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ABSTRACT

STUDENT AND SCHOOL LEVEL FACTORS IN VICTIMIZATION OF
MIDDLE SCHOOL STUDENTS: AN ECOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

Atik, Gokhan
Ph.D., Department of Educational Sciences

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Oya Yerin Giineri

June 2013, 202 pages

This study aimed to investigate the role of student- and school-level factors that
contribute to the likelihood of being peer victim and bully victim by comparing
them with non-victim. The sample of the study consisted of 1557 (832 males, 725
females) middle school students from 16 different schools in Ankara. The data
collection instruments of the study were; Demographic Data Form, California
Bully Victimization Scale (CBVS; Felix, Sharkey, Green, Furlong, & Tanigawa,
2011), School Climate Survey (SCS; Emmons, Haynes, & Comer, 2002), and Self-
Efficacy Questionnaire for Children (SEQ-C; Muris, 2001).

The results of hierarchical generalized linear modeling indicated a significant
variation between the schools in the log-odds of peer victim and bully victim
(relative to non-victim). The student-level variables predicted significantly the
likelihood of being in peer victim and bully victim. Both peer victims and bully
victims reported lower emotional self-efficacy, fairness, order and discipline. On
the other hand, bully victims also reported lower sharing of resources and
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student interpersonal relations. After controlling the student-level variables (as
covariates), the school-level variables did not statistically and significantly
predict variation across the schools in the log-odds of peer victim. However,
these variables statistically and significantly predicted variation across the
schools in the log-odds of bully victim, but there was no significant predictor in

the model.

Consequently, findings suggested that most of the variation across the schools
in victimization was explained by the characteristics of the students. The
findings might underline the importance of attending emotional self-efficacy
beliefs and school climate perceptions of the students’ while developing a

school-specific bullying intervention.

Keywords: Bullying victimization, individual-level factors, school-level factors,

ecological perspective, hierarchical generalized linear modeling.



Oz

ORTAOKUL OGRENCILERININ MAGDURIYETINI ETKILEYEN OGRENCI
VE OKUL DUZEYI FAKTORLERI: EKOLOJIK BIR BAKIS

Atik, Gokhan
Doktora, Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Oya Yerin Giineri

Haziran 2013, 202 sayfa

Bu c¢alisma akran ve zorba magdurlarmi, magdur olmayan Ogrencilerle
kargilastirarak magdur olma olasiligina etki eden 6grenci ve okul diizeyindeki
taktorlerin  roliinti incelemeyi amaglamistir. Calismanin  Orneklemini,
Ankara'daki 16 farkli okuldan 1557 (832 erkek ve 725 kiz) ortaokul Ogrencisi
olusturmustur. Bu calismada veri toplama aract olarak; Demografik Veri
Formu, California Zorba Magduriyet Olgegi (CZM@; Felix, Sharkey, Green,
Furlong, & Tanigawa, 2011), Okul Iklimi Olgegi (OIC); Emmons, Haynes, &
Comer, 2002) ve Cocuklar Icin Oz-Yeterlik Olgegi (COO; Muris, 2001)

kullanilmigtir.

Asamali genellestirilmis dogrusal modelleme sonuglari, akran ve zorba
magduru olma olasiliklarinda (magdur olmayanlarinkine gore) okullar aras:
anlamli  bir farklilasmanin oldugunu gostermektedir. Ogrenci diizeyi
degiskenleri akran ve zorba magduru olma olasiigim1 anlamli bir gsekilde

yordamustir. Akran ve zorba magdurlar1 duygusal 6z-yeterlik, adalet, diizen ve
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disiplin degiskenlerinde diisitk puanlara sahiptir. Zorba magdurlar ayrica
kaynaklarin paylasimi ve Ogrencilerle olan kisileraras: iligskilerde diisiik
puanlara sahiptir. Ogrenci diizeyi degiskenleri kontrol edildiginde, okul diizeyi
degiskenleri akran magduru olma olasiigindaki okullar aras: farklilasmay:
istatistiksel ve anlamli bir gsekilde yordamazken, zorba magduru olma
olasihigindaki okullar arasi farklilasmay istatistiksel ve anlamli bir sekilde
yordamistir. Ancak, modelde anlamli herhangi bir yordayici degisken

bulunmamaktadir.

Sonug olarak, bulgular magduriyetteki okullar aras1 farklilasmanin biiyiik bir
cogunlugunun Ogrenci Ozellikleri tarafindan aciklandigim1 gostermektedir.
Bulgular, okula 6zgii zorbalik miidahaleleri gelistirirken 6grencilerin duygusal
0z-yeterlik inanglarma ve okul iklimi algilarina odaklanmanin 6neminin altini

cizmektedir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Zorbalik magduriyeti, birey diizeyindeki faktorler, okul

diizeyindeki faktorler, ekolojik bakis acisi, asamali genellestirilmis dogrusal

modelleme.
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To all school children to feel safe at their school
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CHAPTER

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

Bullying is an old phenomenon that could be considered as a part of cruel
aspect of humanity. It is possible to find ample of examples for this cruelty in
the history books and the literature. However, systemic work about bullying
started in early 1970s, in the Scandinavian countries (Olweus, 1993). In 1982, the
suicide attempts of some school-aged children in Norway as a consequence of
bullying triggered the media and public reactions, and the start of a nationwide
campaign to stop bullying in Norwegian schools. During 1980s and 1990s,
studies in bullying were emerged in other countries such as Japan, Holland,

England, Canada, the USA, and Australia (Olweus, 1993).

Since 1970s, a strong societal and research interest about bullying has been still
continuing (Little, Akin-Little, & Lloyd, 2011). In recent years, data stream
provided by the global efforts has been also indicating the extend of the
widespread problem and contributing to collective understanding of the

phenomenon (Jimerson, Swearer, & Espelage, 2009).

The phenomenon of bullying was initially called as “mobbing” or “mobbning”
in Scandinavian countries (Olweus, 1993, p. 8). Dan Olweus, pioneering and

leading authority on bullying, considered that these words were not adequate
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to explain the situation and suggested using the words of bullying, victimization,
and bully/victim problems (Olweus, 1993). Today, the word of bullying is accepted
among researchers all over the world (Harris & Petrie, 2003). Olweus (1993)
defined bullying or victimization as “a student is being bullied or victimized
when he or she is exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on the
part of one or more other students” (p. 9). In this definition, negative actions
include physical contact, words, making faces or dirty gestures, and intentional
exclusion from a group. This definition has been extensively used in bullying
literature. However, a more careful review of the literature suggests that there is
no universally agreed definition (Smith et al, 2002). Thus, the term is
conceptualized with different emphasis. For instance, Farrington (1993, as cited
in Baldry & Farrington, 2000) defined it as a physical, verbal or psychological
attack or intimidation that is intended to cause fear, distress or harm to the
victim, with a more powerful person oppressing a less powerful one. W. M.
Craig and Pepler (2003) conceptualized it as an assertion of interpersonal power
through aggression that is a relationship problem which underlies many
problems related to interpersonal violence across the lifespan. Although there
have been various definitions of bullying, the criteria for bullying commonly
agreed upon among researchers, include a strength imbalance (bully is stronger
than victim), repeated aggressive attacks of bully to the same victim over a
substantial time period, and the position where the victim could not defend
him/herself (Olweus, 1993). The first two criteria distinguish bullying from the

concept of aggression (Smith et al., 2002).

The international and national estimates of bullying demonstrate that it is a
pervasive problem at schools. For instance, a multilevel study (Due et al., 2009)

investigating bullying among 162,305 students whose ages range from 11 to 15,
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in 35 countries in Europe and North America found out that 21.9 percent of the
entire sample was exposed to bullying at least twice during the last couple of
months. This study revealed that the proportion of bullying significantly varied

across the countries (Due et al., 2009).

Other studies also showed varying degrees of bullying in different countries.
For example, Nansel et al. (2001) investigated the prevalence of bullying among
15,686 US students in grades 6-10 and reported that 10.6 percent of the students
were victims, 13 percent were bullies, and 6.3 percent were bully/victims.
Solberg and Olweus (2003) found that 10.1 percent of students were involved in
bullying as a victim, 6.5 percent as a bully, and 1.6 percent as a bully/victim,
using a sample consisting of 5,171 Norwegian students in grades of 5-9.
Vaillancourt et al. (2010), in a sample of 11,152 Canadian students in grades 4-
12, found that 12.3 percent of the students were victim, 5.3 percent were bully,
and 4 percent of them were both bully and victim. Von Marées and Petermann
(2010) examined the prevalence of bullying among German primary students,
finding that 10 percent of students bullied other students, 17.4 percent were
being victimized by other students, and 16.5 percent were both bullied and
being bullied. Cross et al. (2011) also addressed the prevalence of bullying
problems among 7,418 Australian students whose ages were between 9 and 14.
They found that 8.8 percent of students reported bullying other students, 26.7
percent reported being bullied, and 16.4 percent both being bullied and bullying
other students. H. Wang et al. (2012) explored the involvement of 8,342 Chinese
middle school students in bullying which revealed that 8.6 percent were bullies,
19 percent were victims, and 6.7 percent were bully/victims. A study
investigating bullying problems among 1,154 Turkish primary and middle

school students indicated that 6.2 percent was categorized as bullies, 35.1
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percent as victims, and 30.2 percent as bully/victims (Piskin, 2010). Briefly, these
rates indicate that bullying is a prevalent problem in schools concerning most of

countries around the world.

In spite of its pervasiveness, the negative impacts of bullying on students are
often ignored by the educators (Cowie & Jennifer, 2008). Bullying has numerous
detrimental effects on physical, mental, social, and emotional development of
children (Alikasifoglu, Erginoz, Ercan, Uysal, & Albayrak-Kaymak, 2007;
Arslan, Hallett, Akkas, & Akkas, 2012). These negative consequences can
demonstrate themselves as immediate or long-term ones. Bullying
victimization, in the immediate term, increases the risk of involvement in
delinquent behavior, using drugs, being a member of a gang (Carbone-Lopez,
Esbensen, & Brick, 2010), and alcohol use (Peleg-Oren, Cardenas, Comerford, &
Galea, 2012). It is also related to the lower self-esteem (Esbensen & Carson, 2009;
Piskin & Ayas, 2005), self-efficacy (Esbensen & Carson, 2009), and severe mental
health problems such as harming body on purpose, aggressive behaviors and
psychotic symptoms (Arseneault, Bowes, & Shakoor, 2010), depression and
anxiety (Kapciy, 2004). Bully/victims and victims are more likely to report
internalizing problems (Ozdemir & Stattin, 2011). As a meta-analytic study
showed involvement in bullying (as bully, victim, or bully/victim) increases the

risks for psychosomatic symptoms (Gini & Pozzoli, 2009).

Being exposed to bullying during school years could also be a risk factor for
individuals in their later life as well. A meta-analytic research pointed out that
bullying victimization increases the risk of violence involvement in later life
(Ttofi, Farrington, & Losel, 2012). A longitudinal study, using parents’ reports,

collected from a sample of 1,265 parents in New Zealand, revealed that bullying
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victimization during childhood increased mental health and adjustment
problems in late adolescence and adulthood (Gibb, Horwood, & Fergusson,
2011). For instance, exposing bullying during school years also increases the risk
of later depression. Lund et al. (2009) investigated the association between
exposing bullying in schools during childhood and later depression. They
sampled 6,292 Danish males born in 1953. The results of the study showed that
exposure to bullying increased the likelihood of later depression between the
ages of 35-51. Similarly, another study exploring the impacts of bullying at the
age of eight for later depression and suicidal ideation indicated that Finnish
males who involved in bullying as bully or bully/victim were more likely to

report depression at the age of 18 (Klomek et al., 2008).

The fact that being exposed to bullying is likely to result in negative
consequences raises some legal issues because every individual in the process of
formal education has the right to maintain their education in a safe school
environment. This right is guaranteed by international and national legislations.
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) and the Convention on the
Rights of the Child (1989) are the international legislations of child protection. In
the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the article 19 states that all
governments “shall take all appropriate legislative, administrative, social and
educational measures to protect the child from all forms of physical or mental
violence, injury or abuse, neglect or negligent treatment, maltreatment or
exploitation, including sexual abuse, while in the care of parent(s), legal
guardian(s) or any other person who has the care of the child”. In Turkey, in
addition to these international regulations, the rights of children are secured by
the Constitution of Republic of Turkey (Resmi Gazete, 1982) with the article of
424 (Right to Education Paper) and 58" (Youth Protection). In addition, the
5



Child Protection Act (Resmi Gazete, 2005) aims to secure protection, rights, and
well-being of children who are in need of protection or driven to crime. 2006/17
Circular Letter of Prime Ministry (Resmi Gazete, 2006) identifies the measures

to be taken to prevent acts of violence against children and women.

In Turkey, parallel to these international and national legislations, some
preventive interventions have also been developed. Due to a concerning level of
violence in primary and secondary education, the Ministry of National
Education (MEB) prepared a strategy and action plan for the prevention and
reduction of violence in educational environments covering the periods of 2006
and 2011+ (MEB, 2006). The Grand National Assembly of Turkey (Parliament)
(TBMM) established a commission in 2006, to investigate growing violence
among children and young people at schools and to determine the necessary
measures for prevention (TBMM, 2007). The report of this commission indicated
that violent incidents at schools are at an alarming level. On the basis of the
relevant legal regulations and reports of the commission, a protocol was signed
between the Ministry of Interior and the Ministry of National Education in 2007
(MEB, 2007). This protocol, entered into force in 2009, was related to protective
and preventive measures to be taken at schools to provide a safe environment.
Under this protocol, a School Police Project was implemented at schools, which

has still been continuing.

The prevention and reduction of bullying problems at schools requires an
understanding of legal context within international and national spheres as well
as an investigation of various contributing level factors. A growing body of
research into bullying indicated, this phenomenon is influenced by many

factors organized hierarchically at many levels (H. Huang, Hong, & Espelage,
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2012; Khoury-Kassabri, 2011; C.-H. Lee, 2011). Thus, researchers (e.g. Swearer &
Espelage, 2004) suggested a multi-methodology, multi-information source, and
multi-level assessment for accurate understanding of bullying and effective
bullying programs. However, in the literature of bullying and violence, there
has been some recommendations for further research to change the focus from
the individual level factors to the contextual factors (Astor, Benbenishty, &
Marachi, 2006; Benbenishty & Astor, 2005, Cook, Williams, Guerra, Kim, &
Sadek, 2010).

The bullying incidents at schools are associated with the factors pertained not
only to individual (both/or biological and psychological) but also school,
familial, neighborhood or broader social contexts. Their interactive effects
would also produce some problems. The multifaceted problem of bullying
requires a comprehensive theoretical understanding. Thus, ecological
perspective  (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) provides a wuseful framework for
understanding the protective and risk factors which surround children’s life.
Individuals are nested in broader educational and social contexts. Each level of
context includes a number of risk and protective factors. These factors interact
with each other. The proximal processes — reciprocal interactions between
individual characteristics and close environment — and distal processes —
reciprocal interactions between individual characteristics and broader
community characteristics — influence human development (Ceci, Rosenblum,
de Bruyn, & Lee, 1997). While individual characteristics may increase the risk of
being victimization, they may also play a protective role in resisting to bullying
victimization. Moreover, gender of the person may mediate with other systems.
Individual is nested within a family. In this respect, the relations within a family

will influence the involvement in bullying. Individual takes a place with his/her
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peers within a school system. All peer relations within a school system and
quality of school climate will determine involvement in bullying. Outside the
school system, individual faces wider ecological systems. Social and cultural
characteristics will similarly shape this process as other systems do (Swearer &
Espelage, 2004). Normalization of violence by the society will influence
teachers’ training methods as well as the way parents raise child. As a result,

ecological systems have direct or indirect impact on individuals.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

Multiple factors contribute to the development of bullying problems at schools.
Therefore, this study aimed to investigate the role of student-level (gender, age,
academic achievement, academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy, emotional
self-efficacy, fairness, order and discipline, parental involvement, sharing of
resources, student interpersonal relations, and student-teacher relations) and
school-level factors (school climate, school size, student-teacher ratio,
employing a private security personnel at the school, school absenteeism, school
disciplinary punishment, school income, and school academic achievement)
that contribute to the likelihood of involvement of middle school students in
victimization (as peer victims and bully victims) by comparing them with non-

victims.

1.3 Research Questions

Specifically, the study sought answers to the following research questions:



1. Are there any significant variations between schools in the log-odds of

peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims)?

2. Do student-level variables (gender, age, academic achievement, academic
self-efficacy, social self-efficacy, emotional self-efficacy, fairness, order
and discipline, parental involvement, sharing of resources, student
interpersonal relations, and student-teacher relations) significantly
predict the likelihood of being peer victim and bully victim (relative to

non-victims)?

3. Do school-level variables (school climate, school size, student-teacher
ratio, employing a private security personnel at the school, school
absenteeism, school disciplinary punishment, school income, and school
academic achievement) predict the likelihood of being peer victim and
bully victim (relative to non-victim) after controlling student-level
variables (emotional self-efficacy, fairness, order and discipline, sharing

of resources, and student interpersonal relations)?

1.4 Hypotheses

Hypotheses were determined for each level. Hypotheses were as in the

followings:

1. There is a significant variation between schools in the log-odds of peer

victim and bully victim (relative to non-victim).



2. Student-level variables predict significantly the likelihood of being peer

victim and bully victim (relative to non-victim).

Student-level hypotheses were as in the followings:

2a. Being a male increases the likelihood of being peer victim and

bully victim (relative to non-victims).

2b. The increase in ages of students decreases the likelihood of being

peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims).

2c. Higher academic achievement decreases the likelihood of being

peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims).

2d. Higher academic, social, and emotional self-efficacy decreases the
likelihood of being peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-

victims).

2e. As perceptions of positive school climate increase (higher scores in
fairness, order and discipline, parental involvement, sharing of
resources, student interpersonal relations, and student-teacher
relations), the likelihood of being peer victim and bully victim

(relative to non-victims) decreases.

3. School-level variables, except for employing a private security personnel
at the school, predict the likelihood of being peer victim and bully victim

(relative to non-victims) after controlling student-level variables.
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School-level hypotheses were as in the following;:

3a. As perceptions of positive school climate increase, the likelihood
of being peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims)

decreases.

3b. Small school size decreases the likelihood of being peer victim and

bully victim (relative to non-victims).

3c. Increased student-teacher ratio increases the likelihood of being

peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims).

3d.The presence of private security personnel at the school
environment does not significantly predict the likelihood of being

peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims).

3e. Higher ratio at school absenteeism increases the likelihood of

being peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims).
3f. As the number of school disciplinary punishments increases, the
likelihood of being peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-

victims) increases.

3g. As school income increases, the likelihood of being peer victim

and bully victim (relative to non-victims) decreases.
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3h. As school academic achievement increases, the likelihood of being

peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims) decreases.

1.5 Significance of the Study

The process of bullying and victimization is a phenomenon which occurs as a
result of the complex interaction between individual and interpersonal factors
(Swearer & Doll, 2001). It is also conceptualized as a systemic problem (W. M.
Craig & Pepler, 2003) or a dyadic interactional process between bully, victim,
and social context (Atlas & Pepler, 1998). Individual characteristics have a
profound impact on human behavior. However, not taking into account the role
of contextual factors would hinder the multilevel assessment of bullying that
might blur the view of the researchers about possible causes of bullying (Hong
& Espelage, 2012). The development of effective bullying prevention and
intervention programs is also associated with how much the social context is
understood (Swearer & Espelage, 2004). Thus, due to the complex nature of
bullying and victimization, researchers need to understand how various factors

nested in different ecological systems interact in this process.

In recent years, there have been some efforts to understand the effects of some
ecological factors on bullying behaviors among school-aged children (Khoury-
Kassabri, 2011; C.-H. Lee, 2011). Even though there has been an increased global
attention to examine bullying in such a multilevel context, this kind of
investigation has been often ignored in victimization research in Turkey. As a
result, majority of the studies examined one-level factors, usually the student
factors. Parallel to the recent literature, this study took ecological perspective as

a theoretical framework and provided a prominent contribution to the previous
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studies in terms of understanding the role of student- and school-level factors
affecting the involvement of Turkish middle school students in victimization

incidents.

Exploring the influences of contextual factors on victimization has also been
expected to contribute to the global efforts revealing cultural aspects of
bullying. Swearer and Espelage (2004) claimed that most of the bullying
researches in the literature were carried out in Europe, Australia, and Canada.
Given that most of research data were gathered in Western countries, the
present study aimed to contribute to the existing literature through examining

the role of various multilevel contributing factors of bullying in another culture.

Another significant aspect of this study was to include many school-level
factors regarding school structure and context that could influence
victimization. Although, previous studies focused only some of these factors
such as school discipline (Gregory et al., 2010), school climate (Klein, Cornell, &
Konold, 2012), school organizational factors (school size, student-teacher ratio)
(Wei, Williams, Chen, & Chang, 2010) etc., the present research is unique in the
sense that it involves majority of the school-level factors that could be related to
victimization. In addition, school climate was mostly used as a school-level
factor in previous studies (e.g. Zaykowski & Gunter, 2012). However, this study
used school climate at the school-level as well as at the student-level with its
sub-dimensions. Rather than talking about a general school climate (e.g.
Gendron, Williams, & Guerra, 2011), the present study aimed to enlighten the
relationships among these variables. It is hoped that findings regarding how

students-teacher relations or perceived order and discipline affect bullying
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incidents among students might guide future researches regarding school level

prevention and intervention strategies of bullying.

Given the considerable influence of social context on students’ behaviors and
relations, advanced statistical analyses are required to investigate these
interactions. Hierarchical linear models, hierarchical generalized linear models,
or multilevel models are some examples for these analyses, which are rarely
used in social sciences in Turkey. In the past, researchers were not able to assess
complex patterns of human behaviors due to the lack of such kinds of statistical
procedures (Luke, 2004). However, today, these methods are possible and more
investigations considering these complexities are required. Therefore, this study
aimed at filling this niche and providing more insights into bullying

victimization through the use of hierarchical generalized linear modeling.

In recent years, besides evaluating bullying within the framework of ecological
perspective, accurate assessment of the phenomena has been underlined
(Furlong, Sharkey, Felix, Tanigawa, & Greif-Green, 2010). Bullying incidents
that took place among students have been assessed in many ways such as
observations of and interviews with students, students' self-reports, and peer
and teacher reports. As Furlong et al. (2010) stated, the most commonly used
method is the self-report instruments. However, in the literature, due to
addressing and defining the concept of bullying in various ways, there are

many self-report instruments (Greif & Furlong, 2006).

An accurate understanding of school bullying is pertained to how efficiently
these events are assessed. In this respect, an accurate assessment of bullying

contributes to the development of effective intervention and prevention
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strategies as well as a baseline agreed-upon among researchers to compare the
results of bullying studies (Greif & Furlong, 2006). The variation in self-report
instruments of bullying and prevalence rates of bullying victimization in
countries has led to some concerns about assessment of bullying via self-
reports. These concerns are variation in operational definition of bullying,
utilizing a priori definition of bullying and the term of "bullying" in the scale,
considering the conceptual component of bullying (repeated incidents,
intentionality, and power imbalance), covering various types of bullying, and
lastly having norm studies across developmental levels. Considering all these
concerns, several studies (Furlong et al., 2010; Greif & Furlong, 2006; Griffin &
Gross, 2004) evaluated self-report instruments available for measuring bullying
in Western countries. Atik (2011) performed this evaluation for Turkish
instruments. These evaluations pointed out that the current self-report
instruments are not capable for the evaluation of the conceptual elements of and
the dynamic of bullying victimization. Most of these instruments generally
measures peer victimization rather than bullying victimization (Atik, 2011;
Furlong et al., 2010). In order to fill the gap in the measurement of bullying
victimization; Felix, Sharkey, Green, Furlong, and Tanigawa (2011) developed
the California Bullying Victimization Scale which distinguishes peer victim and
bully victim considering the main concerns. This instrument had an important
contribution to the development of effective intervention and prevention
strategies regarding identifying the risk groups. Moreover, in most of the
multilevel studies, measurement of bullying experiences of students was based
on one item, which hinders the accurate assessment of bullying (e.g. Larochette,
Murphy, & Craig, 2010). However, the CBVS consists of more items pertained to

various forms of bullying victimization. Thus, one of the significant
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contributions of the present study was the adaptation of CBVS into Turkish for

the purpose of more accurate assessment of bullying victimization.

Bullying and victimization at schools is a growing concern for educators,
parents, and mental health professionals. High prevalence of bullying and
victimization at schools (Due et al., 2009; Nansel et al., 2001; Piskin, 2010), and
the detrimental effects on mental health (Turner, Exum, Brame, & Holt, 2013)
and well-being of children (Rigby, 2003) increase this concern. Bullying has
been frequently observed during the period of early adolescence (Gendron et
al., 2011) or middle-school years. This period is the transition from childhood to
adolescence or from primary to middle school which is likely to result in a
number of biological and social changes associated with bullying (Pellegrini &
Bartini, 2000). At schools, counselors have an important role in the delivery of
counseling and guidance services to the students, school staff, and parents to
prevent and cope with bullying and victimization. Ray, Lambie, and Curry
(2007) underlined the roles of school counselors as leading, facilitating, and
encouraging in creation of a safe school environment. Therefore, the findings of
this study may provide valuable information regarding the multilevel
contributing factors of bullying which might guide school counselors efforts in
developing and revising programs for the prevention of bullying and
victimization at schools. More specifically, the findings of the present study
might increase school counselors awareness about which individual- and
school-level factors or social context need to be taken into account while
tailoring the counseling and guidance services at their schools or in order to

develop effective intervention strategies.
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1.6 Definitions of the Terms

Bullying: Bullying can be defined as a specific form of peer victimization which
characterized with a nature including a negative intention to hurt someone in a
mean way, repeated incidents, and power imbalance among bully and victim

(Greif & Furlong, 2006).

Peer Victim: Peer victim is the student who experiences at least one
victimization behavior of any frequency, but reporting no power differentiation

(Felix et al., 2011).

Bully Victim: Bully victim is the student who experiences at least one
victimization behavior at least 2-3 times per month, at least one form of power

imbalance (Felix et al., 2011).

Non-victim: Non-victim is the student reporting no victimization experiences

(Felix et al., 2011).

Self-Efficacy: Self-efficacy refers to “the beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize
and execute the course of action required to produce given

attainment”(Bandura, 1997, p. 3).
Academic Self-Efficacy: Academic self-efficacy refers to children’s beliefs in

their capabilities for organization of their learning behaviors, enhancement of

academic subjects, and meeting academic expectations (Muris, 2001).
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Emotional Self-Efficacy: Emotional self-efficacy is defined as children’s beliefs

in their capabilities for dealing with negative feelings (Muris, 2001).

Social Self-Efficacy: Social self-efficacy can be defined as children’s beliefs in
their capabilities for their relations with other children and their assertiveness in

these relations (Muris, 2001).

School Climate: School climate is defined as “the quality and consistency of
interpersonal interactions within the school community that influences
children’s cognitive, social, and psychological development” (Haynes, Emmons,

& Ben-Avie, 1997, p. 322).

Hierarchical Generalized Linear Models (HGLM): HGLM is defined as special
form of hierarchical linear models, which is used when the outcome variable is
ordinal, binary, multinomial, or count data (S. W. Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).
HGLM, in the literature, is known as “generalized linear mixed models”,

“generalized linear models with random effects” (S. W. Raudenbush & Bryk,

2002, p. 292), or “generalized multilevel modeling” (Luke, 2004, p. 53).

1.7 Limitations of the Study

This study had several limitations. First, since the data was collected from 6%,
7% and 8 grade students in Ankara, generalization of the research findings was
limited to those who display similar characteristics to the research sample.
Second, this study included a cross-sectional data that limits drawing causal
inferences. Third, data was entirely based on students” self-reports, which were

under the influence of students’ understanding and honesty. Fourth, the
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information on the indicator of school income was obtained from the reports of
students about their family income. Therefore, this information was limited to
the report of the students’. Last, the current investigation focused on student-
and school-level factors that had prominent role in the prediction of bullying
victimization. However, considering more systems introduced in ecological
perspective, it might be insightful to insert more factors into the models related

to teachers, parents, peers etc.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter which includes five main sections documented the review of the
literature relevant to the aims of the study. The first section handled with
theoretical perspectives for bullying and victimization. The second section
discussed ecological systems theory. The third section dealt with the individual
level factors related to bullying and victimization such as gender, age, academic
achievement, and self-efficacy. The fourth section explained school-level factors
related to bullying and victimization such as school climate, school structure
variables (school size, student-teacher ratio, and employing a private security
personnel in the school), school absenteeism, school disciplinary punishments,
and school socioeconomic status. The last section briefly summarized the

chapter.

2.1 Theoretical Approaches for Bullying and Victimization

The earlier studies on bullying were mostly descriptive and aimed at
determining the nature, prevalence, types, mechanisms and associated factors of
bullying. Regarding theoretical explanations, there is a dearth of specific
explanations for bullying and victimization, and the general tendency in the
literature is to apply theoretical explanations for the aggression on bullying. For
example, Camodeca, Goossens, Schuengel, and Terwogt (2003) claimed that

social information processing mostly studied on aggressive children, but it was
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strongly recommended to use it on bullying. Theoretical approaches commonly
used for bullying are biological-genetic explanations, attachment theory, social
information-processing and cognitive social learning theories, and ecological

systems theory (Salmivalli & Peets, 2011).

Behavioral geneticists claim that a large proportion of our behaviors is shaped
by genetics. More than half of the individual differences in personality
characteristics is genetically originated. Likewise, aggression is most likely
inherited. Some of the personality characteristics associated with bullying
others or being bullied, to some degree, have genetic disposition. Introversion-
extraversion, anxiety, social skills, self-esteem, and impulsivity may be counted
among these genetically inherited characteristics (Rigby, 2002). In addition, this
perspective emphasizes that the effects of genetics are shaped by the
environment such as age, characteristics of social settings, etc. (Salmivalli &

Peets, 2011).

Attachment theorists (see Bowlby, 1969, for a review) focus on the relationship
in the first years of life of individual established with mother or caretaker. The
close relationship between mother (or caretaker) and infant is very important.
The nature of attachment established during beginning years of life will
determine the child’s relations with his/her peers in the following years. The
unsatisfactory relationship between child and mother (or caretaker) will be a
reason for unsatisfactory relationships of child with his/her peers. According to
the attachment theorists, bullying and victimization are regarded as a function

of insecure attachment (Rigby, 2002; Salmivalli & Peets, 2011).
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Researchers working on social information-processing model explain how
cognitive and emotional processes function in the display of aggressive
behaviors in a social environment (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge, Coie, &
Lynam, 2006). The model focused on storing and retrieving information,
distribution process, and problem solving. The process begins with encoding of
the cues. The deficits in the coding, for instance the selective attention to the
hostile points of behaviors displayed by others, could lead to aggressive
behaviors. The next step is that the meaning of cues has some mental
representations. Biases and errors in mental representations could increase the
likelihood of responding aggressively. The next step, to reach possible
behavioral responses in the memory and to decide appropriate response. The
last step, the selected response is transformed into the behavior. This process
requires motor and verbal skills. Skill deficits could lead the person to react
aggressively. This model claims that every individual has his/her own style at

each step of information processing (Dodge et al., 2006).

Like social information processing, cognitive social learning theory clarifies the
role of social cognitions in aggression (Perry, Perry, & Rasmussen, 1986). This
perspective applies Bandura’s social learning theory into aggression, specifically
two concepts, perceptions of self-efficacy and response-outcome expectancies.
One’s perceptions about his/her ability to display the behavior and his/her
expectations for the consequences of performing the behavior control and
regulate the actions. Perry et al. (1986) hypothesized that aggressive individuals
are more confident in their abilities to respond aggressively and have
difficulties in prevention of intentional aggression compared to nonaggressive
individuals. In addition, aggressive individuals enact aggressive responses

because they don't feel confident in their abilities to use social skills to persuade
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someone. In other words, aggression is used as an instrument to reach goals

(Perry et al., 1986).

Theoretical approaches explain the foundation of aggressive behavior
performed by aggressive children, and mostly focus on individual dynamics or
factors; however, they do not consider the social context in bullying process.
Bullying is a dyadic interactional process including personal characteristics of
bully and victim, the existence of students and teachers, and the social context
of school. Not only individual characteristics of students but also dyadic
interactions between bully and victim and social context of school environment
have a crucial impact on bullying behaviors (Atlas & Pepler, 1998). Thus, to
consider bullying as a genetic or behavioral inclination or as a relationship
problem among two children will restrain the accurate understanding. In
addition, bullying includes repeated incidents between bully and victim over a
considerable time period, which is an indication of the effect of time on human
behavior that also interacts with other ecological systems (Barboza et al., 2009).
It is very important to understand these dynamic interactions within broader
social context and time frame. Ecological perspective contributes a lot more in

this respect than the other approaches do.

2.2 Ecological Systems Theory

Urie Bronfenbrenner put forward the basic ideas of this theory around 1940s. In
his previous studies, he claimed that the ecological system in which the child
grows needs to be understood. However, in his later studies additional to the

social ecological system, he acknowledged and emphasized the importance of
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biological and genetic dimensions in human development more than he did in

his previous works (Bronfenbrenner, 2005b).

Bronfenbrenner (2005a) defines development as a continuity and change in the
characteristics of human beings both as an individual and a group. One of the
major components of the ecological model is experience. The features of
environment which is necessary for human development contain not only the
objective features of the environment but also the subjective experience of an
individual who lives within this environment. In this experience, the objective
point of view and the existential philosophical foundations are emphasized
together. Both objective and subjective dimensions are required for human
development. These two dimensions do not always operate in the same
direction. Hence, it is crucial to understand both dynamic powers. The process
of how the environment is perceived and changed by the individual from
infancy to old age must be understood. This points to the phenomenological or
experiential aspect of the process. The experience is associated with the fact of
subjective emotions. For example, hopes, personal beliefs which begin in the
early childhood, are developed via contact with the self and others throughout
the life span, and are characterized by both stability and change

(Bronfenbrenner, 2005a).

Human development is a complex process (Bronfenbrenner, 2005a) involving
mutual interaction of human organism which is constantly changing and the
people, objects, and symbols which are within the close environment of
individual. The interactions with the close environment refers to the proximal
processes, which is a priority engine for the development. Proximal processes

are influenced by the characteristics of individuals including biological and
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genetic structure, the properties of environment, the nature of developmental
outcomes, and the time individual has lived. These factors have joint function
on the development of a person. The development of a child requires an active
involvement in more complex activities and a strong, mutual emotional ties
which further provides a base to internalize those activities and feelings. In the
next step of development, with the involvement of another adult(s) in the life of
the child, the early established patterns between parent and child maintain or

change (Bronfenbrenner, 2005a).

The ecological perspective considers the interferences and opportunities that are
offered by the environment in a scientific way. As the definitions of the ecology
of human development are investigated, the individual is far from an empty
plate, and has a constantly re-building world due to the effect of the
environment and the dynamic and growing structure of human. Individual
does not have a one way interaction with the environment. This interaction
occurs in a reciprocal determinism and the environment mentioned does not
cover especially one environment, it also includes associations between the
environments. Transitions between ecological environments could be possible,

which is, in fact, a requirement of development (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).

Bronfenbrenner (1979) explains human development in a social context or
nested structures which are like concentric circles. The theory allows to examine
simultaneous influences of individual, interpersonal, and contextual factors on
human behavior. In the center of context, individual takes a place. The context
consists of four systems of interaction; namely microsystem, mesosystem,
exosystem, macrosystem. These systems influence human development and

interact with each other. Microsystem refers to the immediate context (physical,
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social, and psychological environment) of individual, like roles and relations
with the close environment (family, peers, etc). Mesosystemn includes the
connection of two or more systems that influence child development.
Environments for children are home, school, and peer groups; whereas for
adults they are family, job, and social environment. Mesosystem is the
interactive state of microsystem. Exosystem is another context that we experience
indirectly, but they influence us directly (for example, to be exposed to our
parents” anger because of their heavy work loading and job stress). Macrosystem
is a larger system which includes cultural beliefs, societal values and norms,
political trends, ideology, systems of public education, etc. Later, a new system
— chronosystem — which refers to the dimension of time was added to the

ecological system by Bronfenbrenner (1989).

In the process of development, individual grows, matures, and changes. At the
same time, in this process; societies, communities, families, and interpersonal
relationships also change. Researchers have to determine the developmental
changes both among individuals and the social context which occur
simultaneously and mutual relations between these changes (Cairns & Cairns,
2005). Bronfenbrenner (1944) stated "Piecemeal analysis, fixed in time and space,
of isolated aspects and attributes is insufficient and even misleading" (p. 75).
Unfortunately, variable-oriented research studies have been still continuing in
major developmental journals. Integrative studies were carried out more in the

1940s than in the 1990s (Cairns & Cairns, 2005).

In the recent years, the importance of social context in bullying behaviors has
been attracted the attention of researchers (Espelage & Swearer, 2010; Hong &

Espelage, 2012, Hong & Garbarino, 2012; H. Huang et al., 2012). Therefore,
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empirical studies have been carried out to comprehend complex networks of
bullying problems at schools. These research findings remarked that ecological
multilevel models accounted for a great amount of variation within bullying
behaviors (C.-H. Lee, 2009, 2011). Among these studies, H. Huang et al. (2012)
reviewed correlated ecological factors with bullying and victimization among
Chinese students. In this review, the associations of individual- (age, gender,
behavioral/mental health problems), micro- (parents, peers, and teachers),
meso- (parent involvement), exo- (mass media), and macro-level factors
(academic achievement, collectivism-individualism) with bullying and
victimization were explained. In another study, C.-H. Lee (2011) explored the
factors that affects bullying behaviors at middle and high schools in the United
States using a sample consisted of 485 students. Using ecological systems
theory, the researcher investigated the role of individual traits (prior bullying
victimization, dominance, impulsivity, attitude toward aggression, and fun-
seeking tendency), microsystem factors (interaction with family, teachers, and
peers, and life at schools), mesosystem factors (parental communication with
teachers and peers), and macrosystem factors (collectivism/individualism, social
disorganization, and peer group collectivism). The results of this study showed

that all these systems had direct or indirect effects on bullying behavior.

Barboza et al. (2009) interrogated the effects of individual and contextual risk
factors on bullying behavior using an ecological perspective. The sample of this
study consisted of 9,816 students aged 11-14 in the United States. The study
variables were specified considering the ecological systems. Individual factors
were age, gender, ethnicity, self-confidence, helplessness, and feelings of being
left out. Microsystem variables were emotional support from parents and

friends, the number of friends, and teacher apathy. Mesosystem variables were
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parental support at school, and school-related stressors. Exosystem variables, on
the other hand, were school atmosphere and peer group relationships. Lastly,
macrosystem variables were media effects and urbanicity. The results indicated
that the likelihood of bullying was high among children who frequently
watched television, but did not have teacher support, were bullied, had
education in poor school environments, had emotional support from their
peers, and had parents and teachers who did not put high expectation on

students” academic performance.

Given the importance of ecological systems on bullying behaviors, the current
investigation aimed to provide a more comprehensive understanding of
bullying victimization among Turkish middle school students. In this study, the
individual factors were gender, age, academic achievement, self-efficacy beliefs,
perceived school climate factor. School-related variables were school context
factors (school size, student-teacher ratio, employing a private security
personnel at the school), rates of school absenteeism, rates of school disciplinary
punishments, school income, and school success. These school-level variables
could also be evaluated as exosystem factors that have indirect but important

consequences on students” behaviors.

2.3 Individual-Level Factors Related to Bullying and Victimization

Research on bullying and victimization indicated that several factors at different
levels have been associated with this problem. One of these factors is related to
the individual-level factors such as gender (Pouwelse, Bolman, Lodewijkx, &
Spaa, 2011), age (von Marées & Petermann, 2010), personality characteristics

(Menesini, Camodeca, & Nocentini, 2010), emotional intelligence, empathy
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(Kokkinos & Kipritsi, 2012), depression, anxiety, self-worth (Bouman et al.,
2012), hopelessness (Siyahhan, Aricak, & Cayirdag-Acar, 2012), loneliness
(Catterson & Hunter, 2010; Pekel-Uludagh & Ucanok, 2005), self-esteem (Atik &
Yerin Giineri, 2013; Cetinkaya, Nur, Ayvaz, Ozdemir, & Kavaka, 2009), self-
concept clarity (Asic1 & Aslan, 2010), affectivity, coping, somatization (Hansen,
Steenberg, Palic, & Elklit, 2012), social problem solving (Cook et al., 2010),
attachment (Nikiforou, Georgiou, & Stavrinides, 2013; Ozen & Aktan, 2010),
social skills (Crawford & Manassis, 2011; Hilooglu & Cenkseven-Onder, 2010),
social competency (Bayraktar, 2012), and chronic conditions (psychiatric
diagnoses, learning difficulties, speech and language impairments, physical and
motor impairment, chronic diseases, underweight and overweight) (Sentenac et
al., 2012). In this study, gender, age, academic achievement, and self-efficacy
beliefs were taken as individual-level factors and in the following section their

relations to bullying and victimization were explained in detail.

2.3.1 Gender

A growing body of research has provided a foundation to understand gender
differences in experiences of bullying victimization. Rodkin and Berger (2008)
evaluated bullying as a gendered phenomenon. Males were more likely than
females to be involved in bullying victimization as bullies, victims, or bully-
victims (Boulton & Smith, 2011; Espelage & Holt, 2007; Gendron et al., 2011; von
Marées & Petermann, 2010). The fact that bullying is a gendered phenomenon
could be explained with that males and females are involved in different social

processes or have different roles in bullying (Underwood & Rosen, 2011).
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Research findings also revealed that the forms of bullying victimization differs
according to gender (Boulton & Smith, 2011; Khoury-Kassabri, 2011; ]J. Wang,
Iannotti, & Nansel, 2009). Males reported more direct, physical, and verbal
victimization than the females did (Attar-Schwartz & Khoury-Kassabri, 2008;
Khoury-Kassabri, 2011). Boulton and Smith (2011) found that name-calling,
social exclusion, and spreading nasty rumors were used by females more than
males. Vieno, Gini, and Santinello (2011) found that males reported more
physical bullying and were more involved as bullies in verbal, sexual, cyber,
and racist bullying when compared to females. Females reported higher verbal,
relational, sexual, and cyber victimization than males did. Larochette et al.
(2010) revealed that male students were more likely to engage in racial bullying
and victimization than the female students. In sum, it appears that males
engage in more overt forms of bullying victimization, whereas females engage

in more subtle forms of bullying victimization.

Even though most of the studies indicated gender differences regarding
involvement in bullying victimization and utilization of different type of
bullying victimization, some studies pointed out no gender differences or
contrast findings to the expectations. For instance, Mishna, Khoury-Kassabri,
Gadalla, and Daciuk (2012) found no gender differences in online bullying and
victimization. Ozer, Totan, and Atik (2011) revealed that females tended to be
victims compared to males. Ayas and Pigkin (2011) found that boys were more
involved in physical, sexual, and indirect (rumor spreading and isolation) forms
of victimization than girls, while girls were more involved in verbal
victimization than boys. They also revealed that boys were more involved in
physical, sexual, verbal, and indirect (rumor spreading) forms of bullying than

girls. Boulton and Smith (2011) found that being victimized did not differ
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according to gender. Another study (von Marées & Petermann, 2010),
investigating gender differences, age trends, and the role of some psychosocial
factors on bullying and victimization in German primary schools, found no
gender differences in terms of overall bullying status (as bully, victim, or bully-
victim) based on students’ self-reports. The mixed results for gender suggested
further investigations. Therefore, in this study, gender was considered as a
crucial factor to predict being exposed to bullying victimization. It was entered

into the models as a student-level variable.

2.3.2 Age

As is often supposed for gender, the involvement in bullying victimization is
likely to differ due to the students’” developmental level. Many studies have
investigated possible age differences in the ways students are involved in
bullying victimization. These studies suggested that bullying demonstrates a
tendency to increase during middle school years and to decrease with the
increasing age (von Marées & Petermann, 2010; J. Wang et al., 2009). In addition,
rates of victimization decrease as children grow older (W. Craig et al., 2009; J.
Wang et al., 2009). In their study, von Marées and Petermann (2010) found a
positive correlation between age and bullying, in which bullying incidents
increased with the increasing age of the students’. However, they found a
negative association between age and victimization. Victimization decreased
with the increasing age of the students’. They explained these results with that
younger children were more likely to be at the risk of victimization by older
students, and inadequate social skills of younger children (von Marées &
Petermann, 2010). J]. Wang et al. (2009) revealed that seventh- and eighth-grade

students reported less victimization than sixth-grade students did. Ninth- and
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tenth-grade students reported less bullying and victimization than lower-grade
students did. A similar trend in the decrease of bullying by age was also found
by Vieno et al. (2011), showing that tenth-grade students reported high ratio of
not involving in bullying, and less ratio of victimization and physical bullying

when compared to eighth-grade students.

With the increase in age, the forms of bullying could also change (Fitzpatrick &
Bussey, 2010; Russell, Kraus, & Ceccherini, 2010; Sapouna, 2008). Physical
bullying is more prevalent among younger children, while verbal and relational
bullying are more common among older children (Scheithauer, Hayer,
Petermann, & Jugert, 2006). Fitzpatrick and Bussey (2010) found that older
students were more likely to involve in and experience social bullying than
younger students. Lastly, Sapouna (2008) reported that males engage in more
verbal bullying, while females engage in more relational bullying via spreading

rumors as they grow older.

There is a little research evidence regarding no significant age difference in
bullying and victimization (Bauman, 2008; Cheng et al., 2010). As an example
for these studies, Cheng et al. (2010) explored the prevalence of bullying and its
association with some indicators of psychosocial adjustment on 9,015 Chinese
students from the grades six to ten. However, they found no significant

differences.

As supported by most of the research findings, the extent of engagement in and
the types of bullying and victimization vary as a function of age or

developmental transitions. In this study, age was considered as a student-level
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factor and entered as a continuous variable. It was expected that the likelihood

of being peer victim or bully victim will decrease with the increase in age.

2.3.3 Academic Achievement

Student’s academic performance is accepted as an indicator of the quality of
their experience of school and influenced by many factors. The academic, social,
and emotional dimensions of student’s life at school are related to each other. A
problem in one of these dimensions affects all the other dimensions (Murray-
Harvey, 2010). Bullying victimization is a phenomenon occurring in peer
relations and social life of the students’. Therefore, it has inevitably negative
effects on students academic performance, or poor academic performance puts
students under the risk of bullying and victimization (Nakamoto & Schwartz,
2010). Many research findings provide substantial evidence supporting this
association (Erginoz et al., 2013; Hammig & Jozkowski, 2013; Strem, Thoresen,
Wentzel-Larsena, & Dyb, 2013). Erginoz et al. (2013) examined the association of
school, family, and peer factors with involvement in bullying in a group of 1,668
students from ninth- and tenth-grade students using the Turkish Health
Behavior in School-aged Children (HBSC) 2005/2006 survey. The results of the
study revealed that poor academic achievement and not liking school were to
be risk factors for being a victim. In another study, L. Huang and Mossige (2012)
investigated the impact of early victimization experiences on later academic
achievement using a sample of 6,979 Norwegian secondary school students. The
results showed that exposure to violence before the age of 13 by peers has
strong negative effects on later achievement. Juvonen, Wang, and Espinoza
(2011), using multilevel models, explored what the role of bullying experiences

is in academic performance of middle school students. They sampled an
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ethnically diverse group from 2,300 sixth graders from 11 urban middle schools.
The results of the study demonstrated that increased level of bullying by peers
was associated with academic disengagement and lower grades. Ozer et al.
(2011) investigated the association between the involvement in bullying (as
bully, victim, bully-victim), gender, academic achievement, and self-efficacy on
721 Turkish middle school students. The results indicated that low academic
achievement was significantly related to being a victim and a bully-victim. Iyer,
Kochenderfer-Ladd, Eisenberg, and Thompson (2010) documented that the
relationships among peer victimization, effortful control, school engagement,
and academic achievement. The findings indicated that peer victimization was
related to school disengagement and poor academic achievement. Lastly, L. Ma,
Phelps, Lerner, and Lerner (2009) examined the association between bullying
and academic performance on fifth-, sixth-, and seventh-grade students in the
United States, which is a longitudinal data. They found that being a bully and

being a victims negatively predicted academic performance of the students.

In a meta-analytic study (Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010), it was reported that
although research findings demonstrated a substantial association between
victimization and academic achievement, some of them produced inconsistent
pattern of findings, indicating small associations. Nakamoto and Schwartz
(2010) pointed out the variability in effect sizes of the studies investigating the
connection between peer victimization and academic achievement. This
variability requires further investigation. Therefore, in this study, academic
achievement scores of students were entered into the models, expecting that
lower academic achievement scores will significantly predict the likelihood of
being a peer victim and bully victim. In addition, in this study, students’

academic achievement scores were also aggregated for each school, and then,
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this aggregated scores were entered into the analyses at the school-level. The
rationale for this choice is related to the assumption that academic achievement
may have different effects at different levels. Supporting that assumption,
Ahlstrom (2010) examined the association between students participation,
school academic achievement, and bullying; suggesting that students at schools
where the participation and grades were high report less level of bullying
compared to those at schools with low student participation and grades. Given
that a variable may have different effects at different levels, it is expected that
this study will contribute to our understanding of the role of academic

achievement in bullying victimization among Turkish middle school students.

2.3.4 Self-Efficacy

Bandura (1986), in his social cognitive theory, proposed that human functioning
is shaped by individual (cognition, affect, biological events), behavioral, and
environmental factors in a reciprocal determinism. Self-efficacy beliefs have an
important role in this functioning. Bandura defined self-efficacy beliefs as ‘the
belief in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required

to manage prospective situations” (1995, p. 2).

Researchers have made remarkable contributions to the understanding of the
relation of self-efficacy beliefs with bullying and victimization. The existing
research findings pointed out a negative association between bullying
victimization and self-efficacy (Kokkinos & Kipritsi, 2012; Ozer et al., 2011;
Ruderman & Jimerson, 2012). Lo, Cheng, Wong, Rochelle, and Kwok (2011), for
example, described the relationship of bullying/vandalism with self-esteem and

self-efficacy with a non-linear but U-shape trend, which states that engaging in
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bullying/vandalism decreases students” self-esteem and self-efficacy, and then
occasional engagement in bullying/vandalism put them at the lowest level, and
then more regular engagement in these behaviors leads to an increase in the
level of self-esteem and self-efficacy beliefs. Ruderman and Jimerson (2012) also
reported that victims had the lowest self-efficacy scores than bully, defender of
the victim, and outsider. Kokkinos and Kipritsi (2012) studied the relations
among bullying, victimization, trait emotional intelligence, empathy and self-
efficacy using a sample of 206 sixth-grade students in Greece. They found that
bullying was negatively related to overall and academic self-efficacy. Moreover,
victimization was negatively associated with the overall self-efficacy, and all
other dimensions (academic, social, and emotional). Bayraktar (2012) tested a
multifactor model of bullying including individual-, peer-, parental-, teacher-,
and school-related factors, using a sample of 1,052 Turkish and Cypriot
students. This study found that the deficiency in academic self-efficacy was
related to bullying. A study (Ozer et al., 2011), sampling 721 Turkish middle
school students, documented the association among involvement in bullying as
bully, victim, bully-victim, and not involving, and gender, academic
achievement, and self-efficacy beliefs (as academic, social, and emotional). The
results of multiple correspondence analysis indicated that low self-efficacy was
associated with being a bully and bully-victim. Students involved in bullying as
bully, victim, or bully-victim reported lower levels of social and emotional self-
efficacies than those who were not involved in bullying. In addition, bullies
reported higher self-efficacies in academic, social, and emotional dimensions
than the victims. Considering the empirical results, in the present study, it was
hypothesized that lower academic, social, and emotional self-efficacies will

predict the likelihood of being a peer victim and bully victim. The academic,
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social, and emotional self-efficacies were entered into models at the student-

level.

2.4 School-Level Factors Related to Bullying and Victimization

Bullying and victimization are related to several school-level factors such as
teacher's bullying-related attitudes (Saarento, Karnd, Hodges, & Salmivalli,
2013), school-based bullying interventions, anti-bullying interventions (Ayers,
Wagaman, Geiger, Bermudez-Parsai, & Hedberg, 2012), school size, perception
of safety at school (Richard, Schneider, & Mallet, 2012), school bonding
(Bayraktar, 2012; Richard et al., 2012), characteristics of school climate, school
staff awareness of and response to victimization, cultural variations (Stone,
Astor, & Benbenishty, 2009), student-teacher relationships, academic
competition ~and  pressure (Bibou-Nakou, Tsiantis,  Assimopoulos,
Chatzilambou, & Giannakopoulou, 2012), school's socioeconomic disparity (Due
et al., 2009), school-wide positive behavioral interventions, student-teacher
ratio, faculty turnover rate (Waasdorp, Bradshaw, & Leaf, 2012), and adult
monitoring at school (Totura et al., 2009). In this study, the contribution of some
school-level factors in bullying victimization were investigated. Therefore, the
literature review which was associated with school climate, school structure
variables (school size, student-teacher ratio, and employing a private security
personnel in the school), school absenteeism, school disciplinary punishments,

and school socioeconomic status was presented as in the following.
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2.4.1 School Climate

Although the importance of school climate has been recognized for 100 years, it
has been studied systemically since 1950s (Cohen, McCabe, Michelli, & Pickeral,
2009). It has many definitions, which means that there is no universally agreed-
upon definition. However, in a general perspective, it refers to the quality and
characteristics of social relationships at school, which also includes rules, norms,
values, interpersonal relations, practices of teaching and learning, and
organizational structures. It is more than personal experience. Each school has
its own climate that is shaped by a broad range of internal and external factors.

Furthermore, each individual at the school contributes to this system (Cohen et

al., 2009).

A positive school climate has a profound impact on students development and
learning at the school as it is sustainable (Cohen et al., 2009). It has positive
impact on students’ health as well (Modin & Ostberg, 2009). Modin and Ostberg
(2009) investigated the association between various aspects of school climate
with psychosomatic health of Swedish ninth-grade students through multilevel
modeling. The sample of this study consisted of 18,571 students, 1,026 classes,
and 284 schools in Stockholm. The results of this study showed that better
health conditions were mostly reported by the students whose opinions were
taken seriously, who were praised by teachers, got assistance from teachers
when they needed, and found teaching interesting. Students from the classes
where harassment was common reported worse health conditions (Modin &

Ostberg, 2009).
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A positive school climate is also a protective factor against engagement of
students in risky behaviors (Klein et al., 2012). Bullying is considered as one of
these risky behaviors, which is nurtured from the quality of school climate
(Klein et al., 2012). Much of the research has highlighted the association of
victimization with negative school climate (Gendron et al., 2011; Waasdorp, Pas,
O'Brennan, & Bradshaw, 2011; Zaykowski & Gunter, 2012). The students who
reported being victim of bullying were less likely to report of belongingness and
safety at schools (Waasdorp et al., 2011). C.-H. Lee and Song (2012) explored
the impacts of parental involvement and school climate on bullying behavior
using an ecological systems theory. The sample of this study composed of 1,238
Korean middle school students. The results demonstrated that negative school

climate was positively associated with bullying behaviors.

Zaykowski and Gunter (2012) examined the association between school climate,
victimization, and deviant lifestyles utilizing a multilevel modeling. The total of
5,037 eleventh-grade students from 33 schools participated in this study.
Findings underlined the importance of school climate, especially social cohesion
of schools, on lessening serious violent victimization risk at schools. Gendron et
al. (2011) investigated the association between self-esteem, normative beliefs
about bullying, school climate, and bullying, using a sample consisting of 7,299
students from 5%, 8%, and 11* grades at 78 schools or community in the USA.
The results of the study indicated that a negative association between school
climate and bullying perpetration. Students who perceived school climate as
negative reported more frequency of bullying. In this study, an interaction effect
was also found between school climate and self-esteem, indicating that the
students with high self-esteem within schools regarded as supportive were less

likely to report bullying behavior (Gendron et al., 2011). Gregory et al. (2010)
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studied two complimentary dimensions of school climate; namely, structure
and support. The sample composed of 7,318 high school students and 2,922
teachers in the USA. In this study, school structure refers to students’
perceptions about the school rules whether they are enforced fairly and
consistently. Support refers to students’” perceptions of their teachers as caring
and supportive. Findings of the study underlined that both dimensions of
school climate contributed to school safety and were related to less bullying and
victimization. Cetinkaya Yildiz and Hatipoglu Stimer (2010) investigated the
role of perceived neighborhood risk and safety, and school climate in predicting
aggressive behaviors of 400 middle school students in Ankara, Turkey. The
variable of school climate was found to be the most powerful predictor of
aggressive behaviors. The students who perceived their schools as positive and

supportive reported less frequent aggressive behaviors.

Bonnet, Goossens, Willemen, and Schuengel (2009) examined the role of factors
related to school and neighborhood on a sample including 2,003 four- to five-
year-old Dutch children from 98 classrooms in 23 elementary schools. Results of
multilevel analyses pointed out that social climate of the school was related to
victimization. Peer victimization was less reported at schools with a good social
climate. X. Ma (2002) studied the effects of individual and school factors on
bullies and victims, with a sample including 13,751 sixth- and eighth-grade
students and 240 schools in Canada. The results showed that disciplinary
climate at school had an effect on victimization, which means, the students
having education at schools with good disciplinary climate reported less
bullying and victimization. Calik, Ozbay, Ozer, Kurt, and Kandemir (2009)
examined the relationship between bullying categories and school climate, pro-

social behaviors, basic needs, and gender using a sample consisted of 456
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middle school students in Istanbul, Turkey. This study found a negative
relationship between positive school climate and bullying. In addition, positive
school climate decreased the likelihood of being bully. Bayraktar (2012) found
that the psychological climate of the school was the strongest predictor of
bullying. Bayraktar (2012) emphasized that having democratic systems at
schools, increasing school bonding, and supporting the utilization of
authoritative disciplinary techniques at schools are the significant agents for an

effective anti-bullying intervention.

Prior studies showed that many students in various school levels were reluctant
to inform teachers, school staff or adults when they were victimized (Eliot,
Cornell, Gregory, & Fan, 2010; Kartal & Bilgin, 2009; Oliver & Candappa, 2007).
This is a consequence that changes according to the quality of relationship
between students and adults at schools. The perceptions of students about
whether their teachers and school staff are concerned with their problems,
influence their attitudes toward help-seeking for bullying and violence. Eliot et
al. (2010) studied the association between school climate characteristics and
willingness to help-seeking for bullying and violence among 7,318 ninth-grade
students in the USA. Findings showed that students reported less positive help-
seeking attitudes for bullying and threats of violence when they regarded their
teachers and school staff as less supportive (Eliot et al., 2010). Informing an
adult is recommended as a coping strategy for students while they are
experiencing a bullying problem (Rigby, 2007). Therefore, the quality of
student-teacher relations would be an agent in reducing bullying problems at

schools.

41



In contrast to the studies finding significant relationship between school climate
and students’ victimization at some levels, some studies found no significant
association between these variables (Khoury-Kassabri, 2011; Larochette et al.,
2010; Pernice-Duca, Taiariol, & Yoon, 2010). Khoury-Kassabri (2011)
investigated the individual, class and school-level factors influencing the levels
of victimization by peers among fourth- through sixth- grade Jewish and Arab
students. The sample consisted of 3,375 students, 120 homeroom teachers, and
47 schools. In this study, school climate was taken at the individual and teacher-
class level. However, the results of the study showed that it was not a
significant predictor at both level. Khoury-Kassabri (2011) provided an
explanation regarding why it was contrary to the expected results, which may
stem from group characteristics. Larochette et al. (2010) examined the
association of racial bullying and victimization with individual- and school-
level factors in Canadian students from the grades 6-10. The sample composed
of 3,684 students and 116 principals. School climate characteristics were handled
at the school-level, but the results revealed that it didn't explain the observed
differences across schools on racial bullying and victimization. Wilson (2004)
explored the interaction effects of school climate and school connectedness on
aggression and victimization through surveying middle and high school
students. Results showed that regardless of the nature of school climate
(whether positive or negative climates), high connection or commitment to
school yielded less report on perpetration and victimization. This result
suggested that a positive school climate doesn't always decrease perpetration
and victimization at a school. In addition, a negative school doesn't always
create a risk factor for students (Wilson, 2004). This suggestion indicates the

existence of some other variables in explaining victimization at schools.
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Consequently, despite the fact that the literature demonstrated a strong
evidence for the relationship between victimization and school climate, some of
studies found no relationship. The mixed results may stem from methodological
procedures, characteristics of samples, or measurement of variables. In this
study, it was expected that the likelihood of being in peer victim and bully
victim categories will decreased at schools with a positive school climate.
Unlike previous studies examining the association between victimization and
school climate, in the present study, the dimension of school climate; namely,
fairness, order and discipline, parent involvement, sharing of resources, student
interpersonal relations, and student-teacher relations, were inserted into the
analysis to obtain more information about how different aspects of school
climate play a role in victimization. Since school climate scores were based on
students’ self-reports, its subscale scores were taken at the student-level. The

aggregated school climate was entered at the school-level.

2.4.2 School Structure Variables

In this study, school size that refers to the actual number of students enrolled at
a school, student-teacher ratio, and the presence of private security personnel

were considered as school structure variables.

2.4.2.1 School Size

School size is one of the schooling variables becoming of the greatest interest to
researchers and educators. It seems to be related to various factors such as social
and economic developments, the developmental level of the educational sector

in a country, and the ideas of school policy makers (Karakiitiik et al., 2011). The
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research on school size indicated that the growing tendency of schools has been
decreased in recent years. There is not a clear vision about the ideal size of the
schools, and limited legal regulations setting the numbers of students for a
school. The establishment of schools is only determined by the National
Education Basic Law (No. 1739, article 14). However, there is no statement
about the ideal size of the schools. (Karakiitiik et al., 2011). Odden and Picus
(2008; as cited in Karakiitiik et al., 2011) suggested that the most effective and
ideal size for elementary schools should be between 500 and 600, while for high
schools between 500 and 1000. According to the statistics of Turkish Ministry of
National Education (MEB, 2012), the general average school size for the state
elementary schools is 323, for the private elementary schools is 308. When the
city differences are investigated, there are some variations in the sizes of schools
among cities. For example, the average school size for the elementary schools in

Ankara is 611.

School size has been considerably studied in the educational literature and
recognized as a potential factor contributing to the positive school and student
outcomes (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2009). Small size has a positive impact on school
engagement (Weiss, Carolan, & Baker-Smith, 2010), student achievement
(Kuziemko, 2006), school crime (Nickerson & Martens, 2008), problem
behaviors (Chen & Vazsonyi, 2013), belongingness, human relations and
communications, and school discipline (Karakiitiik et al., 2011). For example, in
a previous study (X. Ma, 2002), school size was taken as a school-level variable,
and with the suggestion that it could be used as a hierarchical variable in
turther studies. A significant increase in the utilization of multilevel analysis or
hierarchical linear modeling in the bullying studies has led to the use of school

size variable as a school-level. When the literature on the role of school size and

44



class size in victimization problems at schools was searched, it presents
inconsistent findings, which needs further examination. Several studies found
significant relationship between school size bullying and victimization (Bonnet
et al.,, 2009; Bowes et al.,, 2009; Zaykowski & Gunter, 2012). Zaykowski and
Gunter (2012) found that students from larger schools reported less
victimization even though the predictive power of school size on victimization
was low. Bonnet et al. (2009) found less victimization in medium-sized schools
in comparison to large-size schools. Gottfredson and DiPietro (2011) argued that
small schools have some advantages that have an opportunity to establish close
relationships between students and teachers and mutual expectations for school
rules. They also stated that managing school discipline is a greater challenge for
large schools which could be a handicap for encountering victimization at

schools.

Surprisingly, some studies found a reverse association between school size and
victimization; in other words, the larger the schools are, the less the
victimization is. Supporting that, Gottfredson and DiPietro (2011) investigated
the impacts of school organization factors on the property and personal
victimization in the USA on a sample that composed of 13,597 students and 253
schools. They found that students in larger schools reported less level of

property and personal victimization.

However, most of the studies tend to find no significant relationship between
school size and bullying and victimization (Attar-Schwartz & Khoury-Kassabri,
2008; Klein & Cornell, 2010; Wei et al., 2010). Olweus (1996a) reported that there
was not any significant association between the size of schools and classes and

bullying problems based on Norwegian survey data including over 700 schools
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and several thousand classes. Klein and Cornell (2010) specifically investigated
the link between school size and victimization on a sample of 7,431 ninth-grade
students, 2,353 teachers, and 290 school in Virginia, in the USA. Findings
indicated that students reported being victimized was not related to school size.
Wei et al. (2010) examined the impacts of student-level factors (gender,
depression, delinquency, teacher support, and teacher maltreatment) and
school-level factors (school size ad student/teacher ratio) on verbal and physical
bullying behaviors, using a sample of 1172 students from 12 middle schools in
Taiwan. In this study, school size didn't significantly contributed to the
explanation of bullying behaviors. Attar-Schwartz and Khoury-Kassabri (2008)
examined student- and school-level correlates of peer victimization on 16,604
Jewish and Arab students from seventh through eleventh grades in 324 schools.
The associations were explored using a hierarchical linear modeling with
findings that no significant association between school size and victimization.
Khoury-Kassabri, Benbenishty, and Astor (2005) studied the association
between school-level factors (schools” neighborhood SES, school and class size,
school level, school climate) and victimization experiences of seventh- through
eleventh-grade Jewish and Arab students in Israel. Totally, 10,400 students and
162 school participated in this study. The results of this study indicated that
there is no significant association between school size and victimization. Lastly,
X. Ma (2002) found that the predictor of school size was not significant at the
school-level for victims. Bonnet et al. (2009) provided a rationale why school
size and victimization could be unrelated that individual-level factors may have
higher effects on victimization than school size, or it could be more relevant for

some schools than some others.
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In summary, some studies found a relationship between school size and
victimization experiences of students, whereas most of them reported no
significant association. These studies revealed mixed results in terms of the role
of size of the schools in experiences of victimization at schools. Parallel to the
most of research finding, in this study, it was expected to find no significant
relations between school size and victimization because it was assumed that

student-level factors will have greater effects than school-level factors.

2.4.2.2 Student-Teacher Ratio

Student-teacher ratio refers to the average number of students per teacher for
each school. When the statistics of Turkish Ministry of National Education are
investigated (MEB, 2012), student-teacher ratio for the state elementary schools
is 21, for the private elementary schools is 9. However, these ratios vary from
city to city. For example, the ratio for the state elementary schools in Ankara is

19.

Student-teacher ratio has been considered among one of the schooling factors.
In the literature of victimization, however, it was studied in a limited number of
studies (Bradshaw, Sawyer, & O’Brennan, 2009; Waasdorp et al., 2011; Wei et
al., 2010). A few studies reported a significant association between student-
teacher ratio and victimization (Bradshaw et al., 2009; Waasdorp et al., 2011).
For instance, Waasdorp et al. (2011) investigated the relations between school-
level indicators of disorders, norms, and perceptions of safety, belonging, and
witnessing bullying using a multilevel data including 11,674 students, 960
parents, and 1,027 school staffs at 44 schools. In this study, student-teacher ratio

(with the mean of 20.2 and the standard deviation of 2.5) was taken as school-
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level factor, and it was found that higher ratios of students to teachers were
related to a greater likelihood of witnessing bullying. Bradshaw et al. (2009)
studied the effects of school-level indicators of disorders such as student-
teacher ratio, student poverty and mobility, and rate of suspension on bullying-
related attitudes and experiences. The sample of this study composed of 22,178
students from 76 elementary schools and 19 middle schools in Maryland, in the
USA. Results suggested that as the student-teacher ratio (M = 23.9, SD = 3.6 for
elementary schools; M =19.3, SD = 1.7 for middle schools) increased, the risk for
victimization increased. On the other hand, several studies reported no
significant association between ratio of student-teacher and victimization
(Bachman, Gunter, & Bakken, 2011; Wei et al., 2010). Bachman et al. (2011)
explored the role of individual- and contextual-factors in the prediction of
feelings of school safety. The sample was consisted of 20,138 fifth-, eighth-, and
eleventh-grade students within the state of Delaware in the USA. Results
revealed no significant association between student-teacher ratio (M =15.8, SD =
1.7 for 5" grades; M = 16.6, SD = 2.1 for 8" grades; M = 15.9, SD = 2.0 for 11t
grades) and feelings of school safety. In another study, similarly, Wei et al.
(2010) found that student-teacher ratio was not a significant predictor of

bullying behavior.

It is apparent that limited research studies for student-teacher ratio has
produced mixed results, which needs further investigations. In this study,
student-teacher ratio was calculated dividing the number of students enrolled
in 6%, 7t and 8" grades in a school by the number of teachers at this school.
Therefore, this ratio is different than the general ratio for elementary schools in
Turkey. It was expected that high student-teacher ratio was associated with an

increase in the odds of being peer victim or bully victim.
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2.4.2.3 Employing a Private Security Personnel in the School

Schools have some strategies to prevent and reduce violence using school safety
measures, such as hiring law enforcement officers and to install security devices
(security cameras, metal detectors, etc.) in school settings. This is particularly a
common practice in most of states in the USA. Limited number of studies
regarding the effectiveness of law enforcement and school safety measures
revealed mixed results (Jennings, Khey, Maskaly, & Donner, 2011), but it
appears that school security measures were not deterrent for school violence.
Recently, Jennings et al. (2011) explored the association between school safety
measurement and school violence, on a national sample composed of school
administrators from 954 high schools. The results revealed that the presence of
security guards increased the probability of school crime. Similarly, in another
study, Nickerson and Martens (2008) found that the strategies of using security
or enforcement was related more school crime incidents and disruption. These
results could be explained with that the presence of security guards or security
measurements may encourage students to involve in risky behaviors (Jennings

et al., 2011).

The provision of private security services in Turkey is held by Law No. 5188
which was accepted in 2004 (Resmi Gazete, 2004). This law describes all legal
framework related to private security services. Schools are one of the working
places for private security workers. If schools need more security, they can hire
these people and pay their salaries. A private security personnel at a school has
some duties; to control and monitor the main entrance of school and foreigners
who wants to enter into school settings, to inform teachers on duty or school

principals if a student wants to go out without permission, to assist teachers on
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duty during breaks for monitoring students wandering and playing in the

school garden, etc.

It is obvious that there was a scarcity in the studies that examined the
association between employing a security officer and victimization experiences
of the students. The studies mentioned above explored how these security
measures play a role in reducing school violence. Therefore, a further
investigation was needed to find out the association between security measures
and victimization at schools. This study expected no longer an association
between these variables because it was well documented that most of
victimizations occurs within the classrooms when a teacher is not present
(Kepenekci & Cinkir, 2006; Lemstra, Rogers, Redgate, Garner, & Moraros, 2011).
Thus, a private security personnel couldn't be able to intervene in these
happenings since they are mainly responsible for the security of the school

buildings.

2.4.3 School Absenteeism

School absenteeism refers to excused or unexcused absences from school. The
school attendance is regulated by the Ministry of Education, the Regulation on
Primary Education Institution (Resmi Gazete, 2003). This regulation states that
every students have to attend to school. However, in some circumstances (e.g.
illness, natural disaster, etc.), students may not be able to come to school, and in
this situation they are considered as excused absents. In case of unexcused

absences, parents have to be informed.
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The history of non-attendance for many students begin during the primary
school years (Reid, 2012). Absenteeism from school in further leads to various
adverse consequences. It contributes to poor academic achievement (Baxter,
Royer, Hardin, Guinn, & Devlin, 2011; Gottfried, 2009), school drop-out (Cabus
& De Witte, 2012; Kearney, 2008a), school refusal behavior (Dube & Orpinas,
2009), and psychiatric problems (Kearney, 2008b). Reid (2012) claimed that
students who were persistently absent had poor self-esteem and academic self-

concept than their counterparts.

Research on school absenteeism mostly focused on the reasons and
consequences of unexcused absences for students. School absenteeism may
happen for many reasons. The factors related to family (e.g. poor family
socioeconomic status), student (e.g. school fear), friends (e.g. the quality of
friendship), school (e.g. poor school climate), classroom (e.g. poor student-
teacher or student-student relations), and natural conditions (e.g. adverse

weather conditions) could be considered among these reasons (Ozbas, 2010).

Bullying incidents have occurred in the context of school, classrooms, or student
relations. Therefore, exposure to victimization at the school would increase the
likelihood of school absenteeism. Actually, school absenteeism would be an

immediate and apparent result of victimization (Ramirez et al., 2012).

There is a scarcity in the studies investigating the association between
victimization and unexcused school absenteeism. Little research findings
indicated that victimization was associated with poor school attendance. For
instance, Ramirez et al. (2012) investigated the correlation between youth

violence and school absenteeism and suspension using a sample consisted of
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28,882 sixth-grade students in the USA. Findings showed that victims (and also
those who were involved in bullying as a witness, perpetrator, or victim-
perpetrator) reported high unexcused school absenteeism. Similarly, Dube and
Orpinas (2009) reported that excessive absenteeism was related to higher

frequency of victimization.

The research on excused and unexcused absences from school showed that both
absent modes differed from each other in terms of affects on students. Gottfried
(2009) underlined the importance of distinguishing between excused and
unexcused absences in order to see the picture more accurately. In his study,
Gottfried (2009) revealed that students who had higher excused absences
reported higher achievement in math and reading scores than those who had
higher unexcused absences. This result conclude that unexcused absences
increase the likelihood of academic risks for students. Given negative effects of
unexcused absences on students, the current study explored the role of
unexcused school absenteeism that entered model at the school-level in

victimization of students.

2.4.4 School Disciplinary Punishments

The disciplinary actions for middle school students in Turkey are determined
according to the Regulations for Primary Education Institutions (Resmi Gazete,
2003). Three main types of disciplinary actions were decided in the regulation in
case of violations of school rules. These are warning, censuring, and suspension

(Resmi Gazete, 2003).
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School disciplinary procedures have some advantages regarding alleviating the
frustration between students, teachers, and administrators, and keeping order
at school. However, these procedures may increase the likelihood of some
possible problems such as school drop-out, poor academic achievement, less
supervision at home, involving physical fights, substance abuse etc. (Dupper,
Theriot, & Craun, 2009). In another point, Bachman et al. (2011) remarked that
students at schools with high reports of expulsion and suspension reported
more fear than those at schools with low reports of these punishments. This
concludes that rates of punishments at a school also influence safety feeling of

the students.

In addition, higher victimization incidents at school would increase the number
of discipline punishments. Consistent with this assumption; Branson and
Cornell (2009) revealed that bullies received more disciplinary referrals and
suspensions than non-bullies based on their self-reports and peer reports. In
another study, Cole, Cornell, and Sheras (2006) suggested that discipline
referrals could be an indicator for the identification of bullies for school
counselor. In their study, they found that bullies had more disciplinary
violations than non-bullies. Parallel with this study, Cornell and Brockenbrough
(2004) found that peer and teacher nominations of bullying were significantly
related to student discipline referrals, detentions, and suspensions. Moreover,
victims had some disciplinary problems such as school referrals and detention
according to the teachers’ reports. In this study, the total number of school
disciplinary punishments was used without considering the distinction between
types of punishments as warning, censuring, and suspension. For this, school
discipline records were used. The main idea to include the total number of

school disciplinary punishments in the current investigation was that high
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prevalence of violations of school rules would increase the likelihood of

victimization.

2.4.5 School Socioeconomic Status

The research on association between socioeconomic status (SES) of schools and
victimization incidents demonstrated mixed results. Some researchers claimed a
significant association between these variables that lower socioeconomic status
for schools increased the likelihood of bullying and victimization at schools
(Attar-Schwartz & Khoury-Kassabri, 2008; Jansen et al., 2012). In a recent study,
Jansen et al. (2012) investigated socioeconomic differences in bullying behaviors
among young elementary school children in Netherlands. The results of this
study indicated that poor family and school neighborhood SES were related to
the risk of being a bully and bully-victim. Attar-Schwartz and Khoury-Kassabri
(2008) investigated the correlated factors in relation to indirect and verbal peer
victimization in a group of 16,604 seventh- through eleventh-grade students
from 324 schools in Israel. Findings demonstrated that students attending
schools which have high proportions of low-SES families reported more indirect
victimization. Lastly, Khoury-Kassabri, Benbenishty, Astor, and Zeira (2004)
found that high level of victimization was associated with low SES of family

and school neighborhood.

Besides studies finding a negative association between school SES and bullying
victimization, some of them have produced equivocal findings that indicates
inconsistencies and requires a further investigation. Olweus (1996a) pointed out
that bullying was not related to socioeconomic status of families. Larochette et

al. (2010) investigated the role of SES at the individual level, finding no
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association with racial bullying and victimization. Another study (Bonnet et al.,
2009) interrogating the rates of victimization at schools which were located in
lower-SES neighborhoods found no contribution of the neighborhood SES to
victimization experiences of the students. However, this study revealed an
interaction effect of neighborhood SES and social skills training program in
prediction of victimization, suggesting that students at schools located in low-
SES neighborhood and implementing a school-wide social skills training
program reported less victimization. Pigkin (2010) found that the students from
high SES schools reported more bullying than those from middle and low SES
schools. X. Ma (2002), as a consequence, found that sixth-grade students from
high SES families reported more victimization than sixth-grade students from
low SES, even though the effect size of SES was small. However, at the school
level, school mean SES did not significantly contribute to the explanation of

victimization among students in both sixth- and eighth-grades

In this study, the information on the indicator of school socioeconomic status
was obtained from the reports of students about their family income. The
aggregated students’ family income was used. It was expected that lower school

income will increase the likelihood of being a peer victim and a bully victim.

2.5 Summary of the Review of Literature

In this chapter, the review of the literature including theoretical perspectives,
individual- and school-level factors related to bullying and victimization were
presented. Among the theoretical perspectives, the ecological theory underlines
the importance of investigating various ecological systems which have a

profound influence on human development. When the relationships of both
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student- and school-level variables with bullying and victimization are
reviewed, there are some mixed research findings that underline the necessity
for further studies that would contribute to the understanding of how these

variables are associated.
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CHAPTER III

METHOD

This chapter included the methodological procedures of the study. The chapter
initially began with the research design. Secondly, the sample selection
procedure and sample characteristics were described. Thirdly, the instruments
section provided details about the data collection tools. Fourthly, the procedure
section included explanations about the actual steps taken in the study to obtain
data and the ethical procedures. Finally, in the data analysis section, hierarchical
generalized linear modeling (HGLM) statistical technique used in the study
along with the explanations of its basic terms and fundamental issues were

presented.

3.1 Research Design

This study used a correlational research design to investigate the relationship
between student-level factors (gender, age, academic achievement, self-efficacy
beliefs — academic, social, and emotional —, perceived school climate —
fairness, order and discipline, parent involvement, sharing of resources, student
interpersonal relations, and student-teacher relations —) and school-level
factors (school size, school GPA, number of disciplinary punishment in the
school, the presence of private security personnel, ratio of unexcused absences,

ratio of student-teacher, mean of school income, and mean of general school
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climate) on bullying victimization. Correlational research examines the
relationships between two or more variables without any attempt to affect
them. It also provides information about the magnitude and direction of the
association among variables (Bordens & Abbott, 2008; Jackson, 2011).
Correlational research that explains an important phenomenon through
describing associations between variables and predicts likely outcomes
(Bordens & Abbott, 2008) requires more complex correlational techniques such
as structural equation modeling (SEM), hierarchical linear modeling (HLM),
and hierarchical generalized linear modeling (HGLM). Thus, in the present

study HGLM was used as a data analysis method.

3.2 Sample

In this study, a multistage cluster random sampling procedure was utilized.
Firstly, five districts were randomly selected among the 25 districts located in
Ankara (first stage). Then, two elementary schools were randomly chosen from
each selected district (second stage). Lastly, two classes for each grade level (6%,
7%, and 8") were randomly chosen from within each selected school (third
stage). In total, ten elementary schools were participated in this study, but, due
to dual education at six schools, the number of schools increased to 16. In dual
education, all students enrolled in a school divided into two groups. One part of
students receive the education from morning till afternoon, the other part

receives it from afternoon to evening.

The sample consisted of 1557 middle school students from the five districts of
Ankara, Turkey (see Table 3.1). Of the total participants, 832 (53.5%) were male

and 725 (46.5%) were female. Age of the participants ranged between 10 and 16
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(M = 13.03, SD = .95). Table 3.1 illustrated the distribution of the sample
characteristics regarding grade level, district, and parents” employment status.
As shown in the Table, 527 (33.9%) of the sample were sixth graders, 530 (34.1%)
were seventh graders, and 497 (32.0%) were eighth graders. Majority of the
fathers were employed (93.5%) whereas most of the participants’” mothers were

housewives (77.6%).

Table 3.1
Distribution of Participants by District, Grade Level and Gender (n = 1557)
Gender
Variables Male Female Total
f % f % f %
District
Altindag 153 9.8 131 8.4 284 18.2
Cankaya 157 10.1 106 6.8 263 16.9
Kegitren 201 12.9 147 9.4 348 224
Polatl 152 9.8 177 11.4 329 21.1
Yenimahalle 169 10.9 164 10.5 333 21.4
Total 832 53.5 725 46.5 1557 100.0
Grade
6. grade 284 18.3 243 15.6 527 33.9
7. grade 276 17.8 254 16.3 530 34.1
8. grade 270 17.4 227 14.6 497 32.0
Total 830 53.5 724 46.5 1554 100.0
Employment Status
of Fathers
Employed 761 50.1 659 43.4 1420 93.5
Unemployed 4 3 6 4 10 7
Retired 50 3.3 38 2.5 88 5.8
Total 815 53.7 703 46.3 1518 100.0
Employment Status
of Mothers
Employed 190 12.5 134 8.8 324 21.3
Housewife 618 40.7 561 36.9 1179 77.6
Retired 5 3 12 8 17 1.1
Total 813 53.5 707 46.5 1520 100.0
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3.3 Instruments

In this study, four instruments; Demographic Data Form, California Bully
Victimization Scale (CBVS; Felix et al.,, 2011), School Climate Survey (SCS;
Emmons, Haynes, & Comer, 2002), and Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children
(SEQ-C; Muris, 2001) were used as data collection instruments. Since CBVS and
SCS were originally developed in the United States of America, they were
translated into Turkish and adapted for use with Turkish middle school

students by the researcher.

3.3.1 Demographic Data Forms

The demographic data form aimed to gather information about student and

school demographics (see Appendix F for the demographic data form).

3.3.1.1 Student Demographics Form

This form included seven questions regarding gender, age, grade level, family
income, and parents’ occupation. In order to assess family income, students

were asked to report their total family income per year.

In order to obtain an academic achievement score, as measured in previous
studies (Juvonen et al., 2011; Strom et al., 2013), students were asked to report
their grades in Mathematics, Science, Turkish, and Social Studies courses in the
semester when the data was collected. They responded on a five-point scale,
from 1 (0-44) to 5 (85-100). According to the grading system; 5 exceeds

standards, 4 meets standards, 3 marginally meets standards, 2 is below
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standards, and 1 is unsatisfactory. Students’ grades from four courses were
added and divided by four to obtain an average academic achievement score for

each student.

3.3.1.2 School Demographics Form

School size, school cumulative grade point average (GPA), number of
disciplinary punishment in the school, the presence of private security
personnel, ratio of unexcused absences, student-teacher ratio, mean of school
income, and mean of general school climate were the variables related to school
factors. School size indicates the total student enrollment of the school. School
GPA refers to the cumulative grade point average of all 6%, 7%, and 8" grade
students in a school. Disciplinary punishment is agreed upon as a result of a
breach of disciplinary rules and officially recorded. In this study, the number of
disciplinary punishment for each school was used. The private security
personnel indicates whether a school employs a private security personnel in
the school setting. Unexcused absences happen without the knowledge of the
school administration. The ratio of unexcused absences were obtained through
dividing the total unexcused absences by the total number of students in 6%, 7%,
and 8" grades for each school. Student-teacher ratio is the number of students
enrolled in 6%, 7%, and 8% grades in a school divided by the number of teachers
in this school. School income is the mean of students’ family income for each
school. Lastly, mean of general school climate was obtained through calculating
the mean of total scores of school climate for each school. The information about
the school demographics was obtained with the assistance of school
administrators. The information was provided by e-School Management

Information System, which allows school administrators to access student and
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school information online. The questions about the school demographics were

asked to school administrators by the researcher, and the answers were noted.

3.3.2 California Bully Victimization Scale (CBVYS)

California Bully Victimization Scale (Felix et al., 2011) is a self-report measure
used to assess bullying victimization among middle school students (see
Appendix G for the scale). The CBVS includes various forms of bullying
victimization without using the term of bullying and its definition. This
measure distinguishes bullying victimization from peer victimization
considering core elements of bullying that are being intentional, power
imbalance, and repeated incidents at a time period. The CBVS composed of 12
items assessing victimization, gender of the bully person, power imbalance, the
location and time of the bullying during the school day, and with whom they

talked about their victimization.

The CBVS consists of seven forms of victimization, such as being teased or
called names; had rumors or gossip spread behind someone’s back; left out of a
group or ignored; hit, pushed, or physically hurt; threatened; had your things
stolen or damaged; and had sexual comments, jokes, or gestures made to them.
Students are asked to rate how often these experiences (e.g. “Been teased or
called names in a mean or hurtful way by another student at school”) happened
to them and how often they saw them happen to someone else at school, on a
tive-point scale (0 = Never, 1 = Once in the past month, 2 = 2 or 3 times in the past
month, 3 = About once a week, and 4 = Several times a week). Next, in order to
determine power imbalance, students are asked to rate on a three-point scale

(less than me, same as me, more than me) how popular, smart, and physically
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strong the main person bullying them than they are. Moreover, in the next
questions, students are asked to report the location and time of bullying during
the school day, and who they talked with about bullying. In the classification of
students into bully categories, the frequency criteria are set at 2-3 times per month
or more, which is similar to the classification system developed by Solberg and
Olweus (2003). Non-victims are students reporting no victimization experiences.
Peer victims are students who experience at least one victimization behavior of
any frequency, but reporting no power differentiation. Bully victims are students
who experience at least one victimization behavior at least 2-3 times per month, at

least one form of power imbalance (Felix et al., 2011).

The test-retest reliability of the scale, over a two-week period, was analyzed
with different methods such as correlations between the total scores of CBVS
across two time points (v = .80 for 5-6'" grades, r = .83 for 7-8" grades), Cohen’s
Kappa coefficients for each item (ranging from .46 to .64) and percentage
agreement and Cohen’s Kappa coefficient for the classification of students as
non-bullied and bullied across two time points (percent agreement = 89.6, kappa
=.71). The total CBVS scores was found to be correlated significantly, positively
with the sores of Swearer Bullying Scale and negatively with the scores of
Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale, School Connectedness Scale, and Children’s

Hope Scale (Felix et al., 2011).

Since the CBVS is originally developed in English, it was translated into
Turkish, and then its psychometric properties were examined for using it with
Turkish middle school students. All the steps of this adaptation procedure were

explained in the following parts.
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3.3.2.1 Translation and Adaptation of the CBVS

In order to translate and adapt the CBVS into Turkish, the permission was taken
from Professor Michael Furlong, one of the developers of the scale (see
Appendix C for the permission letter). After obtaining the permission, the scale
was given to four doctoral students (three of them were in Psychological
Counseling and Guidance; one of them was in Counseling and Educational
Development) and one Assistant Professor of Educational Psychology for
translation. All translators had a proficiency in Turkish and English. Following
the translation process, the best fitted translation of items was selected by the
researcher and Turkish version of the CBVS was formed. Afterwards, the
Turkish CBVS was evaluated by two experts (one Associate Professor of
Psychological Counseling and Guidance, and one Assistant Professor of
Educational Psychology) regarding the accuracy and cultural relevance of the
translated items. The final form was developed taking into account the
recommendations of the experts (e.g. accuracy of the translated items) on

Turkish version of the CBVS.

3.3.2.2 Validity and Reliability Study of Turkish CBVS

The validity and reliability study of Turkish CBVS was carried out on a sample
of 313 middle school students in Ankara. Of the students, 150 (47.9%) were
males and 163 (52.1%) were females. Participants were from 6% grade (63.8%),
7% grade (18.1%), and 8% grade (18.1%). The mean age of the participants was
12.6 (SD = .98).
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3.3.2.2.1 Concurrent Validity of Turkish CBVS

Concurrent validity of the CBVS was examined through Olweus Bully/Victim
Questionnaire (OBVQ; Olweus, 1996b), which is a common and definition-
based bullying instrument. The total scores of victimization items were
calculated for each instrument. The Pearson correlation coefficient between the
scores was indicating a high positive correlation (n = 92, r = .73, p < .001). In
addition, the consistency of classification of victimization (as non-victimized
and being victimized) by two instruments was evaluated. The result yielded
differences in classification of participants (percentage agreement = .63; x = .22;
x> = 6.7, p < .05), which provides an evidence for that the diversity in
measurement of victimization produces various categorization system which

leads to different results (Felix et al., 2011).

3.3.2.2.2 Predictive Validity of Turkish CBVS

Parallel to the original study (Felix et al.,, 2011), the predictive validity was
assessed through exploring the relationship between the CBVS and the Brief
Multidimensional Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale (BMSLSS; Seligson, Huebner,
& Valois, 2003) and the Children’s Hope Scale (CHS; Snyder et al., 1997). The
results indicated that there was a significant and negative correlation between
the total scores of victimization and life satisfaction (r = -.29, p < .05), and a
negative but non-significant correlation between the total scores of victimization
and hope (r = -.13, p > .05). In this study, the group differences (non-victims,
peer victims, and bully victims) in the total scores of life satisfaction and hope
were also investigated through analysis of variance. Results showed that peer

and bully victims had lower life satisfaction [F(2, 95) = 5.54, p < .01] and hopes
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scores [F(2, 95) = 8.28, p < .001] than non-victims. No statistically significant
differences between peer and bully victims in the total scores of life satisfaction
and hope were found. It was expected that victimization is associated with
lower levels of life satisfaction and hope. Also, it was expected that bully
victims will report lower levels of life satisfaction and hope than peer victims

did, but no significant differences was found.

3.3.2.2.3 Internal Consistency and Test-Retest Stability of Turkish CBVS

A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for the internal consistency of
Turkish CBVS including seven victimization items. The Cronbach’s alpha was
.72 (n = 313). The test-retest reliability of Turkish CBVS was tested with a two-
week interval. The total scores of victimization items were used. Pearson
correlation coefficients between two measurements was .82 (n = 66, p < .001).
Besides that testing the correlation between two measurements, the consistency
of classification of victimization (as non-victimized and being victimized) in
middle school students was assessed across two measurements, resulting in

percentage agreement = .85; k = .46; x* 14.22, p <.001.

3.3.2.2.4 Internal Consistency of Turkish CBVS on the Main Study Sample

A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was also calculated for the internal consistency

of Turkish CBVS including seven victimization items. The Cronbach’s alpha

was .75 (n = 1448).
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3.3.3 School Climate Survey (SCS)

The revised elementary and middle school student version of School Climate
Survey developed by Emmons et al. (2002) was used to measure the general
tone of the schools and the quality of the relationships among students and
adults in the school setting (see Appendix H for the scale). The SCS contains 37
items about school conditions. These statements are responded on a three-point
scale (3 = Agree, 2 = Not sure, and 1 = Disagree). The scale consists of six
dimensions, namely fairness (5 items) (e.g. “Everyone is treated equally well at
my school”), order and discipline (7 items) (e.g. “My school is usually very
noisy”), parent involvement (5 items) (e.g. “My parent(s) visits my school
often”), sharing of resources (4 items) (e.g. “When we have fun games at my
school, the same children are always put in charge”), student interpersonal
relations (7 items) (e.g. “Children at my school call each other bad names”), and
student-teacher relations (9 items) (e.g. “Teachers at my school help us children
with our problems”). While scoring the original scale, ten items are reversed
scored (items 1, 6, 9, 12, 14, 20, 21, 23, 24, and 33). Higher scores obtained from
the scale indicate greater or more positive perceived school climate. Fairness
refers to the equal treatment of students regardless of gender, race, and
socioeconomic status. The dimension of order and discipline includes the items
related to appropriateness of student behavior in the school setting. Parent
involvement addresses to the frequency of parents participation in school
activities. Sharing of resources refers to equal student opportunity to participate
in school activities and to use of school materials and equipment. Student
interpersonal relations means the levels of caring, respect, and trust that exists

among students in the school. The last dimension, student-teacher relations,
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refers to the level of caring, respect, and trust that exists between students and

teacher in the school (Emmons et al., 2002).

Emmons et al. (2002) reported the reliability coefficients for the subscales of the
SCS, range between .68 and .87. The reliability coefficient for fairness .83, order
and discipline .75, parent involvement .68, sharing of resources .75, student
interpersonal relations .84, and student-teacher relations .87. A confirmatory
factor analysis was conducted for this revised version of the SCS by Ware (2003)
with 2,746 cases and using maximum likelihood estimation. The results
indicated that the overall assessment of the model was mixed [y?(614, n = 2,749)

=3832.21, p <.001; NNFI = .90; CFI = .91; GFI =.92; SRMR = .05; RMSEA = .04].

In the present study, the psychometric evidence was explored for the SCS to use
it with Turkish middle school students. Before that, the permission for
translation and adaptation of the SCS into Turkish was obtained from Dr.
Christine L. Emmons who is an associate research scientist and scholar in Yale
University Child Study Center (see Appendix D for the permission emailing).
The psychometric properties of the scale were explained in the following

sections.

3.3.3.1 Translation and Adaptation of the SCS

The SCS was initially given to four advanced doctoral students in counseling
and one Assistant Professor of Educational Psychology. All judges had
proficiency in Turkish and English. After receiving the translated forms, the
best fitted items to the original items were selected by the researcher. After that,

the Turkish form SCS was evaluated by two experts (one Associate Professor of

68



Psychological Counseling and Guidance, and one Assistant Professor of
Educational Psychology) in terms of layout of the items, wording and relevance
of the items to Turkish culture. These experts suggested some changes in the
wording of 5 items and omitting the item of 13 (At my school, children of all
races are treated the same) from the scale due to item not being relevant to
Turkish culture. In line with these feedback, wording changes were done in 5
items and the 13* item was removed from the scale. Final Turkish version of the
SCS included 36 items. Parallel to the original form, the reverse items of Turkish

formarel, 6,9, 12,13, 19, 20, 22, 23, and 32.

3.3.3.2 Validity and Reliability Study of Turkish SCS

The Turkish SCS was piloted with 314 middle school students in Ankara. Of the
students, 140 (44.4%) were males and 175 (55.6%) were females. Participants
were from 6% grade (n =109, 34.6%), 7" grade (n =122, 38.7%), and 8" grade (n =
85, 26.7%). The mean age of participants was 13.01 (SD = .94). The psychometric

properties of the scale was presented below.

3.3.3.2.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of Turkish SCS

The CFA was chosen as the procedure to test the factor structure of the original
form of SCS which would be maintained in Turkish form of the SCS. The
purpose of conducting the CFA is that it provides many analytic possibilities
(e.g., assessment of method effects, investigation of the stability or invariance of
the factor model over informants) that are not possible to obtain with
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) (Brown, 2006). A six-factor school climate

model was tested using CFA in LISREL 8.71, a software package for structural
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equation modeling (Joreskog & Sorbom, 2004). Prior to the analyses, several
assumptions for CFA were examined: accuracy of data entry, sample size,
missing values, outliers, normality, linearity, and multicollinearity (Ullman,

2001). These assumption checks were discussed below.

3.3.3.2.1.1 Evaluation of Assumptions for the CFA of Turkish SCS

Since the data was entered manually by the researcher, accuracy of data entry
was checked. Accurate data entry was achieved through inspection of minimum
and maximum values, mean and standard deviations for each observed

variables. As a result no mis-entered data was found.

Following accuracy of data entry, sample size of the study was evaluated. Since
CFA is based on covariances, parameter estimates and chi-square test of fit are
very sensitive to sample size (Ullman, 2001). In this study, there were 36
observed variables and 314 participants. Totally, 87 free parameters would have
been estimated; 36 for the factor loadings, 36 for the covariance errors, and 15
for the correlations among the latent factors. In that case, the ratio of cases to
estimated parameters 3.6:1, which is below the ratio suggested by R. B. Kline
(2005) as 20:1 or 10:1. However, there are various views on minimum sample
size for the CFA. While some of them (R. B. Kline, 2005; Ullman, 2001) suggest a
critical ratio of sample size, some of them suggest to use absolute minimum
number of subjects, as at least n = 200 (e.g. Anderson & Gerbing, 1984). In
contrast to these common trends, Gagne and Hancock (2006) discussed that a
view shift from an absolute n or a critical ratio of sample size toward
consideration of model quality. They found that larger samples, more indicators

per factor, and stronger factor loading improved model convergence and
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parameter estimation. Considering all these discussions, analysis was

performed with current sample size.

Some variables in the data set had some missing values, which did not exceed 2
percent. R. B. Kline (2005) addressed some conventional procedures for
handling with missing values, which are deleting cases with missing values
(listwise deletion, pairwise deletion), imputing the missing values through
single imputation methods (mean substitution, regression-based substitution,
pattern matching, and random hot-deck imputation) or model-based
imputation methods (expectation-maximization (EM) algorithm) or some
special multivariate estimation methods. Deletion of cases with missing values
and most of imputation methods except for EM have some drawbacks (R. B.
Kline, 2005). Therefore, EM algorithm more sophisticated than any of the
methods is mostly preferred in CFA (R. B. Kline, 2005; Schumacker & Lomax,
2004). In this study, the data was analyzed with missing cases (model 1) and
imputing EM algorithm (model 2) to test the possible effects of missing values
on the analysis. Results indicated that model goodness of fit indices (x?, df,
RMSEA, CFI, AIC, and SRMR) of the second model (x? = 969.13, df = 579,
RMSEA = .046, CFI = .96, AIC =1143.13, SRMR = .07) slightly improved over the
first model (x? =1011.13, df = 579, RMSEA = .046, CFI = .95, AIC = 1185.13, SRMR
=.07). Therefore, it was decided to continue analysis with the data including EM

imputation.

Another assumption for the CFA is univariate and multivariate outliers that
indicate cases with scores which are very different from the rest (R. B. Kline,
2005). To find out univariate outliers, standardized z scores exceeding the range

between +3.29 and -3.29 were checked for each of the z scores of the observed
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variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). No univariate outliers were found
exceeding z scores from the data set. For multivariate outliers testing
Mahalanobis distances were calculated and no outlier was detected greater than
x2(36) = 67.99, (p < .001) in the data set. Therefore, the data analyses were

conducted with 314 cases in this study.

Univariate and multivariate normality assumptions that assume normal
distributions for continues variables (R. B. Kline, 2005) were also checked using
LISREL 8.71 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 2004). Univariate normality was checked
through examining skewness and kurtosis indexes (Mardia, 1975). Summary
statistics (means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis) were presented
in the Table 3.2. All of the observed variables was significantly skewed and
kurtotic that means all of them showed significant deviations from univariate
normality. Indexes ranged from -1.49 to .95 for skewness, and -1.57 to .66 for

kurtosis.

Multivariate normality is crucial for a multivariate analysis. Test of multivariate
normality showed significant deviations from multivariate normality (Skewness
z=11.99, p <.001; Kurtosis z = 8.45, p < .001; Skewness and Kurtosis x?=215.26,
p <.001). A transformation was attempted for each item, but failed to normalize
the data. Ullman (2006) pointed out that transformation of non-normal data
causes some difficulties in interpretation. Therefore Ullman suggests some
estimation methods for non-normality instead of transformation. When non-
normality is a case for continues variables, the two most commonly estimation
methods are recommended. The first one is robust maximum likelihood (ML)
(Bentler, 1995; Satorra & Bentler, 1994). Another procedure is weighted least

squares (WLS) (Browne, 1984).
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Table 3.2
Descriptive Statistics for 36 Items of Turkish SCS: Means, Standard Deviations,
Skewness, and Kurtosis

Item Item Item Univariate Univariate
Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
SCS 1 (Order and discipline) 1.52 0.75 0.88* -0.87*
SCS 2 (Student interpersonal relations) 1.82 0.67 0.20* -0.82%
SCS 3 (Fairness) 2.52 0.74 -0.99% -0.70%*
SCS 4 (Parent involvement) 2.52 0.74 0.34% -1.17*
SCS 5 (Student interpersonal relations) 2.04 0.73 -0.04* -1.10%*
SCS 6 (Order and discipline) 2.00 0.77 -0.00% -1.32%
SCS 7 (Fairness) 2.15 0.82 -0.24* -1.50*
SCS 8 (Parent involvement) 2.70 0.59 -1.49% 0.66*
SCS 9 (Order and discipline) 1.82 0.80 0.18* -1.07*
SCS 10 (Student-teacher relations) 2.60 0.69 -1.20% -0.20%
SCS 11 (Student-teacher relations) 2.54 0.68 0.95* -0.60*
SCS 12 (Sharing of resources) 1.98 0.83 0.02* -1.53*
SCS 13 (Sharing of resources) 1.93 0.82 0.19% -1.20*
SCS 14 (Student interpersonal relations) 2.03 0.71 -0.04* -0.98*
SCS 15 (Student interpersonal relations) 2.06 0.68 -0.07% -0.84*
SCS 16 (Student-teacher relations) 2.34 0.77 -0.54* -1.23%
SCS 17 (Order and discipline) 1.97 0.82 0.05% -1.51*
SCS 18 (Student-teacher relations) 2.47 0.68 -0.74* -0.82*
SCS 19 (Order and discipline) 2.27 0.78 -0.42% -1.33%
SCS 20 (Sharing of resources) 2.25 0.78 -0.39* -1.32%
SCS 21 (Student interpersonal relations) 2.18 0.76 -0.25% -1.27%
SCS 22 (Sharing of resources) 1.99 0.77 -0.07* -1.02*
SCS 23 (Order and discipline) 1.69 0.74 0.46* -1.16*
SCS 24 (Student interpersonal relations) 2.20 0.75 -0.17% -0.91%
SCS 25 (Student-teacher relations) 2.36 0.78 -0.60% -1.23%
SCS 26 (Parent involvement) 2.04 0.81 -0.06* -1.48%
SCS 27 (Student-teacher relations) 2.56 0.68 -1.02* -0.50*
SCS 28 (Parent involvement) 1.93 0.76 0.10* -1.26*
SCS 29 (Student-teacher relations) 2.46 0.72 -0.78% -0.90*
SCS 30 (Fairness) 2.33 0.83 -0.57% -1.38*
SCS 31 (Fairness) 2.09 0.84 -0.15% -1.57%
SCS 32 (Order and discipline) 1.74 0.77 0.40% -1.27*
SCS 33 (Student interpersonal relations) 1.91 0.75 0.12* -1.24%
SCS 34 (Student-teacher relations) 2.21 0.83 -0.34* -1.50%
SCS 35 (Parent involvement) 2.15 0.79 0.21* -1.37%
SCS 36 (Student-teacher relations) 2.40 0.82 -0.74% -1.20%
Multivariate kurtosis = 1.042*

Note. *p <.001
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Since WLS requires large samples (Jaccard & Wan, 1996) and the pilot sample
was small (n = 314), the estimation method of robust ML was used. The robust
ML estimation method produces a mean-adjusted x? test statistic that refers to
Satorra-Bentler scaled y* (Satorra & Bentler, 1994). This statistic provides an

adjustment for non-normality (Chou & Bentler, 1995).

The assumption of linearity was inspected by plotting the data on scatterplots
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2004; Ullman, 2001) in PASW Statistics 18 (IBM, 2009).
Due to large number of variables, several scatterplots were randomly selected to
examine linearity. These scatterplots showed that bivariate relationships

between the variables didn't depart from linearity.

Another assumption of the CFA is multicollinearity that indicates high
correlations among some variables (e.g., r > .85) (R. B. Kline, 2005).
Multicollinearity occurs when there are high associations among three or more
independent variables. As it increased, the interpretation of the relationships
will be difficult because it is hardly possible to determine the effect of any single
construct due to their interrelationships (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, &

Tatham, 2006).

Intercorrelations among the variables were examined through correlation
matrix. Correlation matrix indicated that there was no values exceeding the
value of .85. In addition to correlation matrix, the variance inflation factor (VIF)
and tolerance values for the variables were examined. The results indicated that
VIF values ranged between 1.247 and 2.100, and tolerance values ranged

between 476 and .802. These values indicated that the assumption of
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multicollinearity wasn't violated. All the necessary assumptions checks

indicated that the data was ready for confirmatory factor analysis.

3.3.3.2.1.2 Model Estimation for the Turkish SCS

To evaluate the fit of six-factor structure to the data, several fit indices were
used. R. B. Kline (2005) suggested a minimal set of fit indexes while reporting
and interpreting the results of CFA. These indexes are the model chi-square,
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI),
and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Brown (2006) classified
these indices into three categories namely absolute fit (i.e.,, y* and SRMR), fit
adjusting for model parsimony (i.e., RMSEA), and comparative or incremental

fit (i.e., CFI, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)).

Absolute fit indices don't employ an alternative model as a baseline for
comparison (Tanaka, 1993). The model chi-square (x?) is an example for
absolute fit index. If model chi-square equals to zero, it indicates a perfect fit. As
this value increases, the fit of the model becomes worse. To rely on model chi-
square solely may deceive the researcher because it is affected by many factors
such as the size of the correlations and sample size. To deal with the sensitivity
of chi-square to sample size, generally the value of normed-chi-square, obtained
by dividing x? by the degree of freedom, is used (R. B. Kline, 2005). R. B. Kline

(1998) suggested a favorable value of y?/df ratio which is less than 3.

Another example for absolute fit index is standardized root mean square
residual (SRMR). The SRMR indicates the differences between the observed and

predicted correlations. It has a range fall between 0.0 and 1.0 and approximation
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to 0.0 show a perfect fit (Brown, 2006). Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested a cut off

value close to .08 or below for SRMR for a good fit.

Brown (2006) differentiate the fit indices adjusting for model parsimony from
the category of absolute fit. One of the index can be used from this category is
RMSEA, which is based on non-centrality parameters and evaluates how a
model fits reasonably well to the population (Brown, 2006). According to
Browne and Cudeck (1993), RMSEA which is < .05 shows close approximate fit,
values between .05 and .08 indicate reasonable error of approximation, and
values > .10 suggest poor fit. MacCallum, Browne, and Sugawara (1996) pointed
out that the value range of .08 to .10 for RMSEA shows mediocre fit. Hu and
Bentler (1999) suggested a cut-off value close to .06 or below for RMSEA for

good fit.

Comparative or incremental fit indices evaluate the fit of the proposed model
compared with a baseline model (also called as null or independence model)
(Brown, 2006). An example for this index is comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler,
1990). It has a range values between 0.0 and 1.0, and with values closer to 1.0
indicates good fit (Brown, 2006). Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested a cut-off

value close to .95 or greater for CFI for a good fit.

Another popular comparative or incremental fit index is Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI), also known as non-normed fit index (NNFI) in some programs. The TLI
has a penalty function for adding parameters that do not change the fit of the
model. The TLI values are interpreted as CFI that an approximation to 1.0
indicates a good fit (Brown, 2006). Hu and Bentler (1999) recommended a cut-

off value close to .95 for TLI.
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In this study, the following criteria were selected to determine good model fit:
an RMSEA less than .05 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), a relative x?2/df ratio less
than 3 (R. B. Kline, 1998), an SRMR less than .08, a TLI greater than .95, and a
CFI greater than .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The goodness-of-fit indices of the
model is only one facet of model assessment. It is also prominent to look at the
interpretability and strength of the resulting parameter through standardized
residuals (Brown, 2006).

3.3.3.2.1.3 The CFA Results of the Turkish SCS

Six-factor model for Turkish SCS was based on the covariance matrix and the
model parameters were estimated using a robust ML estimation. The model chi-
square goodness-of-fit statistic was statistically significant (p < .01), indicating
that the model didn't fit the data. As mentioned previously, since the model chi-
square is sensitive to sample size, it is suggested to examine the other fit indices
(R. B. Kline, 2005). The Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square value was 969.13 with
579 degrees of freedom, making the chi-square over degrees of freedom (x?/df
ratio) 1.67 which lower than the suggested 3 (R. B. Kline, 1998). The root mean-
square error of approximation (RMSEA) value was .046, lower than the
suggested value of .05 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The standardized root mean
square residual (SRMR) was .040, lower than the recommended of .08 (Hu &
Bentler, 1999). The Tucker-Lewis index (TLI, also known as NNFI) was .96,
greater than recommendation of > .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The comparative fit
index (CFI) was .96, greater than the suggestion of > .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
The overall fit indices would have suggested that the model fit the data

adequately.
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The standardized error terms and coefficients for 36 indicators were presented

in Table 3.3. All items had significant loadings on their corresponding factors.

Tale 3.3

Unstandardized and Standardized Parameter Estimates for Turkish SCS
Unstandardiz ~ Standardized

Construct Item ed Factor Factor SE t R?
Loadings Loadings
SCS 3 .32 43 .05 6.81 18
Fairness SCS7 .55 .67 .04 13.24 46
SCS 30 .56 .68 .04 14.03 46
SCS 31 .53 .63 .04 12.30 .39
SCS1 .32 42 .05 7.10 18
SCS 6 .37 A48 .04 8.96 23
Order and SCS9 .36 45 .05 7.84 .20
discipline SCS 17 .34 42 .04 7.77 17
SCS 19 .38 .49 .04 9.77 24
SCS 23 A48 .65 .04 12.35 42
SCS 32 44 .58 .04 11.53 .33
SCS 4 13 18 .05 2.95 .03
Parent SCS 8 15 25 .04 3.71 .06
involvement SCS 26 .63 .78 .05 12.59 .61
SCS 28 21 .28 .05 4.58 .08
SCS 35 .63 .81 .06 11.37 .65
SCS 12 .57 .69 .04 14.89 A48
Sharing of SCS 13 .50 .61 .04 11.80 .38
resources SCS 20 .32 41 .05 6.88 17
SCS 22 45 .58 .04 10.89 .34
SCS 2 .34 .50 .04 9.37 25
SCS 5 43 .59 .04 12.14 .35
Student SCS 14 .50 71 .03 15.46 .50
interpersona  SCS 15 40 .59 .04 11.37 .35
1 relations SCS 21 .52 .69 .03 15.83 47
SCS 24 43 .58 .04 11.22 33
SCS 33 .51 .68 .03 15.59 A7
SCS 10 45 .66 .04 10.84 44
SCS11 A48 .72 .04 13.57 51
SCS 16 42 .55 .04 10.71 .30
Student- SCS 18 46 .68 .04 12.79 47
teacher SCS 25 49 .63 .04 12.89 .39
relations SCS 27 42 .63 .04 10.30 .39
SCS 29 .49 .69 .03 14.44 47
SCS 34 A7 .56 .04 11.85 32
SCS 36 .59 .73 .03 17.22 .53

Note. All t-values were significant, p <.001.

78



Factor pattern coefficients for the items of fairness dimension ranged from .43 to
.68, those for items of order and discipline dimension from .42 to .65, those for
items of parent involvement dimension from .18 to .81, those for items of
sharing of resources dimension from .41 to .69, those for items of student
interpersonal relations dimension from .50 to .71, and those for items of
students-teacher relations dimension from .55 to .73. However, as shown in the
figure, the standardized coefficients for the items of 4 and 28 were low in

magnitude compared to the others.

R? refers to the proportion of variance accounted for in each item by its
corresponding item. R? is mostly expected to be greater than .50 and/or t-value
for each indicator is expected to be significant (Bollen, 1989). R? for items of
fairness dimension ranged from .18 to .46, those for items of order and
discipline dimension from .17 to .42, those for items of parent involvement
dimension from .03 to .65, those for items of sharing of resources dimension
from .17 to .48, those for items of student interpersonal relations dimension
from .25 to .50, and those for items of students-teacher relations dimension from

.30 to .53.

Since the presentation of correlation among constructs wasn't convenient in the
path diagram, they were given in Table 3.4. As shown in the table, all
correlations among latent constructs were significant except for correlation

between sharing of resources and parent involvement (r = -.01).
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Table 3.4
Correlation Among Latent Constructs for Six-Factor Model of Turkish SCS

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Fairness 1.00

2. Order and discipline 54* 1.00

3. Parent involvement 6 .14*  1.00

4. Sharing of resources Se* 71 -.01 1.00

5. Student interpersonal relations S58* 72% 22% 36 1.00

6. Student-teacher relations 75 41719 41% 53*  1.00

Note. n =314, *p < .01

3.3.3.2.2 Internal Consistency and Test-Retest Stability of the Turkish SCS

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, a measure of internal consistency, were
calculated for the overall scale and subscales of the scale. Coefficient of internal
consistency for the entire scale was found .90, which indicates an excellent
internal consistency reliability (Cicchetti, 1994; P. Kline, 2000). Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients varied between .56 and .86 for the subscales (fairness .69, order and
discipline .69, parent involvement .56, sharing of resources .66, student
interpersonal relations .81, and student-teacher relations .86). Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients of some of the subscales were greater than the suggested cut-off
value .70 for acceptable reliability (P. Kline, 2000). However, some of them were

below this cutoff value.

Sixty five of the 314 participants were retested two weeks after initially
completing the instruments. The test-retest reliability for the overall scale was
.67 (p < .01). The test-retest reliabilities for the subscales ranged between .50 and

73 (p < .01) (fairness .51, order and discipline .62, parent involvement .50,
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sharing of resources .67, student interpersonal relations .73, and student-teacher

relations .61).

3.3.3.3 Validity and Reliability Study of Turkish SCS on the Main Study

Sample

The validity and reliability evidences for the Turkish SCS were investigated not
only on the pilot sample but also on the main study sample. All steps were

explained in the followings parts.

3.3.3.3.1 CFA of Turkish SCS on the Main Study Sample

A six-factor model for Turkish SCS on the main study’s sample was tested
through a CFA in LISREL 8.71 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 2004). The assumption

checks of the CFA were explained in the following section.

3.3.3.3.1.1 Evaluation of Assumptions for the CFA of Turkish SCS on the

Main Study Sample

The minimum and maximum values, means, and standard deviations for each
observed variables indicated that the data entry was accurate. No missing
values were found in the data set. The sample size was adequate for conducting
the CFA (n > 200; Anderson & Gerbing, 1984). No univariate outliers (exceeding
the standardized z scores of +3.29) and multivariate outliers (greater than y?(36)
= 67.99, p < .001) were found. Regarding univariate normality, most of the
observed variables were significantly skewed and kurtotic. Indexes ranged from

-75 to 1.11 for skewness, and -1.45 to -.21 for kurtosis. Test of multivariate
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normality showed significant deviations from multivariate normality (Skewness
z = 32.09, p < .001; Kurtosis z = 28.00, p < .001; Skewness and Kurtosis y?* =
1814.79, p < .001). Due to the deviations from univariate and multivariate
normality, the estimation method of robust ML was selected. In terms of the
assumption of linearity, several scatterplots randomly selected indicated that
bivariate relationships between the variables didn't depart from linearity. The
assumption of multicollinearity was tested via correlation matrix, the variance
inflation factor, and tolerance values. Correlation matrix indicated that there
were no values exceeding the value of .85 (R. B. Kline, 2005). The VIF values
ranged between 1.214 and 1.951, and tolerance values ranged between .513 and
.824. These values indicated that the assumption of multicollinearity wasn't
violated. All assumptions checks showed that the data was ready for the CFA.
The model estimation and the CFA results of Turkish SCS were presented in the

following sections.

3.3.3.3.1.2 Model Estimation for the Turkish SCS on the Main Study Sample

The fit of six-factor structure of Turkish SCS to the main study data was
assessed with several fit indices. These fit indices are the model chi-square,
x?/df ratio, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit
index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI; also known as non-normed fit index
(NNFI)), and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). The following
criteria were selected to determine good model fit: an RMSEA less than .05
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993), a relative y?2/df ratio less than 3 (R. B. Kline, 1998),
an SRMR close to .08, a TLI greater than .95, and a CFI greater than .95 (Hu &
Bentler, 1999).
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3.3.3.3.1.3 The Results of Turkish SCS on the Main Study Sample

Six-factor model for Turkish SCS was tested based on the covariance matrix
through using a robust ML estimation. Since the model chi-square goodness-of-
fit statistic was statistically significant (p < .01), other fit indices were also
investigated (R. B. Kline, 2005). The Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square value was
2219.65 with 579 degrees of freedom. The y?/df ratio was 3.83 which was close
to the recommended value of 3 (R. B. Kline, 1998). The root mean-square error
of approximation (RMSEA) value was .047, indicating a close approximate fit
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The standardized root mean square residual (SRMR)
was .064, below the value recommended as < .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI, also known as NNFI) was .96, a value higher than the
recommended value of .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The comparative fit index (CFI)
was .96, a value correspond to the recommended value of > .95 (Hu & Bentler,

1999).

Factor pattern coefficients for the items of fairness dimension ranged from .46 to
.67, those for items of order and discipline dimension from .22 to .69, those for
items of parent involvement dimension from .33 to .76, those for items of
sharing of resources dimension from .55 to .65, those for items of student
interpersonal relations dimension from .45 to .68, and those for items of
students-teacher relations dimension from .55 to .71. R? for items of fairness
dimension ranged from .21 to .44, those for items of order and discipline
dimension from .05 to .48, those for items of parent involvement dimension
from .11 to .57, those for items of sharing of resources dimension from .30 to .42,

those for items of student interpersonal relations dimension from .20 to .46, and

83



those for items of students-teacher relations dimension from .30 to .50. All

correlations among latent constructs were significant (p < .05).

3.3.3.3.2 Internal Consistency of the Turkish SCS on the Main Study Sample

Coefficient of internal consistency for the entire scale was found .89. Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients varied between .65 and .85 for the subscales (fairness .65,
order and discipline .66, parent involvement .66, sharing of resources .70,
student interpersonal relations .80, and student-teacher relations .85). When the
internal consistency coefficients of Turkish SCS on the main study were
compared to the coefficients obtained from the pilot study, there were increases
in the internal consistency coefficient of parent involvement (.56 in the pilot
study) and sharing of resources (.66 in the pilot study). However, some of
dimensions (fairness, order and discipline, and parent involvement) had low
coefficients below the cutoff value of .70. Given the low internal consistency
coefficients for fairness, parent involvement, and sharing of resources could be
explained with a smaller number of items for these dimensions. Although the
internal consistency of some dimensions for the pilot and main studies were
below the cutoff value of .70, the test-tests reliabilities for all dimensions
obtained in the pilot study provided adequate evidence to use these dimensions

in the analysis of HGLM.

3.3.4 Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children (SEQ-C)

In the present study, the Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children developed by

Muris (2001) was used to assess students’ self-efficacy beliefs (see Appendix I for
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the scale). The original questionnaire contains 24 items, responded on a five-
point scale (1 = Not at all to 5 = Very well). The SEQ-C evaluates three domains of
self-efficacy; namely, academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy, and emotional
self-efficacy. The academic self-efficacy measures the perceived capability to
control learning behavior, to be skilled or proficient on academic subjects, and
to carry out academic expectations (e.g. “How well can you get teachers to help
you when you get stuck on schoolwork?”). The domain of social self-efficacy
refers to the perceived capacity for peer relationships and assertiveness (e.g.
“How well can you express your opinions when other classmates disagree with
you?”). The last dimension, emotional self-efficacy, evaluates the perceived
capability to deal with negative emotions (e.g. “How well do you succeed in
suppressing unpleasant thoughts?”). Each subscales consists of eight items.
Higher scores obtained from the scale indicates high level of self-efficacy.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were .88 for the total self-efficacy score, .88 for the
total academic self-efficacy score, .85 for the total social self-efficacy score, and
.86 for the total emotional self-efficacy score. The academic and emotional self-
efficacies were significantly and negatively correlated with depression (Muris,

2001).

The SEQ-C was adapted for use with Turkish adolescents by Celikkaleli,
Giindogdu, and Kiran Esen (2006). In the adaptation study, the original factor
structure of the SEQ-C was obtained. However, one item of the scale (item 24")
was omitted by the researchers because of low item loading. In addition, one
item (item 18%) which took a place in emotional self-efficacy dimension of the
original form loaded on social self-efficacy dimension in the adaptation study.
Again, one item (item 23%) which loaded on social self-efficacy factor in the

original form loaded on emotional self-efficacy dimension in adaptation study.
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Turkish version of the SEQ-C was finalized with 23 items, and 3 sub-dimensions
as academic (items: 1, 4, 7, 10, 13, 16, 19, and 22), social (items: 2, 6, §, 11, 14, 17,
18, and 20), and emotional self-efficacy (items: 3, 5, 9, 12, 15, 21, and 23). The
internal consistency reliabilities of Turkish SEQ-C were found to be .78 for the
total self-efficacy score and between .64 and .71 for the subscale scores. The test-
retest reliabilities with a three-week interval were found to be .85 for the total
self-efficacy score and between .65 and .77 for the subscale scores. The results of
the validity study indicated that the total self-efficacy, academic and social self-
efficacy were significantly and negatively related to depression (Celikkaleli et

al., 2006).

A permission was obtained from Dr. Oner Celikkaleli to use this scale in the
current study (see Appendix E for the permission emailing). Since the
adaptation study was carried on Turkish high school students, in this study, it
was aimed to examine the factor structure of original and adapted form of SEQ-

C on Turkish middle school students.

3.3.4.1 Validity and Reliability Study of Turkish SEQ-C

The participants of validity and reliability study of Turkish SEQ-C were
composed of 329 middle school students randomly selected from the sample of
the main study. Of the total 329 students, 151 (45.9%) were males and 178
(54.1%) were females. Participants were from 6% grade (n =132, 40.1%), 7 grade
(n =108, 32.8%), and 8% grade (n = 89, 27.1%). The ages of participants ranged
between 10 and 16, with the mean of 12.90 (SD = .96).
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3.3.4.1.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Turkish SEQ-C

A three-factor model for Turkish SEQ-C was tested through a CFA in LISREL
8.71 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 2004). Before that, the assumptions of CFA; namely,
accuracy of data entry, sample, size, missing values, outliers, normality,
linearity, and multicollinearity were checked. These assumption checks were

explained in the following section.

3.3.4.1.1.1 Evaluation of Assumptions for the CFA of Turkish SEQ-C

The minimum and maximum values, means, and standard deviations for each
observed variables indicated that the data entry was accurate. No missing
values were found in the data set. The sample size was adequate for conducting
the CFA (n > 200; Anderson & Gerbing, 1984). No univariate outliers (exceeding
the standardized z scores of +3.29) and multivariate outliers (greater than y?(23)
= 54.05, p < .001) were found. Regarding univariate normality, most of the
observed variables were significantly skewed and kurtotic. Indexes ranged from
-77 to .32 for skewness, and -1.24 to -.62 for kurtosis. Test of multivariate
normality showed significant deviations from multivariate normality (Skewness
z=13.15, p <.001; Kurtosis z =12.30, p < .001; Skewness and Kurtosis x2=324.03,
p <.001). Due to the deviations from univariate and multivariate normality, the
estimation method of robust ML was selected. In terms of the assumption of
linearity, several scatterplots randomly selected indicated that bivariate
relationships between the variables didn't depart from linearity. The
assumption of multicollinearity was tested via correlation matrix, the variance
inflation factor, and tolerance values. Correlation matrix indicated that there

were no values exceeding the value of .85 (R. B. Kline, 2005). The VIF values
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ranged between 1.254 and 2.066, and tolerance values ranged between .484 and
.798. These values indicated that the assumption of multicollinearity wasn't
violated. All assumptions checks showed that the data was ready for the CFA.
The model estimation and the CFA results of Turkish SCS were presented in the

following sections.

3.3.4.1.1.2 Model Estimation for Turkish SEQ-C

The fit of three-factor structure of Turkish SEQ-C to the data was assessed with
several fit indices. These fit indices are the model chi-square, x?/df ratio, root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI),
Tucker-Lewis index (TLL also known as non-normed fit index (NNFI)), and
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). The following criteria were
selected to determine good model fit: an RMSEA less than .05 (Browne &
Cudeck, 1993), a relative y?/df ratio less than 3 (R. B. Kline, 1998), an SRMR
close to .08, a TLI greater than .95, and a CFI greater than .95 (Hu & Bentler,
1999).

3.3.4.1.1.3 The CFA Results of Turkish SEQ-C

Three-factor model for Turkish SEQ-C was tested based on the covariance
matrix through using a robust ML estimation. Since the model chi-square
goodness-of-fit statistic was statistically significant (p < .01), other fit indices
were also investigated (R. B. Kline, 2005). The Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square
value was 882.39 with 227 degrees of freedom. The x?/df ratio was 3.89 which
was close to the recommended value of 3 (R. B. Kline, 1998). The root mean-

square error of approximation (RMSEA) value was .09, indicating a poor fit
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(Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The standardized root mean square residual (SRMR)
was .08, equal to the value recommended as < .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI, also known as NNFI) was .90, a value close to .95 (Hu
& Bentler, 1999). The comparative fit index (CFI) was .91, close to the suggestion
of > .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Besides goodness-of-fit indices of the model, the
parameter estimates were also examined. The standardized error terms and

coefficients of 23 indicators were presented in Table 3.5.

Table 3.5

Unstandardized and Standardized Parameter Estimates for Turkish SEQ-C
Unstandardi  Standardized

Construct Item zed Factor Factor SE t R?2
Loadings Loadings

SEQ1 .76 .55 .07 10.78 .30

SEQ4 71 .53 .08 9.37 .28

SEQ7 .69 A48 .07 9.46 23

Academic SEQI10 .84 .60 .06 13.37 .36

self-efficacy ~ SEQ13 71 49 .07 10.44 24

SEQI16 .69 47 .08 9.01 22

SEQI19 .86 72 .06 15.68 52

SEQ22 .35 .23 .09 2.83 .05

SEQ2 .67 46 .07 9.37 21

SEQ6 77 .64 .06 13.11 A1

SEQS8 .82 .66 .06 13.86 44

Social SEQI11 .69 49 .07 9.77 24

self-efficacy SEQ14 .84 .62 .06 14.28 .39

SEQ17 .55 43 .08 7.26 18

SEQ18 .75 .54 .07 10.88 .30

SEQ20 .81 .68 .05 14.94 46

SEQ3 .68 .54 .07 10.01 29

SEQ5 .75 .56 .07 11.21 31

) SEQ9 77 .65 .06 12.59 43

Emotional — gp ) 53 38 08 6.71 14
self-efficacy

SEQI15 .67 49 .08 8.84 24

SEQ21 .79 .70 .05 14.91 49

SEQ23 .58 40 .08 7.64 16

Note. All t-values were significant, p <.001.
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All items significantly loaded on their corresponding factors. Factor pattern
coefficients for the items of academic self-efficacy dimension ranged from .23 to
.72, social self-efficacy from .43 to .68, and emotional self-efficacy from .38 to .70.
For the items of academic self-efficacy dimension, R? ranged from .05 to .52, for
the items of social self-efficacy dimension from .18 to .46, and for the items of
emotional self-efficacy dimension from .14 to .49. Consequently, the overall fit
indices of the model and the parameter estimates indicated an adequate fit. The
correlations among latent constructs were presented in Table 3.6, which were all
significant.

Table 3.6
Correlation Among Latent Constructs for Three-Factor Model of Turkish SEQ-C

Construct 1 2 3

1. Academic self-efficacy 1.00

2. Social self-efficacy .92% 1.00

3. Emotional self-efficacy 92% .95% 1.00

Note. n =329, *p < .01

3.3.4.1.2 Internal Consistency of Turkish SEQ-C

The internal consistencies of Turkish SEQ-C were investigated through
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. They were as .90 for the total self-efficacy score,
.86 for the total academic self-efficacy score, .77 for the total social self-efficacy
score, and .77 for the total emotional self-efficacy score. It was apparent that
there were increases in the reliability coefficients when compared to the values
(.78 for the total self-efficacy score and between .64 and .71 for the subscale
scores) obtained in the study of Celikkaleli et al. (2006).
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3.4 Data Collection Procedure

As this study required the participation of middle school students, the
approvals of Human Subjects Ethics Committee of Middle East Technical
University (see Appendix A for the approval letter) and Ankara Provincial
Directorate of National Education (see Appendix B for the approval letter) were
obtained, which was a compulsory process. After obtaining the approvals, the
researcher made a visit to the selected middle schools. The administrators of
these schools were informed about the aims and purpose of the study, and their
assistance was asked by the researcher in order to administer the scales in the
classrooms. The researcher took an active role during the whole process of data
collection, which meant that he prepared all materials, organized the schools,
and administered the instruments to the students. Some school administrators
were really helpful during this process, especially planning the class times and
arrangement of the classrooms for the administration. At some schools, the data
were collected through the collaboration with school counseling services. School

counselors arranged the classrooms and motivated students for administration.

To collect data, a set of instruments consisting of a demographic data form and
three scales (CBVS, SEQ-C, and SCS) were prepared. The data were collected in
the classrooms. The administration was completed in 30-40 minutes. Data were
collected during the spring semester of 2011-2012 educational academic year.

The data collection began in the mid-March 2012 and took eight weeks.

During the research process some ethical issues were also considered such as
informed consent and confidentiality. The researcher explained students the

purpose of the study and the importance of their participation in the study. It
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was ensured that participation is voluntary and they can discontinue
participation at any time without consequence. The privacy of the participants
was ensured not asking personal information (name and student ID number) on
measures. In order to obtain the data for test-retest reliabilities, the participants
were asked to write a nickname. It was emphasized that all of their answers will
be kept confidential, which means the researcher won't tell anybody else about
what they wrote or show their answer anyone else. The data will only be used

for research purposes.

3.5 Analysis of Data

To test a comprehensive model of student- and school-level effects, a statistical
model, hierarchical generalized linear modeling (HGLM), was conducted. The
analyses were done through a statistical program of HLM 7 (S. Raudenbush,
Bryk, & Congdon, 2010). Hierarchical linear models (HLM) are appropriate
when the outcome is continuous; however, HGLM is applied to the individual
outcome which is ordinal, nominal, or categorical. In this study, since the
outcome variable was multinomial (non-victim, peer victim, and bully victim) a
two-level HGLM was estimated. The HGLM allows simultaneous investigations
of relationships within a particular hierarchical level, as well as relationships

between or across hierarchical levels (S. W. Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).

3.5.1 Student- and School-Level Variables

Student-level variables included victimization (with “non-involved” students as
the reference group), gender (with “females” as the reference group), age,

academic achievement, academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy, emotional
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self-efficacy, fairness, order and discipline, parent involvement, sharing of
resources, student interpersonal relations, and student-teacher relations. Since
school climate scores were based on students’ self-reports, its subscale scores
were taken at the student-level. The aggregated school climate was entered at

the school-level.

School-level variables which entered into the model as follows: school size,
school GPA, number of disciplinary punishment in the school, the presence of
private security personnel (with “no” as the reference group), ratio of
unexcused absences, ratio of student-teacher, and aggregate school income and
school climate. The operational definitions of the study variables were

presented in Table 3.7.

3.5.2 Model Specifications

To address the research question of this study, several steps for hierarchical
generalized linear models were estimated. Model formulations for these steps

were described as follows:

3.5.2.1 Unconditional Model

As a first step, an unconditional model (random intercept model) was tested to
determine the log-odds of peer victim and bully victim vary across the 16
schools. Unconditional model provides an baseline of comparison to determine
student- and school-level variations in victimization (S. W. Raudenbush & Bryk,

2002).
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Table 3.7

Operational Definitions of the Study Variables

Variable Scale Range
Dependent Variable
Victimization 1 = Peer Victim, 2 = Bully Victim, 3 = Non-

Student-Level Variables
Gender
Age
Academic Achievement
Academic Self-Efficacy
Social Self-Efficacy
Emotional Self-Efficacy
Fairness
Order and Discipline
Parent Involvement
Sharing of Resources
Student Interpersonal Relations
Teacher-Student Relations

School-Level Variables
School Size
School GPA (Mean)
School Disciplinary Punishment
School Security Personnel
School Unexcused Absence Ratio
Student-Teacher Ratio
School Income (Mean)
School Climate (Mean)

victim

0 =Female, 1 = Male

Continuous, min = 10.00, max = 16.00
Continuous, min = 1.00, max = 5.00
Continuous, min = 8.00, max = 40.00
Continuous, min = 8.00, max = 40.00
Continuous, min = 7.00, max = 35.00
Continuous, min = 4.00, max = 12.53
Continuous, min = 7.00, max = 21.00
Continuous, min = 5.00, max = 15.25
Continuous, min = 4.00, max =12.94
Continuous, min = 7.00, max = 21.00
Continuous, min = 9.00, max = 27.64

Continuous, min = 219, max = 1098
Continuous, min = 65.46, max = 81.61
Continuous, min = 0.00, max = 2.00

0=No, 1=Yes

Continuous, min = 3.10, max = 5.92
Continuous, min =7.41, max = 11.50
Continuous, min = 15,919 TL, max = 48,963 TL
Continuous, min = 73.66, max = 84.05

3.5.2.2 Conditional Level-1 Model

Next step was to test to what extent student-level variables predict the

likelihood of being peer victim and bully victim. Therefore, student-level

variables was added into model. They were fixed. For the centering; gender,

age, and academic achievement were left uncentered. On the other hand, other

student-level variables namely academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy,
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emotional self-efficacy, fairness, order and discipline, parent involvement,
sharing of resources, student interpersonal relations, and student-teacher
relations were centered around the group mean. Centering issue refers to
choosing the location of predictor variables (S. W. Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). S.
W. Raudenbush and Bryk (2002) suggested four centering options: raw metric
scaling where no centering, grand-mean centering (X;; — X..), group-mean

centering(X;; — X.;), and special choices of location for X. Centering of X;; has a

prominent role while interpreting the results (S. W. Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).

After obtaining the conditional level-1 model, significant predictors were
selected and the model was repeated with these significant predictors
(emotional self-efficacy, fairness, order and discipline, sharing of resources, and
student interpersonal relations). After that, the next step of conditional level-2

model was tested.

3.5.2.3 Conditional Level-2 Model

Conditional level-2 model tested to what extent school variables predict the
likelihood of being peer victim and bully victim after controlling student-level
variables. In this model, significant predictors in the earlier model were added
into level-1 and additionally school-level variables were entered into the model
at level-2. For the centering, student-level predictors were centered around the
group mean. School-level variables, such as school size, school disciplinary
punishment, school private security personnel, unexcused absences, and
student-teacher ratio were left uncentered, while school GPPA, school income,

and school climate were centered around the grand mean.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The results of the study were demonstrated in six steps. Initially, the
distribution of the participants by gender and victimization categories were
presented. The second step illustrated the descriptive statistics of the variables,
such as means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values. The third
step explained the first phase for model demonstration, which was an
unconditional model. The fourth step presented the level-1 conditional model.
Based on this model, potential significant predictors in level-1 were determined
and the results of retested model were demonstrated. The fifth step illustrated
the level-2 conditional model including level-1 and level-2 predictors. The last

step summarized the results of the study.

4.1 The Distribution of the Participants by Gender and Victimization

Categories

The distribution of the participants by gender and victimization categories (non-
victims, peer victims, and bully victims) was presented in Table 4.1. Of the total
1555 students, 22.6% (n = 351) were classified as non-victims, 46.8% (n = 728)
peer victims, and 30.6% (n = 476) bully victims. As seen in the table, most of the

participants were identified as peer victims.
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Table 4.1
Distribution of the Participants by Gender and Victimization Categories

Gender
Victimization Male Female Total
Categories f % f Yo f %
Non-victims 174 11.2 177 114 351 22.6
Peer victims 414 26.6 314 20.2 728 46.8
Bully victims 242 15.6 234 15.0 476 30.6
Total 830 53.4 725 46.6 1555 100.0

4.2 Descriptive Statistics for the Study Variables

The summary of the descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations,
minimum and maximum values) for dependent, students-level, and school-
level variables were presented in Table 4.2. The dependent variable
“victimization” has three categories; namely, non-victims, peer victims, and
bully victims. It has a standard deviation of .8, min. of 1, and max. of 3. In the
student-level model, the predictor of “gender” is a dichotomous variable, and
had a standard deviation of .5, minimum of .00, and maximum of 1.00. The
mean of .53 for male indicates the proportion of males to the total population. In
the school-level model, “school security personnel” derived from whether a
school employs a private security personnel. This dichotomous variable has
mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum values as .25, .45, .00, and
1.00 respectively. The proportion of having a private security personnel to the
total population is .25. Other predictors at the student- and school-levels are
continuous, and their mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum

values were displayed in the table.
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Table 4.2
Descriptive Statistics of the Study Variables

Variable n Mean sd Min. Max.
Dependent Variable
Victimization 1519 1.76 0.80 1.00 3.00
Student-Level Variables
Gender (Male) 1521 0.53 0.50 0.00 1.00
Age 1521 13.03 0.95 10.00 16.00
Academic Achievement 1415 3.54 1.02 1.00 5.00
Academic Self-Efficacy 1521 28.82 6.65 8.00 40.00
Social Self-Efficacy 1521 29.32 6.23 8.00 40.00
Emotional Self-Efficacy 1521 22.22 6.17 7.00 35.00
Fairness 1521 9.01 2.24 4.00 12.53
Order and Discipline 1521 13.31 3.03 7.00 21.00
Parent Involvement 1521 10.61 2.41 5.00 15.25
Sharing of Resources 1521 8.16 2.30 4.00 12.94
Student Interpersonal Relations 1521 14.45 3.40 7.00 21.00
Teacher-Student Relations 1521 21.40 4.61 9.00 27.64

School-Level Variables

School Size 16 652.13  267.32 219.00  1098.00
School GPA 16 72.10 4.06 65.46 81.61
School Disciplinary Punishment 16 0.25 0.68 0.00 2.00
School Security Personnel (Yes) 16 0.25 0.45 0.00 1.00
School Unexcused Absence Ratio 16 4.21 0.80 3.10 5.92
Student-Teacher Ratio 16 9.22 1.33 7.41 11.50
School Income (Mean) 16 24325.69 7947.61 15919.00 48963.00
School Climate (Mean) 16 77.29 2.67 73.66 84.05

The results from the HGLM analyses were presented in Table 4.3. In this table,
parallel with the research questions of the study, initially One-way ANOVA
with random effects (Model 1), random coefficients (Model 2), and intercept-

and slope-as-outcome model (Model 3) were tested.
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Table 4.3
Multinomial Logit Models Comparison for Victimization

Fixed Effect Model Model Model Model

1 2 3 4
Peer Victim Category
Intercept, Bojm Intercept, yoon 72" 1.86 .84 51
School Size, o .00
SChOOl GPA, ynzmb .01
School Punishment, yosq) -.29
School Security (Yes), yoi) -59
Unexcused Absences, Yos) 40
Student-Teacher Ratio, yosa) -17
School Income (Mean), yora)® .00
School Climate (Mean), Yns(l)b .01
Gender (Male) slope, f1jm Yio0) 17
Age slope, Bz Y200) -.07
Academic Achievement slope, Bsjm Yaom -.04
Academic Self-Efficacy slope, sja? Y400 -.02
Social Self-Efficacy slope, Bsiw? Ysoa) .01
Emotional Self-Efficacy slope, Psjn? Yeoa) -.03" -04" -04"
Fairness slope, Brin? Y7o -.07 -.09° -.09"
Order and Discipline slope, Bsja? Ysoa) -09™ -10™ -10™
Parent Involvement slope, Boj)* Yooa) -.02
Sharing of Resources slope, Buojm? Y10001) -.02
Student Interpersonal Rel. slope, Buja? Yoy -.02
Student-Teacher Relations slope, Brjn? Yizo0) -.00
Bully Victim Category
Intercept, Boj Intercept yooe) 28" 2.83" 34”7 .80
School Size, Yo .00
School GPA, yo® -.02
School Punishment, yos@ -.34
School Security (Yes), yoie) -.66
Unexcused Absences, Yos@) 37
Student-Teacher Ratio, Yose) -20
School Income (Mean), yore)® .00
School Climate (Mean), yose)® .01
Gender (Male) slope, Bij@ Y1) =11
Age slope, Bz Y20 -15
Academic Achievement slope, Bsj Y300) -15
Academic Self-Efficacy slope, Bsje? Y400) -.02
Social Self-Efficacy slope, Bsj»? Ys00) .00
Emotional Self-Efficacy slope, Bsi* Yeo) -04" -057 -06™
Fairness slope, Brje* Y7o =127 =127 =127
Order and Discipline slope, (sjo? Ysoe) -14" -14" -14"
Parent Involvement slope, Boje* Y90e) -.04
Sharing of Resources slope, Bujo? Y1002) -.08" -.08" -.08"
Student Interpersonal Rel. slope, Buje? Y10 -.08" -.06" -06"
Student-Teacher Relations slope, Buje? Y1200) .02
Variances and Covariances
. T00(1)00(1) 05" .09 06" .04
Variances Too@)002) 12 24 15+ 18"
Covariances T00(1)00(2) .89 .93 94 .75

Note:a evel-1 predictor was centered around its group mean.
b Level-2 predictor was centered around its grand mean.
"p<.05 "p<.01
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4.3 Unconditional Model

This step aimed to estimate the intercept in a level-1 unconditional model, that
provides evidences for the first research question of this study, “Are there any
significant variations between schools in the log-odds of peer victim (nij) and

bully victim (n2j) (relative to non-victims)?”

As seen in Table 4.3, in the unconditional model (Model 1), the log-odds of peer
victim were higher than the log-odds of non-victim (yow = .72, tis= 8.38, p = .00)
for students in the “typical school” (Us= 0) (S. W. Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002, p.
328). This corresponded to an odds of exp{.72} = 2.05, and a probability of
1/(1+exp{.72}) = .33. Similarly, the log-odds of bully victim were higher than the
log-odds of non-victim (Yoo = .28, tis= 2.53, p = .02). This corresponded to an
odds of exp{.28} = 1.32, and a probability of 1/(1+exp{.28}) = .43.

There was a significant variation between schools in the log-odds of peer victim
(Too(yoor) = 05; x%5 = 26.33;p =.03) and bully victim (Too)002)= -12; Xi5 =
37.23;p = .00) relative to non-victims. When the log-odds of peer victim was
assumed normally distributed with the mean of .72 and the variance of .05, 95%
of the schools had a probability of being peer victim were between .72 + 1.96 *
V.05 = (.28, 1.16). This meant that the likelihood of being classified as peer
victim in some schools (relative non-victims) was 4.14 times higher than at other
schools. For bully victim, converting the log-odds to probabilities, 95% of the
school lied between .04 and .96, which indicated the likelihood of being
classified as bully victim in some schools (relative non-victim) was 24 times

higher than at other schools.

100



In brief, the log-odds of student-level (level-1) and the intercepts of school-level

(level-2) were formulated as follows:

Level-1: nij = .72
noij = .28
Level-2: Bom=.72+.05
Bojwy=.28 + .12

4.4 Conditional Level-1 Model

In this step, in order to test to what extent the variables at the student-level
predicts the likelihood of being peer victim and bully victim, conditional level-1
and unconditional level-2 models were formulated. This step provides
evidences for the second question, “Do student-level variables namely gender,
age, academic achievement, academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy,
emotional self-efficacy, fairness, order and discipline, parental involvement,
sharing of resources, student interpersonal relations, and student-teacher
relations predict significantly the likelihood of being in peer victim and bully

victim?”

In this step, after adding the student-level variables into the model and they
were fixed to describe associations and to obtain reduced number of equations.
The results of this analysis were presented in Table 4.3, under the column of
Model 2. As shown in this model; high perceived emotional self-efficacy and
high perceived order and discipline at a school decreased the log-odds of being

in peer victim (relative to non-victims), while additional to these variables, high
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perceived fairness, sharing of resources, and student interpersonal relations at a
school decreased the log-odds of being bully victim (relative to non-victims).
During this phase, the variables (gender, age, academic achievement, academic
self-efficacy, social self-efficacy, parent involvement, and student-teacher
relations) which did not significantly predict the likelihood of being in peer
victim or bully victim were omitted from the model and analyses for this model
were repeated. The results were shown in Model 3. As it was in Model 2, same
variables predicted the likelihood of being in peer victim and bully victim in
this model. Unlike from Model 2, high perceived fairness at school decreased
the log-odds of being in peer victim. The increase in the effects of predictors in
Model 3 could be explained with associations between the variables and taking

the variables related to each other into the model.

In brief, in the second step, peer victims reported lower emotional self-efficacy,
fairness, and order and discipline, whereas bully victims reported lower
emotional self-efficacy, fairness, order and discipline, sharing of resources, and
student interpersonal relations. The likelihood of being classified as peer victim
and bully victim varied across the schools. Therefore, which school variables led

to these variations was examined in the last step of analyses.

4.5 Conditional Level-2 Model

The likelihood of being categorized as peer victim and bully victim differed
across the schools. To determine the source of this variation, the variables at the
school-level were added into the model in the last step. This step also answered
the last research question of this study that “Do school-level variables (school

size, school GPA, school disciplinary punishment, the presence of private
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security personnel, the ratio of unexcused absences, the ratio of student-teacher,
school income, and school climate) predict the likelihood of being peer victim
and bully victim after controlling student-level variables (emotional self-
efficacy, fairness, order and discipline, sharing of resources, and student

interpersonal relations)?”

The results were given in Table 4.3, in Model 4. As seen in Model 4, after
controlling student-level variables (as covariates), school-level variables did not
statistically and significantly predict variation across the schools in the log-odds
of peer victim (Tgg(1)00(1) = -04; x7 = 11.45; p = .12) even though the signs of the
variables were expected direction. This pointed out that the level-2 variables
entered into the model were not adequate in explaining the variation across the
school in the classification of a student as peer victim. However, these variables
statistically and significantly predicted variation across the schools in the log-
odds of bully victim (Too2)00(2)= -18; x2 = 19.86;p = .00), but there was no
significant predictor in the model. In Model 4, student-level effects (emotional
self-efficacy, fairness, and order and discipline) decreased the log-odds of peer

victim and bully victim relative to non-victims.

In this step, comparisons of corresponding coefficients in the separate equation
were also checked utilizing the multivariate hypothesis testing tools of HLM 7
(5. Raudenbush et al., 2010; S. W. Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). The log-odds of
peer victim, relative to bully victim, were .99 times lower for emotional self-
efficacy (-.05-(-.04) = -.01; x¥ = 16.75; p = .00), .97 times lower for fairness (-.12-(-
.09) =-.03; x¥ = 7.55; p=.00), and .96 times lower for order and discipline (-.14-(-
10) =-.04; x7 = 20.87; p = .00).
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4.6 Summary of the Results

The results of the study indicated significant variations across the schools in the
log-odds of peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims). When the
student-level variables were added into the model, emotional self-efficacy,
fairness, and order and discipline were significantly predicted the likelihood of
being peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims). In addition to these
variables, sharing of resources and student interpersonal relations significantly
predicted the likelihood of being bully victim. These results showed that peer
victims and bully victims reported lower levels of emotional self-efficacy,
fairness, and order and discipline relative to non-victims. Moreover, bully
victims reported lower levels of sharing of resources and student interpersonal
relations relative to non-victims. After testing the role of student-level factors on
victimization, school-level variables were added into the model to investigate
which school variables led to variations across the schools. The effects of
student-level variables on victimization were controlled. Results showed that
the school-level variables did not statistically and significantly predict variation
across the schools in the log-odds of peer victim. However, these variables
statistically and significantly predicted variation across the schools in the log-
odds of bully victim, but none of the school-level variables predicted the

likelihood of being bully victim.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

This chapter consisted of three sections. The first section discussed the findings
of the study considering the relevant literature. The second section discussed
the implications of the findings to the schools, specifically to the practices of
school counselors. The last section focused on the suggestions for the further

research.

5.1 Discussion of the Findings

This study investigated the role of student- (gender, age, academic achievement,
academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy, emotional self-efficacy, fairness, order
and discipline, parental involvement, sharing of resources, student
interpersonal relations, and student-teacher relations) and school-level factors
(school climate, school size, student-teacher ratio, employing a private security
personnel at the school, school absenteeism, school disciplinary punishment,
school income, and school academic achievement) contributing to the likelihood
of involvement in victimization as peer victims and bully victims by comparing

them with non-victims.

In the present study, initially, the variation between schools in the log-odds of
peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims) was explored. The results

indicated a support for the first hypothesis regarding significant variation
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between the schools in the log-odds of peer victim and bully victim (relative to
non-victim). This result meant that the probability of being a peer victim or a
bully victim was higher than the probability of being a non-victim at some
schools. In other words, the risk of victimization in some schools was higher
than in other schools. This risk is related to the characteristics of students and

schools.

Secondly, the role of student-level variables in predicting the likelihood of being
peer victim and bully victim (relative to non-victims) was examined. As
expected, this study found that student-level factors, particularly emotional self-
efficacy and dimensions of school climate (fairness, order and discipline,
sharing of resources, and student interpersonal relations) had important impact
on victimization. In this respect, the sub-hypotheses of the second main
hypothesis were partially confirmed. Regarding the influence of self-efficacy, a
significant association between one dimension of self-efficacy — emotional self-
efficacy — and victimization was found. Specifically, results suggested that peer
and bully victims had lower emotional self-efficacy or beliefs about their
capability to deal with negative feelings than non-victims. This finding was
consistent with the previous research results indicating a negative relationship
between victimization and emotional self-efficacy (Kokkinos & Kipritsi, 2012;
Ozer et al, 2011). Supporting this finding, a meta-analytic study (Gini &
Pozzoli, 2009) revealed that the students who were being victimized tend to
display more psychosomatic problems such as poor emotional adjustment and
relations with their classmates. In addition, some researchers pointed out that
the deficits in emotional skills were a risk factor for victimization (Mahady
Wilton & Craig, 2000), whereas some of them claimed that being victimized led

to some emotional problems (Bond, Carlin, Thomas, Rubin, & Patton, 2001;

106



Sugden et al., 2010) that may decrease the perceived capability to be able to cope

with negative emotions.

School climate indicates the quality and characteristics of social relationships at
school including rules, norms, values, interpersonal relations, practices of
teaching and learning, and organizational structures (Cohen, McCabe, Michelli,
& Pickeral, 2009). The characteristics of school climate — fairness, order and
discipline, sharing of resources, and student interpersonal relations — were the
significant predictors of peer and bullying victimization at the student-level. In
contrast to the previous studies examining the particular aspects of school
climate (e.g. Agirdag, Demanet, Van Houtte, & Van Avermaet, 2011) or the
general perception of school climate (e.g. Gendron et al.,, 2011), this study
revealed the effects of various aspects of school climate on victimization.
Consistent with the expectations, peer and bully victims perceived their schools
as not having an equal treatment of students, order and discipline. Additionally,
bully victims” perceptions about their school were that students at their schools
did not have equal opportunity to participate in school activities and to use
school materials and equipment, and student interpersonal relations at their
schools were less caring, respectful and trustful. These findings were in line
with those of previous studies. In terms of equal treatment to students, order
and discipline; Ekinci and Burgaz’s (2009) study indicated that some of the
teachers' behaviors led to the emergence of misbehaviors of students. To
distinguish among students (as successful, well-behaved, etc.) and to implement
classroom rules in a way not being decisive, consistent, and regular are among
some of these teachers' behaviors. In this study, the school factors having a role
in students’ misbehaviors were reported as inconsistent school disciplinary

practices, the mentality of school disciplinary practices which is based on
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punishment and oppression, not taking into account the positive expectations or
requests of students, inconsistency between the managerial practices of school
administration and the practices of classroom teachers (Ekinci & Burgaz, 2009).
Morrison, Redding, Fisher, and Peterson (2006) stated that school order is a
foundation to ensure a productive learning environment and an important tool
for the creation of successful schools, because execution of an effective school-
wide disciplinary system contribute to the safety and order of the school.
Gregory et al. (2010) found that bullying and victimization are less reported at
the schools where the school rules are fair and consistently implemented to
certain circumstances such as smoking cigarettes, fighting etc. Regarding the
role of sharing of resources and peer interactions; Suldo, McMahan, Chappel,
and Loker (2012) found that inequality in sharing school resources and poor
peer interpersonal relations at schools increased the likelihood of externalizing
and internalizing problems of the students. Harel-Fisch et al. (2011) found a
significant negative association between peer interpersonal relations and
victimization. They reported that negative peer relations were the most critical
factor for victimization. Yildirim, Tezer, and Cileli (2005) investigated the
behavioral characteristics and likeability of the students involved in bullying as
bully, bully/victim, and victim through peer nominations. They found that
bullies and bully/victims were perceived as uncooperative, disruptive, and
tighters. They were also nominated as the least liked persons in their schools by

their peers.

Some of the student-level variables such as gender, age, academic achievement,
academic self-efficacy, emotional self-efficacy, and some dimension of school
climate (parent involvement and teacher-student relations) were not significant

predictors of being a peer victim or a bully victim. As discussed in the literature
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review, most of the research findings for the student-level variables indicate
mixed results. For example, there are some the studies finding no gender
(Boulton & Smith, 2011; von Marées & Petermann, 2010) and age differences
(Bauman, 2008; Cheng et al., 2010) in victimization. Similarly, some of studies
found no significant association between academic achievement and
victimization (Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004; Stein, Dukes, & Warren, 2007). The
variation in these findings could be related to many factors such as sample

characteristics, statistical procedures, instrumentation, etc.

Thirdly, the influence of school-level factors on the likelihood of being peer
victim and bully victim (relative to non-victim) was tested. After controlling
student-level factors, a significant variation between the schools was only found
in bully victim category. However, in contrast to the expectations, there were no
significant associations between school-level variables and bully victimization.
None of the sub-hypotheses in the third main hypothesis were confirmed. This
result can be explained with that the interaction effect of predictors rather than
their individual effects may contribute to the variation across the schools in
bully victim category. In addition, some variables at the school-level may act as
a suppressor. In this case, some of variables may suppress the prediction value
of other variables. In this study, which variable played the role of suppressor
wasn't investigated, but it may need further investigation. It was apparent that
the school-level variables in this study were not adequate in explaining of
victimization and the vast majority of the differences were found across the
students nested at school rather than between the schools. Although, the results
were in contrast to the expectations of the study, they were consistent with the
results of some earlier studies, which examined the impact of school-level

factors on bullying and victimization and found that most of the variability in
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victimization was explained by the characteristics of students (Larochette et al.,

2010; X. Ma, 2002).

Fourthly, one promising finding of this study was that although there were
common factors in the prediction of the probability of being a peer victim and
bully victim, there were different predictive factors for bully victim category
which does not exist in the peer victim category. Furthermore, when the
strength of log-odds of common factors for both peer victim and bully victim
was investigated, the probability of being bully victim was higher than being
peer victim. These results seem to add empirical evidence for the success
California Bully Victimization Scale developed by Felix et al. (2011) in
differentiating peer victim and bully victim. As stated by Greif and Furlong
(2006), many instruments in bullying literature did not adequately assess
bullying victimization. In this regard, Felix et al.’s (2011) instrument that
differentiate peer victimization and bullying victimization has a great

importance in terms of identifying risk groups.

Consequently, the results of the present study carried out on Turkish middle
school students display similarities with the previous research findings mostly
obtained in Europe, North America, Australia, and Canada. The study data was
collected through the instruments developed in Western countries. Therefore,
the findings of this study could be considered as comparable to the Western

literature.
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5.2 Implications for Practice

Bullying and victimization among students continues to plague for all
educators, parents, and mental health professionals who strive to reduce the
problem. The primary objective of this study was to contribute to these efforts.
In this regard, this study investigated the contribution of student- and school-
level factors to victimization and provided some findings that could be helpful
to school counselors while designing and revising their interventions to prevent
bullying. All stakeholders (e.g. teachers, principals etc.) at the school have a role
for creating a safer school environment, but school counselors have a leadership
role for all stakeholders and a facilitator role for collaboration between these

stakeholders (Ray et al., 2007).

Schools serve as a center for providing mental health services for students with
emotional and behavioral problems. Schools, in fact, are the micro-system of
students. School environment has an important impact on students. The
multiple interventions to the environment of schools would produce desired
results. Some factors or variables are directly affected by these interventions,
but some of them indirectly. In this respect, the services are important to have
an ecological point of view (Farmer & Farmer, 1999). The results of the present

study provided empirical evidence supporting this perspective.

A significant finding of this study was to reveal the variation across the schools
in students’ reports of victimization. This result suggested that the levels of
victimization at schools vary according to the various characteristics of students
and schools. In this respect, each school has its own specific dynamics which are

shaped by various ecological systems. Therefore, school counselors have to

111



better understand the dynamics of their schools in order to develop effective
methods for bullying and victimization. In Turkey, in the studies for prevention
of violence at schools, it was assumed that the problem was the case for all
schools and similar preventive strategies (for instance, group guidance
activities, information giving, integrating guidance with curriculum etc.) had
been made mandatory for all schools (Kilig, 2007). However, in the light of the
findings of this study, the problem of bullying and victimization should not be
considered as occurring in the same way at all schools, as happened in the
school violence. Thus, it is very important to investigate the risk and protective
factors or ecological system of the school and tailor the services of psychological
counseling and guidance based on these factors against bullying and
victimization. Swearer and Espelage (2004) reported that there are many
preventive programs (over 300) for bullying and violence, but professionals
need to tailor these programs considering the ecology of their schools through
carrying out a multi-methodology, multi-informers, and multi-contextual

evaluation.

Another important finding of this study was that emotional self-efficacy played
an important role in victimization. The result of this study suggested that the
students involved in victimization had problems in coping with negative
emotions. This finding might help school counselors in certain ways. First,
counseling and guidance services could be provided at different systemic levels
of schools such as at the individual-level, classroom-level, and school-level. At
the individual-level, school counselors can provide individual and group
counseling for the students who had deficits in emotional regulation. Support
and psycho-educational groups can be arranged for the control of negative

emotions. Green, Dunn, Johnson, and Molnar (2011) indicated that in order to
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reduce bullying at schools, more attention should be paid to the emotional well-
being of the students’. The identification of and intervention to emotional
problems in the early stages can be one of the effective methods. Rosen, Milich,
and Harris (2009) claimed that the victims who have difficulties in regulation of
emotions are unable to control emotional tensions, set an objective, process
social information and cope with conflict effectively. This process increases the
risk of being victimized. Social skills and contflict resolution trainings may also
be helpful in terms of regulating emotional problems in social interactions. In
addition to the interventions for the students at risk, a number of preventive
and developmental strategies may also be helpful at the classroom- and school-
levels. In this sense, the Bullying Prevention Program developed by Olweus
(2004) may have some positive effects. This program aims to provide some
preventive interventions (e.g. giving information about bullying and
victimization, group discussions) to students, classrooms, and schools to reduce
bullying. In this regard, it moves from the ecological perspective. However,
taking into account the finding of this study, the training of emotional
regulation skills, social skills, and conflict resolution could be incorporated into
the program. These training could be delivered through classroom discussions,
group guidance methods, and school seminars. The program needs to be
implemented to not only students but also teachers, school principals and staff,
and parents. Encouraging the adult role models in the school setting may have

an indirect effect on the behaviors of the students.

The results of this study suggested that positive school climate had an
important role in diminishing the likelihood of victimization. More specifically,
peer victims reported less equal treatment, order and discipline at their schools

whereas bully victims, additional to the reports of peer victims, perceived their
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schools as not providing equal opportunity to share school resources and not
good at the students interpersonal relations. Ray et al. (2007) claimed that school
counselors have a significant integrative role in the creation of a positive school
climate. School counselors can provide assistance to students, teachers, and
school staff in terms of creating a caring school that requires some elements
such as encouraging positive relations between school community, facilitating
collaboration between school community, providing leadership and psycho-
education (Ray et al.,, 2007). Specifically, to increase positive school climate,
school counselors may work collaboratively with students and school staff in
determining or revising school rules that may refer to the behavioral
expectations. School counselors can provide psycho-educational groups (such
as communication skills training, conflict resolution, coping with anger and
stress, dealing with bullying, skills of parenting, etc.) for students, families, and

school staff for creating a caring school (Ray et al., 2007).

In order to prevent and reduce bullying and victimization in school settings, it
is essential to design and implement a whole school approach (Khoury-
Kassabri, 2011). Prevention programs should aim to create a positive school
climate and support the self-efficacy beliefs of students. In recent years, the use
of school-wide positive behavioral interventions and support has been
recommended to increase positive school climate and to reduce discipline
problems (Waasdorp et al., 2012). This type of intervention that considers the
social-ecological model aims to change the conditions surrounding the schools
“by creating improved systems (e.g., discipline and data management) and
procedures (e.g., office referral, behavioral reinforcement) that promote positive
changes in staff and student behaviors” (Waasdorp et al., 2012, p. 150). The

interventions and preventive strategies considering the characteristics of
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students and the close ecological systems surrounding them will produce more
fruitful outcomes. The results of this investigation showed that the student-level
variables had more influences than the school-level variables. Therefore,
keeping the focus of interventions and preventive strategies on the individual-
level factors more than other-level factors may contribute to the effectiveness of

anti-bullying programs.

Lastly, one of the contribution of the present study to the practices of school
counselors is adaptation of the California Bully Victimization Scale (Felix et al.,
2011) to Turkish. Some concerns about the instruments of bullying and
victimization, to what extent they accurately identify the risk groups (e.g.
Furlong et al, 2010), were discussed in the literature. In this respect, this
instrument has a key strength to distinguish peer and bully victims. As seen in
the findings of this study, bully victims are at greater risk than the peer victims.
Therefore, the accurate identification of the victims of bullying would increase
the effectiveness of interventions. Additionally, an accurate understanding of
bullying is associated with how accurately these incidents are measured (Greif

& Furlong, 2006).

5.3 Recommendations for Future Studies

On the basis of the present study, it is possible to make some suggestions for
further studies. First, this study only explored the influence of individual- and
school-level factors on victimization. However, more systems, for instance
classroom- (e.g. classroom norms, class size, classroom climate), peer- (e.g.
friendship, peer support, number of friends), and familial-level factors (e.g.

family support, parents' involvement and monitoring) may be included in
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tuture studies. Supporting this, Barboza et al. (2009) claimed that if parents
behave aggressively or bully their child at home, or encourage the child to solve
his/her problems through violence, the individual- and school-level
interventions may not be sufficient. This requires including more ecological
systems into the research design. Second, this study investigated the direct
effects of the student- and school-level factors on the likelihood of being peer
victims and bully victims. However, future studies should examine the indirect
and interaction effects of different levels of the ecological system on bullying
victimization. Third, to explore the cross-level interactions and to increase the
statistical power, more groups, at least 20, are required for level 2 (Kreft & de
Leeuw, 1998). Hence, further studies should increase the group sizes at the level
2. Lastly, school-level variables used in this study didn’'t account for the
likelihood of being peer victim and bully victim, which may necessitate more
variables at the school-level. Further studies, therefore, should include more
school variables such as school-wide bullying policies at school, teacher's
bullying-related attitudes, anti-bullying interventions, school systems
supporting parent involvement, teacher monitoring during breaks and
playtimes, teacher turnover, school norms, perception of safety at school, school

connectedness, whether the school is public or private, etc.

116



REFERENCES

Agirdag, O., Demanet, J.,, Van Houtte, M., & Van Avermaet, P. (2011). Ethnic
school composition and peer victimization: A focus on the interethnic
school climate. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 35, 465— 473.
doi: 10.1016/j.ijintrel.2010.09.009

Ahlstrém, B. (2010). Student participation and school success: A study about
participation, grades and bullying among 9th grade students in Sweden.
Education Inquiry, 1(2), 97-115. Retrieved from http://www.use.umu.se/.

Alikasifoglu, M., Erginoz, E., Ercan, O., Uysal, O., & Albayrak-Kaymak, D.
(2007). Bullying behaviours and psychosocial health: Results from a
cross-sectional survey among high school students in Istanbul, Turkey.
European Journal of Pediatrics, 166, 1253-1260. doi: 10.1007/s00431-006-
0411-x

Anderson, J. C.,, & Gerbing, D. W. (1984). The effect of sampling error on
convergence, improper solutions, and goodness-of-fit indices for
maximum likelihood confirmatory factor analysis. Psychometrika, 49(2),
155-173. doi: 10.1007/BF02294170

Arseneault, L., Bowes, L., & Shakoor, S. (2010). Bullying victimization in youths
and mental health problems: ‘Much ado about nothing’? Psychological
Medicine, 40(5), 717-729. doi: 10.1017/S0033291709991383

Arslan, S., Hallett, V., Akkas, E., & Akkas, O. A. (2012). Bullying and
victimization among Turkish children and adolescents: Examining
prevalence and associated health symptoms. European Journal of

Pediatrics, 171(10), 1549-1557. doi: 10.1007/s00431-012-1782-9

117



Asici, H.,, & Aslan, S. (2010). Ergenlerde okul zorbalig: ile algilanan benlik
belirginligi arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi [The analysis of relationship
between school bullying and self-concept clarity in adolescents].
International Online Journal of Educational Sciences, 2(2), 467-485. Retrived
from http://www.iojes.net/.

Astor, R. A., Benbenishty, R., & Marachi, R. (2006). Making the case for an
international perspective on school violence: Implications for theory,
research, policy, and assessment. In S. R. Jimerson & M. J. Furlong (Eds.),
Handbook of school violence and school safety: From research to practice (pp.
257-273). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Atik, G. (2011). Assessment of school bullying in Turkey: A critical review of
self-report instruments. Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences, 15, 3232—
3238. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.04.277

Atik, G., & Yerin Giineri, G. (2013). Bullying and victimization: Predictive role
of individual, parental, and academic factors. School Psychology
International, Advance online publication. doi: 10.1177/0143034313479699

Atlas, R. S., & Pepler, D. J. (1998). Observations of bullying in the classroom. The
Journal of Educational Research, 92(2), 86-99. doi:
10.1080/00220679809597580

Attar-Schwartz, S., & Khoury-Kassabri, M. (2008). Indirect versus verbal forms
of victimization at school: The contribution of student, family, and school
variables. Social Work Research, 32(3), 159-170. doi: 10.1093/swr/32.3.159

Ayas, T., & Pigkin, M. (2011). Lise 6grencileri arasindaki zorbalik olaylarinin
cinsiyet, smif diizeyi ve okul tiirii bakimmdan incelenmesi [Investigation
of bullying among high school students with regard to sex, grade level
and school type]. Ilkdgretim Online, 10(2), 550-568. Retrieved from

http://ilkogretim-online.org.tr.
118



Ayers, S. L., Wagaman, M. A., Geiger, J. M., Bermudez-Parsai, M., & Hedberg,
E. C. (2012). Examining school-based bullying interventions using
multilevel discrete time hazard modeling. Prevention Science, 13(5), 539-
550. doi: 10.1007/s11121-012-0280-7

Bachman, R., Gunter, W. D., & Bakken, N. W. (2011). Predicting feelings of
school safety for lower, middle, and upper school students: A gender
specific analysis. Applied Psychology in Criminal Justice, 7(2), 59-76.
Retrieved from http://dev.cjcenter.org/.

Baldry, A. C., & Farrington, D. P. (2000). Bullies and delinquents: Personal
characteristics and parental styles. Journal of Community & Applied Social
Psychology, 10(1), 17-31. doi: 10.1002/(SICI)1099-
1298(200001/02)10:1<17::AID-CASP526>3.0.CO;2-M

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive
theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Bandura, A. (1995). Self-efficacy in changing societies. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy. New York: W. H. Freeman and Company.

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. doi: 10.1007/s10964-008-9271-1

Bauman, S. (2008). The association between gender, age, and acculturation, and
depression and overt and relational victimization among Mexican
American elementary students. Journal of Early Adolescence, 28(4), 528-554.
doi: 10.1177/0272431608317609

Baxter, S. D., Royer, J. A, Hardin, J. W., Guinn, C. H., & Devlin, C. M. (2011).

The relationship of school absenteeism with body mass index, academic

119



achievement, and socioeconomic status among fourth-grade children.
Journal ~ of School Health, 81(7), 417-423. doi: 10.1111/.1746-
1561.2011.00610.x

Bayraktar, F. (2012). Bullying among adolescents in North Cyprus and Turkey:
Testing a multifactor model. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 27(6), 1040-
1065. doi: 10.1177/0886260511424502

Benbenishty, R., & Astor, R. A. (2005). School violence in context: Culture,
neighborhood, family, school and gender. New York: Oxford.

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indices in structural models. Psychological
Bulletin, 107(2), 238-246. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238

Bentler, P. M. (1995). EQS structural equations program manual. Encino, CA:
Multivariate Software.

Bibou-Nakou, 1., Tsiantis, J., Assimopoulos, H. Chatzilambou, P. &
Giannakopoulou, D. (2012). School factors related to bullying: A
qualitative study of early adolescent students. Social Psychology of
Education, 15, 125-145. doi: 10.1007/s11218-012-9179-1

Bollen, K. A. (1989). Structural equations with latent variables. New York: John
Wiley & Sons.

Bond, L., Carlin, J. B., Thomas, L., Rubin, K., & Patton, G. (2001). Does bullying
cause emotional problems? A prospective study of young teenagers.
British Medical Journal, 323(7311), 480-484. doi: 10.1136/bmj.323.7311.480

Bonnet, M., Goossens, F. A., Willemen, A. M., & Schuengel, C. (2009). Peer
victimization in Dutch school classes of four- to five-year-olds:
Contributing factors at the school level. The Elementary School Journal,
110(2), 163-177. doi: 10.1086/605769

Bordens, K. S., & Abbott, B. B. (2008). Research design and methods: A process

approach (International seventh ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill.
120



Boulton, M. J., & Smith, P. K. (2011). Bully/victim problems in middle-school
children: Stability, self-perceived competence, peer perceptions and peer
acceptance. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 12(3), 315-329. doi:
10.1111/j.2044-835X.1994.tb00637 .x

Bouman, T., van der Meulen, M., Goossens, F. A., Olthof, T., Vermande, M. M.,
& Aleva, E. A. (2012). Peer and self-reports of victimization and bullying;:
Their differential association with internalizing problems and social
adjustment.  Journal of School Psychology, 50(6), 759-774. doi:
10.1016/j.jsp.2012.08.004

Bowes, L., Arseneault, L., Maughan, B., Taylor, A., Caspi, A., & Moffitt, T. E.
(2009). School, neighborhood, and family factors are associated with
children's bullying involvement: A nationally representative longitudinal
study. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry,
48(5), 545-553. doi: 10.1097/CHI.0b013e31819cb017

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss (Vol. 1 and 2). New York: Basic Books.

Bradshaw, C. P., Sawyer, A. L, & O’Brennan, L. M. (2009). A social
disorganization perspective on bullying-related attitudes and behaviors:
The influence of school context. American Journal of Community Psychology
43(3-4), 204-220. doi: 10.1007/5s10464-009-9240-1

Branson, C. E., & Cornell, D. G. (2009). A comparison of self and peer reports in
the assessment of middle school bullying. Journal of Applied School
Psychology, 25(1), 5-27. doi: 10.1080/15377900802484133

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1944). A constant frame of reference for sociometric
research: Part II. Experiment and inference. Sociometry, 7(1), 40-75.
Retrieved from http://www jstor.org/.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development. Cambridge, MA:

Harvard University Press.

121



Bronfenbrenner, U. (1989). Ecological systems theory. In R. Vasta (Ed.), Six
theories of child development: Revised formulations and current issues (Vol. 6,
pp- 187-249). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (2005a). The bioecological theory of human development. In
U. Bronfenbrenner (Ed.), Making human beings human: Bioecological
perspectives on human development (pp. 3-15). Thousand Oaks; London;
New Delphi: Sage Publications.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (2005b). Making human beings human: Bioecological perspectives
on human development. Thousand Oaks; London; New Delphi: Sage
Pulications.

Brown, T. A. (2006). Confirmatory factor analysis for applied research. Spring Street,
NY: The Guilford Press.

Browne, M. W. (1984). Asymptotic distribution free methods in the analysis of
covariance structures. British Journal of Mathematical and Statistical
Psychology, 37, 62-83. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8317.1984.tb00789.x

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In
K. A. Bollen & J. S. Long (Eds.), Testing structural equation models (pp. 136-
162). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Cabus, S. J., & De Witte, K. (2012). School absenteeism and dropout - A bayesian
duration model: TIER working paper series. Retrieved from
https://espe.conference-services.net/.

Cairns, R. B., & Cairns, B. D. (2005). Social ecology of over time and space. In U.
Bronfenbrenner (Ed.), Making human beings human: Bioecological
perspectives on human development (pp. 16-21). Thousand Oaks; London;
New Delphi: Sage Pulications.

Camodeca, M., Goossens, F. A., Schuengel, C., & Terwogt, M. M. (2003). Links

between social information processing in middle childhood and

122



involvement in bullying. Aggressive Behavior, 29, 116-127. doi:
10.1002/ab.10043

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(4), 332-350.
doi: 10.1177/1541204010362954

Catterson, J., & Hunter, S. C. (2010). Cognitive mediators of the effect of peer
victimization on loneliness. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 80(3),
403-416. doi: 10.1348/000709909X481274

Ceci, S. J., Rosenblum, J., de Bruyn, E., & Lee, D. Y. (1997). A bioecological
model of human development: Moving beyond h2 In R. J. Sternberg & E.
L. Grigorenko (Eds.), Intelligence, heredity and environment (pp. 303-322).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Chen, P.,, & Vazsonyi, A. (2013). Future orientation, school contexts, and
problem behaviors: A multilevel study. Journal of Youth & Adolescence,
42(1), 67-81. doi: 10.1007/s10964-012-9785-4

Cheng, Y., Newman, I. M., Qu, M., Mbulo, L., Chai, Y., Chen, Y., & Shell, D. F.
(2010). Being bullied and psychosocial adjustment among middle school
students in China. Journal of School Health, 80(4), 193-199. doi:
10.1111/j.1746-1561.2009.00486.x

Chou, C., & Bentler, P. M. (1995). Estimates and tests in structural equation
modeling. In R. H. Hoyle (Ed.), Structural equation modeling: Concepts,
issues and applications. Thousands Oaks, CA: Sage.

Cicchetti, D. V. (1994). Guidelines, criteria, and rules of thumb for evaluating
normed and standardized assessment instruments in psychology.

Psychological Assessment, 6(4), 284-290. doi: 10.1037/1040-3590.6.4.284

123



Cohen, J., McCabe, E. M., Michelli, N. M., & Pickeral, T. (2009). School climate:
Research, policy, practice, and teacher education. Teachers College Record,
111(1), 180-213. Retrieved from http://www.tcrecord.org.

Cole, J. C., Cornell, D. G., & Sheras, P. (2006). Identification of school bullies by
survey methods. Professional School Counseling, 9(4), 305-313. Retrieved
from http://web.ebscohost.com/.

Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989). G.A. Res. 44/25, U.N. GAOR Supp.
49 at 165, U.N. Doc. A/44 736.

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(2), 65— 83. doi:
10.1037/a0020149

Cornell, D. G., & Brockenbrough, K. (2004). Identification of bullies and victims:
A comparison of methods. Journal of School Violence, 3(2/3), 63-87. doi:
10.1300/J202v03n02_05

Cowie, H., & Jennifer, D. (2008). New perspectives on bullying. Berkshire, England;
New York: McGraw-Hill/Open University Press.

Craig, W. M., & Pepler, D. J. (2003). Identifying and targeting risk for
involvement in bullying and victimization. Canadian Journal of Psychiatry,
48(9), 577-582. Retrieved from http://ehis.ebscohost.com/.

Craig, W., Harel-Fisch, Y., Fogel-Grinvald, H., Dostaler, S., Hetland, J., Simons-
Morton, B., . . . Pickett, W. . (2009). A cross-national profile of bullying
and victimization among adolescents in 40 countries. International Journal
of Public Health, 54(2), 216-224. doi: 10.1007/s00038-009-5413-9

Crawford, A. M., & Manassis, K. (2011). Anxiety, social skills, friendship
quality, and peer victimization: An integrated model. Journal of Anxiety

Disorders, 25(7), 924-931. doi: 10.1016/j.janxdis.2011.05.005
124



Crick, N. R.,, & Dodge, K. A. (1994). A review and reformulation of social
information-processing mechanisms in children's social adjustment.
Psychological Bulletin, 115(1), 74-101. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.115.1.74

Cross, D., Epstein, M., Hearn, L., Slee, P.,, Shaw, T., & Monks, H. (2011).
National Safe Schools Framework: Policy and practice to reduce bullying
in Australian schools. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 35(5),
398-404. doi: 10.1177/0165025411407456

Calik, T., Ozbay, Y., Ozer, A., Kurt, T., & Kandemir, M. (2009). ilkégretim okulu
ogrencilerinin zorbalik statiilerinin okul iklimi, prososyal davranislar,
temel ihtiyaclar ve cinsiyet degiskenlerine gore incelenmesi [Examination
of primary scool students’” bullying status on the basis of the variables of
school climate, pro-social behaviors, basic needs and gender]. Kuram ve
Uygulamada  Egitim  Yonetimi, 15(60), 555-576. Retrieved from
http://www.pegema.net/.

Celikkaleli, 0., Gilindogdu, M., & Kiran Esen, B. (2006). Ergenlerde Yetkinlik
Beklentisi Olgegi: Tiirkce uyarlamasmin gegerlik ve giivenirlik ¢aligmasi
[Questionnaire for measuring self-efficacy in youths: Validity and
reliability study of Turkish form]. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research,
25, 62-72.

Cetinkaya, S., Nur, N., Ayvaz, A, Ozdemir, D., & Kavaka, O. (2009). Sosyo-
ekonomik durumu farkh g ilkogretim okulu o6grencilerinde akran
zorbaliginin depresyon ve benlik saygisi diizeyiyle iliskisi [The
relationship between school bullying and depression and self-esteem
levels among the students of three primary schools with different
socioeconomic levels]. Anadolu Psikiyatri Dergisi, 10(2), 151-158.

Cetinkaya Yildiz, E., & Hatipoglu Stimer, Z. (2010). Saldirgan davranislarini

yordamada cevresel risk, cevresel giivenlik ve okul iklimi algisi

125



[Perceived neighborhood risk, neighborhood safety and school climate in
predicting aggressive behaviors]. Tiirk Psikolojik Danisma ve Rehberlik
Dergisi, 4(34), 161-173. Retrieved from http://www.pdr.org.tr/.

Dodge, K., Coie, J., & Lynam, D. (2006). Aggression and antisocial behavior in
youth. In N. Eisenberg, W. Damon & R. Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of child
psychology: Social, emotional, and personality development (6th ed., Vol. 3, pp.
719-788). New York: Wiley.

Dube, S. R., & Orpinas, P. (2009). Understanding excessive school absenteeism
as school refusal behavior. Children & Schools, 31(2), 87-95. doi:
10.1093/cs/31.2.87

Due, P., Merlo, J., Harel-Fisch, Y., Damsgaard, M .T., Holstein, B. E., Hetland, J.,
... Lynch, J. (2009). Socioeconomic inequality in exposure to bullying
during adolescence: A comparative, cross-sectional, multilevel study in
35 countries. American Journal of Public Health, 99(5). doi:
10.2105/AJPH.2008.139303

Dupper, D. R., Theriot, M. T., & Craun, S. W. (2009). Reducing out-of-school
suspensions: Practice guidelines for school social workers. Children
Schools, 31(1). doi: 10.1093/cs/31.1.6

Ekinci, E., & Burgaz, B. (2009). istenmeyen ogrenci davraniglarinin 6gretmen ve
okuldan kaynaklanan nedenleri [Reasons of students misbehaviors
resulting from teachers and schools]. Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 22, 91-111.
Retrieved from http://yordam.manas.kg/.

Eliot, M., Cornell, D., Gregory, A., & Fan, X. (2010). Supportive school climate
and student willingness to seek help for bullying and threats of violence.

Journal of School Psychology, 48, 533-553. doi: 10.1016/j.jsp.2010.07.001

126



Emmons, C., Haynes, N. M., & Comer, ]J. P. (2002). School climate survey:
Elementary and middle school version (Revised ed.). New Haven, CT: Yale
University Child Study Center.

Erginoz, E., Alikasifoglu, M., Ercan, O., Uysal, O., Alp, Z., Ocak, S., . . . Kaymak,
D. A. (2013). The role of parental, school, and peer factors in adolescent
bullying involvement: Results from the Turkish HBSC 2005/2006 study.
Asia-Pacific Journal of Public Health, Advance online publication. doi:
10.1177/1010539512473144

Esbensen, F.-A., & Carson, D. C. (2009). Consequences of being bullied: Results
from a longitudinal assessment of bullying victimization in a multisite
sample of American students. Youth & Society, 41(2), 209-233. doi:
10.1177/0044118X09351067

Espelage, D. L., & Holt, M. K. (2007). Dating violence & sexual harassment
across the bully-victim continuum among middle and high school
students. Journal of Youth & Adolescence, 36, 799-811. doi: 10.1007/s10964-
006-9109-7

Espelage, D. L., & Swearer, S. M. (2010). A social-ecological model for bullying
prevention and intervention: Understanding the impact of adults in the
social ecology of youngsters. In S. R. Jimerson, S. M. Swearer & D. L.
Espelage (Eds.), Handbook of bullying in schools: An international perspective
(pp. 61-72). New York, US: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.

Farmer, E. M. Z., & Farmer, T. W. (1999). The role of schools in outcomes for
youth: Implications for children's mental health services research. Journal
of Child and Family Studies, 8(4), 377-396. doi: 10.1023/A:1021943518480

Felix, E. D., Sharkey, J. D., Green, J. G., Furlong, M. J., & Tanigawa, D. (2011).

Getting precise and pragmatic about the assessment of bullying: The

127



development of the California Bullying Victimization Scale. Aggressive
Behavior, 37, 234-247. doi: 10.1002/ab.20389

Fitzpatrick, S., & Bussey, K. (2010). The development of the Social Bullying
Involvement  Scales. Aggressive Behavior, 37(2), 177-192. doi:
10.1002/ab.20379

Furlong, M. J., Sharkey, J. D., Felix, E. D., Tanigawa, D., & Greif-Green, J. (2010).
Bullying assessment: A call for increased precision of self-reporting
procedures. In S. R. Jimerson, S. M. Swearer & D. L. Espelage (Eds.), The
International Handbook of School Bullying (pp. 329-346). New York:
Routledge.

Gagne, P., & Hancock, G. R. (2006). Measurement model quality, sample size,
and solution propriety in confirmatory factor models. Multivariate
Behavioral Research, 41(1), 65-83. doi: 10.1207/s15327906mbr4101_5

Gendron, B. P., Williams, K. R., & Guerra, N. G. (2011). An analysis of bullying
among students within schools: Estimating the effects of individual
normative beliefs, self-esteem, and school climate. Journal of School
Violence, 10, 150-164. doi: 10.1080/15388220.2010.539166

Gibb, S. J, Horwood, L. J, & Fergusson, D. M. (2011). Bullying
victimization/perpetration in childhood and later adjustment: Findings
from a 30 year longitudinal study. Journal of Aggression, Conflict and Peace
Research, 3(2), 82-88. doi: 10.1108/17596591111132891

Gini, G., & Pozzoli, T. (2009). Association between bullying and psychosomatic
problems: A meta-analysis. Pediatrics, 123(3), 1059-1065. doi:
10.1542/peds.2008-1215

Gottfredson, D. C., & DiPietro, S. M. (2011). School size, social capital, and
student victimization. Sociology of Education, 84(1), 69-89. doi:

10.1177/0038040710392718
128



Gottfried, M. A. (2009). Excused versus unexcused: How student absences in
elementary school affect academic achievement. Educational Evaluation
and Policy Analysis, 31(4), 392-415. doi: 10.3102/0162373709342467

Green, J. G., Dunn, E. C, Johnson, R. M., & Molnar, B. E. (2011). A multilevel
investigation of the association between school context and adolescent
nonphysical bullying. Journal of School Violence, 10(2), 133-149. doi:
10.1080/15388220.2010.539165

Gregory, A., Cornell, D., Fan, X., Sheras, P., Shih, T.-H., & Huang, F. (2010).
Authoritative school discipline: High school practices associated with
lower bullying and victimization. Journal of Educational Psychology, 102(2),
483-496. doi: 10.1037/a0018562

Greif, J. L., & Furlong, M. J. (2006). The assessment of school bullying: Using
theory to inform practice. Journal of School Violence, 5(3), 33-50. doi:
10.1300/J202v05n03_04

Griffin, R. S., & Gross, A. M. (2004). Childhood bullying: Current empirical
findings and future directions for research. Aggression and Violent
Behavior, 9, 379-400. doi: 10.1016/51359-1789(03)00033-8

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (2006).
Multivariate data analysis. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall.

Hammig, B., & Jozkowski, K. (2013). Academic achievement, violent
victimization, and bullying among U.S. high school students. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 28(7), 1424-1436. doi: 10.1177/0886260512468247

Hansen, T. B., Steenberg, L. M., Palic, S., & EIklit, A. (2012). A review of
psychological factors related to bullying victimization in schools.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 17(4), 383-387. doi:
10.1016/j.avb.2012.03.008

129



Harel-Fisch, Y., Walsh, S. D., Fogel-Grinvald, H., Amitai, G., Pickett, W.,
Molcho, M., . . . Injury Prevention Focus Group (2011). Negative school
perceptions and involvement in school bullying: A universal relationship
across 40 countries. Journal of Adolescence, 34, 639-652. doi:
10.1016/j.adolescence.2010.09.008

Harris, S., & Petrie, G. F. (2003). Bullying: The bullies, the victims, the bystanders.
Lanham, Maryland: Scarecrow Press.

Haynes, N. M., Emmons, C., & Ben-Avie, M. (1997). School climate as a factor in
student adjustment and achievement. Journal of Educational and
Psychological Consultation, 8(3), 321-329. doi: 10.1207/5s1532768xjepc0803_4

Hilooglu, S., & Cenkseven-Onder, F. (2010). ilkdgretim ikinci kademe
ogrencilerinde zorbalig1 yordamada sosyal beceri ve yasam doyumunun
rolii [The role of social skills and life satisfaction in predicting bullying
among middle school students]. flkégretim Online, 9(3), 1159-1173.
Retrieved from http://ilkogretim-online.org.tr.

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. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2012.03.003

Hong, J. S., & Garbarino, J. (2012). Risk and protective factors for homophobic
bullying in schools: An application of the social-ecological framework.
Educational Psychology Review, 24(2), 271-285. doi: 10.1007/s10648-012-
9194-y

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance
structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives.
Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1-55. doi:
10.1080/10705519909540118

130



Huang, H., Hong, J. S., & Espelage, D. L. (2012). Understanding factors
associated with bullying and peer victimization in Chinese schools
within ecological contexts. Journal of Child and Family Studies. doi:
10.1007/s10826-012-9647-4

Huang, L., & Mossige, S. (2012). Academic achievement in Norwegian
secondary schools: The impact of violence during childhood. Social
Psychology of Education, 15(2), 147-164. doi: 10.1007/s11218-011-9174-y

IBM (2009). PASW statistics 18 (Version Release 18.0.0).

Iyer, R. V., Kochenderfer-Ladd, B., Eisenberg, N., & Thompson, M. (2010). Peer
victimization and effortful control: Relations to school engagement and
academic achievement. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 56(3), 361-387. doi:
10.1353/mpq.0.0058

Jaccard, J., & Wan, C. K. (1996). LISREL approaches to interaction effects in multiple
regression. Sage university papers series on quantitative applications in the
social sciences, 07-114. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Jackson, S. L. (2011). Research methods and statistics: A critical thinking approach
(International fourth ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Cengage Learning.

Jansen, P. W., Verlinden, M., Dommisse-van Berkel, A., Mieloo, C., van der
Ende, J., Veenstra, R., . . . Tiemeier, H. (2012). Prevalence of bullying and
victimization among children in early elementary school: Do family and
school neighbourhood socioeconomic status matter? BMC Public Health,
12(1), 494. doi: 10.1186/1471-2458-12-494

Jennings, W. G., Khey, D. N., Maskaly, J., & Donner, C. M. (2011). Evaluating
the relationship between law enforcement and school security measures
and violent crime in schools. Journal of Police Crisis Negotiations, 11, 109-

124. doi: 10.1080/15332586.2011.581511

131



Jimerson, S. R., Swearer, S. M., & Espelage, D. L. (Eds.). (2009). Handbook of
bullying in schools: An international perspective. New York: Routledge.

Joreskog, K. G., & Sorbom, D. (2004). LISREL 8.71. Lincolnwood, IL: Scientific
Software International Inc.

Juvonen, ], Wang, Y., & Espinoza, G. (2011). Bullying experiences and
compromised academic performance across middle school grades.
Journal of Early Adolescence, 31(1), 152-173. doi: 10.1177/0272431610379415

Kapcy, E. G. (2004). [Ikdgretim dgrencilerinin zorbaliga maruz kalma tiiriiniin ve
sikligmin depresyon, kaygr ve benlik saygisiyla iligkisi [Bullying type
and severity among elementary school students and its relationship with
depression, anxiety and self esteem]. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri
Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 37(1), 1-13. doi: 10.1501/Egifak_0000000087

Karakiitiik, K., Tung, B., Biilbiil, T., Ozdem, G., Tasdan, M., Celikkaleli, O., &
Bayram, A. (2011). Tiirkiye'deki genel ortadgretim kurumlarimin (liseler) en
uygun (optimal) biiyiikliigiiniin belirlenmesi arastirmast [ The optimal size of the
general high schools in Turkey]. A Project of the Scientific and
Technological Research Council of Turkey (TUBITAK), Project No:
109K553. Retrieved from http://uvt.ulakbim.gov.tr/.

Kartal, H., & Bilgin, A. (2009). Bullying and school climate from the aspects of
the students and teachers. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 36, 209-
226. Retrieved from http://www.ejer.com.tr/.

Kearney, C. A. (2008a). An interdisciplinary model of school absenteeism in
youth to inform professional practice and public policy. Educational
Psychology Review, 20(3), 257-282. doi: 10.1007/s10648-008-9078-3

Kearney, C. A. (2008b). School absenteeism and school refusal behavior in
youth: A contemporary review. Clinical Psychology Review, 28, 451-471.

doi: 10.1016/j.cpr.2007.07.012
132



Kepenekci, Y. K., & Cinkir, $. (2006). Bullying among Turkish high school
students. Child Abuse & Neglect, 30, 193-204. doi:
10.1016/j.chiabu.2005.10.005

Khoury-Kassabri, M. (2011). Student victimization by peers in elementary
schools: Individual, teacher-class, and school-level predictors. Child
Abuse & Neglect, 35, 273-282. doi: 10.1016/j.chiabu.2011.01.004

Khoury-Kassabri, M., Benbenishty, R., & Astor, R. A. (2005). The effects of
school climate, socioeconomics, and cultural factors on student
victimization in Israel. Social Work Research, 29(3), 165-180. doi:
10.1093/swr/29.3.165

Khoury-Kassabri, M., Benbenishty, R., Astor, R. A., & Zeira, A. (2004). The
contributions of community, family, and school variables to student
victimization. American Journal of Community Psychology, 34(3-4), 187-204.
doi: 10.1007/s10464-004-7414-4

Kilig, R. (2007). Okullarda siddetin 6nlenmesi konusunda alinan 6nlemler [The
measures taken for the prevention of violence in schools]. In I. Capan
(Ed.), Cocuk ve ergene yonelik siddetin Onlenmesi [Prevention of violence
against children and adolescents] (pp. 219-224). Ankara: aem kitap.

Klein, J., & Cornell, D. (2010). Is the link between large high schools and student
victimization an illusion? Journal of Educational Psychology, 102(4), 933-
946. doi: 10.1037/a0019896

Klein, J., Cornell, D., & Konold, T. (2012). Relationships between bullying,
school climate, and student risk behaviors. School Psychology Quarterly,
27(3), 154-169. doi: 10.1037/a0029350

Kline, P. (2000). The handbook of psychological testing (Second ed.). London:

Routledge.

133



Kline, R. B. (1998). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New
York: The Guilford Press.

Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (Second
ed.). New York: The Guilford Press.

Klomek, A. B., Sourander, A. Kumpulainen, K., Piha, J., Tamminen, T,
Moilanen, I., . . . Gould, M. S. (2008). Childhood bullying as a risk for
later depression and suicidal ideation among Finnish males. Journal of
Affective Disorders, 109(1-2), 47-55. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2007.12.226

Kokkinos, C. M., & Kipritsi, E. (2012). The relationship between bullying,
victimization, trait emotional intelligence, self-efficacy and empathy
among preadolescents. Social Psychology of Education, 15(1), 41-58. doi:
10.1007/s11218-011-9168-9

Kokkinos, C. M., & Panayiotou, G. (2004). Predicting bullying and victimization
among early adolescents: Associations with disruptive behavior
disorders. Aggressive Behavior, 30, 520-533. doi: 1002/ab.20055

Kreft, 1., & de Leeuw, J. (1998). Introducing multilevel modeling. London,
California, New Delhi: Sage Publications Ltd.

Kuziemko, I. (2006). Using shocks to school enrollment to estimate the effect of
school size on student achievement. Economics of Education Review, 25(1).
doi: 10.1016/j.econedurev.2004.10.003

Larochette, A.-C., Murphy, A. N., & Craig, W. M. (2010). Racial bullying and
victimization in Canadian school-aged children: Individual and school
level effects. School Psychology International, 31(4), 389-408. doi:
10.1177/0143034310377150

Lee, C.-H. (2009). Bullying and ecology: An ecological prediction model of bullying

among South Korean students. Saarbrucken, Germany: VDM.

134



Lee, C.-H. (2011). An ecological systems approach to bullying behaviors among
middle school students in the United States. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 26(8), 1664-1693. doi: 10.1177/0886260510370591

Lee, C.-H., & Song, J. (2012). Functions of parental involvement and effects of
school climate on bullying behaviors among South Korean middle school
students. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 27(12), 2437-2464. doi:
10.1177/0886260511433508

Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2009). A review of empirical evidence about school
size effects: A policy perspective. Review of Educational Research, 79(1),
464-490. doi: 10.3102/0034654308326158

Lemstra, M., Rogers, M., Redgate, L., Garner, M., & Moraros, J. (2011).
Prevalence, risk indicators and outcomes of bullying among on-reserve
tirst nations youth. Canadian Journal of Public Health, 102(6), 462-466.
Retrieved from http://journal.cpha.ca/.

Little, S. G., Akin-Little, A., & Lloyd, K. (2011). Content analysis of School
Psychology International, 1990-2011: An analysis of trends and
compatibility with the NASP Practice Model. School Psychology
International, 32(6), 569-591. doi: 10.1177/0143034311424660

Lo, T. W., Cheng, C. H. K., Wong, D. S. W., Rochelle, T. L., & Kwok, S. I. (2011).
Self-esteem, self-efficacy and deviant behaviour of young people in Hong
Kong.  Advances in  Applied  Sociology,  1(1), 48-55.  doi:
10.4236/aasoci.2011.11004

Luke, D. A. (2004). Multilevel modeling. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Lund, R., Nielsen, K. K., Hansen, D. H., Kriegbaum, M., Molbo, D., Due, P., &
Christensen, U. (2009). Exposure to bullying at school and depression in
adulthood: A study of Danish men born in 1953. European Journal of

Public Health, 19(1), 111-116. doi: 10.1093/eurpub/ckn101
135



Ma, L., Phelps, E., Lerner, J. V., & Lerner, R. M. (2009). The development of
academic competence among adolescents who bully and who are bullied.
Journal —of Applied Developmental Psychology, 30, 628-644. doi:
10.1016/j.appdev.2009.07.006

Ma, X. (2002). Bullying in middle school: Individual and school characteristics
of victims and offenders. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 13(1),
63-89. doi: 10.1076/sesi.13.1.63.3438

MacCallum, R. C., Browne, M. W., & Sugawara, H. M. (1996). Power analysis
and determination of sample size for covariance structure modeling.
Psychological Methods, 1(2), 130-149. doi: 10.1037/1082-989X.1.2.130

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(2), 226-245. doi: 10.1111/1467-9507.00121

Mardia, K. V. (1975). Assessment of multinormality and the robustness of
Hotelling's T? test. Applied Statistics, 24(2), 163-171.

MEB (2006). Okullarda siddetin onlenmesi [The prevention of violence in
schools]. 2006/26 numarali genelge.

MEB (2007). Okullarda giivenli ortanun saglanmasina yonelik koruyucu ve onleyici
tedbirlerin almilmasina iliskin isbirlii protokolii [A cooperation protocol for
protective and preventive measures to be taken to ensure a safe environment at
school]: Retrieved from http://www.memurlar.net/.

MEB (2012). Milli Egitim istatistikleri: Orgiin egitim 2011-2012 [National Education
statistics: Formal education 2011-2012]: Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 Strateji
Gelistirme Bagkanligi, Resmi Istatistik Programi. Retrieved from

http://sgb.meb.gov.tr/.

136



Menesini, E., Camodeca, M., & Nocentini, A. (2010). Bullying among siblings:
The role of personality and relational variables. British Journal of
Developmental Psychology, 28(4), 921-939. doi: 10.1348/026151009X479402

Mishna, F., Khoury-Kassabri, M., Gadalla, T., & Daciuk, J. (2012). Risk factors
for involvement in cyber bullying: Victims, bullies and bully—victims.
Children and Youth Services Review, 34, 63-70. doi:
10.1016/j.childyouth.2011.08.032

Modin, B., & C)stberg, V. (2009). School climate and psychosomatic health: A
multilevel analysis. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 20(4), 433—
455. doi: 10.1080/09243450903251507

Morrison, G. M., Redding, M., Fisher, E., & Peterson, R. (2006). Assessing school
discipline. In S. R. Jimerson & M. Furlong (Eds.), Handbook of school
violence and school safety: From research to practice (pp. 211-220). Mahwah,
NJ, US: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Muris, P. (2001). A brief questionnaire for measuring self-efficacy in youths.
Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 23(3), 145-149. doi:
10.1023/A:1010961119608

Murray-Harvey, R. (2010). Relationship influences on students’ academic
achievement, psychological health and well-being at school. Educational
& Child Psychology, 27(1), 104-115. Retrieved from
http://www.wellbeingaustralia.com.au/.

Nakamoto, J., & Schwartz, D. (2010). Is peer victimization associated with
academic achievement? A meta-analytic review. Social Development, 19(2),
221-242. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9507.2009.00539.x

Nansel, T. R., Overpeck, M., Pilla, R. S., Ruan, W. J., Simons-Morton, B., &

Scheidt, P. (2001). Bullying behaviors among US youth: Prevalence and

137



association with psychosocial adjustment. JAMA, 285(16), 2094-2100. doi:
10.1001/jama.285.16.2094

Nickerson, A. B., & Martens, M. P. (2008). School violence: Associations with
control, security/enforcement, educational/therapeutic approaches, and
demographic factors. School Psychology Review, 37(2), 228-243. Retrieved
from http://www.nasponline.org/.

Nikiforou, M., Georgiou, S. N., & Stavrinides, P. (2013). Attachment to parents
and peers as a parameter of bullying and victimization. Journal of
Criminology, 2013, 1-9. doi: 10.1155/2013/484871

Oliver, C., & Candappa, M. (2007). Bullying and the politics of ‘telling’. Oxford
Review of Education, 33(1), 71-86. doi: 10.1080/03054980601094594

Olweus, D. (1993). Bullying at school: What we know and what we can do. Oxford,
UK; Cambridge, USA: Blackwell.

Olweus, D. (1996a). Bullying at school: Knowledge base and an effective
intervention program. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 794,
265-276. doi: 10.1111/j.1749-6632.1996.tb32527 .x

Olweus, D. (1996b). The Revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire for students.
Bergen, Norway: University of Bergen.

Olweus, D. (2004). The Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme: Design and
implementation issues and a new national initiative in Norway. In P. K.
Smith, D. Pepler & K. Rigby (Eds.), Bullying in schools: How successful can
interventions be? (pp. 13-36). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

Ozbas, M. (2010). Ilkogretim okullarinda 6grenci devamsizligmim nedenleri
[The reasons of absenteeism in primary schools]. Egitim ve Bilim, 35(156),

32-44. Retrieved from http://egitimvebilim.ted.org.tr/.

138



Ozdemir, M., & Stattin, H. (2011). Bullies, victims, and bully-victims: a
longitudinal examination of the effects of bullying-victimization
experiences on youth well-being. Journal of Aggression, Conflict and Peace
Research, 3(2), 97-102. doi: 10.1108/17596591111132918

Ozen, D. S., & Aktan, T. (2010). Baglanma ve zorbalik sisteminde yer alma: Basa
citkma stratejilerinin araci rolii [Attachment and being in bullying system:
Mediational role of coping strategies]. Tiirk Psikoloji Dergisi, 25(65), 101-
113. Retrieved from http://www.turkpsikolojidergisi.com/.

Ozer, A., Totan, T., & Atik, G. (2011). Individual correlates of bullying
behaviour in Turkish middle schools. Australian Journal of Guidance and
Counselling, 21(2), 186-202. doi: 10.1375/ajgc.21.2.186

Pekel-Uludagl, N., & Ucanok, Z. (2005). Akran zorbalig1 gruplarinda yalnizlik
ve akademik basari ile sosyometrik statiiye gore zorba/kurban davranis
tiirleri [Loneliness and academic achievement in the groups of peer
victimization and the types of bully/victim behaviors according to
sociometric status]. Tiirk Psikoloji Dergisi, 20(56), 77-92. Retrieved from
http://www.turkpsikolojidergisi.com/.

Peleg-Oren, N., Cardenas, G. A., Comerford, M., & Galea, S. (2012). An
association between bullying behaviors and alcohol use among middle
school students. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 32(6), 761-775. doi:
10.1177/0272431610387144

Pellegrini, A. D., & Bartini, M. (2000). A longitudinal study of bullying,
victimization, and peer affiliation during the transition from primary
school to middle school. American Educational Research Journal, 37(3), 699-

725. doi: 10.3102/00028312037003699

139



Pernice-Duca, F., Taiariol, J., & Yoon, J. (2010). Perceptions of school and family
climates and experiences of relational aggression. Journal of School
Violence, 9, 303-319. doi: 10.1080/15388220.2010.483724

Perry, D. G., Perry, L. C,, & Rasmussen, P. (1986). Cognitive social learning
mediators of aggression. Child Development, 57(3), 700-711. doi:
10.1111/1467-8624.ep7248821

Pigkin, M. (2010). Examination of peer bullying among primary and middle
school children in Ankara. Education and Science, 35(156), 175-189.
Retrieved from http://egitimvebilim.ted.org.tr/.

Pigskin, M., & Ayas, T. (2005, September). Zorba ve kurban dgrencilerin utangaclik,
icedoniikliik, disadoniikliik ve oOzsaygr degiskenleri bakumindan incelenmesi
[Investigation of shyness, introvertedness, extrovertedness, and self-esteem
among bully and victim students]. Paper presented at the VIII. Ulusal
Psikolojik Danisma ve Rehberlik Kongresi [VIII. National Psychological
Counseling and Guidance Congress], Marmara University, Istanbul.

Pouwelse, M., Bolman, C., Lodewijkx, H., & Spaa, M. (2011). Gender differences
and social support: Mediators or moderators between peer victimization
and depressive feelings? Psychology in the Schools, 48(8), 800-814. doi:
10.1002/pits.20589

Ramirez, M, Wu, Y., Kataoka, S., Wong, M., Yang, J., Peek-Asa, C., & Stein, B.
(2012). Youth violence across multiple dimensions: A study of violence,
absenteeism, and suspensions among middle school children. The Journal
of Pediatrics, 161(3), 542-546. doi: 10.1016/j.jpeds.2012.03.014

Raudenbush, S., Bryk, T., & Congdon, R. (2010). HLM 7 hierarchical linear and

nonlinear modeling: Scientific Software International, Inc.

140



Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). Hierarchical linear models: Applications
and data analysis methods (Second ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Ray, S. L., Lambie, G., & Curry, J. (2007). Building caring schools: Implications
for professional school counselors. Journal of School Counseling, 5(14),
Retrieved from http://jsc.montana.edu/.

Reid, K. (2012). The strategic management of truancy and school absenteeism:
Finding solutions from a national perspective. Educational Review, 64(2),
211-222. doi: 10.1080/00131911.2011.598918

Resmi Gazete (1982). Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Anayasast [The Constitution of the
Republic of Turkey]. Kanun No: 2709.

Resmi Gazete (2003). Milli Egitim Bakanhg: IIkogretim Kurumlari Yénetmeligi
[Ministry of National Education, Regulation for Primary Education
Institutions]. No: 25212.

Resmi Gazete (2004). Ozel Giivenlik Hizmetlerine Dair Kanun [Law on Private
Security Services], Kanun No: 5188.

Resmi Gazete (2005). Cocuk Koruma Kanunu [Child Protection Law]. Kanun No:
5395.

Resmi Gazete (2006). Cocuk ve Kadinlara Yonelik Siddet Hareketleriyle Tore ve
Namus Cinayetlerinin Onlenmesi Icin alinacak Tedbirler [The Measures to Be
Taken to Prevent Violent Movements Against Children and Women, and
Custom and Honor Hillings]. No: 26218.

Richard, J. F., Schneider, B. H., & Mallet, P. (2012). Revisiting the whole-school
approach to bullying: Really looking at the whole school. School
Psychology International, 33(3), 263-284. doi: 10.1177/0143034311415906

Rigby, K. (2002). New perspective on bullying. London and Philadelphia: Jessica

Kingsley Publishers.
141



Rigby, K. (2003). Consequences of bullying in schools. The Canadian Journal of
Psychiatry, 48(9), 583-590. Retrieved from http://ehis.ebscohost.com/.

Rigby, K. (2007). Bullying in schools and what to do about it. Melbourne: Australian
Council for Educational Research.

Rodkin, P. C., & Berger, C. (2008). Who bullies whom? Social status
asymmetries by victim gender. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 32(6), 473-485. doi: 10.1177/0165025408093667

Rosen, P. J., Milich, R., & Harris, M. J. (2009). Why’s everybody always picking
on me? Social cognition, emotion regulation, and chronic peer
victimization in children. In M. J. Harris (Ed.), Bullying, rejection, and peer
victimization: A social cognitive neuroscience perspective (pp. 79-100). New
York: Springer Publishing Company.

Ruderman, M. A., & Jimerson, S. (2012). Protective factors among students involved
in bullying. Paper presented at the American Psychological Association
Annual Convention, Orlando, Florida.

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(3), 251-
270. doi: 10.1080/15388220.2010.483171

Saarento, S., Karna, A., Hodges, E. V. E,, & Salmivalli, C. (2013). Student-,
classroom-, and school-level risk factors for victimization. Journal of
School Psychology, Advance online publication. doi:
10.1016/j.jsp.2013.02.002

Salmivalli, C., & Peets, K. (2011). Bullies, victims, and bully-victims
relationships in middle childhood and early adolescence. In K. H. Rubin,
W. M. Bukowski & B. Laursen (Eds.), Handbook of peer interactions,

142



relationships, and groups (pp. 322-340). New York; London: The Guilford
Press.

Sapouna, M. (2008). Bullying in Greek primary and secondary schools. School
Psychology International, 29(2), 199-213. doi: 10.1177/0143034308090060

Satorra, A., & Bentler, P. M. (1994). Corrections to test statistics and standard
errors in covariance structure analysis. In A. von Eye & C. C. Clogg
(Eds.), Latent variable analysis: Applications for developmental research (pp.
399-419). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Scheithauer, H., Hayer, T., Petermann, F., & Jugert, G. (2006). Physical, verbal,
and relational forms of bullying among German students: Age trends,
gender differences, and correlates. Aggressive Behavior, 32(3), 261-275. doi:
10.1002/ab.20128

Schumacker, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (2004). A beginner’s guide to structural equation
modeling (Second ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Seligson, J., Huebner, E. S., & Valois, R. F. (2003). Preliminary validation of the
Brief Multidimensional Student’s Life Satisfaction Scale (BMSLSS). Social
Indicators Research, 61, 121-145. doi: 10.1023/A:1021326822957

Sentenac, M., Arnaud, C., Gavin, A., Molcho, M., Gabhainn, S. N., & Godeau, E.
(2012). Peer victimization among school-aged children with chronic
conditions. Epidemiologic Reviews, 24, 120-128. doi: 10.1093/epirev/mxr024

Siyahhan, S., Aricak, O. T., & Cayirdag-Acar, N. (2012). The relation between
bullying, victimization, and adolescents’ level of hopelessness. Journal of
Adolescence, 35, 1053-1059. doi: 10.1016/j.adolescence.2012.02.011

Smith, P. K., Cowie, H., Olafsson, R. F., Liefooghe, A. P., Almeida, A., Araki, H.,
... Wenxin, Z. (2002). Definitions of bullying: A comparison of terms

used, and age and gender differences, in a fourteen-country international

143



comparison. Child Development, 73(4), 1119-1133. Retrieved from
http://www jstor.org/.

Snyder, C. R., Hoza, B., Pelham, W. E., Rapoff, M., Ware, L., Danovsky, M,, . ..
Stahl, K. J. (1997). The development and validation of the Children’s
Hope Scale. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 22(3), 399-421. doi:
10.1093/jpepsy/22.3.399

Solberg, M. E., & Olweus, D. (2003). Prevalence estimation of school bullying
with the Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire. Aggressive Behavior, 29, 239—
268. doi: 10.1002/ab.10047

Stein, J. A., Dukes, R. L., & Warren, J. I. (2007). Adolescent male bullies, victims,
and bully-victims: A comparison of psychosocial and behavioral
characteristics. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 32(3), 273-282. doi:
10.1093/jpepsy/jsl023

Stone, S., Astor, R., & Benbenishty, R. (2009). Teacher and principal perceptions
of student victimization and the schools’ response to violence: The
contributions of context on staff congruence. International Journal of
Educational Research, 48(3), 194-213. doi: 10.1016/j.ijer.2009.07.002

Strom, I. F., Thoresen, S., Wentzel-Larsena, T., & Dyb, G. (2013). Violence,
bullying and academic achievement: A study of 15-year-old adolescents
and their school environment. Child Abuse & Neglect, Advance online
publication. doi: 10.1016/j.chiabu.2012.10.010

Sugden, K., Arseneault, L., Harrington, H., Moffitt, T. E., Williams, B., & Caspi,
A. (2010). Serotonin transporter gene moderates the development of
emotional problems among children following bullying victimization
Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 49(8), 830-
840. doi: 10.1016/j.jaac.2010.01.024

144



Suldo, S. M., McMahan, M. M., Chappel, A. M., & Loker, T. (2012).
Relationships between perceived school climate and adolescent mental
health across genders. School Mental Health, 4(2), 69-80. doi:
10.1007/s12310-012-9073-1

Swearer, S. M., & Doll, B. (2001). Bullying in schools: An ecological framework.
Journal of Emotional Abuse, 2, 7-23. doi: 10.1300/J135v02n02_02

Swearer, S. M., & Espelage, D. L. (2004). Introduction: A social-ecological
framework of bullying among youth. In D. L. Espelage & S. M. Swearer
(Eds.), Bullying in American schools: A social-ecological perspective on
prevention and intervention. Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using multivariate statistics (Fourth ed.).
Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Tanaka, J. S. (1993). Multifaceted conceptions of fit in structural equation
models. In K. A. Bollen & J. S. Long (Eds.), Testing structural equation
models (pp. 10-39). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

TBMM (2007). Cocuklarda ve genclerde artan siddet egilimi ile okullarda
meydana gelen olaylarin arastirilarak alinmasi gereken oOnlemlerin
belirlenmesi amaciyla kurulan Meclis Aragtirmasi Komisyonu'nun
raporu [The report of Parliamentary Research Commission that
established for investigation of increasing violence among children and
young people and violent events occurring in schools, and determination
of the measures to be taken]. Retrieved from http://www.tbmm.gov.tr/.

Totura, C. M. W., MacKinnon-Lewis, C., Gesten, E. L., Gadd, R., Divine, K. P,,
Dunham, S., & Kamboukos, D. (2009). Bullying and victimization among

boys and girls in middle school: The influence of perceived family and

145



school contexts. Journal of Early Adolescence, 29(4), 571-609. doi:
10.1177/0272431608324190

Ttofi, M. M., Farrington, D. P., & Losel, F. (2012). School bullying as a predictor
of violence later in life: A systematic review and meta-analysis of
prospective longitudinal studies. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 17, 405—
418. doi: 0.1016/j.avb.2012.05.002

Turner, M. G., Exum, M. L., Brame, R, & Holt, T. J. (2013). Bullying
victimization and adolescent mental health: General and typological
effects across sex. Journal of Criminal Justice, 41, 53-59. doi:
10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2012.12.005

Ullman, J. B. (2001). Structural equation modeling. In B. G. Tabachnick & L. S.
Fidell (Eds.), Using multivariate statistics (Fourth ed.). Needham Heights,
MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Ullman, J. B. (2006). Structural equation modeling: Reviewing the basics and
moving forward. Journal of Personality Assessment, 87(1), 35-50. doi:
10.1207/s15327752jpa8701_03

Underwood, M., & Rosen, L. (2011). Gender and bullying: Moving beyond
mean differences to consider conceptions of bullying, processes by which
bullying unfolds, and cyber bullying. In D. Espelage & S. Swearer (Eds.),
Bullying in North American schools (2nd ed., pp. 1-4). London: Routledge.

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948). G. A. Res. 217A, U.N. Doc. A/810
at 71.

Vaillancourt, T., Brittain, H., Bennett, L., Arnocky, S., McDougall, P., Hymel, S., .
.. Cunningham, L. (2010). Places to avoid: Population based study of
student reports of unsafe and high bullying areas at school. Canadian

Journal of School Psychology, 25(1), 40-54. doi: 10.1177/0829573509358686

146



Vieno, A., Gini, G., & Santinello, M. (2011). Different forms of bullying and their
association to smoking and drinking behavior in Italian adolescents.
American School Health Association, 81(7), 393-399. doi: 10.1111/j.1746-
1561.2011.00607.x

von Marées, N., & Petermann, F. (2010). Bullying in German primary schools:
Gender differences, age trends and influence of parents’ migration and
educational backgrounds. School Psychology International, 31(2), 178-198
doi: 10.1177/0143034309352416

Waasdorp, T. E., Bradshaw, C. P., & Leaf, P. J. (2012). The impact of schoolwide
positive behavioral interventions and supports on bullying and peer
rejection: A randomized controlled effectiveness trial. Archieves of
Pediatrics & Adolescent Medicine, 166(2), 149-156. doi:
10.1001/archpediatrics.2011.755

Waasdorp, T. E., Pas, E. T., O'Brennan, L. M., & Bradshaw, C. P. (2011). A
multilevel perspective on the climate of bullying: Discrepancies among
students, school staff, and parents. Journal of School Violence, 10, 115-132.
doi: 10.1080/15388220.2010.539164

Wang, H., Zhou, X, Lu, C., Wu, ], Deng, X., Hong, L., . . . He, Y. (2012).
Adolescent bullying involvement and psychosocial aspects of family and
school life: A cross-sectional study from Guangdong province in China.
PLoS ONE, 7(7), 1-10. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0038619

Wang, J., lannotti, R. ], & Nansel, T. R. (2009). School bullying among
adolescents in the United States: Physical, verbal, relational, and cyber.
Journal of Adolescent Health, 45, 368-375. doi:
10.1016/j.jadohealth.2009.03.021

Ware, W. B. (2003). The school climate survey: The Yale Child Study School

Development Program. Unpublished report.
147



Wei, H.-S., Williams, J. H., Chen, J.-K., & Chang, H.-Y. (2010). The effects of
individual characteristics, teacher practice, and school organizational
factors on students' bullying: A multilevel analysis of public middle
schools in Taiwan. Children and Youth Services Review, 32(1), 137-143. doi:
10.1016/j.childyouth.2009.08.004

Weiss, C. C.,, Carolan, B. V., & Baker-Smith, E. C. (2010). Big school, small
school: (Re)Testing assumptions about high school size, school
engagement and mathematics achievement. Journal of Youth &
Adolescence, 39(2), 163-176. doi: 10.1007/s10964-009-9402-3

Wilson, D. (2004). The interface of school climate and school connectedness and
relationships with aggression and victimization. Journal of School Health,
74(7), 293-299. doi: 10.1111/j.1746-1561.2004.tb08286.x

Yildirim, S., Tezer, E., & Cileli M. (2005). Behavioral characteristics and
likeability of bullies, victims, bully/victims and controls in an elementary
school. Egitim ve Bilim, 30(136), 84-91.

Zaykowski, H., & Gunter, W. (2012). Youth victimization: School climate or
deviant lifestyles? Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 27(3), 431-452. doi:
10.1177/0886260511421678

148



APPENDICES

Appendix A: Middle East Technical University Human Subjects Ethics

Committee Approval Letter

o

1956

2

___ SayiB.30.2.0DT.0AH0000/126/88 — ©2

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi

Middle East Technical Universiy 23 Mayis 2011
Fen Bilimleri Enstitisd

Graduate School of
Natural and Applied Sciences

06531 Ankara, Tirkiye
Phone: +80 (312) 2102292 . . ‘. .
Fex 420 31221050 Gonderilen:  Dog. Dr. Oya Yerin Giineri

. www.foe.metu_edu ir
Egitim Bilimleri Bslim
Goénderen: Prof. Dr. Canan Ozgen

IAK Baskan Yardimcisi
g : Etik Onayi

Danismanhiini yapmis oldugunuz Egitim Bilimleri balimii doktora
programi 63rencisi Gokhan Afik'in " An Investigation of Protective
Factors in Bullying Victimization: An Ecological Perspective " isimii
aragtimas!  “Insan  Aragtimalar  Komitesi” tarafindan uygun
gorllerek gerekli onay verilmistir.

Bilgilerinize saygilarimla sunarim.

Etik Komite Onay!

Uygundur

23/05/2@41
lonen g

Prof.Dr. Canan OZGEN
Uygulamali Etik Aragtirma Merkezi
( UEAM ) Bagkam
ODTU 06531 ANKARA

149



Appendix B: Ankara Provincial Directorate of National Education Approval

Letter
TC. .
ANKARA VALILIGI
Milli Egitim Mudarlaga
SAYI  :B.084.MEM.0.06.20.01-60599/ 21365 15 032012
KONU  : Aragtirma fzni
Gokhan ATIK

......................... ILCE MILLI EGITIM MODURLUGONE

Iigi: ) MEB. Bajh Okul ve Kurumlarda Yapiacak Aragtrma ve Arastirma Destegine
Yonelik Izin ve Uygulama Yonergesi.
b) MEB EARGED” in aragtirma izinlerine iligkin 11/04/2007 tarih ve 1950 sayihi yazist.
€) 23/02/2012 tarih ve 15296 sayih Valilik Onays
d) Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Ogrenci Isleri Daire Bagkanhginm 02/03/2012 tarih ve
400-1165 sayili yazisi.

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Rehberlik ve Psikolojik Danimankk Anabilim Dah
doktora Sgrencisi Gokhan ATIK’in “Zorbahk magduriyetinde koruyucn faktSrierin
ekolojik yaklapmia incelenmesi” konulu tezi ile ilgili anket orekleri, ek listedeki ilgeniz
okullarinda uygulama yapiimas: Miidiirligtimiizee uygun gorilmistiir.

Miihiirld anket Sraekleri (7 sayfadan olusan) arastrmaciya ulastmlmes olup, uygulama
vapuacak sayida araghrmact iarafindan cogaltlarak, arastrmamn ilgi (a) yonerge
gergevesinde okul ve kurum yoneticileri tarafindan goniliiilik esasina gore uygculanmasim
rica ederim.

EKLER :
1-Okal Listesi ( 1 Sayfa)

RMJH: Eglt}m Mtldﬁr]ﬁgﬁ - Begevler Tel:2210217-134/135
Bilgi icin: Nermin CELENK Faks: 22375 22
istatistikO6@meb.gov.tr

150



Appendix C: California Bully Victimization Scale Permission Letter

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA
Gevirtz Graduate Schooi of Education

AERKELLY » DRVIS - IRVIRE - LG ANGFIES « RIVERSIDL « BAN RGO « SAN FRANCISCO - SANTA BARBARS - SANTA CRUZ

Gevintz Graduate School of Education Santa Barbara. Caifornia 93106
Depariment of Counseling, Chinical, School Psychalogy 805 893 3375 (messages; 805893 3338 (fax)
Center for School Based Youth Development tittp Zwet me com/michaetfurdong

miuriong @education ucsh edu

o i o 4 o — N ——— —— o S

February 1, 2012
To Whom it May Concern:

{ hereby give permission for Gokhan Atik to use the California Bully Victim Questionnaire
{Felix et al,, 2011} as a measure in his dissertation study, entitled, “An investigation of
Protective Factors in Bullying Victimization: An Ecological Perspective.” His use of a
transaction ecological perspective to examine bullying protective factors will be a useful
addition to the research literature in this area.

Sincerely,

-, ' y
& g Fi% f { j
o~ T/ H
% ] ;

AU A W7
Michael Furlong, Ph.D., NCSP, APA Fellow Division 16, AERA Fellow
Prafessor, Editor, Journal of Schooi Violence

Director, Center for School-Based Youth Development

151



Appendix D: School Climate Survey — Elementary & Middle School Student

Version (Revised) Permission Letter

From: Gokhan Atik [mailto:g_atik@uncg.edu]

Sent: Monday, August 23, 2010 2:41 AM

To: Emmons, Christine, christine.emmons@vale.edu

Subject: About: “School Climate Survey, Elementary & Middle School Student Version (Revised)”

Dear Dr. Christine Emmons,

I am a doctoral student and a research assistant in Turkey. At the beginning of this year, I came
to the University of North Carolina at Greensboro as a visiting scholar to continue my PhD
study. In my study, I am interested in school climate and its influences on students” behavior. I
had a chance to examine your extensive works on School Climate Survey. The reason writing
this email to you is that I am thinking utilizing “School Climate Survey, Elementary & Middle
School Student Version (Revised)” in my PhD study. I am planning to use it for the students
from the USA and Turkey. Therefore, I need to translate this instrument into Turkish. In order
to do these, I would like to counsel you about obtaining the survey and taking the permission
for administration and translation. If you help me about that, I really appreciate it.

Best regards,

Gokhan Atik

On Mon, Aug 23, 2010 at 10:10 AM, Emmons, Christine <christine.emmons@yale.edu> wrote:

Dear Mr. Atik:

I will ask my Assistant, Emily Solivan, to send you a copy of the “School Climate Survey,
Elementary & Middle School Student Version (Revised)”,along with relevant documentation,
including directions for administration, that you will find useful.

Please send me a short summary of the research that you intend to pursue for your PhD and
your address at UNCG where we may send a copy of the survey. We also request that you send
us a copy of the Turkish version of the School Climate Survey for our records as soon as it is
available.

Regards,

Christine L. Emmons, Ph.D.
Associate Research Scientist/Scholar
Yale University Child Study Center
Director of Program Evaluation

152


mailto:g_atik@uncg.edu
mailto:christine.emmons@yale.edu
mailto:christine.emmons@yale.edu

Appendix E: Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children Permission Letter
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Oner Celikkaleli
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Appendix F: Demographic Information Form

Yonerge: Bu calismadaki sorularin amac sizinle ilgili daha ¢ok bilgi almak ve ayrica

okuldaki sosyal iligkileriniz hakkinda ne diistindiigiiniizii 6grenmektir. Verdiginiz tiim

yanitlar gizli tutulacaktir. Yani, verdiginiz yamnitlar1 kimse bilmeyecek ve

gormeyecektir. Eger sorular1 yanitlamak istemezseniz, devam etmek zorunda

degilsiniz. Verdiginiz yanitlar notla degerlendirilmeyecektir. Eger sorularla ilgili bir

rahatsizlik hissederseniz, istediginiz zaman yamitlamay1 birakabilirsiniz. Liitfen

sorularin bagindaki yonergeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz. Her bir soruyu okuyup, ictenlikle

yanit vermeye calisiniz. Yanitlarin dogrusu ya da yanhsi yoktur. Verdiginiz tiim
yanitlar gizli tutulacaktir. Bunun icin kagitlara admiz1 yazmaniz gerekmemektedir.

Katiliminiz i¢in tesekkiir ederim.

Gokhan Atik

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi

Egitim Fakiiltesi

Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii

KIiSISEL BiLGi FORMU

Cinsiyetiniz (belirtiniz) [1Erkek [1Kiz

Sinif diizeyiniz
(belirtiniz)

Yasiniz (belirtiniz) 110 011 012 013 114 0015 116

06 L7 L8

Su anda asagidaki derslerdeki basar: notunuz nedir? (her bir ders i¢in belirtiniz)

10-44 (1) 10-44 (1) 10-44 (1) L 044 (1)
% 04554 (2)  m 4554 (2 . [145-54 (2) T 14554 (2)
E 15569 (3) - S (15569 (3) g 15569 (3) B 115569 (3)
£ 7084 (@) B4 07084 (4) S 170-84 (4) T 170-84 (4)
= [185-100 (5) = 1185100 (5) 1185-100 (5) & 7185100 (5)

Ailenizin yillik geliri (yazimiz) ..............ooco
Babanizin meslegi (yazmiz) ...............cooooiii

Annenizin meslegi (yaziniz) ................coooii
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Appendix G: California Bully Victimization Scale

(California Zorba Magduriyeti Olcegi)

Asagida, okulda meydana gelebilecek baz1 durumlar verilmistir. Liitfen ilk once
her bir durumun okulunuzda hangi siklikla basiniza geldigini isaretleyiniz. Daha
sonra da, bu durumun baska o6grencilerin basina ne siklikla geldigine tanik
oldugunuzu belirtiniz.

1. OKULDA baska bir dgrenci tarafindan kaba ya da kiria bir sekilde alay
edilmesi ya da lakap/isim takilmas.
Benim basima geldi (Birini
isaretleyiniz)

O Son bir ay iginde hig olmad1

@ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu

O Bir ay icinde 2-3 kez oldu

@ Haftada 1 kez oldu

® Haftada birkag kez oldu

Baskasinin basina geldigini gordiim
(Birini isaretleyiniz)

(D Son bir ay iginde hig¢ olmad1

@ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu

O Bir ay icinde 2-3 kez oldu

(O Haftada 1 kez oldu

® Haftada birkac kez oldu

2. OKULDA kaba ya da kiric1 bir sekilde sdylenti ve dedikodu yayilmasi.

Bagkasinin basina geldigini gérdiim
(Birini isaretleyiniz)

(D Son bir ay iginde hig¢ olmad1

@ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu

O Bir ay iginde 2-3 kez oldu

(D Haftada 1 kez oldu

® Haftada birkag kez oldu

Benim basima geldi (Birini
isaretleyiniz)

O Son bir ay iginde hi¢ olmad1
@ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu
@ Bir ay iginde 2-3 kez oldu
(D Haftada 1 kez oldu

® Haftada birkag kez oldu

3. OKULDA kaba ya da kiric1 bir sekilde bir gruptan dislanma ya da kasith olarak
gormezden gelinme.

Benim basima geldi (Birini
isaretleyiniz)

O Son bir ay iginde hig olmad1
@ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu
O Bir ay iginde 2-3 kez oldu
@ Haftada 1 kez oldu

® Haftada birkac kez oldu

Baskasinin basina geldigini gordiim
(Birini isaretleyiniz)

(O Son bir ay iginde hig¢ olmad1

@ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu

@ Bir ay iginde 2-3 kez oldu

(D Haftada 1 kez oldu

® Haftada birkac kez oldu

4. OKULDA kaba ya da kirica1 bir sekilde vurulma itilme ya da fiziksel olarak
yaralanma.

Benim basima geldi (Birini
isaretleyiniz)

D Son bir ay icinde hi¢ olmad1

Baskasinin basina geldigini gordiim
(Birini isaretleyiniz)
O Son bir ay i¢inde hi¢ olmad1

155



@ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu @ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu

@ Bir ay icinde 2-3 kez oldu @ Bir ay icinde 2-3 kez oldu
(® Haftada 1 kez oldu (D Haftada 1 kez oldu
®© Haftada birkag kez oldu ® Haftada birkac kez oldu

5. OKULDA kaba ya da kiric1 bir sekilde tehdit edilme.

Benim basima geldi (Birini Baskasinin basina geldigini gordiim (Birini
isaretleyiniz) isaretleyiniz)

@ Son bir ay i¢inde hi¢ olmadi @ Son bir ay i¢inde hi¢ olmadi

@ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu @ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu

@ Bir ay icinde 2-3 kez oldu O Bir ay iginde 2-3 kez oldu

@ Haftada 1 kez oldu @ Haftada 1 kez oldu

®© Haftada birkag kez oldu ® Haftada birkag kez oldu

6. OKULDA kaba ya da kiria1 bir sekilde cinsel icerikli (ay1p) sozler sdylenmesi,
sakalar ya da el-kol hareketleri yapilmasi.

Benim basima geldi (Birini Baskasinin basina geldigini gordiim (Birini
isaretleyiniz) isaretleyiniz)

O Son bir ay iginde hig¢ olmad1 O Son bir ay iginde hig¢ olmad1

@ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu @ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu

O Bir ay iginde 2-3 kez oldu O Bir ay iginde 2-3 kez oldu

(D Haftada 1 kez oldu (® Haftada 1 kez oldu

® Haftada birkac kez oldu ®© Haftada birkac kez oldu

7. OKULDA kaba ve kirica1 bir sekilde 6grenciler tarafindan, diger 6grencilerin
esyalarinin ¢calinmasi ya da esyalarina zarar verilmesi.

Benim basima geldi (Birini Baskasinin basina geldigini gordiim (Birini
isaretleyiniz) isaretleyiniz)

O Son bir ay iginde hig¢ olmad1 O Son bir ay iginde hig¢ olmad1

@ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu @ Son bir ay iginde 1 kez oldu

@ Bir ay iginde 2-3 kez oldu @ Bir ay iginde 2-3 kez oldu

@ Haftada 1 kez oldu @ Haftada 1 kez oldu

® Haftada birkac kez oldu ® Haftada birkac kez oldu

YUKARIDAKI OLAYLAR BIR KISI YA DA BIR GRUP TARAFINDAN YAPILMIS
OLABILIR. LUTFEN SON BIR AY ICINDE SiZE BUNLARI EN COK YAPAN KIiSiyi
DUSUNUN VE ASAGIDAKI SORULARI BUNA GORE CEVAPLAYIN.

8. Sana bunu yapan kisi kiz m1 yoksa erkek miydi? (Birisini daire igine aliniz)

O Erkek OKuz ® Bunlar benim bagima gelmedi.
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9. Hakkinda diisiindiigiin bu kisi kendinle karsilastirdiginda nasil biri? (Birisini

daire icine aliniz)
a. Bu 6grenci ne kadar O Benden

popiiler? daha az
b. Bu 6grenci, okulda (O Benden
ne kadar basaril1? daha az
c. Bu 6grenci fiziksel
@ Benden
olarak ne kadar
daha az

giiclii?

@ Benim kadar

@ Benim kadar

@ Benim kadar

(®Benden daha (DHi¢ basima
cok gelmedi

(®Benden daha (D Hi¢ basima
cok gelmedi

®Bendendaha  (®OHic basima
¢ok gelmedi

10. Bu olaylar okulda NEREDE basina geldi? (Secenegi daire icine aliniz)

a. Smiflarda

b. Koridorlarda

c. Yemekhane ya da kantinde
d. Oyun ya da spor alanlarinda

e. Tuvaletlerde ya da soyunma odalarinda
f. Okul servisinde ya da toplu tagima

aracinda

g. Okula gidis ya da okuldan doniis yolunda

h. Baska bir yer (agiklayin):

@Hayu O Evet
@Haylr @ Evet
@Haylr @ Evet
@Haylr @ Evet
@Hayu O Evet
@Hayu O Evet

@Haylr @ Evet
@Hayu O Evet

® Hig bagima gelmedi
©) Hig bagima gelmedi
®@ Hig bagima gelmedi
©) Hig bagima gelmedi
® Hig bagima gelmedi
@ Hig bagima gelmedi

®@ Hig bagima gelmedi
@ Hig bagima gelmedi

11. Bu olaylar NE ZAMAN basina geldi? (Segenegi daire igine aliniz)

a. Okuldan once
b. Derste

c. Dersler arasinda (siniflar1 degistirirken)
d. Teneffiislerde (ders aras1 ya da 6gle

arasinda)
e. Okuldan sonra
f. Bagka bir zaman (agiklayin):

@Haylr @ Evet
@Haylr @ Evet
@Hayu‘ O Evet
@Hay1r O Evet

@Haylr @ Evet
@Hayu‘ O Evet

®@ Hig bagima gelmedi
®@ Hig bagima gelmedi
® Hig bagima gelmedi
@ Hig bagima gelmedi

®@ Hig bagima gelmedi
@ Hig bagima gelmedi

12. Bu basina gelenlerle ilgili kiminle konustun? (Secenegi daire icine aliniz)

a. Bir arkadasim ya da arkadaslarimla
b. Okuldaki bir yetiskinle (okuldaki bir

biiytiikle)
c. Evdeki bir yetigkinle

d. Diger aile iiyeleri ile (erkek kardes, kiz

kardes, kuzen gibi)

e. Bu olanlar hakkinda kimse bir sey bilmiyor,

kendimde sir olarak tutuyorum.
f. Bagka birileri (aciklayin):

@Haylr @ Evet
@Haylr @ Evet

@Haylr @ Evet
@Haylr ® Evet

@Haylr @ Evet

@Haylr @ Evet
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Appendix H: School Climate Survey — Elementary & Middle School Student
Version (Revised)
(Okul Iklimi Olgegi)
Okula iliskin duygularimizi 6grenmek istiyoruz. Liitfen asagidaki ctimlelere

katilip katilmadiginizi isaretleyiniz. Her bir climle i¢in yalmiz bir cevap veriniz.
Liitfen cevaplamadan once her bir ciimleyi dikkatlice okuyunuz.

-
-
s A =
s 5
S & g

1. Okulumdaki bazi ¢ocuklar siklikla digerlerine

vuracaklarini ya da onlar1 doveceklerini sdylerler. OO0 0

2. Okulumdaki ¢ocuklar iyi (terbiyeli) bir sekilde

davranirlar. O 0O 0

3. Okulumdaki ¢ocuklarin, anne-babalarinin zengin ya da

fakir olmasi bir seyi degistirmez, herkese ayni sekilde () ) (O)

davranilir.

4. Okulumda, anne-babalar yardim etmek i¢in siklikla

smiflara gelirler. OO0 0

5. Okulumdaki ¢ocuklar insanlar1 6nemserler. ()y ) ()

6. Okulumdaki ¢ocuklara okuldaki baska 6grenciler

tarafindan siklikla zarar verilir. O 0 0

7. Okulumda herkese esit davraniliyor. ()y ) ()

8. Anne-babam siklikla okuldaki veli toplantilarma katilir. () () ()

9. O'1'<ulum genellikle ¢ok giirtiltiilii. ()y ) ()

10. Ogretmenlerim sinavlarda basarili olmam icin

ellerinden geleni yapiyorlar. O 0 0

11. Okulumdaki 6gretmenler sorunlarimizda biz ¢ocuklara

yardimci olurlar. Q00 0

12. Okulumda ne zaman eglenceli oyunlar oynayacak

olsak, hep ayni 6grencilere gorev verilir. OO0

13. Okulumda, hep ayni 6grenci 6gretmenime yardim O O O

eder.
14. Okulumdaki ¢cocuklar birbirlerini severler.
15. Okulumdaki ¢ocuklar birbirlerine giivenirler.
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16. Bu okulda bagaril1 olabilecegimi hissediyorum.

17. Okulum ¢ogu zaman temiz ve diizenlidir.

18. Ogretmenlerim beni dnemserler.

19. Okulumda bazi ¢ocuklar silah ya da bigak tasiyor.
20. Faaliyetlerimizde veya oyunlarimizda bilgisayar, top

ya da piyano gibi seyleri her zaman ayn ¢ocuklar kullanir.

21. Okulumdaki, ¢ocuklar birbirlerine yardim ederler.

22. Okulumda, okuldan sonra yapilan etkinliklerde ya da
kultiplerde (egitsel kol) gorev almasi igin hep ayni
ogrenciler secilir.

23. Okulumdaki ¢ocuklar ¢ok fazla kavga ediyorlar.

24. Okulumdaki ¢ocuklar 6gretmenlere sayg: gosterirler.
25. Bu okulda 6grenmekten keyif aliyorum.

26. Anne-babam okulumu siklikla ziyaret eder.

27. Ogretmenlerim okulda bagarili olabilecegime inanirlar.

28. Okuldaki 6zel projelere destek vermek igin veliler sik
stk okula gelirler.

29. Okulumdaki 6gretmenler bizlere okulla ilgili
problemlerimizde yardimci olurlar.

30. Okulumda, kizlara ve erkeklere esit davranilir.

31. Okulumda 6gretmenler biitiin 6grencilere adil
davranyorlar.

32. Okulumdaki ¢ocuklar birbirlerine kotii adlar
takiyorlar.

33. Okulumdaki ¢ocuklar birbirlerine sayg1 gosterirler.
34. Ogretmenlerimle sorunlarimi paylagabiliyorum.

35. Anne-babam 6gretmenlerimle gortismek igin sik sik
okuluma gelirler.

36. Ogretmenim kendim hakkinda iyi hissetmemi saglar.
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Appendix I: Self-Efficacy Questionnaire For Children
(Cocuklar i¢in Oz-Yeterlik Olcegi)

Asagida giinliik hayatmizda karsilasabileceginiz bazi durumlarla ilgili ifadeler
vardir. Sizlerden bu durumlarda kendinize olan giiveninizi derecelendirmeniz
rica edilmektedir. Liitfen, su anda kendinize olan giiveninizi diisiinerek (X)
biciminde isaretlemelerinizi yapimniz. Liitfen hi¢bir maddeyi bos birakmayiniz.

(=
g v =
NS “B:
22 g 3 8
"8., o ON) = -
oy (o] o) («F] (<))
Iz Z m O T
1. Odevimi yapmakta zorlandigimda
yap 5 OO0 0 0 O

ogretmenlerimden yardim alabilirim.

2. Arkadaglarim fikirlerimi paylasmasa bile
diisiincelerimi rahatca ifade edebilirim.

3. Hos olmayan bir olay oldugunda kendi kendimi
tekrar neselendirebilirim.

4. Yapacak baska ilgi ¢ekici seyler olsa bile ders

OO0 0 O 0
OO0 0 O 0
OO0 0 O 0

caligabilirim.
5. Cok korktugum bir durumda yeniden
neselenebilirim. 000 0 0
6. Bagkalariyla kolayca arkadas olabilirim. O O O O O
7. Sinavlara yeterince hazirlanabilirim. O O O O O
8. Tanimadigim biriyle kolayca sohbet edebilirim. O O O O O
9. Ofkelendigimde kendimi kontrol edebilirim. O O O O O
10. Biittin 6devlerimi zamaninda (giinii gliniine

BURdEintne () 0 0 0
yapabilirim.

11. Simaf arkadaslarimla uyum icinde ¢alisabilirim. O O O O O
12. Duygularimi (6rn: 6tke, stres, nese vb.) kontrol

edebilirim. 000 0 0
13. Hoslanmadigim dersleri bile dikkatle
dinleyebilirim.

14. Bagkalar1 hoslanmadigim bir seyler yaptiginda
bunu onlara soyleyebilirim.

15. Kendimi kotii hissettigimde moralimi diizeltecek
bir seyler bulabilirim.

OO0 0 O 0
OO0 0 O 0
0O 00 0O 0
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16. Buittin konulari eksiksiz bir bigcimde (basariyla)
ogrenebilirim.

17. Bir arkadas grubuna eglenceli, komik bir seyler
(fikra, anm1 vb.) anlatabilirim.

18. Kendimi iyi hissettigimi herhangi bir arkadasima
sOyleyebilirim.

19. Okuldaki basarimla ailemi hosnut/mutlu
edebilirim.

20. Uzun siireli arkadasliklar kurabilirim (asgk,
dostluk gibi).

21. Hos olmayan diisiincelerimi (korku, kaygi, endise
vb. ) kontrol edebilirim.

22. Hazirlandigim biitiin smavlarda basarili
olabilirim.

23. Diger ¢ocuklar bana satagsa bile kavga ¢ikmasini
engelleyebilirim.
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Appendix K: Turkish Summary

ORTAOKUL OGRENCILERININ MAGDURIYETINDE ETKIiLi OLAN
OGRENCI VE OKUL DUZEYi FAKTORLERI: EKOLOJIK BiR BAKIS ACISI

1. GIRIS

Zorbalik insanoglunun acimasiz yonlerinden birisi olarak distiniilebilir.
Oldukca eski bir kavram olan zorbaliga iliskin tarih kitaplarinda ve edebi
eserlerde bircok Ornege rastlamak miimkiindiir. Ancak, zorbalikla ilgili ilk
bilimsel ve sistematik calismalar 1970'li yillarin baglarinda Iskandinav
iilkelerinde baglamistir (Olweus, 1993). 1982’de, Norve¢'te okul cagindaki
birka¢ ¢ocugun zorbalik sonucu intihar girisiminde bulunmas: medyanin ve
toplumun tepkisine yol agmis ve Norveg okullarinda zorbaligin 6nlenmesi igin
toplumsal bir kampanya baslatilmistir. 1980’'li ve 1990’lr yillarda, zorbalikla
ilgili calismalar diger iilkelerde de (6rnegin Japonya, Hollanda, Ingiltere,
Kanada, Amerika Birlesik Devletleri ve Avustralya) yayginlasmaya baslamistir
(Olweus, 1993). Son yillarda, diinyanin bir¢ok yerinde elde edilen arastirma
verileri bu sorunun boyutlarin1 gostermekte ve kavramin anlagilmasma katk:

saglamaktadir (Jimerson, Swearer, & Espelage, 2009).

Ik baslarda, Iskandinav iilkelerindeki alan yazinda, zorbalik i¢in mobbing ve
mobbning kavramlarimin kullanildigr dikkati ¢ekmektedir (Olweus, 1993, s. 8).
Ancak, zorbalik konusunda oncii ve yon verici bir otorite olan Dan Olweus,
kullanilan bu kavramlarin durumu agiklamada yeterli olmadigini diisiinmiis ve
bunlarin yerine zorbalilk, magduriyet ve zorba/magdur kavramlarmi

kullanmistir (Olweus, 1993). Bugiin, zorbalik kavrami diinyadaki birgok
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arastirmaci tarafindan kabul gormektedir (Harris & Petrie, 2003). Olweus’a
(1993) gore “bir 0grenci bir ya da daha fazla 6grencinin olumsuz davranislarina
tekrarlayan bir sekilde ve belli bir siire maruz kaldiginda zorbaliga ugramakta
ya da magdur olmaktadir” (s. 9). Bu tanimdaki olumsuz davranislar fiziksel
temasi, sozciikleri, yiiz ifadelerini ya da kaba jestleri ve kasitli bir sekilde
gruptan dislanmay1 icermektedir. Ancak, alan yazinda zorbalikla ilgili tek ya da
evrensel olarak {izerinde anlasilan bir tanimm olmadig1 goriilmektedir (Smith
ve ark., 2002). Bundan dolayi, kavram farkl sekillerde tanimlanmustir. Ornegin,
Farrington (1993, akt: Baldry & Farrington, 2000) zorbalii, daha giiclii bir
kisinin giicsiiz bir kisiye baski uygulayarak korkutmak, stres yaratmak ya da
zarar vermek niyetiyle fiziksel, sozel ya da psikolojik saldirida bulunma veya
goz korkutma seklinde tanumlamustir. Craig ve Pepler’in (2003) tanimma gore
zorbalik kisileraras1 giiciin saldirganlik yoluyla ifadesidir. Zorbaligin
tanimlarinda farkliliklar olmasma ragmen, arastirmacilarin {izerinde hem fikir
oldugu bir takim ortak kistaslar bulunmaktadir. Bunlar; gii¢ dengesizligi (zorba
magdurdan daha giigliidiir), zorbanin ayni magdura belli bir zaman diliminde
tekrarlayan saldirgan davranislarda bulunmasi ve magdurun kendisini
savunamamast durumudur (Olweus, 1993). Ilk iki kriter ayrica zorbalig:

saldirganliktan ayirmaktadir (Smith ve ark., 2002).

Zorbaligin ulusal ve uluslararas: diizeydeki yaygmhigma yonelik aragtirmalar,
zorbaligin okullarda siklikla karsilasilan bir sorun oldugunu gostermektedir.
Ornegin, Avrupa ve Kuzey Amerika’daki 35 iilkede, yaglar1 11 ile 15 arasinda
degisen 162,305 Ogrenci tlizerinde yapilan bir calisma (Due ve ark. 2009),
orneklemin % 21,9'unun zorbaliga gecen birkag ay iginde en az iki kere maruz
kaldigmi gostermistir. Bu ¢alismanin bir diger bulgusu da, zorbalik oranlarmin

tilkeler arasinda anlamli diizeyde farklilik gostermesidir (Due ve ark., 2009).
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Wang ve arkadaslar: (2012) 8,342 Cinli ortaokul 6grencileri ile ytirtittiikleri bir
calismada, ogrencilerin % 8,6’siin zorba, % 19’unun magdur ve % 6,7’sinin
zorba/magdur oldugunu tespit etmistir. Tiirkiye’de 1,154 ilkogretim Ogrencisi
tizerinde zorbalik sorununu inceleyen bir ¢alismada, 6grencilerin % 6,2’si zorba,
% 35,1'i magdur ve % 30,2’si zorba/magdur olarak smiflandirilmistir (Piskin,
2010). Kisaca, bu oranlar okullarda yasanan zorbalik olaylarmnin diinyanin

bircok tilkesinde, yaygmn bir sorun oldugunu gostermektedir.

Zorbaligin yayginligma karsin, bu sorunun ogrenciler tizerindeki olumsuz
etkileri egitimciler tarafindan genellikle g6z ardi edilmektedir (Cowie &
Jennifer, 2008). Ancak, zorbalik ¢ocuklarin fiziksel, zihinsel, sosyal ve duygusal
gelisimleri tizerinde baz1 yikic etkilere sahiptir. Bu olumsuz sonuglar kisa ya da
uzun vadede ortaya c¢ikabilmektedir. Zorbalik magduriyetinin kisa donemde
suca bulasma, madde kullanma, ceteye dahil olma (Carbone-Lopez, Esbensen,
& Brick, 2010) ve alkol kullanma (Peleg-Oren, Cardenas, Comerford, & Galea,
2012) riskini arttirmaktadir. Ayni zamanda, magdur olma diisiik benlik saygisi,
oz-yeterlik (Esbensen & Carson, 2009) ve agir ruhsal saglik sorunlari (0rnegin;
kasith bir sekilde viicuduna zarar verme, saldirgan davranislar ve psikotik

semptomlar gibi) (Arseneault, Bowes, & Shakoor, 2010) ile iliskilidir.

Zorbaliga okul yaslarinda maruz kalma, bireylerin sonraki yasamlar: i¢in de bir
risk faktorii olabilmektedir. Meta-analitik bir ¢alisma (Ttofi, Farrington, & Losel,
2012), zorbalik magduriyetinin yasamin sonraki donemlerinde siddete dahil
olma riskini arttirdigina isaret etmektedir. Okul yillarinda zorbaliga maruz
kalma ayni zamanda yasamin sonraki asamalarinda depresyon riskini de
arttirmaktadir. Lund ve arkadaslar1 (2009) ¢ocukluk yillarinda okulda zorbaliga

maruz kalma ile yasamin ileri donemlerindeki depresyon ile olan iliskisini
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inceledikleri boylamsal ¢alismada okul yillarinda zorbaliga maruz kalmanin 35-
51 yagslar1 arasinda depresyon yasama riskini arttirdigimi ortaya koymuslardir.
Bagka bir ¢alismada ise, sekiz yasinda zorbaliga maruz kalmanin 18 yaslarinda

intihar etme diistincesi ile iligkili oldugu bulunmustur (Klomek et al., 2008).

Zorbaliga maruz kalmanin yarattig1 birtakim olumsuz sonuglar yasal konular:
da giindeme getirmektedir. Formel egitim siirecinde, her birey egitimini giivenli
bir ortam igerisinde stirdiirme hakkma sahiptir. Bu hak ulusal ve uluslararas:
yasal diizenlemelerle giivence altma almmistir. Bu diizenlemelere paralel
olarak, Tiirkiye’de bazi dnleyici miidahaleler de gelistirilmistir. [lkégretim ve
orta 0gretimdeki siddetin kayg1 verici diizeyde olmasindan dolayi, Milli Egitim
Bakanlig1 egitim ortamlarinda siddetin onlenmesi ve azaltilmasi igin, 2006 ve
2011+ donemlerini kapsayan strateji ve eylem plani hazirlamistir (MEB, 2006).
Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisi 2006’da, okullarda ¢ocuklar ve gencler arasinda
artan siddet olaylarmi incelemek ve gerekli onlemleri almak icin bir arastirma
komisyonu olusturmustur (TBMM, 2007). Bu arastirma komisyonun raporu,
okullarda siddetin endise verici diizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir. Ilgili yasal
diizenlemeler ve komisyon raporlar1 dogrultusunda, Igisleri Bakanlig1 ile Milli
Egitim Bakanlig1 arasinda 2007’de bir protokol imzalanmistir (MEB, 2007). Bu
protokol, 2009’da yiriirliige girmistir. Protokol, okullarda giivenli bir ortamin
saglanmasi i¢in alinmasi gereken koruyucu ve onleyici miidahaleler ile ilgilidir.
Bu protokol kapsaminda, okullarda Okul Polisligi Projesi baslamistir ve proje

halen devam etmektedir.

Okullarda zorbaligin 6nlenmesi ve azaltilmasi, ulusal ve uluslararas: alanda
yasal diizenlenmelerin anlasilmasimni gerekli kilmaktadir. Ayni1 zamanda, bu

soruna farkli diizeylerde etki eden faktorlerin incelenmesi de bir zorunluluk
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olarak ortaya c¢ikmaktadir. Zorbalikla ilgili yapilan ¢alismalar, bu sorunun
bircok ekolojik diizeyde gesitli faktorlerden etkilendigini ortaya koymaktadir
(Huang, Hong, & Espelage, 2012; Khoury-Kassabri, 2011; Lee, 2011). Bundan
dolay, aragtirmacilar (6rnegin, Swearer & Espelage, 2004) zorbaligin dogru bir
sekilde anlasilabilmesi ve etkili zorbalik programlarinin gelistirilebilmesi igin
bir¢ok yontemin ve bilgi kaynagimin kullanildigi, ¢cok diizeyli degerlendirmelere
ihtiya¢ oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Ancak, zorbalikla ilgili alan yazin daha ¢ok

bireysel faktorler diizeyine odaklanmustir.

Zorbalikk ve magduriyet siirecinin anlasilmasina yonelik bazi kuramsal
aciklamalar da mevcuttur. Biyolojik-genetik agiklamalar, baglanma kuramz,
sosyal bilgi isleme kurami, bilissel sosyal O0grenme kuramlar1 ve ekolojik
sistemler kurami en yaygmn kullanilan kuramsal aciklamalar igerisinde yer
almaktadirlar. Ancak, ekolojik bakis agisinin disindaki kuramsal yaklagimlar
daha ¢ok bireysel dinamiklere odaklanmakta ve zorbalik siirecindeki sosyal
ortami goz ardi etmektedirler. Ancak, zorbalik karsilikli iliskisel siiregleri
icermektedir. Bu slire¢ igerisinde, zorba ve magdurun kisisel oOzellikleri,
ogretmenlerin ve diger 6grencilerin varlig1 ve okulun sosyal ortami karsilikli bir
etkilesim icindedir. Bundan dolay1 zorbalig1, genetik ve davranigsal bir egilim
ya da iki ¢ocuk arasmdaki bir iliski sorunu olarak gormek, bu sorunun dogru
anlagilmasini olumsuz etkileyebilmektedir. Zorbalik ve magduriyet siirecindeki
dinamikler arasindaki etkilesimlerin daha genis bir sosyal ¢evrede ve belli
zaman dilimi icerisinde incelenmesi gerekmektedir. Ekolojik bakis agis1 diger

kuramsal yaklasimlara gore bu konuda 6nemli bir katki saglayabilir.

Okullardaki zorbalik olaylar: bir¢ok etkenle iliskilidir. Sadece bireysel (biyolojik

ve/veya psikolojik) degil, ayn1 zamanda okul, aile, mahalle ve daha genis sosyal
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ortam kosullarini iceren faktorler zorbalik tizerinde etkilidir. Bu faktorlerin
karsilikli etkilesimleri de bazi sorunlarin ortaya ¢ikmasma yol agabilir.
Zorbaligin ¢ok boyutlu bir sorun olmasi kuramsal olarak daha kapsamli bir
bakis acismi gerektirmektedir. Bundan dolayi, ¢ocuklarin yasamini saran
koruyucu ve risk faktorlerinin anlasilmasi i¢in kullanish bir kuramsal gergeve
saglayan ekolojik bakis agis1 (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) zorbalik ¢alismalarma 1s1k
tutmaktadir. Ekolojik sistem yaklasimi bireyi sistemin merkezine koymaktadir.
Bireyin etrafinda onu etkileyen bircok yakin ve uzak sistem yer almaktadir.
Bireysel ozellikler magdur olma riskini attirabilirken, ayn1 zamanda zorbalik
magduriyetiyle bas etmede bir koruyucu rol iistlenebilir. Kiginin cinsiyeti diger
sistemlere aracilik yapabilir. Birey bir aile sistemi iginde yer almaktadir. Bu
acidan, aile igerisindeki iliskiler kisinin zorbaliga katilimin etkileyecektir. Birey
akranlariyla birlikte bir okul sistemi igerisinde yer almaktadir. Okul sistemi
icerisindeki akran iligkileri ve okul ikliminin niteligini zorbaliga katilimi
belirleyecektir. Okul sistemi disinda, birey daha genis ekolojik sistemlerle kars:
karsiya gelmektedir. Sosyal ve kiiltiirel Ozellikler benzer sekilde diger
sistemlerde oldugu gibi siireci sekillendirecektir (Swearer & Espelage, 2004).
Zorbaligin toplum tarafindan normallestirilmesi Ogretmenlerin egitim
yontemlerini ve ailelerin ¢ocuk yetistirme tarzlarini da sekillendirecektir. Bunun
bir sonucu olarak, ekolojik sistemler birey lizerinde dogrudan ve dolayl etkilere

sahip olacaktur.

1.1 Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu calismada, ilkogretim oOgrencilerinin akran magduru ve zorba magduru
olma olasiliklarina etki eden 6grenci (cinsiyet, yas, akademik basari, akademik

0z-yeterlik, sosyal 0z-yeterlik, duygusal 0z-yeterlik, adalet, diizen ve disiplin,
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veli katilimi, kaynaklarin paylasimi, o6grencilerin kisileraras: iligkileri, 6grenci-
ogretmen iligkileri) ve okul diizeyi degiskenlerinin (okul iklimi, okul
blytkligii, 6grenci-0gretmen orani, okulda 6zel giivenlik personelinin varligs,
okuldaki mazeretsiz devamsizlik orani, okuldaki disiplin cezas: sayisi, okulun

gelir ortalamasi ve okulun akademik basarisi) roliinii incelemek amaglanmastir.

1.2 Arastirma Sorulan

Bu ¢alismada asagidaki sorulara yanit bulmaya ¢alisilmigtir:

1. Akran magduru ve zorba magduru log-odds’larinda (magdur

olmayanlara gore) okullar arasinda anlamli bir farklilasma var midir?

2. C)grenCi diizeyi degiskenleri (cinsiyet, yas, akademik basari, akademik
oz-yeterlik, sosyal Oz-yeterlik, duygusal oz-yeterlik, adalet, diizen ve
disiplin, veli katilimi, kaynaklarmn paylasimi, 6grencilerin kisilerarasi
iligkileri, 6grenci-6gretmen iliskileri) akran magduru ve zorba magduru
olma olasiligini (magdur olmayanlara gore) anlamli bir sekilde

yordamakta midir?

3. Okul diizeyi degiskenleri (okul iklimi, okul biytkligl, o6grenci-
Oogretmen orani, okulda Ozel giivenlik personelinin varligi, okuldaki
mazeretsiz devamsizlik orani, okuldaki disiplin cezasi sayisi, okulun
gelir ortalamasi ve okulun akademik basarisi), Ogrenci diizeyi
degiskenlerini (duygusal 0z-yeterlik, adalet, diizen ve disiplin,

kaynaklarin paylasimi ve Ogrencilerin kisileraras: iliskileri) kontrol

168



ettikten sonra, akran magduru ve zorba magduru olma olasiligim

(magdur olmayanlara gore) anlamli bir sekilde yordamakta midir?

1.2 Arastirmanin Onemi

Zorbalik ve magduriyet siireci, kisisel ve kisilerarasi faktorlerin ortak karmasik
etkileri sonucunda olusmaktadir (Swearer & Doll, 2001). Aymi zamanda,
zorbalik ve magduriyet sistemik bir sorun (Craig & Pepler, 2003) ya da zorba,
magdur ve sosyal ¢evre arasimndaki karsilikli iliski (Atlas & Pepler, 1998) olarak
da tamimlanmaktadir. Insan davramisi {izerinde bireysel dzellikler dnemli bir
etkiye sahiptir. Ancak, c¢evresel faktOrlerin roliiniin dikkate alinmamasi
zorbaligin ¢ok diizeyli bir acidan degerlendirilmesini engelleyebilir ve bunun
sonucunda arastirmacilar zorbaligin olasi nedenlerini yeteri kadar
anlayamayabilirler (Hong & Espelage, 2012). Zorbaliga yonelik etkili miidahale
ve Onleyici programlarinin gelistirilmesi de, bu sosyal cevrenin ne kadar
anlasildig ile iligkilidir (Swearer & Espelage, 2004). Zorbalik ve magduriyetin
karmasik yapisindan dolayi, arastirmacilarin farkh ekolojik sistemler icerisinde
yer alan cesitli faktOrlerin bu silire¢ {tizerindeki etkilerini anlamasi

gerekmektedir.

Son yillarda, okul ¢ag1 ¢cocuklar1 arasindaki zorbalik davranislar tizerinde bazi
ekolojik faktorlerin etkilerini anlamaya yonelik ¢abalar s6z konusudur (Khoury-
Kassabri, 2011; Lee, 2011). Zorbalik ve magduriyetin ¢ok diizeyli baglamlar
icerisinde degerlendirilmesine yonelik diinya ¢apinda artan bir ilgi olmasma
ragmen, bu tiir aragtirmalar Tirkiye’deki zorbalik alan yazminda siklikla goz
ard1 edilmis ve var olan ¢alismalarin biiyiik bir gogunlugu 6grenci diizeyindeki

faktorler tizerine odaklanmistir. Alan yazinla paralel olarak, bu calismada
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ekolojik yaklasim kuramsal bir bakis acis1 olarak ele alinmis ve Tiirkiye’deki
ortaokul 6grencileri arasindaki magduriyet olaylarinda etkili olan 6grenci ve
okul diizeyi faktorlerinin anlasilmasi agisindan 6nceki ¢alismalara 6nemli bir

katki saglamas1 amaglanmastir.

Magduriyet tizerinde gevresel faktorlerin etkilerinin arastirilmasi, zorbaligin
kiiltiirel boyutlarimi ortaya ¢ikararak, diinya ¢apinda yapilan ¢alismalara katk:
saglamaktadir. Swearer ve Espelage (2004) alan yazindaki zorbalik
arastirmalarinin  ¢cogunun Avrupa, Avustralya ve Kanada’'da yapildigini
belirtmektedir. Arastirma verilerinin ¢ogunun Bati {iilkelerinde toplanmis
olmasi, diger kiiltiirlerde zorbaliga etki eden cesitli faktorlerin ¢ok diizeyli

arastirmalarla incelenmesini gerektirmektedir.

Bu c¢alismanin onemli noktalarindan bir tanesi, okul diizeyinde zorbalik
magduriyetine etki eden bircok faktdrii bir araya getirmesidir. Onceki
calismalarda bu faktorlerden bazilarina (okul iklimi, okul organizasyon
faktorleri gibi) odaklanilsa da, bu ¢alismada s6z konusu degiskenlerin bir¢ogu
bir arada ele alinmistir. Ayrica, okul iklimi degiskeni daha onceki ¢alismalarda
okul diizeyinde bir degisken olarak ele almmustir. Bu ¢alismada, okul iklimi
degiskeni hem ogrenci hem de okul diizeyinde analizlere dahil edilmistir.
Ozellikle, zorbalik magduriyeti ile iliskili olan okul iklimi boyutlarinin &grenci
diizeyinde belirlenmesi ilgili alan yazina onemli bir katk: saglayacaktir. Genel
bir okul iklimi hakkinda konusmak yerine, bu degiskenler arasindaki iligkileri
acikliga kavusturmak, dnleme ve miidahale stratejilerinin daha etkili olmasina

yardimc olacaktir.
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Sosyal cevrenin Ogrenci davranislar1 ve iliskileri tizerindeki onemli etkisi, bu
etkilerin arastirilabilmesi anlaminda daha ileri diizey istatistiksel analizleri
gerektirmektedir. Asamali dogrusal modeller, asamali genellestirilmis dogrusal
modeller ya da ¢ok diizeyli modeller bu modellere 6rnek bazi analizlerdir ve
Tiirkiye’de sosyal bilimler alaninda genellikle az kullanilmaktadir. Daha 6nceki
calismalarda, arastirmacilar, bu tiir istatistiksel yontemler olmadig: i¢in insan
davraniglarinin karmasik yapisini inceleyememislerdir (Luke, 2004). Ancak,
gluntimiizde, mevcut sosyal olaylarn ve insan davraniginin karmasikligini goz
oniinde bulunduran ve bunlar1 aragtiran daha ¢ok c¢alismaya ihtiyag
duyulmaktadir. Bu baglamda, bu calisma bu boslugu doldurmay:1 ve asamali
genellestirilmis dogrusal modellemeyi kullanarak zorbalik magduriyeti

hakkinda daha ¢ok i¢ gorii saglamay1 amacglamaktadir.

Ogrenciler arasinda gerceklesen zorbalikk olaylar1 cgesitli  sekillerde
degerlendirilmektedir. Zorbalik davraniglarin1  degerlendirmede siklikla
gozlem, Ogrencilerle gortisme ve Ogrencinin kendi bildirimi kullanilmaktadir.
Bunlar arasinda en yaygin kullanilan ise, kendi bildirim yontemidir (Furlong et
al, 2010). Alan vyazinda, zorbaligin farkli sekillerde ele alinmasi ve

tanimlanmasindan dolay1 bir¢ok kendi bildirim 6l¢gme araci bulunmaktadr.

Okul zorbaligmin dogru bir sekilde anlasilmasi bu olaylarin ne kadar etkili bir
sekilde degerlendirildigi ile iliskilidir. Bu anlamda, zorbaligin dogru bir sekilde
degerlendirilmesi etkili miidahale ve onleyici programlarmn hazirlanmasina
katki saglayacak, ayni zamanda, zorbalik c¢alismalarnin sonuglarinin
karsilastirilmasi icin arastirmacilar arasinda ortak bir temel olusturacaktir (Greif
& Furlong, 2006). Zorbalikla ilgili kendini bildirim 6lgeklerindeki farklilasma ve

tilkelerdeki zorbalik magduriyetindeki yaygmlik oranlarinin degismesi,
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zorbaligin kendi bildirim Ol¢timleri ile degerlendirilmesi konusunda bir takim

endiselerin olusmasina yol agmaktadr.

Uygulamacilar agisindan da, bu c¢alismanin onemli katkilar:1 olabilir. Bu
calismanin bulgulari, o6zellikle, okul psikolojik damigmanlarinin okullarda
psikolojik damisma ve rehberlik hizmetlerini planlarken, bireysel ve okul
degiskenlerinden hangilerini dikkate alabilecekleri konusunda bir farkindalik
saglayabilir. Bu farkindalik, zorbaligi azaltmaya yonelik etkili Onleyici

programlarin ve miidahale yontemlerinin gelistirilmesine katki saglayabilir.

2. YONTEM

Bu boéliimde arastirmanin yontemsel siiregleri ele alinmistir. Bu kapsamda;
arastirma deseni, drneklem, 6l¢gme araglari, veri toplama siireci ve veri analizi

stiregleri hakkinda bilgi verilmistir.

2.1 Arastirmanin Deseni

Bu aragtirma, magduriyet siirecinde etkili olan 6grenci diizeyi faktorler ile okul
diizeyi faktorleri arasindaki iligkileri inceleyen iliskisel bir arastirma desenine
sahiptir. Iligkisel arastirma deseni, iki ya da daha fazla degisken arasindaki
iligskileri, bu degiskenleri etkilemeden incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Ayrica bu
tiir desenler degiskenler arasindaki iliskilerin giicti ve yonii hakkinda da bilgi
verir (Bordens & Abbott, 2008; Jackson, 2011). Iliskisel arastirmalar, degiskenler
arasindaki iligkileri tanimlayarak Onemli bir durumu agiklarlar (Bordens &

Abbott, 2008) ve bu iligkileri tanimlama siireci ¢ok daha karmasik iligkisel
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tekniklerin (yapisal esitlik, asamali dogrusal modeller gibi) kullanilmasini

gerekli kilmaktadir.

2.2 Orneklem

Bu calismada, cok asamali kiime Ornekleme kullamilmistir. Oncelikle,
Ankara’daki 25 ilgeden 5i rastlantisal olarak secilmistir. Sonrasinda, her ilceden
ikiser ortaokul segilmistir. Secilen her ortaokulda bulunan her sinif diizeyinden

de ikiser sinif segilmistir. Arastirmaya toplamda 16 okul katilmastir.

Arastirma Orneklemi toplamda 1557 ortaokul ogrencisinden olusmaktadir.
Katilimcilarin 832 (% 53,5)'si erkek, 725 (% 46,5)'i kiz 6grencidir. Katilimcilarin
yaslar1 10 ile 16 (Ort. = 13.03, Ss = .95) arasinda degismektedir. Sinif diizeylerine
gore dagilim incelendiginde, 527 (% 33,9)’sinin altinci sinif, 530 (% 34,1)unun
yedinci smif ve 497 (% 32,0)'sinin sekizinci smif diizeyinde oldugu

goriilmektedir.

2.3 Olgme Araclar

Bu calismada; Kisisel Bilgi Formu, California Zorba Magduriyeti Olgegi
(CZMC); Felix, Sharkey, Green, Furlong, & Tanigawa, 2011), Okul [klimi Olgegi

(Oi@; Emmons, Haynes, & Comer, 2002) ve Cocuklar Icin Oz-Yeterlik Olgegi
(COO; Muris, 2001) 6l¢me araci olarak kullanilmustir.
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2.3.1 Kisisel Bilgi Formu

Kisisel Bilgi Formu ile 6grenci ve okul diizeyindeki degiskenler hakkinda bilgi
elde etmek amaglanmistir. Ogrenci diizeyindeki degiskenlerle iliskili olarak;
ogrencilere cinsiyetleri, yaslari, smif diizeyleri, ailelerinin ekonomik gelirleri,
anne-babalarinin mesleklerinin ne oldugu ve akademik basarilarma yonelik
sorular sorulmustur. Okul diizeyindeki degiskenlerle ilgili olarak; okul
idarecilerine okullarmin btytikligii, akademik basarisi, disiplin cezas1 sayisi,
ozel giivenlik personelinin ¢alistirilip ¢alistirilmadigi, okullarindaki mazeretsiz
devamsizlik oranlar1 ve Ogrenci-6gretmen oranlarina yonelik sorular

yoneltilmistir.

2.3.2 California Zorba Magduriyeti Olcegi (CZMO)

California Zorba Magduriyeti Olgegi (Felix ve ark., 2011) (Olgek igin bknz
Appendix G) ortaokul 6grencileri arasindaki zorbalik magduriyetini belirlemek
amaciyla kullanilan bir 6l¢me aracidir. Bu 6l¢gme araci, herhangi bir zorbalik
kavrami ve tanimi kullanmadan, zorbalik magduriyetinin bir¢cok boyutunu
olcmektedir. Olgek, zorbaligin temel bilesenlerini (zarar verme niyetinde olmak,
gli¢c dengesizligi ve bir zaman dilimi igerisinde tekrar eden olaylar) goz oniinde
bulundurarak, zorbalik magduriyetini akran magduriyetinden ayirt eder. Olgek
yedi magduriyet maddesi ile magduriyet yasantilarmi hakkinda bilgi almaya
yonelik bazi ek sorulardan olusmaktadir. Katilimcilara, magduriyet
maddelerinde yer alan zorbalik olaylarinin ne siklikta baslarma geldigi besli
derecelendirme (0 = Son bir ay i¢inde hi¢ olmadi, 1 = Son bir ay icinde bir kez oldu, 2
= Bir ay i¢inde 2-3 kez oldu, 3 = Haftada bir kez oldu ve 4 = Haftada birkag kez oldu)

tizerinden sorulur. Yedi maddeden sonra, gii¢c dengesizligini belirlemek igin,
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katilimcilara zorbalik yapan kisinin kendilerinden ne derece daha popiiler, zeki
ve fiziksel olarak gii¢lii olduguna dair ficlii derecelendirme {izerinde bir soru
sorulur. Magduriyet kategorilerinin belirlenmesinde, daha onceden Solberg ve
Olweus (2003) tarafindan belirlenen smiflamaya yakin bir sistem
kullanilmaktadir. Hicbir magduriyet yasantisi olmayan kisiler “magdur
olmayan”, zorbalik ifadelerinden en az birine “bir ay i¢inde 2-3 kez oldu” diyen
ve herhangi bir gli¢ dengesizligi belirtmeyen kisiler “akran magduru”, benzer
sekilde zorbalik ifadelerinden en az birine “bir ay icinde 2-3 kez oldu” diyen
ancak herhangi bir gili¢ dengesizligi belirten kisiler “zorba magdur” olarak

siniflanmaktadir.

Olgegin orijinal formunun iki hafta arayla test-tekrar-test giivenirligi cesitli
yontemlerle hesaplanmistir. Olgegin toplam puanlari arasindaki korelasyonlar
besinci ve altinci siniflar igin .80, yedinci ve sekizinci siniflar igin .83’tiir. Her bir
madde igin Cohen’in Kappa katsayilar1 .46 ile .64 arasinda degismektedir.
Ogrencilerin siniflandirilmasia iliskin Cohen’in Kappa katsayist ise, yiizdelik
uyumu = 89.6, kappa = .71’dir. Orijinal formdan elde edilen puanlar, Swearer
Zorba Olgegi puanlariyla pozitif yonde anlaml iligkiliyken; Ogrenci Yasam
Doyumu Olgegi, Okula Baglilik Olgegi ve Cocuklarda Umut Olgegi puanlariyla
negatif yonde anlamli iligkilidir (Felix ve ark., 2011).

Orijinal 0l¢gme araci Amerika Birlesik Devletleri'ndeki ilkogretim Ogrencileri
tizerinde gelistirilmistir. Bu nedenle 6lgegi Tiirkiye’deki ortaokul ogrencileri
tizerinde kullanabilmek igin gegerlik ve giivenirlik ¢alismasi yapilmaistir.
Olgegin uyarlama calismasina, 313 (163 (% 52,1) kiz, 150 (% 47,9) erkek)
ortaokul Ogrencisi katilmistir. Katilimeilarin yas ortalamas: 12.6 (Ss = .98)"dur.

Olgegin benzer dlgek gecerligi Olweus Zorba/Magdur Anketi (OZMA; Olweus,
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1996) ile incelemistir. Buna gore, her iki dlgegin arasinda pozitif yonlii ytliksek
bir iliski (n = 92, r = .73, p < .001) bulunmustur. Her iki 6l¢gme aracinin
magduriyeti siiflama tutarliklar1 da incelemistir. Sonuglar, katilimcilarin
siiflandirilmasinda 6lgme araglarimin  birbirlerinden farklilastigini ortaya
koymaktadir (ylizdelik uyumu = .63; « = .22; x>*= 6.7, p < .05). Bu bulgu,
magduriyetin ol¢limiindeki farkhiliklarin farkli bulgulara yol actigia (Felix ve
ark., 2011) iliskin bir kanuttir. Olgegin yordama gegerligi icin, Kisa Cok Boyutlu
Ogrenci Yasam Doyum Olgegi (Seligson ve ark., 2003) ve Cocuklarda Umut
C)lgegi (Snyder ve ark., 1997) kullanilmistir. Sonuglara gore, magduriyet toplam
puanlari ile yasam doyumu puanlar: arasinda anlamli ve negatif bir iligki (r = -
.29, p <.05) bulunurken, magduriyet toplam puanlar1 ile umut puanlari arasinda
anlamli olmayan negatif yonlii bir iliski bulunmustur (r = -.13, p > .05). Yasam
doyum ve umut puanlarinin gruplara (magdur olmayan, akran magduru ve
zorba magdur) gore degisip degismedigi de incelenmistir. Buna gore, akran ve
zorba magdurlar1 magdur olmayanlara gore daha diisitk yasam doyumuna
[F(2, 95) = 5.54, p < .01] ve umut puanlarma [F(2, 95) = 8.28, p < .001] sahiptir.
Akran magdurlar1 ile zorba magdurlar1 arasinda yasam doyumu ve umut
puanlari agisindan anlamli bir farklilasma yoktur. Olgegin Cronbach alfa ic-
tutarlik giivenirlik katsayis tiim o6lgek igin .72 (n = 313)"dir. Iki hafta arayla test-
tekrar-test gilivenirlik katsayis1 ise .82 (n = 66, p < .001)'dir. Kategoriler

arasindaki tutarlik ise ytizdelik uyumu = .85; « = .46; x* 14.22, p < .001"dir.

2.3.3 Okul iklimi Ol¢egi (Oi0)

Hkégretim ogrencileri i¢in revize edilmis Okul Iklimi Olgegi (Emmons ve ark.,
2002) (6lgek icin bknz Appendix H) okulun genel iklimini ve okul ortamindaki
yetiskinler ile Ogrenciler arasindaki iligkilerin niteligini Ol¢gmek igin

176



gelistirilmistir. Olgek 37 maddeden olusmakta, {iclii derecelendirme (3 =
Katiliyorum, 2 = Emin degilim ve 1 = Katilmiyorum) lizerinden yanitlanmaktadir.
Olgek toplamda alt1 alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Bu boyutlar; adalet (5 madde),
diizen ve disiplin (7 madde), veli katilim1 (5 madde), kaynaklarin paylasimi (4
madde), oOgrencilerin kisileraras: iliskileri (7 madde) ve 0Ogrenci-6gretmen
iligkileri (4 madde) seklindedir. olgegin orijinal formunun puanlar
hesaplanirken 6ncelikle baz1 maddeler tersten kodlanir (maddeler: 1, 6, 9, 12, 14,
20, 21, 23, 24 ve 33). C)lgekten elde edilen yiiksek puanlar daha fazla olumlu
okul iklimine isaret etmektedir. Olgegin alt boyutlar1 i¢in Cronbach alfa ig-
tutarlik giivenirlik katsayilar1 .68 ile .87 arasinda degismektedir (Emmons ve
ark., 2002). Olgegin dogrulayici faktor analizi 2,746 6grenci iizerinde yapilmis
(Ware, 2003) ve model uyum iyiligi indeksleri su sekildedir: [y?(614, n = 2,749) =
3832.21, p <.001; NNFI =.90; CFI = .91; GFI = .92; SRMR = .05; RMSEA = .04].

Amerika Birlesik Devletleri'ndeki ilkogretim Ogrencileri {izerinde gelistirilen
Olgegin Turkiye'deki kullanimi igin gegerlik ve gilivenirlik calismalar:
yapilmistir. Uyarlama calismasi, 314 (140 (% 44,4) erkek ve 175 (% 55,6) kiz)
ortaokul 0grencisiyle yapilmistir. Katilimcilarin yas ortalamasi 13 (Ss = .94) tiir.
Olgegin alt1 faktorlii yapismm, calisma orneklemi {izerinde gegerli olup
olmadigmi test etmek icin dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Analiz
sonuglarmna gore, 6lgegin alt1 faktorlii yapisi yeterli uyum iyiligi indekslerine
sahiptir [¥%(579, n = 314) = 969.13, p < .001; NNFI = .96; CFI = .96; SRMR = .04;
RMSEA = .046]. Olgegin Cronbach alfa ic-tutarlik katsayis1 tiim Olgek icin .90
bulunurken, bu katsayilar alt boyutlar icin .56 ile .86 arasinda degismektedir.
Olgegin iki hafta arayla elde edilen test-tekrar-test giivenirlik katsayilar tiim

Olgek igin .67, alt boyutlar i¢in .50 ile .73 arasinda degismektedir.
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2.3.4 Cocuklar icin Oz-Yeterlik Olcegi (COO)

Cocuklar icin Oz-Yeterlik C)lgegi (Muris, 2001) (6lgek igin bknz Appendix I)
ogrencilerin 6z-yeterlik inanglarin1 degerlendirmek amaciyla kullanilmaktadir.
Olgegin orijinal formu 24 maddeden olusmakta ve begli derecelendirme (1 =
Hicbir zaman’dan 5 = Her zamana kadar) iizerinden yanitlanmaktadir. Olgek ii¢
alt boyuttan olugsmaktadir. Bunlar; akademik 6z-yeterlik, sosyal 6z-yeterlik ve
duygusal Oz-yeterlik boyutlaridir. Her boyut sekiz maddeden olusmaktadir.
Olgekten alinan yiiksek puanlar yiiksek dz-yeterlik inancina isaret etmektedir.
Cronbach alfa i¢-tutarhik gilivenirlik katsayisi tiim Olgek puani igin .88, alt

boyutlar i¢in ise .85 ile .88 arasinda degismektedir.

Olgegin Tiirkge'ye uyarlamasi ise Celikkaleli, Giindogdu ve Kiran Esen (2006)
tarafindan lise 6grencileri tizerinde yapilmistir. Uyarlama ¢alismasinda orijinal
taktor yapisi elde edilmistir. Ancak Olgekteki bir madde (madde 24) disiik
faktor yiikiine sahip oldugu icin arastirmacilar tarafindan 6lgekten ¢ikarilmaistir.
Bunun yani sira, orijinal 6lgekte duygusal 0z-yeterlik boyutunda yer alan bir
madde (madde 18) sosyal 0z-yeterlik boyutuna ytiklenmistir. Benzer sekilde,
orijinal Olcekte sosyal 0z-yeterlik boyutunda yer alan bir madde (madde 23)
duygusal oz-yeterlik boyutuna yiiklenmistir. Olgegin Tiirkge formu 23
maddeden ve 3 alt boyuttan olugsmaktadir. Olgegin Cronbach alfa ig¢-tutarhik
gtivenirlik katsayisi toplam 6lgek puani icin .78, alt boyutlar igin ise .64 ile 71
arasinda degismektedir. Yapilan ek gecerlik calismasinda ise, Olgegin alt
boyutlarinin puanlar1 depresyon ile negatif yonde anlamli iligkili bulunmustur

(Celikkaleli ve ark., 2006).
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Olgegin Tirkce'ye uyarlama c¢alismasmnim lise Ogrencileri {izerinde
yapilmasindan dolayi, bu c¢alisma kapsaminda oOlgegin yapisinin ortaokul
ogrencileri tizerinde nasil isledigini gormek icin gecgerlik ve giivenirlik
calismalar1 yapilmistir. Calismaya, 329 (151 (% 45,9) erkek, 178 (% 54,1) kiz)
ortaokul oOgrencisi katilmistir. Bu oOgrenciler rastlantisal bir gsekilde ana
calismanin Ornekleminde segilmistir. Katihmcilarin yaslar: 10 ile 16 arasinda
degismektedir. Yas ortalamasi 12.90 (Ss = .96)'dir. Orijinal ve uyarlama
formunda elde edilen {i¢ faktorlii yapinin, ortaokul 6grencileri tizerinde gegerli
olup olmadigim test etmek icin dogrulayia faktor analizi yapilmistir. Analiz
sonuglarmna gore, dlgegin ti¢ faktorlii yapisi yeterli uyum iyiligi indekslerine
sahiptir [¥%(227, n = 329) = 882.39, p < .001; NNFI = .91; CFI = .91; SRMR = .08;
RMSEA = .09]. Olgegin Cronbach alfa i¢-tutarlik katsayisi tiim lgek igin .90
bulunurken, bu katsayilar alt boyutlar igin .77 ile .86 arasinda degismektedir.
Elde edilen giivenirlik katsayilarinin uyarlama calismasinda rapor edilen

katsayilara gore daha yiiksek ve yeterli oldugu gortilmektedir.

2.4 Veri Toplam Siireci

Bu ¢alisma ortaokul 6grencilerinin katilimini gerektirdigi igin, oncelikle Orta
Dogu Teknik Universitesinin Etik Kurul onay1 (onay mektubu igin bknz
Appendix A) ve Ankara il Milli Egitim Miidiirliigii'niin onay1 (onay mektubu
icin bknz Appendix B) alinmistir. Resmi onaylar alindiktan sonra okullar ziyaret
edilmis ve arastirmanin amaci agiklanmistir. Okul yoneticilerinin yardima ile
smiflara girilerek uygulamalar gergeklestirilmistir. Uygulamalar, 6grencilerin
olcekleri doldurma hizlarma bagh olarak, yaklasik olarak 30-40 dakika kadar
sirmiistiir. Uygulamalar 2011-2012 egitim-6gretim yilinda Ankara’da

gerceklestirilmistir. Veri toplama siireci ilk donemin ortasinda baslamis ve
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donem bitmeden bir ay dncesinde uygulamalar tamamlanmaistir. Veri toplama
stirecinde etik konulara (bilgilendirilmis onay, goniilliiliik, gizlilik) o6zellikle

dikkat edilmistir.

2.5 Veri Analizi

Ogrenci ve okul diizeyi etkilerinin yer aldig1 kapsamli bir modeli test etmek icin
asamal1 genellestirilmis dogrusal modelleme (AGDM) yapilmistir. Analizler
HLM 7 (S. Raudenbush, Bryk, & Congdon, 2010) istatistik program ile
yapilmistir. Asamali dogrusal modeller bagimli degisken siirekli puan veren bir
degisken oldugunda uygulanirken, asamali genellestirilmis dogrusal modeller
ise bagimli degisken siralama veya smiflama 6lgegi gibi tiirlerde oldugunda
tercih edilmektedir. Bu calismada bagimli degisken ¢oklu kategorili (magdur
olmayan, akran magdur ve zorba magdur) oldugu icin iki diizeyli AGDM

yapilmustir.

Ogrenci diizeyinde yer alan degiskenler; magdur olma (“dahil olmayan”
referans grup), cinsiyet (“kizlar” referans grup), yas, akademik basari,
akademik oz-yeterlik, sosyal 6z-yeterlik, duygusal 6z-yeterlik, adalet, diizen ve
disiplin, veli katilimi, kaynaklarin paylasimi, 6grencilerin kisilerarasi iligkileri,
ogrenci-ogretmen iligkileridir. Okul diizeyinde yer alan degiskenler ise; okul
biiytikligii, okulun akademik ortalamasi, okuldaki disiplin cezasi sayisi, okulda
ozel giivenlik personelinin varligi (“hayir” referans grup), mazeretsiz
devamsizlik orani, 6grenci-0gretmen orani, okulun gelir ortalamas: ve okul

iklimi ortalamasidir.
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Bu calismadaki arastirma sorularma yamit aranirken, AGDM siirecinde belli
asamalardan gegcilmistir. Oncelikle, okullar arasinda akran ve zorba
magdurlarmin log odds’larmin (log-bahis ya da bahislerin logaritmasinin)
farklilasip farklilasmadigini arastirmak igin kosulsuz model test edilmistir.
Sonrasinda, 6grenci diizeyindeki degiskenlerin akran ve zorba magduru olma
olasiligin1 ne derece yordadiginmi belirlemek igin kosullu diizey-1 modeli test
edilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglara gore, anlamli olmayan degiskenler modelden
cikarilarak analiz tekrarlanmistir. Son olarak, 6grenci diizeyi degiskenlerinin
etkilerini kontrol ederek, okul diizeyindeki degiskenlerin akran ve zorba
magduru olma olasiligini ne derece yordadigimi belirlemek i¢in kosullu diizey-2

modeli test edilmistir.

3. BULGULAR

Arastirma alt amaclarma uygun olarak sirasiyla tesadiifi etkili tek yonlii
ANOVA (model 1), tesadiifii katsayilar (model 2), kesisim ve egimin kriter

olarak tanimlandig1 model (model 3) test edilmistir.

3.1 Kosulsuz Model

Bu asamada, "Akran ve zorba magdur log-odds’larinda (nij ve nz) okullar
arasinda istatistiksel olarak onemli bir farklilik var midir?" sorusuna kanit
saglamak icin diizey-1 kosulsuz modelin kesisim varsaymmimin smanmasi

amaclanmastir.

Model 1’e (kosulsuz model) gore, ortalama bir okuldaki (Us= 0) 6grenciler igin

akran magduru kategorisinde bulunma log-odds'u, katilmayanlarin log-
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odds’larindan daha biiytiktiir, yoom = .72; tis= 8.38; p = .00. Bu da, exp{.72} =
2.05lik odds’a, bu odds da 1/1+exp{.72} = % 33’liikk bir olasiliga karsilik
gelmektedir. Benzer sekilde, zorba-magdur kategorisinde bulunma log-odds’u,
katilmayanlarin log-odds’undan daha ytiiksektir, yooe = .28; t1s= 2.53; p = .00. Bu
da, exp{.28}= 1.32’lik odds’a, bu odds da 1/1+exp{.28} = % 43’liik bir olasiliga

karsilik gelmektedir.

Ayrica akran magduru (Tooayoy = 05 xis = 26.33; p =.03) ve zorba
magduru(too2yo0(2)= -12; x%s = 37.23; p = .00)log-odds’larinda (katilmayanlara
gore) okullar arasinda istatistiksel agidan 6nemli bir farkliliklar bulunmaktadar.
Akran magduru log-odds’larmin .72 ortalama (.05 varyansl) etrafinda normal
dagildiklar1 varsayildiginda, okullarin % 95’inin .72 F 1.96 * V.05 = .28 ile 1.16
arasinda akran magduru olma olasiligma sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Bu
sonuca gore, bir 0grencinin katilmayan kategorisinden ¢ok akran magduru
kategorisinde siniflandirilma olasiligi, bazi okullarda digerlerinden yaklasik

olarak 4.14 kat daha fazladir.

Ozetle, 6grenci diizeyindeki log-odds’lar (diizey 1) ve okul diizeyinde

kesisimler (diizey 2) soyledir:

Diizey-1: niij = .72
nzij = .28

Diizey-2: Boimy=.72+.05
Poixy=.28 +.12
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3.2 Kosullu Diizey-1 Model

Bu agamada, 6grenci diizeyindeki degiskenlerin (cinsiyet, yas, akademik basari,
akademik 0z-yeterlik, sosyal 6z-yeterlik, duygusal 6z-yeterlik, adalet, diizen ve
disiplin, veli katihmi, kaynaklarin paylasimi, 6grencilerin kisileraras: iligkileri
ve Ogrenci-Ogretmen iligkileri) magduriyet kategorilerinden birinde bulunma
olasiliklarini ne derece yordadigini belirlemek icin, kosullu diizey-1 model ve

kosulsuz diizey-2 model formdiile edilmistir.

Ogrenci diizeyindeki degiskenler modele eklendikten sonra, daha az sayida
denklemle degiskenler arasindaki iliskileri ortaya koyabilmek igin 6grenci
diizeyindeki bu degiskenler sabit olarak tanimlanmistir. Sonuglara gore, ytiksek
duygusal 6z-yeterlige sahip olma ve okulu diizenli ve disiplinli bir yer olarak
algilama magdur olmayanlarin log-odds’larina gore akran magduru log-
odds’larin1 daha ¢ok azaltirken; adalet, kaynaklarin paylasimi ve ogrencilerin
kisileraras: iligkilerinde alman yiiksek puanlar zorba magdurlarin log-
odds’larin1 magdur olmayanlara gore daha fazla azaltmaktadir. Bu asamada,
magduriyet kategorilerinden birinde bulunma olasiligini istatistiksel bakimdan
onemli diizeyde yordamayan degiskenler modelden ¢ikarilarak analiz
tekrarlanmistir. Bu sonuglara gore, ayn1 degiskenler akran ve zorba magduru
olma olasiligmi yordarken, diger modelden farkl olarak, okulu adaletli bir yer

olarak algilama akran magduru log-odds'larin1 azaltmaktadar.

Ozetle, ikinci asamada, akran magduru olma olasihigini diisitk duygusal 6z-
yeterlik ve okuldaki adalet, diizen ve disiplinin daha diisiik diizeyde olmasi
arttirirken; zorba magdur olma olasiligimi ise, bu degiskenlerin yani sira okulda

kaynaklarin paylasiminin az olmasi ve 6grenciler arasinda kisilerarasi iligkilerin
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iyi olmamas1 da arttirmaktadir. Ek olarak, akran magduru ve zorba magduru
olarak siniflanma olasilig1 okullar arasinda da farklilik gostermektedir. Bundan
dolay1, analiz siirecinin son asamasinda hangi okul degiskenlerinin bu farkliliga

yol a¢tig1 incelenmistir.

3.3 Kosullu Diizey-2 Model

Bir dnceki modelde, akran ve zorba magduru olarak siniflandirilma olasiliginin
bir okuldan digerine farkhilik gosterdigi bulunmustur. Bunun {izerine, bu
farkliigin kaynagmi belirlemek amaciyla analiz siirecinin son basamagmda
modele okul diizeyi degiskenleri (okulun biiytikliigli, okulun basarisi, okul
disiplin cezasi, okulda 0zel giivenlik personelinin bulunup bulunmadigi,
mazeretsiz devamsizlik sayisi, 6gretmen-6grenci orani, okul gelir ortalamasi ve
okul iklimi) eklenmistir. Bu sonuglara gore, 6grenci diizeyinde degiskenler
kontrol edildiginde, okul diizeyindeki degiskenler akran magduru log-
odds'undaki okullar arasi farklilasmayi istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir sekilde
yordamazken (Too(1)001) = -04; x% = 11.45; p = .12), zorba magduru log-
odds'undaki okullar arasi farklilasmay istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir sekilde
yordamistir (Too(2)00(2) = -18; x? = 19.86; p =.00). Modelde herhangi bir
yordayict okul degiskeni bulunmamaktadir. Bu modeldeki, 6grenci diizeyi
etkileri (duygusal 0z-yeterlik, adalet, diizen ve disiplin) akran magduru ve
zorba magduru olma log-odds'larint magdur olmayanlara gore diistirmiistiir.
Bu degiskenlerde, akran magdurlarinin log-odds’lar1 zorba magdurlarmm log-

odds’larina gore daha diistiktiir.
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4. TARTISMA

Bu boliimde, arastirma bulgular: ilgili alan yazmn cergevesinde tartisilmis,
bulgulardan yola cikilarak okul psikolojik danmigmanlarinin uygulamalarina
katki saglayacak bazi oneriler sunulmustur. Ayrica, bu konu ile ilgili ileride
yapilacak c¢alismalara yon vermesi agisindan arastirmacilara da Onerilerde

bulunulmustur.

4.1 Arastirma Bulgularinin Tartisilmas:

Bu calismada, 6grenci (cinsiyet, yas, akademik basari, akademik 6z-yeterlik,
sosyal 0z-yeterlik, duygusal 6z-yeterlik, adalet, diizen ve disiplin, veli katilimi,
kaynaklarin paylasimi, Ogrencilerin kisilerarasi iligkileri, 6grenci-6gretmen
iligkileri) ve okul diizeyindeki faktorlerin (okul iklimi, okul biiyiikliigii, 6grenci-
ogretmen orani, okulda 6zel giivenlik personelinin varligi, okuldaki mazeretsiz
devamsizlik orani, okuldaki disiplin cezasi sayisi, okulun gelir ortalamasi ve
okulun akademik basarisi) 6grencilerin akran magduru ve zorba magduru olma

olasiliklar1 tizerindeki etkisi arastirilmistir.

Arastirmada oncelikle, akran magduru ve zorba magduru log-odds’larindaki
(dahil olmayanlarinkine gore) okullar arasi farklilasma incelenmistir. Bulgular
arastirmanin birinci hipotezini (“Akran magduru ve zorba magdur log-
odds’larinda okullar arasi anlami bir farklilasma vardir”) desteklemektedir.
Diger bir deyisle, bazi okullarda magdur olma riski diger okullara gore fazladir.

Bu risk 6grencilerin ve okullarin sahip oldugu 6zelliklerle iligkilidir.
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Arastirmada, 6grenci diizeyi degiskenlerinin akran magduru ve zorba magduru
olma olasiligini yordamadaki rolii de incelenmistir. Beklenildigi gibi, arastirma
ogrenci diizeyi degiskenlerinin, ozellikle duygusal 6z-yeterligin ve okul iklimi
Olgegi boyutlarmin (adalet, diizen ve disiplin, kaynaklarmn paylagimi ve
ogrencilerin kisilerarasi), magduriyet tizerinde onemli bir etkisinin oldugunu
ortaya koymustur. Bu agidan, arastirmanin ikinci ana hipotezinin alt hipotezleri
kismi olarak dogrulanmistir. Oz—yeterligin etkisi agisindan, 6z-yeterligin bir alt
boyutu — duygusal 6z-yeterlik — ile magduriyet arasinda anlamh bir iligki
bulunmustur. Buna gore, akran ve zorba magdurlar1 magdur olmayanlara gore
daha diisiik duygusal 6z-yeterlige sahiptir. Bu bulgu, magduriyet ile duygusal
oz-yeterlik arasinda negatif bir iliski bulan 6nceki arastirmalarla (Kokkinos &
Kipritsi, 2012; Ozer, Totan, & Atik, 2011) tutarlik gostermektedir. Bu arastirma
bulgusunu destekleyen bir meta-analitik calisma (Gini & Pozzoli, 2009), magdur
olan ogrencilerin daha ¢ok psikosomatik sorun (diisiik diizey duygusal uyum,
smif arkadaglar ile iliski sorunlar1 gibi) yasadigmi ortaya koymustur. Aymi
zamanda, baz1 arastirmacilar duygusal becerilerdeki yetersizliklerin magduriyet
icin bir risk faktorti oldugunu belirtirken (Mahady Wilton & Craig, 2000),
bazilari da magdur olmanin Ogrencilerde bazi duygusal sorunlar1 ortaya
¢ikardigin1 savunmustur (Bond, Carlin, Thomas, Rubin, & Patton, 2001; Sugden
et al., 2010).

Okul iklimi, okuldaki sosyal iligkilerin niteligini ve karakterini yansitmaktadir.
Bu yap1 okuldaki kurallari, normlari, degerleri, kisileraras: iligkileri, egitim-
Ogretim uygulamalar1 ve organizasyonla ilgili yapilar1 icermektedir (Cohen,
McCabe, Michelli, & Pickeral, 2009). Okul ikliminin boyutlari igerisinde yer alan
adalet, diizen ve disiplin, kaynaklarin paylagimi ve ogrencilerin kisilerarasi

iligkileri 0grenci diizeyinde akran ve zorba magduriyetini agiklayan anlaml:
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yordayicilardir. Hipotezlerle tutarli olarak, akran ve zorba magdurlar
okullarmi Ogrencilere esit yaklasimin, diizen ve disiplinin olmadig:1 yerler
olarak algilamiglardir. Zorba magdurlar ek olarak okullarinda 6grencilerin okul
aktivitelerine katilimi ve okul materyallerinin kullanimi agisindan esit
imkanlarin olmadigini, 6grenciler arasindaki kisileraras: iligkilerin ilgilenici,
sayg1 gosterici ve glivenilir olmadig: belirtmislerdir. Bu bulgular, daha énceki
arastirma bulgulariyla tutarlik gostermektedir. Ornegin o6grencilere esit
yaklagim, diizen ve disiplin agisindan; Ekinci ve Burgaz'in (2009) yaptig:
calismada, bazi Ogretmen davraniglarinin  Ogrencilerde istenmeyen
davraniglarin ortaya ¢ikmasinda etkili oldugu belirtilmistir. Olumsuz 6gretmen
davranislarma Ornek olarak oOgrenciler arasmnda ayrim yapilmasi, sif
kurallarinin kararly, tutarh ve diizenli bir sekilde uygulanmamasi gosterilmistir.
Bu calismada, ayrica, 6grencilerin istenmeyen davramislarinda etkili olan okul
faktorleri de belirtilmistir. Bu faktorlere Ornek olarak, okul disiplin
uygulamalarindaki tutarsizlik, okul disiplin uygulamalarmm mantiginin ceza
ve baskiya dayali olmasi, 0grencilerin olumlu isteklerinin dikkate alinmamasi,
okul yonetimi uygulamalar: ile siif 6gretmenlerinin uygulamalar1 arasindaki
tutarsizliklar gosterilmistir (Ekinci & Burgaz, 2009). Morrison, Redding, Fisher
ve Peterson (2006), okul diizeninin verimli bir 6grenme ortaminin temelini
olusturdugunu ve basarili okullarin olusturulmasi i¢in de Onemli bir arag
oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Okul ¢apinda etkili bir disiplin sisteminin
olusturulmasi okul giivenligine ve diizenine katki saglayacaktir. Gregory ve
arkadaslar1 (2010) zorbalik ve magduriyetin, kurallarinin adil oldugu ve belli
durumlarda (6rnegin sigara icme, siddet gibi) tutarhi bir sekilde uygulandig:
okullarda ¢ok az rapor edildigini bulmustur. Kaynaklarn adil paylasimi ve
akran iligkilerinin magduriyetteki rolii agisindan; Suldo ve arkadaslar1 (2012)

okul kaynaklarinin paylasimindaki esitsizlik ve zayif akran iliskilerinin,

187



ogrencilerin digsallastirilmis ve igsellestirilmis sorunlarinin ortaya ¢ikma
olasiliklarmi arttirdigini belirtmislerdir. Harel-Fisch ve arkadaslar1 (2011)
magduriyet ile akran iligkileri arasinda negatif yonde anlamli bir iligki
bulmuslardir. Arastirmacilar olumsuz akran iligkilerinin magduriyet icin en

onemli yordayici oldugunu belirtmiglerdir.

Calismadaki bazi 6grenci diizeyi degiskenleri (cinsiyet, yas, akademik basari,
akademik oz-yeterlik, duygusal 6z-yeterlik ve okul ikliminin veli katimi ve
ogrenci-6gretmen iligkileri boyutlar1) akran magduru ya da zorba magduru
olma olasiligmi anlamh bir sekilde yordamamigtir. Alan yazin taramasinda
belirtildigi gibi, 0grenci diizeyindeki degiskenlerle ilgili arastirma bulgular
karisik sonuglar ortaya koymaktadir. Ornegin, cinsiyet (Boulton & Smith, 2011;
von Marées & Petermann, 2010) ve yas farkliliklarinin (Bauman, 2008; Cheng ve
ark., 2010) bulunmadig1 bazi arastirmalar mevcuttur. Benzer sekilde, bazi
arastirmalarda, akademik basar1 ile magdur olma arasinda anlamli bir iligki
bulunmamaistir (Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004; Stein, Dukes, & Warren, 2007).
Bu bulgulardaki farklilasma bir¢ok faktorle (6rnegin; katilimcilarin 6zellikleri,

istatistiksel yontemler, 6l¢me araglar: gibi) iligkili olabilir.

Arastirmanin diger bir asamasinda, okul diizeyi degiskenlerinin akran ve zorba
magduru olma olasiliklar {izerinde etkisi incelenmistir. Ogrenci diizeyindeki
degiskenler kontrol edildiginde, okullar arasinda anlaml bir farklilasma sadece
zorba magdur kategorisinde bulunmustur. Ancak, hipotezlerin aksine, okul
diizeyi degiskenleri ile zorbalik magduriyeti arasinda herhangi bir anlaml iliski
bulunamamigtir.  Ugiinci ana  hipotezin alt hipotezlerinden higcbiri
dogrulanmamustir. Zorba magdur kategorisinde okullar arasi farklilasmanin

elde edilmesi ancak herhangi bir degiskeninin anlamli yordayici olmamasi,
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yordayicilarin bireysel etkilerinden daha ¢ok etkilesimsel etkilerinin yarattig:
bir durum olarak aciklanabilir. Ayrica, okul diizeyindeki bazi degiskenler
baskilayic1 degisken olabilir. Bu durumda, baz1 degiskenler diger degiskenlerin
yordayici degerini baskilamig olabilir. Bu c¢alismada, hangi degiskenin
baskilayict bir rol oynadigi incelenmemis, ancak sonraki calismalarda bu
iliskinin incelenmesi etkili olabilir. Bu bulgular, ¢alismadaki okul diizeyi
degiskenlerinin magduriyeti agiklamada yeterli olmadigim1 ve okullar arasi
farklilasmanin daha ¢ok 6grenciler arasinda oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu
bulgular aragtirmanin hipotezleri ile tutarli olmamasina ragmen, okul diizeyi
degiskenlerinin zorbalikk ve magduriyet {izerindeki etkilerini inceleyen ve
magduriyetteki farklilasmanin biiyiik bir gogunlugunun 6grencilerin 6zellikleri
ile aciklandig1 onceki birtakim arastirmalarla (Larochette, Murphy, & Craig,
2010; Ma, 2002) tutarlik gostermektedir.

Bu calismanin 6nemli katkilarindan bir tanesi, akran ve zorba magduru olma
olasiligin1 yordayan ortak faktorler olmasina ragmen, sadece zorba magdur
kategorisi i¢in yordayici olan farkli degiskenlerin s6z konusu olmasidir. Ayrica,
akran ve zorba magduriyeti icin ortak olan faktorlerin log-odds giigleri
incelediginde, zorba magduru olma olasilig1 akran magduru olma olasiligma
gore daha ytiksektir. Bu bulgu, Felix ve arkadaglar1 (2011) tarafindan gelistirilen
California Zorba Magdur Olgegi'nin akran ve zorba magdurunu basarili bir
sekilde ayirdigina dair ampirik bir kanittir. Bu da, risk gruplarinin dogru bir

sekilde tanimlanmasi agisindan biiytik bir 6nem tasimaktadir.

Sonug olarak, Tiirkiye’deki ortaokul 6grencileri tizerinde yapilan bu ¢alismanin
bulgulari, Avrupa, Kuzey Amerika, Avustralya ve Kanada’da elde edilmis daha

onceki arastirma bulgular ile benzerlik gostermektedir. Bu ¢alismanin verileri
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Bat: iilkelerinde gelistirilmis olan 6l¢gme araglari ile toplanmistir. Bundan dolayz,

bu ¢alismanin bulgularinimn Bati alan yazini ile karsilastirilmasi diistiniilebilir.

4.2 Uygulama i¢in Oneriler

Ogrenciler arasindaki zorbalik ve magduriyet olaylar1 egitimciler, anne-babalar
ve ruh saghgr uzmanlar1 igin bir sorun tegkil etmeye devam etmektedir.
Sorunun azaltilmasi i¢in miicadele edilmekte, ancak bu siirecte daha c¢ok
cabanin gosterilmesi gerekmektedir. Calismanin oncelikli amaci bu ¢abalara
katki saglamaktir. Bu agidan, arastirmada ogrenci ve okul diizeyinde yer alan
baz1 degiskenlerin magduriyet tizerindeki etkilerini incelenmis ve okul
psikolojik danismanlarmin c¢alismalarina katki saglayacak bazi kamitlar
sunulmustur. Okuldaki tiim paydaslarin (6rnegin 6gretmen, yoneticiler gibi)
guvenli bir okul ortamin olusturulmasinda rolleri bulunmakla birlikte, tiim
paydaslar arasindaki igbirliginin saglanmasi ve liderlik rolii acisindan okul
psikolojik danismanlarinin oncelikli bir gorevi bulunmaktadir (Ray, Lambie, &

Curry, 2007).

Okullar, duygusal ve davranigsal problemi olan o6grencilere ruh saghg:
hizmetlerinin sunulmasinda bir merkez islevi gormektedir. Okullar aslinda,
ogrencilerin mikro sistemini olusturmaktadir. Okulun gevresi 6grenci iizerinde
biiyiik bir etkiye sahiptir. Okul gevresine yonelik ¢oklu miidahaleler istenilen
sonuclarin ortaya ¢ikmasimi saglayabilir. Birtakim faktorler ya da degiskenler
bu miidahalelerden dogrudan etkilenirken, bazilar1 da dolayli olarak
etkilenmektedir. Bu agidan, hizmetlerin ve miidahalelerin ekolojik bakis
icerisinde sunulmasi ¢ok onemlidir (Farmer & Farmer, 1999). Bu arastirmanin

bulgular1 da bu bakis agisin1 destekleyen bulgular sunmaktadir.
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Bu arastirmanin diger bir 6énemli katkisi ise, 0grencilerin magduriyetlerinde
okullar arasi farklilasmay: ortaya c¢ikarmasidir. Bu bulgu, okullardaki
magduriyet diizeylerinin 6grencilerin ve okullarin sahip olduklar1 6zelliklere
gore degisebilecegini gostermektedir. Bu anlamda, her bir okulun cesitli
ekolojik sistemler tarafindan sekillenen kendi 6zel dinamikleri bulunmaktadir.
Bundan dolayi, okul psikolojik danismanlarmin zorbalik ve magduriyetle ilgili
etkili yontemler gelistirebilmeleri i¢in okullarinin dinamiklerini iyi anlamalar1
gerekmektedir. Tiirkiye’de, okullarda siddetin onlenmesine yonelik onleyici
calismalarda, bu sorunun tiim okullar igin gegerli oldugu varsayilmis ve benzer
onleyici yontemler tiim okullar i¢in zorunlu hale getirilmistir (Kilig, 2007).
Ancak, bu c¢alismalarin bulgular1 1s181nda sOylenebilir ki, zorbalik ve
magduriyet sorunu tiim okullarda aymi sekillerde meydana gelen bir sorun
degildir. Daha oncesinde belirtildigi gibi, okullarin ekolojik sistemlerinin ya da
risk ve koruyucu faktorlerinin arastirilmasi ¢ok Onemlidir. Elde edilen
bulgulara gore, psikolojik danisma ve rehberlik hizmetlerinin sekillendirilmesi

Onem tasimaktadir.

Bu calismanin 6nemli bulgularindan birisi, duygusal 6z-yeterligin 6grencilerin
magduriyetinde 6nemli bir rol oynamasidir. Magdur olan 6grenciler olumsuz
duygularla bas etmede sorun yasadiklarimi belirtmislerdir. Bu bulgu belli
acilardan okul psikolojik danismanlarma yol gosterici olabilir. Psikolojik
danisma ve rehberlik hizmetleri bireysel, sinif ve okul diizeyinde sunulabilir.
Bireysel diizeyde yapilacak c¢alismalarda, psikolojik damismanlar duygu
diizenlemesi konusunda sorun yasayan Ogrencilere bireysel ve grupla
psikolojik danigsma hizmeti verebilirler. Olumsuz duygularin kontrol edilmesi

ile ilgili destek ve psiko-egitim gruplar1 da diizenlenebilir. Green, Dunn,

Johnson ve Molnar (2011) okullarda zorbalig1 azaltmak igin, Ogrencilerin
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duygusal iyi oluslarina daha ¢ok dikkat edilmesi gerektigini belirtmektedir.
Duygusal sorunlarin erken asamalarda tanimlanmasi ve Onlenmesi
gerekmektedir. Rosen, Milich ve Harris (2009) duygu diizenlemesi konusunda
glcliik yasayan magdurlarin duygusal gerginliklerini kontrol edemediklerini,
amag belirleyemediklerini, sosyal bilgiyi etkili bir sekilde isleyemediklerini ve
catismayla etkili bir sekilde bas edemediklerini belirtmektedir. Bu siire¢ magdur
olma riskini de arttiran bir unsur haline gelmektedir. Sosyal beceri ve ¢atisma
¢ozme becerisi egitimleri, sosyal iligskilerde duygusal sorunlarin diizenlenmesi
konusunda gii¢liikk yasayan magdurlara yardimar olabilir. Risk altinda olan
ogrencilere yonelik miidahalelerin yani sira, bu siiregte, smif ve okul diizeyinde
baz1 onleyici ve gelisimsel stratejilerin uygulanmasi da yardimci olabilir. Bu
anlamda, Olweus (2004) tarafindan gelistirilen Zorbalikk Onleme Programi
olumlu etkilere sahiptir. Bu program 6grencilere, siniflara ve okullara yonelik
onleyici miidahalelerin (6rnegin, zorbalik ve magduriyet hakkinda bilgi verme,
grup tartismalar1 gibi) yapilmasmi amaglamaktadir. Program ekolojik bakis
acisindan hareket etmektedir. Ancak, bu calismanin bulgular1 da dikkate
alindiginda, duygu diizenleme, sosyal beceri ve catisma ¢Ozme egitimleri
programa entegre edilebilir. Bu egitimler; siif tartismalari, grup rehberligi ve
okul seminerleri araciliiyla yapilabilir. Program sadece 6grencilere degil, ayni
zamanda Ogretmenlere, okul yoneticilerine, okul personeline ve anne-babalara
yonelik olmalidir. Okul ortaminda rol modellerlinin desteklenmesi 6grenciler

tizerinde dolayli ancak etkili bir etkiye sahip olacaktur.

Bu arastirmanin bulgular1 olumlu okul ikliminin magduriyetin azaltilmasinda
onemli bir rolii oldugunu gostermektedir. Okul psikolojik danismanlar: olumlu
okul ikliminin olusturulmasinda birlestirici bir role sahiptirler (Ray ve ark.,

2007). Okul psikolojik danigsmanlar: 6grencilere, 6gretmenlere, okul yoneticileri
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ve personeline ilgilenici bir okul ortamini olusturulmas: konusunda yardimci
olabilirler. Bunun igin okuldaki farkli rollerdeki bireyler arasindaki olumlu
iliskilerin cesaretlendirilmesi, igbirliginin arttirilmasi, liderlik yapilmasi ve
psiko-egitim gruplarinin diizenlenmesi gerekmektedir. Olumlu okul iklimini
arttirmak icin, oOzellikle, okul psikolojik damismanlar1 o6grenciler ve okul
calisanlar1 tarafindan ortaklasa belirlenmis okul kurallarinin olusturulmasina
yardimcr olabilirler. Bu kurallar davranissal beklentilere isaret etmelidir. Okul
psikolojik danigmalari, ayrica 6grencilere, ailelere ve okul personeline yonelik
psiko-egitim programlar: (iletisim becerileri, catisma ¢ozme, 6ftke ve stresle bas
etme, zorbalikla bas etme ve anne-babalik becerileri egitimleri gibi)

diizenleyebilirler (Ray ve ark., 2007).

Okul ortamlarinda zorbalik ve magduriyetin 6nlenmesi igin biitiinciil bir okul
yaklagiminin tasarlanmas: ve uygulanmasi gerekmektedir (Khoury-Kassabri,
2011). Onleyici programlar pozitif okul iklimini olusturmay1 ve 8grencilerin 6z-
yeterlik inanglarini desteklemeyi amacglamalidir. Son yillarda, pozitif okul
ikliminin arttirilmasi ve disiplin sorunlarmm diisiirtilmesi i¢in okul ¢apinda
pozitif davranigsal miidahalelerin ve desteklerin sunulmas: Onerilmektedir
(Waasdorp, Bradshaw, & Leaf, 2012). Bu miidahale sosyal ekolojik modeli
dikkate almaktadir. Miidahalenin amaci, gelistirici sistemler (6rnegin, disiplin
ve veri yonetimi) ve siiregler (6rnegin, davranigsal pekistirmeler) olusturarak
okulu cevreleyen kosullari iyilestirmektir (Waasdorp ve ark., 2012). Ogrencileri
ve onlar1 cevreleyen yakin ekolojik sistemlerin Ozelliklerini dikkate alarak
gelistirilecek miidahaleler ve Onleyici stratejiler daha verimli sonuglarin ortaya

citkmasmi saglayacaktir.
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4.3 Gelecekteki Calismalar I¢in Oneriler

Bu ¢aligmanin bulgularindan yola ¢ikarak gelecekte yapilacak ¢aligmalara bazi
onerilerde bulunabilir. Birincisi, bu ¢alisma sadece 6grenci ve okul diizeyindeki
faktorlerin magduriyet iizerindeki etkisini incelemistir. Ancak, daha ¢ok sistem,
ornegin siif (Ornegin, siif normlari, sif biiytikligi, sif iklimi gibi), akran
(0rnegin, arkadashk, akran destegi, arkadas sayisi gibi), aile (Ornegin, aile
destegi, anne-babalik stilleri, anne-babanin ¢ocugun yasamina dahil olmas1 ve
cocugu gozetimi gibi) diizeyindeki degiskenler gelecekte yapilacak galismalara
dahil edilebilir. Bunu destekleyecek sekilde, Barboza ve arkadaslar1 (2009), eger
anne-baba ¢ocuguna saldirgan davramirsa ve zorbalik yaparsa, c¢ocugu
sorunlarin siddet yoluyla ¢6zme konusunda tesvik etmis olur ve bu da bireysel
ve okul diizeyinde yapilacak miidahaleleri yeterli kilmayabilir goriistinii
savunmuglardir. Bu da, arastirma desenine daha genis daha ¢ok ekolojik
sistemin dahil edilmesini gerekli kilmaktadur. Ikincisi, bu calisma, 6grenci ve
okul diizeyindeki faktorlerin akran ve zorba magduru olma olasilig tizerindeki
dogrudan etkisini incelemistir. Ancak, gelecekteki calismalarda ekolojik
sistemdeki farkli diizeylerin dolayli ya da etkilesimsel etkileri incelenebilir. Bu
tir etkileri arastirabilmek ve istatistiksel giicli arttirabilmek igin, diizey 2’de
daha fazla grubun olmasi (en az 20 grup) gerekmektedir (Kreft & de Leeuw,
1998). Son olarak, bu calismadaki okul diizeyi degiskenleri akran ve zorba
magduru olma olasiliklarini agiklamamistir. Bu durum, okul diizeyinde daha
fazla ya da farkli degiskenlerin eklenmesini gerektirmektedir. Bu nedenle,
gelecekteki calismalarda, daha fazla okul degiskeninin (Ornegin, okuldaki
zorbalik politikalar:, Ogretmenlerin zorbalikla iliskili tutumlari, zorbalik
miidahale programlari, anne-baba katilimini destekleyen okul sistemleri,

teneffiislerde ve oyun zamanlarinda 6gretmen gozetimi, okuldaki 6gretmen
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degisimleri, okul normlari, okulda giivenlik algisi, okul bagliligi, okulun 6zel ya
da devlet okulu olup olmamasi gibi) arastirma modellerine dahil edilmesi

Onerilebilir.
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Appendix M: Tez Fotokopisi Izin Formu

ENSTITU
Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisti I:I
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii X

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisti I:I

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisti

YAZARIN
Soyad1 . ATIK

Adi : GOKHAN

Boliimii : EGITIM BILIMLERI

TEZIN ADI (Ingilizce) : STUDENT AND SCHOOL LEVEL FACTORS IN
VICTIMIZATION OF MIDDLE SCHOOL STUDENTS: AN ECOLOGICAL
PERSPECTIVE

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans Doktora X

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir. | X

2. Tezimin icindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi almamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIHI:
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