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ABSTRACT

Eric F. Dubow, Advisor

This study looked at how adolescents cope with in-person bullying and
cyberbullying to determine if the same helpful and unhelpful coping strategies appear to
be the same or different for each situation. Participants were 321 adolescent 7th and 8th
graders (51% males, 69% white) at the time of data collection. Exposure to in-person and
cyberbullying situations, controllability over the situation, coping skills, and efficacy
were measured via adolescent report. Adolescents reported using more coping strategies
overall to deal with in-person stressors than cyberbullying stressors. Interaction effects
show that adolescents report using more problem solving, retaliation, distraction, and
distancing for in-person stressors, but they used social support-friend more for
cyberbullying stressors. Adolescents perceived higher levels of controllability for inperson bullying than cyberbullying. Trends indicated that problem solving and social
support-family/adult coping strategies were used significantly more for cyberbullying
problems that were perceived as controllable vs. those perceived as uncontrollable.
However, there were no significant interactions between coping strategy by
controllability. Coping efficacy was positively predicted by positive coping (problem
solving, social support-friend, social support-family) and distraction for in-person
bullying and it was predicted by positive coping and controllability over the stressor for
cyberbullying. Coping efficacy was negatively predicted by retaliation strategies for both
in-person bullying and cyberbullying were negatively predicted.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Early adolescence is a time when social relationships with peers are of great importance.
At this time, many adolescents characterize their relationships with peers as having higher
intimacy and mutual responsiveness than at other times in development (Berndt, 1982). Today,
youths aged 10-16 also are connected to their peers via cellular phones and various other means
on the internet (e.g., chat rooms, social networking sites). Although the convenience of cell
phones and the internet may support or enhance the development of friendships (Valkenberg &
Peter, 2007), electronically mediated communication can also be a source of great stress for
many adolescents.
Because adolescents have been increasing their internet use due to easier, more
convenient access, the rates of cyberbullying have increased as well (Ybarra, Mitchell, Wolak, &
Finkelhor, 2006). Cyberbullying is the use of a personal computer to send harassing emails or
instant messages, and to post negative messages to online bulletin boards as well as to send
harassing text messages via cellular devices (Patchin & Hinduja, 2006). Some victims of
cyberbullying report becoming depressed (Mitchell,Ybarra, & Finkelhor, 2007; Ybarra, 2004;
Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004), while others report becoming anxious (Ybarra et al., 2006).
Isolated news reports have indicated that instances of cyberbullying have been so
devastating to adolescents, they decided to take their own lives. In October of 2006, a 13-year
old Missouri teen hanged herself in her closet after being cyberbullied by the mother of a peer
via MySpace (New York Times, 2007). Also, in January of 2010, a 15-year old Massachusetts
adolescent hanged herself in her home after being bullied persistently at school and on the
internet (ABC News, 2010). Incidents such as these have prompted national conferences on
bullying prevention with the most recent one occurring at the White House on March 10, 2011,
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where policies and programs to prevent bullying were discussed, including bullying that occurs
through electronic mediated communication (The White House, 2011).
The possibility that cyberbullying is associated with negative outcomes such as
depression, anxiety and more fatal consequences has led researchers to examine how adolescents
cope with cyberbullying. Understanding the relationship between coping with cyberbullying and
potential outcomes will help adults in an adolescent’s life be more successful at intervening in
cyberbullying instances, and will also inform future anti-cyberbullying programs designed to
help adolescents learn and utilize beneficial coping methods to deal with online peer stressors.
In this manuscript, I will address several issues regarding cyberbullying. First, I will
review the conceptualization and prevalence of cyberbullying, as well as gender differences in
cyberbullying. I will then review the relations between cyberbullying and internalizing and
externalizing emotional problem behavior. Also included will be a brief overview of the
importance of relationships in adolescence, which leads to a discussion of how adolescents cope
with peer problems in peer relationships. Regarding coping, I will review the foundational and
contemporary coping models and current literature on how adolescents cope with daily stressors,
and more specifically, how they cope with peer relationship problems, focusing on the relatively
few studies on how they cope with cyberbullying. Finally, I will describe the present study which
will investigate what techniques adolescents use to cope with being cyberbullied, using a
contemporary coping model that has been developed to assess how adolescents cope with a
variety of stressors.
Cyberbullying: Conceptualization, Prevalence, and Gender Differences
In recent years, parents, teachers, school administrators, and academic researchers have
become ever more aware of the phenomenon of bullying because of the potential implications it
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can, and has, had on youths. There has been much research on bullying and development of
bullying interventions over the past 20 years that has focused on in-person bullying (Bauer,
Lozano, & Rivara, 2007; DeRosier, 2004; Karna, Voeten, Little, Poskiparta, Kaljonen, &
Salmivalli, 2011; Olweus, 1991; Vreeman, Carroll, 2007), but there has been relatively little
research on cyberbullying. The Center for Disease Control defines cyberbullying as, “Any type
of harassment or bullying (teasing, telling lies, making fun of someone, making rude or mean
comments, spreading rumors, or making threatening or aggressive comments) that occurs
through email, a chat room, instant messaging, a website (including blogs) or text messaging”
(Hertz & David-Ferdon, 2008). Cyberbullying has become a more prevalent problem for middle
school students (Ybarra et al., 2006). The percentage of early adolescents who own cell phones
has increased in the past five years from 39% to 66% and the percentage of adolescents who
have high speed/wireless internet access at home has increased from 31% to 59%, with social
networking sites being the most popular sites to visit on the internet (Kaiser Family Foundation
Study; Rideout, Foehr, & Roberts, 2010). The Kaiser Family Foundation Study also found that
the time spent at social networking sites accounts for almost an hour each day, while sending and
receiving text messages on cell phones accounts for approximately an hour and a half each day.
Due to the increase in adolescents who own cell phones and have access to the internet, the
opportunity to cyberbully or be the victim of a cyberbullying event has increased.
Several studies have reported the number of adolescents who have been the victim of a
cyberbullying incident between 7% and 59% (Gradinger, Strohmeier, & Spiel, 2009; Katzer,
Fetchenhauer, & Belschak, 2009; Kowalkski & Limber, 2007; Li, 2006; & Mitchell et al., 2007;
Ybarra et al., 2006). The extensive range for reported prevalence rates is likely due to differences
in how the researchers are conceptualizing the construct “cyberbullying”, and also the method
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with which the researchers are selecting their sample and measuring cyberbullying incidences.
Despite the wide range in prevalence rates, these results suggest that numerous adolescents are
being victimized after school at home and on the weekends (Dehue, Bolman, & Völlink, 2008).
This is one perceived difference between traditional in-person bullying and cyberbullying adolescents are able to “escape” in-person victimization, whereas cyberbullying can occur at all
hours of the day, and can spread very quickly across the social group. Some researchers suggest
that adolescents may experience negative outcomes from being victimized online because of the
cyberbullies’ persistence and the idea that adolescents have no “safe” area where cyberbullies are
unable to victimize them (Smith, Mahdavi, Carvalho, Fisher, Russell, & Tippett, 2008).
Williams and Guerra’s (2007) study of 3,339 youths in grades 5 through 11 indicated that
cyberbullying peaks during middle school, specifically around 8th grade, and declines during
high school. In addition, a majority of the cyberbullying incidences are occurring outside of
school hours (Slonje & Smith, 2007). Schools are beginning to control the access to the different
modes of cyberbullying (e.g., computers, cellular phones) through rules and regulations.
However, after adolescents are no longer on school grounds, they are able to cyberbully their
peers, which can affect the victim’s academic performance while at school (Varjas, Henrich, &
Meyers, 2009). Over two thirds of cyberbully victims know who their perpetrator was,
suggesting possible tension between those peers while at school. Also, students reported that the
cyberbullying lasted as short as two weeks (57%) to as long as several years (10%) (Smith et al.,
2008).
When it comes to gender differences in being victimized online, the literature is
inconclusive. Kowalski and Limber (2007) surveyed 3,767 middle school students and found
significant gender differences with 15% of girls and 7% of boys reporting having been
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cyberbullied. However, Li (2006) surveyed 264 Canadian middle and high school students and
found no gender differences between males and females who reported having been cyberbullied.
Although no significant gender differences were found in Li’s study, the gender prevalence rates
of students who were cyberbullied were 59% for females and 52% for males. Williams and
Guerra (2007) also found no gender differences in their sample of 3,339 middle and high school
adolescents. Thus, it is not clear that one gender is more at risk for being cyberbullied, but, it is
concerning that, in some instances, as many as half of middle school students are reporting being
cyberbullied by their peers.
Prevalence rates for middle school adolescents who report being perpetrators of
cyberbullying range from 4% to 36% (Aricak, Siyahhan, Uzunhasanoglu, Saribeyoglu, Ciplak,
Yilmaz, & Memmedov, 2008; Gradinger et al., 2009; Kowalski & Limber, 2007; Li, 2006 Slonje
& Smith, 2007; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004). Many studies suggest that males cyberbully their
peers more than females (Li, 2007a; Li, 2007b; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2007).
Relation between Being Cyberbullied and Adjustment among Youth
There is a great deal of research on the consequences of in-person bullying. Although inperson bullying is not the focus of the present project, I am comparing coping with cyberbullying
with coping with in-person bullying; so it is important to present a brief overview of findings
related to the large literature on in-person bullying. Lopez and DuBois (2005) found that peer
victimization leads to negative self-esteem which then leads to emotional, behavioral, and
academic problems, specifically for girls. Other researchers have found correlates between inperson bullying and emotional problems including internalizing and externalizing problems (e.g.,
aggressive behaviors, withdrawal/sadness, anxiety) (Card & Hodges, 2008; Khatri, Kuppersmidt,
Patterson, 2000; Rigby, 2000). The effects of in-person bullying are seen academically as well.
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For instance, victimized adolescents tend to have lower academic achievement and GPA, more
absences, and report more school dislike than non-victimized adolescents (Card & Hodges, 2008;
Erath, Flanagan, Bierman, 2008; Schwartz, Gorman, Duong, &Nakamoto, 2008).
There has been some research on the relation between being a victim of cyberbullying
and youths’ behavioral and emotional adjustment. For instance, Ybarra and Mitchell (2007)
surveyed 1,588 adolescents and found that youths who reported more online victimization were
more likely to endorse events such as skipping school, detentions, and suspension. It is suggested
that students may skip school because they want to avoid the peer or peers who have been
cyberbullying them. Detentions and suspensions are more likely for cyberbullied students
because one way they react to being cyberbullied is to bully or cyberbully others (Ybarra et al.,
2006). This behavioral strategy, as described by Vajaras et al. (2010), may act as a way for the
victim of cyberbullying to feel better, redirect his or her feelings, and/or seek revenge on the
cyberbully. These results indicate that while the cyberbullying events may not be occurring on
school property, adolescents often have to deal with the repercussions of off-campus
cyberbullying at school.
Most students (93%), after a cyberbullying incident, reported depressed symptoms such
as feeling sad and hopeless, which may make them afraid of going to school (Raskausakas &
Stoltz, 2007; Ybarra et al., 2006). Ybarra (2004) surveyed 1,501 youths, ages 10-17, and found
that youths who were victimized online were more likely to meet criteria for minor (70%) and
major depression (13%) when compared to those who were not victimized online. Also, males
who met criteria for major depression were eight times more likely to report being cyberbullied
than those males who did not meet criteria for major depression. Although these results are
compelling, it is still unclear whether the depressed symptoms make a student more likely to be
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the target of cyberbullying or if cyberbullying increases these symptoms in adolescents, because
these results are based on cross-sectional studies. Prospective studies are needed to draw firmer
conclusions about the temporal relation among the variables. Other adjustment reactions that are
reported by the victims of cyberbullying are feeling frustrated (43%) and feeling angry (40%),
which affected them at school, home, and with their friends (Patchin & Hinduja, 2006).
Because there is a large overlap between students who are bullied on the internet and at
school, Juvonen and Gross (2008) sought to see if cyber victimization was correlated
independently of in-person bullying with increased distress. This study of 1,454 students ages 12
to 17 indicated that independent of in-person bullying, cyberbullying was associated with higher
levels of social anxiety, suggesting that there are additive negative effects to being bullied via the
internet. A study by Smith et al. (2008) suggested that some forms of cyberbullying have more
impact on students than other forms. For instance, students felt that being bullied via a
picture/video clip had a stronger impact on the victim than traditional, in-person bullying. The
reasons students reported that online bullying was more harmful than in-person bullying, were
because “you do not have your friends around to support you”, “if it is on the internet many
people can see it”, and “it is constant and hard to escape from”. For these reasons, many middle
schoolers find it hard to cope with cyberbullying in adaptive ways, which perhaps leads to
symptoms such as depression and anxiety. This suggests that students may perceive these forms
of cyberbullying as being “uncontrollable” and may not possess appropriate methods of coping.
In a study of 1,388 internet using adolescents, Hinduja and Patchin (2007) sought to
identify the emotional and behavioral consequences of being victimized via the internet. The
authors defined cyberbullying as “willful and repeated harm inflicted through the medium of
electronic text” (p. 152). Behaviorally, many of the victimized adolescents were engaging in
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various forms of problem behavior. For instance, 34% drank liquor, 30% reported cheating on a
school test, 24% skipped school, and 18% reported assaulting a peer. The study also identified
several emotional responses from the individuals who reported being victimized on the internet
including frustration (34%), anger (31%), and sadness (22%). However, what may be most
interesting is that 35% of the sample of reported being “not bothered” by the cyberbullying that
they endured. The phenomenon of adolescents not being affected by cyberbullying has been
reported in other studies (e.g., Raskauskas & Stoltz, 2007), but it is still unclear why some
students report being unaffected while others report suffering negative outcomes. It is possible
that students who do not suffer negative outcomes possess coping strategies that are adaptive for
dealing with coping with cyberbullying.
The Importance of Relationships in Adolescence
Early adolescents highly regard the relationships that they have with their peers, even
more so than younger, elementary aged children, and older, high school aged adolescents. A
study by Berndt (1982) on the features and effects of friendships, suggested that early
adolescents describe their interpersonal relationships as being intimate, high on self-disclosure,
and they value intimate knowledge of each other more so than their older and younger peers.
These findings for increased intimacy and self-disclosure hold true for both male and female
peers in early adolescence (McNelles & Connolly, 1999).
Much of the research on the role of peer relationships during adolescence was conducted
before electronic mediated communication became so widespread. A study by Valkenburg and
Peter (2007) found that 88% of their sample of 794 adolescents used the internet to maintain and
develop existing relationships with their peers. Also, the adolescents who had high
communication with their existing friends online reported higher intimacy with their friends than
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adolescents who did not communicate with their friends as much on the internet. Gross (2004)
also found in a sample of 271 7th and 10th graders, that most adolescents (84%) spend their time
interacting with their peers while online. The average amount of time that 7th through 12th
graders reported instant messaging their friends (sending and/or receiving text messages) was
approximately 1.5 hours each day (Kaiser Family Foundation Study; Rideout et al., 2002). These
data suggest that the internet can play an important role in today’s youth’s friendship
development and maintenance. This information can also help explain why adolescents spend
more time online than any other age group. However, when close peer relationships go badly, on
the internet or in in-person settings, adolescents have been found to rely on various coping
strategies in attempt to deal with relationship stress.
The Conceptualization of Coping in Adolescence
As noted, communicating with peers on the internet (e.g., to develop and maintain
relationships) can lead to bullying via websites, and chat rooms, and cyberbullying also occurs
via cellular phones. As in typical in-person conflictual peer instances, adolescents use different
skills to cope with the peer relationship victimization they endure. This section will examine
models of coping that have been applied to adolescents.
Lazarus and Folkman (1984) defined coping as, “constantly changing cognitive and
behavioral efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands that are appraised as
taxing or exceeding the resources of the person” (p. 141). During adolescence, many teenagers
further develop their coping repertoire due to advanced cognitive and behavioral abilities by
being able to re-evaluate, re-interpret, and reframe causes, consequences, and meaning of
stressful situations (Dubow & Rubinlicht, 2011). This suggests that older adolescents might be
better skilled to deal with a stressful peer situation (e.g., cyberbullying) than early adolescents.
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However, the occurrence of cyberbullying reaches its peak during early adolescence when the
teenagers are “less equipped” to handle such situations due to limited cognitive abilities, making
it more difficult to re-evaluate and re-interpret stressful events.
Within the last twenty-five years, there have been many developments in the field of
coping. Coping is no longer viewed as a stable trait within individuals and across time, but rather
as a dynamic process that depends on the individual, how the individual perceives the situation,
and the changing demands of the situation (Dubow & Rubinlicht, 2011; Folkman & Lazarus,
1986). Several models of coping have been proposed to better understand how individuals deal
with stressful situations and why some individuals seem to be less affected by a stressor while
others experience quite significant negative emotional and behavioral outcomes.
Foundational models of coping. Early coping models focused on adult samples;
however, these models are important to understand because they were the cornerstone for later
coping models that have been applied to children and adolescents. In 1984, Lazarus and Folkman
conceptualized coping as a way to focus on different aspects of the stressful situation to help
oneself manage the situation or ones’ resulting emotional reactions. The authors also posited that
the way an individual copes with a stressful situation has to do with the situation and also the
individual’s appraisal of the stressor. This coping model included problem-focused coping
strategies in which an individual acts on his or her environment or the self to adapt to the stressor
(e.g., seeking information, generating possible solutions). Also, emotion-focused coping
techniques can be used to regulate emotions to reduce stress (e.g., expressing one’s emotions,
seeking solace).
Another conceptualization of coping, developed by Roth and Cohen (1986), proposed
that coping can be viewed in terms of approach and avoidance strategies. Approach coping can
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be defined by any mechanism used by the individual that is directed at a stressor (e.g., problem
solving, seeking information). Avoidant coping can be defined as any mechanism used by the
individual that is directed away from the stressor (e.g., withdrawal, denial). Although there is
evidence to suggest that the most positive outcomes are related to approach coping, Roth and
Cohen suggested that avoidance coping mechanisms can have positive outcomes as well,
especially in the short term, when emotional resources are limited, and when the situation is
“uncontrollable”. However, this form of coping can be costly when an individual does not act
when action is necessary and can increase distress over time. Approach coping can also be costly
when it leads to unproductive, excessive worry that is brought upon because taking action is not
appropriate at a certain time or will not reduce the stressor itself. It is suggested that the most
ideal form of coping includes a balance of both approach and avoidance techniques, appropriate
to the evolving situation.
Contemporary model of coping. Because most coping research using the approachavoidance models had focused on adults, Causey and Dubow (1992) developed a child and
adolescent self-report coping measure based on Roth and Cohen’s approach-avoidance coping
model. The children’s self-report measure consisted of 34 coping items and each student rated
the frequency with which he or she used each coping strategy. Approach techniques were
composed of two subscales: seeking social support (e.g., tell a friend or family member what
happened, ask a friend for advice) and problem solving (e.g., try to think of different ways to
solve it, try to understand why this happened to me). Avoidance techniques were composed of
distancing (e.g., forget the whole thing) and emotional reaction (both internalizing and
externalizing; e.g., worry too much about it, yell to let off steam) subscales. Not only were the
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items developed for children and adolescents, but the scale assesses a more extensive range of
strategies to cope with stressors.
A more recent coping model developed by Compas and colleagues (2000) is the
Responses to Stress model. This measure captured an even wider range and diversity of coping
responses to stressors in childhood and adolescence than were included in earlier models. This
model attempts to address a broader range of responses by breaking down adolescent coping into
three dimensions: voluntary vs. involuntary coping, engagement vs. disengagement coping, and
primary and secondary control coping. Voluntary coping involves conscious efforts on behalf of
the individual (e.g., problem solving), while involuntary coping involves no active effort from
the individual and can be temperamental or a conditioned response (e.g., rumination, intrusive
thoughts). Engagement coping includes responses that are directed at the stressor (e.g., problem
solving) and disengagement coping responses are directed away from a stressor (e.g.,
distraction). Lastly, primary control coping strategies are strategies used to change the conditions
of the stressor (e.g., problem solving) and secondary control strategies require that the individual
adapt to the stressor (e.g., acceptance, cognitive restructuring).
In the present study, I will use items from both Causey and Dubow’s Children’s SelfReport Coping Measure and from Compas and colleagues’ Responses to Stress Questionnaire.
The Children’s Self-Report Coping Measure is a briefer measure that is most appropriate for
early adolescents. However, the Causey and Dubow measure does not include items that address
positive distraction coping, while the Responses to Stress Coping Questionnaire does. So, I will
add the distraction items (e.g., I think about happy things to take my mind off the problem or
how I’m feeling) from Compas et al.’s (2000) framework. Nonetheless, both scales do include
very similar coping strategies overall.
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The Relation between Coping and Adjustment in Adolescence
Compas, Connor-Smith, Saltzman, Thomsen, and Wadsworth (2001) conducted a metaanalysis of 21 studies using coping questionnaires and 7 studies using interviews, to assess youth
coping strategies. The results suggested that the most effective techniques for coping with stress
are problem-focused, approach strategies. These strategies were correlated with decreased
internalizing and externalizing problems and increased social and academic competence. Also, in
Connor-Smith et al.’s (2000) analysis of the Responses to Stress Questionnaire, their results
indicated that problem-focused, approach strategies were related to decreased parent report of
youth internalizing and externalizing problems. Thus, conscious coping efforts directed toward
the stressor to change the stressor itself or to adapt to the stressor appeared to be the most
effective strategy for coping with stressors.
Nevertheless, in some instances, problem-focused, approach strategies were associated
with poorer adjustment, which suggests that these strategies may not useful for coping with some
events, perhaps those that are perceived by the adolescent to be uncontrollable. For instance,
O’Brian, Bahadur, Gee, Balto, and Erber (1995, 1997) found that for their sample of children and
adolescents, coping with parental conflict, a stressor that children and adolescents have little
control over, problem-focused coping was correlated with poorer adjustment. It is important to
take the context of the stressor into account because engaging in a coping strategy that focuses
on resolving the source of stress may be ineffective in circumstances that are beyond the
adolescent’s control. In addition, Causey and Dubow (1992) surveyed 481 fourth- through sixthgraders on 34 different coping methods for academic and social stressors. These authors found
that children were more likely to use approach strategies to cope with school stressors (e.g.,
grades), which were rated as more controllable than peer stressors. The results showed that the
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youth were also more likely to cope with peer stressors by using avoidance strategies, perhaps
because peer stressors were viewed as less controllable.
Like the utilization of avoidance strategies for uncontrollable stressors, Compas,
Malcarne, and Fondacaro (1988) surveyed youths ages 10-14 and their mothers and also found
that emotion-focused coping strategies were used more frequently in response to interpersonal
stressors than academic stressors, because interpersonal stressors were perceived to be less
controllable than academic stressors. When there was a mismatch between controllability over
the stressor and coping method (e.g., using more problem-focused coping methods for stressors
perceived as uncontrollable, and using more emotion-focused, avoidance coping for stressors
perceived to be controllable), this was related to higher levels of emotional and behavioral
problems. Currently, it is unclear if early adolescents perceive cyberbullying to be a controllable
or uncontrollable stressor. However, in a survey of 481 early adolescents, peer stressors were
rated as less controllable than academic stressors, but both still were rated as moderately
controllable. Consistent with the authors’ hypothesis, adolescents used more approach coping for
an academic stressor than a peer stressor. Compas et al. (1998) also found similar results. In their
sample, adolescents rated academic stressors as being more controllable than peer stressors and
they also reported more problem-focused strategies for the more controllable academic stressor.
This pattern of a positive relation between perceived control over the stressor and higher use of
approach/problem-focused coping strategies is identified in several other studies as well
(Griffith, Dubow, & Ippolito, 2000; Roecker, Dubow, & Donaldson, 1996).
It is possible that adolescents will feel similarly about the controllability of
cyberbullying, suggesting a more frequent use of avoidance or emotion-focused strategies to
cope. Using Causey and Dubow’s (1992) model, this could mean that youth would use more
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distancing or emotional reaction/retaliation (e.g., try not to think about it, do to that person what
he/she did to me) in order to adapt to the problem or direct their coping efforts away from the
stressor or their reaction to the stressor rather than to modify the problem itself. There is some
evidence to support that adolescents may feel that cyberbullying is a relatively uncontrollable
event because many youth feel that their teachers and school administrators are unable to do
anything to help them in a cyberbullying situation (Agaston, Kowalski, & Limber, 2007). Also,
some students do not think that adults in schools tried to stop cyberbullying when they know
about it, which makes them less likely to seek out an adult for help while at school (Li, 2007)
and may lead youth to feel that they have little control over the situation. In sum, the most
effective techniques for coping with cyberbullying will likely be contingent upon how students
appraise the controllability of cyberbullying, so I will also assess youths’ perception of
controllability over the cyberbullying incident.
Coping Efficacy
In addition to perceptions of controllability over the stressor, another important construct
within the child and adolescent coping literature is coping efficacy. Coping efficacy is the global
belief that one can deal with the demands made and the emotions produced by a situation.
Coping efficacy has been assessed by evaluating subjective judgments that one has coped
effectively with a specific stressor (Sandler, Tein, Mehta, Wolchik, & Ayers, 2000). Sandler et
al. (2000) suggested that if an individual chooses successful coping strategies, his or her sense of
coping efficacy will increase and the individual will be more likely to utilize those strategies in
the future. However, after choosing ineffective coping strategies, the individual’s coping efficacy
will decrease making it less likely that he or she will chose those strategies.
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Although there have been no studies that have assessed adolescent coping efficacy related
to cyberbullying, a few studies have assessed youth’s coping efficacy in regards to other
stressors. Griffith, Dubow, Ippolito (2000) and Causey and Dubow (1993) assessed coping
efficacy by asking the students to respond to six items regarding their perceived effectiveness in
coping with a specific problematic peer, family, or academic stressor. Sample items measuring
perceived coping efficacy were: I have learned from the event, I feel better about myself, I
handled the event well given the circumstances. Students responded on a 5-point scale,
1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree). These items were adapted from Aldwin and Revenson
(1987) and Pargament, Ensing, Falgout, Olsen, Reilly, VanHaitsma, and Warren (1990). Griffith
et al. (2000) found that reliance on approach coping strategies was positively related to coping
efficacy, while reliance on avoidance strategies was negatively related to coping efficacy. Also,
Causey and Dubow (1993) found, in a sample of 270 junior high students, that higher levels of
approach coping and lower levels of avoidance coping predicted improvement over time in
coping efficacy in terms of coping with the transition to junior high school.
In regards to adolescent coping with cyberbullying, the current literature suggests that
adolescents who have been cyberbullied have been found to use less optimal coping strategies
such as avoidance. Thus, it is suggested that adolescents who are cyberbullied will use less
approach coping and more avoidance coping to deal with the stressor. I predict that higher levels
of use of approach coping strategies will likely be associated with lower levels of coping
efficacy. But higher levels of avoidance coping strategies should be associated with higher levels
of coping efficacy.
Coping with Cyberbullying

COPING WITH IN-PERSON BULLYING AND CYBERBULLYING

17

There is evidence of adolescents using many different coping strategies to deal with inperson peer bullying. Many studies indicate that adolescents use problem solving, social support,
and distraction to cope with in-person bullying (Compas et al., 1988; Hampel & Petermann,
2005; Konishi, & Hymel, 2009). In addition, research has also suggested that adolescents also
use less ideal coping strategies to deal with in-person bullying like retaliation/aggression and
distancing (Hampel & Petermann, 2005; Tenenbaum, Varjas, Meyers, & Parris, 2011).
Currently, there is relatively little research on how adolescents cope with being the
victims of cyberbullying. While the number of individuals who are being bullied via the internet
is cause for concern, what is most alarming is the relatively small number of students who tell an
adult when cyberbullying is happening to them or to someone they know. According to the SelfReport Coping Measure model, reporting the cyberbully to an adult would be considered an
approach coping strategy. More specifically, this coping strategy is defined as seeking social
support. In a study by Li (2007), only 34% of the victims of cyberbullying told an adult about the
incident. It is possible that youths are concerned that they will lose their online privileges if they
tell a teacher or parent about the bullying that is occurring (Agaston et al., 2007), or ask them for
help, indicating that perhaps some social support strategies are not viewed as effective in coping
with cyberbullying by adolescents. Similarly, 35% of the students who knew about a
cyberbullying incident told an adult. Further, Juvonen and Gross (2008) found that 90% of their
sample denied telling anyone about cyberbullying instances. The Self-Report Coping Measure
Model would consider this method distancing (e.g., “Forget the whole thing”), referred to as a
Distancing strategy.
Additional avoidance coping strategies have been mentioned by researchers who study
how frequently students “bully back” when they are confronted with a bullying situation
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(Camodeca & Goossens, 2005; Ybarra & Mitchell; 2004). It is possible that adolescents who are
dealing with cyberbullying stressors may react in a similar fashion to cope, or they may use the
internet to retaliate against those who have bullied them in-person. Ybarra and Mitchell (2004)
found that 51% of their sample of 1,501 youth aged 10-17 used cyberbullying as a means to “get
back” those who bullied them in person. This form of avoidant coping, according to the SelfReport Coping measure, is called externalizing behaviors or retaliation.
Additional approach coping strategies have been mentioned by adolescents in various
research studies on cyberbullying. For instance, some youths stated they would problem solve to
reduce the stress by, for example, instituting stricter privacy settings on their social networking
and instant messaging accounts, change their username, and/or change their account password
(Tokunaga, 2010). In addition, adolescents reported that they would block unwanted messages or
block the person who was cyberbullying them as an attempt to problem solve (Aricak, Siyahhan,
Uzunhasanoglu, Saribeyoglu, Ciplak, Yilmaz, & Memmedov, 2008). Others stated they would
use problem-solving coping strategies by confronting the cyberbully (Aricak, et al., 2008;
Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Patchin & Hinuja, 2006). Lastly, several adolescents used friends for
support or advice, an approach coping strategy, called Seeking Social Support, to cope with
being cyberbullied (Agaston et al., 2007).
An additional coping strategy that has been mentioned, but is not included in the SelfReport Coping measure, is called distraction. Lodge and Frydenberg (2007), asked their sample
of 652 11-17 year-olds how they coped with being cyberbullied. Their sample of both males and
females endorsed physical activities. In the Responses to Stress model by Connor-Smith et al.
(2001), this coping strategy is known as distraction (e.g., “I keep my mind of my problems by
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exercising”) and appears to be an effective strategy that adolescents use to deal with online peer
stress.
Summary
Adolescence is a time of great change for many middle-school aged children. For
students in this age range, maintaining friends and peer relationships is especially salient. There
is much research on understanding how peers cope with being bullied in traditional in-person
interactions. However, as electronic communication via cell phones and the internet continue to
become more common in adolescents’ lives, youths are finding new ways to bully their peers.
There has been extensive research on prevalence rates of cyberbullying and associated emotional
and behavioral problems. What is less clear is how adolescents cope with these forms of
bullying, and how they evaluate the efficacy of these various coping efforts.
It will be beneficial to use the Approach-Avoidance coping model - as defined by Causey
and Dubow (1992) in their Self-Report Coping Measure- to better understand the range of coping
techniques used by adolescents when they are being cyberbullied. Because this model has
already been applied to adolescents coping with in-person peer stressors, I will use this model to
examine how youths cope with cyberbullying and compare their strategies to those used to cope
with in-person bullying. Currently, school-based cyberbullying interventions have been
developed based on traditional bullying interventions. However, those interventions are not
based on empirical research on adolescents’ coping efforts to determine the most effective
coping strategies in response to cyberbullying.
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CHAPTER II: THE PRESENT STUDY
In the present study, I examined the coping strategies used by early adolescents to
manage being cyberbullied, and compared these strategies with those used when being
victimized in in-person settings. I also examined participants’ self-perceived coping efficacy in
response to each type of victimization. By using self-reports of coping with both direct bullying
and cyberbullying, it was possible to determine if the same coping strategies were used and if
they are perceived to be effective for both forms of victimization. Using Causey and Dubow’s
(1992) coping framework, Self-Report Coping Measure, I examined the following coping
strategies: (a) social support (b) problem solving, (c) distancing and (d) externalizing/retaliation.
From Connor-Smith et al.’s (2001) Responses to Stress framework, I measured distraction as a
coping strategy for cyberbullying.
Specifically, I provided adolescents with a list of possible in-person and cyberbullying
experiences and asked them to indicate if the event happened to them at a time in the past year
For each type of bullying (cyber and in-person), I asked participants to report how much control
they perceived they had over the victimization, the degree to which they used the specific coping
strategies when they were bullied, and whether they felt the set of strategies was effective in
responding to the incident.
Hypothesis 1: Levels of Coping across Stressors
It was predicted that in response to being cyberbullied, adolescents would use higher
levels of avoidance coping (i.e., distancing and retaliation). In contrast, in-person bullying is
predicted to elicit increased use of approach coping strategies (i.e., social support and problem
solving) and distraction coping. These predictions were based on the belief that adolescents may
perceive cyberbullying stressors to be more difficult to negotiate than in-person bullying
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stressors, and thus will attempt to match their coping efforts to the perceived demands of the
stressor (Agaston et al., 2007).
Hypothesis 2: Coping and Controllability over the Stressor
Part 1. I hypothesized that in-person bullying stressors would be perceived as more
controllable than cyberbullying stressors. This prediction was based in part on previous empirical
evidence suggesting that adolescents do not feel that adults in their life are able to help them
after they have been cyberbullied (Agaston et al., 2007). Perhaps adolescents find in-person
bullying stressors to be more controllable because such stressors are more visible. In addition,
there is no “safe place” where adolescents can escape from cyberbullying stressors and
cyberbullying can occur at all hours of the day.
Part 2. It was expected that for each of the stressors, those perceived as more controllable
would elicit more approach coping strategies (i.e., social support, problem solving) and
distraction coping compared to avoidance coping strategies (i.e., distancing, retaliation). For the
stressors perceived to be uncontrollable, I expected adolescents would use relatively more
avoidance coping strategies (i.e., distancing, retaliation) compared to approach coping strategies
(i.e., social support, problem solving) and distraction coping.
Hypothesis 3: Coping, Controllability, and Perceived Coping Efficacy
I predicted that, for those events perceived to be controllable, the use of approach coping
strategies (i.e., social support, problem solving) and distraction coping would be associated with
higher reports of coping efficacy; whereas the use of avoidance coping strategies (i.e.,
distancing, retaliation) would be associated with lower reports of coping efficacy. However,
when the event is perceived to be uncontrollable, I expected that avoidance coping strategies
(i.e., distancing, retaliation) would be related to higher levels of coping efficacy; whereas the use

COPING WITH IN-PERSON BULLYING AND CYBERBULLYING

22

of approach coping strategies (i.e., social support, problem solving) and distraction coping would
be related to lower levels of coping efficacy.
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CHAPTER III: METHOD
Participants and Procedures
Williams and Guerra’s (2007) study on the prevalence and predictors of internet bullying
among 5th, 8th, and 11th graders provided the rationale for recruiting participants in middle school
because those authors found that cyberbullying peaked around 8th grade. I recruited students in
three 7th grade and three 8th grade classrooms from one school district in Northwest Ohio. A
waiver of parental consent was sent home to the parents of 185 7th graders and 176 8th graders
(see Appendix A). This letter indicated the importance of studying how children cope with
cyberbullying and in-person bullying, as well as how I protect the anonymity of the children
who participate in the study (i.e., the surveys were completed anonymously, so no student names
were associated with their surveys). Attached to the letter was a waiver for parents to have their
child opt out of participation. This process ensured a larger and more representative sample than
if active parental consent were required from each parent for the child’s participation.
Participation was strictly voluntary, and the students had the option to withdraw from the study
at any time. A total of 170 7th graders and 160 8th graders agreed to participate in the study. Four
students did not specify their grade level.
The measures were administered in several class sessions at the school during a 45
minute period. Each student was given a brief description of the rationale behind the study and
asked for his or her assent to participate (see Appendix B). No students declined to participate.
Of the total students enrolled in these two grades, 93% completed the survey (n=334); noncompletion was the result of opt-outs and absences. The experimenter and three assistants
answered any questions regarding the completion of the measures throughout the sessions. To
ensure confidentiality, all measures were completed anonymously.
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Sample characteristics. As noted, 334 students completed the survey in which they were
asked to provide demographic information regarding their gender, age, grade level, race, how
many days a week they use instant messaging, social networking websites, and texting (see
Appendix C). However, 13 participants’ surveys were not included in the analyses due to
noticeable patterns in response styles. A total of 321 participants were included in the data
analysis.
Across the two grade levels, 51% (n=162) of the students were males and 49% (n=159)
were females; 51% (n=161) were in the 7th grade and 49% (n=156) were in the 8th grade. 69%
(n=216) of the sample was White, 8% (n=26) was Asian/Asian Indian/Pacific Islander, 6%
(n=19) was African American/Black, 5% (n=16) was Biracial/Multiracial, 3% (n=8) was
Hispanic/Latino, and 2% (n=6) was Native American. The remaining 7% (n=22) identified
themselves as being an “other” race (e.g., Middle Eastern). Regarding frequency of use of instant
messaging, 31% (n=98) of the sample indicated they never use instant messaging, 31% (n=98)
use instant messaging “one day a week” or “a few days a week”, and 40% (n=125) use instant
messaging “most days” or “everyday”. Regarding frequency of visiting social network sites (e.g.,
Facebook), 25% (n=81) of the sample indicated that they never use social networking websites,
23% (n=73) use social networking “one day a week” or “a few days a week”, and 52% (n=166)
use social networking “most days” or “everyday”. Lastly, 15% (n=48) of the sample never use
texting, 18% (n=99) use texting “one day a week” or “a few days a week”, and 67% (n=214) use
texting “most days” or “everyday”. Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of the sample
and youths’ frequency of use of electronic media.
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Table 1
The Demographic Characteristics of the Present Sample, and Students’ Frequency of Use of
Electronic Media
Response Options
Gender
Male
Female
Grade
7th
8th
Race
White
Non-white
How many days a week do you use instant messaging
Never
One day/week
A few days/week
Most days
Everyday
How many days a week do you use social networking sites?
Never
One day/week
A few days/week
Most days
Everyday
How many days a week do you text?
Never
One day/week
A few days/week
Most days
Everyday

0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4

0
1
2
3
4

Mean

1.89

2.25

2.82

SD

1.51

1.58

1.47

N

%

162
159

51%
49%

161
156

51%
49%

216
97

69%
31%

98
28
70
62
63

31%
9%
22%
19%
19%

81
25
48
65
101

25%
8%
15%
20%
32%

48
15
42
55
159

15%
5%
13%
17%
50%

Measures
Overview of the survey. The first section of the survey contained demographic items
including gender, age, grade level, and ethnicity. After the demographics section, participants
were administered one survey that included questions about “in-person” bullying followed by a
survey that contained questions about “cyberbullying” (see Appendix C). For the bullying
situation surveys, participants first were asked whether they have experienced a series of specific
in-person and cyberbullying stressors in the past year. If so, participants were asked to indicate
how upsetting the event was, if there was a power differential (i.e., if the participant was

COPING WITH IN-PERSON BULLYING AND CYBERBULLYING

26

victimized by a more powerful peer; this item was not used in the current study), how they coped
with the stressor, and how much perceived efficacy they felt they had after having coped with the
stressor. If participants did not experience the stressor in the past year, they were asked to
indicate how they might cope with the stressor, and how much perceived efficacy they feel they
might have given how they expect to cope with the situation.
Demographic items. The first portion of the survey included demographic items that
assessed the participant’s gender, age, grade level, and ethnicity. These questions assisted in
determining whether demographic variables needed to be controlled for statistically in the major
analyses. I also included items assessing adolescents’ frequency of use of the internet,
specifically social media sites, and the degree to which they have experienced cyberbullying and
in-person bullying.
Stressor items. The introduction to the coping survey about in-person bullying and about
cyberbullying presented a short list of stressors to prompt the participant to think about various
stressful encounters of that kind they had experienced during the previous year. The directions
used for in-person problems were: “Even when things are going well for teenagers, almost
everyone still has some problems with other kids. When we say “problems with other kids,” we
mean when another kid says mean things or does mean things to you IN-PERSON. Please put a
check mark in the “Yes” box if any of the problems with other kids listed below happened to you
during the last year. If these things did not happen to you in the past year, put a check mark in
the “No” box. Also, if the problem happened, put a check mark in the box to tell us if the
problem was upsetting (No, A little, or A lot).” For cyberbullying, the directions were: “Another
type of problem is cyber-problems. When we say “cyber-problems,” we mean when another
kid says mean things or does mean things to you on the internet, through texting, or on cell
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phones. Please put a check mark in the “Yes” box if any of the cyber-problems with other kids
listed below happened to you during the last year. If these things did not happen to you in the
past year, put a check mark in the “No” box. Also, if the problem happened, put a check mark in
the box to tell us if the problem was upsetting (No, A little, or A lot).” A short list of stressors of
each kind were provided (e.g., For in-person bullying: Another kid hit you, pushed, shoved, or
kicked me; Another kid spread rumors about me whether they were true or not. For
cyberbullying, (e.g., Another kid said mean things or did mean thing to me on the internet,
through text messaging, or on a cell phone; Another kid made a threatening or aggressive
comment to me online or on a cell phone). More specifically, there were seven in-person
problems that were adapted from the Direct and Indirect Aggression Scales (Björkqvist,
Lagerspetz, & Österman, 1992) and eight cyber problems that were adapted from the Internet
Experiences Questionnaire (Raskauskas & Stotz, 2007). Each participant was assigned a sum
score of problems he or she experienced for in-person and cyber problems. If a participant
experienced at least one in-person problem and/or at least one cyber problem in the last year, he
or she was assigned a distress score. This score was calculated by taking the mean of the
participant’s upsettingness ratings for problems they experienced. The coefficient alpha for the
in-person distress score was .82 and for the cyberbullying distress score was .97. Each
participant who experienced an in-person problem was assigned an in-person distress score and
each participant who experienced a cyber-problem was assigned a cyber-problem distress score.
Perceived controllability over the stressor. Following the stressor items, I included one
question used by Causey and Dubow (1992, 1993) to assess the construct of perceived
controllability over the stressor. The controllability question was, “How often do you think you
can do something to change this situation?” In Causey and Dubow (1992), perceived
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controllability over the stressor was found to be positively associated with approach coping
strategies and negatively associated with the use of avoidance coping strategies.
This same controllability question was asked immediately after the participant responded
to whether the in-person or cyberbullying events happened and how upsetting they were.
Specifically, the instructions were: “Please circle the number that shows how much control you
generally think you have over these problems.” Participants responded on a 5-point scale
(1=never, 5=always). Higher scores indicate more controllability over the stressor.
Coping with in-person bullying and cyberbullying. For each kind of situation (inperson and cyberbullying), the participant then responded to how often they used 28 coping
strategies in response to that type of situation. The coping items were adapted from several
subscales from Causey and Dubow’s (1992) Self-report Coping Measure for youth: Seeking
Social Support, Self-Reliance/Problem Solving, Distancing, and Externalizing; and from
Connor-Smith et al.’s (2000) Responses to Stress Questionnaire (RSQ) (the Distraction scale).
So, the participants completed one coping survey for how they coped with in-person bullying
and one for how they coped with cyberbullying.
The specific instructions for the coping items were as follows: “For each item on the list
below, circle how much you would do or think each thing if other kids say mean things or do
mean things to you… IN-PERSON (for in-person bullying) or ON THE INTERNET,
THROUGH TEXT MESSAGES, OR ON CELL PHONES (for cyberbullying).” The participants
rated how often they would use the specific coping strategy to respond to the stressor along a 4point scale: 1 (Not at all) to 4 (A lot).
As noted, the coping items came from Causey and Dubow’s (1992) Self-report Coping
Measure. The original scale resulted in five domains derived through principal components
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factor analysis. The five factors are: (1) problem solving ( e.g., “I try to think of different ways to
change the problem or fix the situation.”), (2) seeking social support (e.g., “Tell a friend or
family member what happened.”), (3) distancing (e.g., wishful thinking; “Make believe nothing
happened.”), (4) internalizing (e.g., “Go off by myself.”), and (5) externalizing (e.g., “Take it out
on others because I feel sad or angry.”; Causey & Dubow, 1992). The social support, problem
solving, and distancing subscales were used in the current study, but the internalizing subscale
was not used and the externalizing subscale was altered slightly to reflect retaliation behaviors
toward the perpetrator of the bullying (e.g., “Do to that person what he/she did to me because I
was sad or angry.”). In addition, the distraction subscale from Connor-Smith et al.’s (2000) RSQ
was used, and included questions assessing the participant’s use of distraction strategies to cope
with stressful events (e.g., “I imagine something really fun or exciting happening in my life.”).
Causey and Dubow (1992) found the self-report coping subscales to have acceptable
internal consistencies, with α’s ranging from .69 to .82 for coping with a poor grade and .68 to
.84 for coping with a peer argument. Also, adequate test-retest reliability coefficients were
obtained (α’s ranging from .60 to .73 for coping with a poor grade and .58 to .78 for coping with
a peer argument across the four subscales used in the present study) when the Self-report Coping
Measure was administered to a sample of fourth through sixth graders over a two-week period.
The distraction subscale from Connor-Smith et al.’s (2001) RSQ was also found to have
adequate internal consistency with α’s ranging from .45 to .62 across three stressors (i.e., social
stress, family conflict, and economic strain). Test-retest reliability for the distraction subscale
was .70 for adolescents who completed the RSQ 1-2 weeks apart. In the present study, the
coefficient alphas were as follows: .73 for in-person social support from a friend, .83 for inperson social support from family or another adult, .73 for in-person problem solving, .74 for in-
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person distancing, .76 for in-person retaliation, .70 for in-person distraction, .80 for cyber social
support from a friend, .87 for cyber social support from family or another adult, .83 cyber
problem solving, .84 for cyber distancing, .82 for cyber retaliation, and .81 for cyber distraction.
Perceived coping efficacy. Finally, on each coping survey (in-person and cyber
bullying), the participant rated his or her perceptions of how he or she coped with the bullying.
The scale was adapted from Griffith et al. (2000), who developed this measure of perceived
coping efficacy based on items adapted from Aldwin and Revenson (1987) and Pargament et al.
(1990). Sample items include: “I have learned from the event,” “I feel better about myself,” and
“I handled the event well given the circumstances.” Participants responded on a 5-point scale: 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
In the present, participants were asked to rate the 6 coping efficacy items using the
following instructions: “Think about the same situation when other kids say mean things or do
mean things to you… IN-PERSON (for in-person bullying), or ON THE INTERNET,
THROUGH TEXT MESSAGES, OR ON CELL PHONES (for cyberbullying). Thinking about
the things you would do to deal with the problem, please rate how much you agree or disagree
with the following statements about how things would turn out.” A score was derived by
averaging the responses to the 6 items so that higher scores reflect higher levels of perceived
coping efficacy.
Internal consistencies reported by Griffith et al., 2000) ranged from .80-.86 for three
stressors (i.e., peer, family, and school) in a sample of adolescents. Griffith et al. (2000) also
found that reliance on approach coping strategies was positively related to coping efficacy, while
reliance on avoidance coping was negatively related to coping efficacy. Coefficient alphas in the
present study were .77 for in-person coping efficacy and .83 for cyberbullying coping efficacy.
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS
Preliminary Analyses
Preliminary analyses were conducted to facilitate data reduction and to examine
demographic differences in the major study variables. Those analyses will be described in the
two sections below.
Coping scale factor analyses. First, as was previously reported by Causey and Dubow
(1992) and Connor-Smith et al. (2001), it was expected that the four conceptually derived
subscales on the Coping Self-Report (i.e., social support, problem solving, distancing,
retaliation) and the one conceptually derived subscale on the Reactions to Stress Questionnaire
(i.e., distraction) would be replicated in the present sample. A principal axis factor analysis with
a promax rotation was computed on the 28 coping items making up these validated subscales.
Two factor analyses were computed, one for the in-person coping items and one for the
cyberbullying coping items. For each factor analysis, a series of solutions were explored. The inperson bullying factor analysis broke down into 8 factors with eigenvalues > 1 and the
cyberbullying coping items broke down into 6 factors with eigenvalues >1. The six factor
solution for coping with cyberbullying appeared to be meaningful so a six factor solution was
computed for in-person bullying as well. This solution appeared to be quite similar to that of
cyberbullying; so I used the six factor solution for in-person and cyberbullying. Appendices D
and E show that the factors appeared to break down into the following dimensions for both inperson and cyberbullying coping items: social support-friend, social support-adult/family,
problems solving, distancing, retaliation, and distraction. The current factor analysis was similar
to Causey and Dubow (1992) and Connor-Smith et al.’s (2001) factors, with the exception that in
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the present sample social support was split into two distinct factors, one for friend and one for
adult/family.
In comparing the factor analysis results across the in-person and cyberbullying
experiences, 27 of the 28 items loaded on the same factor consistently across both stressors. One
item (i.e., talk to somebody about how it made me feel), generally had a low standardized
regression coefficient on both the in-person and cyberbullying factor analyses and failed to load
consistently on either of the social support factors (i.e., friend, adult/family). This item was
dropped from subsequent analyses and was not considered in the calculation of the subscales.
The final six-factor solution utilized three items on the social support-friend factor, four items on
the social support-adult/family factor, six items on the problem solving factor, seven factors on
the distancing factor, four factors on the retaliation factor, and three items on the distraction
factor. Subscale level factor analyses can be seen in appendices F and G.
Using this six-factor solution for each stressor (in-person and cyberbullying), six coping
subscales were computed by summing across items on the respective factors and taking the mean
for each subscale. Internal consistencies were found to be acceptable for each subscale across
each of the two stressors: .73 for in-person social support from a friend, .83 for in-person social
support from family or another adult, .73 for in-person problem solving, .74 for in-person
distancing, .76 for in-person retaliation, .70 for in-person distraction, .80 for cyber social support
from a friend, .87 for cyber social support from family or another adult, .83 cyber problem
solving, .84 for cyber distancing, .82 for cyber retaliation, and .81 for cyber distraction.
Intercorrelations among the six coping subscales within each situation are shown in Table
2. Within each situation, social support (friend, family/adult), problem solving, and distraction
coping are modestly to moderately intercorrelated (in the .2-.4 range), perhaps all reflecting more
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positive coping strategies. In addition, there is strong cross-stressor consistency (.7 to .8) in
corresponding coping strategies.
Table 2
Correlations among the Coping Subscales in Response to In-Person Bullying Experiences
(Below the Diagonal) and Cyberbullying Experiences (Above the Diagonal)
Social
SupportFriend

Social
SupportFamily/Adult

Problem
Solving

Distraction

Retaliation

Distancing

Social
Support.46*
.37*
.39*
.05
-.02
.81*
Friend
Social
Support.43*
.46*
.28*
-.12*
-.09
.85*
Family/Adult
Problem
.34*
.43*
.41*
-.02
-.09
.74*
Solving
Distraction
.39*
.29*
.47*
.07
.29*
.78*
Retaliation
-.02
-.20*
-.10
-.02
.07
.82*
Distancing
-.04
-.13*
.10
.22*
.12*
.72*
Note. Bolded correlations along the diagonal reflect reports of the corresponding coping strategies across the two
situations.
* p < .05, two-tailed

Relations between the demographic variables and the major study variables. Four
separate Multivariate Analyses of Variance (MANOVAs), two for the in-person bullying major
variables and two for the cyberbullying major variables, were computed to determine the
relations between the demographic variables and the major study variables; these analyses were
computed for descriptive purposes For each type of bullying, one MANOVA included the coping
strategy subscales as the criterion variables, while the other included other characteristics of the
stressor (perceived upsettingness, perceived controllability, and perceived coping efficacy). Both
MANOVAs included sex, grade, and race as the demographic variables; the MANOVA
predicting the coping strategy subscales also included whether the participant experienced the
bullying problem in the past year.
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Coping with in-person bullying. The first MANOVA predicted the five coping strategy
subscales. A statistically significant multivariate effect was obtained for sex, F(6, 281)=3.49,
p<.05. Univariate tests showed that females reported using more distraction and social supportfriend strategies compared to males (F(1, 286)=14.06, p<.05. , F(1, 286)=14.64, p<.05). Grade,
race, and whether students had or had not experienced an in-person problem in the past year
were not related to coping strategies.
The second MANOVA predicted the perceived upsettingness of in-person bullying, the
perceived controllability of in-person bullying, and perceived efficacy in coping with in-person
bullying. A statistically significant multivariate effect was obtained for sex, F(4, 228)=5.02,
p<.05. Univariate tests showed that females reported significantly higher levels of upsettingness
over the in-person bullying than males (F(1, 231)=16.47, p<.05). Again, grade and race were not
related to the dependent variables measured in the current MANOVA.
Coping with cyberbullying. The first MANOVA predicted the 5 coping strategy
subscales. There were two statistically significant multivariate effects: sex (F(6, 276)=6.6,
p<.05) and whether the participant experienced a cyber-problem in the past year (F(6,
273)=4.61, p<.05). Univariate tests showed that females reported using more distraction (F(1,
278)=7.59, p<.05), problem solving (F(1, 278)=8.08, p<.05), social support-friend (F(1,
278)=32, p<.05), and social support-family/adult strategies (F(1, 278)=18.92, p<.05) compared
to males. Univariate tests also showed that those adolescents who had experienced a cyberproblem in the past year were more likely to report using distancing (F(1, 278)=4.96, p<.05) and
social support-family (F(1, 278)=20.94, p<.05) coping strategies than those who had not
experienced a cyber-problem in the past year. And those adolescents who had not experienced a
cyber-problem were more likely to report using problem solving coping strategies than those
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who had experienced a cyber-problem (F(1, 278)=1.89, p<.05). Grade and race were not related
to coping strategies.
The second MANOVA predicted the perceived upsettingness of cyberbullying, the
perceived controllability of cyberbullying, and perceived efficacy in coping with cyberbullying.
Again, a statistically significant multivariate effect was obtained for sex, F(4, 153)=3.05, p<.05.
Univariate tests showed that females reported significantly higher levels of upsettingness than
their male counterparts, F(1,156) 10.42, p<.05. Again, grade and race were not related to the
dependent variables measured in the current MANOVA.
Hypothesis I: Levels of Coping across the Two Stressors
Analyses were computed to determine whether utilization of coping strategies depended
on the type of stressor (e.g., in-person bullying, cyberbullying). Repeated measures ANOVAs
were computed with two within-subject factors: (1) coping strategies: social support-friend;
social support-adult/family; problem solving; distancing; distraction; and retaliation, and (2)
situations: in-person bullying and cyberbullying. Recall that the hypothesis was that adolescents
would report using significantly more positive coping strategies (i.e., social support, problem
solving) and distraction strategies when coping with in-person bullying. Alternatively, I expected
that adolescents would utilize significantly more distancing and retaliation when coping with
cyberbullying.
Results indicated that there was a significant main effect for situation (F(1,286)=11.05, p
<.05), which indicated that overall, adolescents reported using significantly more coping
strategies to deal with in-person bullying stressors (M=2.18, SE = 0.03) than with cyberbullying
stressors (M=2.12, SE = 0.03).
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In addition, there was an interaction effect between situation and coping strategies, F(5,
282)=3.87, p<.05. This means that adolescents reported using different coping strategies
depending on the form of bullying they experience. A series of paired t-tests showed that
adolescents reported using significantly more problem solving, retaliation, distraction, and
distancing for in-person bullying, but they used social support-friend strategies more for coping
with cyberbullying. There was no significant difference in use of social support from
family/adults across the two situations. See Table 3 (means and standard deviations for each
coping strategy in each situation) and Figure 1 (a graphic display of coping strategy means
across the two situations).
Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations of Coping Strategies by Situation

Coping Strategy
Distancing
Distraction
Problem Solving
Retaliation
Social SupportFamily/Adult
Social SupportFriend

In-Person
Standard
Mean
Deviation
2.04
.71
2.43
.80
2.27
.68
1.67
.71

Cyber

1.92
2.44
2.18
1.61

Standard
Deviation
.78
.86
.75
.76

Mean

2.12

.87

2.04

.96

2.23

.86

2.32

.94
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Figure 1
Means for Coping Strategy by Situation

In summary, the prediction that students would use social support-friend, social supportadult/family, distraction, and problem solving more for in-person bullying situations and more
distancing and retaliation for cyberbullying situations was not supported. First, there was no
difference in the frequency of use of social support-adult/family across the stressors. In addition,
there were significant cross-situation differences in the remaining coping strategies: students
used the coping strategies more for in-person stressors with one exception, social support-friend,
which was used more frequently in cyberbullying situations.
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Hypothesis II: How Controllability over the Bullying Relates to Use of Coping Strategies
This section addresses the hypothesis involving perceptions of controllability over the
two stressors and how this relates to the type of coping strategies utilized. Recall from the
Method section that one question was asked of adolescents regarding their perceptions of
controllability over each of the stressors (i.e., in-person bullying, cyberbullying). It was predicted
that in-person bullying would be viewed as more controllable than cyberbullying.
A paired t-test indicated that the controllability means were significantly different across
the two situations. As predicted, students perceived significantly higher levels of controllability
for in-person bullying than for cyberbullying (M=3.14, SE=0.06, in-person bullying; M=3.02,
SE=0.07, cyberbullying). The focus of the remainder of this section concerns whether
differences previously found regarding coping strategies (e.g., cyberbullying eliciting more
social support from friends) may be better understood by examining the adolescents’ perceptions
of controllability over the stressor.
First, Pearson product-moment correlations were computed to examine the magnitude of
association between perceptions of controllability over the stressor and the levels of each coping
strategy used for each situation (i.e., in-person bullying, cyberbullying). Correlations for inperson controllability and levels of coping ranged from -.1 to .1 and correlations for cyber
problem controllability and levels of coping ranged from .001 to .173 (See Table 2). This
suggests that levels of perceived controllability over the stressors are unrelated to the types of
coping strategies adolescents use for in-person bullying and cyberbullying. Because the
adolescents generally viewed both situations as moderately controllable, the correlations were
then followed up with extreme-groups analyses to determine the coping strategy scores for
participants who viewed the stressor as controllable versus uncontrollable. This allowed for a
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comparison of adolescents who reported the situations as low versus high in controllability.
Because too few adolescents endorsed the most extreme response options on the perceived
controllability question (e.g., No control, A lot of control), (low vs. high perceived control
groups were created as follows: responses of 1 (No control) and 2 (A little) were coded as 0=low,
and responses of 3 (some) and 4 (A lot of control) were coded as 1=high.) Because we were
unable to divide participants using the most extreme response options (“No control” vs. “A lot of
control”) the results of the extreme groups analysis must be interpreted with caution.
Specifically, two repeated measures ANOVAs were computed, one for each stressor. The withinsubjects factor was coping strategy and the between-subjects factor was perceived controllability
Results of the cyberbullying ANOVA revealed that there was a significant main effect for
the between-subjects variable perceived controllability. Specifically, adolescents reported that
they use more strategies overall for cyberbullying stressors that are perceived to be controllable
vs. those perceived to be uncontrollable, F(1, 251)=4.09, p<.05. In addition, there was a
significant interaction effect for coping strategy by perceived controllability, suggesting that the
strategies selected to cope with a cyberbullying problem differ by perceived controllability,
F(5,247)=2.62, p<.05. This analysis was followed up with independent samples t-tests, which
indicated that the problem solving and social support-family/adult coping strategies were used
significantly more for cyberbullying problems that were perceived as controllable vs. those
perceived as uncontrollable.
For in-person stressors, there was no significant between-subjects effect for
controllability, F(5, 258)=1.20, p>.05, and no significant interaction between coping strategy by
controllability, F(1, 262)=1.98, p>.05. Thus perceptions of controllability over in-person
problems were unrelated to the types of coping strategies used for these problems.
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Hypothesis III: Coping and Perceived Controllability as Predictors of Perceived Coping
Efficacy
The third hypothesis examined how coping strategies for each type of stressor (i.e., inperson bullying, cyberbullying) might be differentially related to how favorably the adolescents
perceived the outcome of their coping efforts to be. These analyses were also used to determine
whether perceived controllability of the stressor interacted with the coping strategies to add to
the prediction of the outcome for that stressor. Separate sets of hierarchical regression equations
were computed for each of the stressors (i.e., in-person bullying, cyberbullying).
The predictor variables in each hierarchical regression included the background variables
(i.e., sex, grade, race) and the coping subscales. To limit multicollinearity, social support-friend,
social support-adult/family, and problem solving coping strategies were combined into one
variable called “positive coping” by taking the mean of all three subscales. This was justified
based on correlations among these subscales (see Table 2), and by a factor analysis of coping
strategies subscales for each stressor (see Appendix B).
In the initial step of the hierarchical regression, background variables (i.e., sex, grade,
race) were entered. For cyberbullying, having experienced a cyberbullying situation in the past
year was included in the first step of the hierarchical regression because preliminary analyses
indicated that having experienced a cyberbullying situation in the past year was significantly
related to coping strategies. (Adolescents who had experienced a cyber-problem in the past year
were more likely to report using distancing and social support-family coping strategies than
those who had not experienced a cyber-problem in the past year.) Having experienced an inperson bullying problem in the past year was not related to use of coping strategies, so this
variable was not included in the in-person coping efficacy regression. In step two, the coping
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strategies and controllability perceptions were entered to test for the main effects of these
variables on perceived coping efficacy. In step three, interaction terms were entered to address
the possibility that the relations between coping strategies and efficacy depended on the
perceived ability to control the stressor. The following interaction terms were entered:
controllability x positive coping, controllability x distraction, controllability x distancing, and
controllability x retaliation.
In-person bullying. In step one, the background variables accounted for 3% of the
variance in coping efficacy, with one background variable, grade, significantly predicting coping
efficacy for in-person bullying (β = .28, p < .05): 8th graders reported higher levels of coping
efficacy for in-person bullying situations. In step two, coping strategies and perceived
controllability accounted for an additional and significant 29% of the variance in perceived
coping efficacy: positive coping (β = .46, p < .05) and distraction (β = .13, p < .05) both
positively predicted perceived coping efficacy. In addition, the use of retaliation as a coping
strategy was negatively related to perceived coping efficacy (β = -.29, p < .05). In step three,
none of the interaction terms (controllability x coping strategies) was a significant predictor of
coping efficacy.
Cyberbullying stressors. In step one, the background variables and having experienced at
least one cyberbullying stressor in the past year, accounted for 6% of the variance in coping
efficacy, with three background variables, sex, grade, and having experienced at least one
cyberbullying situation in the past year moderately predicting coping efficacy (β = .31, p < .05; β
= .25, p < .05; β = -.35, p < .05 respectively): females, 8th graders, and those who had not
experienced a cyberbullying stressor in the past year reported higher levels of coping efficacy for
cyberbullying situations. In step two, coping strategies and perceived controllability accounted
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for an additional and significant 32% of the variance in perceived coping efficacy: positive
coping (β = .55, p < .05) and controllability over the cyberbullying situation (β = .16, p < .05)
both positively predicted perceived coping efficacy. In addition, the use of retaliation as a coping
strategy was negatively related to perceived coping efficacy (β = -.14, p < .05). In step three,
none of the interaction terms (controllability x coping strategies) was a significant predictor of
coping efficacy.
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION
Currently, there is relatively little research on how adolescents cope with the stress of
being cyberbullied compared to how adolescents cope with in-person bullying (Causey &
Dubow, 1992; Compas et al., 1988; Griffith et al., 2000; Roecker et al., 1996). There is some
agreement that coping efforts depend on a combination of individual factors (e.g., age, grade)
and event-related characteristics (e.g., type of stressor, perceptions of controllability over the
stressor). The goal of the present study was to investigate how adolescents match various coping
strategies to the type of stressor (in-person bullying, cyberbullying) they experience. In addition,
a second goal of the present study was to examine whether the adolescents’ appraisals of
controllability over a particular stressor were related to their utilization of coping strategies.
A third goal of this study was to examine how specific coping strategies in response to cyberand in-person bullying experiences might be differentially related to how effective adolescents
perceive their coping efforts to be. Although the coping literature typically finds that positive
coping strategies (e.g., social support, problem solving, distraction) are more strongly related to
perceived coping effectiveness than negative strategies (e.g., distancing, retaliation) for
adolescents (Roth & Cohen, 1986), no single coping strategy is always beneficial or detrimental.
Roth and Cohen (1986) found that coping efficacy was dependent on the situation and the coping
strategies used, indicating that certain coping strategies can be more beneficial in certain
situations and be more detrimental in other situations. Thus, I examined how various coping
efforts might predict perceived coping efficacy in response to being cyberbullied vs. being
bullied in person.
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Hypothesis I: Levels of coping across the two stressors
I hypothesized that in response to being cyberbullied, adolescents would use higher levels
of retaliation and distancing compared to positive coping (i.e., problem solving, social supportfriend and adult/family) and distraction strategies. In contrast, I expected face-to-face bullying to
elicit increased use of positive coping (i.e., problem solving, social support-friend and
adult/family) and distraction strategies compared to retaliation and distancing strategies based on
previous studies investigating in-person bullying coping strategies (Compas et al., 1988; Hampel
& Petermann, 2005; Konishi, & Hymel, 2009). The results showed that adolescents reported
using significantly more problem solving, retaliation, distraction, and distancing for in-person
bullying compared to cyberbullying. It is possible that because adolescents experience in-person
bullying more frequently than cyberbullying, they are more willing to try many different
methods of coping strategies to solve in-person bullying problems. Recall that in this study, 80%
of adolescents reported experiencing at least 1 in-person bullying situation in the past year, vs.
54% who reported experiencing at least 1 cyberbullying situation in the past year. Also, if the inperson bullying is persistent and repeated over time, adolescents may use many different
methods of coping to stop the perpetrator from bullying them in-person. Craig, Pepler, and Blais
(2007) found that when students are bullied repeatedly over time, they feel a lack of power as the
bullying becomes increasingly harder to stop. Adolescents in these kinds of situations may feel a
lack of power and therefore begin to use as many coping strategies as they are able to, whether
they are positive or negative strategies, in an attempt to stop the bullying.
In contrast, adolescents reported using more peer social support to deal with
cyberbullying situations than in-person bullying situations. It is possible that adolescents
perceive their friends to be better helpers in cyberbullying situations because they have more

COPING WITH IN-PERSON BULLYING AND CYBERBULLYING

45

time to process what happened and how they should deal with the stressor. In in-person bullying
situations, adolescents need to make an “in the moment” decision about how they will react. In
contrast, if bullying happens via the internet or on a cell phone, adolescents do not necessarily
need to react in the moment and they can choose to talk about the situation with their friends
first. This may make adolescents feel that their friends can be more helpful in cyberbullying
situations than in-person bullying situations.
Hypothesis II: How controllability over the bullying relates to use of coping strategies.
This study assessed adolescents’ perceptions of controllability over each stressor (inperson bullying, cyberbullying). It was hypothesized that adolescents would view in-person
bullying as being more controllable than cyberbullying. I found that adolescents do perceive inperson bullying stressors to be more controllable than cyberbullying stressors, which is
consistent with the literature indicating that cyberbullying stressors are likely perceived as less
controllable, perhaps because adolescents do not feel that adults in their life are able to help them
after they have been cyberbullied (Agaston et al., 2007). In addition, adolescents may find inperson bullying situations to be more controllable because these situations are more visible to
adults, teachers, and other adolescents. If in-person bullying events are seen by others,
adolescents may feel they have more control to do something about the situation because they
have witnesses they can rely on if they need to provide evidence of the in-person incident.
Because cyberbullying incidents are not as visible to others, adolescents may feel they do not
have as much power to do something to solve the problem because they lack “evidence” to
support their claim. Another reason that adolescents may feel less control when coping with
cyberbullying situations is because there is no “safe place” where adolescents can escape from
cyberbullying stressors and cyberbullying can occur at all hours of the day. And, cyberbullying
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acts can reach so many more observers (e.g., internet postings) compared to in-person bullying
acts, so adolescents may feel more powerless to cope with cyberbullying compared to in-person
bullying.
In addition, I expected to find significant correlations between perceived controllability
over the stressor and the coping strategies used given that this pattern was found in several
studies on adolescent stressors earlier (Causey & Dubow, 1992; Compas et al., 1988; Griffith et
al., 2000; Roecker et al., 1996). For example, I expected that for each of the stressors, those
perceived as more controllable would elicit more positive coping (problem solving, social
support-friend and family/adult) and distraction strategies. For the stressors perceived to be less
controllable, I expected that adolescents would use relatively more retaliation and distancing
strategies. I found that adolescents reported that they use more strategies overall to deal with
cyberbullying stressors that are perceived to be controllable versus those that are perceived to be
uncontrollable. More specifically, adolescents used more problem solving and social supportfamily/adult coping strategies for cyberbullying problems that were perceived as more
controllable than those that were perceived as less controllable. These findings partially support
the hypothesis because it makes sense that active coping strategies would be used more for
events viewed as controllable (Compas et al., 2001; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Roth & Cohen,
1986). But caution is noted for these analyses because perceived controllability was
dichotomized as follows: responses of 1 (No control) and 2 (A little control) were coded as low
control, and responses of 3 (Some control) and 4 (A lot of control) were coded as high control.
We were unable to use the most extreme response options (No control vs. A lot of control) due to
small cell sizes. So, although interpreted with caution, it appears that adolescents feel more
confident using problem-solving and social support-family/adult strategies with controllable
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cyberbullying situations. It is likely that adolescents have been receiving messages from schoolbased bullying interventions and/or the media indicating they should use problem solving and
social support-family/adult to cope with bullying situations. It appears that these adolescents may
have generalized this information and apply it to difficult cyberbullying situations.
But for in-person bullying experiences, adolescents’ perceptions of controllability over
the problem were unrelated to the types of coping strategies they used. This result may be
explained by the frequency of exposure to in-person bullying compared to cyberbullying.
Because in-person bullying is so frequent, they likely have had practice coping with these kinds
of situations, and in fact they do see these situations as more controllable, so they cope more
using many types of coping strategies.
Hypothesis III: Coping and perceived controllability as predictors of perceived coping
efficacy.
The current study also investigated how the use of coping strategies for each type of
stressor (i.e., in-person bullying, cyberbullying) might be differentially related to how favorably
the adolescents perceived the outcome of their coping efforts to be. It was predicted that, for
those events perceived to be controllable, the use positive coping strategies (i.e., problem
solving, social support) and distraction strategies would be associated with higher levels of
coping efficacy, whereas the use of retaliation and distancing strategies would be associated with
lower levels of coping efficacy. This interaction hypothesis (i.e., an interaction between
controllability perceptions and type of coping predicting coping efficacy) was not supported in
either the in-person bullying or cyberbullying situation. However, there were main effects of
coping strategies on coping efficacy for each situation. Specifically, it was found that for inperson bullying, both positive coping strategies (problem solving, social support-friend and
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family/adult) and distraction coping predicted higher levels of coping efficacy, whereas the use
of retaliation as a coping strategy for in-person stressors predicted lower levels of coping
efficacy. For cyberbullying stressors, it was found that positive coping strategies (problem
solving, social support-friend and family/adult) were predictors of higher coping efficacy
whereas retaliation, again, was predictive of lower coping efficacy. (There was also a significant
main effect for perceived controllability over cyberbullying predicting coping efficacy.)
One reason that controllability perceptions did not moderate the effects of specific coping
strategies on perceived coping efficacy could be explained by thinking about choice of coping
strategies as being related more to personality traits rather than coping strategies being viewed as
more situationally dependent. For instance, Kardum and Krapic (2001) investigated the relation
between personality traits, stressful life events, and coping styles in adolescents. Results
suggested that personality traits had effects on the various coping styles adolescents chose to use
to deal with stressful situations. For instance, extraversion had a direct positive effect on problem
and emotion-focused coping styles, while neuroticism and psychoticism had direct positive
effects on avoidance coping styles. It appears that coping may be better understood by taking
into account personality characteristics in addition to the stressful situation. For instance,
adolescents may choose to use certain coping strategies because of their own personality
characteristics. In a study by Connor-Smith and Flatchsbart (2007), extraversion and
conscientiousness predicted more problem solving, social support, and cognitive restructuring
coping strategies. Neuroticism predicted problematic coping strategies such as wishful thinking,
withdrawal, and emotion-focused coping, but, like extraversion, also predicted social support.
The authors concluded that personality traits were stronger predictors of coping in adolescents
than situation type. This suggests that rather than coping strategies being fluid and constantly
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changing depending on the stressful situation, the use of coping strategies may be more stable,
correlated with personality traits. If this is the case, then perceived controllability over the
stressor may not play as large of a role in choosing coping strategies as was predicted. Rather,
personality traits may be a more effective way to predict how much efficacy adolescents feel
about dealing with cyberbullying and in-person bullying situations. It is also possible that
personality traits are related to how much control is perceived over the stressor (Bun Lam &
McBride-Chang, 2007). Thus, if an adolescent perceives more control because of his or her
personality characteristics (such as optimism), he or she may be more inclined to use certain
coping strategies to deal with the stressor.
Limitations
Like all studies, the current design has several limitations. First, it could be potentially
advantageous to use a different methodology to assess coping and coping efficacy. For instance,
instead of using only self-report methods, gaining other sources’ perspectives (e.g., teachers,
parents) of the adolescent’s coping and coping efficacy would likely be beneficial. This would
provide a unique perspective, and would also address the methodological limitation of shared
method bias, i.e., inflated correlations between coping strategies and coping efficacy because
both variables were reported by the same reporter whose biases would affect reports on each
measure.
Additionally, I did not have adolescents generate their own in-person bullying or
cyberbullying situations – the adolescents were provided with a list of common bullying
situations. It is possible that some of the adolescents surveyed did not experience any of the
situations provided, but had experienced a different bullying situation. In the current
experimental design, students who did not experience any of the listed situations but who
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experienced an unlisted situation, would have been categorized into the “no exposure to
bullying” category, when, in fact, they experienced a bullying episode. Still the listed in-person
bullying and cyberbullying problems are quite common in the literature, so we can be reasonably
confident the situations are a good representation of the most common ones adolescents are
experiencing. However, the coping survey asked adolescents to respond to a generic in-person
situation (i.e., Another kid said mean things or did mean things to me IN PERSON) and a
generic cyberbullying situation (i.e., Another kid said mean things or did mean things to me ON
THE INTERNET, THROUGH TEXT-MESSAGING, OR AN A CELL PHONE), rather than a
very specific individually experienced one. Lastly, the study design required adolescents to recall
events that happened to them in the past, and report on their coping retrospectively. Because this
can introduce biases (e.g., reports of coping could be colored by the way the problem turned out),
another option would be to design a longitudinal study that would examine how adolescents cope
immediately after encountering a specific stressor, i.e., in the moment. This would allow the
adolescents to record how they cope with bullying stressors as the stressors are experienced
which would allow for more accurate reporting of coping strategies, perceived control, and
perceived coping efficacy. Responses could be recorded in a diary or via a personal digital
assistant (PDA). These response methods would allow adolescents to report in their own words
how they coped with the situation rather than answering closed-ended questions pre-determined
by the researcher.
Conclusions and Implications
In conclusion, the present study contributes additional information about how adolescents
cope differently with cyberbullying than in-person bullying. Specifically, there were notable
differences in the coping strategies that adolescents use across in-person and cyberbullying
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stressors and the amount of control they perceive they have in each situation. Adolescents
reported having more control and using problem solving, retaliation, distraction, and distancing
coping strategies more for in-person bullying than for cyberbullying, whereas they reported
using more peer support for cyberbullying than for in-person bullying. Thus, these results
indicate that the situation may play a role in how adolescents choose to cope with various
bullying stressors. Still, there were similarities in how adolescents coped within situations. That
is, generally adolescents reported using positive coping strategies more than negative strategies
in each situation. Also, within each situation, coping strategies were predictive of the outcome of
the specific stressor. For instance, social support from a friend, social support from a family
member or adult, and problem solving coping strategies were predictive of positive coping
efficacy for both in-person and cyberbullying situations, and retaliation was predictive of lower
levels of reported coping efficacy for both situations.
Thus, regarding the design of in-school interventions, the results indicate that
interventions for in-person and cyberbullying can target the same types of positive coping
strategies (i.e., seeking social support from friends, seeking social support from family/adults,
problem solving, positive distraction). The results also indicate that the use of retaliation as a
coping strategy should be discouraged. This may seem obvious, but adolescents need to
understand that their peers in fact rate retaliation as leading to ineffective outcomes. Lastly, even
though in cyberbullying situations (compared to in-person bullying situations), adolescents are
more likely to seek support from their friends, it is important to encourage adolescents to seek
social support from adults because, when they do, they in fact higher levels of coping efficacy.
Again, seeking adult support may seem like an obvious suggestion to youth, but other studies
(Agaston et al., 2007) have found that youth report relatively low levels of adult support seeking
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for cyberbullying, thinking adults cannot be helpful. But adolescents need to know that their
peers do find adults helpful when they seek their support for cyberbullying. And, these
interventions that are based on training coping strategies for in-person bullying and
cyberbullying would need to be evaluated to determine whether intervention youth improved in
their coping efficacy compared to control group youth, and whether improvement was similar for
each type of stressor.
The present findings also suggest several avenues for future research. First, because there
has been so little research done on how adolescents cope with cyberbullying stressors, it would
seem important to continue to use coping measures, such as the Self-report Coping measure
(Causey & Dubow, 1992), that are adapted for cyberbullying stressors to further investigate how
adolescents are coping with new stressors such as cyberbullying. But, as noted above, other
methods of assessing adolescents’ coping should be included as well, such as diary methods
which can assess in-the-moment coping strategies as a response to specific stressor incidents.
Second, the need for longitudinal research is highlighted, especially given the findings
that suggest that coping may be better predicted by personality characteristics. Because
personality characteristics are considered to be relatively stable, longitudinal studies may
indicate consistency in coping strategies across time and stressor. Finding consistency in coping
strategy across time and stressor would provide the field with further evidence to support coping
as a function of personality more so than situation. It should be noted that there was indeed quite
high cross-situational consistency in corresponding coping strategies in the present study (rs
ranged from .70-.87). Longitudinal studies with different age groups from middle childhood to
late adolescence tracking cross-situational consistency in coping strategies and simultaneously
assessing personality characteristics, might help to identify when in development personality
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characteristics begin to predict coping strategies, and when cross-situational consistency in
coping strategies becomes significant.
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APPENDIX A
Letter of consent mailed to parents

Dear Parents or Guardians:
My name is Stacey Bradbury and I am a graduate student at Bowling Green State University
working with Professor Eric Dubow. I am doing a survey on children and technology. Children
today are using cell phones and the internet more than ever before, and with the rise of this
technology, the possibility for bullying through cell phones and the internet also goes up. This
“cyberbullying” includes young people being teased and threatened by others, and having rumors
spread around about them. Parents, teachers, and researchers are becoming interested in how best
to help children deal with these situations.
By doing this survey, we hope to find out more about how middle school students deal with
being cyberbullied, and whether they deal with these experiences the same way they deal with
peer conflicts in person (e.g., do they ask others for help, solve the problem on their own, ignore
the problem). We will also ask students how helpful the different coping strategies are. Even if
students have not experienced bullying, we will ask them how they might deal with these
situations in the future if they were to experience them. We hope to learn what coping strategies
young people think work best for dealing with bullying situations, so we can give advice to
students, parents, and teachers about how best to deal with these situations.
Graduate students from BGSU will give the survey during one class period. The survey is
anonymous. Students will be told NOT to write their names anywhere on the survey and will
NOT be asked ANY PERSONAL INFORMATION THAT COULD IDENTIFY THEM OR
THEIR FAMILIES. We are interested in the responses of students as a group. We hope you
will allow your child to participate in this anonymous survey so we can learn more about ways to
help youth deal with these types of situations.
If you decide you do not want your child to participate, it will not affect your child’s grades, or
relationship to his or her school or Bowling Green State University. Also, students may choose
not to complete the survey and they may stop at any time. There are no anticipated risks of
participation, but if any students are concerned about bullying situations, they will be encouraged
to speak with their parents and the school counselor. If your child does not participate, he or she
will be given an activity to do while waiting for the other students to finish the survey.
We are excited about administering this survey in your child’s school. We will prepare a report
with the results of the survey that will be shared with you by the school. We expect that the
results will inform students, parents, and teachers about the most effective way to help children
deal with bullying situations. If you do not want your child to complete the survey, please return
the attached form in the envelope provided. If you have any questions, please contact the
principal, Mike Bader, at Timberstone Junior High School at (419) 824-8680, Stacey Bradbury at
BGSU by phone at (419) 372-2301 or by email at sbradbu@bgsu.edu, or Eric Dubow at BGSU
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at (419) 372-2556. In addition, if you have any concerns about the way this study will be
conducted or your child’s rights as a participant, you may contact the Chair of the Human
Subjects Review Board at BGSU by phone at (419) 372-7716 or by email at hsrb@bgsu.edu.
If you do not want your child to participate in this survey, you must return the attached form
within one week of receiving this letter. Thank you very much for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Stacey Bradbury, Graduate Student
Psychology Department
Bowling Green State University
Bowling Green, OH 43403
(419) 372-2301
sbradbu@bgsu.edu

Eric Dubow, Professor
Psychology Department
Bowling Green State University
Bowling Green, OH 43403
(419) 372-4501
edubow@bgsu.edu

Please return this form to Mike Bader at Timberstone Junior High School only if you do
NOT want your child to participate in the survey.

*********************************CUT HERE****************************
______ I do NOT want my child to complete the anonymous survey about cyberbullying.

Child’s name (please print) and grade: ________________________________________
Child’s teacher: ___________________________________________________________
Signature of parent or legal guardian: ________________________________________
Thank you again for your time.
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APPENDIX B
Student Consent form

Hi, my name is Stacey Bradbury and I am a graduate student from Bowling Green State University.
Teenagers today use their cell phones and the internet to communicate with their friends more than
ever before. Some teenagers have reported that they have been teased, made fun of, or been
threatened by others through text messages, instant messaging, or social media sites. We are doing
a research project that is a survey that asks you about what kinds of things you do to deal with
situations like this that you may have experienced and how you might deal with these situations in
the future if they happen to you. We will also ask you how you might deal with bullying that happens
in person, not just on the internet. Your honest opinions are very important to us. We will also ask
you how helpful were the different ways you used to deal with these situations.
This survey will take about 45 minutes. The survey is anonymous—you will not write your name
on it. We will not single out any one teenager’s answers because we are interested in how
teenagers as a group feel about these questions. There is also no risk in filling out the survey, but
if you are concerned about any bullying situations, we will encourage you to talk to your parents or
guidance counselor. Your answers will help us learn more about what children do in bullying
situations, and your answers will also help us identify which coping strategies work the best in these
situations.
You DO NOT have to fill out this survey if you do not want to, and you can skip any questions that
you don’t feel comfortable answering. If you choose not to do the survey, this will not affect your
grades, or your relationship with your school or Bowling Green State University. If you choose not to
fill out this survey, you will be given an activity to do while you wait for your classmates to fill out the
survey. If you start and then change your mind, you can stop at any time.
Completion of the survey indicates that you agree to participate in the survey. If you agree to
participate, just tear off this cover sheet and keep it for yourself.
If you have any questions for us, please feel free to ask!
Also feel free to contact us at:
Stacey Bradbury, Graduate Student
Psychology Department
Bowling Green State University
Bowling Green, OH 43403
(419) 372-2301
sbradbu@bgsu.edu

Eric Dubow, Professor
Psychology Department
Bowling Green State University
Bowling Green, OH 43403
(419) 372-4501
edubow@bgsu.edu

Or if you have any questions about your rights in participating in this survey, you may contact the
Chair of the Human Subjects Review Board (HSRB) at (419) 372-7716 or at hsrb@bgsu.edu.
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PART 1: ABOUT YOU

For each question, please put an “X” in the box that is most true for you.
1. Are you a _______? (PUT AN “X” IN THE BOX THAT IS TRUE FOR YOU):
□

Boy

□

Girl

2. How old are you? (PUT AN “X” IN THE BOX THAT IS TRUE FOR YOU):
□

11 years old

□

12 years old

□

14 years old

□

15 years old

□

13 years old

3. What grade are you in? (PUT AN “X” IN THE BOX THAT IS TRUE FOR YOU):
□

7th grade

□

8th grade

4. What is your race or ethnic background (PUT AN “X” IN THE BOX THAT IS TRUE FOR YOU):
□

Caucasian/White

□

African American/Black

□

Hispanic/Latino

□

Asian/Asian Indian/Pacific Islander

□

Native American

□

Biracial/Multiracial (please specify: ______________________________)

□

Other (please specify: ________________________________________)

5. About how many days a week do you use instant messaging like AOL instant messenger, G-chat, and
Facebook chat? (PUT AN “X” IN THE BOX THAT IS TRUE FOR YOU):
□ Never
□ One day a week
□ A few days a week
□ Most days
□ Everyday
6. About how many days a week do you use social networking websites such as Facebook and MySpace? (PUT
AN “X” IN THE BOX THAT IS TRUE FOR YOU):
□ Never
□ One day a week
□ A few days a week
□ Most days
□ Everyday
7. About how many days a week do you text? (PUT AN “X” IN THE BOX THAT IS TRUE FOR YOU):
□ Never

□ One day a week

□ A few days a week

□ Most days

□ Everyday
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PART 2: PROBLEMS WITH OTHER KIDS IN PERSON
Even when things are going well for teenagers, almost everyone still has some problems with other kids. When we
say “problems with other kids,” we mean when another kid says mean things or does mean things to you IN
PERSON. Please put a check mark in the “Yes” box if any of the problems with other kids listed below happened
to you during the last year. If these things did not happen to you in the past year, put a check mark in the “No”
box. Also, if the problem happened, put a check mark in the box to tell us if the problem was upsetting (No, A
little, or A lot).

Another kid…
Said mean things or
did mean things to
me IN PERSON
made a rude or mean
comment to me
spread rumors about
me in person,
whether they were
true or not
hit, pushed, shoved,
or kicked me
picked on me or
teased me
purposely left me out
of a group or out of
activities
made a threatening
or aggressive
comment to me

Did this happen
to you during the last year?

Was this upsetting to you?

 Yes

 No

 No

 A little

 A lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A little

 A lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A little

 A lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A little

 A lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A little

 A lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A little

 A lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A little

 A lot

Please circle the number that shows how much control you generally think you have over these problems.
A
little
(2)

None
(1)

A
lot
(4)

Some
(3)

Did the kids who were mean to you IN PERSON have more power or strength than you? This could be because
they were bigger than you, had more friends, were more popular, or had more power than you in another way. (DO
NOT answer this question if you have not had this kind of problem.)
Yes

No
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How would you deal with problems with other kids?
For each item on the list below, circle how much you would do or think each thing if other kids say mean things or
do mean things to you IN PERSON.

If other kids say mean things or do mean things to me IN PERSON I would…
1. tell a friend or family member what happened...
2. try to think of different ways to solve it…
3. make believe nothing happened…
4. do to that person what he/she did to me because I felt sad or angry…
5. talk to somebody about how it made me feel…
6. change something so things would work out…
7. think about happy things to take my mind off the problem or how I was
feeling…
8. get help from a friend…
9. decide on one way to deal with the problem and do it…
10. forget the whole thing…
11. keep my mind off the problem by: (Remember to circle a number)
Check all that you did:
 Exercise

Not at
all
(1)
1
1
1
1
1
1

A
little
(2)
2
2
2
2
2
2

Sometimes
(3)
3
3
3
3
3
3

A
lot
(4)
4
4
4
4
4
4

1

2

3

4

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

1

2

3

4

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

 Play video games
 See friends
 Do a hobby
 Watch TV
 None of these
12. ask a friend for advice …
13. tell myself it doesn’t matter…
14. ask a family member for advice…
15. know there were things I could do to make it better…
16. refuse to think about it…
17. yell at that person to let off steam…
18. ask another kid who had this problem what he or she did…
19. go over in my mind what to do or say…
20. do something else to take my mind off of it…
21. imagine something really fun or exciting happening in my life…
22. curse at that person…
23. try to understand why it happened to me…
24. say I don’t care…
25. ignore it when people say something about it…
26. get mad at the person and throw something at him/her or hit him/her…
27. get help from a family member…
28. talk to the teacher, counselor, or another adult at school about it…
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How would the problem with other kids turn out?
Think about the same situation when other kids say mean things or do mean things to you IN PERSON. Thinking
about the things you would do to deal with the problem, please rate how much you agree or disagree with the
following statements about how things would turn out.

1. I would handle the problem well given the
circumstances
2. I would learn from the dealing with the
problem
3. I would feel better about myself
4. I would handle my feelings well in coping with
the problem
5. I would do a good job of solving the problem
6. I would become a stronger person

Strongly
disagree
(1)

Sort of
disagree
(2)

Agree
and
disagree
(3)

Sort of
agree
(4)

Strongly
agree
(5)

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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PART 3: CYBER-PROBLEMS WITH OTHER KIDS
Another type of problem is cyber-problems. When we say “cyber-problems,” we mean when another kid says
mean things or does mean things to you on the internet, through texting, or on cell phones. Please put a check
mark in the “Yes” box if any of the cyber-problems with other kids listed below happened to you during the last
year. If these things did not happen to you in the past year, put a check mark in the “No” box. Also, if the problem
happened, put a check mark in the box to tell us if the problem was upsetting (No, A little, or A lot).

Another kid…
said mean things or did mean things
to me ON THE INTERNET, THROUGH
TEXT-MESSAGING, OR ON A CELL
PHONE
made a rude or mean comment
about me online or on a cell phone

Did this happen
to you during the last year?

spread rumors about me online or on
a cell phone, whether they were true
or not
made a threatening or aggressive
comment to me online or on a cell
phone
posted a video or picture online that
showed me being hurt (by things like
being hit or kicked) or embarrassed
(by things like having their pants
pulled down) for other people to see.
I did not want them to post it.
took me off their buddy list or other
online group because they were mad
at me
used the internet or texting to get
others to be mean to me
set up an account under my name
and used it to say upsetting things to
or about others.

Was this upsetting to you?

 Yes

 No

 No

 A
little

 A
lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A
little

 A
lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A
little

 A
lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A
little

 A
lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A
little

 A
lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A
little

 A
lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A
little

 A
lot

 Yes

 No

 No

 A
little

 A
lot

Please circle the number that shows how much control you generally think you have over these problems.

None
(1)

A
little
(2)

Some
(3)

A
lot
(4)

Did the kids who were mean to you ON THE INTERNET, THROUGH TEXT-MESSAGING, OR ON A
CELL PHONE have more power or strength than you? This could be because they were bigger than you, had
more friends, were more popular, or had more power than you in another way. (DO NOT answer this question if
you have not had this kind of problem.)
Yes
No
How would you deal with cyber-problems with other kids?
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For each item on the list below, circle how much you would do or think each thing if other kids say mean things or
did mean things to you ON THE INTERNET, THROUGH TEXT-MESSAGES, OR ON CELL PHONES.

If other kids say mean things or do mean things to me ON THE INTERNET,
THROUGH TEXT-MESSAGES, OR ON CELL PHONES, I would…
1. tell a friend or family member what happened...
2. try to think of different ways to solve it…
3. make believe nothing happened…
4. do to that person what he/she did to me because I felt sad or angry…
5. talk to somebody about how it made me feel…
6. change something so things would work out…
7. think about happy things to take my mind off the problem or how I was
feeling…
8. get help from a friend…
9. decide on one way to deal with the problem and do it…
10. forget the whole thing…
11. keep my mind off the problem by: (Remember to circle a number)
Check all that you did:
 Exercise

Not at
all
(1)
1
1
1
1
1
1

A
little
(2)
2
2
2
2
2
2

Sometimes
(3)
3
3
3
3
3
3

A
lot
(4)
4
4
4
4
4
4

1

2

3

4

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

1

2

3

4

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

 Play video games
 See friends
 Do a hobby
 Watch TV
 None of these
12. ask a friend for advice …
13. tell myself it doesn’t matter…
14. ask a family member for advice…
15. know there were things I could do to make it better…
16. refuse to think about it…
17. yell at that person to let off steam…
18. ask another kid who had this problem what he or she did…
19. go over in my mind what to do or say…
20. do something else to take my mind off of it…
21. imagine something really fun or exciting happening in my life…
22. curse at that person…
23. try to understand why it happened to me…
24. say I don’t care…
25. ignore it when people say something about it…
26. get mad at the person and throw something at him/her or hit him/her…
27. get help from a family member…
28. talk to the teacher, counselor, or another adult at school about it…
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How would the cyber-problem with other kids turn out?
Think about the same situation when other kids say mean things or do mean things to you ON THE INTERNET,
THROUGH TEXT-MESSAGES, OR ON CELL PHONES. Thinking about the things you would do to deal
with the problem, please rate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements about how things
would turn out.

1. I would handle the problem well given the
circumstances
2. I would learn from the dealing with the
problem
3. I would feel better about myself
4. I would handle my feelings well in coping with
the problem
5. I would do a good job of solving the problem
6. I would become a stronger person

Strongly
disagree
(1)

Sort of
disagree
(2)

Agree
and
disagree
(3)

Sort of
agree
(4)

Strongly
agree
(5)

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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APPENDIX D
Results of a Principal Axis Factor Analysis with a Promax Rotation for the Coping Items for InPerson Bullying Experiences

Item
#

14
27
28
5a
1
23
24
10
13
25
16
3
22

4

17
26
2
15

9
6

Item Description

Ask a family member
for advice
Get help from a family
member
Talk to the teacher,
counselor, or another
adult at school
Talk to somebody
about how it made me
feel
Tell a friend of family
member what happened
Try to understand why
it happened to me
Say I don’t care
Forget the whole thing
Tell myself it doesn’t
matter
Ignore it when other
people say something
about it
Refuse to think about it
Make believe nothing
happened
Curse at that person
Do to that person what
he/she did to you
because I felt sad or
angry
Yell at that person to
let off steam
Get mad at the person
and throw something at
him/her or hit him/her
Try to think of different
ways to solve it
Know there were things
I could do to make it
better
Decide on one way to
deal with the problem
and do it
Change something so
things would work out

Factor 1
(Social
SupportFamily/
Adult)

Factor 2
(Distancing)

Factor 3
(Retaliation)

Factor 4
(Problem
Solving)

Factor 5
(Distraction)

Factor 6
(Social
SupportFriend)

.78*

-.07

-.07

.15

-.14

.82

.78*

-.04

-.14

.11

-.12

.09

.75*

-.06

.02

-.02

.07

-.04

.60*

.10

.03

.09

-.13

.35

.59*

-.07

-.05

-.11

-.04

.36

.33*

.17

.22

.21

-.04

.31

-.16
.01

.71*
.67*

.04
-.05

.09
-.15

-.20
.16

.22
-.16

-.24

.64*

-.09

.08

.11

-.03

-.02

.63*

-.04

.04

-.05

.05

.33

.59*

.13

-.12

.16

-.25

-.05

.59*

-.002

-.14

.21

-.12

.17

-.11

.79*

.09

.11

.06

-.04

.003

.76*

-.05

-.08

.10

.03

.19

.73*

-.01

-.17

.06

.01

-.18

.78*

-.04

.12

-.27

-.07

-.12

-.07

.76*

.22

-.20

.23

.11

-.02

.68*

-.07

-.11

.08

-.19

.10

.63*

.16

-.05

.07

.05

-.06

.62*

.19

-.13
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Go over in my mind
-.14
.03
.08
.58*
-.09
.29
what to do or say
Keep my mind off the
problem by: Exercise,
11
-.15
-.05
-.01
-.03
.73*
.36
video games, see
friends, do a hobby,
and/or watch TV
Do something else to
20
-.10
.13
-.09
.21
.63*
.14
take my mind off it
Think about happy
things to take my mind
-.05
.10
.05
.15
.62*
.23
7
off the problem or how
I was feeling
Imagine something
21
really fun or exciting
.19
.16
.01
.13
.56*
.06
happening in my life
12
Ask a friend for advice
.06
-.07
-.10
-.13
.32
.84*
8
Get help from a friend
.11
-.07
.02
-.15
.24
.80*
Ask another kid who
18
had this problem what
.28
-.01
.12
-.06
.22
.47*
he or she did
Eigenvalue
5.14
3.14
2.59
1.40
1.40
1.20
% variance account for
19.02%
12.63%
9.60%
5.20%
5.15%
4.45%
by factor
Note. Principal axis factor analysis was used with a promax rotation, and results are reported as standardized
regression coefficients.
a
Item was dropped from subsequent analyses.
19
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APPENDIX E
Results of a Principal Axis Factor Analysis with a Promax Rotation for the Coping Items for
Cyberbullying Experiences

Item
#

13
10
24
16
25
3
19
15
6
2
9
23
14
27
28
1
21

11

20
7

Item Description

Tell myself it doesn’t
matter
Forget the whole thing
Say I don’t care
Refuse to think about it
Ignore it when other
people say something
about it
Make believe nothing
happened
Go over in my mind
what to do or say
Know there were things
I could do to make it
better
Change something so
things would work out
Try to think of different
ways to solve it
Decide on one way to
deal with the problem
and do it
Try to understand why
it happened to me
Ask a family member
for advice
Get help from a family
member
Talk to the teacher,
counselor, or another
adult at school
Tell a friend of family
member what happened
Imagine something
really fun or exciting
happening in my life
Keep my mind off the
problem by: Exercise,
video games, see
friends, do a hobby,
and/or watch TV
Do something else to
take my mind off it
Think about happy
things to take my mind

Factor 1
(Distancing)

Factor 2
(Problem
Solving)

Factor 3
(Social
SupportFamily/
Adult)

Factor 4
(Distraction)

Factor 5
(Retaliation)

Factor 6
(Social
SupportFriend)

.82*

.01

.02

-.10

-.03

-.01

.80*
.78*
.73*

-.03
.03
-.05

.01
-.07
.02

.06
-.19
.16

.07
-.004
.05

-.10
.14
-.03

.71*

-.03

.07

.03

.03

.03

.58*

.06

-.07

.22

-.10

-.03

-.03

.82*

-.20

-.09

.05

.25

.05

.81*

.14

.01

.01

-.22

-.10

.72*

.02

.20

-.04

-.19

-.05

.69*

.18

.07

-.02

-.05

.14

.63*

.26

-.14

.02

-.11

-.04

.59*

-.20

.01

.01

.31

-.02

.10

.85*

-.07

-.03

.07

-.01

.11

.86*

-.05

-.04

.03

-.003

-.10

.76*

.07

.07

.07

.05

.06

.66*

-.02

-.07

.26

-.004

.04

.04

.84*

.00

-.08

-.01

-.12

.01

.79*

.01

.05

.10

.05

-.04

.74*

-.06

.09

.02

.13

-.10

.71*

-.01

.10
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off the problem or how
I was feeling
Talk to somebody
5a
about how it made me
-.01
.09
.28
.62*
-.04
-.02
feel
Yell at that person to
.08
.03
-.02
-.07
.87*
.01
17
let off steam
Get mad at the person
and throw something at
-.09
-.19
.21
.11
.80*
-.01
26
him/her or hit him/her
22
Curse at that person
.03
.11
-.14
-.06
.79*
.11
Do to that person what
he/she did to you
4
.01
.06
-.06
-.001
.76*
.04
because I felt sad or
angry
12
Ask a friend for advice
-.01
-.11
.12
.06
-.06
.88*
8
Get help from a friend
.04
-.08
.17
.01
.003
.87*
Ask another kid who
18
had this problem what
-.09
.13
.16
.25
.20
.39*
he or she did
Eigenvalues
6.90
3.82
2.55
1.50
1.44
1.25
% variance account for
25.54%
14.15%
9.43%
5.56%
5.34%
4.62%
by factor
Note. Principal axis factor analysis was used with a promax rotation, and results are reported as standardized
regression coefficients.
a
Item was dropped from subsequent analyses.
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APPENDIX F
Results of a Factor Analysis for the Subscales for In-person Bullying Experiences
Subscale

Factor 1
Factor 2
(Positive Coping)
Social Support (Friend)
.79*
.06
Social Support (Family)
.78*
-.23
Problems Solving
.78*
.15
Distancing
.04
.76*
Retaliation
.00
.69*
Eigenvalues
1.9
1.1
% variance account for by factor
38.04%
21.69%
Note. Principal axis factor analysis was used with a promax rotation, and results are reported as standardized
regression coefficients.
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APPENDIX G
Results of a Factor Analysis for the Subscales for Cyberbullying Experiences
Subscale

Factor 1
Factor 2
(Positive Coping)
Social Support (Family)
.84*
-.21
Problems Solving
.81*
.15
Social Support (Friend)
.79*
.06
Distancing
.11
.77*
Retaliation
-.09
.73*
Eigenvalues
2.0
1.2
% variance account for by factor
40.00%
23.65%
Note. Principal axis factor analysis was used with a promax rotation, and results are reported as standardized
regression coefficients.
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