AN EXAMINATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN SIBLING AND PEER VICTIMIZATION
AND SUBSEQUENT PREDICTION OF PTSD

SYMPTOMOLOGY

By
KRISTEN CAPACCIOLI, M.S.

Bachelor of Science
University of Tulsa
Tulsa, OK
2003

Master of Science
Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, OK
2005

Submitted to the Faculty of the
Graduate College of the
Oklahoma State University
in partial fulfillment of
the requirements for
the Degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
July, 2009



AN EXAMINATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN SIBLING AND PEER VICTIMIZATION
AND SUBSEQUENT PREDICTION OF PTSD

SYMPTOMOLOGY

Dissertation Approved:

Dr. Gary Duhon

Dissertation Adviser

Dr. Georgette Yetter

Dr. Brian Poncy

Dr. Dale Fuqua

Dr. A. Gordon Emslie

Dean of the Graduate College



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

| would like to thank Dr. Judy Oehler, whose supervision, guidance, time and
effort in developing and supporting me throughout this project. | would also like to thank
my other committee members, Dr. Gary Duhon, Dr. Georgette Yetter, Dn. Boiacy
and Dr. Dale Fuqua for their supervision and assistance with finishing this project.

Further, 1 would also like to thank the entire School Psychology faculty for their
supervision, support and guidance in the past five years.

Finally, I would like to thank my fiancé, family, the members of my cohort and all
others who stood by and supported me throughout this experience. | could not have

completed this project or gotten through the last five years without them.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page
I INTRODUGCTION ...ttt ittt et e e e e e e e e e e e e s s e s s st e e eeaaaaaaaaeaaeseaasaaannnnnsnnnnsees 1
SIblING REIAtIONSNIPS ... 3
1Y o] 1T IAVATox 110 4] 2= 11 o] o S 5
Definitions of VICHMIZALION ........covuviiiiiiiiiieee e 8
Psychological Outcomes of VICtimization.........ccccoveieeeeiiiiiiieeeien e 10
Victimization @and PTSD ... e 11
Additional Variables ..........ccooei oo 13
PUIPOSE OF the STUAY ...evveiiiiiiieee e e e 14
[I. REVIEW OF LITERATURE........ooi ittt e e eeeeees 17
1 (o o [ ox 1T o ISP 17
Major Variables Of INTEreSt........ccooi i e e e 20
Sibling Influence on Peer VICMIZAtioN ............eiiiiiiiiieeeeieeeeeeii e 20
SibliNg RelAtiONSNIPS .....vvvviiiieie e 20
151 o] 11 aTo VA Tex 110 474 11 o] o TR 25
[ 1510 YA 1 =TV Y7oV 29
PrEVAIENCE ... .o 35
Definition of VICHMIZAtION .......uueiiiiii e e e 36
Assessment Of VICHMIZATION ......uuiiiiiei e 39
Observational Assessment and INtEIVIEWS...........ucieiiiieieeeeeeeeee e 40
NOIMALIVE ASSESSIMENL.....iiiiiii ittt e e e e e e e e eeaes 41
IPSALIVE ASSESSIMENT ....ciiiiiieeiiietiie e e e e e e e e e e e e e et ee e e s e e e e e e e eaeeeeeeeeenernnnnes 42
OULCOME Vari@bIES..... oo e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeees 47
Posttraumatic StreSS DISOIAEN .........ceeveviiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e eees 49
Assessment of PTSD SYMPLOMOIOQY ......uuuuiiiiiiiiieiiieiieiiiiiiiiiieees e e e e eeeeeeeeees 51
SUIMIMIATY ¢ttt ettt e e et e e e et e et et e e e et e e e et e e et e e e e et e e e eban e e e et e e e ennn s 52
Related VariabIles ............. e 53
Parenting Variables ...........oooeeeiiiiiiiiii e e e 53
School VariabIes ... 54
Demographic CharacCteriStiCS ..........uuuuuuiiriiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e e e eees 55
Sibling SPecCific VariabIesS........cooooiiiiiiiiie e 57
PUIPOSE OF the STUAY ...vvveiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e aeaees 59
Research Questions and HYPOtNESES ..........uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiieeeceeeeii e 60



Chapter Page

LY = I = [ ] RO PPPPPRPPPPPPPP 63
o (o o = ] PRSPPI 63
[ (0 Tot =0 (U] PP 63
INSTTUMIEINTS ...ttt e e et e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaans 65
Social Experiences QUESHIONNAIIE. .........coeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiies e e eeeeaeeeaaaens 66
The Trauma Symptom ChecCKIiSt .............ueviiiiiiiieii e 68
OSU PTSD Scale (Adapted) ........uuuuiaiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiiiis e eeeeeeaeeennnes 68
Personal Data INformation .............uueiiiiiiii e e e e 69
Data ANAIYSIS ... e s 69
IV RESULTS it e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s bbbttt e e e e e e e eeaaaeaeeeaaeaeeanannns 71
Preliminary ANGIYSIS ... ... et 71
[temM-LeVel ANAIYSIS........ooeeeiiieeeee e e e e e e e 71
Intercorrelations between Dependent Variables ... 72
Reli@ability AN@IYSIS.....uuuueiiiieii e e e e e e e e 72
FACIOr ANAIYSIS ..t e e e e e e e eeeeaeeee 73
SUIMIMIATY ..ttt e e e e et e e et e e e eb e e e et e e e et e e e ea e e ean e eeeenn s 78
PrIMAIY ANAIYSIS ... ittt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeereranna 80
Research QUESTION ONE........ouuiiiiicccee e 80
Research QUESTION TWO .....ccoiiiiiii e e e e eanes 81
Research QUESHION TRIEE .......ocvviii et e e 82
Research QUESHION FOUN...........ii i e 83
Research QUESHION FIVE .......coii i 84
Research Questions Six, Seven and Eight .............viiiiiiin 86
V. DISCUSSION ..ottt ettt e e et e e e e aaeeaeaeasaaaaasnnnssrrrbaeeneeeees 90
FINdings and INterpretation ...........ooeiiiiiiieiiiiee e e e e e e eeeeeeeens 90
Research Questions ONe and TWO ........uuoiiieiiiiiiiii e e 90
Research Questions Three and FOUT ...........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 92
Research Questions Five - Eight.......cccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 93
Summary of Main FINAINGS ....ooooeeieiee e 96
[T 71 = o 1 96
(10T o] [Tox=1 1 o] IS SRS 98
Suggestions for Future ReSearch ... 99
[©0] o Tod 1§ (0] o RS RURRPPPTTPRPRRRRIN 100
REFERENGCES .....ooiiiiiiiiii ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s st e e eeaaaaeaeeeas 101
APPENDICES ... .ottt e ettt e e e e e e aaea e e e e e e e e e e e e e an i nnnnrrereeees 179



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page
Table 1 - Research Design Chart ...........oooovviiiiiiiii e 115
Table 2 - DemographiCc CharacCteriStiCS.........u i 116
Table 3 - Item Level Analysis (SEQ-SRS) ......cccuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 118
Table 4 - Item Level Analysis (SEQ-SRP) .....coouuiiiiiiiiiiiii 124
Table 5 - Item Level AnalysiS (OSU-PTSD) ........uuuuuiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeveien e 130
Table 6 - Item Level ANalySIS (TSCC) ...coiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeei e 151
Table 7 - Correlations (Adapted MEASUIES) .......cccevvvvieeeiiriiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeereeeeannnnnns 152
Table 8 - Correlations (Original MEASUIES) ......uuuuiiiiiiiieeieeieeieeeeeeeeii e 157
Table 9 - Correlations (Adapted and Original Measures)........ccccceeeeeeeeeveeeeeevvnnnnnnns 159
Table 10-Correlations (Adapted and Original SEQ) .......coooeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicie e 161
Table 11-Principal Axis Factoring SEQ-SRS (adapted)..........ccevvevvvvivvivniciieeeeenn. 163
Table 12-Principal Axis Factoring SEQ-SRS (original).........cccooveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinns 165
Table 13-Principal Axis Factoring SEQ-SRP (adapted)..........cccoevvvvvvivvvvviciieeeeenn. 166
Table 14-Principal Axis Factoring SEQ-SRP (original).........cccooeeiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinns 168
Table 15a-Between Subject Effects (gender; SEQ adapted) .........coovvvvvvvvvvvnncinnnnn. 169
Table 15b-Between Subject Effects (gender; SEQ original) ...........ooovvviiiiivininnnn. 170
Table 16-Between Subject Effects (birth order) .......cccoovveeiieieiiiiiieeeecee e 171
Table 17- Regression Analysis (SY PV; adapted)..........coouvvuiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee, 172
Table 18- Regression Analysis (SY PV; original) ........cccoovvvviiiiiiiciiiiiiieeeeeeee, 173
Table 19-Mutiple Regression Analysis (SVRP¥YTSD; OSUPTSD,adapted)......174
Table 20-Mutiple Regression Analysis (SVRP¥YTSD; OSUPTSD,original)......175
Table 21-Mutiple Regression Analysis (SVRPWYTSD; TSCC,adapted) ............. 176
Table 22-Mutiple Regression Analysis (SVP¥YTSD; TSCC,original) ............. 177

Vi



CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Peer victimization has been and continues to be a major problem facing schools in
the United States and around the world. Only recently has attention fallen sfigfic
peer victimization in the schools and the problems that are caused by these bullying
behaviors (Smith & Myron-Wilson, 1998). Peer victimization involves a series of
stressful and potentially traumatic events that can have a pervasive@egat
psychological impact on the victimized person (Swearer, Grills, Hayerg, €a04). In
light of this, it is important to not only explore the variables that may beddlatpeer
victimization but also the outcomes experienced by those being victimized.
Research from multiple countries has indicated that peer victimizationaddwide
problem that occurs within the schools. It has been generally suggestesedrghers
that the behaviors associated with peer victimization peak in middle school andeéecrea
with age (Hoover, Oliver & Hazler, 1992), and that these behaviors tend to be stable over
the fifth to sixth grade (i.e. elementary to middle school) transition @?elie Bartini,
2000b). Nansel, Overpeck, Pilla, Ruan, Simons-Morton & Scheidt (2001) provide data
that the percentage of students who report being bullied range from a low of 15 to 20% in

some countries to a high of 70% in others. Estimated rates of bullying problems in



England are from 18% to 20% (Boulton & Underwood, 1992), 15% in Norway (Olweus,
1997), and 25% in Australia (Slee, 1994). The National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development supported a nationally representative study of American youth
ranging from grade six to grade ten in 1998 (Nansel et al). Survey resultsishaive

total of 29.9% of the sample reported moderate or frequent involvement in peer
victimization (Nansel et al.). Overall, peer victimization is a serious proafe it is
imperative that research be conducted in order to better understand it and its
consequences.

Several authors have noted problems within the extant research in that it focuses
primarily on whole-school peer victimization intervention approaches. Thengxisti
research on programs meant to alleviate peer victimization in the schools hateuadly
modest success with regard to some of the behaviors that are associated with peer
victimization, and these successes have only been found for certain age grobps (Rig
2004). A synthesis of literature on using whole-school peer victimization prevention
programs only showed success in few of the cases suggesting the use of caution when
enacting these types of approaches; however, it was also noted that no other forms of
intervention programs have proven to be more effective than this approach (Smith,
Schneider, Smith & Ananiadou, 2004). However, as discussed in Elinoff, Chafouleas &
Sassu (2004), there are secondary and tertiary strategies towards pa&ation that
include approaches that have been noted as effective. Therefore, in situations where
those victimized children are displaying negative characteristics, and/diagnosed
with secondary disorders, there may be empirically established traatthat can be

utilized in order to intervene appropriately with those children. This highlightseie



for understanding the relationships between victimization, and the outcomestagsocia
with that victimization, so that effective empirically-based interventiamsbe put in
place with those children to ensure optimal success.

Several variables that have been extensively studied in the literature as
influencing those behaviors and those who are victimized include school, peer and parent
variables. Noticeably absent within the peer victimization literatuteatsof a relatively
new idea, that of sibling victimization. There is extensive literaturebtinags focus to
the importance of sibling relationships as well as to topics such as sibling tcandlic
sibling aggression; however, there is negligible literature on the existesitdimy
victimization and the impact that this victimization could have on those children in
relation to their experiences of victimization from their peers. As preyioushtioned,
the ability to identify outcomes in order for appropriate treatments to bedtier
children affected by victimization is essential in providing the most appropndte
effective services to these high-risk children. School psychologists, who dtahthe
forefront when dealing with children with mental health issues in the schools, must be
informed on not only those variables that may have a relationship with peerizadidm,
but also on the possible outcomes of that victimization so that they can make informed
decisions regarding the identification of risk factors as well as the apisopeatment

methodology.



Sibling Relationships

The contributions of the relationships that occur between siblings to individual
development and family functioning have been given little attention in previousakse
and only recently garnered much interest (Dunn, 2005; Kramer & Bank, 2005; Branje,
van Lieshout, van Aken & Haselager, 2004). Studying the sibling relationship can
provide a critical window towards understanding how children’s experiences with
siblings impact their well-being and adjustment throughout childhood and onward into
adulthood (Kramer & Bank, 2005).

Sibling relationships can be very important when examining the behaviors that
these children exhibit and the influence of these behaviors, positive and negative, th
may be occurring, both in the home and at school (Abramovitch, Corter, Pepler &
Stanhope, 1986). These relationships are also important when looking at childwae’s fut
positive or negative adjustment outcomes (Stocker, Burwell & Briggs, 2002). &tesear
has indicated that factors such as sibling support, the nature of sibling iotesaatid
variables such as age spacing, sex, and birth order all hold significancenig sibli
relationships and the outcomes for those children (Branje et al., 2004; DeatereDecka
Dunn & Lussier, 2002; Minnett, Vandell, Santrock, 1983).

Further research into sibling relationships, particularly sibling coratict
aggression in negative interactions within those relationships, provides releygimt ins
Some identified reasons for sibling conflict include power struggles, propepiyteis
and developmental tasks (Raffaelli, 1992; Felson, 1983); and sharing, physical and verbal
aggression, sibling irritating behavior and personality issues (McGuire, Mafikghari

& Dunn, 2000). Sibling conflicts tend to occur due to disagreements on issues between



siblings as opposed to parental issues or parental favoritism (McGuire etfaélliiR

This is further supported by Felson who discussed the idea of sibling rivalpoasible
factor in the advent of sibling conflict. The idea presented is that the oldagsgli
resentful of the younger because the younger deprives the older of pardidrattehich
would lead to aggression and conflict between siblings. Felson found little evidence to
support this model in his study; rather, siblings tend to get into conflict and use
aggression in response to real issues.

Sibling conflict in middle childhood has been shown to function as a predictor of
later deviant behavior, delinquency and other problem behaviors later on in ad@escenc
and adulthood (Bank, Paterson & Reid, 1996). Conflict that persists over time, and/or
severe hostility that occurs between siblings, may have a harmful ioypabildren’s
well-being and psychological health (Stocker et al., 2002). This can include issues
relating to both internal and externalizing mental health. Ingoldsby, Shaar&aG
(2001) found that the experience of sibling conflict tends to increase a clsldferi
subsequent conflict situations both with teachers and peers at school. Overatlhresear
has shown the importance of sibling interactions, especially when those intesact

negative.

Sibling Victimization

Sibling victimization as a variable of interest within itself, as weitsas
relationship with peer victimization at school. Though there has been some exploration

into this idea of sibling victimization, there is a paucity of literature on the.tofhis is



surprising, as it has been noted that the sibling relationship seems tailofemade
victimization situation (Martin & Ross, 1995).

The extant literature that addresses sibling victimization indi¢htg sibling
relationships are important and that sibling victimization through bullying belsado®s
exist. An explanation regarding the lack of research in this area istivagy Sviolence”
is seen as normal and common, which causes it to be overlooked as a serious concern
(Gelles, 1997). Sibling “violence” may also be overlooked because parents juseass
that what their children are doing is “normal sibling rivalry” (Wiehe, 1990).

Bowers, Smith and Binney (1992, 1994) found that bullies reported negative
relationships with their siblings, especially with those who they viewed & poarerful
than themselves. However, this study was not directly assessing siblingaaton or
whether or not sibling victimization is related to peer victimization. &ere& Cary
(2003) performed a longitudinal study on a sample of sixth through eighth graders in
several Midwestern schools in which they examined different variablesdetat
bullying and victimization. The authors found that 70% of participants acrosseall thr
points of the study had never experienced bullying by siblings at home (S&e2aey,
2003). However, when specifically examining those students in their sample who were
identified as bully-victims (i.e. those students who were displaying cleasdicts
associated with both bullies and victims), 53% of sixth graders, 28% of seventh graders
and 50% of 8 graders reported being bullied by their siblings at home. This research
provides some insight into the possibility that sibling victimization in the home may

possibly be related to peer victimization at school. Importantly, it also sisghat



something within that sibling relationship may be influencing those victimizédtehi
to respond to bullying and in essence, display bullying behaviors themselves.

Wolke & Samara (2004) examined the association of sibling victimization with
involvement in bullying at school as well as at whether children victimizehygs at
home or involved in bullying at school are at risk for behavior problems. The authors
conducted their study using a cross-sectional sample of seventh, eighth and narh grad
in one Arab and one Jewish lower secondary school in Israel (N = 921). The authors
found the prevalence rate for sibling victimization to be that 16.5% for both physital a
verbal behaviors. They found that children who were victimized by siblings at home
were much more likely to be involved in bullying at school than children not victimized
by their siblings and that being a victim at home and involvement in bullying at school
increased the overall risk for clinically significant behavior problems (W&lsamara,
2004). The study did not examine possible outcomes for victims such as internalizing
concerns (i.e. anxiety, depression, PTSD).

Duncan (1999a) examined the prevalence of victimization by and of siblings, both
involved and not involved in peer victimization, as well as the relationship between self-
report psychological symptoms and involvement in peer and sibling victimization
(Duncan, 1999a). It was found that 25% of the students reported that they were often
victimized by their peers (Duncan, 1999a). The results of this study alsateditbat
30% of participants reported frequent victimization by siblings and that 8% edpbét
they often or very often fear that they may be seriously harmed by a sibling. Other
findings indicated that sibling victimization was most prevalent among ehil@dho

were both bullies and victims at school (Duncan, 1999a).



The extant literature on sibling victimization is relatively brief yetsents
enough data to establish that sibling victimization does in fact exist, te@dthave a
relationship to peer victimization in the schools, and that both have a relationship with
subsequent psychological outcomes. The findings in the literature indicate themeed f
further investigation into sibling victimization, not only in order to establish thiates
exist, but also to explore its relationship to peer victimization and to examinaltloty s
and peer victimization in relation to subsequent psychological health issueScalbeci

looking at posttraumatic stress disorder symptomology.

Definitions of Victimization

Terminology issues can also be linked back to the diversity of perspectives that
have examined these types of behaviors. Overall, the literature uses thbu#ying
and victimization interchangeably. It seems that the use of the term bully is most
appropriate when focusing on the perpetrators of that behavior; however foudlyis st
where the purpose is focused on victim issues, victimization is the term usgulifip i
child being victimized by a sibling or peer. The term bully is used when discussing the
perpetrators of victimization.

Victimization is often noted as a subcategory or form of aggressive beHsatior t
involves particularly vicious behaviors that are repeatedly directed towardsna wiho
is unable to effectively defend his or herself (Fekkes, Pijpers & Verloavdwfick,
2005; Olweus, 1993). An additional viewpoint to consider is that victimization itself
could be considered more as an overarching category made up of sub-categories of the

different forms of aggression (i.e. physical, verbal, relational). It is ifapbto note that



while aggressive acts can occur between people who are of equal power, ataiimiz
occurs between two people in which one (i.e. the bully) holds fear and/or power over the
victim (Rigby, 2004). Furthermore, an act of aggression can occur in isolatiodeshe

of victimization is that it is a persistent and common occurrence. The idea oka pow
differential and the repetitive nature of the exchange between the bdlijicim is one

the several features that are integral in defining the behaviors that shapeatain and

the prevalence of those behaviors.

In defining victimization, there have been several commonly used fedtates t
have been noted and utilized in the literature. Olweus provides a definition that has been
widely used stating that “a student is being bullied or victimized when he or she is
exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on the part of one or more other
students” (1993, p. 9). Elinoff et al. (2004) support this need for a more specific
definition, stating that “in addition to this definition, that bullying behaviors epems
varying degrees and forms” (p. 888). Elinoff et al. provided the following definition of
bullying: Bullying is a form of aggression that is seen as a hostileaatifected at
inflicting pain on others) either in reaction to provocation or proactive (i.e. bgllyi
without cause for some positive outcome). This can take direct and/or indirect forms
such as physical aggression, verbal aggression and relational aggression, which can be
either performed by an individual or group (Elinoff et al.). This definition includes
several features noted by Olweus and encompasses several areasgsdrdia to
defining victimization.

As shown by the recent literature, it is now a widely accepted notion thatigullyi

presents itself in different forms, most commonly as overt (physical, yenbialdirect



(i.e. relational) bullying. Overt bullying includes “direct aggressius aach as hitting,
kicking, pinching, taking belongings or money, pushing, shoving, or direct verbal abuse
(name calling, cruel teasing, taunting, threatening, etc.) (Crick & Genfd95; Woods

& Wolke, 2004). Indirect or relational bullying is characterized by the hurtful
manipulation or damage of peer relationships through social exclusion by the spre
rumors and withdrawal of friendships (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Crick & Grotpeter,
1996; Wolke, Woods, Bloomfield & Karstadt, 2000).

Taking from the extant literature on bullying and victimization, the following
definition of victimization is used in this study. Sibling victimization and peer
victimization are defined using the same descriptions of behavior, the onlgddéer
being the identity of the person who is bullying the victim. Victimization isgatnee
harmful action that is occurring repeatedly over a significant period ofthiatéakes the
form of overt (i.e. physical and verbal) or covert (i.e. relational) methodgimiZation
is not a singular act and does not occur between people of equal status or power;
victimization involves a bully who exhibits some power (either physical or mevei
the victim and the victim is unable to respond to these actions. Victimization indhedes t
victim being fearful and scared of the person performing the negative actions.
Subsequent discussion will now shift to the outcomes of sibling and peer victimization,
specifically the importance of examining the existence of PTSD withir ttimfdren

who have experienced these types of victimization.

Psychological Outcomes of Victimization

10



Those who are victimized are susceptible to many negative consequences when
they experience persistent negative behaviors (i.e. are bullied) by billdeer.
Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpela, Rantanen & Rimpela (2000) stated that often psgcstslare
examining how mental health problems fall into two broad categories: extargand
internalizing. They stated that often those children who are identified as lanidleke
outcomes that those children face are often associated with externalatems (i.e.
conduct problems); on the opposite end, those children who are victimized tend to exhibit
the more internalizing problems (i.e. depression, anxiety). Victimization tends
correlate with depression, anxiety and psychosomatic symptoms, and is seesulié re
continuing stress which leads to poor mental health outcomes (Kaltiala-Heino et al
2000). Other outcomes experienced by victimized children include low levels of
popularity, number of friends, happiness and safety at school (Slee & Rigby, 1993), poor
self-confidence, psychosomatic issues, low self esteem, anxiety, depression,
concentration problems, academic problems, truancy and mood swings (Seals & Young,
2003; Miller, Beane & Kraus, 1998). While the previous outcomes have been relatively
well established within the peer victimization literature and to a lessent, anxiety and
depression within the sibling victimization literature, there is a sigmfitack of
research examining a connection between sibling/peer victimization and PTSD

symptomology.

Victimization and PTSD

The extant research on peer victimization and sibling victimization showly/clea

that victims are susceptible to both anxiety and depressive symptomologyty Pauc

11



within the literature is found when addressing symptomology of posttraumass stre
disorder as a possible outcome for victims of peer and/or sibling victimizatione iSher
debate over whether victimization at the hands of bullies can be considered Positrauma
Stress Disorder, which presumes a major catastrophic event (i.e. wae)tagder for
symptomology; however, it has been argued that children can experience symptomology
of PTSD, and even meet the criteria for diagnosis as a result of victonitgtitheir

peers (Weaver, 2000). According to the American Psychological Asatsa

Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV-TR)}tiRagnatic

Stress Disorder (PTSD) can be diagnosed by the meeting the followingcraeperson
exposed to a traumatic event in which the person either experienced, witnesasd or w
confronted with some event that involved actual or threatened death or serious injury and
that the persons response to this event involved intense fear, horror or helplessness (it i
important to note that in children this can occur through disorganized or agitated
behavior). The traumatic event can be persistently re-experienced lrgnéeund

intrusive distressing recollections of the event (repetitive play forgyohitdren);

recurrent dreams of the event (for children these can be frightening withoghizable
content); acting as though the event were occurring (i.e. hallucinations or fkeshpa
children, trauma-specific reenactment can happen); intense distress tioatuesemble

the event. There must also be persistent avoidance of stimuli associated wéhrtiee t
duration of the disturbance for longer than one month, and it must cause clinically
significant distress and/or impairment in social, occupational or other areasal

functioning (APA, 2000).

12



Few studies have addressed PTSD and peer victimization. Storch & Esposito
(2003) examined the relationship of different types of peer victimization to posétiaum
stress in victims. Findings from this study indicate that there is a poslat®nship
between overt and relational victimization and posttraumatic stress. fHoesamterpret
these findings by stating that repeated victimization can result in thddeen
displaying symptoms of posttraumatic stress such as dreams and flaslavao#lance
and heightened physiological reactivity (Storch & Esposito). The authorstberfby
proposing that perhaps children victimized by bullies are more susceptible toavere s
traumas and exposure to violence and abuse. Mynard, Joseph & Alexander (2000) also
presented findings which correlated bullying with posttraumatic stiadgd a positive
association between general bullying behaviors and posttraumatic gtrggerss. It is
apparent that outcomes experienced by those children being victimized bymakers a
siblings are significant and must be addressed. As few studies showed a connection
between peer victimization and PTSD, further inquiry into this realm is reegesat
this time there is no extant literature examining a possible link betweergsibl
victimization and PTSD symptomology. Therefore, the examination of sibling and pee
victimization in relation to subsequent posttraumatic stress symptomolofyital

importance and is a central purpose of this study.

Additional Variables

There are many variables that may have a relationship with sibling and pe
victimization. For example, when considering gender, studies have shown that there is

no difference between boys and girls when examining incidents of bullyingibeha

13



(Swearer & Cary, 2003) and that girls tend to be at risk for victimizatiomgustuch as
boys (Perry, Kusel & Perry, 1988). When examining gender differences anotinggvi
of the different forms of bullying, a study of overt victimization concluded thgt bad
rejected children are more likely to be victims more so than girls and noace@tldren
(Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Perry et al., 1988; Olweus, 1978, 1991, 1993). Boys
reported significantly more overt victimization than girls, however thesensa
significant difference between girls and boys on reports of relationahzetiion (Crick
& Grotpeter, 1996). Itis vital to examine both genders when studying the differerst
of victimization as there may be differences in the frequency and type whigull
behaviors that occur.

Another significant additional variable that warrants examination is thattbf bir
order. Martin & Ross (1995) stated that the relationship between birth order and the
sibling relationship is highly important and that older children tend to have more power
over their younger siblings and that aggression by older siblings is more. pohest
may have implications when examining birth order in the context of sibling vietiioinz
as one of the essential points of the definition is that of a power imbalance. The
relationship between the variables of gender and birth order with sibling and peer

victimization was examined.

Purpose of the Study

A significant amount of research has been conducted related to peer, school and
parental variables that may influence peer victimization. However, thangascity of

literature examining the sibling relationship and what the influence negaivey
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interactions, such as sibling victimization, may have on peer victimizationhefmore,

the idea of sibling victimization itself is a relatively new area of sthdyrequires

additional examination into its existence and prevalence. Also, it was previtaisty s

that there is a significant amount of literature linking peer victinonand, to a lesser

extent, sibling victimization to internalizing problems such as anxiety anesi:pn;

however, very few studies have examined possible posttraumatic stress disorder
symptomology within these populations. In fact, there are no known studies that examine
the relationship between sibling victimization and PTSD.

In light of findings in the extant literature, there are three main purpostsdor
study. First, the existence of sibling victimization is explored and preatates of
both sibling and peer victimization are presented. Secondly, the relationshiprbetwee
sibling victimization and peer victimization is examined. Finally, a link t8 BT
symptomology due to peer/sibling victimization is explored. Additionally, the
relationship between gender and the different types of victimization is edallaneg
with the relationship between birth order and sibling victimization.

Overall, this study contributes to the literature by identifying the pregalef
sibling victimization and peer victimization and their relationship with edoérotThis
data will provide other professionals with valuable information that can provide much
needed attention to a significant problem in our homes and at our schools. As
internalizing concerns are largely underidentified in the schools, exposingstenes
of PTSD symptoms as a possible outcome of sibling and peer victimization tgerves
inform school psychologists and counselors of outcomes the children they are working

with may be experiencing. Furthermore, findings related to PTSD syrofaigyn
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provide important information that will allow school psychologists and other personnel to
be aware of the serious psychological consequences of sibling/peer \atbmiand

provide a renewed effort into identifying victims and providing them with evidence-
based interventions. If school psychologists and other school professionalsrarefawa
these phenomena, they may be more likely to identify this outcome in children, which

will inform appropriate prevention and intervention strategies in the schools.
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

Peer Victimization has been and continues to be a major problem facing schools
in the United States and around the world. Only recently has attention fallencgigcifi
on peer victimization in the schools and the problems that arise from children being
bullied by their peers (Smith & Myron-Wilson, 1998). Peer victimization involves a
series of stressful and potentially traumatic events that can have a\enegative
psychological impact on the victimized person (Swearer et al., 2004). In lighs ot is
important to explore the relationships that may influence peer victimizatioelbas the
outcomes experienced by those being victimized.

Peer victimization is a very important concern in the schools, particularigdor
victims of those bullies. Victims are an important group of concern becauseg¢hey a
susceptible to many negative outcomes, such as psychological trauma and poor school
performance. Elinoff et al. (2004) suggest that effective interventions tosaddre
victimization in the schools include the use of primary, secondary and tertigsgnpos
practices. Primary prevention practices include whole-school progrant ade been
agreed upon by researchers as the best possible defense against incidenig@sgof bul

(Elinoff et al.).
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Components of whole school programs that have shown effective results includg alterin
the school environment by improving peer relations; provision of substantial traaning t
teachers and staff to educate them about peer victimization and the interventions
themselves, and including components that support parental involvement (Elinoff et al.,
2004). Due to the seriousness of bullying behavior and outcomes for the victims of that
behavior, it is essential that the factors underlying those behaviors and issues be
examined in order to develop effective prevention programming in the schools (Leff,
Power, Costigan, & Manz, 2003). The prevalence of victimization in the schools, along
with variables that may impact the outcomes of bullying, are important, bab@isan

lead to valuable information that can direct the prevention of and intervention for those
who have been victimized.

Other research has noted problems within the literature due to the focus on whole-
school bullying intervention approaches. It has been stated that the existarghrese
programs meant to alleviate peer victimization in the schools indicate they hgve onl
found modest success with regard to some of the behaviors that are associated with
bullying and that these successes have only been found in certain age groups (Rigb
2004). A synthesis of literature on using whole-school bullying prevention programs
only showed success in few of the cases suggesting the use of caution wheg enactin
these types of approaches, but it was also noted that no other forms of intervention
programs have proven to be more effective than this approach (Smith et al., 2004).
However, as discussed in Elinoff et al. (2004), there are secondary and téndizyies
towards bullying that have been noted as effective. For example, providingcaitypir

based social skills training to victimized students or problem-solving techrimues
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aggressive students may be important in reducing bullying behaviors. Tertiary
approaches refer to intervening on those students experiencing bullying behaviors who
already have established disorders, for which there may be existing ehypirased
interventions (Elinoff et al.). This highlights the need for understanding ueredhips
between victimization and the outcomes associated with that victimization{ so tha
effective, empirically-based interventions can be put in place with thdseechto

ensure optimal success.

It is important to note that victimization is not a biological trait; there arépte
factors that influence whether or not a child participates in the bullyindnefsor is a
victim of that bullying. Several variables that exist in the literaturafagencing
bullying and victimization include school, peer and family variables. Notigedisent
within the bullying and victimization literature is that of a relativedyv area, sibling
victimization. There is extensive literature that brings focus to the impertdrsibling
relationships as well as to topics such as sibling conflict and sibling aggrdssiaer,
there is negligible literature on the existence of sibling victimizationtandrtpact that
this victimization could have on those children in relationship to their experiences of
victimization from their peers. Exploring the topic of sibling victimization asd i
prevalence, as well as its relationship to peer victimization and imporiafigbsgical
outcomes, specifically Post-traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) syrolatgyn is essential
for providing school administrators, parents, teachers and school psycholodists wit
knowledge about the nature of victimization. This information could lead to
improvements in the methods used by school districts in providing services to those

students who have been victimized at school and/or in the home.
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The following sections present findings related to the major variableseoésnt
that were examined in the study. These include sibling victimization, peienization
and PTSD. Following a review of these areas, a review of the literaggasding some
related variables (such as age, gender, birth order and number of siblings, etc.) i
provided. Finally, the rationale for the study as well as the research questions and

hypotheses is presented.
Major Variables of Interest
Sibling Influence on Peer Victimization
Sibling Relationships

The contributions of the relationships that occur between siblings, and how those
relationships affect individual development and family functioning, have been gtleen |
attention in previous research (Dunn, 2005; Kramer & Bank, 2005). The first studies in
this area were performed in Britain at the turn of th‘@(%htury by Sir Francis Galton,
who examined the contributions of older siblings to younger siblings (Brody, 2004). It
has only been recently that research into the area of sibling relationshigarhared
interest (Branje et al., 2004). Siblings spend great amounts of time togethgr and b
middle childhood often are interacting more with each other than even with theiisparent
(McHale & Crouter, 1996). Studying the sibling relationship can provide aatritic
window towards understanding how children’s experiences with siblings impact the
well-being and adjustment throughout childhood and onward into adulthood (Kramer &

Bank, 2005).
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Sibling relationships can be very important when examining the behaviors that
children exhibit, both in the home and at school. It is a powerful argument that siblings
are developmentally important to each other, due to daily contact between siblings,
familiarity, the emotionally uninhibited nature of the relationship and the ingbact
sharing parents (Dunn, 2005). As stated by Brody (2004), “Parents, clinicians, and now
researchers in developmental psychology recognize the significance dilithg si
relationship as a contributor to family harmony or discord and to individual children’s
development” (p. 124). Sibling relationships are extremely important when looking at
both negative and positive interactions (Abramovitch et al., 1986). These relationships
are also important when looking at children’s future positive or negative adjustment
outcomes (Stocker et al., 2002). Sibling relationships involve high levels of dailytcontac
and mutual knowledge (Goetting, 1986). Due to this, there is the possibility for not only
positive and prosocial sibling interactions, but also for negative and possibly even
aggressive actions between siblings. In light of this information, it can beeiohfiat
sibling interactions have a significant effect on both positive and negative ostémme
siblings. A brief discussion of prosocial outcomes for siblings will be presented,
followed by a more in-depth discussion of negative sibling relationships and their
consequences.

Previous research has demonstrated a link between sibling influence on each other
and the development of prosocial behavior (Garcia, Shaw, Winslow &Yaggi, 2000). Itis
important to note that sibling conflict is not necessarily a negative ititearaAs stated
by Raffaelli (1992), “Siblings’ ability to disagree openly thus creates &xbwhere

individual boundaries are clarified and differences articulated” (p. 661). Howeve
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sibling conflict can have an impact on siblings’ future prosocial development and
behavior.

Another important positive interaction between siblings that serves to enhance
sibling development and behavior is that of support. Branje et al. (2004) studied
perceived levels of sibling support in adolescents aged eleven to thirteen and found that
perceived support between siblings tends to be negatively related to externalizing
problem behaviors and that sibling problem behavior is also strongly related to
internalizing problems. Deater-Deckard et al. (2002) examined younidgnea
(preschool age and early school age) and similarly found that negative ioteacti
between siblings are related to current and future externalizing probleevsoudr
researchers have found that variables such as gender, age spacing and binthicbrde
significant influence over sibling relationships (Minnett et al., 1983). Sibling
development and trajectories may be due to modeling behavior between siblings that
could be related to gender or birth order (Branje et al.).

To extend the discussion of sibling relationships, sibling conflict must be
examined. Conflict can be defined as opposition between two individuals that happens
when a person does something that another person does not appreciate (Hay, 1984 cited
in Raffaelli, 1992). Sibling conflict is often considered to be a common feature of the
sibling relationship and is sometimes characterized by anger or aggrdssias been
noted that there is variability in sibling pairs or dyads when looking at theirtseyfor
their perceived relationship with their sibling as well as with their perdes@sons for
conflict with their siblings (McGuire et al. 2000; Graham-Bermann, 2001). Some

identified reasons for sibling conflict include power struggles, property @isauntd
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developmental tasks (Raffaelli; Felson, 1983); sharing, physical and verbasaggye

sibling irritating behavior and personality issues (McGuire et al.). Sibbndicts tend

to occur due to disagreements on issues between siblings as opposed to parental issues or

parental favoritism (McGuire et al.; Rafaelli). This is further supportelddigon (1983)

who discussed the idea of sibling rivalry as a possible factor in the adventraf sibli

conflict. The idea presented is that the older sibling is resentful of the ycuegarse

the younger deprives the older of parent attention, which would lead to aggression and

conflict between siblings. Felson found little evidence to support this model in hys stud

but found siblings tend to get into conflict and use aggression in response to real issues.
Sibling conflict in middle childhood has been shown to function as a predictor of

later deviant behavior, delinquency and other problem behaviors later on in admescen

and adulthood (Bank et al., 1996). Conflict that persists over time and/or severe hostility

that occurs between siblings may have a harmful impact on a child’s welldraing

psychological health (Stocker et al., 2002). This can include issues relating to both

internalizing and externalizing mental health issues. Through a longitudidg] st

Stocker et al. found that sibling conflict at the first data collection timeuated for a

unique share of variance at the second data collection phase two yearsti#ter. A

second time, those children who had been experiencing conflict at time one were

displaying increased anxiety, depressed mood and delinquent behavior (StatRer e

Sibling conflict is also likely to result in increased problems within othéngst such as

at school. Ingoldsby et al. (2001) found that the experience of sibling conflict tends t

increase a child’s risk for subsequent conflict situations both with teachers asdipee

school.
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Lamarche, Brendgen, Boivin, Vitaro, Perusse & Dionne (2006), through the
examination of twins, looked at the influence of friendships and sibling prosocial
relationships as protectors from peer victimization or as predictors of ipgarmization.
They looked at these relationship factors as mediators of the relationshigihétee
children’s reaction to peer victimization and to whether or not the child used praactive
reactive aggression in reaction to victimization when it was present. They fairite
target child’s use of reactive aggression significantly predicted viaion for that
child when that child’s relationship with his/her sibling was moderate; when tlde chi
was experiencing decreased prosocial interaction from his/her siblinglatenship
between that child’s reactive aggression and victimization was strongeartlzaret al.,
2006). The results of this study indicated that reactive aggression uniquely predicted a
child’s risk of peer victimization and that sibling characteristics (sughasocial
behavior) may provide protection against the risk of victimization as is teenctsn
friendships with peers (Lamarche et al.). The exploration of reactive aggres a
predictor for increased risk of peer victimization is examined latermitta review of
literature. What the results of this study again highlight is that sibliagaeships can
be important both as negative and positive indicators of behavior for the children
experiencing those relationships.

Through the review of the literature that has examined sibling relationghgps,
clear that sibling relationships are incredibly important when examaihd
development regarding prosocial behavior and to a great extent, to negative bahavior
outcomes. The following sections will present the first main variable ofudg:st

sibling victimization.
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Sibling Victimization

A topic that has recently received attention in the literature is that of the
possibility that siblings could be involved in bullying behaviors in the home. Sibling
victimization as a variable of interest in predicting possible peer victimizat school
for those children is an important topic to consider. Though there has been some
exploration into this idea of sibling victimization, there is a paucity aflitee on the
topic. This is surprising, as it has been noted that the sibling relationship sd@ms ta
made for a victimization situation (Martin & Ross, 1995). It is unfortunatelhisidea
of sibling victimization has been largely overlooked. As stated previously, the
importance of the sibling relationship provides a basis for the examination of sibling
victimization, its prevalence and its influence over peer victimization dsawéhe
outcomes that these victimized children are experiencing. This is esppoigthant
when exploring possible PTSD symptomology as an outcome of sibling and peer
victimization. The following presents current research findings relateibling
victimization.

The literature that exists under the topic of sibling victimization inelscttat
sibling relationships are important and that sibling victimization through bgllyin
behaviors does exist. Definitions of these behaviors will be addressed shadgmk
that the area of sibling victimization may have been overlooked in the past becthese of
way that sibling interactions (such as aggression) are viewed by parents and othe
professionals working with children. Gelles (1997) noted that this may be due &otthe f

that sibling “violence” is seen as normal and common, which causes it to be overlooked
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as a serious concern. Sibling “violence” may also be overlooked because patents jus
assume that what their children are doing is “normal sibling rivalrye(\&j 1990).

Due to these types of rationalizations, sibling victimization has been aylarggr-

studied area in the literature.

Research performed by Bowers et al. (1992, 1994) provided some data regarding
the relationship between bullies, victims and siblings. They found that bulliesecpor
negative relationships with their siblings, especially with those who they diasvenore
powerful than themselves. However, this study was not directly assegding si
victimization or whether or not sibling victimization is predictive of peenmiation.
Swearer & Cary (2003) performed a longitudinal study on a sample of sixth through
eighth graders in several Midwestern schools in which they examinecedtfferiables
related to bullying and victimization. The authors found that 70% of participants across
all three points of the study had never experienced bullying by siblings at(Swearer
& Cary). However, when specifically examining those students in theplesamio were
identified as bully-victims (i.e. those students who were displaying clasdicts
associated with both bullies and victims), 53% of sixth graders, 28% of seventh graders
and 50% of 8 graders reported being bullied by their siblings at home. This research
provides some insight into the possibility that sibling victimization in the homeomay
risk factor or predictor of peer victimization at school. Importantly, it algmests that
something within that sibling relationship may be influencing those victimizédtehi
to respond to bullying and in essence, display bullying behaviors themselves.

Characteristics of victims and their various reactions or the reasons behind thei
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victimization will be discussed later on when examining the various definitions and
historical context of victimization.

Wolke & Samara (2004) examined the association of sibling victimization with
involvement in bullying at school, as well as at whether children victimizedbygs at
home or involved in bullying at school are at risk for behavior problems. The authors
conducted their study using a cross-sectional sample of seventh, eighth and narh grad
in one Arab and one Jewish lower secondary school in Israel (N = 921). Measures used
included a scale that the authors developed in order to examine sibling vicom enadi
bullying behaviors by peers. The measure addressed physical, verbal aodalela
victimization when inquiring about peer victimization but only assessed phgsidal
verbal when looking at sibling victimization. There was also no reference to an
imbalance of power or assessment of this criteria, which in the next sedtibe wi
presented as included into the definition of victimization. They used the Strengths and
Difficulties Questionnaire in order to address behavior problems. The authors found the
prevalence rate for sibling victimization to be 16.5% for both physical and verbal
behaviors. They found that children who were victimized by siblings at home wehe mu
more likely to be involved in bullying at school than children not victimized by their
siblings and that being a victim at home and involvement in bullying at school edreas
the overall risk for clinically significant behavior problems (Wolke & SeapaThe
study did not examine possible outcomes for victims such as internalizing cofi@erns
anxiety, depression, PTSD). The following study presented is the only stugyetke

specifically address sibling victimization in the United States.
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Duncan (1999a) examined the prevalence of victimization by and of siblings
among those involved and not involved in peer bullying, as well as the relationship
between self-report psychological symptoms and involvement in peer and sibling
victimization (Duncan, 1999a). Participants included 375 seventh and eighth grade
students from three middle schools within the mid-south region of the United States.
Self-report methodology was utilized by the author to collect data fosttlnly.

Measures included the Peer Relations Questionnaire (PRQ), which had beed wtiliz
several Australian studies of victimization, the Multiscore Depression lonyefatr

Children (MDIC) and the Child Loneliness Questionnaire (CLQ). The studyeutiliz
frequency and chi-square statistics for examining the prevalence of anzhetig
between sibling and peer victimization; multivariate analysis of vagiaras used to
examine the psychological correlates of sibling and peer victimizatiavaslfound that
25% of the students reported that they were often victimized by their pegrsai)
1999a). Results also indicated that 30% of participants reported frequent \atbmiz

by siblings and 8% reported that they often or very often fear that they nsayitasly
harmed by a sibling. However, the authors noted that the item meant to captaee the f
of siblings was not included in their definition. Through the examination of the other
items it seems that victimization was measured without assessing netiod there

was a perceived power differential for the sibling victims. Also, whileitiimg items
included measures of physical and verbal aggression, they did not measure felationa
aggression. One final note on the measures used for this study is that the items added
onto the PRQ to assess sibling victimization were not worded consistentiheavpleer

guestions. In terms of psychological outcomes in this study, it was found tha¢wchildr
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being victimized by their siblings received significantly higher scoreb®miDIC and
CLQ than those not involved in sibling victimization (Duncan, 1999a). Other findings
indicated that sibling victimization was most prevalent among children whelvedin
bullies and victims at school (Duncan, 1999a).

The extant literature on sibling victimization is relatively brief yetsents
enough data to establish that sibling victimization does in fact exist, tagdthave a
relationship to peer victimization in the schools and that both have a relationship with
subsequent psychological outcomes. The findings in the literature indicate themeed f
further investigation into sibling victimization, which aligns with one of theomggpals
of this study, which is to examine the prevalence of sibling victimizatiorelagonship
to peer victimization and subsequent psychological health issues, specRItSIy
symptomology. The following sections provide a review of the peer victimization

literature.

History of Bullying

Juvonen & Graham (2001) stated that Dan Olweus was the first known researcher
to systematically examine peer victimization and that it is nearly isiigledo find a
published study on the topic that does not include a mention of his pioneering work into
the area. Dan Olweus conducted studies which identified “mobbing” in Sweden during
the late 1960’s and 1970’s. These mobbing studies were conducted in order to examine
“bully” and “whipping” boy problems in the schools in a sample of 12 to 16 year old
boys (Olweus, 1978). This was the first known attempt to systematically gaitekigaw

about these types of concerns and further attempts to address this areslagitim
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Scandinavia until the 1980’s when bullying received public attention in countries like
Japan, England and the United States (Olweus, 1991). Olweus borrowed the term
mobbing from the Austrian ethnologist, Konrad Lorenz, who used the term in order to
describe a collective attack by a group of animals on an animal of a wifégrecies; this
animal is often noted as larger and an enemy of the group (Olweus, 1978). Olweus
became familiarized with the term mobbing through the physician PeteHBsg@mann
who say “mobbing” as various forms of group violence that were directed against
individuals that did not fit in, in other words, those who were deviant from the members
of the group (Olweus, 1978). It is important to note that prior to addressing the
definitions in the literature, a brief mention of terminology must be noted. Olweus (1978;
1991) addressed this issue initially due to the idea of mobbing as a group issue, so he
used the term bullying to describe similar actions performed by individuals asdgpos
groups. Terminology issues can also be linked back to the diversity of perspectives tha
have examined these types of behaviors. Overall, the literature uses thbu#ying
and victimization interchangeably. It seems that the use of the term bullgemagst
appropriate when focusing the perpetrators of that behavior; however fouthistsie
purpose is focused on victim issues and thus, victimization will be the term used to
signify a child being victimized by a sibling or peer. The term bully will leslwghen
discussing the perpetrators of victimization.

Victimization is often noted as a subcategory or form of aggressive behavior tha
involves particularly vicious behaviors that are repeatedly directed towardsna thiat
is unable to effectively defend his or herself (Fekkes et al., 2005; Olweus, 1988). Ot

aspects of aggressive behaviors, such as the distinction between proactive and
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instrumental aggression, have also been used in providing description of victimization.
Instrumental aggression refers to behavior directed at the victim whichgsei®$o

obtain a desired outcome, like gaining property, power or affiliation; whezaasvwe
aggression is the result of an aversive event performed by the victim thaetieager or
frustration on the part of their perpetrator (Espelage & Swearer, 2003). Thiesesa
stated that the majority of victimization is generally proactive or ingniat (Espelage

& Swearer). This is consistent with the distinction that victimizatiorudhes a power
differential.

An additional viewpoint to consider is that victimization itself could be
considered a broad term that is made up of sub-categories of the different forms of
aggression (i.e. physical, verbal, relational). This will be addressed fuittieerthe
definition of the various forms of victimization for the proposed study are presented.
Prior to presenting the definitions of victimization that have been found in thegurter
it is important to note the distinction between conflict, aggressive acts amdizatton.
Aggressive acts can occur between people who are of equal power; vicomzaturs
between two people in which one (i.e. the bully) holds fear and/or power over the victim
(Rigby, 2004). The idea of a power differential between the bully and victim is one of
several features that in integral in defining the behaviors that shape xzattoniand the
prevalence of those behaviors.

In defining victimization, there have been several commonly used fe#tates
have been noted and utilized in the literature. Olweus provides a definition that has been
widely used, stating that “a student is being bullied or victimized when he or she is

exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on the part of one or more other

31



students” (1993, p. 9). However, this definition is general, and it does not specify what
negative actions indicate bullying behavior. Olweus (2001) noted that since that firs
basic definition, he has expanded his definition to include those more specific examples
of the different subtypes of victimization, such as physical, verbal antbnelainethods.

The new definition also includes statements indicating that these acts arengccur
repeatedly over time, notes that the victim finds it difficult to defend him orlheasd
includes a statement that it is not considered bullying when the teasiremdiyfror

playful and when two students of the same level of power argue or fight (i.essiddre

the power differential) (Olweus, 2001). Elinoff et al., (2004) support this need for a more
specific definition, stating that “in addition to this definition, that bullyietdviors
encompass varying degrees and forms” (p. 888). Elinoff et al. provided the following
definition of bullying: Bullying is a form of aggression that is seen as ddasti(i.e.
directed at inflicting pain on others) either in reaction to provocation or prodécéve
bullying without cause for some positive outcome). This can take direct and/ectndir
forms such as physical aggression, verbal aggression and relational aggrdssiooaw

be either performed by an individual or group (Elinoff et al.). This definition includes
several features noted by Olweus and encompasses several areasgsdrdia to

defining victimization.

The following definition of bullying includes a more comprehensive description
of what behaviors are indicative of bullying. Bullying can be defined as “somédume
directs physical, verbal or psychological aggression or harassment totvarsl atith the
goal of gaining power over or dominating another individual” (Cohn & Canter, 2003, p.

1). According to Cohn & Canter a victim can be defined as “someone who repeatedly is
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exposed to aggression from peers in the form of physical attacks, verbalsassault
psychological abuse” (p. 1).

As shown by the recent literature, it is now a widely accepted notion thatigullyi
presents itself in different forms, most commonly as overt (physical, yenbaldirect
(i.e. relational) bullying. The following definitions will be used in the proposed/stud
distinguish between overt and relational victimization. Overt bullying includiesct
aggressive acts such as hitting, kicking, pinching, taking belongings or money, pushing,
shoving, or direct verbal abuse (name calling, cruel teasing, tauntingethinggat
etc.)’(Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Woods & Wolke, 2004, p. 2). Indirect or relational
bullying is characterized by the hurtful manipulation or damage of petioredhips
through social exclusion by the spread of rumors and withdrawal of friendshipls &Cric
Grotpeter, 1995; Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Wolke et al., 2000). It has also been stated in
the literature that within the subset of relational aggression, both direct aretindir
behaviors can be present (Young, Boye & Nelson, 2006).

Often the images that are brought up when thinking about the aggressive acts
perpetrated by bullies include physical actions such as fights, and are stieiatzsl
with boys as opposed to girls. However, it is important to recognize the existdnae
distinct types of bullying by which children are often victimized. Onlym#dgdas the
literature addressed the existence of multiple types of aggression andaation that
occur among children. Research performed by Crick & Grotpeter (1996) presented
findings that not only supported the importance of overt victimization, but noted that
focusing solely on overt victimization does not capture the full range of negative a

harmful events that children may experience from their peers. Prior to thsiomcof

33



relational victimization, peer victimization research focused prignanlovert forms of
aggression; while this is obviously an important area of study, research faititeéssa
the possible range of behaviors that children could be directing towards thei{(@eek
& Grotpeter, 1996).

The majority of victimized children (64%) in a study performed by Crick &
Grotpeter (1996) experienced relational or overt aggression, not both at the same tim
these data provide additional evidence that previous literature has negleceayhef
relational forms of victimization which may have prevented the identification of a
substantial percentage of children who are being victimized by their pesgse fiesults
show that future research on victimization must take into account the two distmst
of bullying so that those children being victimized in multiple different wayshe
identified and intervened upon with the most effective methods.

Recent literature has alluded that bullying and victimization may veryresl|
along a continuum regarding the severity of outcomes associated with thosedndlie
victims. This continuum consists of bullies, victims and those that are both bullies and
victims. Those children who are members of the bully-victim group tend to have more
severe negative social and psychological difficulties than those who areutirdg or
only victims (Swearer & Cary, 2003). Olweus (1978) also made a distinctiardneg
“passive victims” and “provocative victims”. Passives victims are thoséethdtto be
insecure and anxious; these victims do not invite attacks onto themselves, instead they
targets. In contrast, provocative victims are those that react when thbg atgect of
victimization. These victims are hot-tempered, irate and tend to tease artuhfight

against the bully. It appears that through these categorizations the contouldrbes
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further clarified as bully then passive victim and then the provocative victim, or the
bully-victim as discussed previously. The conceptualization of peer victionzas
demonstrated by the extant literature, is complex. For the purposes of this study, the
researcher will be focusing on those who are being victimized by theirqregldings.

Prior to moving onto the next section, it may be important to note that the
definitions used in the literature to define victimization as inflicted by lsulieot
entirely dissimilar to the other more severe forms of victimizatien &gbuse), including
the imbalance of power, differing emotional tones, blaming the victim, lack oéoonc
for the feelings of the victim, lack of compassion and remorse (Miller et al.,.1998)
These authors define “bully victimization” similarly to Olweus and othéntiens
presented, such as deliberate aggression, an imbalance of power and the aggression
results in physical and/or psychological pain and distress and repeatatesmtthis
aggression (Miller et al.).

Overall, it seems that the extant literature on victimization is gignara
agreement over several of the aspects of the definition, especially witd teds
distinction from general aggression and conflict: that victimization incladissrepeated
over time and that there is an imbalance of power between those who are themlllies a
those who are the victims. The definition of sibling and peer victimizationedtiliz this

study is presented following the discussion of the prevalence of peer vattoniz

Prevalence

Research from multiple countries has indicated that bullying is a worldwide

problem that occurs within the schools. It has been generally suggestesedrghers
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that bullying behaviors peak in middle school and decrease with age (Hoover et al., 1992)
and that these behaviors tend to be stable over the fifth to sixth grade (i.e. algtoenta
middle school) transition (Pellegrini & Bartini, 2000b). The majority of tiseaech on
bullying and the prevalence of bullying was performed in Europe and AustrahaéNa

et al., 2001). Prevalence rates of bullying vary and encompass a wide rangergdgpendi

on the country. Nansel et al. provide data that the percentage of students who report
being bullied range from a low of 15 to 20% in some countries to a high of 70% in others.
Estimated rates of bullying problems in England are from 18% to 20% (Boulton &
Underwood, 1992), 15% in Norway (Olweus, 1997) 25% in Australia (Slee, 1994). The
National Institute of Child Health and Human Development supported a nationally
representative study of American youth ranging from grade six to gnade 1698

(Nansel et al.). Survey results showed that a total of 29.9% of the sample reported
moderate or frequent involvement in bullying (Nansel et al.). The rateswenyding to

the populations used, geographical location, the ages of children sampled, the method of
collecting data and the operationalization of the term bullying (Rigby, 2000keThe
prevalence data are important because they establish bullying as a sefbers [om

schools not only in the United States, but around the world, and provide a rationale for

the further examination of the variables that may be impacting these numbers.

Definition of Victimization

When undertaking the challenge of defining major variables of interest, it has

been stated that “efforts to assess and treat the impact of peer viebmasabne of the
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spectrum forms of child abuse is clinically important to our understanding of paetm
of stressful life events on the physical and psychological health of childrehér(Btial.,
1998, p. 31). Defining sibling/peer victimization appropriately and using appropriate
measures to assess this victimization is essential for producingcgighifndings for
these variables, as well as their relationship to PTSD symptomology forcthiesen.
In defining bullies and victims, several features have been noted in the lgeratur
Prior to presenting the definitions of bullying, it is important to note the disimcti
between aggressive acts and bullying. Aggressive acts can occur bpespenwho are
of equal power; bullying occurs between two people in which one (i.e. the bully) holds
fear and/or power over the victim (Rigby, 2004). Olweus (1993) provided a definition of
peer victimization that provided for a general description of the behaviors. Elirabff et
(2004) support this need for a more specific definition, stating that “in additiorsto thi
definition, that bullying behaviors encompass varying degrees and forms” (p. 888).
Recent literature has alluded that bullying and victimization may veryresl|
along a continuum regarding the severity of outcomes associated with those doudli
victims. This continuum consists of bullies, victims and those that are both bullies and
victims. Those children who are members of the bully-victim group tend to have more
severe negative social and psychological than those who are only bullies or anig vict
(Swearer & Cary, 2003). Olweus (1978) also made a distinction regardingrgpass
victims” and “provocative victims”. Passive victims are those that tend to brinese
and anxious; these victims do not invite attacks onto themselves, instead thegedse tar
In contrast, provocative victims are those that react when they are the object of

victimization. These victims are hot-tempered, irate and tend to tease artuhfight
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against the bullying. It appears that through these categorizations the contowldrbec
further clarified as bully then passive victim and then the provocative victim, or the
bully-victim as discussed previously. For the purposes of this study, in whicheht int
is to explore sibling and peer victimization and outcomes in reference to thbkawba
been victims, and the outcomes those victims experience. The idea of both passive and
provocative victims, while important, is not vital to the purpose of this study, as the
researcher is most interested in examining these variables at a brogater le

As stated when previously discussing definitions of victimization, it should be
noted that victimization is often seen as a subcategory or specific form essigor;
however, it may be more pertinent to describe victimization as being made up of
aggressive actions towards a less powerful person over a significant amoumt of tim
Smith (2004) suggests that most definitions of victimization are fuzzy and that these
blurred areas must be taken into account, such as the intention of the behaviors (i.e.
instrumental vs. reactive), the different sub-groupings of behaviors (overt ve; cove
physical, verbal, relational), and whether or not the imbalance of power caretrednf
from the subjective perception of the victimized person or if it should also some form of
objective criteria, such as strength or number. This author went on to state #nat thes
definitional inconsistencies should be considerations, but they should not go so far as to
prevent and in the past have not prevented research from occurring in this area (Smit
2004).

Taking from the extant literature on bullying and victimization, the following
definition of victimization is utilized for this study. Sibling victimizatiomoapeer

victimization will be defined using the same descriptions of behavior, the onlyeditke
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being the identity of the person who is bullying the victim (i.e. sibling or peer).
Victimization is a negative harmful action that is occurring repeatedlyaosgnificant
period of time that takes the form of overt (i.e. direct) or covert (i.e. indireztt)ods.
Victimization is not a singular act and does not occur between people of equsiast
power; victimization involves a bully who exhibits some power (either physical or
mental) over the victim and the victim is unable to respond to these actions.
Victimization includes the victim being fearful and scared of the person panipithe
negative actions. Overt methods include physical and/or verbal aggression. Covert
methods include relational aggression and sometimes verbal aggression. However, for
the purposes of the proposed study, physical and verbal aggression will be considered as
direct; relational aggression will be considered as indirect. Physicassgon will be
defined as hitting, kicking, biting; any form of behavior which results in physarah h

for the person being victimized. Verbal aggression includes verbal threaisgiea
name-calling and other like behaviors in which the bully is directly providing these
threats to the victim. Relational aggression takes place covertly and smxdaci@ging
behaviors perpetrated in order to cause the victim to lose friendships and to spread
rumors about the victim. In order to effectively measure the proposed definitiens, t

following section provides an overview of trends in the assessment of victimization.

Assessment of Victimization

Victimization has been assessed using multiple methods in many differens studie
including both structured and unstructured observations, interviews, normative and

ipsative measures. Observational assessment and interview methods employ mor
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subjective measurement, whereas normative measures provide informatrdmgega
group perceptions of individuals and their behavior; ipsative assessment provides
information about individual perceptions of their experiences (Pellegrini, 2001). The
following presents a brief discussion of the different types of assessmeheandthod

utilized in this study.

Observational Assessment and Interviews

Unstructured and structured observations are viewed as useful in gathering
information when studying incidences of victimization. It has been stated that
observational assessment for the purposes of studying victimization can beruseful
providing objective information and it has the potential to provide in-depth information
regarding the participants in, settings of, forms and frequency of victionzZ&rothers
& Levinson, 2004). However, the weaknesses of observational data when examining
victimization outweigh the strengths, due to the nature of the victimizasielh it

Pellegrini & Bartini (2000) found that diaries kept by participants weres\aic
correlates of self-report and peer nomination, but not adult measures, suggespegrthat
aggression and victimization are phenomena that are not readily availablehtersesnd
staff (outsiders) and are available to the students themselves. Most
aggression/victimization occurred when adults were not present; however, otleatst
would witness these acts. Leff et al. (2003) suggest that while recdssildiag block
of social competence, it as well as the lunchroom can be a breeding ground for

victimization.
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The use of interviews when exploring victimization is another method of
assessment that has been utilized in past research. Interviews can be psetiding
the researcher with information that may not be able to be assessed by the luse of ot
measures because it provides the child with the opportunity to present their pegspecti
on what they have been experiencing in a more informal manner. Limitations of
interview methodology, according to Crothers & Levinson (2004), include the
considerable time investment that it takes to complete the interview with an tiigqua
sized sample of participants, and the differences in responses that could lk®jicite
different interviewers (i.e. inter-rater reliability concerns).

In sum, both interviews and observations can carry bias due to their subjective
nature and because of possible preconceptions held by the researchers prior to data
collection. Also, observational methods are particularly troublesome in assbgsing
frequency of victimization effectively, due to the covert nature of victinuaand the
inability to observe all possible settings where it may be occurring. hindighese
issues, neither observational methodology nor interviews were used to collecrdata f

this study.

Normative Assessment

Peer nomination is another method of assessment that has been used previously in
the victimization literature. Peer nominations allow for students to idestiigcas of
behavior for other students within their class or school, meaning that a child would
provide information including their thoughts about students who are being victimized and

identifying these persons. Peer nomination measures allow for providirgs acce
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information that typically is hidden from adults (Pellegrini, 2001). Often, peer
nominations involve providing students with pictures and asking them specific questions
regarding their peers and instructing those students to nominate their eel®ba

certain criteria. The peer nominations can also occur through the use of descripti
statements provided to the students; then the students are asked to rate thelompgers
those statements (Pellegrini, 2001). Peer nomination procedures and peereagsessm
measures/descriptors would best serve a case when a school is planning mtapieme

for whole-class interventions (Crothers & Levinson, 2004). A difficultly in choosiisg t
method for the proposed study includes the problem of confidentiality. By using peer
nomination, the purpose is to identify certain students in the class; results would not be
anonymous. Peer nomination methods would be a preferred method if the purpose of this
study was to identify individuals that are being victimized and intervening motet
students. However, this is not the nature, nor the intent of this study. Additionally, this
could create problems regarding institutional review board approval, and thevakre

not chosen as the method of victimization assessment in this study.

Ipsative Assessment

Ipsative assessment refers to the use of self-report methodology in order to
identify the individual student’s perceptions of their experience of victiroizati
(Pellegrini, 2001). It is noted that instances of victimization tend to be underreported
when the identity of the respondent is known, so the use of confidential procedures may
insure more accurate accounts of the student’s experiences (Pellegrini). usiting self-

report methodology, it is essential to have psychometrically sound instrumeinés geet
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researcher can be confident that the information being attained is consistettiewi
definitions of victimization that are in place. Self-reports are also usetu iseinse that
they can elicit information regarding behaviors that have occurred ingsethiat the
researcher would be unable to observe due to the covert nature of victimization, as
discussed previously (Pellegrini). Pellegrini and Bartini (2000a) found thatsokepe
by individual students regarding their experiences of victimization cacelat
significantly with the utilized self-report measure; the observationedsarchers did not
correlate with those measures. This indicates that the use of self-reasures when
studying the incidences of victimization may be the most efficient watyahimg
reliable data regarding student involvement in victimization. Brief adtratien, few
administrators and a relatively low cost are all further benefits of the s&df-oéport
measures (Crothers & Levinson, 2004). Another benefit of using self-report
methodology when examining victimization is that it provides information that is
particularly important in identifying internalizing disorders assedatith victimization
(Pellegrini). Due to the nature of this study, which included the assessment of
internalized states (i.e. PTSD symptomology), the use of self-report radthadsess of
victimization provides consistency in measurement across variables ituttys s
Several self-report measures have been used in previous research tpesgssess
victimization. The Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (OBVQ) (Olwel883) was
designed in order to assess bully/victim problems in schools (Crothers & Levinson,
2004). The OBVQ begins with a definition of bullying and further inquiries into the
frequency of bullying, types of bullying, the location of the bullying, who does the

bullying, how often children report bullying and what teachers do to stop bullying
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(Crothers & Levinson, 2004). The OBVQ is probably the most commonly used self-
report measure in studies of victimization and has shown strong psychometric gsoperti
The OBVS is good in that it provides measure of the different types of victionzZae.
direct vs. indirect; physical, verbal and relational) and the definition prespnte to
administration addresses the power differential and repetitiveness ottin@zation;
however, it has never been used within the context of sibling victimization.

The Reynolds Bully Victimization Scale (BVS) is a measure designest&ss
bullying behaviors for both bullies and victims (Reynolds, 2003). The victimizateda s
consists of 23 items with ratings from never to five or more times and has been shown to
have good psychometric properties. The Reynolds BVS scale can be used bytechools
assess for bully and bully-victim identification at the whole school and individuaingtude
level. Due to the high cost of this measure and issues of using it to measure sibling
victimization, it was not chosen as the measurement tool for this partiaidgr st

The Bully Survey was developed by Susan Swearer and is a three part satvey th
assesses student experiences with bullying, their perceptions of buhiragtéudes
toward bullying (Swearer & Cary, 2003). The Bully Survey is designed as afway
identifying a wide range of information linked to bullying behaviors occuinrtge
schools, and is modeled to be used as a data based decision-making tool in the schools
(www.targetbully.com). Due to the nature of this instrument, it would not lenéitisel
the measurement of sibling victimization, nor is it designed to specificalkydt
different forms of peer victimization. For these reasons, this measure wé®sei ¢o

be utilized for the purposes of this study.
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The California Bully Victimization Scale was developed by Michaeldagr and
colleagues to accurately assess bullying behaviors to inform interventlmsohools
and includes items addressing the observation of victimization that is occwhiege it
occurs, when it occurs, who the student tells, and attributes of the bully
(http://education.ucsb.edu/csbyd, 2009). While this measure seems to addres$ man
the pitfalls of accurately assessing bullying, including the importaititief
components of the frequency and power differential, its web-based format and school
focus keep it from readily adapting itself to measure sibling victinoizatnd therefore, it
was not chosen as the measure for this study. However, the CBVS does appear to be a
good comprehensive measure of peer victimization in the schools and should be
considered by school districts to assess different aspects of bullying bshaleeir
schools in order to drive prevention and intervention planning.

The Peer Relations Questionnaire (PRQ) was developed by Rigbhy and®&ise a
a twenty item measure meant to identify students with the tendency to bully, otieer
tendency to be victimized and also the tendency to display prosocial behavior (€rother
& Levinson, 2004). The PRQ was utilized in Duncan (1999a) in the examination of
sibling and peer victimization. However, the items within the PRQ do not lend
themselves well to the identification of sibling victimization, as the author hattito a
additional items that were not in direct comparison with the peer victimizagios.it

The Social Experiences Questionnaire-Self Report (SEQ-SR; Cridlot&er,
1996) has been utilized as a measure of relational and overt victimization. TheRSEQ-S
consists of three scales with five items each which are assessed thkeugtelns. The

first scale is Relational Aggression, which assesses how often peertemptdd harm
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or threaten relationships. The second scale measures overt aggression, whicé include
items related to physical victimization. The third scale measuresgmabattention from
peers. The SEQ-SR does not include a scale measuring verbal aggression. The SEQ-SR
has been show particularly useful in distinguishing between overt and relational
aggression (Crothers & Levinson, 2004). The SEQ-SR has also been shown to yield
moderate to high reliability levels (Crothers & Levinson). Due to the SE®Q-S
demonstrated reliability and the brevity of items, as well as the fact thabsures both
relational and overt forms of aggression, it is a useful tool when assessingrfor pee
victimization and will lend itself readily to the assessment of siblingmization.
Further, the SEQ-SR has been utilized by researchers (Storch & Espositop2003) t
examine peer victimization and PTSD symptomology, a major purpose of this study.
To conclude this section, report methods are preferred when the researcher’s
purpose is to get attitudinal and behavioral data from students and teachers é&&pelag
Swearer, 2003). The SEQ-SR provides the type of behavioral data sought by the
researcher. After examining the different methodologies of assesssaehin the extant
literature on victimization, it is apparent that one of the previously mentioned methods
will best provide data for this study. Due to the nature of this study, which is the
examination of the relationship between sibling victimization and peer vietilmizand
subsequent PTSD symptomology, self-report measures were utilized. In order to
accurately address the definition of sibling and peer victimization, this stiidgd the
SEQ-SR with modifications so that sibling victimization and verbal aggressioa lseul
addressed. Furthermore, modifications were made to the administration to include

detailed definitions of peer and sibling victimization, so that the power diffdrevatsa
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made clear. This concludes discussion on peer and sibling victimization as major
variables of interest. The following sections provide discussion of the outcomes
associated with victimization and provide rationale for examining PTSD withse the

populations.

Outcome Variables

Victimization has a significant impact on the children who are the targtte e
behaviors. Those who are victimized are susceptible to many negative consgequence
when they experience persistent negative behaviors (i.e. are bullied) by ofdfrenchi
Kaltiala-Heino et al., (2000) stated that often psychologists are exantioiv mental
health problems fall into two broad categories: externalizing and internalizimgy
stated that often those children who are identified as bullies and the outcomes #at thos
children face are often associated with externalizing problems (i.e. cqrdb&ms); on
the opposite end, those children who are victimized tend to exhibit the more internalizing
problems (i.e. depression, anxiety). Victimization tends to correlate withssegpme
anxiety and psychosomatic symptoms, is seen as a result of continuing stréskeadsc
to poor mental health outcomes (Kaltiala-Heino et al.).

The classic Olweus “Whipping boy” study (1978; 1991; 2001) found that victims
(whipping boys) were anxious at home and at school, had low self-esteem, were
physically weak, socially isolated and were afraid to be assertive egssggr. Mynard
et al. (2000) stated that “children involved in school bullying appear to be at risk on a
number of psychological health variables” (p. 816). It is vital to understand the

consequences that come from bullying, which include physical, psychological, and
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psychosocial outcomes. Other outcomes experienced by victimized childredeifalv
levels of popularity, number of friends, happiness and safety at school (Slee & Rigby
1993), poor self-confidence, psychosomatic issues, low self esteem, anxietgsidepre
concentration problems, academic problems, truancy and mood swings (Seals & Young,
2003; Miller et al., 1998).

Rigby (2003) reported that after studying research that investigated the
consequences of bully-victim problems, four categories of negative health cosdite
able to be identified. The first category is low psychological well-befiipis includes
states of mind that are generally considered unpleasant but not acutely digtisessh
as general unhappiness, low self-esteem, and feelings of anger and sadgbygs” (Ri
2003, p. 584). A study by Mynard et al. (2000) supported this result finding that general
peer victimization is associated with poor self-worth. Storch & Esposito (20@3) als
present information that negative peer experiences can lead to low satf;estee
introversion and internalizing symptoms that can increase the child’s risk ofuegpos
trauma. The second category is poor social adjustment. “This normally inclatilegse
of aversion toward one’s social environment, evident through expressed dislike for school
or workplace, manifest loneliness, isolation, and absenteeism (Rigby, 2003, p. 584). The
third category is psychological distress. “This is considered more seriouthénfirst 2
categories and includes high levels of anxiety, depression, and suicidal thifiigigy,
2003, p. 584). Swearer et al., (2004) provided a review of literature on the outcomes of
bullying, suggesting that “students who are involved in the bully/victim continuunt are a
increased risk for depression, anxiety, and related difficulties (i.ernektecus of

control, increased sense of hopelessness, and low self-esteem)” (p. 73). trhe four
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category is physical unwellness. This includes signs of physical disordarehaesent

in medical diagnoses as well as psychosomatic symptoms (Rigby, 2003). It caedbe not
that some of the previously described behaviors actually lend themselves to another
internalizing disorder, that is, posttraumatic stress disorder. Millér @988) discusses

a dealing with victimization as a trauma process including an initia¢ sthacute

physical or psychological trauma — child’s response is feeling overwtgintenidated
and powerless, recurring thoughts of experience; second stage denial and aveidanc
inhibit thoughts and feelings; recurrence of memories and flashbacks to the acute
physical trauma, then unconscious denial; then therapeutic reassessmdmgihg to

talk about what happened; final stage acceptance and resolution. This suggests that
through viewing victimization as a traumatic experience, PTSD symptoma@gyarea
that should be examined in relation to victims of bullying. The following section

provides further discussion into this area.

Posttraumatic Stress Disorder

The extant research on victims of peer bullying and sibling victimizationwssh
clearly that victims are susceptible to both anxiety and depression syaipgym
Another very important outcome of bullying that has not been examined signifigantly i
the literature is that of PTSD and the consideration of whether victims of bulbatiy
peer and sibling) are prone to exhibit the symptoms of this disorder. There isaledrate
whether victimization at the hands of bullies can be considered PTSD, which presumes a
major catastrophic event (i.e. war) as the trigger for symptomology; haovielvas been

argued that children can experience symptomology of PTSD and even meet tize crite
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for diagnosis as a result of victimization by their peers (Weaver, 2000). dktgdo the
American Psychological Association’s Diagnostic and Statistical Mariddental
Disorders (DSM-IV-TR) Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSBD)beadiagnosed by the
meeting the following criteria: A person exposed to a traumatic event ah wie
person either experienced, witnessed or was confronted with some event that involved
actual or threatened death or serious injury and that the persons response to this event
involved intense fear, horror or helplessness (it is important to note that in children thi
can occur through disorganized or agitated behavior). The traumatic event can be
persistently re-experienced by recurrent and intrusive distresstotiections of the
event (repetitive play for young children); recurrent dreams of the ewerdhifdren
these can be frightening without recognizable content); acting as tHwghent were
occurring (i.e. hallucinations or flashbacks) (in children, trauma-speeditactment can
happen); intense distress to cues that resemble the event. There must alsisteatper
avoidance of stimuli associated with the trauma, duration of the disturbance far long
than one month, and it must cause clinically significant distress and/or impainrment
social, occupational or other areas of normal functioning (APA, 2000).

Research performed by Storch & Esposito (2003) examined the relationship of
different types of peer victimization to posttraumatic stress in victirhg. participants
in this study were primarily Hispanic and African-American childreariadbles were
measured through self-report questionnaires, The “Social ExperiencecQuase
(SEQ)” and the Posttraumatic Stress Subscale of the “Trauma SymptooksisTier
Children TSCC” (Storch & Esposito, 2003). Findings from this study indicate that there

is a positive relationship between overt and relational victimization and posétia
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stress. The authors interpret these findings by stating that repeateulzattn can

result in those children displaying symptoms of posttraumatic stress suclaas diredl
flashbacks, avoidance and heightened physiological reactivity (Storcpdsiis 2003).

The authors go further by proposing that perhaps children victimized by bullie®@ae m
susceptible to more severe traumas and exposure to violence and abuse. Mynard et al.
(2000) also presented findings which correlated bullying with posttraun&ss s

finding a positive association between general bullying behaviors and postti@aum

stress symptoms; Mynard et al. (2000) stated that “our data suggests that arotrd one t
of bullied children may suffer from clinically significant levels of paaitnatic stress”

(p- 820). Posttraumatic stress disorder can have considerable effects on childesn ove
extended period of time. The presentation of outcomes associated with being &tttimiz
show that these children and adolescents are very negatively affectedymgbul

behaviors and that the effects of victimization can cause significant meaithl he
problems. Though the previously mentioned studies showed a connection between peer
victimization and PTSD, further inquiry into this realm is necessary. At thesttiere is

no extant literature examining a possible link between sibling victimization 88D P
symptomology. Therefore, the examination of sibling and peer victimizatioratiorel

to subsequent posttraumatic stress symptomology is of vital importance arehisaé c

purpose of this study.

Assessment of PTSD symptomology

In order to effectively measure the posttraumatic stress disorder syaipgym

for children who have experienced sibling and peer victimization it is vitakto us
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appropriate measures. Measures that have been utilized in order to measure
posttraumatic stress disorder symptomology for children include the Ghddr&@SD
Inventory; the Impact of Events Scale; the Child Post-Traumatic StresslBr Reaction
Index; the Child PTSD Symptom Scale; When Bad Things Happen and the Kauai
Recovery Index (KRI) (Evans & Oehler-Stinnett, 2006). Storch & Esposito (2003)
utilized the posttraumatic stress scale from the Trauma Symptoms Chiecklsildren
(TSCC) in their examination of posttraumatic stress and peer victionzalti was
previously stated that self-report measures are one of the best methoddeafaila
establishing perceptions of problems and internalized states. Due to the useSE@e T
within a population of children that have been victimized by their peers, it has been
determined to be the best measure for the purpose of this study, which is to examine
relationships between peer and sibling victimization and posttraumaticdisester
symptomology. Additionally, the OSU-PTSD Scale (Evans & Oehler-Stjnniitbe
modified in order to address its utility in assessing children who have been zactiby

their peers and siblings.

Summary

Research on sibling relationships indicates that siblings and their irdasaate
very important when examining outcomes for children. An area in which there is a
paucity of literature is that of looking at sibling relationships that have ianizetiion
component, similar to peer victimization, which has been extensively studied in the

literature.
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Victimization is an important area of study in that it is associated witty ma
negative outcomes for those children who are repeatedly victimized. The previous
sections presented the numerous negative outcomes of victimization byngkers a
siblings, specifically anxiety and depression as well as self-estedrechool problems.

Overall, the literature has pretty well established many of the outdhiaiegctimized

children are susceptible to, due to repeated negative actions over time. Further, outcome

literature for victims these victims paint a relatively dire picturtd wiultiple negative
outcomes, including significant mental health impairments that canygnegtct the

child’s relationships, academic functioning, etc. However, it was noted that anantport
outcome has been mainly left out with regard to the study of outcomes for victimer of pe
victimization, and completely left out for victims of sibling victimization;ttbatcome is
PTSD symptomology. The following sections provide a brief overview of additional

variables that were included in this study.

Related Variables

Parenting Variables

Parenting variables have been extensively studied in relationship to zationi
specifically regarding those children who are victimizing other childiResearch has
shown that family variables such as parental style (Ahmed & Braithwz004; Baldry
& Farrington, 2000), parental attitude (Rican, 1995; Rigby, 1993; Rican, Klicperova &
Koucka, 1993), family cohesion/power (Stevens, DeBourdeaudhuij & Van Oost, 2002;
Berdondini and Smith, 1996; Bowers et al., 1994, 1992), parental support (Perren &

Hornung, 2005; Demaray & Malecki, 2003; Haynie, Nansel, Eitel, Crump, Saylor &
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Simons-Morton, 2001) and parental negative behaviors (Shields & Cicchetti, 2001;
Duncan, 1999b; Strassberg, Dodge, Pettit and Bates, 1994) have great influence over
those children identified as bullies in the literature.

When examining those children who are being victimized, parental variables such
as parental over-involvement, hostility, inadequate monitoring, lack of warmth,
inconsistent discipline variables that are associated with victims (Riedn £993;

Bowers et al., 1994). However, some studies have shown that those who have been
victimized tend to have positive perceptions of their parents and more cohesivesiamili
more in line with those who are not involved in bullying behaviors (Bowers et al., 1992;
Bowers et al., 1994; Stevens et al., 2002), as well as with positive perceived levels of
support from their parents (Demaray & Malecki, 2003); Haynie et al., 2001; Perren &
Hornung, 2005). Research into parental variables and their relationship to vietimizat
has been generally accepted and as a result these variables werkided imcthis

study.

School Variables

There are a number of important school variables that have been found to have a
significant correlation with bullying behaviors. Boulton & Smith (1994) stated tha
bullies are students that are rejected by their peers, and Ahmed (2001) stdtadi¢isa
feel disengaged from the school community. Ahmed & Braithwaite (2004) found that
bullies tend to dislike the school setting at higher levels than victims and nomboty/
victims. An important variable in whether or not a child is displaying bullying\iers

or is being victimized is peer support. However, other research indicates thest teult
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to have higher peer support and it is the victims that have low support from peers
(DeMaray & Malecki, 2003). Other studies have found that bullies tend to report higher
levels of popularity than victims (Karatzias, Power & Swanson, 2002) and thasbullie
value popularity at the levels of non-bully/non-victim children (O’Moore & Kirkham,
2001). Risk factors that have been identified for children to become victims of bullying
include low popularity and having no friends (Boulton, Trueman, Chau, Whitehand, &
Amatya, 1999; Hodges, Malone & Perry, 1997). Perren & Hornung (2005) found that
bullies report higher peer acceptance and report being well liked by themelas
while victims report low peer acceptance. Peer support is important for childden, a
findings seem to designate that bullies have high levels of peer acceptance arigl suppor
victims have low levels of support. This indicates that peer variables can have an
influence over bullying behaviors.

Along with feelings towards school and peer influences, teacher variables may
also impact bully/victim behaviors. DeMaray & Malecki (2003) found that bukied
to perceive much less support from their teachers than children who are not bullies.
Because the schools are the primary setting where children’s bullyingdrsharise, it
is important to acknowledge that these variables serve to have an influence @amchildr
who are bullies. However, as this area has been studied extensively in the &imimiz

literature, and therefore was not utilized as a variable in this study.

Demographic Characteristics

Overall, when looking at the incidences of bullying behavior and victimization

one might make the assumption that boys are most often bullies due to the ofteal physic
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nature of the interaction between bullies and their victims. Due to this factonvboys
most often the focal point of studies examining bullying behaviors. Previous discuss
focused on the distinction between the two forms of victimization, overt and relatibnal
is possible that the focus of bullying and victimization studies left out girls dhe to t
complexity and subtleness of relational victimization, which is much moreudiffo

study due to its covert nature (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). At this point, knowledge of the
existence of relational victimization has brought several conclusions negaineéi

interaction between gender, bullying and victimization.

When examining these two subsets of aggressive behaviors it has been found that
while boys are more often found to be involved in the more overt forms of bullying, girls
are also participating in aggressive acts; however those acts arekalyréolibe
occurring through relational aggression (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Yourlg 20a6).

In contrast, boys are more likely to participate in both forms of aggression in equal
amounts (Young et al., 2006).

Overall, studies have shown that there is no difference between boys and girls
when examining incidents of bullying behaviors (Swearer & Cary, 2003) and tisat girl
tend to be at risk for victimization just as much as boys (Perry, Kusel & Perry), 1988
When examining gender differences among victims of the different forimsllging, a
study of overt victimization concluded that boys and rejected children are kedyetdi
be victims more so than girls and nonrejected children (Boulton & Underwood, 1992;
Perry et al., 1988; Olweus, 1978, 1991, 1993) Boys reported significantly more overt
victimization than girls, however there was no significant difference batgies and

boys on reports of relational victimization (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996). It canersed
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from this that while girls may not be being victimized through overt forms of
victimization, they are being victimized by relational methods. It is totakamine both
genders when studying the different forms of victimization, due to severalsmnd
found in the existing literature. Boys and girls are both being victimized ypters;
when examining differences in the subtypes of peer victimization it sbatngitls are
more likely to be victims of relational bullying and that boys are more likehe victims
of overt victimization; however, there is not conclusive evidence suggesting that boys
never get relationally victimized and that girls never get overtlymizgd. Examination
of factors that influence victimization of either kind must include a reprasensample

of both males and females in order to examine incidents of relational and overt

victimization.

Sibling Specific Variables

Birth order is an important variable that is examined within the scope of this
study. Overall, this factor has not been examined extensively and has notédraaered
at all within the scope of sibling victimization. The following presents tiairfgs for
the variables of birth order followed by a brief discussion of age, which was naiexdcl
as a variable in this study. The majority of research presented highlighteyndlated
to birth order.

Abramovitch et al. (1986) found that age interval between siblings was not
significant and that aggressive behavior was more dependent on birth order. However
birth order and gender may not contribute to differences in conflict levels lmetwee

siblings (Graham-Bermann, 2001). Some research has found that those with more
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siblings are more likely to bully others in the school setting (Ma, 2001). Martin & Ros
(1995) stated that the relationship between birth order and the sibling relationship is
highly important and that older children tend to have more power over their younger
sibling and that aggression by older siblings is more potent. This may have fiopsica
when examining birth order in the context of sibling victimization as one of the egsenti
points of the definition is that of a power imbalance.

Other findings related to birth order differences and sibling conflict include
findings such as older siblings being more likely to refer to privacy issukesranature
behavior, where younger siblings are more concerned about physical aggressiofs sugges
that older and younger siblings participate in conflict with each other forehtfeeasons
(McGuire et al. 2000). Younger siblings that grow up with older siblings are at islore r
for the development of conduct problems, and are more likely to have poor relationships
with their peers (Bank et al., 1996).

Within the sibling relationship, birth order can be a significant factor when
examining children’s aggressive behaviors. Through a longitudinal study of sibling
interaction, Abramovitch et al. (1986) found that older siblings were the initiators of
behavior (either aggressive or prosocial) at all three times, whereasutigeyasiblings
were more often imitating the behavior of their older siblings. Other findelgted to
birth order include that in a study of young children, the firstborn siblings \itere o
more aggressive than the younger siblings (Martin & Ross, 1995).

It has also been found by several researchers that while those older $drlohgs
to be more aggressive than their younger siblings, over time, those levels ofiaggress

tend to balance out (Martin & Ross, 1995; Abramovitch et al. 1986). Overall, it seems
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that birth order is likely to have a significant impact on whether or not sibling
victimization is occurring.

In addition to the exploration into sibling and peer victimization, as well as PTSD
symptomology, several demographic variables, along with the variable of laehvaitl
be examined. Relationships between gender and birth order with sibling vitbmiza

and gender with peer victimization were studied.

Purpose of the Study

Extensive research has been done on variables such as peer, school and parental
variables that may influence victimization. The review of the literatusentglighted
the many factors that impact sibling and peer relationships, and subsegognthose
relationships impact sibling and peer victimization. It is hypothesizedeésesearcher
that in light of these factors it is likely to be found that sibling victimarats not only
something that occurs and impacts children daily, but also that it is anotloetiadt
may impact whether or not a child is a victim of bullying at school.

There is a paucity of literature when considering the sibling relationship fzettd w
the influence of negative behaviors between siblings could contribute to peer
victimization in the school setting. Also, it was previously stated that thare
significant amount of literature linking victimization to internalizing pewb$ such as
anxiety and depression; however, very few studies have examined possible posttrauma
stress disorder symptomology within this population. Furthermore, few stuges ha

been conducted which have examined sibling victimization as having a relationghip wi
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peer victimization and then at whether or not sibling victimization can result in
subsequent posttraumatic stress disorder symptomology.

Therefore, there are three main purposes for this study. First, the existenc
sibling victimization was explored and prevalence rates of both sibling and peer
victimization is presented using the methodology described by Crick anple@not
(1996). This was assessed through the use of a self-report measure, whiohdifias!
to measure victimization in concordance with the previously stated defirotiahi$
study. The second purpose of this study is to examine the nature of the refationshi
between sibling victimization and peer victimization. Finally, there isxpfoeation of
sibling victimization and peer victimization in order to examine theirioglahip with
the outcome of PTSD symptomology. This was addressed utilizing two self-repor
measures to assess the three main domains of PTSD symptomology. In orders® addre
purposes two and three, multiple regression analyses were ran in order itvectkease
interactions. Additionally, the relationship between gender and peer and sibling
victimization was examined, along with the relationship between birth orderldimg si
victimization. The methodology of this study and subsequent results and stiatistic

analyses are presented in the following chapters.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

Research Questions

1. What is the prevalence of sibling victimization at home within a sample of fifth to

eighth grade children and adolescents, measured by the SEQ-SR (adaptalj;drig
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2. What is the prevalence of peer victimization at school within a sample of fifth to
eighth grade children and adolescents, measured by the SEQ-SR (adaptal};drig

3. Is there a difference between boys and girls on the different types ohgdestblang
victimization (physical, verbal, relational) within a sample of fifth tdhéiggrade

children and adolescents measured by gender and the SEQ-SR (adapted,original)?
4. Are there differences within birth order placement and sibling victiroizatithin a
sample of fifth to eighth grade children and adolescents measured by birthraf dee a
SEQ-SRS (adapted,original)?

5. Is sibling victimization predictive of peer victimization within a popataof fifth to
eighth grade children and adolescents, as measured by the SEQ-SR (adaptal),forig
siblings and peers?

6. Is sibling victimization predictive of posttraumatic stress dis@geptomology

within a population of fifth to eighth grade children and adolescents as measured by the
SEQ-SR (adapted, original), TSCC (adapted) and OSU PTSD Scale (adapted)?

7. s peer victimization predictive of posttraumatic stress disorder sgmfigy within

a population of fifth to eighth grade children and adolescents as measured bQHHRSE
(adapted,original), TSCC (adapted) and OSU PTSD Scale (adapted)?

8. Does the experience of both sibling and peer victimization provide for more unique
variance in the prediction of posttraumatic stress disorder symptomolayggithar in
isolation within a population of fifth to eighth grade children and adolescents as
measured by the SEQ-SR (adapted,original), TSCC (adapted) and OSU PT&D Scal

(adapted)?

Hypotheses
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1. Prevalence levels of sibling victimization will be in the 20% range as noted by
Duncan (1999a).

2. Prevalence rates of peer victimization will be in the 30% range as noted by &anse
al. (2001).

3. Boys will experience more sibling and peer victimization by physicakagion,
whereas girls will experience more sibling and peer victimizatiorlayional

aggression. There will be no differences for gender on the verbal aggression leeel of pe
victimization.

4. Participants that are not firstborn participants will be more likely to hare be
victimized by their siblings than firstborn participants.

5. Sibling victimization will serve as a predictor of peer victimization.

6. Sibling victimization will be predictive of posttraumatic stress disorder
symptomology.

7. Peer victimization will be predictive of posttraumatic stress disordgpteynology.

8. Those participants who have experienced both sibling and peer victimization will
contribute more unique variance to the prediction of posttraumatic stress disorder

symptomology than either in isolation.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this chapter is to provide explanation of the participants,

procedure, instrumentation and research design utilized in this study.

Participants

In October and November 2007, 540 fifth through eighth grade students from two
middle schools in rural Oklahoma and Texas were asked to take home packets to their
parents that included information about the study, sample questions and parental consent
forms. Parent consent and child assent was obtained for 244 students, showing a
response rate of 45% for the study. This provided the researcher with the previously
stated sample size required for this study ( >100 participants). Stevens (2082}t
when sample size is large (100 or more subjects per group) then power is not an issue,
indicating that the sample size gained through data collection is adequatieseqsent

statistical analyses. Demographic characteristics of partisigantbe found in Table 2.

Procedure

The Institutional Review Board approved this study in July 2007. Approval was
gained from the school districts and principals were contacted. The schools at wéhich da

collection took place were offered the incentive of receiving a profile ofibglly
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and victimization within their schools. Each received detailed reports follcavalysis

of the data. In October and November 2007, packets were sent home with children
enrolled at both schools. Each packet included a parent information letter, sample
guestions and parental consent forms. Parents were given two to three weeka to ret
consent forms. The response rate for consent/assent for the study wa® 459 244

of 540 consent forms being returned by parents), and all individuals for whom assent and
consent were given participated in the study. Three days of data colleet®n w

conducted at the middle school in Oklahoma; one day of data collection was performed in
Texas.

On the data collection days, students were brought into either the library or
cafeteria, depending on the school location. Each participant was then provided wi
packet including the child assent form, an index card and six questionnaires: Tdle Soci
Experience Questionnaire — Self Report (SEQ-SR) (adapted, peer), tHeERpei@ence
Questionnaire — Self Report (SEQ-SR) (adapted, sibling), the Ways of Copingi§thec
(WCCL), the Posttraumatic Stress Subscale of the Trauma Symptom ChEEGL)
(adapted), the OSU-PTSD scale (adapted) and the personal data informatgneghéic
sheet. The WCCL was not used for analysis in this study. The principal iatesig
provided each student, in the group format, with a detailed description of how to
complete each measure. Students were additionally directed to writeahetrand grade
on the index card. This procedure was necessary for a student to be part of the drawing
for a twenty dollar Wal-Mart© gift card, the incentive provided for particgrain the
study. If students were not interested in the drawing they were directed te ehaosl|

prize after completing the packet. At the end of these directions, studenisraxaded
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with a definition of bullying and then told to begin. Generally, it took students between
30 and 60 minutes to fill out each packet.

Participation in this study was completely confidential and therefore,rgtude
could not be linked to their questionnaires immediately after completion. Each packet
was number coded so that the questionnaires filled out by the same student could be
identified in case of separation. Following the completion of all questionnduees, t
principal investigator and research assistants collected the packets éfostieent and
scanned the packet to note any missing data. Students who had skipped questions or
pages were asked to complete them. The packets were then placed into two separate
boxes. Assent forms were removed from the packet and placed into one box. Completed
guestionnaires were placed in a different box. Following data collection, atijents’
responses were entered into SPSS (version 16.0).

Participants in this study were not randomly assigned into groups; therefore, this
study did not make use of an experimental design. Packets were put together in a way
that provided for a partial counterbalance of the measures. Thereforespaeieput
together with the measures in different orders; however, all packets hadtbeevwd
SEQ-SR (adapted) questionnaires presented prior to the presentation dbihe PT
measures. This “partial counterbalance” was done because it was nefressaents
to answer the measures assessing peer and sibling victimization prisa@#sessing

PTSD symptomology.

Instruments
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This section includes a description of the instrumentation utilized in this. study
Measures included the Social Experiences Questionnaire — Self Repoet] igésr)
(SEQ-SRP), the Social Experiences Questionnaire — Self Report, revidied){SEQ-
SRS), the Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children, revised (TSCC) and the OS-PT

Scale (adapted). Personal data information was also collected.

Social Experience Questionnaire

The Social Experience Questionnaire — SR (SEQ-SR; Crick & Grotpeter, 1996)
was used in order to assess the frequency unto which children experience overt and
relational victimization. The SEQ-SR was developed with the purpose ofingdasih
overt victimization and relational victimization, as well as to assess\@agpects of
the children’s social experiences (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996). The SEQ-SR ilaeiun
a study conducted by Storch & Esposito (2003), which examined the relationship
between posttraumatic stress symptomatology and peer victimization, akursgrt a
good fit for the purposes of this study.

The SEQ-SR is made up of three scales (5 items per scale) each assessed on a
likert scale (1 — never; 5 — always) that assesses the frequency lapebrs are
performing one of three actions on the child. The first scale, Relationahi\zation,
measures how often peers attempt to threaten or harm relationships. driteszde,
Overt Victimization, measures how often children physically harmattyet student.
The third scale, Prosocial Attention, measures the frequency that chiltdosacially
towards the child; due to the nature of the study, this scale was not utilized. Chienbac

alpha coefficients are .80, .78 and .77 for the relational victimization, peerizetiiom

66



and prosocial attention scales, indicating high reliability for all thrales¢Crick &
Grotpeter, 1996). Additionally, a principal-components factor analysis asrpeddyy

Crick & Grotpeter (1996) showed factor loadings of greater than .60 for each item on
both the relational and overt victimization scales. The SEQ-SR has been shown to have
moderate to high reliability levels and it has been described as unique initystabil
measure relational and overt victimization (Crothers & Levinson, 2004).

SEQ-SR has been utilized in studies of the relationship between posttraumatic
stress symptomology and peer victimization (see Storch & Esposito, 2003). As noted
previously, verbal aggression has been shown in the literature to be a component of peer
victimization. Due to this seven additional items were added to the SEQ-SR. wWhe ne
items were based on definitions of verbal aggression as a component of peer
victimization throughout the literature (Olweus, 1993; Smith & Myron-Wilson, 1998),
and included items inquiring about being victimized through threats, name-calling, and
other verbally aggressive acts. Additional items were also added to@x&RBvert
and relational scales to explore other behaviors that might be considered peer
victimization, bringing the total item count to 23 on the SEQ-SR adapted measuee. Onc
the additional items were added to the SEQ-SR, an identical SEQ-SR wag treate
order to assess sibling victimization, thus creating the SEQ-SRP and Sk Qtfsfed
for this study. The word “peer” was changed to “brother/sister” and the wadnddl
was changed to “home”. Administration of the SEQ-SR was also modified so that a
detailed description of the definition of sibling and peer victimization could be provided

in instructions prior to participants filling out the likert scale itefdsta analysis
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included a Principal Axis Factor analysis in order to examine the usefulnéssit@is

added to the scale. The results of this analysis are provided in the results section.

The Trauma Symptom Checklist

The Trauma Symptom Checklist (TSCIG) children consists of 54 self-report
items for ages ranging from seven to sixteen yeardtolchs developed by Briere in
order to comprehensively assess trauma in children ranging in post-traymgitorss
from the effects of child abuse and neglect, to witnessing accidents and natastdrdi
(Sauter & Franklin, 1998). It has been noted in research that the TSCC is sseful a
screening tool due to its relatively swift administration time (about 10 to 20 raifuute
the whole measure) (Sauter & Franklin, 1998).

Only the Posttraumatic Stress Subscale of the Trauma Symptom Checklist
(TSCC) was used to assess post-traumatic stress symptomology, whichstenonsth
Storch and Esposito (2003). The PTSD subscale of the TSCC consists of ten items
measured on a four point likert scale (0 — never; 3 almost always) which measure a
variety of post-traumatic stress symptomology including intrusive thoadplost
distressing events, nightmares and avoidance of stimuli related to negatikereogse
Overall, psychometric characteristics of the TSCC overall show abbtep&diability
coefficients (.93 alpha value for PTSD-Total scale) as well as proved to batessoc
with exposure to childhood sexual abuse, physical abuse and witnessing domestic
violence (Sauter & Franklin, 1998; Briere, Johnson, Bissada, Damon, Crouch, Gil,

Hanson & Ernst, 2001).

OSU PTSD Scale (adapted)
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The OSU PTSD Scale is a self-report scale developed by Evans & OehfextiSt
(2006), which is designed to measure items relevant to DSM-IV-TR posttrautrnegs s
disorder criteria. DSM-IV-TR criteria measured include re-expemgnaf the traumatic
event, arousal and avoidance of the event. The six factors Avoidance, Re-Experiencing
Interpersonal Alienation, Interference with Daily Functioning, Playsic
Symptoms/Anxiety and Foreshortened Future, combining for twenty nine &ote it
(Evans & Oehler-Stinnett, 2006). Participants answered items on a five poirit Liker
system (0 — never, 4 — always). The OSU-PTSD scale is meant to be usedildien
between the ages of Kindergarten to sixth grade; older students were dnculd¢a
collection but this data was not included in the publication. The original OSU-PTSD
scale was meant for students who had experienced a tornado as a traumatic evémt. Du
this and for the purposes of this study the scale was adapted so that experiatezbtorel
victimization by peers and siblings could be more accurately measured.heFor t

purposes of this study, the original factor structure was utilized fortstalti@nalyses.

Personal Data Information

A demographics form was used to collect additional information from the
respondents. The demographics form included questions regarding participant age,

gender, ethnicity, number of siblings, and birth order.

Data Analysis

The present study examines sibling and peer victimization, their

relationship to each other and to subsequent PTSD symptomology. Additionally, two
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demographic variables are examined with regard to the different types ofizatton.

Sibling Victimization is measured by the SEQ-SR (sibling, revised). Hetimization

is measured by the SEQ-SR (peer, revised) (see Table 1). PTSD symptomology i
measured by the TSCC (revised) and OSU-PTSD Scale (revised). Ficstrafalysis

was conducted in order to examine the revised sibling and peer victimization scales.
Then, prevalence data was calculated. Next, analysis of variance procederes wer
utilized in order to examine demographic variables and sibling and peer vitiimiza
Finally, two multiple regression analyses were conducted. The first exditie

relationship between sibling and peer victimization. The second examined both types of
victimization with PTSD symptomology. Additionally, item level analysesafl scales

are presented.

70



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Preliminary Analysis

This section will include description of results not directly related to ansg
the eight stated research questions and hypotheses. Item-level arfadjidisur
measures used (SEQ-SRS, SEQ-SRP, TSCC, and OSU-PTSD) are repottest, ther
reliability analysis of the SEQ-SRP (adapted,original) and SEQ-SiRptead,original)
measures is presented in order to establish the usability of the measuregnaliidian
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted with the SEQ-SR (péeilaing) in
order to examine the inclusion of added items, as well as to confirm the factburstr
as described by the authors of the scale.

For a summary of instruments, variables measured, and statisticakanalys
utilized, see Table 1. SPSS version 16.0 for Windows and Microsoft Excel (2007) were

used for all statistical computations.

Item-Level Analysis

The following descriptive statistics are presented for each mealsigan,
Standard Deviation, Standard Error of Measurement, frequency and percerages

item analysis for the SEQ-SRS can be found in Table 3. Item analysis of tRSFEQ
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can be found in Table 4. Item analysis for the OSU-PTSD scale can be found in Table 5.

Results for the TSCC item analysis are located in Table 6.

Intercorrelations between Dependent Variables

Intercorrelations for all dependent variables are presented in Tables 7H6.7Ta
includes intercorrelations between the adapted measures. Table 8 provideti@usrel
between all original measures. Table 9 presents correlations betwetsdaatap
original measures. Table 10 presents correlations between the SEQ-SRS eBRBSEQ
original and adapted scales.

When examining the intercorrelation between dependent variables, all are
significant (p=.000¢ .001). A further examination of correlations between measures

shows correlations ranging from .346 to .983.

Reliability Analysis

Prior to conducting the exploratory factor analysis, it was determined that a
reliability analysis was necessary in order to address whether or regE@e SRS and
SEQ-SRP were measuring what they were intending to measure, i.engadrlag
victimization. To assess whether the 23 items composing the SEQ-SRS (adagtd®
23 items composing the SEQ-SRP (adapted) formed reliable scales (vedpecti
Chronbach’s alpha was computed. The alpha for the 23 items from the SEQ-SRS
(adapted) was .964, indicating that the items for a scale that has good icb@sisiency
reliability. Similarly, the alpha for the SEQ-SRP (adapted) scale was €&bédicating

good internal consistency. Additionally, Chronbach’s Alpha was computed for the SEQ-
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SRS (original) and SEQ-SRP (original) scales. The alpha for the teSEE¥SRS
(original) was .929 and for the SEQ-SRP (original) was .913, again indicating good
internal consistency for both original item based scales. Therefore, deteamined
that it would be appropriate to conduct exploratory factor analyses with the BEQ-S

(adapted, original) and SEQ-SRP (adapted, original) data.

Factor Analysis

Principal axis factor analysis with direct oblimin rotation was conductesstsa
the underlying structure for the 23 items on the SEQ-SRS (adapted) and SEQ-SRP
(adapted). An oblique rotation was chosen as the method of rotation because it is
assumed that due to the nature of the concepts being examined that there is a likelihood
of correlation between factors. Three factors were requested for eackisgriged on
the fact that the items were designed to index three types of victimizatiysical,
verbal and relational. Further, a secondary principal axis factoring f&&QeSRS and
SEQ-SRP based on the original scale items. For the secondary factorsaoalysiwo
factors were requested for each analysis, based on the original auttionrsstaicture:
overt and relational. The author’s of the SEQ-SR (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996) didize
varimax rotation to explore their data, however, for the purposes of this stagiora
analysis utilizing oblimin rotations was examined in order to explore fatactures.
Oblimin rotations were utilized due to the nature of the variables in this studyré&tate
highly with one another. The following sections provide the results for the S-S

(adapted) factor analysis (request 3 factors); SEQ-SRS (origuttdy fanalysis (request
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2 factors), SEQ-SRP (adapted) factor analysis (request 3 factors) arkl3HeRs

(original) factor analysis (request 2 factors).

SEQ-SRS (adapted)

Assumptions were examined before interpreting factor analysis resuittheFo
SEQ-SRS (adapted), assumptions of independent sampling and normality are met.
Further, a KMO statistic of .951 and a significant finding on Bartlett's d&Sphericity
(p=.000) indicate that assumptions were met.

Three factors were requested because items were designed to fall unoer one
three types of victimization (physical, verbal, relational). After rotatthe first factor
accounted for 54.52% of the variance, the second factor accounted for 4.79% of the
variance, and the third factor accounted for 3.27% of the variance. Table 11 presents
items and the pattern matrix for the rotated factors. Loadings less than el0mtted
(Stevens, 2002).

Fifteen items make up factor 1, and questions categorized under all headings (i.e.
physical, verbal and relational) are present, with loadings ranging fr@ma93846. One
item (“How often does your brother/sister at home steal your belongirgjs@”)oads on
factor 3 (loading = .439).

On factor two, six items categorized under all three types of victimizatoa
found. Individual item loadings range from .883 to .410. One item (“How often does
your brother/sister curse at you?”) had a loading of .377. Factor three dotjemone

item with a loading of .401.
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In examining the items making up each factor, it is clear that they did hasfal
predicted. Examining items under factor one, the items that were catelgasieéher
“physical” and “verbal” when examined together could be characterized ast"dir
bullying. However, the items that fall under the “relational” definition orofaate by
nature cannot be described as “direct” or “overt” bullying behaviors and tresrefo
confuse the results. Factor two, like factor one, contains items categorizealltitee
definitions of bullying behaviors (physical, verbal, relational). Again, theme dear
description that can explain these items together under this factor. Raetoonly
contains one item so the utility of the third factor is questioned. This item islbmg fa

under the definition of relational bullying.

SEQ-SRS (original)

Assumptions were examined and met for this analysis (KMO = .912; Bartlett's
Test (p=.000). For this analysis, two factors were requested because @éendesigned
to fall under one of two types of victimization (overt, relational) like thasten the
original SEQ-SR scale. After rotation, the first factor accounted for 57.678€ of
variance, the second factor accounted for 4.81% of the variance. Table 12 presents item
and the pattern matrix for the rotated factors. Loadings less than .40 werel.omitte

When examining items falling under factor one, all questions categorized under
the overt subscale on the original SEQ-SR measure are present, with loadgigg
from .944 to .474. Additionally, two additional items load on factor one ranging from
.564 to .410. These items fell on the relational victimization scale on the original SEQ-

SR and were not expected to group with the overt items. On factor two, items
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categorized under relational victimization were found. These items had loaatggysy
from .880 to .459.

In looking at the items making up each factor for the SEQ-SRS (original), it i
noted that items fall similarly to those in the original SEQ-SR, withxbepgion of the
two items from the relational victimization scale that load with the ovelg gems.

This brings to light that sibling victimization may in definition, be differeatrfrthat of
peer victimization.

Through the examination of the SEQ-SRS (adapted) and SEQ-SRS (original)
factor analysis results, it seems that items do not fall according tesarcher’s
hypothesis, nor do they fall in line with the SEQ-SR (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996haligi
factor structure. This suggests that sibling victimization may not beabkdescribed
and/or measured in the same way as peer victimization, when looking to place definitions
to the types of behaviors that are traditionally seen as bullying behaviossis &hi
interesting finding and holds implications for the measurement of siblingwzetion

for future research studies.

SEQ-SRP (adapted)

Assumptions were examined and met for this analysis (KMO = .955; Bartlett's
Test (p=.000). Again, three factors were requested because items wened &ésiigll
under one of three types of victimization (physical, verbal, relational). Adtation, the
first factor accounted for 52.67% of the variance, the second factor accounted for 4.80%

of the variance, and the third factor accounted for 4.12% of the variance. Table 13
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presents items and the pattern matrix loadings for the rotated factorsndgobedis than
.40 were omitted.

When examining items falling under factor one, questions categorized under the
“relational” and “verbal” definitions of bullying are present, with loadirgsging from
.902 to .426. Additionally, item six (“How often does another kid at school call you
mean names?”) also has a loading of .422 on factor three, which calls into question the
utility of this item on either factor. These items could be categorized gmigull
behaviors with the exception of physical aggression; however it doesn’t appictrese
items would fit under the category of “direct”, “indirect”, “covert” or “overt
victimization.

On factor two, items defined as “physical”, “verbal” and “relational”
victimization were found, with loadings ranging from -.886 to -.479. Additionally, item
nine (“How often does another kid kick you?”) has a loading of .502 on factor three and
item twenty-three (“How often have you had to do something you didn’t want to do
because another kid spread rumors about you?”) has a loading of .463 on factor one,
calling into question the utility of these two items on factor two. Even when exani
the items making up factor two without the two previously mentioned, it does not seem
that these items can be categorized by “direct”, “indirect”, “covertbwert” as was the
case with factor one.

Factor three included three items with loadings ranging from .634 to .591. These
items all fall under the definition of physical victimization.

In looking at the items making up each factor for the SEQ-SRP (adapted), it is

noted that as with the SEQ-SRS (adapted) items did not fall as predicted. Tdasemdi
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that perhaps the addition of items meant to measure “verbal” victimizatiohaway

impacted the way that all items sort themselves out.

SEQ-SRP (original)

Again, assumptions were examined and met for this analysis (KMO = .908;
Bartlett's Test (p=.000). Two factors were requested because itemexpected to
replicate the factor structure of the original scale. After rotatiorfjritdactor
accounted for 52.66% of the variance, while the second factor accounted for 7.40% of the
variance. Table 14 presents items and the pattern matrix for the rotatesl. factor
Loadings less than .40 were omitted.

Items making up factor one were consistent with the original relational
victimization scale. Items had factor loadings ranging from .844 to .699.

On factor two, items consistent with the overt scale from the original SEQ-SR
were present. These items had factor loadings ranging from -.857 to -.716. Howeve
item 12 (“How often does another kid pull your hair’?) did not seem to load on either
factor, indicating it doesn’t have utility with regard to either scale.

In looking at the items making up each factor for the SEQ-SRP (originat), ite
distribution and factor loadings indicate that with one exception, the origines’sca

factors are confirmed with data from this sample.

Summary

The results from the factor analyses of the SEQ-SRS (adapted) and SEQ-SRP

(adapted) did not yield items that factored as predicted by the resedrcnéhe SEQ-
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SRS (adapted) this may have occurred because while there has been reseestihgugg
the existence of sibling bullying, different modalities of the “bullying” noagur and
warrant further exploration.

When examining the items of these scales, it is noted that essentially, these
guestions are behavioral ratings indicating the frequency of differentdjpggressive
behaviors that, when occur over time and invoke a power differential, would be
considered bullying behaviors. In light of this statement, it is believed that eveynthou
factor analysis results do not necessarily indicate a clear struaitigeale items
represent bullying behaviors and should not be arbitrarily thrown out becauss &aetor
not clear. Further, a reliability analysis of items for both measuresatedi that all items
are useable for the purpose of identifying sibling and peer victimizatiquetagely).
Additionally, the factor analysis of the SEQ-SRP (original) yielded retudt were
mostly consistent with that of the original scale.

Therefore, the following statistical analyses were conducted in tws: wasing
the SEQ-SRS (adapted) and SEQ-SRP (adapted) total scores, as well as-BRSEQ
(original) and SEQ-SRP (original) total scores. This has been done in orthex for
researcher to be able to answer all proposed research questions, as well as thdéook at
possible differences between the scales in assessing prevalence, lbgkindex and
birth order differences and finally, in examining sibling and peer victinozatnd their
relationship with each other and PTSD symptomology. This is not to suggest that there is
not importance in having a measure with good psychometric properties that cdg identi
the different constructs of the variables that have been shown to exist bgréteid.

However, the purpose of this study is not to develop and/or establish a measurement tool
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to assess sibling and peer victimization; it is to identify students who hpeaenced
these types of bullying behaviors in line with the previously establisheutaefiof
bullying and to explore a relationship between sibling and peer victimization and
subsequent PTSD symptomology. In light of this, it is reasonable to pose thanhall ite
on each measure are assessing sibling and peer victimization, and theilehweised

to answer the research questions for this study. Due to the scope of the curyent stud
discussion of factor analysis results and implications will be discusseditaditins and
possible future directions of research in this area, but are not be examinedvttimer

the context of the research questions being answered by this data.

Primary Analysis

Research Question One

What is the prevalence of sibling victimization at home within a sample of 10 to
14 year old children and adolescents measured by the SEQ-SRS (adapted)?

The prevalence of sibling victimization was measured by the SEQ-SRS (adapted
and original). Prevalence data is presented based on both the adapted items ansl the item
from the original measure.

Prevalence data was calculated according to methodology described in Crick &
Grotpeter (1995). Prevalence was determined by computing average scaedatcibre
SEQ-SRS (adapted and original). Further, the sample mean was calaiaachf of
the different types of victimization measured by both the adapted and origasiirae

Children and adolescents with scores one standard deviation above the sample mean for
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the SEQ-SRS (adapted), SEQ-SRS (original) were identified as victisiisliofy

bullying.

SEQ-SRS (adapted and original)

In looking at the SEQ-SRS (adapted) total score, forty-five of two-hundred thirty
two respondents (19.40%) reported having been victimized by a sibling, indicating a
prevalence rate of nearly 20% of the sample. When examining prevalenceSiBQhe
SRS (original) total score, forty-three of two-hundred thirty-two respoad&Bt53%)
reported having been victimized by a sibling, indicating a negligible diftar in the

identification of those experiencing sibling victimization by measure.

Research Question Two

What is the prevalence of peer victimization at school within a sample of 10 to 14
year old children and adolescents measured by the SEQ-SRP (adapted)?
Prevalence data were calculated the same as described for researoh quest

The results for the prevalence of peer victimization are as follows:

SEQ-SRP (adapted) (original)

Forty of the two-hundred and forty-two respondents (16.53%) total score
on the SEQ-SRP (adapted) reported having been victimized by a peer at school.
When examining prevalence by the SEQ-SRP (original) total score, fampdfundred
forty-two respondents (16.53%) reported having been victimized by a peertingliva

difference for prevalence of peer victimization on the adapted and origaaasumes.
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Research Question Three

Is there a difference between boys and girls on the different types of peer and
sibling victimization (physical, verbal, relational) within a sample of 10 to 14 year old
children and adolescents measured by gender and the SEQ-SRS (adapted) and SEQ-SRP
(adapted)?

A single-factor multivariate analysis of variance was conducted tosagslesre
were differences between the gender on a linear combination of sibling and peer
victimization (physical, verbal, relational) as measured by the SEQ&RPBted) and
SEQ-SRP (adapted). Further, the SEQ-SRS (original) and SEQ-SRP (origlinad) w
examined as well, however with regard to the original scales (overt, relatidmal
examination of the assumptions of MANOVA will be presented prior to the resulisof t
analysis.

According to Stevens (2002), there are three assumptions of MANOVA:
Observations must be independent; observations on the dependent variables should have
a MV normal distribution in each group; population covariance matrices of the p
dependent variables must be equal. For both analyses, all assumptions were met
(adapted: Box's M=27.450, F (21, 1.693E5) = 1.270, p=.182; original: Box’s
M=16.182, F(10, 2.180E5) = 1.587, p=.103). Therefore Wilk’'s Lambda is appropriate to
utilize for interpretation of the analysis of gender with the differentstgbeictimization
for both the adapted and original measures.

For the analysis using the adapted measures, a significant differenceunwas f

Wilk's A = .865, F (6,223) = 5.796, p=.000, multivarigfe.135. See Table 15a for
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between-subject results. These results indicate that there is acaiginafifference on
gender for the SEQ-SRS (adapted: P, V, R) and for the SEQ-SRP (adapted: R).
Exploration of mean total scores for these types of victimization show that @SS
(P, V, R) and SEQ-SRP (R) females are experiencing greater ratesrafzation than
males.

When utilizing the original scales for both sibling and peer victimization, a
significant difference was found, Wilkis= .869, F (4,225) = 8.461, p=.000, multivariate
n°=.131. See Table 15b for between-subject results. These results indicate ¢hiataher
significant difference on gender for the SEQ-SRS (original: overtjoe#) and for the
SEQ-SRP (original: relational). An exploration of the mean total scores && tyj@es
of victimization show that for SEQ-SRS (overt, relational) and SEQ-SRRi¢relh,

females are experiencing greater rates of victimization than males.

Research Question Four

Are there differences within birth order placement and sibling victimization
within a sample of 10 to 14 year old children and adolescents measured by birth order
and the SEQ-SRS (adapted)?

A single-factor analysis of variance was conducted to assess if there we
differences in birth order on a linear combination of sibling victimizatiomeasured by
the SEQ-SRS (adapted). The same analysis was also calculated uSEQHSRS
(original) for comparison purposes.

Prior to presenting results for this section, the assumptions of ANOVA were

examined. These include independent observations, normality, and homogeneity of
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variance (Stevens, 2002). All assumptions examined were met using both measures
(SEQ-SRS adapted and SEQ-SRS original) and therefore, the resultsradlttsesaof
variance are interpretable (adapted: Levene Test, F (1, 219) = .150, p=.699;:.original
F(1,216) = .053, p=.819).

See Table 16 for between-subject results. For both analyses: birth order x
SEQSRS total score (adapted) and birth order x SEQ-SRS total score (ptigerealvas
no significant difference found, F (1,219) = .699, p =.404; F(1,216) = .006, p=.936.
These results indicate that there is not a significant difference fordoder placement
for students experiencing sibling victimization, meaning that there is noethifferin the

rate of sibling bullying for first born students and non first born students.

Research Question Five

Is sibling victimization predictive of peer victimization within a populatiohOof
to 14 year old children and adolescents as measured by the SEQ-SRS (adapted,original)
and SEQ-SRP (adapted,original)

A regression analysis was utilized in order to examine sibling victioizas a
predictor of peer victimization. The SEQ-SRS total score (adapted) veascas the
predictor, the SEQ-SRP total score (adapted) was entered as the depeamalget VBhis
procedure was repeated utilizing the SEQ-SRS total score (originalEA6RP total
score (original), in order to examine if the different measures accoiantdifferences in
analysis results.

The assumptions of regression analysis (independence of observations, linearity

of relationships, homoscedasticity, an absence of multicollinearity, and & withoheut
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specification errors) were examined prior to the presentation of resuler. Aft

examination, it was determined that all assumptions were met and thehefareatysis

should produce interpretable results (Durbin-Watson statistic for SEQ-SRE&E@Rd S

SRP adapted measures =1.917; SEQ-SRS and SEQ-SRP original measures = 1.943; the
mean centered leverage statistic (h) for both analyses (adapted scgilesl scales)

=.004).

Regression Results (SEQ-SRS, adapted; SEQ-SRP, adapted)

A regression analysis was conducted to determine the amount of variance sibling
victimization contributes to peer victimization. Sibling victimization digantly
predicted peer victimization, F(1, 230) = 73.09, p=.008.05). The adjusted R squared
value was .238. This indicates that 23.8% of the variance in peer victimization was
explained by sibling victimization. According to Cohen (1988), this is a medium effect
(R?=.24). Zero-order correlations, semi-partial correlations and other valugsgst

analysis are presented in table 17.

Regression Results (SEQ-SRS, original; SEQ-SRP, original)

A regression analysis was conducted to determine the amount of variance sibling
victimization contributes to peer victimization. Sibling victimization digantly
predicted peer victimization, F(1, 226) = 52.51, p=.008.05). The adjusted R squared
value was .185. This indicates that 18.5% of the variance in peer victimization was
explained by sibling victimization. According to Cohen (1988), this is a smat esffee

(R?=.19). Zero-order correlations, semi-partial correlations and othees/&br this
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analysis are presented in table 18. This indicates that the amount of varamogeat
for in peer victimization was slightly higher when utilizing the data ftbenadapted
measures than from the original measures. This is an interesting findingilt be
explored in Chapter V.

Research Questions Six, Seven and Eight

Is sibling victimization predictive of posttraumatic stress disorder syngltmy
within a population of 10 to 14 year old children and adolescents as measured by the
SEQ-SRS (adapted,original), TSCC (adapted) and OSU PTSD Scale (adapted)?

Is peer victimization predictive of posttraumatic stress disorder symptomology
within a population of 10 to 14 year old children and adolescents as measured by the
SEQ-SRP (adapted,original), TSCC (adapted) and OSU PTSD Scale (adapted)?

Does the experience of both sibling and peer victimization provide for more
unique variance in the prediction of posttraumatic stress disorder symptomology than
either in isolation within a population of 9 to 14 year old children and adolescents as
measured by the SEQ-SRS (adapted,original), SEQ-SRP (adapted,original), TSCC
(adapted) and OSU PTSD Scale (adapted)?

A simultaneous equation multiple regression was utilized in order to examine
research question six, seven and eight. Four different analyses were conductect The f
utilized the SEQ-SRS total score (adapted) and SEQ-SRP total scoredpndapte
predictors, and the dependent variable measured by the OSU-PTSD scateretalf
items making up the original factor structure of the scale). The second wam&assa
the first, except that the SEQ-SRS (original) and SEQ-SRP (originalstaires were

entered as the IV. The third analysis again utilized the SEQ-SRS (@dapteSEQ-
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SRP (adapted) as predictors, however, this analysis utilized the TSCC (adapied) a
dependent variable. The fourth and final analysis utilized the SEQ-SRS (Qragida
SEQ-SRP (original) with the same DV as analysis three. As withrobsgaestion five,
the assumptions of statistical analysis using multiple regression techmgue
addressed before going through with the analyses.

The assumptions of multiple regression analysis (independence of observations,
linearity of relationships, homoscedasticity, an absence of multicolineand a model
without specification errors) were examined prior to the presentation of reAtks
examination, it was determined that all assumptions were met and thehefareatysis
should produce interpretable results (Durbin-Watson statistic for SEQ-8R&dd) and
SEQ-SRP (adapted measures) =1.70; 1.80; SEQ-SRS (original) and SEQ-8§RBI)ori
measures = 1.81; 1.83; the mean centered leverage statistic (h) foryaear{ablapted

scales, original scales) =.009.

Multiple Regression Results (IV: SEQ-SRS, adapted and SEQ-SRP, adapted; DV:

OSU-PTSD, adapted)

Simultaneous equation multiple regression was conducted to determine the
amount of variance sibling victimization and peer victimization contribute 8P T
symptomology. Sibling victimization and peer victimization significantBdgted peer
victimization, F(2, 228) = 101.51, p=.000 €.05). The adjusted R squared value was
466. This indicates that 46.6% of the variance in PTSD symptomology was explained
by the combination of sibling and peer victimization. According to Cohen (1988), this is

a large effect (R=.47). Zero-order correlations, semi-partial correlations and other
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values for this analysis are presented in table 19. An examination of these values
indicates that peer victimization contributes more variance to the predicti@Téf P
symptomology when compared to sibling victimization.

Multiple Regression Results (IV: SEQ-SRS, original and SEQ-SRP, original; DV:

OSU-PTSD, adapted)

A simultaneous equation multiple regression analyses was conducted to determine
the amount of variance sibling victimization and peer victimization contribute S®PT
symptomology using the SEQ-SRS and SEQ-SRP original total scores. Sibling
victimization and peer victimization significantly predicted peer vication, F(2,224) =
96.30, p=.000 <.05). The adjusted R squared value was .458. This indicates that
45.8% of the variance in PTSD symptomology was explained by the combination of
sibling and peer victimization. According to Cohen (1988), this is a large effectf).
Zero-order correlations, semi-partial correlations and other valudss$aralysis are
presented in table 20. These values suggest that peer victimization contributes more
variance to the prediction of PSTD symptomology when compared with sibling
victimization. When comparing results of the different measures (orjgidapted)

differences are negligible.

Multiple Regression Results (IV: SEQ-SRS, adapted and SEQ-SRP, adapted; DV:

TSCC, adapted)

Simultaneous multiple regression was conducted to determine the amount of
variance sibling victimization and peer victimization contribute to PTSD syngitgy

Sibling victimization and peer victimization significantly predicted peeimization,
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F(2,217) =81.97, p=.00@ &.05). The adjusted R squared value was .425. This
indicates that 42.5% of the variance in PTSD symptomology was explained by the
combination of sibling and peer victimization. According to Cohen (1988), this is a large
effect (R=.430). Zero-order correlations, semi-partial correlations and other values f
this analysis are presented in table 21. Examination of these values agaitsghggies

peer victimization is contributing more variance to the prediction PSTD syrofuigyn

when compared with sibling victimization.

Multiple Regression Results (IV: SEQ-SRS, original and SEQ-SRP, original; DV:

TSCC, adapted)

A final simultaneous equation multiple regression analysis was conducted to
determine the amount of variance sibling victimization and peer victimizasmniloute
to PTSD symptomology, this time using the original measures. Sibling \aetion and
peer victimization again significantly predicted PTSD symptomology, F(2, 264)3,
p=.000 { <.05). The adjusted R squared value was .372. This indicates that 37.2% of
the variance in PTSD symptomology was explained by the combination of sibling and
peer victimization. According to Cohen (1988), this is a large effést3R). Zero-
order correlations, semi-partial correlations and other values for thisisnare
presented in table 22. As previously found, examination of these values suggests that
peer victimization contributes more variance in the prediction of PSTD symtgynol
when compared to sibling victimization. A discussion of the results is presented in the

following chapter.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Findings and Interpretation

A summary and interpretation of the major findings of the study are prdsente
this chapter. First, the discussion of results related to each research qegstisented.
Second, the limitations of this study are presented. Then, the implications afdye st
are explored. Finally, the suggestions for future avenues of research pertaihiag to t

study are presented.

Research Questions One and Two

The prevalence of both sibling and peer victimization was explored utilizing all
four of the SEQ-SR measures (sibling, peer; adapted, original). It wathbgjzed that
prevalence rates for sibling victimization would fall within the 20% rangéh®sample,
as was reported by the Duncan (1999a) study. Further, it was expected for peer
victimization to fall within the 30% range for the sample, as reported by Neinslel

Prevalence results for sibling victimization as measured by the SEBQ-SR
(adapted) indicated that 19.40% of students reported having been victimized bya sibli

prevalence rates as measured by the SEQ-SRS (original) indicated 18.586éeofsst
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reported victimization by a sibling. This indicates that the difference batpevalence

rates for sibling victimization were negligible for the two differeneasures. Further,

these numbers support the hypothesis, and are comparable with those reportechaby Dunc
(1999a).

Prevalence results for peer victimization as measured by both the SEQ-SRP
(adapted) and SEQ-SRP (original) showed that 16.53% of students reported having been
victimized by a peer. This is much lower than the 30% prevalence rate thapeasd
by the Nansel et al. (2001) study, and therefore does not support the hypothesis; though a
prevalence rate of 16.53% still indicates a significant amount of students were
experiencing victimization by their peers.

Comparable prevalence rates for each of the different measures (adapted a
original, respectively) indicate that the addition of new items did not seemrtthalte
prevalence rates for either type of victimization. This suggests thatlthigon of items
to the original SEQ measures did not impact prevalence rates of peer and sibling
victimization. The purpose of the additional items was to attempt to capture verbal
aggression as a component of peer and sibling victimization, but as factor aeslykss r
showed, this seemed to confuse the structure that was found within the original SEQ
measure. This may indicate that utilizing the original measure that rasaswart and
relational types of peer and sibling victimization is most appropriate due ¢ttetire
factor structure. This is further supported in that the results of the factgsiariar both
the SEQ-SRS (original) and SEQ-SRP (original) were generally ¢emsiwgith those

reported by Crick & Grotpeter (1995). This suggests that it may be more salient t
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measure victimization looking at two factors (overt and relational) as oppoHage

(physical, verbal, relational).

Research Questions Three and Four

Research questions three and four examined some of the variables that were
shown to have a relationship with the different types of victimization. It was
hypothesized that boys would experience more physical sibling and peerzatiomi
and that girls would experience more relational sibling and peer victimizatiere
were no differences expected for the verbal type of victimization. Furthesit w
hypothesized that non-firstborn students would experience higher levels g sibli
victimization than firstborn students.

When examining sibling victimization and gender with the SEQ-SRS (adapted)
and SEQ-SRP (adapted) measure results indicated that females ailenexpehigher
rates of sibling victimization for all three types than males, and are expeg higher
levels of relational peer victimization than males. These findingsestuguat the
hypothesis was supported when looking at relational victimization; howeves ihot
found that males were experiencing more physical victimization. Furtsaltse
indicated that females were experiencing higher rates of the verbabftgbling
victimization, which was unexpected.

Data utilizing the SEQ-SRS (original) measure found comparable restiitthe
adapted measure, wherein female students were shown to experience @pesatdr r
sibling and peer victimization by the relational type. Again, for sibling vization, it

was also found that females are experiencing greater levels of ovenization, as they
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were experiencing greater rates of physical/verbal victinzathen measured by the
SEQ-SRS (adapted).

The literature that has examined gender and peer victimization has shown in some
cases that there tends to be a difference in what type of victimizationdles and
females experience; however, the literature shows contradictingsreRdsults of this
study are interesting in that it appears that gender differencablfog victimization
may not be consistent with those found when studying peer victimization. Overaill, whe
examining the literature and the relationship between gender and peerzattn) it
seems that there are no overall consistent patterns and that both males &xldema
susceptible to multiple forms of both sibling and peer victimization.

The examination of the results for birth order did not support the hypothesis. No
significant results were found for birth order placement on sibling victimization,
indicating that first-born siblings were just as likely to experiengengi victimization as
non first born siblings. This is surprising, as it was assumed that first born student
would experience less victimization than their younger siblings. Martin & Q08%)
stated that the relationship between birth order and the sibling relationstgplis hi
important and that older children tend to have more power over their younger siblings,
and that aggression by older siblings is more potent. However, with regard to the
students of this study, birth order seemed to have no impact on the identity of the victim

of sibling bullying.

Research Question Five
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Research question five examined the relationship between sibling victomizat
and peer victimization. As with all analyses, results were explored lookingha®BQ-
SRS (adapted and original) and SEQ-SRP (adapted and original). Results were
significant for both analyses, indicating a relationship between sibling &nd pe
victimization. It is interesting to note that the results for the analysig tis¢ adapted
measures had a greater effect size than those for the analysisgutiie original
measures. This may be occurring due to the greater number of items on thé adapte
measures than on the original measures.

This finding is significant in that it highlights a connection between sibling
victimization and peer victimization. The nature of the study does not allow for an
assumption of directionality; that being said, it is of great significant¢ehbee is a
connection between the two different types of victimization. Recent rbedeasc
highlighted a shift in examining peer victimization from a developmentabgicall
systems framework, based on the work of Bronfenbrenner (1986). Bronfenbrenner
suggests that a child’s behavior is impacted by individual biological chaséicte as
well as family, school, community and culture. This framework and the importdnce
examining student behavior from multiple ecologies is supported by Leff (2007);
Espelage & Swearer (2003), Swearer & Espelage (2004) and Swearer @@dl).

The current study, in a sense, addressed multiple perspectives in its ¢éxenuhboth
sibling and peer victimization, thus exploring behavior in both the school and family
environments; however, it did not comprehensively examine information from a| area
as suggested by an ecological framework (i.e. gathering informationnfrultiple

informants and multiple sources, etc). This is due in part to the nature and purpose of the
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study, and is presented as a limitation of the current study. Conductinghesegeer
and sibling victimization from this framework is of great interest, and i®pted as a

future direction of study in the subsequent section.

Research Questions Six — Eight

The final three research questions examined sibling and peer victoniaatl
subsequent PTSD symptomology in those students who experienced these types of
victimization. In order to examine these questions, four separate analyses we
conducted, utilizing the adapted and original SEQ-SRS and SEQ-SRP measurel and bot
PTSD measures (OSU-PTSD and TSCC). For all analyses, results gvdfieasit with
large effect sizes, indicating that both sibling and peer victimizatiopragictive of
PTSD symptomology. Further, examination of the results indicate that the ctiotbina
of sibling and peer victimization contribute more variance to PTSD symptomology than
either in isolation. Each of these findings supports the stated hypotheses ofiyhe st
Additionally, for all analyses, it appears that peer victimizatiomriouting more
variance to the prediction of PTSD symptomology that sibling victimization. eThes
results support Storch & Esposito’s (2000) findings that also showed a relationship
between peer victimization and PTSD symptomology. Further, they estabtiskbtimg
victimization can contribute to this significant outcome. A recent literatesech
indicated that several dissertation studies have examined peer victimeadié®TSD
symptomology, and all report findings consistent with this study (Burril, 2006; Kay,
2006; Tabori, 2007; Rosser, 2002 & Snook, 2001). The current study is unique from the

previously mentioned studies due to the examination of sibling victimization altimg wi
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peer victimization. That sibling and peer victimization can be shown to have a
relationship with PTSD symptomology is very important and both reinforces the
previously established negative outcomes of peer victimization as wegjraghis
important implications for addressing bullying and victimization in thesls.
Additionally, these findings support the idea of chronic trauma as a precipittiog f

for the development of PTSD symptomology which holds diagnostic implications that

need to be further addressed.
Summary of Main Findings
% Hypothesized prevalence rates for sibling victimization were found; preele

rates for peer victimization were lower than expected.

+ Results for gender were mixed and indicate that both boys and girls are
susceptible to multiple types of victimization by both siblings and peers.

% Birth order results showed no significant differences for rates of sibling
victimization for first born students vs. non-first born students.

+« Sibling victimization is related to of peer victimization.

+« Sibling and peer victimization were shown to contribute significantly to
subsequent PTSD symptomology.

% Peer victimization seems to contribute more variance to resulting PTSD
symptomology than that of sibling victimization.

Limitations

Several limitations can be discussed with regard to this study. First, the
participants of this study came from two rural middle schools in Texas and Okklahom

The rural population of the sample and relatively low sample size make it umnrdalis
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be able to generalize the result of this study to other schools, partichizsé/dtudents in
more urban and suburban school districts.

Secondly, the measures utilized for sibling and peer victimization could be
considered limitations. Factor analysis results for the SEQ-SRS an®&REBQ@dapted
measures did not show the three factor model that was expected. In light fsthasch
guestions that were interested in looking at the three different types of siblingend p
victimization (physical, verbal, relational) need to be interpreted witharguds this
measure does not indicate a structure that provides good psychometric propadies. F
analysis results for each measure utilizing the original items weretonswith the
original authors’, indicating that the analyses with the original scedes a
psychometrically stable and thus more interpretable. However, the origgaaline
items do not capture overt verbal forms of sibling and peer victimization, whech is
limitation when looking at the results of the study.

Additionally with regard to the assessment of peer (and sibling) victionzdbe
shift towards an ecological framework of examination was previously mentiornesl. T
study only collected information regarding peer and sibling victinanatirough self-
report measures. Current research suggests that while self-repsuteseare useful,
collecting data from multiple sources and using multiple methodologies (peer
nomination, observation, teacher report) will be more salient when examininghgullyi
problems at schools and in developing subsequent intervention strategies (Card &
Hodges, 2008). Card & Hodge also recommend that practitioners in schools should
utilize established measures of peer victimization in the schools, suggbatingotst

existing scales have been utilized only for research purposes (such a®Q)hetsth
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presents another limitation of the current study and limits the ability ergiere the
assessment measures of this study for school-based assessment andamtervent
development.

Results examining the relationship between peer and sibling victimizatien we
significant, as well as their relationship with PTSD symptomology. Howeuerto the
nature of the study, it is not possible to establish the directionality of tHasenghips.
This indicates that while there is a significant relationship between alkksé tfactors,
that it cannot be assumed that there is a directional nature (i.e. it cannotdéhstate
sibling victimization comes before peer victimization, or that peer victimiza
necessarily precedes PTSD symptomology). Additionally, while studengsdivected
to answer PTSD questionnaires with regard to sibling and peer victimizationegexes,
it cannot not be stated with certainty that a student who indicated high levels of PTSD
symptomology had not experienced some other traumatic event in his/her past that coul
have impacted those responses; thus, directionality cannot necessaribbbshesl, as
PTSD symptomology could precede sibling/peer victimization.

These limitations must be taken into consideration when interpreting thes isult
the study. Itis important to understand the limitations, as they provide gesatiatirfor

future research in this area.

Implications

The results of this study further establish sibling and peer victimization as
significant problems as well as links these forms of victimization to symgpassociated

with PTSD. Due to these findings, several important implications can be takerh&om t
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current study. First, these results establish the importance of rowsssygsing bullying
and victimization in the schools so that victims can be identified. Second, identified
victims should be broadly assessed for possible symptomology associated with
victimization, specifically with regard to established internalizirapfgms such as
anxiety and depression often associated with victimization. Further, thes r@fsthe
current study suggest that this type of screening should be extended to papkibde
PTSD symptomology. Finally, the results of this study support the importance of
examining not just bully victimization in the schools but also within the contexblofgi
victimization that may be occurring at home. This holds implications foveriéon not
only at the school and individual level but also at the family level and can be ofigeeat

to practitioners in the schools.

Suggestions for Future Research

The findings of the current study are important and suggest multiple avenues for
future research. As sibling victimization was established as a serious catigidm
this study, it was examined at a very broad level. Exploring family steycilnling
gender match and other variables that may impact the occurrence of sitlimization
will be important for establishing patterns of this type of victimization. heuart
examining family constellations and possible victimization in multiple enments will
be important in establishing sibling victimization as a contributing factouttest
outcomes as well as student susceptibility to peer victimization at schisol, tide
examination of multiple environmental factors, such as exposure to community gjolenc

and other forms of family violence and abuse can be conducted to shed light on patterns
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of victimization and will be invaluable to examining bullying/victimizatiorai social-
ecological context (Holt et al. 2007). Future study in these areas as walvaed
importance in both understanding these issues as well as more and more informing the
most appropriate methods for prevention and intervention of bullying behaviors in the

schools.

Conclusion

This study both extends the current literature that examines sibling and peer
victimization as well as contributes important findings regarding theaedtip between
sibling and peer victimization and the subsequent occurrence of PTSD symptomology
within these victims. This is of great importance for schools and those pracsitwiner
are working with victims of bullying. Bullying/victimization is a perixgsproblem
within schools throughout the world, and research conducted in this area is vital so that
appropriate prevention and intervention programs can be both developed and
implemented effectively, so that all students are able to go to school and develop both

socially and academically devoid of the threat of victimization.
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Table 1

Research Design Chart

v Measure(s)| DV Measure(s) Analysis

RO1: SEQ-SRS | N/A N/A Average scaled scores;
Prevalence of (adapted) sample mean; individual
SV SEQ-SRS score 1 or more SD above

(original) sample mean indicates SV
RO2: SEQ-SRP | N/A N/A Average scaled scores;
Prevalence of (adapted) sample mean; individual
PV SEQ-SRP score 1 or more SD above

(original) sample mean indicates SV
RO3: male or SV SEQ-SRS Factorial MANOVA
Gender female PV (adapted; orig.)

SEQ-SRP
(adapted; orig)

RO4: 1% 26", | sv SEQ-SRS Factorial ANOVA
Birth Order (adapted; orig.)
ROS5: SEQ-SRS | PV SEQ-SR Regression
SV (adapted) (adapted)

SEQ-SRS

(original)
RQO6, RQ7, | SEQ-SRS | PTSD | OSU PTSD Scale Multiple Regression
RO8: (adapt; ori) (adapted)
SV; PV SEQ-SRP

(adapt; ori)
RO6, RQ7, | SEQ-SRS | PTSD | TSCC (adapted)| Multiple Regression
RQO8: (adapt; ori)
SV; PV SEQ-SRP

(adapt; ori)
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Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of Sample (N=244)

Characteristic Frequency Percent
Child Gender (n=243)
Male 134 55.1
Female 109 449
Child Grade (n=242)
Fifth 51 21.1
Sixth 73 30.2
Seventh 89 36.8
Eighth 29 12.0
Child Age (n=242)
Ten 36 14.9
Eleven 69 28.5
Twelve 74 30.6
Thirteen 52 21.5
Fourteen 11 4.5
Child Ethnicity (n=233)
European American (White) 205 87.6
Native American 11 4.7
African American 4 1.7
Asian 3 1.3
Hispanic 11 4.7
Birth Order Position (n=230)
First 106 46.1
Second 74 32.2
Third 38 16.5
Fourth 7 2.9
Fifth 2 0.9
Sixth 3 1.3
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Table 2, Continued

Demographic Characteristics of Sample (N=244)

Characteristic Frequency Percent

Education Level of Parent (n=233)

Some High School 6 2.6
High School Graduate 37 15.9
GED 5 2.1
Technical School 21 9.0
College (1 year) 54 23.2
College (2 year) 26 11.2
College (3 year) 7 3.0
College (4 year) 52 22.3
Graduate School 25 10.7
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Table 3

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRS (N=244)

ltem

Frequency Percent

Mean SD SEM

1-How often do you get hit by a bro/sis
at home? (n=233)

Never

Almost Never
Sometimes

Almost All the Time
All the Time

82
45
61
25
20

2-How often does your bro/sis leave you
out on purpose when it is time to play or

do an activity? (n=232)

Never

Almost Never
Sometimes

Almost All the Time
All the Time

3-How often does your bro/sis yell at
you at home? (n=231)

Never

Almost Never
Sometimes

Almost All the Time
All the Time

4-How often does a bro/sis who is mad
at you try to get back at you by not
letting you be in their group anymore?
(n=232)

Never

Almost Never
Sometimes

Almost All the Time
All the Time

121
42
33
23
13

60
41
65
33
32

127
37
35
14
19

35.2
19.3
26.2
10.7
8.60

52.2
18.1
14.2
9.90
5.60

26.0
17.7
28.1
14.3
13.9

54.7
15.9
15.1
6.00
8.20

2.3820 1.2949 0.0848

1.9871 1.2535 0.0823

2.7229 1.3582 0.0894

1.9698 1.2973 0.0852
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Table 3, Continued

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRS (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent

Mean SD SEM

5-How often do you get pushed by your
bro/sis at home? (n=232)

Never 96
Almost Never 44
Sometimes 44
Almost All the Time 28
All the Time 20

6-How often does your bro/sis tell you
that you are stupid? (n=232)

Never 83
Almost Never 35
Sometimes 43
Almost All the Time 30
All the Time 41

7-How often does a bro/sis tell lies about
you to make other kids not like you
anymore? (n=232)

Never 149
Almost Never 28
Sometimes 20
Almost All the Time 15
All the Time 20

8-How often does your bro/sis tell you
that something bad will happen if you do
not do what they say? (n=229)

Never 149
Almost Never 33
Sometimes 23
Almost All the Time 13
All the Time 11

41.4
19.0
19.0
12.1
8.60

35.8
15.1
18.5
12.9
17.7

64.2
12.1
8.60
6.50
8.60

65.1
14.4
10.0
5.70
4.80

2.2759 1.3393 0.0879

2.6164 1.5102 0.0991

1.8319 1.3199 0.0867

1.7074 1.1536 0.0762
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Table 3, Continued

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRS (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent

Mean SD SEM

9-How often does your bro/sis kick you
at home? (n=230)

Never 109
Almost Never 38
Sometimes 46
Almost All the Time 21
All the Time 16

10-How often does your bro/sis say they
won't like you unless you do what they
want you to do? (n=231)

Never 150
Almost Never 33
Sometimes 29
Almost All the Time 6
All the Time 13

11-How often do you get teased by your
bro/sis at home? (n=230)

Never 84
Almost Never 47
Sometimes 45
Almost All the Time 25
All the Time 29

12-How often does your bro/sis pull
your hair? (n=230)

Never 143
Almost Never 39
Sometimes 22
Almost All the Time 12
All the Time 14

47.4
16.5
20.0
9.10
7.00

64.9
14.3
12.6
2.60
5.60

36.5
20.4
19.6
10.9
12.6

62.2
17.0
9.60
5.20
6.10

2.1174 1.2879 0.0849

1.6970 1.1398 0.0750

24261 1.3991 0.0922

1.7609 1.1929 0.0786
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Table 3, Continued

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRS (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent

Mean SD SEM

13-How often does your bro/sis try to
keep others from liking you by saying
mean things about you? (n=231)

Never 163
Almost Never 26
Sometimes 19
Almost All the Time 9
All the Time 14

14-How often does your bro/sis say they
will beat you up if you don’t do what
they want you to do? (n=229)

Never 159
Almost Never 30
Sometimes 21
Almost All the Time 10
All the Time 9

15-How often do you get shoved by
your bro/sis at home? (n=231)

Never 105
Almost Never 52
Sometimes 36
Almost All the Time 25
All the Time 13

16-How often does your bro/sis at home
call you mean names? (n=230)

Never 85
Almost Never 43
Sometimes 45
Almost All the Time 28
All the Time 29

70.6
11.3
8.20
3.90
6.10

69.4
13.1
9.20
4.40
3.90

45.5
22.5
15.6
10.8
5.60

37.0
18.7
19.6
12.2
12.6

1.6364 1.1674 0.0768

1.6026 1.0778 0.0712

2.0866 1.2446 0.0819

24478 1.4125 0.0931
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Table 3, Continued

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRS (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
17-How often does your bro/sis steal 2.2338 1.3758 0.0905
your belongings? (n=231)

Never 101 43.7

Almost Never 47 20.3

Sometimes 35 15.2

Almost All the Time 24 10.4

All the Time 24 10.4
18-How often does your bro/sis tell 1.8701 1.2088 0.0795
stories about you? (n=231)

Never 133 57.6

Almost Never 37 16.0

Sometimes 29 12.6

Almost All the Time 22 9.50

All the Time 10 4.30
19-How often does your bro/sis curse at 1.6580 1.1033 0.0726
you? (n=231)

Never 155 67.1

Almost Never 29 12.6

Sometimes 27 11.7

Almost All the Time 11 4.80

All the Time 9 3.90
20-How often does your bro/sis damage 2.0261 1.2708 0.0838
your belongings? (n=230)

Never 114 49.6

Almost Never 48 20.9

Sometimes 32 13.9

Almost All the Time 20 8.70

All the Time 16 7.00
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Table 3, Continued

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRS (N=244)

ltem

Frequency Percent

Mean SD SEM

21-How often have you had to do
something you didn’t want to do
because your bro/sis threatened you?
(n=229)

Never

Almost Never
Sometimes

Almost All the Time
All the Time

22-How often have you had to do
something you didn’t want to do
because your bro/sis hit you? (n=230)

Never

Almost Never
Sometimes

Almost All the Time
All the Time

23-How often have you had to do
something you didn’t want to do
because your bro/sis spread rumors
about you? (n=230)

Never

Almost Never
Sometimes

Almost All the Time
All the Time

164
29
22

169
24
24

187
18
10

71.6
12.7
9.60
3.90
2.20

73.5
10.4
10.4
3.90
1.70

81.3
7.80
4.30
3.50
3.00

1.5240 0.9713 0.0642

1.5000 0.9519 0.0628

1.3913 0.0627 0.9502
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Table 4

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRP (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent

Mean SD SEM

1-How often do you get hit by another
kid at school? (n=243)

Never 124
Almost Never 62
Sometimes 40
Almost All the Time 10
All the Time 7

2-How often do other kids leave you out
on purpose when it is time to play or do
an activity? (n=243)

Never 112
Almost Never 44
Sometimes 56
Almost All the Time 18
All the Time 13

3-How often does another kid yell at you
at school? (n=242)

Never 90
Almost Never 58
Sometimes 62
Almost All the Time 21
All the Time 11

4-How often does a kid who is mad at
you try to get back at you by not letting
you be in their group anymore?

(n=243)
Never 105
Almost Never 48
Sometimes 56
Almost All the Time 23
All the Time 11

51.0
25.5
16.5
4.10
2.90

46.1
18.1
23.0
7.40
5.30

37.2
24.0
25.6
8.70
4.50

43.2
19.8
23.0
9.50
4.50

1.8230 1.0353 0.0664

2.0782 1.2120 0.0777

2.1942 1.1628 0.0747

2.1235 1.1997 0.0770
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Table 4, Continued

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRP (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
5-How often do you get pushed by 2.2593 1.2376 0.0794
another kid at school? (n=243)

Never 89 36.6

Almost Never 61 25.1

Sometimes 48 19.8

Almost All the Time 31 12.8

All the Time 14 5.80
6-How often does a classmate tell you 2.4691 1.2897 0.0827
that you are stupid? (n=243)

Never 77 31.7

Almost Never 46 18.9

Sometimes 72 29.6

Almost All the Time 25 10.3

All the Time 23 9.50
7-How often does a classmate tell lies 2.3704 1.3525 0.0868

about you to make other kids not like
you anymore? (n=243)

Never 90 37.0
Almost Never 52 21.4
Sometimes 46 18.9
Almost All the Time 31 12.8
All the Time 24 9.90
8-How often does a classmate tell you 1.7066 1.1123 0.0715

that something bad will happen if you do
not do what they say? (n=242)

Never 151 62.4
Almost Never 44 18.2
Sometimes 25 10.3
Almost All the Time 11 4.50
All the Time 11 4.50
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Table 4, Continued

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRP (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent

Mean SD SEM

9-How often does another kid kick you
at school? (n=243)

Never 148
Almost Never 46
Sometimes 35
Almost All the Time 6
All the Time 8

10-How often does another kid say they
won't like you unless you do what they
want you to do? (n=242)

Never 146
Almost Never 45
Sometimes 34
Almost All the Time 5
All the Time 12

11-How often do you get teased by
another kid at school? (n=242)

Never 72
Almost Never 70
Sometimes 49
Almost All the Time 31
All the Time 20

12-How often does another kid pull your
hair? (n=242)

Never 172
Almost Never 38
Sometimes 16
Almost All the Time 7
All the Time 9

60.9
18.9
14.4
2.50
3.30

60.3
18.6
14.0
2.10
5.00

29.8
28.9
20.2
12.8
8.30

71.1
15.7
6.60
2.90
3.70

1.6831 1.0257 0.0658

1.7273 1.0970 0.0705

24091 1.2631 0.0812

1.5248 1.0028 0.0645
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Table 4, Continued

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRP (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent

Mean SD SEM

13-How often does a kid try to keep
others from liking you by saying mean
things about you? (n=242)

Never 106
Almost Never 54
Sometimes 40
Almost All the Time 20
All the Time 22

14-How often does another kid say they
will beat you up if you don’t do what
they want you to do? (n=241)

Never 168
Almost Never 30
Sometimes 27
Almost All the Time 11
All the Time 5

15-How often do you get shoved by
another kid at school? (n=242)

Never 102
Almost Never 64
Sometimes 44
Almost All the Time 23
All the Time 9

16-How often does another kid at school
call you mean names? (n=241)

Never 83
Almost Never 61
Sometimes 57
Almost All the Time 24
All the Time 18

43.8
22.3
16.5
8.30
9.10

69.7
12.4
11.2
4.60
2.10

42.1
26.4
18.2
9.50
3.70

34.4
25.3
23.7
10.0
6.60

2.1653 1.3160 0.0846

1.5685 0.9982 0.0643

2.0620 1.1488 0.0738

2.2905 1.2242 0.0789
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Table 4, Continued

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRP (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
17-How often does another kid at school 1.9050 1.0871 0.0699
steal your belongings? (n=242)

Never 115 47.5

Almost Never 66 27.3

Sometimes 39 16.1

Almost All the Time 13 5.40

All the Time 9 3.70
18-How often does another kid tell 2.0207 1.2670 0.0814
stories about you? (n=242)

Never 120 49.6

Almost Never 52 21.5

Sometimes 31 12.8

Almost All the Time 23 9.50

All the Time 16 6.60
19-How often does another kid curse at 2.0083 1.1912 0.0766
you? (n=242)

Never 113 46.7

Almost Never 59 24.4

Sometimes 37 15.3

Almost All the Time 21 8.70

All the Time 12 5.00
20-How often does another kid damage 1.7438 1.0548 0.0678
your belongings? (n=242)

Never 136 56.2

Almost Never 60 24.8

Sometimes 27 11.2

Almost All the Time 10 4.10

All the Time 9 3.70
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Table 4, Continued

Item Level Analysis: SEQ-SRP (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent

Mean SD SEM

21-How often have you had to do
something you didn’t want to do
because another kid threatened you?
(n=241)

Never 167
Almost Never 35
Sometimes 24
Almost All the Time 11
All the Time 4

22-How often have you had to do
something you didn’t want to do
because another kid hit you?

(n=242)
Never 183
Almost Never 26
Sometimes 18
Almost All the Time 9
All the Time 6

23-How often have you had to do
something you didn’t want to do

because another kid spread rumors about
you? (n=242)

Never 142
Almost Never 50
Sometimes 22
Almost All the Time 16
All the Time 12

69.3
14.5
10.0
4.60
1.70

75.6
10.7
7.40
3.70
2.50

58.7
20.7
9.10
6.60
5.00

1.5477 0.9611 0.0619

1.4669 0.9603 0.0617

1.7851 1.1610 0.0746
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Table 5

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
1-1 get really very scared thinking about 0.5885 1.0302 0.0661
being bullied. (n=243)

Never 162 66.7

Sometimes a7 19.3

Often 15 6.20

Most of the Time 10 4.10

Always 9 3.70
2-1 felt like | couldn’t help myself when 0.8313 1.2433 0.0798
| was being bullied. (n=243)

Never 143 58.8

Sometimes 50 20.6

Often 14 5.80

Most of the Time 20 8.20

Always 16 6.60
3-1 pretend or play like I am being 0.1358 0.5083 0.0326
bullied again. (n=243)

Never 222 91.4

Sometimes 13 5.30

Often 5 2.10

Most of the Time 2 0.80

Always 1 0.40
4-1 don'’t feel I will marry. (n=240) 0.4833 1.1277 0.0728

Never 190 79.2

Sometimes 23 9.60

Often 5 2.10

Most of the Time 5 2.10

Always 17 7.10
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
5-1 feel like I'm being bullied again. 0.6276 1.0959 0.0709
(n=239)

Never 160 66.9

Sometimes 42 17.6

Often 13 5.40

Most of the Time 14 5.90

Always 10 4.20
6-1 don't like to be away from my 0.5785 1.0643 0.0684
parents now. (n=242)

Never 165 68.2

Sometimes 46 19.0

Often 11 4.50

Most of the Time 8 3.30

Always 12 5.00
7-1 am more jumpy (startle more easily) 0.5248 1.0354 0.0666
since being bullied. (n=242)

Never 177 73.1

Sometimes 31 12.8

Often 15 6.20

Most of the Time 10 4.10

Always 9 3.70
8-1 don't feel like | will have children. 0.4730 1.0686 0.0688
(n=241)

Never 185 76.8

Sometimes 32 13.3

Often 5 2.10

Most of the Time 4 1.70

Always 15 6.20
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
9-1 have felt sick since | have been 0.3843 0.9318 0.0599
bullied. (n=242)

Never 195 80.6

Sometimes 23 9.50

Often 10 4.10

Most of the Time 6 2.50

Always 8 3.30
10-1 feel like | would not have been 0.5248 1.0591 0.0681
bullied if | was a better person. (n=242)

Never 177 73.1

Sometimes 33 13.6

Often 15 6.20

Most of the Time 4 1.70

Always 13 5.40
11-I get upset when | see other kids 1.8050 1.5570 0.1003
being bullied. (n=241)

Never 67 27.8

Sometimes 60 24.9

Often 25 10.4

Most of the Time 31 12.9

Always 58 24.1
12-1 cannot remember some important 0.5560 1.0518 0.0677
things about being bullied. (n=241)

Never 170 70.5

Sometimes 37 154

Often 16 6.60

Most of the Time 7 2.90

Always 11 4.60
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
13- have more bad dreams now than 0.4191 1.0659 0.0687
before | was bullied. (n=241)

Never 198 82.2

Sometimes 19 7.90

Often 5 2.10

Most of the Time 4 1.70

Always 15 6.20
14-I feel like the bullying is happening 0.6329 1.1067 0.0719
again sometimes. (n=237)

Never 159 67.1

Sometimes 40 16.9

Often 15 6.30

Most of the Time 12 5.10

Always 11 4.60
15-1 get hyper when | have seen other 0.4772 1.1183 0.0720
kids being bullied. (n=241)

Never 194 80.5

Sometimes 17 7.10

Often 6 2.50

Most of the Time 10 4.10

Always 14 5.80
16-1 don't like to sleep alone when I'm 0.3471 0.9702 0.0624
thinking about being bullied. (n=242)

Never 208 86.0

Sometimes 10 4.10

Often 8 3.30

Most of the Time 6 2.50

Always 10 4.10
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
17-1 worry that | might die before | grow 0.7066 1.2326 0.0792
up. (n=242)

Never 162 66.9

Sometimes 38 15.7

Often 11 4.50

Most of the Time 13 5.40

Always 18 7.40
18-I get really very scared when | am 0.5833 1.1685 0.0754
being bullied. (n=240)

Never 177 73.8

Sometimes 26 10.8

Often 14 5.80

Most of the Time 6 2.50

Always 17 7.10
19-1 shake when I think about being 0.3320 0.8353 0.0538
bullied. (n=241)

Never 196 81.3

Sometimes 26 10.8

Often 9 3.70

Most of the Time 4 1.70

Always 6 2.50
20-1 dream about being bullied. (n=242) 0.3719 0.9076 0.0583

Never 196 81.0

Sometimes 22 9.10

Often 11 4.50

Most of the Time 6 2.50

Always 7 2.90
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
21-1 get angry when | think about being 0.9793 1.3978 0.0900
bullied. (n=241)

Never 134 55.6

Sometimes 51 21.2

Often 13 5.40

Most of the Time 13 5.40

Always 30 12.4
22-| feel different from others since 0.6042 1.0577 0.0683
being bullied. (n=240)

Never 164 68.3

Sometimes 34 14.2

Often 24 10.0

Most of the Time 9 3.8

Always 9 3.8
23-1 do not like to hear people talk about 1.0788 1.4427 0.0929
bullying. (n=241)

Never 130 53.9

Sometimes 43 17.8

Often 17 7.10

Most of the Time 21 8.70

Always 30 12.4
24-] shake when | have seen other kids 0.6208 1.1688 0.0754
being bullied. (h=240)

Never 170 70.8

Sometimes 31 12.9

Often 15 6.20

Most of the Time 8 3.30

Always 16 6.70
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
25-Feelings about bullying cause trouble 0.6116 0.8468 0.0547
with my life. (n=242)

Never 174 71.9

Sometimes 26 10.7

Often 18 7.40

Most of the Time 10 4.10

Always 14 5.80
26-1 am angry that no one stops the 1.8167 1.5923 0.1028
bullying. (n=240)

Never 74 30.8

Sometimes a7 19.6

Often 28 11.7

Most of the Time 31 12.9

Always 60 25.0
27-Since being bullied, | worry 0.7178 1.2497 0.0805
something might happen again. (n=241)

Never 164 68

Sometimes 30 12.4

Often 16 6.60

Most of the Time 13 5.40

Always 18 7.50
28-1 could have done something to stop 0.9835 1.3603 0.0874
being bullied. (n=242)

Never 134 55.4

Sometimes 44 18.2

Often 23 9.50

Most of the Time 16 6.60

Always 25 10.3
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
29-Since being bullied, | worry | can’t 0.4938 0.9795 0.0631
count on others to help me. (n=241)

Never 173 71.8

Sometimes 42 17.4

Often 10 4.10

Most of the Time 7 2.90

Always 9 3.70
30-1t was my fault that | was bullied. 0.3958 0.8468 0.0547
(n=240)

Never 183 76.2

Sometimes 34 14.2

Often 12 5.00

Most of the Time 7 2.90

Always 4 1.70
31-1 do not like to think about getting 1.0042 1.4961 0.0966
bullied. (n=240)

Never 148 61.7

Sometimes 26 10.8

Often 19 7.90

Most of the Time 11 4.60

Always 36 15.0
32-1 can’t stop thinking about being 0.3713 0.8520 0.0553
bullied. (n=237)

Never 190 80.2

Sometimes 20 8.40

Often 16 6.80

Most of the Time 8 3.40

Always 3 1.30
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent

Mean SD SEM

33-Feelings about bullying make me feel
bad. (n=240)

Never 143
Sometimes 44
Often 19
Most of the Time 15
Always 19

34-1 am not interested in things | used to
like since being bullied. (n=240)

Never 189
Sometimes 21
Often 10
Most of the Time 9
Always 11

35-1 get upset like it is happening again
when | hear people talk about bullying.
(n=241)

Never 178
Sometimes 34
Often 15
Most of the Time 8
Always 6

36-1 get upset like it is happening again
when | see things about bullying on TV.
(n=241)

Never 188
Sometimes 20
Often 13
Most of the Time 7
Always 13

59.6
18.3
7.90
6.20
7.90

78.8
8.80
4.20
3.80
4.60

73.9
14.1
6.20
3.30
2.50

78.0
8.30
5.40
2.90
5.40

0.8458 1.2730 0.0822

0.4667 1.0544 0.0681

0.4647 0.9353 0.0602

0.4938 1.0883 0.0701
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
37-1 feel like the bullying is a movie in 0.4208 0.9429 0.0609
my mind. (n=240)

Never 188 78.3

Sometimes 23 9.60

Often 17 7.10

Most of the Time 4 1.0

Always 8 3.30
38-1 get angry about being bullied. 1.1120 1.5384 0.0991
(n=241)

Never 138 57.3

Sometimes 32 13.3

Often 17 7.10

Most of the Time 14 5.80

Always 40 16.6
39-1 have stomachaches since | have 0.4250 1.0443 0.0674
been bullied. (n=240)

Never 197 82.1

Sometimes 14 5.80

Often 11 4.60

Most of the Time 6 2.50

Always 12 5.00
40-1 have trouble thinking since being 0.4770 1.0644 0.0688
bullied. (n=239)

Never 189 79.1

Sometimes 17 7.10

Often 12 5.00

Most of the Time 1 4.60

Always 10 4.20
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
41-1 try and not go places that make me 0.5458 1.0891 0.0703
think about being bullied. (n=240)

Never 177 73.8

Sometimes 28 11.7

Often 13 5.40

Most of the Time 11 4.60

Always 11 4.60
42-1 get angry when | have seen other 1.5042 1.5923 0.1028
kids being bullied. (n=240)

Never 99 41.2

Sometimes 44 18.3

Often 25 10.4

Most of the Time 21 8.80

Always 51 21.2
43-1 miss school because of bullying. 0.2059 0.6525 0.0423
(n=238)

Never 209 87.8

Sometimes 17 7.10

Often 7 2.90

Most of the Time 2 0.80

Always 3 1.30
44-1 worry about bullying. (n=238) 0.8109 1.2967 0.0840

Never 150 63.0

Sometimes 37 15.5

Often 19 8.00

Most of the Time 10 4.20

Always 22 9.20
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
45-1 worry that | will be humiliated or 1.0000 1.4350 0.0932
embarrassed. (n=237)

Never 135 57.0

Sometimes 44 18.6

Often 12 5.10

Most of the Time 15 6.30

Always 31 13.1
46-1 stay away from home because of 0.1983 0.7001 0.0455
bullying. (n=237)

Never 214 90.3

Sometimes 10 4.20

Often 6 2.50

Most of the Time 3 1.30

Always 4 1.70
47-1 worry that | will get hurt. (n=138) 0.8824 1.3605 0.0882

Never 147 61.8

Sometimes 36 1.51

Often 15 6.30

Most of the Time 16 6.70

Always 24 10.1
48-1 worry about the future now. 0.8208 1.3086 0.0845
(n=240)

Never 153 63.8

Sometimes 32 13.3

Often 22 9.20

Most of the Time 11 4.60

Always 22 9.20
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
49-1 get angry more since being bullied. 0.7012 1.2690 0.0817
(n=241)

Never 167 69.3

Sometimes 31 12.9

Often 12 5.00

Most of the Time 10 4.10

Always 21 8.70
50-1 get hyper when | think about being 0.3444 0.9046 0.0583
bullied. (n=241)

Never 201 83.4

Sometimes 17 7.10

Often 11 4.60

Most of the Time 4 1.70

Always 8 3.30
51-Sometimes, things do not feel real. 0.6125 1.0124 0.0653
(n=240)

Never 155 64.6

Sometimes a7 19.6

Often 22 9.20

Most of the Time 8 3.30

Always 8 3.30
52-1 avoid places where I've been 0.4647 1.0286 0.0663
bullied. (n=241)

Never 188 78.0

Sometimes 23 9.50

Often 10 4.10

Most of the Time 11 4.60

Always 9 3.70
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
53-Have more trouble with adults than | 0.4100 0.9208 0.0596
used to. (n=239)

Never 188 78.7

Sometimes 23 9.60

Often 15 6.30

Most of the Time 7 2.90

Always 6 2.50
54-] have trouble concentrating since | 0.4454 0.9652 0.0626
was bullied. (n=238)

Never 185 7.7

Sometimes 22 9.20

Often 15 6.30

Most of the Time 10 4.20

Always 6 2.50
55-Since being bullied, | do risky things 0.4855 1.0169 0.0655
that might get me hurt. (n=241)

Never 183 75.9

Sometimes 26 10.8

Often 13 5.40

Most of the Time 11 4.60

Always 8 3.30
56-1 don't like to sleep alone when | 0.2988 0.8575 0.0552
have seen other kids being bullied.
(n=241)

Never 207 85.9

Sometimes 14 5.80

Often 9 3.70

Most of the Time 4 1.70

Always 7 2.90
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
57-1 used to think the world was a safe 1.0332 1.4197 0.0914
place. (n=241)

Never 134 55.6

Sometimes 38 15.8

Often 27 11.2

Most of the Time 11 4.60

Always 31 12.9
58-1 watch out for bad things since being 0.9292 1.3441 0.0868
bullied. | am very alert. (n=240)

Never 140 58.3

Sometimes 39 16.2

Often 22 9.20

Most of the Time 16 6.70

Always 23 9.60
59-1 think | have lost control of my 0.4855 0.9794 0.0631
feelings. (n=241)

Never 180 4.7

Sometimes 27 11.2

Often 19 7.90

Most of the Time 8 3.30

Always 7 2.90
60-Since being bullied, | don't like to be 0.6333 1.1781 0.0761
away from the people who keep me safe.
(n=240)

Never 173 72.1

Sometimes 22 9.20

Often 18 7.50

Most of the Time 14 5.80

Always 13 5.40
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
61-1 have trouble organizing my 0.3983 0.9911 0.0638
schedule since | was bullied. (n=241)

Never 198 82.2

Sometimes 17 7.10

Often 8 3.30

Most of the Time 9 3.70

Always 9 3.70
62-Have more trouble with family than | 0.5500 1.1304 0.0730
used to. (n=240)

Never 184 76.7

Sometimes 16 6.70

Often 15 6.20

Most of the Time 14 5.80

Always 11 4.60
63-1 have had trouble staying asleep 0.4167 1.0275 0.0663
since being bullied. (n=240)

Never 198 82.5

Sometimes 12 5.00

Often 13 5.40

Most of the Time 6 2.50

Always 11 4.60
64-1 have felt alone since | was bullied. 0.4855 1.0332 0.0665
(n=241)

Never 186 77.2

Sometimes 21 8.70

Often 14 5.80

Most of the Time 12 5.00

Always 8 3.30
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
65-1 have had trouble falling asleep 0.4274 1.0586 0.0682
since being bullied. (n=241)

Never 199 82.6

Sometimes 13 5.40

Often 9 3.70

Most of the Time 8 3.30

Always 12 5.00
66-When | think about being bullied, | 0.4208 0.9989 0.0645
have trouble sleeping. (n=240)

Never 192 80.0

Sometimes 21 8.80

Often 12 5.00

Most of the Time 4 1.70

Always 11 4.60
67-1 don't trust others the way | used to. 0.8667 1.3284 0.0857
(n=240)

Never 150 62.5

Sometimes 31 12.9

Often 20 8.30

Most of the Time 19 7.90

Always 20 8.30
68-1 used to think school was a safe 0.9336 1.3798 0.0889
place. (n=241)

Never 145 60.2

Sometimes 34 14.1

Often 20 8.30

Most of the Time 17 7.10

Always 25 10.4
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
69-1 have more problems with my 0.5500 1.0889 0.0703
friends since being bullied. (n=240)

Never 175 72.9

Sometimes 31 12.9

Often 13 5.40

Most of the Time 9 3.80

Always 12 5.00
70-1 have headaches since | have been 0.4875 1.0349 0.0668
bullied. (n=240)

Never 183 76.2

Sometimes 24 10.0

Often 17 7.10

Most of the Time 5 2.10

Always 11 4.60
71-1 don't feel anything. (n=240) 0.6500 1.2718 0.0821

Never 174 72.5

Sometimes 29 12.1

Often 7 2.90

Most of the Time 7 2.90

Always 23 9.60
72-Have more trouble with other kids 0.5890 1.1395 0.0742
than | used to. (n=236)

Never 171 72.5

Sometimes 27 11.4

Often 16 6.80

Most of the Time 8 3.40

Always 14 5.90
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
73-1 try and not see people that make me 0.5417 1.1121 0.0718
think about being bullied. (n=240)

Never 180 75.0

Sometimes 25 10.4

Often 13 5.40

Most of the Time 9 3.80

Always 13 5.40
74-Have a hard time getting excited 0.4958 1.0145 0.0655
about much since | was bullied. (n=240)

Never 181 75.4

Sometimes 26 10.8

Often 12 5.00

Most of the Time 15 6.20

Always 6 2.50
75-Since | was bullied, | don'’t feel like 0.3891 0.8716 0.0564
doing as much. (n=239)

Never 188 78.7

Sometimes 24 10.0

Often 17 7.10

Most of the Time 5 2.10

Always 5 2.10
76-1 knew something bad was going to 0.5292 1.0141 0.0655
happen before being bullied. (n=240)

Never 173 72.1

Sometimes 33 13.8

Often 15 6.20

Most of the Time 12 5.00

Always 7 2.90
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
77-1 get upset easily. (n=237) 0.9494 1.4043 0.0912

Never 143 60.3

Sometimes 31 13.1

Often 23 9.70

Most of the Time 12 51.0

Always 28 11.8
78-I1 feel guilty since being bullied. 0.4249 0.9306 0.0610
(n=233)

Never 180 77.3

Sometimes 27 11.6

Often 12 5.20

Most of the Time 8 3.40

Always 6 2.60
79-Sometimes | feel like I'm outside my 0.6208 1.1544 0.0745
body. (n=240)

Never 170 70.8

Sometimes 29 12.1

Often 17 7.10

Most of the Time 10 4.20

Always 14 5.80
80-1 am more irritable or cranky with 0.7155 1.2547 0.0812
other people since I've been bullied.
(n=239)

Never 167 69.9

Sometimes 22 9.20

Often 16 6.70

Most of the Time 19 7.90

Always 15 6.30
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Table 5, Continued

Item Level Analysis: OSU PTSD Scale (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent

Mean SD SEM

81-1 often talk about being bullied
(several times a week). (n=239)

Never 196
Sometimes 23
Often 11
Most of the Time 4
Always 5

82-Feelings about bullying cause trouble
with my schoolwork. (n=240)

Never 190
Sometimes 15
Often 10
Most of the Time 10
Always 15

82.0
9.60
4.60
1.70
2.10

79.2
6.20
4.20
4.20
6.20

0.3222 0.8153 0.0527

0.5208 1.1569 0.0747
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Table 6

Item Level Analysis: TSCC (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
1-1 have bad dreams or nightmares about 0.2979 0.6703 0.0437
being bullied. (n=235)

Never 187 79.6

Sometimes 32 13.6

Lots of Times 10 4.30

Almost all the Time 6 2.60
2-Scary ideas or pictures just pop into 0.6653 0.9644 0.0628
my head. (n=236)

Never 142 60.2

Sometimes 51 21.6

Lots of Times 23 9.70

Almost all the time 20 8.50
3-Remembering things that happened 0.8263 0.9804 0.0638
that | didn’t like. (n=236)

Never 114 48.3

Sometimes 72 30.5

Lots of Times 27 114

Almost all the Time 23 9.70
4-Going away in my mind, trying not to 0.5489 0.9156 0.0597
think about being bullied. (n=235)

Never 159 67.7

Sometimes 39 16.6

Lots of Times 21 8.90

Almost all the Time 16 6.80
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Table 6, Continued

Item Level Analysis: TSCC (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
5-Remembering scary things. (n=236) 0.6525 0.9925 0.0646
Never 149 63.1
Sometimes 42 17.8
Lots of Times 23 9.70
Almost all the time 22 9.30
6-Feeling scared of boys. (n=235) 0.3021 0.6842 0.0446
Never 187 79.6
Sometimes 32 13.6
Lots of Times 9 3.80
Almost all the time 7 3.00
7-Feeling scared of girls. (n=233) 0.2532 0.6567 0.0430
Never 195 83.7
Sometimes 24 10.3
Lots of Times 7 3.00
Almost all the time 7 3.00
8-Can't stop thinking about being 0.3136 0.7287 0.0474
bullied. (n=236)
Never 190 80.5
Sometimes 27 11.4
Lots of Times 10 4.2
Almost all the time 9 3.8
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Table 6, Continued

Item Level Analysis: TSCC (N=244)

ltem Frequency Percent Mean SD SEM
9-Remembering things | don’t want to 0.6610 0.9337 0.0608
remember. (n=236)

Never 138 58.5

Sometimes 58 24.6

Lots of Times 22 9.30

Almost all the time 18 7.60
10-Wishing that | was never bullied. 0.8898 1.2154 0.0791
(n=236)

Never 141 59.7

Sometimes 27 11.4

Lots of Times 21 8.90

Almost all the time 47 19.90
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Table 7

Correlations (adapted): SEQ-SRS (adapt), SEQ-SRP (adapt) OSU-RIgD (ESCC
(adapt)

SEQSRS SEQSRS SEQSRS SEQSRS

Measure Total Physical Verbal Relational
SEQSRS 1.00 .953** .958** .942**
Total

SEQSRS .953** 1.00 .869** .843**
Physical

SEQSRS .958** .869** 1.00 .859**
Verbal

SEQSRS .942** .843** .859** 1.00
Relational

SEQSRP .504** 471 482** .486**
Total

SEQSRP A443** A407** A417** A442%*
Physical

SEQSRP .468** 429** A57** 449*%*
Verbal

SEQSRP 494** A73** A467** A70%*
Relational

OSUPTSD .509** 491 A478** 482**
Total

TSCC 464** A433** A440** 455%*
Total

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {2iled).
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Table 7, Continued

Correlations: SEQ-SRS (adapt), SEQ-SRP (adapt) OSU-PTSD (adaji) (28&pt)

SEQSRP SEQSRP SEQSRP SEQSRP

Measure Total Physical Verbal Relational
SEQSRS .504** A443** 468** 494**
Total

SEQSRS AT71x* A07** 429** A73%*
Physical

SEQSRS A482** A17** A57** AB7**
Verbal

SEQSRS .486** A42** A449** A70**
Relational

SEQSRP 1.00 .929** .958** .918**
Total

SEQSRP .929** 1.00 .865** .759**
Physical

SEQSRP .958** .865** 1.00 .831**
Verbal

SEQSRP .918** .759** .831** 1.00
Relational

OSUPTSD .693** .628** .629** .690**
Total

TSCC .637** .628** .629** .690**
Total

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@ied).
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Table 7, Continued

Correlations: SEQ-SRS (adapt), SEQ-SRP (adapt) OSU-PTSD (adaji) (28&pt)

Measure OSUPTS TSCC
D Total
Total

SEQSRS .509** A464**

Total

SEQSRS 491** A433**

Physical

SEQSRS . 478%* 440

Verbal

SEQSRS 482** 455%*

Relational

SEQSRP .693** .B637**

Total

SEQSRP .628** .562**

Physical

SEQSRP .629** .610**

Verbal

SEQSRP .690** B627**

Relational

OSUPTSD 1.00 .798**

Total

TSCC .798** 1.00

Total

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {2iled).
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Table 8

Correlations (original): SEQ-SRS (orig), SEQ-SRP (orig) OSU-P{i®in) TSCC
(adapt)

SEQSRS SEQSRS SEQSRS SEQSRP

Measure Total Overt Relational Total
SEQSRS 1.00 .949** .946** .438**
Total

SEQSRS .949** 1.00 .795** 400**
Overt

SEQSRS .946** .795** 1.00 430**
Relational

SEQSRP .438** .400** 430** 1.00
Total

SEQSRP .376** .346** .367** .910**
Overt

SEQSRP 428** .389** 423** .933**
Relational

OSUPTSD A72%* 433** 463** .B47**
Original

TSCC A24** 371 433** .585**
Total

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@ied).
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Table 8, cont

Correlations: SEQ-SRS (oriq), SEQ-SRP (orig) OSU-PTSD (adapt) TS€Dt)

SEQSRP SEQSRP OSUPTS TSCC

Measure Overt Relationa D Total

| Total
SEQSRS .376** 428** A72%* 424
Total
SEQSRS .346** .389** 433 371
Overt
SEQSRS ..367** 423** 463** 433
Relational
SEQSRP .910** .933** B647** .585**
Total
SEQSRP 1.00 .700** 541 471
Overt
SEQSRP .700** 1.00 .644** .599**
Relational
OSUPTSD B541** .644** 1.00 T74%*
Total
TSCC 471 599** T74% 1.00
Total

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@ied).
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Table 9

Correlations: SEQ-SRS (adapt), SEQ-SRS (orig), SEQ-SRP (adaptSBEQoriq),
OSU-PTSD (adapt), OSU-PTSD (orig), TSCC (adapt)

SEQSRS SEQSRS SEQSRP SEQSRP

Measure Total(a) Total(o) Total(a) Total(o)
SEQSRS 1.00 972** .504** 459**
Total(a)

SEQSRS 972** 1.00 AT75** A438**
Total(0)

SEQSRP .504** AT75%* 1.00 .967**
Total(a)

SEQSRP A459** A438** 967** 1.00
Total(0)

OSUPTSD .509** A481** .693** .670**
Total(a)

OSUPTSD A493** AT72%* .665** .647**
Total(o)

TSCC A464** A24** 637** .585**
(adapted)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@ied).
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Table 9, cont

Correlations: SEQ-SRS (adapt), SEQ-SRS (orig), SEQ-SRP (adaptSBEQoriq),
OSU-PTSD (adapt), OSU-PTSD (orig), TSCC (adapt)

OSUPTSD OSUPTSD TSCC

Measure Total(a)  Total(0)  (adapted)
SEQSRS .509** 493** A64**
Total(a)

SEQSRS A481** AT2** 424**
Total(0)

SEQSRP .693** .665** .693**
Total(a)

SEQSRP .670** .647** 670**
Total(0)

OSUPTSD 1.00 .981** .798**
Total(a)

OSUPTSD .981** 1.00 T74%*
Total(0)

TSCC .798** T74%* 1.00
(adapted)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@ied).
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Table 10

Correlations: SEQ-SRSphysical (adapt), SEQ-SRSverbal (adapt)SBE®lational

(adapt), SEQ-SRSovert (orig), SEQ-SRSrelational (orig), SEQ-SRPah{siapt),

SEQ-SRPverbal (adapt), SEQ-SRPrelational (adapt), SEQ-SRPovert $arig-

SRPrelational(orig)

SEQSRS SEQSRS SEQSRS SEQSRS SEQSRS
Measure Phys(a) Verb(a) Relat(a) overt(o) Relat(o)
SEQSRS 1.00 .869** .843** .969** .833**
Phys(a)
SEQSRS .869** 1.00 .859** .841** .839**
Verb(a)
SEQSRS .843** .859** 1.00 .795** .986**
Relat(a)
SEQSRS .969** .841** . 795** 1.00 . 795**
Overt(0)
SEQSRS .833** .839** .986** .795** 1.00
Relat(o)
SEQSRP A07** A7+ A42%* 371 435**
Phys(a)
SEQSRP A429** A57** A49** .387** A51**
Verb(a)
SEQSRP AT73%* A6T7** A70%* A413** A452**
Relat(a)
SEQSRP .363** .356** 367** .346** 367**
Overt(0)
SEQSRP A448** A431** A36** .389** A23**
Relat(o)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {2iled).

161



Table 10, cont

Correlations: SEQ-SRSphysical (adapt), SEQ-SRSverbal (adapt)SEBE¢elational
(adapt), SEQ-SRSovert (orig), SEQ-SRSrelational (oriq), SEQ-SRPah{gsiapt),
SEQ-SRPverbal (adapt), SEQ-SRPrelational (adapt), SEQ-SRPovext $&ig-
SRPrelational(orig)

SEQSRP SEQSRP SEQSRP SEQSRP SEQSRP

Measure Phys(a) Verb(o) Relat(a) overt(o) Relat(o)
SEQSRS AQ7** A29%* AT73%* .363** A448**
Phys(a)

SEQSRS AL7** AS57** A67** .356** 431
Verb(a)

SEQSRS A42%* A49%* AT70%* 367** A36**
Relat(a)

SEQSRS 371 .387** A13** .346** .389**
Overt(0)

SEQSRS A35%* A51** A52%* 367** A23**
Relat(o)

SEQSRP 1.00 .865** 759** .960** 746**
Phys(a)

SEQSRP .865** 1.00 .831** .813** .826**
Verb(a)

SEQSRP 759** .831** 1.00 .694** .983**
Relat(a)

SEQSRP .960** .813** .694** 1.00 .700**
Overt(0)

SEQSRP .946** .826** .983** .700** 1.00
Relat(o)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@ied).
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Table 11

Principal Axis Factoring (Force 3) with Direct Oblimin RotationE(3SRS, adapted)

Factor Pattern Matrix

ltem Loading
1 2 3 Communality

How often do you get pushed by your brother/sister .932 754
at home?
How often does your brother/sister at home call you .855 .760
mean names?
How often does your brother/sister tell you that you .851 .653
are stupid?
How often does your brother/sister yell at you at .842 .647
home?
How often do you get shoved by your brother/sister .836 770
at home?
How often do you get teased by your brother/sister af740 .624
home?
How often does your brother/sister kick you? 716 595
How often do you get hit by a brother/sister at home?703 524
How often does your brother/sister leave you out on .630 533
purpose when it is time to play or do an activity?
How often does a brother/sister damage your .620 .623
belongings?
How often does your brother/sister at home steal you$10 439 581
belongings?
How often does your brother/sister tell stories about .498 612
you?
How often does a brother/sister who is mad at you try189 .539
to get back at you by not letting you be in their group
anymore?
How often does your brother/sister say they won't .449 .561
like you unless you do what they want you to do?
How often does your brother/sister pull your hair? .446 371
How often have you had to do something you didn’t .883 792
want to do because another kid hit you?
How often have you had to do something you didn’t .815 .701
want to do because your brother/sister spread rumors
about you?
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How often have you had to do something you didn’t
want to do because your brother/sister threatened
you?

How often does your brother/sister say they will beat
you up if you don’t do what they want you to do?
How often does your brother/sister tell you that
something bad will happen if you do not do what
they say?

How often does your brother/sister tell lies about you
to make other kids not like you anymore?

How often does your brother/sister curse at you?

How often does your brother/sister try to keep others
from liking you by saying mean things about you?

Eigenvalues 12.54
% of variance 54.52

.759

.698

.690

410

377

401

1.10 0.75
4.79 3.27

674

.689

.581

.648

405

.756

Note. Loadings <.40 are omitted.
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Table 12

Principal Axis Factoring (force 2) with Oblimin Rotation (SEQ-SRSuinal scale

items

Factor Pattern Matrix

ltem Loading
1 2 Communality

How often do you get shoved by another kid at 944 .789
school?
How often do you get pushed by a brother/sister at .906 .783
home?
How often do you get hit by your brother/sister at .777 540
home?
How often does your brother/sister kick you? 764 .609
How often does your brother/sister leave you out on.564 519
purpose when it is time to play or do an activity?
How often does your brother/sister pull your hair? .474 374
How often does your brother/sister who is mad at yowt10 .557
try to get back at you by not letting you be in their
group anymore?
How often does a brother/sister who is mad at you try .880 779
to get back at you by not letting you be in their group
anymore?
How often does a brother/sister tell lies about you to .847 711
make other kids not like you anymore?
How often does your brother/sister say they won't 459 .586
like you unless you do what they want you to do?
Eigenvalues 5.77 481
% of variance 57.67 4.81
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Table 13

Principal Axis Factoring (force 3) with Direct Oblimin Rotation (SEQP, adapted)

Factor Pattern Matrix

Item Loading
1 2 3 Communality

How often does a classmate tell lies about youto .902 .719
make other kids not like you anymore?
How often does a kid try to keep others from liking .795 .708
you by saying mean things about you?
How often does another kid tell stories about you? .718 .706
How often does a kid who is mad at you try to get .601 .488
back at you by not letting you be in their group
anymore?
How often do other kids leave you out on purpose .588 489
when it is time to play or do an activity?
How often does another kid at school call you mean .523 .689
names?
How often do you get teased by another kid at 521 516
school?
How often does another kid yell at you at school? .505 .568
How often does a classmate tell you that you are  .462 422 526
stupid?
How often does another kid curse at you? 426 468
How often have you had to do something you didn’t -.886 711
want to do because another kid hit you?
How often have you had to do something you didn’t -.827 744
want to do because another kid threatened you?
How often does another kid say they will beat you up -.762 674
if you don’t do what they want you to do?
How often does another kid pull your hair? -.695 499
How often does another kid damage your -.576 .628
belongings?
How often does another kid say they won't like you -.562 .666
unless you do what they want you to do?
How often does a classmate tell you that something -.556 .607
bad will happen if you don’t do what they say?
How often does another kid kick you? -.517 502 .656
How often does another kid at school steal your
belongings? -.488 479
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How often have you had to do something you didn’t .463
want to do because another kid spread rumors about
you?

How often do you get hit by another kid at school?

How often do you get shoved by another kid at
school?
How often do you get pushed by another kid at
school?

Eigenvalues 12.11
% of variance 52.67

-479

1.10
4.80

.634

.600

591

947
412

.597

.634

745

.649
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Table 14

Principal Axis Factoring (force 2) with Direct Oblimin Rotation (SE&P, original

scale items)

Factor Pattern Matrix

ltem Loading
1 2 Communality

How often do you get hit by another kid at school? -.857 .639
How often does another kid kick you? -.814 .640
How often do you get pushed by another kid at -.790 .670
school?
How often do you get shoved by another kid at -.716 .681
school?
How often does a kid try to keep others from liking .844 718
you by saying mean things about you?
How often does a kid who is mad at you try to get .787 557
back at you by not letting you be in their group
anymore?
How often do other kids leave you out on purpose .768 .562
when it is time to play or do an activity?
How often does another kid say they won't like you .718 .587
unless you do what they want you to do?
How often does a classmate tell lies about youto .699 577
make other kids not like you anymore?
Eigenvalues 5.27 .740
% of variance 52.66 7.40
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Table 15a

Between Subject Effects: Multivariate Analysis of Variance for @ebg Types of
Sibling and Peer Victimization (SEQ-SRS adapted) (SEQ-SRP adapted)

Source df F n’ p
SEQSRS (adapted) 1 6.658 .028 .010*
Physical

SEQSRS (adapted) 1 7.739 .033 .006**
Verbal

SEQSRS (adapted) 1 6.176 .026 .014*
Relational

SEQSRP (adapted) 1 .353 .002 .553
Physical

SEQSRP (adapted) 1 .001 .000 974
Verbal

SEQSRP (adapted) 1 6.776 .029 .010**
Relational

Note: Effect Sizesrf) were calculated for each victimization type.
3 arge effect size (.14fMedium effect size (.06YSmall effect size (.01)
*p <.05. *p<.01l. ***p <.001.

169



Table 15b

Between Subject Effects: Multivariate Analysis of Variance for @ebg Types of
Sibling and Peer Victimization (SEQ-SRS original) (SEQ-SRP oripinal

Source df F n’ p
SEQSRS (original) 1 5.763 .025 .017*
Overt

SEQSRS (original) 1  6.047 .026 .015*
Relational

SEQSRP (original) 1 2561 .011 .111
Overt

SEQSRP (original) 1 5491 .024 .020*
Relational

Note: Effect Sizesr) were calculated for each victimization type.
¥ arge effect size (.14fMedium effect size (.06¥Small effect size (.01)
*p <.05. *p<.01l. ***p <.001.
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Table 16

Between Subject Effects: Analysis of Variance for Birth Orderibhn§ Victimization

Source df F N p
SEQSRS 1 .699 .003 404
(adapted)

SEQSRS 1 .006 .000 .936
(original)

Note: Effect Sizesnf) were calculated for each victimization type.
3 arge effect size (.14JMedium effect size (.06YSmall effect size (.01)
*p <.05. **p<.0l. ***p <.001.
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Table 17

Summary of Regression Analysis for Sibling Victimization predictinger Réctimization

(N=232)

Variable Zero-Order Semi-partial
Correlation Correlation
SEQ-SRS 491 491
total score
(adapted)

Note: R =.241;AR" = .238 (p< .05)
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Table 18

Summary of Regression Analysis for Sibling Victimization predicting Regimization

(N=228)

Variable Zero-Order Semi-partial
Correlation Correlation
SEQ-SRS 434 434
total score
(original)

Note: R =.189;AR” = .185 (p< .05)
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Table 19

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Sibling Victimization anerPe
Victimization predicting PTSD (OSU-PTSD measure) (N=231)

Variable Zero-Order Semi-partial
Correlation Correlation

SEQ-SRS 483 239

total score

(adapted)

SEQ-SRP .663 .557

total score

(adapted)

Note: Adapted: R=.471;AR’ = .466 (p< .05)

174



Table 20

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Sibling Victimization ardrP
Victimization predicting PTSD (OSU-PTSD measure) (N=227)

Variable Zero-Order Semi-partial
Correlation Correlation

SEQ-SRS .468 .268

total score

(original)

SEQ-SRP .649 .558

total score

(original)

Note: R = .462;AR” = .458 (p< .05)
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Table 21

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Sibling Victimization anerPe
Victimization predicting PTSD (TSCC measure) (N=220)

Variable Zero-Order Semi-partial
Correlation Correlation

SEQ-SRS 452 .200

total score

(adapted)

SEQ-SRP .638 .533

total score

(adapted)

Note: R =.430;AR” = .425 (p< .05)
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Table 22

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Sibling Victimization anerPe
Victimization predicting PTSD (TSCC measure) (N=217)

Variable Zero-Order Semi-partial
Correlation Correlation

SEQ-SRS 419 227

total score

(original)

SEQ-SRP .586 495

total score

(original)

Note: R =.378;AR" = .425 (p< .05)
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Appendix A — Parent Solicitation Form

Hi! My name isKristen Capaccioli and | am a graduate student in the School
Psychology program at Oklahoma State University. | along Jé@they Crosbyhave

had contact with your school's principal, who has given us the go ahead to ask you for
permission to let your child take part in a study al®IUt LYING that we are doing to
complete ouDissertation projects.

We wanted to give you a "heads up" about what our study is going to be about. We are
doing this study in order to learn about what kindbwltying are occurring at your

child's school, which kids are gettibgllied (by age/grade/gender), how often they are
gettingbullied and where they are gettitoglllied (e.g., bathrooms, hallways, etc.). We
want to let you know that no student names will be revealed, meaning that we can
provide the school with the previously mentioned information, but we will not be able to
single out which kids are doing thelllying or gettingbullied.

We wanted to let you know in advance about this study beddEs&IEED YOUR
HELP!!' The more students that we can have in this study, the more useful the
information that we colleawill be for telling us about your child's school and the kinds
of bullying that is happening.

IN ABOUT A WEEK, WE ARE GOING TO SEND A PACKET HOME

WITH YOUR CHILD. The packet will contain more detailed information on the
study, as well as a pargmtrmission form for you to sign if you are interested in letting
your child participate in this studyAs a thank you for allowing your child to participate
in the study, we will be sending homeletailed packet with very important information
about bullying that will hopefully be very usefiolr you and your children.

We realize that your time is very valuable and would like to thank you in advance for
allowing your child to participate in our study. We truly believe that this siliye
useful and that it will provide you and your child's school with extremely important
information about the many different ways bullying may be occurring in yolda's
school.

Sincerely,

Kristen Capaccioli, M.S. Jamey Crosby, M.S.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a particigast in t
research project, please contact the Oklahoma State University InstitéRenew
Board. If you have any additional concerns regarding this project pleasestet
contact the researchers.

e Dr. Judy Oehler-Stinnett-(405) 744-9450 judv.oehler_stinnett@okstate.edu
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Jamey Crosby, MS.-(405) 744-9505 jamey.crosbv@okstate.edu
Kristen Capaccioli, M.S.-(405) 744-9434 kristen.capaccioli@okstate.edu

Dr. Sue C. Jacobs, IRB Chair, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK 74078, (405)
744-1676 or irb@okstate.edu.
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Appendix B — Teacher Solicitation Form

Hi! My name isKristen Capaccioli and lam a graduate student in the School

Psychology program &klahoma State University.l along withJamey Crosbyhave

had contact with your school's principal, who has given us the go ahead to tell you about
a study abouBULLYING that we are conducting in order to complete our

Dissertation Projects.

We wanted to give you a "heads up" about what our study is going to involve. We will be
coming into your school and administering surveys to students that should take between
45 minutes and an hour to complete. We are doing this study in order to learn about what
kinds ofbullying are occurring at your school, which kids are gethinflied (by
age/grade/gender), hasften they are gettingullied and where they are gettitbgillied

(e.g., bathrooms, hallways, etc\We want to let you know that no student names will be
disclosed, meaning that we can provide the school with the previously mentioned
information, but we will not be able to single out which kidskarkying or getting

bullied.

We wanted to let you know in advance about this study beddEs®lEED YOUR
HELP!!' The more students that we can have in this study, the more useful the
information that we colleawill be for telling us about your school and the kinds of
bullying that is happeningln addition to the letter you are currently reading, letters are
also being sent out to parentdriorm them about the study. In about a week, we will
ask you to send a packet home with ystuidents. These packets will contain more
detailed information on the study, as well as formgfrent permission.

Your distribution and collection of these packets will be an invaluable

part of this project!!! If possible, we want to ask you to remind and encourage those
students who may be interested in the study to return their packets in aftigiedyn. If
needed, we can provide replacement packets for those that get lost, etc.

We realize that your time is very valuable and would like to thank you in advance
for allowing your child to participate in our study. We truly believe that thidyst

will be useful and that it will provide you and your school with extremely
important information about the many different ways bullying may be occlating
your school.

Sincerely,

Kristen Capaccioli, M.S. Jamey Crosby, M.S.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a particigast in t
research project, please contact the Oklahoma State University Instit&Renew
Board. If you have any additional concerns regarding this project pleaseéetd
contact the researchers.
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Dr. Judy Oehler-Stinnett4405) 744-9450 judv.oehler_stinnett@okstate.edu
Jamey Crosby, MS.-(405) 744-9505 jamey.crosby@okstate.edu

Kristen Capaccioli, M.S.4405) 744-9434 kristen.capaccioli@okstate.edu

Dr. Sue C. Jacobs, IRB Chair, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK 74078, (405)
744-1676 or irb@okstate.edu.
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Appendix C — Parent Information Letter
Dear Parents,

As a parent, you probably know that bullying has become more of a serious concern over
recent years. Many children and adolescents report being bullied at school. Some of
these children/adolescents also report being very distressed or upset aigpbubied.

We now know that there are many things we can do to reduce bullying in the schools, but
there is still work to be done. With the help of kids, parents, teachers, and resgarcher
we are striving to make every schodaer place

We are writing to ask your permission to include your son/daughter in a tesazty

being conducted by two school psychology doctoral students at Oklahoma State
University. These researchers are investigating different forms gfrigu(ffrom all kids
such as other students and siblings), how kids deal with bullying, and how they react if
they have been bullied. This information will be very important to your child’s samool
that they will be able to learn about general bullying behaviors that are ocqsuaigas
where children are being bullied) in their school. This can help those who work with
your child to make plans on reducing school violence on your child’s campus.

To complete this study, your child would be asked to fill out five forms about bullying
and stressful reactions that may occur as a result of being bullied. Bet#ussubject
matter of the forms, childremill not be asked to put their name on any of these forms.
So there will beno wayto link your child to his or her responses.

We will notbe providing any kind of treatment to the children in this study. This means
that if any students respond that they are at risk for endangering thesnse would not

know who they are and could not provide any help. However, the team of individuals
collecting this data is trained in counseling and crisis intervention and we hasarpla

place to offer help to any child who appears upset or tells us that they are planning to
harm themselves or someone else. Furthermore, if a child appears to be upset, but does
not ask for help, we also have a plan in place to quietly pull them aside and offer the
appropriate help.

As a thank you for allowing your child to participate in this research stodyhave
received a packet of information about bullying behaviors and ways to help yalrechil
if they are being bullied. Your child will also havetziceof a small prize (e.g., a toy or
candy) or to be entered into a drawing for a $20 gift certificate to a loadlbesiness.
(There will be a separate drawing for each grade at your chilaipus) As stated

earlier it is hoped that the results of this study will assist those who workakitiols,
families, and children to better understand how children are affected when they
experience bullying. This study may help professionals at the local, stdteatonal
levels to better assist students in dealing with bullying.

Included in this envelope are two forms for you to complete if you would like your chil
to participate. Your child will receive additional forms for them to completiecat
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school should you decide to participate. In order to participate in this school-udge st
please fill out the parental consent form included in this envelope. Please return it to
your child’s school as quickly as possible. If at all possible, we would like to have the
packet back to school by , as researchers will be coming to work with the
children in your community on

General results of the study will be posted on a webpage at
http://OSUbullyingstudy.homepage.cams results are studied and analyzed. Sample
guestions that demonstrate the type of questions your child will be answering are
included in your packet. If you have any questions or concerns about this project, please
feel free to contact the researchers or the Oklahoma State Univessiiytional Review
Board.

e Dr. Judy Oehler-Stinnett—(405) 744-945@ly.oehler_stinnett@okstate.edu
e Jamey Crosby, M.S.—(405) 744-9505 jamey.crosby@okstate.edu
e Kristen Capaccioli, M.S.—(405) 744-9434isten.capaccioli@okstate.edu
e Dr. Sue C. Jacobs, IRB Chair, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK 74078, (405)
744-1676 oirb@okstate.edu
Sincerely,
Jamey Crosby, M.S. Kristen Capaccioli, M.S.
Doctoral Student Doctoral Student
School of Applied Health and Educational Psychology School of Applied Health and Educational Psychology
Oklahoma State University Oklahoma State University
226 Willard Hall 441 Willard Hall
Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078
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Appendix 4 — Sample Questions
This page is for you to keep.

Below are samples that aaetual guestionsaken from one of your child’s

guestionnaires. Should you have questions or want further explanation or interpretation,
please contact the researchers at these contact numbers. They willwlidtyss all of

the questions (if you desire) prior to your child’s participation.

e Dr. Judy Oehler-Stinnett—(405) 744-945@ly.oehler_stinnett@okstate.edu
e Jamey Crosby, M.S.—(405) 744-9505 jamey.crosby@okstate.edu
e Kristen Capaccioli, M.S.—(405) 744-9434sten.capaccioli@okstate.edu

e Or the Institutional Review Board of Oklahoma State Univerdity:Sue C.
Jacobs, IRB Chair, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK 74078, (405) 744-1676 or
irb@okstate.edu

How often do you get shoved by another kid at school?

How often does a classmate tell lies about you to make other kids not like yooraym
| have bad dreams or nightmares about being bullied.

Changed something about yourself so you could deal with the situation better.

How often does a brother/sister tell you that you are stupid?
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Appendix 5 — Parental Consent Form

Reactions to Bullying and Ways of Coping
Parental Consent

l, , agree to allow Jamey Crosby and
Kristen Capaccioli, doctoral students in school psychology at Oklahoma Statesupjver
or associates or assistants:

To administer questionnaires to my child to find
out about his/her experiences with bullying and what he/she did about it. This study is
examining the different forms of bullying, as well as the prevalence gkfiteeactions

in some victims of bullying and the types of symptoms a child may have when they are
bullied. | am aware that the results of this project may assist posfalssto better help
children who experience bullying. | am also aware that general resultsbatigutg at

my child’s school will be used in order to provide school administrators with infammati
that may help to identify and reduce bullying at their schools.

Mr. Crosby and Ms. Capaccioli are doctoral graduate students at Oklahoma Stat
University and this study is being conducted through Oklahoma State Universaty und
the supervision of faculty who are licensed psychologists in the State of Oklahoma.
understand and agree that the identity of my child is to be kept confidential. | kriow tha
researchers will notify me if my child seeks help from the school counselanawlsc
psychologist.

| understand that the researchers wnalt be providing any kind of treatment to the

children in this study. This means that if any students respond that they areat risk f
endangering themselves we would not know who they are and could not provide any
help. I understand that the team of individuals collecting this data is trainedrisating

and crisis intervention and we have plans in place to offer help to any child who appears
upset or tells us that they are planning to harm themselves or someone elsewill ber

a form within the packet of questionnaires on which your child can indicate whether or
not he/she is upset and is in need of services from the school counselor or school
psychologist. | understand that if my child appears to be upset, but does not ask for help,
we also have a plan in place to quietly pull them aside and offer the appropriate help.

This study is part of Mr. Crosby and Ms. Capaccioli's dissertation. | uanérghat the
results of this study may be published but that the answers my child gives on
guestionnaires used by the researchers will be kept confidential. | understang tha
child’s answers will be given anonymously and that my child’s name or any other
identifying information will not be kept with his/her answers. | understancytragral
results about bullying (i.e. what is happening, where it is happening, etc.) wikteaus
give school principals and counselors’ information about what is happening at their
schools. | understand that participation is voluntary and | or my child can choose not to
participate at any time.
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Additional information on the general results of the research project and itifamroa
bullying will be posted on a webpage maintained by the researchers. This eeblbag
be available for a year following completion of the project.

Any questions or concerns | have can be directed to the researchers or theisgpervis
professor in this study. They may be reached at:

e Dr. Judy Oehler-Stinnett—(405) 744-945@ly.oehler_stinnett@okstate.edu
e Jamey Crosby, M.S.—(405) 744-9505 jamey.crosby@okstate.edu
e Kristen Capaccioli, M.S.—(405) 744-9434isten.capaccioli@okstate.edu

Or the Institutional Review Board of Oklahoma State Univerdity:Sue C. Jacobs, IRB
Chair, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK 74078, (405) 744-167Bbdwokstate.edu

In signing this consent form, | am indicating that | understand the conditionis study
and agree to allow my child and myself to participate.

Parent’'s Name (Please Print Clearly) Date

Work Phone Number (Mother):
Work Phone Number (Father):
Home Phone:
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Appendix 6 — Child Assent

Reactions to Bullying and Ways of Coping
Child Assent

l, , agree to take part in a study
of how

please print your name hgre

children feel when they are bullied and how they deal with being bullied. | know yhat m
parents have given permission for me to take part in this study. However, ltanders
that | do not have to take part in this study if | don’t want to. | also know that thesresul
of this study may help officials better understand how to help students who have been
bullied and that by taking part, | may be helping other people in the future. | know that
my identity will be kept anonymous. This means that nobody will know who | am when
they read my answers. | know that answering some of the questions maydjalsttes
also know that if | want to talk to someone about this study or the way that Idaal, |

use the form in this package to tell the researchers about it. | can tell grehesethat

| want to meet with someone now, or that | want to talk to someone later. For my
participation in this study, | will be able to choose between a small prizndy ©OR to

have my name put into a drawing for a $20 gift certificate to a local redegl. s

| agree to do my best when answering the questions about how | feel about bullying. 1

will answer honestly and carefully.

Please sign your name Date
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Appendix 7 — Counselor Contact Form (TX)

If you would like to speak to a counselor or onéhaf researchers
about any of these issues, please say so belowoandill be
taken to the counselor’s office or contacted caenrfichlly.

Name:

_____lwould like to go to the counselor’s office NOW.
| would like to talk to:
The school counselor []
A School Psychology Doctoral Student ]
(One of the researchers)
| would like to be contacted later that | can talk to a counselor.
| would like to talk to:
The school counselor []
A School Psychology Doctoral Studert ]

(One of the researchers)

| would like my parents to know | have concerns and an appointment be set up to
talk to someone from the Taylor/Callahan Education Cooperative.

| do not wish to speak to anyone or be contacted.

Signature
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Appendix 8 — Counselor Contact Form (OK)

If you would like to speak to a counselor or onéhaf researchers
about any of these issues, please say so belowoandill be
taken to the counselor’s office or contacted caenrfichlly.

Name:

_____lwould like to go to the counselor’s office NOW.
| would like to talk to:
The school counselor []
A School Psychology Doctoral Student ]
(One of the researchers)
____lwould like to be contacted latar that | can talk to a counselor.
| would like to talk to:
The school counselor []
A School Psychology Doctoral Student ]

(One of the researchers)

I would like my parents to know | have concerns and an appointment be set up with
the OSU School Psychology Clinic in Stillwater, OK.

| do not wish to speak to anyone or be contacted.

Signature
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Appendix 9 — Parent Follow Up Form
Dear Parent,

You recently received an information packet asking permission for your child to
participate in a study titled "Reactions to Bullying and Ways of Coping"ciA¢tto this
letter you will find a description of the study being conducted by the researdhdrs
your help, we hope to make every school a safer place.

If you have not yet returned your permission form (and you would like for your ohild t
participate), we would like to encourage you to do so. We will be on the campus of
(insert campus name and date here).

If you did not receive the first packet or you do not have the parent permission forms,
please contact one of the researchers and we will send you a new paresgiparform.

e Jamey Crosby, M.S.-(405) 744-9434 jamey.crosby@okstate.edu
e Kristen Capaccioli, M.S.-(405) 744-9434  kristen.capaccioli@okstate.edu

Please return that permission form to your child's school by (insert da)e he

Remember, if you allow your child to participate, he/she will be given a choice of the
chance to put his/her name in a drawing to win a gift certificate (for $20) that will be
provided from a local restaurant/retail store, or the choice of a small prize (e.g., candy, a
toy, etc.). There will be a separate drawing for each grade level at each school where
data collection occurs. Also, for allowing your child to participate, you will receive a
packet of information on bullying, identification of victims, and general information on
interventions and seeking assistance.

Thank you.

Jamey Crosby, M.S. Kristen Capaccioli, M.S.

Doctoral Student Doctoral Student

School of Applied Health and Educational Psychology School of Applied Health and Educational Psychology
Oklahoma State University Oklahoma State University

226 Willard Hall 441 Willard Hall

Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078

192



Appendix 10 — Demographics Questionnaire

Demographics Questionnaire

Please provide the following important informatiqilease print clearly.)

Child’s Gender: (Circle one) Male Female
Child’'s Date of Birth: Grade in School:
mm/dd/yy
Ethnicity: White Native American Black Asian Hispanic Other

(Circle all that apply)

Educational Level of ParenCircle highest grade completed

Mother: Some High H.S. GED Technical College Graduate
School Graduate School (1,2,3,4)  School

Father:  Some High H.S. GED Technical College Graduate
School Graduate School (1,2,3,4)  School

How many children/adolescents do you have in your household?

Please list the age(s) of your child’s sibling(s):

Please indicate the place in birth order of your child/adolescent:
(the child you are providing consent for)

Birth Order: £ o g 4 5 6" 7
(Please Circle)

Is bullying a problem at your child’s school?
(circle one)

YES NO

How are your child’s grades overall?
(circle one)

POOR FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT
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Appendix 11 — Demographics Survey from WCCL

Demographics Questionnaire for Students

Please Circle Boy Girl
Grad e 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th gth
Age: years months

How many brothers/sisters do you have?

How old are they?

“We say a child is being bullied, or picked on when another child, or a group of children,
say mean and unpleasant things to him or her. Itis also bullying when a child is hit,
kicked, threatened, or when no one ever talks to them and things like that. These things
can happen frequently (a lot) and it is difficult for the child being bullied to defend
himself or herself. Itis also bullying when a child is teased repgditiht) in a mean

way. But, it is not bullying when two children of about the same strength have an odd
fight or argument.”

1. How often have you been bullied this school year?

Notatall | | Once or twicg | Sometimesg |

About Once a Week Several times a
week

2. Where were you bullied most often?

Inclass [ ] Hallway$ | Playground/School yard |

Bathroom| ] Tolfrom School | Locker Room| |
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3. Were you usually bullied by —

A) Boy(s)| | Girls(s) |

B) Younger Older Kids Same Age
Kids

C) Same Person | Different People |

D) One Person [ | A Group of Peogle |

4. Do you think the person who bullied you was (check all that apply)—

Stronger than Smarter than you More popular than you
you
Better looking than yoy | Trying to get you to do somettjing |

5. How often have you taken partn bullying other children this school year?

Notatall [ ] Once or twicg | Sometimeg |

About once a Several times a weegk
week

6. How often have others helped yowhen you are being bullied this school year?

Notatall [ ] Once or twicg | Sometimesg |

About once a Several times a wegk
week
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7. How often have you watchedomeone bullying other children this school year?

Notatall [ ] Once or twicg | Sometimeg |

About once a D Several times a weék

week

8. How often have you helped someomweého you have seen being bullied this school
year?

Notatall [ ] Once or twicg¢ | Sometimeg |

About once a Several times a wegk
week

9. How long ago did the bullying start?

1-4weeks [ | 1 -3 months |

3—6months| | More than 6 months |

10. Do you feel that you can stop the bullying?

Yes| | No[ | Don’t Know | |

If yes, how could you stop the bullying?

11. Do you think that anything_goodwill happen to you as a result of being bullied?

Yes|[ | No[ | Don’t Know [ ]

If yes, what good things might happen?
12. Do you think that anything_badwill happen to you as a result of being bullied?

Yes| | No[ | Don’t Know [ |

If yes, what bad things might happen?
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13. How well do you think you can deal with the bullying? (circle a number)

Not well < Verywell

1 2 3 4

14. When you are being bullied, how afraid are yo® (circle a number)

Not afraid at all Vgry Afraid

0 1 2 3 4

15. Do you think that bullying is a problem in your school?

Yes| | No[ | Don’t Know | |

16. How often are adults around when you're bullied?

Notatall | | Sometime | Most of the Timg |

All of the Time [ |

17. How many bullies do you think there are at your school?

1-3 4-6
0
7_
10 11+

18. Is there anything else you would like for us to know about bullying?
(please write about it below)
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Appendix 12 — SEQ-SRS (adapted)

“We say a child is being bulliear picked on when another child, or a group of children,
say mean and unpleasant things to him or her. It is also bullying when a child is hit,
kicked, threatened, or when no one ever talks to them and things like that. These are
things that happen frequently (a lot) and it is difficult for the child being kbulielefend
himself or herself. It is also bullying when a child is teased repggitit) in a mean
way. But, it is not bullying when two children of about the same strength have an odd

fight or argument.”

THINGS THAT HAPPEN TO ME

DIRECTIONS: Here is a list of things that sometimes happen to kids your agaat h
How often does your brother/sister do these things to you at home?

SEQ-SR(S) (adapted)

EXAMPLE:

A. How often do you eat lunch at home?

1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
B. How often do you go outside and play?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
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1. How often do you get hit by a brother/sister at home?

1
NEVER

2
ALMOST
NEVER

3
SOMETIMES

4
ALMOST ALL
THE TIME

5
ALL THE
TIME

2. How often does your brother/sister leave you out on purpose when it is time to

play or do an activity?

1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
3. How often does your brother/sister yell at you at home?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

4. How often does a brother/sister who is mad at you try to get back at you by not

letting you be in their group anymore?

1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
5. How often do you get pushed by your brother/sister at home?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
6. How often does your brother/sister tell you that you are stupid?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

7. How often does a brother/sister tell lies about you to make other kids not like you

anymore?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
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8. How often does your brother/sister tell you that something bad will happaun if y
do not do what they say?

1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
9. How often does your brother/sister kick you?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

10. How often does your brother/sister say they won't like you unless you do what

they want you to do?

1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
11. How often do you get teased by your brother/sister at home?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
12. How often does your brother/sister pull your hair?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

13. How often does your brother/sister try to keep others from liking you by saying
mean things about you?

1
NEVER

2
ALMOST
NEVER

3
SOMETIMES

4
ALMOST ALL
THE TIME

5
ALL THE
TIME
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14. How often does your brother/sister say they will beat you up if you don’t do what

they want you to do?

1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
15. How often do you get shoved by your brother/sister at home?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

16. How often does your brother/sister at ho

me call you mean names?

1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
17. How often does your brother/sister steal your belongings?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
18. How often does your brother/sister tell stories about you?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
19. How often does your brother/sister curse at you?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
20. How often does your brother/sister damage your belongings?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
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21. How often have you had to do something you didn’t want to do because your

brother/sister threatened you?

1
NEVER

2
ALMOST
NEVER

3
SOMETIMES

4
ALMOST ALL
THE TIME

5
ALL THE
TIME

22. How often have you had to do something you didn’t want to do because your

brother/sister hit you?

1
NEVER

2
ALMOST
NEVER

3
SOMETIMES

4
ALMOST ALL
THE TIME

5
ALL THE
TIME

23. How often have you had to do something you didn’t want to do because your

brother/sister spread rumors about you?

1
NEVER

2
ALMOST
NEVER

3
SOMETIMES

4
ALMOST ALL
THE TIME

5
ALL THE
TIME
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Appendix 13 — SEQ-SRP (adapted)
SEQ-SR(P) (adapted)

“We say a child is being bulliear picked on when another child, or a group of children,
say mean and unpleasant things to him or her. It is also bullying when a child is hit,
kicked, threatened, or when no one ever talks to them and things like that. These things
happen frequently (a lot) and it is difficult for the child being bullied to defend himiself
herself. Itis also bullying when a child is teased repeatedly (a lot) ima weey. But, it

is not bullying when two children of about the same strength have an odd fight or
argument.”

THINGS THAT HAPPEN TO ME

DIRECTIONS: Here is a list of things that sometimes happen to kids your ageat.s
How often do they happen to you at school?

EXAMPLE:

A. How often do you eat lunch at school?

1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

B. How often does your class go outside to play?

1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
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1. How often do you get hit by another kid at school?

1 2
NEVER ALMOST
NEVER

3
SOMETIMES

4
ALMOST ALL
THE TIME

5
ALL THE
TIME

2. How often do other kids leave you out on purpose when it is time to play or do an

activity?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
3. How often does another kid yell at you at school?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

4. How often does a kid who is mad at you try to get back at you by not letting you

be in their group anymore?

1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
5. How often do you get pushed by another kid at school?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
6. How often does a classmate tell you that you are stupid?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

7. How often does a classmate tell lies about you to make other kids not like you

anymore?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
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8. How often does a classmate tell you that something bad will happen if you do not

do what they say?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
9. How often does another kid kick you?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

10. How often does another kid say they won't like you unless you do what they want

you to do?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
11. How often do you get teased by another kid at school?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
12. How often does another kid pull your hair?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

13. How often does a kid try to keep others from liking you by saying mean things

about you?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

205




14. How often does another kid say they will beat you up if you don’t do what they

want you to do?

1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
15. How often do you get shoved by another kid at school?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
16. How often does another kid at school call you mean names?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
17. How often does another kid at school steal your belongings?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
18. How often does another kid tell stories about you?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
19. How often does another kid curse at you?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
20. How often does another kid damage your belongings?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME
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21. How often have you had to do something you didn’t want to do because another

kid threatened you?

1
NEVER

2
ALMOST
NEVER

3
SOMETIMES

4
ALMOST ALL
THE TIME

5
ALL THE
TIME

22. How often have you had to do something you didn’t want to do because another

kid hit you?
1 2 3 4 5
NEVER ALMOST SOMETIMES | ALMOST ALL ALL THE
NEVER THE TIME TIME

23. How often have you had to do something you didn’t want to do because another

kid spread rumors about you?

1
NEVER

2
ALMOST
NEVER

3
SOMETIMES

4
ALMOST ALL
THE TIME

5
ALL THE
TIME
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Appendix 14 — OSU-PTSD Scale (adapted)

Child Form DSM-1V Questionnaire

“We say a child is being bullieadr picked on when another child, or a group of children,
say mean and unpleasant things to him or her. It is also bullying when a child is hit,
kicked, threatened, or when no one ever talks to them and things like that. These things
happen frequently (a lot) and it is difficult for the child being bullied to defend himself
herself. Itis also bullying when a child is teased repeatedly (a lot) ima weey. But, it

is not bullying when two children of about the same strength have an odd fight or
argument.”

Please circle the number that best describes htengfou have felt
this way.

0 = never 1 = sometimes 2 = often 3 = most of the time 4 =
always

= | 1=Sometimes| 2=0ftep 3 =Mostofthetime 4= Always

1. I get really very 0 1 2 3 4
scared thinking
about being bullied.

2. | felt like | 0 1 2 3 4
couldn’t help
myself when | was
being bullied.

3. I pretend orplay| O 1 2 3 4
like | am being
bullied again.

4. 1 don't feel I will 0 1 2 3 4
marry.

5. | feel like I'm 0 1 2 3 4
being bullied again.

6. 1 don't like to be 0 1 2 3 4
away from my
parents now.

7. 1| am more jumpy
(startle more easily
since being bullied.

[elle]
|_\
N
w
N

8. I don't feel like |
will have children.

9. | have felt sick 0 1 2 3 4
since | have been
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bullied.

10. | feel like |
would not have
been bullied if | was
a better person.

11. | get upset whe
| see other kids
being bullied.

12. | cannot
remember some
important things
about being bullied.

13. | have more bag
dreams now than
before | was
bullied.

14. | feel like the
bullying is
happening again
sometimes.

15. | get hyper
when | have seen
other kids being
bullied.

16. 1 don't like to
sleep alone when
I’'m thinking about
being bullied.

17. 1 worry that |
might die before |
grow up.

18. | get really very
scared when | am
being bullied.

19. | shake when |
think about being
bullied.

20. | dream about
being bullied.

21. | get angry
when | think about
being bullied.

22. | feel different
from others since
being bullied.

23. 1 do not like to
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hear people talk
about bullying.

24. | shake when |
have seen other kid
being bullied.

25. Feelings about
bullying cause
trouble with my
life.

26. | am angry that
no one stops the
bullying.

27. Since being
bullied, | worry
something might
happen again.

28. | could have
done something to
stop being bullied.

29. Since being
bullied, | worry |
can’t count on
others to help me.

30. It was my fault
that | was bullied.

31. I do not like to
think about getting
bullied.

32. | can’t stop
thinking about
being bullied.

33. Feelings about
bullying make me
feel bad.

34. 1 am not
interested in things
| used to like since
being bullied.

35. | get upset like
it is happening
again when | hear
people talk about
bullying.

36. | get upset like
it is happening

again when | see
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things about
bullying on TV.

37. | feel like the
bullying is a movie
in my mind.

38. | get angry
about being bullied.

39. | have
stomachaches sinc
| have been bullied.

D

40. | have trouble
thinking since being
bullied.

41. | try and not go
places that make me
think about being
bullied.

42. | get angry
when | have seen
other kids being
bullied.

43. | miss school
because of bullying

44. | worry about
bullying.

45. | worry that |
will be humiliated
or embarrassed.

46. | stay away
from home because
of bullying.

47. | worry that |
will get hurt.

48. | worry about
the future now.

49. | get angry morg¢
since being bullied.

\1%4

50. | get hyper
when | think about
being bullied.

51. Sometimes,
things do not feel
real.

52. | avoid places
where I've been
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bullied.

53. Have more
trouble with adults
than | used to.

54. | have trouble
concentrating since
| was bullied.

55. Since being
bullied, I do risky
things that might
get me hurt.

56. | don't like to
sleep alone when |
have seen other kid
being bullied.

57. | used to think
the world was a saf
place.

58. | watch out for
bad things since
being bullied. | am
very alert.

59. I think I have
lost control of my
feelings.

60. Since being
bullied, | don't like
to be away from the
people who keep
me safe.

61. | have trouble
organizing my
schedule since |
was bullied.

62. Have more
trouble with family
than | used to.

63. | have had
trouble staying
asleep since being
bullied.

64. | have felt alone
since | was bullied.

65. | have had
trouble falling

asleep since being
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bullied.

66. When | think
about being bullied,
| have trouble
sleeping.

67. | don’t trust
others the way |
used to.

68. | used to think
school was a safe
place.

69. | have more
problems with my
friends since being
bullied.

70. | have
headaches since |
have been bullied.

71. 1 don't feel
anything.

72. Have more
trouble with other
kids than | used to.

73. 1 try and not se€
people that make
me think about
being bullied.

74. Have a hard
time getting excited
about much since |
was bullied.

75. Since | was
bullied, | don't feel
like doing as much.

76. | knew
something bad was
going to happen
before being
bullied.

77. 1 get upset
easily.

78. | feel guilty
since being bullied.

79. Sometimes |
feel like I'm outside

my body.
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80. | am more
irritable or cranky
with other people
since I've been
bullied.

81. | often talk
about being bullied
(several times a
week).

82. Feelings about
bullying cause
trouble with my
schoolwork.
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Appendix 15 - TSCC

TSCC

Adapted and reproduced by special permission oPtiidisher, Psychological Assessment Resources, 16204
North Florida Avenue, Lutz, Florida, 33549, fronethrauma Symptom Checklist for Children by Johregj Ph.D.,
Copyright 1989, 1995 by PAR, Inc. Further reprdaurcis prohibited without permission from Par Inc.

These items describe things that kids sometimeg theel, or do. Read
each item, then mark how often it happens to yodrawing a circle around
the correct number.

Circle O if it never happens to you. 0 1 2 3
Circle 1if it happenssometimes 0 l 2 3
Circle 2 if it happendots of times 0 l 2 3
Circle 3 if it happensalmost all of the time O 1 2 3

For example, if you are late for school sometimes, you would circle the 1 faethis
like this:

Being late for school. 0 1 2 3
If you make a mistake or want to change your answer, do not erase. Cross oonhthe wr
answer with an “X” and then circle the correct answer, like this:

Being late for school. 0

Never | Sometimes| Lots of Almost all the
times time

1. I have bad dreams or nightmares about being 0 1 2 3
bullied.
2. Scary ideas or pictures just pop into my head. 0 1 2 3
3. Remembering things that happened that | didn't 0 1 2 3
like.
4. Going away in my mind, trying not to think 0 1 2 3
about being bullied.
5. Remembering scary things. 0 1 2 3
6. Feeling scared of boys. 0 1 2 3
7. Feeling scared of girls. 0 1 2 3
8. Can't stop thinking about being bullied. 0 1 2 3
9. Remembering things | don’t want to remember. 0 1 2 3
10. Wishing that | was never bullied. 0 1 2 3
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