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Abstract 
The cognitive neoassociationist model proposed by (Berkowitz, 1993) is intended to be both a general 

theory of emotion and an explanation of aggressive behavior. The model suggests that whenever an 

aversive stimulus is encountered, the individual automatically experiences negative affect (Berkowitz, 

1993). This negative affect will trigger a variety of lower-order associations, leading to the triggering 

of aggression-related (‘fight’) and escape-related (‘flight’) tendencies (Berkowitz, 1993). These 

tendencies include aggression and escape-related motor responses, physiological reactions, thoughts, 

and memories. These two tendencies may be thought of as associative networks. Once one part of the 

network has been activated (e.g., motor responses) (Berkowitz , 1993). General Aggression Model 

According to the General Aggression Model (GAM; Anderson & Bushman, 2002), there are many 

input variables that can influence the likelihood of aggressive behavior. Some are individual 

difference variables (e.g., trait hostility and attitudes toward violence). Others are situational variables 

(e.g., the presence of guns or other weapons and pain) (GAM; Anderson & Bushman, 2002). These 

inputs can influence aggressive behavior through one or more of three routes: cognition (hostile 

thoughts, aggression scripts), affect (hostile feelings, expressive motor responses), and arousal 

(physiological, perceived) (GAM; Anderson & Bushman, 2002) 
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Introduction  
In terms of individual factors, bullying 

perpetration has been associated with callous-

unemotional traits (Muñoz, Qualter, & Padgett, 

2011; Viding, Simmonds, Petrides, & 

Frederickson, 2009), psychopathic tendencies 

(Fanti & Kimonis, 2012), endorsement of 

masculine traits (Gini & Pozzoli, 2006; 

Navarro, Larrañaga, & Yubero, 2011), conduct 

problems (Cook, Williams, Guerra, Kim, & 

Sadek, 2010), antisocial personality traits 

(Ferguson, San Miguel, & Hartley, 2009; 

Vaughn et al., 2010), susceptibility to peer 

pressure (Monks & Smith, 2006; Pepler, Craig, 

& O’Connell, 2010), anxiety (e.g., Craig, 1998; 

Kaltiala- Heino, Rimpelä, Rantanen, & 

Rimpelä, 2000), and depression (e.g., Ferguson 

et al., 2009).  

 

At least some students who bully their peers 

have been found to be higher in social 

intelligence (Björkqvist, Österman, & 

Kaukiainen, 2000; Sutton, Smith, & 

Swettenham, 1999a,1999b) and social status 

(Vaillancourt, Hymel, & McDougall, 2003), 

with researchers distinguishing between 

socially integrated and socially marginalized 

bullies (Farmer et al., 2010; Rodkin, Espelage, 

& Hanish, 2015). 

 

Being bullied by peers (victimization) has been 

linked with poor physical health (Gini & 

Pozzoli, 2013; Knack et al., 2011) and poor 

school adjustment, including being unhappy, 

feeling unsafe, being truant, performing poorly 

and, in some cases, dropping out of school 

(Card, Isaacs, & Hodges, 2007; Graham, 

Bellmore, & Juvonen, 2007; Juvonen, Nishina, 

& Graham, 2000; Konishi, Hymel, Zumbo, & 

Li, 2010; Slee & Rigby, 1993; Smith, 

Talamelli, Cowie, Naylor, & Chauhan, 2004). 

 

Subjects and Methods 

A written permission was taken from the 

Education Administration of Minia to carry out 

the study in selected schools of Minia City in 

the school year 2018/2019 provided that no 

invasive maneuvers will be done to the 

students. In each school, another permission 

was taken from the school headmaster. In 
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cooperation with teachers and social workers in 

the school, all students in the second 

preparatory grade were explained the aim and 

nature of the study and the content of the  

questionnaires in details, and an oral consent 

was taken from them. All those who accepted to 

share were recruited to the study.  

 

B. Inclusion Criteria:  

(for both the pilot and the actual study)  
1- All students in second grade of 

preparatory school. 

2- Both genders. 

3- No apparent physical disability nor 

organ failure by history. 

4- Student oral consent to participate in 

this study. 
 

C. Exclusion Criteria:  

(for both the pilot and the actual study)  
1- Students with apparent physical disability, 

and those with history of major organ 

failure. 

2- Students refusing to participate in the 

study. 
 

D. Sample Design 

In governmental schools, total number of 

students was 350. Among them, 65 students 

were excluded (10 students were absent in days 

of carrying out the study, 6 students had 

apparent physical disabilities, 15 student 

refused to participate, and 34 students didn’t 

understand the questionnaire and made the 

same choice in all questions). The total number 

recruited was 285 students. 

 

In the experimental school, total number of 

students was 158. Among them, 23 students 

were excluded (7students were absent in days of 

carrying out the study, 6 student refused to 

participate, and 10 students didn’t understand 

the questionnaire and made the same choice in 

all questions). The total number recruited was 

135 students. 

 

In private schools, total number of students was 

111. Among them, 10 students were excluded 

(8 students were absent in days of carrying out 

the study, 2 students refused to participate). 

Total number recruited was 101 students. 

 

Results 
The aims of this study were as follow: 

1- To assess the epidemiology of aggression 

and bullying among students of 

preparatory schools in Minia City. 

2- To assess the relation between aggression 

and bullying in one hand and behavioral 

problems in those students on the other 

hand. 

In order to fulfill these aims, the results of 

the current study will be presented as 

follow: 

1- Description of socio-demographic data of 

the studied groups. 

2- Comparing incidence of aggression and 

bullying across different study groups 

(males vs. females; private schools vs. 

governmental schools; schools in Southern 

area vs. schools in Northern area). 

3- Correlations between incidence of bullying 

and aggression and behavioral problems. 

1- Socio-demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

 

Table (1): Socio-demographic data of the sample 

 

 Frequency 

N=521 
Percentage 

Sex 

  Males 

  Females 

 

252 

269 

 

48.4 % 

51.6 % 

School area 

  Northern 

  Southern 

 

236 

285 

 

45.3 % 

54.7 % 

School type 

  Governmental  

  Experimental  

  Private 

 

285 

135 

101 

 

54.7 % 

25.9 % 

19.4 % 
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As regards to the sex, males represented 48.4% 

of the sample (n=252), while females represe-

nted 51.6% of the sample (n=269). 

 

Students from schools in Northern areas in 

Minia City (experimental and private schools) 

were 236 students (45.3% of the sample), while 

those from southern areas (governmental 

schools) were 285 (54.7% of the sample). 

 

More than half of the sample (54.7%) were 

students from governmental schools, while 

students from experimental schools represented 

25.9% of the sample; the rest of the sample 

(19.4%) were students from private schools. 

 

Discussion 
1.1 Aggression 

Our study found that 48.4% (n=252) of student 

has minimal level of verbal aggression 38% 

(n=198) of students has mild level, 10.7% 

(n=56) had moderate level, 2.8% (n=15) had 

severe levels. Regarding physical aggression, 

63.9% (n=333) of student has minimal level, 

27.3% (n=142) of students has mild level, 7.3% 

(n=38) had moderate level, 1.5% (n=8) had 

severe levels. Among the whole sample, 46.8% 

(n=244) of student has minimal level of 

hostility 31.7% (n=165) of students has mild 

level, 18.8% (n=98) had moderate level, 2.7% 

(n=14) had severe levels. Regarding anger, 

46.1% (n=240) of student has minimal level, 

32.8% (n=171) of students has mild level, 

18.8% (n=98) had moderate level, 2.3% (n=12) 

had severe levels. 

 

This is comparable to previous Egyptian 

studies. Elmasry et al., (2016) in Sharqeyya 

governorate found that physical aggression was 

severe in 0.7% of the sample, moderate in 

8.5%, mild in 39.2%, and minimal in 51.7%. As 

regards verbal aggression, it was severe in 0.5% 

of the sample, moderate in 8.0%, mild in 

40.5%, and minimal in 51.1% of the sample. 

Another study in Alexandria governorate by 

Youssef et al., (1999) found that prevalence of 

violent behaviors among school children was 

39.4%. also Ezz elarab et al., (2007) found that 

Prevalence of different forms of violence to be 

76% in public school and 62% in private 

schools. 

 

Studies in other countries found wide variability 

in prevalence rates of school aggression  

(Fekkes et al., 2015). For example a study 

conducted in China, the aggression rates in a 

school-based sample were 24.4% for verbal 

type and 27.9% for physical type (Tang et al., 

2013). In India, Dutt et al., (2013) found the 

prevalence rate of physical aggression to be 

66.5%. It was also high (56.8%) for verbal 

aggression among sample population in the 

same study. 
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