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ABSTRACT 

Gifted individuals tend to experience social stressors similar to their not-gifted peers, yet 

minimal research has been conducted on the potential impact of early social difficulties on their 

later adjustment.  The main purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between early 

experiences of peer victimization and later well-being in honors college students and the 

potential moderating effect of social support on this relationship.  Three research questions were 

posed:  What is the difference in reported early peer victimization between honors college 

students and non-honors college students; what is the relationship between early experiences of 

peer victimization and later well-being of gifted and not-gifted college students, with respect to 

age, gender, and ethnicity differences; and does early social support serve to moderate the 

relationship between early peer victimization and later well-being in gifted and not-gifted 

students?  Completed data from a total of 78 honors and 68 non-honors college student 

participants, attending 1 of 2 four-year universities in the southeastern region of the United 

States, were analyzed.  Early experiences of peer victimization, current well-being, and early 

perception of social support were measured utilizing the Retrospective Bullying Questionnaire, 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule, the Satisfaction With Life Scale, Ryff’s Scales of 

Psychological Well-Being, and a revised version of the Child and Adolescent Social Support 

Scale, respectively.  The ages of student participants ranged from 18-33 years of age.  Data was 

collected for this study between Summer and Fall 2016.  A chi-square test of independence, 

MANOVA, and MANCOVA were utilized to investigate the study’s research questions.  Results 

indicated that gifted students reported more early experiences of relational forms of peer 

victimization than not-gifted students.  For both groups, White/Caucasian, Black/African-

American, and Asian/Pacific Islander participants and those with early experiences of bullying 
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showed variation in scores of well-being.  Significant interaction effects suggested that early 

social support from teachers and close friends moderated the relationship between early 

experiences of victimization and later well-being.  A discussion regarding the interpretation, 

limitations, implications of the obtained findings, along with needs for future research, is 

provided. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 The World Health Organization describes adolescence as the stage in human 

development and growth between the ages of 10 to 19 years (World Health Organization, 2001).  

As individuals transition into adolescence, the peer relationship starts to become a critical 

component of social functioning (Brown, 1990; Wigfield, Byrnes, & Eccles, 2006).  Many adults 

who demonstrate positive well-being in varying contexts of their life have reported having 

successful friendships during adolescence (Bagwell, Newcomb, & Bukowski, 1998; Bagwell, 

Schmidt, Newcomb, & Bukowski, 2001).  However, a significant number of students still 

experience victimization by their peers, by getting hit/punched, called names, or feeling 

rejected/excluded from social groups (Card & Hodges, 2008).  Consequently, students may 

experience both internalizing and externalizing behaviors later in life (Card & Hodges, 2008).  

Children and adolescents who experience peer rejection/victimization may enter into adulthood 

with difficulty maintaining a healthy well-being, which may further exacerbate maladjusted 

behaviors.   

For example, longitudinal research indicates that peer rejection and having few or no 

friends during preadolescence is linked to psychopathology during adulthood (Bagwell et al., 

1998; Bagwell et al., 2001).  Other studies have demonstrated that early negative peer 

experiences were indicative of anxiety and depression during later adulthood, specifically for 

women (Modin, Ӧstberg, & Almquist, 2011).  Furthermore, while the literature regarding social 

relations adequately highlights the critical issue that peer rejection/victimization presents for the 

well-being of the general population, special populations (e.g., gifted youth) have only recently 
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sparked attention from researchers, school officials, parents, and other interventionists directly 

involved with coordinating their care.   

The lack of longitudinal empirical studies in special populations leads one to recognize 

the need for further exploration as to how early experiences with victimization relate to overall 

later adjustment of gifted individuals, such as honors college students.  This investigation 

contributes to the gifted literature by providing preliminary evidence regarding the link between 

peer victimization and the social and emotional development of this population. 

 This chapter introduces readers to the current study by addressing the statement of the 

problem, the social significance/purpose of the study, and then briefly recognizes the theoretical 

framework, research questions, and proposed statistical analyses.  Lastly, operational definitions 

of terms are discussed. 

Statement of the Problem 

Adolescence is the developmental stage, from 10-19 years of age, in which individuals 

indicate experiencing the most instances of peer victimization (Batsche, 2002; Hinduja & 

Patchin, 2014).  Peer victimization is reportedly the most prevalent form of school violence and 

occurs when an individual is on the receiving end of an aggressive act (e.g., physical violence or 

verbal harassment, performed by their same-age peers (Finkelhor & Dziuba-Leatherman, 1994; 

National Center for Education Statistics, 2015; Olweus, 1978).  The literature has shown that 26-

29.9% of students between grades 6-10 report moderate to frequent involvement with bullying, 

indicating that 3.2 million children at this stage are victims of moderate to severe instances of 

bullying every year (Batsche, 2002; Craig et al., 2009; DeVoe & Murphy, 2011).  The U.S. 

Department of Education's National Center for Education Statistics data indicates that the 

percentage of students aged 12 to 18 who reported experiences of school bullying increased from 
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5% in 1999 to 8% in 2001, remained stable from 2001 to 2003 (DeVoe et al., 2004), and was 

reported to be at 22% in 2013 (National Center for Education Statistics, 2015).  Additional 

statistics show that bullying affects more than 5 million children in grades 6-11 and is 

accompanied by an overabundance of adolescent problem behaviors, psychological problems, 

and issues with peer relationships (Dukes, Stein, & Zane, 2010).   

The literature has also acknowledged many consequences to experiencing peer 

victimization, including academic, social, and emotional difficulties during adolescence (Agliata, 

Tantleff-Dunn, & Renk, 2007).  Victims may experience withdrawal, low self-esteem, and a 

negative or skewed view of themselves and/or of the abusive situation (Arseneault, 2017; Hong, 

Kral, & Sterzing, 2015; Olweus, 1993b).  Studies have also shown a relationship between peer 

victimization and psychological distress, depression and anxiety, avoidance (Esbensen & Carson, 

2009; Kaltiala-Heino, Rimbelӓ, Rantanen, & Rimbelӓ, 2000; Nansel et al., 2001), and the use of 

illicit substances (Reid, Peterson, Hughley, & Garcia-Reid, 2006).  It is not surprising that many 

of these victims become so overwhelmed by their misfortune that suicide is perceived to be the 

only solution.  Researchers have identified two types of victims in the bullying literature, passive 

and aggressive victims.  Passive victims are usually physically weaker, have fewer friends, are 

dependent on others, or have weaker social abilities (Marini, Koruna, & Dane, 2006; Nansel et 

al., 2001; Rose, Monda-Amaya, & Espelage, 2011).  These victims typically account for 80% to 

85% of individuals that experience victimization (Olweus, 2003; Rose et al., 2011).  These 

individuals are typically submissive and sense a level of loneliness and abandonment at school 

(Berguno, Leroux, McAinsh, & Shaikh, 2004; Hong et al., 2015; Olweus, 1993b).  As a result, 

victims are usually depicted as insecure and worthless and least likely to retaliate once attacked 

or insulted by other students. 
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Aggressive victims, on the other hand, react towards their offenders in a more anxious 

and hostile manner (Olweus, 1978; Sapouna, 2014).  These victims often have difficulties 

maintaining concentration in class and demonstrate behaviors that typically cause other students 

to become tense and irritated.  They are also often described as hyperactive and may evoke 

negative reactions from their class peers (Olweus, 1978; Sapouna, 2014).  Aggressive victims 

typically have internalizing and externalizing behavioral issues, reactive forms of aggression, or 

poor interpersonal relationships (Graham, 2016; Marini et al., 2006; Nansel et al., 2001).  

Internalizing problems refer to covert behaviors, such as depression, withdrawal, somatic, 

symptoms, anxiety, or loneliness (Reijntjes, Kamphuis, Prinzie, & Telch, 2010).  Externalizing 

problems typically involve overt behaviors that may be delinquent, truant, or aggressive in nature 

(Arseneault et al., 2006; Reijntjes et al., 2011).  However, the literature remains unclear as to 

whether bullying precedes anxiety/depression or if anxiety/depression precedes bullying 

(Swearer et al., 2006).  In spite of the ambiguity of the causal direction of this relationship, the 

literature still shows how internalizing factors influence experiences with victimization. 

Early experiences of victimization have also been reported to be predictive of future 

maladaptive behaviors.  Holmes and Brandenburg-Ayres (1998) and Merrin, Hong, and Espelage 

(2015) have attributed bullying to later gang involvement.  Other researchers (e.g., Klomek, 

Sourander, & Elonjeimo, 2015; Spivak & Prothrow-Stith, 2001) have found a high correlation 

between bullying experiences and criminality by the time individuals reached their mid-20’s.  

One of the leading concerns of tragic effects on the community regards the phenomenon of 

school shootings.  Vossekuil, Fein, Reddy, Borum, and Modzeleski (2002) reported that out of 

41 school shootings that occurred between 1974 and 2000, 71% of the shooters were reported to 

be victims of bullying.  The ages of the attackers ranged between 11 and 21 years of age, with 
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most attackers being 13 to 18 years old (Vossekuil et al., 2002).  The National School Safety and 

Security Services (2005) also report that 24 out of 39 school deaths during the 2004-2005 year 

were school shootings.  Furthermore, the U.S. Secret Service made and released an official 

statement in 2002 that “bullying played a significant role in many school shootings, and that 

efforts should be made to eliminate bullying behavior” (National Conference of State 

Legislatures, 2008, p. 1).  Peer victimization in the classroom may be harmful when victims 

become fearful to the point that the ability to learn is inhibited.  Specifically, the relationship 

between peer victimization and poor academic achievement during middle and high school, as 

highlighted in the literature, are strong (Beran, Hughes, & Lupart, 2008; Beran & Lupart, 2009; 

Juvonen, Nishina, & Graham, 2000; Totura, Karver, & Gesten, 2014).  In addition to immediate 

responses, victims of bullying may experience the aforementioned outcomes, such as anxiety, 

low self-esteem, depression, and physiological problems, over time (Maleckiet al., 2015; Smith 

& Shu, 2000).     

Though the literature adequately stresses the experiences of victimization in the general 

population, there is a gap in the literature regarding the phenomenon of victimization of students 

that present with exceptionalities.  For those that exhibit exceptionalities of giftedness, there are 

no longitudinal or retrospective studies that examine the occurrence of victimization and overall 

functioning through adulthood.  Peterson and Ray (2006) were the first authors to examine the 

long-term impact of early victimization on emotional adjustment on a young adolescent sample 

enrolled in the 8th grade.  Researchers recruited 432 gifted students enrolled in the 8th grade from 

16 different school districts in the United States.  The gender distribution of the sample was 52% 

female and 48% male.  Their findings demonstrated that name-calling and teasing about 

appearance was significantly related to emotional adjustment; however, findings were based on a 
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young adolescent sample enrolled in the 8th grade.  The lack of evidence regarding adjustment 

during adulthood for gifted individuals may partly be due to preconceived notions regarding this 

group’s emotion-regulating capability. 

Several logical assumptions or hypotheses can be made about the overall later adjustment 

of gifted individuals who have experienced victimization during early childhood and/or 

adolescence.  Perhaps gifted individuals who have experienced early peer victimization, but 

demonstrate excellence during their college years, have little to no impact on their academic 

functioning.  However, those that perceived having little to no support after experiencing 

victimization may report a lower sense of well-being than those that perceived receiving 

adequate support.  The gifted literature has acknowledged unique qualities of gifted individuals 

that potentially make them vulnerable to psychological distress.  Pfeiffer and Stocking (2000) 

posited that atypical development in certain domains (e.g., cognitive, emotional, social, and 

physical), parental expectations and level of involvement, discrepancy between capability and 

learning environment, and personality characteristics (e.g., perfectionism, excitability, moral 

sensitivity, perceptiveness, and concern) leave gifted students vulnerable for poor well-being.  

Similarly, Chan (2003) found that intense emotions, perfectionism, parental expectations, and an 

unchallenging school environment contributed to common concerns in well-being.  However, 

less is known regarding how this group manages to cope with their experiences of victimization, 

in comparison to their not-gifted peers.  The subject of coping is further discussed in the next 

chapter. 

Given emphasis in the research literature on fostering gifted students' social and 

emotional development (e.g., Lovecky, 1992; Peairs, 2010; Pfeiffer, 2013; Pfeiffer & Stocking, 

2000; Robinson, 2008; Robinson & Noble, 1993), this researcher assumes the benefit of 



7 

 

examining the impact of early experiences of peer victimization on later gifted individual 

adjustment, with a focus on well-being and how gifted individuals’ perception of social support 

contributes to this potential relationship.  Results may promote increased understanding and 

awareness for school boards, interventionists (e.g., teachers, school officials, and psychologists), 

parents, and other peers about the frequency and impact of bullying in the school environment.  

Similarly, administrators may glean more insight regarding how school policies and procedures 

help to encourage or discourage efforts to prevent and/or respond to bullying behaviors.  Finally, 

mental health practitioners may be able to better serve gifted individuals engaging in therapeutic 

services by modifying interventions to best fit the needs of this special group. 

Social Significance  

 Considering the growing number of studies that identify strong correlations among peer 

victimization and internalizing and externalizing behavioral problems, including anxiety, 

depression, school shootings, and suicide, there is an issue that is not being properly addressed 

(Card & Hodges, 2008; Graham, 2016; Malecki et al., 2015; Olweus, 2006; Rodkin & Hodges, 

2003; Vossekuil et al., 2002).  With the added pressure to maintain focus and excel in the 

classroom, more attention should be placed on creating a less stressful environment to allow 

children and adolescents to learn and demonstrate better academic achievement.  This added 

investment would help in better allocating financial resources for education (e.g., additional 

training for teachers/school officials, improving quality assurance and standards, and providing 

higher quality textbooks and other materials used for learning). 

 Another noted societal issue that may relate to victimization is the increased glorification 

of violence in the media.  "Until a society is prepared to deal with bullying in all its forms and 

wherever it occurs, there is little chance that other types of aggressive and destructive behavior 
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will reduce in frequency" (Pearce & Thompson, 1998, p. 528).  The portrayal of aggressive 

behaviors on television and video games is suggested to be related to aggression in some 

children (Black & Newman, 1995; Boxer, Groves, & Docherty, 2015; Rigby, 2002).  As the 

intensity of media violence increases, children and adolescents are potentially further exposed to 

instances of victimization and may continue to normalize the occurrence of such behaviors.  

Furthermore, in the similar fashion that not-gifted students find the school environment stressful 

when victimization is present, gifted students report feeling just as stressed (Peterson & Ray, 

2006a; Peterson & Ray, 2006b). 

 Many talented individuals, such as Thomas Edison, Nelson Mandela, and Winston 

Churchill, have been recognized for the contributions they have provided in the community in 

order to facilitate change in their respective environments.  One may wonder how many equally 

talented men and women never reach their fullest potential because of experiences of peer 

victimization during childhood and adolescence.  As discussed in the next chapter, one of the 

consequences of victimization in the gifted population is underachievement, due to the lack of 

attention and concentration, the shift in focus to remain safe, and/or the masking of their abilities 

to assimilate to their not-gifted peers (e.g., Peairs, 2010; Rigby, 1995).  As a result, more 

individuals in this population may demonstrate a decreased cognitive capacity to make 

significant input to societal matters.  Therefore, in order to enhance academic and societal 

success, it is important to investigate the qualities of gifted individuals that have already 

exhibited higher academic achievement (i.e., honors college students) in order to effectively 

target the areas that may contribute to talent underdevelopment.  At this time, no empirical 

studies that have investigated the well-being of honors college students who have reported early 

experiences of peer victimization. 
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Purpose of the Study 

 Peer victimization is reported to be related to several consequences, including 

internalizing and externalizing behaviors, mental health concerns, and general well-being (e.g., 

Stadler, Feifel, Rohrmann, Vermeiren, & Poustka, 2010; Suldo, Gelley, Roth, & Bateman, 2015; 

Troop-Gordon & Ladd, 2005).  However, few research studies have looked at the well-being of 

special populations, including gifted individuals (i.e., Rigby, 1995; Rigby, 2003; Rodkin & 

Hodges, 2003; Slee, 1994).  Little is also known about the influence of early coping strategies 

(e.g., social support) on the well-being of gifted individuals later in life.   

 The purpose of the present study was to explore the association between recalled early 

experiences of peer victimization and later well-being.  Considering the possibility of differences 

in the impact of peer victimization on well-being, this study also examined how social support 

serves to moderate the relationship between these two constructs.  This study further contributed 

to the bullying literature by providing pertinent information related to improving frequency rates 

of peer victimization and later adjustment, and by recognizing the great importance of early 

social support systems on later development. 

Theoretical Framework 

 Several theories were utilized to conceptualize constructs examined in the current study.  

To better understand the motivation and contribution to bullying/victimization, Dodge's social 

information processing (SIP) model (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge, 1986) and Bronfenbrenner’s 

ecological model of development (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Bronfenbrenner, 1979) were used.  

The SIP model highlights the internal processes individuals undergo to respond to social 

situations necessary to navigate through the social environment.  Bronfenbrenner's model depicts 

the influence of direct and indirect systems on social development (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; 
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Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Neal & Neal, 2013).  The SIP model and Bronfenbrenner’s model 

similarly underline what forces influence the perpetuation and intervention of experiences with 

peer victimization.  These models emphasize the processes an individual undergoes which, in 

turn, influence their viewpoint on and response to events within their social environment.  

However, the differences between these two frameworks pertain to their domains of influence.  

While the SIP model stresses a cognitive (i.e., internal) influence on a response to a social event, 

Bronfenbrenner’s model portrays such influence through an environmental (i.e., external) point 

of view.  The professional literature provides support for both theoretical perspectives and 

comparable assessment measures (e.g., Retrospective Bullying Questionnaire & Child and 

Adolescent Social Support Scale).  Both theories are further discussed during Chapter 2. 

Research Questions and Analyses 

 Based on the problem statement, the review of the literature, and the probable impact of 

early peer victimization on later well-being and the potential moderating role of social support 

between these constructs, the main research questions and hypotheses of the current study were 

as followed: 

1. What is the difference in reported early peer victimization between honors college students 

(gifted) and non-honors college students (not-gifted)? 

HYP 1:  Gifted students will report significantly more early experiences with peer  

          victimization than not-gifted students. 

2. What is the relationship between early experiences of peer victimization and later well-being 

of gifted and not-gifted college students, with respect to age, gender, and ethnicity 

differences? 

       HYP 2:  Students who report more frequent early experiences of peer victimization will  
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               report a lower sense of well-being. 

 HYP 3:  There will be a difference between early experiences of victimization and later  

         well-being by age, gender, and ethnicity.  

3. Does early social support serve to moderate the relationship between early peer victimization 

and later well-being in gifted and not-gifted students? 

HYP 4:  Early social support will moderate the relationship between early peer victimization  

               and later well-being. 

While Chapter 3 provides a more detailed overview of the overall research design, 

anticipated methods, assessment measures, and analysis procedures, a quasi-experimental causal-

comparative/correlational design was used.  A chi-square test of independence and multiple 

analyses of variance were performed to investigate significant frequencies and relationships 

among the variables for the tested groups. 

Operational Definition of Terms 

 To gain a better understanding of the meanings of terms utilized throughout this 

document, the following definitions are provided and support the theoretical frameworks that 

will be further discussed in the next chapter.   

● Autonomy:  one's sense of self-determination (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff, 1995). 

● Bullying:   an intentional and hurtful behavior that may be physical or psychological in 

nature, often repeated, and characterized by power inequality (Schäefer et al., 2004).  A 

participant is considered a victim if they indicated being bullied in one or more ways [i.e., 

“sometimes” or more often (frequency)] and classified the event as “quite serious” or 

“extremely serious” (intensity). 
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● Coping:  Cognitive and behavioral endeavors performed to alleviate internal and external 

pressures of a stressor with the goal of stress reduction or resolution (Compas, Connor-

Smith, Saltzman, Thomsen, & Wadsworth, 2001). 

● Cyberbullying:  behaviors that entail exhibiting aggression by way of insults, mocking, 

threats, intimidation, spreading rumors, and posting embarrassing information, through 

using electronic devices (Jordan & Austin, 2012). 

● Environmental Mastery:  the ability to effectively manage one's life and neighboring 

environment (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff, 1995). 

● Friendship:  a close, mutual and voluntary relationship high in trust, cooperation, 

security, companionship, help, and closeness and low in conflict (Berndt, 2002; Gifford-

Smith & Brownell, 2003).  

● Gifted College Students:  honors college students, with a minimum high school GPA of 

3.7 and have ranked in the top 4-10% in their senior high school class. 

● Honors College Students:  students enrolled in an honors college program. 

● Life Satisfaction: “global assessment of a person’s quality of life according to his own 

chosen criteria” (Shin & Johnson, 1978, p. 478). 

● Negative Affect:  negative feelings, including rage, hate, guilt, and sadness (Eryilmaz, 

2012). 

● Not-Gifted College Students:  college students not enrolled in an honors college program 

on their campus, whose high school GPA was lower than 3.7, and/or who were not 

ranked in the top 10% of their high school senior class. 

● Peer Victimization:  Reception of acts of aggression described as bullying from same-age 

peers (Card & Hodges, 2008). 
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● Personal Growth:  a feeling of continuing to grow and develop as a person (Ryff, 1989a, 

1995). 

● Physical Bullying:  behaviors such as hitting, pushing, kicking, punching, and destroying 

property (Jordan & Austin, 2012). 

● Positive Affect:  positive feelings, including confidence, interest, hope, pride, and joy 

(Eryilmaz, 2012). 

● Positive Relations:  the possession of quality friendships with others (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff, 

1995). 

● Psychological Well-Being:  the degree to which an individual possesses the following 

components of well-being:  self-acceptance, autonomy, environmental mastery, positive 

relations, purpose in life, and personal growth (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff & Singer, 1996). 

● Purpose in Life:  the perception that one has meaning and purpose in life (Ryff, 1989a; 

Ryff, 1995). 

● Relational Aggressive Bullying:  behaviors pertaining to excluding an individual from a 

group, deliberately ignoring, and not talking with or hanging out with someone (Jordan & 

Austin, 2012). 

● Rejection:  the extent to which an individual is perceived to be disliked by most of his or 

her peers (Bierman, 2013; Boivin & Begin, 1989; Hymel & Rubin, 1985). 

● Social Aggressive Bullying:  behaviors including gossip, social exclusion, negatively 

talking about someone, and stealing friends or romantic partners (Jordan & Austin, 

2012). 
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● Subjective Well-Being:  the degree to which an individual possesses the following 

components of well-being:  positive affection, negative affection, and life-satisfaction 

(Andrews & Withey, 1976; Diener, 1984). 

● Self-Acceptance:  the positive assessment of oneself and one's past life (Ryff, 1989a; 

Ryff, 1995). 

● Social Support:  perception that an individual is cared for and belongs to a large group of 

people who are concerned, including parents/family, peers, teachers, etc. (Pearson, 1986). 

● Verbal Bullying:  behaviors including name-calling/teasing, using abusive language, and 

humiliation (Jordan & Austin, 2012). 

● Well-Being:  “Contentment, satisfaction, or happiness derived from optimal functioning 

(McDowell, 2010, p. 70). 

Summary 

 To summarize, this chapter provided a concise synopsis of the issue regarding 

victimization and the importance of further investigating the impact on later adjustment, 

specifically within the gifted population.  Additionally, the problem, social significance, purpose 

of the present study, theoretical frameworks, research questions, hypotheses, and operational 

terms have been identified.  Chapter 2 includes a review of the literature regarding the constructs 

of interest.  In Chapter 3, detailed information regarding the research methodology is presented, 

in addition to the research questions, hypotheses, research design, and methods for analyzing the 

data.  Results are placed in Chapter 4 and the discussion of results is presented in Chapter 5. 



15 

 

CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 While Chapter 1 provides a discussion of the rationale, research questions, and the aim of 

the current study, this chapter critically analyzes literature related to the constructs of interest.  

The chapter begins by introducing the construct of peer relationships to provide a foundation for 

the following discussion of the constructs of peer victimization, well-being, and social support.  

Age, gender and ethnicity differences are introduced as variables to obtain more clarity regarding 

potential relationships.  Following the discussion of relevant theoretical frameworks highlighted 

to better understand the development and maintenance of victimization, literature related to 

giftedness and honors college students and common characteristics used to describe this 

population as a high-ability group is explored.  Lastly, content and methodological gaps in the 

literature are addressed.  Strategies used for searching the literature include utilizing online 

journal databases through the Florida State University Library portals. 

Peer Relationships 

 Peers are described as important agents of socialization that significantly contribute to the 

social and emotional development of children (Peairs, 2010).  During early adolescence, as adult 

monitoring tends to decline, the peer context becomes a larger and more prominent structure of 

peer membership (Brown, 1990; Erwin, 2013; Galliher, 2012; Schwarz et al., 2012; Wigfield et 

al., 2006).  Peers serve to complement the influence of other agents of socialization, including 

parents and teachers (Crosnoe & Johnson, 2011; Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 1998; Rubin, 

Coplan, Chen, Buskirk, & Wojslawowicz, 2005).  Peer relationships also provide individuals 

with knowledge about social norms and how to practice and master important social skills 

needed to successfully navigate through social relationships (Parker, Rubin, Price, & DeRosier, 



16 

 

1995; Rubinet al., 1998; Rubin et al., 2005; Rubin & Ross, 2012).  Furthermore, as children get 

older and enter into different stages of development, peer relationships tend to serve varying 

purposes.  During childhood, parents typically control the peer relationship; however, this 

control becomes relinquished as children enter adolescence (Claes, 2003; Crosnoe & Johnson, 

2011; Mounts, 2000).  As individuals enter later adolescence, peer relationships become depicted 

by intimacy, self-disclosure, and emotional support (Berndt, 1986; Berndt, 2002; Kingery, 

Erdley, & Marshall, 2011; Wentzel, 2009).  Differences within the peer relationship also emerge 

as the literature discusses gender characteristics. 

Researchers that have examined peer relationships have presented conflicting information 

regarding gender differences.  Some early studies have shown that girls typically develop more 

empathetic relationships (Maccoby, 1990) and demonstrate more “sad and painful” emotions in 

their friendships (Zeman & Garber, 1996) than boys, while other studies have found that girls are 

less likely than boys to display anger and disappointment in their relationship (Davis, 1995).  

Similar to results obtained by Maccoby (1990), researchers have also found similar gender 

differences during young adulthood.  Compared to men’s friendships, friendships of women are 

described as deeper (Barth & Kinder, 1988), affectively richer (Booth, 1972; King & Terrance, 

2008), more intimate and supportive (Bank & Hansford, 2000; Farrell, 1986; Roy, Benenson, & 

Lilly, 2000; Zarbatany, Conley, & Pepper, 2004).  More recent studies indicate that there are no 

significant differences between girls and boys on their expressions of emotions (e.g., Bagwell & 

Schmidt, 2013).  In addition to gender, the literature regarding peer relations also acknowledges 

racial and ethnicity differences. 

The friendship literature includes mixed results regarding race/ethnicity and peer 

relationships.  Some studies have shown that the majority of students in all developmental 
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periods prefer making friends of similar race/ethnicity over those with differing races/ethnicities 

(e.g., Graham, Taylor, & Ho, 2011).  This finding appears to be consistent with other findings 

regarding school organization.  For example, schools that utilize academic tracking may limit 

opportunities for the mixing of students from different ethnic backgrounds (Graham et al., 2011), 

considering that Black and Hispanic students are reportedly more likely to be placed in lower-

ability academic tracks than White or Asian students (Oakes, 1995; Oakes, Well, Jones, & 

Datnow, 2012).  Some researchers, examining trends of peer relations in students aged 14-19 

years old, have also found Black adolescents to be less peer-oriented and less concerned about 

having friends that are similar to them than White adolescents (Giordano, Cernkovich, & 

Demaris, 1993; Rowen, 2014).  DuBois and Hirsch (1990) found significant differences between 

7th-9th grade Black and White adolescents regarding the frequency of socializing at school and in 

their neighborhood.  Black adolescents were nearly twice as likely as White adolescents to report 

frequent contact outside of school with an interracial school friend.  Black adolescents were also 

more likely to report having a large number of neighborhood friends and more frequent 

interactions with them than white adolescents.  White adolescents, on the other hand, indicated 

talking more to their school friends than Black adolescents.  However, research regarding ethnic 

group differences in peer relationships conducted in the past 10 years appears limited.   

Lee, Howes, and Chamberlain (2007) have also acknowledged the lack of research 

investigating the ethnic diversity of children’s peer relationships.  Recognizing the importance of 

examining race/ethnicity trends in peer relations, these researchers sampled children from 

ethnically diverse population.  Utilizing 350 children in the first to sixth grade and attending a 

university laboratory school (170 girls, 180 boys; 201 White, 47 Black, 47 Hispanic, 42 Asian-

American, and 13 biracial or other), researchers asked students to nominate others whom they 
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believed were their best friends (Lee et al., 2007).  Three levels of analyses were performed:  

group-level, dyad-level, and child-level units of analyses.  After conducting an Analysis of 

variance (ANOVA), results indicated that, compared to boys, girls had a greater and more 

ethnically diverse school network.  During the third and fourth grade, especially, girls were 

shown to have more cross-ethnic friendships than boys.  Additionally, same-gender and same-

ethnic dyads were the most stable friendships, while cross-ethnic and mixed-gender dyads were 

the least stable friendships (Lee et al., 2007).  More recent studies also recognize the limited 

research regarding racial/ethnic differences in peer relationships.   

Barth et al. (2013) highlighted the few research studies that have examined the impact 

race and ethnicity have on the assessment of peer relations.  These researchers recognized that 

previous findings suggest that children typically prefer to have social relationships with peers of 

their own sex and race (e.g., Mikami, Lerner, & Lun, 2010).  Barth et al. (2013) aimed to further 

support findings of their previous study (Jackson, Barth, Powell, & Lochman, 2006), which 

indicated that ratings for Black students on social preference, liking, aggression, and leadership 

improved as the racial representation increased in the classroom.  They sampled 872 fifth-grade 

students attending 1 of 14 different schools in the southeastern region of the United States 

(47.7% male, 52.3% female; 47.8% Black, 52.2% White).  The rationale for utilizing a sample 

consisting of solely Black and White participants pertained to the low percentage of students 

who self-identified as belonging to other racial groups and the absence of other racial groups 

from most of the classrooms.  Once researchers obtained and verified parental consent, students 

were asked to complete a sociometric survey.  Results indicated that school environments 

consisting of a more balanced ratio of Black to White students promoted more positive 

interracial peer relationships than those environments that had a more skewed Black to White 
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student ratio (Barth et al., 2013).  In further review of the literature (e.g., Berndt, 2002; Gifford-

Smith & Brownell, 2003; Underwood, 2002), it appears that having friends and rejection are two 

of the most commonly discussed components of peer relationships, warranting closer 

examination. 

Having Friends   

The existing literature describes friendships as relationships that are voluntary, intimate, 

and dynamic in nature (Bagwell & Schmidt, 2013; Gifford-Smith & Brownell, 2003).  High 

quality friendships typically consist of high levels of positive features, including trust, 

cooperation, security, companionship, help, and closeness, while possessing low levels of 

conflict (Bagwell & Schmidt, 2013; Berndt, 2002; Gifford-Smith & Brownell, 2003).  Children 

with reciprocal friendships are better adjusted and more socially competent than those without 

friends (Kingery et al., 2011; Newcomb & Bagwell, 1995).  The literature suggests that 

friendships have a significant role in developing a sense of competence in close relationship 

skills and identity in children and adolescents (Brinthaupt & Lipka, 2012; Sullivan, 1953).  

Youth with friendships are more sociable and prosocial, have higher self-esteem, and are less 

likely to report being lonely than children without friendships (Hodges, Malone, & Perry, 1997; 

Kingery et al., 2011; Wentzel, 2009).  Furthermore, having friends reduces instances of 

victimization (Hodges et al., 1997; Kendrick, Jutengren, & Stattin, 2012).  However, not all 

children are able to successfully navigate through the social world; some children actually 

experience significant difficulties with their peers and often feel rejected, leaving them at risk for 

adverse outcomes.   
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Peer Rejection 

Compared to the literature regarding friendships, research has given more attention to the 

link between peer rejection and later maladjustment.  Children and adolescents who have poor 

relationships are those that are actively disliked or rejected by other peers (Bierman, 2013; Coie, 

Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982; Underwood, 2002).  Peer rejection is described as a dominant type 

of negative treatment during adolescence (Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990; Godleski, Kamper, 

Ostrov, Hart, & Blakely-McClure, 2015), which has been linked to social withdrawal and 

negative psychosocial adjustment, including a greater sense of loneliness and increased 

vulnerability to peer victimization (Asher & Wheeler, 1985; Bierman, 2013; Ladd & Troop-

Gordon, 2003; Lopez & DuBois, 2005; Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988; Rubin et al., 1998).  During 

adolescence, individuals are typically highly sensitive to rejection due to placing high 

importance on peer acceptance and maintaining positive peer relationships (Masten et al., 2009).  

Early peer rejection is also repeatedly linked to later problems in academic functioning, 

including academic performance, grade retention, drop-out rates, and absenteeism (Bierman, 

2013; Coie, Lochman, Terry, & Hyman, 1992; Deater-Deckard, 2001; DeRosier, Kupersmidt, & 

Patterson, 1994; Ollendick, Weist, Borden, & Greene, 1992). 

Influence of Peer Relationships: Empirical Evidence   

Pederson, Vitaro, Barker, and Borge (2007) and Bagwell, Newcomb, and Bukowski 

(1998) were among the few to investigate the influence of childhood friendships and peer 

rejection on later adjustment during adolescence and adulthood.  Utilizing longitudinal data 

collected from 551 French Canadian children from kindergarten (Mage = 6.10 years, SD = .30) to 

seventh grade (Mage = 13.09 years, SD =.30), researchers assessed the extent to which early 

childhood behaviors and children’s number of friends were related to adjustment during early 
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adolescence (Pederson et al., 2007).  Researchers hypothesized that early behavioral problems 

would be associated with peer rejection during middle-childhood and that peer rejection would, 

thus, lead to lower number of friends and higher levels of internalizing, not externalizing, 

behaviors (Pederson et al., 2007).  Participants were instructed to complete a battery of 

assessments, including the Social Behavioral Questionnaire (SBQ), Children’s Depression 

Inventory (CDI), the Self-Reported Delinquency Questionnaire, and a 16-item self-report 

measure assessing social dissatisfaction and loneliness.  Peer nominations were also used to 

assess the sociometric status of participants (Pederson et al., 2007).   

Findings supported the stated hypotheses.  After researchers conducted bivariate 

associations and model testing among the study’s variables, results indicated that there was an 

association between disruptiveness and peer rejection (r = 0.38, p < .05) and fewer friendships (r 

= -0.19, p < .05) at ages 8 and 9 (Pederson et al., 2007).  Results also revealed that social 

withdrawal and anxiety were negatively correlated to the quantity of childhood friendships (r = -

0.20, p < .05), but was not significantly related to peer rejection.  An interesting finding of this 

study is that though peer rejection between the ages of 10 and 11 was predictive of earlier 

friendships (r = -0.22, p < .05), friendships between the ages of 10 and 11 was inversely related 

to earlier rejection (r = -0.29, p < .05) (Pederson et al., 2007).  Though the authors appropriately 

highlighted several limitations in this study, including a large amount of missing data and a lack 

of diversity among the sample, they failed to recognize the limitation regarding the statistical 

analyses utilized.  Though the results are still valid, a bonferroni correction would have been 

valuable to consider for helping to alleviate the issue of assessing for 10 comparisons and 

strengthening the outcome of this study.  
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In another study, Bagwell et al. (1998) utilized 60 young adults (Mage = 23.2 years) 

originally sampled from fifth-grade classes of five elementary schools situated in a suburban 

Mid-western neighborhood.  The researchers hypothesized the following:  (1) there would be a 

stronger significant relationship between life status adjustment and peer rejection than with 

having a friend in preadolescence, (2) perceived general self-worth in adulthood would be 

significantly related to the presence or absence of a mutual friendship during preadolescence, (3) 

the severity of psychopathology in adulthood would be predicted by peer rejection during 

preadolescence, and (4) the presence or absence of a friend during preadolescence would better 

predict functioning in friendships and romantic relationships during adulthood than peer 

rejection.  Investigators originally sampled 334 participants (175 males and 159 females), 

consisting of more than 90% of fifth-grade students (Mage = 10.3 years).  Approximately one-

third of the original sample met criteria for inclusion in the study (n = 58 for having reciprocal 

friendships and n = 55 for being friendless). 

After a 12-year follow-up examination, only 60 participants could be located (Bagwell et 

al., 1998).  Participants completed multiple measures of adjustment in varying domains.  Results 

indicated that less frequent experiences of peer rejection during preadolescence significantly 

predicted overall life status adjustment (β = -0.45, sr
2 = 0.16, p < .001), while having friends 

during preadolescence was predictive of a higher sense of general self-worth during adulthood (β 

= 0.31, sr
2 = 0.8, p < .05).  Peer rejection and the absence of friends during preadolescence were 

both significantly related to psychopathology during adulthood (β = -0.33, sr
2 = 0.09, p < .05) 

(Bagwell et al., 1998).  These researchers appropriately highlight this study’s limitations 

regarding the reduced sample size and attrition, which make generalizing the results to the 

population difficult.  These researchers also recognize that the lack of a conceptual framework 
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regarding peer relationships inhibits the ability to determine causal relationships among the 

aforementioned constructs.  As the following constructs are further discussed, a causal model is 

acknowledged that may assist in making more causal statements between early social 

experiences and later adjustment.   

In summary, peer relationships have been identified as critical in the social and emotional 

development of adolescents.  Two commonly discussed components in the peer relations 

literature are friendship and rejection.  While having friends has been associated with better 

adjustment and more positive prosocial behaviors during later development (Bagwell & Schmidt, 

2013; Berndt, 2002; Gifford-Smith & Brownell, 2003), peer rejection has been linked to more 

negative aspects of well-being, including withdrawal/loneliness, problems in academic 

functioning, externalizing problem behaviors, and greater susceptibility to bullying behaviors 

(Bierman, 2013; Ladd & Troop-Gordon, 2003; Lopez & DuBois, 2005). 

Bullying 

Bullying has been described by its behavioral characteristics, frequency of occurrence, 

imbalance of power between victim and perpetrator, and intent to harm (Schäefer et al., 2004).  

The literature references many characteristics to help explain the act of bullying.  Its occurrence 

is most commonly described as a behavior that is often repeated, malicious, and aggressive in 

nature (Dukes, Stein, & Zane, 2010).  Bullying usually exists when there is an imbalance in 

strength and when the intent is to inflict injury or discomfort upon another individual or group, 

typically upon those that appear weaker or smaller than their perpetrators (Berlan, Corliss, Field, 

Goodman, & Austin, 2010; Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Cook, Williams, Guerra, Kim, & 

Sadek, 2010; Olweus, 2006; Rodkin & Hodges, 2003).  Five types of bullying have been 

identified: physical bullying, verbal bullying, bullying through relational aggression, bullying 
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through social aggression, and cyberbullying (Jordan & Austin, 2012).  Physical bullying 

includes behaviors such as hitting, pushing, kicking, punching, and destroying property.  Verbal 

bullying includes name-calling/teasing, using abusive language, and humiliation.  Bullying 

through relational aggression pertains to excluding an individual from a group, deliberately 

ignoring, and not talking with or hanging out with someone.  Bullying through social aggression 

includes gossip, social exclusion, negatively talking about someone, and stealing friends or 

romantic partners.  Finally, cyberbullying entails exhibiting aggression by way of insults, 

mocking, threats, intimidation, spreading rumors, and posting embarrassing information, through 

the use of electronic devices.  

Children often appear to experience different forms of bullying during break times, in 

which class instruction is not occurring.  For example, researchers have found that children 

between the ages of 8-16 years old are involved in bullying behaviors that may occur in school 

hallways, playgrounds, and other school locations in which staff supervision is at a minimum 

(Blumenfeld & Cooper, 2010; Conoley, 2008; Eslea & Smith, 2000; Rivers & Smith, 1994).  

Verbal forms of bullying are the most common type of bullying (e.g., Carbone-Lopez, Esbensen, 

& Brick, 2010).  Students enrolled in elementary and middle school report more experiences 

with being picked on, teasing, or having rumors spread about them than experiences with 

physical forms of bullying (Dinkes, Cataldi, Lin-Kelly, & Snyder, 2007).  However, schools 

have considered this form of bullying a more subtle threat towards safety and have given it less 

attention than other forms of bullying (Dinkes et al., 2007). 

In closely examining differences in personal characteristics, gender has been identified as 

one of the strongest correlates of bullying (Carbone-Lopez et al., 2010).  The literature has 

recently shown conflicting information as to which gender engages in the most instances of 
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bullying.  Boys enrolled in 6th-9th grade have a higher tendency for being both offenders and 

victims of all forms of bullying behaviors than girls (Carbone-Lopez et al., 2010; Rigby, 2002).  

Boys are also typically more responsible for physical forms of bullying, while girls typically 

engage in more verbal and relational forms of bullying (e.g., spreading rumors, excluding others 

from the group, and manipulating friendship relations; Carbone-Lopez et al., 2010).  

Other research studies have identified girls, between 10 and 12 years old, as being more 

accountable for the majority of classroom bullying behaviors (e.g., Besag, 2006).  The notion 

that verbal aggression is the most common form of bullying has caused researchers to pay more 

attention to girls’ use of more covert forms of bullying behaviors in relationships with their 

peers.  Researchers (e.g., Besag, 2006; Young, Nelson, Hottle, Warburton, & Young, 2011) 

recognize that covert bullying inflicts more emotional and psychological damage on their victims 

is stronger, more long-term, and takes more time to heal, than overt forms of bullying.  However, 

since verbal and relational bullying are more difficult for adults to detect, boys are typically 

reprimanded more for their behaviors than girls (Olweus, 2006).  Another variable of interest 

(i.e. race/ethnicity) has not been thoroughly examined in the literature, but has been identified as 

influential in bullying/victimization. 

Few researchers have investigated instances of bullying and its relationship with 

students’ race/ethnicity.  Some have suggested that Black adolescents’ status of being “tough” 

often stem from learning to both survive and defend themselves in a hostile environment and to 

deal with perceived obstacles of being successful as a racial minority (e.g., Ogbu, 1987; Patton, 

Hong, Williams, & Allen-Meares, 2013).  Having to live up to social norms and maintain their 

perceived status in the Black community cultivates their participation in bullying.  In the 

Hispanic community, other factors appear to contribute to whether or not adolescents belonging 
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to this group are perceived as aggressive in their school environment.  Factors such as 

immigration or generational status may be associated with perception of aggression (Graham & 

Juvonen, 2002; Williford, Fite, Johnson-Motoyama, & Frazer, 2015).  The literature has also 

considered the importance of looking at age differences when examining bullying behaviors. 

Researchers indicate that the rate of bullying behaviors declines as students become 

older, which may be due to an acquisition of better social skills (Sapouna, 2014; Smith, Madsen, 

& Moody, 1999).  Researchers have also posited that the peak in bullying 

behaviors/victimization is typically between 9 and 15 years of age (Carney & Merrell, 2001; 

Yadav, 2016).  In a study that examined the prevalence and nature of bullying behaviors among 

children and adolescents in grades 5, 6, and 10, Smith and Gross (2006) found that 6th grade boys 

engaged in more instances of overt forms of bullying, while 10th grade girls engaged in more 

instances of relational forms of bullying.  More recent studies (e.g., Guerra, Williams, & Sadek, 

2011; Russell, Kraus, & Ceccherini, 2010) have also supported the notion that boys tend to 

exhibit more physical forms of bullying behaviors at a younger age, while girls may demonstrate 

more relational forms of bullying as they get older. 

Several points of debate occur in the literature. When does the frequency, duration, and 

intensity of a particular behavior warrants the label of bullying?  Most of the existing research 

vaguely depicts bullying as an act that is carried out repeatedly, over time, and “aggressive” in 

nature (Cooper & Nickerson, 2013; Matsunaga, 2009; Olweus, 1978; Olweus, 1993b).  

The utilization of several self-report measures in the bullying literature also lends itself to 

conflicting classifications of bullying.  Matsunaga (2009) investigated child-parent discrepancies 

on reports of bullying experiences in an effort to emphasize the importance of family 

communication in helping bullied individuals cope with experiences of victimization.  To obtain 
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a measure of children’s experiences with bullying and parents’ understanding of bullying, 

Matsunaga utilized Mynard and Joseph’s (2000) peer-victimization scale, in which a definition 

of bullying was provided before child participants were asked to recall and report on previous 

experiences with bullying. 

“Bullying is defined as a set of behaviors that cause physical, mental, and/or material harm; those behaviors 

are deliberately enacted by an individual or group of individuals and repeated over a prolonged period; 

usually the target of bullying is in a weaker power position than the bully(ies) and thus has few means to 

defend her- or himself (Matsunaga, 2009, p. 229).” 

For this particular measure, participants were asked to report on experiences that may have 

occurred over a given period of 3 months or longer, on a 5-point scale (0 = never; 4 = almost 

every day), implying that behaviors of peer maltreatment occurring for less than a period of 3 

months would not be labeled as an act of bullying.  However, investigators of this study failed to 

provide the audience information regarding how they determined that “3 months or longer” was 

the standard length of time for an aggressive act to be labeled as bullying.   

Holt, Kantor, and Finkelhor (2009) classified participants as bullies or victims using 

different criteria for their study, examining parental perceptions on bullying, parent/child 

agreement about involvement in bullying behaviors, and family characteristics associated with 

bullying perpetration and peer victimization.  Fifth grade student participants were asked to 

report how often they had been involved in bullying over the past 30 days, including response 

options “Never,” “1 or 2 times,” “3 or 4 times,” “5 or 6 times,” and “7 or more times.”  

Responses reflecting higher scores indicated more self-reported bullying behaviors (Holt et al., 

2009).  Using the University of Illinois Bully Scale (UIBS) and the University of Illinois 

Victimization Scale (UIVS), participants were classified as “bullies” if their responses fell in the 

top 25th percentile on the UIBS and not in the top 25th percentile on the UIVS.  Participants were 
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classified as “victims” if their responses fell in the top 25th percentile on the UIVS and not in the 

top 25th percentile of the UIBS.  In this case, readers are led to believe that a behavior is labeled 

as bullying when instances of peer maltreatment occur over a period of at least 30 days.  The 

common theme among the work of these authors is that the criteria for a behavior to be labeled 

as bullying seem to be based on a more subjective perspective.  However, researchers examining 

bullying show some agreement as to what behaviors constitute the different forms of bullying. 

As previously mentioned, bullying behaviors tend to occur when the power between the 

bully and the victim is disproportionate.  However, the imbalance in power can take many forms, 

from differences in strength to in the ethnic structure of a school setting.  The unbalanced levels 

of importance and attitudes placed upon the different forms of bullying appear to contribute to 

increased levels of undetected instances of peer victimization.  The next section provides a more 

detailed discussion of what characteristics typically contribute to susceptibility to victimization.  

Peer Victimization 

As previously mentioned in Chapter 1, when one is on the receiving end of an act of 

aggression from similar-age peers, peer victimization takes place (Cooley, Fite, & Pederson, 

2017; Finkelhor & Dziuba-Leatherman, 1994).  An individual who is exposed to such negative 

treatment has difficulty defending himself/herself and tends to be helpless against the offending 

individual.  One piece of criticism in measuring peer victimization is the lack of well-established 

standardized assessments.  Though commonly used measures of broad adjustment, including the 

Behavior Assessment System for Children (BASC), contain a few items that examine 

victimization (e.g. “complains about being teased”), there are no standardized scales that exist 

(Card & Hodges, 2008; Crothers & Levinson, 2004).  However, research focusing on peer 

victimization has relied on self, teacher, and peer reports to help identify characteristics and 
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behaviors associated with victimization.  Interestingly, while having low levels of prosocial 

behaviors and self-concept are identified as consequences of victimization, they are also 

characterized as potential individual risk factors because children who possess these traits are 

viewed as “easy targets” by perpetrators of bullying (Card & Hodges, 2008).   

Similarly to having low levels of prosocial behaviors and self-concept, low peer 

acceptance and high peer rejection have been found to predict higher levels of victimization due 

to aggressors viewing children possessing these characteristics as easy targets (Card & Hodges, 

2008).  Perry et al. (1988) obtained similar results in their study of 165 male and female subjects 

attending 3rd to 6th grade, examining children’s exposure to direct verbal and physical aggression 

by their peers.  Ten percent of the participants were classified as “extremely victimized.”  

Children who reported experiences of peer victimization had a lower sense of peer acceptance 

and a higher sense of peer rejection than those who were not similarly victimized (Perry et al., 

1988). 

In studies of elementary and middle school-age children, victims of bullying have been 

described as either passive or provocative.  Passive victims make up the majority of peer victims, 

possess internalizing behavioral issues (e.g., emotional distress and loneliness), and may be 

submissive and unassertive in nature (Hodges & Perry, 1999; Olweus, 1978, 1993b; Reijntjes et 

al., 2010; Snyder et al., 2003).  These individuals are not typically aggressive nor do they 

typically exhibit teasing behavior.  Provocative victims usually create tension by offending, 

frustrating or teasing other individuals (Brock, Nickerson, O’Malley, & Chang, 2006; Ofe, 

2015).  These victims also tend to be anxious and exhibit aggressive behaviors. 

Regarding gender differences in elementary to middle school-age children, researchers 

have indicated that boys are at greater risk for physical bullying, while girls are more likely to 
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experience relational types of bullying (Baldry & Farrington, 1999; Borg, 1999; Carbone-Lopez 

et al., 2010; Putallaz et al., 2007; Rivers & Smith, 1994).  Girls enrolled between 7th and 12th 

grade are also stated to be more likely than boys to experience more sexualized forms of 

violence, including sexual harassment in the schools (e.g., jokes with a sexual undertone, sexual 

gestures and insults, unwelcomed sexual touching, sexual attention, and sexual coercion; 

American Association of University Women Educational Fund, 1993; American Association of 

University Women Educational Fund, 2001; Gruber & Fineran, 2016; Hand & Sanchez, 2000).  

Differences in the manner that boys and girls perceive bullying behaviors, peer victimization, 

and their attitudes towards the behavior have been identified (Gini, 2008).  Some researchers 

report show that elementary and middle school-age girls typically are more empathetic, more 

supportive, and have more positive attitudes towards victims of bullying than boys (e.g. Crick & 

Werner, 1998; Fox, Elder, Gater, & Johnson, 2010; Menesini et al., 1997; Rigby & Slee, 1993).  

Other researchers, such as Gini (2006) and Simpson and Cohen (2004) imply that boys have a 

broader perception of what represents acceptable behavior than do girls. 

While some researchers find that common outcomes of experiencing bullying for males 

and females are depression and suicidal ideation (Kim & Leventhal, 2008; Olweus, 2006; 

Schneider, O’Donnell, Stueve, & Coulter, 2012), other researchers report that direct bullying is 

associated with depression and suicidal ideation in females, but not in males (Garbarino & 

deLara, 2003; Klomek et al., 2009).  Van der Wal, De Wit, and Hirasing (2003) have shown that 

indirect forms of bullying, such as being lied to or being excluded from a group, have a stronger 

association with depression and suicidal ideation than direct forms of bullying.   

Gender typicality and susceptibility to victimization have also recently peaked interest 

among researchers.  In spite of existing gender stereotypes, some researchers recognize that 
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many children and adolescents do not fit these perceived images of boys and girls (Jewell & 

Brown, 2014; Smith & Leaper, 2005).  Approximately one quarter of boys and one third of girls 

between the ages of 6 to 10 years old demonstrate 10 or more behaviors that are typical for their 

specific gender (Jewell & Brown, 2014; Sandberg, Meyer-Bahlburg, Ehrhardt, & Yager, 1993).  

A study of 15-year old adolescents indicates that those low in gender typicality are more 

susceptible to being teased or harassed by their peers than those that are high in gender typicality 

(Young & Sweeting, 2004).  This susceptibility to victimizing behavior appears to be more 

directed towards boys than girls.  Though peers may tease girls when they participate in typical 

male activities (Leaper & Brown, 2008), boys that exhibit feminine features and have poor 

athletic abilities experience more severe treatment from their peers (Pascoe, 2007).   

Regarding racial/ethnic differences, researchers have found that students belonging to an 

ethnic group in a racially-diverse school environment and are considered to be part of the 

minority group at their school are more susceptible to victimization than those that belong to a 

majority ethnic group (Felix & You, 2011; Fisher et al., 2015; Graham & Junoven, 2002).  

Though some studies indicate that rates of aggressive victimization do not significantly vary 

among ethnicities (e.g., Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1981; Fandrem, Strohmeier, & Roland, 

2009; McKenney, Pepler, Craig, & Connolly, 2006), Black children and adolescents are more 

likely to experience victimization outside of school, while White students are more likely to be 

victimized at school (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006).   

In examining survey data from 24,345 youth in grades 4 through 12, Sawyer, Bradshaw, 

and O’Brennan (2008) assessed ethnic differences among youth’s responses to definition-based 

and behavior-based measures of victimization.  These researchers described a “definition-based” 

measure as the definition of bullying being provided to participants as a point of reference when 
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completing the survey.  A “behavior-based” measure is described as the inclusion of several 

questions or multiple responses to one question regarding different forms of bullying.  Of all 

participating students, approximately 64% were White, 16% Black, 4% Hispanic, 2% 

Asian/Pacific Islander, and 14% marked other.  Results obtained from using logistic regression 

analyses showed that Black victimized students were less likely than White victimized students 

to indicate that they experienced bullying. 

Researchers have also identified age differences in the investigation of peer victimization 

experiences.  Wang, Iannotti, and Nansel (2009) examined the relationship between four forms 

of school bullying (physical, verbal, relational, and cyber) and other constructs among US 

adolescents, including sociodemographic characteristics, found that students in the 7th and 8th 

grades were less likely to be victims in three of four forms of bullying (physical, verbal, 

relational) than 6th grade students.  Ninth and tenth grade adolescents experienced less physical, 

verbal, and relational bullying (Wang et al., 2009).  As previously mentioned, the peak age range 

for involvement in bullying is typically between the ages 9 and 15, with younger children usually 

experiencing victimization by older children, while older children are being victimized based on 

their weakness or slower rate of development (Carney & Merrell, 2001; Yadav, 2016).  For 

adolescents in middle and high school, victimization occurs less frequently (Olweus, 1993b; 

Wang et al., 2009).  Researchers have also focused on personal qualities that may correlate to 

susceptibility to peer victimization, including physical and personality traits (e.g., Arseneault, 

2017; Card & Hodges, 2008; Hong et al., 2015), warranting further attention.   

In addition to problems exhibiting prosocial behaviors, middle to high school-age victims 

of bullying are also stated to typically be passive, be unpopular among their peers, lack self-

confidence (Arseneault, 2017; Hong et al., 2015; Stephenson & Smith, 1989), and have a low 
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general self-concept (Card & Hodges, 2008); they also tend to be more anxious, sensitive, quiet 

and insecure than other students (Olweus, 2006; Reijntjes et al., 2010; Sansone & Sansone, 2008; 

Sourander et al., 2009; Undheim & Sund, 2010; Zwierzynska, Wolke, & Lereya, 2013).  

Physical weakness presents as both an antecedent and risk factor to peer victimization (Card & 

Hodges, 2008).  Other physical features have been identified as visible, but inconsistent, 

correlates to victimization (i.e. being short, obese, or wearing glasses).     

 As previously mentioned, some consequences of experiencing bullying are academic and 

social difficulties (Agliata et al., 2007), retaliation (Shapiro, Baumeister, & Kessler, 1991; 

Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2011), withdrawal (Arseneault, 2017; Hong et al., 2015; Olweus, 

1993b), and suicide.  Early adolescence is described as a complex stage of development 

involving biological, psychological, emotional and social characteristics (Blakemore & Mills, 

2014; Steinberg, 2005).  The social and psychological changes that adolescents experience 

during this stage are just as significant as physiological changes (Blakemore & Mills, 2014; 

Grotevant & Cooper, 1985; La Greca & Lopez, 1998) and have an effect on their well-being 

(Eryilmaz, 2012).  Peer relationships are associated with the current and future well-being of 

children.  Having more positive peer relationships during the early childhood years has been 

linked to higher social competence and acceptance during the later school years than those who 

have had more negative peer relationships (Blatchford, Pellegrini, & Baines, 2016; 

Kuperschmidt & Coie, 1990).   

Researchers (e.g., Cortes & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2014; Craig, Pepler, Murphy, & 

McCuaig-Edge, 2010; Strohmeier & Noam, 2012) have worked to dispel myths that bullying is a 

normal experience during childhood that has minimum to no effects on later adjustment.  

Consequences of victimization (e.g., loneliness, low self-esteem, poor social relationships, 
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suicide/suicidal ideation, and non-suicidal self-injurious behaviors) cannot be easily ignored.  In 

response to the empirical support for the detrimental effects of peer victimization, anti-bullying 

programs have flourished (Craig et al., 2010; Strohmeier & Noam, 2012).  In support of research 

that indicates that most bullying behaviors occur in the school environment, anti-bullying 

programs aim at fostering a positive classroom and school climate where students feel welcomed 

and secure from risks of physical and psychological harm (Cortes & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2014).  

These findings clearly indicate that difficulties in peer relationships have a great impact on later 

maladjustment, warranting closer examination to the aspect of well-being. 

Well-Being 

 The literature describes well-being as “contentment, satisfaction, or happiness derived 

from optimal functioning” (McDowell, 2010, p. 70).  Well-being is typically based on an 

individual’s own aspirations, which incorporates a combination of objective reality and the 

subjective response to it (Axford, Jodrell, & Hobbs, 2014; Diener, Horwitz, & Emmons, 1985).  

However, one criticism is that well-being tends to be a topic more subjective and relative in 

nature, rather than absolute (McDowell, 2010).  Challenges with measuring well-being and 

problems with validity become a factor due to the instability in a person’s health status and 

aspirations over time (McDowell, 2010; Ryan & Deci, 2001).   

Early researchers in the field of psychology placed great focus on improving 

psychopathology; however, more recent research studies indicate that well-being does not 

indicate the absence of mental illness (Proctor, Tweed, & Morris, 2015; Ryan & Deci, 2001; 

Ryff & Singer, 2013).  Instead, research studies have suggested that the focus should be shifted 

towards promoting personal growth and wellness (Ryan & Deci, 2001; Ryff & Singer, 2013).  

Some researchers (e.g., Keyes, Shmotkin, & Ryff, 2002; Proctor et al., 2015) have drawn from 
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broad perspectives of wellness and have extended their inquiry to look at more distinct views of 

well-being, including subjective and psychological well-being.     

Subjective Well-Being   

Subjective well-being (SWB) has been described as the cognitive and emotional 

assessment one makes regarding his/her own life (Eryilmaz, 2012).  SWB consists of three 

elements:  positive affect, negative affect, and life satisfaction (Antaramian, Huebner, Hills, & 

Valois, 2010).  Positive and negative affect integrate experiences of regular positive emotions 

(e.g., joy, excitement) and irregular negative emotions (e.g., sadness, anxiety; Antaramian et al., 

2010).  Life satisfaction is typically viewed as the action of cognitively assessing the quality of 

one’s life as a whole (Antaramian et al., 2010).  Therefore, one’s SWB is dependent on the 

general frequency of positive and negative emotions and the overall judgment of one’s life 

(Diener, Lucas, & Oishi, 2002; Newman, Tay, & Diener, 2014).  An individual who reports 

having a satisfying life is frequently experiencing positive affect, and infrequently experiencing 

negative affect, is determined to have high SWB (Diener, 1984; Diener & Lucas, 1999; Pavot & 

Diener, 2013).   

 A high sense of SWB has also been identified as a key component of resiliency during 

stressful life experiences (Antaramian et al., 2010) and positive physical health (Pressman & 

Cohen, 2005).  During childhood and adolescence, a high sense of SWB is related to several 

positive qualities, including less delinquent and aggressive behaviors, fewer symptoms of 

depression and anxiety, less internalizing and externalizing behavior, and an increase in self-

esteem and self-efficacy (Diener, Oishi, & Lucas, 2015; Huebner, 2004).  Adults who report high 

levels of SWB have also demonstrated greater job satisfaction, more desirable social 

performance, and wanted citizenship behavior in society (Diener, 2012; Diener et al., 2015).  
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Across cultures, many of the significant differences in SWB may be explained by distinct 

conditions, such as food, health, and lack of corruption (Diener, 2012).  Some cultures are stated 

to be more content than other cultures.  In the United States, White individuals report a higher 

sense of SWB than Black individuals (Kapteyn, Lee, Tassot, Vonkova, & Zamarro, 2015; Thoits 

& Hewitt, 2001).  Hispanic countries typically have a higher sense of SWB than cultures of East 

Asia, which may be due to differing cultural standards for expressing positive emotions (Eid & 

Diener, 2001; Tov & Diener, 2013), social support differences (Oishi & Schimmack, 2010), and 

differences in positivity (Diener, Scollon, Oishi, Dzokoto, & Suh, 2000; Tov & Diener, 2013).  

Hispanic individuals during adulthood have also been stated to indicate a higher sense of SWB 

than White individuals (Kapteyn et al., 2015; Luttmer, 2005).  However, the literature has 

debated the extent to which measures of SWB sufficiently define psychological wellness (e.g., 

Chen, Jing, Hayes, & Lee, 2013; Ryff & Singer, 1998b).   

Researchers examining gender differences in SWB have obtained mixed results.  Many 

research studies (e.g., Diener & Ryan, 2009; Okun & George, 1984) indicate that there are no 

significant differences in SWB between men and women.  In several studies, women exhibit 

more negative affect than men (Costa Jr., Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001; Feingold, 1994; 

Hansson, Hillerås, & Forsell, 2005; Nolen-Hoeksema & Rusting, 1999; Smith & Reise, 1998; 

Tesch-Römer, Motel-Klingebiel, & Tomasik, 2008) and rate their subjective health at a lower 

rate (Baltes, Freund, & Horgas, 1999; Tesch-Römer et al., 2008).  In other investigations, women 

demonstrate more positive affect and life satisfaction than men (e.g., Fujita, Diener, & Sandvik, 

1991; McRae, Ochsner, Mauss, Gabrieli, & Gross, 2008; Tesch-Römer et al., 2008).  Diener and 

Ryan (2009) have reported women displaying both positive and negative emotions more 

frequently and intensely than men. 
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While SWB has frequently been associated with happiness, formally defined by having 

more positive than negative affect, and greater life satisfaction (Diener & Lucas, 1999; Siedlecki, 

Salthouse, Oishi, & Jeswani, 2014), SWB is argued to be limited in its scope of describing 

positive functioning and appears to be an imperfect indicator of healthy living (Friedman & 

Kern, 2014; Ryff & Singer, 1998b).  Psychological well-being has been stated to encompass a 

more extensive explanation of well-being and has been argued to be just as important to examine 

as SWB. 

Psychological Well-Being   

Investigators (e.g., Diener & Lucas, 1999; Ryff & Singer, 2013) generally agree that 

exploring satisfaction with life as a whole along with specific domains in life (e.g., self-esteem, 

perceived social support, and perception of values and control) are some of the first 

methodological needs to dissect the structure of psychological well-being (PWB).  Very few 

frameworks have been provided to help explain PWB; however, the literature commonly makes 

reference to Ryff’s model of PWB (Ryff, 1989a) to assist readers in understanding the lifespan 

changes in well-being.   

According to Ryff’s model of PWB, optimal development of well-being encompasses a 

multidimensional model consisting of six dimensions (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff & Singer, 1996; Ryff & 

Singer, 2013).  These dimensions are defined as: (1) autonomy pertains to one’s sense of self-

determination, (2) personal growth relates to a feeling of continuing to grow and develop as a 

person, (3) environmental mastery involves the ability to effectively manage one’s life and 

neighboring environment, (4) purpose in life pertains to the perception that one has purpose and 

meaning in life, (5) positive relations involves the possession of quality relationships with others, 

and (6) self-acceptance relates to the positive assessment of oneself and one’s past life (Ryff, 
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1989a, 1995; Ryff &Singer, 2013).  Ryff’s model has been used to help understand children and 

adolescents’ development through the six dimensions of well-being (Ruini et al., 2009).  The 

literature has highlighted the relationship between PWB and demographic variables, including 

gender, racial/ethnic, and age differences. 

Looking at gender differences, girls reportedly have lower levels of self-esteem (Harter, 

1993; Simmons & Blyth, 1987; Steiger, Allemand, Robins, & Fend, 2014) and typically have 

higher rates of depression (Hyde, Mezulis, & Abramson, 2008; Nolen-Hoeksema & Girgus, 

1994; Peterson, Sarigiani, & Kennedy, 1991; Zarate, 2010) than boys during early adolescence.  

In using Ryff's model of psychological well-being, results consistently demonstrate that women 

of all ages score higher on positive relations with others and personal growth than do men 

(Cheng & Chan, 2006; Ryff, 1995).  However, differences on the other four aspects of PWB 

between men and women are not reported in the literature (Ryff, 1995; Visani, Albieri, Offidani, 

Ottolini, Tomba, & Ruini, 2011).  

Researchers have reached no consistent conclusions regarding racial/ethnic differences in 

children’s PWB (McLeod & Owens, 2004).  Among children, adolescents, and college-age 

adults, Black individuals are stated to exhibit higher levels of self-esteem than White individuals 

(Birndorf, Ryan, Auinger, & Aten, 2005; Gray-Little & Hafdahl, 2000; McClure, Tanski, 

Kingbury, Gerrard, & Sargent, 2010).  In other studies (Birndorf et al., 2005; Dukes & Martinez, 

1994; Kaplan & Halim, 2000; McClure et al., 2010), however, Hispanic middle and high school-

age individuals report higher self-esteem than White individuals, especially among males.  In 

other studies on young adults (e.g., McLeod & Owens, 2004; Turner & Gil, 2002), Black 

individuals report lower levels of all disorders, while U.S.-born Hispanic individuals report 

higher levels of externalizing disorders.   
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The discussion of culture mainly revolves around differences between cultures valuing 

either individualism and independence or collectivism and interdependence.  Western cultures 

reportedly value more self-oriented aspects of PWB including self-acceptance or autonomy 

(Ryff, 1995; Spencer-Rodgers, Pong, Wang, & Hou, 2004).  On the contrary, Eastern cultures 

place more value on community-oriented factors of well-being, such as positive relations with 

others (Ryff, 1995; Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2004).   

The focus of the PWB literature has mainly been on adults, while less light has been shed 

on children and adolescents.  While Ryff establishes that different factors of well-being vary 

with age, she places a heavier focus on competence, self-acceptance, and self-knowledge during 

young adulthood (Keyes et al., 2002; Ryff, 1989b; Ryff & Singer, 2008).  Levels of PWB are 

stated to change over time, with autonomy and environmental mastery typically increasing with 

older age.  As individuals enter into older adulthood, they appear to exhibit a declined sense of 

personal growth and purpose in life (Ryff, 1989, 1991; Ryff & Keyes, 1995; Ryff & Singer, 

1998a; Ryff & Singer, 2008).  Finally and pertinent to this investigation, the PWB literature 

demonstrates that changes in well-being respond to transitions in life, including marriage (Dolan, 

Peasgood, & White, 2008; Huppert, 2009; Marks & Lambert, 1998), changes in living residences 

(Kling, Ryff, Love, & Essex, 2003; Kling, Seltzer, & Ryff, 1997), and college adjustment 

(Upcraft, Gardner, & Barefoot, 2004; Bowman, 2010).  In general, the literature suggests that 

negative well-being may create conditions leaving individuals susceptible to future hardships and 

that well-being may serve to protect individuals facing stressful life situations (Huppert, 2009; 

Ryff & Singer, 1996). 
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Well-Being and Victimization   

Research suggests that being a victim of school bullying is a source of great stress for 

some children and adolescents and can have considerably adverse effects on their well-being 

(Olweus, 1992; Wang et al., 2009).  Peer victimization that is chronic in nature tends to increase 

a victim’s sense of victimization and the susceptibility to psychological trauma (Brock, 2002; 

Carney, 2008).  Children and adolescents who have reported experiences with victimization 

typically report social difficulties, anxiety, and depressive symptoms (Reijntjes et al., 2010; 

Sansone & Sansone, 2008; Sourander et al., 2009; Undheim & Sund, 2010; Zwierzynska et al., 

2013).  High levels of stress stemming from the peer relationship, including victimization, place 

these individuals at risk for suicidal ideation or committing suicide (Beautrais, 2000; Heikkila et 

al., 2013; Van Geel, Vedder, & Tanilo, 2014).  Furthermore, consequences of peer victimization 

may continue throughout adulthood.  Adults that report early experiences of peer victimization 

are less likely to marry, have a higher risk for delinquency and mental health issues, and be 

unemployed (Copeland, Wolke, Angold, & Costello, 2013; Takizawa, Maughan, & Arseneault, 

2014).   

 Most research studies that have explored the link between victimization and SWB have 

specifically focused on life satisfaction (Suldo et al., 2015).  These studies have indicated that 

increased experiences of victimization (i.e., physical, verbal, & relational) are associated with 

lower life satisfaction in children and adolescents (Flaspohler, Elfstrom, Vanderzee, Sink, & 

Birchmeier, 2009; You et al., 2008).      

As previously stated, there are several transitions that occur during adolescence that lends  

this stage of development to be fairly stressful, including psychological and social changes 

(Blakemore & Mills, 2014; Grotevant & Cooper, 1985; La Greca & Lopez, 1998; Steinberg, 
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2005).  Experiences of rejection or peer victimization may be interpreted by adolescents as 

stressful and may, in turn, impact the well-being of adolescents (Brock, 2002; Carney, 2008; 

Olweus, 1992).    

 Victimization effects on well-being:  Empirical evidence.  A review of the professional 

literature suggests that experiences with victimization is related to SWB (e.g., Konu, Lintonen, & 

Rimpela, 2002; Rook, 1989; Suldo et al., 2015) and PWB (e.g., Rigby, 1997; Stadler et al., 

2010).  Utilizing data from a national survey among 4,673 English children (Mage = 13.69; 53% 

female and 47% male) who were attending secondary school, Goswami (2012) examined the link 

between children’s SWB and the positive and negative qualities of their relationships.  Several 

areas of children’s relationships were examined, including experiences of peer victimization by 

other young children (Goswami, 2012).  Participants completed several questionnaires, including 

Huebner’s Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale (Huebner, 1991) to measure SWB and a four-point 

scale which asked about their experiences of being bullied over the past 12 months by other 

young children.  Results indicated a small, but significant negative relationship between 

experiences with peer victimization and life satisfaction (r = -0.24, p < .001), indicating that 

children who reported experiences with peer victimization displayed a decrease in SWB.  

Goswami (2012) also performed a multiple regression analysis to examine the effect of 

children’s relationships on their SWB.  Results indicated that all six of children’s relationships 

(i.e., family relationship, being bullied by other young people, being treated unfairly by adults, 

positive affect friendship, negative affect friendship, and neighborhood adult relationships) 

explained 42.2% of the variance in SWB (R2 = .422, F(6, 2,097) = 256.74, p = .00).  After 

controlling for the other types of relationships, it was found that experiences of peer 
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victimization appeared to have the third highest effect on children’s level of SWB (β = -0.501, p 

= .00). 

 Similarly, Navarro, Ruiz-Oliva, Larrañaga, and Yubero (2015) investigated the 

relationship between cyberbullying and social bullying experiences and indicators of SWB.  

These researchers used a sample of 1,058 Spanish children attending primary school, ranging 

from 10 to 12 years of age (Mage = 11.08, SD = 0.80; 542 males and 516 females).  After being 

introduced to the definition of cyberbullying, participants were asked to complete several 

instruments, including the 20-item Spanish Cyberbullying Questionnaire to measure 

cyberbullying victimization (CBQ-V; Estévez, Villardón, Calvete, Padilla, & Orue, 2010) and 

cyberbullying perpetration (CBQ; Calvete, Orue, Estévez, Villardón, & Padilla, 2010).  

Additionally, participants completed the 24-item Social Bullying Involvement Scales (SBIS; 

Fitzpatrick & Bussey, 2011) to measure social bullying behaviors, including social victimization 

and social bullying.  Results indicated that experiences with bullying were negatively correlated 

with indicators of SWB (Navarro et al., 2015).  Researchers then conducted a hierarchal multiple 

regression analysis to measure the effect of experiences of bullying on SWB.  After controlling 

for gender and grade, results demonstrated that experiences of victimization, except for 

aggressive cyberbullying, had a significant impact on SWB.  Other researchers, such as Rigby 

(2000) and Nansel et al. (2001), have also provided support for the relationship between PWB 

and experiences with victimization. 

Using a sample of 845 South Australian adolescents, ranging from ages 12 to 16 years 

(450 males and 395 females) and attending coeducational secondary schools, Rigby (2000) 

examined how mental well-being may be disrupted by repeated experiences of school bullying 

and further exacerbated by limited social support.  A number of hypotheses were provided, 
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including the proposal that high levels of reported peer victimization and low social support 

would be related to lower levels of well-being among adolescent students.  In addition to being 

presented with a definition of bullying, participants were asked to complete items pulled from 

the Peer Relations Questionnaire (PRQ; Rigby & Slee, 1993) that assessed students’ experiences 

with bullying during the school year.  Students were also administered two multi-item scales that 

examined the degree of victimization experienced at school, including items that addressed the 

extent to which students see themselves as targets of school victimization and items that 

addressed the frequency of experiences with the different types of bullying (i.e. verbal, physical, 

and relational).  Well-being was measured using the 28-item General Health Questionnaire 

(GHQ; Goldberg & Williams, 1991), while social support was assessed by asking students to 

indicate perceived level of help they received from specified persons.  Results indicated that 

experiences with peer victimization and low social support were both significantly related to 

lower levels of mental well-being for both sexes.   

Similarly, Nansel et al. (2001) explored the prevalence of bullying behaviors using a 

representative data sample of 15,686 American students in grades 6 through 10.  In addition to 

investigating the prevalence of bullying behaviors, researchers sought to examine the 

relationship between involvement with bullying with psychosocial indicators, including problem 

behavior, school and social/emotional adjustment, and parenting (Nansel et al., 2001).  Results 

demonstrated that 29.9% of participants experienced moderate to frequent instances of bullying, 

students in 6th through 8th grade experienced higher rates of bullying than 9th and 10th graders, 

and there was a stronger association between all indices of psychosocial adjustment for these 

with bullying involvement (p < .001) than with those who did not indicate experiences with 

bullying.  Bullying victims indicated greater difficulty making friends, poorer social and 
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emotional adjustment, poorer relationships with classmates, and a greater sense of loneliness 

(Nansel et al., 2001).   

Rosen, Milich, and Harris (2012) conducted a study to examine the relationship between 

memories of peer victimization and adjustment in early adulthood.  Participants included 210 

undergraduate students, ranging in age from 18 to 29 years (Mage = 21.99 years, SD = 2.64) and 

attending a public university in the southern region of the United States.  Participants were 

administered a modified version of the Childhood Personal Experience Questionnaire (Paquette 

& Underwood, 1999), items pulled from the Jesness Inventory of Adolescent Personality 

(Mezzacappa et al., 1997) assessing social anxiety, Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression 

Scale (CESD; Radloff, 1977), Eating Attitudes Test (EAT-26; Garner, Olmsted, Bohr, & 

Garfinkel, 1982), and Self-Linking/Self-Competence Scale – Revised Version (SLCS-R; 

Tafarodi & Swann, 2001).  Results obtained from correlational analyses indicated a significant 

relationship between recollections of peer victimization and adjustment, including social anxiety, 

depression, disordered eating, and self-esteem.  The investigators appropriately acknowledge 

some of the limitations of their study, including the reliance on retrospective reports of past 

victimization.  However, the appropriateness of utilizing this mode of assessment for the 

purposes of identifying a relationship between victimization and PWB is acknowledged.  The 

investigators also acknowledge the need for future research to obtain a better understanding of 

the relationship between recollections of peer victimization in adolescence and adjustment in 

adulthood, indicating that other factors (e.g., support) may potentially moderate this association 

(Newman, Holden, & Delville, 2005).   

In summary, peer relationships and the ability to effectively navigate through them is 

critical for maintaining one’s positive well-being.  Self-esteem and prosocial and socially-skilled 
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behaviors are identified as the most common individual qualities that by reducing victimization.  

The literature has commonly made reference to subjective and psychological well-being.  SWB 

consists of a compilation of positive and negative emotions and life satisfaction (Antaramian et 

al., 2010).  Individuals who have indicated experiencing peer victimization tend to report lower 

levels of SWB (Goswami, 2012; Diener & Lucas, 1999; Huebner, 2004; Martin & Huebner, 

2007).  Though researchers acknowledge that examining SWB is important, there is general 

agreement that SWB does not adequately explain positive functioning in its entirety (Friedman & 

Kern, 2014; Proctor et al., 2015; Ryff & Singer, 1998b; Ryff & Singer, 2013).  Ryff’s model of 

psychological well-being (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff, 1995) helps to understand how impairments in 

social relationships may leave individuals susceptible to low levels of well-being.  Additionally, 

positive relations and acceptance emerge as common themes of PWB that contribute to reducing 

experiences of peer victimization.  Previous empirical findings support the link between having 

positive peer relationships and optimal levels of PWB.  Though the aforementioned empirical 

studies obtained similar results, there still appears to be variances on the effects of PWB in 

victimized individuals.  Therefore, exploring other factors that may moderate the relationship 

between early victimization and later well-being are warranted.  Researchers have indicated that 

several coping mechanisms, (e.g., social support) may have an influence on this relationship. 

Coping 

 Lazarus and Folkman (1984) differentiate between two ways of responding to stressful 

situations.  One approach pertains to directly confronting the problem to find a solution.  The 

second approach is intended to manage emotional responses provoked by the stressful events 

(Lazarus, 2006; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Ong, Bergeman, Bisconti, & Wallace, 2006).  

Victims of bullying utilize a variety of coping mechanisms to assist in alleviating the significant 
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stress accompanied by experiences of peer victimization (Hampel, Manhal, & Hayer, 2009; 

Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Lazarus, 2006; Scambler, Harris, & Milich, 1998; Varjas 

et al., 2009).  Coping has been defined as cognitive and behavioral endeavors performed to 

alleviate internal and external pressures of a stressor with the goal of stress reduction or 

resolution (Compas et al., 2001; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Taylor & Stanton, 2007).  Coping 

strategies typically vary in how effective they are in reducing future instances of victimization 

and stabilizing future well-being (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; Reijntjes, Stegge, Terwogt, 

Kamphius, & Telch, 2006).  Such strategies may serve to either soothe or magnify the 

relationships between peer victimization and adjustment in children (Hampel et al., 2009; 

Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; Singh & Bussey, 2011; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010; Waasdorp, 

Bagdi, & Bradshaw, 2010; Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2011) and adults (Grennan & Woodhams, 

2007).   

Some coping responses in reaction to victimization are described as unhealthy and 

ineffective, including retaliation, ignoring, rumination, distancing/avoidance, verbal/physical 

altercations, and other passive or reactive behaviors (Elledge, Cavell, Ogle, & Newgent, 2010; 

Hampel et al., 2009; Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004).  These responses are found to sustain peer 

victimization, increase internalizing and externalizing behaviors, and are related to difficulties in 

social adjustment, especially in elementary school (e.g., Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; Sandstrom, 

2004).  Ironically, however, ignoring, avoidance, and other reactive coping behaviors (e.g., 

crying, verbal confrontation, aggressive behavior, or revenge) are stated to be the most 

commonly utilized coping strategies for victimization among children and young adolescents and 

are perceived by this group as effective (Cowie, 2000; Naylor, Cowie, & del Rey, 2001; 

Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Scambler et al., 1998; Skrzypiec, Slee, Murray-Harvey, & 
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Pereira, 2011).  Utilizing rumination has been associated with a greater sense of loneliness and 

internalizing problems (Goodman & Southam-Gerow, 2010; Reijntjes et al., 2006; Sandstrom, 

2004).  Passive responses, such as ignoring or avoidance, tend to reinforce victimization by 

depicting a form of submission and unlikely retaliation to bullies (Flanagan, Hoek, Shelton, 

Kelly, Morrison, & Young, 2013; Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; Mahady Wilton, & Craig, 2000; 

Sandstrom, 2004).  Youth that utilize reactive coping behaviors are less likely to use healthier 

forms of coping, such as seeking social support (Elledge et al., 2010).  Many researchers (e.g., 

Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010) find seeking social support is 

associated with positive adjustment, fewer internalizing problems, and decreased instances of 

victimization. 

How do individual qualities or characteristics that may influence the type of coping 

strategy utilized to manage negative feelings related to stressful events?  Researchers suggest 

that differing effects of peer victimization on later adjustment are partly a cause of differences in 

children’s strategies for coping and the emotional reactions to such negative peer interactions 

(Flanagan et al., 2013; Hoover, Oliver, & Hazler, 1992; Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; 

Kochenderfer-Ladd & Wardrop, 2001; Sandstrom, 2004).  As previously mentioned, differences 

in emotional responses to stressful life events influence the type of coping strategy utilized 

(Beasley, Thompson, & Davidson, 2003; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  This observation finds 

support in the works of other researchers, who found that youth that typically experience extreme 

negative emotions and have difficulty managing those feelings are less capable of engaging in 

socially competent behaviors with others and more likely to utilize unhealthy or ineffective 

coping strategies, such as retaliation, avoidance, or cognitive distancing (Downey, Johnston, 

Hansen, Birney, & Stough, 2010; Eisenberg and colleagues, 1993; Trentacosta & Shaw, 2009).  
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This information is noteworthy as in the discussion of gifted college students, who have been 

observed to possess a higher propensity to emotional sensitivity (Webb, 2004).  Such sensitivity 

may influence the type of early coping strategies utilized to manage stress stemmed from 

experiences of peer victimization.  A more elaborate discussion regarding gifted students and 

experiences with victimization is provided later in this chapter. 

Social Support and Victimization  

Numerous researchers report that social support perception is positively correlated with 

outcomes of health and adjustment (House, Landis, & Umberson, 1988; Reinhardt, Boerner, & 

Horowitz, 2006; Sarason, Pierce, & Sarason, 1990; Uchino, 2009; Yarcheski, Mahon, & 

Yarcheski, 2001).  Having trusting and supportive interpersonal relationships is one aspect of 

social support found to be predictive of well-being (Rotenberg, Boulton, & Fox, 2005; Ryan & 

Deci, 2001).  Some define such relationships as an essential human necessity for well-being 

(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Deci & Ryan, 1991; Rotenberget al., 2005).  Several researchers 

acknowledge social support as a vital resource to protect children and adolescents from the 

negative outcomes of stressful life events (Demaray, Malecki, Davidson, Hodgson, & Rebus, 

2005; Garmezy, 1983; Johnson, 1986; Malecki & Demaray, 2002; Nestmann & Hurrelmann, 

1994; Rutter, 1983; Seiffge-Krenke, 1995).   

Amid debate, researchers have derived a concise definition for social support, that is, 

“knowledge that a person is cared for, is esteemed, and belongs to a large network of concerned 

people” (Davidson & Demaray, 2007, p. 384; Pearson, 1986).  This form of coping is typically 

measured by examining individuals’ perceptions about the degree of support they feel is 

available to them from others (Konishi & Hymel, 2009).  Common sources of social support 

include those from teachers, parents, classmates, and peers.  Youth’s primary source of social 
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support tends to vary as a function of age.  During childhood, youth are primarily more likely to 

seek support from their parents (Darling, Hamilton, & Shaver, 2003; Furman & Buhrmester, 

1992; Scholte & Van Aken, 2006).  As children enter into the stage of adolescence, support from 

peers gains increased influence (Furman & Buhrmester, 1992; Rubin et al., 2006; Scholte & Van 

Aken, 2006).  Older adolescents tend to perceive less support than younger adolescents from all 

sources (Holt & Espelage, 2007; Malecki & Elliott, 1999).   

 The social support literature reflects a mixture of results regarding the level of 

importance parents, teachers, and peers have on victimized children and adolescents.  

Researchers acknowledge the perception of social and emotional support from peers and 

parents/family being associated with lower levels of behavioral problems and adjustment 

(Demaray & Malecki, 2002b; Dunn, Putallaz, Sheppard, & Lindstrom, 1987; East, Hess, & 

Lerner, 1987; Holt & Espelage, 2005; Holt & Espelage, 2007; Kashani, Canfield, Borduin, 

Soltys, & Reid, 1994; Malecki & Demaray, 2003; Piko, 2000), delinquency (Demaray et al., 

2005; Licitra-Kleckler & Waas, 1993), hopelessness and withdrawn behavior (Demaray et al., 

2005; Kashani et al., 1994), emotional problems (Garnefski & Diekstra, 1996; Rubin et al., 2004; 

Rubin et al., 2006), and self-concept problems (Demaray et al., 2005; Forman, 1988; Wenz-

Gross, Siperstein, Untch, & Widaman, 1997).   

Higher levels of perceived parent/family support have been linked to a higher sense of 

academic self-concept and better school adjustment during elementary, middle, and high school 

(Demaray et al., 2005; Dunn et al., 1987; Malecki & Demaray, 2002; Wenz-Gross et al., 1997).  

The literature also highlights the association between teacher support and better outcomes at 

school, such as not being a victim of bullying (Flaspohler et al., 2009; Furlong, Chung, Bates, & 

Morrison, 1995).  Aiming to maintain safer school environments for students, teachers are 



50 

 

typically the primary agent of creating a positive and supportive atmosphere across school 

contexts, including hallways, bathrooms, cafeterias, and playgrounds (Cortes & Kochenderfer-

Ladd, 2014).  Accordingly, elementary school-age students experiencing a positive teacher-

student relationship demonstrate less frequent violent behaviors in the classroom and fewer 

depressive symptoms (Meehan, Hughes, & Cavell, 2003; Reddy, Rhodes, & Mulhall, 2003).     

Cortes and Kochenderfer-Ladd (2014) conducted a study that examined the likelihood of 

students reporting experiences with victimization based on the level to which teachers created a 

positive school climate.  Studying 278 (135 boys; 152 girls) ethnically diverse (46.3% Hispanic; 

43.5% White; 10.2% Black, Native American, Asian American, biracial and others) 8 to 10 year-

old students, investigators hypothesized the following:  (1) Classrooms consisting of teachers 

who have successfully expressed concern for their students and have clearly evidenced their 

position against bullying, would have less experiences of bullying and will demonstrate a greater 

likelihood of students reporting such incidents; (2) teachers’ active and direct responses to 

bullying schemas (e.g., separating students reprimanding aggressors, and encouraging parent 

involvement) would predict more instances of reporting than those that placed the burden of 

responding to bullying back onto the student (e.g., encouraging ignoring bullying behavior or 

assertion); and (3) regardless of the climate of the classroom, students’ desire to depict a positive 

image to their teachers, as well as avoiding any risks of placing unwanted attention on their 

contribution to a negative classroom climate, children’s predisposition towards aggressive 

behaviors, self-blame for provoking aggressive behaviors, and age and gender norms, would be 

expected to influence willingness to report instances of bullying behaviors (Cortes & 

Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2014).   
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Participants were asked to complete several measures, including a subscale of the What I 

Would Do measure (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Pelletier, 2008), the Perceived Teacher Response 

Scale (Troop-Gordon & Quenette, 2010), the Why Bad Things Happen measure (Visconti, 

Kochenderfer-Ladd, & Clifford, 2013), a peer-rating scale developed for the purposes of this 

study that asked participants to rate how much each of their classmates “pick on others” using a 

4-point Likert scale, the Student-Teacher Relationship scale (Pianta, 2001), and the Multi-Source 

Peer Victimization Inventory (Ladd & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2002).  Results were in support of 

the hypotheses that were formulated.   

Specifically, results indicated that children’s schemas regarding teacher responses to 

bullying (TRBSs) were predictive of reporting instances of bullying to the teacher.  Children’s 

expectations for how teachers would respond were stronger predictors of reporting than 

children’s personal characteristics (age and gender).  Interestingly, students’ schemas of active 

teacher responses (i.e., separating students involved or involving parents) were perceived to 

students as more helpful strategies than believing that teachers would punish the perpetrators of 

bullying.  The TRBS of punishing bullies was related with a decreased likelihood of reporting 

instances of bullying to teachers.  Individual child characteristics were also found to have an 

influence on students’ willingness to report bullying.   

Peer ratings for boys’ tendency to pick on other children was negatively related to 

reporting to teachers.   Girls demonstrated that they were more comfortable with reporting 

instances of bullying to teachers than boys.  There was no grade effect found for likelihood of 

reporting; third graders were no more likely to report instances of bullying than fifth graders.  

Finally, close teacher-student relationships were not associated with reporting bullying to 

teachers.  Other studies (e.g., Aceves, Hinshaw, Mendoza-Denton, & Page-Gould, 2010) have 
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additionally supported the obtained results regarding the perception of teachers’ responses to 

bullying influencing willingness to report. 

Some investigators examining 6th to 8th graders have found results reflecting parent and 

classmate support having a stronger association with behavioral indicators (i.e. adaptive skills, 

internalizing behavior, externalizing behavior, and symptoms of problem behavior) than close 

friend and teacher support (Carlton et al., 2006; Malecki & Demaray, 2002; Poplinger, Toste, & 

Heath, 2009; Rosario, Salzinger, Feldman, & Ng-Mak, 2008).  Other researchers indicate that 

peer victimization was correlated to internalizing and externalizing behavior problems only for 

those that lacked sufficient social support, specifically from a mutual best friend (Hodges, 

Boivin, Vitaro, & Bukowski, 1999; Holt & Espelage, 2007; Prinstein, Boergers, & Vernberg, 

2001).  These results highlight the different ways sources of support are perceived by different 

children.     

 To better understand how social support functions to maintain well-being and alleviate 

the effects of stressful situations, Cohen and Wills (1985) developed two models, the Main 

Effect model and the Stress-buffering model.  The Main Effect model posits that all individuals 

can benefit from receiving social support (Cohen & Wills, 1985).  Additionally, this model 

suggests that stable networks of social support may provide individuals continuing feelings of 

positive affect, self-efficacy, and security.  The Main Effect model describes multiple pathways 

through which participation in social networks may affect an individual’s well-being, including 

social influence, social network integration, and location in the social structure (Berkman & 

Glass, 2000; Cohen, 2004; Cohen, Underwood, & Gottlieb, 2000; Lin, Ye, & Ensel, 1999).   

The Stress-buffering model posits that perceiving the presence of a strong network of 

social support may buffer the adverse effects of stressful experiences.  The buffering effect 
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described in this model may materialize in one of two ways.  First, if one perceives that social 

support resources are available in the time of a crisis, the belief increases that an individual is 

able to cope with the crisis.  Second, if a major stressful event does occur, social support may 

help to reduce undesirable consequences of the stressor, including effects on an individual’s 

health and/or behavior (Cohen, 2004; Cohen & Wills, 1985).  Support may interfere between a 

plausible stressful event (or the expectation of the event) and a stress response by soothing or 

preventing a stress appraisal reaction (Cohen & McKay, 1984; Hennessy, Kaiser, & Sachser, 

2009).  This stress reduction or elimination process may also be performed by directly 

suppressing physiologic methods or by modifying maladaptive behavioral responses (Cohen & 

McKay, 1984; Taylor, 2007; Uchino, 2006).  These researchers have utilized the Main Effect and 

Stress-buffering models as frameworks for studies performed with children, adolescents, and 

adults.  As racial/ethnic and gender differences are explored in the social support literature, 

mixed results regarding perception of its presence and its utilization emerge.     

 Researchers examining trends in elementary, middle, and high school have consistently 

observed that girls tend to perceive social support from multiple sources more than boys 

(Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Frey & Röthlisberger, 1996; Jackson & Warren, 2000; Malecki & 

Demaray, 2003; Rueger, Malecki, & Demaray, 2008).  Although boys and girls tend to perceive 

support from parents on a similar level (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Malecki & Demaray, 2003; 

Rueger et al., 2008), high school boys indicate significantly greater support from their parents 

than their peers, while high school girls tend to perceive greater support from their peers than 

from their parents (Frey & Röthlisberger, 1996; Rueger et al., & Demaray, 2008).  Regarding 

utilization, girls have been reported to use the support from peers more for emotional and 

psychological support than do boys, who typically use their peers more for instrumental support 



54 

 

(Buhrmester & Furman, 1987; Frey & Röthlisberger, 1996; Rueger et al., 2008).  One possible 

reason offered for the obtained mixed results is the inconsistencies in the conceptualization of 

social support (Rueger et al., 2008).   

A review of the recent social support literature showed that approximately one third of 

study findings were based on a global assessment of social support (Malecki, Demaray, & 

Rueger, 2007).  Researchers (e.g., Rueger et al., 2008; Wenz-Gross et al., 1997; Wilson et al., 

1999) have strongly recommended examining support from different sources separately in order 

to increase the likelihood of obtaining more significant differences in the impact of support.  In 

closely examining previous studies measuring gender differences, investigators highlighted 

significant variances in the manner that social support is defined and measured.   

Regarding perceived social support across racial/ethnic groups, some researchers (e.g., 

Griffin, Amodeo, Clay, Fassler, & Ellis, 2006; Raymond, Rhoads, & Raymond, 1980) 

demonstrated that Black and Hispanic adults place significantly more importance on family 

relationships then do White adults.  Black adults report placing more importance on their social 

relationships than White or Hispanic adults (Steffen, Hinderliter, Blumenthal, & Sherwood, 

2001).  Additional research studies highlight the importance of examining the moderating role 

social support has between victimization and well-being.  It is worthy to note that social support 

was viewed as a moderator in the current study, as opposed to a mediator, because it was 

hypothesized that it would alter the strength of the causal relationship between peer victimization 

and well-being.  If social support was to be viewed as a mediator, the assumption would have 

been that the presence of support causes peer victimization to have no effect on well-being.  In 

the next chapter, additional information pertaining to the rationale for depicting social support as 

a moderating variable for the current study, versus a mediating variable, is provided.     
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Empirical evidence for moderating effect of social support.  Kochenderfer-Ladd and 

Skinner (2002) looked at how coping strategies may serve as moderators between peer 

victimization and the adjustment of children.  Using a sample of 356 fourth-grade ethnically-

diverse students (77.2% White; 17.4% Black; and 5.4% Hispanic, mixed race, and other) ranging 

between 9-10 years of age (177 girls, 179 boys), investigators hypothesized that the association 

between victimization and future adjustment is moderated by coping strategies that victimized 

children utilized, including the act of seeking social support (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 

2002).  Participants were asked to complete several questionnaires, including a revised version of 

Kochenderfer-Ladd and Ladd’s peer victimization scale (Ladd & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2002), 

Self-Report Coping Scale (Causey & Dubow, 1992), a modified version of Loneliness and Social 

Dissatisfaction Questionnaire (LSDQ; Cassidy & Asher, 1992), and scales from the Child 

Behavior Profile—Teacher Report Form (TRF; Achenbach, 1991).   

After conducting preliminary correlational analyses, results showed that peer 

victimization was not significantly related to seeking social support, but did not rule out potential 

moderation effects.  After investigators conducted hierarchical regression analyses to test the 

hypotheses that the coping strategies of children moderate the link between experiences of peer 

victimization and adjustment, seeking social support played an interacting and moderating role 

for both male [R2 = .47, F(7, 171) = 21.70, p < .01] and female [R2 = .42, F(7, 167) = 17.29, p < 

.01] victims.  For victimized boys, seeking social support was related to low peer acceptance 

[F(7, 164) = 4.14, p < .01].  However, in the case for victimized girls, seeking support was 

associated with a lower risk for social difficulties [F(8, 160) = 4.23, p < .01] (Kochenderfer-Ladd 

& Skinner, 2002).  Authors hypothesized that gender differences may be due to norm-violating 
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effects, in which it may be more socially acceptable for girls, rather than boys, to seek social 

support after experiencing victimization. 

In a similar study, Davidson and Demaray (2007) examined the relationship among 

victimization, internalizing-externalizing distress, and social support.  Utilizing a sample of 355 

middle school students from a small Midwestern town (167 boys, 188 girls), investigators 

hypothesized the following:  1) there would be a significant, moderate, and negative relationship 

between peer victimization and perceived social support from multiple sources, including 

teachers, parents, school, classmates, and close friends; 2) social support would buffer the link 

between peer victimization and internalizing distress from bullying; and 3) social support would 

buffer the link between victimization and externalizing distress from bullying (Davidson & 

Demaray, 2007).  Participants were asked to complete three self-report rating scales, i.e. The 

Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS; Malecki, Demaray, & Elliott, 2000), The 

Bully-Victimization Scale (BVS; Reynolds, 2003), and The Bully-Victimization Distress Scale 

(BVDS; Reynolds, 2003).   

Investigators obtained similar results as in the previous study and found partial support 

for their stated hypotheses.  Results showed a significant association between victimization and 

perceived social support for boys (rparent = -.16, p < .05; rclassmate = -.32, p < .001; rschool = -.23, p < 

.01) and girls (rparent = -.24, p < .001; rteacher = -.19, p < .01; rclassmate = -.47, p < .001; rclosefriend = -

.17, p < .05; rschool = -.36, p < .05).  Results also indicated that social support may act as a buffer 

between victimization and internalizing, not externalizing, distress from bullying (Davidson & 

Demaray, 2007).  Investigators highlighted gender differences that emerged among these 

significant relationships.  Specifically, as female victims perceived increasingly more parental 

social support and male victims perceived more school, classmate, and teacher social support, 
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they reported a lower sense of internalizing distress from bullying, indicating that boys and girls 

place varying levels of importance on different sources of social support (Davidson & Demaray, 

2007).  However, close friend support did not appear to be a significant moderator.  Authors also 

appropriately acknowledge one essential limitation present in this study, which involves the lack 

of diversity in the sample (97% of the sample were identified as White), which lends to issues 

with generalizability to the population of victimized students in the United States. 

In summary, coping is a strategy that is often used to alleviate feelings of stress stemming 

from negative life events, including peer victimization.  The literature has identified different 

types of coping strategies that children, adolescents, and adults utilize, described as either 

effective towards maintaining positive well-being or exacerbating experiences of victimization 

and/or later maladjustment.  Social support is one of the most commonly used coping strategies 

and plays a significant role in the development of children and adolescents. Furthermore, social 

support is stated to act as a buffer between experiences of peer victimization and well-being later 

in life.     

Thus far, information regarding the issue of peer victimization and effects on later 

adjustment has been provided.  Additionally, the importance of social support towards later 

social and emotional development and in alleviating the stress from victimization has been 

acknowledged.  The two theoretical frameworks are presented next as an explanatory foundation 

of the current study and may be useful for promoting a better understanding of both cognitive 

and social processes involved in peer victimization. 

Relevant Social/Emotional Theoretical Frameworks 

 Several theoretical frameworks provide support for bullying/victimization, responses to 

victimization, and the role of support, such as Dodge’s social information-processing theory 



58 

 

(Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge, 1986) and Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model of development.  

These models help to better understand what factors instigate, perpetuate, and/or moderate 

instances of victimization.  Responses to bullying/victimization depend on the cognitive 

processes that adolescents navigate through, as explained by Kenneth Dodge’s Social 

Information Processing (SIP) theory and the specific environments in which they develop. 

Dodge’s Social Information-Processing Model   

Crick and Dodge (1994) provide readers information helping to explain the motivation 

behind children’s social behaviors and adjustment. Like other models of information processing 

that are more general in nature, the social information-processing (SIP) model depicts the 

processing of social information as a stepwise mental procedure that ultimately directs a 

behavioral response to social stimuli (Ziv, Leibovich, & Shechtman, 2013).  The original model 

of the SIP theory posits that when children are faced with cues from a social situation, they tend 

to engage in mental processing in four steps before exhibiting a particular social behavior: (1) 

encoding the situational cue, (2) formulating interpretations or attributions for the cue, (3) 

engaging in a mental search for possible responses to the presented situation, and (4) selecting a 

response to the situation and responding accordingly (Dodge, 1986; Dodge & Pettit, 2003; 

Gifford-Smith & Rabiner, 2004; Nordling, 2014).  During the first two steps of the encoding and 

interpretation process, it is hypothesized that children derive their interpretation of a situation 

from their focus on particular cues.  An inference is made about the intent of a peer with whom 

the child is engaged with during the interaction.  During the third and fourth step, the child 

undergoes a process of retrieving and evaluating potential responses to the situation from their 

long-term memory.  This relies on the assumption that the child is familiar with and/or has 

personally experienced the situation they are attempting to retrieve from memory.  Finally, the 
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child makes a decision regarding what they perceive is the most appropriate response to deliver.  

The literature recognizes the utilization of this model to be helpful towards intervention with 

socially maladjusted children (e.g., perpetrators and victims of bullying).  

One study provides a revised perspective regarding the SIP model to echo more recent 

developments in developmental and clinical psychology, cognitive science, and other pertinent 

fields.  Similarly to the older model, the recreated SIP model of children’s social adjustment 

proposes that children receive situational cues into their repertoire of memories of previous 

experiences (Crick & Dodge, 1994).  Their response in behavior stems from the processing of 

those cues.  The current model differs from the previous one with the inclusion of attention to 

internal, in addition to the situational, cues.  In this circular mental process, each step typically 

affects and is affected by a record of social behaviors that comprises the memory storage of past 

social events, acquired social rules, social systems, and the knowledge of appropriate and 

inappropriate social behaviors (Ziv et al., 2013).  If the database of the individual is 

overwhelmed by coarse and callous social experiences, the knowledge of what is appropriate 

versus inappropriate and the acceptable response to a particular social event may be skewed 

(Dodge, 2006; Nordling, 2014).  In taking child and adolescent victims of peer victimization into 

consideration, their database is likely to consist of experiences of being bullied by their peers, 

which in turn may affect their SIP patterns (Ziv et al., 2013).   

As a result of their prior experiences, victimized children and adolescents will tend to 

maintain initial social schemas of peers being hostile and having ill intentions.  These schemas 

may have an effect on their responses to any new social scenario and may cause them to be 

resistant to reality.  For example, a child/adolescent who has been victimized may have 

expectations that others will respond to them aggressively even if the predictable interpretation 
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of intent in a given social situation is benevolent (Ziv et al., 2013).  Dodge et al. (2003) found 

that there was a partial mediation for the relationship between peer rejection in early childhood 

(kindergarten to third grade) and later aggressive behavior (third grade to seventh grade; Dodge 

et al., 2003).  It is also hypothesized that children will tend to clarify or select a desired outcome 

of the event (e.g., refraining from trouble, retaliating against a perpetrator, or making a friend).  

Once a goal has been selected, children will want to construct a new behavioral response to 

immediate social cues that have not been experienced in the past, which may or may not be 

triggered by the selected goal.  The following steps remain similar to the previous SIP model.  

The ability to process the entire cycle in a skilled manner leads to social competence; processing 

in a biased fashion may lead to violent behaviors or social deviance (Crick & Dodge, 1996; 

Dodge et al., 1997; Nordling, 2014; Petit, Polaha, & Mize, 2001; Zelli, Dode, Lockman, Laird, & 

Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, 1999).  A visual representation of the modified 

model is provided in the following figure.  

Researchers have emphasized the SIP model to generate several hypotheses regarding 

socially maladjusted children, including selecting more particular types of social cues (e.g., 

aggressive or aversive acts) than their socially-adjusted peers.  Aggressive children, or bullies, 

perceive, interpret, and make decisions about a social context in ways that may potentially 

increase the likelihood of engaging in aggressive behaviors (Camodeca & Goosens, 2005; Dodge 

& Crick, 1990; Nordling, 2014).  The aggressive response may serve as a type of retaliation 

because of the belief that an act was carried out purposefully and with hostile intentions. 
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Figure 1.  A Modified Social Information-Processing Model of Children’s Social 
Adjustment (Crick & Dodge, 1994) 

 

Aggressive children seem to lack the skill to accurately interpret cues in certain social situations 

(Camodeca & Goosens, 2005; Dodge & Crick, 1990; Nordling, 2014).  In one study, aggressive 

and non-aggressive boys were provided with hypothetical peer provocation scenarios (e.g., “a 

peer spilling a lunch tray on your back while you are not looking”) and were asked to explain 

why the situation occurred.  Results showed that aggressive boys were 50% more likely to 

associate the situation to hostile intent than non-aggressive boys (Dodge & Crick, 1990).  

Although the literature has primarily focused its attention on studying aggression, the SIP 

models have also been posited to be helpful in obtaining a better understanding of peer 

victimization in children and adolescents.  The SIP model provides a valuable framework for 

understanding the reasoning for more occurrences of aggressive reactions to peer victimization 
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than seeking assistance from school authority (Aceves et al., 2010).  Fontaine and Dodge (2006) 

developed the Response Evaluation and Decision (RED) model depicting how children and 

adolescents decide on performing behaviors that are either aggressive or non-aggressive during 

hostile conditions.  This model posits that individuals compare and evaluate multiple, distinct 

responses to victimization before actually enacting a behavior.  Researchers have indicated that 

reactively aggressive children and adolescents have difficulty responding in a non-aggressive 

manner when provoked (Fontaine & Dodge, 2006; Huesmann, 1988).    

Socially-withdrawn children in their early childhood do not have a well-developed 

understanding of the perspective of others (Burgess, Wojslawowicz, Rubin, Rose-Krasnor, & 

Booth-LaForce, 2006; LeMare & Rubin, 1987).  These individuals are more likely than older 

children to solicit help from adults or be unassertive while being confronted with a potential 

social dilemma with peers (Burgess et al., 2006; Rubin, Daniels-Beirness, & Bream, 1984).  In 

regards to how older, non-aggressive, shy, or socially withdrawn children interpret the signal or 

intention of others, researchers have shown that this population is more likely to internalize their 

feelings and blame themselves for the occurrence of a particular event, than aggressive children 

(Burgess et al., 2006).  Withdrawn children also have a tendency to develop ritualistic ways of 

thinking about their interpersonal problems due to their own experiences of rejection and 

victimization (Hanish & Guerra, 2004; Rubin, Chen, & Hymel, 1993).  The question still 

remains as to what factors may influence the cognitive processes and coping strategies of 

children and adolescents as they continue to experience different events in their social 

development.  A model developed by Urie Bronfenbrenner (1977, 1979) helps to provide a more 

focused response to this question.  
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Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Model of Development   

The bullying literature demonstrates increased recognition that bullying should be viewed 

from an ecological perspective that considers variables in addition to the individual, including 

family, peer, school, and community factors (Espelage & Swearer, 2004; Swearer, Espelage, 

Vaillancourt, & Hymel, 2010).  Urie Bronfenbrenner (1977, 1979) writes how different sources 

of influence emanating from different social systems may impact the development of an 

individual.  Researchers have utilized this model to help explain the perpetuation, maintenance, 

and/or intervention of bullying/victimization behaviors (e.g., Espelage & Swearer, 2004; Hong & 

Espelage, 2012; Swearer & Doll, 2001; Swearer, Espelage, Vaillancourt, & Hymel, 2012).  The 

current study greatly emphasizes the importance of this model because of its ability to address 

the influence of different social systems.  The theory also serves to provide an analysis of 

intercorrelating effects of individual characteristics with interpersonal and contextual factors on 

bullying behaviors.   

According to the ecological theory, a child’s development is directly and indirectly 

influenced by many systems: (a) the child, (b) microsystem, (c) mesosystem, (d) exosystem, (e) 

macrosystem, and (f) chronosystem.  In addition to the development in language, cognition, and 

social competence, children also adjust to their social and physical environment, such as the 

home, school, and peer environment (Swearer & Doll, 2001; Tudge, Morkova, Hatfield, & 

Karnik, 2009).  These direct influences are mediated by more indirect environments, such as the 

larger community and society.  A visual representation is provided in the form of a concentric 

circle in the following figure.  
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Figure 2.  Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Theory of Development (Sincero, 2012) 

 

Children are viewed as the center of their world and are considered to be active 

participants in their environments (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1989).  The microsystem refers to the 

patterns of activities, roles, and interpersonal relationships that children typically experience 

within their family, neighborhood, school and peer environments.  The mesosystem refers to the 

interconnections among two or more direct influences in the microsystem.  For example, a child 

may be better adjusted if his/her parent(s) often communicate with teachers and/or peers as 

opposed to the lack of communication among these entities.  The exosystem refers to social 

settings that have an influence on a child’s development, but do not require the active 

participation of the child.  The macrosystem refers to the stability found at the level of the 

environmental culture, including belief systems, social norms, or ideology.  Finally, the 

chronosystem refers to change or consistency over time, taking into consideration the 
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characteristics of the individual and the environment in which the person lives (Bronfenbrenner, 

1997).  Together, these act as ecological systems, and children behavior is considered to be a 

reflection of components of the integration of these systems, not solely due to individual 

characteristics (Capra, 1996; Rosa & Tudge, 2013).  The microsystem and mesosystem are of 

primary focus in the present investigation due to their greater influence on a child’s environment 

and social support network. 

The research (e.g., Lee, 2011) has found the ecological model of development to account 

for a high portion of the variance in bullying behaviors.  Data collected in 2008 from a total of 

485 students located across four middle schools in a southern school district of the United States 

revealed that individual characteristics, experiences with family, parental involvement, traits of 

the community, and school climate accounted for 41% of the variance in bullying (Lee, 2011).  

Bullying behaviors occur as a result of the individual characteristics of the child who perpetuates 

and/or is susceptible to bullying, in addition to the actions of peers, those in the school 

environment, family and community factors, and cultural characteristics (Hong & Espelage, 

2012; Swearer & Doll, 2001).  Children who bully have a predisposition to do so because they 

are prone to being impulsive, apathetic, domineering (Boulton, Trueman, & Flemington, 2002; 

Lee, 2011; Nansel et al., 2001; Olweus, 1997b; Pellegrini & Long, 2002), and tend to advocate 

for aggression when solving conflicts (Boulton, Trueman, & Flemington, 2002; Lee, 2011; 

Nansel et al., 2001; Olweus, 1997a; Pellegrini & Long, 2002).  These attributes are mediated by 

being reared in family environments in which bullying is encouraged, often through modeling 

bullying behaviors and tolerating it when the behavior occurs (Christie-Mizell, 2003; Curtner-

Smith et al., 2006; Lee, 2011; Swearer & Doll, 2001).  The peer environment represents more 

direct social-learning influences on bullying behaviors when peers’ instant and recurring respect 
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for the bullying behavior supports the child who bullies (Coloroso, 2003; Lee, 2011; Pellegrini, 

Bartini, & Brooks, 1999; Young & Sweeting, 2004).  Teachers and other adults who supervise 

children in elementary and middle school may serve as indirect enablers of bullying when they 

create spans of unsupervised time and space where bullying behaviors can easily occur and when 

they fail to respond to reports by victims (Craig, Pepler, & Atlas, 2000; Espelage & Swearer, 

2009; Olweus, 1993a; Rodkin & Hodges, 2003).  Other researchers that have used the ecological 

model have focused on the interaction between the bully and victim (Barboza et al., 2009).  The 

premise of this study was to highlight the great influence of the interconnectedness of individual 

characteristics of the bully and victim in relation to the various social systems of which they are 

connected (Barboza et al., 2009).   

In summary, Dodge’s SIP model (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge, 1986) and 

Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model of development (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; 1979) both help to 

provide support in understanding the development, continuance, prevention and/or intervention 

of peer victimization.  While Dodge’s model aids comprehension of how victimized children and 

adolescents engage in unique cognitive processes to process different social situations, 

Bronfenbrenner’s model guides the understanding of how the direct and indirect influence of the 

environments of children and adolescents may assist or hinder their ability to navigate through 

their social experiences.  Both of these models are similar in their respect to emphasizing the 

individual and the forces that influence an individual’s perception of and response to their 

environment.  Both models also appear to depict how children and adolescents form schemas 

about their environment and provide information about the social behaviors that they are to 

exhibit in different situations.  One major difference between these two models pertains to their 

differing dimensions of influence.  Dodge’s model depicts internal influences (i.e., 
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cognitive/mental processes) that may direct an individual’s interpretation of the world and their 

ensuing behavioral responses.  However, Bronfenbrenner’s model illustrates external influences 

(i.e., parents/family, peers, teachers, neighborhood) that may guide an individual’s understanding 

of the world and their resulting responses. 

As previously mentioned, not all children are able to successfully navigate in the social 

world.  There have been many studies that have assessed victimization and consequences of 

victimization in the general population (e.g., Heikkila et al., 2013; Reijintjes, Kamphuis, Prinzie, 

& Telch, 2010; Van Geel et al., 2014).  Less is known about students that present with 

exceptionalities who may be more at risk for developing peer problems in school and at further 

risk for maladjustment.  Few researchers have highlighted some of the reported difficulties that 

students with exceptionalities experience.  For example, in the Taylor, Asher, and Williams 

(1987) study, researchers examined peer acceptance and rejection of students with mild mental 

retardation and found that these students were often rejected by their peers and reported greater 

dissatisfaction and anxiety about their peer relations compared to their classmates.  Also, in the 

Farmer and Farmer (1996) study, researchers who looked at peer relationships of students with 

mild disabilities, including emotional and behavioral disorders, found similar results.  Students 

that reported not being well accepted by their peers were more likely to exhibit more 

problematic, versus prosocial, behaviors (Farmer & Farmer, 1996).   

Interestingly enough, different trends emerge in the few studies that have examined the 

intellectually and academically gifted.  Schools have only recently given more attention to 

experiences of victimization with the gifted.  Most studies that have utilized self-report measures 

have actually indicated that gifted youth, as reported by teachers and peers, show to have been 

resilient in experiencing significant peer problems more than or equal to not-gifted peers (e.g., 
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Lee, Olszewski-Kubilius, & Thomson, 2012; Robinson, 2008).  This is due to the common belief 

that children and adolescents that are classified as intellectually gifted will be equally as 

advanced across all domains (Robinson, 2008).  However, this common belief contradicts other 

research studies on the gifted that states that this specific group tends to have a higher propensity 

for gaining awareness regarding the inequities of social situations, especially in their own 

environment (e.g., Webb, 2004).  This misconception has contributed to adverse consequences 

for the victims, warranting a closer look at this group. 

The Gifted 

In order to obtain a better understanding of the issue regarding bullying in the gifted  

population, it is important to address what constitutes giftedness.  There has been constant debate 

as to the proper conceptualization of giftedness.  To date, there is no universally accepted 

definition of giftedness (Carman, 2013; Pfeiffer, 2008 2015a).  Early pioneers of giftedness have 

provided their perspectives and traditional definitions on this construct.   

Conservative Approaches to Conceptualizing Giftedness   

Stedman took the approach of using descriptors to depict a representation of “gifted” 

children, including “greatly above average,” “mature,” “adventurous,” “having self-control,” 

“enterprising,” and “having poise of an adult” (Jolly, 2005).  While Stedman did not provide a 

concrete definition for giftedness, she characterized qualifying students as “having superior 

ability,” “being exceedingly studious,” “endowed with superior intellectual endowment,” 

“having extraordinary ability,” and “having learned to read at a very early age” (Stedman, 1924).   

In a similar fashion, Hollingworth provided descriptors to help characterize children 

identified as gifted, including traits and behaviors (Jolly, 2005).  She described gifted children as 

being “wise,” “mature,” “witty,” “dependable,” having “excellent memory,” “youngest 
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chronologically in class” and “enjoying the company of adults” (Hollingworth, 1924, 1927, 

1931).  According to Hollingworth, academic behaviors include an early interest in both words 

and numbers, as does the capability to read with comprehension at a young age; advanced 

understanding of the clock, almanac, and calendar; and persistent curiosity (Hollingworth, 1924, 

1927, 1928).  Hollingworth also incorporated other features into conceptualizing giftedness, 

including drawing, the arts, abstract knowledge, mechanical aptitude, and leadership 

(Hollingworth, 1931, 1932, 1939).  In consideration of standardized tests of intelligence, she 

believed a gifted child tested at or above 130 IQ, or the top 1% of children and showed evidence 

of different behaviors from other children in the general population (Jolly, 2005).  

 Terman’s classification of giftedness was solely based on intelligence and did not use 

descriptors in his characterization.  According to Terman, to be exceptional meant to have scored 

a 140 IQ and above, or to be at the top 1% of children (Jolly, 2005; Terman, 1930).  He also 

characterized this group as high in general intelligence, will power, dependability, sustained 

attention, studiousness, and persistence (Jolly, 2005).  In 1921, Terman developed guidelines to 

identify a sample of gifted children for his doctoral dissertation; he found that the majority of 

children in his study possessed an IQ of 140 or above (Terman, 1924).  He based his use of 140 

as the qualifying score on two positions.  He first argued that “children of this grade of 

superiority are sufficiently unlike average children and need special educational opportunities” 

(Terman, 1930, p. 570).  Second, he stated that “most extensive investigations of superior 

children as a class have concerned themselves for the most part with subjects of this grade of 

intelligence or above” (Terman, 1930, p. 570).  Another researcher, Whipple, suggested two 

explanations for giftedness: (1) a gifted student was able to condense two years of school into 

one year, which consisted of approximately 10% of children attending school in the United 
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States; and (2) giftedness constituted those students that possessed a 115 IQ or greater (Whipple, 

1919, 1923).  

 The issue with the aforementioned classifications pertains to their rigidity in determining 

giftedness.  Specifically, these models fail to recognize individuals with IQ scores that fall short 

of the 130 cutoff score that demonstrate attributes of giftedness in other areas of learning.  It 

seems subjective to infer that individuals with an IQ score of 129 are not just as gifted as those 

with a score of 130 (Pfeiffer, 2012a).  In fact, although research recognizes that a high IQ is a 

good predictor of later achievement in White-American culture (e.g., Sternberg, 2004; Worrell, 

2009; Pfeiffer, 2012a), it is not considered the only predictor of accomplishment.  One must take 

into consideration that many successful and exceptional adults were not formerly identified as 

“gifted” as children (Pfeiffer, 2012a).  Though the above researchers provide more narrow 

approaches towards giftedness, other perspectives demonstrate more liberal attitudes with 

general agreement as to some areas necessary for identification that are now more widely-

accepted approaches to conceptualization. 

More Liberal Approaches towards Conceptualizing Giftedness   

Some theorists have presented models of giftedness consisting of a multidimensional set 

of domains.  Gardner (1983) presented an inclusive description of giftedness entailing eight 

different intelligences, noted as the multiple intelligences theory.  These types of intelligences 

challenge many of the assumptions of general intelligence and include the following:  linguistic, 

spatial, logical-mathematical, musical, naturalistic, interpersonal, intrapersonal, and bodily-

kinesthetic.  Gardner’s description of giftedness portrays the importance of measuring ability in 

the natural circumstances in which they materialize. 
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Renzulli (1978) developed the Three-Ring Conception of Giftedness which indicates that 

individuals who have accomplished recognition due to their special achievements and innovative 

contributions possess a relatively distinct set of three interlocking group of traits.  These groups 

comprise of above-average general ability, creativity, and task commitment.  A visual depiction 

of the model is provided in Figure 3.  It should be noted that no particular cluster constitutes 

“giftedness.”  It is the equal contribution and interaction among these three clusters that research 

has shown to be necessary towards accomplishing creativity/productivity (Renzulli, 1978).  This 

point is important considering that a critical mistake that continues to be made in identifying 

giftedness is the overemphasis on superior capabilities at the cost of the remaining clusters of 

qualities (Renzulli, 1978).  The interaction among all clusters is portrayed by the shaded area of 

Figure 3.   

Similarly to Renzulli, Sternberg (1997, 1999) acknowledged the importance of looking 

beyond IQ test scores to determine successful intelligence.  As stated in his paper discussing his 

triarchic theory of intelligence, success is acquired through creative, analytical, and practical 

abilities (Sternberg, 1999).  Specifically, Sternberg conceptualized intelligence by referring to 

three subtheories:  componential, experiential, and contextual (Bonner, 2010).  Sternberg 

recognizes that examining noncognitive skills are just as essential as looking at cognitive skills 

(Sternberg, 2007). 

Gagné also identified multiple aptitudes related to the identification of the gifted and 

requires that individuals possess the potential in at least one of the following areas: intellectual, 

creative, socioaffective, or sensorimotor (Gagné, 1985, 1990).  Together, these domains form the 

differentiated model of talent and giftedness.  Gagné believed that these aptitudes may be shaped 

into skills when children and adolescents navigate through developmental processes of learning, 
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Figure 3.  Renzulli’s Three-Ring Conception of Giftedness (Renzulli, 1978) 

   

training, and practicing.  On the contrary, Ericsson’s model of expert-performance approach 

posits that the attainment of exceptional talent is the result of intentional and effortful practice 

over an extended period of time (Ericsson & Charness, 1994; Ericsson, Krampe, & Tesch-

Römer, 1993). 

Tannenbaum’s theory of giftedness (Tannenbaum, 1983; Tannenbaum, 1997) is 

especially important to consider for the current study because it acknowledges that true ability 

fully develops or matures over time.  Tannenbaum depicts his psychosocial view of gifted ability 

through a five-factor model which includes the following:  (1) general intelligence that may be 

either stable or variable, (2) exceptional aptitudes, (3) non-intellectual factors, (4) environmental 

factors, and (5) chance.  Tannenbaum recognized the importance of accounting for the unique 
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experiences that gifted individuals may encounter during adulthood.  “Those who have the 

potential for succeeding as gifted adults require not only the personal attributes often mentioned 

in definitions of giftedness, but also some special encounters with the environment to facilitate 

the emergence of talent” (Gross, Merrick, Targett, Chaffey, MacLeod, & Bailey, 2005, p. 16). 

Pfeiffer’s tripartite model of giftedness (Pfeiffer, 2013) allows practitioners and 

researchers to view giftedness through three different, but complementary, lenses.  This 

particular model contends that giftedness is a social construction that can best be represented by 

viewing the construct through three complementary lenses:  giftedness as high intelligence (IQ), 

giftedness as outstanding accomplishments, and finally, giftedness as high potential to excel 

(Pfeiffer, 2013; Pfeiffer, 2015b).  For the purposes of this study, the operational definition of 

gifted embraces the second perspective, viewing giftedness through the lens of outstanding 

accomplishments.  In other words, outstanding academic accomplishments are the proxy for 

gifted status (Pfeiffer, 2015).   

While the second perspective of viewing giftedness through the demonstration of 

outstanding accomplishments recognizes the importance of considering IQ for identification, it is 

not the focal point of how giftedness is defined.  The second category of gifted student in the 

tripartite model operationally defines giftedness through the lens of outstanding actual 

performance (Pfeiffer, 2013, 2015b).  This view respects “authentic” evidence of outstanding 

academic performance in the classroom, in the laboratory, and on academic tasks; these are the 

key defining characteristics for considering a student as academically gifted (Pfeiffer, 2013, 

2015b).  Viewing giftedness through the lens of outstanding performance considers non-

intellectual factors (e.g., motivation, persistence, and passion) as essential towards identifying 

giftedness (Pfeiffer, 2013).  Gifted programs that view giftedness based on this second way of 
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construing the gifted student recognize that students that have demonstrated academic excellence 

are worthy of special academic programs due to their exemplar effort and academic 

achievements.  This view of giftedness undergirds the current study’s rationale for utilizing 

honors college students for the gifted sample, which is further discussed later in this chapter.  

In summary, there are noteworthy differences between frameworks that conceptualize 

giftedness, both conservative and inclusive.  However, some similarities emerge from the 

literature.  Many theories of giftedness recognize the necessity of possessing a cognitive and 

creative quality for developing extraordinary talent across domains.  Theories of giftedness also 

acknowledge the importance of considering numerous internal and external factors which may 

either moderate or directly influence the demonstration of giftedness.  As previously stated, 

victimization in the gifted has only been recently discussed in detail in the literature, which may 

relate to previous conceived notions that gifted children and adolescents are typically resilient in 

experiencing significant peer problems.  The next section helps to debunk previous myths 

regarding the social experiences of this population.  

Victimization in the Gifted   

Gifted adolescents experience stressors similar to their not-gifted peers (Neihart, Pfeiffer, 

& Cross, 2015).  However, stressors that are unique to this group include experiencing bullying 

at home or school due to their talents and interests (Peterson & Ray, 2006).  Empirical research 

regarding victimization in the gifted has only recently been well-established (e.g., Berthold & 

Hoover, 2000; Hoover et al., 1992; Juvonen, Graham, & Schuster, 2003; Nansel et al., 2001, 

Peairs, 2010).  Peairs (2010) acknowledges the relationship between peer acceptance and 

victimization and peer rejection and victimization in her study examining the sociometric status, 

friendship, and social network centrality of gifted youth.  In describing sociometric status, 
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students were classified in one of five mutually exclusive groups:  popular, rejected, 

controversial, neglected, and average (Peairs, 2010).  Results indicated that gifted children were 

just as well-adjusted in social relationships as not-gifted children.  However, significant 

differences among the gifted group’s peer relationships were found; while there were some 

gifted children who had minimal difficulties functioning in peer relationships, there were other 

gifted children who had experienced rejection and victimization by their peers (Peairs, 2010).  

Limitations were noted regarding the generalizability of the obtained results to the gifted 

population.  Peairs (2010) utilized a student sample attending a magnet school.  Considering that 

most students may have been identified as academically gifted, students may possess similar 

characteristics as their peers and, thus, perceive less difficulty in their peer relationships.   

Prevalence rates regarding bullying and victimization in the gifted have also varied 

widely.  While some researchers have suggested that gifted students are more susceptible to 

experiencing victimization than their not-gifted peers (Peterson & Ray, 2006b; Schuler, 2002), 

others have reported that there is no significant difference in reported victimization between 

gifted and not-gifted students (Carlyle & Steinman, 2007; Peterson & Ray, 2006a; Scholte, 

Engels, Overbeek, de Kemp, & Haselager, 2007).  However, gender differences have been 

found; female gifted elementary and middle school students have reported significantly higher 

rates of victimization than male gifted students (McEwin & Cross, 1982; Seals & Young, 2003).  

One retrospective study was of the first to attend to the lack of research on bullying in the gifted.  

Using both quantitative and qualitative methods, Furlong, Morrison, and Greif (2003) examined 

the prevalence and effects of victimization in 432 gifted eighth graders.  Participants were asked 

to recall experiences of victimization from kindergarten through the eighth grade year.  Results 

showed that 67% of gifted eighth graders experienced victimization sometime during their K-8 
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school years.  Furthermore, during their 6th grade year, approximately 46% of all students 

indicated that they experienced at least 1 of 13 types of bullying behaviors (e.g., name-calling, 

teasing, threatening, pushing, hitting, beating, etc).  Approximately 11% of participants 

experienced repeated instances of bullying.  Name-calling and teasing about one’s appearance 

were the most prevalent forms of bullying behaviors.  The percentage of those who were bullies 

and who had violent ideations increased each year to 16% and 29%, respectively, in their 8th 

grade year. 

 In another study, researchers examined the rates of bullying and victimization among 90 

gifted and not-gifted, high-achieving high school students (Peters & Bain, 2011).  Utilizing the 

Reynolds Bully Victimization Scale, researchers found that both gifted and not-gifted students 

tend to bully others and be victimized by others at a generally unelevated rate.  Rates of bullying 

and victimization were not significantly different between both groups.  There were no 

significant differences between male and female groups for bullying or victimization. 

Furthermore, the author of the current study conducted a master’s thesis study examining 

the relationship among teasing, self-esteem, belongingness, and loneliness with 136 gifted and 

not-gifted high school students (Saintil, 2012) and obtained similar results.  While there was no 

significant difference between gifted and not-gifted students on experiences with negative name-

calling, gifted students reported significantly more frequent experiences with teasing than not-

gifted students.  Additionally, there was a significant positive relationship between experiences 

of teasing and loneliness and a negative relationship between experiences of teasing and self-

esteem and belongingness (Saintil, 2012).  Potential reasons for not obtaining significant 

differences between gifted and not-gifted students regarding experiences with teasing may relate 
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to participants not having a clear understanding of the meaning of bullying/victimization and/or 

the different types of bullying/victimization.  

As previously stated, gifted students have issues related to their social and emotional  

development as do their not-gifted peers.  However, assumptions of similarity by significantly-

important adults may hamper the abilities of gifted students to appropriately express their needs 

(Peterson, 2006).  Some gifted students may make the decision to not express concerns at all in 

belief that they are unusual.  When the needs of gifted students are not being appropriately 

addressed, consequences may emerge.  Effects of bullying in the gifted population mirror those 

in the general population, including: low assertiveness and low self-esteem among elementary 

and middle school students (Rigby, 2003), social anxiety during early childhood (Slee, 1994), 

general anxiety and depression (Rodkin & Hodges, 2003), absenteeism or dropping out of 

school, underachievement, and the perception that the school environment is not safe during 

middle and high school (Neihart, 2006; Rigby, 1995).  

In discussing the experiences of victimization in the gifted, little empirical research  

regarding the later adjustment of gifted youth (socially, emotionally, psychologically, and/or 

academically) has been conducted.  It is apparent that there is a sub-group of the gifted 

population that appears well-adjusted and successful in some areas later in life despite potential 

early experiences of peer victimization (e.g., academia), specifically high ability honors college 

students.   

Honors College Students   

As previously mentioned, the rationale for utilizing honors college students as a proxy for 

“gifted student” in this study is supported by the second perspective of the tripartite model of 

giftedness (i.e., outstanding accomplishments).  This approach for viewing giftedness suggests 
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that while honors college students may or may not have met the criteria for giftedness as 

identified by an arbitrary score on an IQ test, psychologists and/or educators rely on evidence of 

actual academic performance and classroom accomplishments to define giftedness (Pfeiffer, 

2015).  Such evidence includes high school GPA and high school class rank percentage.  

Similarly to gifted programs that follow a competitive-democratic model of giftedness (Pfeiffer, 

2013), honors college programs appear to base their admissions criteria on the level of effort, 

hard work, and actual accomplishments demonstrated by applicants.   

Despite various consequences of victimization, honors college students do not appear to  

experience much academic difficulties or underachievement.  In fact, if any individual belonging 

to this particular group were to report early experiences of peer victimization, it would appear 

that they would have demonstrated a level of resiliency in experiencing underachievement.  

There are some common characteristics of honors college students identified in the gifted 

literature that may indicate some successes in well-being in spite of potential experiences with 

victimization.  Compared to other not-gifted college students, honors college students tend to 

have higher grade point averages (GPA), a higher sense of academic self-concept, be more 

perfectionistic, have higher career/educational aspirations, be more autonomous, and differ with 

regard to personality type (Rinn, 2005).  For admission into an honors college program, students, 

on average, must demonstrate a minimum high-school GPA of 3.3, a minimum Scholastic 

Aptitude Test (SAT) score between 1300-1400, and have ranked in the top 4-10% in the senior 

high school class1 (Rinn, 2005).  The average scores tend to slightly differ from one institution to 

another.  To date, there is no research on college-age gifted students’ well-being or adjustment  

 

1To reflect the score conversion changes performed on the SAT, honors college students will demonstrate a minimum SAT score 

between 1920-2040 (Princeton Review, 2014). 
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during college after early experiences of victimization, warranting the need for the current study.   

Critical Analysis in the Literature 

 Based on a literature review, the constructs of victimization, subjective well-being 

(SWB), psychological well-being (PWB), and social support have received adequate attention  

and analysis.  Several relationships have also been identified throughout the literature.  Studies 

have consistently shown that as experiences with victimization increase, a decrease is found in  

healthy SWB (e.g., Flaspohler et al., 2009; Konu et al., 2002; Rook, 1989; Suldo et al., 2015; 

You et al., 2008) and PWB (e.g., Nansel et al., 2001; Rigby, 1997; Rosen et al., 2012; Stadler et 

al., 2010).  Additionally, social support is found to be positively related to positive well-being, 

while also serving as a moderator between experiences of victimization and later well-being.  

However, researchers have indicated varying levels of influence that sources of support have on 

individuals' later adjustment.   

There has also been a considerable amount of research that has assessed the phenomenon  

of bullying/victimization in children and adolescents in the general population.  Cognitive (e.g., 

Dodge) and ecological (e.g., Bronfenbrenner) frameworks provide useful lens through which to 

study bullying and its effects on development.  Researchers (e.g., Peterson & Ray, 2006a; Rigby, 

2003) have also just recently studied victimization in the gifted population, an often overlooked 

population due to their high ability and perceived proficiency in social and emotional 

development.  While the literature provides a vast amount of information as to consequences to 

victimization in the general population, little is known regarding the later adjustment of gifted 

individuals.  There also continues to be a gap in the literature regarding how social support may 

or may not serve as a buffer for this relationship.  As previously discussed, researchers 

acknowledge the psychological and emotional impact victimization may potentially have on 
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gifted youth (Peterson & Ray, 2006a; Rigby, 1995; Rigby, 2003; Rodkin & Hodges, 2003; Slee, 

1994) and the importance of the action of peers, the school, the family and community in 

fostering a child’s behavioral and emotional responses to interpersonal conflict in the general 

population (Hong & Espelage, 2012; Swearer & Doll, 2001).  Therefore, it can be assumed that 

the role of social support in the gifted population is also important and deserving of further 

investigation.   

At this time, no researcher has directly examined the simultaneous impact of the 

following five variables: victimization, SWB, PWB, giftedness, and social support.  Due to the 

existence of honors college programs, one may assume that a group of high-ability individuals 

who may have experienced victimization in their early years have fared well academically.  

However, more research regarding the overall functioning of these gifted individuals and how 

they may differ from their not-gifted peers is warranted.   

In summary, bullying/victimization is identified as a common behavioral occurrence in 

the schools.  Previous researchers have identified various forms of bullying and have highlighted 

various factors that may contribute to the occurrence of bullying and victimization, including 

age, gender, and ethnicity.  However, researchers have only just begun to look at victimization in 

gifted students, a population often overlooked in the study of social and emotional development.  

From the research that does exist, there is a brief understanding about how the aforementioned 

factors may play a role in bullying involvement with the gifted.  The purpose of the present study 

was to investigate how early experiences of victimization impact later adjustment of honors 

college students, in an attempt to extend previous research that has mainly looked at 

victimization and later functioning in the general population (e.g., Copeland et al., 2013; Rosen 

et al., 2012; Takizawa et al., 2014).  In this study, variables of individual development (age, 
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gender, and ethnicity) were considered in relation to victimization and influences on later 

development, specifically SWB and PWB.  Finally, perceived early social support served as a 

moderating variable to assess whether or not there were group (gifted versus not-gifted) 

differences among the previously stated variables.  Inclusion of a generally representative sample 

size with adequate power was foundational to the current study. 

Content and Methodological Gaps in the Literature 

After closely reviewing the literature, numerous content and methodological gaps were 

discovered.  While the literature on bullying recognizes the different forms of bullying, most 

research studies focus on either physical or verbal aggression.  Other forms of bullying have only 

recently been given more attention (e.g., relational bullying and cyberbullying) and are often 

underestimated for their potential impact on later functioning.  Also, as previously mentioned, 

while researchers have demonstrated relationships between variables of interest to this study, no 

data exists on relationships among the aforementioned variables.  Similarly, researchers have 

paid little attention to the impact of peer victimization on later adjustment of special populations 

(e.g., gifted children) and how social support serves to buffer this relationship.  Therefore, a key 

goal for the current study was to extend previous research by examining victimization, SWB, 

PWB, and social support in a sample of gifted honors college students.   

The present study addressed some methodological concerns recognized in the literature.  

Several noted limitations in previous research include the lack of comparison groups, inadequate 

sample sizes, and a lack of sample diversity.  Consequently, in this study, efforts were made to 

seek a sample with adequate power, a comparison group (i.e., students that do not fit the criteria 

for giftedness), and a general representative sample.  Another noteworthy limitation is that, while 

the majority of research examining victimization has relied on retrospective self-report measures, 
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it is not yet clear when an aversive behavior is considered an act of victimization, leaving 

participants to formulate their own definitions of what constitutes victimization.    Utilizing 

psychometrically sound instruments and ensuring that participants had a clear understanding of 

what behaviors constitute bullying are assumed to increase the validity of the results achieved in 

this investigation.  Finally, the following research questions were presented: 

1. What is the difference in reported early peer victimization between honors college students 

(gifted) and non-honors college students (not-gifted)? 

2. What is the relationship between early experiences of peer victimization and later well-being 

of gifted and not-gifted college students, with respect to age, gender, and ethnicity  

differences? 

3. Does early social support serve to moderate the relationship between early peer victimization 

and later well-being in gifted and not-gifted students? 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

 While the two previous chapters provided a theoretical background and rationale for 

investigating the relationship between early experiences of peer victimization and later well-

being in honors college students and the influence of early social support on these relationships, 

Chapter 3 focuses on research questions and hypotheses developed based on the existing 

literature, discusses variables of interest, and illustrates instruments that were used in the present 

study.  Furthermore, the population of interest, research design, and statistical analyses that were 

utilized for interpreting data are addressed.   

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 Due to previous empirical results and the gap in the research literature, three research 

questions and four hypotheses were examined. 

1. What is the difference in reported early peer victimization between honors college 

students (gifted) and non-honors college students (not-gifted)? 

H1:  Gifted students will report significantly more early experiences with peer  

          victimization than not-gifted students. 

2. What is the relationship between early experiences of peer victimization and later well-

being of gifted and not-gifted college students, with respect to age, gender, and ethnicity 

differences? 

H2:  Students who report more frequent early experiences of peer victimization will   

        report a lower sense of well-being. 

H3:  There will be a statistically significant difference among the variables of early  

         experiences of victimization and later well-being by age, gender, and ethnicity.  
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3. Does early social support serve to moderate the relationship between early peer 

victimization and later well-being in gifted and not-gifted students? 

H4:  Early social support will moderate the relationship between early peer  

        victimization and later well-being. 

Research Design and Variables 

 Due to the absence of random assignment and the inclusion of a comparison group, the 

current study utilized a quasi-experimental, causal-comparative design with eight variables of 

interest, including group (honors versus non-honors), gender, and ethnicity as the categorical 

independent variables (IV).  Peer victimization acted as the categorical dependent variable (DV), 

while the continuous DVs were subjective well-being and psychological well-being.  Peer 

victimization was operationalized by the reported frequency (“sometimes” or “more often”) and 

the intensity (“quite serious” or “extremely serious”) of one or more ways of bullying (i.e., 

physical, verbal, and relational) on the Retrospective Bullying Questionnaire (RBQ; Schäefer et 

al., 2004).  The Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et al., 1985) was used to measure an 

individual’s judgment of their own life satisfaction.  The Positive Affect (PA) and Negative 

Affect (NA) subscales of the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & 

Tellegan, 1988) measured different facets of positive and negative affect, respectively.  Ryff’s 

Scale of Psychological Well-Being (RPWB; Ryff, 1995) was used to operationalize the construct 

of psychological well-being.  Social support served as the moderating variable and was assessed 

using a revised version of the Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS; Malecki et 

al., 2000). 
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Participants 

 Four distinct a priori power analyses were conducted using G*Power 3.1.3 software to 

determine the minimum number of participants that was needed to perform multiple statistical 

analyses that correspond with the current research study’s hypotheses.  Based on an alpha level 

of 0.05, a medium effect size (between .03 -.15), and a power level set to .90, the minimum 

sample size required for the present study is 140 college students.  The rationale for utilizing a 

.90 power level and medium effect size regards the measures utilized in the current study.  Based 

on the following considerations, this researcher decided to conduct a power analysis using high 

power (.90) to decrease the likelihood of obtaining Type II error or concluding that there is no 

effect when there is one present:  (1) The RBQ was developed with a sample norm in the UK 

with few researchers using this measure in the United States, (2) The CASSS was revised for the 

purposes of the current study in order to capture early perceptions of social support.  As a result, 

this revision may potentially change validity properties of the measure.  Additionally, a medium 

effect was utilized in order to detect large enough group differences in reported early and current 

experiences.  Due to the risk of obtaining a low response rate, an additional 110 students were 

asked to complete questionnaires. 

 Honors and non-honors college students attending one of two large universities located in 

the southeastern United States were recruited to participate in the current research study.  To 

ensure recruitment of a large enough sample size to adequately answer the second research 

question regarding race/ethnicity and to obtain a sample representative to the population, 

stratified sampling was utilized (Denscombe, 2014).  Based on the 2014 Florida census, the 

minimum racial/ethnic percentage of the current study’s sample should be the following:  77.8% 
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White/Caucasian, 16.8% Black/African-American, 24.1% Hispanic/Latino, 3.3% Asian/Pacific 

Islander, 0.5% Native American, and 2.0% Multiracial (United States Census Bureau, 2015).   

Using the second category of giftedness – outstanding academic accomplishments, based 

on Pfeiffer’s Tripartite Model of Giftedness, a set of decision rules was developed to demarcate 

whether a college student qualifies for inclusion in the gifted group.  Specifically, the 

inclusionary criteria for the gifted sample included: the participant must be enrolled in an honors 

college program, have obtained a minimum high school GPA of 3.7, and have ranked in the top 

4-10% of their high school senior class.  Participants that did not meet all of the above criteria 

did not qualify for gifted status.  The inclusionary criteria for the not-gifted sample included:  the 

participant must not be enrolled in an honors college program, have obtained a high school GPA 

below 3.7, and have ranked below the top 10% of his/her high school senior class.  It should be 

noted that if a participant did not fit the criteria for either the gifted or not-gifted sample, his/her 

data was not included in the study.  For example, if a college student was enrolled in an honors 

college program, but obtained a 3.0 high school GPA or ranked in the top 15% of their high 

school senior class, they were not included in neither the gifted nor the not-gifted sample.  

Similarly, if a college student obtained a 3.9 high school GPA, but was not enrolled in an honors 

college program, he/she was not included in the gifted or not-gifted sample.     

All participants completed a demographic form, revised version of the Retrospective 

Bullying Questionnaire (RBQ), the Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS), the Positive Affect 

(PA) and Negative Affect (NA) subscales from the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 

(PANAS), Ryff’s Scales of Psychological Well-Being (RPWB), and the revised version of the 

Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS).  Participants were also presented with a 

definition of bullying before completing the RBQ (i.e., “Bullying is an intentional hurtful 
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behavior. It can be physical or psychological. It is often repeated and characterized by an 

inequality of power so that it is difficult for the victim to defend him/herself”).  Non-honors 

college students served as the comparison group for the current study.  Participation was 

voluntary and based on a convenience sample due to the close proximity and accessibility of 

prospective participants.  Data was gathered during the Spring, Summer, and Fall 2016 

semesters.   

Population.  Research findings obtained from the present study may be generalized to 

the college student population attending a large university located in the southeastern region of 

the United States and enrolled in an honors college program.  Participants within this population 

had a range of academic majors.  

Instrumentation 

 The RBQ, SWLS, PANAS, RPWB, and a revised version of the CASSS denote the 

measures of the current study.  Additionally, a demographic form provided descriptive data on 

the college student sample.  The following section provides an outline of each utilized measure 

that highlights their individual psychometric properties.  Author permission to utilize and/or to 

revise items of these instruments was obtained for the current study (See Appendices D, F, H, J, 

& L).  It should be noted that all assessments that were used were selected because of their link 

to the theoretical frameworks depicted in the previous chapter. 

 Demographic form.  The demographic form (see Appendix B) was used to collect 

information and related attributes on participants’ age, gender, ethnicity, year in college, high 

school GPA, current GPA, SAT score, ACT score, high school class rank, honors and/or awards 

obtained, and current academic major.  Information was also collected on honors college 

program enrollment (i.e., yes, no).  
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 The Retrospective Bullying Questionnaire.  The Retrospective Bullying Questionnaire 

(RBQ; Schäefer et al., 2004) was developed to measure involvement with bullying behaviors on 

the basis of extensive pilot work and direction of a questionnaire utilized by Rivers (2001).  

Instrument norms were based on a sample from the United Kingdom (UK), Spain, and Germany.  

The instrument was originally written in English and later translated to Spanish and German.  

Currently, two studies have utilized the RBQ with a United States population (i.e., Chambless, 

2010; Jantzer, Hoover, & Narloch, 2006).  The RBQ shows evidence for acceptable 

psychometric properties.  Jantzer et al. (2006) and Schäefer et al. (2004) assessed the test-retest 

reliability with r = 0.88, p < .01 for elementary school victimization, r = 0.87, p < .01 for 

middle/high school victimization, and r = 0.77, p < .01 for trauma over a two-month period.  The 

authors of this instrument did not provide any additional psychometric properties. 

Using the RBQ, Chambless (2010) reported on age, gender, and ethnicity differences.  

Utilizing a sample comprising of 211 college students between the ages of 18-40 years of age 

(Mage = 21 years), results indicated that the majority of participants did not recall early 

experiences of physical bullying.  Though participants indicated experiencing verbal and 

relational forms of bullying during elementary and middle/high school, the majority of reported 

early experiences were not perceived to be severe.  However, results indicated an overall 

significant gender difference in recalled bullying experiences F(2, 209) = 7.18, p = .005, with 

females (M = 2.26, SD = 1.10) indicating higher perceived seriousness of experiences of 

relational bullying during middle/high school than males (M = 1.82, SD = 1.0).  There were no 

significant gender differences in recalled experiences of verbal bullying during elementary or 

middle/high school.  For race/ethnicity, there was a significant difference between White and 

Black participants in recalled seriousness of verbal bullying experiences during middle school 
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F(1, 157) = 14.47, p = .001, with White students (M = 2.40, SD = 1.07) indicating higher 

perceived seriousness than Black students (M = 1.95, SD = 1.02).  There was also a significant 

racial/ethnic difference in recalled seriousness of relational bullying during middle/high school, 

with White students (M = 2.49, SD = 1.07) perceiving their earlier experiences as more serious 

than Black students (M = 1.88, SD = 1.09).   

The final version of the RBQ consists of 44 questions, mainly a multiple-choice format.  

This questionnaire introduces the following operational definition of bullying:  “Bullying is an 

intentional hurtful behavior. It can be physical or psychological. It is often repeated and 

characterized by an inequality of power so that it is difficult for the victim to defend 

him/herself.”  The RBQ addresses experiences of school victimization (6 types of victimization: 

2 physical, 2 verbal, 2 relational), and the frequency, perceived intensity, and duration (all 5-

point Likert scales) of victimization, the gender and number of encountered bullies, and any 

participation in bullying behaviors.   

The questions first ask about experiences during elementary, then for middle/high school.  

The RBQ also consists of a 5-item trauma subscale of intrusive and persistent recollections of 

victimization (each 5-point Likert scales), and a question regarding suicidal ideation for those 

who have ever experienced victimization (4-point Likert scale).  A final section inquires about 

experiences with bullying during college and the frequency of being bullied in the past six 

months (6-point Likert scale).  Sample items include “Were you [physically] bullied at 

[elementary] school”, “How serious did you consider these bullying attacks”, and “How long did 

the bullying attacks last?” Response options for these sample items respectively are:  “Yes,” 

“No”; “I wasn’t bullied,” “Not serious,” “Somewhat serious,” “Quite serious,” “Extremely 

serious”; “I wasn’t bullied,” “Just a few days,” “Weeks,” “Months,” “Years.”  Victims of 
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bullying, as indicated in Chapter 1, were identified based on the responses provided about 

frequency and intensity of reported physical, verbal, and relational bullying (Hamburger, Basile, 

& Vivolo, 2011).  A participant was considered a victim if they indicated being bullied in one or 

more ways [i.e., “sometimes” or more often (frequency)] and classified the event as “quite 

serious” or “extremely serious” (intensity).  This instrument can also be used to make a 

distinction among 3 types of victims of bullying:  primary school-only victims, secondary 

school-only victims, and those who experienced victimization in both (stable victims).  

Prevalence rates differed by gender, (X2
(3) = 17.6, p < .01), with twice as many secondary and 

stable female victims, compared to male victims.  Prevalence rates also differed between the 

three countries that the instrument was utilized, (X2
(6) = 59.1, p < .001).  The UK consisted of the 

lowest number of non-victims, followed by Spain and Germany.  The UK also consisted of the 

highest number of stable victims, followed by Spain and Germany.  (See Appendix C for the 

RBQ in its entirety). 

 The Satisfaction With Life Scale.  The Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, 

Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) was developed with the purposes of assessing satisfaction 

with one’s life as a whole (Pavot & Diener, 1993).  It is considered a global assessment of the 

judgmental element of SWB (Pavot, Diener, Colvin, & Sandvik, 1991).  Instrument norms were 

based on a sample that included a variety of populations, including older adults, clients seeking 

psychotherapy, physically disabled individuals, and college student samples (Pavot & Diener, 

1993).  The SWLS shows evidence for acceptable psychometric properties.  Diener et al. (1985) 

assessed the internal reliability with r = 0.87 for a sample of college students and the test-retest 

reliability with r = .82 over a two-month period.  The construct validity is also depicted by 

negative correlations between the items of the SWLS and a checklist of clinical symptoms of 
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distress and neuroticism.  Furthermore, the SWLS demonstrates acceptable convergent validity, 

as researchers have found positive associations between items on SWLS and happiness (Diener 

et al., 1985).    

 After the initial factor analysis was conducted, the original version of the SWLS 

consisted of 10 items with loadings on the Life Satisfaction factor of .60 or above (Diener et al., 

1985).  However, the scale was further reduced to 5 items to eliminate redundancies of wording 

with minimal effects to reliability (i.e., inter-rater reliability, r = .73; test-retest reliability, r = 

.83, internal consistency, α = 93).  The final version of the SWLS consists of 5 items that require 

participants to rate the degree to which they agree or disagree that the statements represent how 

they perceive their own lives.  Item responses are based on a 7-point Likert scale:  (i.e., 1 = 

strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree).  Sample items include, “The conditions of my life are 

excellent” and “I am satisfied with my life.”  Scores may range from 5 to 35, with higher scores 

indicating greater life satisfaction.   

 The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule.  Different components of positive and 

negative affect are measured using the Positive Affect (PA) and Negative Affect (NA) subscales 

of The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988).  Instrument norms 

were based on a college student sample (Watson et al., 1988).  The PANAS shows evidence for 

acceptable internal reliability with coefficient alphas ranging from .86 to .90 for PA and from .84 

to .87 for NA for the sample of college students (Watson et al., 1988).  Other researchers 

indicated adequate construct validity, evidenced by a positive relationship between PA and life 

satisfaction (Lent et al., 2005).  Anxiety and depression were also found to be negatively 

associated with PA and positively related to NA among college students (Watson et al., 1988).   
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 The PA subscale (10 items) examines the degree to which an individual feels active, alert, 

and enthusiastic (Diener et al., 1985).  The NA subscale (10 items) examines the degree to which 

an individual perceives experiencing distress and unpleasant states of mood (e.g., anger, 

contempt, fear, nervousness).  Participants were asked to rate the degree to which they 

experienced each state of mood during the past year on a 5-point Likert scale (i.e., 1 = very 

slightly or not at all and 5 = extremely).  It should be noted that during the development of this 

instrument, researchers included 7 different temporal instructions (i.e., “right now,” “today,” 

“during the past few days,” “during the past week,” “during the past few weeks,” “during the 

past year,” and “in general, that is, on the average” (Watson et al., 1988).  However, results of 

the test-retest reliability had a tendency to increase as the rated time frame lengthened, 

warranting the use of “during the past year” for the present study.  Sample items include, 

“excited,” “enthusiastic,” “irritable,” and “upset.”  Scores may range from 10 to 50 for each 

subscale, with higher scores indicating greater levels of positive or negative affect.  

Ryff’s Scales of Psychological Well-Being.  Ryff’s Scales of Psychological Well-being 

(RPWB; Ryff, 1989) is a self-report scale designed to measure psychological well-being.  This 

54-item instrument is comprised of six subscales: (a) Autonomy, (b) Environmental Mastery, (c) 

Personal Growth, (d) Positive Relations with Others, (e) Purpose in Life, and (f) Self-

Acceptance.  Each subscale consists of 9 items that have been equally divided between positive 

and negative statements.  The first version of the RPWB consisted of 120 items (20 per 

dimension) but was later adapted to shorter-length versions for greater ease of administration.  

Instrument norms were based on 321 men and women divided into three age groups:  young 

adults (n = 133, mean age = 19.53, SD = 1.57), middle-aged adults (n = 108, mean age = 49.85, 

SD = 9.35), and older adults (n = 80, mean age = 74.96, SD = 7.11).  The RPWB is now 
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available in different lengths including; 84 items (14 per dimension), 54 items (9 per dimension), 

42 items (7 per dimension) and 18 items (3 per dimension) (Abbot et al., 2006).  It has been 

suggested that versions containing more items (at least 42) are more reliable than the later 

revised models that include fewer original questions.   

Item responses are based on a 6-point Likert scale (i.e., 1 = strongly disagree and 6 = 

strongly agree).  Sample items include:  “I tend to worry what people think of me,” “Being 

happy with myself is more important to me than having others approve of me,” and “My daily 

activities often seem trivial and unimportant to me.”  Ryff (1989a) reported the following 

internal consistency reliability coefficients for the original development of the scale:  Self-

Acceptance (α = .93); Positive Relations with Others (α = .91); Autonomy (α = .86); 

Environmental Mastery (α = .90); Purpose in Life (α = .90); and Personal Growth (α = .87).  

Test-retest reliability coefficients for the original scales over a six-week period were the 

following:  Self-Acceptance = .85; Positive Relations with Others = .83; Autonomy = .88; 

Environmental Mastery = .81; Purpose in Life = .82; and Personal Growth = .81.  Items that were 

negatively written were reverse-coded prior to analysis.  For the purposes of the current study, 

scores on each subscale were averaged (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff & Keyes, 1995).     

Adapted Version of the Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale.  A revised 

version of the Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS; Malecki et al., 2004) was 

utilized for the purposes of the current study, which examined college students’ experiences of 

early social support.  The original 60-item questionnaire measures children’s and adolescents’ 

perceived social support and was constructed to be used with a student population enrolled in 

grades 3 through 12.  The questionnaire contains five 12-item subscales that measure sources of 

support from Parents, Teachers, Classmates, Close Friend, and the School.  Each item is stated to 
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assess a specific type of support (informational, emotional, instrumental, appraisal) from each 

source.  Item responses are based on how often each item occurs and utilizes a 6-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 6 (Always).  Sample items include:  “My parents showed they 

were proud of me,” “My teacher made it okay to ask questions” and “My close friend stuck up 

for me if others were treating me badly.”  Subscale frequency scores were calculated by adding 

the frequency ratings on the 12 items on each subscale, with greater scores indicating higher 

perceived social support.  For the purposes of the current study, only four of the five subscales 

were utilized (Parents, Teachers, Classmates, Close Friend) yielding 48 items.  The decision to 

revise the items of this scale to reflect early perceived experiences of social support was that of 

the author of the current study.  Permission to revise the items was obtained by the author of this 

questionnaire (See Appendix L).  Strong internal consistency for the CASSS was found with 

high school students (Grades 9 – 12) for the total scores (Total Support alpha = .97, Total 

Importance alpha = .98) and for the subscales (alphas = .90 - .95).  Test-retest reliability over an 

eight to ten week period was found to be high (r = .78).  The CASSS Parent, Classmate, and 

Teacher subscales were also significantly related with parent, classmate, and teacher frequency 

scores from the Social Support Scale for Children (SSSC; Harter, 1985; r = .56, .36, .48, 

respectively), which demonstrates moderate to high construct validity (Malecki & Demaray, 

2003).   A diagram of the conceptual framework on the constructs of the current study is depicted 

in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4.  Constructs and Conceptual Framework 

 

Procedures 

Prior to the collection of data, approval for implementing the present study was obtained 

from the university’s institutional review board.  Additionally, collaboration was made with the 

administrative offices located at two universities in the southeastern region of the United States.  

During the Summer and Fall semester of 2016, data collection was implemented through an 

online survey system known as “FSU Qualtrics”.  Additionally, university students that were 

selected to participate in the current study received an email consisting of a cover letter that 

provided information regarding the research study and inviting their participation.  The online 

survey link was included in the email for selected university students.   

These students had the opportunity to voluntarily participate after reading and signing the 

online consent form (see Appendix A).  Participants were informed that they would not be 

required to complete every item and would have the option to stop completing the survey at any 
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time.  In order to increase student participation, an incentive was offered to students who decided 

to participate and complete the survey.  A description of the incentive was included in the cover 

letter.  The order of instruments placed on the online survey was randomized in order to decrease 

the likelihood that subsequent responses would be biased by the presentation of earlier 

questionnaires (Bradman & Sudman, 1991; Fife-Schaw, 2006).  As suggested by researchers 

examining the design method of internet, phone, mail, and mixed-mode surveys (Dillman, 

Smyth, & Christian, 2009), a total of up to three reminder emails were sent, every two weeks, to 

the selected university students.  The survey link remained active until the end of Fall of 2016.  

At the conclusion of data collection, all participants’ identifying information was destroyed to 

ensure and maintain full confidentiality.  The following section provides an overview of how 

data was analyzed and interpreted at the conclusion of data collection. 

Key Assumptions 

 The following key assumptions were made regarding the participants and assessments 

used in the current investigation: 

1. The measures that were selected or developed are sound measures of the underlying 

psychological constructs (i.e., the measures are valid and reliable).  

2. Participants provided truthful accounts of their early experiences when completing 

questionnaire items, allowing for the collection of valid data for measuring study 

constructs. 

3. Participants’ recall of early events was accurate. 

The confidentiality of all participants were maintained throughout the duration of and following 

the completion of the current study. 
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Data Analyses 

Data was analyzed utilizing IBM SPSS version 20.0.  After calculating descriptive 

statistics based on demographic information, inferential statistics were conducted.  To examine 

the first research question, scores from participants’ responses on the Retrospective Bullying 

Questionnaire (RBQ) was compared utilizing a chi-square test of independence.  Specifically, 

group (gifted and not-gifted) served as the categorical independent variable, while early peer 

victimization acted as the categorical dependent variable.  To investigate the second research 

question, scores obtained from participants’ responses on the RBQ, the Satisfaction With Life 

Scale (SWLS), the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS), and Ryff’s Scales of 

Psychological Well-Being (RPWB), was first compared by using a one-way MANOVA.  Early 

peer victimization served as the categorical independent variable, while later subjective and 

psychological well-being served as the continuous dependent variables.   

With respect to age, gender, and ethnicity, a one-way MANCOVA analysis was utilized.  

Age, gender, ethnicity (i.e., White, Black, Hispanic, Asian or Pacific Islander, Native American, 

Multiracial, and Other), and early peer victimization served as covariate factors, while later 

subjective and psychological well-being served as the continuous dependent variables.  To 

explore the third question and to assess for a potential moderating effect, a two-way MANOVA 

was used to determine if group differences existed after controlling for amount of perceived early 

social support.  Suggestions provided by existing research (e.g., Frazier, Tashiro, Berman, 

Steger, & Long, 2004) indicate that the aforementioned analyses were appropriate for utilizing 

these independent and dependent variables.  This researcher utilized a set significance of p < .05. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter discusses the results of the current study.  Descriptive statistics and methods 

utilized to prepare the data are presented, followed by the analyses of this study’s research 

questions and hypotheses.  Statistical analysis of the data was performed with IBM SPSS version 

20.0. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 A total of 250 college students were recruited to participate in the current study.  

Twenty-two individuals either did not respond or declined participation.  The original sample 

consisted of 228 respondents who completed the online survey by providing their demographic 

data and academic background, in addition to their early experiences of peer victimization, 

current well-being, and early social support.  For more than 73% of the cases, there was no data 

missing on the main variables of the study used in the analysis.  Out of the remaining 167 

students, 146 participants met inclusionary criteria for either the gifted or not-gifted group.  The 

statistical analysis was performed with the final sample of 146 respondents, with no missing data 

remaining in the dataset.  Due to the homogeneity of the college sample and the limited 

demographic data collected, there was no way to identify patterns or differentiate between 

students that did and did not complete the online survey. 

Table 1 below provides an overview of the key demographic variables included in the  

study.  Out of the 146 participants that completed all of the measures, 78 (53.4%) were gifted 

and 68 (46.6%) were not-gifted students.  A total of 57 (39%) were male and 89 (61%) were 

female.  Out of all 146 participants, 45 students (30.8%) were between 18-19 years of age, 89 

students were between 20-22 years of age.  The remaining 12 students (8.2%) were 23 years of 
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age or older.  In regards to ethnicity, more than half of participants (n = 83, 56.8%) self-

identified as White/Caucasian, 35 students (24%) identified themselves as Hispanic/Latino, 19 

students (13%) defined themselves as Black/African-American, 5 students (3.4%) self-identified 

as Asian/Pacific Islanders, 1 student (0.7%) self-identified as Native American, 2 students 

(1.4%) identified as Multiracial, and 1 student (0.7%) identified as Other.  With respect to years  

 

Table 1. 

Descriptive Statistics of Demographic Variables 

Demographic Variables Response Categories Frequency (n) Percentage (%) 

Students Gifted 78 53.4 
Non-gifted 68 46.6 

Gender Male 57 39.0 
Female 89 61.0 

Age Under 20 years 45 30.8 
20 – 22 years 89 61.8 
23 – 30 years 10 7.0 

> 30 years 2 1.4 

Ethnicity White/Caucasian 83 56.8 
Black/African American 19 13.0 

Hispanic/Latino 35 24.0 
Asian or Pacific Islander 5 3.4 

Native American 1 0.7 
Multiracial 2 1.4 

Other 1 0.7 

Year in School Freshman 13 8.9 
Sophomore 37 25.3 

Junior 42 28.8 
Senior 54 37.0 

Honors College Yes 78 53.4 
No 68 46.6 

HS % Rank Top 1 – 4% 29 19.9 
Top 5 – 10% 49 33.6 
Top 11 – 20% 45 30.8 

Top 21% and above 23 15.8 
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in college, 54 students (37%) indicated being in their senior year, 42 students (28.8%) reported 

being in their junior year, 37 students (25.3%) indicated being in their sophomore year, while 13 

students (8.9%) were in their freshman year.  Regarding high school ranking, 29 participants 

(19.9%) reported having belonged to the top 1-4% of all students, 49 participants (33.6%) stated 

belonging to the top 5-10% of their high school class, while the remaining students indicated 

belonging to the top 11-20% (n = 45 or 30.8%) or among the 21% and above (n = 23 or 15.8%) 

students in their schools. 

After being asked background and demographic questions, student participants completed 

the revised RBQ by providing responses regarding their early experiences of peer victimization 

during elementary, middle, and/or high school.  Figures 5-8 depict participants’ responses to  

 

16.40%

26%

1.40%

43.80%

12.30%

I was not involved at all, and I 

never saw it happen 

I was not involved at all, but I saw it 

happen sometimes 

I would sometimes join in bullying 

others 

I would sometimes get bullied by 

others 

At various times, I was both a bully 

and a victim 

 

Figure 5.  Early Experiences of Bullying at School 
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some of the key questions on early experiences of bullying and peer victimization.  Figure 5 

summarizes students’ retrospective views on experiences during elementary, middle, and high 

school.  As indicated in the figure, nearly 44% of student participants reported getting bullied by 

others at school, while 12.3% reported being both bullies and victims. 

Early experiences of physical bullying were examined by asking student participants if 

they were “hit/punched” or “stolen from” during primary and/or secondary school.  Figure 6 

depicts participants’ affirmation to experiences of physical bullying and the group differences of 

reported experiences between gifted and not-gifted students.  As illustrated in Figure 6, 42 

student participants (28.8%) indicated that they experienced at least one form of physical 

bullying during elementary and/or middle/high school.  Out of a total of 78 gifted students, 19 

(24.4%) had experienced physical bullying, as opposed to 23 not-gifted students (33.8%).   

28.80%
24.40%

33.80%

71.20%
75.60%

66.20%

0.00%
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30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

80.00%

Overall Sample (N=146) Gifted Students (N=78) Non-gifted Students(N=68)

YES

NO

 

Figure 6.  Early Experiences of Physical Bullying at School 

 

 
 Student participants were also asked about their experiences with verbal bullying during 

elementary, middle, and/or high school, defined by being either “called names” or “threatened” 
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by others.  Figure 7 depicts students’ affirmation to at least one of the questions regarding verbal 

bullying and the group differences of reported experiences between gifted and not-gifted 

students.  As illustrated in the figure, 104 student participants (71.2%) indicated having 

experienced some form of verbal bullying.  Among gifted students, 75.6% (n = 59) indicated that 

they had experienced verbal bullying during elementary, middle, and/or high school, as opposed 

to 45 (66.2%) not-gifted students. 

Student participants finally were asked to provide their responses regarding their early 

experiences on relational bullying during elementary, middle, and/or high school, 

71.20%

75.60%

66.20%

28.80%

24.40%

33.80%
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80.00%
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NO

 

Figure 7.  Early Experiences of Verbal Bullying at School 

 

defined by experiences of “being told lies” or being “excluded” by other students.  Figure 8 

demonstrates participants’ indication of experiencing some form of relational bullying and the 

group differences of reported experiences between gifted and not-gifted students.  As depicted in 

Figure 8, the majority of all student participants (n = 115 or 71.2%) reported that they 
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experienced relational bullying during elementary, middle, and/or high school.  Among gifted 

students, 79.5% (n = 62) indicated having had experienced relational bullying, as opposed to not-

gifted students (n = 42 or 61.8%). 

The next section summarizes the variables and measures utilized in this study’s analysis.  

The data preparation for additional inferential testing is outlined by primarily addressing the 

issues of internal reliability, followed by the forming of scale variables.   

 

 

Figure 8.  Early Experiences of Relational Bullying at School 

 

Reliability of Measures 

Early Experiences of Bullying  

Several independent variables were utilized in the current study to indicate student 

participants’ early experiences of bullying.  A dichotomous variable was primarily included to 

distinguish between those who reported early bullying experiences (i.e., score of 1=Yes).  
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Second, three dummy variables (with 1=Yes and 0=No) were included in the analysis to discern 

student participants who indicated experiencing three types of peer victimization (i.e., physical, 

verbal, and relational bullying).  Lastly, the frequency of early peer victimization was examined 

using a 5-point Likert scale question requesting those to indicate recurrence of early experience 

(i.e., 1=Never to 5=Constantly). 

The Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS)  

As previously discussed, this measure was developed to measure a person’s overall 

satisfaction with their life.  For the current study, the SWLS consisted of 5 items, with an internal 

reliability score of α = .90 for the entire sample, α = .91 for the sub-sample of gifted students, 

and α = .89 for the subgroup of non-gifted students.  These scores for Cronbach’s alpha all 

suggest strong internal validity.  

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS)   

The Positive Affect (PA) and Negative Affect (NA) subscales were used to examine 

student participants’ subjective well-being, with each subscale consisted of 10 items.  With 

regards to PA, all 10 items combined produced an internal reliability of .93, indicating strong 

internal consistency between items.  Similarly, the reliability score for gifted and not-gifted 

student participants was .91 and .94, respectively.  With regards to NA, the internal reliability for 

the general sample of students was .92, .90 for gifted students, and .94 for not-gifted student 

participants. 

Ryff’s Scales of Psychological Well-Being (RPWB)   

This self-reported measure was utilized in the current study to examine student 

participants’ psychological well-being, and consisted of six subscales (i.e., autonomy, 

environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relations with others, purpose in life, and self-
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acceptance).  Each subscale consisted of nine items, with the internal reliability scores for the 

overall sample ranging from .72 to .88.  Internal reliability scores for gifted and not-gifted 

student participants ranged from .70 to .90, which reflected strong internal consistency between 

items of the six subscales (Ryff, 1989).  

 

Table 2. 

Scale Measures and Internal Reliability Scores 

 

Scale 

 
N of 
Items 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

for Overall Sample 
(N=146) 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

For Gifted 
Students (N=78) 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha for Not-
Gifted Students 

(N=68) 

SWLS 5 .90 .91 .89 

Positive-PANAS 10 .93 .92 .94 

Negative-PANAS 10 .92 .90 .94 

Autonomy RPWB 9 .78 .81 .74 

Environment 

Mastery RPWB 

9 .86 .89 .82 

Personal Growth 

RPWB 

9 .72 .70 .74 

Personal 

Relations RPWB 

9 .88 .90 .87 

Purpose in Life 

RPWB 

9 .83 .78 .87 

Self-Acceptance 

RPWB 

9 .87 .88 .86 

Parent CASSS 12 .96 .96 .96 

Teacher CASSS 12 .96 .95 .97 

Classmate CASSS 12 .96 .95 .97 

Close Friend 

CASSS 

12 .98 .97 .98 
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The Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS)  

The revised version of the CASSS utilized in the present study consisted of four 12-item 

subscales (i.e., parents, teachers, classmates, and close friend).  Measures for all subscales were 

used to investigate the moderating effect of overall early social support received.  High internal 

consistency coefficients for all subscales of the CASSS were found in the overall sample, with a 

Cronbach’s alpha ranging between .95 and .98.  Table 2 illustrates reliability scores for all scales 

utilized in the analyses of the current study. 

Inferential Statistics 

In order to continue with the analysis and testing of the hypotheses, frequency scores on 

all subscales outlined in Table 2 were calculated to create a total score for each participant.  A 

correlation analysis was also performed with these variables to examine the relationships 

between the individual pairs of measures used in this study.  Table 3 presents the means, 

standard deviations, and correlation coefficients among the main variables of the study.  Table 3 

shows that most of the correlation coefficients for well-being variables are statistically 

significant at the .01 or .05 level, with a weak-to-moderate positive relationship between the 

different measures of psychological and subjective well-being and early social support.  The 

highest correlations are found among the CASSS variables, where ‘Classmates CASSS’ was 

strongly positively correlated with ‘Close Friend CASSS’ (r = .69, p < .01) and ‘Teacher CASSS’ 

(r = .65, p < .01).  Considering adolescents are at the developmental stage when they look to 

their peers and other influential adults for school safety more than to their parents/family 

(Brown, 1990; Cortes & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2014; Rigby & Bagshaw, 2003; Wigfield et al., 

2006), the high correlation among these three variables of social support are to be expected.  In 

addition, there was a moderately positive relationship between the SWLS measure and ‘Positive 
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Affect’ (r = .52, p < .01) and a moderately negative relationship between the SWLS measure and 

‘Negative Affect’ (r = -.57, p < .01).  This correlation is consistent with previous research that has 

supported the notion that high satisfaction with life is related to more positive, and less negative, 

emotions (e.g., Diener, 1984; Diener & Lucas, 1999; Pavot & Diener, 2013).  

Testing of the Hypotheses   

Three research questions and four hypotheses were investigated.   

Research question one.  What is the difference in reported early peer victimization 

between honors college students (gifted) and non-honors college students (not-gifted)?  This 

research question focused on comparing the frequency of early peer victimization experiences 

between gifted and not-gifted college students.  The corresponding hypothesis to this research 

question indicated that gifted students would report significantly more early experiences with 

peer victimization than not-gifted students.  A chi-square test of independence was performed to 

examine differences in reported early experiences of victimization between gifted and not-gifted 

students.   

The results indicated in Table 4 show that there is no significant difference in reported 

overall experience of peer victimization between gifted and not-gifted college students (i.e., 

whether a student was classified as a victim of bullying or not).  However, entering three dummy 

variables into the analysis allowed for the exploration of differences in three reported types of 

bullying experienced at school.  As depicted in Table 4, there is a significant relationship 

between giftedness and relational bullying, X2 (1, N = 146) = 5.57, p = .02.  The number of 

participants who reported early experiences of relational bullying was larger in the gifted group 

than those in the not-gifted group.  Gifted students were more likely to experience 
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Table 3. 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Coefficients for Scale Measure Variables 

 

 

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level;  

*Correlation is significant at .05 level  

 

 

Variable Mean SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 

1. SWLS 23.77 7.09 - .52** -.57** -.03* .03 -.17* -.40** -.12 .37** .43** .41** .44** .41** 

2. Positive-

PANAS 
35.39 7.98 .52** - -.22** .19* .12 -.13 -.08 -.13 .35** .41** .47** .45** .38** 

3. Negative-

PANAS 
23.82 8.32 -.57** -.22** - .13 .09 .14 .32** .17* -.21* -.36** -.30** -.28** -.22** 

4. Autonomy 

RPWB 
35.69 3.79 -.03 .19* .13 - .46** .37** .45** .26** .35** .08 -.09 .03 -.07 

5. Environment 

Mastery RPWB 
35.90 3.69 .03 .12 .09 .46** - .29** .45** .29** .33** .17* .001 .04 -.01 

6. Personal 

Growth RPWB 
30.38 3.66 -.17* -.13 .14 .37** .29** - .31** .49** .14 -.10 -.27** -.15 -.09 

7. Personal 

Relations RPWB 
35.83 5.96 -.40** -.08 .32** .45** .45** .31** - .22 .02 -.10 -.21* -.31** -.36** 

8. Purpose in 

Life RPWB 
28.12 4.15 -.12 -.13 .17* .26** .29** .49** .22** - .27** -.09 -.25** -.07 -.04 

9. Self-

Acceptance 

RPWB 

34.88 4.51 .37** .35** -.21* .35** .33** .14 .02 .27** - .31** .23** .25** .24** 

10. Parent 

CASSS 
49.47 13.11 .43** .41** -.36** .08 .17* -.10 -.10 -.09 .31** - .49** .49** .43** 

11. Teacher 

CASSS 
51.41 11.35 .41** .47** -.30** -.09 .001 -.27** -.21* -.25** .23** .49** - .65** .56** 

12.Classmate 

CASSS 
42.32 11.46 .44** .45** -.28** .03 .04 -.15 -.31** -.07 .25** .49** .65** - 

. 
69** 

 

13. Close Friend 

CASSS 50.33 13.22 .41** .38** -.22** -.07 -.01 -.09 -.36** -.04 .24** .43** .56** .69** - 
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relational bullying (79.5%) than not-gifted students (61.8%).  No statistically significant group 

differences were found for reported experiences of physical and verbal forms of bullying.  

Therefore, these findings provide partial support for H1, and indicate that gifted students 

reported significantly more early experiences of relational bullying than not-gifted students.     

Research question two.  What is the relationship between early experiences of peer 

victimization and later well-being of gifted and not-gifted college students, with respect to age, 

gender, and ethnicity differences?  The subsequent hypotheses were that students who reported 

more frequent early experiences of peer victimization would report a lower sense of well-being 

(H2) and that there would be a statistically significant difference among the variables of early 

experiences of victimization and later well-being by age, gender, and ethnicity (H3).  Due to the 

numerous correlated dependent variables representing participants’ well-being shown in Table 3  

Table 4. 

Results of a Chi-Square Test of Independence 

Variable Group N df χ² Percentage p-value 

Early Bullying 

Experiences 

Gifted 78 

1 .12 

32.1% 

 
29.4% 

 

.73 Non-gifted 68 

Physical Bullying 

Gifted 78 

1 1.59 

24.4% 

 
33.8% 

 

.21 Non-gifted 68 

Verbal Bullying 

Gifted 78 

1 1.59 

75.6% 

 
66.2% 

 

.21 Non-gifted 68 

Relational Bullying 

Gifted 78 

1 5.57 

79.5% 

 
61.8% 

 

.02 Non-gifted 68 
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(i.e., SWLS, Positive Affect, Negative Affect, and six measures of RPWB), a one-way 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to examine the association 

between students’ frequency of early peer victimization and later well-being.  Results showed 

that Wilk’s Lambda statistic is not significant [Wilk’s Ʌ = .59, F(9, 36) = 1.49, p = .17, partial η2 

= .23], indicating that there are no significant differences in reported well-being among students 

with varied recurrence of experiences of peer victimization.   The results for between-subjects 

test effects, as shown in Table 5, furthermore support the aforementioned statement by 

demonstrating that the relationship between the frequency of early experiences of peer  

 

Table 5. 

Results of a One-Way MANOVA Test 

Independent 
Variable 

Dependent Variable F df p-value 
Partial Eta 
Squared 

Frequency of 

early bullying 

experiences at 

school 

SWLS .86 4 .49 .02 

Positive Affect .52 4 .72 .01 

Negative Affect .80 4 .53 .01 

Autonomy RPWB 1.01 4 .41 .02 

Environment 
Mastery RPWB 

.28 4 .89 .01 

Personal Growth 
RPWB 

.48 4 .75 .00 

Positive Relations 
RPWB 

1.68 4 .16 .03 

Purpose in Life 
RPWB 

.52 4 .72 .01 

Self-Acceptance 
RPWB 

.42 4 .79 .01 
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victimization and later well-being was insignificant on all well-being outcome measures.  

Therefore, these findings provide no support for H2.  

The third hypothesis (H3) was examined by conducting a set of one-way MANCOVA 

procedures.  Specifically, in addition to the fixed variables ‘Gifted/Not-Gifted’ and ‘Experience 

with Bullying’, variables ‘Age’, ‘Gender’, and ‘Ethnicity’ were added as covariate factors to 

investigate whether or not the variation in well-being scores was different for gifted versus not-

gifted students with experiences of peer victimization when controlling for these demographic 

variables.  The multivariate effects were significant by participant’s ethnicity (Wilk’s Λ = .87, 

F(9, 131) = 2.06, p = .04, partial η2 = .12) and bullying experience (Wilk’s Λ = .87, F(9, 131) = 

2.20, p = .03, partial η2 = .13), indicating variation in the well-being scores among participants of 

different ethnic backgrounds and varied early experiences of peer victimization.  However, there 

was no significant difference in well-being scores for student participants of different ages, male 

and female participants, as well as gifted versus not-gifted students. 

 Table 6 below depicts results obtained from conducting univariate tests to examine the 

significant differences in well-being variables across ethnic groups and student participants with 

early experiences of peer victimization.  As shown in Table 6, tests demonstrated that there are 

significant differences among participants from ethnic backgrounds in the total SWLS scores (F 

= 6.72, df = (1, 131), p = .01, partial η2 = .05) and ‘Negative Affect’ scores (F = 10.75, df = (1, 

131), p =.00, partial η2 = .07).  Tamhane post-hoc tests showed that White/Caucasian (M = 24.64, 

SD = 6.95) and Black/African-American (M = 24.74, SD = 5.52) participants reported 

significantly higher life satisfaction scores than Asian /Pacific Islander participants (M = 15.60, 

SD = 7.83).  Similarly, Asian/Pacific Islander participants reported significantly higher scores of 

‘Negative Affect’ (M = 34.60, SD = 6.12) than White/Caucasian (M = 22.14, SD = 7.95) and 
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Black/African-American participants (M = 24.05, SD = 8.26).  There were no significant findings 

for students who identified as Hispanic/Latino, Native American, Multiracial, or Other. 

With respect to early experiences of peer victimization, the results of the univariate tests 

indicated that students who experienced peer victimization reported significantly higher scores of 

‘Negative Affect’ (F = 6.35, df = (1, 131), p = .01, partial η2 = .04) and lower scores on 

‘Autonomy RPWB’ (F = 5.40, df = (1, 131), p = .02, partial η2 = .04), ‘Personal Growth RPWB’ 

(F = 5.80, df = (1, 131), p = .02, partial η2 = .04) and ‘Positive Relations with Others RPWB’ (F 

= 13.26, df = (1, 131), p = .00, partial η2 = .09) in their current lives as compared to participants 

who did not report any early experiences with peer victimization.  In general, these results 

provide partial support to H3 since only ‘Ethnicity’ and ‘Bullying Experience’ variables 

contributed to statistically significant differences in well-being among gifted and not-gifted 

student participants. 

Research question three.  Does early social support serve to moderate the relationship 

between early peer victimization and later well-being in gifted and not-gifted students?  The 

supporting hypothesis (H4) posited that early social support would moderate the relationship 

between early peer victimization and later well-being.  A two-way MANOVA procedure was 

conducted to be able to understand whether or not the effect of early experiences of peer 

victimization on later well-being is dependent on the early perception of social support provided 

by parents, teachers, classmates, and close friends.  The results of the MANOVA test 

demonstrate that all four social support variables entered together into the analysis were not 

statistically significant in moderating the relationship between early peer victimization and well-

being outcomes.  In other words, there are no significant interaction effects between ‘Parent 

Support’ and ‘Bullying Experience’, between ‘Teacher Support’ and ‘Bullying Experience’, 
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between ‘Classmate Support’ and ‘Bullying Experience’, and between ‘Close Friend Support’ 

and ‘Bullying Experience’. 

 
Table 6. 

Results of One-way MANCOVA for ‘Ethnicity’ and ‘Bullying Experience’ 
Independent 

variable 
Dependent Variable F df p-value Partial Eta 

Squared 

 

 

 

 

 

Ethnicity 

SWLS 6.72 1 .01 .05 

Positive Affect .32 1 .58 .00 

Negative Affect  10.75 1 .00 .07 

Autonomy RPWB .79 1 .38 .01 

Environm. Mastery 
RPWB 

1.09 1 .30 .01 

Personal Growth RPWB .07 1 .80 .00 

Pos. Relations RPWB 206 1 .15 .02 

Purpose in Life RPWB 1.01 1 .32 .01 

Self-Acceptance RPWB 1.00 1 .32 .01 

 

 

 

 

 

Bullying 

Experience 

SWLS 3.43 1 .07 .02 

Positive Affect .01 1 .93 .00 

Negative Affect  6.35 1 .01 .04 

Autonomy RPWB 5.40 1 .02 .04 

Environm. Mastery 
RPWB 

.79 1 .38 .01 

Personal Growth RPWB 5.80 1 .02 .04 

Pos. Relations RPWB 13.26 1 .00 .09 

Purpose in Life RPWB 2.02 1 .16 .01 

Self-Acceptance RPWB .12 1 .73 .00 
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  However, when taking a closer look at the results of the tests of between-subjects effects 

shown in Table 7, one is able to examine all of the individual interaction effects between early 

social support and well-being variables.  As depicted in Table 7, three statistically significant 

interaction effects were found between bullying experience and teacher’s support on one’s sense 

of autonomy (F = 3.86, p = .03, partial η2 = .11) and self-acceptance later in life (F = 3.86, p = 

.03, partial η2 = .11), and between bullying experience and close friend’s support on one’s 

satisfaction with life later in adulthood (F = 3.86, p = .03, partial η2 = .11).  In other words, the 

moderating effect of teacher’s support indicates that the influence of early peer victimization on 

an individual’s sense of autonomy and self-acceptance later in life is dependent on the early 

perceptions of social support from the teacher.   

Table 7. 

Interaction Effects of Two-Way MANOVA Tests 

Interaction Effects Dependent Variable F df p-value Partial Eta 
Squared 

 

 

 

 

 

Bullying 

Experience*Parent 

Support 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SWLS 2.43 21 .73 .18 

Positive Affect .98 21 .49 .22 

Negative Affect 4.27 21 .45 .22 

Autonomy RPWB 1.31 21 .78 .18 

Environm. Mastery 
RPWB 

.10 21 .98 .11 

Personal Growth 
RPWB 

.73 21 .66 .19 

Personal Relations 
RPWB 

6.41 21 .48 .22 
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Purpose in Life RPWB 

 

 

.01 

 

 

21 

 

 

.89 

 

 

.15 

Self-Acceptance 
RPWB 

.01 21 .91 .14 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bullying 

Experience*Teacher 

Support 

 

 

SWLS 1.61 19 .07 .27 

Positive Affect .84 19 .65 .16 

Negative Affect .83 19 .66 .16 

Autonomy RPWB 1.80 19 .04 .29 

Environm. Mastery 
RPWB 

.72 19 .79 .14 

Personal Growth 
RPWB 

.97 19 .51 .19 

Personal Relations 
RPWB 

1.13 19 .34 .21 

Purpose in Life RPWB .79 19 .71 .16 

Self-Acceptance 

RPWB 

1.80 19 .04 .30 

 

 

 

 

Bullying 

Experience*Classmates 

Support 

 

 

 

SWLS 1.06 18 .41 .18 

Positive Affect 1.05 18 .41 .18 

Negative Affect .91 18 .57 .16 

Autonomy RPWB .75 18 .76 .14 

Environm. Mastery 
RPWB 

.81 18 .69 .15 

Personal Growth 
RPWB 

 

.38 18 .98 .17 

     

Table 7 - continued 

Interaction Effects of Two-Way MANOVA Tests_________________________________________ 
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Personal Relations 
RPWB 

 

1.25 

 

18 

 

.24 

 

.21 

Purpose in Life RPWB 1.05 18 .42 .18 

Self-Acceptance 
RPWB 

.81 18 .68 .15 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bullying 

Experience*Close 

Friend Support 

SWLS 2.09 19 .01 .33 

Positive Affect 1.13 19 .34 .21 

Negative Affect 1.06 19 .40 .19 

Autonomy RPWB 1.03 19 .44 .19 

Environm. Mastery 
RPWB 

.93 19 .55 .18 

Personal Growth 
RPWB 

.68 19 .83 .14 

Personal Relations 
RPWB 

.81 19 .69 .16 

Purpose in Life RPWB .81 19 .69 .16 

Self-Acceptance 
RPWB 

.94 19 .54 .18 

 

Likewise, the moderating effect of close friend’s support suggests that the influence of early peer 

victimization on an individual’s sense of life satisfaction is shaped by the perceived social 

support provided by close friends.  Overall, these results of the two-way MANOVA procedures 

provide partial support for the final hypothesis. 

Power analyses.  G*Power 3.1.3 (Faul & Erdfelder, 1992; Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & 

Buchner, 2007) was utilized to examine observed power and effect sizes of the current 

Table 7 continued –  

Interaction Effects of Two-Way MANOVA Tests_________________________________________ 
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investigation based on 146 participants in the final sample.  Post-hoc tests for chi-square tests 

examining group differences in peer victimization were conducted.  The main results with a 

medium effect size set at 0.3 and α = .05, an observed power of .95 was obtained.  Additionally, 

post-hoc tests were performed for the one-way MANCOVA analyses.  Large effect sizes for 

SWLS and NA for ethnicity (η2 = .05, .07, respectively) with an α at .01 and .00, respectively.  

Observed power was 1.0, suggesting unlikely Type I error.  Finally, post-hoc tests were 

conducted for the two-way MANOVA tests. Medium to large effect sizes were found for the 

relationships between bullying experience and teacher support on autonomy, bullying experience 

and teacher support on self-acceptance, and bullying experience and classmate support on life 

satisfaction, with α at .04, .04., and .01, respectively.  Observed power was 1.0 for all three 

relationships. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The present study examined the relationship between early experiences of peer 

victimization and later subjective and psychological well-being among honors college students.  

A vast number of empirical studies have recognized the importance of peer relationships in the 

social and emotional development of adolescents.  Not only do they serve as a protective factor 

against adverse events (Hodges et al., 1997; Kendrick et al., 2012), peers help to shape an 

individual’s self-concept, self-esteem, overall functioning (Hodges et al., 1997; Kendrick et al., 

2012; Wentzel, 2009).  On the contrary, negative peer relationships may contribute to the 

internalizing and externalizing issues observed in other adolescents.  With the growing attention 

given to reports of school shootings, suicide, and other heinous acts of violence in today’s media 

(e.g., Blackman & Newman, 1995; National School Safety and Security Services, 2005; Rigby, 

2002) and the linkage to acts of peer victimization in some situations (National Conference of 

State Legislatures, 2008; Spivak & Prothrow-Stith, 2001; Vossekuil et al., 2002), researchers and 

interventionists need to be looking more closely at the effects of bullying behaviors.   

Underestimated at one point in time, more researchers are now exploring the 

phenomenon of bullying among special populations in more detail, especially with gifted 

individuals.  Though the rate of peer victimization is reportedly similar between gifted and non-

gifted adolescents (Neihart et al., 2015), researchers recognize that gifted individuals tend to be 

more susceptible to victimization due to their talents and abilities, have higher propensity for 

emotional sensitivity (Peterson & Ray, 2006; Webb, 2004), and are often disregarded by other 

adults (Peterson, 2006).  Thus, more researchers have focused more on the social and emotional 

development of this special group (e.g., Peairs, Pfeiffer, 2013; Pfeiffer & Stocking, 2000; 



119 

 

Robinson, 2008).  However, there are few studies that have examined the effects of peer 

victimization experiences on the adjustment of gifted individuals (e.g., Furlong et al., 2003; Peter 

& Bains, 2011; Saintil, 2012). 

A review of the literature from Chapter 2 identifies group similarities between gifted 

adolescents and their not-gifted peers in the effects of victimization on well-being, including low 

assertiveness and self-esteem (Rigby, 2003), anxiety and depression (Rodkin & Hodges, 2003), 

absenteeism or dropping out of school, and underachievement (Neihart, 2006; Rigby, 1995).  

Acknowledging the dearth of research examining the long-term effects of early victimization on 

well-being in the gifted population, this investigation sought to contribute to the gifted literature 

by exploring this area further.  One pertinent variable that relates to the adjustment of victimized 

individuals include social support.  Several researchers have attested to the central role that 

social support plays in the protection from daily life stressors (e.g., Demaray et al., 2005; 

Malecki & Demaray, 2002; Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010).   

Therefore, the aims of this study were twofold.  The primary purpose was to explore the 

differences between peer victimization and well-being among gifted (honors college) and not-

gifted (non-honors college) students.  This study also served to evaluate the role of early social 

support in moderating the relationship between peer victimization and well-being.  The goal of 

the current chapter is to provide a discussion of the obtained findings for all research questions of 

the current study, inferences of the results, limitations of the findings, and considerations for 

future research and clinical practice.  In spite of the limited existing empirical research on the 

long-term impact of peer victimization on well-being in the gifted over time, the following were 

hypothesized: (1) gifted students would report more early experiences of peer victimization than 

their not-gifted peers; (2) early experiences of victimization would be related to later well-being;  
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(3) there would be a significant difference among the variables of early experiences of 

victimization and later well-being by age, gender, and ethnicity; and (4) early social support 

would moderate the relationship between victimization and later well-being. 

Bivariate correlation analyses showed that most of the relationships between well-being 

and early social support were significant.  The relationship between classmate and close friend 

support with classmate and teacher support were found to be the most significant of the social 

support subscales.  Interestingly enough, parent social support had the least significant 

relationships with well-being.  This finding aligns with previous views that the importance of 

parental support tends to decline as children enter into the stage of adolescence (e.g., Claes, 

2003; Crosnoe & Johnson, 2011; Mounts, 2000).  Furthermore, it is likely that students view the 

support of classmates, close friends, and teachers as more critical towards their adjustment as 

they are more present in the school environment than parents.   

To respond to the research questions, a chi-square test of independence, a one-way 

MANOVA, and one-way MANCOVA were performed utilizing data obtained from honors and 

non-honors college students attending a four-year university in the Southeastern region of the 

United States.  Students completed an online questionnaire that assessed their early experiences 

of peer victimization, current well-being, and early sources of support.  Though findings did not 

support the hypothesis that gifted students would report more early experiences of peer 

victimization than not-gifted students, the results are still consistent with previous researchers 

that did not find any group differences in victimization experiences during childhood and 

adolescence (e.g., Peairs, 2010; Peters & Bain, 2011).  It should be noted, however, that gifted 

students reported significantly more experiences of early relational bullying than not-gifted 

students, providing partial support to the hypothesis.  These results were not expected as there 
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has been general agreement in the literature that verbal bullying is the most common form of 

peer victimization (Carbone-Lopez et al., 2010).  Additionally, the gifted researchers have 

indicated that gifted individuals often experience forms of physical and verbal bullying, such as 

teasing (e.g., Bishop et al., 2004; Cross, 2005; Saintil, 2012).  It is not clear why physical and 

verbal forms of victimization were not significantly related to later well-being in the current 

study.  However, it is likely that relational bullying may be gaining more recognition for its 

greater influence on social adjustment over time, similar to the phenomenon of cyberbullying.    

An alternative explanation to the increased report in relational bullying may be related to 

some programs that require children and adolescents to be pulled out of the general classroom 

for special instruction (e.g., AP or IB courses).  These particular programs may further ostracize 

gifted students from their other classmates who perceive this group as receiving special attention.  

Additionally, the gifted literature includes support for personality characteristics exclusive to 

academically gifted students with high IQ (e.g., “geeky” “nerdy” or “awkward”; Cross, 2005).  

According to Cross (2005), “nerds” are generally considered socially inadequate, shy or 

overbearing, smart, and probably too smart.  Furthermore, “nerds” were also believed to be 

highly involved in their academic endeavors, physically weak, uninteresting, unnecessary to 

society, and ultimately undesirable.  Gifted students who possess some or all of these traits may 

be more likely to be excluded from other groups in the classroom than those that may possess 

little to none of these qualities. It would be interesting to see if different themes in well-being 

emerge for gifted students exhibiting high IQ.  Also, considering that researchers have identified 

some gifted students as having a higher propensity for emotional sensitivity, one should also 

consider the possibility that some gifted students may be hypersensitive to social behaviors 

generally exhibited by others.  
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Early peer victimization was not significantly related to later well-being in this sample of 

college-age gifted and not-gifted students as previous researchers have commonly found an 

association between these variables (e.g., Copeland et al., 2013; Rosen et al., 2012; Takizawa et 

al., 2014).  However, when ‘age’, ‘gender’, and ‘ethnicity’ were entered as covariate factors, 

results indicated that White/Caucasian and Black/African-American students were significantly 

more satisfied with life than Asian/Pacific Islander students.  As a matter of fact, Asian/Pacific 

Islander college students showed more negative affect than White/Caucasian and Black/African-

American college students.  There were no significant findings for individuals belonging to the 

other racial/ethnic groups.   

Though the results provide partial support to the stated hypothesis, the outcome does not 

align with previous racial/ethnic themes in well-being.   Specifically, previous researchers have 

shown that White/Caucasian individuals possess a higher sense of SWB than Black/African-

American individuals (Kapteyn et al., 2015; Thoits & Hewitt, 2001) and that Hispanic/Latino 

individuals typically demonstrate a higher sense of SWB than Asian/Pacific Islander and 

White/Caucasian individuals (Eid & Diener, 2001; Kapteyn et al., 2015; Luttmer, 2005; Tov & 

Diener, 2013).  However, it is not surprising that Asian/Pacific Islander students reported less 

positive affect as they have been reported in prior studies to exhibit less positive emotions (Eid & 

Diener, 2001; Tov & Diener, 2013).  The results regarding ethnic differences in well-being 

should be interpreted with caution, however, considering there were only five Asian student 

participants in the sample.  Considering that nearly 25% of the current study’s participants were 

Hispanic/Latino and that no significant relationships were observed, in addition to the other 

mixed racial/ethnic results, caution should be exercised before overgeneralizing these findings to 

gifted college students from varying racial/ethnic backgrounds.   
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Finally, findings of the present study did not support the expectation that social support 

would moderate the association between early experiences of peer victimization and later well-

being among college students.  Interestingly enough, however, when closely examining all 

individual interaction effects between social support and well-being, findings indicated that early 

victimized students who perceived having teacher support during their earlier years showed a 

higher sense of autonomy and self-acceptance during early adulthood.  These findings are 

consistent with the literature.  Considering that adolescents spend the majority of their day in the 

classroom (Eccles & Harold, 1993; Horstmanshof, Punch, & Creed, 2008), it is of no surprise 

that support from teachers is influential towards an individual’s sense of well-being later in life.  

Maintaining a close and positive relationship with nonfamilial adults, like school teachers, 

provides a sense of protection from negative life events and decreases the likelihood of students 

being involved with peer victimization (Cortes & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2014; Rigby & Bagshaw, 

2003). 

Results also showed that early victimized students who perceived having support from 

their close friends were more satisfied with life as an adult.  The moderating effect of perceived 

social support from early close friendships provides a twofold piece of support to the literature.  

First, many previous studies have supported the relationship between early close friendships to 

later positive social adjustment (i.e., Bagwell et al., 1998; Bagwell, Schmidt, Newcomb, & 

Bukowski, 2001; Demir & Ӧzdemir, 2010).  Second, the literature has shown general agreement 

for peer support providing victimized children and adolescents with a higher sense of life 

satisfaction than those that did not have such support (i.e., Guhn, Schonert-Reichl, Gadermann, 

Hymel, & Hertzman, 2013; Kochenderfer & Ladd 1996).   
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Limitations of the Study 

 Despite some of the significant findings, the present study consisted of several limitations 

that should be considered while interpreting the results. This section will focus on this study’s 

limitations related to sampling, measures, and data analyses. 

Limitations in Sampling   

In lieu of utilizing a random sample, a sample of convenience was used for the current 

study.  Therefore, the obtained findings can only be suggested, not applied, for a larger 

population.  Additionally, the sample was comprised of individuals mainly between the ages of 

18-22 attending a four-year university in the Southeastern region of the United States.  Though 

the premises of this study entailed examining college students, findings were limited to 

individuals with similar demographic information and excluded the experiences of older 

individuals, individuals that may have attended a two-year college, and those from other regions 

of the country that may be considered more rural in culture.  However, limiting the age range 

was deliberate, as this decision helped to exclude age as a confounding variable of the study and 

to further explore the trends of well-being in a young adult sample functioning in a college 

environment.   

In the current study, male students also appeared to be underrepresented across groups 

(nfemale = 89, nmale = 57), which limits generalizability primarily to female college students.  

Considering that adolescent boys are expected to exhibit more instances of physical forms of 

bullying, it is likely that the disproportionate gender ratio contributed to the lack of significant 

findings related to physical bullying.  Furthermore, while all college students included in the 

gifted (honors college) sample indicated that they obtained high school GPAs at or above 3.7 and 

ranked at least in the top 10% of their high school class, not requiring high school transcripts 
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made it difficult to verify the accuracy of participant responses.  Future studies may benefit from 

including collaboration with university officials to verify previous records of academic 

achievement.  Lastly, 88 out of 250 college students either did not provide any responses or 

complete the survey in its entirety.  Due to the homogeneity of the sample, it was difficult to 

ascertain characteristic differences between students who did and did not complete the survey.        

Limitations in the Measures   

In addition to sampling limitations, assessment concerns are noteworthy.  Self-report 

measures were utilized to gather information regarding students’ early experiences of bullying 

and perceived social support, along with current well-being.  Response bias may present as an 

issue if participants responded in a socially desirable manner in an attempt to mask any potential 

negative early and current experiences, potentially skewing the obtained findings.  Additionally, 

gathering retrospective data may introduce issues with recalling early exposure to potentially 

traumatizing experiences, such as peer victimization.   

Another noted limitation relates to the definition of bullying included in the Retrospective 

Bullying Questionnaire (RBQ) and participants’ potential interpretation of behaviors that warrant 

the label of bullying.  As previously discussed in Chapter 2, some individuals may not have a 

clear understanding of what constitutes an act of bullying.  The RBQ described bullying as an 

intentional hurtful behavior that may be physical or psychological in nature and often repeated 

and characterized by power inequality.  For an individual to be considered a victim of bullying, 

they would have had to indicate the frequency of the behavior occurring, at a minimum, 

“sometimes” and the intensity of the behavior being, at least, “quite serious.”  However, this 

definition and following criteria for victimization may still have been viewed as subjective in 

nature and unclear.  Specifically, while some students may have indicated that they rarely 
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experienced an act of bullying, they may have perceived the intensity of the act as either “quite 

serious” or “extremely serious” and the duration of the act being over a period of “months” or “a 

year or more.”  Additionally, the intensity of the response categories is not clear.  For example, 

student participants may have found it difficult to discern whether or not two versus four 

incidents of victimization is perceived as “quite serious”.  As previously indicated, only two 

studies in the United States have utilized the RBQ and only reported on test-retest reliability.  No 

additional information was provided on inter-rater reliability or internal consistency reliability.   

Future studies regarding peer victimization may benefit from focusing attention on the 

conceptualization of bullying.  One possible solution is to assign numerical response variables to 

classify the frequency and intensity of behaviors (e.g. “1 or 2 times” to indicate rarely and “5 

times or more” to indicate constantly experiencing an act of bullying).  Providing participants 

with clear anchors may increase the likelihood of obtaining more significant group findings 

regarding early experiences of peer victimization. 

The terminology utilized to describe participants not included in the gifted sample (i.e., 

“not-gifted) is also noteworthy.  This researcher’s interest in describing the groups of this study 

as “gifted” and “not-gifted” are supported by the second perspective of the tripartite model of 

giftedness.  However, concerns regarding labeling an un-identified student as “not-gifted” come 

with ramifications for potentially minimizing talents of and excluding learning opportunities for 

some students.  Researchers have recognized the potential harm in labeling students (e.g., Berlin, 

2009; Moulton, Moulton, Housewright, & Bailey, 1998).  Future researchers may want to be 

more cautious in how they define giftedness by potentially using terms that are perceived as less 

pejorative and carry less “baggage” (e.g., “honors vs. non-honors college students). 
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Additionally, exploring the moderating effect of other components related to later well-

being outcomes have been limited in the literature.  Future empirical research considering other 

variables, (e.g., twice-exceptionality – the coexistence of a disability and giftedness, resiliency, 

early parenting styles, and the interconnectedness of early social support systems) may be 

warranted to better understand additional contributions to the relationship between early peer 

victimization and well-being. 

Limitations in the Data Analyses   

With respect to the 2nd hypothesis (i.e., Students who report more frequent early 

experiences of peer victimization will report a lower sense of well-being), the RBQ’s capture of 

the frequency of experiences of bullying ranged in response options from ‘Never’ to 

‘Constantly’.  However, the insignificance of obtained results is most likely due to extremely 

uneven group sizes for each response category.  Specifically, the majority of student participants 

responded ‘Never’ or ‘Rarely’ with only a slight few indicating that they were ‘Often’ or 

‘Constantly’ victimized.  This patterning of responses across groups makes it difficult to conduct 

strong statistical analyses.  Full support for the second hypothesis may have been obtained if 

there were different response categories, such as with numerical values, to capture the frequency 

and intensity of early victimization experiences.  Despite the uneven numbers reported in the 

response categories, partial support was still obtained for the relationship between early 

experiences of peer victimization and later well-being. 

Implications 

 Based on the information obtained from the current research, several implications 

regarding theoretical frameworks, future research, and clinical practice are provided in this 

section. 
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Theory Development and Research 

The theoretical principles that influenced the need for conducting the current study were 

previously discussed [i.e., social information processing theory (SIP) and the ecological model of 

development].  Exploring the moderating effect of early perceived social support on the 

relationship between early peer victimization and later well-being further strengthens 

Bronfenbrenner’s theory that direct systems influence the development of an individual (e.g., 

Espelage & Swearer, 2004; Hong & Espelage, 2012; Swearer & Doll, 2001; Swearer, Espelage, 

Vaillancourt, & Hymel, 2012).  More specifically, the results of the current investigation suggest 

that victimized students’ adjustment later in life is most influenced by the early relationships 

within the school environment.  Regarding the experiences of gifted students, being enrolled in 

pull-out programs was previously presented in this chapter as a potential factor for experiences 

with relational bullying.  However, it is also likely that special education programs may serve as 

an additional direct influence in the microsystem for gifted students, where the support from 

other students with similar abilities is perceived.  Given that most studies focus on how direct 

sources of social support influence later development, future studies would benefit from further 

exploring indirect sources (e.g., community support).  Moreover, more study of the 

interconnectedness of the direct sources of support is recommended.  While the current study 

found that support from close friends and teachers moderated the relationship between 

experiences of bullying and well-being, it would be interesting to see how the working 

relationship among parents, teachers, close friends, and classmates further affects the well-being 

of previously victimized students.  Due to the nature of the current study, more emphasis was 

placed on the investigation of external influences of gifted college students’ early and current 

environment.  As a result, the focus on the internal influences depicted by Dodge’s SIP model 
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was not greatly highlighted in the investigation.  However, after taking a closer look at the 

findings, it is safe to suggest that students that utilized favorable behavioral responses (i.e., 

seeking social support) may be identified.  Additional research studies that gear towards the 

process of receiving social cues from experiences of peer victimization and behavioral responses 

are warranted. 

  Another limitation of the research relates to the lack of prior research studies linking the 

same variables used in the present investigation that would allow for comparison.  The absence 

of longitudinal studies regarding the well-being of gifted college students over time makes it 

difficult to be able to generalize many of the findings in the current study.  As more evidence is 

gathered in future studies, claims regarding the impact of peer victimization on the well-being of 

gifted individuals over time can be made with more assurance.  Furthermore, as previously 

discussed, researchers would also benefit from conceptualizing behaviors labeled as bullying to 

assist research participants to better understand their previous experiences and to obtain more 

accurate data regarding the phenomenon of bullying.  Future studies examining the relationship 

between early peer victimization and later well-being may also benefit from controlling for other 

potential traumatic events that may contribute to different well-being outcomes (e.g., the 

witnessing of domestic violence/shooting incidents, the sudden death of a parent/caregiver, 

neglect, or sexual abuse).   

Policy 

 Recognizing that gifted students report significantly high frequencies of peer 

victimization suggests that educational school boards may not be effectively enforcing policies 

set forth by education acts intended to create and maintain least restrictive environments, such as 

Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
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(IDEA).  These acts indicate that school officials are obligated to maintain safe environments for 

learning and that bullying behaviors are a direct violation of FAPE (Yell & Crockett, 2011).  

School districts would benefit from reviewing their disciplinary procedures in addressing 

bullying behaviors to maintain full compliance with the policies of the US Department of 

Education.   

Clinical Practice   

Despite the limitations present in the current investigation, results do suggest that many 

college students, in general, have had early experiences of peer victimization.  Therefore, these 

findings may potentially have implications for mental health professionals that often provide 

clinical services to populations that have endured future hardships related to early bullying 

experiences.  Clinicians may be more aware of the subtleties of bullying experiences, such as 

type, frequency, or effect on later adjustment.   

Considering that teachers and close friends during early childhood and adolescence had 

the most influence on well-being during adulthood, clinicians working with youth may want to 

focus intervention strategies towards involving these sources of support in the treatment plan.  

Many college campuses provide counseling to students in need of services to help cope with 

common life stressors.  Including more resources that assist with coping with these stressors 

(e.g., early experiences of victimization) may help students to identify additional sources of 

support towards their sense of well-being.   

 While this study did not show significant group differences in early experiences of peer 

victimization between gifted and not-gifted students, previous researchers still acknowledge that 

gifted individuals have a greater inclination towards emotional distress from social difficulties 

(e.g., Peterson & Ray, 2006; Webb, 2004).  Mental health professionals may also focus attention 



131 

 

towards early sources of support as a way to help address and process any negative views that 

have been formed from early childhood/adolescence to move towards a healthier sense of well-

being and continued talent development.  

Teachers, Peers, & Parents  

 Implications for teachers, peers, and parents are also provided.  Results from the current 

investigation indicate that the perception of social support is influential towards well-being later 

in life, especially with teachers and peers.  However, parental social support was found to have 

the least significant relationships with well-being.  Though the literature recognizes that the 

importance of parental support declines as children enter adolescence (i.e., Claes, 2003; Crosnoe 

& Johnson, 2011; Mounts, 2000), increasing collaboration between parents and influences in the 

school environment (e.g., teachers, classmates, and close friends) may help to foster the social 

development of gifted students and decrease frequency rates of peer victimization.  Researchers 

(e.g., Bagwell et al., 1998; Pederson et al., 2007) have indicated that friendships during 

elementary and middle school are related to fewer instances of peer rejection.  Based on this 

finding, a victimized student who perceives social support from a close friend who has not 

experienced victimization may be able to obtain assistance in navigating through adverse peer 

relations. 

Conclusion 

 The current study examined the relationship between early experiences of peer 

victimization and subjective/psychological well-being during early adulthood.  Additionally, this 

researcher sought to explore the role that early sources of perceived support has on this 

relationship.  In spite of obtaining partial support for the formed hypotheses of this study, 

findings still showed that gifted students experienced significantly more early experiences of 
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relational bullying than not-gifted students and that students with early experiences of peer 

victimization reported a lower sense of well-being in their present lives than those without such 

early experiences.  Perceived early social support was also related to well-being during early 

adulthood.  Specifically, results indicate that the influence of early experiences of peer 

victimization on an individual’s sense of autonomy, self-acceptance, and life satisfaction during 

young adulthood may be dependent on early social support from teachers and close friends, 

respectively.   

 It is apparent that peer victimization is an issue in the school environment.  Results from 

the current study provide a greater understanding for the potential impact that early adverse peer 

relations have on adjustment during adulthood.  Findings also highlight the importance of 

identifying factors, similar to social support, that contribute to the variations in well-being as 

adolescents learn to transition to a new social environment, such as a college campus.  The 

current investigation contributes to the bullying literature by adding to the body of knowledge 

that emphasizes the impact on well-being of college students in a longitudinal, though 

retrospective, review.  Not only does this study suggest that additional steps be taken to reduce 

the victimization rates of students in general, it also stresses the need to engage in efforts (e.g., 

promotion of seeking social support) to foster a positive and healthy social development over 

time.  
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APPENDIX B 

INFORMED CONSENT 

   FSU Department of Educational Psychology 

 

Dear Student, 
 
You are being invited to participate in an online research study that will be conducted by Marcia 
Saintil, a Doctoral Candidate in the Combined Counseling and School Psychology program at 
Florida State University.  This study will be examining the role that early adverse social 
experiences have on later well-being in college students.  You have been selected to participate 
in this study because you are a college student attending [Name of College Institution].  
  
As part of the study, you will be asked to complete a demographic form and three different 
questionnaires about early social experiences, later well-being, and social support.  Completion 
of these forms should take approximately 30 minutes.  While your participation is completely 
voluntary, I hope that you are willing to participate in this online study, as you may find the 
various questionnaires interesting!  Additionally, all participants that complete the online survey 
will be entered into a raffle for the chance to win one of three prizes, including an Amazon 
Kindle Fire, Apple IPod Shuffle, and iHome Bluetooth speaker!  If you agree to participate and 
provide your consent, please visit the link below. 
 
All information obtained as a result of this online survey tool will be kept confidential, to the 
extent allowed by law.  Full confidentiality will be ensured in the following ways:  No individual 
student will ever be identified publicly.  The forms that you complete do not require you to 
include your name or any other identifying information.  However, if you want to be included in 
the raffle for the opportunity to win a prize, then you may include your email address on the 
form so that I may contact you if you are selected for one of the three prizes.  Information from 
the online survey tool will be used solely for research purposes.  All information gathered will be 
retained in a secure manner for three years, after which time it will be destroyed. 
 
You are not required to participate in the study.  Additionally, you will not be required to 
complete every item in the survey.  You will also have the opportunity to refuse or discontinue 
completing the online survey tool at any time with no penalty.  If you decide not to participate, 
your status at [Name of College Institution] will not be affected in any way.  There is very 
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minimal risk associated with this study.  The study may help you in obtaining a better 
understanding of the relationship between social relationships and well-being.   
 

Contacts and Questions: 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding the study, please feel free to contact the 
Principal Investigator, Marcia Saintil at (954) 668-7568 or at xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx.  You may also 
contact the Faculty Supervisor, Dr. Steven I. Pfeiffer, at (850) 644-8796 or at spfeiffer@fsu.edu. 
 
If you have any concerns regarding your rights as a participant in this research study, or if you 
believe you have been placed at risk for harm as a result of your participation, please contact the 
Chair of the Florida State University Human Subject Committee at (850) 644-8633 or 
humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu.  Their address is:  2010 Levy Street, Research Building B, 
Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL 32306-2742. 
 
 
By proceeding to the online survey tool, you are acknowledging that you freely and willingly 
agree to participate in the online survey. 
 
PLEASE GO TO THE ONLINE SURVEY SITE: _____________________________________ 
 

Sincerely, 
 
Marcia Saintil, BHS, BA 
Principal Investigator and Doctoral Candidate 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
College of Education 
Florida State University 

mailto:humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu
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APPENDIX C   

DEMOGRAPHIC FORM 

Please complete the following items about yourself: 

Email address (OPTIONAL…provide only if you desire to be placed in raffle): 

__________________________________ 

1. Age (in years) .....................................................................................................1. __________ 
 

2. Sex (write in number) ........................................................................................2. __________ 
  
 1. Male 
 2. Female  
 
3. Ethnicity primarily identify with (write in number) ..........................................3. __________ 

 
1. White/Caucasian  5.  Native American 
2. Black/African-American 6.  Multiracial 
3. Hispanic/Latino  7.  Other 
4. Asian or Pacific Islander 

 
4. Year in School (write in number) ......................................................................4. __________ 

 1. Freshman 
2. Sophomore 
3. Junior 
4. Senior 
 

5. Major ..................................................................................................................5. __________ 

6. Enrolled in an Honors College Program? (write in number) .............................6. __________  

 1. Yes 
 2. No 
 

7. High School GPA  .............................................................................................7.__________ 
 

8. Current GPA……………………………………………………………………8.__________ 
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9. Identified as gifted during elementary/middle/high school? (write in number)..9.__________ 
 

             1. Yes; if so, IQ score? _______ 
             2.  No 

 

10. SAT Composite Score………………………………………………………...10.__________ 
 

11. ACT Composite Score………………………………………………………..11.__________ 
 

12. High School Class Percentile Rank…………………………………………..12.__________ 
 

      1. Top 1-4% 
      2. Top 5-10% 
      3. Top 11-20% 
      4. Top 21% and above 
       

 

13. Honors and Awards Obtained during High School and/or College 
 
            1.  __________________________________________________________________ 
 
            2.  __________________________________________________________________ 
 
            3.  __________________________________________________________________  
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APPENDIX D 

THE RETROSPECTIVE BULLYING QUESTIONNAIRE 

The following questions are about bullying. Bullying is intentional hurtful behavior. It can be 

physical or psychological. It is often repeated and characterized by an inequality of power 

so that it is difficult for the victim to defend him/her self. 

 

Please think back to your school (i.e., elementary, middle, and high school) days. You 

may have seen some bullying at school, and you may have been involved in some way. 

(Check the choice which best describes your own experiences at school) 

I was not involved at all, and I never saw it happen  

I was not involved at all, but I saw it happen sometimes  

I would sometimes join in bullying others  

I would sometimes get bullied by others  

At various times, I was both a bully and a victim  
 

PART I:  PRIMARY/ELEMENTARY SCHOOL  

This part deals with your experiences at primary school (4–11 years). 

Check the boxes that are right for you. 

1. Did you have a happy time at primary school?  
                                                             

detested  disliked  neutral  liked a bit  liked a lot 

2. Did you have a happy time at home with your family while in primary school?  

                                                            
detested  disliked  neutral  liked a bit  liked a lot 

The next questions are about physical forms of bullying – hitting and kicking, and having 

things stolen from you. 

3. Were you physically bullied at primary school?  

hit/punched      

stolen from      

4. Did this happen?  

                                                         
   never    rarely           sometimes    frequently   constantly 

5. How serious did you consider these bullying-attacks to be?  

                                                           
      I wasn’t bullied    not at all         only a bit        quite serious   extremely serious 
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The next questions are about verbal forms of bullying – being called nasty names, and 

being threatened. 

6. Were you verbally bullied at primary school?  

called names      

threatened      

7. Did this happen?  

                                                            
  never    rarely             sometimes   frequently  constantly 

8. How serious did you consider these bullying-attacks to be?  

                                                            
    I wasn’t bullied     not at all           only a bit       quite serious   extremely serious 

The next questions are about relational forms of bullying – having lies or nasty rumors told 

about you behind your back, or being deliberately excluded from social groups. 

9. Were you relationally bullied at primary school?  

had lies told about you  yes    
excluded       

10. Did this happen?  

                                                       
   never    rarely            sometimes  frequently         constantly 

11. How serious did you consider these bullying-attacks to be?  

                                                       
     I wasn’t bullied    not at all           only a bit       quite serious   extremely serious 

The next questions are about bullying in general. 

12. How long did the bullying attacks usually last?  

                                                       
     I wasn’t bullied   just a few days      weeks     months      a year or more 

13. How many pupils bullied you in primary school?  

I wasn’t bullied          

Mainly by one boy          

By several boys          

Mainly by one girl          

By several girls          
By both boys and girls         
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PART II: SECONDARY SCHOOL 

This part deals with your experiences at secondary school (11–18 years). 

15. Did you have a happy time at secondary school?  

                                                 
       detested   disliked  neutral   liked a bit    liked a lot 

16. Did you have a happy time at home with your family while in secondary school?  

                                                 
       detested   disliked  neutral   liked a bit    liked a lot 

The next questions are about physical forms of bullying – hitting and kicking, 

and having things stolen from you. 

17. Were you physically bullied at secondary school?  

hit/punched     no  

stolen from     no  

18. Did this happen?  

                                                 
         never      rarely         sometimes   frequently   constantly 

19. How serious did you consider these bullying-attacks to be?  

                                                 
I wasn’t bullied  not at all       only a bit           quite serious extremely serious 

The next questions are about verbal forms of bullying – being called nasty names 

and being threatened. 

20. Were you verbally bullied at secondary school?  

called names     no  

threatened     no  

21. Did this happen?  
                                                 

         never      rarely         sometimes   frequently    constantly 

22. How serious did you consider these bullying-attacks to be?  

                                                 
I wasn’t bullied  not at all  only a bit  quite serious extremely serious 
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The next questions are about relational forms of bullying – having lies or nasty 

rumors told about you behind your back, or being deliberately excluded from 

social groups. 

23. Were you relationally bullied at secondary school?  

had lies told about you    no  
excluded    yes   no  
 

24. Did this happen?  

                                                  
         never     rarely          sometimes  frequently  constantly 

25. How serious did you consider these bullying-attacks to be?  

                                                   
I wasn’t bullied  not at all       only a bit        quite serious  extremely serious 

The next questions are about bullying in general. 

26. How long did the bullying-attacks usually last?  

                                                  
I wasn’t bullied     just a few days  weeks      months      a year or more 

27. How many pupils bullied you in secondary school?  

I wasn’t bullied     

Mainly by one boy     

By several boys     

Mainly by one girl     

By several girls     

By both boys and girls    
 
PART III: GENERAL EXPERIENCES AT SCHOOL 
 
29. Which were the main ways you used to cope with the bullying?  

(Please check one or more options)  

I wasn’t bullied at school     I got help from a teacher    

I tried to make fun of it     I got help from family / parents   

I tried to avoid the situation     I tried to handle it by myself    

I tried to ignore it      I did not really cope     

I fought back       Other       

I got help from friends    
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30. Did you ever take part in bullying anyone while you were at school?  

hit/punched      

stole from      

called names      

threatened      

told lies about      

excluded      

31. Did this happen?  

                                                  
         never     rarely          sometimes  frequently  constantly 

32. How often did you try to avoid school by pretending to be sick or by playing truant because 
you were being bullied?  

I wasn’t bullied at school     Sometimes    

Never        Maybe once a week   

Only once or twice      Several times a week   

33. When you were being bullied, did you ever, even for a second, think about hurting yourself 
or taking your own life?  

I wasn’t bullied at school     Yes, once    

No, never       Yes, more than once   

34. Have you been bullied since leaving school?  

I haven’t been bullied since leaving school    

I have been bullied by my family     

I have been bullied by others (please specify):   

______________________________________________ 

Recollections of being bullied at school 
(Only answer these questions, if you were bullied): 

35. Do you have vivid memories of the bullying event(s) which keep coming back causing you 
distress?  

                                                  
      no, never   not often       sometimes       often     always 

36. Do you have dreams or nightmares about the bullying event(s)?  

                                                  
      no, never   not often       sometimes       often     always 
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37. Do you ever feel like you are re-living the bullying event(s) again?  

                                                  
      no, never   not often       sometimes       often     always 

38. Do you ever have sudden vivid recollections or “flashbacks” to the bullying event(s)?  
                                                  

      no, never   not often       sometimes       often     always 

39. Do you ever feel distressed in situations which remind you of the bullying event(s)?  

                                                  
     no, never   not often       sometimes       often     always 
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APPENDIX E 

THE SATISFACTION WITH LIFE SCALE 

DIRECTIONS: Below are five statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the 1-7 
scale below, indicate your agreement with each item by placing the appropriate number in the 
line preceding that item. Please be open and honest in your responding. 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Slightly Disagree 
4 = Neither Agree or Disagree 
5 = Slightly Agree 
6 = Agree 
7 = Strongly Agree 
 
______1. In most ways my life is close to my ideal. 
 
______2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 
 
______3. I am satisfied with life. 
 
______4. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life. 
 
______5. If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing.  
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APPENDIX F 

THE POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE AFFECT SCHEDULE 

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions.  Read 
each item and then list the number from the scale below next to each word.  Indicate to what 
extent you have felt this way over the past year. 
 

     1             2           3            4    5  

Very Slightly or Not  A Little     Moderately              Quite a Bit        Extremely 
at All  
 
 

_________ 1.  Interested   _________ 11. Irritable 
_________ 2.  Distressed   _________ 12. Alert 
_________ 3.  Excited   _________ 13. Ashamed 
_________ 4.  Upset    _________ 14. Inspired 
_________ 5.  Strong    _________ 15. Nervous 
_________ 6.  Guilty    _________ 16. Determined 
_________ 7.  Scared    _________ 17. Attentive 
_________ 8.  Hostile   _________ 18. Jittery 
_________ 9.  Enthusiastic   _________ 19. Active 
_________ 10. Proud    _________ 20. Afraid  
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APPENDIX G 

RYFF’S SCALES OF PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING 

The following set of statements deals with how you might feel about yourself and your life.  
Please remember that there are neither right nor wrong answers. 
 

Circle the number that best 

describes the degree to which 

you agree or disagree with 

each statement. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

Disagree 

Agree Slightly 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. Most people see me as 
loving and affectionate. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. I am not afraid to voice my 
opinion, even when they are in 
opposition to the opinions of 
most people. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. In general, I feel I am in 
charge of the situation in 
which I live. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. I am not interested in 
activities that will expand my 
horizons. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. I live life one day at a time 
and don’t really think about 
the future. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. When I look at the story of 
my life, I am pleased with how 
things have turned out. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. Maintaining close 
relationships has been difficult 
and frustrating for me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. My decisions are not 
usually influenced by what 
everyone else is doing. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. The demands of everyday 
life often get me down. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. I don’t want to try new 
ways of doing things—my life 
is fine the way it is. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. I tend to focus on the 
present, because the future 
always brings me problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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12. In general, I feel confident 
and positive about myself. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Circle the number that best 

describes the degree to which 

you agree or disagree with 

each statement. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Slightly 

Disagree 

Agree Slightly 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

13. I often feel lonely because 
I have few close friends with 
whom to share my concerns. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. I tend to worry about what 
other people think of me. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. I do not fit very well with 
the people and the community 
around me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. I think it is important to 
have new experiences that 
challenge how you think about 
yourself and the world. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

17. My daily activities often 
seem trivial and unimportant 
to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

18. I feel like many of the 
people I know have gotten 
more out of life than I have. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. I enjoy personal and 
mutual conversations with 
family members or friends. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

20. Being happy with myself 
is more important to me than 
having others approve of me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

21. I am quite good at 
managing the many 
responsibilities of my daily 
life. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

22. When I think about it, I 
haven’t really improved much 
as a person over the years. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

23. I don’t have a good sense 
of what it is I’m trying to 
accomplish in my life. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

24. I like most aspects of my 
personality. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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25. I don’t have many people 
who want to listen when I 
need to talk. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

26. I tend to be influenced by 
people with strong opinions. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Circle the number that best 

describes the degree to which 

you agree or disagree with 

each statement. 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Slightly 

Disagree 
Agree Slightly 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

27. I often feel overwhelmed 
by my responsibilities. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

28. I have a sense that I have 
developed a lot as a person 
over time. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

29. I used to set goals for 
myself, but that now seems a 
waste of time. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

30. I made some mistakes in 
the past, but I feel that all in all 
everything has worked out for 
the best. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

31. It seems to me that most 
other people have more friends 
than I do. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

32. I have confidence in my 
opinions, even if they are 
contrary to the general 
consensus. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

33. I generally do a good job 
of taking care of my personal 
finances and affairs. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

34. I do not enjoy being in 
new situations that require me 
to change my old familiar 
ways of doing things. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

35. I enjoy making plans for 
the future and working to 
make them a reality. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

36. In many ways, I feel 
disappointed about my 
achievements in my life. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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37. People would describe me 
as a giving person, willing to 
share my time with others. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

38. It’s difficult for me to 
voice my own opinions on 
controversial matters. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

39. I am good at juggling my 
time so that I can fit 
everything in that needs to be 
done. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

40. For me, life has been a 
continuous process of 
learning, changing, and 
growth. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Circle the number that best 

describes the degree to which 

you agree or disagree with 

each statement. 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Slightly 

Disagree 
Agree Slightly 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

41. I am an active person in 
carrying out the plans I set for 
myself. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

42. My attitude about myself 
is probably not as positive as 
most people feel about 
themselves. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

43. I have not experienced 
many warm and trusting 
relationships with others. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

44. I often change my mind 
about decisions if my friends 
or family disagree. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

45. I have difficulty arranging 
my life in a way that is 
satisfying to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

46. I gave up trying to make 
big improvements or change in 
my life a long time ago. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

47. Some people wander 
aimlessly through life, but I 
am not one of them. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

48. The past has its ups and 
downs, but in general, I 
wouldn’t want to change it. 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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49. I know that I can trust my 
friends, and they know they 
can trust me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

50. I judge myself by what I 
think is important, not by the 
values of what others think is 
important. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

51. I have been able to build a 
home and a lifestyle for myself 
that is much to my liking. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

52. There is truth to the saying 
that you can’t teach an old dog 
new tricks. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

53. I sometimes feel as if I’ve 
done all there is to do in life. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

54. When I compare myself to 
friends and acquaintances, it 
makes me feel good about who 
I am. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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APPENDIX H 

THE CHILD AND ADOLESCENT SOCIAL SUPPORT SCALE – A REVISED 

VERSION 

On this page, please respond to sentences about some form of support or help that you 
might have received from a parent, a teacher, a classmate or close friend as a child.  Read each 
sentence carefully and respond to them honestly.  Rate how often you received the support 

described. Do not skip any sentences.  Thank you! 
 

My Parent(s) 

Never Almost 

Never 

Some 

of 

the 

Time 

Most 

of 

the 

Time 

Almost 

Always 

Always 

1. … showed they were proud of me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. … understood me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. … listened to me when I needed to 
talk. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. … made suggestions when I didn't 
know what to do. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. … gave me good advice. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. … helped me solve problems by 
giving me information. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. … told me I did a good job when I 
did something well. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. … nicely told me when I made 
mistakes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. … rewarded me when I did 
something well. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. … helped me practice my activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. … took time to help me decide 
things. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. … got me many of the things I 
needed. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

My Teacher(s) 

Never Almost 

Never 

Some 

of 

the 

Time 

Most 

of 

the 

Time 

Almost 

Always 

Always 

13. … cared about me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. … treated me fairly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. … made it okay to ask questions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. … explained things that I didn’t 
understand. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

17. … showed me how to do things. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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18. … helped me solve problems by 
giving me information. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. … told me I did a good job when I 
did something well. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

20. … nicely told me when I made 
mistakes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

21. … told me how well I did on tasks. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

22. … made sure I had what I needed 
for school. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

23. … took time to help me learn to do 
something well. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

24. … spends time with me when I 
need help. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

My 
Classmate(s) 

Never Almost 

Never 

Some 

of 

the 

Time 

Most 

of 

the 

Time 

Almost 

Always 

Always 

25. … treated me nicely. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

26. … liked most of my ideas and 
opinions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

27. … paid attention to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

28. … gave me ideas when I didn’t 
know what to do. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

29. … gave me information so I could 
learn new things. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

30. … gave me good advice. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

31. … told me I did a good job when I 
did something well. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

32. … nicely told me when I made 
mistakes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

33. … noticed when I worked hard. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

34. … asked me to join activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

35. … spent time doing things with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

36. … helped me with projects in class. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

My Close 
Friend(s) 

Never Almost 

Never 

Some 

of 

the 

Time 

Most 

of 

the 

Time 

Almost 

Always 

Always 

37. … understood my feelings. 1 2 3 4 5 6 



154 

 

38. … stuck up for me when others 
were treating me badly. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

39. … helped me when I was lonely. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

40. … gave me ideas when I didn’t 
know what to do. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

41. … gave me good advice. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

42. … explained things that I didn’t 
understand. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

43. … told me he or she liked what I did. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

44. … nicely told me when I made 
mistakes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

45. … nicely told me the truth about 
how I did on things. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

46. … helped me when I needed it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

47. … shared his or her things with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

48. … took time to help me solve my 
problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 



155 

 

REFERENCES 

Abbot, R. A., Ploubidis, G. B., Huppert, F. A., Kuh, D., Wadsworth, M. E. J., & Croudace, T. J.  
(2006).  Psychometric evaluation and predictive validity of Ryff’s psychological  
wellbeing items in a UK cohort sample of women.  Health and Quality of Life Outcomes,  

4 (16).  Retrieved from http://hqlo.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1477-7525-4-76.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1477-7525-4-76 

 
Aceves, M. J., Hinshaw, S. P., Mendoza-Denton, R., & Page-Gould, E. (2010).  Seek help from  

teachers or fight back?  Student perceptions of teachers’ actions during conflicts and  
responses to peer victimization.  Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 39, 658-669.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-9441-9 

 
Achenbach, T. M. (1991).  Manual for the Teacher’s Report Form and 1991 profile.  Burlington,  

VT:  University of Vermont, Department of Psychiatry. 
 
Agliata, A. K., Tantleff-Dunn, S., & Renk, K. (2007).  Interpretation of teasing during early  
 adolescence.  Journal of Clinical Psychology, 63, 23-30.   

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jclp.20302 

 
American Association of University Women Educational Fund. (1993).  Hostile hallways:  The  

AAUW Survey on Sexual Harassment in America’s schools.  Washington, DC:  Word  
Press. 

 
American Association of University Women Educational Foundation.  (2001).  Hostile  

hallways:  Bullying, teasing, and sexual harassment in school.  Washington, DC:   
Word Press. 

 
Andrews, F. M., & Withey, S. B. (1976). Social indicators of well-being: America’s perception  

of life quality. New York, NY: Plenium Press.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-2253-5 

 
Antaramian, S. P., Huebner, E. S., Hills, K. J., & Valois, R. F. (2010).  A dual-factor model of  

mental health:  Toward a more comprehensive understanding of youth functioning.   
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 80, 462-472. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-0025.2010.01049.x 

 
Arseneault, L. (2017).  The long-term impact of bullying victimization on mental health.  World  

Psychiatry, 16, 27-28.  https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20399 
 
Arseneault, L., Walsh, E., Trzesniewski, K., Newcombe, R., Caspi, A., & Moffitt, T. E. (2006).   

Bullying victimization uniquely contributes to adjustment problems in young children:  A  
nationally representative cohort study.  Pediatrics, 118, 130-138.   
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2005-2388 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1477-7525-4-76
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-9441-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jclp.20302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-2253-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-0025.2010.01049.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20399
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2005-2388


156 

 

Asher, S. R., & Wheeler, V. A. (1985). Children’s loneliness: a comparison of rejected and  
neglected peer status. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 53, 500-505.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.53.4.500 

 
Axford, N., Jodrell, D., & Hobbs, T. (2014).  Objective or subjective well-being?  In A. Ben- 

Arieh, F. Casas, I. Frones, & J. E. Korbin (Eds.), Handbook of child well-being (pp.  
2699-2738).  Dartington, UK:  Springer Netherlands. 

 
Bagwell, C. L., Newcomb, A. F., & Bukowski, W. M.  (1998).  Preadolescent friendship and  

peer rejection as predictors of adult adjustment.  Child Development, 69, 140-153. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1132076 

 
Bagwell, C. L., Schmidt, M. E. (2013).  Friendships in childhood and adolescence.  New York,  

NY:  Guilford Press. 
 
Bagwell, C. L., Schmidt, M. E., Newcomb, A. F., & Bukowski, W. M. (2001).  Friendship and  

peer rejection as predictors of adult adjustment.  New Directions for Child and  

Adolescent Development, 91, 25-49.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cd.4 
 
Baldry, A. C., & Farrington, D. P. (1999). Types of bullying among Italian school children.  

Journal of Adolescence, 22, 423-426.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jado.1999.0234 

 
Baltes, M. M., Freund, A. M., & Horgas, A. L. (1999).  Men and women in the Berlin Aging  

Study.  In P. B. Baltes, & K. U. Mayer (Eds.), The Berlin Aging Study:  Aging from 70 to  

100 (pp. 259-281).  New York, NY:  Cambridge University Press. 
 
Bank, B. J., & Hansford, S. L. (2000).  Gender and friendship:  Why are men’s best same-sex  

friendships less intimate and supportive?  Personal Relationships, 7, 63-78. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2000.tb00004.x 

 
Barboza, G. E., Schiamberg, L. B., Oehmke, J., Korzeniewski, S. J., Post, L. A., & Heraux, C. G.  

(2009).  Individual characteristics and the multiple contexts of adolescent bullying:  An  
ecological perspective.  Journal of Youth Adolescence, 38, 101-121. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9271-1 

 
Barth, J. M., McDonald, K. L., Lochman, J. E., Boxmeyer, C., Powell, N., Dillon, C., & Sallee,  

M. (2013).  Racially diverse classrooms:  Effects of classroom racial composition on  
interracial peer relationships.  American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 83, 231-243. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ajop.12026 

 
Barth, R. J., & Kinder, B. N. (1998).  A theoretical analysis of sex differences in same-sex  

friendships.  Sex Roles, 19, 349-363.  https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00289842 
 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.53.4.500
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1132076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cd.4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jado.1999.0234
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2000.tb00004.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9271-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ajop.12026
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00289842


157 

 

Batsche, G. M. (2002).  Bullying.  In G. G. Bear, K. M. Minke, & A. Thomas (Eds.), Children's  

 needs:  II. Development, problems, and alternatives (pp. 171-180), Bethesda, MD:    

 National Association of School Psychologists. 
 
Baumeister, R., & Leary, M. R. (1995).  The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal  

attachments as a fundamental human motivation.  Psychological Bulletin, 117, 497-529. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497 

 
Beasley, M., Thompson, T., & Davidson, J.  (2003).  Resilience in response to life stress:  The  

effects of coping style and cognitive hardiness.  Personality and Individual Differences,  

34, 77-95.  https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00027-2  
 
Beautrais, A. L. (2000). Methods of youth suicide in New Zealand: Trends and implications for  

prevention. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 34, 413-419. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/j.1440-1614.2000.00690.x 

 
Beran, T. N., Hughes, G., & Lupart, J. (2008).  A model of achievement and bullying:  Analysis  

of the Canadian National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth data.  Educational  

Research, 50, 25-39.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00131880801920379 
 
Beran, T. N., & Lupart, J. (2009).  The relationship between school achievement and peer  

harassment in Canadian adolescents:  The importance of mediating factors.  School  

Psychology International, 30, 75-91.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034308101851 
 
Berguno, G., Leroux, P., McAinsh, K., & Shaikh, S. (2004).  Children’s experience of loneliness  

at school and its relation to bullying and the quality of teacher interventions.  The  

Qualitative Report, 9, 483-499.   
 
Berkman, L. F., & Glass, T. (2000). Social integration, social networks, social support, and  

health.  In L. F. Berkman, & I. Kawachi (Eds.), Social epidemiology (pp. 137-173).  New  
York: Oxford University Press. 

 
Berlan, E. D., Corliss, H. L., Field, A. E., Goodman, E., & Austin, S. B. (2010).  Sexual  

orientation and bullying among adolescents in the Growing Up Today study.  Journal of  

Adolescent Health, 46, 366-371.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2009.10.015  
 
Berlin, J. E. (2009).  It’s all a matter of perspective:  Student perceptions on the impact of being  

labeled gifted and talented.  Roeper Review, 31, 217-223.   
https://doi.org/10.1080/02783190903177580 

 
Berndt, T. J. (1986).  Children’s comments about their friendships.  In M. Perlmutter (Ed.),  

Children’s social networks and social supports (pp. 308-331).  New York, NY:  John  
Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/j.1440-1614.2000.00690.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00131880801920379
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034308101851
https://doi.org/10.1080/02783190903177580


158 

 

Berndt, T. J. (2002). Friendship quality and social development. Current Directions in  

Psychological Science, 11, 7-10.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00157 

 
Berthold, K. A., & Hoover, J. H. (2000).  Correlates of bullying and victimization among  

intermediate students in the Midwestern USA.  School Psychology International, 21, 65– 

78.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034300211005 

 
Besag, V. E. (2006).  Understanding girls’ friendships, fights and feuds:  A practical  

approach to girls’ bullying.  Berkshire, NY:  Open University Press. 
 
Bierman, K. L. (2013).  Improving the peer relationships of rejected children.  In B. B. Lahey, &  

Kazdin, A. E. (Eds.), Advances in Clinical Child Psychology (pp. 53-84).  New York,  
NY:  Plenum Press. 

 
Birndorf, S., Ryan, S., Auinger, P., & Aten, M. (2005).  High self-esteem among adolescents:   

longitudinal trends, sex differences, and protective factors.  Journal of Adolescent Health,  

37, 194-201.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2004.08.012  
 
Bishop, J. H., Bishop, M., & Bishop, M., Gelbwasser, L., Green, S., Peterson, E., Rubinsztaj, A.,  

& Zuckerman, A. (2004). Why we harass nerds and freaks: A formal theory of student  
culture and norms. The Journal of School Health, 74, 235-251.   
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2004.tb08280.x 

 
Black, D., & Newman, M. (1995).  Television violence and children.  British Medical Journal,  

310, 274-275.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.310.6975.273 

 
Blakemore, S., & Mills, K. L. (2014).  Is adolescence a sensitive period for sociocultural  

processing?  Annual Review of Psychology, 65, 187-207.   
https:/./.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115202 

 
Blatchford, P., Pellegrini, A. D., Baines, E. (2016).  The child at school:  Interactions with peers  

and teachers, 2
nd

 edition.  New York, NY:  Routledge.   
 
Blumenfeld, W. J., & Cooper, R. M. (2010).  LGBT and allied youth responses to cyberbullying:   

Policy implications.  International Journal of Critical Pedagogy, 3, 114-133.   
 
Boivin, M., & Begin, G. (1989).  Peer status and self-perception among early elementary school  
 children:  The case of the rejected children.  Child Development, 60, 591-596. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130725 
 
Bonner, F. A., II.  (2010).  Academically gifted African American male college students.  Santa  

Barbara, CA:  Praeger. 
 
Booth, A. (1972).  Sex and social participation.  American Sociological Review, 37, 183-192.   

https://doi.org/10.2307/2094026 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034300211005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2004.tb08280.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.310.6975.273
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130725
https://doi.org/10.2307/2094026


159 

 

Borg, M. G. (1999). The extent and nature of bullying among primary and secondary school  
children. Educational Research, 41, 137-153.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188990410202 

 
Boulton, J. J., & Underwood, K. (1992). Bully/victim problems among middle school children.  

British Journal of Educational Psychology, 62, 73-87. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.1992.tb01000.x 

 
Boulton, M. J., Trueman, M., & Flemington, I. (2002).  Associations between secondary school  

pupils’ definitions of bullying, attitudes towards bullying, and tendencies to engage in  
bullying:  Age and sex differences.  Educational Studies, 28, 353-370.   
https://doi.org/10.1080/0305569022000042390  

 
Bowman, N. A. (2010).  The development of psychological well-being among first-year college  

students.  Journal of College Student Development, 51, 180-200. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/csd.0.0118 

 
Boxer, P., Groves, C. L., & Docherty, M. (2015).  Video games do indeed influence children and  

adolescents’ aggression, prosocial behavior, and academic performance:  A clearer  
reading of Ferguson.  Perspectives on Psychological Science, 10, 671-673.   
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615592239  

 
Bradman, N. M., & Sudman, S. (1991).  The current status of questionnaire research.  In P. P.  

Biemer, R. M. Groves, L. E. Lyberg, N. A. Mathiowetz, and S. Sudman (Eds.),  
Measurement errors in surveys (pp. 27-40).  New York, NY:  John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

 
Brinthaupt, T. M., & Lipka, R. P. (2012).  Understanding early adolescent self and identity:   

Applications and interventions.  Albany, NY:  State University of New York Press. 
 
Brock, S. E. (2002).  Identifying individuals at risk for psychological trauma.  In S. E. Brock, P.  

J. Lazarus, and S. R. Jimerson (Eds.), Best practices in school crisis prevention and  

intervention (pp. 367-383).  Bethesda, MD:  National Association of School  
Psychologists. 

 
Brock, S. E., Nickerson, A. B., O’Malley, M. D., & Change, Y. (2006).  Understanding children  

victimized by their peers.  Journal of School Violence, 5, 3-18. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J202v05n03_02 

 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1977). Toward an experimental ecology of human development. American  

Psychologist, 32, 513-531.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.32.7.513 

 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development: Experiments by nature and  

design. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188990410202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.1992.tb01000.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/csd.0.0118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J202v05n03_02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.32.7.513


160 

 

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1989). Ecological systems theory. In R. Vasta (Ed.), Annals of child  

development (pp. 197-249). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 
 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1997).  Ecological models of human development. Readings on the  

Development of Children, 1993, 37-43. 
 
Brown, B. B. (1990). Peer groups and peer cultures. In S. S. Feldman and G. R. Elliott (Eds.), At  

the threshold: The developing adolescent (pp. 171–196). Cambridge, MA: Harvard  
University Press.  

 
Buhrmester, D., & Furman, W. (1987).  The development of companionship and intimacy.  Child  

Development, 58, 1101-1113.  http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130550 

 
Bureau of Justice Statistics and the SEARCH Group (1981).  Dictionary of criminal justice  

data terminology:  Second edition.  Washington, DC:  U.S. Department of Justice,  
Office of Justice Programs, BJS. 

 
Burgess, K. B., Wojslawowicz, J. C., Rubin, K. H., Rose-Krasnor, L., & Booth-LaForce, C.  

(2006). Social information processing and coping strategies of shy/withdrawn and  
aggressive children: Does friendship matter? Child Development, 77, 371-383. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00876.x 

 
Calvete, E., Orue, L., Estévez, A., Villardón, L., & Padilla, P. (2010).  Cyberbullying in  

adolescents:  Modalities and aggressors’ profile.  Computers in Human Behavior, 26,  
1128-1135.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.03.017 

 
Camodeca, M., & Goosens, F. A. (2005).  Aggression, social cognitions, anger and sadness in  

bullies and victims.  Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 46, 186-197.   
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2004.00347.x  

 
Capra, F. (1996). The web of life. New York, NY: Doubleday. 
 
Carbone-Lopez, K., Esbensen, F. A., & Brick, B. T. (2010).  Correlates and consequences of  

peer victimization: Gender differences in direct and indirect forms of bullying.  Youth  

Violence and Juvenile Justice, 8, 332-350.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1541204010362954 

 
Card, N. A., & Hodges, E. V. E. (2008).  Peer victimization among schoolchildren: Correlations,  

causes, consequences, and considerations in assessment and intervention.  School  

Psychology Quarterly, 23, 451-461.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012769 

 
 
 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130550
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00876.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.03.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1541204010362954
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012769


161 

 

Carlton, B. S., Goebert, D. A., Miyamoto, R. H., Andrade, N. N., Hishinuma, E. S., Makini, G.  
K. J., Noelle, Y. C. Y., Bell, C. K., McCubbin, L. D., Else, I. R. N., & Nishimura, S. T.  
(2006).  Resilience, family adversity and well-being among Hawaiian and non-Hawaiian  
adolescents.  International Journal of Social Psychiatry, 52, 291-308.   
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764006065136  

 
Carlyle, K. E., & Steinman, K. J. (2007). Demographic differences in the prevalence,  

cooccurrence, and correlates of adolescent bullying at school. Journal of School Health,  

77, 623-629.  https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2007.00242.x 
 
Carman, C. A. (2013).  Comparing apples and oranges:  Fifteen years of definitions of giftedness  

in research.  Journal of Advanced Academics, 24, 52-70. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1932202X12472602 

 
Carney, A. G., & Merrell, K. W. (2001).  Bullying in schools:  Perspective on understanding and  

preventing an international problem.  School Psychology International, 22, 264-382. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034301223011 

 
Carney, J. (2008).  Perceptions of bullying and associated trauma during adolescence.   

Professional School Counseling, 11, 179-188.   
https://doi.org/10.5330/PSC.n.2010-11.179  

Cassidy, J., & Asher, S. R. (1992).  Loneliness and peer relations in young children.  Child  

Development, 63, 350-365.  http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131484 

 
Causey, D. L., & Dubow, E. F. (1992).  Development of a self-report coping measure for  

elementary school children.  Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 21, 47-59. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp2101_8 

 
Chambless, C. B. (2010).  Long-term effects of bullying:  Exploring the relationships among  

recalled experiences with bullying, current coping resources, and reported symptoms of  
distress.  Counseling and Psychological Dissertations, Web. 

 
Chan, D. W. (2003).  Adjustment problems and multiple intelligences among gifted students in  

Hong Kong:  The development of the Revised Student Adjustment Problems Inventory.   
High Ability Studies, 14, 41-54.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13598130304089 

 
Chen, F. F., Jing, Y., Hayes, A., & Lee, J. M. (2013).  Two concepts or two approaches?  A  

bifactor analysis of psychological and subjective well-being.  Journal of Happiness  

Studies, 14, 1033-1068.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-012-9367-x  
 
Cheng, S., & Chan, A. C. M. (2006).  Relationship with others and life satisfaction in later life:   

Do gender and widowhood make a difference?  Journal of Gerontology, 61, 46-53. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/61.1.P46  

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1932202X12472602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034301223011
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131484
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp2101_8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13598130304089


162 

 

Christie-Mizell, C. A. (2003).  The bully, the bullied, and the bystander.  New York, NY:   
Harper-Resource. 

 
Claes, M. (2003).  L’univers Social des Adolescents. Montréal:  Les Presses de l’Université de  

Montréal. 
 
Cohen, S. (2004).  Social relationships and health.  American Psychologist,59 , 676-684. 
 
Cohen, S., & McKay, G. (1984).  Social support, stress and the buffering hypothesis: A  

theoretical analysis.  In A. Baum, S. E. Taylor, & J. E. Singer (Eds.), Handbook of  

psychology and health (pp. 253-267).  Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 
 
Cohen, S., Underwood, L. G., & Gottlieb, B. H. (2000).  Social support measurement and  

intervention.  A guide for health and social scientists.  New York, NY: Oxford  
University Press.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/med:psych/9780195126709.001.0001 

 
Cohen, S., & Wills, T. A. (1985). Stress, social support, and the buffering hypothesis.  

Psychological Bulletin, 98, 310-357. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.310 

 
Cohn, M. A., Frederickson, B. L., Brown, S. L., Mikels, J. A., & Conway, A. M. (2009).   

Happiness unpacked:  Positive emotions increase life satisfaction by building resilience.   
Emotion, 9, 361-368.  https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015952 

 
Coie, J. D., Dodge, K. A., & Coppotelli, H. (1982).  Dimensions and types of social status:  A  

cross-age perspective.  Developmental Psychology, 18, 557-570. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.4.557 

 
Coie, J. D., Dodge, K. A., & Kupersmidt, J. B. (1990).  Peer group behavior and social status.  In  

S. R. Asher, & J. D. Coie (Eds.), Peer rejection in childhood.  Cambridge studies in  

social and emotional development (pp. 17-59).  New York, NY:  Basic Books. 
 
Coie, J. D., Lochman, J. E., Terry, R., & Hyman, C. (1992).  Predicting early adolescent disorder  

from childhood aggression and peer rejection.  Journal of Consulting and Clinical  

Psychology, 60, 783-792.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.60.5.783 

 
Coloroso, B. (2003).  The bully, the bullied, and the bystander.  New York, NY:  Harper- 

Resource.   
 
Compas, B. E., Connor-Smith, J. K., Saltzman, H., Thomsen, A., & Wadsworth, M. E. (2001).   

Coping with stress during childhood and adolescence:  Problems, progress, and potential  
in theory and research.  Psychological Bulletin, 127, 87-127. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.127.1.87 

 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/med:psych/9780195126709.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.310
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015952
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.4.557
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.60.5.783
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.127.1.87


163 

 

Cook, C. R., Williams, K. R., Guerra, N. G., Kim, T. E., & Sadek, S. (2010).  Predictors of  
bullying and victimization in childhood and adolescence:  A meta-analytic investigation.   
School Psychology Quarterly, 25, 65-68.  https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020149  

 
Cooley, J. L., Fite, P. J., & Pederson, C. A. (2017).  Bidirectional associations between peer  

victimization and functions of aggression in middle childhood:  Further evaluation across  
informants and academic years.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-017-0283-8  

Cooper, L. A., & Nickerson, A. B. (2013). Parent retrospective recollections of bullying and  
current views, concerns, and strategies to cope with children’s bullying.  Journal of Child  

and Family Studies, 22, 526-540.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-9606-0 

 
Conoley, J. C. (2008).  Sticks and stones can break my bones and words can really hurt me.   

School Psychology Review, 37, 217-220.   
 
Copeland, W. E., Wolke, D., Angold, A., & Costello, E. J. (2013).  Adult psychiatric outcomes  

of bullying and being bullied by peers in childhood and adolescence.  JAMA Psychiatry,  

70, 419-426.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-9606-0 
 
Cornwell, D. G., & Mayer, M. J. (2010).  Why do school order and safety matter?  Educational  

Researcher, 39, 7-15.  https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09357616 
 
Cortes, K. I., & Kochenderfer-Ladd, B. (2014).  To tell or not to tell:  What influences children’s  

decisions to report bullying to their teachers?  School Psychology Quarterly, 29, 336-348. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/spq0000078 

 
Costa Jr., P. T., Terracciano, A., & McCrae, R. R. (2001).  Gender differences in personality  

traits across cultures:  Robust and surprising findings.  Journal of Personality and Social  

Psychology, 81, 322-331.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.2.322 
 
Cowie, H. (2000).  Bystanding or standing by:  gender issues in coping with bullying in English  

schools.  Aggressive Behavior, 26, 85-97.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2337(2000)26:1<85::AID-AB7>3.3.CO;2-X 

 
Craig, W. M., Harel-Fisch, Y., Fogel-Grinvald, H., Dostaler, S., Hetland, J., Simons-Morton, B.,  

Molcho, M., Gaspar de Mato, M., Overpeck, M., Due, P., & Pickett, W.  (2009).  A  
cross-national profile of bullying and victimization among adolescents in 40 countries.   
International Journal of Public Health, 54, 216-224.   
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00038-009-5413-9 

 
Craig, W. M., Pepler, D. & Atlas, R. (2000).  Observations of bullying in the playground and in  

the classroom.  School Psychology International, 21, 22-36. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034300211002 

 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-9606-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-9606-0
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09357616
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/spq0000078
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.2.322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/%28SICI%291098-2337%282000%2926:1%3C85::AID-AB7%3E3.3.CO;2-X
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00038-009-5413-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034300211002


164 

 

Craig, W. M., Pepler, D., Murphy, A., & McCuaig-Edge, H. (2010).  What works in bullying  
prevention.  In E. M. Vernberg & B. K. Biggs (Eds.), Preventing and treating bullying  

and victimization (pp. 215-242).  New York, NY:  Oxford University Press.  
 
Crick, N. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1994).  A review and reformulation of social information- 

processing mechanisms in children’s social adjustment.  Psychological Bulletin, 115, 74- 

101.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.115.1.74 

 
Crick, N. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1996).  Social information-processing mechanisms in reactive and  

proactive aggression.  Child Development, 67, 993-1002. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131875 

 
Crick, N. R., & Werner, N. E. (1998).  Response decision processes in relational and overt  

aggression.  Child Development, 69, 1630-1639. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1998.tb06181.x 

 
Crosnoe, R., & Johnson, M. K. (2011).  Research on adolescence in the twenty-first century.   

Annual Review of Sociology, 37, 439-460.   
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-081309-15008  

 
Cross, T. L. (2005). Nerds and Geeks: Society's Evolving Stereotypes of Our Students With  

Gifts and Talents. Gifted Child Today, 28, 26-27.   
 
Crothers, L. M., & Levinson, E. M. (2004).  Assessment of bullying:  A review of methods and  

instruments.  Journal of Counseling and Development, 82, 496-503. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2004.tb00338.x 

 
Curtner-Smith, M. E., Culp, A. M., Scheib, C., Owen, K., Tilley, A., Murphy, M., Parkman, L.,  

& Coleman, P. W. (2006).  Mothers’ parenting and young economically disadvantaged  
children’s relational and overt bullying.  Journal of Child and Family Studies, 15, 177- 
189.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-005-9016-7  

 
Darling, N., Hamilton, S. E., & Shaver, K. H. (2003).  Relationships outside of the family:   

Unrelated adults.  In G. R. Adams & M. D. Berzonsky (Eds.), Blackwell handbook of  

adolescence (pp. 349-370).  Oxford, UK:  Blackwell Publishers, Ltd. 
 
Davidson, L. M., & Demaray, M. K. (2007).  Social support as a moderator between  

victimization and internalizing-externalizing distress from bullying.  School Psychology  

Review, 36, 383-405. 
 
Davis, T. (1995).  Gender differences in masking negative emotions:  Ability or motivation?   

Developmental Psychology, 31, 660-667.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.660 

 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.115.1.74
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131875
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1998.tb06181.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2004.tb00338.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.660


165 

 

Deater-Deckard, K. (2001).  Recent research examining the role of peer relationships in the  
development of psychopathology.  Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 42, 565- 
579.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1469-7610.00753 

 
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1991).  A motivational approach to self:  Integration in personality.   

In R. Dienstbier (Ed.), Nebraska symposium on motivation. Perspectives on motivation  
(pp. 237-288).  Lincoln: University Nebraska Press. 

 
Demaray, M. K., & Malecki, C. K. (2002a).  Critical levels of social support associated with  

student adjustment.  School Psychology Quarterly, 17, 213-241. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/scpq.17.3.213.20883 

 
Demaray, M. K., & Malecki, C. K. (2000b).  The relationship between perceived social support  

and maladjustment for students at risk.  Psychology in the Schools, 39, 305-316. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.10018 

 
Demaray, M. K., Malecki, C. K., Davidson, L. M., Hodgson, K. K., & Rebus, P. J. (2005).    The  

relationship between support and student adjustment:  A longitudinal analysis.   
Psychology in the Schools, 42, 691-706.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.20120 

 
Demir, M., & Ӧzdemir, M. (2010).  Friendship, need satisfaction, and happiness.  Journal of  

Happiness Studies, 11, 243-259.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-009-9138-5 
 
Denscombe, M. (2014).  The good research guide for small-scale social research projects.   

London, UK:  McGraw-Hill Education. 
 
DeRosier, M. E., Kupersmidt, J. B., Patterson, C. J. (1994).  Children’s academic and behavioral  

adjustment as a function of the chronicity and proximity of peer rejection.  Child  

Development, 65, 1799-1813.  http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131295 

 
DeVoe, J. F., & Murphy, C. (2011).  Student reports of bullying and cyberbullying:  Results from  

the 2009 School Crime Supplement to the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCES  
Publication No. 2012-314).  Washington, DC:  U.S. Department of Education:  National 
Center for Education Statistics. 

 
DeVoe, J. F., Peter, K., Kaufman, P., Miller, A., Noonan, M., Snyder, T. D., et al. (2004).   
 Indicators of school crime and safety (NCES Publication No. 2005-002/U.S. Department   
 of Justice Publication No. NCJ 205290).  Washington, DC:  U.S. Government Printing  
 Office. 
 
Diener, E. (1984).  Subjective well being.  Psychological Bulletin, 95, 542-575. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542 
 
Diener, E. (2006).  New findings and future directions for subjective well-being research.   

American Psychologist, 67, 590-597.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029541 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1469-7610.00753
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/scpq.17.3.213.20883
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.10018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.20120
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-009-9138-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029541


166 

 

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985).  The Satisfaction With Life Scale.   
Journal of Personality Assessment, 49, 71-75. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13 

 
Diener, E., Horwitz, J., & Emmons, R. A. (1985).  Happiness of the very wealthy.  Social  

Indicators Research, 16, 263-274.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00415126 
 
Diener, E., & Lucas, R. E. (1999). Personality and subjective well-being.  In D. Kahneman, E.  

Diener, & N. Schwartz (Eds.), Well-being: The foundations of hedonic psychology (pp.  
213-243).  New York, NY:  Rusell Sage Foundation.  

 
Diener, E., Lucas, R. E., & Oishi, S. (2002).  Subjective well-being:  The science of happiness  

and life satisfaction.  In C. R. Snyder & S. Lopez (Eds.), Handbook of positive  

psychology (pp. 463-473).  Oxford, UK:  Oxford University Press. 
 
Diener, E., Oishi, S., & Lucas, R. E. (2015).  National accounts of subjective well-being.   

American Psychologist, 70, 234-242.  https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038899  
 
Diener, E., & Ryan, K. (2009).  Subjective well-being.  Southern African Journal of Psychology,  

39, 391-406.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/008124630903900402  
 
Diener, E., Scollon, C. K. N., Oishi, S., Dzokoto, V., Suh, E. M. (2000).  Positivity and the  

construction of life satisfaction judgments:  Global happiness is not the sum of its parts.   
Journal of Happiness Studies, 1, 159-176.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1010076127199 

 
Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M. (2009).  Internet, mail, and mixed-mode  

surveys:  The tailored design method.  Hoboken, NJ:  Wiley. 
 
Dinkes, R., Cataldi, E. F., Lin-Kelly, W., & Snyder, T. D. (2007).  Indicators of school crime  

and safety: 2007 (NCES 2008-021/NCJ 219553).  Washington, DC:  National Center for  
Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education and  
Bureau of Justice Statistics, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. 

 
Dodge, K. A. (1986). A social information processing model of social competence in children. In  

M. Perlmutter (Ed.), The Minnesota symposium on child psychology (pp. 77- 

125). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 
 
Dodge, K.A., & Crick, N.R. (1990). Social information-processing bases of aggressive behavior  

in children. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 15, 8–22. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167290161002 

 
Dodge, K. A., Lochman, J. E., Harnish, J. D., Bates, J. E., & Petit, G. S. (1997). Reactive and  

proactive aggression in school children and psychiatrically impaired chronically  
assaultive youth. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 106, 37-51. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.106.1.37 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00415126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/008124630903900402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1010076127199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167290161002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.106.1.37


167 

 

Dodge, K. A., Pettit, G. S. (2003).  A biopsychosocial model of the development of chronic  
conduct problems in adolescence.  Developmental Psychology, 39, 349-371.   
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.2.349  

 
Dolan, P., Peasgood, T., & White, M. (2008).  Do we really know what makes us happy?  A  

review of the economic literature on the factors associated with subjective well-being.   
Journal of Economic Psychology, 29, 94-122.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2007.09.001  

 
Downey, L. A., Johnston, P. J., Hansen, K., Birney, J., & Stough, C.  (2010).  Investigating the  

mediating effects of emotional intelligence and coping on problem behaviours in 
adolescents.  Australian Journal of Psychology, 62, 20-29.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530903312873  

 
DuBois, D. L., & Hirsch, B. J. (1990).  School and neighborhood friendship patterns of Blacks  

and Whites in early adolescence.  Child Development, 61, 524-536. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131112 

 
Dukes, R. L., Martinez, R. (1994). The impact of ethnicity and gender on self-esteem among  

adolescents. Adolescence, 29, 105-115. 
 
Dukes, R. L., Stein, J. A., & Zane, J. I. (2010). Gender differences in the relative impact of  

physical and relational bullying on adolescent injury and weapon carrying. Journal of  

School Psychology, 48, 511-532.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2010.08.001 

 
Dunn, S. E., Putallaz, M., Sheppard, B. H., & Lindstrom, R. (1987). Social support and  

adjustment in gifted adolescents. Journal of Educational Psychology, 79, 467– 473. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.79.4.467 

 
East, P.L., Hess, L. E., & Lerner, R. M. (1987). Peer social support and adjustment of early  

adolescent peer groups. Journal of Early Adolescence, 7, 153–163. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272431687072003 

 
Eccles, J. S., & Harold, R. D. (1993).  Parent-school involvement during the early adolescent  

years.  Teachers College Record, 94, 568-587. 
 
Eid, M., & Diener, E. (2001).  Norms for experiencing emotions in different cultures:  Inter- and  

intranational differences.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 869-885. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.5.869 

 
Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Bersweig, J., Karbon, M., Poulin, R., & Hanish, L. (1993).  The  

relations of emotionality and regulation to preschoolers’ social skills and sociometric  
status.  Child Development, 64, 1418-1438.  http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131543 

 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2010.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.79.4.467
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272431687072003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.5.869
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131543


168 

 

Elledge, L. C., Cavell, T. A., Ogle, N. T., Newgent, R. A. (2010).  School-based mentoring as  
selective prevention for bullied children:  A preliminary test.  The Journal of Primary  

Prevention, 31, 171-187.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10935-010-0215-7 
 
Ericsson, K. A., & Charness, N. (1994).  Expert performance:  Its structure and acquisition.   

American Psychologist, 48, 725-747.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.49.8.725 
Ericsson, K. A., Krampe, R. T., & Tesch-Römer, C. (1993).  The role of deliberate practice in the  

acquisition of expert performance.  Psychological Review, 100, 363-406. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.100.3.363 

 
Eryilmaz, A. (2012).  A model for subjective well-being in adolescence: Need satisfaction and  

reasons for living.  Social Indicators Research, 107, 561-574. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-011-9863-0 

 
Esbensen, F. A., & Carson, D. (2009).  Consequences of being bullied:  Results from a  

longitudinal assessment of bullying victimization in a multi-site sample of American  
students.  Youth and Society, 41, 209-233.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0044118X09351067 

 
Eslea, M., & Smith, P. K. (2000).  Pupil and parent attitudes towards bullying in primary  

schools.  European Journal of Psychology of Education, 15, 207-219. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF03173175 

 
Espelage, D. L., & Swearer, S. M. (2004).  Bullying in American schools:  A socio-ecological  

perspective on prevention and intervention.  Mahwah, NJ:  Lawrence Erlbaum.   
 
Espelage, D. L., & Swearer, S. M. (2009).  A social-ecological model for bullying prevention  

and intervention.  In S. R. Jimerson, S. M. Swearer, D. L. Espelage, E. W. Gutgsell, and  
J. M. Gutgsell (Eds.), International handbook of school bullying:  An international  

perspective (pp. 61-72.   
 
Estévez, A., Vallardón, L., Calvete, E., Padilla, P., & Orue, L. (2010).  Adolescentes víctimas de  

cyberbullying:  prevalencia y características.  Behavioral Psychology, 18, 73-89. 
 
Fandrem, H., Strohmeier, D., & Roland, E. (2009).  Bullying and victimization among native and  

immigrant adolescents in Norway:  The role of proactive and reactive aggressiveness.   
Journal of Early Adolescence, 29, 898-923.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431609332935 

 
Farmer, T. W., & Farmer, F. M. (1996).  Social relationships of students with exceptionalities in  

mainstream classrooms:  Social networks and homophily.  Exceptional Children, 62, 431- 
450.   

Farrell, M. P. (1986).  Friendship between men.  Marriage and Family Review, 9, 163-197.   
https://doi.org/10.1300/J002v09n03_12 

 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10935-010-0215-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.49.8.725
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.100.3.363
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-011-9863-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0044118X09351067
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF03173175
https://doi.org/10.1300/J002v09n03_12


169 

 

Faul, F., & Erdfelder, E. (1992).  GPOWER:  A priori, post-hoc, and compromise power  
analyses for MS-DOS [Computer program].  Bonn, FRG:  Bonn University, Department  

of Psychology. 

 

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A. G., & Buchner, A. (2007).  G* Power 3:  A flexible statistical  
power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior  

Research Methods, 39, 175-191.  https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146 
 
Feingold, A. (1994).  Gender differences in personality:  A meta-analysis.  Psychological  

Bulletin, 116, 429-456.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.3.429 
 
Felix, E. D., & You, S. (2011).  Peer victimization within the ethnic context of high school.   

Journal of Community Psychology, 39, 860-875.  https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20465 
 
Fisher, S., Middleton, K., Ricks, E., Malone, C., Briggs, C., & Barnes, J. (2015).  Not just black  

and white:  Peer victimization and the intersectionality of school diversity and race.  
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 44, 1241-1250.   
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-014-0243-3 

 
Fife-Schaw, C. (2006).  Questionnaire design.  In G. M. Breakwell, S. Hammond, C. Fife- 

Schaw, and J. A. Smith (Eds), Research methods in psychology (pp. 210-231).  London,  
UK:  Sage Publications, Inc. 

 
Finkelhor, D., & Dziuba-Leatherman, J. (1994).  Victimization of children.  American  

Psychologist, 49, 173-183.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.49.3.173 
 
Fitzpatrick, S., & Bussey, K. (2011).  The development of the social bullying involvement  

scales.  Aggressive Behavior, 37, 177-192.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ab.20379 
 
Flanagan, K. S., Hoek, K. K. V., Shelton, A., Kelly, S. L., Morrison, C. M., & Young, A. M.  

(2013).  Coping with bullying:  What answers does children’s literature provide?  School  

Psychology International, 34, 691-706.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034313479691  
 
Flaspohler, P. D., Elfstrom, J. L., Vanderzee, K. L., Sink, H. E., & Birchmeier, Z. (2009).  Stand  

by me:  The effects of peer and teacher support in mitigating the impact of bullying on  
quality of life.  Psychology in the Schools, 46, 636-649. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.20404 

 
Fontaine, R. G., & Dodge, K. A. (2006).  Real-time decision making and aggressive behavior in  

youth:  A heuristic model of response evaluation and decision (RED).  Aggressive  

Behavior, 32, 604-624.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ab.20150 
 
Forman, E. A. (1988). The effects of social support and school placement on the self-concept of  

LD students.  Learning Disability Quarterly, 11, 115–124. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1510989 

https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.3.429
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20465
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-014-0243-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.49.3.173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ab.20379
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.20404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ab.20150
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1510989


170 

 

Fox, C. L., Elder, T., Gater, J., & Johnson, E. (2010).  The association between adolescents’  
beliefs in a just world and their attitudes to victims of bullying.  British Journal of  

Educational Psychology, 2, 183-198.  https://doi.org/10.1348/000709909X479105  
 
Frazier, P., Tashiro, T., Berman, M., Steger, M., & Long, J. (2004).  Correlates of levels and  

patterns of positive life changes following a sexual assault.  Journal of Consulting and  

Clinical Psychology, 72, 19-30.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.72.1.19 
 
Frey, C. U., & Röthlisberger, C. (1996). Social support in healthy adolescents.  Journal of Youth  

and Adolescence, 25, 17-31.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01537378 

 
Friedman, H. S., & Kern, M. L. (2014).  Personality, well-being, and health.  Annual Review of  

Psychology, 65, 719-742.  https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115123  
 
Fujita, F., Diener, E., & Sandvik, E. (1991).  Gender differences in negative affect and well- 

being:  The case for emotional intensity.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,  

61, 427-434.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.3.427 
 
Furlong, M. J., Chung, A., Bates, M., & Morrison, R. L. (1995).  Who are the victims of school  

violence?  A comparison of student non-victims and multi-victims.  Education and  

Treatment of Children, 18, 282–298. 
 
Furlong, M. J., Morrison, G. M., & Greif, J. L. (2003).  Reaching an American consensus:  

Reactions to the special issue on school bullying.  School Psychology Review, 32, 456– 

471. 
 
Furman, W., & Buhrmester, D. (1992).  Age and sex differences in perceptions of networks of  

personal relationships. Child Development, 63, 103–115.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130905 

 
Gagné, F. (1985).  Giftedness and talent:  Reexamining a reexamination of the definitions.   

Gifted Child Quarterly, 29, 103-112.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001698628502900302 
 
Gagné, F. (1990).  Toward a differentiated model of giftedness and talent.  In N. Colangelo and  

G. Davis (Eds.), Handbook of gifted education (pp. 65-81).  Needham Heights, MA:   
Allyn and Bacon. 

 
Galliher, R. V. (2012).  The intersection of identity development and peer relationship processes  

in adolescence and young adulthood:  Contributions of the special issue.  Journal of  

Adolescence, 35, 1409-1415.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2012.09.007  
 
Garbarino, J., & deLara, E. (2003).  And words can hurt forever:  How to protect adolescents  

from bullying, harassment, and emotional violence.  New York, NY:  Simon and  
Schuster/The Free Press. 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.72.1.19
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01537378
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.3.427
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130905
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001698628502900302


171 

 

Gardner, H. (1983).  Frames of mind:  The theory of multiple intelligences.  New York, NY:   
Basic Books. 

 
Garmezy, N. (1983).  Stressors of childhood.  In N. Garmezy and M. Rutter (Eds.), Stress,  

coping, and development (pp. 43-84).  New York, NY:  McGraw-Hill. 
 
Garnefski, N., & Diekstra, R. (1996). Perceived social support from family, school, and peers:  

Relationship with emotional and behavioral problems among adolescents. Journal of the  

American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 35, 1657–1664. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199612000-00018 

 
Garner, D. M., Olmsted, M. P., Bohr, Y., & Garfinkel, P. E. (1982).  The Eating Attitudes Test:  

Psychometric features and clinical correlates. Psychological Medicine, 12, 871-878. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0033291700049163 

 
Gifford-Smith, M. E., & Brownell, C. A. (2003). Childhood peer relationships: Social  

acceptance, friendships and peer networks. Journal of School Psychology, 41, 235-284. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4405(03)00048-7  

 
Gifford-Smith, M. E., & Rabiner, D. L. (2004).  Social information processing and children’s  

social competence:  A review of the literature.  In J. Kupersmidt & K. A. Dodge (Eds.),  
Children’s peer relations:  From development to intervention to policy (pp. 61-79).   
Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association. 

 
Gini, G. (2006).  Bullying as a social process:  The role of group membership in students’  

perception of inter-group aggression at school.  Journal of School Psychology, 44, 51-65.   
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2005.12.002 

 
Gini, G. (2008).  Italian elementary and middle school students’ blaming the victims of bullying  

and perception of school moral atmosphere.  The Elementary School Journal, 108, 335- 
354.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/528975 

 
Giordano, P., Cernkovich, S., & Demaris, A. (1993).  The family and peer relations of black  

adolescents.  Journal of Marriage and the Family, 55, 277.287. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/352801 

 
Godleski, S. A., Kamper, K. E., Ostrov, J. M., Hart, E. J., & Blakely-McClure, S. J. (2015).  Peer  

victimization and peer rejection during early childhood.  Journal of Clinical Child &  

Adolescent Psychology, 44, 380-392.   
http://dx.doi.org.proxy.lib.fsu.edu/10.1080/15374416.2014.940622  

 
Goldberg, D., & Williams, P. (1991).  The user’s guide to the General Health Questionnaire.  

Nelson, UK: NFER. 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199612000-00018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0033291700049163
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4405%2803%2900048-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2005.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/528975
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/352801


172 

 

Goodman, K. L., & Southam-Gerow, M. A. (2010).  The regulating role of negative emotions in  
children’s coping with peer rejection.  Child Psychiatry of Human Development, 41, 515- 
534.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-010-0185-2  

 
Goswami, H. (2012).  Social relationships and children’s subjective well-being.  Social  

Indicators Research, 107, 575-588.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-011-9864-z 
 
Graham, S. (2016).  Victims of bullying in schools.  Theory Into Practice, 55, 136-144.   
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2016.1148988  
 
Graham, S., & Juvonen, J. (2002).  Ethnicity, peer harassment, and adjustment in middle school:   

An exploratory study.  Journal of Early Adolescence, 22, 173-199. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272431602022002003 

 
Graham, S., Taylor, A. Z., & Ho, A. Y. (2011).  Race and ethnicity in peer relations research.  In  

K. H. Rubin, W. M. Bukowski, & B. Laursen (Eds.), Handbook of peer interactions,  

relationships, and groups (pp. 394-413).  New York, NY:  The Guilford Press.  
 
Gray-Little, B., & Hafdahl, A. R. (2000).  Factors influencing racial comparisons of self-esteem:   

A quantitative review.  Psychological Bulletin, 126, 26-54.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.126.1.26 

 
Grennan, S., & Woodbams, J. (2007).  The impact of bullying and coping strategies on the  

psychological distress of young offenders.  Psychology, Crime & Law, 13, 487-504. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10683160601060598 

 
Griffin, M. L., Amodeo, M., Clay, C., Fassler, I., & Ellis, M. A. (2006).  Racial differences in  

social support:  Kin versus friends.  American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 76, 374-380. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0002-9432.76.3.374 

 
Gross, M. U. M., Merrick, C., Targett, R., Chaffey, G., MacLeod, B., & Bailey, S (2005).  

Gifted and talented education professional development package for teachers.  CD.   
Sydney, AU:  Australian Government Department of Education, Science and Training &  
University of New South Wales, GERRIC (Gifted Education Research, Resource and 
Information Centre). 

 
Grotevant, H. D., & Cooper, C. (1985). Patterns of interaction in family relationships and the  

development of identity exploration in adolescence. Child Development, 56, 415-428.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1129730 

 
Gruber, J., & Fineran, S. (2016).  Sexual harassment, bullying, and school outcomes for high  

school girls and boys.  Violence Against Women, 22, 112-133. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801215599079  

 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-011-9864-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272431602022002003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.126.1.26
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10683160601060598
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0002-9432.76.3.374
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1129730


173 

 

Guerra, N., Williams, K., & Sadek, S. (2011).  Understanding bullying and victimization during  
childhood and adolescence:  A mixed methods study.  Child Development, 82, 295-310.   
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1497-8624.2010.01556.x  

 
Guhn, M., Schonert-Reichl, K. A., Gadermann, A. M., Hymel, S., & Hertzman, C. (2013).  A  

population study of victimization, relationships, and well-being in middle childhood.   
Journal of Happiness Studies, 14, 1529-1541. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-012-9393-8 

 
Hamburger, M. E., Basile, K. C., Vivolo, A. M (2011).  Measuring bullying victimization,  

perpetration, and bystander experiences:  A compendium of assessment tools.  Atlanta, 
GA:  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Injury Prevention 
and Control. 

 
Hampel, P., Manhal, S., & Hayer, T. (2009).  Direct and relational bullying among children and  

adolescents:  Coping and psychological adjustment.  School Psychology International,  

30, 474-490.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034309107066 
 
Hamre, B. K., & Pianta, R. C. (2001).  Early teacher-child relationships and the trajectory of  

children’s school outcomes through eighth grade.  Child Development, 72, 625-638. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00301 

 
Hand, J. Z., & Sanchez, L. (2000).  Badgering or bantering?  Gender differences in experiences  

of, and reactions to, sexual harassment among U.S. high school students.  Gender and  

Society, 14, 718-746.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/089124300014006002 
 
Hanish, L. D., & Guerra, N. G. (2004). Aggressive victims, passive victims, and bullies:  

Developmental continuity or developmental change.  Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 50, 17- 

38.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2004.0003 

 
Hansson, A., Hillerrås, P., & Forsell, Y. (2005).  Well-being in an adult Swedish population.   

Social Indicators Research, 74, 313-325.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-004-6168-6 
 
Harter, S. (1985).  Social support scale for children.  Denver, CO:  University of Denver. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-8956-9_5 
 
Harter, S.  (1993). Causes and consequences of low self-esteem in children and adolescents.  In  

R. F. Baumeister (Ed.), Self-Esteem: The puzzle of low self-regard (pp. 87-116).  New 
York, NY: Plenum. 

 
Hartup, W. W. (1992).  Peer relations in early and middle childhood.  In V. B. Van Hasselt & M.  

Hersen (Eds.), Handbook of Social Development (pp. 257-281).  New York, NY:   
Springer US. 

 
 
 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-012-9393-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034309107066
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/089124300014006002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2004.0003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-004-6168-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-8956-9_5


174 

 

Hartup, W. W. (1996).  The company they keep:  friendships and their developmental  
significance.  Child Development, 67, 1-13.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1996.tb01714.x 

 

Heikkilӓ, H. K., Vӓӓnӓnen, J., Helminen, M., Fröjd, S., Marttunen, M., & Kaltiala-Heino, R.  
(2013).  Involvement in bullying and suicidal ideation in middle adolescence:  A 2-year  
follow-up study.  European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 22, 95-102. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00787-012-0327-0 

 
Hennessy, M. B., Kaiser, S., & Sachser, N. (2009).  Social buffering of the stress response:   

Diversity, mechanisms, and functions.  Frontiers in Neuroendocrinology, 30, 470-482.   
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yfrne.2009.06.001  

 
Hinduja, S., & Patchin, J. W. (2014).  Bullying beyond the schoolyard:  Preventing and  

responding to cyberbullying.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Corwin Press. 
 
Hodges, E. V. E, Boivin, M., Vitaro, F., & Bukowski, W. M. (1999). The power of friendship:  

Protection against an escalating cycle of peer victimization. Developmental Psychology,  

35, 94–101.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.35.1.94 

 
Hodges, E. V. E., Malone, M. J., & Perry, D. G. (1997). Individual risk and social risk as  

interacting determinants of victimization in the peer group. Developmental Psychology,  

33, 1032-1039.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.33.6.1032 

 
Hodges, E. V. E., & Perry, D. G. (1999).  Personal and interpersonal antecedents and  

consequences of victimization by peers.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,  

76, 677-685.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.4.677 
 
Hollingworth, L. S. (1924).  Provisions for intellectually superior children. In M. V. O’Shea  

(Ed.), The child: His nature and his needs (pp. 277-299).  New York, NY: The Children 
Foundation.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/13450-014 

 
Hollingworth, L. S. (1927).  Who are gifted children?  Child Study, 5, 3-5. 
 
Hollingworth, L. S. (1928).  The discipline of highly intelligent children.  Parent’s Magazine, 3,  

41-42. 
 
Hollingworth, L. S. (1931).  How should gifted children be educated?  Baltimore Bulletin of  

Education, 50, 195-198. 
 
Hollingworth, L. S. (1932).  Recognizing gifted children.  The League Script, 13, 7-9. 
 
Hollingworth, L. S. (1939).  What we know about the early selection and training of leaders.  

Teachers College Record, 40, 575-592. 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00787-012-0327-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.35.1.94
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.33.6.1032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.4.677
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/13450-014


175 

 

Holmes, S., & Brandenburg-Ayres, S. (1998).  Bullying behavior in school:  A predictor of later  
 gang involvement.  Journal of Gang Research, 5, 1-6. 
 
Holt, M. K., Kantor, G. K., Finkelhor, D. (2008). Parent/Child concordance about bullying  

involvement and family characteristics related to bullying and peer victimization. Journal  

of School Violence, 8, 42-63.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15388220802067813 

 
Hong, J. S., & Espelage, D. L. (2012).  A review of research on bullying and peer victimization  

in school:  An ecological system analysis.  Aggression and Violent Behavior, 17, 311- 
322.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2012.03.003 

 
Hong, J. S., Kral, M. J., & Sterzing, P. R. (2015).  Pathways from bullying perpetration,  

victimization, and bully victimization to suicidality among school-aged youth:  A review  
of the potential mediators and a call for further investigation.  Trauma, Violence, &  

Abuse, 16, 379-390.  https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838014537904 
 
Hoover, J. H., Oliver, R., & Hazler, R. J. (1992).  Bullying: Perceptions of adolescent victims in  

the Midwestern USA.  School Psychology International, 13, 5–16. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034392131001 

 
Horstmanshof, L., Punch, R., & Creed, P. A. (2008).  Environmental correlates of well-being  

among final-year high school students.  Australian Journal of Psychology, 60, 101-111. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530701477746  

 
House, J. S., Landis, K. R., & Umberson, D. (1988). Social relationships and health. Science,  

241, 540-545.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.3399889 

 
Huebner, E. S. (1991).  Initial development of the Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale.  School  

Psychology International, 12, 231-240.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034391123010 
 
Huebner, E. S. (2004).  Research on assessment of life satisfaction in children and adolescents.   

Social Indicators Research, 66, 81-105. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:SOCI.0000007497.57754.e3 

 
Huesmann, L. R. (1988).  An information processing model for the development of aggression.   

Aggressive Behavior, 14, 13-24.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337(1988)14:1<13::AID-AB2480140104>3.0.CO;2-J 

 
Hugh-Jones, S., Smith, K.  (1999).  Self-reports of short- and long-term effects of bullying on  

children who stammer.  British Journal of educational Psychology, 69, 141-158. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709999157626 

 
Huppert, F. A. (2009).  Psychological well-being:  Evidence regarding its causes and  

consequences.  Applied Psychology:  Health and Well-Being, 1, 137-164. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1758-0854.2009.01008.x  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15388220802067813
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2012.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838014537904
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034392131001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.3399889
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034391123010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:SOCI.0000007497.57754.e3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337%281988%2914:1%3C13::AID-AB2480140104%3E3.0.CO;2-J
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709999157626


176 

 

Hyde, J. S., Mezulis, A. H., & Abramson, L. Y. (2008).  The ABCs of depression:  Integrating  
affective, biological, and cognitive models to explain the emergence of the gender  
difference in depression.  Psychological Review, 115, 291-313.   
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.115.2.291   

 
Hymel, S., & Rubin, K. (1985).  Children with peer relationships and social skills problems:   
 Conceptual, methodological, and developmental issues.  In G. J. Whitehurst (Ed.), Annals  

 of child development (pp. 251-297).  Greenwich, CT:  JAI. 
 
Jackson, M. F., Barth, J. M., Powell, N., & Lochman, J. E. (2006).  Classroom contextual effects  

of race on children’s peer nominations.  Child Development, 77, 1325-1337. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00937.x 

 
Jackson, Y., & Warren, J. S. (2000).  Appraisal, social support, and life events: Predicting  

outcome behavior in school-age children. Child Development, 71, 1441-1457. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00937.x 

 
Jantzer, A. M., Hoover, J. H., & Narloch, R. (2006).  The relationship between school-aged  

bullying and trust, shyness, and quality of friendships in young adulthood:  A preliminary  
research note.  School Psychology International, 27, 146-156. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034306064546 

 
Jewell, J. A., & Brown, C. S. (2014).  Relations among gender typicality, peer relations, and  

mental health during early adolescence.  Social Development, 23, 137-156. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12042 

 
Johnson, J. H. (1986).  Life events as stressors in childhood and adolescence.  Beverly Hills, CA:   

Sage. 
 
Jolly, J. L. (2005).  Pioneering definitions and theoretical positions in the field of gifted  

education.  Gifted Child Today, 28, 38-44.  http://dx.doi.org/10.4219/gct-2005-174 

 
Jordan, K., & Austin, J. (2012).  A review of the literature on bullying in U.S. schools and how a  

parent-educator partnership can be an effective way to handle bullying.  Journal of  

Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 21, 440-458. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2012.675420 

 
Jumper, R. L. (2009).  Gifted children’s communication about bullying:  Understanding the  

experience (Doctoral dissertation).  Retrieved from Texas A&M University. 
 
Juvonen, J., Graham, S., & Schuster, M. A. (2003).  Bullying among young adolescents: The  

strong, the weak, and the troubled.  Pediatrics, 112, 1231–1237. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.112.6.1231 

 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00937.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00937.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0143034306064546
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12042
http://dx.doi.org/10.4219/gct-2005-174
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2012.675420
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.112.6.1231


177 

 

Kaltiala-Heino, R., Rimpelӓ, M., Rantanen, P., & Rimpelӓ, A. (2000).  Bullying at school –An  
indicator of adolescents at risk for mental disorders.  Journal of Adolescence, 23, 661-
674.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jado.2000.0351 

 
Kaplan, H. B., & Halim, S. (2000).  Aggression and self-derogation:  Moderating influences of  

gender, race/ethnicity, and stage in the life course.  Advances in Life Course Research, 5, 
1-32.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1040-2608(00)80004-0 

 
Kapteyn, A., Lee, J., Tassot, C., Vonkova, H., & Zamarro, G. (2015).  Dimensions of subjective  

well-being.  Social Indicators Research, 123, 625-660.   
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-014-0753-0  

 
Kashani, J. H., Canfield, L. A., Borduin, C. M., Soltys, S. M., & Reid, J. C. (1994).  Perceived  

family and social support:  Impact on children.  Journal of the American Academy of  

Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 33, 819–823. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199407000-00007 

 
Kendrick, K., Jutengren, G., & Stattin, H. (2012).  The protective role of supportive friends  

against bullying perpetration and victimization.  Journal of adolescence, 35, 1069-1080. 
https://doi.org/10/1016/j.adolescence.2012.02.014  

 
Keyes, C. L. M., Shmotkin, D., & Ryff, C. D. (2002).  Optimizing well-being:  The empirical  

encounter of two traditions.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 1007- 
1022.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.1007 

 
Kim, Y. S., & Leventhal, B. (2008).  Bullying and suicide:  A review.  International Journal of  

Adolescent Medicine and Health, 20, 133-154.  
https://doi.org/10.1515/ijamh.2008.20.2.133  

 
King, A. R., & Terrance, C. (2008).  Best friendship qualities and mental health symptomatology  

among young adults.  Journal of Adult Development, 15, 25-34. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10804-007-9031-6 

 
Kingery, J. N., Erdley, C. A., Marshall, K. C. (2011).  Peer acceptance and friendship as  

predictors of early adolescents’ adjustment across the middle school transition.  Merrill- 

Palmer Quarterly, 57, 215-243.  https://doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2011.0012  
 
Kling, K. D., Ryff, C. D., Love, G., & Essex, M. (2003).  Exploring the influence of personality  

on depressive symptoms and self-esteem across a significant life transition.  Journal of  

Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 922-932.   
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.5.922  

 
Kling, K. D., Seltzer, M. M., & Ryff, C. D. (1997).  Distinctive late life challenges: Implications  

for coping and well-being.  Psychology and Aging, 12, 288-295. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.12.2.288 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jado.2000.0351
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1040-2608%2800%2980004-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199407000-00007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.1007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10804-007-9031-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.12.2.288


178 

 

 
Klomek, A. B., Sourander, A., & Elonheimo, H. (2015).  Bullying in peers in childhood and  

effects on psychopathology, suicidality, and criminality in adulthood.  The Lancet  

Psychiatry, 2, 930-941.  https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(15)00223-0  
 
Klomek, A. B., Sourander, A., Niemelӓ, S., Kumpulainen, K., Piha, J., Tamminen, T., Almqvist,  

F., & Gould, M. S. (2009).  Childhood bullying behaviors as a risk for suicide attempts  
and completed suicides:  A population-based birth cohort study.  Journal of the American  

Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 48, 254-261.   
https://doi.org/10.1097/CHI.0b013e318196b91f  

 
Kochenderfer, B. J., Ladd, G. W. (1996).  Peer victimization:  cause or consequence of school  

maladjustment.  Child Development, 67, 1305-1317.  https://doi.org/10.2307/1131701 
 
Kochenderfer-Ladd, B. (2004).  Peer victimization:  The role of emotions in adaptive and  

maladaptive coping.  Social Development, 13, 329-349. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2004.00271.x 

 
Kochenderfer-Ladd, B., & Pelletier, M. E. (2008).  Teacher’s views and beliefs about bullying:   

Influences on classroom management strategies and students’ coping with peer  
victimization.  Journal of School Psychology, 46, 431-453. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2007.07.005 

 
Kochenderfer-Ladd. B., & Skinner, K. (2002). Children's coping strategies: Moderators of the  

effects of peer victimization? Developmental Psychology, 38, 267-278. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.38.2.267 

 
Kochenderfer-Ladd, B., & Wardrop, J. L. (2001).  Chronicity and instability of children’s peer  

victimization experiences as predictors of loneliness and social satisfaction trajectories.   
Child Development, 72, 134-151.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00270 

 
Konishi, C., & Hymel, S. (2009).  Bullying and stress in early adolescence:  The role of coping  

and social support.  Journal of Early Adolescence, 29, 333-356. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272431608320126 

 
Konu, A. I., Lintonen, T. P., & Rimpela, M. K. (2002).  Factors associated with school children’s  

subjective well-being.  Health Education Research:  Theory and Practice, 17, 155-165. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/her/17.2.155 

 
Kuperschmidt, J. B., & Coie, J. D. (1990). Preadolescent peer status, aggression, and school  

adjustment as predictors of externalizing problems in adolescence. Child Development,  

61, 1350-1362.  http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130747 
 
 

 

https://doi.org/10.2307/1131701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2004.00271.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2007.07.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.38.2.267
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272431608320126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/her/17.2.155
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130747


179 

 

Ladd, G. W., & Kochenderfer-Ladd, B. (2002).  Identifying victims of peer aggression for  
early to middle childhood:  Analysis of cross-informant data for concordance, incidence  
of victimization, characteristics of identified victims, and association with relational  
adjustment.  Psychological Assessment, 14, 74-96.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.14.1.74 

 
Ladd, G. W., & Troop-Gordon, W. (2003).  The role of chronic peer difficulties in the  

development of children’s psychological adjustment problems.  Child Development, 74,  

1344-1367.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00611 

 
La Greca, A. M., & Lopez, N. (1998). Social anxiety among adolescents: Linkages with peer  

relations and friendships. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 26, 83-94. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1022684520514 

 
Lazarus, R. S. (2006).  Emotions and interpersonal relationships:  Toward a person-centered  

conceptualization of emotions and coping.  Journal of Personality, 74, 9-46.   
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2005.00368.x  

 
Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984).  Stress, appraisal, and coping.  New York, NY:   

Springer. 
 
Leaper, C., & Brown, C. S. (2008).  Perceived experiences with sexism among adolescent girls.   

Child Development, 79, 685-704.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2008.01151.x 
 
Lee, C. H. (2011). An ecological systems approach to bullying behaviors among middle school  

students in the United States. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 26, 1664-1693. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0886260510370591 

 
Lee, L., Howes, C., & Chamberlain, B. (2007).  Ethnic heterogeneity of social networks and  

cross-ethnic friendships of elementary school boys and girls.  Merrill-Palmer Quarterly,  

53, 325-346.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2007.0016 
 
Lee, S. Y., Olszewski-Kubilius, P., & Thomson, D. T. (2012).  Academically gifted students’  

perceived interpersonal competence and peer relationships.  Gifted Child Quarterly, 56,  
90-104.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986212442568 

 
LeMare, L., & Rubin, K. H. (1987). Perspective taking in peer interaction: Structural and  

developmental analyses. Child Development, 58, 306-315. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130508 

 
Licitra-Kleckler, D. M., & Waas, G. A. (1993).  Perceived social support among high-stress  

adolescents: The role of peers and family.  Journal of Adolescent Research, 8, 381– 402. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/074355489384003 

 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.14.1.74
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00611
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1022684520514
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2008.01151.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0886260510370591
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2007.0016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986212442568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/074355489384003


180 

 

Lin, N., Ye, X., & Ensel, W. M. (1999).  Social support and depressed mood:  A structural  
analysis.  Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 40, 344-359. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2676330 

 
Lopez, C., & DuBois, D. L. (2005).  Peer victimization and rejection:  Investigation of an  

integrative model of effects on emotional, behavioral, and academic adjustment in early  
adolescence.  Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 34, 25-36. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp3401_3 

 
Lovecky, D. V. (1992).  Exploring social and emotional aspects of giftedness in children.   

Roeper Review, 15, 18-25.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02783199209553451 
 
Luttmer, E. F. P. (2005).  Neighbors as negatives:  Relative earnings and well-being.  The  

Quarterly Journal of Economics, 20, 963-1002.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/qje/120.3.963 
 
Lynch, M., & Cicchetti, D. (1992).  Maltreated children’s reports of relatedness to their teachers.   

In R. C. Pianta (Ed.), Beyond the parent:  The role of other adults in children’s lives:   
New directions for child development (pp. 81-108).  San Francisco, CA:  Jossey-Bass. 

 
Maccoby, E. E. (1990).  Gender and relationships:  A developmental account.  American  

Psychologist, 45, 513-520.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.45.4.513 

 
Mahady Wilton, M. M., & Craig, W. M. (2000).  Emotional regulation and display in classroom  

victims of bullying:  Characteristic expressions of affect, coping styles and relevant  
contextual factors.  Social Development, 9, 226-244. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00121 

 
Malecki, C. K., & Demaray, M. K. (2002).  Measuring perceived social support: Development of  

the Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale. Psychology in the Schools, 39, 1–18. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/scpq.17.1.1.19902 

 
Malecki, C. K., & Demaray, M. K. (2003).  What type of support do they need?  Investigating  

student adjustment as related to emotional, informational, appraisal, and instrumental 
support.  School Psychology Quarterly, 18, 231-252. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/scpq.18.3.231.22576 

 
Malecki, C. K., Demaray, M. K., & Elliott, S. N. (2000).  The Child and Adolescent Social  

Support Scale.  DeKalb, IL: Northern Illinois University. 
 
Malecki, C. K., Demaray, M. K., Coyle, S., Geosling, R., Rueger, S. Y., & Becker, L. D. (2015).   

Frequency, power differential, and intentionality and the relationship to anxiety,  
depression, and self-esteem for victims of bullying.  Child & Youth Care Forum, 44, 115- 
131.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-014-9273-y  

 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2676330
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp3401_3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02783199209553451
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/qje/120.3.963
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.45.4.513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/scpq.17.1.1.19902
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/scpq.18.3.231.22576


181 

 

Malecki, C. K., Demaray, M. K., Rueger, S. Y. (2007).  A descriptive review of the child and  

adolescent social support literature.  Manuscript submitted for publication. 
 
Malecki, C. K., & Elliott, S. N. (1999).  Adolescents’ ratings of perceived social support and its  

importance: Validation of the Student Social Support Scale.  Psychology in the Schools,  

36, 473–483. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6807(199911)36:6<473::AID-PITS3>3.3.CO;2-S 

 
Marini, Z. A., Koruna, B., & Dane, A. V. (2006).  Individualized interventions for ESL students  

involved in bullying and victimization.  Contact, 32, 22-41. 
 
Marks, N. E., & Lambert, J. D. (1998).  Marital status continuity and change among young and  

midlife adults:  Longitudinal affects on psychological well-being.  Journal of Family 

Issues, 19, 652-686.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/019251398019006001 

 
Martin, K. M., & Huebner, E. S. (2007).  Peer victimization and prosocial experiences and  

emotional well-being of middle school students.  Psychology in the Schools, 44, 199-208.   
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20216  

 
Masten, C. L., Eisenberger, N. I., Borofsky, L. A., Pfeifer, J. H., McNealy, K., Mazziotta, J. C.,  

& Dapretto, M. (2009).  Neural correlates of social exclusion during adolescence:   
Understanding the distress of peer rejection.  Social Cognitive and Affective  

Neuroscience, 4, 143-157.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsp007 

 
Matsunaga, M. (2009). Parents don’t (always) know their children have been bullied: Child- 

parent discrepancy on bullying and family-level profile of communication standards.  
Human Communication Research, 35, 221-247. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2009.01345.x  

 
McClure, A. C., Tanski, S. E., Kingbury, J., Gerrard, M., Sargent, J. D. (2010).  Characteristics  

associated with low self-esteem among US adolescents.  Academic Pediatrics, 10, 238- 
244.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acap.2010.03.007  

 
McDowell, I. (2010).  Measures of self-perceived well-being.  Journal of Psychosomatic  

Research, 69, 69-79.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2009.07.002 

 
McEwin, C. K., & Cross, A. H. (1982).  A comparative study of perceived victimization,  

perceived anonymity, self-esteem, and preferred teacher characteristics of gifted and  
talented and non-labeled early adolescents.  Journal of Early Adolescence, 2, 247–254. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/027243168200200307 

 
McKenney, K. S., Pepler, D., Craig, W., Connolly, J. (2006).  Peer victimization and  

psychosocial adjustment: The experiences of Canadian immigrant youth.  Electronic 

Journal of Research in Educational Psychology, 4, 239–264.   
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/%28SICI%291520-6807%28199911%2936:6%3C473::AID-PITS3%3E3.3.CO;2-S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/019251398019006001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsp007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2009.01345.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2009.07.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/027243168200200307


182 

 

McLeod, J. D., & Owens, T. J. (2004). Psychological well-being in the early life course:  
Variations by socioeconomic status, gender, and race/ethnicity.  Social Psychology 

Quarterly, 67, 257-278.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/019027250406700303 

 
McRae, K., Ochsner, K. N., Mauss, I. B., Gabrieli, J. J. D., & Gross, J. J. (2008).  Gender  

differences in emotion regulation:  An fMRI study of cognitive reappraisal.  Group  

Processes & Intergroup Relations, 11, 143-162. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1368430207088035 

 
Meehan, B. T., Hughes, J. N., & Cavell, T. A. (2003).  Teacher-student relationships as  

compensatory resources for aggressive children.  Child development, 74, 1145-1157. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00598   

 
Menesini, E., Eslea, M., Smith, P. K., Genta, M. L., Giannetti, E., Fonzi, A., & Costabile, A.  

(1997).  Cross-national comparison of children’s attitudes toward bully/victim problems  
in school.  Aggressive Behavior, 23, 245-257. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2337(1997)23:4<245::AID-AB3>3.0.CO;2-J 

 
Merrin, G. J., Hong, J. S., & Espelage, D. L. (2015).  Are the risk and protective factors similar  

for gang-involved, pressured-to-join, and non-gang-involved youth?  A social-ecological  
analysis.  American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 85, 522-535. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/ort0000094 

 
Mezzacappa, E., Tremblay, R. E., Kindlon, D., Saul, J. P., Arsenault, L., Seguin, J., et al. (1997).  

Anxiety, antisocial behavior, and heart rate regulation in adolescent males.  Journal of  

Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 38, 457-469. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1997.tb01531.x 

 
Mikami, A. Y., Lerner, M. D., & Lun, J. (2010).  Social context influences on children’s  

rejection by their peers.  Child Development Perspectives, 4, 123-130. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2010.00130.x 

 
Mounts, N. S. (2000).  Parental management of adolescent peer relationships:  What are its  

effects on friend selection?  In K. Kerns, J. Contreras, & A. Neal-Barnett (Eds.), Family  

and peers:  Linking two social worlds (pp. 169-193). 
 
Moulton, P., Moulton, M., Housewright, M., & Bailey, K. (1998).  Gifted and talented:   

Exploring the positive and negative aspects of labeling.  Roeper Review, 21, 153-154.   
https://doi.org/10.1080/02783199809553950 

 
Mynard, H., & Joseph, S. (2000). Development of the multidimensional peer-victimization 

scale. Aggressive Behavior, 26, 169-178. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2337(2000)26:2<169::AID-AB3>3.3.CO;2-1 

 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/019027250406700303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1368430207088035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00598
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/%28SICI%291098-2337%281997%2923:4%3C245::AID-AB3%3E3.0.CO;2-J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1997.tb01531.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2010.00130.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02783199809553950
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/%28SICI%291098-2337%282000%2926:2%3C169::AID-AB3%3E3.3.CO;2-1


183 

 

Nansel, T. R., Overpeck, M., Pilla, R. S., Ruan, W. J., Simons-Morton, B., & Scheidt, P. (2001).  
Bullying behaviors among US youth: Prevalence and association with psychosocial  
adjustment. Journal of the American Medical Association, 285, 2094–2100. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.285.16.2094 

 
National Center for Education Statistics (2015).  Student reports of bullying and cyber-bullying:   

Results from the 2013 School Crime Supplement to the National Crime Victimization  

Survey [Data file].  Retrieved from http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2015/2015056.pdf 
 
National Conference of State Legislatures. (2008).  School bullying:  Overview.  Retrieved from  
 http://www.ncsl.org/default.aspx?tabid=12952. 
 
National School Safety and Security Services. (2005).  School crime reporting and school crime  

 underreporting.  Retrieved from http://www.schoolsecurity.org/trends/ 
 school_crime_reporting.html 
 
Navarro, Raúl, Ruiz-Oliva, R., Larrañaga, E., & Yubero, S. (2015).  The impact of cyberbullying  

and social bullying on optimism, global and school-related happiness and life satisfaction  
among 10-12-year-old schoolchildren.  Applied Research Quality Life, 10, 15-36. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11482-013-9292-0 

 
Naylor, P., Cowie, H., & del Rey, R. (2001).  Coping strategies of secondary school children in  

response to being bullied.  Child Psychology and Psychiatry Review, 6, 114-120. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1475-3588.00333  

 
Neal, J. W., & Neal, Z. P. (2013).  Nested or networked?  Future directions for Ecological  

Systems Theory.  Social Development, 22, 722-737.  https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12018  
 
Neihart, M. (2006). Dimensions of underachievement, difficult contexts, and perceptions of self.  

Roeper Review, 28, 196-202.  https://doi.org/10.1080/02783190609554364 
 
Neihart, M., Pfeiffer, S. I., & Cross, T. L. (2015).  The social and emotional development of  

gifted students. What do we know?  Waco, TX: Prufrock Press. 
 
Nestmann, F., & Hurrelmann, K. (1994).  Social networks and social support in childhood and  

adolescence.  Berlin, NY:  De Gruyter.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110866377 

 
Newcomb, A. F., & Bagwell, C. L. (1995).  Children’s friendship relations:  A meta-analytic  

review.  Psychological Bulletin, 117, 306-347. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.2.306 

 
Newcomb, A. F., Bukowski, W. M., & Pattee, L. (1993). Children’s peer relations: A meta- 

analytic review of popular, rejected, neglected, controversial, and average sociometric  
status. Psychological Bulletin, 113, 99-128. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.113.1.99 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.285.16.2094
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11482-013-9292-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1475-3588.00333
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110866377
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.2.306
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.113.1.99


184 

 

Newman, D. B., Tay, L., & Diener, E. (2014).  Leisure and subjective well-being:  A model of  
psychological mechanisms as mediating factors.  Journal of Happiness Studies, 15, 555- 
578.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x 

 
Newman, M. L., Holden, G. W., & Delville, Y. (2005).  Isolation and the stress of being bullied.   

Journal of Adolescence, 28, 343-357. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2004.08.002 

 
Nolen-Hoeksema, S., & Girgus, J. S. (1994). The emergence of gender differences in depression  

during adolescence. Psychological Bulletin, 115, 424-443. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.115.3.424 

 
Nolen-Hoeksema, S., & Rusting, C. L. (1999).  Gender differences in well-being.  In D.  

Kahneman, E. Diener, & I. Schwartz (Eds.), Well-being:  The foundations of hedonic  

psychology (pp. 330-350).  New York, NY:  Russell Sage Foundation. 
 
Nordling, J. K. (2014).  Pathways to bullying:  Early attachment, anger proneness, and social  

information processing in the development of bullying behavior, victimization, sympathy,  

and anti-bullying attitudes (Doctoral dissertation).  Retrieved from University of Iowa. 
 
Oakes, J. (1995).  Two cities’ tracking and within-school segregation.  Teachers College Record,  

96, 681-690. 
 
Oakes, J., Wells, A. S., Jones, M., & Datnow, A. (2012).  The social construction of ability,  

cultural politics, and resistance to reform.  In C. A. Grant, & T. K. Chapman (Eds.),  
History of multicultural education volume 2: Foundations and stratifications (pp. 293- 
315).  New York, NY:  Routledge. 

 
Ofe, E. (2015).  Perceptions about bullying of students with Autism Spectrum Disorder:  A  

survey of school-based speech-language pathologists (Doctoral dissertation).  Retrieved  
from Auburn University. 

 
Ogbu, J. U. (1987).  Variability in minority school performance:  A problem in search of an  

explanation.  Anthropology & Education Quarterly, 18, 312-334. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/aeq.1987.18.4.04x0022v 

 
Oishi, S., & Shimmack, U. (2010).  Culture and well-being:  A new inquiry into the  

psychological wealth of nations.  Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5, 463-471. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691610375561 

 
Okun, M. A., & George, L. K. (1984).  Physician- and self-ratings of health, neuroticism, and  

subjective well-being among men and women.  Personality and Individual Differences, 5,  
533-539.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(84)90027-8 

 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2004.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.115.3.424
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/aeq.1987.18.4.04x0022v
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691610375561
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869%2884%2990027-8


185 

 

Ollendick, T. H., Weist, M. D., Borden, M. G. & Greene, R. W. (1992).  Sociometric status and  
academic, behavioral, and psychological adjustment:  A five-year longitudinal study.   
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 60, 80-87. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.60.1.80 

 
Olweus, D. (1978). Aggression in the schools. Bullies and whipping boys. Washington, DC:  

Hemisphere Press (Wiley). 
 
Olweus, D. (1992). Victimization by peers: antecedents and long term outcomes. In K. H. Rubin,  

& J. B. Asendorf (Eds.), Social withdrawal, inhibition and shyness in children (pp. 315- 

341). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 
 
Olweus, D. (1993a). Bullies on the playground: The role of victimization. In C. H. Hart (Ed.),  

Children on playgrounds: Research perspectives and applications (pp. 85-128). Albany,  
NY: State University of New York Press. 

 
Olweus, D. (1993b). Bullying at school: What we know and what we can do. Oxford, UK:  

Blackwell Publishers. 
 
Olweus, D. (1997a). Tackling peer victimization with a school-based intervention program. In D.  

P. Fry & K. Bjorkqvist (Eds.), Cultural variation in conflict resolution: alternatives to  

violence (pp. 215-231). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
 
Olweus, D. (1997b). Bully/Victim problems in school: Knowledge base and an effective  

intervention program. The Irish Journal of Psychology, 18, 170-190. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03033910.1997.10558138 

 
Olweus, D. (2006). Bullying at school: Knowledge base and an effective intervention program.  

Annals New York Academy of Sciences, 794, 265-276. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.1996.tb32527.x  

 
Ong, A. D., Bergeman, C. S., Bisconti, T. L., Wallace, K. A. (2006).  Psychological resilience,  

positive emotions, and successful adaptation to stress in later life.  Journal of Personality  

and Social Psychology, 91, 730-749.  https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.730  
 
Paquette, J. A., & Underwood, M. K. (1999).  Sex differences in young adolescents’ experiences  

of peer victimization: Social and physical aggression. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 45. 242- 

266. 
 
Parker, M. R. (2010).  A comparison of bullying and victimization rates among gifted and high- 

acheiving students (Doctoral dissertation).  Retrieved from Trace:  Tennessee  
Research and Creative Exchange. (736)   

 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.60.1.80
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03033910.1997.10558138
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.1996.tb32527.x


186 

 

Parker, J. G., Rubin, K. H., Price, J. M., & DeRosier, M. E. (1995). In D. Cicchetti and D. J.  
Cohen (Eds.), Developmental psychopathology: Vol. 2. Risk, disorder, and adaptation  
(pp. 93-161). New York: Wiley.  

 
Pascoe, C. J. (2007).  Dude, you’re a fag:  Masculinity and sexuality in high school.  Berkeley,  

CA:  University of California Press. 
 
Patton, D. U., Hong, J. S., Williams, A. B., & Allen-Meares, P. (2013).  A review of research on  

school bullying among African American youth:  An ecological systems analysis.   
Educational Psychology Review, 25, 245-260.   
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-013-9221-7  

 
Pavot, W., & Diener, E. (1993).  Review of the Satisfaction With Life Scale.  Psychological  

Assessment, 5, 164-172.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164 
 
Pavot, W., & Diener, E. (2013).  Happiness experienced:  The science of subjective well-being.   

In S. A. David, I. Boniwell, & A. C. Ayers (Eds.), Oxford Handbook of Happiness (pp.  
134-151).  Great Britain, UK:  Oxford University Press. 

 
Pavot, W., Diener, E., Colvin, C. R., & Sandvik, E. (1991).  Further validation of the Satisfaction  

With Life Scale:  Evidence for the cross-method convergence of well-being measures.   
Journal of Personality Assessment, 57, 149-161. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5701_17 

 
Peairs, K. F. (2010). The social world of gifted adolescents: Sociometric status, friendship and  

social network centrality. Retrieved from Duke University Libraries Theses and 
Dissertations (URI http://hdl.handle.net/10161/5628). 

 
Pearce, J. B., & Thompson, A. E. (1998).  Practical approaches to reduce the impact of bullying.   

Archives of Disease in Childhood, 79, 528-531.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/adc.79.6.528 

 
Pearson. J. E. (1986). The definition and measurement of social support. Journal of Counseling  

and Development, 64, 390-395.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.1986.tb01144.x 

 
Pederson, S., Vitaro, F., Barker, E. D., & Borge, A. I. H. (2007).  The timing of middle- 

childhood peer rejection and friendship:  Linking early behavior to early-adolescent  
adjustment.  Child Development, 78, 1037-1051. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01051.x 

 
Pelchar, T. K. (2011).  Bullying, victimization, associated distress & transition among  

intellectually gifted children (Doctoral dissertation).  Retrieved from Trace:  Tennessee  
Research and Creative Exchange.  (1114) 

 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5701_17
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/adc.79.6.528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.1986.tb01144.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01051.x


187 

 

Pellegrini, A. D., Bartini, M., & Brooks, F. (1999). School bullies, victims, and aggressive  
victims: Factors relating to group affiliation and victimization in early adolescence.  
Journal of Educational Psychology, 91, 216-224. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.91.2.216 

 
Pellegrini, A. D., & Long, J. D. (2002).  A longitudinal study of bullying, dominance, and  

victimization during the transition from primary school through secondary school.   
British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 20, 259-280.   
https://doi.org/10.1348/026151002166442  

 
Perry, D. G., Kusel, S. J., & Perry, L. C. (1988). Victims of peer aggression. Developmental 

Psychology, 24, 807-814.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.24.6.807 

 
Peters, M. P., & Bain, S. K. (2011).  Bullying and victimization rates among gifted and high- 

achieving students.  Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 34, 624-643. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/016235321103400405 

 
Peterson, A. C., Sarigiani, P. A., & Kennedy, R. E. (1991). Adolescent depression: Why more  

girls?  Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 20, 247-271. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01537611 

 
Peterson, J. S. (2006).  Addressing counseling needs of gifted children.  Professional School  

Counseling, 10, 43-51.  http://dx.doi.org/10.5330/prsc.10.1.b76h32717q632tqn 
 
Peterson, J. S., & Ray, K. (2006a).  Bullying among gifted children: Victims, perpetrators,  

incidence, and effects. Gifted Child Quarterly, 44, 149-164. 
 
Peterson, J. S., & Ray, K. E. (2006b). Bullying among the gifted: The subjective experience.  

Gifted Child Quarterly, 50, 252-266.  https://doi.org/10.1177/001698620605000305 
 
Petit, G. S., Polaha, J. A., & Mize, J. (2001). Perceptual and attributional processes in  

aggression and conduct problems. In J. Hill, & B. Maugham (Eds.), Conduct disorders in  

childhood and adolescence (pp. 292–319). Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Pfeiffer, S. I. (2008).  Handbook of giftedness in children.  New York, NY:  Springer. 
 
Pfeiffer, S. I. (2012).  Current perspectives on the identification and assessment of gifted  

students.  Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 30, 2-9. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0734282911428192 

 
Pfeiffer, S. I. (2013).  Serving the gifted:  Evidence-based clinical and psycho-educational  

practice.  New York, NY:  Routledge.  
 
Pfeiffer, S. I. (2015a).  Essentials of gifted assessment.  Hoboken, NJ:  John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.91.2.216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.24.6.807
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/016235321103400405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01537611
http://dx.doi.org/10.5330/prsc.10.1.b76h32717q632tqn
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0734282911428192


188 

 

Pfeiffer, S. I. (2015b).  A reflective conversation with Steven Pfeiffer:  Serving the gifted.  Gifted  

Education International, 31, 25-33.  https://doi.org/10.1777/0261429413486860 
 
Pfeiffer, S. I., & Stocking, V. B. (2000).  Vulnerabilities of academically gifted students.  Special  

Services in the Schools, 16, 83-93.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J008v16n01_06 
 
Pianta, R. C. (1999).  Enhancing relationships between children and teachers.  Washington,  

DC:  American Psychological Association. 
 
Pianta, R. C. (2001).  The Student Teacher Relationship Scale.  Charlottesville, VA:  University  

of Virginia. 
 
Piko, B. (2000).  Perceived social support from parents and peers:  Which is the stronger  

predictor of adolescent substance use?  Substance Use & Misuse, 35, 617-631. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/10826080009147475 

 
Poplinger, M., Toste, J. R., & Heath, N. L. (2009).  Perceived social support and domain-specific  

adjustment of children with emotional and behavioural difficulties.  Emotional and  

Behavioural Difficulties, 14, 195-213.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13632750903073376  
 
Pressman, S.D. & Cohen, S. (2005).  Does positive affect influence health?  Psychological  

Bulletin, 131, 925-971.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.6.925 
 
Princeton Review (2014).  New SAT-ACT Test Score Conversion Chart.  Retrieved from  

http://www.gamedayconsultant.com/news-articles/new-sat-act-test-score-conversion- 
chart/ 

 
Prinstein, M. J., Boergers, J., & Vernberg, E. M. (2001).  Overt and relational aggression in  

adolescents:  Social-psychological adjustment of aggressors and victims.  Journal of  

Clinical Child Psychology, 30, 479–491. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15374424JCCP3004_05 

 
Proctor, C., Tweed, R., & Morris, D. (2015).  The naturally emerging structure of well-being  

among young adults: “Big Two” or other framework?  Journal of Happiness Studies, 16,  
257-275.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-014-9507-6  

 
Putallaz, M., Grimes, C. L., Foster, K. J., Kupersmidt, J. B., Coie, J. D., Dearing, K. (2007).  

Overt and relational aggression and victimization:  Multiple perspectives within the  
school setting.  Journal of School Psychology, 45, 523-547. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2007.05.003 

 
Radloff, L. S. (1977).  The CES-D scale:  A self-report depression scale for research in the  

general population.  Applied Psychological Measurement, 13, 385-401. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014662167700100306 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J008v16n01_06
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/10826080009147475
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.6.925
http://teachers.sduhsd.k12.ca.us/lccounseling/sat-act_conversion_chart.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15374424JCCP3004_05
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2007.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014662167700100306


189 

 

Raymond, J., Rhoads, D., & Raymond, R. (1980).  The relative impact of family and social  
involvement in Chicano mental health.  American Journal of Community Psychology, 5, 
557-569.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00912592 

 
Reddy, R., Rhodes, J. E., & Mulhall, P. (2003).  The influence of teacher support on student  

adjustment in the middle school years: A latent growth curve study.  Development and  

Psychopathology, 15, 119-138.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0954579403000075 

 
Reid, R. J., Peterson, N. A., Hughley, J., & Garcia-Reid, P. (2006).  School climate and  

adolescent drug use:  Mediating effects of violence victimization in the urban high school  
context.  The Journal of Primary Prevention, 27, 281-292. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10935-006-0035-y 

 
Reijntjes, A., Kamphuis, J. H., Prinzie, P., Boelen, P. A., van der Schoot, M., & Telch, M. J.  

(2011).  Prospective linkages between peer victimization and externalizing problems in  
children:  A meta-analysis.  Aggressive Behavior, 37, 215-222.   
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20374 

 
Reijntjes, A., Kamphuis, J. H., Prinzie, P., & Telch, M. J. (2010).  Peer victimization and  

internalizing problems in children:  A meta-analysis of longitudinal studies.  Child Abuse  

& Neglect, 34, 244-252.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2009.07.009 
 
Reijntjes, A., Stegge, H., Terwogt, M. M., Kamphius, J. H., & Telch, M. J. (2006).  Children’s  

coping with in vivo peer rejection:  An experimental investigation.  Journal of Abnormal  

Child Psychology, 34, 877-889.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10802-006-9061-8 
 
Reinhardt, J. P., Boerner, K., & Horowitz, A. (2006).  Good to have but not to use:  Differential  

impact of perceived and received support on well-being.  Journal of Social and Personal  

Relationships, 23, 117-129.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407506060182  
 
Renzulli, J. S. (1978).  What makes giftedness?  Reexamining a definition.  The Phi Delta Kappa  

International, 60, 180-184. 
 
Reynolds, W. M. (2003).  Reynolds Bully-Victimization Scales for Schools.  San Antonio, TX:   

The Psychological Corporation. 
 
Rigby, K. (1995).  New thinking about the bullying in schools.  Independent Education.  Sidney,  

AU:  New South Wales Education Union. 
 
Rigby, K. (1997). What children tell us about bullying in schools. Children Australia, 22, 28-34. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1035077200008178 
 
Rigby, K. (2000).  Effects of peer victimization in schools and perceived social support on  

adolescent well-being. Journal of Adolescence, 23, 57-68. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jado.1999.0289 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00912592
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0954579403000075
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10935-006-0035-y
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20374
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2009.07.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10802-006-9061-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1035077200008178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jado.1999.0289


190 

 

Rigby, K. (2002). New perspectives on bullying. London, UK: Jessica Kingsley. 
 
Rigby, K. (2003).  Addressing bullying in the schools: Theory and practice.  Canberra, AU:   

Australian Institute of Criminology. 
 
Rigby, K. (2003).  Consequences of bullying in schools.  The Canadian Journal of Psychiatry,  

48, 583-590.  https://doi.org/10.1177/070674370304800904 
 
Rigby, K., & Bagshaw, D. (2003).  Prospects of adolescent students collaborating with teachers  

in addressing issues of bullying and conflict in schools.  Educational Psychology, 23,  
535-546.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0144341032000123787 

 
Rigby, K., & Slee, P. T. (1993).  Dimensions of interpersonal relating among Australian school  

children and their implications for psychological well-being.  Journal of Social  

Psychology, 133, 33-42.  https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1993.9712116 
 
Rigby, K., & Slee, P. T. (1993).  The Peer Relations Questionnaire (PRQ).  Adelaide, AU:   

University of South Australia. 
 
Rinn, A. N. (2005).  Trends among honors college students.  The Journal of Secondary Gifted  

Education, 4, 157-167. 
 
Rivers, I. (2001).  Retrospective reports of school bullying:  Stability of recall and its  

implications for research.  British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 19, 129-141. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/026151001166001 

 
Rivers, I., & Smith, P. K. (1994).  Types of bullying behavior and their correlates.  Aggressive  

Behavior, 20, 359-368. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337(1994)20:5<359::AID-AB2480200503>3.0.CO;2-J 

 
Robinson, N. M. (2008).  Introduction.  In M. Neihart, S. M. Reis, N. M. Robinson, & S. M.  

Moon (Eds.), The social and emotional development of gifted children: What do we  

know? (pp. xi-xxiv). Waco, TX: Prufrock Press. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/ej.9789004173422.i-290.4 

 
Robinson, N. M., & Noble, K. D. (1993).  Social-emotional development and adjustment of  

gifted children.  In Wang, M. C., Reynolds, M. C., & Walberg, H. J. (Eds.).  Handbook of  

special education: Research and practice. Volume 4 (pp. 57-76).  New York, NY:   
Pergamon Press.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001698629303700401 

 
Rodkin, P. C., & Hodges, E. V. E. (2003).  Bullies and victims in the peer ecology:  Four  

questions for psychological and school professionals.  School Psychology Review, 32,  

384–400. 
 
 

https://doi.org/10.1177/070674370304800904
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0144341032000123787
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1993.9712116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/026151001166001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337%281994%2920:5%3C359::AID-AB2480200503%3E3.0.CO;2-J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/ej.9789004173422.i-290.4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001698629303700401


191 

 

Rook, K. S. (1989).  Strains in older adults’ friendships.  In R. G. Adanis, & R. Blieszner (Eds.),  
Older adult friendship:  Structure and process (pp. 166-194).  Newbury Park, CA:   
Sage. 

 
Rosario, M., Salzinger, S., Feldman, R. S., & Ng-Mak, D. S. (2008).  Intervening processes  

between youths’ exposure to community violence and internalizing symptoms over time:   
The roles of social support and coping.  American Journal of Community Psychology, 41,  
43-62.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-007-9147-7  

 
Rose, C. A., Monda-Amaya, L. E., & Espelage, D. L. (2011).  Bullying perpetration and  

victimization in special education:  A review of the literature.  Remedial and Special  

Education, 32, 114-130.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932510361247 
 
Rosen, P. J., Milich, R., & Harris, M. J. (2012).  Dysregulated negative emotional reactivity as a  

predictor of chronic peer victimization in childhood.  Aggressive Behavior, 38, 414-427. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ab.21434 

 
Rotenberg, K. J., Boulton, M. J., & Fox, C. L. (2005).  Cross-sectional and longitudinal relations  

among children’s trust beliefs, psychological maladjustment and social relationships:   
Are very high as well as very low trusting children at risk?  Journal of Abnormal Child  

Psychology, 33, 595-610.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-005-6740-9  
 
Rowen, Z. (2014).  The forgotten peer for black adolescents (Doctoral dissertation).  Retrieved  

from University of Maryland. 
 
Rosa, E. M., & Tudge, J. (2013).  Urie Bronfenbrenner’s theory of human development:  Its  

evolution from ecology to bioecology.  Journal of Family Theory & Review, 5, 243-258.   
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12022  

 
Roy, R., Benenson, J. F., & Lilly, F. (2000).  Beyond intimacy:  Conceptualizing sex differences  

in same-sex friendships.  Journal of Psychology, 134, 93-104. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980009600852 

 
Rubin, K. H., Bukowski, W., & Parker, J. G. (1998). Peer interactions, relationships, and groups.  

In W. Damon, & R. M. Lerner (Eds.),  Handbook of child psychology (pp. 619–700).   
New York, NY: Wiley.   

 
Rubin, K. H., Bukowski, W., & Parker, J. G. (2006).  Peer interactions, relationships, and  

groups.  In N. Eisenberg, W. Damon, & R. M. Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of child  

psychology (pp. 571-645).  Hoboken, NJ:  John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
 
Rubin, K. H., Coplan, R. J., Chen, X., Buskirk, A., & Wojslawowicz, J. C. (2005).  Peer  

relationships in childhood.  In M. Bornstein & M. Lamb (Eds.), Developmental science:   

An advanced textbook (pp. 469-512).  Mahwah, NJ:  Erlbaum. 
 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932510361247
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ab.21434
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980009600852


192 

 

Rubin, K. H., Chen, C., & Hymel, S. (1993).  Socio-emotional characteristics of aggressive and  
withdrawn children.  Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 39, 518-534. 

 
Rubin, K. H., Hymel, S., & Mills, R. S. L. (1989).  Sociability and social withdrawal in  

childhood:  Stability and outcomes.  Journal of Personality, 57, 237-255. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1989.tb00482.x 

 
Rubin, K. H., & Ross, H. S. (2012).  Peer relationships and social skills in childhood.  New  

York, NY:  Springer-Verlag.   
 
Rueger, S. Y., Malecki, C. K., Demaray, M. K. (2008).  Gender differences in the relationship  

between perceived social support and student adjustment during early adolescence.  
School Psychology Quarterly, 23, 496-514. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1045-3830.23.4.496 

 
Ruini, C., Ottolini, F., Tomba, E., Belaise, C., Albieri, E., Visani, D., Offidani, E., Caffo, E.,  

Fava, G. A. (2009).  School intervention for promoting psychological well-being in  
adolescence.  Journal of Behavior Therapy and Experimental Psychiatry, 40, 522-532. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2009.07.002 

 
Russell, B., Kraus, S. W., & Ceccherini, T. (2010).  Student perceptions of aggressive behaviors  

and predictive patterns of perpetration and victimization:  the role of age and sex.   
Journal of School Violence, 9, 251-270.   
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2010.483171  

 
Rutter, M. (1983).  Stress, coping and development:  Some issues and some questions.  In N.  

Garmezy and M. Rutter (Eds.), Stress, coping, and development in children (pp. 1-43).   
New York, NY:  McGraw-Hill. 

 
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2001).  On happiness and human potentials:  A review of research  

on hedonic and eudaimonic well-being.  Annual Review Psychology, 52, 41-66.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.141 

 
Ryff, C. D. (1989a).  Happiness is everything, or is it?  Exploration on the meaning of  

psychological well-being.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 1069-1083. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.6.1069 

 
Ryff, C. D. (1989b).  In the eye of the beholder: Views of psychological well-being among  

middle-aged and older adults.  Psychological Aging, 4, 195-210. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.4.2.195 

 
Ryff, C. D. (1991).  Possible selves in adulthood and old age:  A tale of shifting horizons.   

Psychology and Aging, 6, 286-295.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.6.2.286 

 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1989.tb00482.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1045-3830.23.4.496
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2009.07.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.6.1069
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.4.2.195
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.6.2.286


193 

 

Ryff, C. D. (1995).  Psychological well-being in adult life.  Current Directions in Psychological  

Science, 4, 99-104.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep10772395 

 
Ryff, C. D., & Keyes, C. L. M. (1995).  The structure of psychological well-being revisited.  

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 719-727. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.4.719 

 
Ryff, C. D., & Singer, B. (1996).  Psychological well-being: meaning, measurement and  

implication for psychotherapy research.  Psychotherapy and Psychosomatics, 65, 14-23. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000289026 

 
Ryff, C. D., & Singer, B. (1998a).  Middle age and well-being and ill-being.  In H. S. Friedman  

(Ed.), Encyclopedia of mental health (pp. 707-719).  San Diego, CA:  Academic Press.  
 
Ryff, C. D., & Singer, B. (1998b).  The contours of positive human health. Psychological  

Inquiry, 9, 1-28.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0901_1 
 
Ryff, C. D., & Singer, B. (2013).  Know thyself and become what you are:  A eudaimonic  

approach to psychological well-being.  In A. D. Fave (Ed.), The Exploration of  

Happiness (pp. 97-116).  New York, NY:  Springer. 
 
Saintil, M. (2012).  Teasing among gifted high school students:  Its relationship with self- 

esteem, belongingness, and loneliness (Unpublished master’s thesis).  Florida State  
University, FL. 

 
Sandberg, D. E., Meyer-Bahlburg, H. F., Ehrhardt, A. A., & Yager, T. J. (1993).  The prevalence  

of gender-atypical behavior in elementary school children.  Journal of the American  

Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 32, 306-314. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199303000-00010 

 
Sandstrom, M. J. (2004).  Pitfalls of the peer world:  How children cope with common rejection  

experiences.  Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 32, 67-81. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:JACP.0000007581.95080.8b 

 
Sansone, R. A., & Sansone, L. A. (2008).  Bully victims:  Psychological and somatic aftermaths.   

Psychiatry, 5, 62-64. 
 
Santrock J.W., & Yussen, S.R. (1992). Child development: An introduction. (5th Ed.) Dubuque,  

IA:  Wm C Brown Publisher. 
 
Sapouna, M. (2014).  Bullying.  In G. Bruinsma & D. Weisburd (Eds.), Encyclopedia of  

criminology and criminal justice (pp. 223-231).  New York, NY:  Springer.   
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-5690-2_134 

 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep10772395
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.4.719
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000289026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0901_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199303000-00010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:JACP.0000007581.95080.8b
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-5690-2_134


194 

 

Sarason, I. G., Pierce, G. R., & Sarason, B. R. (1990).  Social support: A transactional view.  
New York, NY:  Wiley. 

 
Sawyer, A. L., Bradshaw, C. P., O’Brennan, L. M. (2008).  Examining ethnic, gender, and  

developmental differences in the way children report being a victim of “bullying” on self- 
report measures.  Journal of Adolescent Health, 43, 106-114. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2007.12.011 

 
Scambler, D. J., Harris, M. J., & Milich, R. (1998).  Sticks and stones:  Evaluations of responses  

to childhood teasing.  Social Development, 7, 234-249. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00064 

 
Schäefer, M., Korn, S., Smith, P. K., Hunter, S. C., Mora-Merchan, J. A., Singer, M. M., & van  

der Meuler, K. (2004).  Lonely in the crowd:  Recollection of bullying.  British Journal of  

Developmental Psychology, 22, 379-394.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/0261510041552756 
 
Schmutte, P. S., & Ryff, C. D. (1997). Personality and well-being: Reexamining methods and  

meanings. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 549-559. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.3.549 

 
Schneider, S. K., O’Donnell, L., Stueve, A., & Coulter, R. W. (2012).  Cyber-bullying, school  

bullying, and psychological distress:  A regional census of high school students.   
American Journal of Public Health, 102, 171-177.   
https://doi.org/10/2105/AJPH.2011.300308  

 
Scholte, R. H. J., Engels, R. C. M. E., Overbeek, G., de Kemp, R. A. T., & Haselager, G. J. T.  

(2007). Stability in bullying and victimization and its association with social adjustment 
in childhood and adolescence. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 35, 217-228.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-006-9074-3 

 
Scholte, R. H. J., & Van Aken, M. A. G. (2006).  Peer relations in adolescence.  In S. Jackson &  

L. Goosens (Eds.), Handbook of adolescent development (pp. 175-179).  New York, NY:   
Psychology Press. 

 
Schuler, P. A. (2002).  Teasing and gifted children.  Retrieved from http://www.sengifted.org 

 
Schwarz, B., Mayer, B., Trommsdorff, G., Ben-Arieh, A., Friedlmeier, M.; Lubiewska, K.,  

Mishra, R., & Peltzer, K. (2012).  Does the importance of parent and peer relationships  
for adolescents’ life satisfaction vary across cultures?  Journal of Early Adolescence, 32,  
55-80.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431611419508  

 
Seals, D., & Young, J. (2003). Bullying and victimization: Prevalence and relationship to gender,  

grade level, ethnicity, self-esteem, and depression. Adolescence, 38, 735-747. 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2007.12.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/0261510041552756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.3.549


195 

 

Seiffge-Krenke, I. (1995).  Stress, coping, and relationships in adolescence.  Mahweh, NJ:   
Erlbaum. 

 
Shaffer, J. P. (1995).  Multiple hypothesis testing.  Annual Review of Psychology, 46, 561-584. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.46.020195.003021 
 
Shapiro, J. P., Baumeister, R. F., & Kessler, J. W. (1991).  A three-component model of  

children's teasing:  Aggression, humor and ambiguity.  Journal of Social and Clinical  

Psychology, 10, 459-471.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/jscp.1991.10.4.459 

 
Shin, D. C., & Johnson, D. M. (1978).  Avowed happiness as an overall assessment of the quality  

of life.  Social Indicators Research, 5, 475-492.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00352944 
 
Siedlecki, K. L., Salthouse, T. A., Oishi, S., & Jeswani, S. (2014).  The relationship between  

social support and subjective well-being across age.  Social indicators research, 117,  
561-576.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-013-0361-4 

  
Singh, P., & Bussey, K. (2010).  Peer victimization and psychological maladjustment:  The  

mediating role of coping self-efficacy.  Journal of Research on Adolescence, 21, 420- 
433.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2010.00680.x 

 
Simmons, R. G., & Blyth, D. A. (1987).  Moving into adolescence:  The impact of pubertal  

change and school context.  New York, NY: Aldine. 
 
Simpson, R., & Cohen, C. (2004).  Dangerous work:  The gendered nature of bullying in the  

context of higher education.  Gender, Work, and Organization, 11, 163-186.   
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2004.00227.x 

 
Sincero, S. M. (2012).  Ecological systems theory. Retrieved from  

https://explorable.com/ecological-systems-theory 
 
Skrzypiec, G., Slee, P., Murray-Harvey, R., & Pereira, B. (2011).  School bullying by one or  

more ways:  Does it matter and how do students cope?  School Psychology International,  

32, 288-311.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034311402308  
 
Slee, P. T. (1994).  Situational and interpersonal correlates of anxiety associated with peer  

victimization.  Child Psychiatry and Human Development, 25, 97-107. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02253289 

 
Smith, L. L., & Reise, S. P. (1998).  Gender differences in negative affectivity:  An IRT study of  

differential item functioning on the mulitidimensional personality questionnaire stress  
reaction scale.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 1350-1362. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.5.1350 

 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.46.020195.003021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/jscp.1991.10.4.459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00352944
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-013-0361-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2010.00680.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2004.00227.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02253289
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.5.1350


196 

 

Smith, P. K., Madsen, K. C., & Moody, J. C. (1999).  What causes the age decline in reports of  
being bullied at school?  Toward a developmental analysis of risks of being bullied.   
Educational Research, 41, 267-285.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188990410303 

 
Smith, P. K., & Shu, S. (2000).  What good schools can do about bullying:  Findings from a  
 survey in English schools after a decade of research and action.  Childhood, 7, 193-212. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0907568200007002005 
 
Smith, R. G., & Gross, A. M. (2006).  Bullying:  Prevalence and the effect of age and gender.   

Child & Family Behavior Therapy, 28, 13-37.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J019v28n04_02 

 
Smith, T. E., & Leaper, C. (2005).  Self-perceived gender typicality and the peer context during  

adolescence.  Journal of Research on Adolescence, 16, 91-103. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2006.00123.x 

 
Snyder, H., & Sickmund, M. (2006).  Juvenile offenders and victims:  2006 national report.   

Pittsburgh, PA: National Center of Juvenile Justice. 
 
Snyder, J., Brooker, M., Patrick, M. R., Snyder, A., Schrepferman, L., & Stoolmiller, M. (2003).   

Observed peer victimization during early elementary school:  Continuity, growth, and  
relation to risk for child antisocial and depressive behavior (2003).  Child Development,  

74, 1881-1898.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1467-8624.2003.00644.x 
 
Sourander, A. et al. (2009).  Childhood bullying behavior and later psychiatric hospital and  

psychopharmacologic treatment.  Archives of General Psychiatry, 66, 1005-1012. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2009.122 

 
Spencer-Rodgers, J., Peng, K., Wang, L., & Hou, Y. (2004).  Dialectical self-esteem and East- 

West differences in psychological well-being.  Personality and Social Psychology  

Bulletin, 30, 1416-1432.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204264243  
 
Spivak, H., & Prothrow-Stith, D. (2001).  The need to address bullying:  An important  
 component of violence prevention.  Journal of the American Medical Association, 285,  
 2131-2132.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.285.16.2131 

 
Stadler, C., Feifel, J., Rohrmann, S., Vermeiren, R., & Poustka, F. (2010). Peer-victimization and  

mental health problems in adolescents: Are parental and school support protective? Child  

Psychiatry Human Development, 41, 371-386. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10578-010-0174-5 

 
Stedman, L. M. (1924).  Education of the gifted.  Yonkers-on-Hudson, NY: World Book. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/14761-000 
 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188990410303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0907568200007002005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J019v28n04_02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2006.00123.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1467-8624.2003.00644.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2009.122
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.285.16.2131
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10578-010-0174-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/14761-000


197 

 

Steffen, P. R., Hinderliter, A. L., Blumenthal, J. A., & Sherwood, A. (2001).  Religious coping,  
ethnicity, and ambulatory blood pressure.  Psychosomatic Medicine, 63, 523-530. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00006842-200107000-00002 

 
Steiger, A. E., Allemand, M., Robins, R. W., & Fend, H. A.  Low and decreasing self-esteem  

during adolescence predict adult depression two decades later.  Journal of Personality  

and Social Psychology, 106, 325-338.  https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035133  
 
Steinberg, L. (2005). Cognitive and affective development in adolescence. Trends in Cognitive  

Sciences, 9, 69-74.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2004.12.005 

 
Stephenson, P., & Smith, D. (1989). Bullying in the junior school.  In D. Tattum & D. Lane  

(Eds.), Bullying in schools (pp. 45-57). Stoke-on-Trent, UK: Trentham Books. 
 
Sternberg, R. J. (1997).  Thinking styles.  New York, NY:  Cambridge University Press. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511584152 
 
Sternberg, R. J. (1999).  Handbook of creativity.  New York, NY:  Cambridge University Press. 
 
Sternberg, R. J. (2004).  International handbook of intelligence.  Cambridge, MA:  Cambridge  

University Press.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511616648 
 
Sternberg, R. J. (2007).  The importance of problem-driven research:  Bringing Wachtel’s  

argument into the present.  Applied and Preventive Psychology, 12, 37-38. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appsy.2007.07.011 

 
Suldo, S. M., Gelley, C. D., Roth, R. A., & Bateman, L. P. (2015).  Influence of peer social  

experiences on positive and negative indicators of mental health among high school  
students.  Psychology in the Schools, 52, 431-446.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.21834 

 
Sullivan, H. S. (1953).  The interpersonal theory of psychiatry.  New York, NY:  Norton. 
 
Sutton, J. (2001).  Bullies: Thugs or thinkers?  Psychologist, 14, 530-534. 
 
Swearer, S. M., & Doll, B. (2001).  Bullying in schools.  Journal of Emotional Abuse, 2, 7-23. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J135v02n02_02 
 
Swearer, S. M., Espelage, D. L., Vaillancourt, T., & Hymel, S. (2010).  What can be done about  

school bullying?  Linking research to educational practice.  Educational Researcher, 39,  
38-47.  http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09357622 

 
Swearer, S. M., Peugh, J., Espelage, D. L., Siebecker, A. B., Kingsbury, W. L., & Bevins, K. S.  
 (2006).  A social-ecological model for bullying prevention and intervention in early  

 adolescence:  An exploratory examination.  Mahwah, NJ:  Erlbaum. 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00006842-200107000-00002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2004.12.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511584152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511616648
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appsy.2007.07.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.21834
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J135v02n02_02
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09357622


198 

 

Swiatek, M. A. (2001).  Social coping amongst gifted high school students and its relationship to  
self-concept.  Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 30, 19–39. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1005268704144 

 
Swiatek, M. A. (2002).  Social coping among gifted elementary school students.  Journal for the  

Education of the Gifted, 26, 65–86.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/016235320202600104 

 
Tafarodi, R. W., & Swann, W. B. (2001).  Two-dimensional self-esteem:  Theory and  

measurement.  Personality and Individual Differences, 31, 653-673. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(00)00169-0 

 
Takizawa, R., Maughan, B., & Arseneault, L. (2014).  Adult health outcomes of childhood  

bullying victimization:  Evidence from a five-decade longitudinal British birth cohort.   
American Journal of Psychiatry, 171, 777-784. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2014.13101401 

 
Tannenbaum, A. J. (1983).  Gifted children:  Psychological and educational perspectives.  New  

York, NY:  Macmillan. 
 
Tannenbaum, A. J. (1997).  The meaning and making of giftedness.  In N. Colangelo and G. A.  

Davis (Eds.), Handbook of gifted education (pp. 27-42).  Boston, MA:  Allyn and  
Bacon. 

 
Taylor, A. R., Asher, S. R., & Williams, G. A. (1987).  The social adaption of mainstreamed  

mildly retarded children.  Child Development, 58, 1321-1334. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130624 

 
Taylor, S. E. (2007).  Social support.  In H. S. Friedman, & R. C. Silver (Eds.), Foundations of  

health psychology (pp. 145-171).  New York, NY:  Oxford University Press, Inc. 
 
Taylor, S. E., & Stanton, A. L. (2007).  Coping resources, coping processes, and mental health.   

Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 3, 77-401.   
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091520  

 

Tesch-Römer, C., Motel-Klingebiel, A., & Tomasik, M. J. (2008).  Gender differences in  
subjective well-being:  Comparing societies with respect to gender equality. 

 
Terman, L. M. (1924).  The physical and mental traits of gifted children.  Yearbook National  

Society for the Study of Education, 23, 155-167. 
 
Terman, L. M. (1930).  The promise of youth, follow-up studies of a thousand gifted children:  

Genetic studies of genius, III.  Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 
 
Thoits, P. A., & Hewitt, L. N. (2001).  Volunteering work and well-being.  Journal of Health and  

Social Behaviour, 42, 115-131.  http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3090173 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1005268704144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/016235320202600104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869%2800%2900169-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2014.13101401
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130624
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3090173


199 

 

Totura, C. M. W., Karver, M. S., & Gesten, E. L. (2014).  Psychological distress and student  
engagement as mediators of the relationship between peer victimization and achievement  
in middle school youth.  Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 43, 40-52. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9918-4 

 
Tov, W., & Diener, E. (2013).  Subjective well-being.  In K. D. Keith (Ed.), The Encyclopedia of  

Cross-Cultural Psychology, First Edition (pp. 1-7).  John Wiley & Sons, Inc.  
 
Trentacosta, C. J., & Shaw, D. S. (2009).  Emotional self-regulation, peer rejection, and  

antisocial behavior:  Developmental associations from early childhood to early  
adolescence.  Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 30, 356-365.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2008.12.016  

 
Troop-Gordon, W., & Quenette, A. (2010).  Children’s perceptions of their teacher’s responses  

to students’ peer harassment:  Moderators of victimization-adjustment linkages.  Merrill- 

Palmer Quarterly, 56, 333-360.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/mpq.0.0056 
 
Tudge, J. R. H., Mokrova, I., Hatfield, B. E., & Karnik, R. B. (2009).  Uses and misuses of  

Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological theory of human development.  Journal of Family  

Theory &Review, 1, 198-210.  https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-2589.2009.00026.x  
 
Turner, R. J., & Gil, A. G. (2002).  Psychiatric and substance use disorders in South Florida:   

Racial/ethnic and gender contrasts in a young adult sample.  Archives of General 

Psychiatry, 59, 43-50.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.59.1.43 

 
Uchino, B. N. (2006).  Social support and health:  A review of physiological processes  

potentially underlying links to disease outcomes.  Journal of Behavioural Medicine, 29,  
377-387.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-006-9056-5  

 
Uchino, B. N. (2009).  Understanding the links between social support and physical health:  A  

life-span perspective with emphasis on the separability of perceived and received support.   
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 4, 236-255.   
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01122.x  

 
Undheim, A. M., & Sund, A. M. (2010).  Prevalence of bullying and aggressive behavior and  

their relationship to mental health problems among 12-to-15-year-old Norwegian  
adolescents.  European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 19, 803-811. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00787-010-0131-7 

 
United States Census Bureau (2015).  Florida Quick Facts [Data file].  Retrieved from  

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/12000.html 
 
Upcraft, M. L., Gardner, J. N., & Barefoot, B. O. (Eds.). (2004).  Challenging and supporting the  

first year student. San Francisco, CA:  Jossey-Bass. 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9918-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/mpq.0.0056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.59.1.43
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00787-010-0131-7


200 

 

Underwood, M. K. (2002).  Sticks and stones and social exclusion:  Aggression among girls and  
boys.  In P. K. Smith, & C. H. Craig (Eds.), Blackwell handbooks of developmental  

psychology (pp.553-548).  Malden, MA:  Blackwell Publishers. 
 
Van der Wal, M., De Wit, C., & Hirasing, R. (2003).  Psychosocial health among young victims  

and offenders of direct and indirect bullying.  Pediatrics, 111, 1312-1317. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.111.6.1312 

 
Van Geel, M., Vedder, P., & Tanilon, J. (2014).  Relationship between peer victimization,  

cyberbullying, and suicide in children and adolescents:  A meta-analysis.  JAMA  

Pediatrics, 168, 435-442.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2013.4143 
 
Varjas, K., Meyers, J., Meyers, B., Kim, S., Henrich, C. C., & Tenenbaum, L. S. (2009).   

Positive psychology and the prevention of school-based victimization.  In R. Gilman, E.  
S. Huebner, & M. J. Furlong (Eds.), Handbook of positive psychology in the schools (pp.  
323-338).  London, UK:  Routledge.   

 
Visani, D., Albieri, E., Offidani, E., Ottolini, F., Tomba, E., & Ruini, C. (2011).  Gender  

differences in psychological well-being and distress during adolescence.  In I. Brdar  
(Ed.), The Human pursuit of well-being (pp. 65-70).  New York, NY:  Springer. 

 
Visconti, K. J., Kochenderfer-Ladd, B., & Clifford, C. A. (2013).  Children’s attributions for  

peer victimization:  A social comparison approach.  Journal of Applied Developmental  

Psychology, 34, 277-287.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2013.06.002 
 
Visconti, K. J., & Troop-Gordon, W. (2010).  Prospective relations between children’s responses  

to peer victimization and their socioemotional adjustment.  Journal of Applied  

Developmental Psychology, 31, 261-272.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2010.05.003 
 
Vossekuil, B., Fein, R. A., Reddy, M., Borum, R., & Modzeleski, W. (2002).  The final report  

 and findings of the Safe School Initiative.  Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Secret Service and  
 U.S. Department of Education. 
 
Waasdorp, T. E., Bagdi, A., & Bradshaw, C. P. (2010).  Peer victimization among urban African- 

American youth:  Coping with relational aggression between friends.   Journal of School  

Violence, 9, 98-116.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15388220903341372 
 
Waasdorp, T. E., & Bradshaw, C. P. (2011).  Examining student responses to frequent bullying:   

A latent class approach.  Journal of Educational Psychology, 103, 336-352. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0022747 

 
Wang, J., Iannotti, R. J., & Nansel, T. R. (2009).  School bullying among adolescents in the  

United States:  Physical, verbal, relational, and cyber.  Journal of Adolescent Health, 45,  
 368-375.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2009.03.021 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.111.6.1312
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2013.4143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2013.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2010.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15388220903341372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0022747
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2009.03.021


201 

 

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988).  Development and validation of brief measures  
of positive and negative affect:  The PANAS scales.  Journal of Personality and Social  

Psychology, 54, 1063-1070.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063 
 
Webb, J. T. (2004).  Misdiagnosis and dual diagnoses of gifted children and adults:  ADHD,  

Bipolar, OCD, Asperger’s, Depression, and other disorders.  Scottsdale, AZ:  Great  
Potential Press, Inc. 

Wentzel, K. R. (2009).  Peers and academic functioning at school.  In K. H. Rubin, W. M.  
Bukowski, & B. Laursen (Eds.), Handbook of peer interactions, relationships, and 

groups (pp. 531-547).  New York, NY:  Guilford Press. 
 
Wenz-Gross, M., Siperstein, G. N., Untch, A. S., & Widaman, K. F. (1997).  Stress, social  

support, and adjustment of adolescents in middle schools.  Journal of Early Adolescence,  

17, 129–151.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272431697017002002 

 
Whipple, G. M. (1919).  Classes for gifted children: An experimental study of methods of  

selection and instruction.  Bloomington, IL: Public School Publishing Company. 
 
Whipple, G. M. (1923).  The intelligence testing program and its objectors – conscientious and  

otherwise.  School & Society, 17, 561. 
 
Wigfield, A., Byrnes, J. P., & Eccles, J. S. (2006).  Development during early and middle  

adolescence.  Handbook of Educational Psychology, 2, 87-113. 
 
Wiggins, J. S., & Winder, C. L. (1961).  The Peer Nomination Inventory:  An empirically  

derived sociometric measure of adjustment in preadolescent boys.  Psychological  

Reports, 9, 643-677.  http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1961.9.3.643 
 
Williford, A., Fite, P. J., Johnson-Motoyama, M., & Frazer, A. L. (2015).  Acculturative  

dissonance and risks for proactive and reactive aggression among Latino/a adolescents:   
Implications for culturally relevant prevention and interventions.  Journal of Primary  

Prevention, 36, 405-418.  https://doi.org/10.1007.s10935-015-0403-6  
 
Wilson, D. K., Kliewer, W., Bayer, L., Jones, D., Welleford, A., Heiney, M., Sica, D. A. (1999).   

The influence of gender and emotional versus instrumental support on cardiovascular  
reactivity in African-American adolescents.  Annals of Behavioral Medicine, 21, 235- 
243.  https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02884840 

 
World Health Organization (2001).  The second decade:  Improving adolescent health and  

development.  Geneva:  World Health Organization. 
 
 
 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272431697017002002
http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1961.9.3.643
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02884840


202 

 

Worrell, F. C. (2009).  What does gifted mean?  Personal and social identity perspectives on  
giftedness in adolescence.  In F. D. Horowitz, R. F. Subotnik, & D. J. Matthews (Eds.),  
The development of giftedness and talent across the lifespan (pp. 131-152).   
Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/11867-008 

 
Yadav, V. N. (2016).  School bullying in relation to peer relation and self-efficacy.  Indian  

Journal of Health and Wellbeing, 7, 1173-1175.   
 
Yarcheski, A., Mahon, N. E., & Yarcheski, T. J. (2001).  Social support and well-being in  

adolescents:  The role of mediating variables.  Clinical Nursing Research, 10, 163-181. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10547730122158851 

 
Yell, M. L., & Crockett, J. B. (2011).  Free appropriate public education.  In J. M. Kaufmann, D.  

P. Hallahan, P. C. Pullen (Eds.), Handbook of special education (pp. 77-90).  New York,  
NY:  Routledge,  

 
You, S., Furlong, M. J., Felix, E., Sharkey, J. D., Tanigawa, D., & Green, J. G. (2008).  Relations  

among school connectedness, hope, life satisfaction, and bully victimization.  Psychology  

in the Schools, 45, 446.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.20308 
 
Young, E. L., Nelson, D. A., Hottle, A. B., Warburton, B., & Young, B. K. (2011).  Relational  

aggression among students.  The Education Digest, 76, 24-29. 
 
Young, R., & Sweeting, H. (2004).  Adolescent bullying, relationships, psychological well- 

being, and gender-atypical behavior:  A gender diagnosticity approach.  Sex Roles, 50,  
525-537.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:SERS.0000023072.53886.86 

 
Zarate, C. A., Jr. (2010).  Psychiatric disorders in young adults:  Depression assessment and  

treatment.  In J. E. Grant & M. N. Potenza (Eds.), Young adult mental health (pp. 206- 
230).  New York, NY:  Oxford University Press. 

 
Zarbatany, L., Conley, R., & Pepper, S. (2004).  Personality and gender differences in friendship  

needs and experiences in preadolescence and young adulthood.  International Journal of  

Behavioral Development, 28, 299-310.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000514 

 
Zelli, A., Dodge, K. A., Lochman, J. E., Laird, R. D., & Conduct Problems Prevention Research  

Group. (1999).  The distinction between beliefs legitimizing aggression and deviant  
processing of social cues: Testing measurement validity and the hypothesis that biased  
processing mediates the effects of beliefs on aggression.  Journal of Personality and  

Social Psychology, 77, 150–166.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.150 

 
Zeman, J., & Garber, J. (1996).  Display rules for anger, sadness, and pain:  It depends on who is  

watching.  Child Development, 67, 957-973.  http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131873 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/11867-008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10547730122158851
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.20308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:SERS.0000023072.53886.86
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000514
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.150
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131873


203 

 

Ziv, Y., Leibovich, I., & Schectman, Z. (2013).  Bullying and victimization in early adolescence:   
Relations to social information processing patterns.  Aggressive Behavior, 39, 482-492. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ab.21494 

 
Zwierzynska, K., Wolke, D., & Lereya, T. S. (2013).  Peer victimization in childhood and  

internalizing problems in adolescence:  A prospective longitudinal study.  Journal of  

Abnormal Child Psychology, 41, 309-323.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10802-012-9678-8 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ab.21494
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10802-012-9678-8


204 

 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

Marcia Saintil is an advanced doctoral candidate enrolled in the Combined Counseling & 

School Psychology Ph.D. program in the Department of Educational Psychology & Learning 

Systems in the College of Education at Florida State University.  She has completed her pre-

doctoral APPIC-accredited internship at Mid-Ohio Psychological Services in Columbus, Ohio.  

She has also completed several clinical practica in a variety of settings, including a human 

service center, a career counseling center, the Department of Children and Families, community 

mental health agencies, hospitals, multiple private practices, an adult learning and evaluation 

center, and a middle school.  She has been known to affiliate with an eclectic theoretical 

orientation, while placing great emphasis on cognitive behavioral techniques and considerations 

for family systems and development. 

Marcia has had the opportunity to participate in several research opportunities, including 

poster presentations on group intervention effectiveness in school-based health centers, child 

anxiety sensitivity, and emotional styles, which have all been showcased at several national 

psychological conferences.  She also served as an undergraduate research assistant for the Child 

Anxiety and Phobia Program (CAPP), where she administered questionnaires regarding 

experiences with anxiety and anxiety sensitivity to children and families.  As a result, she 

completed an honors thesis and graduated with honors in psychology. 

Marcia’s journey with investigating the phenomenon of bullying began with the 

completion of her Master’s Thesis Equivalency on teasing among gifted high school students and 

its relationship to self-esteem, belongingness and loneliness.  Findings from this study indicated 

that there were no significant differences found in experiences with name-calling between gifted 

and non-gifted students; however, gifted students were found to be teased significantly more 



205 

 

frequently than their non-gifted peers.  This particular project laid the ground work for Marcia to 

be able to identify indications of bullying behaviors in the school environment and to work 

towards recognizing needs for intervention and future research considerations to examine long-

term impact of early experiences of bullying involvement. 

Marcia is currently a matriculating fellow of the McKnight Doctoral Fellowship program, 

a member of the American Psychological Association (APA), and a member of Division 42 

(Psychologists in Independent Practice). 


