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Control and Prevention,2 which surveys high school students nationally on factors and 
behaviors that relate to wellness and health. As a simple example, Table 12.2 contains the 
simple frequency counts cross-tabulating E_BULLIED (Q25, “During the past 12 months, 
have you ever been electronically bullied? [include being bullied through e-mail, chat 
rooms, instant messaging, Web sites, or texting],” 0 = no, 1 = yes) and HOPELESS12 (Q26, 
“During the past 12 months, did you ever feel so sad or hopeless almost every day for 2 
weeks or more in a row that you stopped doing some usual activities?,” 0 = no, 1 = yes).

The popular media and much research indicate that bullying through social 
media and other electronic venues can be a significant stressor leading to negative 
outcomes for those receiving the bullying, even including suicide ideation. Thus, it is 
not surprising that in Table 12.2a, we see a higher percentage of those reporting bul-
lying also feeling hopeless (58.1%) than those not reporting bullying (25.8%). If you 
remember our binary logistic regression chapter, I hope you were beginning to think 
in terms of odds, odds ratios (ORs), or relative risk (RR). You can certainly calculate 
odds, and the appropriate OR for these data (3.986) or the RR (2.25). Even eyeballing 
the data,3 common sense dictates that there is an effect here, and that the effect is as 
expected: students subjected to bullying are also more likely to report symptoms of 
depression. When performing a cross-tabulation, you can request a chi-square test 
to examine whether the expected percentages or probabilities are independent or not 
influenced by the other variable (Pearson χ2

(1) = 796.54, p < .001; the likelihood ratio 
χ2

(1) = 732.489, p < .001). Of course, if we were to perform the same analysis in logis-
tic regression, we would be testing whether the conditional probabilities are equal 
across all levels of the IV. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 12.2b.

As you can see in Table 12.2b, the OR calculated here matches that calculated 
from the cross-tabulation, and the chi-square test for the improvement of fit for the 
model matched that of the likelihood ratio (χ2

(1) = 732.489, p < .001) from the cross-
tabulation. In other words, the lessons learned in Chapter 5 are still valid.

2	 Data from the 2013 Youth Risk Behavior Survey are available from the US Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (http://www.cdc.gov/healthyyouth/data/yrbs/index.htm).

3	 My friend and colleague Brett Jones calls this the “ocular test.”

Table 12.2a  Cross-Tabulation of E_BULLIED and HOPELESS12

E_BULLIED*HOPELESS12 Cross-Tabulation

HOPELESS12 Total Odds

0 No 1 Yes

E_BULLIED 0 No Count 8,602 2,987 11,589 0.347

% within E_BULLIED 74.2 25.8 100.0

1 Yes Count 786 1,088 1,874 1.384

% within E_BULLIED 41.9 58.1 100.0

 Total Count 9,388 4,075 13,463

% within E_BULLIED 69.7 30.3 100.0




