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ABSTRACT 

Researchers have begun to examine both victims and perpetrators of peer victimization in 

order to understand and eliminate peer victimization at its source. One example of this 

research is on the connection between parent-child relationships at home and peer 

victimization at school, which has found that authoritarian parenting styles (e.g., strict 

and controlling) are associated with both being a victim and perpetrator of peer 

victimization (Georgiou, Fousiani, Michaelides, & Stavrinides, 2008; Georgiou & 

Stavrinides, 2008). The primary purpose of the current study was to dig deeper into the 

associations between children’s experiences with their parents and their peers, and to 

identify possible mediators.  More specifically, using data from 46 middle-school 

participants, this study explored the effect of children’s attributions (i.e., causal 

interpretations) of parent-child conflict as mechanisms that mediate different pathways 

between authoritarian parenting and children’s victimization and perpetration experiences. 

Results suggested that there is a great deal of overlap between being a victim of peer 

victimization and perpetrating peer victimization, and that although not as strong as 

anticipated, certain attributions for conflicts with parents are associated with both being a 

victim and a perpetrator. These study’s findings raise new and interesting research 

questions and have implications for parents, school administrators, and those designing 

anti-bullying programs.    
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INTRODUCTION 

 Peer victimization is a major concern for school administrators, counselors, 

parents, and children themselves. As such, researchers have attempted to determine ways 

to prevent and intervene in situations of peer victimization, and relatively new research 

has focused on understanding why peer victimization occurs in the first place. Within the 

past 10 years, researchers have begun to shed light on this issue by drawing connections 

between home environments and children’s school environments (Cole et al., 2014; 

Georgiou et al., 2013). In the context of peer victimization, it has become essential to 

understand how this negative childhood experience is related to home environments, in 

order to more effectively eliminate peer victimization from the start. The current study 

seeks to explore the established link between authoritarian parenting style and 

victimization (Georgiou et al., 2013), and to extend existing literature by identifying 

cognitive processes that may help explain this link and differentiate those who are 

victims from those who are perpetrators of peer victimization. 

 In order to explore these connections, it is important to review the relevant 

literature. First, the prevalence of childhood peer victimization, the negative outcomes 

associated with this experience, and recent research focusing on the perpetrators of peer 

victimization will be discussed. Second, studies which have found a connection between 

children’s home environments and their relationships with their peers will be reviewed. 

In order to further explain this connection, this study will draw on theory and research on 

attributions (i.e., causal interpretations of events) and discuss the possible impact that 

attributions can have on emotions and behavior, particularly in the context of peer 

victimization.  
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Peer Victimization 

 Peer victimization has been defined in many ways (e.g., physical abuse, verbal 

abuse, emotional abuse from peers), and is often used synonymously with the term 

bullying. The current study uses Olweus’s (1993) loose conceptualization of peer 

victimization as verbal, physical, and/or psychological abuse from peers which is 

intended to harm and take away power from the target of the abuse. This 

conceptualization of peer victimization was chosen based on its wide use with this 

study’s targeted age group, use in practical implications such as anti-peer victimization 

programs, and comprehensiveness by examining multiple types of abuse from peers (e.g., 

verbal, physical, and psychological; Georgiou & Stavrinides, 2008; Olweus & Limber, 

2010).  Using this definition of peer victimization should help this research align with 

prior studies and aid in extending research to practical prevention and intervention efforts.  

 A major topic in peer victimization research is the prevalence of such experiences. 

However, there has been limited consistency in isolating an exact understanding of its 

frequency. For example, in a study of 2,000 children ages 2-17, Finkelhor, Ormrod, 

Turner, and Hamby (2005) found that approximately 20% of their sample had been 

bullied (i.e., experienced physical, verbal, or emotional peer victimization) in the last 

year. However, Jeong and Lee (2013) found even higher percentages of children being a 

victim of peer victimization. Specifically, in a national U.S. sample of 7,000 children in 

the sixth through tenth grades, 55% had experienced physical or emotional peer 

victimization within a one year time span. Conversely, Dinkes, Cataldi, Kena, and 

Baum’s (2006) research found that only 4% of young adolescents, aged 12-18, were the 

victim of some form of victimization in their schools within the past six months.  
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 One attempt at better understanding the overall prevalence of childhood peer 

victimization is retrospective research, which asks adults to recall such incidences from 

their childhood. For example, Elliott and colleagues (2009) found that, in a non-clinical 

sample of college aged women, 88% had experienced some form of peer or sibling 

victimization in their childhood. Similarly, in an undergraduate sample, Hoover, Oliver, 

and Hazler (1992) reported that 77% of their participants experienced peer victimization 

at some point in their childhood.  Gusler and Kiang (2014) found that approximately 93% 

of their undergraduate participants experienced some form of verbal, physical, relational, 

or property peer victimization before the age of 18. These retrospective accounts have 

found significantly higher rates of peer victimization than concurrent studies with 

children, perhaps because they assessed the prevalence of any childhood peer 

victimization experience, rather than within a single year or specific time span.  

Although no one study has empirically tested why the prevalence of peer 

victimization can differ so greatly from study to study, there are several explanations that 

could be put forth.  For example, the differing percentages could be due to the fact that 

researchers define victimization in different ways (e.g., physical and relational, physical 

and verbal, or peer victimization occurring only within schools). Researchers also 

measure victimization occurring within different time frames (e.g., within the past six 

months, within the past year, retrospective reports of entire childhood) and with different 

age groups (e.g., 2-17 or 12-28). Another possible explanation is that the nature of peer 

victimization is changing and becoming more prevalent through the use of technology but 

less prevalent in person (Rigby & Smith, 2011). The change in the ways that bullying 

presents itself can impact the validity and reliability of questionnaires over time, 
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particularly if incidences of cyber bullying (i.e., bullying or harassment through the use 

of technology such as social media sites and cell phones) are not being clearly asked 

about or consistently recorded by both participants and researchers.  

Taken together, clearly more research needs to be done in order to contribute to 

the field’s understanding of the prevalence of various childhood peer victimization 

experiences. The current study seeks to build this literature by assessing the frequency at 

which middle school aged children were victims and/or perpetrators of peer victimization 

in school within a one year time-span, taking into account incidences of cyber bullying. 

The need for further knowledge on the prevalence of peer victimization is particularly 

urgent given the many negative outcomes, both in childhood and in adulthood, that are 

associated with experiencing peer victimization (Anderson & Hunter, 2012; Duncan, 

1999; Huitsing, Veenstra, Sianio, & Salmivalli, 2012; Hunter, Durkin, Heim, Howe, & 

Bergin, 2010).  

Negative Outcomes Associated with being a Victim of Peer Victimization  

 One of the reasons why peer victimization research is important is because prior 

work has consistently found both short-term and long-term negative outcomes associated 

with being a victim of peer victimization. Most commonly, research has discovered 

psychological and academic maladjustment to be associated with these negative 

childhood experiences (Anderson & Hunter, 2012; Espinoza, Gonzales, & Fuligni, 2013; 

Ma & Bellmore, 2012). For example, Rueger and Jenkins (2014) found that being a 

victim of peer victimization in middle school was concurrently associated with academic 

(e.g., poor grades, attendance, and attitudes towards school) and psychological (e.g., 

anxiety, depression, and self-esteem) maladjustment. In fact, experiencing this form of 
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victimization has been found to be commonly associated with depression and low self-

esteem in children as young as eight years old and with anger in young adolescents 

(Anderson & Hunter, 2012; Huitsing et al., 2012; Hunter et al., 2010). Additional 

concurrent research with participants in the fifth grade found that being a victim of peer 

victimization impacts daily feelings of sadness, anger, embarrassment, and nervousness 

(Morrow, Hubbard, Barhight, & Thomson, 2014). Although most of the research on 

negative outcomes associated with experiencing peer victimization has focused on 

psychological distress or poor psychological adjustment, research has found that 

victimization is also associated with externalizing problems, such as substance abuse. For 

example, in a sample of middle school students, Wormington, Anderson, Tomlinson, and 

Brown (2013) discovered that being a victim of peer victimization was associated with an 

increased likelihood of alcohol, cigarette, and marijuana use, particularly in cases where 

victims received little social support from their families.   

 Researchers have not only examined short-term and daily negative outcomes 

associated with experiencing peer victimization, they have also examined long-term 

negative outcomes. Much of this research has utilized retrospective reports of childhood 

peer victimization and linked these reports to current feelings or outcomes. In one study 

examining multiple types of childhood victimization and adult psychological distress in 

college aged women, researchers discovered that being a victim of peer or sibling 

victimization in childhood accounted for 3% to 7% of the variance in adult psychological 

distress (e.g., symptoms of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder: depression, dissociation, and 

anxiety; Richmond et al. , 2009). Similarly, in a sample of both men and women 

examining childhood victimization from peers exclusively, Duncan (1999) found that 
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experiencing peer victimization explained 10% of the variability in adult psychological 

distress (e.g., somatization, obsessive-compulsive, depression, anxiety, and hostility). 

Gusler and Kiang (2014) also found that being a victim of childhood peer victimization 

accounted for 4-10% of the variance in adult psychological adjustment, as measured by 

social anxiety, loneliness, depression, and self-esteem.  

Longitudinal studies have also given credence to the notion that childhood peer 

victimization experiences can have long-term negative consequences (Gibb, Horwood, & 

Fergusson, 2011; Rigby, 2003). One such study examined peer victimization in the fifth 

grade, and then measured risk of violence, heavy drinking, and marijuana use at age 21. 

Results showed that being a victim of peer victimization in the fifth grade was positively 

associated with all three negative outcomes in adulthood (Kim, Catalano, Haggerty, & 

Abbott, 2011). These short-term and long-term consequences associated with being a 

victim of peer victimization illustrate the importance of understanding the precursors and 

processes of peer victimization, which could ultimately contribute to more targeted 

strategies to eliminate or reduce the impact of this negative childhood experience.  

Perpetrators of Peer Victimization 

 As one step toward achieving a greater understanding, another topic which may 

provide important information about the etiology of peer victimization, is examining who 

the perpetrators are and what leads to perpetration. Much of the research focus on peer 

victimization has been on who the victimized are and less on who the perpetrators are. 

However, understanding peer victimization at its source is important in possibly 

eliminating these negative childhood experiences at the outset.  Interestingly, some 

emerging work has found that many perpetrators are also victims of peer victimization 
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themselves; these children/adolescents are classified as bully-victims, or as in the current 

study, perpetrator-victims (Yang & Salmivalli, 2013).  Solberg and Olweus (2003) found 

that in a sample of middle school children, approximately 7% were identified as 

bullies/perpetrators and 30% of these perpetrators were also victims. Studies with 

adolescents also illustrate that victims of peer victimization were not the only ones at risk 

for psychological distress, with perpetrators also experiencing psychological 

maladjustment. Specifically, research has found that perpetrators of peer victimization 

were more likely than non-perpetrators to experience psychological maladjustment 

(Hepburn, Azrael, Molnar, & Miller, 2012; Ttofi, Farrington, & Losel, 2014). Hence, it is 

critical not only to determine who the victims of peer victimization are but also who the 

perpetrators are. 

 Although there is not a great understanding of what characteristics differentiate 

victims and perpetrators, research has found differences among these groups in terms of 

psychological adjustment and coping strategies for stress. Vollink, Bolman, Dehue, and 

Jacobs (2013) found that victims were more likely than perpetrators to have internalizing 

symptoms such as depression, and to cope with stress through depressive and self-

blaming strategies (e.g., it is my fault, I am worthless). Additional research has also 

found that victims were more likely than perpetrators to be anxious, although perpetrators 

were more likely than victims to be angry and unempathetic (Shieds & Cicchetti, 2001). 

Bullies or perpetrators of peer victimization were also more likely than victims or 

perpetrator-victims to have externalizing problems such as early alcohol and tobacco use 

(Kelly et al., 2015). Therefore, although there is still much lacking in the field’s 

comprehension of what leads one to be a perpetrator rather than a victim of peer 
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victimization and vice versa, there is evidence to suggest that this differentiation is 

important, especially given the implications for adjustment and coping strategies. 

Specifically, although it is important to study both perpetration and victimization as they 

are both associated with psychological maladjustment, there is perhaps more importance 

in identifying different pathways to victimization from perpetration, as the nature of 

associated maladjustment might differ (e.g., externalizing problems, anger, and 

aggression versus internalizing symptoms such as anxiety and depression).  In fact, as 

discussed later, these differences in maladjustment and trends in terms of the coping 

strategies of perpetrators versus victims provide some clues to suggest that individuals’ 

cognitive attributions of conflict might play a role in differentiating these victimization 

experiences.     

Parenting Styles and the Link with Peer Victimization 

Parenting styles became a popular area of research in the early 1990s, when 

Baumrind (1991) proposed four distinct parenting typologies (i.e., authoritative, 

permissive, rejecting and neglectful, and authoritarian). Since then it has remained a 

popular topic, given that parenting styles have been found to be associated with 

children’s behavior and adjustment (Georgiou et al., 2013; Kaufmann et al., 2000; Zhao 

& Wang, 2010). Over time, three of Baumrind’s original four categories have largely 

remained the standard for describing parenting (i.e., authoritative, permissive, and 

authoritarian). An authoritative parenting style is thought to be the most supportive and 

adaptive style, given that it is defined by parents setting clear standards and expectations 

for their children, although also being responsive, compromising, and non-restrictive. 

Permissive parenting is described as parenting that is too lenient, in which children are 
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not given any set expectations or standards for behavior. Authoritarian parenting is quite 

opposite from permissive parenting in that it is defined by strict and controlling parenting 

where children are given clear expectations and expected to obey parents without 

explanations (Baumrind, 1991; Buri, 1991).  

Although some cultural and group variations have been found, much of the 

research on Western middle-class samples has found that authoritative parenting is more 

beneficial to children than is authoritarian or permissive parenting, and that authoritarian 

parenting can be harmful to children’s adjustment (Georgiou et al., 2013). For example, 

children whose parents are authoritative have shown fewer teacher reports of problem 

classroom behavior (e.g., disruptive, moody, and difficulties completing class 

assignments) and healthier adjustment (e.g., healthy friendships, ability to handle stress, 

and follows classroom instructions) than those whose parents are authoritarian 

(Kaufmann et al., 2000). Similarly, in a longitudinal study, researchers found that 

maternal approval of authoritarian discipline and parenting when their child was five 

years old was predictive of children’s conduct problems at age 10 (Thompson, Hollis, & 

Richards, 2003). Likewise, both authoritarian and permissive parenting styles have been 

associated with internalizing and externalizing problems in children ages 8-12 in Pakistan 

(Akhter, Hanif, Tariq, & Atta, 2011). This same study also found that authoritative 

parenting styles were negatively associated with children’s internalizing and 

externalizing problems; the more authoritative a parent was the less internalizing and 

externalizing problems their children reported. A similar pattern of results has been found 

in preschoolers from China, with the addition that authoritarian parenting was associated 

with peer rejection (Zhao & Wang, 2010).   
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 Given these documented links between authoritarian parenting and poor mental 

health outcomes, such as children’s internalizing and externalizing problem behavior, it is 

not surprising that this parenting style has also been associated with both victimization 

and perpetration of peer victimization. One body of literature has connected peer 

victimization at school with parent-child relationships at home by examining parent-child 

conflict and authoritarian parenting style (e.g., strict, conflictual, and controlling) as 

predictors of both being a victim and perpetrator of peer victimization (Georgiou & 

Stavrinides, 2008; Georgiou et al., 2013). Such existing research examining these 

associations has tended to focus on authoritarian parenting as a whole as well as in 

related parts (e.g., harsh parenting, parent-child conflict, and parental control) (Cole et 

al., 2014; Georgiou et al., 2013).  However, prior research has been unable to fully 

explain the relation between authoritarian parenting and peer victimization experiences, 

or to determine factors that differentiate those who are at risk for being a victim from 

those who are at risk for perpetration.  

As a few exceptions, some recent work has begun to untangle possible linking 

mechanisms between parenting and child outcomes. For example, although Georgiou and 

colleagues (2013) were unable to find a mediator for authoritarian parenting and 

victimization, they did find that vertical individualism defined as “striving for power and 

competition” mediated the relation between authoritarian parenting and perpetration (p. 

17). Additional research also found that harsh parenting and being a victim of peer 

victimization were both positively associated with cognitive reactivity, which is when 

maladaptive thoughts come to mind more quickly than adaptive thoughts. Cognitive 

reactivity is highly associated with depression, thereby providing insights into a way that 
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both harsh parenting and victimization from peers might be associated with poor mental 

health (Cole et al., 2014). These collective findings also suggest that there might be 

different mechanisms or mediating pathways to explain links between authoritarian 

parenting and being a perpetrator of victimization or a victim.   

Taken together, prior work has found a correlation between parenting styles and 

negative outcomes, such as peer victimization experiences. However, due to strong links 

that have been found between authoritarian parenting and children’s conduct problems, 

internalizing symptoms, externalizing symptoms, and being a victim and/or perpetrator of 

peer victimization (Akhter et al., 2011; Georgiou & Stavrinides, 2008; Thompson et al., 

2003; Zhao & Wang, 2010), the current study focused solely on authoritarian parenting.  

Furthermore, although these links between authoritarian parenting and negative outcomes 

have been found, many gaps in the literature remain. For example, it is not well 

understood what the mechanisms behind these links are, and prior work has struggled to 

differentiate the links between victims and perpetrators of peer victimization. Therefore, 

the current study seeks to fill these literature gaps by attempting to differentiate the path 

from authoritarian parenting to victimization from that of authoritarian parenting to 

perpetration through assessing children’s attributions as a possible underlying 

mechanism. 

Theoretical Foundations and Attributions of Negative Experiences 

Social learning theory is a broad theoretical framework that can be used to help 

explain the association between authoritarian parenting and peer victimization and 

perpetration. Social learning theory states that behavior develops through observing and 

then imitating others (Bandura, 1977; Grusec, 1992). From this theoretical perspective, it 
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is possible that children who have authoritarian parents then learn behaviors associated 

with both victimization and perpetration, which carry over into peer relationships. For 

example, a child could observe their parent being a strict authority figure and imitate this 

behavior in their peer interactions, which could lead to perpetration of peer victimization. 

Or, a child could learn through their interactions with parents that their role in social 

relationships is to be submissive and take directions from others, which may put them at 

risk for being a victim of peer victimization.   

By examining the influence of interactions with parents, the current study also 

draws largely from Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological model and from Bowen’s family 

systems theory (1996). The ecological model was designed to help explain the role of 

social interactions on development. This model includes five different social 

environments in which people interact. The first two environments are pertinent to the 

current study—the microsystem, which includes close and direct interactions, such as 

those with family, peers, neighborhood/neighbors, health care/doctors, and 

school/teachers, and the mesosystem, which refers to interactions between microsystems 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). For example, the current study is particularly interested in the 

mesosystem involving the parent-peer relationship (McIntosh et al., 2008). In order to 

explore this interaction, family systems theory must be taken into account (Bowen, 1996), 

which developed from the ecological model of systems and states that in order to 

understand individuals’ behaviors and emotions one must examine the systems in which 

they live, in particular their family system. It is important to consider the family system, 

as family members are interdependent and as family interactions and relationships can 
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shape each other’s behaviors, emotions, and ways of being from an early age (Bowen, 

1966).  

One example of the influence of familial interactions, which is pertinent to the 

current study, is the parent-child coercive cycle, which illustrates a predictive path for 

aggressive and delinquent behavior for children (Patterson, 1976). This cycle can begin 

with either the parent or the child initiating a conversation which results in one party 

verbally attacking or yelling at the other (e.g., the parent tells the child to do a chore and, 

after being ignored by the child, yells at them; the child asks for something that the parent 

ignores, resulting in the child yelling at the parent). Then, the parent and child begin 

going back and forth yelling at one another, escalating in severity, until the parent gives 

up and the child is reinforced for yelling at the  parent and not doing what was asked of 

him or her (e.g., parent and child yell at each other over doing chores, the parent gives up 

and walks away, the child is reinforced for yelling with the parent by avoiding doing the 

chores; or parent and child yell at each other over the child wanting a new toy, parent 

gives up and gives into the child’s demand, the child is reinforced for negative behavior 

by getting the toy). This reinforcement is predictive of children repeating negative 

behaviors and can lead to aggression and delinquency both inside and outside of the 

home (Patterson, 1976). The parent-child coercive cycle illustrates a way in which 

parent-child interactions can shape children’s behavior outside of the home, particularly 

for the path to aggression; this coercive cycle appears to serve as the underlying 

mechanism.  

Perspectives from social learning theory, ecological theory, and family systems 

theory all support links between parent-child interactions and their spillover into 
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children’s peer relationships.  More specifically, the current study predicts that children’s 

conflict with parents will contribute to their experiencing victimization from peers and to 

perpetrating peer victimization.  One key question, however, is what drives one child to 

imitate or carry-over such aggressive behavior into their peer relationship and what drives 

another to internalize their conflict and continue being a victim in their peer relationships.  

The current study builds on what these theoretical foundations would suggest and 

examines whether interactions with parents can shape the cognitive processes or 

attributions of children, which can in turn influence their interactions with peers.  

Attributions were first examined in the 1950s, with the introduction of attribution 

theory (Heider, 1958). Attributions are defined as “the process of inferring or perceiving 

the dispositional properties of entities in the environment” (Kelley, 1967; p. 193). 

Attribution theory is often used in social psychology, as it focuses on the causal 

interpretations that people make for events in their social environments. These causal 

interpretations have been studied in the context of both positive and negative events. 

Initially, only two primary attributions were used to explain events in one’s environment, 

internal and external. Internal attributions are defined by situations or circumstances in 

which the target interprets an event as occurring due to internal characteristics of the 

target (e.g., personality). For example, children who experience conflict with their parents 

could attribute such conflict as being their fault or due to them not being smart enough. 

External attributions are characterized by causes pertaining to the environment or 

situation, outside of the target’s control (Heider, 1958).  For instance, when parents and 

children argue, children could attribute the conflict as being due to their parents having a 

bad day at work.   
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 Although these two attributions have remained a staple of attribution theory, as 

the theory developed, researchers began to see the value in exploring a wider range of 

attributions in a variety of situations, as attributions can be highly linked with emotions 

and cognitive processes (Lazarus, 1991; Seta, Seta, & Goodman, 1998). For example, in 

the context of negative events, depression has been linked with maladaptive attribution 

styles, often defined as internal, stable (i.e., due to unchanging factors and likely to 

persist), and global (i.e., consistent across different contexts or situations). Hence, in light 

of the negative experience of parent-child conflict, internal, stable, and global attributions 

can be considered maladaptive (e.g., children attribute conflict to being their fault 

because they let their parents down, or they were themselves too argumentative [internal], 

they think they will continue to argue with their parent over time [stable], and their 

conflict with their parents will cause them to have a bad relationship with their parents 

with respect to other topic areas or never get along with them overall [global]). Notably, 

the converse might be true for positive events in that internal, stable, and global 

attributions for such events have been associated with fewer social, emotional, and 

behavioral difficulties (Maras, Moon, & Gridley, 2014).   

 In addition to playing a role in positive versus negative emotions and behaviors, 

stable and global attributions have also been found to be important in the transference of 

attributions in one situation to behavior in a new or different situation. For example, 

Alloy, Peterson, Abramson, and Seligman (1984) tested attribution style in relation to 

learned helplessness, and they found that certain attributions transferred to new or 

different situations. In particular, global attributions (i.e., thinking the cause is consistent 

across different contexts or situations) and stable attributions (i.e., thinking the cause will 
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persist over time) for negative events in one situation were associated with behaviors 

related to learned helplessness in new situations. This was true even if the new situation 

was dissimilar to the original situation in which the global and stable attributions 

originated. This work is particularly important given that it shows that attributions do not 

only affect one’s emotions and behaviors in the situation for which they were derived, but 

they can also affect one’s emotions and behaviors in another situation. Hence, it is 

possible that children who have global and stable attributions of parent-child conflict 

could translate such cognitive explanations for these negative events into their subsequent 

thoughts, actions, or behaviors with peers. 

 Given the importance that attributions can have in shaping emotions and behavior, 

researchers have sought to understand the development of children’s attribution processes. 

Although attribution development is not fully understood, it seems likely that negative 

parenting and various maladaptive attributions are linked (DeBoard-Lucas, Fosco, 

Raynor, & Grych, 2010; Raikes & Thompson, 2008; Rodriguez, 2011). For example, 

researchers have found that maternal use of harsh parenting practices, such as coercion 

and control, were related to children’s internal attributions for conflicts they have with 

their mother and father (DeBoard-Lucas et al., 2010). Specifically, these children tended 

to blame themselves for the conflict. Similarly, when children perceived their parents as 

using harsh parental criticism, they were likely to have stable and external attributions 

about their parents, such as thinking that their parents are consistently selfishly motivated 

and blameworthy (Bodin, 2004). Brody, Arias, and Fincham (1996) also found that 

ineffective parent-child communication, reported by both the child and the parent, were 

associated with children’s external conflict-promoting attributions about their parents 
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(e.g., “My parents’ behavior was due to something about him or her,” “My parents 

criticize me on purpose to hurt my feelings,” and “My parents should be blamed for 

criticizing me”). 

 In addition to exploring the connection between parenting and children’s 

attributions about their parents or home environment, some researchers have explored 

how parenting can impact children’s attributions about their peers. For example, 

Rodriguez (2011) found that mothers’ stress was related to children’s negative attribution 

styles for various negative events outside of the home context, such as those related to 

academics or peer relations. More specifically, maternal stress was associated with 

children having internal, stable, and global attributions for hypothetical events such as 

failing a test or being teased by a peer.  This study also found that children’s internalizing 

symptoms (e.g., depression and anxiety) were directly connected with maternal stress, 

and this relationship was partially explained by children’s negative attribution style. 

Similar to the results found for maternal stress, maternal depression has also been found 

to be associated with children’s negative attribution bias towards their peers (i.e., 

perceiving negative intent of a peer in an ambiguous situation; Raikes & Thompson, 

2008). Likewise, researchers have found that, in children ages 9-11, perceptions of 

maternal control were associated with hostile intent attributions of peers, which are 

generally considered to embody an external attribution style (i.e., perceiving ambiguous 

interactions with peers as being related to a peer purposely meaning to cause them harm 

or distress; Gomez, Gomez, DeMello, & Tallent, 2001). 

 In summary, research shows that parenting styles and behaviors can have a large 

impact on children’s attributions about their parents and home environment, and that 
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these attributions can extend to peer relationships as well. Authoritarian parenting 

practices that are high in control have been found to be associated with children’s internal 

or self-blaming attributions for their observed arguments among their mother and father 

(DeBoard-Lucas et al., 2010). Similarly, maternal control and stress has also been 

associated with maladaptive external attributions such as hostile intent attributions in the 

context of peer relationships (Gomez et al., 2001; Raikes & Thompson, 2008). In 

addition to external attributions, maternal stress has been also associated with 

maladaptive internal attributions for academic and peer related failures (Rodriguez, 2011). 

Lastly, criticism and poor parent-child communication has been related to children’s 

negative external attributions about parents, such as parents being selfish and 

blameworthy (Bodin, 2004; Brody et al., 1996).     

Therefore, the theoretical and empirical literature on attributions suggests that 

attributions could be critical in understanding children’s interpretations of events and the 

way in which they ultimately react to such events. Moreover, depending on the event 

itself, certain attributions could be more or less negative. The current study focuses on the 

maladaptive internal attribution, self-blame, and the maladaptive external attribution, 

hostile intent, for children’s conflicts with their parents. Although both of these 

attributions for conflict are viewed as maladaptive, they have been associated with 

different outcomes. For example, external attributions such as hostile intent are 

associated with conflict promotion (Deboard-Lucas et al., 2010), suggesting that external 

attributions for conflict may lead one to be more likely to lash out and potentially become 

a perpetrator of peer victimization. Conversely, internal attributions such as self-blame 

for conflict have been associated with one having more internalizing symptoms such as 
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anxiety and depression (Anderson & Hunter, 2012; Hunter et al., 2010; Perren, Ettekal, & 

Ladd, 2013), and perhaps pave the way towards becoming a victim. As such, the current 

study predicted that children’s cognitive attributions of parent-child conflict will help 

explain and differentiate pathways from authoritarian parenting to being a victim of peer 

victimization and authoritarian parenting to being a perpetrator.  

Attributions as Pathways to Peer Victimization  

 Although, no study has examined if different attributions for parent-child conflict 

are associated with being a victim versus being a perpetrator, as the current study plans to 

do, research has examined associated attributions of peer victimization. This research has 

tended to focus on how attributions of peer victimization are linked with maladjustment. 

Within this prior work, perhaps the two most common attributions that have been 

examined are self-blame and hostile intent attributions.  Self-blame attributions are an 

internal attribution in which individuals attribute a negative event to be caused by 

something about them or to be their own fault. Among middle school children who were 

victims of peer victimization, self-blame attributions have been associated with greater 

internalizing problems (e.g., depression and anxiety) than other attributions for 

victimization (Hunter et al., 2010; Perren et al., 2013). Additionally, after traumatic 

experiences, self-blame attributions have been found to be predictive of PTSD and 

depression (Feiring & Cleland, 2007).  Similar patterns of results have been shown in 

children who had self-blame attributions for physical abuse (Brown & Kolko, 1999). 

Therefore, self-blame attributions for negative events or trauma have clearly been shown 

to be maladaptive to children’s and adolescents’ mental health, due to the strong 

connection between these self-blaming attributions and internalizing processes that often 
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lead to anxiety and depression (Browns & Kolko, 1999; Feiring & Cleland, 2007; Perren 

et al., 2013).  

 Another commonly researched attribution of peer victimization that is associated 

with maladjustment is a type of external attribution called hostile intent attributions (i.e., 

attributing being victimized or bullied by peers as being due to the bully or victimizer 

purposely and maliciously intending to cause harm). One study found that victims’ 

hostile intent attributions for peer victimization were associated with greater externalizing 

problems (e.g., aggressive and delinquent behavior) than were any other attributions (e.g., 

self-blame; Hunter et al., 2010; Perren et al., 2013). In fact, there appears to be a strong 

connection between hostile intent attributions and aggressive behavior in both children 

and adults, perhaps because perceiving someone to purposely act with mal-intent 

influences if or how one would retaliate (Dodge, 2006; Margie, 2007). For example, 

Werner (2012) found that hostile intent attributions for hypothetical scenarios with peers 

were predictive of relational aggression (e.g., gossiping or trying to ruin friendships) 

towards peers. 

 Taken together, existing research does illustrate which attributions tend to be 

associated with aggression and behaviors affiliated with perpetration of peer 

victimization (e.g., hostile intent) and which attributions are associated with being a 

victim of peer victimization (e.g., self-blame; Hunter et al., 2010; Margie, 2007; Vollink 

et al., 2013).  However, no research has measured if attributions for the different context 

of parent-child conflict can be associated with victimization and perpetration. As an 

extension of prior work on attributions of peer victimization and associated 

maladjustment, this study predicted that just as hostile intent attributions for peer 
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interactions are predictive of aggressive behavior (Margie, 2007; Werner, 2012), it is also 

likely that hostile intent for conflict with parents might be linked to aggression with peers 

in the form of perpetration of peer victimization. Similarly, if self-blame in the light of 

being a victim of peer victimization is associated with internalizing symptoms (Hunter et 

al., 2010; Perren et al., 2013), it seems likely that self-blame for parent-child conflict 

could be associated with internalizing symptoms and being a victim in negative peer 

relationships. This research will therefore draw on and extend prior literature and suggest 

that attributions in one situation (e.g., parent-child conflict) may affect behavior in other 

situations (e.g., peer interactions), and stresses the importance of examining how parent-

child interactions might serve as one contributor of negative peer interactions.  

Individual or Demographic Differences 

 Many of the variables of interest in the current study are likely to be impacted by 

demographic variables, such as gender, race, Socioeconomic Status (SES), and 

personality, and as such these variables were explored for possible inclusion as covariates.  

 The prevalence of peer victimization has been found to differ based on gender and 

race, with boys experiencing higher levels of physical, verbal, and property peer 

victimization than girls, and with those of a racial minority background experiencing 

higher levels of peer victimization than those of the racial majority (Gusler & Kiang, 

2014). Research has also found children’s perceptions of their parents’ parenting style to 

differ based on both race and gender (Rudasill et al., 2013). Specifically, girls and non-

White children have been found to be more likely to perceive their mother’s parenting 

style as authoritarian.  
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 Additionally, parenting styles as defined as authoritative, authoritarian, and 

permissive may exemplify a Westernized concept that does not fully capture parenting 

styles of other cultures such as those found in Asian American or other ethnic minority 

groups (Chao, 1994).  It is also important to note that the authoritarian parenting style 

specifically may be more strongly linked with negative outcomes in one race than in 

another and that this parenting style has also been linked to some positive outcomes. For 

example, authoritarian parenting in Asian cultures has been positively associated with 

academic achievement motivation (Watabe & Hibbard, 2014).  It has also been found that 

authoritarian parenting is more strongly linked with lower perceptions of maternal 

warmth for White adolescents than for African American adolescents. This illustrates that 

African American adolescents may not perceive authoritarian parenting as negative or 

maladaptive, although White adolescents do view authoritarian parenting as negative and 

associate it with worse perceptions of their mothers’ warmth (Jackson-Newsom, 

Buchanan, & McDonald, 2008).  

 Another important demographic variable to consider is SES. SES has been shown 

to be associated with parents’ choice of discipline, with lower income parents being more 

likely than high income parents to use harsh discipline, characterized by aggressive 

behavior towards their children (Pinderhughes et al., 2000). Additionally, SES has also 

been found to be associated with peer victimization experiences. Specifically, Wade, 

Shae, Rubin, and Wood (2014) found that low SES children experience frequent peer 

victimization experiences at school, more so than high SES children.  

 Lastly, personality differences should be considered as they might be associated 

with differences in attribution styles. Mitchell (2001) found that, in a sample of 
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undergraduate and graduate students, personality variables were highly correlated with 

internal, stable, and global attributions for negative events. Specifically, extroversion was 

negatively correlated with internal and stable attributions; emotional stability was 

negatively correlated with internal attributions; and activity was negatively correlated 

with internal attributions. This pattern of results suggests that more internal attributions 

for negative events were associated with lower extroversion, lower emotional stability, 

and lower activity, and that more stable attributions were associated with lower 

extroversion. Additionally, in a study with adults suffering from depression, it has also 

been found that pathological personality variables such as anxiety and fearfulness were 

strongly related to maladaptive attributions for negative life events, such as perceiving 

the events as internal, stable, and global (Ilardi & Craighead, 1999). As Dodge (2006) 

points out, personality and cognitive variables such as attributions may be highly 

intertwined as children and adolescents develop, and it is hard to tease apart if personality 

is influencing cognitions or if cognitions are influencing personality. In combination, this 

research illustrates the importance of viewing children’s attributions and interactions with 

parents and peers as developmental processes influenced by individual characteristics and 

differences.  

 In fact, it is important to consider the developmental context in which the current 

study’s participants are. The targeted participants were all middle school students, in the 

developmental period of young adolescence. Young adolescence includes the ages 10-14 

and is a time of great social and emotional change (Feldstein, 1988; Pellegrini & Long, 

2002). This period is often characterized by an increase in the importance of peers, as 

young adolescents begin utilizing the support of their peers more and the support of their 
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parents less, which is often accompanied by an increase in parent-child conflict (Furman 

& Buhrmester, 1992).  Unfortunately, as the importance of peers increases so too do 

opportunities for experiencing victimization from peers. For example, Gusler and Kiang 

(2014) found that young adults reported experiencing verbal, physical, and relational peer 

victimization more frequently in middle school than in any other time (e.g., elementary or 

high school). Similarly, additional research has found that the experience of being both a 

perpetrator and victim, rather than just a perpetrator or just a victim, increases 

significantly from elementary to middle school, and that overt aggression (e.g., 

cruelty/bullying, threating others, and fighting) and emotional dysregulation (e.g., 

jealousy, rapid mood changes, and irritability) significantly increase during this period of 

development as well (Olson et al., 2013; Williford et al., 2011). Therefore, early 

adolescence is clearly an important developmental period in which to explore both 

parent-child and peer relationships.  

Current Study 

 The current study sought to integrate parenting, peer victimization, and attribution 

literatures.  Each of these bodies of research has been linked in various ways, but the 

model of connection hypothesized by the current study is novel. The primary purpose of 

this study was to explore the effect of attributions as mechanisms that mediate pathways 

between parenting and children’s experiences as victims or perpetrators of peer 

victimization.  Although prior work has identified basic links between authoritarian 

parenting and peer victimization, little work has differentiated or addressed why some 

children end up on the receiving end of peer victimization experiences and others end up 

as perpetrators themselves.  In order to find this differentiating link this study focused on 
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self-blame and hostile intent attributions although other attributions were examined as 

well (e.g., stable and global). These attributions were chosen given that prior research has 

found a strong connection between victims’ hostile intent attributions for peer 

victimization and physical aggression, delinquency, and relational aggression, and a 

strong connection between victims’ self-blame attributions for peer victimization and 

depression and anxiety (Anderson & Hunter, 2012; Hunter et al., 2010; Margie, 2007; 

Perren et al., 2013; Werner, 2012). Additionally, these attributions were chosen given 

that self-blame is an internal attribution and hostile intent is a type of external attribution. 

Internal and external attributions are at the core of attribution theory and have a long 

history of differentiating people’s thinking styles and associated emotions and behavior 

(Kelley, 1967). Stable and global attributions were also examined, as additional 

predictors to explain how attributions in one situation concerning parent-child conflict 

can be translated into situations and behaviors with peers (Alloy et al., 1984)   

 The current study is novel in that it (a) explored the connection between 

individual differences, such as gender, race, SES, and personality, and processes of peer 

victimization, parenting, and attributions; (b) explored children’s attributions for parent-

child conflict, which has received very little attention in prior research; (c) looked at the 

connection between children’s attributions for parent-child conflict and peer relations and 

behaviors, rather than examining the often researched connection between attributions of 

peer interactions and peer related behavior (Anderson & Hunter, 2012; Hunter et al., 

2010; Perren et al., 2013; Werner, 2012); (d) examined how parenting style is associated 

with children’s parent-child related attributions rather than peer related attributions 

(Gomez et al., 2001; Raikes & Thompson, 2008); (e) attempted to differentiate the link 
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between authoritarian parenting and being a victim of peer victimization from the link 

between authoritarian parenting and being a perpetrator. 

 There were three primary research aims. First, individual differences as covariates 

of peer victimization, authoritarian parenting, and attributions were explored. Within this 

aim, the current study predicted that there would be several differences based on 

demographic variables/individual differences: (1) males would report higher levels of 

both victimization and perpetration than would females; (2) racial minority participants 

would report higher levels of victimization from peers than White, racial majority, 

participants; (3) SES would be significantly negatively correlated with authoritarian 

parenting; (4) the big five personality variables (i.e., openness, conscientiousness, 

extroversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism) would be significantly correlated with 

attributions. Specifically, openness, conscientiousness, extroversion, and agreeableness 

were expected to be negatively correlated with self-blame, stable, global, and hostile 

intent attributions, and neuroticism was expected to be positively correlated with self-

blame, stable, global, and hostile intent attributions. These expectations were driven by 

previous research which found that males experienced higher frequencies of victimization 

from peers than females, which they reported was most often perpetrated by someone of 

the same gender (Gusler & Kiang, 2014). This past work also found that those of a racial 

minority reported higher levels of victimization from peers than those who were White 

(Gusler & Kiang, 2014). Additional research has found that lower SES parents were more 

likely than high SES parents to display strict discipline behaviors that are characteristic of 

authoritarian parenting (Pinderhughes et al., 2000), and that there are associations 
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between internal, stable, and global attributions and personality characteristics (Mitchell, 

2001).  

 After potential individual differences were explored as covariates, the second 

research aim was to examine the mediating role of attributions in the links between 

authoritarian parenting and victimization from peers and perpetration of peer 

victimization. Specific hypotheses, as seen in Figure 1, were that authoritarian parenting 

would be associated with being a victim of peer victimization and that children’s 

internal/self-blame, stable, and global attributions for parent-child conflicts would be 

directly associated with a child being a victim, as well as explain the relationship between 

authoritarian parenting and being a victim. 

 

Figure 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. The mediational model explaining the connection between authoritarian 

parenting and victimization from peers. 
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 These hypotheses stemmed from the fact that experiencing victimization from 

peers has been linked with attributions of self-blame, and self-blame was related to 

depressive symptoms and feelings of helplessness which were also often associated with 

victimization (Anderson & Hunter, 2012; Hunter et al., 2010; Perren et al., 2013). 

Therefore, self-blame in situations of parent-child conflict may lead to depression and be 

predictive of behaviors, such as helplessness, that predisposes one to be a victim of peer 

victimization. It was also predicted that stable and global attributions would mediate the 

pathway between authoritarian parenting and being a victim of peer victimization, as 

these two attributions have been found to be associated with attributions in one situation 

transferring to behavior or emotions in another situation (Alloy et al., 1984).  

 In contrast, as seen in Figure 2, this study also examined whether authoritarian 

parenting would also be associated with perpetration of peer victimization, and whether 

children’s external/hostile intent, stable, and global attributions for parent-child conflicts 

would be associated with a child being a perpetrator, as well as explain the relationship 

between authoritarian parenting and perpetration of peer victimization. These predictions 

stemmed from research which has found hostile intent attributions to be associated with 

aggressive behavior (Margie, 2007; Perren et al., 2013; Werner, 2012), as well as from 

research which has found hostile intent attributions of peers to mediate the relationship 

between parental control and aggressive behaviors (Gomez & Gomez, 2000; Gomez et al., 

2001). Similar to Figure 1, it was predicted that stable and global attributions would also 

mediate the pathway between authoritarian parenting and perpetration, as these two 

attributions have been found to be associated with attributions in one situation 

transferring to behavior in another situation (Alloy et al., 1984).  
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Figure 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The mediational model explaining the connection between authoritarian 

parenting and perpetration of peer victimization. 
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perpetrator, as they have been associated with different problems in adjustment (e.g., 

externalizing versus internalizing problems), thereby providing key information that 

could be used in future research, counseling, or school wide prevention efforts.  
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METHODS 

Participants 

 Participants were 46 middle school students, ages 11-14 years (M = 12.48; SD 

= .98). Among participants about 39% were male and 61% were female; 50% were sixth 

grade students, 19.6% were 7th grade, and 30.4% were 8th grade students. The majority of 

participants were White (87%), followed by African American (6.5%), Multiracial 

(4.3%), and Hispanic (2.2%).  The majority of the participants lived with both parents 

who were married (78.3%), 15.2% of participants’ parents were divorced or separated, 

and 4.3% of participants’ parents were never married.  

Procedure 

 Participants were recruited through community organizations such as local 

YMCAs and religious youth groups. They were also recruited through three middle 

schools in the Winston Salem/Forsyth County school district. Regardless of the 

recruitment site, parents were given a contact letter briefly explaining the study and why 

their child was being asked to participate. Along with this contact letter, parents were also 

given the parental consent form with a more detailed explanation of the research study, 

and an addressed envelope with which to mail the signed consent form back to the 

principal investigator. When the consent from parents was received, parents were mailed 

a questionnaire packet, child assent form, and a debriefing form that they were to 

distribute to their child. Completed questionnaires were then mailed back to the principal 

investigator via a provided addressed and stamped envelope. Out of 92 consent forms 

received, 50 of the questionnaire packets were completed and returned, resulting in a 

54% response rate. However, four of the participants did not complete the attribution 
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questions and were therefore not included in the analyses. The questionnaire packet took 

participants approximately 30 minutes to complete and can be seen in the Appendix.  

 As compensation for this research study, participants who returned their parental 

consent forms were placed into a lottery drawing to win one of five $10 movie theatre 

gift cards. Those who won in the lottery drawing were mailed a gift card to their local 

movie theater, based on the address which was provided on the parental consent form.  

Materials 

 Peer victimization. The Olweus Bullying Questionnaire (Olweus, 1996) is a 

measure of both being bullied and of bullying others, which has often been used to assess 

middle school students’ bullying/peer victimization experiences (Georgiou & Stavrinides, 

2008; Georgiou et al., 2013). Participants were first given a brief description of what 

bullying is (e.g., other students saying mean and hurtful things, ignoring or excluding 

you, hitting you, pushing you, telling lies or spreading rumors about you, or doing other 

hurtful things). They were then asked how often they were bullied, on a scale from 1 “I 

have not been bullied at school in past couple of months” to 5 “Several times a week.” 

Next, participants were asked 10 questions concerning incidences where they may have 

been bullied (e.g., “I was hit, kicked, pushed, shoved around, or locked indoors,” “Other 

students left me out of things on purpose”).  These questions are not meant to be broken 

into different types of bullying for analyses, but they cover verbal (e.g., “I was called 

mean names, was made fun of, or teased in a hurtful way”), relational (e.g., “Other 

students left me out of things on purpose, excluded me from their group of friends, or 

completely ignored me”), physical (e.g., “I was hit, kicked, pushed, or shoved around”), 

property (e.g., “I had money or other things taken away from me or damaged”), racial 
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(e.g., “I was bullied with mean names or comments about race or color”), and cyber 

bullying (e.g., “I was bullied with mean or hurtful messages, calls or pictures, or in other 

ways on my cell phone or over the internet”). Participants responded to these questions 

on a five-point scale ranging from 1 “It has not happened in the past couple of months” to 

5 “Several times a week.” Victimization was scored by averaging the responses to the 

one global victimization question (e.g., “How often have you been bullied at school in the 

past year”) and the other 10 victimization questions. The Cronbach’s alpha for the 

victimization subscale was .92.    

 Then, participants were given a description of bullying behaviors and asked about 

bullying other students. To measure bullying behaviors, participants were asked, “How 

often have you taken part in bullying another student(s) at school in the past couple of 

months,” which they responded to on a scale of 1 “I have not bullied another student(s) at 

school in the past couple of months” to 5 “Several times a week.” They then answer 10 

questions mirroring those asked about being bullied, but these questions were about their 

bullying behaviors toward their peers (e.g., “I hit, kicked, pushed, and shoved him or her 

around, or locked him or her indoors,” “I kept him or her out of things on purpose”). For 

these questions, participants responded on a five-point scale from 1 “It has not happened 

in the past couple of months” to 5 ”Several times a week.” Similar to victimization, 

perpetration was scored by averaging the responses to the one global perpetration 

question (e.g., “How often have you taken part in bullying another student(s) at school in 

the past couple of months”) and the other 10 perpetration/bullying questions. The 

Cronbach’s alpha for the perpetration subscale was .57. 
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 Child’s perception of parenting.  The Parental Authority Questionnaire (PAQ; 

Buri, 1991) is a widely used measure of children’s perceptions of their parents’ parenting 

style. This measure has 30 items, 10 that are descriptive of Authoritative parenting styles 

(e.g., my mother [father] discusses the reasoning behind their rules with the children in 

the family), 10 that are descriptive of Permissive parenting styles (e.g., my mother 

[father] seldom gives me expectations and guidelines for my behavior), and 10 that are 

descriptive of Authoritarian parenting styles (e.g., my mother [father] does not allow me 

to question any decision they make). For the purposes of this study, we only assessed the 

Authoritarian parenting subscale, as this was the parenting style that has been shown in 

prior work to be most relevant to victimization and perpetration and perpetration of peer 

victimization (Georgiou et al., 2013). For each of the 10 Authoritarian subscale items, 

participants responded on a scale of 1 “Strongly disagree” to 5 “Strongly agree” to 

indicate how the statement applies to them and their parents. In order to make this 

measure more age appropriate and more understandable for participants and for both 

parents rather than just the mother or the father, the wording of items was sometimes 

changed (e.g., “My mother [father] does not feel that I need to obey rules and regulations 

of behavior simply because someone in authority had established them” was changed to 

“My parents do not feel that I need to obey the rules simply because someone told me 

to”; “I know what my mother [father] expects of me in the family and she [he] insists that 

I conform to those expectations simply out of respect for authority” was changed to “I 

know what my parents expect of me in the family and they insist that I do what they tell 

me to do”).  Altering of the wording of items to be consistent with the study’s research 

question and population has been done in prior research without compromising the 
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reliability of the measure (Georgiou et al., 2013). The Cronbach’a alpha for the 

Authoritarian subscale was .79. 

 Attributions of parent-child interactions. An adaptation of Markel and 

Wiener’s (2014) Parent-Adolescent Attribution Questionnaire (PAAQ) was used to 

measure children’s attributions for parent-child conflict or disagreement. As in the 

original questionnaire, students first completed the Issues Checklist abridged version 

(Prinz, Foster, Kent, & O’Leary, 1979; Robin & Foster, 1989). The Issues Checklist 

consists of 44 items that list issues that parents and young adolescents may have 

disagreed about in the past four weeks. For the current study, only 26 items/issues were 

used to assess parent-child conflicts. Because this study aimed to assess attributions for 

relatively common or everyday parent-child conflicts, issues regarding sex and drug and 

alcohol use were omitted, which might not be as salient for middle-school students. As 

done in prior research (Markel & Wiener, 2014), redundant issues were also omitted 

(e.g., multiple questions concerning cleanliness, such as brushing teeth, putting feet on 

furniture, and messing up the house), and issues that were out-of-date were deleted or 

updated (e.g., buying records, taking care of records, and telephone calls).  These 

alterations were primarily for the sake of parsimony and comprehension. One item was 

added in which students could write in any issue not listed. For each issue, participants 

were asked to indicate “Yes” or “No” as to if they have disagreed with their parents in the 

past four weeks, and then they were asked how often they disagreed with their parents 

about each issue on a scale from 1 “Never” to 3 “A lot.”  

 Then, participants were asked to choose and write down the three topics that stuck 

out in their mind as a particularly salient issue in their relationship with their parents. For 
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each of these three issues, participants were asked why they disagreed with their parents. 

Each reason corresponds to a particular attribution. For example, “it is my fault, it is due 

to something about me” is an internal attribution; “we are likely to continue to have this 

conflict for a long time” is a stable attribution; “affects other areas of our relationship” is 

a global attribution; “my parents/guardians do this on purpose to pick a fight with me/to 

make me angry or upset” is a hostile intent attribution. Participants responded to each of 

the four reasons corresponding to an attribution on a scale of 1 “Strongly disagree” to 4 

“Strongly agree.” Attribution scores were created by averaging attributions across the 

three conflicts. Therefore, self-blame, stable, global, and hostile intent attribution scores 

were calculated for each participant. Cronbach’s alphas for these attributions were as 

follows: self-blame = .89, stable = .78, global = .87, and hostile intent = .90.  

Personality.  The Big Five Inventory-10 (BFI-10: Rammstedt & John, 2007) was 

used to measure personality based on the big five personality traits (e.g., openness, 

conscientiousness, extroversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism). This measure consists 

of 10 statements (two items for each personality trait) to which participants responded on 

a five-point scale from 1 "Disagree strongly" to 5 "Agree strongly." This short measure 

has shown convergent validity with other longer measures of the big five personality 

traits, and was developed from the 44 item Big Five Inventory, which has successfully 

been used with children. The BFI-10, has also been used successfully with children and 

adolescents, ages 10-17 (Back et al., 2010; Hanson et al., 2013).  

 Correlations between the two personality variables that comprise each trait were 

as follows: openness r = .12, conscientiousness r = .26, extroversion r = .39, 

agreeableness r = .03, and neuroticism r = .33. These low correlations suggest that 
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caution should be taken in drawing strong conclusions from any of the results that include 

these personality scores. Also, due to these low correlations, analyses with individual 

items were explored. Such preliminary analyses did not did not seem to clarify or 

strengthen any results; therefore, the common convention of combining the two items for 

each personality variable to create five personality subscales, openness, 

conscientiousness, extroversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism was followed 

(Rammstedt & John, 2007). 

 Background information. Sociodemographic characteristics, such as child 

gender (Male was coded as 1 and Female was coded as 2), were also considered in 

analyses. Parents’ level of education was used as a proxy for participants’ socioeconomic 

status (SES) by standardizing responses to mother/stepmother and father/stepfather 

education levels and then averaging them (the higher the score indicated the more 

education their parents had completed, which we used to be indicative of higher SES). 

Among participants, the mean father/stepfather education level was 4.67 (SD = 1.81), 

which falls between “some college or technical school” and “associate’s degree,” and the 

mean mother/stepmother education level was 6.93 (SD = 1.74), which is closest to 

“bachelor’s degree from a four year university.”  Due to limited ethnic/racial diversity, 

the originally proposed analyses and comparisons based on race were unable to be 

conducted.   
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RESULTS 

Descriptives 

 First, in order to get a general understanding of the data and primary variables of 

interest (e.g., peer victimization, authoritarian parenting, and attributions) descriptive 

statistics in the form of means, standard deviations, and Pearson r correlations were 

examined. As seen in Table 1, victimization and perpetration were not frequently 

experienced with average responses toward the low end of the scale As such, skew and 

kurtosis values were examined, which showed that participants’ reports of victimization 

(skewness = 2.23; kurtosis = 6.30) and perpetration (skewness = 6.15; kurtosis = 39.32) 

were not normally distributed. Therefore, these variables were transformed by taking the 

inverse of the variable (i.e., 1/variable), in order to achieve a more normal distribution 

and in order to run inferential statistics on these variables. After transformations, 

victimization had a skewness of -.55 and kutosis of -.835 and perpetration had a skewness 

of -3.18 and kurtosis of 12.90. These transformations resulted in more normality 

distributed data and allowed for more accurate t-tests and ANOVAs without harshly 

violating the assumption of normality. Notably, means and standard deviations that are 

shown in Table 1 are non-transformed and all correlations were run with non-transformed 

variables. Given that inverse transformation reverses the order among values, the means 

that are listed reflect non-transformed values in order to ease interpretation. 

 A paired samples t-test revealed that participants experienced significantly more 

incidences victimization than perpetration, t(45) = 6.64, p < .001, d = .65. Table 1 lists 

the means for each variable. Despite the overall low frequency of peer victimization 

experiences, 76% of participants had experienced at least one incident of being 
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victimized by their peers within the past school year, and 37% of participants reported 

perpetrating peer victimization at least once. Also, correlations show that higher incidents 

of victimization were significantly correlated with higher reports of perpetration (r = .73). 

Correlations also show that victimization (r = .42) and perpetration (r = .59) were 

significantly correlated with hostile intent attributions with parents, indicating that 

participants attributing conflict with parents to the parents purposely picking fights to try 

to make them angry or upset was associated with higher reports of victimization and 

perpetration.  

 Also, as seen in Table 1, authoritarian parenting had a mean of 3.32 (SD = .57), 

which falls in the middle of the continuous scale, showing that participants’ perceptions 

of their parents’ parenting style were not strongly authoritarian or non-authoritarian. 

However, it appears that authoritarian parenting was significantly associated with 

victimization from peers (r = .41) and perpetration (r = .35). These correlations indicate 

that as ratings of authoritarian parenting increased so too did reported incidences of 

victimization from peers and perpetration of peer victimization. Authoritarian parenting 

was also significantly correlated with hostile intent attributions (r = .44), which indicates 

that higher reports of authoritarian parenting were associated with the tendency for one to 

attribute conflict with parents as being due to the parent purposely picking a fight and 

trying to make one angry or upset. 

 Among attributions, self-blame was the most frequently reported (M = 2.80, SD 

= .69), followed by stable (M = 2.49, SD = .67), global (M = 1.83, SD = .75), and hostile 

intent (M = 1.38, SD = .59). In fact, using a series of paired samples t-tests it was found 

that reports of self-blame attributions were significantly higher than reports of stable, t(45) 
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= 2.47, p = .02, d = .46, global, t(45) = 6.75, p < .001, d = 1.35, and hostile intent, t(45) = 

10.18, p < .001, d = 2.21 attributions. Stable attributions were also significantly higher 

than global, t(45) = 5.07, p < .001, d = .93, and hostile intent, t(45) = 10.70, p < .001, d = 

1.76 attributions. Lastly, global attributions were reported at significantly higher 

frequencies than hostile intent attributions, t(45) = 3.76, p < .001, d = .67.  There was also 

a significant correlation between hostile intent and stable attributions, indicating that 

increases in hostile intent attributions were associated with stable attributions (i.e., 

thinking that they will continue to have that conflict for a long time) for conflict with 

parents.  

 Another descriptive that is important to note is that the three most common 

parent-child conflicts for which participants reported their attributions was fighting with 

brothers and sisters (M = 2.41, SD = .66), talking back to parents (M = 2.18, SD = 1.60), 

and getting up in the morning (M = 2.12, SD = .82).   

Exploring Individual Differences and Possible Covariates 

 Before creating the mediation models, a series of preliminary analyses was 

conducted to explore the possible role of key variables of individual differences (e.g., 

gender, grade, SES, personality) in order to determine which, or if any, variable should 

be included as a covariate. As done before, all t-tests and ANOVAs with victimization 

and perpetration as a test variable were done with the transformed inverse of the variable, 

as to not violate assumptions of normality.  Again, although this study originally intended 

to examine the possible effect of race, such tests were not possible due to the small



 
 

 
 

Table 1 

Correlations and Means among Primary Study Variables (N = 46) 

 

 
 Variables                                                       Correlations                                                               Mean (SD) 
 

 
             1                    2            3                  4                  5         6                 7 
 

 
(1) Victimization — .73** .41** -.10 .08 .11 .42** 1.59 (.80) 
 
(2) Perpetration  — .35* -.18 .08 -.06 .59** 1.15 (.53) 
 
(3) Authoritarian Parenting   — .09 .20 .29 .44** 3.32 (.57) 
 
(4) Self-Blame Attribution    — .21 .09 -.08 2.80 (.69) 
 
(5) Stable Attribution     — .24 .38** 2.49 (.67) 
 
(6) Global Attribution     — .29 1.83 (.75) 
 
(7) Hostile Intent Attribution       — 1.38 (.59) 
 

 
Note.  The means and standard deviations for victimization from peers and perpetration of victimization are non-transformed 
and correlations were run with non-transformed variables. 
* p < .05     ** p < .01  

4
1
 



 
 

42 
 

 
number of racial minorities who participated in this study.  Future research, with a larger 

and more diverse sample, would be helpful in addressing possible racial differences in the 

processes examined here. 

 Gender. First, a two-tailed independent samples t-test was used to examine gender 

differences in peer victimization, authoritarian parenting, and attributions. As seen in 

Table 2, there were no significant gender differences in peer victimization, neither in 

reports of being victimized or reports of perpetrating victimization. There were also no 

significant gender differences in reports of authoritarian parenting. Results in Table 3 

show that there were also no significant gender differences in self-blame, stable, global, 

or hostile intent attributions.  

 Grade level. Second, potential differences based on grade were explored using a 

one-way ANOVA. Although no predictions were made based on grade level, this test was 

conducted to determine whether grade should be included as a possible covariate for the 

mediation models. As seen in Table 2, there were no significant grade level differences in 

experiencing victimization from peers, perpetrating victimization, or authoritarian 

parenting. Differences in attributions are shown in Table 3. There were no significant 

grade level differences in self-blame, stable, global, or hostile intent attributions. 

 SES. Third, in order to determine if SES should be included as a covariate, 

Pearson r correlations between SES and the primary variables of the mediation models 

were examined. There was a significant negative correlation between SES and 

victimization (r = -.30, p < .05), indicating that lower SES was associated with higher 

reports of victimization from peers. However, there were no significant correlations 
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Table 2 

Means and Standard Deviations for Victimization, Perpetration, and Authoritarian 

 

Parenting (N = 46) 
 

 
  t/F  t/F Authoritarian t/F 

 Victim. (df) Perp. (df) Parenting (df) 
 

 
Gender 
 
 Male 1.75 (1.01) -.90 1.25 (.83) -.30 3.27 (.49) -.52 
 
 Female 1.50 (.64) (44) 1.09 (.14) (44) 3.36 (.62) (44) 
 
Grade 
 
 6th 1.43 (.48) .71 1.06 (.11) 1.14 3.40 (.44) .94 
 
 7th 1.52 (.71) (2, 43) 1.09 (.16) (2, 43) 3.40 (.37)  (2, 43) 
 
 8th 1.92 (1.92)  1.34 (.94)  3.15 (.80) 
 
* p < .05     ** p < .01 
 
 
between SES and perpetration (r = -.24) or authoritarian parenting (r = -.28), and there 

were also no significant correlations between SES and self-blame attributions (r = .02), 

stable attributions (r = .06), global attributions (r = -.14), or hostile intent attributions (r 

= .01), at an alpha of .05. 

 Personality. Fourth, correlations between the five personality variables and the 

primary variables of the mediation model were explored. Again, interpretation of these 

results should be cautious, given the question of measurement validity and low 

correlations between personality items. However, results show that agreeableness was 

significantly negatively correlated with victimization (r = -.32, p < .05) and perpetration 



 
 

 
 

Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for Attributions (N = 46) 
 

 
 Self-      Hostile 
 Blame t/F Stable t/F Global t/F Intent t/F 

 

 
Gender 
 
 Male 2.63 (.77) -1.38 2.37 (.44) -.99 1.98 (.80) 1.07 1.41 (.71) .20 
 
 Female 2.92 (.63) (44) 2.57 (.78) (44) 1.74 (.72) (44) 1.37 (.51) (44) 
 
Grade 
 
 6th 2.77 (.73) .21 2.35 (.71) 1.11 1.83 (.85) .39 1.22 (.37) 1.93 
 
 7th 2.74 (.72) (2, 43) 2.59 (.62) (2, 43) 1.67 (.44) (2, 43) 1.56 (.47) (2, 43) 
 
 8th 2.90 (.64)  2.67 (.63)  1.95 (.77)  1.55 (.85) 
 
* p < .05     ** p < .01 
 

 

 

4
4
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(r = -.34, p < .05), indicating that those who scored higher on agreeableness reported 

fewer incidents of being a victim and a perpetrator of peer victimization. Similarly, 

conscientiousness was significantly negatively correlated with victimization (r = -.50, p 

< .05) and perpetration (r = -.33, p < .05), showing that those who scored high on 

conscientiousness reported fewer incidences victimization from peers and perpetration of 

peer victimization. None of the personality variables were significantly correlated with 

authoritarian parenting (p > .05). However, agreeableness (r = -.45, p < .01) and 

conscientiousness (r = -.35, p < .05) were both significantly negatively correlated with 

hostile intent attributions, indicating that higher scores on agreeableness and 

conscientiousness were associated with fewer hostile intent attributions for conflicts with 

parents. No other personality variables were associated with self-blame, stable, global, or 

hostile intent attributions (p > .05).  

 Summary of covariates. Preliminary analyses of individual differences showed 

that there were no significant differences in reports of victimization, perpetration, 

authoritarian parenting, or attributions based on gender or grade level, and racial 

differences could not be addressed. However, there was a significant negative correlation 

with SES and victimization. There were also significant negative correlations between 

agreeableness and victimization, perpetration, and hostile intent attributions and between 

conscientiousness and victimization, perpetration, and hostile intent attributions.  

 These analyses were helpful in determining which variables to control for as 

covariates in the mediation models. The outcome variables in the mediation models were 

victimization and perpetration; therefore, the variables which were associated with these 

outcome variables were included as controls. As such, in the mediation model with 
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victimization as the outcome, covariates included SES, agreeableness, and 

conscientiousness. In the mediation model with perpetration as the outcome variable, 

agreeableness and conscientiousness were included as covariates.  

Data Analysis Plan 

 Although the Olweus Bullying Questionnaire is usually used to categorize 

participants as bullies or victims, due to the statistical problems of making a continuous 

measure categorical (e.g., can reduce power, effect size, and reliability of the measure; 

Abrahams & Alf, 1978; Preacher, Rucker, MacCallum, & Nicewander, 2005) and due to 

the relatively low frequency of victimization and perpetration in the sample, the measure 

was kept on a continuous scale and linear rather than logistic regression analyses were 

used to determine associations between primary study variables and victimization and 

perpetration experiences. 

 In order to test both hypotheses concerning the mediational power of self-blame, 

stable, global and hostile intent attributions, two regression analyses were run using the 

bias corrected bootstrapping method to test for mediation.  Bootstrapping uses resampling 

and replacement (which we did 1,000 times, per standard convention), and using the bias 

corrected bootstrap aids in the issue of low power due to a small sample size (Hayes & 

Scharkow, 2013). Bootstrapping is also ideal to help minimize chances of error due to 

skewed victimization and perpetration variables (Russell & Dean, 2000). These 

mediational tests were done using the SPSS plug-in PROCESS (Hayes, 2013).  

  In the first step/model of the regression analyses, authoritarian parenting is 

examined as a predictor of victimization or perpetration, controlling for possible 

covariates (e.g., agreeableness, conscientiousness, and SES). The second step/model of 
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the regression analyses examines whether the anticipated mediators are predictive of 

victimization or perpetration, also controlling for authoritarian parenting and the 

covariates. In order to determine if the mediators were significant, the bootstrap 

confidence interval for the indirect effect of authoritarian parenting on victimization or 

perpetration through the proposed mediators was examined. If zero did not fall within this 

confidence interval it could be concluded that the mediation was significant (Hayes & 

Scharkow, 2013). 

Mediation Analyses 

 The first mediational analysis examined self-blame, stable, global, and hostile 

intent attributions as mediators for the connection between authoritarian parenting and 

victimization from peers. As seen in Table 4, in model one, controlling for agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and SES, authoritarian parenting was significantly associated with 

experiencing peer victimization (b = .48, p < .05). However, none of the other variables 

in model one were significantly associated with victimization (ps > .05). In model two, 

the only proposed mediator that was significantly associated with victimization was 

hostile intent attributions (b = .55, p < .05) and authoritarian parenting was no longer 

significantly associated with victimization, when controlling for the mediators. As seen in 

Table 5, the bootstrapped mediation results revealed that neither self-blame (95% CI [-

.12, .05]), stable (95% CI [-.20, .06]), global (95% CI [-.29, .07]), nor hostile intent 

attributions (95% CI [-.19, .85]), were significant mediators of the link between 

authoritarian parenting and being victimized by peers.
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Table 4 

Summary of Mediational Regression Predicting Victimization (N = 46) 

 B SE b  

Model 1   

Authoritarian Parenting   .48*  .21 

Agreeableness .06  .15 

Conscientiousness    .00 .17 

SES -.19 .14 

   

Model 2   

Authoritarian Parenting  .24 .24 

Agreeableness  .15 .15 

Conscientiousness   .11 .17 

SES -.24 .14 

Self-Blame -.13 .19 

Stable -.06 .19 

Global -.09 .16 

Hostile Intent .55* .24 

   

R2  .33 

F 2.23* 

*p < .05     **p < .01 
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Table 5 

Indirect Effects for Victimization (N = 46) 

 
Bootstrap results for indirect or mediation effects 

 

 
 

Mediators 

 
Mediation 

Effect 
 

 
 

SE 

 
 

95% Confidence Interval 

    
Lower 

 
Upper 

 
Self-Blame            .00 .05 -.12 .05 

 
Stable           -.02 .06 -.20 .06 

 
Global -.03 .09 -.29 .07 

 
Hostile Intent .29 .27 -.19 .85 

     
Total Effect .24 .24 -.14 .77 

 

 
 
 
 The second mediational analysis examined self-blame, stable, global, and hostile 

intent attributions as mediators for the connection between authoritarian parenting and 

perpetration. As seen in Table 6, in model one, authoritarian parenting (b = .39, p < .01) 

and agreeableness (b = -.26, p < .01) were significantly associated with perpetration of 

peer victimization. The negative coefficient for agreeableness indicates that higher scores 

on agreeableness were associated with fewer incidences of perpetration. As expected, 

more authoritarian parenting was associated with more reported experiences of 

perpetration. In model two, neither authoritarian parenting nor agreeableness remained 

significantly associated with perpetration (p > .05), but global (b = -.20, p < .05) and 

hostile intent (b = .46 p < .01) attributions were significantly associated with perpetration.  
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Table 6 

 

Summary of Mediational Regression Predicting Perpetration (N = 46) 

 b SE b  

 

Model 1 

 

  

Authoritarian Parenting   .39**  .13 

Agreeableness -.26** .09 

Conscientiousness  -.13 .08 

   

Model 2   

Authoritarian Parenting  .18 .13 

Agreeableness -.06 .09 

Conscientiousness  -.10 .08 

Self-Blame -.08 .10 

Stable -.06 .11 

Global -.20* .09 

Hostile Intent .46** .15 

   

R2  .48 

F 5.01** 

 

*p < .05     **p < .01 

 

 



 
 

51 
 

The negative coefficient for global attributions indicates that more global attributions for 

conflict with parents were linked with fewer incidences of perpetration. More hostile 

intent attributions were associated with more instances of perpetration. However, as seen 

in Table 7, the bootstrapped mediation results revealed that neither self-blame (95% CI [-

.13, .00]), stable (95% CI [-.11, .01]), global (95% CI [-.33, .00]), nor hostile intent 

attributions (95% CI [-.02, .49]) were significant mediators. 

 

Table 7 

 Indirect Effects for Perpetration (N = 46) 

 
Bootstrap results for indirect or mediation effects 

 

 
 

Mediators 
 

 
Mediation 

Effect 

 
 

SE 

 
 

95% Confidence Interval 

   Lower Upper 

Self-Blame -.01 .02 -.13 .00 

Stable -.01 .02 -.11 .01 

Global -.07 .07 -.33 .00 

Hostile Intent .18 .15 -.02 .49 

     

Total Effect .09 .12 -.05 .45 

 



 
 

52 
 

DISCUSSION  

 Peer victimization is a salient developmental concern and the goal of the current 

study was to shed light on processes by which the authoritarian parenting style at home is 

associated with being a victim and perpetrator of peer victimization at school. Although 

the predicted mediational effects were not shown to be significant, the current study does 

extend research on the prevalence of victimization by peers and perpetration in middle 

school children and further confirms the link between authoritarian parenting and peer 

victimization experiences (Georgiou & Stavrinides, 2008). Specifically, the results from 

this study suggest that even though peer victimization in middle school may not often 

occur at high frequencies, the prevalence still remains high with about 76% of 

participants experiencing at least one incidence of being a victim of peer victimization at 

school within the past year. Similarly, although not a frequent occurrence, perpetration of 

peer victimization was reported by 37% of participants. These results further illustrate 

that there is a high correlation (e.g., over .70 in the current study) between being 

victimized by peers and perpetrating victimization, which provides more evidence to 

suggest that it is important to examine perpetrator-victims as a unique group (Yang & 

Salmivalli, 2013). Lastly, the current study illustrates children’s attributions of conflicts 

with their parents, although not as strong as anticipated, do play a role in whether or not 

they experience victimization and perpetrate peer victimization. 

 More specifically, this study’s first research aim was to explore differences in 

peer victimization, perceptions of authoritarian parenting, and attributions based on 

demographic variables/individual differences. Related hypotheses were broken into four 

parts, and in totality were only partially supported. First, it was predicted that males 
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would report higher levels of both victimization and perpetration than would females, 

which was not supported, as there were no significant differences based on gender. This 

result was contrary to prior retrospective work in which boys were more likely to 

experience and perpetrate peer victimization at some point in their childhood (Gusler & 

Kiang, 2014). These differences may be due to prior work being retrospective and asking 

about experiences throughout childhood rather than the current study which asked only 

about experiences in middle school, occurring within the last year.  Also contrary to prior 

research, gender differences in perceptions of parenting style as authoritarian were not 

found (Rudasill et al., 2013).  

 It was also predicted that SES would be significantly negatively correlated with 

authoritarian parenting. This prediction was not supported, which is contrary to prior 

research that has found that low income parents are more likely than high income parents 

to use harsh discipline for their children (Pinderhughes et al., 2000). Nonetheless, further 

exploration of SES differences revealed that lower SES was associated with children 

experiencing higher frequencies of victimization from peers. This finding is consistent 

with work that has found low SES children to be exposed to a variety of and higher levels 

of victimization experiences, particularly peer victimization at school (Wade, Shea, 

Rubin, & Wood, 2014). 

 The big five personality variables were also expected to be significantly 

correlated with attributions. This prediction was partially supported, with agreeableness 

and conscientiousness being negatively correlated with hostile intent attributions. This 

result does not support prior work which has found stronger and more consistent 

associations between personality traits and internal, stable, and global attributions for 
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negative events (Ilardi & Craighead, 1999; Mitchell, 2001). However, the results do give 

some credence to Dodge’s (2006) claim that personality and attributions can become 

intertwined throughout development. Higher scores on agreeableness and 

conscientiousness were associated with less hostile intent attributions for conflicts with 

parents as well as fewer incidences of victimization from peers and perpetration. 

Nonetheless, these results should be interpreted with caution, as the unexpectedly weak 

correlations between individual personality items calls into question the reliability and 

validity of the personality measure used in this study. 

  An additional research aim was to determine whether authoritarian parenting is 

associated with victimization from peers. Also, whether children’s internal/self-blame, 

stable, and global attributions for parent-child conflicts are linked with a child being a 

victim, as well as explain the relationship between authoritarian parenting and 

victimization. These hypotheses were partially supported. Authoritarian parenting was 

associated with experiencing victimization from peers. However, when adding 

attributions to regression model, the effect of authoritarian parenting was no longer 

significant, and self-blame, stable, and global attributions were not significantly 

associated with victimization experiences and did not explain the relationship between 

authoritarian parenting and victimization. These results, in part, support prior research 

showing a predictive path from authoritarian parenting to victimization from peers 

(Georgiou & Stavrinides, 2008; Georgiou et al., 2013). However, results failed to support 

the prediction that self-blame, stable, and global attributions would explain this path. 

There could be several possible explanations for this hypothesis not being supported. One 

is the lack of power due to a small sample size, which could have reduced chances of 
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finding statistically significant effects. Another possible explanation is that victims’ self-

blame attributions for peer victimization, which are linked with feelings of hopelessness, 

are not as similar to self-blame attributions for parent-child conflict as was predicted 

(Anderson & Hunter, 2012; Hunter et al., 2010; Perren et al., 2013). It is also possible 

that stable and global attributions were not significant mediators because attributions for 

parent-child conflict do not transfer to actions of behaviors with peers.  

 The hypotheses that authoritarian parenting would also be associated with 

perpetration of peer victimization, and that children’s external/hostile intent, stable, and 

global attributions for parent-child conflicts would be linked to a child being a perpetrator, 

as well as explain the relationship between authoritarian parenting and perpetration of 

peer victimization were partially supported. Authoritarian parenting was indeed 

associated with perpetration of peer victimization and, when added to the regression 

model, hostile intent and global attributions were associated with a child perpetrating 

peer victimization. Again, the addition of these attributions to the model reduced the 

significance of authoritarian parenting. However, bootstrapped mediation analyses 

showed that none of these tested attributions significantly explained the relationship 

between authoritarian parenting and perpetration. Again, these results generally 

supported prior work that found a predictive path from authoritarian parenting to 

perpetration of peer victimization (Georgiou & Stavrinides, 2008; Georgiou et al., 2013). 

These results are also consistent with Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) theory of the mesosystem 

and Bowen’s family systems theory (1996). Specifically, these results show that 

parenting style can impact or be associated with peer relations.  
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 Similarly to the mediational tests with victimization as the outcome, it is possible 

that the lack of mediation found was due to the small sample size and limited statistical 

power. This possibility seems even more likely for these analyses given that hostile intent 

attributions for conflict with parents was significantly associated with perpetration of 

peer victimization. In fact, when running a traditional Sobel test for mediation, hostile 

intent was shown to be a significant mediator (z = 2.10, p = .04). However, the results 

from the bootstrap analysis were reported as this test is more conservative and corrects 

for the skewed victimization and perpetrator variables. Additionally, bootstrap 

confidence intervals showed that self-blame and global attributions may have been close 

to significant with the upper interval being .00. These findings suggest that the included 

mediators may have been significant given a larger sample, but it is also possible that 

hostile intent, stable, and global attributions for conflicts with parents do not transfer to 

aggressive behavior with peers. Additionally, it is important to note that while global 

attributions were associated with perpetration, it was in the opposite direction from what 

was predicted. This suggests that thinking that one’s conflict with parents will affect 

other aspects of one’s relationship is predictive of fewer incidences of perpetration. One 

possible explanation for this pattern of results could be that those with global attributions 

turn to their peers for support and are therefore less likely to perpetrate peer victimization. 

In fact, research has found that those who report lower levels of maternal support often 

report higher levels of peer support (Holt & Espelage, 2007). 

 One of the main goals of the current study was to determine whether self-blame 

and hostile intent attributions would be the variables to differentiate the paths between 

authoritarian parenting and victimization from peers and authoritarian parenting and 
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perpetration of victimization.  The hypotheses related to this research aim were not 

supported. Correlations showed that self-blame did not appear to be strongly related to 

either victimization or perpetration, and given a larger sample self-blame may have 

mediated the path between authoritarian parenting and perpetration. These results suggest 

that self-blame for conflict with parents may be different than self-blame for being the 

victim in peer victimization experiences (Anderson & Hunter, 2012; Hunter et al., 2010; 

Perren et al., 2013). Additionally, both in correlational and regression analyses, hostile 

intent attributions for conflict with parents were significantly associated with both 

victimization and perpetration. This finding could be due to the strong correlation 

between victimization and perpetration, but could also suggest that viewing conflicts with 

parents as being purposeful and due to the parent intending to cause upset, can be 

associated negative peer interaction, both in the form of being a victim and/or perpetrator 

of peer victimization. These results also illustrate that it may be hard to find a 

differentiating link for victimization and perpetration for peer victimization, and stress 

the importance of further examining those who are both perpetrators and victims.  

Limitations and Future Research 

 There were several limitations of the present study that should be discussed. Most 

notable was the small sample size and low response rate. Having a small sample size 

significantly reduced analytical power, in that it reduced the likelihood of finding 

significant results when or if significance did exist. The current study sought to recruit a 

diverse sample of participants, but an overall low response rate consisted of primarily 

white, middle class children, from two parent homes. This significantly limits the 

generalizability of results, particularly in terms of SES and race. In totality, the sample of 
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the current study appeared to be a well-functioning group, which calls into question what 

the predicted processes might look like in a different sample of children. Additionally, 

while reported frequencies were low, overall rates of victimization (76%) and 

perpetration (37%) were slightly higher than those found in prior research (Dinkes et al., 

2006; Finkelhor et al., 2005), which could be due to children self-selecting into the study, 

with primarily only those who were victims or perpetrators being interested in and 

completing the study. Similarly, participant recruitment was done primarily through the 

parents, with them receiving the questionnaire, being responsible for providing consent 

for their child to participate, and returning the questionnaire, which could have also 

biased the sample. 

 Another limitation of the present study was that it was entirely self-report. The 

participants’ responses could have been biased by social desirability, especially for the 

questions regarding perpetration of peer victimization. Likewise, self-report data are 

always limited by the possibility of participants not reporting accurately or truthfully. In 

addition to social desirability limiting this study’s measure of perpetration, another 

limitation was the low Cronbach’s alpha for the perpetrator subscale, which could 

indicate that the questions were not fully measuring what they were intended to measure.  

Indeed, it might be particularly challenging to reliably assess perpetration given the 

potentially implications of admitting to being aggressive or acting like a bully towards 

others. Another major limitation of the current study was the low correlations between 

personality items that were used to create the five personality subscales. These 

correlations drawn into question the validity and reliability of the measure in this study 

and greatly limit the conclusions that can be made based on participants’ personality. 
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Although, no other study appears to have similarly low internal consistencies, the values 

obtained here could be due to the measure being infrequently used with young 

adolescents and, when it was used with younger participants, it was with a much larger 

sample than in the current study (Back et al., 2010; Hansen et al., 2013). 

 Future research would benefit from exploring this study’s predictions in a more 

racially and economically diverse sample. This could yield differing results or could 

strengthen the generalizability of these results. In fact, the original intent to examine 

racial differences could not be fulfilled because of the lack of diversity in the current 

sample. Due to the limitations of some of this study’s measures, additional research 

should also look at different methods for measuring parenting style, peer victimization, 

and personality, such as measures that are observational, done through interview, or 

parent or peer report, and see how these measures align with these results using measures 

of children’s self-reports.   

 Given that high percentages of children being victims and/or perpetrators of peer 

victimization were found, but the average frequency of these experiences were low, 

future research should address whether or not these low frequency experiences are 

harmful to psychological adjustment. Little work has examined the threshold of 

victimization and perpetration that leads one to experience negative outcomes such as 

poor adjustment. Future research should explore if one incident of peer victimization is 

enough to cause a child distress and be associated with negative outcomes or if it is the 

frequency of peer victimization experiences that is associated with poor adjustment and 

distress. Perhaps, in some cases, experiences of victimization could be character-building 

and could serve to strengthen social ties as victims cope and rally for support. 
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 Additionally, it is important for further studies to continue to explore potential 

differentiators for being a victim versus being a perpetrator of peer victimization, as prior 

research has found differences in psychological adjustment between those who are 

victims but not perpetrators and those who are perpetrators but not victims (Anderson & 

Hunter, 2012; Espinoza et al., 2013; Ma & Bellmore, 2012; Shieds & Cicchetti, 2001; 

Vollink et al., 2013). Therefore, finding the differentiating variables can still have 

implications for counselors and anti-bullying programs. Another topic for further study is 

how attributions for conflicts with parents differ from attributions for conflicts with peers, 

in regards to both emotional and behavioral outcomes. Such work could help support and 

speak to theoretical perspectives that suggest meaningful overlap between different 

contexts in adolescents’ lives (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Future research should also 

consider different attributions for parent-child conflict and explore the mechanisms that 

drive the development of attributions themselves. Lastly, it is important to future explore 

the mechanism behind the association between hostile intent attributions for conflicts 

with parents and both victimization and perpetration. Finding these mechanisms is 

essential to understanding how parenting style and family relationships impact other 

relationships and behaviors outside of the home, as seen in the research on the parent-

child coercive cycle which found a mechanism explaining the connections between 

parenting and aggressive and delinquent behavior for children (Patterson, 1976).  
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Conclusions and Implications 

 The current study further demonstrated the connection between authoritarian 

parenting and victimization and perpetration. Although it failed to find explanations for 

these pathways, results stress the negative consequences of authoritarian parenting. 

Results also show that lower SES children experience more victimization from peers in 

middle school than higher SES children. This has important implications for counselors 

and school administrators because it highlights a group of children who are more likely to 

experience high levels of victimization from peers. Additionally, the current study 

demonstrated that experiences of victimization are correlated with perpetration. This 

results does not negate the need to differentiate between these experiences, but does 

illustrate that finding differentiation may be difficult, as these experiences can be highly 

intertwined. Nonetheless, understanding the high correlation between victimization and 

perpetration could have important implications for those designing anti-bullying 

programs.  

 The current study also strengthens previous research by illustrating a connection 

between authoritarian parenting and both victimization and perpetration of peer 

victimization, and the current results add to existing research in finding that hostile intent 

attributions for conflicts with parents were associated with both victimization and 

perpetration. Lastly, the finding that authoritarian parenting was associated with hostile 

intent attributions for conflicts with parents is a first step in exploring the mechanism of 

attribution development, which is not greatly understood. In totality, the current study 

raises many new and interesting research questions that future research on parent and 

peer relationships can build upon. 
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APPENDIX 

Demographics 

 

1. How old are you? ______________ 
 

2. What is your gender? □ Male □ Female 

 

3. What grade are you in? □ 6th        □ 7th      □ 8th 

 
 
4. How would you describe yourself (please check as many boxes as you wish)? 

 □ White                                              □Black or African American 

 □ Hispanic, Latino, or Latin American     □Asian or Asian American 

 □ American Indian or Alaska Native       □Multiracial 

 □ Other ______________________________ 

 
 
5. How much education did your father/stepfather complete? If you have a father and a 

stepfather, circle the education level of the one who lives in your home. If neither a 
father nor stepfather lives with you, you can skip this question and go to the next 
question. Give your best guess if you are not sure. 

  
a. Elementary or middle school 
b. Some high school 
c. High school graduate or GED 
d. Some college or technical school 
e. Associate’s degree 
f. Bachelor’s degree from a four year university 
g. Some Graduate or professional school (for example, MA, PhD, MBA, MD) 
h. Graduate or professional degree (for example, MA, PhD, MBA, MD) 
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6. How much education did your mother/stepmother complete? If you have both a 
mother and a stepmother, circle the education level of the one who lives in your home. 
If neither a mother nor stepmother lives with you, you can skip this question and go 
to the next question. Give your best guess if you are not sure. 

 
a. Elementary or middle school 
b. Some high school 
c. High school graduate or GED 
d. Some college or technical school 
e. Associate’s degree 
f. Bachelor’s degree from a four year university 
g. Some Graduate or professional school (for example, MA, PhD, MBA, MD) 
h. Graduate or professional degree (for example, MA, PhD, MBA, MD) 

 
7. Are your parents_________? 

 □ Married    □Divorced    □Separated □ Never Married 

 
8. Please list all of the people who live in your house with you (for example, mom, dad, 

older/younger sister, brother, grandmother, grandfather). 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________ 

9. Please list all of the people in your house who give you rules and punish or discipline 

you when you break the rules. 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Parental Authority Questionnaire (PAQ: Buri, 1991) 
 

For each of the sentences, fill in the circle that best describes how that sentence 

applies to you and your parents or guardians (the people who give you rules that 

you listed in the last question).  

 
 
 
 

  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

  1. Even if I don’t agree with my parents, 
they think it is for my own good if I am 
forced to do what they think is right. 

O O O O O 

  2. Whenever my parents tell me to do 
something, they expect me to do it right 
away without asking any questions. 

O O O O O 

  3. My parents do not allow me to question 
any decisions they make. O O O O O 

  4. My parents feel that force should be used 
to get children to behave. O O O O O 

  5. My parents feel that parents should teach 
their children early who is the boss in the 
family. 

O O O O O 

6. My parents get very upset if I try to 
disagree with them. O O O O O 

7. My parents let me know what behavior is 
expected of me, and if I don’t meet those 
expectations, they will punish me. 

O O O O O 

8. My parents feel that parents should strictly 
and harshly deal with their children when 
the children don't do what they are 
supposed to. 

O O O O O 

9. My parents tell me exactly what they want 
me to do and how they expect me to do it. O O O O O 

10. I know what my parents expect of me in 
the family and they insist that I do what 
they tell me to do. 

O O O O O 
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Issues Checklist (Robin & Foster, 1989; Prinz, Foster, Kent, & O’Leary, 1979) 

Below is a list of issues which children and their parents/guardians (the people you 

said give your rules in your home) often disagree about.  

 

Circle “yes” for topics you have disagreed (argued about, gotten angry when 

parents discussed, or gotten in trouble) with your parents/guardians about during 

the last 4 weeks. For each issue that you answer “yes” to, fill in the circle that 

describes how often you disagreed about that issue. 

Have you disagreed with your 

parents/guardians about… 

  How often do you disagree with your 

parents/guardians about this issue? 

    

Never 

 

Somet

imes 

 

A lot 

      1. Cell phone use/texting yes no  O O O 

   2. Bedtime yes no  O O O 

  3. Cleaning bedroom yes no  O O O 

   4. Doing homework yes no  O O O 

  5. Putting away clothes yes no  O O O 

  6. Watching television yes no  O O O 

  7. Clothing/what you wear yes no  O O O 

  8. Making too much noise at home yes no  O O O 

  9. Fighting with brothers and 
sisters 

yes no  O O O 

10. Swearing/cursing yes no  O O O 

11. How money is spent yes no  O O O 

12. Picking books, movies, or games yes no  O O O 

13. Allowance yes no  O O O 
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Have you disagreed with your 

parents/guardians about… 

 

  
How often do you disagree with your 

parents/guardians about this issue? 

 

 

 

 
   

 

 

Never 

 

 

Sometimes 

 

 

A lot 

14. Going places without parents 
(shopping, movies, etc.) 

yes no  O O O 

15. Taking care of electronics yes no  O O O 

16. Going on dates yes no  O O O 

17. Who friends should be yes no  O O O 

18. Getting low grades in school yes no  O O O 

19. Getting in trouble at school yes no  O O O 

20. Lying yes no  O O O 

21. Helping out around the house yes no  O O O 

22. Talking back to parents yes no  O O O 

23. Getting up in the morning yes no  O O O 

24. How to spend free time yes no  O O O 

25. Internet/Computer use yes no  O O O 

26. 
Other______________________ 

yes no  O O O 
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Adapted Parent-Adolescent Attribution Questionnaire (PAAQ: Markel & Wiener, 2014) 
 

Of the issues you circled “yes” to, please pick and write one issue that sticks out in 

your mind (is the most common, intense, or worst): 

 

(please write issue here):_________________________________________________ 

 

This can be an issue you have argued about, gotten in trouble for, or gotten angry 

when you’ve discussed it with your parents/guardians. 

 

Thinking about the topic you just wrote down, please fill in the circles to indicate 

how much you agree or disagree with the following reasons for this issue or conflict 

with your parents/guardians. 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Disagree 

 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. It is my fault, it is due to something 
about me O O O O 

2. We are likely to continue to have 
this conflict for a long time O O O O 

3. It affects other areas of our 
relationship O O O O 

4. My parents/guardians do this on 
purpose to pick a fight with me/to 
make me angry or upset 

O O O O 
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Of the issues you circled “yes” to, please write another issue that sticks out in your 

mind (is the most common, intense, or worst): 

 

(please write issue here):_________________________________________________ 

 

This can be an issue you have argued about, gotten in trouble for, or gotten angry 

when your parents/guardians discussed with you. 

 

Thinking about the topic you just wrote down, please fill in the circles to indicate 

how much you agree or disagree with the following reasons for this issue or conflict 

with your parents/guardians. 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Disagree 

 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

1. It is my fault, it is due to 
something about me O O O O 

2. We are likely to continue to have 
this conflict for a long time O O O O 

3. It affects other areas of our 
relationship O O O O 

4. My parents/guardians do this on 
purpose to pick a fight with me/to 
make me angry or upset 

O O O O 
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Of the issues you circled “yes” to, please write one more issue that sticks out in your 

mind (is the most common, intense, or worst): 

 

(please write issue here):____________________________________________ 

 

This can be an issue you have argued about, gotten in trouble for, or gotten angry 

when your parents/guardians discussed it with you. 

 

Thinking about the topic you just wrote down, please fill in the circles to indicate 

how much you agree or disagree with the following reasons for this issue or conflict 

with your parents/guardians. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Disagree 

 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

1. It is my fault, it is due to 
something about me 
 

O O O O 

2. We are likely to continue to have 
this conflict for a long time 
 

O O O O 

3. It affects other areas of our 
relationship 
 

O O O O 

4. My parents/guardians do this on 
purpose to pick a fight with me/to 
make me angry or upset 
 

O O O O 
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The Olweus Bullying Questionnaire (Olweus, 1996) 
 
Here are some questions about being bullied by other students. First we explain what 
bullying is. We say a student is being bullied when another student, or several other 

students: 

 

• Say mean and hurtful things, or make fun of him or her, or call him or her mean 
and hurtful names 

• Completely ignore or exclude him or her from their group of friends or leave him 
or her out of things on purpose 

• Hit, kick, push, or shove around 

• Tell lies or spread rumors about him or her or send mean notes and try to make 
other students dislike him or her 

 
When we talk about bullying, these things happen more than just once, and it is 

difficult for the student being bullied to defend himself or herself. We also call it 
bullying when a student is teased more than once in a mean and hurtful way. 
 
But we do not call it bullying when the teasing is done in a friendly and playful way. 
Also, it is not bullying when two students of about equal strength or power argue or fight. 
Bullies usually have more power and make others feel powerless. 

 

 1. How often have you been bullied at school in the past year? 

  O I have not been bullied at school in the past year   O About once a week 

  O It has only happened once or twice   O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
Have you been bullied at school in the past year in one or more of the following 

ways? 

 
 2. I was called mean names, was made fun of, or teased in a hurtful way. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year O About once a week 

  O Only once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 3. Other students left me out of things on purpose, excluded me from their group of 

friends, or completely ignored me. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year O About once a week 

  O Only once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 
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 4. I was hit, kicked, pushed, or shoved around. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year O About once a week 

  O Only once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 5. Other students told lies or spread false rumors about me and tried to make others 

dislike me. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year O About once a week 

  O Only once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 6. I had money or other things taken away from me or damaged. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year O About once a week 

  O Only once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 7. I was threatened or forced to do things I did not want to do. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year O About once a week 

  O Only once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 8. I was bullied with mean names or comments about race or color. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year O About once a week 

  O Only once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 9. I was bullied with mean or hurtful messages, calls or pictures, or in other ways on 

my cell phone or over the internet (computer).  (Please remember that it is not 
bullying when it is done in a friendly and playful way.) 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year O About once a week 

  O Only once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 10. If you were bullied on your cell phone or over the internet, how was it done? 

  O Only on the cell phone 

  O Only over the internet 

  O In both ways 
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11.I was bullied in another way.  Please list: __________________________________ 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year O About once a week 

  O Only once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 
 

 
The next set of questions will ask you about times when you may have bullied or 

been mean to other students.  

 
We say a student is bullying another student, or several other students if they 
 

• Say mean and hurtful things, or make fun of him or her, or call him or her mean 
and hurtful names 

• Completely ignore or exclude him or her from their group of friends or leave him 
or her out of things on purpose 

• Hit, kick, push, or shove around 

• Tell lies or spread rumors about him or her or send mean notes and try to make 
other students dislike him or her 

 
But we do not call it bullying when the teasing is done in a friendly and playful way. 
Bullies usually have more power than those they bully. 

 
 13. How often have you taken part in bullying another student(s) at school in the past 

year? 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year  O About once a week 

  O It has only happened once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 
Have you bullied another student(s) at school in the past year in one or more of the 

following ways? 

 
 14. I called another student(s) mean names and made fun of or teased him or her in a 

hurtful way. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year  O About once a week 

  O It has only happened once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 
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 15. I kept him or her out of things on purpose, excluded him or her from my group of 
friends, or completely ignored him or her. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year  O About once a week 

  O It has only happened once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 16. I hit, kicked, pushed, or shoved him or her around. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year  O About once a week 

  O It has only happened once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 17. I spread false rumors about him or her and tried to make others dislike him or her. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year  O About once a week 

  O It has only happened once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 18. I took money or other things from him or her or damaged his or her belongings. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year  O About once a week 

  O It has only happened once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 19. I threatened or forced him or her to do things he or she did not want to do. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year  O About once a week 

  O It has only happened once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 20. I bullied him or her with mean names or comments about his or her race or color. 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year  O About once a week 

  O It has only happened once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 
 21. I bullied him or her with mean or hurtful messages, calls or pictures, or in other 

ways on my cell phone or over the internet (computer). 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year  O About once a week 

  O It has only happened once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 

 



 
 

83 
 

 22. If you bullied another student(s) on your cell phone or over the internet (computer), 
how was it done? 

  O Only on the cell phone 

  O Only over the internet 

  O In both ways 

 
 23. I bullied him or her in another way.  Please list:_____________________________ 

  O It has not happened to me in the past year  O About once a week 

  O It has only happened once or twice O Several times a week 

  O 2 or 3 times a month 
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The Big Five Inventory-10 (BFI-10: Rammstedt & John, 2007 

 

How well do the following sentences describe your personality? 

 

I see myself as someone 

who… 

Disagree 

strongly 

Disagree 

a little 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree a 

little 

Agree 

strongly 

is reserved/shy O O O O O 

is generally trusting of 
other people O O O O O 

tends to be lazy O O O O O 

is relaxed, handles 
stress well O O O O O 

is not interested in art O O O O O 

is outgoing, sociable, 
or talkative O O O O O 

tends to blame other 
people when bad 
things happen 

O O O O O 

tries hard on and 
always completes their 
school work/does a 
thorough job 

O O O O O 

gets nervous easily O O O O O 

has an active 
imagination O O O O O 
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