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ABSTRACT 

 Self-report measures of bullying have recently been under scrutiny due to limited 

evidence of their psychometric properties. Nevertheless, they continue to be the main tool for 

estimating prevalence of bullying behavior in schools, as well as evaluating the effectiveness of 

bullying prevention programs. This study examined the psychometric properties of the Peer 

Relations Questionnaire, a widely used self-report measure of bullying. In an attempt to evaluate 

the internal consistency of the Victimization scale and test-retest reliability of the (PRQ) as a 

whole and across grade levels, it was administered twice to third and fourth, sixth and seventh, 

and tenth and eleventh graders with an eight week interval. Results showed moderate reliability 

with middle school (69.4% correspondence) and high school (74.8% correspondence) students 

and low reliability for elementary students (62.3% correspondence). Across all age groups, the 

PRQ had a test-retest reliability of 69% correspondence. Internal consistencies for the 

Victimization scale were high across all grade levels. These results suggest the PRQ is most 

effective when used with older students, although its reliability estimates have room for 

improvement in all groups. Future research is needed to evaluate other commonly used 

instruments in the field to support their use in the collection of bullying data. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 Within the last 15-20 years, the subject of bullying in schools has become a socially hot 

topic. While once considered to be a normal part of childhood, and part of an education in social 

skills, research on bullying has increased public awareness about its harmful effects on children 

(Limber & Small, 2003). As parents, teachers, and the general public have become aware of 

these effects, schools have been under pressure to decrease rates of bullying and victimization. In 

fact, several states in the U.S. require their schools to have policies in place regarding standard 

discipline procedures for students engaging in bullying behaviors (Limber & Small, 2003). It is 

not enough to simply have rules against bullying; schools are also looking for ways to decrease 

the incidence of bullying and victimization. To accomplish this, they are seeking out and 

implementing bullying prevention programs. Although these programs can operate in a variety of 

ways, their effectiveness is determined by whether or not they caused the incidence of bullying 

and victimization to decrease.  

 A simple way of evaluating programs is to assess the prevalence of bullying and 

victimization before and after a program is implemented. Currently, the most popular way for 

measuring this change is to use self-report measures of bullying, meaning students report their 

experiences with bullying others, watching others being bullied, and being bullied themselves. 

This process operates under the assumption that the self-report measures being used are reliable 

and valid. However, recent research (Cornell, Sheras, & Cole, 2006) suggests little evidence is 

available to support this assumption and, in fact, many of these measures do not provide the user 

with adequate reliability and validity evidence.  
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 This issue becomes even more important when considering the discouraging evaluations 

of bullying prevention efforts. Most prevention programs see little to no improvement in bullying 

and victimization rates (Cornell et al., 2006). However, before the programs are judged to be 

ineffective, the tools used to evaluate their effectiveness, self-report measures, must be shown to 

be reliable; otherwise, program evaluations may be misleading or inaccurate. In the case of using 

these instruments to compare rates before and after program implementation, it is especially 

important that they have evidence of test-retest reliability so that any changes from the pre- to 

post- test can confidently be attributed to actual changes in the construct being measured, and not 

to instability of the instrument. 

 Many self-report measures of bullying are available for use by schools. Two that are the 

most widely used internationally are the Revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (OBVQ) 

and the Peer Relations Questionnaire (PRQ), neither of which have published test-retest 

reliabilities. Although both of these measures could justifiably be examined for psychometric 

soundness, this study selected the PRQ because of its popularity and ready availability. The 

purpose of this study is to examine the test-retest reliability of the PRQ, and more specifically, 

the test-retest reliability across several age groups. The results will have implications for its 

future use as an instrument for measuring the prevalence of bullying and victimization and the 

use of the PRQ for program evaluation. 

 The remainder of this paper includes a review of the literature on this topic (Chapter 2) 

and a complete description of the study used to answer the research problem above. Chapter 3 

details the methodology of the study, including the participants involved, the measures used, and 

the procedures of data collection and analysis. The results from data analysis are presented in 

Chapter 4 and their implications are discussed in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Although bullying in schools has been a world wide problem since at least the 1800’s, 

research on the subject did not begin until the 1970’s. Bullying affects millions of children 

around the world, whether they are bullies, victims of bullies, or merely witnesses. In America 

alone, thousands of students miss school every day due to fear of being bullied; students report 

being scared most of the time they are at school; and many even report that bullying has 

diminished their ability to learn while in school (Brewster & Railsback, 2001). 

 Many researchers have provided definitions for bullying. Although these definitions vary 

slightly by researcher, Greene (2000) provided a definition that encompasses all the components 

that have been deemed necessary for the label of bullying; 1) the aggression is intended to cause 

harm or induce fear and distress in the victim; 2) the aggression is unprovoked; 3) it occurs 

repeatedly; 4) the bully is perceived as having more power than the victim; and 5) the aggression 

occurs in small social groups in which the members are familiar with each other. Bullying can be 

performed by an individual or a group. However, the majority of victims are bullied by only one 

individual (Olweus, 1994). 

Bullying takes on several forms (physical, verbal, and social/relational), some of which 

are not easily identified by those not directly involved. Physical aggression includes acts of 

violence that can be readily observed, such as hitting, kicking, and shoving, and often involves 

the threat of violence, which can be implied through words or body language. Verbal aggression 

involves teasing or insulting, but not physical acts of violence. Social or relational aggression 

includes acts or threats of excluding victims from peer groups or social interactions (Cornell et 

al., 2006).  
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These behaviors can be difficult to tease apart from normal child interactions such as 

teasing or horseplay. Not all incidents of fighting, teasing, or conflict are incidents of bullying 

according to the definition established by researchers. These issues make measuring bullying 

tricky (Cornell et al., 2006). In addition, bullying can be hard to detect because it rarely occurs in 

the presence of adults or teachers. There are many settings in which bullying can take place away 

from the eyes of adults-the playground, hallways, and bathrooms, for instance (Brewster & 

Railsback, 2001; Pellegrini, 2001). In a study by Craig, Pepler, and Atlas (2000), the number of 

incidents of bullying on the playground were twice those in the classroom. Unless someone 

reports these incidents, it is unlikely school staff will be aware of them. 

Estimates in the prevalence of bullying vary greatly. In a summary of several studies, 

Greene (2000) reported that fewer than 10% of students report bullying or being bullied several 

times a week, and fewer than 10% of students are considered both a bully and a victim. The 

National Resource Center for Safe Schools (as cited by Brewster & Railsback, 2001) estimates 

30% of American children are regularly involved in bullying, as either bullies, victims, or both. 

About 15% are severely traumatized or distressed due to being bullied, and about 8% report 

being bullied at school at least once a week.  Prevalence rates vary across cultures, although they 

tend to be similar (Griffin & Gross,  2004). 

Several methods are used to estimate and measure the prevalence of bullying. Self-report 

is most commonly used (Cornell & Brockenbrough, 2004), in which children respond to 

questions regarding the frequency of their experiences with bullying (Griffin & Gross, 2004). 

Due to varying definitions of bullying among students and researchers, many self-report 

measures provide a definition for the students before they begin to answer questions (Cornell et 

al., 2006). While there are many benefits to using self-report, bullying research relies heavily on 
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self-report measures alone, which are subjective and prone to bias (Cornell & Brockenbrough, 

2004). Implications for using self-report measures will be discussed in detail later in this paper. 

Peer nomination, or peer report, is a method commonly used to identify bullies and 

victims. Students are asked, individually, to identify students in their class who match the 

descriptions of either a bully or a victim. Typically, a cutoff point is used to determine how many 

nominations a student needs to be considered a bully or victim (Cornell et al., 2006). Peer reports 

have been shown to have good reliability and validity (Cornell et al, 2006; Cornell & 

Brockenbrough, 2004).   

Similar to peer report is teacher report, in which teachers nominate children in their 

classrooms as bullies and/or victims or they report on the aggressive behavior they observe in 

their classrooms. Teacher report is typically used as a supplement to other measures as teachers 

are not always aware of all the aggressive behaviors that occur between students, but are able to 

provide valuable information on the climates of their schools and classrooms (Cornell & 

Brockenbrough, 2004). 

Office referral data is also used to supplement bullying data. Office referrals provide a 

means of keeping track of low-level forms of aggression that contribute to an unsafe school 

climate, as well as the disciplinary actions used in response to those incidents. However, it is 

often the case that only the more serious behaviors are documented which can affect the data and 

interpretation. Some schools who are careful to document incidents may document the same 

event in multiple places, making it difficult to separate them out. Office referrals forms are best 

used as complementary information because they are not usually designed for research purposes 

(Morrison, Peterson, O’Farrell, & Redding, 2004). 
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Several methods for assessing bullying behavior have been discussed. If these measures 

are attempting to measure, essentially, the same things, they should correlate at least moderately 

with each other. Cornell and Brockenbrough (2004) compared self, peer, and teacher reports of 

bullying and victimization. Regarding victimization, they found the correlation between self and 

peer report to be .17, self and teacher report correlated at .12, and teacher and peer report 

correlated at .28. Regarding bullying, correlations between self and peer report and self and 

teacher report were not significant, but the correlation between teacher and peer report was .52. 

The authors of the study suggest the latter finding makes teacher and peer reports seem more 

accurate than self report. Cornell et al. (2006) report correlations between self and peer reports to 

range from .14 to .42, with correlations increasing with age and grade level. 

Greif and Furlong (2006) point out that the assessment of bullying will require different 

tools depending on the purpose of the assessment (general estimates of prevalence, individual 

experiences with bullying, etc.). Pellegrini (2001) advises obtaining complementary data when 

assessing bullying and victimization, and, if possible, using direct observations and outside raters 

to get a more extensive perspective. 

The issue of what method of assessment to use is very important not only in research, but 

also when evaluating bullying prevention programs. Bullying prevention programs generally 

adopt one of two approaches, the whole school approach, or a targeted individuals approach 

(Hazler & Carney, 2006). The whole school approach assumes bullying is a systemic problem 

and approaches it through the entire school context. The school community, including teachers, 

administrators, parents, and students all receive basic information about what bullying is and 

how to respond to it. From there, formal school policies involving nonphysical consequences are 
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implemented and the curriculum focuses on prosocial conflict resolution skills and forming 

antibullying attitudes (Smith, Schneider, Smith, & Ananiadou, 2004). 

Targeted programs focus on identifying bullies and victims in the school and then teach 

effective social skills, ways to deal with conflicts, and behavior change to those students. Often, 

only a few school staff and parents are involved in these programs, and the school, as a whole, is 

not directly affected. These programs do not address the prevention of bullying in the school, 

rather social and behavioral changes in selected individuals (Hazler & Carney, 2006). 

These programs are quite different. Whole school approaches are generally used when 

there is more commitment to reducing the rates of bullying in a school, and as a result, tend to be 

more effective. This approach avoids the problem of stigmatizing bullies and victims and is more 

commonly used (Smith et al., 2004). However, whole school prevention programs require 

considerably more financial and human resources than a targeted individuals approach, which 

can play a large role when choosing a method of intervention (Hazler & Carney, 2006). 

Cornell et al. (2006) discuss the current assessment techniques of bullying, referring to 

assessment as the “Achilles Heel of bullying prevention efforts” (p. 193). Self-report is often 

used to measure the effectiveness of bullying prevention efforts-bullying behavior is measured 

before and after program implementation. However, in a synthesis of bullying prevention 

program research, Smith et al. (2004) found the majority of anti-bullying programs have 

produced weak results. Why is this the case? It could be that the prevention programs are, in fact, 

ineffective, or it is also possible that the self-report method of assessing bullying, which is most 

often used, is producing misleading data. 

Many researchers (Cornell, et al., 2006; Greif & Furlong, 2006; Land, 2003; Sharkey, 

Furlong & Yetter, 2004) have suggested self report data may be questionable due to varying 
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definitions of bullying among students and researchers, and even between researchers 

themselves. Inconsistencies in students’ personal definitions or concepts of bullying can produce 

error in data collection. For example, students may not differentiate between bullying repeatedly 

by the same person, or being bullied repeatedly by more than one person or group (Grief & 

Furlong, 2006). Sharkey et al. (2004) also point out that the wording of items may be interpreted 

differently by students than the researcher intended. Also problematic are differences in 

researchers’ definitions of bullying because it makes comparing studies difficult (Griffin & 

Gross, 2004). 

Land (2003) studied high school children’s definitions of teasing, bullying, and sexual 

harassment by asking participants to provide an example of each. Their examples were coded for 

different elements so as to compare them with their peers’ responses and a researcher’s definition 

of the three concepts. Land found students may include incidents of sexual harassment when 

responding to questions about teasing or bullying. Students tended to see teasing as nonphysical 

and playful, whereas bullying and sexual harassment were seen as physical. Land pointed out 

that students’ definitions of bullying did match all the criteria of the researcher’s definition, 

suggesting that students need to be educated about that definition before completing the 

assessment. 

Self reports typically require participants to recall events that would be considered 

bullying or victimization. Children may have difficulty recalling events in the precise timeframe 

specified by the researcher (i.e. within the last 2 weeks, 30 days, year) (Cornell et al., 2006). 

Rosenblatt and Furlong (1997) describe the phenomena of telescoping, in which people judge 

rare events to have happened sooner than they actually did, as a threat to self report data. They 

suggest the saliency of an extreme bullying incident may hinder the recall of less extreme, 
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habitual bullying. It is also important to consider the age of the participants as children’s memory 

of events may be distorted depending on their age and cognitive ability (Clark-Stewart et al. as 

cited in Rosenblatt & Furlong, 1997). As with the various definitions of bullying used by 

different researchers, instruments that measure bullying do not use the same time frame when 

asking participants to recall events, making it difficult to compare across studies (Griffin & 

Gross, 2004). 

As with self reports of almost anything, bullying self reports are limited by the honesty of 

the responder. Any dishonesty of participants jeopardizes the data. This can come in several 

forms, which are described below, social desirability, careless responding, and extreme 

responding. 

While self report can obtain valuable information from an individual’s perspective, 

individuals can also bias their information to look more socially desirable (Pellegrini, 2001). 

Social desirability in responding can occur on both sides of bullying. Victims may fail to report 

being bullied because they are afraid of looking weak or fear retaliation. Bullies may either 

downplay their involvement in bullying, or exaggerate it to appear strong or in control (Cornell 

& Brockenbrough, 2004; Griffin & Gross, 2004). Unnever and Cornell (2004) studied the factors 

that affect middle school students’ willingness to report being bullied and found several trends. 

They found that the students most likely to report being bullied were those who were chronically 

victimized and the type of bullying (physical, verbal or relational) was not related to willingness 

to report. This suggests students who have been bullied only once or twice do not report it. 

Unnever and Cornell also found that students were less likely to report if they felt the school was 

tolerant of bullying, a finding school personnel should pay particular attention to.  
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One factor that can influence the amount of social desirability responding is whether the 

self report is administered confidentially or anonymously. Pellegrini (2001) suggested bullying 

and victimization are most likely underreported when responses are confidential as opposed to 

anonymous. In an attempt to minimize socially desirable responses, many researchers use an 

anonymous response method. However, due to the desire to maintain anonymity, student 

responses cannot be individually examined before and after implementation of a prevention 

program, which could provide valuable information about programs’ effects on bullies/victims 

(Leff, Power, & Goldstein, 2004). 

Another threat to self report data is careless responding. When students are not aware of 

the importance of the assessment or have the desire to defy authority, they may haphazardly 

mark answers, which can cause large distortions in prevalence estimates (Cornell et al., 2006). 

Sharkey et al. (2004) state inconsistent responders have been found to report higher rates of high-

risk behaviors. 

In contrast, in extreme responding, while students may do so for the same reasons 

mentioned above, instead of marking answers randomly, they mark answers on the extreme side 

of the scale, indicating high rates of high-risk behavior. Furlong, Sharkey, Bates and Smith 

(2004) used data from the 2001 national administration of the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance 

Survey (YRBS) to select cases of extreme response patterns and matched them with non-extreme 

responders. Extreme responders to the weapon-carrying item were much more likely to respond 

extremely to all other YRBS items. Even small percentages of extreme responses can largely 

distort prevalence estimates (Sharkey et al., 2004). Rosenblatt and Furlong (1997) utilized 

reliability/validity checks to study the quality and patterns of self-report data. They examined 

how often students failed reliability and/or validity checks (i.e., “I am responding truthfully to 
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this survey.”), and if the responses of those who fail are different from those with reliable 

profiles. Their finding indicated that students failing reliability/validity checks reported 

dramatically higher rates of school violence victimization than students who provided valid 

responses. Those students also reported higher ratings of perceived campus danger, lower grades, 

and lower levels of peer connections. The authors stated these students did not seem to be 

responding carelessly or randomly, but with a systematic bias that led them to respond more 

negatively about their school. Although the percentage of invalid surveys was low, had they been 

included in the data, estimates of school violence would have increased significantly. Cross-

Newman and Gunchar (2004) found similar results. After removing suspect surveys of student 

risk behavior, estimates of high-risk and aggressive behaviors decreased dramatically, by as 

much as 50%. These findings indicate that data needs to be examined for quality before results 

are reported (Cross-Newman & Gunchar, 2004). When working with self report school violence 

data, screening measures are important, as well as strategies to measure accurate responding 

(Rosenblatt & Furlong, 1997). Although these are important points, researchers advise caution in 

removing inconsistent/extreme responses; there could be some truth in the responses, and 

excluding them from the data could lead to misleading normative behavior conclusions (Cross-

Newman & Gunchar, 2004; Sharkey et al., 2004). 

One way for self report assessments to overcome these obstacles would be to show good 

reliability and validity evidence. However, current literature suggests that evidence is not 

present. According to Sharkey et al. (2004), “topics of school violence and safety have been 

primarily investigated from a social perspective and not as a coherent topic of high-quality 

research” (p. 121). Research has focused specifically on preventing school violence, 

compromising the attention given to accurate methodology and measurement (Furlong, 
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Morrison, Cornell, & Skiba, 2004). Unreliable/invalid instruments can generate poor quality data 

that can lead to the observation that prevention efforts are not being successful. Due to a lack of 

reliability/validity data, accurate assessment of bullying and the evaluation of prevention 

programs is very difficult (Cornell et al, 2006). While these instruments may be 

psychometrically sound, it is difficult to put much faith into the conclusions drawn from them 

without evidence. Some data for school violence assessment instruments may be inappropriate as 

they were originally developed to observe population trends. Now that research has shifted to 

studying individual differences, reliability/validity data have not been established for that 

purpose. Large scale surveillance surveys, such as the YRBS, provide national information, 

which is not applicable to individual schools (Sharkey et al., 2004). 

With all of these concerns regarding self-report measures, it is important to again 

consider the effectiveness of bullying prevention programs when self-report measures are used in 

their evaluation. Generally, the prevalence rates of bullying are measured before and after 

program implementation. A decrease in prevalence indicates success; lack of change or increase 

in prevalence indicates failure. Unfortunately, these self-report instruments lack evidence of 

adequate psychometric properties (Espelage & Holt, 2001; Furlong, Greif, Bates, Whipple & 

Jimenez, 2005; Rigby & Slee, 1993; Solberg & Olweus, 2003). Nonetheless, these instruments 

continue to be used to measure the effectiveness of bullying prevention programs. This leads one 

to wonder if the reason for the poor results from prevention programs is that the instruments 

being used in their evaluation are flawed and producing misleading data. 

 Of particular concern is the lack of test-retest reliability. If prevention programs are being 

evaluated based on the data gathered from these measures, typically before and after 

intervention, it is very important to be confident that any changes in data have occurred due to 
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the intervention, and not as a result of weak psychometric properties. Additionally, these 

instruments are being used across a large age span, young elementary school through high 

school. It is important to examine the test-retest reliability at different age groups, because it is 

possible that young students may not answer as consistently as older students or vice versa. 

 This study examines these issues in one instrument in particular, the Peer Relations 

Questionnaire (PRQ). The PRQ is an internationally and frequently used self-report measure of 

bullying (Griffin & Gross, 2004). Developed by Ken Rigby of Australia in the 1990’s, the PRQ 

has gained much popularity in that country and has served as a standard to compare other 

bullying instruments against (Bond, Wolfe, Tollit, Butler, & Patton, 2007). It also has been used 

in schools in the United States to measure prevalence estimates of bullying (Harris, Petrie, & 

Willoughby, 2002; Pearl & Dulaney, 2006; Seals, 2003). Despite its popularity, there is very 

limited information on its psychometric properties. The PRQ’s technical manual lists item-total 

correlations for the victim scale and the concurrent validity of the victim scale using peer 

evaluations. None of the other scales (there are eight sections total) are mentioned in the 

psychometric information and no test-retest reliabilities are presented (Rigby, 1998).  

 The purpose of this study is to examine the test-retest reliability and internal consistency 

of the PRQ and to examine the differences in reliability among targeted grade levels. As no 

studies of test-retest reliability have been published regarding the PRQ, let alone studies of test-

retest across age groups, it is difficult to predict what values this study will find. As the 

instrument is being widely used as a bullying measure, it is hypothesized that its test-retest 

reliability meets at least an acceptable standard of 70% correspondence. It is also hypothesized 

that reliability values will increase with grade level. Rigby (1998) reports average internal 

consistencies for the Victimization scale of the PRQ to be .77 with Australian children. This 



    

 14 

study expects to find similar internal consistencies (moderate to high correlations) with 

Midwestern American children.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

 Students in third and fourth (elementary school), sixth and seventh (middle school), and 

tenth and eleventh (high school) grades from a rural school in south-central Kansas completed 

the PRQ. Only those students who returned parental consent forms and gave individual consent 

to participate for both administrations were included in data analysis. Out of 186 participants at 

the first administration (Time 1), 154 had consent to participate in the second administration 

(Time 2), resulting in a 13% attrition rate.   

 The elementary grades had 45 participants (42% male, 58% female); the middle school 

had 52 participants (46% male, 54% female); and the high school had 57 participants (40% male, 

60% female). The sample was predominantly Caucasian (91% of those who reported ethnicity). 

It is worth mentioning that the elementary level participants consisted primarily of fourth graders 

due to a very high number of third graders being unwilling to sign consent forms at the second 

administration. When informed that their participation was voluntary, most third grade students 

verbally opted out of the questionnaire.  

Measures 

 Peer Relations Questionnaire (PRQ):   In its original form, the PRQ has seven sections, 

lettered A through G. Section A is a demographic questionnaire, which has been modified for the 

present study to better reflect American language forms; Section B asks questions concerning 

happiness in school and peer relations; Section C asks students to report on the levels of bullying 

on their campus and the extent to which teachers seem to be concerned with bullying; Section D 

pertains to the types and levels of victimization experienced by the student (five questions within 
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this section make up the victimization scale); Section E asks questions regarding students’ 

willingness to report being victimized and to whom they have reported; Section F asks questions 

to assess the extent to which the student himself/herself is involved in bullying others; Section G 

assesses students’ opinions on how teachers and students should work together to prevent 

bullying. Although not originally included in the PRQ, Rigby (2006) developed two sections that 

were suggested additions to the questionnaire. For ease of reference, this paper will refer to them 

as Sections H and I; however, they are not labeled as such on the instrument. Section H asks 

children to report on their experiences as bystanders to bullying and harassment (four of these 

questions were removed in the present study due to the participating school’s concern over their 

sexual content); Section I asks students to report on both being the target and sender of 

unpleasant text or e-mail messages (cyberbullying). 

 Students’ responses are given on scales, some of which are Likert style, as well as three 

open-ended questions to which students can write additional information regarding their 

experiences. The PRQ does not have a scoring system for subscale or total scale scores, with the 

exception of the Victimization Scale mentioned previously. Rigby and Slee (1993) report the 

internal consistency for the five-item Victimization Scale to have an alpha value of .77. The only 

validity evidence for the PRQ is concurrent validity with self-report and peer-report measures of 

victimization. The correlations between these two measures range from .16 to .46. The PRQ 

takes approximately 20-30 minutes to complete.  

Procedure 

 The PRQ was administered by the researchers and a school counselor in December 2007 

and again in February 2008, an interval of approximately eight weeks. At separate, prearranged 

times, each grade was asked to report to the multipurpose room, where tables were set up for the 
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administration. Parental and student consent (Appendix) were obtained before each 

administration. Students were asked not to write their names on the questionnaire in order to 

insure confidentiality. The PRQ was read aloud to all students to alleviate concerns of 

inconsistent responding due to reading difficulties. Students’ questionnaires were matched across 

administrations using the date of birth reported in the demographics section of the PRQ. 

Questionnaires missing a birth date were matched using handwriting styles and other 

demographic information. In cases where a confident match could not be made, the data were not 

included. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 The results reported below are organized by the hypotheses made in Chapter 2 of this 

paper. The first hypothesis was that the PRQ would have at least acceptable values of test-retest 

reliability (70% correspondence or greater). The second hypothesis suggested values of test-

retest reliability would increase as grade level increased. And finally, the third hypothesis stated 

the internal consistency values for the Victim scale would approximate Rigby's (1998) findings 

(α = .77). A brief evaluation of the extent to which each hypothesis was supported will be made; 

however, a full discussion will be available in Chapter 5. 

Test-retest Reliability of the PRQ  

 Due to the PRQ’s asymmetric psychometric structure and use of nominal and ordinal 

data, using correlations to create test-retest reliabilities was not possible. Participant responses 

for each item were compared at two separate administrations of the PRQ and the percentage of 

matching responses across administrations was used to determine consistency. 

 To allow for more sophisticated analyses, a new variable was created for each item on the 

questionnaire to assess consistency of responses on each item as well as within sections of the 

questionnaire and the overall instrument.  On each new variable, if a student’s response on an 

item at the first administration was exactly the same response at the second administration the 

value for the new variable was scored as “no change”.    If the responses differed, the value was 

scored as “change.”  The valence of change and degree of change occurring between the two 

administrations were not assessed within these new variables.  The new variables allow for 

calculating the percentage of students who changed their responses on each individual item, as 

well as the average percentage of change for all items within a section of the questionnaire, and 
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the average percentage of change for the overall questionnaire. To obtain reliability estimates for 

each of the eight sections, percentages of “no change” scores for each item in the section were 

averaged. The percentages for each section can be seen in Table 1. 

 As a whole, the PRQ is very close to an acceptable test-retest value of 70% 

correspondence between administrations. Given the highly conservative method used to create 

the change variables, the results suggest overall that the PRQ has good test-retest reliability for 

the total sample, supporting hypothesis one.  However, some individual sections within the PRQ 

fall below that standard and may need to be examined by the test developer. 

TABLE 1 

AVERAGE ITEM CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN TIME 1 AND TIME 2 PER SECTION 

 

Section Average Item Correspondence 

Peer Relationships (B) 64.5% 

School Climate (C) 63.3% 

Victimization(D) 66.5% 

Reporting Victimization (E) 71.9% 

Bullying Others (F) 75.1% 

Teacher/Student Cooperation (G) 62.7% 

Bystander Behavior (H) 61.1% 

Cyberbulling (I) 83.6% 

All Scales 69.0% 

 

 

Test-retest Reliability Across Grade Levels 

 Percentages of "no change" scores were also obtained for each grade level using the same 

procedure described above. A summary of these percentages by section and grade level can be 

found in Table 2. 
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TABLE 2 

 

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF "NO CHANGE" SCORES 

 

Average Percentage of "No Change" Scores Section 

Elementary Middle School High School 

Peer Relationships (B) 54.1% 63.3% 76.1% 

School Climate (C) 59.5% 59.2% 71.2% 

Victimization(D) 55.2% 68.0% 76.4% 

Reporting Victimization (E) 63.5% 74.9% 77.4% 

Bullying Others (F) 72.4% 74.6% 78.4% 

Teacher/Student Cooperation (G) 58.1% 65.7% 64.4% 

Bystander Behavior (H) 56.6% 63.8% 62.8% 

Cyberbulling (I) 76.5% 86.4% 87.8% 

All Scales 62.3% 69.8% 74.8% 

  

 For each item, “goodness of fit” chi-square analyses were used to determine if the 

percentage of “no change” scores were significantly lower than an acceptable reliability value of 

70% (Table 3). Data for each grade level were analyzed separately.  For each grade level, an 

expected number of “no change” scores was calculated, using 70% as the cutoff.  That expected 

number was used as the cutoff in the chi-square to test for statistically significant differences, 

looking only for items with numbers of “no change” scores below the expected value.  Numbers 

higher than the expected value were judged to have met the minimal expectation of reliability 

(70% “no change”).  Out of a total 60 PRQ items, 25 at the elementary level, 11 at the middle 

school level, and 7 at the high school level were below the acceptable value (70% “no change” 

scores) at the p<.05 significance level. 
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TABLE 3 

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN TIME 1 AND TIME 2 PER SECTION AND ITEM 

 

Percentage "No Change" Scores  

Section 

Test 

Item Elementary Middle School High School 

Peer Relationships B1   31.1*   40.4*   56.2* 

 B2   57.8* 74.5 91.3 

 B3 73.3 75.0 80.7 

School Climate C1   57.7* 65.3 73.7 

 C2a 64.3   51.0* 72.0 

 C2b 67.4 61.5 77.2 

 C2c 59.5   45.1* 94.8 

 C2d   47.6* 66.8 77.2 

 C3 66.6 69.3   56.2* 

 C4   53.3*   55.7*   47.5* 

Victimization D1   46.6* 62.7 68.5 

 D2a   48.9* 63.3 82.4 

 D2b   46.5* 72.5 73.7 

 D2c   53.5* 68.5 78.9 

 D2d 67.5 88.2 91.2 

 D2e   52.3* 78.4 78.9 

 D3a   54.6* 70.6 70.2 

 D3b 72.1 72.5 91.2 

 D4   52.3*   54.2* 62.5 

 D5   44.4* 65.4 66.8 

 D7   42.2*   50.0* 71.9 

 D8   54.6* 56.2 66.7 

 D9 62.8 58.8 66.6 

 D10 75.0 90.3 100.0 

Reporting Victimization E1   46.3* 68.0 63.1 

 E2a 70.7 81.2 84.2 

 E2b 77.5 77.7 87.8 

 E2c 66.6 89.4 100.0 

 E2d 90.0 93.5 96.4 

 E2e 75.0 78.7 73.7 

 E3   40.5* 58.0 64.9 

 E5   41.0*   53.0*   49.2* 

Bullying Others F1   42.8* 65.4 80.7 

 F2 65.9 60.0 73.7 

 F3 68.2 66.0 80.7 

 F4   54.8*   37.2*   33.5* 

 F5 75.5 72.0 86.0 

 F6 73.2 64.7 89.5 

 F7a 82.2 89.8 77.2 
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TABLE 3 (Continued) 

 

Percentage "No Change" Scores  

Section 

Test 

Item Elementary Middle School High School 

 F7b 62.2 66.0 59.7 

 F7c 88.8 85.8 89.5 

 F7d 86.7 97.9 94.8 

 F7e 86.4 91.9 89.5 

 F7f 91.9 91.7 82.5 

 F7g 62.2 80.8 82.5 

Teacher/Student  G1 62.2 75.0 59.7 

Cooperation G2 82.2 80.7 73.7 

 G3   53.3* 80.0 70.2 

 G4   42.2*   46.2* 68.5 

 G5 62.2 65.4 68.4 

 G6   50.0*   56.8*   40.3* 

 G7   54.6*   56.0* 70.2 

Bystander Behavior H1 60.0 62.0 59.7 

 H2 57.5 65.4   56.2* 

 H3   52.5* 62.6 66.7 

 H4 56.3 65.2 68.4 

Cyberbulling I1 83.7 96.0 80.7 

 I2 74.4 88.0 98.3 

 I3 57.2 83.6 82.5 

 I4 90.7 78.0 89.5 

*Chi-square test indicates value is significantly lower than an expected 70% correspondence, 

p<.05.  

 

 In order to determine if significant differences in reliability were present between grade 

levels, total change scores for the entire PRQ were derived by summing the number of changed 

responses between administrations (Table 4). Using these change scores, a one-way ANOVA 

was computed and a significant difference was found across age groups (F(2, 151) = 12.76, 

p<.01). Post hoc tests using Tukey’s HSD found elementary students had significantly more 

changed responses than both middle school and high school students (Table 5). No significant 

differences were found between middle and high school students.  Hypothesis two was partially 

supported, with greater levels of consistency found at the two higher grade levels than the 
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elementary grade level.  However, no differences were found between middle school and high 

school grade levels. 

TABLE 4 

TOTAL NUMBER OF CHANGED RESPONSES PER GRADE LEVEL 

Number of Changed Responses* Grade Level 

N Mean SD 

Elementary 45 21.47 6.10 

Middle School 52 17.27 6.12 

High School 57 15.02 6.96 

Total 154 17.66 6.92 

 *maximum of 60 possible changes 

TABLE 5 

DIFFERENCES IN NUMBER OF CHANGED RESPONSES BETWEEN GRADE LEVELS 

Grade Level Comparisons Sig. 

Elementary (M=21.47, SD=6.10) Middle School .01* 

 High School .00* 

Middle School (M=17.27, SD=6.12) Elementary .01* 

 High School .17 

High School (M= 15.02, SD=6.96) Elementary .00* 

 Middle School .17 

      *Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05). 

 A one-way MANOVA was used to examine the effects of grade level on the number of 

changed responses in each section of the PRQ. Significant differences were found among 

sections (Lambda(16, 288) = 2.53, p<.01). Post hoc tests using Tukey’s HSD found significant 

differences in the number of changed responses between age groups for the Peer Relations (B), 

School Climate (C), Victimization (D), and Reporting Victimization (E) sections of the PRQ. 

These differences can be seen in Table 6. In each of these four sections, elementary students had 

significantly more changed responses than high school students. Other significant differences 

were present between middle and high school students in the School Climate section, and 
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between elementary and middle school students in the Victimization and Reporting 

Victimization sections. 

TABLE 6 

SECTIONAL DIFFERENCES IN NUMBER OF CHANGED RESPONSES BETWEEN 

GRADE LEVELS  

 

*Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05). 

 This data supports the second hypothesis that test-retest reliability for the PRQ would 

increase with grade level when examining consistency within specific sections of the PRQ. 

Elementary students had more changed responses than middle and high school students and 

middle school students had more changed responses than high school students. There were 

Section Grade Level Comparisons Sig. 

Peer Relations (B) Elementary (M=1.3, SD=.86) Middle School .23 

    High School   .00* 

  Middle School (M=1.09, SD=.85) Elementary .23 

    High School   .05* 

  High School (M=.72, SD=.82) Elementary   .00* 

    Middle School   .05* 

School Climate (C) Elementary (M=2.73, SD=1.44) Middle School .94 

    High School   .04* 

  Middle School (M=2.83, SD=1.61) Elementary .95 

    High School   .01* 

  High School (M=2.02, SD=1.33) Elementary   .04* 

    Middle School   .01* 

Victimization (D) Elementary (M=6.11, SD=2.88) Middle School   .01* 

    High School   .00* 

  Middle School (M=4.31, SD=2.76) Elementary   .01* 

    High School .22 

  High School (M=3.33, SD=3.39) Elementary   .00* 

    Middle School .22 

Reporting Victimization (E) Elementary (M=2.71, SD= 1.65) Middle School   .04* 

    High School   .02* 

  Middle School (M=1.87, SD=1.68) Elementary   .04* 

    High School .98 

  High School (M=1.81, SD=1.73) Elementary   .02* 

    Middle School .98 
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marked differences in the first four sections of the PRQ. However, only the differences between 

elementary and middle school and elementary and high school were significant.  

Internal Consistency of the Victimization Scale 

 As mentioned above, the PRQ is not made of uniform scales, and therefore, obtaining 

measures of internal consistency for the instrument as a whole was not possible. Rigby (1998) 

identifies one scale in the PRQ, called the Victimization Scale. It consists of items D2a through 

D2e (five items), which ask students to respond to a 3-point Likert scale (never, sometimes, or 

often) regarding the location of their experience as a victim of bullying. Rigby reports good 

internal consistency for this scale (α = .77). Adhering to Rigby’s methodology in this area 

(summing the scores for the five items), the current study used the same five items (using data 

from the second administration) to generate internal consistencies for the Victimization Scale for 

each grade level (Table 7). This study found internal consistencies across all grade levels 

exceeded an acceptable reliability level of .70 (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006), supporting the third 

hypothesis. 

TABLE 7 

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY OF THE VICTIMIZATION SCALE 

Grade Level N Cronbach’s Alpha 

Elementary 43 .82 

Middle School 52 .79 

High School 57 .75 

Total 152 .82 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Test-retest Reliability of the PRQ  

 Overall, the PRQ averaged 69% correspondence from between administrations, which is 

very close to the acceptable standard of 70%. This suggests the PRQ is an acceptable instrument 

for measuring bullying and victimization, although it certainly has room for improvement. An 

important point to consider when looking at this reliability data is that the overall value of 69% 

came from an average of all eight sections; and when data are averaged, meaningful information 

may be lost. Although the instrument as a whole scored near an acceptable level of reliability, 

five out of eight sections of the instrument did not. Two of these were the School Climate and 

Victimization sections, which provide information to estimate the prevalence of bullying and 

victimization in school. If responses on these scales are not reliable, schools may be getting a 

distorted view of prevalence estimates, especially if they are using the instrument as a pre- and 

post- measure to evaluate intervention programs. In addition, several individual items had very 

low correspondence between administrations, ranging between 30 - 50%. These items in 

particular need to be examined in more detail to discover why they do not elicit consistent 

responses. Users of the PRQ should also exercise caution when interpreting the data from these 

items as they may not provide an accurate assessment. 

 On a positive note, two sections of the PRQ, Bullying Others and Cyberbullying, had 

good reliability across all grade levels. This raises the question of why these two sections were 

able to elicit consistent responses across grade levels and not the others. Is it attributable to the 

structure of the questions, the nature of the subjects, or something else? This is something the 

test developer may want to consider. 



    

 27 

Test-retest Reliability Across Grade Levels 

 The hypothesis that test-retest reliability of the instrument would increase with grade 

level was supported. Test-retest reliabilities for elementary, middle, and high school students 

were 62.3%, 69.8%, and 74.8% respectively. Although the middle and high school reliabilities 

have a lot of room to improve, they met an acceptable level of reliability. While the PRQ elicited 

acceptable reliabilities from middle and high school students, elementary students did not 

achieve an acceptable value of test-retest reliability. This pattern of results may be due to a 

number of factors attributed to older children, including an increased understanding of the 

subject of bullying, reading and comprehension skills, and attention and focusing abilities. It may 

also be that younger children have difficulty in accurately recalling past events within the time 

frame specified by the questions (i.e., in the past year).  

 The PRQ technical manual states the instrument is appropriate for all ages, provided it is 

read and, when necessary, explained to children less than ten years of age (Rigby, 1998). 

However, this study’s findings suggest the PRQ is not reliable with elementary age children, 

even when the questions are read aloud and students are allowed to ask questions. If it is 

appropriate to conclude that reliability does, in fact, increase with grade level and the middle 

school students in this study narrowly made a 70% standard, it seems that the PRQ is able to 

provide reliable data for grades 6-12, but not for grades K-5. Some sections of the PRQ may be 

reliable for elementary students; however, using information from all of the sections is suspect. 

An important note, however, is that the method of computing change scores provides a 

conservative estimate of test-retest reliability. It is possible a less conservative method would 

reveal greater levels of reliability. This notion is explored in further detail later in this chapter. 
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Internal Consistency of the Victimization Scale 

 The Victimization scale, made up of five items from the Victimization section, had very 

good internal consistency across all grade levels. This means students’ reports of being teased, 

called names, left out of things, threatened, and hit or kicked were highly correlated, providing a 

consistent measure of the construct of victimization. As mentioned in previous chapters, the 

structure of the PRQ only allows internal consistency to be measured for these five items. This 

type of reliability could not be measured for the remaining items or sections of the PRQ. 

Implications of Findings 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the psychometric properties of the PRQ in 

order to determine if its use as a measure of bullying and victimization is appropriate. The 

findings have multiple implications. Overall, the instrument seems to be appropriate for 

measuring these constructs in middle and high school students, as it meets the criteria for 

acceptable test-retest reliability. However, some sections and individual items of the instrument 

have quite low reliability, and data from these should be interpreted with caution. Use of the 

PRQ with children in elementary school may be risky as their responses may not be reliable. 

 In an update to the PRQ manual, Rigby (2006) states his instrument “is an acceptable tool 

for obtaining measurements of change (p. 6),” although he also advises schools to implement 

appropriate research designs utilizing control groups. This seems like a very wise 

recommendation because a control group can help account for changes in responses between pre- 

and post- testing. However, it may not be practical for schools to partially implement these 

programs for the purpose of a control group. Adopting a prevention program can be a large 

financial and curricular commitment and school officials may not be keen on making that 

commitment to only half of the school for the sake of research design. As mentioned in Chapter 
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1, research also shows the prevention programs that are most successful are those that are 

implemented thoroughly and involve the entire school community. While running a year-long 

trial implementation with the use of a control group may provide valuable information on the 

effectiveness of a prevention program, schools are likely to be eager to see reduction in bullying 

rates and forego a trial period. The PRQ, and other instruments of its kind, need to be reliable 

enough that confidence can be placed in the results when programs are not using an experimental 

design. 

 Any future revisions to the PRQ should examine the items and sections producing 

inconsistent responses, especially those that had low reliability across all grade levels. Revisions 

may also need to focus on ways to increase reliability with younger students. Perhaps a large 

improvement to this instrument would be to arrange its structure in a way that lends itself to 

effectively evaluating its psychometric properties. The use of interval data and uniform scales 

would greatly ease the task of computing test-retest reliability and reliability could also be 

measured for sections other than the Victimization scale. If the user of the PRQ has ready access 

to this information and the reliabilities meet acceptable standards, more confidence can be put in 

the results.  

Limitations 

 Because the instrument provides only nominal and ordinal data and the Likert scales are 

not uniform, traditional methods of calculating test-retest reliability were not possible. Instead, 

responses at separate administrations were compared and categorized as either “change” or “no 

change” in order to create more usable data. This is a limitation of this study as the process of 

creating “change” data left out information on the direction and magnitude of changed responses. 

Consider a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). A 
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response of 5 at Time 1 and a response of 4 at Time 2 would be considered a changed score; 

although practically, it is not a meaningful difference because it may simply be a change in the 

level of agreement with an item, and not a change from agreement to neutral or to disagreement. 

For this reason, it is possible that the data presented in this study do not represent a complete 

perspective of student’s responses across administrations. On examination of the PRQ, out of a 

total of 60 items, only about 11 seem subject to this kind of possible misrepresentation. Many 

items on the PRQ provide response options that differ significantly in meaning. For example, ten 

items ask students to answer “never,” “sometimes,” or “often.”  Inconsistency on items such as 

these would indicate a meaningful change. Nevertheless, misrepresentation of the degree of 

change in the 11 items whose response options overlap in meaning could unfairly lower the test-

retest estimates of reliability. If this is the case, test-retest reliability at the elementary level, 

could increase to closer approximate an acceptable standard. This limitation could be remedied 

by the use of uniform scales and interval data. 

 A second limitation to this study regards the lack of third grader participation in the 

second administration. As a result, all but three of the participants at the elementary level were 

fourth graders. This may limit the generalizability of the results to other elementary-aged 

students. In addition, participants in this study were predominantly Caucasian, and came from a 

small, rural school. This also may limit the generalizability of the results. 

 One factor that may have affected the reliability of the PRQ, and a third limitation of this 

study, is that the seating arrangements during administrations allowed students to sit very close 

to one another, despite instructions to spread themselves out. This resulted in decreased privacy 

and an increase in talking during the administration. It is possible that having students sit in 

individual desks would have led to different responses increased reliability. An important 
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consideration pertains to the ways schools administer the instrument in a real setting. If seating 

arrangements do affect reliability, users of the PRQ should be given instructions on this topic to 

insure students are not responding to peer pressure when completing the questionnaire. 

 Finally, when evaluating test-retest reliability it is important to consider that changes 

across administrations could be due to actual changes, especially when the test is measuring 

personal experiences. It is possible that a portion of the inconsistency in responses across 

administrations can be explained by actual changes and not faults of the instrument. 

Future Research 

 Much more research is needed to evaluate the psychometric properties of self-report 

measures of bullying. Further studies are needed on the PRQ to determine if similar results are 

found in a sample more representative of American school children. This study only looked at 

reliability characteristics of the PRQ, but evidence to its validity also needs to be examined. 

Other widely used instruments, such as the Revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire, should 

also be evaluated for adequate psychometric properties.  

 There is a lack of data on test-retest reliabilities for instruments of this nature, despite 

their use as pre- and post- measures of bullying to evaluate program effectiveness. It seems the 

standards for research that are typically imposed on other instruments of a social and/or 

psychological nature have not been applied to self-report measures of bullying. This needs to 

change. In order to move forward in the effort to eliminate bullying in schools, the instruments 

used to measure it must provide evidence of their ability to do so. This requires professionals in 

the field to hold these instruments to higher standards. 
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APPENDIX  

 

STUDENT AND PARENT INFORMED CONSENT FORMS 

 

Consent to Complete the Bullying Survey 
 

 

We need your help finding out if there are problems with bullying in your school.  We are asking all 

(insert grade) graders in Garden Plain (Elementary, High) School to answer some questions that will tell 

us about what kinds of bullying is happening in your school.  The questions will be given as a survey now 

and a second time in January or February next year.  A professor from Wichita State University is helping 

the school with the survey. 

 

The questions will ask how often you have been bullied by someone at school and what kind of bullying 

you have seen happen to others in the school.  Other questions about bullying will also be asked. 

 

One of your parents has already given permission to answer the questions on the survey, but it is still your 

choice to answer the questions.  If you decide you do not want to answer the questions, you will not be in 

any trouble with the school or Wichita State University. 

 
Thinking about bullying might make you feel a little uncomfortable or could upset you.  If you feel 

uncomfortable, you can stop answering the questions.  You can talk to your teacher or the school 

counselor if the questions make you feel uncomfortable.  You could also talk to one of your parents about 

feeling uncomfortable. 

 
Knowing how much bullying is taking place in the school will help find ways to help children who are 

being bullied.  By answering the questions, you can help. 

 
Your answers to the questions will not be shared with anyone.  The professor from Wichita State 

University will keep the answer sheets and your name will not be one the sheet.  Your name will only be 

on this permission form and it will be separated from the answer sheet.  No one in your school will know 

your personal answers.  No one in your family will know your personal answers. 

 

If you have any questions, you can ask the school counselor.  The school counselor will contact the 

Wichita State University professor, Dr. Chuck Romig with questions, if that is needed. 

 

You should feel no pressure to answer the questions on the survey.  If you start to answer the questions 

and change your mind, you can stop at any time.  By signing this form it means that you have read and 

understand the information above and have decided to participate.  

 

 
____________________________________________________ _______________________  

Signature of Subject       Date  

 

 

____________________________________________________ _______________________  

Witness Signature       Date  
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APPENDIX (continued) 

 

Parent/Legal Guardian Consent to Complete the Bullying Survey 

 
Purpose:  Your child is invited to participate in a study of bullying. We hope to learn what types and 

amounts of bullying are occurring in your child’s school. 

 

Participation Selection: Your child was selected as a possible participant in this study because we are 

asking all students in your child’s grade to complete the survey. 

 

Explanation of Procedures: If you decide to allow your child to participate, he/she will be asked to 

complete a questionnaire during a class at school. Participants will be asked to complete the survey again 

in January. 

 

Discomfort/Risks: Your child might feel a little uncomfortable answering some of the questions, but the 

survey has been used at many schools and that rarely occurs. 

 

Benefits: All school districts in Kansas are required to have a plan for addressing bullying. Knowing the 

amount of bullying taking place in your child’s school will give staff helpful information in meeting the 

state requirement. 

 

Confidentiality: Any information obtained in this study in which your child can be identified will remain 

confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. Individual information will be grouped with 

all other students in your child’s grade and only group results will be written into any report to be made 

public. No names will be required on any forms other than this consent form and the consent form will be 

separated from the questionnaire after they are collected. Individual surveys and consent forms will be 

kept in separate locked file cabinets accessible only to Dr. Romig at Wichita State University. 

 

Refusal/Withdrawal: Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. Your decision whether or not to 

allow your child to participate will not affect your future relations with Wichita State University and/or 

Garden Plain Schools. If you agree to allow your child to participate in this study, you are free to 

withdraw him/her from the study at any time without penalty. 

 

Contact: If you have any questions about this research, you can contact Dr. Chuck Romig, 978-3326 or 

chuck.romig@wichita.edu. If you have questions pertaining to your child’s rights as a research subject, or 

about a research-related injury, you can contact the Office of Research Administration at Wichita State 

University, Wichita, KS 67260-0007, telephone (316) 978-3285. You are under no obligation to allow 

your child to participate in this study. Your signature indicates that you have read the information 

provided above and have voluntarily decided to allow your child to participate. You will be given a copy 

of this consent form to keep. 

 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Subject        Date 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Parent or Legal Guardian      Date 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Witness Signature        Date 


