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ABSTRACT
Effectiveness of the Caring School Community Program in Reducing School Bullying and
Victimization
A dissertation presented to the Faculty of the
Graduate School of Arts and Sciences of Brandeis University
Waltham, Massachusetts

The Caring School Community (CSC) program is designed to incorporate an entire community
(parents, peers, teachers, and staff) in enhancing children’s lives through their social and
emotional development. One intended consequence of the program is the reduction in child
aggression, specifically aggression related to bullying and victimization. Bullying and
victimization behaviors are linked to two types of aggression: proactive aggression, aggression
used to achieve a goal, and reactive aggression, aggression used in response to a real or
perceived act of hostility. The latter type of aggression is also linked to emotional dysregulation.
Using an age-cohort design, we examined the effects of the CSC program on bullying,
victimization, proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and emotional dysregulation in middle
school students over a three year period. In addition to using a priori subscales to examine the
effect of the CSC program on behaviors and behavioral traits, we used principal axis factoring to
examine the structure of our data and whether new subscales could better reflect the specific
components of bullying and behavioral traits most affected by the CSC program. Our findings
showed support for the effectiveness of the CSC program in reducing subtypes of bullying and
victimization for sixth graders (overall and relational bullying and nonphysical victimization)
and seventh graders (overall, physical, nonphysical, and relational bullying and victimization),
with corresponding effects on emotional dysregulation in sixth graders and reactive aggression in
seventh graders. We received partial support of the effectiveness of the CSC program for several

other bullying and victimization subtypes. Factor analysis revealed a distinction between two
types of physical bullying, resulting in a general aggression factor and an intentional abuse of
power factor, as well as between two types of relational victimization, resulting in an active
relational victimization factor and a passive relational victimization factor. Our findings showed
support for the effectiveness of the CSC program and the importance of implementing a
thorough, long-lasting program that incorporates many program components supported by
previous research.
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Chapter I: Introduction
A community comprises many different groups of people, ideally all working together to
improve the lives of those encompassed by the group. A community cannot work together
towards the common goal of improving their quality of living, however, if they are not aware of
the issues present in the community and the best practices for eradicating any problems. The
purpose of the present study was to examine the effectiveness of the Caring School Community
(CSC) initiative in reducing the occurrence of bullying and victimization in a specific
community in New England and then to discuss how these findings could be generalized to antibullying intervention programs more generally.
The CSC initiative is designed to incorporate an entire community (peers, teachers, staff,
parents) in providing an environment for children in which they feel they belong, hopefully in
turn giving them the confidence needed to take risks with learning and succeed in school
(Developmental Studies Center, n.d.). Additionally, the CSC program is designed to enhance the
social skills of students, so they may begin to understand the perspectives of others and learn
ways in which they can improve the social climate of their school. An intended consequence of
this improved perspective taking is a decrease in aggression toward others, specifically acts of
bullying. Additionally, by getting parents and teachers more involved in the social climate of the
school, these individuals can take a more active role in stopping and preventing bullying.
Bullying and Victimization
Definition and subtypes. According to Olweus (1997), one of the pioneers of antibullying programs and research, there are two main components necessary for an interaction to
be labeled as “bullying.” First, the actions must be both negative and repeated over time.
Olweus (1997) distinguishes this component from friendly or playful teasing by specifying that,

“When the repeated teasing is of a degrading and offensive character and, in particular, is
continued in spite of clear signs of distress or opposition on the part of the target, it certainly
qualifies as bullying” (p. 496). The second component necessary for an interaction to be
considered bullying is that there must be an imbalance of power between the bully (or bullies)
and victim (Olweus, 1997). This imbalance of power can result from either a physical or mental
difference and may be either real or perceived by the victim. Other instances of a power
imbalance can result from multiple bullies targeting one victim, or the victim being unable to
pinpoint from whom the bullying is taking place (e.g., locating the origin of rumors, receiving
anonymous messages through social media; Olweus, 1997).
When rates and characteristics of bullying and victimization have been analyzed in school
settings, four different categories have typically been used. The first category, referred to as
"nonaggressive" (Camodeca, Goossens, Terwogt, & Schuengel, 2002) or "uninvolved" (Burton,
Florell, & Gore, 2013), includes children who are neither victims nor bullies. "Bullies" are
children who are only involved in bullying other students and do not report any victimization.
"Victims" are children who are only victimized by other students and do not report bullying
others. The final category of children is referred to as the "bully-victims." These children are
involved in both bullying other students and being victimized by other students (e.g., Camodeca
et al., 2002). Reported rates of bullies, victims, bully-victims, and uninvolved students vary
between studies, though generally the highest numbers of students are uninvolved. For example,
Camodeca et al. (2002) reported rates of 9.7%, 8.5%, 7.6%, and 74.2% for bullies, victims,
bully-victims, and uninvolved students, respectively; Burton et al. (2013) reported that for offline
bullying there were lower numbers of bullies (75) than bully-victims (104), with the largest
group being uninvolved students (140).
Bullying can be divided into two subtypes: direct and indirect. Direct bullying refers to
overt attacks or acts of aggression, and indirect bullying involves covert, often manipulative

attacks (Mynard & Joseph, 2000). These subtypes can be further subdivided into physical, verbal
(sometimes also included in a broader “non-physical” category that includes attacks against an
individual’s property), relational, and cyber bullying. Both physical and verbal bullying are
direct forms of bullying. The former includes actions such as hitting or kicking, and the latter
includes actions such as swearing at or making fun of someone. Relational bullying is an indirect
form of bullying and involves actions such as spreading rumors or isolating a person from his or
her friends (Mynard & Joseph, 2000). Finally, cyber bullying is a newer form of bullying and has
become increasingly prevalent over the last decade. Cyber bullying refers to “the use of ICT
[information and communications technology] to intimidate, harass, victimize, or bully an
individual or group of individuals” (Bhat, 2008, p. 54). Types of ICT include instant messaging,
cell phones, emails, and social networking sites (Bhat, 2008).
Although cyber bullying and victimization is often divided into its own category, it has
many overlapping characteristics with other forms of face-to-face bullying and victimization
(Dempsey, Sulkowski, Nichols, & Storch, 2009; Law & Fung, 2013). Confirmatory factor
analyses illustrate that cyber bullying and victimization are separate constructs from relational
and verbal forms of bullying and victimization; although some individuals are victimized in
person as well as online, others may only experience cyber victimization (Dempsey et al., 2009).
An important consideration is how cyber bullying fits into the traditional bullying framework put
forth by Olweus (1997). In contrast to face-to-face bullying in which the imbalance of power is
often easily observed and the aggressor is known to the victim, online bullying allows the
aggressor to remain anonymous and creates an imbalance of power that may not be possible in
face-to-face interactions (Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004). A study of online bullies and victims found
that while most bullies (86%) knew the identity of their targets, only 31% of victims knew the
identity of their bullies (Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004). Although cyber bullying is generally grouped

together with physical, nonphysical, and relational forms of bullying, it is important to keep in
mind these differences when examining data on bullying and victimization.

Prevalence rates. Prevalence rates of bullying and victimization vary widely
depending on the method used and the sample characteristics of the study. Some
researchers use a "definition-based self-report" (Sawyer, Bradshaw, & O'Brennan, 2008, p.
107), which involves giving students a brief, general description of bullying and asking the
students if they bullied or experienced bullying by others. Response scales can be as simple
as never, sometimes, and a lot (Sugden et al., 2010) or a bit more complex, such as
requiring students to respond on a scale from not at all to several times a week (Sawyer et
al., 2008). Researchers may also use a "behavior-based self-report" (Sawyer et al., 2008, p.
107), which breaks down bullying into many specific actions and requires students to
report how often they or someone else performs each action. In their study comparing both
forms of self-report, Sawyer et al. (2008) found that depending on race and age, between
20% and 30% of participants reported being victimized when asked based on a definition,
whereas between 55% and 80% reported some form of victimization when asked about
various specific behaviors. The researchers postulated that children may be less likely to
report bullying in a definition-based assessment because they do not want to admit to being
a victim (Sawyer et al., 2008).
Regardless of whether a definition- or behavior- based report is used, rates of bullying are
also dependent on the cutoff researchers use on their frequency scales. In an analysis of the
optimal cutoff point on a bullying scale, Solberg and Olweus (2003) found noticeable differences
between the group of children who answered once or twice versus those children who answered
two or three times a month, the next option on the frequency scale. Additionally, they argued that
the definition of bullying requires repeated actions, so once does not seem sufficient to

categorize an individual as a bully or as a victim (Solberg & Olweus, 2003). The researchers
concluded that individuals who report only one or two instances of bullying or victimization
should not be categorized as bullies or victims, respectively (Solberg & Olweus, 2003). When
this traditional cutoff point is employed, a range of victimization rates have been reported
(10.1%; Solberg & Olweus, 2003; 11.1%; Scheithauer, Hayer, Patermann, & Juggert, 2006;,
16.2%; Fekkes, Pijpers, & Verloove-Vanhorick, 2005). Reported rates of bullying are often, but
not always, lower than rates of victimization: 6.5% (Solberg & Olweus, 2003), 12.1%
(Scheithauer et al., 2006), and 5.5% (Fekkes et al., 2005). Most of the aforementioned studies of
bullying and victimization used a behavioral-based strategy to categorize the individuals, with
the exception of Fekkes et al. (2005), who used a definition-based assessment. Another strategy
for identifying bullies and victims is to define the top scorers on a bullying scale as bullies and
the top scorers on a victimization scales as victims. Holt, Kantor, and Finkelhor (2009) defined
individuals who scored in the top 25th percentile on a bullying scale as bullies (resulting in 13.2%
of individuals with this classification) and individuals who scored in the top 25th percentile on a
victimization scale as victims (resulting in 16.2% of individuals with this classification).
Stability over time. Aggression is thought to be stable over time. Displays of
aggression at a young age correlate with displays of aggression later in childhood (Loeber
& Hay, 1997). Not only is aggression stable in childhood, but aggression at a young age
predicts aggression in adulthood (Huesman, Eron, Lefkowitz, & Walder 1984). Both acts
of aggressive behavior and approval of aggressive behavior are higher when children are
young (Huesman & Guerra, 1997; Loeber & Hay, 1997), then decrease or become stable
when children approach adolescence (Loeber & Hay, 1997). These general findings about
aggression can also be applied specifically to bullying behaviors. Overall, bullying
behaviors are stable from elementary school to middle school (Schäfer, Korn, Brodbeck,
Wolke, & Schulz, 2005). Studies within a school also predominately show stability in

bullying from one year to the next, with relatively large stability coefficients such as r = .
53 (Crapanzano, Frick, Childs, & Terranova, 2011) and r = .65 (Espelage, Bosworth, &
Simon, 2001) in middle schoolers and even larger coefficients (r = .70) for high schoolers
(Strohmeier, Wagner, Spiel, & von Eye, 2010).
In addition to this relative stability from one year to the next, bullying behaviors have
been found to increase within a sixth grade cohort, such that between January and May of sixth
grade, students’ bullying behaviors increased to the point where they closely resembled those of
the school’s seventh grade cohort (Espelage et al., 2001). In a large sample of over 15,000
middle and high school students, Nansel et al. (2001) found that the largest rates of bullying
happened in middle school (grades six through eight). Between 45% and 50% of middle school
students reported bullying others at least once or twice, whereas these rates were as low as 36%
for students in tenth grade (Nansel et al., 2001). For the worst perpetrators of bullying, those who
reported bullying others on a weekly basis, rates were highest for sixth graders (10.4%) and
lowest for tenth graders (6.9%; Nansel et al., 2001).
In contrast to the stability of bullying over time, rates of victimization show weaker or no
stability over time. Schäfer et al. (2005) found no stability in victimization between elementary
and middle schools. Compared with the strong stability found in rates of bullying in high school,
Strohmeier et al. (2011) found weaker stability for victimization, although the stability
coefficient was still relatively high (r = .56). The differences in victimization rates among grades
parallels the differences for bullying, although there are greater differences among grades for the
most extreme frequencies of victimization (i.e., being bullied on a weekly basis; Nansel et al.,
2001). Rates of victimization occurring at least once or twice were similar for sixth and seventh
graders (50.4% and 48.5%, respectively), and dropped to 38.1% for tenth graders (Nansel et al.,
2001). Similarly, rates of weekly victimization were highest for sixth graders (13.3%) and lowest
for tenth graders (4.8%; Nansel et al., 2001).

Latent class analyses reflect a more complex picture of the trajectory of bullying and
victimization over time. These analyses allow the construction of different groups of children
based on their bullying and victimization tendencies. Surprisingly, a study by Williford, Brisson,
Bender, Jenson, and Forrest-Bank (2011), using a behavioral-based assessment, revealed that
between fourth grade and both fifth and sixth grades, children no longer fell into a pure bullying
category. Instead, they categorized the children into only three groups: bully-victims, victims,
and uninvolved children (Williford et al., 2011). Additionally, between fifth and sixth grades,
47% of those uninvolved in fifth grade transitioned to either the bully-victim or victim groups in
sixth grade (Williford et al., 2011). Overall, only 18% of the children remained in the uninvolved
group across all three time periods, indicating that children can easily move from one group to
another over the course of elementary school and middle school. Reporting only rates of bullying
over time may not provide the entire picture of patterns of bullying and victimization. It is
important to note whether these instances of bullying are later accompanied by victimization.
Gender Differences. Although boys tend to bully others more than girls, equal
numbers of boys and girls are victimized (Camodeca et al., 2002; Fekkes et al., 2005;
Scheithauer et al., 2006; Scholte, Engels, Overbeek, de Kemp, & Haselager, 2007).
Additionally, boys show more stability in their bullying from year to year than girls
(Crapanzano et al., 2011; Scholte et al., 2007), but girls and boys show equal stability for
victimization (Scholte et al., 2007). For example, Crapanzano et al. (2011) found that
although stability coefficients for bullying were significant for both boys and girls, the
strength of this relation was greater for boys than for girls (rs = .61 and .44, respectively).
Specific subtypes of bullying also vary in gender frequency. Boys have been found to be
more physically or overtly (combined physically and verbally) aggressive than girls (Crapanzane
et al., 2001; Crick, & Grotpeter, 1995). Gender differences on relational aggression are less clear.
A meta-analysis of various studies on relational aggression revealed that overall, gender

differences in relational aggression were not as large as some well-known studies have indicated
(Archer, 2004). Whenever gender differences have emerged, however, they suggest that girls are
more relationally aggressive than boys (Archer, 2004).
Clear gender differences in specific types of victimization have not yet been established,
and vary depending on the methodology used in the study. Peer and teacher reports using
behavioral-based questions have tended to show that girls are more relationally victimized than
physically victimized, and peer reports have indicated that boys are more physically victimized
than relationally victimized (Cullerton-Sen & Crick, 2005). In contrast, self-reports indicate that
both boys and girls feel equally relationally and physically victimized, though one study
(Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1997) was based on reports of victimization that were more categorical
than behavioral based (Cullerton-Sen & Crick, 2005; Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1997).
Aggressive Behavioral Traits, Bullying, and Victimization
Two types of aggression, proactive and reactive, have been linked to both bullying and
victimization. Proactive aggression refers to aggression that is instrumental or used to achieve a
goal (Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002). This goal could be something as simple as having fun, or
could be more complex such as asserting dominance over one's classmates (Law & Fung, 2013).
Individuals high in proactive aggression tend to believe that their aggression will achieve a
positive outcome and that they will avoid punishment for their actions (Marsee & Frick, 2007).
Proactive aggression is often associated with callous-unemotional traits. People with these traits
show a lack of pro-social feelings such as concern over the emotions of other people (Marsee &
Frick, 2007; Thornton, Frick, Capanzano, & Terranova, 2013).
Reactive aggression involves a response to a real or perceived act of hostility (Salmivalli
& Nieminen, 2002). Individuals who are reactively aggressive tend to use facial expressions and
verbal cues to interpret others' intentions in social interactions (Law & Fung, 2013). These
individuals often interpret neutral or ambiguous situations as hostile, and believe that it is

appropriate to act aggressively in response to these hostile interactions (e.g., pushing another
child after being angered by that child (Bailey & Ostrov, 2008). In general, rates of reactive
aggression are higher than rates of proactive aggression (Baş & Yurdabakan, 2012). In addition,
individuals who show high levels of reactive aggression have trouble regulating their emotional
responses to these real or perceived acts of hostility. This inability to control one's emotional
responses is sometimes referred to as emotional dysregulation (Marsee & Frick, 2007).
The distinction between proactive and reactive aggression is not necessarily clear-cut, and
many individuals report high levels of both types of aggression (e.g., Fite, Colder, & Pelham,
2006; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002). Fite et al. (2006) used confirmatory factor analysis to
compare a one factor model of aggression (proactive and reactive items combined) and two
factor model of aggression (proactive and reactive items separately) and found that the two factor
model fit the data significantly better than the one factor model. These researchers went one step
further and created a three factor model, including co-occurring proactive and reactive
aggression as the third factor. This three factor model was an equivalent fit to the two factor
model, but it was argued that the three factor model was more useful for examining the link
between parenting and aggression (Fite et al., 2006). The importance of establishing proactive
and reactive aggression as two unique but overlapping traits was supported in other studies using
confirmatory factor analysis (Marsee et al., 2011) and principal component analysis (Salmivalli
& Nieminen, 2002). Using proactive and reactive aggression as separate factors allows
researchers to parse the specific predictors and outcomes associated with aggressive traits
(Marsee et al., 2011).
Many studies have shown that bullying is associated with high levels of both proactive
and reactive aggression, although a small number of studies illustrated a link between bullying
and proactive, but not reactive, aggression (Fossati et al., 2009). Within the group of students
who report bullying, there is also a difference between pure bullies and bully-victims in reported

levels of proactive and reactive aggression. Overall, bully-victims show significantly higher
levels of both proactive and reactive aggression than pure bullies, though both groups show
significantly higher levels of both forms of aggression than uninvolved students (Burton et al.,
2013; Camodeca et al., 2002; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002). These patterns are similar for both
in-person and cyber forms of bullying (Burton et al., 2013). Additionally, bullies, but not bullyvictims, tend to be over-represented in groups of students who show only proactive aggression
(Camodeca et al., 2002; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002) or only reactive aggression (Salmivalli &
Nieminen, 2002). Bully-victims, on the other hand, were only over-represented in the group of
combined highly proactively aggressive and reactively aggressive students (Camodeca et al.,
2002; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002). The high levels of reactive aggression in bullies is
potentially due to the fact that “in their case, reactive aggression is part of the personality pattern
in which aggression plays a central role, whereas the reactive aggression of the victims might be
a more situation-specific response incited by the consistent attacks directed at them” (Salmivalli
& Nieminen, 2002, p. 43).
Although pure victims have often shown high levels of reactive, but not proactive,
aggression (Camodeca et al., 2002; Salmivalli, & Nieminen, 2002), in one study victims showed
higher levels of proactive aggression and combined proactive and reactive aggression than
uninvolved students (Law & Fung, 2013), and in another study victimization did not show a
correlation with either proactive or reactive aggression (Fossati et al., 2009). The latter two
studies did not take into account co-occurring bullying when examining victimization, which
may explain why these results diverged from those in other studies (Fossati et al., 2009; Law &
Fung, 2013).Law and Fung (2013) also compared levels of proactive and reactive aggression for
victims who experienced their victimization in-person versus online. They found no differences
between in-person and cyber victims in proactive aggression and combined proactive and
reactive aggression, but they did find a difference between these two groups in levels of pure

reactive aggression. Specifically, purely reactively aggressive students are more likely to be
victimized in person rather than online. Law and Fung (2013) speculated that this result might be
due to reactively aggressive students’ use of environmental and visual cues when interacting with
others and their tendency to perceive greater levels of victimization when dealing with another
person face-to-face versus online.
Most of the aforementioned studies used multiple regression analyses to determine the
links among bullying, victimization, and aggressive traits. A small number of studies used more
complex models to give a more detailed assessment of the links among these variables. Wei and
Williams (2009) constructed a model to examine the links among latent traits of instrumental
aggression (i.e., Machiavellianism and proactive aggression), emotional aggression (i.e., reactive
aggression and hostility), bullying (i.e., physical and verbal aggression), and victimization (both
physical and verbal). Paths between emotional aggression and both bullying and victimization
were significant, but only the path between instrumental aggression and bullying (not
victimization) was significant (Wei & Williams, 2009).
Roland and Idsøe (2001) used a similar model to examine the link between reactive
aggression, proactive aggression, bullying, and victimization, focusing on a three-factor model of
overall aggression by subdividing proactive aggression into proactive power and proactive
affiliation. Whereas proactive power refers to bullying that involves dominance over a victim,
proactive affiliation refers to bullying that establishes a connection with other bullies or with
bystanders (i.e., the former is related specifically to the victim, whereas the latter is related to
relationships among other people; Roland & Idsøe, 2001). In a sample of fifth grade boys, the
researchers found significant pathways between reactive aggression and both bullying and
victimization, proactive power and victimization, and proactive affiliation and bullying (Roland
& Idsøe, 2001). Comparatively, a sample of eighth grade boys showed significant pathways
between proactive power and bullying and proactive affiliation and both bullying and

victimization, but no significant pathway between reactive aggression and either bullying or
victimization (Roland & Idsøe, 2001). In the same study, fifth grade girls showed significant
pathways between reactive aggression and both bullying and victimization and proactive
affiliation and both bullying and victimization, but no links between proactive power and either
bullying or victimization (Roland & Idsøe, 2001). Finally, eighth grade girls showed only a
significant pathway between reactive aggression and victimization and proactive affiliation and
bullying (Roland & Idsøe, 2001). These results indicate the importance of taking into account
both grade and gender when examining models of behavior and behavioral traits.
Effectiveness of Anti-Bullying Programs
Overall, research on the effectiveness of anti-bullying programs has been mixed. The
study design, components of the programs, and reach of the program (e.g., school-wide,
community-wide) can all affect whether an anti-bullying program is successful in reducing
school bullying and victimization. Additionally, exclusion criteria for meta-analyses can
drastically affect the number of studies examined or the outcomes of the analyses. It should also
be noted that there is not a one-to-one relation between reducing bullying and reducing
victimization. For example, logically speaking, an anti-bullying program may lead to a reduction
in the number of school bullies, but those individuals who still bully others may victimize the
same total number of students.
In general, the effect sizes for anti-bullying programs are relatively small, and some
researchers question the practical significance of these effects (Ferguson, San Miguel, Kilburn, &
Sanchez, 2007; Merrell, Gueldner, Ross, & Isava, 2008). Policy makers must weigh the cost of
implementing anti-bullying programs with the small effects the programs may have on bullying
behaviors (Ferguson et al., 2007). Given the apparent effectiveness of some types of antibullying programs, it does not make sense to abandon anti-bullying programs altogether (Smith,
Schneider, Smith, & Ananiadou, 2004). Instead, we must examine the most important and

effective characteristics of anti-bullying programs, and use these specific components when
designing future programs.
Effective components of anti-bullying programs. One of the most comprehensive
meta-analyses of anti-bullying programs is by Ttofi and Farrington (2011). The researchers
analyzed the effectiveness of a multitude of different program components. They found
that effective program components for reducing bullying included "parent
training/meetings, improved playground supervision, disciplinary methods, classroom
management, teacher training, classroom rules, a whole-school anti-bullying policy, school
conferences, information for parents, and cooperative group work" (Ttofi & Farrington,
2011, p. 41). Cooperative group work refers to work between teachers and other
professionals in dealing with bullies and victims (Farrington & Ttofi, 2009). Several
program components associated with decreases in bullying were also associated with
decreases in victimization: inclusion of parents in trainings and meetings, cooperative
group work, and firm disciplinary techniques. Additionally, viewing anti-bullying videos
was related to decreased victimization (Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). Finally, a link was
established between the number of program components and decreased bullying and
victimization (Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). A smaller review of anti-bullying programs
corroborated Ttofi and Farrington’s (2011) finding that parent involvement was an
important aspect to include in anti-bullying programs (Lawner & Terzian, 2013). Six of the
seven programs that included a parent involvement component were found to significantly
improve at least one bullying outcome (bullying, victimization, bystander intervention, or
attitudes about bullying), and the seventh program showed mixed outcomes (i.e., the
effectiveness of the program was inconsistent either over time, different evaluations, or
different methods of evaluation).

In addition to examining the effectiveness of specific program components, it is also
important to examine which aspects of program implementation are associated with decreases in
bullying and victimization. One such component is monitoring program effectiveness. It is often
difficult to determine whether programs are faithfully adhering to an entire anti-bullying
program, as many studies do not include this information in the published article (Ferguson et al.,
2007). Programs in which program integrity has been examined have shown greater decreases in
reported victimization (but not bullying) than programs in which such integrity has not been
examined (or not reported; Smith et al., 2004). Additionally, programs that are more intense and
long lasting are linked to better outcomes in decreasing bullying and victimization (Ttofi &
Farrington, 2011). Whitted and Dupper (2005) have argued that programs often fail to reach their
full potential because of modifications made by schools due to time or financial constraints. If
schools do not implement all parts of the program, or do not carry out the program for as long as
it was initially intended, weak or no effects of the program may result (Whitted & Dupper,
2005). Finally, a whole-school approach has shown links to greater effect sizes for reducing
bullying, but not victimization (Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). A general overview of anti-bullying
programs also revealed that of seven programs utilizing a whole-school approach, five were
effective with at least one bullying-related outcome and two showed mixed results (Lawner &
Terzian, 2013). A whole-school approach is defined as a school-wide formal policy about
bullying (Farrington & Ttofi, 2009) in which all staff and teachers are trained to deliver antibullying messages and model good behavior (Lawner & Terzian, 2013).
Ineffective components of anti-bullying programs. Ttofi and Farrington (2011)
found one program component associated with an increase in victimization: work with
peers. This component included peer mentoring, peer mediation, and bystander
intervention (Farrington & Ttofi, 2009). Although this finding is potentially worrying given
the design of the CSC program in having children work together to solve problems, it is

important to note the wide range of studies and program components associated with
“work with peers.” For example, some studies focused on bystander intervention (e.g.,
Rosenbluth, Whitaker, Sanchez, & Valle, 2004, as cited in Farrington & Ttofi, 2009),
others focused on small groups of students tasked with a discussion of the problems related
to bullying and potential solutions to these problems (e.g., Whitney, Rivers, Smith, &
Sharp, 1994, as cited in Farrington & Ttofi, 2009), while others focused on the use of role
playing and puppetry for conflict resolution, the development of empathy, and addressing
bullying and victimization (Rahey & Craig, 2002, as cited in Farrington & Ttofi, 2009).
Additionally, Ttofi and Farrington’s (2001) meta-analysis can only correlate program
elements with overall effectiveness; if there are many different components within a
program, it is difficult to disentangle which specific elements may lead to an increase or
decrease in bullying and victimization. Taken together, these points illustrate the need for
more research regarding work with peers and its relationship to bullying and victimization.
Inconsistent findings. The optimal age at which to implement anti-bullying
programs remains unclear based on the present research. In general, children in middle
schools (usually grades 6-8) show a greater influence of anti-bullying programs. Ttofi and
Farrington (2011) divided children in various studies into four age groups (6-9, 10, 11-12,
and 13-14), and found that the effectiveness of anti-bullying programs increased for each
successive age group. Additionally, meta-analyses of the efficacy of bullying programs
have found that only programs conducted in primary and middle schools have shown any
significant decreases in bullying and victimization, but direct comparisons to secondary
schools programs have not yielded significant results (likely because of the low number of
studies conducted on secondary school students; Smith et al., 2004). Some studies have
revealed, however, that the grade in which the program is implemented has not been
related to the effectiveness of the program (Ferguson et al., 2007).

Lawner and Terzian’s (2013) research brief on seventeen anti-bullying programs
illustrated mixed findings for a number of different program components. These components
included teaching social awareness (eight positive results, five mixed results), relationship skills
(six positive results, four mixed results, one no results) and empathy for victims (four positive
results, four mixed results). Social awareness involves “perspective-taking, empathy,
understanding behavior norms, and recognizing resources and supports available from friends
and family and in school and the community” (Lawner & Terzian, 2013, p. 4), while relationship
skills involves “clear communication, active listening, cooperation, resisting social pressure,
conflict negotiation, and seeking and offering help” (Lawner & Terzian, 2013, p. 4).
Additionally, the researchers found that targeting all students instead of only bullies and victims
was a program component present in six studies showing positive results, five showing mixed
results, and two showing no effectiveness (Lawner & Terzian, 2013).
Where more research is needed. Lawner and Terzian’s (2013) research brief also
indicated several anti-bullying program components that need additional research, due to
the low number of rigorous evaluations using these components. Only one program
examined the effect of teaching awareness of one’s emotions and cognitions on bullying,
and it found mixed results. In addition to awareness, more research is needed on regulating
one’s cognitions, emotions, and actions; two studies using this component revealed positive
results and two revealed mixed results. Other components lacking sufficient research
include teaching students about making informed, thoughtful decisions; rewarding
prosocial behavior; increasing supervision in particular trouble locations; and using peer
educators (Lawner & Terzian, 2013). All programs implementing these components show
positive or mixed results, but numbers of programs are too low (between one and four) to
make conclusive statements without further research (Law & Terzian, 2013).
Effective Anti-Bullying Programs

Olweus Bullying Prevention program. The Olweus intervention program was
developed to address bullying and victimization in Norwegian schools, and is one of the
most well-known anti-bullying programs in the world (Olweus, 1997). The program is
based on four main principles related to the school environment:
(1) warmth, positive interest, and involvement from adults, on one hand, and (2) firm
limits to unacceptable behaviour, on the other. Third, (3), in cases of violations of limits and
rules, non-hostile, non-physical sanctions should be consistently applied...Finally, (4) adults both
at school and home should act as authorities in at least some respects (Olweus, 1997, p.504).
In general, Olweus (1997) stressed the importance of awareness and active involvement on the
part of students, teachers, and staff in recognizing bullying and victimization and punishing
bullying. Additionally, victims should be supported, which includes helping them learn the skills
and confidence necessary to make new, friendly connections to peers (Olweus, 1997).
The Olweus anti-bullying program has been evaluated on several different occasions; all
of these studies revealed that the program was effective (Olweus, 2005). Specifically, bullying
and victimization decreased by at least 50% in one evaluation, and by at least 20% in a
subsequent evaluation (Olweus, 2005). In addition to this primary result, the researchers found a
reduction in general delinquency (e.g., vandalism) and an increase in positive relationships and
feelings toward school (Olweus, 2005).
Olweus’s prominence in the anti-bullying literature led Ttofi and Farrington’s (2011)
meta-analysis to include a variable indicating whether or not the program was inspired by
Olweus. Of the forty-four studies examined, seventeen were inspired by Olweus. These studies
showed significantly better effects on bullying (but not victimization) than studies not inspired
by Olweus (Ttofi & Farrington, 2011).
Age-cohort design. An age-cohort design was used for Olweus’ bullying programs, in
addition to being used in a number of other studies (Olweus, 2005; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). In
contrast to a traditional design using a control group and an experimental group (i.e., conducting

the study in at least two different schools, one of which receives the program and the other does
not), an age-cohort study involves comparing students over time from only one school, and uses
this technique as a way to control for any school or age effects. Age effects are also controlled
for by ensuring that students answer questionnaires at approximately the same time every year.
Another assumption key to this design is that the demographic characteristics of a school do not
dramatically differ from one year to another. As long as the population of a school district
remains relatively stable from year to year, this assumption will likely hold.
. .KiVa anti-bullying program. KiVa (Kiusaamista Vastaan or ‘‘against bullying”) is based
on a social-cognitive framework for understanding social behavior (Kärnä et al., 2011).
Program components include teacher-led classroom activities involving discussion, group
work, and films; a computer game about students’ knowledge about and involvement in
addressing bullying; a parental guide containing advice for addressing bullying; brightly
colored vests for playground supervisors; teacher and staff teams that address each case of
bullying; and several trainings for teachers and staff during the year (Kärnä et al., 2011).
An examination of the effect of the program on students in Grade 4 through Grade 6
revealed that after one year of the program, students in Grade 5 and Grade 6 reported lower
levels of bullying (self-reported) and victimization (self and peer-reported; Kärnä et al.,
2011).
..............CAPSLE program. The CAPSLE program (Creating a Peaceful School Learning
Environment) involves a whole-school approach and is designed to help students “interpret both
one’s own and others’ behavior in terms of mental states (beliefs, wishes, feelings), assuming that
greater awareness of other people’s feelings will counteract the temptation to bully others”
(Fonagy et al., 2009, p. 608). Additionally, teachers receive frequent training and support from
CAPSLE staff (Fonagy et al., 2009). Researchers found that during the implementation of the
program (Years 1 and 2), students from CAPSLE schools reported lower peer-reported (but not

self-reported) bullying and victimization, and results from the follow-up year indicated that
compared to controls, CAPSLE students showed lower levels of peer-reported (but not selfreported) bullying and victimization (Fonagy et al., 2009).
Caring School Community Program
The Caring School Community Program, or CSC, is a research-based program designed
to bring parents, teachers, staff, students, and the general community together to help children
improve their skills in social and emotional areas (Developmental Studies Center, n.d.).
Specifically, the goal of the CSC program is to develop harmonious learning environments in
which all students feel connected and comfortable sharing their thoughts. Additionally, the
program is designed to bring parents, schools, and children together to improve children's
academic and social aptitude.
There are four main components of the CSC program. The first is class meetings, in
which teachers and students get to know one another, identify and discuss problems and issues
with the goal of coming to an agreeable solution, and make decisions that influence the
classroom environment. There are specific class meeting lessons where teachers create an
environment in which students' learning, thoughts, and issues are taken seriously. According to
the weekly CSC calendar, teachers start out the class meetings slowly, by making sure students
are looking at the student who is speaking and having partners take turns answering questions
first with each other and then sharing their own responses with the class. As the time in the
classroom progresses, students move on to answering questions with their partner, followed by
sharing their partner's answers to the questions. These techniques allow children to get to know
their classmates and learn to see things from another person's perspective.
A sub-component of the class meetings involves specific problem-solving meetings
within the classroom, where the entire class tackles a problem they are witnessing in the
classroom. Both the teacher and students can bring up an issue to address in class. Within these

meetings there are four basic steps: introducing the problem to the classroom, discussing how the
problem is affecting the classroom or the greater community, creating potential solutions to the
problem, and summarizing the conclusions of the meeting. These problem-solving meetings can
be particularly useful in helping children take the perspective of others and come up with ways to
help others feel better about them. One particular example used within the program is the
problem of excluding others. During the problem-solving meeting, students are encouraged to
take the perspective of both someone who has been excluded and someone who does the
excluding, which can help students see both sides of the issue. Then these students are asked to
come up with ways students in the community can handle this problem and try to make others
feel included. Ideally, students will begin to actively try to include others in their activities, and it
is up to teachers to check in and monitor whether these changes actually occur in the community.
The second component of the CSC program is the cross-buddies program, in which
kindergartners and fifth graders are paired up in a buddy system. According to the CSC weekly
calendar, cross-age buddies are introduced in the sixth week of school, after students have had
sufficient time to work together with their same-age peers to create a cohesive classroom
environment. The purpose of the cross-buddies component is to not only help tutor younger
children, but to create an environment of respect and appreciation as younger and older students
work together to learn. During these interactions, teachers are encouraged to check in
periodically with the students and ask them to reflect about how they are acting kind,
cooperative, and responsible. There are numerous activities within the cross-age buddies
program, each designed to help develop social skills. These skills can range from basic
communication (speaking clearly and listening effectively), to sharing (work and ideas), to
helping and encouraging others.
The final two components, homeside activities and schoolwide community-building
activities, are designed to incorporate parents into the school and learning environment.

Homeside activities involve students bringing their classroom work home with them, where they
involve their parents in the activities, and then bring these activities back to the classroom for
sharing. The goal of this component is to help students learn more about their parents and
families' histories, and link this information to the classroom community. The schoolwide
community-building activities are designed to help students succeed not only academically but
socially, by implementing cooperative activities that promote helpfulness and the inclusion of all
students. These activities are also designed to help bring into the school community parents who
traditionally are not very involved in school affairs (Developmental Studies Center, n.d.).
The CSC program shares several components with the aforementioned successful antibullying programs KiVa and CAPSLE. Both the CSC program and KiVa incorporate such
components as teacher-directed classroom activities, which include group work and class
discussions, and trainings for teachers and staff (Developmental Studies Center, n.d.; Kärnä et
al., 2011). Staff and teacher trainings are also program components of the CAPSLE program
(Fonagy et al., 2009). The CSC and CAPSLE programs are also similar in that they both involve
thinking about situations from other people’s perspective’s and becoming aware of others’ mental
states (Developmental Studies Center, n.d.; Fonagy et al., 2009).
Present Study
The purpose of the present study was to use an age-cohort design to examine the effects
of the CSC program on bullying, victimization, proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and
emotional dysregulation. In our description of the length of time students received the CSC
program, we maybe refer to either the cohort year or the number of “doses” of the program the
cohort received. One dose is equal to one year of the CSC program. We did not expect to find
any differences in the rates of behaviors or traits for either fifth or eighth graders. In the former
case, all three cohorts received the CSC program and in the latter case, all three cohorts did not
receive the CSC program. Although previous research has shown that the duration of the

program is linked to reductions in bullying and victimization (Farrington & Ttofi, 2009) and
each fifth grade cohort received the CSC program for a different length of time (one dose, two
doses, and three doses for the 2011, 2012, and 2013 cohorts, respectively), we did not expect to
find any differences between the three cohorts. Previous research that found effects of duration
of the program only dichotomized this variable into more than 240 days or less than 240; since
all three cohorts received the program for more than 240 days, we were not able to make any a
priori hypothesis regarding differences between fifth grade cohorts (Farrington & Ttofi, 2009).
Based on previous research, we hypothesized that compared to the 2011 sixth grade
cohort (who received zero doses of the program), the 2012 and 2013 sixth grade cohorts (who
received one and two doses of the program, respectively) would show significantly lower rates of
bullying, victimization, reactive aggression, and emotional dysregulation, because the two
cohorts both received the CSC program in fifth grade and the 2013 cohort experienced the
program in the fourth grade as well. Using similar reasoning, we hypothesized that the 2013
seventh grade cohort (that received one dose of the CSC program) would show significantly
lower rates of bullying, victimization, reactive aggression, and emotional dysregulation
compared to the 2011 and 2012 seventh grade cohorts (that received no doses of the CSC
program).
In addition to examining the effects of the CSC program within each grade, we compared
individuals who ever participated in the CSC program and individuals who had never
participated in the program within each of the three years. We hypothesized that participants in
the program would show significantly lower rates of bullying, victimization, reactive aggression,
and proactive aggression than those who never participated. For all the aforementioned analyses,
it was unclear whether the CSC program would have an effect on proactive aggression.
Proactively aggressive individuals tend to focus on the rewards of aggression (Salmivelli &
Nieminen, 2002), and the CSC program does not focus on altering these thoughts. Thus, the

program may not affect levels of proactive aggression, so we do not have any concrete
hypotheses for this trait.
In addition to using a priori subscales to examine the effect of the CSC program on
behaviors and behavioral traits, we used principal axis factoring to examine the structure of our
data. Our goal was to examine whether our new subscales could better reflect the specific
components of bullying and behavioral traits most affected by the CSC program. We repeated
analyses of the effects of the CSC program using our new subscales.

Chapter II: Method
Participants
Participants were middle school students from a school in eastern Massachusetts. The
students were in fifth through eighth grade, but only those in fifth grade were part of the Caring
School Community program. After removing students who did not pass exclusion questionnaires
related to basic reading, paying attention, and social desirability, a total of 557, 742, and 702
students took part in the first, second, and third years of data collection, respectively. Relatively
equal numbers of boys and girls took part in the first year (n = 290 and n = 268, respectively),
second year (n = 379 and n = 364, respectively), and third year (n = 359 and n = 343,
respectively).
Measures
Students used a computer to respond to questions about demographic characteristics,
bullying and victimization, proactive and reactive aggression, and emotional dysregulation (see
Appendix for full questionnaire). Bullies also answered a question about their motivation for
bullying and victims answered questions about the perpetrator(s), bystanders, potential
motivations of the bully, location of the bullying, and anyone they talked to about being
victimized. However, these questions were not the focus of the present study.
Students were only included in the current study if they successfully completed several
questionnaires designed to eliminate unreliable responses from the dataset. Students completed
an improbability scale, a reading ability scale, and Positive Image Scale (a scale designed to
determine whether individuals tend to represent themselves in an overly positive manner;
MIDSA, 2011). We excluded students who responded with an improbable answer to any items
on the improbability scale (e.g., responding that they had never seen a television before),
students who incorrectly answered more than one question on the reading ability scale, and

students whose responses to the Positive Image Scale were more than two standard deviations
above the mean.
The bullying and victimization scales were created by compiling questions from two
studies on the topic (Espelage & Holt, 2001; Prinstein, Boergers, & Vernberg, 2001). Although
the questionnaire included items related to sexual bullying and victimization, these questions
were included only for a version of the questionnaire targeted at high-schoolers and were
removed for the middle school version. The resulting questionnaire included four basic subscales
related to bullying and victimization: physical, non-physical, relational, and cyber bullying and
victimization. Students used a six-point scale (from “0: Never” through “5: Almost every day”)
to rate how often they conducted or experienced each act.
The proactive and reactive aggression scales were designed using a modified form of the
Reactive-Proactive Aggression Questionnaire (RPQ) used in Raine et al. (2006). These scales
were modified slightly to make them more comprehensible to younger children. Although the
original scale consisted of a scale from “0: Never” through “2: Often,” the scale for the present
study was modified to the same frequency scale as the bullying scale: “0: Never” through “5:
Almost every day.” Proactive aggression items reflected the use of instrumental aggression (e.g.,
“Hurt others to win a game”), whereas reactive aggression items reflected the use of aggression
in response to a perceived attack on oneself (e.g., “Hit others to defend yourself”).
The final measure administered was the Emotional Dysregulation (ED) Scale (Knight,
personal communication, 2014). The Emotional Dysregulation Scale consisted of nine items
designed to assess how well children could regulate their emotions on a scale from “0: Definitely
False” through “4: Definitely True.”
Instead of administering the Emotional Dysregulation Scale and the aforementioned RPQ
to all students, students who responded at least “a few times” to one of the bullying items
received this portion of the questionnaire. Due to time constraints, we were not able to survey all

children. One-half of the students who did not respond at least “a few times” to any bullying
items also completed this questionnaire. This group of students was created as a comparison
group, so researchers could compare levels of proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and
emotional dysregulation in both aggressive and non-aggressive children.
Table 1 indicates the reliabilities of all the measures for every grade for each of the three
years. In general, the subscales all had good to excellent Cronbach’s alphas (greater than or equal
to .70). A few subscales were in the adequate range (Cronbach’s alphas of .60 to .70). For fifth
graders, these subscales included physical bullying in 2011 (α = .69) and 2013 (α = .61), cyber
bullying in 2012 (α = .61), cyber victimization in 2013 (α = .66), and proactive aggression in
2013 (α = .68). For sixth graders, these subscales included relational bullying in 2011 (α = .69)
and 2012 (α = .68). For seventh graders, these subscales included nonphysical bullying in 2013
(α = .65), relational bullying in 2013 (α = .67), and cyber bullying in 2013 (α = .62). All
Cronbach’s alphas for eighth graders were above .70. There were four subscales whose
reliabilities fell below .60: fifth grade relational and cyber bullying in 2013 (α = .58 and α = .17,
respectively), sixth grade cyber bullying in 2012 (α = .24), and sixth grader cyber victimization
in 2012 (α = .38). Although deletion of certain items would slightly raise Cronbach’s alphas, the
difference was not large enough to warrant changing the previously created subscales. Thus, the
subscales were left intact, but caution should be taken with interpreting the results.
Study Design
In an age-cohort design, children of a certain age who did not receive an intervention
were later compared with children of the same age who did receive the intervention program.
Using this design, students in the first year who did not receive the program served as a control
for students in later years who did receive the program. In the present study, fifth graders in 2011
were the first middle-schoolers to receive the CSC program, with no other middle school grades
taking part in the program. All students in Grades K through four also were exposed to the CSC

program. As fifth graders moved forward into sixth grade the CSC program was discontinued.
Table 2 depicts the experience of each cohort over the three-year period of the study and whether
or not the cohort had experienced the intervention program, and the number of years of CSC
experience each cohort had. We had two main comparisons of interest. The first was a
comparison sixth graders from Year 1 (who did not receive the intervention program in fifth
grade) compared to the sixth graders in Years 2 and 3 (who did receive the intervention program
for either 1 or 2 years). The second was a comparison of seventh graders from Years 1 and 2
(who did not receive the intervention program in fifth grade) compared to the seventh graders in
Year 3 (who did receive the intervention program in fifth grade). This second comparison
allowed us to determine the long-lasting effects of the CSC program, after students were out of
the program for multiple years.
Procedure
Fifth graders participated in the CSC program regardless of their participation in the
survey portion of the present study. Researchers used a passive consent procedure to obtain
participants for the questionnaire portion. All parents received a letter detailing the study and the
purpose of the research, with the option to opt their children out of the study.
Students completed the study on computers during the normal school day, with nonparticipants completing a separate computer activity. All students were informed of their right to
opt out of the questionnaire at any point. All responses were completely anonymous; students did
not enter their names into any portion of the survey.
Prior to beginning the questionnaire, students were randomly assigned to one of two
versions of the survey. Regardless of which form students received, they all completed the
exclusion scales (reading ability, improbability, and positive image scales) and questions related
to bullying and victimization. All students who received Form A completed the two scales related
to aggressive behaviors: the RPQ and ED scales. Students who indicated that they bullied others

also received questions about their motivation for bullying. Only students who indicated any
victimization received questions regarding perceived isolation and potential motivations for the
bullies’ aggression (not analyzed in the present study). All students who received Form B
completed the victimization questions about perceived isolation. Students who reported
victimization also answered questions about the bullies’ motivations. Only students who reported
any bullying behaviors received the RPQ, ED, and motivation questions.

Chapter III: Results
Rates of Bullying and Victimization
The first goal of the present analyses was to examine the extent of bullying and
victimization among fifth through eighth graders across all three years of the study through
descriptive statistics. We examined the data in two ways. We recoded the data into dichotomous
variables, dividing students into “bully” or “non-bully” and “victim” or “non-victim” categories
for each of the four subtypes of bullying (physical, nonphysical, relational, and cyber). Students
were defined as bullies or victims if they responded “a few times” or more to any questions in
each subscale of bullying and victimization. Due to the unequal sample size for each of the three
years, chi-square analyses are based on the relative percentages of bullies and victims, given the
total number of students responding for that subtype in that particular year. An overall percentage
of bullies and victims was computed by dividing the number of students defined as bullies or
victims for at least one subtype by the total number of students for that particular year and grade.
We also used the original data to examine the average frequency of bullying on a one to five
scale. This average was calculated using the mean score of all the items in each subscale of
interest for each year and grade. We also calculated an overall average of bullying and
victimization for each grade and year by taking the mean score of all items in the scale.
Table 3 illustrates the percentage of students who were defined as bullies, as well as the
overall average of bullying behaviors for each of the four subtypes of bullying. Although average
rates of bullying across all students and bullying actions was low (bullying behaviors’ average
occurrence was less than once for all grades and subtypes), the percentage of students who could
be defined as bullies was quite large and varied, ranging from 5.3% of the 2011 fifth graders
being defined as physical bullies to 46.0% of the 2011 eighth graders being defined as
nonphysical bullies. Overall, relational and nonphysical bullying showed higher rates than

physical and cyber bullying. As indicated by the percentage of students who bullied overall,
bullying behaviors were not isolated to one particular subtype, but instead many students bullied
in a variety of different ways, both overt and covert.
Table 4 illustrates the percentage of students who were defined as victims, as well as the
overall average of victimization behaviors for each of the four subtypes of victimization.
Although rates of most subtypes of victimization occurred, on average, less than once for all
grades and years, the average report for nonphysical victimization in 2011 was 1.02 for sixth
graders and 0.98 for eighth graders. These numbers reflect the idea that on average, the
occurrence of nonphysical victimization for these students was once for each student. As with the
reports of bullying, it is also imperative to examine the percentage of students who can be
defined as victims. More students were defined as victims than bullies, with the lowest
percentage of victimization being 11.3% of fifth graders experiencing physically victimization in
2011 and the highest percentage being 59.0% of sixth graders experiencing relational
victimization in 2011. As with bullying, overall rates of victimization indicate that victimization
was not limited to a particular subtype. Many students who were victimized in one way (e.g.,
relationally) were often victimized in at least one other way (e.g., nonphysically). Although
reported rates of victimization were higher than reported rates of bullying, the numbers followed
a similar pattern in that students reported more relational and nonphysical victimization than
physical and cyber victimization.
Bullying and victimization were not mutually exclusive; in fact, very few individuals in
the present study were classified as “pure bullies.” As seen in Table 5, fewer than 10% of
students in all years and grades were considered to be pure bullies. Instead, many students fell
into a “bully-victim” category, or a “pure victim” category. When we looked within each year
separately, we saw that fifth graders fell into the bully-victim and victim categories at relatively
equal rates. Sixth graders also followed this pattern. The largest discrepancy was within the 2013

fifth graders, where 26.0% of students fell into the bully-victim category and 38.1% of students
fell into the victim category. Seventh and eighth graders showed a much larger percentage of
students falling into the bully-victim category rather than the pure victim category. For example,
in 2011, 53.7% of seventh graders fell into the bully-victim category whereas 14.6% fell into the
victim category.
Effectiveness of the Caring School Community Program
Differences in bullying and victimization over a three year period. To examine whether
the CSC program had an effect on reducing school bullying and victimization, we used chisquare analyses for each separate grade and subtype to compare the percentage of children
who were bullies versus not bullies and victims versus not victims in 2011, 2012, and
2013. We first tested for an overall significant difference for each subtype of bullying; if
this difference was significant, we conducted post-hoc analyses to determine between
which years these differences occurred. We also used one-way ANOVAs to determine
whether the average rates of bullying behaviors within a grade differed from one another,
and if there were differences, between which cohorts the differences occurred. Finally, we
examined whether there were any differences between years in the percentage of students
falling into the bully, victim, bully-victim, and uninvolved categories. Frequencies did not
differ for seventh or eighth grades, so they will not be discussed below.
Fifth grade. We hypothesized that there would be no differences between the three years
for fifth grade bullying or victimization, since all three cohorts received the CSC program (the
2011 cohort received one dose, the 2012 cohort received two doses, and the 2013 cohort received
three doses of the program).
Bullying. Table 6 illustrates the significant differences in percentage of bullies between
the three years of analysis. Contrary to our hypothesis, we found significant differences within
some bullying subtypes between the three years; however, the overall percentage of bullies did

not differ between the three years, χ2 (2, N = 534) = 2.61, p = .27. For the percentage of bullies,
the only difference between years were within the nonphysical bullying subtype, χ2 (2, N = 510)
= 6.51, p = .04, with the physical bullying subtype being marginally significant χ2 (2, N = 510) =
5.98, p = .05. Post-hoc analyses for the nonphysical bullying subtype revealed that the
percentage of bullies in 2012 (20.4%) was marginally significantly higher than that in 2011
(12.8%), χ2 (1, n = 329) = 3.22, p = .07, and significantly higher than that in 2013 (11.6%), χ2 (1,
n = 377) = 5.38, p = .02. The percentage of nonphysical bullies in 2011 was not significantly
different from that in 2013. Post-hoc analyses for the physical bullying subtype revealed a
significantly higher percentage of bullies in 2012 (12.8%) compared to 2011 (5.3%), χ2 (1, n =
329) = 5.07, p = .02, with no significant differences between 2013 and either of the other two
years.
In addition to using chi-square tests to compare the percentages of bullies in each cohort
of fifth graders, the design of our study allowed us to use a one-way ANOVA to compare average
rates of bullying across the three years. Table 7 illustrates the differences in average rates of
bullying across the three fifth grade cohorts, while Figure 1 gives the graphic representation. The
results were comparable to the chi-square analyses, with the exception that the difference in rates
of physical bullying was significant at an alpha level of .05 (whereas this difference was only
marginally significant for our chi-square analyses), F(2, 461) = 3.14, p = .04, η2 = .01.
Specifically, rates in 2012 were significantly higher than rates in 2013 (mean difference = 0.09).
Victimization. Our hypothesis was not entirely supported for overall victimization, as
shown in Table 8. A chi-square test revealed a significant difference in overall victimization
between the three years, χ2 (2, n = 534) = 10.01, p = .007. Post-hoc analyses showed that the
relative percentage of overall victims in 2013 (64.1%) was significantly higher than that in 2011
(47.1%), χ2 (1, n = 338) = 9.82, p = .002, and 2012 (54.1%), χ2 (1, n = 377) = 3.89, p = .05.
Additionally, the percentage of victims over the three years differed significantly for physical

victimization, χ2 (2, n = 510) = 8.61, p = .01, and marginally significantly for relational
victimization, χ2 (2, n = 463) = 5.56, p = .06. An examination of specific differences between the
three years showed that the percentage of physical victims in 2011 (11.3%) was significantly
lower than that in 2012 (20.9%), χ2 (1, n = 329) = 5.21, p = .02, and 2013 (24.3%), χ2 (1, n =
314) = 8.53, p = .003. The percentage of physical victims in 2012 did not significantly differ
from that in 2013. Finally, the percentage of relational victims in 2013 (51.4%) was marginally
significantly higher than that in both 2011 (38.4%), χ2 (1, n = 267) = 3.96, p = .05 and 2012
(41.3%), χ2 (1, n = 377) = 3.83, p = .05, while the percentage of victims in 2011 and 2012 did not
significantly differ from one another.
We also examined differences in average rates of victimization between the three fifth
grade cohorts. Table 9 illustrates the differences in fifth grade victimization for each subtype of
victimization, while Figure 2 gives the graphic representation. In contrast to the significant
differences between cohorts in the percentages of victims (as illustrated through our chi-square
analyses), one-way ANOVAs revealed no significant differences in victimization in fifth graders
for any subtype.
Frequencies of bullies, bully-victims, and victims. Finally, we examined whether there
were any differences in the percentage of bullies, victims, bully-victims, and uninvolved students
between the three fifth grade cohorts. Chi-square tests revealed a significant difference in overall
percentages among the three years, χ2 (6, n = 534) = 17.73, p = .007. Post-hoc tests revealed
differences between 2011 and 2013, χ2 (3, n = 338) = 11.22, p = .01, likely due to a higher
percentage of victims in 2013 (38.1%, compared with 24.8% in 2011) and a lower percentage of
uninvolved students (31.5%, compared with 48.4% in 2011). Additionally, we found significant
differences between 2012 and 2013, χ2 (3, n = 377) = 11.18, p = .01, again likely due to a higher
percentage of victims in 2013 (38.1%, compared with 23.0% in 2012) and a lower percentage of
uninvolved students (31.5%, compared with 42.3% in 2012).

Sixth grade. With respect to sixth graders, we hypothesized that the percentage of bullies
and victims in 2011 (who received zero doses of the program) would be significantly higher than
percentages in 2012 and 2013 (who received one and two doses of the program, respectively),
since the latter two cohorts of students received the CSC program while the former cohort did
not receive the program. Similarly, we hypothesized that the average rates of bullying and
victimization would be higher in 2011 compared to 2012 and 2013.
Bullying. As shown in Table 6, our hypothesis about bullying overall was not supported,
as there were no significant differences in the percentage of bullies between the three years, χ2 (2,
n = 533) = 2.63, p = .27. For bullying subtypes, our hypothesis was supported only for relational
bullying, χ2 (2, n = 465) = 15.63, p < .001. Specifically, the percentage of bullies in 2011 (42.4%)
was higher than that in 2012 (22.2%), χ2 (1, n = 272) = 11.31, p = .001, and 2013 (20.7%). χ2 (1,
n = 276) = 13.49, p < .001. The percentage of relational bullies did not differ between 2012 and
2013.
A comparison of average rates of bullying for sixth graders revealed stronger support for
our hypotheses than the chi-square tests comparing the percentage of bullies in each cohort.
Table 7 illustrates the differences in sixth grade bullying for each subtype, while Figure 3 gives
the graphic representation. In addition to replicating the results of our chi-square analyses for
relation bullying, one-way ANOVAs also revealed significant differences for overall and
nonphysical bullying, F(2, 530) = 9.31, p < .001, η2 = .03 and F(2, 458) = 5.39, p = .005, η2 = .
02, respectively, with marginally significant differences for cyber bullying, F(2, 468) = 2.77, p
= .06, η2 = .01. Post-hoc tests revealed that in support of our hypothesis, average rates of overall
bullying were significantly higher in 2011 compared with 2012 (mean difference = 0.39) and
2013 (mean difference = 0.23). Results for non-physical bullying partially supported our
hypothesis; post-hoc tests revealed that average rates in 2011 were significantly higher than in
2012 (mean difference = 0.17), but there were no differences between any other years. Finally, in

contradiction to our hypothesis, for cyber bullying we found only a marginally significant
difference between 2012 and 2013, such that average rates were higher in 2013 compared to
2012 (mean difference = 0.06).
Victimization. Analysis of victimization revealed partial support for our hypothesis. The
overall percentage of victims was significantly different between the three years, χ2 (2, n = 533)
= 11.40, p = .003; specifically, the percentage of victims in 2011 (61.6%) was significantly
higher than that in 2012 (43.9%), χ2 (1, n = 340) = 10.50, p = .001, but not significantly higher
than that in 2013 (56.0%), χ2 (1, n = 344) = 1.11, p = .29. Additionally, the percentage of victims
in 2012 was significantly lower than the percentage in 2013, χ2 (1, n = 382) = 5.54, p = .02. An
analysis of victimization subtypes revealed significant differences for nonphysical victimization,
χ2 (2, n = 508) = 11.79, p = .003, relational victimization, χ2 (2, n = 465) = 26.90, p < .001, and
cyber victimization, χ2 (2, n = 456) = 11.31, p = .004, as seen in Table 8. Post-hoc tests revealed
that our hypothesis was supported for nonphysical victimization, with the percentage of victims
in 2011 (51.6%) being higher than that in both 2012 (32.3%), χ2 (1, n = 315) = 11.75, p = .001,
and 2013 (39.4%), χ2 (1, n = 319) = 4.61, p = .03. Our hypothesis was partially supported for
relational victimization and cyber victimization. The percentage of relational victims was higher
in 2011 (59.0%) than that in both 2012 (26.5%), χ2 (1, n = 272) = 26.45, p < .001, and 2013
(40.9%), χ2 (1, n = 276) = 7.65, p = .006; however, the percentage of victims was also
significantly higher in 2013 compared to 2012, χ2 (1, n = 383) = 8.95, p = .003. The percentage
of cyber victims was significantly lower in 2012 (10.6%) compared to both 2011 (27.0%), χ2 (1,
n = 263) = 11.15, p = .001, and 2013 (18.7%), χ2 (1, n = 382) = 4.97, p = .03, while the
difference between 2011 and 2013 was not significant.
One-way ANOVAs comparing average rates of victimization between the three sixth
grade cohorts revealed a similar pattern to the comparison of the percentage of victims in each
cohort, with the exception of nonphysical victimization (see Table 9 and Figure 4). Although the

one-way ANOVA for nonphysical victimization was significant, F(2, 458) = 5.39, p < .001, η2
= .07, unlike the chi-square comparison of the percentage of victims (which fully supported our
hypothesis), post-hoc tests revealed a significant difference between each of the three cohorts.
Specifically, average rates in 2011 were significantly higher than average rates in both 2012
(mean difference = 0.58) and 2013 (mean difference = 0.38). Additionally, average rates in 2013
were significantly higher than average rates in 2012 (mean difference = 0.20).
Frequencies of bullies, bully-victims, and victims. We also examined whether there were
any differences in the percentage of bullies, victims, bully-victims, and uninvolved students
between the three years of analysis. Results indicated that there were overall significant
differences between the three years, χ2 (6, n = 533) = 14.10, p = .03. Specifically, we found
significant differences in percentages between 2011 and 2012, χ2 (3, n = 340) = 10.51, p = .02.
Frequencies of bully-victims and victims were lower in 2012 (23.8% and 20.1%, respectively)
than in 2011 (33.1% and 28.5%, respectively), while the percentage of uninvolved students was
higher in 2012 (48.1%) than in 2011 (33.1%). We also found moderately significant differences
between frequencies in 2012 and 2013, χ2 (3, n = 382) = 7.82, p = .05. Although overall
percentages were low, there were more bullies in 2012 than in 2013 (7.9% versus 3.6%).
Additionally, in 2013 compared to 2012 there were more victims (29.0% versus 20.1%) and
fewer uninvolved students (40.4% versus 48.1%).
Seventh grade. Of all four grades, the percentage of bullies and victims and the average
rates of bullying and victimization in seventh grade most closely supported our hypothesis,
which was that students in 2011 and 2012 (who did not receive the CSC program) would show
higher percentages of bullies and victims and higher average rates of bullying and victimization
than students in 2013 (who received one dose of the CSC program).
Bullying. Overall, we found significant differences in the percentage of bullies between
the three years, χ2 (2, n = 477) = 8.85, p = .01, (see Table 6). Post-hoc tests showed that our

hypothesis was supported; the percentage of bullies was significantly higher in 2011 (61.0%) and
marginally significantly higher in 2012 (57.2%) compared to 2013 (43.5%), χ2 (1, n = 293) =
8.69, p = .003 and χ2 (1, n = 354) = 2.99, p = .08, respectively. For specific subtypes, the
percentage of physical, χ2 (2, n = 477) = 15.39, p < .001, nonphysical, χ2 (2, n = 477) = 9.36, p
= .009, and relational bullies, χ2 (2, n = 476) = 9.41, p = .009, all showed significant differences,
while the percentage of cyber bullies showed no significant differences (see Table 6).
Specifically, the percentage of physical bullies was higher in 2011 (26.0%) and 2012 (23.9%)
than 2013 (10.0%), χ2 (1, n = 293) = 13.15, p < .001 and χ2 (1, n = 354) = 11.99, p = .001,
respectively. Similarly, the percentage of nonphysical bullies was higher in 2011 (38.2%) and
2012 (33.2%) than 2013 (22.4%), χ2 (1, n = 293) = 8.72, p = .003 and χ2 (1, n = 354) = 5.12, p = .
02, respectively. Finally, a similar pattern was found for relational bullying; the percentage of
bullies was higher in 2011 (40.2%) and 2012 (43.5%) compared to 2013 (28.2%), χ2 (1, n = 292)
= 4.56, p = .03 and χ2 (1, n = 354) = 8.89, p = .03, respectively. There were no significant
differences between 2011 and 2012 for any bullying subtypes.
In addition to using chi-square analyses to compare the percentage of bullies in each
seventh grade cohort, we used one-way ANOVAs to compare average rates of bullying across the
three cohorts. As shown in Table 7, results closely paralleled those of the chi-square analyses,
with the addition of a significant difference for cyber bullying, F(2, 473) = 4.22, p = .02, η2 = .
02. Post-hoc tests revealed partial support for our hypothesis; average rates of cyber bullying in
2011 were significantly higher than average rates in 2013 (mean difference = 0.19), but there
were no differences between 2012 and 2013. Figure 5 gives the graphic representation of these
average rates.
Victimization. The pattern of victimization in seventh grade was very similar to the
pattern of bullying. Overall, the percentage of victims was marginally significantly different
between the three years, χ2 (2, n = 477) = 5.31, p = .07 (see Table 8). In support of our

hypothesis, the percentage of victims was significantly higher in 2011 (68.3%) and marginally
significantly higher in 2012 (64.7%) compared to the percentage in 2013 (55.9%), χ2 (1, n = 293)
= 4.62, p = .03 and χ2 (1, n = 354) = 2.86, p = .09, respectively. The percentage of physical, χ2 (1,
n = 477) = 9.87, p = .007, and relational victims, χ2 (1, n = 476) = 6.40, p = .04, between years
was significantly different, while the percentage of nonphysical victims was moderately
significantly different, χ2 (1, n = 477) = 5.86, p = .05, and the percentage of cyber victims was
not significantly different. Post-hoc tests showed that for physical victimization, the percentage
of victims was higher in 2011 (28.5%) and 2012 (27.7%) than in 2013 (15.3%), χ2 (1, n = 293) =
7.50, p = .006 and χ2 (1, n = 354) = 8.01, p = .005, respectively. The same pattern was found for
nonphysical victimization, with the percentage of victims in 2011 (48.0%) being marginally
greater than and the percentage of victims in 2012 (48.9%) being greater than those in 2013
(37.1%), χ2 (1, n = 293) = 3.50, p = .06 and χ2 (1, n = 354) = 5.06, p = .02, respectively. Finally,
the percentage of relational victims was greater in 2011 (50.0%) and 2012 (48.4%) compared
with 2013 (37.1%), χ2 (1, n = 292) = 4.87, p = .03 and χ2 (1, n = 354) = 4.61, p = .03,
respectively.
Analysis of the average rates of victimization for the seventh graders revealed stronger
support of our hypotheses than analysis of the percentage of victims for the seventh grade
cohorts. As shown in Table 9, one-way ANOVAs revealed significant differences for overall
victimization as well as each subtype of victimization. Post-hoc analyses revealed support for our
hypothesis for overall victimization as well as each subtype, with the exception of only partial
support for our hypothesis with respect to cyber victimization. For cyber victimization, average
rates of victimization were higher in 2012 compared to 2013 (mean difference = 0.14) but there
were no differences between 2011 and 2013. Figure 6 gives the graphic representation of these
average rates.

Eighth grade. We hypothesized that the percentage of bullies and victims and average
rates of bullying and victimization would not differ between the three years of eighth graders,
because none of these students ever received the CSC program (i.e., they received zero doses of
the program). Tables 6 and 8 illustrate that our hypothesis about the percentages of bullies and
victims was almost entirely supported; there were no overall differences for either the percentage
of bullies, χ2 (2, n = 457) = 3.55, p = .17, or the percentage of victims, χ2 (2, n = 457) = 4.08, p
= .13. There was one exception to the support of our hypothesis; the difference in the percentage
of nonphysical bullies between the three years was marginally significant, χ2 (2, n = 457) = 5.03,
p = .08. Post-hoc analyses revealed that the percentage of nonphysical bullies in 2011 (46.0%)
was significantly higher than that in 2012 (33.5%), χ2 (1, n = 299) = 4.80, p = .03, with no other
differences between the three years. No other significant differences were found for either the
percentage of bullies or the percentage of victims.
We also compared average rates of bullying and victimization using one-way ANOVAs.
The results comparing the average rates of bullying for eighth graders were the same as those
comparing the percentage of bullies for eight graders (see Table 7); the average rates of
nonphysical bullying were marginally significantly different, F(2, 454) = 2.33, p = .10, η2 = .01,
with rates in 2011 being marginally significantly higher than rates in 2012 (mean difference =
0.15). Figure 7 gives the graphic representation of these average rates of bullying. An analysis of
differences in average rates of victimization revealed significant differences for nonphysical
victimization and marginally significant differences for overall, physical, and relational
victimization, as shown in Table 9. Post-hoc tests revealed that for nonphysical victimization,
average rates in 2011 were significantly higher than average rates in 2012 (mean difference =
0.27). Similarly, average rates in 2011 were marginally significantly higher than average rates in
2012 for both overall victimization (mean difference = 0.16) and physical victimization (mean
difference = 0.19). For relational victimization, although the one-way ANOVA revealed

significant differences between the three years, post-hoc tests revealed no significant differences
for any comparisons. Figure 8 gives the graphic representation of these average rates of
victimization.
Comparing individuals who ever received the CSC program versus those who
did not receive the CSC program. We conducted planned contrasts using one-way
ANOVAs for each of the three years of the study, in order to examine the effects of the
CSC program on each subtype of bullying and victimization. For each subtype and each
year, we compared students who had ever received the CSC program with those who has
not received the CSC program. As seen in Table 10, individuals who had ever participated
in the CSC program showed significantly lower average rates of bullying than those who
had never participated in the program for all subtypes of bullying and all three years of
analysis. The effect sizes for the program were relatively small, with the largest being in
2012 for cyber bullying, F(1, 738) = 35.00, p < .001, η2 = .05, and the smallest being in
2011 for cyber bullying, F(1, 412) = 3.34, p = .04, η2 = .01. Figures 9, 10, 11, and 12
depict the differences between those who ever received the CSC program and those who
never received the CSC program in average rates of physical, nonphysical, relational, and
cyber bullying, respectively.
Results indicated that the CSC program was not as uniformly effective for average rates
of victimization as it was for rates of bullying (see Table 11). In 2011, individuals who ever
participated in the CSC program showed significantly lower average rates of physical and cyber
victimization than those who never participated in the program (mean difference = 0.17), F(1,
398) = 4.46, p = .04, η2 = .01 and mean difference = 0.15, F(1, 385) = 7.51, p = .006, η2 = .01,
respectively, while the differences for nonphysical and relational victimization approached
significance. In 2012, individuals who ever participated in the CSC program averaged lower
rates of nonphysical (mean difference = 0.16), F(1, 738) = 6.76, p = .009, η2 = .009, relational

(mean difference = 0.14), F(1, 738) = 7.45, p = .007, η2 = .01, and cyber victimization (mean
difference = 0.20), F(1, 738) = 30.30, p < .001, η2 = .04, while differences for physical
victimization were not significant. Finally, in 2013, individuals who ever participated in the CSC
program showed significantly lower average rates of nonphysical (mean difference = 0.15), F(1,
698) = 5.25, p = .02, η2 = .007, and cyber victimization (mean difference = 0.17), F(1, 698) =
22.40, p < .001, η2 = .03, while average rates of physical victimization were marginally
significantly different and average rates of relational victimization were not significantly
different. Figures 13, 14, 15, and 16 depict the differences between those who ever received the
CSC program and those who never received the CSC program in average rates of physical,
nonphysical, relational, and cyber victimization, respectively.
The Effect of the CSC Program on Behavioral Traits
One potential explanation for the positive effect of the CSC program is the effect of the
program on the behavioral traits of proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and emotional
dysregulation. Table 12 shows the average reported rates of proactive aggression, reactive
aggression, and emotional dysregulation. As shown in the table, overall rates of proactive
aggression were low, particularly for the fifth and sixth graders whose rates average .15 or less
for all years. The highest rate of proactive aggression was 0.45 for seventh graders in 2011. Rates
of reactive aggression were generally greater than those of proactive aggression, with seventh
and eighth graders both averaging acting reactively aggressive at least once in 2011. Finally, on
average, students reported that statements related to emotional dysregulation fell between being
“possibly false” and students being “not sure” of how the statements related to them. Overall,
9.5% of students in 2011, 11.5% of students in 2012, and 7.4% of students in 2013 reported
averages of 2.5 or greater for the emotional dysregulation subscale, which indicated that
emotional dysregulation traits were on average possibly or definitely true of these students.

Differences in behavioral traits by grade. For each grade, we used one-way
between-subjects ANOVA to examine the differences between the three years of the study
in average reported proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and emotional dysregulation.
If the ANOVA revealed significant differences, we conducted post-hoc tests to determine
between which years the differences occurred.
Fifth grade. We hypothesized that we would find no differences between years for
proactive aggression, reactive aggression, or emotional dysregulation, because all students had
participated in the CSC program. As indicated in Table 12, our hypothesis was supported; we
found no significant differences between years for proactive aggression, reactive aggression, or
emotional dysregulation.
Sixth grade. For sixth graders, we hypothesized that sixth graders who had participated
in the CSC program (students analyzed in 2012 and 2013, who received one and two doses of the
program, respectively) would show significantly lower rates of reactive aggression and
emotional dysregulation than sixth graders who had not participated in the program (students
analyzed in 2011). We were unsure whether we would find differences between the years for
proactive aggression, because similar components to those in the CSC program have been found
in the past to be more successful with reactive aggression and emotional dysregulation instead of
proactive aggression. We found significant differences between years for reactive aggression,
F(2, 330) = 4.20, p = .02, η2 = .03, and emotional dysregulation, F(2, 330) = 4.85, p = .008, η2
= .03, but no differences between years for proactive aggression (see Table 12). Post-hoc tests for
reactive aggression partially supported our hypothesis; average reported reactive aggression was
greater in 2011 (M = 0.84, SD = 0.86) than in 2013 (M = 0.55, SD = 0.74), but was not
significantly different than average reported reactive aggression in 2012 (M = 0.65, SD = 0.72).
For emotional dysregulation, the average reported rate was marginally significantly higher in

2011 (M = 1.41, SD = 0.96) compared to 2012 (M = 1.13, SD = 0.97, p = .07) and significantly
higher in 2011 compared to 2013 (M = 1.02, SD = 0.92).
Seventh grade. Our hypothesis for seventh graders was very similar to our hypothesis for
sixth graders, except there were two cohorts who did not receive the CSC program (students
analyzed in 2011 and 2012) and one cohort that did receive the program (students analyzed in
2013, who received one dose of the program). As shown in Table 12, we found significant
differences in average rates of all three behavioral traits: proactive aggression, F(2, 393) = 10.97,
p < .001, η2 = .05, reactive aggression, F(2, 393) = 6.34, p = .002, η2 = .03, and emotional
dysregulation, F(2, 393) = 9.46, p < .001, η2 = .05. Specifically, average rates of proactive
aggression were significantly higher in 2011 (M = 0.45, SD = 0.95) than either 2012 (M = 0.22,
SD = 0.50) or 2013 (M = 0.09, SD = 0.19). Our hypothesis was mostly supported for reactive
aggression; rates in 2011 (M = 1.07, SD = 0.94) were significantly greater than rates in 2013 (M
= 0.84, SD = 0.86), while rates in 2012 (M = 0.91, SD = 0.88) were marginally significantly
greater than rates in 2013 (p = .05). Finally, our hypothesis was partially supported for emotional
dysregulation. Average rates of emotional dysregulation in 2012 (M = 1.54, SD = 0.93) were
significantly higher than average rates in 2013 (M = 1.13, SD = 0.79), but average rates did not
significantly differ between 2011 and 2013. Additionally, rates in 2012 were significantly greater
than rates in 2013.
Eighth grade. Finally, we hypothesized that there would be no significant differences
between the three years of eighth graders for reported proactive aggression, reactive aggression,
or emotional dysregulation, because none of these students received the CSC program (i.e., they
received zero doses). Our hypothesis was supported for proactive aggression and emotional
dysregulation; we found no significant differences between the years for these two behavioral
traits. Our hypothesis was not supported for reactive aggression; we found a significant
difference in the average rate of reactive aggression between the three years, F(2, 371) = 6.40, p

= .002, η2 = .03. Specifically, average rates of reactive aggression in 2011 (M = 1.11, SD = 0.98)
were marginally significantly higher than average rates in 2012 (M = 0.86, SD = 0.75, p = .06)
and significantly higher than average rates in 2013 (M = 0.73, SD = 0.70).
Comparing individuals who ever received the CSC program versus those who
did not receive the CSC program. As with the bullying and victimization data, we also
wished to use planned contrasts in order to examine whether students who received the
CSC program showed lower rates of proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and
emotional dysregulation than students who never received the program. We hypothesized
that in 2011, 2012, and 2013, individuals who ever participated in the CSC program would
report lower average levels of reactive aggression and emotional dysregulation than those
who never participated in the CSC program. We were unsure whether there would be a
difference between the two groups in proactive aggression. Overall results are summarized
in Table 13. Figures 17, 18, and 19 depict the differences between those who ever received
the CSC program and those who never received the CSC program in average rates of
proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and emotional dysregulation, respectively.
In 2011, individuals who ever participated in the CSC program (in this case, only the fifth
graders) reported significantly lower average proactive aggression (mean difference = 0.19), F(1,
385) = 6.92, p = .009, η2 = .02, and reactive aggression (mean difference = 0.29), F(1, 385) =
7.51, p = .006, η2 = .02, than individuals who never participated in the CSC program. Contrary
to our hypothesis, there was no difference between the two groups in emotional dysregulation. In
2012, our hypothesis was fully supported; students who ever participated in the CSC program
(fifth and sixth graders) showed significantly lower average rates of proactive aggression (mean
difference = 0.11), F(1, 543) = 10.92, p = .001, η2 = .02, reactive aggression (mean difference =
0.25), F(1, 543) = 13.81, p < .001, η2 = .02, and emotional dysregulation (mean difference =
0.29), F(1, 543) = 13.34, p < .001, η2 = .02, than individuals who never participated in the CSC

program. Finally, in 2013 we found significantly lower rates of proactive aggression in
individuals who participated in the CSC program (fifth, sixth, and seventh graders) versus those
who never participated (eighth graders; mean difference = 0.08), F(1, 497) = 10.45, p = .001, η2
= .02. Contrary to our hypothesis, the difference between the two groups was only marginally
significant in the expected direction for reactive aggression (mean difference = 0.11), F(1, 497) =
2.85, p = .09, η2 = .006, and non-significant for emotional dysregulation.
Principal Axis Factoring of Bullying and Victimization Items
Although the subscales used in the present study generally showed good reliability, we
wished to use principal axis factoring to examine whether the items grouped together in a more
useful manner. Cyber aggression and victimization were of particular interest given its overlap
with other forms of aggression. We initially examined each academic year separately, but
subsequently combined all the data upon finding few differences between the three years. We
used principal axis factoring with a direct oblimin rotation given that we believed the variables to
be highly correlated with one another. For the analysis of bullying items, one item was removed
(“I spread rumors about others”) to allow the rotation to converge appropriately and one item did
not align with any factors (“I encouraged people to fight”). For the analysis of victimization
items, one item did not align with any factors (“Someone I thought was my friend flirted with
someone I liked even though they didn’t really care for that person”).
Bullying items factored into five different components, as seen in Table 14. Relational
and cyber items grouped together in the expected manner (Factors 1 and 3, respectively), with
the exceptions of “I have excluded someone from a group or event on Facebook or similar
internet sites” and “I started arguments or conflicts” (a nonphysical item) falling into the
relational bullying component and “I have told someone else's secrets to make myself more
popular with others” falling into the cyber bullying component. The other three components
included one entirely of nonphysical items (Factor 2), one entirely of physical items (Factor 5),

and one of a combination of items from both subscales (Factor 4). The nonphysical items in
Factor 2 all related to verbal aggression, and the physical items in Factor 5 all described general
acts of physical aggression. An examination of Factor 4 revealed that two of the nonphysical
items were both nonverbal actions (destroying property and writing mean things about someone
in a public place), with the third nonphysical item, “I helped harass other students,” being
unclear as to whether this action was verbal or not. The three physical items in Factor 4 all
related to the aggressors asserting power over someone else. Although the physical items in both
Factor 4 and Factor 5 all related to causing physical harm to an individual, the items in Factor 4
specifically referred to the target as either being weaker than the aggressor or the aggressor doing
something against the target’s will. Thus we had five new subscales, based on our principal axis
factoring: cyber (Factor 1), nonphysical (Factor 2, verbal bullying), relational (Factor 3),
intentional abuse of power (Factor 4, three nonphysical items and the physical items related to
exerting power over someone else), and general physical (Factor 5, general acts of physical
aggression). A principal component analysis of the items reveled similar results, except “I helped
harass other students” and “I started arguments or conflicts” both loaded onto the nonverbal
factor.
Victimization items also factored into five separate components, with a different pattern
than that of the bullying items. Table 15 illustrates the loadings for the five components. Factor 2
consisted entirely of physical victimization items, with the exception of “others have ruined or
stolen my stuff,” which is a nonphysical item. Most of the remaining nonphysical items fell into
Factor 4. Factor 3 consisted entirely of cyber victimization items, while Factor 5 consisted of
mostly relational victimization items and one cyber victimization item (“I have been excluded
from a group or event on Facebook or similar internet sites”). Factor 1 was a composite of
relational and cyber victimization items, with one nonphysical item (“Others have written nasty
or humiliating things about me in a public place”). A comparison of Factors 1 and 5 indicated

that Factor 1 contained active acts of victimization and Factor 5 contained passive acts of
victimization. In other words, victims with high Factor 5 averages were victimized by
exclusionary tactics; the aggressors bullied by not doing things to the victim, such as inviting the
victim to events or speaking to the victim. On the other hand, victims with high Factor 1
averages were victimized by the aggressors performing actions against them, such as telling the
victims’ secrets to others. We had five new subscales obtained from the factor analysis: active
relational (Factor 1, predominantly cyber and relational items pertaining to going out of one’s
way to manipulate social relationships), physical (Factor 2), cyber (Factor 3), nonphysical
(Factor 4), and passive relational victimization (Factor 5, predominantly relational items
pertaining to excluding others). A principal component analysis revealed similar results, except
“Someone I thought was my friend flirted with someone I liked even though they didn’t really
care for that person” loaded onto the relational component instead of not loading onto any
components.
Finally, we examined the principal axis factoring of the proactive and reactive aggression
items (emotional dysregulation items all factored into only one component). Table 16 illustrates
this analysis and shows that the proactive aggression items all loaded onto the same component
along with one reactive aggression item, “Felt better after hitting or yelling at someone?” The
reactive aggression items loaded onto two separate components. An examination of the two
components revealed that Factor 2 consisted of emotional reactions to situations, such as losing a
game or being frustrated, whereas Factor 3 consisted of a physical reaction (hitting others) when
teased or threatened. We created three different subscales: proactive aggression (Factor 1),
situational frustration (Factor 2, items related to reacting aggressively to situations that frustrated
or upset the student), and defensive aggression (Factor 3, items related to reacting aggressively
when teased or threatened). Interestingly, a principal component analysis revealed relatively
similar results, with two additional items loading onto the defensive aggression components:

“Reacted angrily when teased by others” and “Gotten angry when others threatened you.” The
difference between the factor analysis and component analysis is that with the component
analysis, defensive aggression referred to either anger or hitting in response to teasing or a threat,
whereas with the factor analysis, defensive aggression only including hitting in response to
teasing or a threat.
Reliability statistics for each of the new subscales are shown in Table 17. Due to the high
number of missing responses for some bullying and victimization items for fifth and sixth
graders in the first year of the study, we used multiple imputation to fill in the missing values. We
ran 100 iterations for five imputations; the average Cronbach’s alpha based on these imputations
is noted in the table. The majority of the Cronbach’s alphas fell into the good to excellent range
(Cronbach’s alphas greater than or equal to .70). For the Cronbach’s alphas that fall into the
range of α = .50 to α = .69, it is important to note that one potential reason for the low
Cronbach’s alpha is the low number of items in the subscale (usually four or five items). For
example, the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula indicates that if α = .51 for a subscale with four
items (as is the case with general physical bullying for the 2013 fifth graders), increasing the
number of items to eight could bring the Cronbach’s alpha to .68. If α = .61 for a subscale with
three items (as is the case with nonphysical bullying for the 2013 fifth graders), increasing the
number of items to eight could bring the Cronbach’s alpha to .81). Finally, there are a few
subscales for which the Cronbach’s alphas are very low (under α = .40): fifth grade cyber
bullying and victimization in 2013 (α = .16 and α = .30, respectively) and sixth grade cyber
bullying in 2012 (α = .26). Caution should be used when interpreting results based on these
subscales.
Planned Comparisons of New Subscales
Using the new subscales created from the principal axis factoring, we wished to examine
whether we could obtain a more accurate picture of which particular subsets of bullying and

victimization were affected by the CSC program. As with the planned comparisons using the a
priori subscales, for 2011, 2012, and 2013, we compared the group of students who ever
participated in the CSC program with the group of students who never participated in the
program. All significant effects were in the expected direction; individuals who received the CSC
program reported lower average rates than those who never received the CSC program.
Effect of CSC program on bullying. We examined the effects of the CSC program
on bullying using our five new subscales obtained from principal axis factoring. As a
reminder, when we examined the effect of the CSC program using a priori subscales, we
found a significant effect of the CSC program for all subtypes for all three years. With our
new subscales, we found almost the same results; however, the effect of the CSC program
on cyber bullying and the intentional abuse of power only approached significance in 2011.
Table 18 depicts the side-by-side comparison of the significance levels of each a priori and
new subscale. As indicated in Table 19, for all three years, the effect size for physical
bullying in general (η2 = .03 for all three years) was greater than that for the physical
power component of bullying (η2 = .009 in 2011, η2 = .02 in 2012 and 2013).
...........Effect of CSC program on victimization. We also examined the effects of the CSC
program on victimization using our five new subscales obtained from the principal axis
factoring. With the a priori subscales, the effects of the CSC program on victimization were
not as clear-cut as the effects of the program on bullying. In 2011, analysis of the a priori
subscales revealed a significant effect of the CSC program for physical and cyber
victimization, while the effect of the program on nonphysical and relational victimization
approached significance. Similarly to the original analyses, our new subscales revealed a
significant effect of the program on physical (mean difference = 0.17), F(1, 398) = 4.71, p
= .03, η2 = .01, and cyber victimization (mean difference = 0.13), F(1, 412) = 4.28, p
= ..04, η2 = .01, while nonphysical victimization approached significance (see Table 18 for

a comparison of a priori and new subscales and Table 20 for the planned comparison
analyses). The new subscales for active relational victimization and passive relational
victimization revealed a marginally significant effect of the program on active relational
victimization (mean difference = 0.14), F(1, 413) = 3.64, p = .06, η2 = .008, but no effect
for passive relational victimization.
Analysis of the a priori subscales for the 2012 data revealed a significant effect of the
CSC program for nonphysical, relational, and cyber victimization. We found a similar pattern for
our new subscales (see Table 18); as indicated in Table 20, there was an effect of the CSC
program on nonphysical (mean difference = 0.21), F(1, 738) = 6.76, p = .005, η2 = .01, active
relational (mean difference = 0.18), F(1, 738) = 9.26, p = .002, η2 = .01, passive relational (mean
difference = 0.13), F(1, 738) = 4.37, p = .04, η2 = .006, and cyber victimization (mean difference
= 0.18), F(1, 738) = 27.08, p < .001, η2 = .04. The effect of the program on physical
victimization was not significant.
Analysis of the a priori subscales in the 2013 data indicated an effect of the CSC program
for nonphysical and cyber victimization, a marginally significant effect of the program for
physical victimization, and a non-significant effect of the program for relational victimization.
When we examined our newly created subscales, we found a similar pattern for all but relational
victimization, as indicated in Table 18. Specifically, our analyses revealed an effect of the CSC
program for nonphysical (see Table 20; mean difference = 0.18), F(1, 698) = 5.17, p = .02, η2 = .
007, and cyber victimization (mean difference = 0.16), F(1, 698) = 6.76, p < .001, η2 = .03,
while the effect of the program on physical victimization approached significance. Although our
a priori subscales revealed no effect of the program on relational victimization, the analysis of
our active relational and passive relational victimization subscales revealed a significant effect of
the program on active relational victimization (mean difference = 0.16), F(1, 698) = 8.71, p = .
003, η2 = .01, but not passive relational victimization.

. Effect of CSC program on behavioral traits. Finally, we analyzed the effect of the CSC
program on behavioral traits for all three years of the study. We did not include the
emotional dysregulation scale in our new analyses, because this scale did not change after
we performed principal axis factoring. We analyzed the effects of the CSC program on
three different subscales: proactive aggression, situational frustration, and defensive
aggression.
Table 18 depicts a comparison of the significance levels for our a priori and new
subscales and Table 20 illustrates the analyses of the effects of the CSC program. As with our
analysis of the a priori scales, the effect of the CSC program on proactive aggression was
significant for all three years of the study, with the same effect sizes (η2’s = .02). In our analysis
of the a priori reactive aggression scale, we found a significant effect of the CSC program on
reactive aggression in 2011 and 2012, and a moderately significant effect in 2013. Using our two
subscales of reactive aggression, we found that the CSC program did not have an equivalent
effect on situational frustration and defensive aggression for all three years, although the results
were similar in 2011. In 2011 we found a significant effect of the CSC program on both
situational frustration (mean difference = 0.30), F(1, 385) = 5.74, p = .02, η2 = .02, and
defensive aggression (mean difference = 0.34), F(1, 385) = 7.42, p = .007, η2 = .02. In 2012,
there was a significant effect of the CSC program only on situational frustration (mean difference
= 0.30), F(1, 543) = 15.68, p < .001, η2 = .03. Finally, analysis of the effect of the CSC program
in 2013 revealed no significant effect for situational frustration nor for defensive aggression.

Chapter IV: Discussion
The purpose of the present study was twofold: to examine the effects of the Caring
School Community program on bullying, victimization, and behavioral traits; and for each of
these three areas, to determine whether our a priori subscales were the best method for analyzing
our data.
Bullying
Summary. Examining the effect of the CSC program on self-reported bullying, we
found some support for our hypotheses related to differences between cohorts for each
subtype of bullying. Specifically, we found almost no differences between fifth graders
(who all received the CSC program), nor did we find any differences between eighth
graders (who did not receive the CSC program). The differences between fifth grade
cohorts will be discussed later.
For sixth graders, we hypothesized that the sixth grade cohort that did not receive the
CSC program (the 2011 cohort) would a show higher percentage of bullies and higher average
rate of bullying than those that did receive the program (the 2012 and 2013 cohorts, who
received one and two doses of the program, respectively). For the percentage of bullies, our
hypothesis was supported only for relational bullying. For average rates of bullying, our
hypothesis was supported for overall bullying and partially supported for nonphysical bullying.
For nonphysical bullying, average rates were higher in 2011 compared to 2012, but there were no
differences between 2011 and 2013.
Finally, we hypothesized that the seventh grade cohorts that did not receive the program
(the 2011 and 2012 cohorts) would show higher percentages of bullies and average rates of
bullying than the cohort that did receive the program (the 2013 cohort, who received one dose of
the program). With respect to the number of bullies, our hypothesis was fully supported for

physical, nonphysical, and relational bullying, as well as for overall bullying, although the
difference between 2012 and 2013 was only marginally significant in the predicted direction. An
analysis of average rates of bullying revealed full support of our hypothesis for overall and each
subtype of bullying with the exception of cyber bullying, which received partial support. Average
rates of cyber bullying were higher in 2011 compared to 2013, but we did not find the expected
difference between 2012 and 2013. Finally, a planned comparison revealed that for all three
years of analysis and for all subtypes of bullying, individuals who ever received the CSC
program reported significantly lower average rates of bullying than those who never received the
CSC program.
Few findings significantly contradicted our hypotheses (at p < .05). These findings
included both the percentage of bullies and average rate of bullying for the nonphysical subtype
and the average rate of bullying for the physical subtype. The percentage of nonphysical bullies
was significantly higher in 2012 compared to 2013 and marginally significantly higher than in
2011. A comparison of the average rates of nonphysical and physical bullying revealed that for
both subtypes, rates in 2012 were significantly higher than rates in 2013.
An analysis of the bullying scale items revealed five components instead of the a priori
four subscales used. Examination of the items revealed the main difference was within the
physical bullying items. Instead of a single subscale, physical bullying items (in addition to three
nonphysical items) factored into a general physical aggression component and an intentional
abuse of power component. The items falling under intentional abuse of power are in line with
the traditional definition of bullying involving an imbalance of power (Olweus, 1997), whereas
the other types of physical aggression did not make as clear of a distinction as to the power
imbalance of the people involved. Planned comparisons using our new subscales revealed that in
2011 there was only a moderately significant difference between students who ever received the
CSC program and CSC students who never received the CSC program in the intentional abuse of

power. Additionally, in 2012 and 2013 there was a greater effect for general physical aggression
than for the intentional abuse of power. All other subscales mirrored the pattern found using the a
priori subscales, with the exception of the difference in cyber bullying being only moderately
significant with the new subscales.
..........Discussion of findings. Taken together, the results of our study indicate that the CSC
program had the most consistent effect on relational bullying, with the expected effects for
all four grades. This finding was particularly important for the sixth and seventh grades, for
which we could compare students who had and had not received the CSC program. There
were several possible explanations for our results. Some goals of the CSC program were to
help students learn to see from another person’s perspective and to reflect on whether they
are acting kindly and responsibly. In contrast to forms of bullying such as physical or some
types of nonphysical bullying, relational bullying may be more planned out instead of a
spontaneous action or reaction. Thus, students who received the CSC program may have
been more likely to refrain from bullying behaviors, which were planned out, because they
had time to think about the effects of their actions on the victims. A simpler explanation for
the results is the fact that rates of relational bullying were higher than any other subtype of
bullying, so there were more individuals to positively influence than for other subtypes of
bullying.
The influence of the CSC program on nonphysical bullying was less clear cut; although
our hypothesis was supported for both the percentage of nonphysical bullies and the average
rates of nonphysical bullying in seventh graders, the results for fifth graders contradicted our
predictions. We expected to find no differences among fifth grade cohorts. Instead, the
percentage of nonphysical bullies was higher in 2012 than 2013 and marginally higher than that
in 2011. Similarly, average rates of nonphysical bullying in fifth graders were significantly
higher in 2012 compared to 2013. Additionally, we found that for sixth graders, the average rate

of nonphysical bullying was significantly higher in 2011 compared to 2012 (which we
hypothesized); however, our expectation that rates in 2011 would be significantly higher than
rates in 2013 was not supported.
One explanation of the findings is that the cohort that was in fourth grade in 2011 (not
examined in the present study), fifth grade in 2012, and sixth grade in 2013 was an unusual
cohort in terms of high levels of overt bullying behaviors. In addition to high levels of
nonphysical bullying, these students also reported high average rates of physical bullying in fifth
grade compared to the 2013 cohort. Another possibility was that the fifth grade teachers and/or
parents in 2012 became lax with their implementation of the CSC program components, because
they saw that bullying behaviors decreased in 2011 and believed that they did not need to be as
invested in the program. If teachers and parents saw that there was still a problem with bullying
in 2012, they may have increased their efforts again in 2013, which led to a decrease in bullying
behaviors. Future research could examine parents’ and teachers’ fidelity to the CSC program and
their perspectives on the rates of bullying and victimization, to determine whether there is
consistent implementation of the program for all three years.
The results of the factor analysis revealed the distinction between general physical
aggression and the intentional abuse of power. The latter subscale was more in line with the
traditional ideas of bullying, where there was a power imbalance between the bully and victim
(Olweus, 1997). Bullies who were high on the intentional abuse of power subscale may have
sought out victims who they felt were easy targets; these victims may have been characterized by
traits such as not fighting back or not being supported by bystanders. Following the present
study, we conducted a post-hoc exploratory analysis comparing the average rates of the
intentional abuse of power for each of the four types of students (bully, victim, bully-victim, and
uninvolved students). These results indicated that for each of the three years of the study, bullyvictims showed significantly higher rates of the intentional abuse of power than all other types of

students, with the exception of bullies in 2011. One possibility is that bully-victims may have
been bullied by others, then turned around and found someone weaker than themselves to
aggress against to feel better about themselves. A need to establish one’s power over another
could be associated with other traits linked to both bullying and victimization. Roland and Idsøe
(2001) found that proactive power (expressing a desire to assert dominance over a victim, e.g.,
liking when others are afraid of oneself) was linked to victimization in fifth grade boys and
bullying in eighth grade boys. More research is needed to determine whether different underlying
traits are related to general physical aggression and the intentional abuse of power.
Overall, the CSC program seemed to have a greater effect on general physical aggression
than on the intentional abuse of power. One potential explanation for this finding is that the CSC
program was designed to decrease rates of aggression for all students and did not target only the
most extreme cases of bullying. Therefore, it may have been more effective in decreasing general
rates of physical aggression, but not decreasing physical aggression in situations in which a bully
wanted to assert power over someone else. These behaviors may have needed a more targeted
approach to prompt changes. Another potential explanation is that the targeted traits of the CSC
program (e.g., empathy, perspective taking, building a sense of community) were not related to a
desire to assert power over others, which meant the program had little effect on behaviors for
individuals high in a need for power. Future studies could use a two-factor model of proactive
aggression, as was used in Roland and Idsøe (2001), to examine how general physical aggression
and the intentional abuse of power relate to proactive power (asserting dominance over a victim)
and proactive affiliation (bullying to establish a connection to others), so we can begin to
understand the motivations for each type of bullying. A final alternative explanation is that rates
of intentional abuse of power were low in general and could have created a floor effect.
Victimization

......Summary. Our hypotheses that there would be no differences in the percentage of selfreported victims or average rates of victimization between fifth grade cohorts nor between
eighth grade cohorts was generally supported, with the exception of the percentage of
overall and physical bullies in fifth graders and average rates of nonphysical victimization
in eighth graders (discussed below). For sixth graders, we predicted that both the
percentage of victims and average rates of victimization would be significantly higher for
those who never received the CSC program (the 2011 cohort) compared to those who
received the CSC program (the 2012 and 2013 cohorts, who received one and two doses of
the program, respectively). Our hypothesis was supported for the percentage of
nonphysical victims, whereas our hypothesis received partial support for the percentage of
overall, relational, and cyber victims. We also found partial support for our hypothesis
about the average rates of victimization for overall, nonphysical, relational, and cyber
victimization. Specifically, with respect to the percentage of victims for overall and cyber
victimization and average rates of overall, nonphysical, and cyber victimization, rates in
2011 were significantly higher than rates in both 2012 and 2013, but contrary to our
expectations there were no differences between rates in 2011 and 2013. For the percentage
of relational victims and the average rates of relational victimization, rates in 2011 were
higher than rates in 2012; however, rates in 2013 were also higher than rates in 2012.
Finally, our hypothesis for seventh graders that the percentage of victims and average
rates of victimization for those who never received the CSC program (the 2011 and 2012
cohorts) would be higher than for those who received the CSC program (the 2013 cohort, who
received one dose of the program) was fully supported for the percentage of physical and
relational victims. Our hypothesis was partially supported with respect to the average rates of
overall, physical, nonphysical, and relational victimization. Additionally, our hypothesis received

partial support for the average rate of cyber victimization; rates were higher in 2012 compared to
2013, but there were no differences between 2011 and 2013.
An analysis of the percentage of bullies, victims, bully-victims, and uninvolved students
revealed significant differences for fifth and sixth graders. For fifth graders, we found differences
between 2013 and both 2011 and 2012, likely due to the higher percentage of victims and lower
percentage of involved students in 2013 compared to the other two years. For sixth graders, we
found a difference between percentages in 2011 and 2012, likely due to the lower percentage of
bully-victims and victims and higher percentage of uninvolved students in 2012 compared to
2011.
As mentioned previously, a couple of findings within the fifth and eighth grade cohorts
contradicted our hypotheses. Specifically, for fifth graders, the percentage of overall and physical
victims significantly differed among the three cohorts. The percentage of overall victims was
significantly higher in 2013 (three doses of the program) compared to 2011 and 2012 (one and
two doses of the program, respectively), and the percentage of physical victims was significantly
higher in 2012 and 2013 compared to 2011. Interestingly, even though the percentage of victims
was significantly different among the three years for overall and physical victimization, the
average rates did not differ between the three years. The other contradiction to our hypothesis
was for average rates of nonphysical victimization for eighth graders. Specifically, rates in 2011
were significantly higher than rates in 2012, with no other differences between the years.
We also hypothesized that a planned comparison would reveal lower average rates of
victimization for individuals who ever received the CSC program versus all individuals who
never received the CSC program. Although we did not find significant differences for each
subtype for each of the three years of the study, all significant results were in the predicted
direction. In 2011, individuals who ever received the CSC program (fifth graders) showed
significantly lower rates of physical and cyber victimization compared to those who never

received the program. In 2012, we found lower average rates of nonphysical, relational, and
cyber victimization for those who ever received the CSC program (fifth and sixth graders) versus
those who never received the program. Finally, in 2013, we found lower average rates of
nonphysical and cyber victimization for those who ever received the CSC program (fifth, sixth,
and seventh graders) versus those who never received the program.
Our final goal was to examine the victimization scale items, to determine whether our a
priori subscales were the best way to analyze our data. Instead of the four a priori subscales,
factor analysis reveal five components, with the biggest difference from the a priori subscales
being the differentiation between active relational victimization (acts that involve the victim
being blatantly aggressed against) and passive relation victimization (acts that involve the victim
being excluded). Planned comparisons using our new subscales revealed that the CSC program
appeared to have a greater effect on active relational victimization than on passive relational
victimization. Individuals who ever received the CSC program reported lower average rates of
active relational aggression those who never received the program for all three years of analysis
(although the 2011 difference was only moderately significant), whereas this difference in
average rates of passive relational aggression was only significant in 2012.
Discussion of findings. Overall, the results of our analyses for victimization illustrated that
the pattern for victimization did not clearly map onto the pattern for bullying, nor was it as
clear-cut as the pattern for bullying. Of particular note is the fact that for fifth graders,
contrary to our expectation that there would be no differences among the three cohorts, the
percentage of overall victims was higher in 2013 compared to 2011 and 2012, and the
percentage of physical victims was higher in 2012 and 2013 compared to 2011.
Additionally, sixth graders in 2012 (who had one dose of the program) reported lower
percentages and average rates for overall and cyber victimization than sixth graders in both
2011 (who did not receive the program) and 2013 (who received two doses of the

program), with no differences between the 2011 and 2013 cohorts. This finding was
unexpected, as we predicted that the students in 2013 would show rates comparable to
those in 2012. The results for relational victimization for sixth graders also revealed that
the percentage of victims and average rates of victimization in 2012 were significantly
lower than those in both 2011 and 2013; however, as predicted, the percentage of relational
victims and average rates of victimization in 2013 were also significantly lower than those
in 2011.
There were several possible explanations for these findings. The original treatment group
(individuals who were in fifth grade in 2011, sixth grade in 2012, and seventh grade in 2013)
could have been an exceptional group of students. For each respective grade, these students
frequently showed a lower percentage of victims and average rates of victimization than the
other cohorts. In addition to the results mentioned previously, a comparison of seventh grade
cohorts revealed that these students reported significantly lower percentages of physical and
relational victimization and lower average overall, physical, nonphysical, and relational
victimization than the other two years (this finding was expected given that this cohort was the
only one of the three seventh grade cohorts that received the CSC program). One possibility is
that these students started out with lower levels of victimization than other cohorts of students.
An alternative is that these students began the program at the pinnacle of interest in anti-bullying
programs. Thus, they could have received more community, parental, and school support and
involvement compared to subsequent years. Future studies could benefit from an analysis of
fidelity to the program, to determine whether teachers, staff, and parents kept up the same level
of involvement after the first year of the program. Decreased fidelity to the program could also
explain why the percentage of overall victims in fifth graders was significantly higher in 2013
compared to 2011 and 2012.

Importantly, we found support that the CSC program worked for other cohorts in addition
to the aforementioned cohort. For sixth grade, the percentage of nonphysical victims was
significantly lower in both 2012 and 2013 compared to 2011 and as previously mentioned,
although the percentage of relational victims in 2013 was significantly higher than the
percentage in 2012; it was also significantly lower than rates in 2011, which we expected given
that students in 2013 received the CSC program while students in 2011 did not. A similar pattern
was found for average rates of nonphysical and relation victimization; average rates were
significantly higher in 2013 compared to 2012, but also significantly lower than rates in 2011.
Our planned comparisons, which included students from the potentially “exceptional” cohort as
well as students from one additional cohort (2012 analysis) and two additional cohorts (2013
analysis), revealed an effect of the program on some types of victimization. The results revealed
significantly lower rates of physical and cyber victimization in 2011; nonphysical, relational, and
cyber victimization in 2012; and nonphysical and cyber victimization in 2013.
It was somewhat surprising to find that the difference between individuals who ever had
the CSC program versus those who never had the CSC program was consistently significant only
for cyber victimization, because we found few significant differences in cyber victimization
when we compared students in a particular grade. This result could have been confounded by the
fact that the younger students had lower rates of cyber victimization overall and lower subscale
reliabilities than older students. Students may have not developed a strong internet presence until
later in life, which meant that they did not experience cyber victimization until later in life.
One of the most interesting findings was the distinction between active relational
victimization and passive relational victimization in our factor analysis. The results of our
planned comparisons revealed that in 2011 and 2013, compared to students who never received
the CSC program, students who ever received the CSC program showed lower rates of active
relational victimization, but not passive relational victimization (though the difference in 2011

was only marginally significant). In 2012, the effect of the CSC program was significant for both
active and passive relational aggression, but the effect size was greater for active relational
aggression. One potential explanation for this finding is that the CSC program placed a social
stigma on blatant bullying, so bullies turned to more covert methods. Another potential
explanation is that the CSC program was effective in decreasing actual victimization, whereas it
was ineffective in decreasing perceived victimization. Items within the active relational subtype
are relatively easy to objectively observe (e.g., writing something about someone in a public
place, telling someone’s secrets), whereas items within the passive relational subtype are more
subjective (e.g., leaving someone out of a conversation he or she wants to be a part of, not
inviting someone to an event). In the latter cases, it may be that the victim wants to be part of a
particular friend group that he or she is not a part of, instead of any malicious intent on the part
of the “bully.” Future research could examine whether passive relational victimization is
perpetrated by someone the victim considers a friend versus a classmate, and whether the victim
perceived any malicious intent from the bully.
Behavioral Traits
Summary. As a potential explanation for decreased rates of bullying and
victimization, we also examined whether the behavioral traits of proactive aggression,
reactive aggression, and emotional dysregulation differed between cohorts for each grade.
We expected to find no differences in any of the traits for fifth graders (who all received
the CSC program) nor for eighth graders (who all did not receive the CSC program). These
hypotheses were supported for all traits except reactive aggression in eighth graders
(discussed below). For sixth graders, we expected to find lower average rates of reactive
aggression and emotional dysregulation for students in the 2012 and 2013 cohorts (who
received one and two doses of the CSC program, respectively) than students in the 2011
cohort (who did not receive the CSC program). We were not sure whether there would be

differences between cohorts for proactive aggression. In partial support of our hypothesis,
we found lower rates of reactive aggression in 2013 compared with 2011, but rates in 2012
were not significantly different from either of the other two years. Our hypothesis for
emotional dysregulation also received nearly full support; average rates were marginally
significantly lower in 2012 and significantly lower in 2013 compared to 2011.
Finally, we expected to find that seventh graders in 2013 (the only seventh grade cohort
that received the CSC program) would report significantly lower rates of reactive aggression and
emotional dysregulation than students in 2011 and 2012. As with sixth graders, we were not sure
whether were would also find differences with proactive aggression. Results showed that there
were differences in proactive aggression, with rates in 2012 and 2013 being significantly lower
than rates in 2011. Our hypothesis for reactive aggression received nearly full support; rates in
2013 were significantly lower than rates in 2011 and marginally significantly lower than rates in
2012. Our hypothesis for emotional dysregulation received partial support. Average rates in 2013
were lower than average rates in 2012; however, average rates in 2011 were also significantly
lower than rates in 2012, and there were no differences between 2011 and 2013.
In addition to comparing the three behavioral traits for each grade separately, we also
used planned contrasts for each of the three years of analysis (2011, 2012, and 2013) to compare
average levels of traits for individuals who ever received the CSC program versus individuals
who never received the CSC program. We expected to find that individuals who ever received
the program (fifth graders in 2011; fifth and sixth graders in 2012; and fifth, sixth, and seventh
graders in 2013) would report significantly lower levels of reactive aggression and emotional
dysregulation than individuals who never received the CSC program. We were not certain
whether we would also see differences in proactive aggression, because the components of the
program targets did not target traits related to this form of aggression. Our hypotheses were
supported for reactive aggression for all three years, although the difference in 2013 was only

marginally significant. For emotional dysregulation, our hypothesis was only supported in 2012.
Finally, we found that for all three years of the study, rates of proactive aggression were
significantly lower for individuals who ever participated in the CSC program compared to those
who never participated in the CSC program.
In contrast to our hypothesis that there would be no differences between eighth grade
cohorts for any behavioral traits, we found that rates of reactive aggression were marginally
significantly lower in 2012 and significantly lower in 2013 compared to 2011. There were
several possibilities for this decrease in reactive aggression despite the fact that none of the three
cohorts received the CSC program. The school system in which the program was implemented
also attempted to implement a program for eighth graders, though it was not as rigorous or
research-based as the CSC program. Additionally, even though the eighth graders did not receive
the CSC program, there was a greater emphasis on community within the whole school system
and larger community, which could have affected the eighth graders’ propensity to react
aggressively. Also, in 2013 all of the other students in the school (fifth, sixth, and seventh
graders) had received the CSC program, which could have either decreased the number of
opportunities the eighth graders had to react aggressively, or changed the culture of the school to
one in which everyone thought about their actions before reacting to a situation. Interestingly, we
found decreased reactive aggression in the absence of any differences in bullying or
victimization, with the exception of a decrease in average rates of nonphysical bullying in 2012
eighth graders compared to 2011 eighth graders. Potentially, decreased reactive aggression could
have led students to not react angrily when they didn’t get their way or became frustrated, which
in turn could have led to lower rates of such nonphysical victimization as being teased or
intentionally upset by other students.
In addition to examining the a priori subscales for the behavioral traits, we conducted
factor analysis to determine whether the scale items could be grouped in a better way. The

analysis showed that all the emotional dysregulation items grouped together in one component,
thus this scale was excluded from further analysis. For the proactive and reactive aggression
items, analysis revealed three components. One component consisted entirely of the proactive
aggression items and one reactive aggression item, and we found that individuals who ever
received the CSC program reported lower levels of proactive aggression for all three years of the
study. The other two components consisted of the reactive aggression items broken down into
two groups: defensive aggression and situational frustration. The defensive aggression items
consisted of reacting to a real or perceived threat, whereas the situational frustration items
referred to acting out when one felt annoyed or angry. Planned comparisons of the two forms of
reactive aggression revealed that in 2011 and 2012, situational frustration was significantly lower
for individuals who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC
program. This same pattern was found for defensive aggression only in 2011. Effect sizes for
situational frustration and defensive aggression revealed the same effect sizes for both subscales
in 2011 and greater effect sizes for situational frustration in 2012. We did not find a significant
effect of the CSC program for either situational frustration or defensive aggression in 2013.
Discussion of findings. As indicated by both the within-grade comparisons and
within-year planned comparisons, the most consistent effects were found for reactive
aggression. Specifically, we found support for our hypotheses for fifth and seventh grades
as well as the planned comparisons in 2011 and 2012, and partial support for our
hypotheses for sixth grades and the planned comparison for 2013. As mentioned
previously, the contradiction of our hypothesis for eighth graders could have been due to
the general climate within the school system. We predicted that the CSC program would
have an effect on reactive aggression, because the skills taught within the program were
related to traits associated with reactive aggression. The CSC program was designed to
help children see from another person’s perspective and form a sense of community. If

children high in reactive aggression learned that they were in a supportive community and
that the intentions of other students were not malicious, they may have responded to
situations in a more prosocial and positive manner instead of assuming hostile intentions
(Bailey & Ostrov, 2008). The emphasis on community may also have created a situation in
which the student felt pressure to react in a more socially acceptable manner in order to not
receive backlash from other students, instead of thinking that aggression was the most
appropriate response to the situation (Bailey & Ostrov, 2008).
Interestingly, we found that the CSC program appeared to have a greater effect on the
situational frustration component of reactive aggression compared to the defensive aggression
component. This distinction highlights the importance of examining two components of reactive
aggression: one dealing with general anger and frustration, the other dealing with situations
which may pose a direct threat to a student. It may be evolutionarily advantageous for a student
to maintain some level of defensive aggression, because that will help ward off threats to one’s
health and happiness. On the other hand, getting angry or frustrated with a non-threatening
situation could annoy others or push them away, which is not advantageous to one’s health and
well-being.
We also found some support of our hypothesis for emotional dysregulation, though the
planned comparisons did not show as strong support as they did for reactive aggression. Our
hypothesis for fifth, sixth, and eighth grade students was supported, as well as our hypothesis for
the 2012 planned comparison of students who had and had not ever received the CSC program.
Our hypothesis for seventh graders received partial support, although we also found that the
average level of emotional dysregulation in 2012 was higher than that of 2011, which we did not
expect given that neither cohort received the CSC program. Due to the link between emotional
dysregulation and reactive aggression, it is somewhat surprising that we did not find the same
pattern for both subscales. One potential reason for this difference is the difference in scales;

students reported how often they acted reactively aggressive versus how much each emotional
dysregulation item applied to themselves. On average, students reported that many of the
emotional dysregulation items did not apply to themselves, so there may have been a floor effect
with the emotional dysregulation subscale. Another potential reason is that the reactive
aggression items almost entirely referred to situations in which the student felt provoked in some
way (with the exception of “had temper tantrums”), whereas the emotional dysregulation items
refer to general emotional tendencies regardless of the situation. The CSC program and the
emphasis on community may be more effective in helping children to be more perceptive and
regulate their responses with respect to other people, versus helping them with their general
mood.
We did not have any a priori hypotheses for proactive aggression; however, we found
significant differences in average rates of proactive aggression for the seventh graders, as well as
significantly lower rates of proactive aggression for individuals who ever participated in the CSC
program versus never participated in the CSC program for all three years of analysis. Although
we believed that the CSC program may not affect proactive aggression because there was no
focus on the reward aspect of bullying (Salmivelli & Nieminen, 2002), it is possible that the
social climate at the school and the emphasis on community led students high in proactive
aggression to lose any perceived incentives for acting aggressively. If the majority of students in
the school looked down on bullying and the faculty and staff were focused on punishing bullying
behaviors, students high in proactive aggression may have become more aware of the risk to
reward ratio and decreased their rates of aggression. Another potential reason for our findings is
the low levels of proactive aggression for fifth and sixth graders in general. This finding is not
surprising; in a study of Turkish students, researchers found that proactive aggression steadily
increased from fourth the seventh grade (Baş & Yurdabakan, 2012), so we would expect to find
higher rates of proactive aggression in older students.

General Discussion
Our rates of victimization were in line with rates found in at least one other behavioralbased study (Sawyer et al., 2008), but rates of bullying were higher than those found in many
other studies (e.g., Fekkes et al., 2005, Solberg & Olweus, 2003). A potential explanation for the
difference between our numbers and those in Fekkes et al. (2005) is that those researchers used a
definition-based report. Fewer students tend to report victimization when using a definitionbased report versus a behavior-based report, and this tendency may also extend to bullying
(Sawyer et al., 2008). Solberg and Olweus (2003) also had a slightly different scale than the one
used in the present study; one option was “only once or twice” versus “once” in the present
study. If a person had bullied someone twice in Solberg and Olweus’s study (2003), they would
not be classified as a bully, whereas they would in the present study. Finally, bullying may be
more prevalent in the present time than it was five or ten years ago, or students may be more
aware of these behaviors.
..........Effect of the Caring School Community program. The results of the present study
indicated that the CSC program had some effect on bullying, victimization, and behavioral
traits. As a general trend, chi-square and one-way ANOVA analyses indicated the strongest
effects for behaviors related to relational aggression (both bullying and victimization) and
the weakest effects for behaviors related to cyber aggression (both bullying and
victimization). As mentioned previously, there were a couple potential explanations for the
stronger effect for relational aggression. The CSC program encouraged students to think
about things from other people’s perspectives and their relationships with other people.
This type of thinking may have affected aggression in which the bully did not
spontaneously decide to aggress against someone, but instead planned out a way to aggress
against someone. Additionally, relational aggression was the most common form of
aggression, which meant there were more students to positively influence.

In general, we did not find as strong effects for cyber aggression as for other types of
aggression. Planned comparisons revealed a significant effect of the CSC program on both cyber
bullying and cyber victimization; however, these results may have been confounded by the low
levels of cyber bullying and victimization in fifth graders and low subscale reliabilities for some
fifth and sixth grade cohorts. There are several other potential reasons for our findings. As seen
with the planned comparisons of our newly created subscales, we found stronger effects of the
CSC program for active relational aggression than for passive relational aggression. This result
suggested that students began using more covert methods to bully other students. Although cyber
bullying is an active form of bullying, it is also difficult for victims to figure out the identity of
their bullies online (Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004). Another potential explanation is that online
bullying allowed an imbalance of power that may not have been possible with other forms of
bullying, since bullies knew their targets but the targets did not know their bullies (Ybarra &
Mitchell, 2004). As seen by the results of our study, the CSC program did not have a strong
effect on the physical bullying factor “intentional abuse of power.” Perhaps the cyber bullies
unaffected by the CSC program were also driven by a need to assert their power over other
students.
Practical significance. Although we found significant effects for many of our bullying,
victimization, and behavioral trait subscales, it is also important to note the practical significance
of our findings, as indicated by effect sizes. Based on traditional cutoffs for eta-squared effect
sizes, the majority of our findings would be classified as a “small effect” (eta-squared values
greater than .01 and less than .06), with the exception of sixth grade differences in overall,
nonphysical and relational victimization and the 2013 planned comparison of nonphysical
bullying for individuals who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the
CSC program (Maher, Markey, & Ebert-May, 2013). These differences would be considered a
“medium effect” (eta-squared values greater than .06 and less than .14; Maher et al., 2013).

Hill, Bloom, Black, and Lipsey (2008) and Maher et al. (2013) argued that researchers
should not solely take into account these cutoffs, but should also examine effect sizes in the
context of the research and what was reported in similar studies. With respect to the context of
the research, small changes in a single type of bullying could have led to large results when the
effects for all subtypes of bullying for all grades were taken into account. These small changes
combined together could have created a new culture within the school system, in which students
were more supportive and accepting of others. It would be interesting to examine reported wellbeing of the students over the three years of the study, to examine whether even reportedly
“small” effects on bullying and victimization had noticeable effects on student happiness, wellbeing, or other important components of children’s lives. As noted in Ferguson et al. (2007), it is
up to school systems and policy makers to decide whether the effects of anti-bullying programs
are worth the financial cost.
In the context of our study compared to previous studies, Farrington and Ttofi (2009)
reported in their meta-analysis of anti-bullying programs that, specifically for studies with an
age-cohort design, the weighted mean odds ratio was 1.44, CI [1.21, 1.72], with values from the
various studies ranging from .92 to 2.89. Conversion of our eta-squared values to odd ratios (for
comparison purposes) revealed that for our marginally significant results, the associated etasquared values corresponded with an odds ratio of 1.44 (DeCoster, 2012). For our subscales with
eta-squared values in the medium effect ranges, these odds ratios ranged from 2.71 to 2.91
(DeCoster, 2012). These results indicated that our results were on par with what was expected
from other studies of anti-bullying programs that used an age-cohort design.
Effective CSC program components. Although we cannot definitively conclude which
components of the CSC program were most important for achieving these results, a comparison
of the program to previous studies could shed some light on the question. The most consistent
link to successful anti-bullying programs is inclusion of parents in tackling the problem of

bullying and victimization. Ttofi and Farrington’s (2011) meta-analysis and Lawner and
Terzian’s (2013) review of anti-bullying programs both reached similar conclusions as to the
importance of including parents in training, meetings, and parental involvement in general.
Another important component is for the entire school and community to work together to take an
anti-bullying stance. This strategy could take the form of a whole-school approach, which
involves a school-wide policy against bullying, or cooperative group work, which involves
teachers working with other professionals to tackle bullying (Farrington & Ttofi, 2009).
Farrington and Ttofi (2009) found that a whole school approach was associated with decreased
bullying, but not victimization, and that cooperative group work was associated with decreased
bullying and victimization. Lawner and Terzian (2013) reported that five or seven programs
involving a whole-school approach were effective with respect to at least one bullying-related
outcome, while the other two studies showed mixed results.
One potential reason for the effectiveness of both the involvement of parents and a
school-wide approach is that it created consistency in the child’s life. He or she was always in an
environment that is against bullying, instead of the policy being confined only to school or only
with certain teachers. The CSC program involved an approach that incorporated parents in
addition to teachers, staff, and the community. Parents were encouraged to be a part of students’
academic lives, and the entire community was kept apprised of the rates of bullying and
victimization occurring in the school over time through various presentations made over the year.
If the entire community were involved in the anti-bullying campaign implemented by the school,
the students would be faced with a consistent attitude whether they were at home or in school.
The CSC program also included several other program components that have been
associated with at least some effectiveness at decreasing bullying and/or victimization, although
not to the same extent as the aforementioned components. Two program components associated
with some level of effectiveness are teaching social awareness and relationship skills (Lawner &

Terzian, 2013). For both components, more than half of the studies examined showed positive
results for at least one bullying outcome, with most of the rest of the studies showing mixed
results (Lawner & Terzian, 2013). These two components involve many of the skills taught in the
CSC program, including perspective-taking, active listening, cooperation, and empathy. Another
program component that was found to be effective in decreasing bullying (but not victimization)
was teacher training (Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). Implementation of the CSC program involved
teachers receiving an initial training and follow-up training every year.
One component, work with peers, was reported by Farrington and Ttofi (2009) to be
associated with an increase in victimization. Based on the researchers’ findings, it is unclear
whether or not this program component was beneficial in the CSC program. It is important to
note that Farrington and Ttofi’s (2009) definition of work with peers involved
the formal engagement of peers in tackling bullying. This could involve the use of several
strategies such as peer mediation (students working as mediators in the interactions among
students involved in bullying) and peer mentoring, which was usually offered by older students.
The philosophy of many anti-bullying programs also placed emphasis on the engagement of
bystanders in bullying situations… (p. 74-75).
This definition describes interventions that directly targeted bullying and victimization, versus
the CSC program in which work with peers was taken out of the context of bullying and
victimization and instead was focused on general interactions among all students. There was an
emphasis on building the community and relationships among students; the program was not
designed to simply address bullying and victimization behaviors.
....Methodological implications. The present study utilized a contingency-based computer
survey to obtain student responses related to bullying and victimization. The computer
survey allowed the researchers to control which questions the students received, based on
their responses to previous questions. This format allowed students to complete a shorter
survey only containing questions pertaining to them, which helped the students avoid
getting tired or burned out and made data analysis more efficient. Additionally, a computer-

based assessment grants greater anonymity than the use of a paper and pencil or interview
type of assessment, which could lead to more honest responses.
Categories versus scales. Many previous researchers created a dichotomy with their
subscales in order to examine the percentage of bullies and victims in their studies. Our
study was advantageous in that we were able to both create these dichotomies and use
averages of the behaviors to examine the effects of the CSC program. In many cases, the
analyses of percentages of bullies and victims and the average rates of bullying and
victimization showed similar results. The use of a continuous scale and the average of all
the items within a particular subscale gave our analyses more power, which may explain
why some of the marginally significant or non-significant results in our chi-square analyses
became significant or marginally significant when we used one-way ANOVAs.
One interesting finding was within the sixth grade bullying data; chi-square analyses
revealed only a significant difference in rates of relational bullying, whereas one-way ANOVAs
revealed significant differences in nonphysical, relational, and overall bullying, with a
marginally significant difference for cyber bullying. These results indicated that although similar
percentages of people could be categorized as bullies, the behaviors became less frequent for
individuals who received the CSC program (for example, they may have occurred once or twice
a month instead of once or twice a week). The opposite effect happened for fifth grade
victimization. Categorization of individuals into victims and non-victims revealed significantly
more overall victims in 2013 compared to 2011 and 2012 and more physical victims in 2012 and
2013 compared to 2011. On the other hand, an average of subscale items revealed no differences
in average rates of victimization for any subscales nor for overall victimization. These numbers
indicated that people on the lower end of the victimization spectrum (victimized never or only
once) were being victimized more often overall in 2013 and physically in 2012 and 2013;
whereas individuals higher on the victimization subscale were being victimized less often,

leading to similar average rates for all three years. Taken together, our results showed the
importance of using multiple methods of data analysis for bullying data, in order to get a clear
picture of changes in bullying and victimization over time.
Creation of additional subscales. One purpose of the present study was to examine
whether the subscales for bullying, victimization, and behavioral traits were the best way to
describe the data, or whether factor analysis would reveal a better way to analyze the data. The
results of our study indicated that for bullying behaviors, physical aggression items could be
separated into a general physical aggression component and an intentional abuse of power
component. This result emphasized the importance in distinguishing between acts of aggression
that were related to power versus general acts of aggression. Roland and Idsøe (2001) found
separate relationships between bullying and victimization and proactive aggression related to
power versus proactive aggression related to social relationships. The present study gives further
support to the idea that the power component of bullying needs more research and should be
treated separately from other types of bullying.
Analysis of the victimization subscales revealed that relational aggression could be
broken down into active relational victimization and passive relational victimization. This
distinction was particularly important in our planned comparisons examining the effects of the
CSC program, given the greater effect sizes for active relational victimization versus passive
relational victimization. The results of our study highlighted the importance in examining active
versus passive victimization. It may be the case that anti-bullying programs tend to place
emphasis on more overt behaviors, whereas individuals conducting more covert activities do not
feel as much pressure from the community to change their behaviors. On the other hand, it may
be the case that the victims are not actually being bullied, but instead wish they could be a part of
a friend group or clique that they are not a part of, leading to feelings of being left out.

Finally, an examination of behavioral traits revealed that proactive aggression and
emotional dysregulation items tended to group together in the expected manner, with one
additional reactive aggression item grouping with the proactive aggression items. Reactive
aggression items grouped into two factors: a situational frustration factor and a defensive
aggression factor. Planned comparisons on the effects of the CSC program revealed stronger
effects for situational frustration instead of defensive aggression. These results indicated the
importance in examining reactive aggression that may be more evolutionarily adaptive
(defensive aggression) versus reactive aggression that may annoy and drive away others
(situational frustration).
Limitations and Future Directions. One limitation of the present study was that
the school required that all students respond to the questionnaires anonymously, which
prevented the longitudinal analysis of our data. However, the use of anonymous data may
have allowed children to be more honest about their behaviors, because they did not have
to worry about somehow being linked to their responses. Even though we were not able to
link student responses over the three years of the study, our data were still beneficial for
examining the effects of the CSC program across cohorts. Even with the loss of power
from not conducting within-subjects analyses, we found significant differences between
cohorts.
Another limitation of the present study was that we were not able to examine fidelity to
the program. Previous research found a link between examining program integrity and greater
decreases in victimization (Smith et al., 2004). Although it is unclear whether knowledge that
researchers were examining program fidelity led to greater adherence to the program, this is a
possibility that could have produced different results. Additionally, we were only able to
speculate as to whether possible infidelity to the program could explain differences in fifth grade

bullying and victimization over the years for certain subtypes, whereas an examination of fidelity
could help clarify this idea one way or another.
Although Olweus (2005) provided support for the use of an age-cohort design to examine
the effect of anti-bullying programs, it could be argued that the study would be more trustworthy
if we used several school systems in the study and randomly assigned which schools received the
CSC program versus which schools served as controls. The school system in which the CSC
program was implemented received funding from a source not related to the researchers, so we
were not able to control who received the program. If we were able to obtain the resources to
implement the CSC programs in more schools and used a randomized control study, we would be
better able to eliminate other potential confounds such as additional changes to a school system
not accounted for by the CSC program.
In our examination of the average overall rates of bullying and victimization, we
calculated an overall average by using every item in the scale. This method of calculating overall
bullying and victimization did not take into account the covariance between the different
subtypes of bullying or victimization, and thus reduced the power of our analyses. We did not
find any significant differences in overall rates of fifth grade victimization, but we did find
differences when we used our categorical data. In future studies, researchers should use a
MANOVA instead of one-way ANOVA, in order to take the covariance among subtypes into
account.
Finally, the cohort in our study that was in fifth grade in 2011, sixth grade in 2012, and
seventh grade in 2013 could be a superior cohort that already had low rates of bullying and
victimization regardless of the effects of the CSC program. This cohort had very low rates of
bullying and victimization compared to all other cohorts. Importantly, regardless of whether this
cohort was unusual in its rates of bullying and victimization, we found evidence that suggested

an effect of the CSC program in other cohorts as well. A fourth year of data collected in May
2014 could also help contribute to the evaluation of the CSC program.
In addition to the aforementioned changes designed to improve the quality of our study,
future studies could also examine the links between proactive aggression, reactive aggression,
emotional dysregulation, and categorization into the bully, victim, bully-victim, and uninvolved
categories. It would be interesting to examine whether our data corresponded with previous
research finding that bully-victims exhibited higher levels of both proactive aggression and
reactive aggression compared to all other groups (Burton et al., 2013; Camodeca et al., 2002;
Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002). In our study, we found that more people fit into the bully-victim
category than either the bully or the victim category, and in seventh and eighth grades there were
also more bully-victims than uninvolved students. More research is needed into the traits
underlying this group since this type of student is so prevalent in the school system.
It would be interesting to complete a closer examination of the traits associated with
victimization. In the present study, we were more concerned with traits associated with bullying:
proactive aggression, reactive aggression, and emotional dysregulation. However, there were a
large percentage of students who were also victimized in school. It is important to examine
behavioral traits associated with victimization (such as feelings of isolation) in order to
determine whether the CSC program had any effect on these traits. If the change in victimization
was solely due to changes in bullying behaviors and not changes in victim behavior, victims
could face problems in the future when faced with a situation in which other people have not
experienced an anti-bullying program. It would also be interesting to obtain measures of wellbeing from all students, to determine whether there was an increase in general well-being for
everyone, no one, or only certain groups of students.

newly created subscales showed poor reliability, which is likely due in part to the low number of
items in the subscale. In the future, we could expand the current measure to include more items
for each subscale, to ensure that the type of bullying or victimization was being thoroughly
covered. For example, we could adapt questions from Roland and Idsøe’s (2001) study with the
variable proactive power to fit our questions about the intentional abuse of power (e.g., I have
made someone make a fool out of himself or herself).
Conclusions. The present study illustrated the importance of implementing a
thorough, long-lasting program that incorporated many program components supported by
previous research. Our findings showed support for the effectiveness of the CSC program
and the idea that the program should be one that school boards and researchers strongly
consider if they want to implement an anti-bullying program. For several different
subtypes, we found significantly lower percentages of bullies and victims and average rates
of bullying and victimization in sixth and seventh graders who received the CSC program
versus those who never received the CSC program. Although the exact subtypes affected
differed by grade, we found a relatively consistent pattern for relational bullying and
victimization, particularly relational victimization that was active in nature. One potential
reason for lower levels of bullying and victimization is that the CSC program contributed
to decreased levels of reactive aggression. The present study also gave support for altering
current measures of bullying and victimization to account for differences in general
physical aggression versus the intentional abuse of power and in active versus passive
relational victimization. Future studies should continue to examine what program
components are most essential for decreasing bullying and victimization and whether the
CSC program affects the traits associated with victimization as much as the traits
associated with bullying.
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Appendix

Tables
Table .
Subscale Reliabilities by Grade and Year
Bullying
2011 2012 2013
Grade 5
Physical 0.69 0.88 0.61
Nonphysical
0.72 0.8 0.72
Relational 0.92 0.73 0.58
Cyber 0.87 0.61 0.17
Proactive Agg
---Reactive Agg
---Emotional Dys
----

Victimization
Behavioral Trait
2011 2012 2013 2011 2012 2013
0.76
0.88
0.83
0.80
----

0.92
0.90
0.88
0.83
----

0.85
0.80
0.80
0.66
----

----0.8
0.87
0.83

----0.87
0.87
0.84

----0.68
0.81
0.82

Grade 6
Physical
Nonphysical
Relational
Cyber
Proactive Agg
Reactive Agg
Emotional Dys

0.87
0.75
0.69
0.75
----

0.8
0.72
0.68
0.24
----

0.86
0.84
0.74
0.79
----

0.85
0.82
0.79
0.75
----

0.77
0.79
0.72
0.38
----

0.86
0.86
0.84
0.74
----

----0.78
0.90
0.87

----0.79
0.85
0.90

----0.77
0.83
0.87

Grade 7
Physical
Nonphysical
Relational
Cyber
Proactive Agg
Reactive Agg
Emotional Dys

0.87
0.92
0.89
0.92
----

0.82
0.84
0.86
0.79
----

0.79
0.65
0.67
0.62
----

0.81
0.78
0.75
0.81
----

0.82
0.88
0.86
0.86
----

0.79
0.75
0.76
0.66
----

----0.95
0.88
0.86

----0.88
0.88
0.85

----0.70
0.78
0.83

Grade 8
Physical
Nonphysical
Relational
Cyber
Proactive Agg
Reactive Agg
Emotional Dys

0.91
0.88
0.82
0.89
----

0.82
0.82
0.82
0.86
----

0.83
0.83
0.80
0.84
----

0.89
0.88
0.87
0.88
----

0.85
0.87
0.78
0.75
----

0.87
0.85
0.84
0.77
----

----0.93
0.89
0.87

----0.87
0.85
0.88

----0.81
0.84
0.87

Table
Representation of Which Classes Received the CSC Program

2011

2012

2013

3rd Grade

1 year CSC

4th Grade

1 year CSC

2 years CSC

5th Grade

1 year CSC

2 years CSC

3 years CSC

6th Grade

No CSC

1 year CSC

2 years CSC

7th Grade

No CSC

No CSC

1 year CSC

No CSC
No CSC
No CSC
8th Grade
Note. Third and fourth grade included to illustrate the number of years these cohorts participated
in the CSC program; however, these students did not complete questionnaires until they reached
fifth grade.

Table
Percentage of Bullies and Average of Bullying Behaviors over a Three Year Period
%
Level of Aggression
Aggres
sed
More
Bullyin
than
g Type
Once
2011
2012
2013
2011
2012
2013
Mean
Mean
%
%
%
(SD)
(SD)
Mean (SD)
Grade
5
Physic
0.13
0.20
al
5.3
12.8
7.7
(0.27)
(0.48)
0.11 (0.22)
Nonph
0.22
0.24
ysical
12.8
20.4
11.6
(0.29)
(0.41)
0.15 (0.23)
Relatio
0.27
0.29
nal
18.6
23.5
22.1
(0.63)
(0.48)
0.23 (0.29)
0.09
0.07
Cyber
9.6
8.2
5.5
(0.39)
(0.23)
0.04 (0.12)
0.18
0.20
Overall
26.8
34.7
30.4
(0.39)
(0.34)
0.14 (0.16)
Grade
6
Physic
al
Nonph
ysical
Relatio
nal

10.3

8.5

12.4

23.8

16.4

17.6

42.2

22.2

20.7

Cyber

10.8

6.3

8.8

Overall

38.4

31.7

30.6

26.0

23.9

10.0

38.2

33.2

22.4

40.2

43.5

28.2

24.6
61.0

21.7
52.7

19.4
43.5

Grade
7
Physic
al
Nonph
ysical
Relatio
nal
Cyber
Overall

0.25
(0.56)
0.32
(0.59)
0.47
(0.52)
0.12
(0.31)
0.30
(0.42)

0.15
(0.37)
0.16
(0.30)
0.23
(0.35)
0.06
(0.14)
0.15
(0.22)

0.41
(0.73)
0.50
(0.83)
0.57
(0.84)
0.35
(0.82)
0.46

0.35
(0.59)
0.38
(0.59)
0.53
(0.74)
0.25
(0.52)
0.38

0.17 (0.42)
0.23 (0.45)
0.24 (0.40)
0.11 (0.32)
0.19 (0.34)

0.16 (0.32)
0.21 (0.30)
0.29 (0.37)
0.16 (0.29)
0.21 (0.25)

Grade
8
Physic
al
Nonph
ysical
Relatio
nal

27.0

22.5

24.1

46.0

33.5

36.7

42.9

37.6

37.3

Cyber

22.2

18.5

22.8

Overall

65.1

56.6

54.4

(0.74)

(0.51)

0.47
(0.84)
0.51
(0.72)
0.52
(0.72)
0.27
(0.67)
0.44
(0.63)

0.33
(0.59)
0.36
(0.52)
0.41
(0.60)
0.21
(0.51)
0.33
(0.46)

0.32 (0.57)
0.39 (0.56)
0.47 (0.64)
0.21 (0.46)
0.35 (0.48)

Table
Percentage of Victims and Average of Victimization Behaviors over a Three Year Period
%
Level of Victimization
Victimi
zed
Victimi More
zation
than
Type
Once
2011
2012
2013
2011
2012
2013
Mean
Mean
%
%
%
(SD)
(SD)
Mean (SD)
Grade
5
Physic
0.26
0.37
al
11.3
20.9
24.3
(0.40)
(0.73)
0.35 (0.56)
Nonph
0.72
0.75
ysical
37.6
43.4
45.3
(0.81)
(0.95)
0.70 (0.72)
Relatio
0.52
0.62
nal
38.4
41.3
51.4
(0.66)
(0.86)
0.61 (0.60)
0.16
0.18
Cyber
12.8
13.3
14.9
(0.41)
(0.49)
0.13 (0.26)
0.40
0.47
Overall
47.1
54.1
64.1
(0.51)
(0.65)
0.44 (0.45)
Grade
6
Physic
al
Nonph
ysical
Relatio
nal

14.3

15.9

18.7

51.6

32.3

39.4

59.0

26.5

40.9

Cyber

27.0

10.6

18.7

Overall

61.6

43.9

56.0

28.5

27.7

15.3

48.0

48.9

37.1

50.0

48.4

37.1

30.3
68.3

30.4
64.7

25.3
55.9

Grade
7
Physic
al
Nonph
ysical
Relatio
nal
Cyber
Overall

0.35
(0.60)
1.02
(0.92)
.76
(.73)
.25
(.45)
.65
(.69)

0.22
(0.46)
0.44
(0.61)
.31
(.41)
.09
(.18)
.26
(.33)

0.42
(0.63)
0.77
(0.77)
0.62
(0.60)
0.34
(0.57)
0.53

0.37
(0.60)
0.80
(0.96)
0.72
(0.86)
0.36
(0.66)
0.56

0.27 (0.51)
0.64 (0.79)
.57 (.73)
.19 (.37)
.42 (.49)

0.20 (0.37)
0.46 (0.55)
0.43 (0.51)
0.22 (0.34)
0.33 (0.35)

Grade
8
Physic
al
Nonph
ysical
Relatio
nal

31.0

23.1

25.3

53.2

42.8

46.2

44.4

41.0

46.2

Cyber

29.4

28.9

31.6

Overall

73.1

61.8

66.5

(0.49)

(0.66)

0.52
(0.87)
0.98
(1.05)
0.65
(0.84)
0.34
(0.69)
0.62
(0.69)

0.33
(0.60)
0.71
(0.86)
0.49
(0.58)
0.30
(0.51)
0.46
(0.53)

0.36 (0.66)
0.76 (0.89)
0.63 (0.76)
0.35 (0.56)
0.52 (0.60)

Table
Percentages of Bullies, Victims, Bully-Victims, and Uninvolved Students
Percentage of
Category
students
2011
2012
%
%
Grade 5
Bully
4.5
3.6
Victim
24.8
23.0
Bully-Victim
22.3
31.1
Uninvolved
48.4
42.3

2013
%
4.4
38.1
26.0
31.5

Grade 6
Bully
Victim
Bully-Victim
Uninvolved

5.3
28.5
33.1
33.1

7.9
20.1
23.8
48.1

3.6
29.0
26.9
40.4

Bully
Victim
Bully-Victim
Uninvolved

7.3
14.6
53.7
24.4

7.1
19.0
45.7
28.3

5.9
18.2
37.6
38.2

Grade 7

Grade 8
Bully
8.7
9.8
6.3
Victim
16.7
15.0
18.4
Bully-Victim
56.3
46.8
48.1
Uninvolved
18.3
28.3
27.2
Note. “Uninvolved” students are students who are not classified as bullies or victims; however,
these students are often involved in bullying events as bystanders

Table
Chi-Square Tests of Significant Differences in Bullying Behaviors Between Fifth Through Eighth
Graders in 2011, 2012, and 2013
Bullying Type
% Aggressed More than Once
2011
2012
2013
%
%
%
χ2
Φ
Grade 5
Physical~
5.3a
12.8b
7.7ab
5.98
.11
Nonphysical*
12.8a
20.4b
11.6a
6.51
.11
Relational
18.6a
23.5a
22.1a
0.82
.04
Cyber
9.6a
8.2a
5.5a
1.74
.06
Overall
26.8a
34.7a
30.4a
2.61
.07
Grade 6
Physical
Nonphysical
Relational***
Cyber
Overall

10.3a
23.8a
42.2a
10.8a
38.4a

8.5a
16.4a
22.2b
6.3a
31.7a

12.4a
17.6a
20.7b
8.8a
30.6a

1.61
2.97
15.63
1.64
2.63

.07
.08
.18
.06
.07

Grade 7
Physical***
Nonphysical**
Relational**
Cyber
Overall*

26.0a
38.2a
40.2a
24.6a
61.0a

23.9a
33.2a
43.5a
21.7a
52.7a

10.0b
22.4b
28.2b
19.4a
43.5b

15.39
9.36
9.41
1.13
8.85

.18
.14
.14
.05
.14

Grade 8
Physical
27.0a
22.5a
24.1a
0.79
.04
Nonphysical~
46.0a
33.5b
36.7ab
5.03
.11
Relational
42.9a
37.6a
37.3a
1.12
.05
Cyber
22.2a
18.5a
22.8a
1.07
.05
Overall
65.1a
56.6a
54.4a
3.55
.09
Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Different subscripts denote statistically
significant differences between the years at a significance of at least p < .10.

Table
Differences in Average Reported Rates of Bullying for Fifth Through Eighth Graders in 2011,
2012, and 2013
Level
of
Bullyin
Aggres
g Type
sion
2013
2011
2012
Mean
Mean
Mean
F
p-value
(SD)
(SD)
(SD)
η2
Grade
5
0.13ab
0.20a
0.11b
Physic
(0.27
3.14
.04
.01
(0.48)
(0.22)
al*
)
0.22ab
0.24a
0.15b
Nonph
(0.29
3.39
.03
.02
(0.41)
(0.23)
ysical*
)
0.27a
0.29a
0.23a
Relatio
(0.63
0.77
.46
.003
(0.48)
(0.29)
nal
)
0.09a
0.07a
0.04a
(0.39
1.65
.19
.007
(0.23)
(0.12)
Cyber
)
0.18a
0.20a
0.14a
(0.39
2.22
.11
.008
(0.34)
(0.16)
Overall
)
Grade
6
Physic
al
Nonph
ysical*
*
Relatio
nal***
Cyber~
Overall
***
Grade
7

0.25a
(0.56
)
0.32a
(0.59
)
0.47a
(0.52
)
0.12ab
(0.31
)
0.30a
(0.42
)

0.15a
(0.37)

0.17a
(0.42)

1.40

.25

.006

0.16b
(0.30)

0.23ab
(0.45)

5.39

.005

.02

0.23b
(0.35)

0.24b
(0.40)

11.57

<.001

.05

0.06a
(0.14)

0.11b
(0.32)

2.77

.06

.01

0.15b
(0.22)

0.19b
(0.34)

9.31

<.001

.03

Physic
al***
Nonph
ysical*
**
Relatio
nal***
Cyber*
Overall
***

0.41a
(0.73
)
0.50a
(0.83
)
0.57a
(0.84
)
0.35a
(0.82
)
0.46a
(0.74
)

0.35a
(0.59)

0.16b
(0.32)

8.77

<.001

.04

0.38a
(0.59)

0.21b
(0.30)

9.22

<.001

.04

0.53a
(0.74)

0.29b
(0.37)

7.94

<.001

.03

0.25ab
(0.52)

0.16b
(0.29)

4.22

.02

.02

0.38a
(0.51)

0.21b
(0.25)

9.44

<.001

.04

Grade
8
0.47a
0.33a
0.32a
(0.84
2.07
.13
.009
(0.59)
(0.57)
)
0.51a
0.36b
0.39ab
Nonph
(0.72
2.33
.10
.01
(0.52)
(0.56)
ysical~
)
0.52a
0.41a
0.47a
Relatio
(0.72
1.01
.37
.004
(0.60)
(0.64)
nal
)
0.27a
0.21a
0.21a
(0.67
0.45
.64
.002
(0.51)
(0.46)
Cyber
)
0.44a
0.33a
0.35a
(0.63
1.83
.16
.008
(0.46)
(0.48)
Overall
)
Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Different subscripts denote statistically
significant differences between the years at a significance of at least p < .10.
Physic
al

Table
Chi-Square Tests of Significant Differences in Victimization Between Fifth Through Eighth
Graders in 2011, 2012, and 2013
%
Victimize
Victimiza
d More
tion Type than Once
2011
2012
2013

Grade 5
Physical*
Nonphysi
cal
Relationa
l~
Cyber
Overall**
*
Grade 6
Physical
Nonphysi
cal**
Relationa
l***
Cyber**
Overall**
Grade 7
Physical*
*
Nonphysi
cal~
Relationa
l*
Cyber
Overall~
Grade 8
Physical
Nonphysi
cal
Relationa
l
Cyber
Overall

%

%

%

χ2

φ

11.3a

20.9b

24.3b

8.61

.13

37.6a

43.4a

45.3a

1.95

.06

38.4a
12.8a

41.3a
13.3a

51.4b
14.9a

5.56
0.32

.11
.03

47.1a

54.1a

64.1b

10.01

.14

14.3a

15.9a

18.7a

1.15

.05

51.6a

32.3b

39.4b

11.79

.15

59.0a
27.0a
61.6a

26.5b
10.6b
43.9b

40.9c
18.7a
56.0a

26.90
11.31
11.40

.24
.16
.15

28.5a

27.7a

15.3b

9.87

.14

48.0a

48.9a

37.1b

5.86

.11

50.0a
30.3a
68.3a

48.4a
30.4a
64.7a

37.1b
25.3a
55.9b

6.40
1.39
5.31

.12
.05
.11

31.0a

23.1a

25.3a

2.39

.07

53.2a

42.8a

46.2a

3.21

.08

44.4a
29.4a
73.1a

41.0a
28.9a
61.8a

46.2a
31.6a
66.5a

0.93
0.33
4.08

.05
.03
.10

Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Different subscripts denote statistically
significant differences between the years at a significance of at least p < .10.

Table
Differences in Average Reported Rates of Victimization for Fifth Through Eighth Graders in
2011, 2012, and 2013
Level
Victimi
of
zation
Victimi
Type
zation
2013
2011
2012
Mean
Mean
Mean
F
p-value
η2
(SD)
(SD)
(SD)
Grade
5
Physic 0.26a
0.37a
0.35a
al (0.40)
(0.73)
(0.56)
1.03
.36
.004
Nonph 0.72a
0.75a
0.70a
ysical
(0.81)
(0.95)
(0.72)
0.19
.83
.001
Relatio 0.52a
0.62a
0.61a
nal (0.66)
(0.86)
(0.60)
0.51
.60
.002
0.16a
0.18a
0.13a
Cyber (0.41)
(0.49)
(0.26)
0.72
.49
.003
0.40a
0.47a
0.44a
Overall (0.51)
(0.65)
(0.45)
0.67
.51
.003
Grade
6
Physic
al
Nonph
ysical*
**
Relatio
nal***
Cyber*
**
Overall
***
Grade
7
Physic
al**
Nonph
ysical*
**
Relatio
nal***
Cyber*

0.35a
(0.60)

0.22a
(0.46)

0.27a
(0.51)

1.02a
(0.92)
0.76a
(0.73)
0.25a
(0.45)
0.65a
(0.69)

0.44b
(0.61)
0.31b
(0.41)
0.09b
(0.18)
0.26b
(0.33)

0.64c
(0.79)
0.57c
(0.73)
0.19a
(0.37)
0.42c
(0.49)

0.42a
(0.63)

0.37a
(0.60)

0.20b
(0.37)

0.77a
(0.77)
0.62a
(0.60)
0.34ab
(0.57)

0.80a
(0.96)
0.72a
(0.86)
0.36a
(0.66)

0.46b
(0.55)
0.43b
(0.51)
0.22b
(0.34)

1.74

.18

17.02

<.001

.008
.07

17.85

<.001

.07

9.01

<.001

.04

23.41

<.001

.08

6.94

.001

.03

9.35

<.001

.04

7.81

<.001

.03

3.16

.04

.01

Overall
***
Grade
8
Physic
al~
Nonph
ysical*
Relatio
nal~

0.53a
(0.49)

0.56a
(0.66)

0.33b
(0.35)

9.84

<.001

.04

0.52a
0.33b
0.36ab
(0.87)
(0.60)
(0.66)
2.91
.06
.01
0.98a
0.71b
0.76ab
(1.05)
(0.86)
(0.89)
3.38
.04
.02
0.65a
0.49a
0.63a
(0.84)
(0.58)
(0.76)
2.47
.09
.01
0.34a
0.30a
0.35a
Cyber (0.69)
(0.51)
(0.56)
0.33
.72
.001
Overall 0.62a
0.46b
0.52ab
~ (0.69)
(0.53)
(0.60)
2.61
.08
.01
Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Different subscripts denote statistically
significant differences between the years at a significance of at least p < .10.

Table
Planned Contrasts of Bullying Averages for Students Ever Receiving the CSC Program Versus
not Receiving the CSC Program
Contrast
2
Contrasts
SS df MS
F
p-value
η
Estimate
95% CI
2011
C1: Physical**
3.84 1 3.84 8.49
.004
.02
.24
.08 .40
C2: Nonphysical**
3.42 1 3.42 8.29
.004
.02
.23
.07 .38
C3: Relational**
4.40 1 4.40 8.88
.003
.02
.26
.09 .42
C4: Cyber*
1.67 1 1.67 4.34
.04
.01
.15
.01 .30
2012
C1: Physical***
C2: Nonphysical***
C3: Relational***
C4: Cyber***

5.13
5.56
7.99
5.15

1
1
1
1

5.13
5.56
7.99
5.15

19.39
25.81
25.65
35.00

<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001

.03
.03
.03
.05

.17
.17
.21
.17

.09
.11
.13
.11

.24
.24
.29
.22

2013
C1: Physical***
3.61 1 3.61 22.73 <.001
.03
.17
.10 .24
C2: Nonphysical*** 4.60 1 4.60 28.57 <.001
.04
.19
.12 .27
C3: Relational***
5.40 1 5.40 28.37 <.001
.04
.21
.13 .29
C4: Cyber***
1.43 1 1.43 14.31 <.001
.02
.11
.05 .16
Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Note. Contrast for 2011 is µ5thGrade = (µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/3. Contrast for 2012 is (µ5thGrade +
µ6thGrade)/2 = (µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/2. Contrast for 2013 is (µ5thGrade + µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade)/3 = µ8thGrade.

Table
Planned Contrasts of Victimization Averages for Students Ever Receiving the CSC Program
Versus not Receiving the CSC Program
pContrast
Contrasts
SS
df MS
F
value
η2
Estimate
95% CI
2011
C1: Physical*
2.02 1 2.01 4.46
.04
.01
.17
.01 .34
C2: Nonphysical~ 2.59 1 2.50 3.19
.08
.008
.20
-.02 .41
C3: Relational~
1.57 1 1.57 3.07
.08
.007
.15
-.02 .32
C4: Cyber*
1.63 1 1.63 5.20
.02
.01
.15
.02 .28
2012
C1: Physical
C2:
Nonphysical**
C3: Relational**
C4: Cyber***

0.70

1

0.70

1.91

4.95
3.72
7.30

1
1
1

4.95 6.76
3.72 7.45
7.30 30.30

.17

.003

.06

-.03

.15

.009
.007
<.001

.009
.01
.04

.16
.14
.20

.04
.04
.13

.29
.24
.27

2013
C1: Physical~
0.80 1 0.80 2.81
.09
.004
.08
-.01 .18
C2: Nonphysical* 2.91 1 2.91 5.25
.02
.007
.15
.02 .29
C3: Relational
1.20 1 1.20 2.70
.10
.004
.10
-.02 .21
C4: Cyber***
3.41 1 3.41 22.40 <.001
.03
.17
.10 .24
Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Note. Contrast for 2011 is µ5thGrade = (µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/3. Contrast for 2012 is (µ5thGrade +
µ6thGrade)/2 = (µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/2. Contrast for 2013 is (µ5thGrade + µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade)/3 = µ8thGrade.

Table
Differences in Proactive Aggression, Reactive Aggression, and Emotional Dysregulation over a
Three Year Period
Behavioral Trait
Level of Trait
2011
Mean (SD)

2012
Mean (SD)

2013
Mean (SD)

F

p-value

η2

Grade 5
Proactive Aggression 0.10a (0.29)
Reactive Aggression 0.72a (0.72)
Emotional
Dysregulation 1.30a (0.83)

0.10a (0.33)
0.63a (0.76)

0.06a (0.16)
0.61a (0.58)

1.03
0.65

.36
.52

0.006
0.004

1.16a (0.88)

1.14a (0.86)

1.01

.36

0.006

1.56
4.2

.21
.02

0.009
0.03

4.85

.008

0.03

0.22b (0.50)
0.91a (0.88)

0.09b (0.19) 10.97
0.70b (0.58) 6.34

<.001
.002

0.05
0.03

1.54b (0.93)

1.13a (0.79)

<.001

0.05

Grade 6
Proactive Aggression 0.14a (0.30) 0.08a (0.26) 0.09a (0.23)
Reactive Aggression* 0.84a (0.86) 0.65ab (0.72) 0.55b (0.63)
Emotional
Dysregulation** 1.41a (0.96) 1.13b (0.97) 1.02b (0.92)
Grade 7
Proactive Aggression*** 0.45a (0.95)
Reactive Aggression** 1.07a (0.94)
Emotional
Dysregulation*** 1.20a (0.88)

9.46

Grade 8
Proactive Aggression 0.28a (0.68) 0.19a (0.41) 0.16a (0.32) 2.03
.13
Reactive Aggression** 1.11a (0.98) 0.86b (0.75) 0.73b (0.70) 6.40
.002
Emotional
Dysregulation 1.37a (0.99) 1.33a (0.96) 1.22a (0.92) 0.85
.43
Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Different subscripts denote statistically
significant differences between the years at a significance of at least p < .10.

0.01
0.03
0.005

Contrasts
2011
C1:Proactive Agg.**
C2:Reactive Agg.**
C3:Emotional Dys.
2012
C1:Proactive Agg.**
C2:Reactive Agg.***
C3:Emotional Dys.***

2

Contrast
Estimate

95% CI

SS

df

MS

F

p-value

η

2.66
5.85
0.06

1
1
1

2.66
5.85
0.06

6.92
7.51
0.07

.009
.006
.79

.02
.02
<.001

.19
.29
.03

.05 .34
.08 .49
-.19 .24

1.69
8.54
11.63

1
1
1

1.69 10.92
8.54 13.81
11.63 13.34

.001
<.001
<.001

.02
.03
.02

.11
.25
.29

.05 .18
.12 .38
.14 .45

2013
C1:Proactive Agg.**
0.59 1
0.59 10.45
.001
.02
.08
.03 .13
C2:Reactive Agg.~
1.12 1
1.12 2.85
.09
.006
.11
-.02 .23
C3:Emotional Dys.
1.43 1
1.43 1.88
.17
.004
.12
-.05 .30
Table
Planned Contrasts of Behavioral Trait Averages for Students Ever Receiving the CSC Program
Versus not Receiving the CSC Program
Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Note. Contrast for 2011 is µ5thGrade = (µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/3. Contrast for 2012 is (µ5thGrade +
µ6thGrade)/2 = (µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/2. Contrast for 2013 is (µ5thGrade + µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade)/3 = µ8thGrade.

Table
Principal Axis Factoring of Bullying Items
Item
1
I have sent sexually explicit messages using cell
phones or computers
I have circulated sexual or embarrassing pictures
or videos electronically.
I have spread rumors about someone using an
electronic media.
I have passed on personal information about
others electronically.
I have stolen someone's internet password and
made trouble for them.
I have sent mean or threatening messages using
electronic media.
I have rated others (e.g., hot or not) on an
internet poll.
I have told someone else's secrets to make myself
more popular with others.
I teased others.
I upset others for the fun of it.
I was mean to someone when I was angry.
I intentionally left someone out of an activity or
conversation they really wanted to be a part of.
I did not invite someone somewhere I thought
that she or he wanted to go.
I gave someone the silent treatment.
I have refused to sit near someone at lunch or in
class.
I told someone I would NOT be their friend
unless they acted in a way that made them
uncomfortable.
I flirted with someone my friend liked even
though I didn't really care for them.
I have excluded someone from a group or event
on Facebook or similar internet sites.
I became friends with someone my friend didn't
like just to upset them
I started arguments or conflicts.
I ruined or stole stuff from other students just to
be mean.
I grabbed or held someone against their will.
I fought students I could easily beat.

2

Factor
3

4

.69
.67
.63
.60
.58
.50
.45
.40
-.67
-.51
-.43
.66
.65
.62
.58
.48
.38
.31

.35
.32
.32
-.71
-.69
-.60

5

I have written nasty or humiliating things about
someone in a public place.
I helped harass other students.
I pushed or shoved someone weaker than I.
I threatened to hit or hurt another student.
I got into a physical fight
I threatened to hurt or beat up someone.
I chased someone as if I were really trying to hurt
that person.

-.36

-.31

-.46
-.41
-.40
.57
.49
.45
.36

Table
Principal Axis Factoring of Victimization Items
Item
1
My friend made friends with someone I
didn't like just to upset me.
Someone has gossiped or spread rumors
about me electronically.
Others have written nasty or humiliating
things about me in a public place.
Someone has told me they would NOT be
my friend unless I acted in a way that made
me uncomfortable.
Someone has told my secrets to make them
more popular with others.
I have gotten mean or threatening messages
electronically.
I have been chased by someone I thought
really wanted to hurt me.
Someone bigger or stronger than I started a
fight with me.
Someone threatened to hurt or beat me up.
Someone beat me up.
Someone grabbed or held me against my
will.
Someone threatened to hit or hurt me.
I have been pushed or shoved by someone
stronger than I
Others have ruined or stolen my stuff.
Someone has rated me (e.g., hot or not) on an
internet poll.
Someone has circulated sexual or
embarrassing pictures or videos of me.
Someone has sent me unwanted sexually
explicit messages electronically.
Someone has stolen my internet password
and used my account to make me look bad.
People have sent personal information about
me electronically.
I have been teased.
Others have upset me for the fun of it.
I have been harassed or bothered.
Rumors have been spread about me.

2

Factor
3

4

.60
.52

.37

.51

.50
.46
.36
-.68
-.67
-.63
-.61
-.59
-.58
-.57
-.32
.60
.59
.54
.45
.41

.33

-.75
-.63
-.63
-.47

5

Someone took out his or her anger on me by
being mean.
I have been left out of an activity or
conversation I really wanted to be part of.
I have not been invited to something I really
wanted to go to.
Others have refused to sit near me at lunch or
in a class.
Someone has given me the silent treatment.
I have been excluded from a group or event
on Facebook or similar internet sites.

-.46
.81
.67
.52
.38
.31

Table
Principal Axis Factoring of Proactive and Reactive Aggression Items
Item
1
Used force to obtain money or things from others?
.78
Had a gang fight to be cool?
.77
Gotten others to gang up on someone else?
.72
Threatened and bullied someone?
.70
Vandalized something for fun?
.67
Yelled at others so they would do things for you?
.64
Hurt others to win a game?
.64
Made obscene phone calls?
.60
Carried a weapon to use in a fight?
.60
Had fights with others to show who was on top?
.53
Used physical force to get others to do what you want?
.51
Taken things from other students?
.45
Felt better after hitting or yelling at someone?
.44
Gotten angry when frustrated?
Yelled at others when they have annoyed you?
Become angry or mad when you don't get your way?
Had temper tantrums?
Reacted angrily when teased by others?
Gotten angry or mad when you lost a game?
Damaged things because you felt mad?
.38
Gotten angry when others threatened you?
Gotten angry or mad or hit others when teased?
.30
Hit others to defend yourself?

Factor
2

.75
.73
.70
.58
.56
.49
.42
.42

3

-.32

-.44
-.37

Table
Reliability Analyses for New Subscales
Bullying
2011 2012
Grade 5
General Physical 0.73a 0.79
Intentional Abuse of Power 0.75a 0.78
Nonphysical 0.61a 0.70
(Active) Relational 0.85a 0.76
Passive Relational
--a
Cyber 0.81 0.65
Proactive Aggression
--Situational Frustration
--Defensive Aggression
---

2013

Victimization
2011 2012 2013

Behavioral Trait
2011 2012 2013

0.51
0.52
0.61
0.63
-0.16
----

0.86a
-0.86a
0.76a
0.77a
0.58a
----

0.92
-0.88
0.87
0.88
0.71
----

0.84
-0.82
0.63
0.80
0.30
----

------0.82
0.86
0.66

------0.87
0.84
0.74

------0.74
0.80
0.52

0.77
0.84
0.72
0.76
-0.77
----

0.86a
-0.85a
0.76a
0.78a
0.64a
----

0.77
-0.79
0.62
0.69
0.45
----

0.87
-0.85
0.77
0.80
0.40
----

------0.81
0.88
0.70

------0.83
0.83
0.54

------0.77
0.82
0.39

-------0.90
0.85
0.69

-------0.70
0.73
0.52

------

------

Grade 6
General Physical
Intentional Abuse of Power
Nonphysical
(Active) Relational
Passive Relational
Cyber
Proactive Aggression
Situational Frustration
Defensive Aggression

0.81a
0.63a
0.58a
0.77a
-0.79a
----

0.75
0.55
0.57
0.70
-0.26
----

Grade 7
General Physical
Intentional Abuse of Power
Nonphysical
(Active) Relational
Passive Relational
Cyber
Proactive Aggression
Situational Frustration
Defensive Aggression

0.75
0.95
0.79
0.90
-0.92
----

0.81
0.64
0.81
0.88
-0.81
----

0.75
0.51
0.51
0.70
-0.59
----

0.79
-0.80
0.76
0.71
0.74
----

0.84
-0.87
0.89
0.83
0.79
----

0.79
-0.74
0.60
0.68
0.43
----

-------0.96
0.84
0.72

0.89
0.90
0.78
0.84
--

0.75
0.74
0.68
0.81
--

0.82
0.74
0.79
0.83
--

0.89
-0.86
0.88
0.81

0.86
-0.88
0.79
0.76

0.87
-0.85
0.87
0.81

------

Grade 8
General Physical
Intentional Abuse of Power
Nonphysical
(Active) Relational
Passive Relational

Cyber 0.90 0.86 0.82
Proactive Aggression
---Situational Frustration
---Defensive Aggression
---a
Note. Values marked with an have been imputed

0.82
----

0.57
----

0.61
----

-0.93
0.87
0.71

-0.87
0.83
0.75

-0.83
0.80
0.45

Table
Comparison of A Priori and New Subscales
Bullying
Subscale
A priori
New
2011
General Physical
**
**
n/a
Intentional Abuse of Power
~
Nonphysical
**
***
(Active) Relational
**
***
n/a
n/a
Passive Relational
Cyber
*
~
Proactive Aggression
n/a
n/a
Situational Frustration
(Reactive)
n/a
n/a
Defensive Aggression
n/a
n/a

Victimization
A priori
New

Behavioral Traits
A priori
New

*
n/a
~
~
n/a
*
n/a

*
n/a
~
~
n.s.
*
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
**

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
**

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

**
n/a

*
*

2012
***
n/a
***
***
n/a
***
n/a

***
***
***
***
n/a
***
n/a

n.s.
n/a
**
**
n/a
***
n/a

n.s.
n/a
**
**
*
***
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
**

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
**

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

***
n/a

***
n.s.

General Physical
***
***
Intentional Abuse of Power
n/a
***
Nonphysical
***
***
(Active) Relational
***
***
n/a
n/a
Passive Relational
Cyber
***
***
Proactive Aggression
n/a
n/a
Situational Frustration
(Reactive)
n/a
n/a
Defensive Aggression
n/a
n/a
Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

~
n/a
*
n.s.
n/a
***
n/a

~
n/a
*
**
n.s.
***
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
**

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
**

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

~
n/a

n.s.
n.s.

General Physical
Intentional Abuse of Power
Nonphysical
(Active) Relational
Passive Relational
Cyber
Proactive Aggression
Situational Frustration
(Reactive)
Defensive Aggression
2013

Table
Using New Subscales to Examine Planned Contrasts of Bullying Averages for Students Ever
Receiving the CSC Program Versus not Receiving the CSC Program
pContrast
Contrasts
SS
df MS
F
value
η2
Estimate 95% CI
2011
.
C1:Cyber~
1.41 1
1.41 3.76
.05
009
.14
-.002 .28
C2:Nonphysical***
18.13 1 18.13 25.10 <.001 .05
.43
.26 .60
C3:Relational***
5.25 1
5.25 10.39
.001 .03
.28
.11 .45
C4:Intentional Abuse of
.
Power~
1.27 1
1.27 3.63
.06
009
.14
-.004 .28
C5:General Physical**
6.30 1
6.30 11.01
.001 .03
.31
.13 .49
2012
C1:Cyber***
C2:Nonphysical***
C3:Relational***
C4:Intentional Abuse of
Power***
C5:General Physical***

4.85
16.58
8.24

1
1
1

4.85 32.35
16.58 29.92
8.24 26.32

<.001
<.001
<.001

.04
.04
.03

.16
.30
.21

.11
.19
.13

.22
.41
.29

1.45
8.42

1
1

1.45 12.32
8.42 22.89

<.001
<.001

.02
.03

.09
.21

.04
.13

.14
.30

2013
C1:Cyber***
1.56 1
1.56 16.85 <.001 .02
.11
.06 .17
C2:Nonphysical***
17.76 1 17.76 41.32 <.001 .06
.38
.27 .50
C3:Relational***
4.87 1
4.87 24.13 <.001 .03
.20
.12 .28
C4:Intentional Abuse of
Power***
0.92 1
0.92 12.38 <.001 .02
.09
.04 .14
C5:General Physical***
5.72 1
5.72 22.44 <.001 .03
.22
.13 .31
Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Note. Contrast for 2011 is µ5thGrade = (µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/3. Contrast for 2012 is (µ5thGrade +
µ6thGrade)/2 = (µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/2. Contrast for 2013 is (µ5thGrade + µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade)/3 = µ8thGrade.

Table
Using New Subscales to Examine Planned Contrasts of Victimization Averages for Students Ever
Receiving the CSC Program Versus not Receiving the CSC Program
Contrast
2
Contrasts
SS df MS
F
p-value
η
Estimate
95% CI
2011
C1:Active Relational~
1.64 1 1.64 3.64
.06
.008
.14
-.004 .29
C2:Physical*
1.96 1 1.96 4.71
.03
.01
.17
.02 .33
C3:Cyber*
1.29 1 1.29 4.28
.04
.01
.13
.007 .26
C4:Nonphysical~
4.25 1 4.25 3.72
.05
.009
.25
-.005 .51
C5:Passive Relational
0.53 1 0.53 0.88
.35
.002
.09
-.10 .27
2012
C1:Active Relational**
C2:Physical
C3:Cyber***
C4:Nonphysical**
C5:Passive Relational*

3.52
0.63
5.82
8.07
2.95

1
1
1
1
1

3.52 9.26
0.63 1.74
5.82 27.08
8.07 8.01
2.95 4.37

.002
.19
<.001
.005
.04

.01
.002
.04
.01
.006

.14
.06
.18
.21
.13

.05
-.03
.11
.06
.008

.23
.15
.24
.35
.25

2013
C1:Active Relational**
2.33 1 2.33 8.71
.003
.01
.14
.05 .23
C2:Physical~
0.84 1 0.84 2.99
.08
.004
.08
-.01 .18
C3:Cyber***
2.97 1 2.97 23.75 <.001
.03
.16
.09 .22
C4:Nonphysical*
4.08 1 4.08 5.17
.02
.007
.18
.03 .34
C5:Passive Relational
0.34 1 0.34 0.58
.45
.001
.05
-.08 .19
Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Note. Contrast for 2011 is µ5thGrade = (µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/3. Contrast for 2012 is (µ5thGrade +
µ6thGrade)/2 = (µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/2. Contrast for 2013 is (µ5thGrade + µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade)/3 = µ8thGrade.

Contrasts
2011
C1:Proactive Agg.**
C2:Situational
Frustration*
C3:Defensive
Aggression*
2012
C1:Proactive Agg.**
C2:Situational
Frustration***
C3:Defensive
Aggression

2

Contrast
Estimate

95% CI

SS

df

MS

F

p-value

η

2.89

1

2.89

0.41

.007

.02

.20

.06 .35

5.32

1

5.32

5.74

.02

.02

.27

.05 .50

7.94

1

7.94

7.42

.007

.02

.34

.09 .58

1.79

1

1.79

10.74

.001

.02

.12

.05 .18

11.95

1

11.95

15.68

<.001

.03

.30

.15 .45

1.84

1

1.84

2.22

.14

.004

.12

-.04 .27

2013
C1:Proactive Agg.**
0.72 1
0.72 11.12
.001
.02
.09
.04 .14
C2:Situational
Frustration
1.40 1
1.40
2.72
.10
.005
.12
-.02 .26
C3:Defensive
Aggression
0.03 1
0.03
0.07
.79
<.001
.02
-.12 .16
Table
Using New Subscales to Examine Planned Contrasts of Behavioral Trait Averages for Students
Ever Receiving the CSC Program Versus not Receiving the CSC Program
Note. ~p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Note. Contrast for 2011 is µ5thGrade = (µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/3. Contrast for 2012 is (µ5thGrade +
µ6thGrade)/2 = (µ7thGrade + µ8thGrade)/2. Contrast for 2013 is (µ5thGrade + µ6thGrade + µ7thGrade)/3 = µ8thGrade.

Figures

Figure . Average rates of physical bullying for fifth graders, by subtype.

Figure . Average rates of victimization for fifth graders, by subtype.

Figure . Average rates of bullying for sixth graders, by subtype.

Figure . Average rates of victimization for sixth graders, by subtype.

Figure . Average rates of bullying for seventh graders, by subtype.

Figure . Average rates of victimization for seventh graders, by subtype.

Figure . Average rates of bullying for eighth graders, by subtype.

Figure . Average rates of victimization for eighth graders, by subtype.

Figure . Planned comparisons of rates of physical bullying in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for those
who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC program.

Figure . Planned comparisons of rates of nonphysical bullying in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for
those who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC program.

Figure . Planned comparisons of rates of relational bullying in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for
those who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC program.

Figure . Planned comparisons of rates of cyber bullying in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for
those who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC program.

Figure . Planned comparisons of rates of physical victimization in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for
those who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC program.

Figure . Planned comparisons of rates of nonphysical victimization in 2011, 2012, and 2013
for those who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC
program.

Figure . Planned comparisons of rates of relational victimization in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for
those who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC program.

Figure . Planned comparisons of rates of cyber victimization in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for
those who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC program.

Figure . Planned comparisons of rates of proactive aggression in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for
those who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC program.

Figure . Planned comparisons of rates of reactive aggression in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for
those who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC program.

Figure . Planned comparisons of rates of emotional dysregulation in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for
those who ever received the CSC program versus those who never received the CSC program.

