0.97

	
0.83–1.13

	
0.96

	
0.82–1.11

	
0.95

	
0.82–1.11




	
Family structure

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Two parents in the same household (ref.)

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-




	
Other

	
1.52 ***

	
1.29–1.79

	
1.39 ***

	
1.18–1.65

	
1.39 ***

	
1.18–1.65

	
1.38 ***

	
1.17–1.64




	
Parental university education

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
No parent (ref.)

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-




	
At least one parent

	
0.53 ***

	
0.45–0.61

	
0.55 ***

	
0.47–0.64

	
0.55 ***

	
0.47–0.64

	
0.55 ***

	
0.47–0.64




	
Migration background

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
≥10 years in Sweden (ref.)

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-

	
1.00

	
-




	
<10 years in Sweden

	
1.21

	
0.91–1.59

	
1.05

	
0.80–1.38

	
1.04

	
0.80–1.37

	
1.03

	
0.79–1.36








*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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