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: : . Indirect defending seems to be altruistically motivated
Motivations for behavior with victims’ best interest at heart, while
direct defendin g direct defending seems to be a more goal-directed

behavior for personal gains.
(Pronk et al., 2019, s. 427)




The theory

Social achievement goal theory (Ryan & Shim, 2006)
{%}8 social development goals

sy . .

~l  social demonstration approach goals

&.&.  social demonstration avoidance goals

Meaning of pursuing the goals changes depending

on specific context (opportunities).



Social achievement goal theory ryan & shim, 2006)

x social development goals

{
irﬂ/ v positive links to defending (norms) and

for girls, negative links to bullying (ardach etal,, 2020; Pronk etal,
2019; Shin & Park, 2026)

Goals and

Q . .
’%]A” social demonstration approach goals

v negative links to prosociality and defending (norms) and

positive links to buIIying (Bardach et al., 2020; Cillessen et al., 2014;
Duffy et al., 2017; Shin & Park, 2026)

behaviors in
bullying

? but also positive links to defending (Pronket al., 2019)

1 . . .
{S;A(g social demonstration avoidance goals
- v for boys, negative links to bullying (gardach etal,, 2020)

? nolinks to defending examined




Classroom pro-defending peer norms set if (non)defending

% issocial rewarded

Context:

The norms

X/

% orsocially sanctioned

(Salmivalli, 2010)




Over the school year,

1) Groups evolve into stable structures
(Rubin et al., 2007)

2) Students/teachers defend/intervene less

(Kollerova et al., 2018; Burger et al.,

Context:

The school year

September June

Do also the role of social motivation for defending change?




Hypotheses

and questions

Direct defending will associate
)
- positively with soc. development goals ‘%‘E/

- negatively with soc. demonstration approach goals

- negatively with soc. demonstration avoidance goals

P
38
=\

RQa: Will defending norms alter the effects ?

RQ2: Will the progressing school year weaken the effects?



® 21311 early adolescents of 6-8™ graders from 118 classrooms
® 23 years 8 months on average (SD = 12 months); range 12-15
Part|C|pants ®  92% Czech ethnicity and 8% other ethnicities

® 3 time points during a school year:

T1 T2 13
Oct./Nov. Jan./Feb. May/June



Measures

Defending — 5-items inspired by Yanagida et al. (2016)
Defending victims of physical, verbal, relational by peer exclusion, relational by
rumor spreading, and cyber bullying
E.g., Overall, how often during the last 2-3 months did you stand up for a
classmate who was physically attacked (e.g. pushed, punched, kicked)?

Social achievement goals - 9-items by Bardach et al. (2020) r\g

Social development goals %@

E.g., In my class, | strive to develop my interpersonal skills. &
. : Q

Social demonstration approach goals f y\”
E.g., Itisimportant to me that others in my class think of me as popular. anl]

Social demonstration avoidance goals AB
E.g., My goal is to avoid doing things that would cause my classmates to make &
fun of me o

Injunctive defending norms — 3- items adapted from Kollerova et al. (2018)
E.g. My classmates think that if someone is being bullied in class, | should stand
up for them.

Control variables
gender, age, classmate and teacher support, class victimization



Multilevel zero-inflated beta regression

(40% of observations indicated no defending)

(1) Conditional part:
If they defended, what predicted the extent of defending?

Analysis

(1) Zero-inflation part:

What predicted if students reported no defending at all?

Predictors:

time, demography, person-level variables, class-level variables,
including class victimization, theoretically relevant interactions




Defending declined over time.

The results:

Conditional part:

The effect of 6=-0.05,p< 05

time Zero-inflated part:

b=0.24, p<.001




Soc. development goals effect decreased over time and became

The FESU|tS: non-significant.

predicting the extent of defending):

Social
development
goals

b=.19,p<.01atT)butb=-.07,p=.57.001at T3

Zero-inflated part (predicting no defending):

non-significant




Predicted value

0.250

0.225

0.200

0175

0.150

Conditional Part: Predicted Defending

0.0
Person-level Social Growth Goals

0.5

1.0



The results:

Social
avoidance
goals

Soc. avoidance goals effect only in classrooms with high norms
and at Ta.

Conditional part (predicting the extent of defending):

non-significant
Zero-inflated part (predicting no defending):

In classrooms with low defending norms:

b=.07p<.539atT1, butb=-.14, p=.189at T3

In classrooms with high defending normes:
b=-30,p<.0o1atTy,butb=.02,p=.853at T3




Figure 2. Three-way interaction between person-level avoidance-oriented social goals, class-
level injunctive norms, and time in predicting the likelithood of zero defending

tme=1 time =2 tme =3

100%




We expected defending to associate

" : > Yes, butonly at Ta.
- positively with soc. development goals

- negatively with soc. demonstration approach goals > No effect.

- negatively with soc. demonstration avoidance goals » No. Positive effects in classes

Th e summma ry with high defending norms.

Defending norms would alter the effects.

The progressing school year would weaken the effects .




“* Unmeasured dynamics and factors

Limitations <+ Using only self-reports for defending




Conclusions

Direct defending as somewhat goal-directed behavior,

» not for popularity, but to develop relations and skills and to avoid
peer disapproval,

» but only in specific contexts, depending on opportunities and
sanctions set by classroom norms,

» and maybe even unknown school year dynamics.

The findings align with the social achievement goal theory!

(Ryan & Shin, 2006)
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