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ABSTRACT 

Introduction: Peer-assisted assertive communication education 

may support adolescents’ interpersonal skills, but changes in 

bullying questionnaire responses do not necessarily indicate fewer 

bullying incidents. 

Objective: To describe pretest–posttest verbal-bullying 

questionnaire scores and unadjusted posttest differences following 

ASERTIF-S education in high-school students. 

Method: This two-group quasi-experimental study included 79 

Grade 11 students (intervention, n = 40; comparison, n = 39). A 

22-item questionnaire was administered before and after the 

educational activity. Wilcoxon signed-rank and Mann–Whitney U 

tests were reported. 

Result: The intervention group had 37 negative signed ranks (Z = 

−5.305; p < 0.001) and the comparison group had 10 (Z = −2.970; 

p = 0.003). Posttest ranks differed (U = 107; p < 0.001). Baseline 

very-frequent response categories differed considerably (35.0% vs 

79.5%). 

Conclusion: Questionnaire scores differed within and between 

groups, but substantial baseline imbalance and absent baseline-

adjusted analysis prevent a causal conclusion that the activity 

reduced or prevented bullying. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Bullying is a repeated, intentional form of aggression involving a power imbalance, and its 

effects extend beyond interpersonal misunderstanding to psychological well-being, peer norms, 

and the school environment. Perpetration and victimization are distinct constructs that must be 

measured separately. A systematic review of school-based anti-bullying programmes found 

modest average reductions in perpetration and victimization but substantial variation between 

interventions and settings (2). This indicates that a promising training activity cannot 

automatically be considered an effective prevention programme without a clearly defined 

behavioural outcome and adequate follow-up. 

Bullying remains a relevant school-health issue in Indonesia. The PISA 2018 report 

documents substantial exposure to bullying among Indonesian students (10). However, estimates 

from different surveillance systems should not be combined as if they measure the same 

population or incident definition. Locally appropriate strategies need to consider not only 

students' responses but also school climate, reporting systems, supervision, and peer-group 

norms. The Roots Indonesia programme illustrates a broader, adolescent-engaged approach to 

changing school climate (21); its design differs fundamentally from a brief communication-

learning session. 

Bullying reflects interacting individual, peer, family, and institutional influences. In 

particular, aggressive peer norms, unequal social power, and insufficient adult response may 

sustain bullying even when targeted students communicate assertively. A communication-skills 

module should therefore be viewed as one potentially supportive element of a whole-school 

response, rather than a substitute for safeguarding, school policies, and trusted reporting pathways 

(2),(21). 

In this setting, developing respectful refusal, boundary-setting, and help-seeking skills could 

be relevant to adolescents' response options. These skills may support protective coping, but it 

would be inappropriate to infer that low assertiveness causes victimization or that responsibility 

for stopping aggression rests with the targeted student. 

Verbal bullying may include insults, threatening language, teasing, or humiliating remarks; 

whether individual questionnaire items capture actual perpetration, victimization, or exposure 

determines the meaning of the measured construct. This distinction is especially important when 

outcomes are obtained from students shortly after anti-bullying education, because changed 

awareness and socially desirable responding may affect scores independently of real-world 

incident frequency. 

Assertive communication refers to the respectful expression of needs, feelings, disagreements, 

and interpersonal boundaries. A social-cognitive interpretation suggests that observing and 

rehearsing such responses with peers could support skill acquisition through modelling and 

feedback; this is a proposed mechanism rather than a pathway demonstrated by the present data. 

Peer-group practice may create opportunities for rehearsal, whereas preventing bullying also 

requires changes in perpetrator behaviour, bystander responses, and school norms (9),(2). 

The present intervention is best situated within a multilevel school-health framework. 

Assertive practice might help participants respond to pressure, decline harmful requests, or seek 

adult help without escalation. It cannot by itself remove the power imbalance central to bullying, 

and it should not be interpreted as a victim-responsibility intervention. The effect of 



 

Assertive Communication and Bullying Scores  |  192 

Gaster, 24(2), 2026, 190-202 

https://journal.aiska-university.ac.id/index.php/gaster 

e-ISSN: 2549-7006; p-ISSN: 1858-3385 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.30787/gaster.v24i2.2581 

communication training may depend on whether students are targets, perpetrators, bystanders, or 

have overlapping roles; these roles were not stratified in the available data. 

Peer influence can be beneficial or harmful depending on group norms and the influence of 

particular students. In a school-network experiment, Paluck et al. (9) demonstrated the 

importance of social referents for conflict-related behaviour, while the Roots Indonesia model 

incorporated student-led activities within a wider school-climate strategy (21). These examples 

justify examining peer processes but do not establish that the peer-group activities used here were 

peer-led: selection, training, and supervision of peer leaders are not sufficiently specified in the 

source manuscript. 

Earlier Indonesian work has examined assertiveness-oriented training for students 

experiencing bullying (1),(16), while wider evaluations have examined multifaceted anti-bullying 

programmes (2). These studies assess different populations, intervention doses, and outcomes. 

Consequently, their findings should not be treated as direct evidence that a brief ASERTIF-S 

learning activity prevents future verbal bullying. 

The research gap concerns the limited clarity about how a brief, peer-assisted assertive-

communication activity relates to self-reported verbal bullying scores in Indonesian upper-

secondary students, particularly when comparable baseline measures and implementation fidelity 

are insufficiently documented. The study's bounded contribution is to report a two-group, pretest-

posttest examination of the ASERTIF-S educational approach in one school. Its novelty is 

contextual and intervention-specific, not proof of a new behavioural mechanism or long-term 

bullying prevention; this distinction is necessary given existing peer-based and assertiveness 

literature (9),(21),(2). 

This study aimed to describe within-group changes in the reported verbal-bullying 

questionnaire outcome and compare posttest score distributions between students receiving 

ASERTIF-S peer-group education and students continuing routine school activities. A directional 

expectation was that intervention participants would report lower frequency-category scores after 

the activity. Because allocation was nonrandomized, baseline equivalence was not established, 

and no delayed bullying-incident follow-up was reported, this analysis was considered 

exploratory rather than a confirmatory test of prevention effectiveness. An improvement in 

observed communication skills was a possible process mechanism but no corresponding 

inferential process-outcome results were provided. 

 

METHOD 

Type of Research 

A quantitative quasi-experimental, two-group pretest-posttest design was used at SMAN 1 

Jonggat, Central Lombok, Indonesia. This design permits descriptive within-group and 

unadjusted between-group comparisons but does not ensure exchangeability between groups. The 

source dataset supplied in the manuscript does not provide individual baseline and posttest scores, 

so a baseline-adjusted intervention effect or its 95% confidence interval cannot be reconstructed 

from the published summary tables. 

Population and Sample 

The study population comprised Grade 11 students at SMAN 1 Jonggat. The manuscript 

reports cluster sampling with 79 participants (intervention group, n = 40; control group, n = 39). 
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The original report does not specify the number or selection of classes, whether assignment 

occurred at class or individual level, or the procedures used to allocate participants. Therefore, 

random allocation must not be inferred, and possible intraclass correlation and baseline selection 

differences remain unresolved. 

The original study reports school permission and written student consent following explanations 

of the study objectives, confidentiality, and questionnaire procedures. The available manuscript 

does not specify whether parent/guardian permission and age-appropriate adolescent assent were 

obtained, or whether participation affected school relationships. These protections require 

confirmation against original study records, especially because school participants may be 

minors. 

Intervention and Comparison Conditions 

The intervention group received education using the ASERTIF-S (Assertiveness as an Anti-

Bullying Strategy in Schools) module, with an educational component reported as approximately 

10-15 minutes. The source manuscript additionally describes peer-group discussion, role-play, 

simulations, and guided practice in expressing opinions, feelings, refusals, and interpersonal 

boundaries. However, it does not establish which of these activities occurred within the 10-15-

minute interval, which were planned teaching ingredients, and which formed part of formative 

assessment. The total number and duration of sessions, peer-group sizes, leader recruitment and 

training, scripts, attendance, adherence, and intervention deviations must be confirmed from 

primary study materials before reproducibility can be claimed. 

The original manuscript states that the researcher was assisted by a sixth-semester student 

and that peer groups were used for formative evaluation. This describes a peer-assisted activity 

but does not document a trained peer-led intervention. The comparison group continued routine 

school activities without the ASERTIF-S programme; concurrent counselling, school-wide anti-

bullying activities, and interaction between study groups were not reported. Therefore, 

contamination and co-intervention exposure cannot be excluded. The intervention is reported 

here using the principles of the TIDieR framework, with unreported components identified rather 

than invented (7). 

Instruments 

The manuscript identifies a 22-item, four-option verbal-bullying questionnaire with 

response labels 'never', 'sometimes', 'often', and 'very often', as well as a yes/no observation sheet 

for assertive communication. The available descriptions suggest increasing categorical frequency 

from 'never' to 'very often'; however, the original item wording, respondent role (perpetration, 

victimization, or exposure), score coding, possible score range, recall period, aggregation 

method, validated category thresholds, and anonymity procedures were not supplied. 

Consequently, the reported categories are described as questionnaire-response categories, not a 

validated measure of prevented bullying incidents. 

The manuscript attributes the communication observation sheet to Takahashi et al. (2023; 

reported validity coefficients 0.852-0.956 and Cronbach's alpha 0.993) and the verbal-bullying 

questionnaire to Anatasya Febriani (2025; reported validity coefficients 0.817-0.935 and alpha 

0.991). Full primary instrument citations, adaptation/translation procedures, validity samples, and 

local reliability estimates require verification. The very high alpha values could reflect item 

redundancy and cannot replace content or construct validation. Observer training, blinding, and 
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inter-rater agreement were not reported, and numerical observation results were unavailable for 

analysis. 

Data Collection Procedure 

Both groups completed pretest questionnaires. The intervention group then received the 

ASERTIF-S educational activity with peer-group formative assessment, while the comparison 

group continued routine school activities. Both groups were assessed again after the intervention 

period; the exact pretest-to-posttest interval is not documented. Responses were coded and 

tabulated for analysis. Because timing and concealment of responses were not established, 

measurement reactivity, desirability bias, and short-term priming remain plausible. 

Statistical Analysis 

Within-group changes in verbal-bullying questionnaire scores were examined using the 

Wilcoxon signed-rank test. Differences in posttest score distributions between groups were 

evaluated using the Mann–Whitney U test. Because baseline distributions differed substantially 

between groups, the unadjusted posttest comparison was interpreted cautiously and was not 

considered a baseline-adjusted intervention effect. 

Data Analysis 

The reported analysis used Wilcoxon signed-rank tests for within-group pretest-posttest 

comparisons and a Mann-Whitney U test for unadjusted between-group posttest distributions. 

Two separate within-group p-values do not test whether the groups changed differently. The 

posttest Mann-Whitney estimate is descriptive and cannot be interpreted as a baseline-adjusted 

treatment effect. A more appropriate comparative estimate would use individual-level baseline-

adjusted modelling or a change-score analysis with effect estimates and 95% confidence 

intervals, accounting for clustering if participants were allocated by class. Such modelling cannot 

be performed using the supplied aggregate tables alone. Reported p-values of '0.000' are presented 

as p < 0.001. 

Ethical Approval 

The source manuscript reports ethical approval number 073/F.Kes/YP2QHX/X/2025 and 

written student consent. The approving committee's full institutional name, guardian 

permission/assent procedures, privacy measures for sensitive disclosures, and referral safeguards 

for ongoing bullying or distress were not documented in the supplied report and require 

verification by the investigators. 

 

RESULTS 

The intervention group demonstrated a statistically significant change in verbal-bullying 

questionnaire scores (Wilcoxon Z = −5.305; p < 0.001). A statistically significant within-group 

change was also observed in the comparison group (Z = −2.970; p = 0.003). The posttest 

distributions differed between groups (Mann–Whitney U = 107; p < 0.001). However, substantial 

baseline differences prevent attributing the observed posttest contrast specifically to the 

intervention. 
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Table 1. Verbal-Bullying Questionnaire Frequency Categories at Pretest and Posttest: Intervention Group 

(n = 40) 

Category Pretest n Pretest % Posttest n Posttest % 

Never 2 5.0 2 5.0 

Sometimes 2 5.0 10 25.0 

Often 22 55.0 28 70.0 

Very frequent 14 35.0 0 0.0 

Total 40 100.0 40 100.0 

Source: Primary Data (2026) 

In the intervention group, the 'very frequent' category decreased from 14/40 (35.0%) at 

pretest to 0/40 (0%) at posttest, whereas the 'often' category rose from 22/40 (55.0%) to 28/40 

(70.0%) and the 'sometimes' category from 2/40 (5.0%) to 10/40 (25.0%). These shifts describe 

reported categories only; raw total-score summaries were not available. The posttest percentages 

of 10/40 and 28/40 have been corrected mathematically from 25.5% and 70.5%, respectively. 

 

Table 2. Verbal-Bullying Questionnaire Frequency Categories at Pretest and Posttest: Comparison Group 

(n = 39) 

Category Pretest n Pretest % Posttest n Posttest % 

Never 1 2.6 1 2.6 

Sometimes 1 2.6 1 2.6 

Often 6 15.4 8 20.5 

Very frequent 31 79.5 29 74.4 

Total 39 100.0 39 100.0 

Source: Primary Data (2026) 

The comparison group reported the 'very frequent' category in 31/39 (79.5%) at baseline 

and 29/39 (74.4%) at posttest. The baseline proportion was markedly higher than in the 

intervention group (79.5% versus 35.0%), indicating substantial pre-intervention imbalance; this 

precludes treating the posttest contrast as an unbiased intervention effect without adjustment. 

Table 3. Results of Bivariate Analysis Using the Wilcoxon Test in the Intervention Group 

Description N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks Z Sig 

Negative Ranks 

(Post<Pre) 
37 19,00 703,00 

-5,305 <.001 
Positive Ranks 

(Post>Pre) 
0 0,00 0,00 

Ties (Post=Pre) 3     

Total 40     

Source: Primary Data (2026) 

In the intervention group, 37 students had lower posttest scores than pretest scores, none 

had higher scores, and three had unchanged scores (reported Wilcoxon Z = -5.305, p < 0.001). 

For 37 nonzero signed ranks all in the negative direction, the rank sum must equal 37 x 38 / 2 = 

703, with a mean rank of 19; the original table entries 1.63 and 0.490 were arithmetically 

impossible and have been corrected from the rank counts. The source SPSS output and individual 

scores are nevertheless required to confirm the test statistic and any tie corrections. 

Table 4. Bivariate Analysis Results Using the Wilcoxon Test in the Control Group 

Descrription N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks Z Sig 

Negative Ranks 

(Post<Pre) 
10 5,50 55,00 -2,970 0,003 
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Descrription N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks Z Sig 

Positive Ranks 

(Post>Pre) 
0 0,00 0,00 

Ties (Post=Pre) 29     

Total 39     

Source: Primary Data (2026) 

In the comparison group, 10 students had lower posttest scores, none had higher scores, 

and 29 had unchanged scores (reported Wilcoxon Z = -2.970, p = 0.003). This is a statistically 

detectable within-group change rather than evidence of no change. Repeated measurement, 

contemporaneous school activities, and diffusion of information between students remain 

possible explanations. 

 

Table 5. Comparative Analysis Between Groups Using the Mann–Whitney Test 

Group  N Mean Rank Sum of ranks 

Intervention 40 23,18 927,00 

Control 39 57,26 2233,00 

Total 79   

Source: Primary Data (2026) 

At posttest the intervention group had a mean rank of 23.18 (n = 40) compared with 57.26 

(n = 39) in the comparison group. The reported Mann-Whitney result was U = 107.000, Z = -

6.614, p < 0.001. The raw direction of the rank difference suggests lower questionnaire scores in 

the intervention group, conditional on the original score coding. However, the baseline imbalance 

means this posttest difference is not a baseline-adjusted estimate of the effect of ASERTIF-S. 

Table 6. Mann–Whitney Statistical Test Results 

Statistics Value  

Mann-Whitney 107,000 

Wilcoxon W 927,000 

Z -6,614 

Asmp.Sig. (2-tailed) <0,001 

Source: Primary Data (2026) 

The posttest-only Mann-Whitney contrast was statistically significant (U = 107.000; Z = -

6.614; p < 0.001). The standardized statistic |Z|/sqrt(79) is approximately 0.74, a descriptive 

standardized rank contrast that must not be labelled as a causal intervention effect. Adjusted effect 

sizes and 95% confidence intervals cannot be calculated from the aggregate information 

provided. 

DISCUSSION 

The main finding was a statistically significant within-group change in the reported 

verbal-bullying questionnaire score among ASERTIF-S participants and a lower unadjusted 

posttest rank than in the comparison group. These findings are preliminary because the groups 

started with markedly unequal distributions: 35.0% versus 79.5% in the 'very frequent' baseline 

category. In addition, the comparison group also changed (p = 0.003). Consequently, neither the 

posttest rank contrast nor its derived |r| of approximately 0.74 demonstrates the independent 

causal effect of peer-group assertive communication. A baseline-adjusted between-group 

estimate is needed for that question. 

One plausible, but untested, pathway is that practising respectful refusal, help-seeking, 

and boundary-setting may increase students' repertoire of nonaggressive responses. A second 
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hypothetical pathway is social modelling through group discussion and rehearsal. Neither 

mediation through assertiveness nor changes in peer norms were measured and analysed in the 

submitted results. Furthermore, these pathways may apply differently to targets, bystanders, and 

perpetrators. Preventing perpetration or coercive social dynamics generally requires additional 

changes in group norms, adult response, and institutional safeguards (9),(2). 

This study should be interpreted in the context of multicomponent school programmes 

rather than equated with them. The Roots Indonesia evaluation describes student activities aimed 

at the broader school climate (21), whereas the present manuscript documents a brief ASERTIF-

S educational component and an incompletely specified peer-group process. The distinctive 

feature is the local combination of assertive-learning content with peer-assisted activities, but 

limited fidelity information prevents attributing any difference specifically to peer leadership or 

to role-play. Cultural norms surrounding public disagreement, teacher authority, and 

interpersonal harmony might also shape how assertive responses are understood and used; these 

potential moderators were not measured. 

A second critical finding is that 10 of 39 comparison students had lower scores at posttest 

and the Wilcoxon test was significant (p = 0.003). The difference could be explained by 

assessment reactivity, regression to the mean, routine classroom and counselling activities, 

contamination through contact between groups, or broader school communication. These 

possibilities were not monitored, so causal interpretations based on within-group significance are 

particularly vulnerable. The large initial imbalance raises an additional concern: lower posttest 

ranks may partly reflect pre-existing differences rather than additional improvement attributable 

to the intervention. 

The peer-group format may function as structured practice or social reinforcement, but 

peer support, peer-assisted learning, and peer-led intervention are not interchangeable. In the 

submitted records, formal selection, preparation, and supervision of student peer leaders were not 

established, and peer-support behaviour was not measured. Thus, it is not possible to isolate the 

incremental contribution of the peer-group format, although peer networks remain a theoretically 

relevant context for implementation (90,(21). 

The intervention could potentially inform school-health education or counselling as an 

adjunct to established safeguarding systems, but implementation feasibility has not been 

demonstrated. Prior to wider adoption, schools would need a replicable teaching protocol, age-

appropriate facilitators, adult supervision, confidential reporting and referral processes, and data 

on reach, fidelity, acceptability, cost, and maintenance. These considerations align with the RE-

AIM implementation framework (24). 

The study used pretest and posttest observations, included a contemporaneous comparison 

group, and reported nonparametric analyses. However, baseline nonequivalence, unclear cluster 

allocation, and lack of adjustment limit inference. Only one school and 79 participants were 

represented. The questionnaire construct, recall period, score coding, validation source, and 

observation outcome were incompletely reported. Intervention exposure, session dose, peer 

training, fidelity, blinding, contamination, and school context were also insufficiently 

documented. Student self-reports may be affected by social desirability or perceived researcher 

expectations, especially where follow-up is short or unspecified. No independently confirmed 

bullying incidents or later behavioural outcomes were available. 
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Future evaluation should prespecify distinct outcomes for perpetration, victimization, 

help-seeking, and bystander behaviour; use validated and clearly scored instruments; and obtain 

student, teacher, or school-incident information when ethically feasible. Multi-school controlled 

designs with baseline-adjusted modelling, clustering corrections, transparent confidence 

intervals, and delayed follow-up are needed. Process evaluation should measure actual 

assertiveness performance, peer-group mechanisms, dose, fidelity, potential adverse effects, and 

school-level moderators. 

Interpretation of the Observed Changes 

The 37 negative signed ranks in the intervention group indicate downward shifts on the 

recorded questionnaire score for most participants. Nevertheless, without complete item coding 

and participant-role definitions, the change cannot be equated automatically with fewer observed 

incidents or improved protection from victimization. The comparison group also had 10 negative 

ranks and a significant result. The only between-group analysis reported was a posttest rank 

comparison, not a formal comparison of adjusted changes. 

The study does not provide inferential results for the communication-skills observation 

sheet, nor does it present direct measures of emotional regulation, conflict avoidance, or peer 

norms. Therefore, statements that these specific abilities improved would be unsupported. The 

intervention's plausible psychological and social mechanisms should remain hypotheses to be 

tested in future research. 

Distinguishing the observed outcome from the intended prevention mechanism is important 

for school-health interpretation. Increasing students' willingness to disclose bullying, for 

example, may alter questionnaire responses without an immediate change in events. Changes in 

reporting could also be affected by repeated questioning, pressure to provide socially approved 

responses, or information shared between students. 

Overall, the data support reporting short-term or unspecified-interval differences in 

questionnaire scores and exploratory interpretation of the associated educational experience. 

They do not confirm that the programme prevents subsequent bullying or that the peer-group 

component independently caused the contrast. 

Synthesis with Earlier Evidence 

Ainiyah and Cahyanti (2020) examined assertiveness training in a bullying-related context, 

while Sari and Widyatmoko (2025) reported assertiveness changes in group counselling among 

students affected by bullying. Their intervention processes and outcomes differ from the verbal-

bullying score used here. The present results therefore complement, rather than replicate, this 

work: the observed posttest contrast cannot determine whether improved assertiveness mediated 

any change in bullying-related self-report. 

At a broader level, Gaffney et al. (2) synthesised school anti-bullying programmes and 

found modest average effects with substantial heterogeneity; the evidence base includes longer 

and more comprehensive programmes than the educational component described here. Guzman-

Holst et al. (2022) further noted that reductions in bullying and improvements in mental-health 

symptoms are distinct outcomes. Accordingly, a statistically significant questionnaire change 

should not be extended to claims of improved mental health, emotional control, or long-term 

prevention without those measures. 
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The school-network intervention studied by Paluck et al. (9) operated through influential 

student peers and social norms, and Roots Indonesia addressed school climate through adolescent 

participation (21). In contrast, the current study lacks sufficient evidence that trained peer leaders 

implemented an intensive social-norm intervention. This comparison identifies an important 

conceptual gap: participation in peer groups during learning is not necessarily equivalent to a 

peer-led programme aimed at changing schoolwide behaviour. 

Across studies, outcome construct, age, intervention intensity, facilitator selection, 

allocation method, and follow-up duration can alter interpretation. The present report contributes 

a locally situated preliminary observation but lacks sufficient detail for a robust head-to-head 

effectiveness claim. The synthesis therefore favors a cautious conclusion and prioritizes 

improved measurement and process documentation over overstating a novel mechanism. 

Limitations and Cautions 

The most serious methodological limitation is the baseline imbalance between groups, 

which could generate misleading posttest differences. Neither a baseline-adjusted group contrast 

nor individual-level change estimates with 95% confidence intervals can be produced from the 

supplied tables. Clustering was reported for sampling but not described well enough to evaluate 

intraclass correlation or adjustment. Therefore, the current analysis remains descriptive and 

exploratory. 

Additional limitations include uncertain questionnaire scoring and roles, no documented 

recall period or validation of categorical thresholds, limited reporting of the observation measure, 

possible desirability and demand effects, and no delayed behavioural verification. The exact 

posttest timing, implementation dose, peer-leader preparation, intervention fidelity, concurrent 

school activities, group contamination, and safeguarding/referral pathways require confirmation. 

These gaps limit internal validity, generalizability, reproducibility, and claims of implementation 

readiness. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Subsequent studies should prospectively register outcomes and hypotheses, test clearly 

defined verbal bullying perpetration and victimization separately, record baseline measures, and 

estimate adjusted between-group changes with 95% confidence intervals and cluster-appropriate 

models. Delayed follow-up and multiple informants or objective incident records are required to 

examine actual prevention rather than post-education questionnaire response. 

Process evaluation should include observed assertive skills, help-seeking behaviour, peer 

norms, acceptability, facilitator competence, attendance, fidelity, school-climate conditions, 

cross-group contamination, and potential adverse consequences. Where appropriate, moderation 

by bullying role, baseline experience, and school context could help identify for whom the 

activity is useful. 

The ASERTIF-S module may warrant refinement and a more rigorous trial, but should 

not yet be promoted as a proven stand-alone bullying-prevention strategy. Integration within 

established counselling, safeguarding, and whole-school anti-bullying systems should be 

evaluated, not assumed. 
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CONCLUSION 

Among 79 Grade 11 students at SMAN 1 Jonggat, the reported verbal-bullying 

questionnaire score decreased in 37/40 intervention participants and 10/39 comparison 

participants; both within-group Wilcoxon tests were statistically significant (p < 0.001 and p = 

0.003, respectively). The unadjusted posttest rank distribution differed between groups (U = 107; 

p < 0.001). However, substantial baseline imbalance and the absence of a baseline-adjusted 

analysis prevent attributing the posttest contrast specifically to ASERTIF-S. 

The findings provide preliminary, context-specific information about questionnaire 

responses after peer-group assertive-communication education, not evidence that future bullying 

events were prevented. Communication-skill changes, emotional regulation, and longer-term 

behaviour were not demonstrated by the reported analyses. 

Larger controlled studies with clarified outcome scoring, fully documented intervention 

implementation, baseline adjustment, and delayed multi-informant follow-up are necessary 

before effectiveness or wider school implementation can be concluded. 

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTION STATEMENT 

Author-specific contributions must be confirmed by the four listed authors using the 

CRediT taxonomy before publication; the submitted manuscript provides a single-author 

narrative and does not establish individual roles. The roles of Noval Maulana, Maulin 

Halimatunnisa, Suswinda Yuli Sutomo, and D Mustamu Qamal Pa'ni in conceptualization, 

methodology, investigation, formal analysis, writing, review, and supervision require written 

confirmation from the author team. No individual CRediT roles have been assigned editorially 

because they cannot be determined from the supplied documents. 

 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

The authors declare no conflict of interest, according to the submitted manuscript. The 

author team should verify this declaration before publication. 

DECLARATION OF GENERATIVE ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE AND AI-

ASSISTED TECHNOLOGIES IN THE WRITING PROCESS 

The submitted manuscript reported the use of ChatGPT and Grammarly for language 

assistance. During this editorial revision, AI-assisted drafting was also used to propose clearer 

scientific interpretation and reporting language; all changes, underlying data, and citations require 

independent verification and approval by the authors. The authors remain solely responsible for 

the scientific content, accuracy of data analysis, reference integrity, and final approved 

manuscript. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The authors acknowledge SMAN 1 Jonggat and the participating students for their cooperation during data 

collection. 

REFERENCES 

1. ADDIN Mendeley Bibliography CSL_BIBLIOGRAPHY Ainiyah, H. R., & Cahyanti, I. Y. 

(2020). Efektivitas Pelatihan Asertif Sebagai Upaya Mengatasi Perilaku “Bullying” di SMPN 

A Surabaya. Psikostudia : Jurnal Psikologi, 9(2), 105. 

https://doi.org/10.30872/psikostudia.v9i2.3868 



 

Assertive Communication and Bullying Scores  |  201 

Gaster, 24(2), 2026, 190-202 

https://journal.aiska-university.ac.id/index.php/gaster 

e-ISSN: 2549-7006; p-ISSN: 1858-3385 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.30787/gaster.v24i2.2581 

2. Gaffney H, Ttofi MM, Farrington DP. Effectiveness of school-based programs to reduce 

bullying perpetration and victimization: an updated systematic review and meta-analysis. 

Campbell Syst Rev. 2021;17(2):e1143. doi:10.1002/cl2.1143. 

3. Amelia, N. P., Hendrawati, S., & Wilda, E. (2022). Perilaku Bullying dan Dampaknya yang 

Dialami Remaja. 5(2), 1–12 

4. Astuti, Sulistiyana, & Andri, S. M. (2021). Effectiveness Of Role Playing Techniques To 

Reduce Verbal Bullying Behavior Through Group Counseling Services Of Islamic School 

Students Of Sabilal Muhtadin. 194–201. 

5. Cieciuch J, Kwiatkowska M, Kindschi M, Davidov E, Algesheimer R. Peers and value 

preferences among adolescents in school classes: a social network and longitudinal approach. 

Eur J Psychol Educ. 2024;39:3561-3583. doi:10.1007/s10212-024-00878-7. 

6. Endang, S. C., Insiyah, & Febriana, S. S. (2024). Determinant Factors Of Bullying In 

Adolescent Endang. 6(December), 1231–1238. 

7. Hoffmann TC, Glasziou PP, Boutron I, et al. Better reporting of interventions: template for 

intervention description and replication (TIDieR) checklist and guide. BMJ. 2014;348:g1687. 

doi:10.1136/bmj.g1687. 

8. KPAI. (2025). 2.057 Kasus Perlindungan Anak pada 2024 Didominasi Isu Pengasuhan. 

https://www.metrotvnews.com/read/kewCM7r8-data-kpai-2-057-kasus-perlindungan-anak-

pada-2024-didominasi-isu-pengasuhan 

9. Paluck EL, Shepherd H, Aronow PM. Changing climates of conflict: a social network 

experiment in 56 schools. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2016;113(3):566-571. 

doi:10.1073/pnas.1514483113. 

10. OECD. PISA 2018 Results (Volume III): What School Life Means for Students' Lives. Paris: 

OECD Publishing; 2019. doi:10.1787/acd78851-en. 

11. Ormrod, J. E. (2022). Human learning (8th ed., hlm. 3–6). Pearson Education. 

https://www.pearson.com/en-us/subject-catalog/p/human-learning/P200000006249 

12. Pagiling, H., & Zulfadli, M. (2025). Efektivitas Edukasi Anti Perundungan Terhadap 

Peningkatan Prestasi Siswa Di SMP Pesantren Pembangunan Muhammadiyah Tana Toraja. 

1, 80–88. 

13. Ramdani UA, Halimatunnisa M, Pa'ni DMQ, Asyura BD, Wiguna RI. The influence of 

roleplay with audio visual on adolescents' knowledge of bullying behavior. J Public Health 

Nurs. 2025;1(1):13-19. doi:10.64021/jphn.1.1.13-19.2025. 

14. Rizki, I., Yasmin, F., Mediana, S., & Chumaidah, L. (2026). Bullying Verbal dalam Interaksi 

Sosial Siswa : Kajian Literatur Bentuk dan Dampak Psikologis tradisi bagi remaja di 

Indonesia ( Dehan , 2024 ). Maraknya fenomena bullying verbal dalam individu , terutama 

pada remaja yang masih berada dalam tahap perkemban. 4(2), 1–8. 

15. Salwa, J. L., Aulia, M. A. N., & Rizaldi, M. M. R. (2025). Mencari jati diri : peran peer 

group dalam membentuk identitas remaja. 4(1), 164–170. 

https://doi.org/10.55123/sabana.v4i1.4999 

16. Sari, L., & Widyatmoko, W. (2025). Peningkatan Perilaku Asertif Pada Siswa Korban 

Bullying Di SMP Negeri 27 Kota Samarinda. 5(1). https://doi.org/10.55352/tpzz5q35 

17. Siska, Y., Fitria, R., Lilik, S., Aminah, S., & Nurani, M. N. (2022). Edukasi Pencegahan 

Bullying Melalui Pelatihan Keterampilan Berkomunikasi Asertif Bagi Siswa Di Sdn 

Pamulang Indah Kota Tangerang Selatan Bullying. November. 

18. Sutirman. (2006). Komunikasi Efektif dalam Pembelajaran. Jurnal Komunikasi, 6(2). 

https://journal.uny.ac.id/index.php/efisiensi/article/download/3857/3335 

19. Tasya, F. F., & Diana, R. (2019). GAMBARAN PENERIMAAN DIRI KORBAN BULLYING. 

20. Tondok, M. S., Monica, A., Viotiski, E. N., Anggraeni, M., Vimala, R., Dinar, A., Kinanti, 

P., Psikologi, F., & Surabaya, U. (2022). Komunikasi asertif untuk meningkatkan komunikasi 

interpersonal pada komunitas arsa surabaya. 6(2), 89–97. 



 

Assertive Communication and Bullying Scores  |  202 

Gaster, 24(2), 2026, 190-202 

https://journal.aiska-university.ac.id/index.php/gaster 

e-ISSN: 2549-7006; p-ISSN: 1858-3385 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.30787/gaster.v24i2.2581 

21. UNICEF. Evaluation of the Roots Indonesia: Peer Violence and Bullying Prevention Pilot in 

South Sulawesi and Central Java. UNICEF Indonesia; 2020. 

https://www.unicef.org/indonesia/reports/evaluation-roots-indonesia. 

22. Guzman-Holst C, Zaneva M, Chessell C, Creswell C, Bowes L. Do antibullying interventions 

reduce internalizing symptoms? A systematic review, meta-analysis, and meta-regression. J 

Child Psychol Psychiatry. 2022;63(12):1454-1465. doi:10.1111/jcpp.13620. 

23. Zamzamima, E. L., & Apriani, R. (2022). Instagram Sebagai Ruang Cyberbullying untuk 

Memenuhi Kebutuhan Gaya Hidup Hedonis Siswa Sekolah Menengah Atas. 2(2), 87–96. 

https://doi.org/10.17977/um059v2i22022p87-96 

24. Glasgow RE, Harden SM, Gaglio B, et al. RE-AIM planning and evaluation framework: 

adapting to new science and practice with a 20-year review. Front Public Health. 2019;7:64. 

doi:10.3389/fpubh.2019.00064. 

25. Zonyfar, C., Nuraini, R., Purnia, D. S., Setyawati, I., Evi, T., Dian, S., Permana, H., & 

Sumartiningsih, M. S. (2022). Metodologi Penelitian. CV. Pena Persada. 

 


