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ABSTRACT

Bullying is a serious problem among adolescents and there might be many variables
which might affect this problem such as; parental and peer relations, perceived
popularity and loneliness. Accordingly, the current study aimed to investigate the
role of age, gender, school status, perceived pepularity, loneliness, friendship quality
and parental relations, on adolescents' bullying behavior. 250 students were recruited
from middle and high schools in Kyrenia and Nicosia regions and the age range was
between 12-18 (X =14.8, SD= 1.7). The participants completed questionnaires based
on self-reports which includes UCLA Loneliness Scale, Friendship Qualities Scale,
Peer Bullying Scale, Adolescent Family Process Measure and Populanty Scale.
Participation to the study depended entirely on students' voluntariness. Results
demonstrated that there were significant relationship between bullying, popularity
and loneliness. In addition, results also demonstrated that overt bullying, teasing and
relational bullying scores increased with age and males demonstrated more overt
bullying compared to girls, Furthermore, parental conflict significantly predicted
bullying behavior among adolescents. In conclusion, the present study demonstrated
that bullving is a serious problem among adolescents and age, gender, parental
conflict, loneliness and low perceived popularity significantly predict bullymng

hehavior.

Keywords: Bullying, Friendship Quality, Parental Relations, Loneliness, Perceived

Popularity, Age, Gender, School Status, Adolescents.
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Zorbalik davramsi ergenlerde ciddi bir sorundur ve bu sorunmu ebevyn ve akran
iliskileri, algilanan popilerlik ve yalmzhk gibi bircok degisken tetikleyebilir. Bu
nedenle, mevcut arastirma, yasin, cinsiyetin, okul statiisiiniin, algilanan popiilerligin,
yalmzhgn, arkadaslik nitelifinin ve ebeveyn iliskilerinin, ergenlerin zorbalik
davranist tizerindeki roliinii arastirmay: hedeflemistir. Bu arastumaya, Gime ve
Lefkosa bdigesinde ortaokul ve lisede okuyan 12-18 yas araliginda olan 250 dgrenci
katnlmistir(X =14.8, SD= 1.7). Katilimcilar, UCLA yalmzlik Olgegi, Arkadashk
Niteligi Olgegi, Ergen-Aile Siireci Olgegi, Popiilerlik Olgegi ve Akran Zorbalig
Olgedi ile ilgili sorulan yanitlanuglardir. XKauhmeilarin arastumaya katiimalar
génilliilik {izerinden gergeklesmistir. Meveut arastwmadaki sonuglar, zorbalik
davramsinm popitlerlik ve yalmzhk ile arasinda anlamli bir iliski oldugunu
gbstermistir. Buna ek olarak, bulgular ergenlerde yas ile birlikte agik zorbalik,
iliskisel zorbahk ve alay tiirlerinin arttifini gostermistir, Ayrica erkekler kizlara gore
actk zorbahk davranisini daha fazla uygulanmustir. Sonug olarak, meveut arastirma
zorbaligin ergenlerde ciddi bir problem oldugunu ve yasm, cinsiyetin, ebevyn
catismasimin, yalmzhgin ve disik olarak algilanmis  popiilerligin - zorbabk

davramsnun énemli yordayictlarn oldugunu géstermistir,

Anahtar kelimeler: Zorbalik, Arkadashk Niteligi, Ebeveyn iliskisi, Yalmzlik,

Algtlanan Popiilerlik, Yas, Cinsiyet, Okul Statisii, Ergenlik.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Bullying can be defined as deliberate, repetetive aggressive behavior and unprovoked
abuse that aims to give harm, pain and trouble to another person {Dodge, 1991).
Builies usually have low academic achievement (Pekel, 2004) and negative attitudes
and beliefs both about themselves and others (Wolke, 2000). Peers have effective
role on adolescents' life and sometimes it may affect adolescents' life in a negative
way if they are rejected or bullied. Therefore, loneliness maymediate victimization
and rejection (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996). Peer victimization is one of the most
prevalent developmental problem among both children and adolescents across the
world {Smith, Morita, Junger-Tas, Olweus, Catalano & Slee, 1999}, A victim can be
defined as a person who is exposed to bullying behavior (Griffin &Gross, 2004) and
peer victimization may causc negative consequences such as; somatization problems
among women, depression, low self-esteem, high level of anxiety and low academic
achievement (Niemela, 2011; McGee, 2011; Olsson, 2014; Olweus, 1995: Wolke,
Copeland, Angold, & Costello, 2013).In North America, reports demonstrated that,
10-15 % of children were exposed to chronic bullying at school (Brunstein, Klomek,
Marrocco. Kleinman , Schonteld et al.,2007). According to other research, 15% of
Swedish  school children demonstrated  both  bullying and  victimization
(Olweus,1993). Also, the research demonstrated that bully-victims are more
prevalent among vounger children; 5.3% {grade 3) 10 3.0% (grade 5} in a Finnish

sample (I{aynie et al., 2001, Nansel et al., 2001).



Bullying has many types. For instance; physical bullying which includes; hitting,
pushing and kicking and verbal bullying which includes; insulting and verbal
threatening (Smith & Ananidaou, 2003). Also in recent years, researchers vevealed
new types of bullying such as electronic (Raskauskas, 2007) or cyberbullying (Slonje
&Smith, 2008). Cyberbullies show their harmful behaviors by using electronic tools

such as; mobile phones, internet and eletronic mail.

Bullying is one of the most common problems in the world. Studies about bullying n
Italy (Genta & et al,,2006), lreland (O'Moore & Hillary, 1969), Canada (Craig,
1998). Australia (Rigby & Slee¢, 1993), Norway (Olweus,1991), England (Boulton,
1999), Japan (Kikkawa, 1987), U.S (Bosworth, Espleage & Simon, 1999), Turkey
(Yildirnm, 2001; Dolek. 2002; Pekel, 2004) and in South Cyprus (Kokkinos
&Panaioyou, 2004) demonstrated that there was bullying behavior at schools.
Nansel, Craig, Overpeck, Salujave and Ruan (2004) examined the prevalance to be
pully and victim and they observed that status to be bully and victim showed

differences between 9% to 54% in the world.

There are a few rescarch studies related with bullying in North Cyprus. For example;
a study which was conducted in three universities indicated that 6% of sampie
showed cyber-bullving and 8% of sample showed cyber-victimization (Bayraktar,
2015). Moreover. research which was conducted both in Turkey and North Cyprus
among!,052 adolescents whose age ranged between 13-18 yearsdemonstrated that
76% of the adolescent in North Cyprus showed builying behavior to others
(Bayraktar. 2011). Additionally, Kihigarslan (2009) investigated bullying behavior
amony 955 students who were studying in middie school in North Cyprus and results

demonstrated that 51% of the students demonstrated bullying behavior. In the same
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way, Aglamaz (2006) investigated bullving behavior among 1223 middle school
students in North Cyprus and found that 65% of the students in middle school
demonstrated bullying behavior. The other research which was conducted among 150
students who were studying in fifth grade in North Cyprus demonstrated that, there
was a moderate level (21.7% - 30.3%) of bullying (Mutluogly & Serin. 2010).A
number of risk variables may increase bullying behavior. For instance: low
academic achievement (Schwartz, Gorman, Nakamoto & Mckay, 2006), low
socioeconomic status (Peskin & et al., 2007; Peskin, Tortolero & Markham, 2000),
low involvement with parents and to be children of divorced parents' (Flouri &
Bunchanan, 2003), poor peer relations (Card, Stucky, Sawalart & Little, 2008)
significantly increase the risk of bullying behavior.

1.1 Theoretical Background of Bullying

Brown (2000), Tajfel and Tumer (1979) suggested that bullying was associated with
Social Identity Theory among children and adolescents. This theory explained that
individuals' thoughts, attitudes and behaviors were shaped according to their group
norms which they were present to improve their own self-esteem in the group. For
instance; previous research demonstrated that bullying was higher amony the peers
if it was supported by the group nomms (Duffy & Nesdale, 2008). In addition,
Friendship Protection Hypothesis also plays an important role to prevent bullying
behavior among adolescents(Boulton, 1999). Bukowski et al.. (1995) and Hodges ct
al.. (1997) suggested that adolescents who did not have friends were more likely to
demonstrate bullying behavior and be victims compared to adolescents who had
friends. Also, Primary Socialization Theory suggested that bullying behavior 1is
learmed from social environment and peers play take important role in social

environment duringadolescents{Higgins, Ricketts, Marcum, & Mahoney, 2010;



Oetting & Donnermeyer, 1998). Therefore, this theory suggested that adolescents
who had friends that support each others were less likely to be involved in physicai,
verbal or relational bullying (Kendrick & Stattin, 2012).Bandura (1977) also
suggested Social Learning Theory and he asserted that this theory had an affect on
bullying behavior among children. According to this theory, children take role model
when this model was strong. Previous research demonstrated that bullies (which
include physical,verbal or relational aggression) might be seen as powerful figures so

children were more likely to imitate their behaviors (Craig & Pepler, 1997).

Furthermore, Ecological Systems Theory which was developed by Bronfenbrenner in
1977 may explain risk and protective factors which might be refated with bullying
behavior both among children and adolescents.The Ecological Systems Theory
includes five Jevels which shape individual (micro, meso, exo, macro and
chronosystem levels) (Bronfenbrenner, 1994). Microsystem has a direct affect in
bullying behavior because it is composed of people or groups of people within
inumediate places (school or home) (Hong & Espelage, 2012). For example; negative
attitudes towards children, low level of parental involvement {Espelage et al., 2001),
parental conflict (Baldry, 2003}, low level of popularity, peer rejection (Espelage,
2002), school environment which isnot safe (Baker, 1998:Adams & Conner, 2008,
Pellegrini & Bartini, 2000; Wienke Totura et al., 2008) are takeninto the
microsystem and evaluated as risks to increase bullying behavior. Mesosystem is
related with inter-reiations between two or more microsystem (Bronfenbrenner,
1979)  such  as;  parents-adolescents  relationship  or  teachers-parents
relationshipTherefore, these relationships could be risk or protective factor to

increase bullving at school (Lee, 2009; Olweus,1992).



Additienally, according to the exosystem, events that have occurred in the settings
which people were not present affect people's development. For instance; media
{which includes aggression) and neighborhood envirenments (which includes unsafe
environments)might not directly include indivuduals but could effect adolescents’
relationships negatively and might increase bullying behavior among adolescents
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; 1994). Macrosystem includes cultural norms, behiefs and
values. According to this sytem. adolescents might be involved in bullying behavior
because of their cultural differences beliefs or values. For example, previous research
suggested that especially in individualistic countries indivuduals sustain inequality,
alineation and aggression towards students according to their religion, cultures or
socioeconomic background. Therefore, these factor might be risk to increase builying
behavior among students (Leach, 2003). Furthermore, the chronosystem contains hfe
events of the people and their environment. For instance, divorce or remarriage can
cause aggression both among children and adolescents as life events (Hetherington &
Elmore 2003).Based on theaferomentioned theoretical backgrounds of bullying, in
the present study Ecological Systems Theory was taken mto consideration and
conducted to investigate the rele of age, gender, status of schools (exosystem),
perceived popularity, friendship qualityand parental relations (microsystem) on
adolescents’ bullying behavior in Nerth Cyprus (particularly Kyrenia and Nicosia
regions). The literature review related with associations between bullying (as
dependent variable) and independent variables are presented below,

1.2 Gender Differences and Bullying

Previous research demonstrated that gender plays an important role in bullying
wehavior and a line of research indicated that, boys were more prone to bullying

behavior than girls (Brame, Nagin, & Tremblay, 2001). Eron (1987) conducted



longitudinal research for twenty-two years and observed both male and females. The
results demonstrated that boys showed more bullying behavior compared te girls
from 8 years until 30 years old. Bem (1995) suggested that gender differences play
important role on bullying behavior because of the society’s expectations. [n contrast,
according to observational research, there was no so important differences between
girls and boys like surveys (Pepler et al., 2004).Some research findings didn't show
gender differences (Rose & Rudolph, 2006) or they found bullying and victimization

were more common amoeng females (Veenstra et al., 2005).

Martin and Little (1990) and Serbin, Powlishta and Gulko(1993) suggested that when
peer relations take important role among adolescents gender differences and
stereotypes  demonstrate  significant  increases.  Previous studies similarly
demonstrated that there was a gender difference on bullying behavior and findings
generally showed that bullying behavior was common among both boys and girls
(Crick & Grotpeter, 1995;Lagerspetz & Bjorkgvist, 1994).In contrast, Olweus (1993)
and Smith and Brain (2000) suggested that boys demonstrated more bullying
behavior compared 1o girls because of their values. beliefs and social expectations.
Hammock and Richardsen (1992) revealed that the relationship between gender role
(masculine/feminility) and builying behavior and they found that masculinity play
important role on bullying behavior. Studies demonstrated that girls whe approve
and show masculine features were more likely to demonstrate bullying behavior
compared to girls who approve and show feminine features (Kogut, Langley &
O"Neal 1992) Bayraktar et al. (2015) investigated cyberbullying in Czech adolescent

sample and resulls demonstrated that males were more likely to involve



cyberbullying compare to females and also females were more likely to be

cyhervictim,

Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz and Kaukiainen (1992) suggested that the types of bullying
behavior differ across the gender.Girls weremore likely to demonstrate bullying
behavior indirectlythan boys when they were at younger ages such asi social
rejection and deliberate exclusion. (Archer & Cote, 2005; Crick et al., 2001; Olweus,
1994). Furthermore, research suggested that boys were more likely to demonstrate
bullying behavior directly but girls were more prone to demonstrate bullying
behavior indirectly which includes social rejection and relationally aggressive
behavior (Olweus,1993; Varjas et al, 2009). Similarly, another research also
demonstrate that boys were more likely to demonstrated bullying behavior which
was physical or verbal and girls were more likely to demonstrate bullying behavior
which included gossip and relational aggression (Bjorkgvistet al., 1992; Card et al.,
2008: Crick & Grotpeter, 1995, Galen & Underwood, 1997; Salmivali &

Kaukiamen, 2004).

However, Swearer {2008) suggested that relational aggession was not only related
with girls' bullying behavior also boys could demonstrate relational a ggression. What
is more, Goldstein (2008) found that girls were more likely to demonstrate relational
aggression. Furthermore, research demonstrated that boys were more fikely to
demonstrate bullying behavior towards both opposite and same sex peers and at the

same time they were more likely to be exposed to bullying behaviorwhich included

direct aggression from same sex peers compared to girls (Goldstein,2008).



1.3 Age Differences and Bullying

Age could be an important variable on bullying behavior. Previous research
demonstrated that children who were at early adolesence were more likely to
demonstrate bullying behavior because of rapid biolegical and soctal changes (Craig
et al., 2001 McMaster et al., 2002). Furthermore, previous research which
investigated age differences on hullying behavior demonstrated that students who
were in high school demonstrated more bullying behavior compared to students who
were in primary school.(Pepler et al., 2006). Kepenekgi and Cinkir (2000) suggested
that adolescents who were in high school demonstrated physical (35.5%), emotional
(28.3%) and sexual (15.6%) bullying behavior and at the same time were exposed to

bullving.

However, Nansel {2001) revealed that children received a higher score in bullying
compared to adolescents. Similarly, Galambos {2003) suggested that older
adolescents had low aggressive behavior because they can empathize. A research
which investigated age differences and bullying behavior reported that adolescents
who were within the age rangeof 11-15 years demonstrated verbal bullying and also
demonstrated that the bullying behavior demonstrated big changes when children
entered puberty and moved to different schools (Archer & Cote, 2005; Eslea & Recs,
2001; Espelage, Meban, & Swearer, 2004; Pellegrini & Long, 2002).Long (2002)
also suggested that bullying behavior increased when students change from primary
o middle school.For instance, most of researches demonstrated that bullying
behavior declined with age and also some rescarches demonstrated that physical
bullying decline with age while verbal bullying increase {Whitney & Smith, 1993).

Accordingly, Brame. Nagin and Tremblay (2001) suggested that physical bullying



decreases with age but other types of bullying increases. Researchers demonstrated
that verbal bullying {22%) and relational bullying (27%) were higher than physical
bullying (16%) in elementary schools. Additionally, research which investigated
bullying behavior and victimization according to different grades found that bullymg
hehavior was higher in the early grades because of more conflicting relationships and
less power for younger compared to older one (Olweus, 1994). Moreover, previous
research which investigated ages differences on builying behavior demonstrated that
conceptualization of bullying take important role on students' ages and their bullying
behavior. This research revealed that children who were at the age of 4 to 6 and 8
were capable to distinguish bullying behavior or non-bullying behavior. Therefore,
they distinguish the aggressive or non aggressive behavior and demonstrated
aggression which might be seen as bullying behavior (ex: they fight because they do
not love each other).(Monks & Smith, 2006). However, older students whose age
range was between 12 and 18 years were more capable to distinguish bullying
behavior according to its types (physical, non-physical, verba} etc.) (Monks & Smith,

20006},

Also, Espelage and Swearer (2003) revealed that bullying behavior (especially
physical and verbal) mostly occurred in primary, secondary or middle school ages
because at these ages children try to reach high status or power among peers. A
research which investigated bullying behavior according to the ages did not find
significant differences between ages of 10 and 12 years. However, there were
significant differences between age 11 and ages 14-15 years. Research demonstrated
that adolescents who were 14-15 years old demonstrated less bullying behavior

which included all types compared to adolescents who were 11 years old (Wang,



Iannotti & Nansel, 2009). Similarly, Lagerspetz, Bjorkgvist and Peltonen (1938)
revealed that students who were at the ages of 11 and 12 years demonstrated more
physical bullying such as; hitting, kicking etc. Inconsistent with most of findings,
previous research demonstrated that adolescents who were at between 16-17 years
old exhibit their aggression more destructive way which include physical aggression
compared to younger adolescents (Civitgi, 201 1).

1.4 The Status of Schools and Bullying

School is an important place for adolescents that provide them to feel themselves in
confidence and most of bullying behavior also occurrs at schools (Lumsden, 2002;
Colvin et al., 1998). What is more, bullying can be leamed at school (Kasen et al.,
2004). Ahmed and Braithwaite (2004) demonstrated that the school status which
included sociocconomic status, location neigbourhood, physical conditions (ex: the
size of playing arca) and disciplinary techniques significantly effected adolescents'
bullying behavior. Some of the research about bullying behavior demonstrated that
adolescents' bullying behavior were related with the socioeconomic status of their
schools (Frank & Elgar et al., 2009). For example: Pickett and Wilkinson (2007)
found that childrendemonstrated more bullying behavior at schools with low
socipeconomic status. Accordingly, a research which investigated bullying behavior
in private and public schools found that bullying behavior were more common in
private schools compared to public schools and also rescarch showed that bullying
behavior were more likely to present at schocls which were bigger (Furlong &

Morrison, 2000).

Interestingly, Beeker (1968). Fajnzylber, Lederman and Loayza (2002): and Stack,

{1984) demonstrated that adolescents who were at high socioecononic status schools
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may feel themselves more powerful because of their advantaged conditions and they
might be bully others more likely. Additionally, they also found the socioeconomic
status ofschools could be determinant of aggression. For instance; Pigkin (2010)
investigated socieconomic status of schools and bullying behavior in Turkey and
found that students who were in high socioeconomic status schools demonstrated
significantly higher bullying behavior compared to low or middle socioeconomic

status schools.

In contrast, other rescarches demonstrated that there was no relationship between the
status of schools and bullying behavior (Chen, 2004). Similarly, Borg (1999) and
Rigby (2004) conducted a study which investigated the association between buliying
behavior and socieconomic status of schools in adolescence but results demonstrated
that there was no relationship. What is more, a previous research investigated
academic achivement in classroom and its relation with teacher's classroom
management strategies in North Cyprus and Turkey. Result demonstrated that task-
oriented goals provided to students to increase their academic achievement and
schoo! bonding but skill-oriented goals caused competition and power differences
among students which triggered to bullying behavior (Bayraktar, 2013).
Inconsistently, Andreou (2000) suggested that skill-oriented goals which provide to
students to see their strong sides prevent bullying behavior. Accordingly, in college
school teachers” expectations for students' academic performance might be higher
compared to state schools because students enter to colleges with special exams
(Bayraktar, 2013). Additionally, college schools had high acadennc achivement and
Elliott (1997) suggested that students who had low academic achivement schools in

these kind of schools were more likely to demontrate bullying behavior.
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Furthermore, most of previous research investigated the relationship between
bullying behavior and how adolescents perceive their schools (ex: Hazler, Hoover &
Oliver, 1992; Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996; Varjas. Henrich & Meyers, 2009).
Overall results demonstrated that there were significant positive relationship among
bullying, feeling insecure at school, fear of school andnot liking the school.
Additionally, other researches found that there were significant positive relationship
among bullying, high conflicts and low controi at schools (Craig, Pepler &Atlas,
2000; Kasen, Barenson, Cohen &Johsen, 2004) and school culture which supports
bullying behavior (Olweus & Limber, 1999).

1.5 Perceived Popularity and Bullying

Perceived popularity can be related with social dominance, aggression (Parkhurst &
Hopmeyer, 1998), strength (Hawley, 2003; Vailiancourt & Hymel, 2006), leadership,
social control {Lease, Kennedy & Axelrod, 2002) and other personal features such
as: academic competence, being athletic. being chic or being rich (LaFontana &

Cillessen, 2002; Vaillancourt & Hymel, 2006).

Most of the researchers focused on the relationships between perceived popularity
and aggression (Andreou, 2006).Some research finding tried to explain the role of
peer acceptance and perceived popularity on bullying {Bruyn, Cillessen & Wissink,
2010). According to this study, it was hypothesized that there was a posttive
relationship between popularity and bullying. Vaillancourt (2003) investigated both
popular and unpopular bullies and found that popular bullies were perceived as more
attractive, stvlish and better liked compared to unpopular bullies. In addition,
Pellegrini and Bartini (1999) showed that bullies could be popular and they might

have lots of friends.



Moreover, Dijkstra, Lindenbergand Veenstra (2008) found that mostly the bullying
behavior was done by popular adolescents. In addition, results demenstrated that
adolescents who perceive themselves as popular show more bullying behavior and
more likely to be rejected and get less acceptance from the peers m their classes.
Adler and Adler (1998) suggested that children may demonstrate bullying behavior
to take into higher status in peer groups. Xie et al., (2002) found that adolescents
who perceive themselves as popular showed high levels of bullying behavior in peer
groups. In the same way, Bruyn and Cillessen (2006) found that the adolescents who
perceive high level of popularity showed more bullying behavior. However,
adoescents who perceive themselves as less popular showed less bullying behavior.
Parkhurst and Hopmeyer (1998) described adolescents who were popular (perceived)
but at the same time rejected showed more aggression than adolescents who were

popular {perceived) and accepted.

Adolescents who were popular and liked were found to be less aggressive compared
to the peers who were popular and disliked (Kirkpatrick, Waugh, Valencia &
Webster, 2002). Additionally, Caravita and Cillessen (2012); Sijtsema et al. (2009)
revealed that adolescents' bullying behavior was related with high social status
between peers so it is important to be popular in the peer groups by reaching a high
social status (Garandeau & Cillesen, 2006; Salmivalli, 2010). Therefore, it can be
suggested that, there will be a positive correlation between perceived popularity and

bullying behavior.

Many of the studies suggested that the relationship between popularity and
physical/verbal aggression may be different in different developmental stages.
(Lafontana & Cillesen, 2002; Rose et al., 2004). In middle childhood physical/verbal

13



aggression is related with low perceived popularity (Rodkin, Farmer, Pear] Van &
Acker, 2006). In contrast, in early adolescence, physical/verbal aggression was found
to be related with high levels of popularity (Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998). Therefore
it is critical to test the association between perceived popularity and builymng m

different developmental stages.
1.6 Friendship Quality and Bullying

Friendship quality takes important role both among adolescents and children because
high friendship quality may prevent indivuduals fo be invoived in bullying
(Bukowski, Hoza, & Boivin, 1993; Sullivan, 1953). It was also suggested that
friendship guality may play important role in adolescents 1o cope with negative
events (Bukowski, Hoza, & Boivin, 1993; Sullivan, 1953). For example, high level
of closeness to the peers, friendships and having supportive friendships take an
important role in adolescents and may prevent bullying behavior (Brechwald &
Prinstein, 2011: Fredricks & Simpkins, 2013). The authers suggested that
adolescents who had high level of friendship quality and at the same time who had
mutual friendship which include (sharing, closseness and warmth) were more likely

to demonstrate positive outcomes instead of negative such as aggression or bullying

(Bukowski, Hoza, & Boivon, 1994; Gifford, Smith & Brownell, 2003},

Additionally, according to 'Friendship Protection Hypethesis' making friends may
help to protect negative experiences and negative outcomes (Boulton, Trueman,
Chau, Whitehand, & Amatya, 1999). Therefore, it was suggested that bullying and
friendship quality are associated with each other negatively. Accordingly a strong
relationship has been found between bullying and poor peer relations (Card, Stucky,

Sawalari &Little, 2608). Therefore some adolescentsmay  perpetrate bullying
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behavior to improve their status in their peer groups(Prinstein &Cillesen, 2003; Rose,
Swenson, & Waller, 2004). Moreover, Boulton and Smith (1994) found that children
who were rejected from their peer groups would more likely to be bully. On the other
hand high quality friendship might prevent peer victimization and bullying behavior

(Leary, Twenge & Quinlivan, 2006).

Furthermore, according to 'Primary Socialization Theory', adolescents who had
supportive friendships were more likely to be supportive toward to others so they
were less likely to perform relational, physical or verbal bullying behavior
{Mcelhaney, Immele, Smith, & Allen, 2006; Poulin, Dishion, & Haas, 1999).
Therefore, it was suggested that, positive relationships with friends might decrease

both bullying and victimization.

In contrast, low quality friendships may lead to bullying tendency(Hodges, Malone
& Perry, 1997; Peilegrini & Long, 2002). Because, Berndt (2002) suggested that
adalescents who had fow quality friendships were more likely to experienced high
contlict and negative outcomes Additionally, the authors revealed that adolescents
who showed low level of support towards each other were more likely to experienced
high level of conflict (Furman, 1996; Gifford, Smith & Brownetl, 2003; Hodges,
Malone, & Perry, 1997).For instance, lack of closeness, sccurity, intimacy between
peers may increase physical/verbal aggression (Citlesen, Jiang, West & Laszkowski,
2005; Grotpeter &Crick, 1996). However, Parker and Asher (1993) suggested that to
have supportive friends was not enough alone to decrease bullying behavior but also
it is important to have reciprocal friendships. Moreover, Pellegrint et al., (1999}
revealed that adolescents who was in victim status were not protected by their friends

against victimization.



Many children and adolescents who wanted to spend time with bullies may
mimicking as role models and this may cause support each others to increase
bullying behavior (Juvonen & Ho. 2009). Moreover, adolescents who behave as
bully generally have peer groups who also behave as bully so these peers support
each others to being bully in school (Huitsing et al., 2014; Salmivalli, Huttunen &
Lagerspetz, 1997). Bandura (1977) revealed that modelling in bullying behavior and
according to this modelling, bully as seen as powerful figure for children. Social
Identity Theory demonstrated that, people realize their social identity in a group
which they presented and they recognize their group norms and establish differences
towards to other groups. Thercfore, if individuals perceive their groups (which
approve and show bullying) positively, they are gomg to be more likely to protect
their groups and sustain bullying behavior (Tajtel & Tumer, 1979).

1.7 Parental Relations and Bullying

Parental involvement may play significant role in bullying behavior. Low parental
warmth, low family cohesion and low involvement with parents and to have divorced
parents was found to be positively related with bullying behavior (Flouri &
Bunchanan, 2003). In the same way, adolescents who showed aggression within the
peer groups had poor family cohesion (Bowers, Smith& Binney. 1992}, According to
Social Learning Theory, parents become important role models for their children
(Bandura,1978), and they may learn bullying behavior by observing and modeling
their parents (Baldry, 2003). Especially fathers plays imporant role in bullying
behavior (Berdondini & Smith, 1996). Fathers' personality and acts were found 1o be
associated with children' bullying behavior in many studies. For instance, Famington
(1993) demonstrated that children {especially boys) who had agpgressive father were

much more tended to show bullying behavior at school.
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Many studies described insecure parental attachment as a risk for psychopathology,
aggression, antisocial and delinquent behavior for future development (Fagot
&Kavanaugh, 1990; Grossmann &Grossmann, 1991; Elgar, 2003; Elicker, Englund
& Snoufe, 1992; ljzendoorn, 1997, Renken, Egeland, Marvinney, Mangelsdort &
Sroufe, 1989). Accordingly, Walden and Beran (2010) found that students who had
strong bond with their first caregiver did not demonstrate bullying behavior to others.
Accordingly, Marini, Done, Bosacki and Ylc-Cura (2006} found that bullies, victims
or bully/victims had Jow maternal attachment. In sum scveral studies consistently
demonstrated that adolescents and children, who had insecure attachment with
parents were more likely to perform bullying behavior (Eliot &Comell, 2009
Marini et al.,2006; Smith & Myron-Wilsen, 1998; Troy & Sroufe, 1987, Walden

&Beran, 2010,

Baldry (2003), demonstrated that children who exposed to violence and abuse by
their parents were more likely to show bullying behavior. For instance, authoritarian
parenting which includes cerporal punishment, hostility, rejection and positive
attitude toward aggression take important role in developing bullying behaviors
(Baldry & Farrington, 2005; Christie-Mizell,  2003; Lspelage &  Swearer,
2003: Shields & Cicchetti, 2001).Baldry and Farrington (2000) and Georgicu (2008)
suggested that parents who were permissive which included high level of
responsiveness and low level of control on their children were more likely to had
victim children. Additionally, a research which investigated the refationship
between parents' characteristics and bullying hehavior in adolescents suggested that
parents who had anger toward their children and who perceived their children as

frustrated were more likely 10 show bullying behavior against children (Shetgiri,
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Lin, Avila & Flores, 2012). Therefore, these parental characlerisiics might affect
their children in a negative way and may be path to bullying behavior. Ahmed and
Braithwaite (2004) suggested that inappropriate parenting style which includes high
amount of hostility, shouting, hitting took risk to increase of bullying at school.
Also, Belsky and Haan (2011} suggested that negative parenting change brain
chemistry and stress reactions so this might make children to be the targets of
bullying.Akgiin (2003) investipated the role of parenting style and parent-adolescent
relationship on peer victimization and bullying between adolescents. Results
demonstrated that excessive psychological autonomy, rigid parenting style and low
level of communication with father had negative effect on general bullying behavior.
Additionally, Bauer and colleagues (2006) and Bandura (1978) demonstrated that
children who grow up in a home with high interparental violence tended to show
physical aggression such as bullying behaviors. Moreover, children who exposed to
maltreatment demonstrated high levels of aggression which includes bullying

behavior {Shields &Cicchetti, 1998).

Parents usually unaware of bullying behavior and they have difficulties to notice the
problem (Olweus, 1993; Vail, 2000). In contrast, when parents have information
about their children’s life, this was found to be negatively associated with bullying
behavior (Patterson & Fisher, 2002; Steinberg & Silk, 2002). Therefere parents who
have good comminication with their children and who demonstrate love, warmth and
support towards to children may decrease the risk of bullying bebavior (Lereva,
Suzet Tanya, Samara, Muthanna and Wolke and Dieter, 2013). Haynie et al., (2001)
revealed that parents’ characters {i.e. honesty, empathy. self-control ete) also take

pmportant role on their children and might decrease the risk of bullying behavior.
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1.8 Loneliness and Bullying

Loneliness is an emotional situation that cause to dissatisfaction of social
relationships among individuals and it cause to make themselves isolate from
others(Hawkley & Cacioppo 2010).During the adolescence period, competitive
classifications, low physical attractiveness, low athletic skills might be the reason of
loneliness in adolescents who feel themselves unsuccesful. Therefore, this might
increase bullying behavior among adolescents (Mijuskovic, 1986). Lonely
adolescents might have insufficient social skills (Eldeleklioglu, 2008, Jones, Hobbs
& Hockenbury, 1982; Wittenberg & Reis, 1986)and they might be insatiable in
interpersonal relationships (Stokes, 1985). Therefore, they might develop hostile
attitudes towards their peers. Asher and Paquette (2003) demonstrated that if children
have high [evel of loneliness, they were more likely to develop poor developmental
outcomes which also include builying. Accordingly, Morrison (2007) suggested that
lonely adolescents have difficulties to establish strong social relationships and they
were more lkely to develop aggression towards their peers. Ybarra (2004) suggested
that loneliness was an important factor for being cyberbully and cybervictim.
Therefore, individﬁals who demonstrate these behaviors are tended to be lonely.
Many studies demonstrated that students who had high amount of loneliness were
more likely to expose bullying behavior (Erdur-Baker & Yurdugitl. 2008: Storch &
Masia-Warner, 2004; Brassard, 2003). Moreover, most of previous research found
that there were significant positive relationships among loneliness, aggression
(Kogak. 2008: Loucks, 1980) and bullying behavior in adolescents (Yildirm. 20607).
Also, previous research demonstrated that adolescents whe showed bullying
behavior feel more lonely compared to adolescents who did not show bullymg

behavior (Yildunm, 2007).
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In addition, lonely parents take important role on adolescents because they may have
low parenting self-efficacy which include problems with child-care, authority and
encouragement of their child for socialization with peers (Junttila, Vauras &
Laakkonen, 2007). So the authors discussed that these parents may increase
loneliness on their children. According to several intermational surveys which
included approximately 100.000 participants demonstrated that there was a positive
relationship between bullying and loneliness among young people {Due et al., 2005;
Fleming & Jacobsen, 2009). Brennan (1982) and also Cacioppo and Hawkley (2003)
suggested that if loneliness was high during adolescencethe risk of cyberbuilying
increased. According to Graham and Juvonen (1998), children whose in bully/victim

status were more lonely compared to others.

In the same way, Kochenderfer and Ladd (1996) suggested that children who were
rejected by their peers were more likely to experience loneliness and bullying
behavior. Lonely people may have interpersonal difficulties {Boivin & Hymel, 1997)
and also they may have negative peer beliefs (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 19963,
Kochenderfer-Ladd & Wardrop, 2001; Kupersmidt, Buchele, Voegler, & Sedikides.
1996; Ladd & Troop-Gordon, 2003; Renshaw & Brown, 1993). Therefore, they may
improve hostile attitudes towards to peers because it was anticipated that they were
more likely to demonstrate bullying behavior (Check, Perlman &Malamuth, 1985).
In the same way, many studies demonstrated that there was positive relationship
between loneliness and aggression {Check et al, 1985; Prinstein, Boergers &
Vernberg. 2001), anger-hostility (Kogak, 2008: Loucks, 1980) and bullying behavior
(Yildinm, 2007). In sum, findings demonstrated that there was sirong refationship

between loneliness and bullymg,



1.9 Aim of the Study

The current study tries to test the following hypotheses by using Bronfenbrenner's
Ecological Systems Theory as mentioned above. Although all the variables have
been handled before by various studies, the current findings can be used in following
meta-analyses and also has some important implications for reducing bullying mn
various age groups, particularly in North Cyprus. Therefore, the present study aimed
{0 investigate the role of age, gender, status of school, perceived popularity,
loneliness, friendship quality, parental relations, on adolescents’ bullying behavior.
The following hypotheses were generated;

Hypothesis 1-There is a significant relationship between age and subtypes of

bullying (overt, retational, harming the belengings and teasing).

Hypothesis 2- Males adolescents will get higher scores in specific bullying subtypes

(overt and harming the belongings) than females adolescents.

Hypothesis 3- Adolescents who perceive their popularity higher in the peer groups

will get higher scores in bullying behavior.

Hypothesis 4- There will be a positive correlation between Joneliness and

adolescents' bullying behavior.

Hypothesis S-Adolescents who have high level of friendship qualitics will get lower

scores in bullying behavior.

21



Hypothesis 6-Adolescents who perceive high levels of communication, closeness,
and peer approval and low levels of conflict from their parents will get lower scores

in bullying behavior when age, gender and status of the school is controlled.



Chapter 2

METHOD

2.1 Participants

The study was conducted in North Cyprus among Turkish speaking  students who
study in college (a total of two) and state (a total of three) which included two middle
and three high schools in Kyrenia and Nicosia regions. A total of 250 participants
were recruited (125 males, 125 females) and the age range was between 12-18.
(X¥=14.8, SD= 1.7) which was previously categorized n the current study as carly 12-
13 (% = 12.5, SD= 0,4, N=66) , middle 14-15 (X = 14.4, D= 0.5, N=84) and late 16-
18 (¥ = 16.6, SD=0.7, N=100). Because there was no difference between age groups
for the variables, age was used as a continuous variable.

2.2 Mecasures

2.2.1 Demographic Questionnaire:

A demographic questionnaire was used to obtain background information such as
age, gender and education level.

2.2.2 UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russel, Peplan & Ferguson, 1978)

The UCLA Loneliness Scale is one of the most popular scales which has been used
tomeasure the perceived loneliness. 1t was originally developed by Russel, Peplau
and Ferguson (1978) and then reviewed in manycountries for its adaptation to
different language(Anderson & Malikiosi-Loizos. 1992; Demir, 1989 de Grace.
joshi & Pelletier; Lasgaard, 2006 Doring & Bortz, 19930 Hojat, 1082; Pretoirus,
1993; Ruchkin, Eisemann, & Hagglof: Russel, Peplau & Cutrona, 1980; Wilson ve
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Ark., 1992). The scale consists of 20 items with a 4 point Likert scale (1-never, 4-
often) (e.g'l do not have any friends’). High scores indicate that a person 1s
experiencing high level of loneliness. The Turkish adaptation of the scale was
conducted by Demir (1989). The internal consistency of the scale was found .96 and
the test retest reliability as .94. The scate includes items that have reverse scoring (1.,
4. 5.6, 9,10, 15., 16.,19., and 20.). After the recode of these items, intermal
reliability of the scale was found acceptable in the present study(C ronbach Alpha:
84).

2.2.3 Friendship Qualities Scale - FQS (Bukowski, Hoza & Boivin, 1994)

FOS has been used to evaluate the quality of children’s and adolescents’ friendship
qualities with their best friends. Draft items by Berndt and Perry {1983 as cited in
Bukowski et al., 1994) were reformulated as a scale by Bukowski et al. (1994). The
scale includes 23 items with a five point Likert scale (1-absolutely not true, 5-
absolutely true). The last version of the scale includes five factors; Companionship (4
items). Conflict (4 items), Help (5 items), Security (5 items), and Closeness {5
items). In the current study total scale was used (e.g. T and my friend are happy when
we are together'). In the study which was conducted by Hacettepe University
Developmental Psychology Group Project, the scale had two dimensions after the
factor analysis. Intemal consistency of the positive friendship quality dimention and
negative friendship quality dimention was found as .93 and .72 respectively (Sayil et
al., 2012). The items of Conflict subscale (items 4..8.,13., 15. and 19.) were recoded
and the intemal reliability of the scale was found acceptable in the present study

{Cronbach Alpha: .86).



2.2.4 Peer Bullying Scale (Giiltekin & Sayil, 2005)

This scale was prepared by Pekel (2004) as a minor revision of the Turkish
Multidimensional Victimization Peer Scale (MPVS) (Giiltekin & Sayil, 2003) to
define bullying behaviors. The scale is formed to reformulate the items of MPVS
from passive to active (ex: how often other students called you with nicknames or
tried 10 get you into troubte with your friends during the last school year) with 3
point Likert scale 'not at all', 'once’ and 'more than once’). The questionnaire consists
of 35 items with 3 Point Likert Scale: “not at all,” “once.” and “more than once.”
Also, it includes five dimensions: terror, overt bullying, teasing, relational bullying,
and attacks on property. The internal consistency cocfiicients were .92 for the entire
scale, .66 for terror, .74 for teasing, .84 for overt bullying, .60 for relational bullying,
and .62 for attacks on property subscales. In the present study, the internal reliability

of the scale was found acceptable {Cronbach Alpha: .93).

In the current study, Factor Analysts was used and according to Promax rotation the
Peer Bullying Scale was divided into four dimensions which included harming the
belongings, overt bullving, teasing and relational bullying. The KMO value was
found .%82 and Barlett's Test was found significant (p= .000). The four-component
solution explained a total of 52.2 % of the variance, with Component | contributing
31.7 %, Component 2 contributing 7.7 %, Component 3 contributing 5.0 % and
Component 4 contributing 3.8 %. The Cronbach Alpha Cocfficients was found .78
for harming the belongings(e.g'l steal others belongings), .87 for overt
bullving(e.p.'T punch others), .75 for teasing(e.g.'l swear to others’) and .60 for

relational bullying(e.g.'] prevent my friends to talk others').
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2.2.5 The Adolescent Family Process Questionnaire(Vazsonyi, Hibbert &
Snider, 2003)

The Adolescent Family Process (AFP) Questionnaire 18 a self-reported measurement
tool which was developed for the ISAD project based on previous work by
Cemkovich and Giordano (1987). The itemsincludes general questions related with
family and parenting process. The new Adolescent Family Process Questionnaire
includes 25 items on a 5 point Likert scale (1-absolutely not true, 5- absolutely true).
Cronbach alpha coefficients of the sucscales(i.c. closeness, support, monitoring,
intimate communication, instrumental communication, conflict and peer approval})
was found between .75 and .86. (Scarpate, Vazsonyi, Burcu, Hernandez & Sheu,
2008). In the Turkish adapuation study which was conducted by Hacettepe
University Developmental Psychology Group Project, internal consistencies were

found between 57 and .90, for the subscales.

In the present study, Factor Analysis was used and according to Varimax rotation,
The Adolescent Family Process Questionnaire was divided into 4 dimensions which
included clossness(e.g.'My mother trust me'), communication{e.g.’T share everything
with my mother what | do at scheol’), conflict{e.g"My mother does not histen to me
or my ideas') and peer approval(e.g.'My mother shows me her fove"). In the current
study, there were guestions about only adolescents’ mothers. The KMO value was
found .867 and Barlett's Test was found signiticant (p = .000). The four-component
solution explained a total of 51.4 % of the variance, with Component | contributing
28.5 %, Component 2 contributing 9.5 %. Component 3 contributing 6.8 % and

Component 4 contributing 6.4 %, The Cronbach Alpha Ceefficients was tound



81for clossness, .68 for communication, .62 for conflict and .66 for peer approval
dimensions.

2.2.6 Peer Pressure, Conformity, and Popularity Scales (Santor, Messervey &
Kusumakar, 1999)

This scale included 30 items originally. Brendt (1979) developed z scale
whichconsisted of 20 hypothetical states as “a couple of your best friends™ foster you
{o participate in activity and a person is defined either as voluntary to being in peers
activity or as involuntary to being in that activity. For every conditions, participants
answered the items aswhat they would really do with 5-Point Likert Scale which
was ranging from“absolutely sure” to “absolutely not sure™. The scale consists of 11
peer pressure items, 12 popularity items and 7 conformity items. These scales were
used in many studies to define the peer conformity (Brown, 1986) and sensitivityto
peer pressure (Steinberg &Silverberg, 1987). In this study, only popularity scale was
taken into consideration which includes 12 items{e.g. 1 bought something because
they were fashion'). These twelve items were transleted to Turkish by the researcher,
controlled by the supervisor and back translated to English by a professional
translator to control whether the translated items were matching with the original
ones. The internal reliability of the popularity scale was found acceptable (Cronbach
Alpha: .89).

2.3 Procedure

Firstly, EMU Psychology Depariment Research and Ethics Committee and also
Ministry of Education and parental approval was obtained before conducting the
research. A total of three schools were selected in Kyrema and two schools were
selected in Nicosia randomly, The all schools were public school but two of them

had special exam for students so these schools called as college. A total of
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50students were recruited according to their ages from G6th to 12nd grade. Both
teachers and students were informed about purpose of the study and stressed that the
participation to the study depended entirely on students’ voluntariness. Students
received a series of pencil and paper questionnairesduring the lecture time 1in
classroom setting with the supervision of teacher and researcher. Therefore, students
could ask any questions to the researcher when they did not understand. The study
tookapproximately 253-30 minutes and at the end of the study, participants were

thanked and debriefed about the study verbally.
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Chapter 3

RESULTS

For the purposes of this study;data gathered were analyzed with SP35 version 22. In
the analysis, correlations and hierarchical multiple regression were used.

3.1 Data Analysis

In determining if there were significant correlations between bullying's sub-types and
age, Pearson Correlation Coefficient was used. In the same way, n determining if
there were significant correlations between bullying behavior score and popularity,
loneliness, family relations and friendship quality scores, again Pearson Correlation
Coefficient was conducted. The level of significance used throughout the study was
05.Additionally, in determining the effect of differences among gender on bullying
behavior, Mann Whitney U Test was conducted.In order to investigate how age,
gender, school type, parental conununication, parental clossness, peer approval,
parental conflict predict bullying behavior score, Hierarchical Regression Analysis
was used.

3.2 Prevalance of Bullying and Subtypes of Bullying

When one standard deviation over the mean score of bullying was used as the cut-off
point, 16.8% of the sample showed bullying. When the same method was used the
prevalances were 7.2% for harming the belongings, 13.2% for overt bullying, 14.8%

for teasing and 11.6% for refational bullying.



3.3 Correlational Analyses

3.3.1 Correlations Among Age, Harming the Belongings, Overt Bullying,
Teasing and Relational Bullying

As seen in Table 1, Pearson Product-Moment Correlation analysis among the five
factors showed that except harming the belongings there are signifigant positive
correlations among age, overt bullying, teasing and relational bullying. The findings
revealed that as age increases overt bullying, teasing and relational bullying scores
all increases and vise versa. On the other hand, all bullying substypes were correlated

with each other positively.

Table 1: Correlations Among Bullying Factors and Age

Variables 1 2 3 4 5
1. Age -
2. Harming the Belongings 09 -
3. Overt Bullving 15" 44" -
4. Teasing 367 300 61% -
5. Relational Buliying 147 327 43 42 -
*p< 08

3.3.2 Mann-Whitney U Test Findings for Bullying Sub-Scores Regarding
Gender

Kolmogorov-Smirnov nommality tests revealed that all bullying sub-scores for males
and females were significantly deviate from normality. alt D123y > 0.142. all p=

000. For this reason Mann-Whitney U test procedures were used in determining the



differences in mean scores. Cohen r(r = z/v/n)effect size measures were used. Cohen

(1988) characterized r = 0.2 as a small effect size, r= 0.3 as a medium effect size, and

r= 0.5 as a large effect size.

As seen in Table 2, the findings revealed that overt bullying median scores of males

are significantly different than overt bullying median scores of females favoring

males. The effect size showed that gender difference in overt bullying scores is

relatively high (r = 0.37). The tindings showed that there is no any other significant

differences between males and females in terms of median scores namely, harming

the belongings, teasing and relational bullying.

Table 2: Mann-Whitney U Test Results

Variable Gender n  Mean  sd  Median v z P r
: _ Female 125 516 030 5.0
lga;““i’.‘Of“ 74075 -1.1§ 024 011
clongimngs — aale 125 551 1.40 59
Overt Female 123 1090 3.17 9.0
Bullvi 5558.0° 412 0.00 037
utlying Male 125 1228 350 110
Female 123 591 1.97 5.0
Teasing 63620  -1.6% 0.09 015
Male 125 634 213 6.0
. Female 125 3.46 (.96 3.0
};e]I?tf.("‘,al 75510 -058 056 005
utymg Male 125 351 0.98 30
*n< .05
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3.3.3 Correlations Among Bullying, Loneliness, Popularity, Friendship and
Parental Relations (communication, closeness, conflict, peer approval)

As seen in Table 3, there are significant positive correlations among bullying,
loneliness, popularity, communication, conflict and approval In this group of
variables the strongest correlation are in between bullying and popularity. Except
popularity and conflict, loneliness is negatively correlated with all the other
variables. The highest significant positive correlation is in between closeness and

communication, whereas the highest significant negative correlation s in between

popularity and friendship.

Table 3: Correlations Among Bullying, Loneliness, Popularity, Friendship and
Parental Relations (communication, conflict. closeness, approval)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Bullying -
2. Loneliness 15 -
3. Popularity 290 37 -
4. Friendship 12 =310 -03 0 -

5 Parental Closeness  -.03 -22° .01 .30 .

6.Parental . + u * *
Communication ' ’ ' ‘ '

7. Parental Conflict 21 260 14 -3t 200 2230 -
8. Peer Approval 14 2200 07 a6 27 2210 - -

*p< 05



3.4 Regression Analyses

3.4.1 Hierarchicai Multiple Regression Analysis Findings for Variables
Predicting Bullying

In the present study, Hierarchical Multiple Regression was conducted to see the
affect of parental variables on bullying behavior when age, gender and statas of
school were cantrolled. The Hierarchical Multiple Regression revealed that at Model
1 (F (3,245) = 7.40, p< .01),except school type, ¢ = -.40, p>.05, age, /= 3.04, p< 03
and gender, 7 = 2.62,p<.05 contributed significantly to the regression model, and
accounted for 8% of the variation in bullying (see Table 4). Introducing the Family
variables explained an additional 6% of variation in bullying. This change in R? was
significant, whereas the F change was4.41, p< .01 When all seven independent
variables were included in Model 2 of the regression model, except age and confhct
none of the variables namely, school type, gender, closeness, commiunication, and
approval were significant predictors of bullying. The most important predictor of
bullying was age which uniguely explained 20% of the variation in bullying. The
other important predictor of bullying was conflict which uniquely expalined 19% of
the variation in bullying. Together the seven independent variables accounted for

12% of the bullying.



Table 4; Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Bullying

b
s
Variable B SEB B ! F RS AR’
Model 1
Constant 948 069 - 13.66*%
-.02
School Type -.005 .012 -.026 -.40
7.40* 083 -
.16
Gender 086 033 161 2.62%
22
Age 078 021 236 3.64%
Model 2
Constant 792 134 - 5.93%
-.03
School Type -.005 012 -0.26 -418
2
Gender 066 034 124 1.95
20
Age 070 021 212 3.31%
128 121 063
04
Closeness 018 024 046 0.634
o -10
Communication _031 018 S170 -1.68
. .19
Cenilict 063 020 197 3.21%
10
Approval 026 017 110 1.67

< 01
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Chapter 4

DISCUSSION

The present study aimed to investigate the role of age, gender, status of schools,
perceived popularity, loneliness, friendship quality and parental relations, on
adolescents’ bullying behavior. The results indicated a partial fulfillment of the
hypotheses. According to the present study; there were significant positive
relationship among age and bullying subtypes as leasing, overt bullying and
relational bullying except harming the belongings. Additionally, results demonstrated
that males significantly scoredhigher than females in overt bullying scores.
Furthermore, the current study also demonstrated that there were positive
relationships between bullying and loneliness, popularity and parental relations
which include communication, conflict and peer approval. Resuits of Hierarchical
Regression Analysis demonstrated that the strongest predictorr of bullying were age

and conflict with parents.

The first hypothesis in the current study was there is a significant relationship
between age and subtypes of bullying (overt, relational, harming the beglongings and
teasing). Results demonsirated that overt bullying, teasing and relational bullying
increases with age. The reason for this could be that adolescents gain 1more
awareness with age and many variables (i.e. parental and peer relalions, power,
status) can affect them compared to early ages. Therefore, they might bully others

(Yurtal, 2012). Previous research was also consistent with the findings of the current



study. For example a research by Malecki and Elliott {1999) demonstrated that there
was a significant relationship between age and bullying behavior. Paralelly, another
research which investigated bullying behavior at schools found that, bullving
occurred mostly among older adolesecents and younger adolescents demonstrated

bullying behavior less (Cenkseven & Yurtal, 2012y,

The second hypothesis in current study was males adolescents will get higher scores
in specific bullying subtype (overt) than females adolescents. Results demonstrated
that males were more likely to show overt bullying compared 10 females. Most of
research confirmed this result (Craig et al., 2009 & Solberg et al., 2007). The reason
might be that boys have more aggresive characteristics compared to girls(Craig et al.,
2000 & Solberg et al., 2007). A lot of research demonstrated that boys were more
likely to demonstrate bullying behavior which includes direct bullying (hitting,
kicking ete.) (Craig et al., 2009 & Solberg et al., 2007). However, girls did not
demonstrate significant differences in bullying which includes relational, name

calling and harming the belongings (Jollitfe & Farrington, 2006).

In the present study, also it was hypothesized that adolescents who perceived their
popularity higher in the peer groups would get higher scores in bullying behavior.
The results confinmed this hypothesis. This finding was in line with previous
researches. For example; Bruyn, Cillessen and Wisstnk, {2010) found that
adolescents who perceive themselves as popular significantly showed more bullying
hehavior because of their dominant characteristics.According to the authors, these
adolescents  who show more bullying behavior were more Iikely to have more
fiiends compured to adolescents who perceive themselves as unpopular so they were

not lack of others who stand up for them. Also, results demonstrated that adolescents
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who perceived themselves as popular had power and status therefore they were
prone to demonstrate bullying behavior (Bruyn et al, 2010). Moreover, the other
factor might be that adolescents who perceive themselves as popular were more
likely to be accepted by their peers so this also might be the reason of bullying
behavior. Adler and Adler (2005) revealed that adolescents who perceived
themselves as popular as members of popular peer groups were more likely to
demonstrate bullying to their peers to sustain their power and status among the peers.
Based on the current and previous researches, findings suggest that perceived

popularity had significant affect on bullying behavior among adolescents.

The current study hypothesized that there would be a positive correlation between
Joneliness and adolescents' bullying behavior and results showed that there was a
significant positive correlation between bullying scores and loneliness scores. Lonely
people generally have negative beliefs, low self-esteem and they do not have many
friends (Check, Perlman & Malamuth et al., 1983). These reasons might cffect
individuals to demonstrate bullying behavior Previous studies confirmed these. For
example; a research by Check, Perhnan and Malamuth et al., (1985) demonstrated
that lonely people may had hostile attitedes towards to peers therefore they were

more likely to demonstrate bullying behavior.

Accordingly, Civitei {2011) revealed that lonely adolescents had high level of
aggression and hostility and because they have difficulty to cope with these problems
in a positive way, the risk to demonstrate their hostile feelings with hullying behavior
may increase, Johnson and Johnson (1995) suggested that adolescents who
experienced loneliness can not express their feelings casily and they hide thar
agpressive feelings. Therefore, they tended to show bullying behavior. A lot of
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research consistently showed the link between loneliness and bullying. For example,
Check et al., (1985) investigated the relationship between loneliness and bullying and
results demonstrated that adolescents who had high level of loneliness demonstrated
more bullying behavior compared to adolescents who had low level of loneliness.
Also. Civitgi (2011) suggested that adolescents who changed their schools especially
whe moved from middie to high school experienced high level of loneliness because
they can not bond to school or may experience difficulty to have social relationship
with others. Therefore, adolescents who experienced high level of loncliness were

more likely to demonstrate bullying behavior.

A research by Tritt and Duncan (1997) demonstrated that adolescents who were
lonely in their childhood may be more exposed to bullying behavior. Additionally,
the authors suggested that adolescents who were both victims and bullies had
reported high level of loneliness compared to others {Tritt & Duncan, 1997). In sum,
the present study gave a support to previous researches which demonstrated a
significant relationship between loneliness and bullying behavior. At that point, it
might be seen that the results about perceived popularity, loneliness and bullying
were confusing. In other words, it could be conflicting to perceive himsel f'herself as
popular and at the same time lonely. However, the comrelation between perceived
popularity and loneliness was significanty positive. This result can be evatuated as
the dvnamics between perceived popularity and builying. also perceived loneliness
and bullying have to be studied separately. Accordingly, Dunn, Dunn, and Bayduza
et al..(2007) found that sociometric status (how much a person is liked or dishiked by
peers) was significantly related with loneliness in a negative direction however

Parkhurst and¢ Hopmeyer (1998) stressed that perceived popularity and sociometric



popularity were two distinct dimentions of peer status and the dynamics between

these dimentions and other variables were also distinct.

Another hypothesis which was generated in the current study was that adolescents
who have high level of friendship quality would get lower scores in bullying
behavior. However, results demonstrated that there was no significant relationship
between friendship quality and bullying behavior. [nconsistent with this finding,
most of the previous researches demonstrated that, there was a signiticant negative
relationship between quality of friendship and bullying behavior in adolescence. In
other words, adolescents who had not have good communication, clossness and trust
with their peers demonstrated negative behaviors such as bullving {(Bukowski, Hoza,
& Boivin, 1993; Sullivan et al, 1953). However. aforementioned  results

demonstrated a non-significant relationship between friendship quality and bullying.

There could be several reasons of this finding. Firstly, adolescents' friendship quality
which mainly contain perceived social support may not be a critical variable to
oredict bullying. Parker and Asher (1993) revealed that beyond of friendship quality
mutual/reciprocal friendships which manly include (mutual intimacy and sharing)
was important for developmental outcomes in adolescence. A lot of rescarch which
compared mutual friendships and friendships quality on bullying behavior indicated
that there was a significant relationship between bullying behavior and mutual
friendships but not with friendship quality (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Crick &
Nelson, 2002 Parker et al.. 2005). Morcover, previous rescarch also revealed that
peers could prevent negative outcomes such as. bullying if they had mutual
intimacy, solidarity and trust (Bollmer, Milich, Hams & Maras, 2003). These
characteristics may help to increase their friendship quality and emphaty level.
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Therefore, the bullying behavior decreases when peers have these kind of friendships
which include reciprocal respect and tolerance (Bollmer ct al.. 2005). Also, previous
research suggested that adolescents who had high tevel of friendship quality might
not predict bullying or victimization if their friendships  quality were not in @

positive way (Greca & Harrison, 2003).

The other variable which was investigated in the current study was parental relations,
It was hypothesized that adolescents who perceive high levels of communication,
clossness., and peer approval also low levels of conflict from their parents would get
lower scores in bullying behavior when age, gender and status of the school was
controlled. Previous research demonstrated that for adolescents parental reiations
such as: level of clossness, warmth and communication had important role for their
bullying behavior (Smith & Wilson, 1998). According to the authors, adolescents
who lack of parental clossness, intimacy and communication were more likely to

demonstrate bullying behavior.

In the current study, results demonstrated that only parental conflict significantly
predicted bullying. This could mean that adolescents who were exposed to parental
contlict tend 1o demonstrate bullying behavior parallel to the previous studies (Pryor
& Rodgers,2001; Coleman & Glenn, 2009; Fosse, & Holen, 2002). Also, Bauer et
al., (2006) and Baldry (2003) found that adolescents who experience parental
conflict or exposed to physical punishiment showed bullying behavior more. The
reason of this finding might be because of the parents' atiitudes such as harsh
discipline or negative attitudes towards their children (Reynolds, Houlston, Coleman
& Harold, 2014). Children who grow up in parental conflict may reflect their

aguression to their peers because generally, these children can not defy their parents
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because of the parents' dominant status. Previous studies confirmed this. Olweus
(1993) and Joyce and Stewen (2002} revealed that adolescents who had family

conflicts reported higher level of bullying behavior.

Moreover, another research which investigated basic social skills on adolescents both
who were bully and who were not bully found that parental relations were
significant predictor on bullying behavior. Results demonstrated that adolescents
who had parental conflict showed poor social skills and high level of bullying
behavior compared to adolescents who did not have parental conflict (Fox &
Boulton, 2003). Accordingly, Page and Bretherton (2003) revealed that parental
conflict causes high level of bullying tendency and aggression among adolescents.
Moreover, Olweus (1980} demonstrated that parental attitudes such as lack of
warmth, lack of closseness and rigid discipline towards children significantly

predicted children's bullying behavior.

Overall, most of previous research demonstrated that parental contlict was the most
important  predictor on bullying behavior among adolescents (Bowes, Maughan,
Caspi, Moffitt, Arseneault et al., 2010). According to previous research, adolescents
who lived with parents that had no conflict or low conflict were more likely to
demonstrate tess bullying behavior compared to others (Bowes ct al., 2010y The
curren: study also demonstrated that parent-adolescent communication did not
predict adolescents' bullying behavior which was not consistent with the hypothesis.
One reason for this could be that parents do not know what their children do and also
adolescents do not share what they do at school. Fer instance, previous research

demonstrated that parents who had information about their children such as;
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information about what they do at school or with friends had affect to decrease

bullying behavior in their children (Hagan & McCharty, 1997).

Unlike the present study, previous research demonstrated that communication
between parents and adolescents was important to prevent bullying behavior among
adolescents. Additionally, research demonstrated that less bullying behavior was
related with parent-child communication (Berthold & Hoover, 2000). Consistent with
parent-adolescent communication, also the current study demonstrated that parental
closeness did not significantly predict adolescents' bullying behavior. The reason
could be that parenta! closeness did not predict bullying behavior by itself but there
might be other variables which accompany. Accordingly, previous research
demonstrated that parental closeness did not predicted bullying behavior by itself but
with parental monitoring and parental involvement in school (Nansel et al., 2001;

Haynie et al., 2001).

Furthermore, the current study also demonstrated that parents' peer approval did not
predict adolescents' bullying behavior. The reason might be that despite parents have
information about their childrens' peer group, they do not aware of bullying behavior
among them. Also, the otler reason could be that despite parents have inforiation
about their childrens' triendships and negative behaviors among them but they do not
warn them or parents simply have no idea about their childrens' friends. Previous
researches demonstrated that if parents had effective monitoring on adoiescents’
friendships which means that they know how their relationship is and how friends’
characteristics are or what they do all day at school were associated with low level of
bullying behavier (Borawski et al., 2003; Galambos et al., 2003; Lavoie et al.,

2002; Mills & Rubin, 1998).



Altough the current study offered some valuable information, there were also several
limitations. Firstly, all the data gathered were based on self-reports and the most of
questions included negative thoughts and behaviors related with bullying. Therefore,
the participants could answer the guestions in desirable ways to present themselves
better. Also, they might prefer not to give answer these questions or students might
have biases about study or questions so these might cause poor results. Additionaily,
another limitation in the current study was sample size. The total number of recruited
students was limited (i.e. total of 250 participants). Even the relatively small sample
size may cause not to be able to generalize the results, our findings can still be

counted as valuable for practitioners, teachers and parents.

Furthermore, the current study included only the reports of adolescents, but not their
teachers or parents. This could also be problem for present study and might cause
poor results to identy the bullying behavior, Parents and teachers' evaluation (a
multitnformant approach) could validate the current results. Additionally, the
Adolescent Family Process Measure guestions only included information about
adolescents' mothers. However, adolescents' fathers also might play impertant role in
their bullying behavior. Akgiin (2005) demonstrated that especially fathers’
communication and supervision was critical both on bullying types and victimization

types ameng adolescents.

Moreover, the authors also suggested that fathers’ intimacy to their children prevent
bullying behavior in their children when mothers’ intimacy was controtled {Rican et
al.. 1993). Also. the current study did not investigate the socioeconomic status of
children. Previous studies demonstrated that there was a relationship belween

socieconomic status of children and bullying behavior. Pigkin (2003) revealed that
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adolescents who demonstrated bullying behavior had high level of socioeconomic
status. According to these limitations, there could be several improvements to
enhance the present study. First of all, the number of scales could be increased and
also scales could involve both parental and teacher evajuation for measure different
aspects of bullying as mentioned above. Previous research demonstrated that parallel
to parents, teachers’ (as secondary attachment figures) attitudes were also important
for adolescents' bullying behavior (Paul & Smith, 2000). Teachers' negative attitudes
(i.e. harsh discipline at class, discrimination among students ctc.) towards students at
class increase bullying behavior in adolescents {Paul & Smith, 2000). In contrast,
supportive and respectful teachers had an effect to decrease bullying behavior among

students (Paul & Smith, 2000).

In addition.many variables which might be related with bullying behavior might be
added. For instance, previous studies suggested that there was 2 significant negative
relationships between bullying behavior and empathy trends of children (Filiz, 2009,
Rehber. 2007; Sardogan & Kaygunsuz.2006}. Also. Cifigi {2010) suggested that the
one of the key factors on bullying behavior was lack of empathy because the lack of
empathy makes easier to exhibit aggressive behavior towards other people. The other
variables which might trigger bullying behavior might be the socieconomic status of
parents, lack of social networks. negative neighborhood effects and low academic
achievement! etc. (Espelage, Bosworth & Simon, 2000). For mstance, Witkinson,
Kawacki and Kennedy (1998) demonstrated that societies which had social
inequalities and individuals who live in unfovarable conditions feel themselves as
excluded and alienated. Therefore, these people were more likely to demonstrate

bullying behavior to get acceptance by others.
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Furthermore, cultural differences might be important predictors on bullying behavior.
Previous research investigated the bullying behavior in the two different countries
(North Cyprus and Turkey) and found that adolescents who lived in Turkey
demonstrated more bullying behavior compared to adolescents who lived in North
Cyprus {Bayraktar, 2011). These differences might be associated with individualistic
and collectivistic characteristics of Turkey and North Cyprus. Even though both
countries were mainly collectivistic (Triandis,}998) North Cyprus can be counted as
a more individualistic country compared to Turkey because of its colonization by

British Empire.

Previous research demonstrated that people who live in collectivist cultures are
dependent with each other and they form their acts by considering the group norms
and acts an acceptable way by society (Mills & Clark, 1982). In contrast, people who
live in indivudualistic culture are not dependent on each other. Therefore, they
behave as individually by ignoring group norms. Thewr own targets and needs
become more important than their groups’ norms (Triandis, 2001). Similarly, Smith
and Brain (2000) investigated bullying behavior in fourteen different countries and
found that bullying behavior may differ results according to the cultural
hackgrounds. Also another research demonstrated that adolescents who were
Hispanic demonstrated more bullying behavior in a physical way compared to
Caucasian adolescents and also compared to other adolescents who lived in different

countires (Wank, lannotti & Nansel et al., 2009).

At last. furiher research also might investigate sociometric popularity of students.
Terry and Coie {1991) explained that sociometric popularity means that to be loved

or 1o be not loved among the peers. Paralelly, previous research demonstrated that

45



there was significant relationship between bullying behavior and to be rejected by
their friends (Newcomb, Bukowski & Pattee 1993; Cillesen, Van ljzendoorn, Van
Lieshout & Hartup, 1992). Additionally, previous research also demonstrated that it
was important to report both sociometric and perceived popularity of students to
investigate bullying behavior (Sandstrom &Cillesen, 2006). However, these all also
might be another limitation because to apply many scales might distract the attention

the participants and might increase the droupouts.
4.1 Implications of the Study

Most of rescarch demonstrated that bullying behavior generally occurs at schools
(Lumsden, 2002; Colvin et al., 1998). The prevalence of builying in the current study
was 16.8% which indicate a moderate level of bullying behavior compared to other
studies which was conducted in North Cyprus.Therefore, it is imporiant to give
information to teachers how they can cope with bullying situations and how they can
change school norms related with bullying behavior. At this point, it might be helpful
to work with Developmental and Social Psychologists who already participate 1o
intervention and prevention programs related with bullying (Juvonen, Graham &
Schuster et al., 2003). For instance; it might be helpful to provide supervision in
schools to identfy where bullying behavier occurs (NRCSS,1999; USDOE,1998).
What is more. teachers should explain to their students what builying behavior is
and how it affects other people and they should provide role playing sessions to
onderstand this behavior and encourage them to prevent it among peers (Pivozzi,
2001). Another important factor to contribute is parents. The current study
demonstrated that parental conflict played an important role on bullving behavior. A
negative home environment which includes rude or aggressive behavior of

parentsshould be stressed as a risk factor for bullying. Therefore it is important to
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give training to the parents about bullying behavior to decrease this risk among
adolescents. For instance; it might be helpful to give parental education program 1o
the parents to improve their relationships with their children which includes
communication,closseness and warmth (USDOE, 1998).Additionally, it might be
beneficial to provide parents to talk with teachers or counselors if they think that

their children are bullying or exposed to bullying behavior (Fried & Fried, 1996).

Additionally, it was shown that peers also play important role in adolescents'
bullying behaviors through loneliness and popularity. Therefore, counselling with
peers may increase positive behaviors and support towards others and this may
decrease bullying behavior among adolescents. Espelage and Swearer (2003)
suggested that there was not enough precautions to prevent bullying behavior. It 1s
important to determine all risk factors which might cause bullying behavior and
apply these to measurement tools and observational rescarch. Research suggested
that anti- bullying programs which was only included at schools had Dittle influence
to prevent or decrease bullying behavior (Wang, lannotti & Nansel et al.,, 2009).
Therefore, intervention and prevention programs should focus on all possible factors
(such as: friends, parents, school, social environment, society and the developing

individual).



4.2 Conclusion

Despite the limitations of the study, it also carried significant findings which might
help to researches and also practitioners. It is important to identify bullies both at
school and at home. Therefore, as mentioned before the role of parents, teachers and
peers in adolescents' bullying behavior must be counted. Also as Olweus (1993)
revealed that it is tmportant to know what kind of bullying occuring (verbally,
physically, relational or cyberbullying) to take precautions and develop policies for
preventation. Also it might be more helpful to apply policies and anti-bullying
programs towards reducing bullying behavior. To conclude, the results of this study
may provide some critical information to counselors and administrators to prevent

bullying behavior among adolescents.
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Appendix A: Sosyo-Demografik Bilgi Formu

1) Cinsiyetiniz nedir?
a)Kadin b)Erkek
2) Kag vasmdastmz?  .iecncnnininnn
3) Uyrugunuz?
A KKTCHTC
4) Kaciner Smiftasimiz? ...ocovcvnnecnvnnnee
5) Kiminle Yasiyorsunuz?
a) Yalmz b) Parner. Seveili c) Es d) Anne/Baba/Kardes
¢) Arkadas f) Ikinci dereceden akraba g) diger (behrtiniz)................
6) Aileniz ile olan iliskinizi nasil degerlendirirsiniz?
a) Cok ivi b)lvi ¢) Orta d)Kotit ¢)Cok Kotil
7} Sosyal beceri ve iliskileriniz nasildir?

a)Cok iyi b) Iyi ) Orta d} Kétit e)Cok Kot



Appendix B: Ucla Loneliness Scale

Asagida cesitli duygu ve disiinceleri igeren ifadeler [Ben  bujBen bujBen bujBen bu

verilmektedir Sizd iste I faded durumu | dorumu | durumu | durumuSiK
erilmektedir. izden istenen her ifadede] . NADIR | BAZE |SIK vasanm

tanimlanan duygu veva dﬁ$ﬁil€€}’] ne sikhikta vasamam vaganm (N

hissettiginizi, va da diigiindiipiiniizd her ifade 1¢in yagan

bir tek rakam ( X ) seklinde isaretleverek "

belirtmenizdir. Katkilanniz igin tesekkiir ederim.

1) Kendimi gevremdeki insanlarla wyum iginde i 2 3 4

hissediyorum.

2) Arkadasim yok. 1 2 3 4

3) Basvuracagun kimse vok. 1 2 3 4

4) Kendimi tek basinaymigim gibi hissetmiyorum. 1 2 3 4

5) Kendimi bir arkadas grubunun bir pargas: olarak 1 2 3 4

hissedivorum,

6) Cevredeki insanlarla bir ¢ok ortak yOntim var. 1 2 3 4

7) Aruk hi¢ kimsevie samimi degihim. 1 2 3 4

{)l1gilerim ve fikirlerim gevremdekilerce 1 2 3 4

paylasitmiyor. :

9) Disa dontk bir insanmm. ] 2 3 4

10} Kendimi vakim hissettigim insanlar var. ] 2 3 4

11) Kendimi grup disina itilmis hissedivorum. 1 2 3 4

12} Sosval iliskilerbm yiizeyseldir, ] 2 3 4

13) Hig kimse beni ger¢ekten iyi tanimiyor. 1 2 3 4

14)  Kendimi diger insanlardan  soyutlannus i 2 3 4

hissediyorum.
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15) Istedigim zaman arkadas bulabilirim. 2 3
16) Beni ger¢ekien anlayan insanlar var. pi 3
17) Bu derece igime kapanmis olmaktan dolay: 2 3
mutsuzum.

18) Cevremde insanlar var ama benimle degiller. 2 3
19) Konusabilecegim insanlar var. 2 3
20) Derdimi anlatabilecegim insanlar var. 2 3
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Appendix C:Friendship Qualities Scale

Asapida arkadaghk iliskileriyle ilgili bazi ifadeler yer almaktadir. Her ifadeyi
dikkatle okuyunuz. En yakin arkadasinzia iliskinizi diigiinerek her bir ifadenin

arkadasiniz ve sizin icin ne kadar dogru oldufunu uygun rakamm daire igine alarak

belirtiniz.
Hig Biraz | Dogru| Oldu | Cok
dogru |dogru k¢a | dofru
degil dogru
1) Thtivacimiz oidufunda arkadasmy ve benil 2 3 4 5
birbirimize vardim ederiz.
2) Arkadasim ve ben birlikte eglenceli seyler || 2 3 4 5
yapariz.
3) Arkadasim ve ben birlikteyken mutluyuz. | 2 3 4 5
4) Arkadasimla kavga ettifimiz zamanlar| | 2 3 4 5
olur.
3 /;,rkadaslm ve ben canmimuzi s1kan herhangi i 1 2 3 4 5
bir sevi baskalarma anlatamasak bile!
birbirimizle paylagabiliriz.
6) Arkadasim ve ben birbirmizin canmm |1 2 3 4 5
siksak  bile  bu  durumu  kolayhkla
diizeltebilirtz.
7y Arkadasim ve ben biitin bos vakitlerimizi | 1 2 3 4 5
beraber gegiririz.
8) Arkadasim ve ben cok fazla tartisiniz. 1 2 3 4 5
9) Arkadasim ve ben, ihtivacimz oldugunda | 1 2 3 4 3
vemegimizi ya da harghgmmz birbirimizle
paylasinz.
10) Arkadasim ve ben okulda ya da evde bir || ) 3 4 5
SOTun yasarsak. bunu birbirimizle
Konusabiliriz.
11} Arkadasim ve ben bazen birbirimiz igin!1 2 3 4 3

bir sevler yapar ya da bubinimize dzel
oldugumuzu hissettiririz.

08




12} Arkadasim ve ben, okuldan sonra ya da
hafta sonlan birbirimizin evine gideriz.

ra

13) Arkadasin ve ben birbirimize “vapma”
desek bile birbirimizi rahatsiz etmeye ya da
kizdinmaya devam edenz.

14y Arkadasim ve ben basimiz  derde
girdiginde birbirimize yardim edertz.

2

15) Arkadasun ve ben kavga ettikten sonra
dziir dilesek bile birbirimize kizmaya devam
ederiz.

b2

16)Arkadasim ya da ben taginmak zorunda
kalsaydik, birbirimizi ¢zlerdik.

%]

17} Bazen arkadasim ve ben oturup, okuldan,
spordan ve hoslandigmmiz diger seylerden
konusuruz.,

[

tad

A

18) Diger c¢ocuklar arkadagimla ya da
benimle udrastifinda, birbirimizi koruruz.

R

L]

19)Arkadasim ve ben birgok sey hakkinda
anlagamay1z.

20) Baska bir ¢ocuk arkadagim va da beni
zor durumda birakirsa birbirimizi sasunuruz.

[R®]

Lad

LN

21) Arkadasim ve ben tartigsak va da kavga
etsek bile birbirimizden &ztir dileriz ve her
sey voluna girer.

]

tad

L

22) Arkadasim ve ben uvzakta oisak hile
birbirimizi digtiniiriiz.

2

N

23) Arkadasim ya da ben ivi bir 1§
vaptiiimizda birbirimiz adina mutlu eluruz.

o

(5]
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Appendix D: Peer Bullying Scale

Asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her| Hig Bazen Sik Sik

bir durumun sizin igm ne kadar uygun oldugunu

distinerek yanmitlayimmz. Size uyan secenegi daire

icine alarak belirtiniz.

DBaskalanini gesitli vurucu ve kiner aletlerle | 1 2 3

tehdit ederim. '

2)Arkadaslarimla baskalarinin Gstiine gidip onlan | | 2 3

rahatsiz ederiz.

3)Baskalanm okula giderken ya da okuldan '] 2 3

donerken rahatsiz ederim.

4)Baskalarina ¢irkin sayilabilecek saldmlarda !l 2 3

bulunurum.

5) Bagkalanins ¢ok korkuturum. | 2 3

6) Baskalanna yumruk atarm. ! 2 3

7y Bagkalarimm gériintigliyle daiga gecerim. ] 2 3

8) Baskalartyla herhangi bir nedenden dolayi alay | 1 2 3

ederun.

9) Baskalarna isimler takarm. 1 2 3

10) Baskalarina "gerzek " . "aptai” ve benzerijl 2 3

sozler stvlerim.

1 1)Baskalarmin konusma bigimiyle alay ederim. 1 2 3

12) Baskalarny tekmelerim. I 2 3
1 2 3

:13) Bagkatarinin canin acitirim.
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suglanm.

14) Bagkalarint doverim. ] 2 3
15) Bagkalanni ¢elme akip disirmeye ¢ahgirnm. |1 2 3
16) Baskalanna kiifiir ederim. 1 2 3
17) Bagkalarina tikiiriirtim. 1 2 3
18) Baskalarinin arkadaslanyla arasini bozmaya | 1 2 3
¢aligmim.
19)Baskalarinin  arkadaglanm onlara  Kargi | ] 2 3
kiskirtmaya galisiim.
20)Arkadaglarimmin - baskalanyla  konusmasina | 1 2 3
engel olurum.
21) Baskalarinin hakkinda valan séylerim. ! 2 3
22) Baskalarina ait esyalar: ¢alarim. | 2 3
23) Baskalanna ait bir seyi kinp bozmaya|l 2 3
calismm.
24) Baskalarina ait esyalara bilerek zarar veririm. | ] 2 3
25) Izni olmadan baskalarina ait esyalarr ahnim, | ] 2 3
26) Baskalarinm parasim ¢alarm, 1 2 3
27) Baskalarmm basmu  Ggretmenlerle derde |1 2 3
sokmava calisiim,
28) Baskalarma vuracagum soyleyerek tehdit|l 2 3
ederim. )

| 293 Baskalanmn inanclarivla alay ederim. ! 2 3
30) Baskalanna bir seyler firfatinnm. 1 2 3
31) Baskalanm uléﬁdmna_&a cabisirim ] 2 3
12) Baskalarnu  vapmadigs seylerden dolayii] 2 3
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33)Baskalarimin  herhangi  bir etkinlikte yer || 2 3
almasina engel olurum.

34)Baskalarimin hakkinda dedikodu ¢ikanirim. 1 2 3
35) Baskalarim okulu asmaya zorlarmm. 1 2 3




Appendix E: The Adolescent Family Process Questionnaire

Asagdaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir durumun sizin igin ne kadar
secencgl daire icine alarak

uygun oldugunu diisinerek vamtlaymmz. Size uyan

belirtiniz.
Hi¢ |Uygun |Biraz [Uygun |Cok
uygun |dedil  juygun uygun
degil
1) Okulda ne yapugmm annemie sik stk 1 2 3 3 5
paylasimm.
2)Annem bana veterince sevgy/ilgi gdsterir. ! 2 3 4 5
3)Benim i¢in olabilecek en kot sevierden biri | ] 2 3 4 5
annemi haval kinkhgina ugraimaktir.
#)Uzerinde ¢ok ¢ahisufm bir seyi bitirdighm | 2 3 4 5
zaman annem genellikle benimle gurur duyar.
S)Annem bana piivenir. 1 2 3 4 3
6)Arkadaslanimin anneleriyle fliskisini ] 2 3 4 5
diistindtigiimde. ben anneme daha yakinumdir.
7yBazen annem insanlann i¢inde beni kiigiik | 1 2 3 4 5
disiiriir.
$)Annem beni yada fikirterinn dinlemez. 1 2 3 4 5
SAnnem bazen davramslanmy begendifini 1 2 3 4 5
belli eder.
10)Sanki annem benim simdi oldugumdan | ] 2 3 4 5
daha farkls bir insan olmanu istiyor.
IDAmem arkadaslanmla bulustudumda ya |l 2 3 4 5
da  biriyle  disan ¢tkupimda,  kiminle
oldugumu bilmek ister.
12)Evden uzakta gegirdigim bog vakitlerimde. | | 2 3 4 5
anpem kiminle oldugumu bilir.
13)Eger  okuldan  somra hemen  evell 2 3 4 5

donmeyeceksem annem  nerde  oldugumu
haber vermemi ister.
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19Evde olmadifim zaman, annem nerde |l 2 3 4 5
oldugumu bilir.

Asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve|Hig {Cok Bazen | Sik sak |Her
her bir durumun sizin igin ne kadar uygun |bir seyrek zaman
oldugunu diisiinerek yanilaymiz. Size uyan|zaman

secenedi daire icine alarak belirtiniz,

15) Senin igin énemli olan seyleri annenle ne {1 2 3 4 5
siklikla paylasirsin®?

16) Onemli kigisel kararlarin: abrken annenle | 1 2 3 4 5
ne stkhikta konusursun?

17) Okuldaki sorunlanimi annenle ne sikhikla| 1l 2 3 4 5
konusursun?

18) Gelecekte yapmak istedigin meslegile il 2 3 4 b
ilgili  planlarmu apnenle  ne  sikhikia

konusursun?

19) Ogretmenlerinle aramin nasil oldugunu |1 2 3 4 5
annenle ne sikhkla konusursun?

20) Amnenle ne sikhikta anlagmazlik yasarsmn il 2 3 4 5
ya da tariisirsin?

21} Annen seni ¢ok kizdirdiginda ne sikitkia| 1 2 3 4 5
onunla konusmazsm?

22y Annene ne sikhikta krzgimhk hissedersin? |1 2 3 4 5
23) Annen arkadaslanni ne sikhikla onaylar? 1 2 3 4 5
24y Annen arkadaslannla disan ¢ikman neil 2 3 4 5
siklikla destekler? :
25)Annen biriyle cikmani(kizferkek) | 1 2 3 4 5

arkadasl:gim onaylar nu?
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Appendix F: Peer Pressure, Conformity and Popularity Scales

Asapidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir durumun sizin igin ne kadar

uygun oldupunu distinerek vamtlaymz. Size uyan segenefii daire igine alarak

belirtiniz.

Hig | Uygun |Biraz |Uygun [Cok
uygun jdegil  juygun uygun
degil

1-)Normalde yapmayacagim bir sey olsa bile | 1 2 3 4 5

beni popliler vapacak seyler yaptim.

2-)Baskalarinin  diigiineeleri  yliztinden baz |1 2 3 4 5

arkadagiarumi ithmal ettim,

3-)Bazen daha popiiler olmak igin bagkalarm ;] 2 3 4 5

g0z ardi ettim.

4-yFzik™" biri gibi gorinmemek igin hemen | 2 3 4 5

hemen her seyi yaparim.

rS-)insanlarm benim  popiler  olduguwmu || 2 3 4 5

diisiinmeleri snemlidir,

6-)Bazen yalmzea popiler olduklart igin}l 2 3 4 5

insanlaria disariya gikum.

7-) Bir seyler satin aldim ¢iinkd “"moda™ olan |1 2 3 4 5

seylerdirfer.

8-)Bazen, duha popiiler olmak igin givim|1 2 3 4 3

Starzimu defistrehifivin.

-0-) Yalnizea bagkalart onlan sevdigi igin bazi | 2 3 4 5

insanlarla arkadashk yvapabilirim.

103 Yalmizea kalabahgin bir pargast ohmak il B 3 4 5

igin partilere gitdim.

~1
N




11-} Genellikle okulda insanlarla popiiler! ] 2
olmak icin bir seyler yaparim.
12-) Bazen, bazi insanlarla takimm ve|l 2

boylece  digerleri  popiiler  olmadigimy
diistinemez.
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arastirmaniz Bitimsel ve Arastirma E4gi agisindan uygun bulunmuogtur.

Bilginize rica ederim.

DoghDr, $iikri Tizmén
Etik Kurdtu Bagkari
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Lonutu cahigmame ve ekinde sunulan anket sorulan neticesinde;
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