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School bullying and victimization is a serious social and
school issue. Negative consequences for victims, bullies, and
overall school climate have been documented across different
contexts, cultures, and countries. The extant research indi-
cates that bullying is a significant predictor of delinquency
and criminal behaviors. Research also indicates that bullying
victims aremore likely to suffer from depression, anxiety, and
learning difficulties. Together, the findings suggest avenues
for theoretical testing and intervention programs to reduce
bullying and ameliorate its consequences. This special issue
seeks to enhance our understanding and knowledge of these
issues, focusing on the etiology of bullying and victimization,
and to suggest specific policy implications for addressing
bullying and victimization. We present nine articles that
examine some of these issues, using samples of diverse
populations from Cyprus, England, Greece, and the United
States.

Dr. A. HA. Peguero and colleagues, using a sample of
American adolescents, examined the relationship between
routine activities (academics, sports, clubs, andmisbehavior)
and school victimization across distinct school contexts and
concluded that some of these routine activities (i.e., engage-
ment in school-based misbehavior) are significantly related
to school victimization across urban, rural, and suburban
school contexts.The study also indicates the significant effect
of adolescents’ race on school victimization and suggests the
necessity of developing violence intervention and prevention
programs specifically geared toward racial and ethnic minor-
ity students.

The study byDr. S. Jeong et al. tested whether school indi-
vidual characteristics and environmental factors, including

preventive measures, are related to bullying victimization in
a sample of youth from the United States. The study found
that students are more likely to be victimized when they
report gangs/guns at school but less likely to be victimized
if they perceive greater fairness of school ruler, or when
security officers are present in school hallways. With respect
to individual characteristics, those involved in fighting were
more likely to report physical, emotional, and combined
incidents of bullying relative to respondents not involved
in fighting. The results suggest the importance of creating
and maintaining safe school environment as it documents
the role of security and perceived fairness in preventing
school bullying and victimization and also recognizes the
importance of individual characteristics and behaviors as
predictors of victimization.

M. Vlachou and colleagues, using a sample of 167 chil-
dren in Greece, explored the prevalence of school bullying
among preschool children in Greece by employing a multi-
method approach, especially using peer nominations, self-
and teacher reports, and natural observation. They found
that the frequencies of bullying vary greatly depending on
how bullying is measured and indicate the importance of
designing and employing reliable and valid methodological
approaches to better understand the prevalence of bullying,
especially among preschool population.

With a sample of 325 youths in England, the research
conducted byDr. T. Völlink and colleagues examined the role
of coping strategies in the relationship between cyberbullying
and depressive feelings/health complaints. Interestingly, they
found that youths using a problem-focused coping are less
likely to report health complaints and depressive feelings,
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while those employing emotion-focused coping are more
likely to experience negative health outcomes when they are
bullied online, contrary to previous findings on traditional
bullying. This finding raises a question over the effectiveness
of emotion-focused coping strategy for victims of cyberbul-
lying.

Dr. S. L. Johnson and colleagues tested whether bullying
victims’ bystander perceptions and school climate are related
to their responses to bullying in a sample of 6,493 adolescents
in the United States. The research indicates that bullying
victims are less likely to choose aggressive responses to bul-
lying and more likely to seek support from school staff when
they report higher levels of school safety and connectedness.
The findings suggest the importance of developing bullying
prevention programs, focusing on school norms, climate, and
cultures.

Dr. S. Jeong and B. H. Lee, using a sample of youth
in the United States, investigated the relationship between
individual/school level characteristics and peer victimization
and found that gender, age, parental support, and school
pressure are significantly related to victimization in the
expected direction. Interestingly, the finding shows that stu-
dents attending schools with bullying prevention programs
are more likely to experience peer victimization, indicating
the necessity of further research on the effectiveness of
various bullying prevention programs.

The study conducted by Dr. P. R. Smokowski and col-
leagues examined the prevalence of school bullying and
victimization and related risk factors among a sample of
rural youth in the United States. The results indicate that
the prevalence of bullying, especially extreme victimization,
in rural schools is much higher than that found in many
samples of urban and suburban youth. This finding reveals
the severity of school bullying and victimization in rural
schools and underscores the importance of understanding
bullying dynamics within that context. Multivariate analyses
indicate that individual factors are more strongly related to
bullying victimization than school environmental factors.
This is consistent with previous studies.

With a sample of 895 children in the United States, Drs.
K. A. Fanti and S. N. Georgiou examined the differences
among children involved in bullying in terms of parental
relationship and academic performance and the transac-
tional association between child-parental relationship and
child behavioral problems. The results indicate that children
identified as bully victim and occasional bully or victim are
more likely to experience conflict with parents and poor
academic performance, compared to uninvolved, bully only,
and victim only groups. The transactional findings suggest
a bidirectional association between bullying, victimization,
and parent-child relationship, indicating dynamic and recip-
rocal interrelationship between child and parents over time.

The research conducted by Dr. M. Nikiforou and col-
leagues, using a sample of approximately 300 youth in
Cyprus, investigated the relationship between parental/peer
attachment and bullying and victimization. Consistent with
the finding byDrs. K. A. Fanti and S. N. Georgiou, they found
that adolescents with poor quality of attachment with parents
and peers aremore likely to engage in bullying as perpetrators

or victims and its relationship is stronger for girls. They
suggest the importance of developing bullying prevention
programs geared toward improving quality of attachment
with parents and peers.

These nine articles provide a substantial contribution to
the growing literature on bullying and its causes, conse-
quences, and prevention. They clearly illustrate the ubiquity
of the problem across countries and rural, suburban, and
urban locations. Overall, we believe that this special issue
will contribute our understanding of school bullying and
victimization and highlights the importance of developing
comprehensive approaches to bullying prevention programs,
rooted in a foundation of theory and research, as multiple
factors at the individual and contextual level are found to be
related to bullying and victimization.

Byongook Moon
John McCluskey

Christopher Schreck
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The United States is undergoing a historical racial and ethnic demographic shift.There is limited criminological research exploring
if and how these changes influence variation in the relationship between routine activity theory and adolescent violence. Although
the link between routine activities and victimization has been tested and well established, criminologists have questioned if routine
activities can explain adolescent violence across different social contexts. Prior research demonstrates that there are potential
nuances in the theoretical connections between routine activities and victimization, particularly when considering race and
ethnicity. This study builds on previous research by questioning if the elements of routine activities predict victimization across
predominately urban, rural, and suburban schools.The implications of the relevance of school context in the relationships between
routine activities and adolescent victimization will also be discussed more generally.

1. Introduction

Routine activity theory is often utilized to investigate the
insulating and risk factors linked to adolescent victimization.
In essence, routine activities consider the characteristics
of both offenders and victims and/or the characteristics
of the space in which offenders and victims are likely
to interact and consequently linked to the likelihood of
criminal and delinquent activities [1–3]. Adolescents in the
USA experience increased risk of criminal victimization,
which typically occurs in schools where adolescents spend
a significant portion of their lives [4, 5]. Understanding the
factors linked to school victimization is imperative because
schools are institutions where adolescent socialization takes
place. Criminological research has repeatedly demonstrated
that routine activity theory is an appropriate and effective
theoretical framework that can explicate the occurrence of
adolescent victimization at school [6, 7]. Recent findings,

however, suggest distinctive nuances associated with race and
ethnicity in the relationship between routine activities and
school victimization [8].

Routine activities theorists have argued that sociodemo-
graphic differences (e.g., race, ethnicity, gender, and socioe-
conomic status) in victimization may be associated with dis-
tinct role expectations and structural constraints occurring
in the USA [2, 9]. In other words, social and cultural norms
might be associated with individuals’ behaviors and daily
routines that may lead an individual toward increased or
decreased exposure to crime, violence, and victimization.
Cohen and colleagues [2] stressed the importance of applying
lifestyle and routine activities theories in violence research.
They argued that “socio-demographic characteristics are
important, because the resulting lifestyle similarity is likely
to bring potential offenders and potential victims into direct
contact more often than when such characteristics are not
shared” ([2], page 509).
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It is also evident that school districts in the USA are
undergoing a major demographic shift. According to the US
Census Bureau [10], it is projected that, within twenty-five
years, racial and ethnic minorities will represent more than
half of the total youth population. Thus, understanding the
significance of sociodemographic factors in relationship to
school victimization is critical. A recent study by Peguero
and colleagues [8] found distinctive racial and ethnic nuances
in the relationship between routine activities and adoles-
cent school victimization. For instance, academic and sport
school routines were found to be potential risks factors for
adolescent school victimization for Latino Americans and
Asian Americans but not for white Americans [8]. Because
sociodemographic characteristics are important aspects of
routine activities, investigating the role of race and ethnicity
in the relationship between routine activities and adolescent
victimization in school is warranted.

Criminology research also reveals racial and ethnic dif-
ferences in the perceptions of criminal offense, criminal
justice responses, and victimization. Interestingly, Peterson
et al. [11] argued that “current work (criminological research)
often fails to consider how race and ethnicity are themselves
central organizing principles within and across societies”
(page 1). It is also apparent that school context of violence
and the associated school characteristics (e.g., poverty and
school size) among urban, rural, and suburban schools are
distinct [4, 12–14]. Context and sociodemographics matter
in the occurrence of victimization, and the current study
extends the literature on routine activities and adolescent
violence by examining victimization in urban, rural, and
suburban schools. This study first discusses the conceptual
link between routine activities and adolescent school victim-
ization, followed by a review of research on the important
role of context and sociodemographics in understanding
the relevance of routine activities in relation to adolescent
school victimization. Data are drawn from the Educational
Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS), a nationally representa-
tive stratified sample of 10,440 tenth grade adolescents in
580 public schools, and hierarchal generalized linear model
(HGLM) techniques are employed. Findings indicating racial
and ethnic variations in the relationships between routine
activities and adolescent victimization across distinct school
contexts are presented, and implications for practice, policy,
and research are discussed.

2. Routine Activities and Adolescent
Victimization at School

Routine activity theory proposes that victimization stems
from the “recurrent and prevalent activities” that individuals
are involved in their daily lives. It is through an individual’s
routines and activities that influence his or her risk of being
victimized [1–3] Routine activity theory suggests that there
are three key spatial and temporal elements for violence or
crime to occur: (a) suitable target, (b) guardianship, and
(c) presence of motivated offenders. Hence, the presence of
any one of these spatial and temporal factors increases the
likelihood of victimization. Utilizing routine activity theory
to research adolescent victimization at school is appropriate

because, as in communities, students, faculty, staff, and
administrators are involved in common activities, routines,
and symbiotic interactions that influence one another and
connect all school participants [6, 15, 16]. Thus, for the pur-
poses of this study, adolescents’ school routine activities, such
as student government, school newspaper, clubs, sports, and
misbehavior,might be playing a role in shaping the likelihood
of victimization within school. In addition, research also
demonstrates that the school context (i.e., urban, rural, and
suburban) and sociodemographics (i.e., race and ethnicity)
may matter in our understanding of the relationship between
routine activities and adolescent school victimization.

Within a routine activities framework, adolescents’
school routines and activities may be associated with ado-
lescent’s risk of victimization at school by influencing the
motivated offender’s perceptions of the student as a “suitable
victim” and by shaping the level of guardianship the adoles-
cent receives while on school grounds. The perception as a
“suitable victim” and the level of guardianship provided by the
school may vary by type of school routines and activities the
adolescent participates in. Participation in school routine and
activities such as school government, band, clubs, and sports
should protect students because of the number of adults
present (i.e., guardianship). As Wilcox et al. [7] suggest that
“even though structured before- and after-school activities
are supervised by adults, the relative amount of supervision
available can be much less than during normal school hours
(i.e., hallways, locker rooms, etc., are typically left unattended
while extracurricular activities are ongoing in particular areas
of the school or grounds)” (page 248). Felson (1986) purports
that “conventional activities can tie down delinquents, but
they can also hamstring potential handlers and guardians.
Sometimes they bring offender and target together, assemble
accomplices, or facilitate transgressions at proximate times
and places, after the adults have gone home” (page 125).
Therefore, adolescents’ school routines and activities may not
be the protective factor it has been theorized to be because
of the reduction in the level of guardianship provided by
the school administrators and the increased exposure and
proximity to motivated offenders as a result of being on
campus during off-hours.

Peguero and colleagues [8, 17, 18] found that distinct
school routines and activities (e.g., academic, sport, club, and
misbehavior) are associated with different types of victim-
ization. For instance, adolescents who participate in school-
based sports have a decreased risk of criminal victimization,
whereas students who participate in academically based
extracurricular activities (e.g., school newspaper and govern-
ment) are at an increased risk [8, 17, 19]. In other words,
depending on the particular school routine and activity, the
likelihood of victimization is associated with how the school
routine and activity shape themotivated offender’s perception
of the adolescents’ suitability as a target, whether the school-
based routine or activity takes the adolescent to potentially
dangerous places within the school, and whether capable
adults are present (Astor et al., 1999 [20]) [6–8, 17].

2.1. The Potential Significance of School Context, Race, and
Ethnicity. School urbanicity can influence the relationship
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between school routines, activities, and victimization. Al-
though there is extensive research that examined adolescent
violence occurring in urban schools (Durán, 2013) [4, 5, 13, 14,
21–24], there is a dearth of research that compares the factors
associated with adolescent school routine activities and vic-
timization across urban, rural, and suburban school contexts.
Examining the potential distinctions across contexts in the
relationship between routine activities and victimization
is warranted because the characteristics of urban, rural,
and suburban schools are significantly different. In general,
urban schools will have more problems with violence and
victimization because these schools are embedded within
communities with higher rates of crime, violence, poverty,
unemployment, and disorganization (Durán, 2012) [12, 14,
21–26]. It is also evident that there are limited resources
available for urban schools to support extracurricular activi-
ties, programs that improve school climates and policies that
ensure safe learning environments for students [5, 23]. On
the contrary, suburban schools are often characterized as
safer, better organized, affluent, having increased access to
resources, and with increased communal bonds [21, 22, 26].
In addition, urban schools often have high concentration
of low-income and racial and ethnic minorities [21, 22,
26]. There is emerging research that suggests that rural
schools also have similar characteristics as urban schools
but consist of predominately low-income and white Amer-
icans [21, 22, 26, 27]. More specifically, in relationship to
the elements of routine activities within school, research
indicates that involvement in school routines, engagement in
misbehavior, and levels of school security and disorder vary
across urban, rural, and suburban schools. What remains
uncertain is how the relationship between routine activities
and adolescent school victimization differs across school
contexts.

Prior research also revealed that the association between
being a suitable target for school victimization is mod-
erated by race and ethnicity. Peguero and colleagues [8]
suggest that school-based sports are an insulating factor
for white American adolescents but a potential risk factor
for Latino American and Asian American adolescents. The
researchers also found that academic routines and activities
are a potential risk factor specifically for racial and ethnic
minority adolescents [8]. Although there are racial and ethnic
differences with regards to adolescents’ engagement in school
routines and activities as well as the type of activity, what
remains unknown is if and how involvement in school-based
academic, sport, and club activities is associated with being
a suitable target for adolescent victimization across urban,
rural, and suburban school contexts.

There is a symbiotic relationship between engagement
in school-based misbehavior and victimization [6, 7, 28].
It is also plausible that the relationship between school-
based misbehavior and victimization is moderated by race
and ethnicity. Research demonstrates that engagement in
misbehavior is a risk factor for school victimization for all
racial and ethnic groups [8, 25, 29].Moreover, the researchers
also noted that the strength of the association between
school misbehavior and victimization varied among racial
and ethnic groups. Although it appears that there are little

racial and ethnic differences in the relationship between
misbehavior and school victimization, it is unclear whether
school-based misbehaviors are associated with adolescent
victimization across urban, rural, and suburban school
contexts.

Increasing guardianship and security has been a com-
mon response to school victimization [23, 30, 31]. How-
ever, whether increased school guardianship is an effective
solution to school victimization is a matter of debate [7,
8, 28, 30]. In recent years, there has been a growing trend
of increasing school security in public schools by increas-
ing police presence as well as more punitive responses to
adolescent school-based misbehaviors (e.g., zero tolerance).
An increasing number of public high schools have police
officers, armed security guards, metal detectors, surveillance
cameras, and random searches (Bracy, 2011 [32]) [23, 30,
31]. Although there is an increasing trend to implement
securitymeasures across public schools, researchers have also
contended that the number of school security measures is
significantly higher in urban schools (Bracy, 2011 [32]) [23,
31]. Although the link between school security and adolescent
victimization is found to be inconsistent across studies, it
remains unknown if the relationship between school security
and adolescent victimization varies across urban, rural, and
suburban contexts.

Schools with high levels of social disorder are indeed
associated with increased likelihood of victimization due to
adolescents’ proximity to the motivated offenders (Burrow
and Apel, 2008 [34]) [4, 8, 12–14, 33]. Racial and ethnic
segregation within communities may be associated with
poverty and crime rates [11, 35]. Because schools mirror
the communities which they serve, racial and ethnic seg-
regation in school may also be linked to increased school
violence and victimization. As noted, there appears to be
an association between school disorder, school victimization,
and urbanicity. Urban schools with high levels of disorder
often place racial and ethnic minorities at increased risk
of victimization [13, 14, 21, 22]. Although there may be
parallels between urban schools, increased social disor-
der and victimization, what remains unknown is if and
how school disorder is associated with the likelihood of
adolescent victimization across urban, rural, and suburban
contexts.

3. Current Study

As previously mentioned, routine activity theory is an appro-
priate framework for understanding school-based victimiza-
tion; however, it remains unknown if this theory can elucidate
adolescent victimization across distinct urban, rural, and
suburban school contexts. With a rapidly growing racial and
ethnic minority population in the USA, should the changing
demographic landscape be more central to criminological
research? As suggested by previous research, race and ethnic-
ity is a moderating factor in the relationship between routine
activities and school victimization. Thus, the central focus
of this study is to examine whether routine activity theory
explains school victimization across distinct urban, rural, and
suburban school contexts.
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4. Method
Data for this research is drawn from the Educational Lon-
gitudinal Study (ELS), a longitudinal survey administered
by the Research Triangle Institute (RTI), which is affiliated
with the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) of
the US Department of Education. The ELS is designed to
monitor the transition of a national sample of adolescents as
they progress from tenth grade through twelfth grade and on
to postsecondary education and/or employment. These data
include information about the backgrounds and experiences
of adolescents, their parents and teachers, and descrip-
tions of the schools. ELS data also provides “mappings” to
additional external datasets such as the Common Core of
Data (CCD). The CCD is the US Department of Educa-
tion’s primary database on public elementary and secondary
education, which provides much of school level data (e.g.,
proportion of Latino Americans, black/African Americans,
and Asian Americans, and white Americans enrolled in
school).

This study utilized the baseline year of the survey and
focused on 12,040 public school students in the ELS sample.
Students who did not identify themselves as black/African
American, Latino American, Asian American, and white
American were omitted, which reduced the sample to 11,320
students. The omission of many of the key variables required
for the analysis from the abbreviated form of the student
questionnaires led to the exclusion of an additional 880 cases
and created the final subsample of 10,440 cases in 580 schools
for this analysis. The ELS also includes imputed values (via
sequential hot deck imputation) for certain key variables,
including family socioeconomic status and student test scores
(Ingels et al., 2007) [36]. Therefore, this study imputed these
values in the analyses. For other missing data for variables
not imputed by the ELS, this study implemented the “impute”
command in STATA that organizes cases by patterns of
missing data and then runs regressions to determine the
predicted values. This study incorporated sample weights to
the analyses to account for unequal probabilities of selection
and to adjust for nonresponses. These data are especially
appropriate for this study in that they allow for an exam-
ination of school routines and activities, school contexts,
race and ethnicity, and the incidence of school victimization.
Results are based on nonlinear hierarchical generalized linear
modeling (HGLM) regression analyses. Descriptive statistics
are reported in Table 1.

4.1. School-Based Victimization. Students were asked if they
had been exposed to various forms of victimization at
school during the 2001-2002 academic year. School-based
victimization was measured by three items that include (1)
someone threatened to hurtme at school, (2) someone hitme,
and (3) someone used strong-arm or forceful methods to get
money or things from me.

Students indicated whether they were a victim of the
aforementioned crimes at school by answering either “never,”
“once or twice,” or “more than twice.” Dichotomizing school-
based victimization data is a common practice because
incident victimization data are highly skewed, which may
be due to how rare criminal victimization is, particularly

multiple criminal victimizations. Hence, the measure of
school-based victimization was dichotomized to indicate
whether the adolescent was a victim of violence.

4.2. School-Based Routine and Activities. Based on previous
research [7, 8, 19], four categories of school-based routine
and activities are constructed: academic, sport, club, and
misbehavior.

School-based academic routine and activities (Cronbach’s
𝛼 = .91) is a count index that was constructed by counting
the number of the affirmative responses to five activities
adolescents engage in, such as (1) band, orchestra, chorus, or
choir, (2) school play or musical, (3) student government, (4)
academic- (or achievement-) related honor society, and (5)
school yearbook, newspaper, or literary magazine.

School-based sport routine and activities (Cronbach’s 𝛼 =
.93) is a count index that was constructed by counting the
number of the affirmative responses to eight interscholastic
sport activities adolescents engage in, such as (1) baseball, (2)
softball, (3) basketball, (4) football, (5) soccer, (6) cheerlead-
ing/drill team, (7) other team sports, and (8) individual sport.

School-based club routine and activities (Cronbach’s 𝛼 =
.88) is a count index that was constructed by counting the
number of the affirmative responses to four club activities
adolescents engage in, such as (a) service club, (b) school
club, (c) hobby club, and (d) vocational education club or
vocational student organization.

School-based routine and activities are behaviors that
violate school rules but do not necessarily constitute criminal
statutes, such as cutting/skipping class, fighting, getting
suspended, and other similar behaviors [6–8, 13, 14, 17, 33]. In
other words, school-based misbehavior does not necessarily
involve behaviors that are illegal but behaviors that are
likely to be disruptive to the school environment or result
in punishment. School-based misbehavior is a total sum
index consisting of five items during the current year (0 =
never, 1 = 1-2 times, 2 = more than twice): (a) cutting or
skipping classes, (b) getting into a physical fight at school, (c)
getting into trouble for not following school rules, (d) school
suspension, (e) suspension or probation, and (f) transferred
to another school for disciplinary reasons. The range for
school misbehavior (Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .80) is from 0 to 10,
with higher values representing greater levels of school-based
misbehavior.

4.3. School Security. Similar to previous studies [7, 8], a
school security index was constructed by counting the num-
ber of times school administrators affirmatively responded to
the following questions with regards to the implementation
of security measures in their schools: (1) control access to
school buildings during school hours, (2) control access to
school grounds during school hours, (3) require students to
pass through metal detectors each day, (4) perform one or
more random metal detector checks on students, (5) close
the campus for most students during lunch, (6) use one or
more random dog sniffs to check for drugs, (7) perform one
or more random sweeps for contraband, (8) require clear
book bags or ban book bags on school grounds, (9) require
students to wear badges or picture IDs, (10) require faculty
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for study variables.

Variables Range Urban schools Rural schools Suburban schools Total
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Student level
Dependent

Adolescent victimization 0-1 .31 (.46) .35 (.47) .34 (.47) .33 (.47)
Routine activities

School-based academic 0–5 .47 (.81)∗ .62 (.87)∗ .54 (.85) .54 (.85)
School-based sport 0–8 .81 (1.28)∗ 1.09 (1.29)∗ 1.03 (1.32) .84 (1.18)
School-based club 0–4 .33 (.72)∗ .43 (.72)∗ .39 (.73) .38 (.73)
School-based misbehavior 0–10 1.60 (1.92)∗ 1.28 (1.79) 1.34 (1.79) 1.40 (1.83)

Race and ethnicity
Black/African American 0-1 .26 (.44)∗ .09 (.29)∗ .13 (.33) .16 (.36)
Latino American 0-1 .26 (.43)∗ .07 (.25)∗ .16 (.36) .17 (.37)
Asian American 0-1 .17 (.38)∗ .03 (.17)∗ .12 (.32) .11 (.32)
White American 0-1 .30 (.45)∗ .80 (.39)∗ .60 (.49) .57 (.50)

Student characteristics
Male 0-1 .49 (50) .49 (.50) .50 (.50) .49 (.50)
Educational achievement 21.50–79.94 47.64 (10.10)∗ 50.43 (9.47) 50.35 (10.08) 49.62 (10.03)
Family socioeconomic Status −2.11–1.98 −.19 (.73)∗ −.09 (.64)∗ −.01 (.72) −.08 (.71)
Family structure (two parent/guardian) 0-1 .69 (.46)∗ .79 (.40) .78 (.41) .75 (.43)
Parental involvement 0–8 4.67 (2.96)∗ 5.17 (2.79) 5.15 (2.70) 5.02 (2.79)

School level
Security 0–11 3.54 (2.68)∗ 3.50 (1.95)∗ 3.63 (2.27) 3.58 (2.33)
Extra security for activities 0-1 .93 (.20) .83 (.37)∗ .97 (.17)∗ .93 (.25)
Social disorder 0–19 13.43 (1.37)∗ 11.95 (1.76)∗ 12.93 (1.63) 12.84 (1.68)
School characteristics

Poverty 0–100 34.45 (20.31)∗ 20.95 (15.85) 21.60 (17.11) 25.03 (18.71)
Size 50–4,630 1782.77 (757.97)∗ 984.61 (898.72)∗ 1394.70 (759.20) 1410.51 (839.52)
Percent black/African American students 0–100 30.87 (.29)∗ 10.17 (.16)∗ 15.37 (.22) 18.51 (.24)
Percent Latino American students 0–98 23.15 (.25)∗ 7.05 (.16)∗ 12.25 (.20) 14.11 (.21)
Percent Asian American students 0–81 7.51 (.12)∗ 2.33 (.07)∗ 5.01 (.11) 5.10 (.10)
Percent white American students 0–100 37.72 (.29)∗ 78.38 (.24)∗ 65.72 (.29) 60.79 (.32)

∗

𝑃 ≤ .05.
Significance tests are based on chi-square tests (for dummy variables) andWelch’s t-tests (for continuous variables), and verified with nonparametricWilcoxon-
Mann-Whitney tests.

and staff to wear badges or picture IDs, and (11) use one or
more security cameras to monitor the school. The security
count index (Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .85) ranges from 0 to 11 with
higher scores indicating greater school guardianship.

Extra school security for selected school activities (e.g.,
athletic and social events, open houses, science fairs, etc.)
is a dichotomous variable from the school administrator
questionnaire. It is a measure of the school’s level of extra
guardianship during school-based extracurricular activities.

4.4. Social Disorder. Similar to previous studies [6, 8, 14,
33], proximity to motivated student offenders measure is
constructed by summing how often school administrators
reported whether each of the following was or was not a
problem in their schools: (1) tardiness, (2) absenteeism, (3)
class cutting, (4) physical conflicts, (5) robbery or theft, (6)
vandalism, (7) use of alcohol, (8) use of illegal drugs, (9)
students under the influence of drugs/alcohol while at school,

(10) the sale of drugs on campus, (11) possession of weapons,
(12) racial-ethnic tensions, (13) student bullying, (14) gang
activities, (15) physical abuse of teachers, (16) verbal abuse
of teachers, (17) student acts of disrespect for teachers, (18)
gang activities, and (19) undesirable cult or extremist group
activities. The range for this measure (Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .83) is
from 0 to 19, with higher values representing higher levels of
school disorder.

4.5. Urbanicity. School urbanicity reflects the school location
as indicated in the source data for sampling, the CCD. School
urbanicity is represented as a three category variable (i.e.,
urban, suburban, and rural). As designated by the CCD,
urban is measured as school located in a large or midsize
central city; rural is measured as school located in a rural
area, either inside or outside a metropolitan statistical area;
and suburban is measured as a school located in a large or
small town or is at the urban fringe of a large or midsize city.
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4.6. Race and Ethnicity. Race and ethnicity are reported
by students. The sample for these analyses included 1,630
black/African American, 1,730 Latino American, 1,190 Asian
American, and 5,890 white American public school students.
Racial and ethnic minority groups are oversampled in ELS
to obtain a sufficient representation for statistical analyses. In
turn, the sample weights used in these analyses are calculated
by NCES to compensate for the sampling design and for
nonresponse bias (see NCES, 2004) [37]. As noted, the
CCD provides the information for the proportion of Latino
American, Asian American, black/African American, and
white American within a school separately.

4.7. Student and School Characteristics. Previous studies
have established that student (i.e., gender, educational
achievement, family socioeconomic status, family structure,
and family involvement) and school (i.e., poverty, size,
locale, and physical disorder) characteristics were associated
with school victimization and/or the school experiences of
racial and ethnic minorities [4, 6, 7, 12–14, 17, 33, 38–
40]. Thus, these control measures were included in this
study.

Gender is coded as male or female based on the ado-
lescent’s self-report of their biological sex. Female gender
serves as the reference group. Educational achievement is
measured using the standardized measure developed by RTI
andNCES. ELS included a reading andmath composite score
based on standardized tests developed by the Educational
Testing Service (ETS). The composite score is the average
of the math and reading standardized scores, restandard-
ized to a national mean of 50.0 and standard deviation
of 10. The NCES preconstructed measure of socioeconomic
status is a standardized (𝑧-score) variable based on five
equally weighted, standardized components: father’s/male
guardian’s education, mother’s/female guardian’s education,
family income, father’s/male guardian’s occupational prestige,
and mother’s/female guardian’s occupational prestige. Family
structure is a dichotomous variable that measures whether
two parents/guardians are present in the adolescent’s house-
hold. A single parent/guardian household serves as the refer-
ence group. Family involvement is an eight-item-count index
that measures how active the adolescent’s parents/guardians
are in his or her education. The items are (a) checking
homework, (b) helpingwith homework, (c) discussing school
courses, (d) discussing school activities, (e) discussing topics
studied in class, (f) discussing grades, (g) discussing transfer-
ring, and (h) discussing college attendance. The count index
ranges from 0 to 8, in which higher scores indicates higher
levels of family involvement.

School poverty is measured by the proportion of students
within each school who were receiving free or reduce-
priced lunches. School size is measured by the total stu-
dent enrollment of the school. School locale is measured
by whether the school was located in an urban, rural, or
suburban (reference category) location. Independent NCES
researchers recorded the prevalence of the school’s physical
disorder based on 15 physical indicators of disorder (e.g.,
graffiti on the walls/doors/ceilings, classroom broken lights,
graffiti on desks, etc.).

4.8. Analytic Strategy. Since the ELS was designed as a
cluster sample in which schools are sampled with unequal
probability and the students are sampled or “nested” within
these selected schools, the subsample of the ELS violates the
assumption of independent observations. Considering the
nested structure of the ELS (i.e., students within schools),
multilevel modeling was an appropriate analytic tool for this
study [41]. HLM 7 was utilized to analyze the multilevel
relationships between routine activities and school victimiza-
tion. As presented in Table 1, because the dependent variable,
school victimization, is a dichotomous variable, HGLM was
utilized. All Level 1 (student) and Level 2 (school) predictors
have been centered on their group means. This allowed us to
examine the probability of victimization within each school.
This approach can facilitate an interpretation of the grand
intercept as the probability that the average student will be
victimized within each school while controlling for other
relevant student and school variables. The models in this
study explicitly recognize that individuals within a particular
school may be more similar to one another than individuals
in another school and thereforemay not provide independent
observations.

The processes of the analyses included several steps. First,
since school context and urbanicity are central to this study,
Table 1 presents the differences between potential factors
linked to school-based victimization, routine and activities,
and other variables for this study across urban, rural, and
suburban school contexts. Table 2 displays the HGLM results
of the relationships and interactions between routine and
activities, school victimization, race, ethnicity, and other
relevant factors in urban, rural, and suburban schools. In
Model 2, school-based victimizationwas regressed on routine
activities measures. In Model 2, race, ethnicity, and other
student- and school-related control variables were added to
the analysis. In Model 3, the interactions between school-
based routines and activities (i.e., academic, sport, club,
and misbehavior) and race and ethnicity were analyzed.
These analytical steps were implemented across rural and
suburban school contexts and are presented in Tables 3 and
4, respectively.

5. Results

5.1. Descriptive Statistics. As presented in Table 1, 33% of the
adolescents in this sample reported having been victimized at
school, and 31% of adolescents in urban schools and 35% of
adolescents in rural schools reported experiencing victimiza-
tion. In relation to routine activities measures, adolescents in
urban schools had the lowest levels of academic, sport, and
club involvement at school; on the other hand, adolescents
in urban schools had the highest level of misbehavior.
Descriptive statistics also indicated that adolescents in urban
schools had lower levels of being in two-parent/guardian
family structures and parental involvement than their rural
and suburban counterparts. At the school level, urban and
rural schools had lower levels of security than their suburban
counterparts. Rural schools had the lowest level of extra
security for activities. Urban schools had the highest levels
of social disorder, while rural schools had the lowest levels.



Journal of Criminology 7

Table 2: Hierarchical generalized linear model effects (standard errors) and odds ratio for adolescent victimization in urban schools.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR

Within urban schools
Routine activities

School-based academic .034 (.068) 1.035 .045 (.070)∗∗ 1.047 −.163 (.112)† .848
Black/African American — — — — .296 (.170)∗ 1.344
Latino American — — — — .306 (.194)† 1.358
Asian American — — — — .586 (.177)∗∗∗ 1.798

School-based sport .034 (.037) 1.035 .023 (.037) 1.023 .049 (.071) 1.050
Black/African American — — — — −.106 (.095) .899
Latino American — — — — .015 (.108) 1.015
Asian American — — — — .023 (.120) 1.023

School-based club −.012 (.080) .987 .026 (.082) 1.027 −.115 (.118) .890
Black/African American — — — — .243 (.196) 1.276
Latino American — — — — .119 (.187) 1.126
Asian American — — — — .240 (.162) 1.271

School-based misbehavior .328 (.027)∗∗∗ 1.389 .315 (.028)∗∗∗ 1.370 .402 (.054)∗∗∗ 1.495
Black/African American — — — — −.147 (.068)∗ .862
Latino American — — — — −.102 (.077) .902
Asian American — — — — −.087 (.092) .916

Race and ethnicity
Black/African American — — −.253 (.187) .776 −.071 (.262) .930
Latino American — — −.285 (.193)† .751 −.272 (.267) .761
Asian American — — −.309 (.195)† .733 −.595 (.297)∗ .551

Student characteristics
Male — — .450 (.117)∗∗∗ 1.568 .431 (.117)∗∗∗ 1.539
Educational achievement — — −.012 (.005)∗ .987 −.009 (.005)† .990
Family socioeconomic status — — .117 (.078)† 1.124 .129 (.078)† 1.138
Family structure — — .118 (.116) 1.126 .124 (.116) 1.133
Family involvement — — .024 (.015)† 1.024 .020 (.015) 1.020

Between urban schools
Security .026 (.018)† 1.026 .027 (.019) 1.028 .027 (.019) 1.027
Extra security for activities .105 (.229) 1.111 .227 (.206) 1.255 .217 (.201) 1.243
Social disorder .109 (.034)∗∗∗ 1.115 .134 (.040)∗∗∗ 1.144 .131 (.040)∗∗∗ 1.140
School characteristics

Poverty — — −.001 (.003) .999 −.001 (.003) .999
Size — — −.001 (.001) .999 −.001 (.001) .999
Percent black/African American students — — −.116 (.286) .889 −.083 (.287) .919
Percent Latino American students — — .175 (.266) 1.192 .212 (.268) 1.236
Percent Asian American students — — −.729 (.608) .481 −.778 (.601) .459

Intercept −.827 (.050)∗∗∗ −.877 (.050)∗∗∗ −.878 (.050)∗∗∗

Random effects Variance 𝑋
2 Variance 𝑋

2 Variance 𝑋
2

.093∗∗∗ 217.889 .108∗∗∗ 222.435 .112∗∗∗ 222.229
†

𝑃 ≤ .1; ∗𝑃 ≤ .05; ∗∗𝑃 ≤ .01; ∗∗∗𝑃 ≤ .001.
The omitted categories are white American, females, single parent/guardian family structures, and no extra security for selected school activities.

School descriptive statistics also indicated that urban schools
had higher levels of poverty and physical disorder and were
relatively larger.

5.2. Routine Activities and Adolescent Victimization in Urban
Schools. Table 2 presents the HGLM regression analysis
of routine activities and adolescent victimization in urban

schools. The baseline model explored the role of routine
activities in the likelihood of urban adolescent school vic-
timization. For suitable target, only increasing engagement in
school-based misbehavior was associated with the increased
likelihood of victimization by 38.9% in urban schools (𝛽 =
.328, 𝑃 ≤ .001). For school security, urban adolescents who
attend schools with higher levels of security at their schools
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Table 3: Hierarchical generalized linear model effects (standard errors) and odds ratio for adolescent victimization in rural schools.

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR

Within rural schools
Routine activities

School-based academic .060 (.060) 1.062 .147 (.066)∗ 1.158 .144 (.070)∗ 1.155
Black/African American — — — — .334 (.205)† 1.397
Latino American — — — — −.541 (.255)∗ .582
Asian American — — — — 1.198 (.571)∗ 3.315

School-based sport −.017 (.044) .982 −.038 (.046) .961 −.014 (.051) .985
Black/African American — — — — −.381 (.170)∗ .682
Latino American — — — — .180 (.158) 1.197
Asian American — — — — .031 (.281) 1.031

School-based club .128 (.068)∗ 1.137 .177 (.071)∗∗ 1.194 .211 (.081)∗∗ 1.235
Black/African American — — — — −.282 (.178)† .776
Latino American — — — — −.004 (.356) .995
Asian American — — — — −.987 (.698)∗ .109

School-based misbehavior .419 (.035)∗∗∗ 1.521 .392 (.035)∗∗∗ 1.480 .411 (.041)∗∗∗ 1.509
Black/African American — — — — −.174 (.095)∗ .839
Latino American — — — — .025 (.103) 1.025
Asian American — — — — −.054 (.184) .946

Race and ethnicity
Black/African American — — −.123 (.179) .883 .468 (.254)∗ 1.598
Latino American — — −.481 (.236)∗ .618 −.484 (.306)† .616
Asian American — — −.573 (.347)∗ .563 −.265 (.662) .766

Student characteristics
Male — — .649 (.111)∗∗∗ 1.914 .648 (.113)∗∗∗ 1.912
Educational achievement — — −.011 (.006)∗ .988 −.011 (.006)∗ .988
Family socioeconomic status — — .068 (.083) 1.070 .073 (.083) 1.076
Family structure — — .019 (.138) 1.019 −.011 (.137) .988
Family involvement — — −.014 (.021) .985 −.014 (.021) .985

Between rural schools
Security −.023 (.026) .976 −.028 (.028) .971 −.028 (.029) .972
Extra security for activities −.444 (.120)∗∗∗ .641 −.493 (.139)∗∗∗ .610 −.493 (.141)∗∗∗ .610
Social disorder .017 (.032) 1.017 .022 (.036) 1.022 .024 (.037) 1.025
School characteristics

Poverty — — .001 (.004) 1.001 .001 (.004) 1.001
Size — — −.001 (.001) .999 −.001 (.001) .999
Percent black/African American students — — .678 (.414)† 1.970 .674 (.414)† 1.963
Percent Latino American students — — −.216 (.492) .805 −.252 (.520) .777
Percent Asian American students — — .767 (.618) 2.155 .530 (.644) 1.701

Intercept −.679 (.057)∗∗∗ −.709 (.058)∗∗∗ −.725 (.058)∗∗∗

Random effects Variance 𝑋
2 Variance 𝑋

2 Variance 𝑋
2

.104∗∗∗ 171.073 .121∗∗∗ 172.729 .129∗∗∗ 174.343
†

𝑃 ≤ .1; ∗𝑃 ≤ .05; ∗∗𝑃 ≤ .01; ∗∗∗𝑃 ≤ .001.
The omitted categories are white American, females, single parent/guardian family structures, and no extra security for selected school activities.

had increased odds of being victimized (𝛽 = .026, 𝑃 ≤ .1).
For social disorder, urban adolescents who attend schools
with higher levels of disorder at their schools had increased
odds of being victimized (𝛽 = .109, 𝑃 ≤ .001). In this
stage of the analysis, academic, sport, and club activities
and extra school security for activities were not found to

be associated with adolescents’ likelihood of victimization in
urban schools.

In Model 2 (see Table 2), control variables were added
to the analysis. For suitable target, increasing school-
based academic activities emerged as significantly associated
with increased odds of being victimized in urban schools
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Table 4: Hierarchical generalized linear model effects (standard errors) and odds ratio for adolescent victimization in suburban schools.

Model 7 Model 8 Model 9
𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR

Within suburban schools
Routine activities

School-based academic .082 (.045)∗ 1.085 .148 (.045)∗∗∗ 1.160 .096 (.055)∗ 1.101
Black/African American — — — — .121 (.122) 1.129
Latino American — — — — .230 (.149)† 1.259
Asian American — — — — .098 (.166) 1.103

School-based sport −.016 (.029) .983 −.044 (.029)† .956 −.097 (.035)∗∗ .906
Black/African American — — — — .132 (.074)∗ 1.141
Latino American — — — — .154 (.066)∗∗ 1.167
Asian American — — — — .135 (.123) 1.145

School-based club −.029 (.054) .970 .014 (.054) 1.014 −.002 (.069) .997
Black/African American — — — — .039 (.157) 1.039
Latino American — — — — −.058 (.181) .943
Asian American — — — — .078 (.176) 1.081

School-based misbehavior .321 (.021)∗∗∗ 1.378 .292 (.021)∗∗∗ 1.339 .293 (.027)∗∗∗ 1.341
Black/African American — — — — −.008 (.054) .991
Latino American — — — — −.002 (.051) .997
Asian American — — — — −.063 (.095) .938

Race and ethnicity
Black/African American — — −.136 (.125) .872 −.329 (.193)∗ .719
Latino American — — −.101 (.165) .903 −.329 (.218)† .718
Asian American — — −.149 (.158) .861 −.290 (.230) .748

Student characteristics
Male — — .626 (.077)∗∗∗ 1.871 .613 (.077)∗∗∗ 1.846
Educational achievement — — −.013 (.004)∗∗ .986 −.012 (.004)∗∗ .987
Family socioeconomic status — — .017 (.060) 1.017 .022 (.060) 1.022
Family structure — — −.056 (.091) .945 −.054 (.091) .946
Family involvement — — .020 (.014)† 1.020 .021 (.014)† 1.022

Between suburban schools
Security −.011 (.015) .988 −.013 (.014) .986 −.013 (.014) .986
Extra security for activities .144 (.250) 1.155 .207 (.234) 1.230 .215 (.235) 1.241
Social disorder −.016 (.022) .983 .020 (.025) 1.021 .020 (.025) 1.020
School characteristics

Poverty — — .002 (.003) 1.002 .002 (.003) 1.002
Size — — −.001 (.001)† .995 −.001 (.001)† .995
Percent black/African American students — — −.306 (.233) .736 −.305 (.232) .736
Percent Latino American students — — −.683 (.269)∗ .504 −.680 (.270)∗∗ .506
Percent Asian American students — — −.209 (.331) .810 −.192 (.324) .825

Intercept −.686 (.038)∗∗∗ −.710 (.037)∗∗∗ −.711 (.037)∗∗∗

Random effects Variance 𝑋
2 Variance 𝑋

2 Variance 𝑋
2

.135∗∗∗ 450.687 .123∗∗∗ 428.597 .122∗∗∗ 426.673
†

𝑃 ≤ .1; ∗𝑃 ≤ .05; ∗∗𝑃 ≤ .01; ∗∗∗𝑃 ≤ .001.
The omitted categories are white American, females, single parent/guardian family structures, and no extra security for selected school activities.

(𝛽 = .045, 𝑃 ≤ .01). Increasing engagement in school-based
misbehavior remained significantly associatedwith increased
likelihood of victimization in urban schools (𝛽 = .315, 𝑃 ≤
.001). For race and ethnicity, Latino Americans (𝛽 =
−.285, 𝑃 ≤ .1) and Asian Americans (𝛽 = −.309, 𝑃 ≤
.1) were less likely to be victimized in comparison to white
Americans in urban schools. At this stage of the analysis,

school security was no longer associated with adolescent
victimization in urban schools. For social disorder, urban
adolescents who attend schools with higher levels of disorder
at their schools had increased odds of being victimized
(𝛽 = .134, 𝑃 ≤ .001). For control characteristics, males
and adolescents with higher family socioeconomic status and
increased family involvement were associated with increased
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odds, while higher educationally achieving adolescents were
linked to decreased odds, for victimization in urban schools.

InModel 3 (see Table 2), the student interactions between
routine activities, race, and ethnicity in urban schools were
introduced into the analysis. The relationships between aca-
demic and club activities and victimization in urban schools
varied by race and ethnicity. The main effect of school-
based academic activities (𝛽 = −.163, 𝑃 ≤ .1) was
significantly related to decreased school victimization for
white American urban adolescents; however, the interaction
results indicate racial and ethnic variations. Increased school-
based academic activities placed black/African American
(𝛽 = .130, 𝑃 ≤ .05), Latino American (𝛽 = .143, 𝑃 ≤ .1),
and Asian American (𝛽 = .423, 𝑃 ≤ .001) adolescents
at increased risk of urban school victimization. The main
effect of school-based misbehavior (𝛽 = .402, 𝑃 ≤ .001)
remained significantly related to increased victimization for
white American adolescents in urban schools. It also appears
that misbehavior also placed black/African American, Latino
American, and Asian American adolescents at risk of urban
school victimization; however, the effect of misbehavior for
black/African American urban adolescents was not as strong
on the relationship with urban school victimization. It is also
important to note that being black/African American and
Latino American was not linked to adolescent victimization;
however, Asian Americans did have decreased odds of being
victimized in urban schools (𝛽 = −.595, 𝑃 ≤ .05). For
control characteristics, males and adolescents with higher
family socioeconomic status were associated with increased
odds, while higher educationally achieving adolescents was
linked to decreased odds for victimization in urban schools.

5.3. Routine Activities and Adolescent Victimization in Rural
Schools. Table 3 presents the HGLM regression analysis
of routine activities and adolescent victimization in rural
schools. The baseline Model 4 explored the role of routine
activities in the likelihood of rural adolescent school victim-
ization. For suitable target, increasing engagement in school-
based club activities (𝛽 = .128, 𝑃 ≤ .05) and misbehavior
(𝛽 = .419, 𝑃 ≤ .001) was associated with increased
victimization in rural schools. For extra security for activities,
rural adolescents who attend schools with higher levels of
extra security for activities at their schools had decreased
odds of being victimized (𝛽 = −.444, 𝑃 ≤ .001). In this stage
of the analysis, academic and sport activities, school security,
and school social disorder were not found to be associated
with adolescents’ likelihood of victimization in rural schools.

In Model 5 (see Table 3), control variables were added
to the analysis. For suitable target, increasing school-based
academic activities emerged as significantly associated with
increased odds of being victimized in rural schools (𝛽 =
.147, 𝑃 ≤ .05). Increasing school-based club (𝛽 = .177, 𝑃 ≤
.01) and misbehavior (𝛽 = .392, 𝑃 ≤ .001) activities
remained significantly associated with increased odds of
being victimized in rural schools. For race and ethnicity,
Latino Americans (𝛽 = −.481, 𝑃 ≤ .05) and Asian Ameri-
cans (𝛽 = −.573, 𝑃 ≤ .05) were less likely to be victimized
in comparison to white Americans in rural schools. At this
stage of the analysis, increased extra security for activities

remained negatively associated with adolescent victimization
in rural schools (𝛽 = −.493, 𝑃 ≤ .001). For control
characteristics, male gender was associated with higher odds,
while higher educationally achieving adolescents had lower
odds, of being victimized in rural schools. Also, rural schools
with higher proportions of black/African American students
had increased odds of victimization in rural schools.

In Model 6 (see Table 3), student interactions between
routine activities, race, and ethnicity in rural schools were
introduced into the analysis. The relationships between
academic, sport, and club activities and victimization in
rural schools varied by race and ethnicity. The main effect
of school-based academic activities (𝛽 = .144, 𝑃 ≤
.05) was significantly related to an increase in school vic-
timization for white American rural adolescents; however,
the interaction results indicated racial and ethnic vari-
ations. Increased school-based academic activities placed
black/African American and Asian American adolescents
at greater risk of victimization in rural schools than their
white American adolescent counterparts. On the contrary,
increased school-based academic activities placed Latino
American adolescents at decreased risk of victimization in
rural schools (𝛽 = −.397, 𝑃 ≤ .05). Increased school-
based sport activities were associated with decreased odds of
victimization for black/African Americans in rural schools
(𝛽 = −.381, 𝑃 ≤ .05). The main effect of school-based club
activities (𝛽 = .211, 𝑃 ≤ .01) was significantly related to
increased school victimization forwhiteAmericans; however,
the results indicated racial and ethnic variations. Increased
school-based club activities placed black/African American
(𝛽 = −.071, 𝑃 ≤ .1) and Asian American (𝛽 =
.776, 𝑃 ≤ .01) adolescents at reduced risk of victimiza-
tion in rural schools. There was no statistically significant
difference between Latino Americans and white Americans
in the relationship between school-based club activities and
victimization, which indicated that school-club activities
also placed Latino American adolescents at risk for victim-
ization in rural schools. The main effect of school-based
misbehavior (𝛽 = .411, 𝑃 ≤ .001) remained significantly
related to increased victimization among white American
adolescents in rural schools. It also appears that misbehavior
also placed black/African American, Latino American, and
Asian American adolescents at risk of victimization in rural
schools; however, the effect of misbehavior for black/African
American rural adolescents was not as strong with regards
to the relationship with rural school victimization. It is also
important to note that being black/African American (𝛽 =
.468, 𝑃 ≤ .05) was found to have an increased risk, while
being Latino American (𝛽 = −.484, 𝑃 ≤ .1) had a decreased
risk, of victimization in rural schools. Increased extra security
for activities remained negatively associated with adolescent
victimization in rural schools (𝛽 = −.493, 𝑃 ≤ .001).
For control characteristics, male gender was found to have
increased risk, while higher educational achievement had
decreased risk for victimization in rural schools. Also, rural
schools with higher proportions of black/African American
students had increased odds of victimization in rural schools.
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5.4. Routine Activities and Adolescent Victimization in Subur-
ban Schools. Table 4 presents the HGLM regression analysis
of routine activities and adolescent victimization in suburban
schools. The baseline Model 7 explored the role of routine
activities in the likelihood of suburban adolescent school
victimization. For suitable target, increasing engagement in
school-based academic activities (𝛽 = .082, 𝑃 ≤ .05) and
misbehavior (𝛽 = .321, 𝑃 ≤ .001) were associated with
increased victimization in suburban schools. In this stage of
the analysis, sport and club activities, school security and
extra security for activities, and school social disorder were
not found to be associated with adolescents’ likelihood of
victimization in suburban schools.

In Model 8 (see Table 4), control variables were added
to analysis. For suitable target, increasing school-based
academic activities remained significantly associated with
increased odds of being victimized in suburban schools (𝛽 =
.148, 𝑃 ≤ .001). Increasing school-based sport activities
emerged as an insulting factor for victimization in suburban
schools (𝛽 = −.044, 𝑃 ≤ .1). Increased school-based
misbehavior (𝛽 = .292, 𝑃 ≤ .001) activities remained sig-
nificantly associated with increased odds of being victimized
in suburban schools. Race and ethnicity were not associated
with victimization in suburban schools. In this stage of the
analysis, club activities, school security and extra security
for activities, and school social disorder were not found to
be associated with adolescents’ likelihood of victimization in
suburban schools. For control characteristics, male gender
and higher levels of family involvement were associated
with higher odds, while higher educational achievement had
lower odds, of being victimized in suburban schools. Also,
larger suburban schools and suburban schools with higher
proportions of Latino American students had decreased odds
of adolescents being victimized in suburban schools.

In Model 9 (see Table 4), student interactions between
routine activities, race, and ethnicity in suburban schools
were introduced into the analysis. The relationships between
academic and sport activities and victimization in suburban
schools varied by race and ethnicity. The main effect of
school-based academic activities (𝛽 = .096, 𝑃 ≤ .05)
was significantly related to increased school victimization
for white American suburban adolescents; however, the
interaction results indicated racial and ethnic variations.
The results suggest that increased school-based academic
activities placed Latino American adolescents at greater
risk of victimization in suburban schools than their white
American adolescent counterparts (𝛽 = .134, 𝑃 ≤ .1).
Because there was no statistically significant difference
between black/African Americans, Asian Americans, and
white Americans in the relationship between school-based
academic activities and victimization, this indicates that
school-based academic activities also placed black/African
Americans and Asian Americans at risk for victimization
at suburban schools. The main effect of school-based sport
activities (𝛽 = −.097, 𝑃 ≤ .01) was significantly related to
decreased school victimization for white American suburban
adolescents; however, the interaction results indicated racial
and ethnic variations. The results suggest that increased
school-based sport activities placed black/African American

(𝛽 = .035, 𝑃 ≤ .05) and Latino American (𝛽 = .57, 𝑃 ≤ .01)
adolescents at increased risk of victimization in suburban
schools.There is no statistically significant difference between
Asian Americans and white Americans in the relationship
between school-based sport activities and victimization,
which indicated that school-based sport activities also placed
Asian American adolescents at decreased risk for victimiza-
tion at suburban schools. The main effect of school-based
misbehavior (𝛽 = .293, 𝑃 ≤ .001) remained significantly
related to increased victimization among white American
adolescents in suburban schools. There appear to be no
significant racial and ethnic differences in this relationship
between misbehavior and victimization. In this stage of the
analysis, club activities, school security and extra security
for activities, and school social disorder were not found to
be associated with adolescents’ likelihood of victimization in
suburban schools. For control characteristics, male gender
and higher levels of family involvement were associated
with higher odds, while higher educational achievement was
associated with lower odds, of being victimized in suburban
schools. Also, larger suburban schools and suburban schools
with higher proportions of Latino American students had
decreased odds of adolescent victimization in suburban
schools.

6. Discussion

This study examined the relevance of routine activities
in understanding adolescent victimization across distinct
school contexts. As noted by many prior routine activities
researchers, contextmatters when investigating the correlates
of adolescent victimizationwithin schools [6, 7, 9, 19]. Studies
have also found that race and ethnicity moderated the rela-
tionship between routine activities and school victimization
[4, 6, 8, 13, 14, 29]. In sum, the routine activities have been
found to be an effective theoretical tool for understanding
the risk and insulating factors associated with victimization
across distinct school contexts; however, there are subtle
nuances that warrant further discussion.

Finkelhor and Asdigian [42] argued that the offender
motivation matters in the link between routine activities and
adolescent victimization. They suggest that more attention
needs to be given to the risk-increasing potential of indi-
vidual characteristics and attributes, such as socioeconomic
status, because these characteristics have some congruence
with motivation for offender targeting their victims [42].
Examining personal characteristics of adolescents in distinct
environmental contexts is essential for understanding the
relationship between routine activities and adolescent vic-
timization [42]. They describe that “target vulnerability” is
associated with vulnerability factors such as small physical
statue, physical weakness, emotional deprivation, or psy-
chological problems; “target gratifiability” is associated with
vulnerability factors, such as female gender for the crime
of sexual assault; and “target antagonism” is associated with
vulnerability factors, such as possessions, skills, or attributes
that arouse the anger, jealousy, or destructive impulses of the
offender ([42], page 6). Unfortunately, the data utilized in
this analysis did not provide necessary offender information
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to adequately test Finkelhor and Asdigian’s [42] theoretical
concepts. However, their approach does provide some insight
to this study’s complex findings of the nuances between
routine activities, adolescent victimization, and race and
ethnicity across distinct schools contexts. There are socio-
cultural differences to how academic, sport, and club school
activities are perceived in distinct school contexts. Distinct
school activities are associated with distinct interactions
and resulting capital, depending on the school culture and
climate [18, 43, 44]. In other words, the ways in which
interscholastic sport athletes or school band members are
perceived by other students differ from school to school.
Understanding how all school participants perceive and value
students who are involved in each type of extracurricular
activity is vital in understanding the relationship between
involvement in different school activities and victimization.
Moreover, prior research also suggests that race and ethnicity
confound the complexities between sociocultural perceptions
and understanding of school activities [18, 43, 44].

Engagement in school-based misbehavior is found to
increase the odds of victimization at school across each of the
distinct school demographic contexts. This finding suggests
that the relationship between exposure and adolescent vic-
timizationmay not be moderated by distinct school contexts.
Numerous researches suggest that adolescent misbehavior
increases the risk of victimization [6, 7, 28, 40]. It may be
that students who misbehave are perceived by other students
as “troublemakers” or “nuisances” who consistently disrupt
other students’ academic and social lives. This study extends
prior studies that examined the link between misbehavior
and victimization, and results indicate that this relationship
is significant across distinct school contexts.

Consistent with prior research [7, 8, 28, 30], this study
also found weak associations between security and school
victimization. There is no evidence which suggests that
increased security is associated with decreased adolescent
victimization at urban and suburban schools; however, extra
security for school activities such as athletic and social
events, open houses, science fairs, and the like were linked to
decreased odds of adolescent victimization in rural schools.
Researchers have argued serious detriments with increased
school security, particularly in urban schools. Portillos et al.
[31] report that adolescents within urban and predominantly
racial and ethnicminority schools view their schools as unfair
and suggest that heightened school securitization reinforces
a sense of marginalization and criminalization. Increased
security and social control practices, particularly in urban
and predominately racial and ethnicminority schools, appear
to be detrimental for adolescents who may perceive their
school environment as a prison-like setting [23, 30]. In light of
this study’s findings of the weak support of increased security
being associated with decreased victimization, further inves-
tigation of the role of increased security in relationship to
other school-related outcomes is warranted.

Andfinally, this study found an association between prox-
imity and school victimization. More specifically, increased
social disorder contributes to increased odds of adoles-
cents being victimized at urban schools. Research evidence
suggests a symbiotic relationship between school disorder,

violence and victimization, and racial and ethnic segregation
[13, 14, 25, 31]. To that end, little is known about the distinct
association between school contexts and school disorder.

6.1. Implications. Thesefindings have important implications
for school practice and policy. The significance of race
and ethnicity, as well as school context, does matter in
adolescents’ experiences with violence and victimization at
school. In recent years, school violence has been recognized
as a national concern and has received considerable amount
of media coverage. School districts nationwide have been
mandated to develop or implement violence prevention pro-
grams and policies. Despite these efforts, research indicates
that many of the antischool violence policies do not consider
the unique vulnerabilities that affect the marginalized popu-
lations, such as racial and ethnicminorities [5, 25].There is no
doubt that school administrators need to implement policies
and practices that protect all adolescents from violence and
victimization. It is imperative that school practitioners and
administrators pay particular attention to factors that may
affect marginalized students. To illustrate, an evaluation of
the widely used Olweus Bullying Prevention Program found
that the program was effective only for white students and
not for racial and ethnic minority students [45, 46]. Violence
prevention and intervention programs are only effective
when they adequately address issues that are relevant to
certain vulnerable and marginalized youth populations, such
as less likelihood of racial and ethnic minority youth in
seeking help and report their victimization [25, 47]. It is also
evident that urban schools have increased levels of poverty
as well as limited resources to ameliorate the violence that
occurs within these schools [21–23, 25, 31]. Thus, continuing
to provide educational opportunities that equivocate into
educational progress and success, such as academic and
sports activities, needs to remain a priority. School admin-
istrators need to continue their efforts in providing a safe and
healthy school environment that fosters success and prosocial
behavior.

This research has important implications for research on
adolescent violence. According to the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, adolescent violence occurring in
schools is a top public health concern because students
who are victimized in school are at a significant risk of
experiencing physical health problems, emotional problems,
and lower academic achievement. As previously noted,
within thirty years, white Americans will represent less than
half of the total adolescent youth population in the USA
[10]. Hawkins ([35], page six) calls for additional research
identifying the causes and extent of disparities in violence
acrossmultiple racial and ethnic groups.Thus, criminological
research should place more emphasis on the significance of
race and ethnicity in the occurrence of victimization as well
as theories that can explicate adolescent violence, such as
routine and activities theory.

6.2. Limitations and Future Directions. This study is not
without any limitations. First, although the growing rate
of racial and ethnic minority youth is attributed to immi-
gration, this study did not consider immigration factors.
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Future research should consider whether factors associated
with immigration influence the relationship between rou-
tine activities and adolescent violence across various school
contexts. There is a growing body of criminological research
that has established the association between assimilation and
increased adolescent violence, which is often referred to as
the “immigrant paradox.” Researchers reveal counterintuitive
findings that immigrant adolescents adapting toUSA cultural
and social norms may result in detrimental outcomes, such
as increased engagement in crime, disorder, violence, and
victimization within communities and schools (Desmond &
Kubrin, 2009 [50]) [48, 49]. Additionally, recent research
found that the relationships between routine activities and
adolescent school-based victimization are indeed moderated
by immigrant generation status [48]. Future studies should
consider if and how immigration mediates or moderates the
link between routine activities and adolescent violence in
school.

Second, qualitative research could better illuminate our
understanding of the contextual factors that influence this
study’s quantitative examination of routine activities and
adolescent violence across various school contexts. There
are complexities and nuances with interracial friendships,
tensions, and conflict across various school contexts. Brunson
and Miller [25] also made it clear that, because conflict
between adolescents can shape conflict in the schools, under-
standing how the community perpetuates inequality is a key
towards understanding and addressing violence that occurs
within school. Despite the limitations associated with this
analysis, this study’s findings provide avenues for future
research on routine activities and adolescent violence across
various school contexts.
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Bullying behavior continues to be a salient social and health-related issue of importance to educators, criminal justice practitioners,
and academicians across the country. While discourse on school bullying is abundant, previous studies are limited in explaining
the predictive effect of factors such as individual/demographic variables, school environmental variables, and school antibullying
preventive measures. Using a nationally representative sample of 12,987 private and public school students in the United States,
the current study examines school safety measures and students’ perceptions about school environments (or climate), especially
school rules and punishment. Findings reveal that the variables of security guards, fairness and awareness of school rules, gangs
and guns at school, students misbehaving, and teachers’ punishment of students were statistically significant predictors of bullying
victimization. Implications of these findings for school anti-bullying programs aswell as directions for future research are discussed.

1. Introduction

In recent decades, school bullying and victimization, which
continues to be a serious social and health problem in the
United States, has received extraordinary levels of attention
from the public, criminal justice practitioners, academicians,
and educators [1–3]. A significant number of empirical stud-
ies indicate that bullying and victimization is an increasing
problem on school grounds and one that has negative conse-
quences for both bullies and their victims [3–8]. For example,
the School Crime Supplement survey (2007) showed that 32
percent of students reported being bullied at school, while
only 28 percent of students in 2005 reported being bullied
[9]. Recently, Dinkes et al. [10] found that 75 percent of US
public school principals indicated that schools reported one
or more violent incidents to the police, and 25 percent of
public schools reported school bullying on a daily/weekly
basis. Numerous studies [11–15] also document that school
bullying is physically and psychologically detrimental to the
victims.

Limited empirical studies [16–22] have examined pre-
dictors of bullying victimization, and few have focused on
individual and school-related factors. Yet these studies found
that individual demographic factors (e.g., age, gender, and
race) and school characteristics (e.g., presence of gangs at
school, and police/school staff members’ supervision) are
significantly related to victimization. For example, a study
by DeVoe et al. [17] found that victims of school bullying
are more likely to be younger and white and to report the
presence of gangs in their schools.

Most previous research on bullying, however, suffers
from several limitations. First, the majority of prior research
has focused on bullies, types of bullying, and related pre-
vention/intervention strategies. Second, many studies have
focused on physically aggressive bullying and victimization
while ignoring psychologically/emotionally aggressive vic-
timization, despite the fact that many children are known
to be bullied not only physically, but also psychologi-
cally/emotionally [3, 23].Third, while schools have attempted
to create safer environments by implementing a variety of
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preventive strategies and programs, such as the use of school
security technologies (e.g., metal detectors, and surveillance
cameras), school security guards, and anti-school-bullying
programs during the last decade, few studies have examined
whether these preventive strategies and technologies have any
significant effect on reducing bullying victimization [17, 22].

The current study, using a nationally representative
sample of adolescents in the United States, takes a more
holistic approach and addresses these limitations. Primarily,
the focus of the current study is to determine whether
various school safety strategies, the school environment, and
individual social demographic factors are significantly related
to each of the school bullying victimization categories. It is
hypothesized that students who attend schools where there is
a heightened safety outlook (including school safety strategies
for a more safe and protective school environment/climate)
will have less incidents of victimization than schools that
do not have such an environment. Additionally, this study
will examine three different categories of school bullying
victimization (physical, psychological, and both physical and
psychological bullying victimization) in an effort to help
schools develop more strategic plans for reducing bullying
and victimization.

1.1. School Bullying Victimization and Negative Consequences.
According to Olweus [13], school bullying is defined as
physical and/or emotional harm inflicted by students within
the geographical boundaries of a school campus. More often,
bullying includes repeated incidents of harm, is generally
characterized by an imbalance of power and/or an asym-
metrical relationship among students [7, 13], and harm is
directed at specific students (or targets) [24]. Victimization
(being bullied) of school bullying is therefore defined as
repeated exposure to physical and emotional harm frommore
powerful students on campus [13].

Although the prevalence of victimization of school bul-
lying varies in empirical studies, prior research has found
that a significant number of children have been victims of
school bullying [13, 25–27]. For example, a study by Silvernail
et al. [26], using a sample of 4,496 youths in public schools,
found that 41 percent of students reported being teased in a
mean way and 38 percent reported being victims of physical
bullying (i.e., being hit, kicked, and/or pushed). Orpinas
et al. [25] found that almost half of the students in the
sample were victims of physical bullying and similar numbers
were emotionally and/or verbally bullied at school. More
recently, the 2007 Youth Risk Behavior Survey indicated that
approximately 8 percent of adolescents (aged 12–18 years)
in the sample were being threatened and injured by other
students. Overall, the results consistently report that our
children are victimized by other students on school ground.

A number of empirical studies have found that school
bullying has detrimental effects on a victim’s physical and
psychological well-being and also hurts his/her academic
standing [7, 28–35]. For example, victims of school bullying
are more likely to suffer serious mental health disorders,
such as depression, anxiety, loneliness, and unhappiness,
and are at greater risk for committing suicide [28, 33–35].

In addition, bullied victims are more likely to experience
relational problems with their school peers, to be rejected
by their peers, to dislike school, and to have lower grades
[7, 29, 33]. These findings clearly show that victimization
of school bullying is serious problem that requires changes
to school environments in order to improve safety among
students.

1.2. Predictors of School Bullying Victimization. Although
any student can be a victim of school bullying, there are
consistent characteristics of victims. Several empirical studies
have found that individual demographic characteristics (e.g.,
gender, age, and race) are significantly related to school
bullying victimization [16–18, 20, 21]. For example, Graham
and colleagues [18] and Rodkin and Berger [36] found that
girls are more likely than boys to be victimized at school
and to identify themselves as victims. Age and grade level
have also been found to be significant predictors of being
victimized [13, 16, 17]. A study by Whitney and Smith [21]
shows that risk of being bullied decreases with age. DeVoe
et al. [17] also found that 14 percent of 6th graders in the
sample reported being victimized,while only 2 percent of 12th
graders were victims of school bullying. Similarly, Olweus
[13] found that elementary and middle school students were
more vulnerable to victimization than high school students.
Regarding the relationship between race and school bullying
victimization, the findings are mixed. A study by Seals and
Young [37] indicates no significant difference between whites
and racial minorities, while Mouttapa et al. [38] found that
Asian youths were more likely than other racial groups being
victimized at school. Other studies [39–41] found that stu-
dents with mental health problems (e.g., anxiety, depression,
unhappiness, aggression, and emotional difficulties) appear
to be more vulnerable to school bullying victimization than
students without mental health problems.

Prior empirical studies also indicate that negative interac-
tions with parents and a home environment where domestic
violence is present are significantly related to school victim-
ization. Youths who have been rejected by parents and/or
exposed to a harsh home environment, such as hostility
and violence among family members, are more likely to be
victims of school bullying [42–45]. In addition to individual-
related characteristics, lifestyle and opportunity influence
bullying victimization. Adolescents who are more exposed to
opportunities to engage in risky behavior (e.g., skipping class
or getting involved in a fight) have a higher probability for
victimization than others.

Other studies [46–49] found that school characteris-
tics and climate (i.e., school conduct/discipline, teachers’
attitudes, teachers’ support, rule clarity/enforcement, and
students’ respect) are significant predictors of school vic-
timization. In contrast, adolescents attending schools where
teachers paid attention to bullying and intervened in or
stopped bullying problems were less likely to be victimized
[48].

Also, research shows a significant relationship between
school safety/adult supervision and bullying victimization
at school [49–51]. These studies found that students were
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less likely to be victimized when schools increased staff
supervision of student activities in hallways and in the
cafeteria. Additionally, students attending schools in which
teachers were aware of school policies on bullying and in
which school professionals handled victimization problems
adequately tended to be victimized less often [50]. In contrast,
lower levels of involvement by teachers in the establishment
and enforcement of policies on aggressive student behavior
were associated with higher rates of bullying and victimiza-
tion [52].

Gottfredson and his colleagues [53] reported on a mul-
tilevel study of the effects of the school climate on students’
victimization using a large national sample of secondary
schools from the National Study of Delinquency Prevention
in Schools. The researchers predicted that better discipline
management (i.e., perceptions of the fairness of school
rules/rule enforcement and perceptions of the clarity of rules)
is related to lower levels of student victimization. Results
from another study on the effects of school level security and
related issues on the degree of school bullying victimization
have been mixed. Schreck et al. [8] found no evidence
that school guardianship, such as school guards/hallway
supervision, metal detectors, and visitor sign-in protocols,
affected overall rates of students’ victimization in school
once individual and school characteristics were controlled.
However, they found that students at schools with locker
checks and corporal punishment policies experienced less
victimization.

1.3. Theory of School Climate and School Bullying Victimiza-
tion. A few studies have focused on the role that the school
climate, including school characteristics, plays in bullying
victimization; most studies, however, overlook the ecological
dimension of school bullying and victimization although
framing school violence within this model is perhaps the
most cogent approach. Bronfenbrenner [54], in discussing a
more holistic perspective to human growth and development,
proposed an ecological model governed by the reciprocal
relationship an individual has with his/her environment.
Extrapolating from his theory, a few researchers have pro-
posed mechanisms of bullying victimization by employing
an ecological model whereby adolescent development is
influenced by both their proximal environment and other
environmental contexts including fluid interactions with
parents, peers, teachers, and the school climate [55, 56].
Bullying victimization can thus be best understood within
this framework.

The central features of ecological perspectives are four
different ecological levels of interaction: (i) microsystem;
(ii) mesosystem; (iii) exosystem; and (iv) macrosystem [54].
The microsystem involves interactions with the individ-
ual’s immediate or proximal environment. The microsystem
includes patterns of activities, roles, and interpersonal rela-
tionships. Families are generally the first microsystem within
which adolescents function [54]. For instance, parents may
have the closest and the greatest influence on an adolescents’
behavior. The second ecological system is the mesosystem,
which refers to interrelations of two or more elements within
the microsystem. Harmonious relationships between parent

and peers or parents and schoolmay influence an adolescent’s
behavior. Thirdly, the exosystem is defined as a “system that
is not in direct interaction with the developing person but
has indirect effects on the person” [54, p. 26]. For instance,
parents in poor neighborhoods may face greater obstacles
in taking proper care of their children. If there is a lack of
resources in such neighborhoods, the relationship between
lack of parental support and lack of community resources
may not directly affect an adolescent’s behavior, but indirectly
affect it. The last system is identified as the macrosystem,
which includes influences by one’s culture, norms, and laws
of society [54], In sum, the theory of ecology of human
development has not produced one uniform set of explana-
tions for interaction between individuals and environment.
Rather, it provides many possible explanations, such as
various interactions between parent, peer, school, and/or
community factors from all of these ecological sources. It
does, however, provide the best theoretical framework for
studies on bullying victimization because it describes fluid
and reciprocal interactions between peers, some of which
negatively impact those in asymmetrical power relationships
on campus.

1.4. Research Questions and Hypotheses. In sum, we believe
that further research is necessary to better understand the
etiology of bullying victimization, especially focusing on
the effects of school prevention/intervention strategies and
school environments on victimization. We first examine
whether school safety equipment and strategies are signif-
icantly related to various types of bullying victimization.
Based on the extant literature, it is expected that security
guards and security equipment have significant effects on var-
ious types of bullying victimization. Second, we expect that
school environments (e.g., awareness/fairness of school rules
and punishment and presence of gangs and guns at school)
are significant predictors of each type of victimization.Third,
we examine whether individual demographic characteristics
and deviant behaviors are significantly related to bullying
victimization.

2. Method

2.1. Sample and Procedure. Self-reported data on bullying
victimization were collected from 22,686 adolescents in the
2005/2007 school crime supplement (SCS) as a part of the
National Crime Victimization Survey in the United States.
SCS uses a rotating panel design of randomly selected house-
holds and is a collaborative cross-national study examining
school-related victimization among school-aged adolescents
to provide specific information for policymakers and prac-
titioners. In particular, SCS is designed to examine several
direct and indirect characteristics of bullying victimization
and bullying victims. In addition, the SCS component asks
respondents about school life, participation in extracurric-
ular activities, access to drugs, weapon carrying, and other
school-related issues. To obtain a nationally representative
sample, data were collected from school-aged adolescents
(between 12 and 18 years old) who were in middle school
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and high school. Since the purpose of the current study is to
understand school safety measures related to victimization at
school, the analysis is restricted to those whowere enrolled in
private or public education programs during the six months
prior to the interview. Therefore, a total of 12,987 students
were eligible for the current study (59.3% (𝑁 = 6833) in 2005
and 55.1% (𝑁 = 6154) in 2007, resp.).

2.2. Dependent Variable. Even though bullying is considered
an aggressive behavior [57], bullying includes more subtle
patterns of violence such as taunting, teasing, name calling,
and spreading rumors [13]. In line with this assumption
regarding more subtle forms of bullying, a review of prior
research suggested key differences between students whose
bullying victimization involved physical or emotional/verbal
abuse versus students who did not experience any victim-
ization. For the purpose of the present study, therefore,
bullying victimization was defined by the most widely used
criteria [13]: (0) no victimization; (1) physical victimiza-
tion; (2) emotional victimization; and (3) both types of
victimization. Physical victimization is defined by four items:
“During this school year, has any student bullied you, such as
threatened you; pushed/shoved/tripped; you done anything
to you against your will; and destroyed your property.” The
definition of emotional victimization also comprises four
items: “During this school year, has any student bullied
you, such as made fun of you or called you names; spread
rumors; excluded you” and “has anyone called you an
insulting or bad name at school having to do with your race,
religion, ethnicity, disability, gender, and sexual orientation.”
Responses for each victimization item were recorded into a
categorical variable which was coded 0 if the respondent had
not experienced any such victimization incidents at school,
coded 1 if the respondent had experienced at least one of
these physical victimization incidents at school, coded 2 if the
respondent had experienced at least one of the emotional vic-
timization incidents at school, and coded 3 if the respondent
had experienced both physical and emotional victimization
incidents at school. The dependent variable used in our
analysis differs from that in some prior studies in that it
adds both physical and emotional victimization as a separate
category along with traditional categories including physical
and emotional victimization. This particular process allows
both physical and emotional victimization category to be
compared to a reference category (i.e., none) simultaneously.

2.3. School Characteristics. The SCS records contained mea-
sures of several characteristics commonly expected to differ-
entiate types of victimizations (see Table 1). Two groups of
school security measures were supposedly related to school
bullying victimization. The measured variable school security
guards included whether a respondent’s school had security
guards or staff/adults in the hallways. We also employed
the school safety equipment measure that asked whether a
respondent’s school had a metal detector, locked doors, or
security cameras. Among these three items, locked doors
and security cameras were selected as proxy variables for
school safety equipment. The school safety measures had a
dichotomous (1 = yes/0 = no) response.

In addition to school safety measures, we employed
school climate measures including fairness of school rules,
awareness of school rules, and awareness of school punishment.
Three items were combined to measure fairness of school
rules: “School rules are fair”; “Same punishment for breaking
rules”; and “School rules strictly enforced” (see Table 1).
It is expected that students who believe that school rules
are fairly and strictly administrated will be less likely to
have bullying victimization than other students who distrust
school’s discipline management [53]. For further analysis, the
average scores were calculated based on these three items
so that the higher scores indicate that students think school
rules/punishments are trustworthy and fair. The reliability
coefficient (Cronbach’s𝛼) for fairness of school rules was 0.67.
The variable awareness of school rules asked whether “every-
one knows school rules,” and awareness of punishments asked
whether “students know the punishment.” Each item had
a four-point Likert-scale response ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).

Previous research on bullying victimization found that
school-related variables, such as students misbehaving, gangs
at school, guns at school, types of school, and school location,
were associatedwith bullying victimization [17]. In particular,
it is hypothesized that such school environment including
students misbehaving, gangs or guns at school are positively
related to each type of victimization. To examine the effects
of school-related characteristics on victimization, we used
three variables: students misbehaving, gangs at school, and
guns at school. A single item is used to measure fellow stu-
dents’ misbehavior at school: “How often are you distracted
from doing your schoolwork by students misbehaving.” The
response options for the item ranged from 1 = never, 2 =
Almost never, 3 = sometimes, and 4 =most of the time. Gangs
at school (“Are there any gangs at your school?”) and guns
at school (“Do you know any students who have brought a
gun to your school during this school year?”) were coded
into a binary variable (1 = yes/0 = no). In addition, since
public schools and schools located in urban areas may have
a higher percentage of bullying victimization compared with
their counterparts (i.e., private schools and rural areas) [21],
types of school (1 = private and 0=public) and school location
(1 = urban and 0 = rural) were also included in the model in
order to control the potential intervening effects of type of
school and school location on bullying victimization.

2.4. Individual Characteristics. Because prior research indi-
cates that some social-demographic individual characteristics
are significant predictors of bullying victimization, we exam-
ine whether age, gender, household income, race/ethnicity,
deviant behaviors, academic performance, and extracurricu-
lar activities are significantly related to bullying victimization.
Age is an interval level variable, ranging from 12 to 18
years old. Sex is a dichotomous variable, coding male as 1
and female as 0. Race is also a dichotomous variable with
nonwhite as 1 and white as 0. Ethnicity is a dummy variable,
coding Hispanic as 1 and non-Hispanic as 0.

Additional measures of individual characteristics were
skipping class and fighting in the last 6 months; all were
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dichotomous variables coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. A
single item, “During this school year, across all subjects have
you gotten mostly?,” was used to measure students’ school
performance, and the response options were 1 = F; 2 = D;
3 = C; 4 = B; and 5 = A. The SCS also measured students’
participation in extracurricular activities consisting of items
asking, “Have you participated in athletic teams, spirit groups
(e.g., cheerleading or pep club), performing arts, academic
clubs, or student government?,” which we coded as Extra-
Curricular Activities (1 = yes/0 = no). (In order to check
for any possible multicollinearity (MC) problems among
independent and control variables, the variance inflation
factor (VIF) and tolerance statistics were calculated. Results
confirmed that there was no severeMCproblem among those
variables (VIF < 1.46, tolerance > 0.69). Thus, the current
study simultaneously included all available school safety and
socioeconomic variables as well as control variables in the
regression models).

2.5. Analytic Strategy. Since the primary dependent variable
was a nominal variable with four discrete categories (i.e.,
consisting of unordered categories of no bullying, physical
bullying, verbal bullying, and both physical and verbal bul-
lying victimization), a multinomial logistic model (MNLM)
was used to estimate the effects of school safety variables on
school bullying victimizations. The MNLM is preferable to
binary logistic regression analysis because it takes account
of the unordered nature of the dependent variable and
provides more efficient estimations by producing multiple
logits simultaneously [58].

Missing values (data) are important because the improper
handling of missing values will produce biased coefficients
[59]. Thus, a missing data analysis was also conducted to
ensure the quality of the analysis. The preliminary results
confirmed that the missing observations of most of the
variables in this study’s data occur completely at random.
However, some independent variables were found to be
significantly different between complete and incomplete data
(e.g., school guard). To correct this problem, we estimated the
multinomial logistic regressions using the sampling weight
option (pweights) in STATA [60]. In particular, we employed
an inverse probability weight (IPW) procedure so that all
observations from the complete data were given more weight
than others when computing estimates. An IPW procedure
consists of two practical steps. First, a logistic regression
analysis was conducted to estimate a subject’s probability
of being fully observed (Prob [𝑅 = [1, 1, 1, . . . , 1] | 𝑌

0
]).

Then, the inverse of these probabilities were calculated and
used to re-weight contributions to generalized estimating
equations in a completer-only analysis (i.e., MNLM with
pweights). Finally, STATA yields robust standard errors that
automatically adjust potential misspecifications bias since
probabilities are only estimated in the main model [61].

3. Findings

Table 2 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the dependent
and independent variables used in this analysis. Of 12,987

students, approximately 33 percent of students reported
experiencing some form of bullying in the previous school
year. Among those bullied students, slightly more than
half had been emotionally bullied (52 percent), and about
39 percent had experienced both physical and emotional
bullying, followed by physical bullying (nine percent). This
relatively low level of bullying victimization was found to be
in several large-scale studies [1]. One recent study found that
almost a third (29.9 percent) of their sample (15,000US junior
high andhigh school students) reportedmoderate to frequent
involvement in bullying including the bully, the victim, or the
bully-victim [7].

In terms of school safety measures, most schools had
security guards (and/or assigned police officers), school staff
members, or other adults supervising the hallways and class-
rooms (70 percent). Most schools had security equipment,
such as locked entrance or exit doors (61 percent) or security
cameras (70 percent), to monitor and secure the school
during the day.

Most students also reported that school rules were fair
and that they were aware of school rules and punishments.
Some students reported gangs at school and that they knew
of students who had brought a gun to their school (27
percent and five percent, resp.). With regard to demographic
characteristics of students, few students had skipped a class
(seven percent) or gotten into a fight (six percent) in the
previous six months. Most of the students indicated that they
had been participating in extracurricular activities such as
athletics, spirit groups, and arts during the previous school
year (67 percent). Finally, the average age of the students was
about 15 years old, with a standard deviation of 1.90, and
about half of the students were male (51 percent). Roughly
20 percent identified themselves as nonwhite and Hispanic
or Latino.

Table 3 presents results from a multinomial logistic
regression with inverse probability weighted estimation. (We
also estimated multinomial logistic regressions without IPW
estimation. Although the magnitudes of coefficients were
slightly changed, the significant results were remaining con-
sistent throughout the models. Finally, it should be noted
that the number of observations after listwise deletion of
incomplete cases for both regression models are 6,988 and
6,891, resp.). The results indicated that the variables of
security guards, fairness and awareness of school rules, gangs
and guns at school, students misbehaving, and teachers’
punishment were found to be statistically significant pre-
dictors of overall bullying victimization. More specifically,
students attending schools where security guards (and/or
police officers) were present in the hallways were less likely to
report being victims of physical bullying, emotional bullying,
and both physical and emotional bullying (exp (b) = 0.68,
0.80, and 0.74, resp.). None of security equipment had a
significant effect on each type of bullying victimization
except one model. That is, students who attend schools with
locked doors were more likely to report physical bullying
victimization (exp (b) = 1.49). If the level of fairness of
school rules were to increase by one unit, the relative risk
of experiencing emotional or both physical and emotional
bullying (versus none) would be expected to decrease by
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics (N = 12,987).

Variables 𝑁 % Mean SD Min Max Missing
𝑁 %

Bullying victimization 11,950 92.02 1,037 7.98
0: none 8,044 67.31
1: physical bullying 339 2.84
2: emotional bullying 2,053 17.18
3: physical and emotional bullying 1,514 12.67

School characteristics
Security guards (1: yes) 8,471 70.42 957 7.37
Locked doors (1: yes) 6,924 61.15 1,664 12.81
Security cameras (1: yes) 7,366 70.20 2,494 19.20
Fairness of school rules 9.21 1.50 3.00 12.00 1,055 8.12
Awareness of school rules 3.20 .59 1.00 4.00 963 7.42
Awareness of punishments 3.05 .62 1.00 4.00 995 7.66
Gangs at school (1: yes) 2,798 26.85 2,564 19.74
Guns at school (1: yes) 643 5.41 1,100 8.47
Students misbehaving 2.47 .94 1.00 4.00 991 7.63
Teachers’ punishment 2.71 .86 1.00 4.00 1,020 7.85
Type of school (1: private) 989 8.18 889 6.85
School location (1: urban) 9,808 75.52 0 0

Individual/demographic characteristics
Skipping classes (1: yes) 826 6.92 1,052 8.10
Fighting last 6months (1: yes) 713 5.93 970 7.47
Teacher-student relationship 6.41 1.06 2.00 8.00 988 7.61
Extracurricular activities (1: yes) 8,066 66.88 927 7.14
GPA (5: As) 4.10 .84 1.00 5.00 1,153 8.88
Age 14.83 1.90 12.00 18.00 0 0
Race (1: nonwhite) 2,628 20.24 0 0
Ethnicity (1: hispanic) 2,308 17.80 23 .18
Sex (1: males) 6,605 50.86 0 0
Year 0 0

0: 2005 6,833 52.61
1: 2007 6,154 47.39

Note: cumulative frequency may not be equal to the sample size (𝑛 = 12,987) due to missing values.
%: valid percent.

factors of 0.91 and 0.86, respectively, given the other variables
in themodel are held constant. Similarly, students’ perception
of their awareness of school rules and punishments were
also negatively related to physical bullying victimization
and emotional bullying victimization, respectively. That is,
students who reported a higher level of awareness of school
rules were less likely to report victimization for physical
bullying (exp (b) = 0.73). Similarly, students who knew
punishments also were less likely to be emotionally bullied
than their counterparts (exp (b) = 0.87).

In addition, the presence of gangs in respondents’ schools
increased the relative risk of bullying victimization, par-
ticularly for emotional or both physical and emotional
forms. However, after controlling for students’ individual
characteristics, the presence of gangs in the schools became
a nonsignificant predictor for physical bullying. The same
patterns were found with respect to the presence of guns

in the schools. In other words, students who knew of other
students who had brought a gun to the school or saw
another student with a gun at school were more likely to be
victimized by emotional and both physical and emotional
bullyings (exp (b) = 1.48 and 1.88, resp.). Students who
were frequently distracted from doing their school work
because other students were misbehaving (e.g., talking) were
more likely to report victimization for all forms of bullying.
Students who thought their teachers spent too much time
punishing students had a greater risk of being victims of
emotional and both physical and emotional bullyings (exp
(b) = 1.13 and 1.38). Finally, security equipment (i.e., security
cameras), type of school (public versus private), and school
location (urban versus rural) were not statistically significant
predictors of bullying victimization.

With regard to individual and demographic character-
istics, students who skipped classes were more likely to be
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Table 3: The results from multinomial logistic regression models with inverse probability weighted estimation.

Variables
Physical1 Emotional1 P & E1 Physical1 Emotional1 P & E1

𝑒
b SE 𝑒

b SE 𝑒
b SE 𝑒

b SE 𝑒
b SE 𝑒

b SE
School characteristics

Security guards .68∗ .12 .80∗∗ .06 .67∗∗ .06 .70 .13 .80∗∗ .06 .74∗∗ .07
Locked doors .81 .13 .88 .06 .88 .07 .82 .13 .88 .06 .86 .07
Security cameras 1.38 .26 .96 .07 1.06 .09 1.49∗ .29 .94 .07 .99 .09
Fairness of school rules .89 .06 .90∗∗ .03 .83∗∗ .03 .91 .07 .91∗∗ .03 .86∗∗ .03
Awareness of school rules .73∗ .11 1.12 .07 .89 .07 .75 .12 1.10 .08 .89 .07
Awareness of punishments 1.04 .15 .88∗ .06 .92 .07 1.04 .16 .87∗ .06 .89 .07
Gangs at school 1.50∗ .28 1.34∗∗ .11 1.74∗∗ .16 1.40 .27 1.38∗∗ .11 1.69∗∗ .17
Guns at school 1.30 .39 1.56∗∗ .22 2.11∗∗ .30 1.10 .35 1.48∗∗ .21 1.88∗∗ .28
Students misbehaving 1.50∗∗ .14 1.64∗∗ .07 2.08∗∗ .11 1.47∗∗ .14 1.62∗∗ .07 1.97∗∗ .11
Teachers’ punishment 1.17 .12 1.13∗∗ .05 1.38∗∗ .07 1.14 .12 1.13∗∗ .05 1.38∗∗ .08
Type of school (1: private) .64 .23 1.11 .13 .95 .15 .69 .25 1.08 .13 .95 .16
School location (1: urban) .95 .17 .93 .07 .91 .08 .96 .18 .97 .08 .99 .10

Individual/demographic
Skipping classes 1.55 .41 1.47∗∗ .20 1.23 .19
Fighting last 6months 7.06∗∗ 1.70 1.93∗∗ .34 7.57∗∗ 1.13
Teacher-student relationship .99 .08 1.02 .04 .99 .05
Extra-curricular activities 1.49∗ .28 1.29∗∗ .11 1.25∗ .12
GPA .89 .08 .92 .04 .86∗∗ .04
Age 1.05 .04 .99 .02 .99 .02
Race (1: Nonwhite) .69 .15 .85 .08 .68∗∗ .08
Ethnicity (1: hispanic) .86 .18 .86 .09 .58∗∗ .08
Sex (1: males) 1.55∗ .26 .71∗∗ .05 1.05 .09
Year (1: 2007) .82 .13 1.07 .07 1.29∗∗ .11

Log Pseudo likelihood −23,755.40 −22,627.13

Wald chi-squared (df) 774.51 (36)∗∗ 1,007.08 (66)∗∗

Pseudo 𝑅2 .08 .11

𝑁 6,988 6,891
∗∗P < .01, ∗P < .05, SE: robust standard error, 𝑒b: relative risk ratio, and𝑁: number of observations after listwise deletion of incomplete cases.
1None is the reference category.

emotionally bullied, and students who were in one or more
physical fights at school in the previous six months were at
greater risk of being victims of all forms of bullying (e.g., exp
(b) for physical bullying = 7.06). Students who participated
in any type of extracurricular activities were more likely to
report being victims of emotional and both physical and
emotional bullyings. Students who maintained a higher GPA
were less likely to be victims of both physical and emotional
bullying (exp (b) = 0.86). Nonwhite and Hispanic students
were less likely thanwhites andnon-Hispanics to report being
victims of both physical and emotional bullyings (exp (b) =
0.68 and 0.58, resp.). Interestingly, while male students had a
greater risk of being physically bullied than females, males
were less likely than females to report emotional bullying.
Finally, students who participated in the 2007 survey were

more likely to have experienced both physical and emotional
bullyings than those in the 2005 survey (exp (b) = 1.29).

4. Discussion

Many researchers have examined the effects of individual-
level (ormicrolevel) characteristics on victimization of school
bullying. And, only a few researchers have examined the
effects of school safety equipment/strategies on victimiza-
tion. However, existing research has usually tested for vic-
timization based on non-nationally representative samples.
Furthermore, the majority of prior victimization studies paid
lesser attention to the etiology of different types of bullying
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victimization.The current study, using a national representa-
tive sample of youths in the United States, addresses several
limitations of prior research on school bullying victimization.
The study provides a test of variables that examine bullying
victimization, especially focusing on individual/demographic
and school environmental factors and school antibullying
measures. Next, we summarize the key findings of the current
study and implications for future research.

Overall, the current findings show that several individual
characteristics (i.e., school performance, race, ethnicity, and
gender) are significantly related to physical, emotional, or
general (i.e., both emotional and physical) bullying vic-
timization. Consistent with prior studies [62, 63], there is
a negative association between academic achievement and
victimization, in that academically competent respondents
are less likely to report being victims of general school
bullying. Also, the results show that boys are more likely to
be bullied physically, while girls are more likely to report
emotional bullying. These findings may suggest that boys are
particularly susceptible to intimidation if they appear out-
wardly weak, while girls are more likely than boys to engage
in relational bullying, to use rumors or misinformation, and
to deny (or shun) targets [64]. Interestingly, the findings
indicate that non-white adolescents are less likely than their
white peers to report general school bullying, consistent with
several prior findings that minority youth were less likely to
be victimized than white youth [7, 30]. However, there is
some disagreement in the literature about racial differences
in victimization. For example, Hanish and Guerra [65] found
that white adolescents were the highest ethnic group at risk
for victimization among different racial and ethnic groups.
Findings from Seals and Young [37], on the contrary, found
that there is no clear-cut evidence regarding the role of race
and ethnicity on peer victimization. That being said, the
relationship between race and ethnicity and vulnerability to
bullying is still unclear and seems to vary. Because of the
mixed findings regarding race and ethnicity, there is a need
for further research to better understand the crucial role of
race and ethnicity on peer victimization.

As expected, the findings indicate that students’ delin-
quent behaviors are significantly related to school bullying
victimization. The results show that those respondents who
reported starting and/or being involved in physical fights
at school in the previous six months have a greater risk of
being a victim of physical and emotional bullying. Thus, it
is highly possible that adolescents who behave aggressively
toward others are indeed more likely to engage in interper-
sonal conflicts and then become a target of retaliation by
peers, as suggested by Perry et al. [66]. In addition, this is
consistent with previous findings that individuals engaged
in risky or deviant behaviors, or whose lifestyle has exposed
them to risky environments, are more likely to experience
victimization [67–69].Unexpectedly, the results indicate that
students who participate in various extracurricular activities
are more likely to be subjects of emotional and general
bullying. This finding contrasts with a prior study that found
that extracurricular activities had a preventive effect on
school violence [70]. Although further research is necessary
to better understand the relationship between extracurricular

activities and school bullying victimization, we can speculate
that students who engage in extracurricular activities may
have more opportunities to interact with bullies without staff
supervision, especially if these activities are after school.

Various school environmental factors have significant
effects on bullying victimization on school grounds. The
presence, in school, of gangs and guns and teachers’ frequent
use of punishment have salient effects on both physical and
emotional school bullyings victimization in the expected
directions. We also found the prevalence of other students’
distracting behaviors to be important in predicting both
physical and emotional bullyings victimization. Conversely,
students’ perceptions of the fairness of school rules is nega-
tively related to school bullying victimization, in that students
who perceive greater fairness in school rules are less likely
to be victimized physically and emotionally. These findings
clearly indicate the importance of reducing students’ expo-
sure to adverse school environmental factors and improving
school fairness in discipline and rules in order to reduce
school bullying victimization.

Our analyses of school safety measures show that stu-
dents attending schools where security guards (and/or police
officers) are present in the hallways are less likely to be
bullied. Students may feel safe in their school, and bullies
may have limited opportunities to bully other students when
schools employ security personnel [71]. Interestingly, the
findings show that security equipment (i.e., locked doors) is
not significantly related to school bullying victimization, even
though the installation of security equipment in schools has
become a popular preventive/deterrent measure.This finding
is consistent with previous findings [72, 73] that school-
based security equipment measures do not fundamentally
address school bullying and victimization. It may be pos-
sible that locked doors create a heavily scrutinized, prison-
like feeling and that intrusive searches foster unwelcoming
school environments [74]. Consequently, students may feel
oppressed, which in turn may lead them to engage in school
violence and bullying [8, 72, 73, 75]. Regarding security
cameras, the results from multinomial logistic regression
analyses also yield unexpected results. Inconsistent with our
expectation, security cameras (a proxy measure for security
equipment) were found to be positively associated with
physical bullying. That is, students at schools with security
cameras tend to experience slightly more physical bullying
victimization. It seems impossible to argue that the security
cameras are a cause of physical bullying victimization. A
feasible explanation for this particular finding is that schools
installed security cameras because of increasing number of
physical bullying victimization among students.

Notably, it is concluded that other school-related charac-
teristics (i.e., gangs at school, guns at school, and teachers’
punishment) are not effective in reducing physical victimiza-
tion nor effective in reducing risk of emotional victimization.
This result is perhaps not surprising. Students may not be
involved in any type of inappropriate behaviors, if they are
aware of the likelihood of being caught because of high
security strategies and aware of the potential consequences
because of school rules. This is true despite enrollment in
schools characterized by poor security measures.
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Another explanation can be offered. According to Ma
[76], a school climate characterized by students’ disruptive
behaviors may encourage bullies. Similarly, Nansel et al. [7]
found that bullies reported a significantly poor perception
of school climate. Bullies can incorporate and employ new
techniques to bully other students. For example, bullies avoid
physical interaction, which may result in physical signs (e.g.,
damaged property, physical signs or bruises, etc.), rather than
verbally abuse or ignore the other students completely to
avoid being caught by school officials (REVIEWER 1 – no. 2).

5. Future Directions and Implications

Given our findings, an interesting question remains to be
addressed: how can school safety strategies maximize effec-
tive outcomes that reduce the risk of being bullied? The
answer to this question undoubtedly involves future research
to test the efficacy of intervention strategies. First, research
should closely examine the specific characteristics of school
safety measures. As prior research has shown, perceptions
of school safety conditions, such as gated/locked school
entrances, visitor sign-in protocols, metal detectors, and
security cameras have direct and indirect relationships with
school violence [71]. By including these perceptions of the
quality of school safety conditions, we can gain a better sense
of the effect of safety strategies and their ability to prevent
bullying victimization.

Second, school bullying interventions should also focus
on the interplay between factors such as students’ family,
school, and community characteristics and students’ procliv-
ity to bully others at school. From the victim’s perspective,
it is important to understand how these factors interact
with bullying and how these factors can be taken into
account in order to develop better intervention programs
that help to create safer school environments. Thus, it is
becoming increasingly clear that a more holistic approach
that moves beyond the geographical boundaries of a school
may be needed to prevent school bullying. In addition,
research should investigate the characteristics of bullying
and of victimized children that are associated with students’
experience of bullying victimization. Understanding these
factors will lead to a more thorough evaluation of school
violence and, subsequently, better prevention programs.

Overall, the results of the current study point to the
critical role that school security guards/resource officers and
the school climate/environment play in students’ risk of
becoming victims of school bullying. The results also show
that individual background characteristics influence the risk
of victimization. However, the main goal of the current study,
namely, the effect of school security equipment on victimiza-
tion, has not been realized. Nonetheless, our findings have
obvious implications for preventing victimization in schools.
First, the findings of the current study imply that gender
is an important predictor of bullying victimization. Indeed,
female students may be more vulnerable to emotional/verbal
threats because of negative peer evaluation and loss of peer
relationships, while males are more likely to be hurtful
because of their attitude toward social dominance [77].

Therefore, interventions may work best when combined with
gender-specific programs. In particular, school prevention
strategies should focus on enhancing pleasant social experi-
ences within the school, encouraging relational ties among
female students. For male students, prevention efforts should
focus more on fostering adaptive cognitions for aggressive
and disruptive behavior.

As school bullying has received a significant amount of
attention, several models and approaches of bullying pre-
vention programs have emerged. According to Espelage and
Swearer [50], there are over 300 school-based antibullying
programs. Although all of the models vary by background,
procedures, type of curriculum, and participants, eachmodel
shares common goals to achieve outcomes such as identifying
the bully and victim, helping to cope with negative conse-
quences of bullying, providing support and protection for
victims, and reducing school bullying [50, 78, 79]. However,
many evaluations studies have reported mixed and incon-
sistent results across samples and measures [80, 81]. The
mixed results suggest that there is no single best approach
to school bullying prevention. Based on our findings, many
school-related characteristics were associated with emotional
victimization across the United States. Although emotional
bullying has detrimental effects on victims, relatively little
attention has been given to this type of bullying [82]. In
enhancing existing school bullying prevention program, both
educators and stakeholders must be aware of less obvious acts
of bullying victimization, such as emotional bullying.

The findings of the current study also imply that an
unsupportive school climate clearly contributes to bullying
victimization. The school-wide physical and social environ-
ments can serve as protective factors that contribute to a
safe and healthy school. Thus, it is necessary to create a
school climate that it proactive in inhibiting bullying and
is transparent in its intolerance of bullying. In particular,
it is important for schools to address students’ distracting
behaviors and the presence of gangs at school. According
to Fox and Burstein [83], gangs and gang activity on school
grounds increase violence because gangs are willing to terror-
ize an entire school, create fear among students, and disrupt
the school climate. Strategies should focus on generating
school resources that are likely to discourage students from
joining gangs and engaging in violence, in order to decrease
the level of violence in school. Overall, no matter how
diligent and responsible security strategies are in preventing
school bullying, there can be no absolute guarantees that
bullying will not occur. However, if school staff/officials,
parents, and the community seek interagency coordination
and collaboration to better facilitate informal social control,
these may prove to be decisive factors that can prevent school
bullying and successfully suppress gang activities.
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Studies addressing the issue of bullying during the preschool period are still extremely rare. The main aim of the present research
was to study the prevalence rates of bullying in preschool children using a multimethod approach. Participants were 167 preschool
children (ages 4–6) and 8 classroom teachers. Measures were four forms of bullying: verbal, physical, and relational bullying and
rumour spreading. Data were collected through peer nominations, self- and teacher reports, and natural observations. Results have
shown that the frequencies of bullying episodes vary greatly according to the source of information. Moreover, agreement between
informants was either nonsignificant or moderate. This is extremely important when conducting relevant empirical research with
preschool populations. It is probable that inconsistent results obtained in previous research may be due to the selection of one
or another source of information. It is of primary importance to design methodological tools that are both valid and reliable if
prevention programs against victimisation are to be consistent and effective.

1. Introduction

1.1. Bullying in Preschool Children: Prevalence Rates. Bullying
is defined as an aggressive behaviour of intentional “harm
doing,” which is carried out repeatedly and over time within
a personal relationship characterized by an imbalance of
power [1]. Bullying may take a variety of forms including
physical and verbal abuse, social isolation, and/or exclusion.
Previous research has shown that children take on central as
well as peripheral participant roles in the bullying process.
The central roles include (a) bullying others without being
victimized, (b) bullying others and also being victimized by
classmates, and (c) becoming the target of others’ aggres-
sion without being aggressive towards others. Peripheral
roles refer to indirect participation in a bullying event.
Thus, children may be involved in bullying by assisting the
bully (assistants), providing the bully with positive feedback
(reinforcers), taking sides with the victim (defenders), or
remaining uninvolved and thus silently approving of the
bullying (outsiders).

Despite the growing interest in bully/victim problems in
school, studies that have addressed this issue in the preschool

years are extremely rare. This apparent lack of interest in
victimized preschoolers should be viewed in relation to the
methodological constraints posed upon researchers [2]. For
example, a study carried out on preschool children has shown
that bullying is a serious problem even in the preschool. In a
study conducted with preschool children in Switzerland, data
have shown that 6% of childrenwere classified as victims, 10%
as bully-victims, 11% as bullies, and 47% were not involved
in bullying. A 17% of the remaining children could not be
categorised according to the researchers’ restrictive criteria
[3]. Using peer nominations [4], Monks et al. have found that
preschool participants nominated peers for taking the roles
of aggressor, victim, or defender. Although almost 30% were
not assigned to any clear role, a quarter of themwere assigned
to the role of aggressor, 22% to the role of victim, and 16% to
the role of defender.

1.2. Gender- and Age-Related Differences. There are gender
differences in the types of aggression favoured by aggres-
sive individuals. Using either teacher reports or observa-
tional data, researchers found that, in situations of peer
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victimisation, boys are more likely to use and experience
physical aggression, whereas girls are more likely to use and
experience relational aggression [4, 5]. In contrast, studies
based on peer nominations have not found such gender
differences [6]. Age-related trends have been identified in
the types of aggressive behaviour employed. Björkqvist et al.
[7] found that in a group of 8- to 14-year olds, the older
children favoured indirect methods of aggression, whereas
the younger children were more likely to use direct methods
of aggression. This trend seems to be applicable also in
the case of even younger children (4–6 years) [8]. At this
age, peers nominate children as being aggressive or being
victimised in a variety of direct ways, using social exclusion
and physical and verbal methods. However, they are unlikely
to be nominated as being aggressive or victimised using
indirect methods of aggression (e.g., rumour spreading).

1.3. Preschool Children’s Perception of “Bullying/Victimisation”.
Victimisation refers generally to being the recipient of aggres-
sive acts. Children aged 4 years appear to understand the
term “victim.” However, they have a different understanding
of the term “bullying” from older children, defining it as
being aggression in general [9] rather than as being a
repeated act by a more powerful aggressor. First, it is clear
that younger children do not pay so much attention to the
limiting characteristics of repetition, imbalance of power,
and intention as do older children. Madsen [10] examined
age trends in the perception and understanding of bullying,
asking participants aged 5 years to adulthood, “What do you
think bullying means?” Very young children used adjectives
and direct examples more than older children but rarely
mentioned repetition or the actions being unprovoked.Many
pupils felt that the behaviour did not have to be repeated,
depending upon the severity of the behaviour and the effect
on the victim. Pupils also deemed the adverse effect on the
victim to be the essential feature in defining bullying. In this
case, a situation could be perceived as bullying by others even
if it was not the intention of the perpetrator to bully.

Smith et al. [9], using a cartoon methodology, reported
that younger children (aged 8 years) were more likely to
simply distinguish between aggressive and nonaggressive
scenarios, whereas older children (aged 14 years) were able to
make finer grained distinctions between types of aggression:
physical and verbal building and social exclusion. Finally,
younger children often nominate peers for the roles of aggres-
sor, victim, and defender; they do not so often nominate
peers for the more peripheral roles of assistant, reinforcer, or
outsider in aggression [8, 11].

According to the research conducted byMonks and Smith
[12], most preschool children were able to identify verbal,
physical, and indirect or relational aggression as bullying
when presented to them in cartoon form. Power differences
and repetition of actions were not taken into account in this
way. Also, in the same study, preschool participants were not
reliable to recognize the role of the victim.

In a more recent research, Alsaker and Nagele [13] inter-
viewed preschool children individually so that the interview-
ers explained the term bullying by means of four drawings,

each depicting a different form of bullying (physical, verbal,
property-related, or exclusion). Using photographs of all
children in the class, they asked each child to nominate
children who bullied others and to indicate the targets
of these aggressive behaviours. According to the findings,
children knew very well who were the targets of the bullying,
when asked in this manner.

Finally, the definitions of bullying given by 4- to 6-
year-old boys and girls were examined and it was found
that there were no significant gender differences in the
spontaneous answers given by children and no significant
gender differences when defining the cartoons as bullying.

To sum up, according to past research, preschool children
would be able to identify the following forms of bullying
behaviour: physical and verbal bullying, social exclusion,
and rumor spreading, on condition that developmentally
appropriate methods are implemented.

1.4. Measuring Bullying in Preschool Children. The most
common methods for measuring bully/victim problems or
related concepts are relevant anonymous questionnaires and
more specifically (1) self-reports, (2) peer nominations, and
(3) teacher reports. Sometimes these methods are pitted
against one another and some authors have expressed a
clear preference for one of the methods, while others have
claimed that all methods provide valuable but incomplete
information and that the best thing may be to combine
information from all data sources [14]. In order to complete
the questionnaires, the respondents are invited to recall past
events and identify central participant roles to themselves or
the others undertaken frequently (e.g., once a week) [15].

It goes without saying that completing questionnaires
requires literacy skills from the part of the respondents.
Therefore, using self-reports and peer nominations in
preschool populations is not indicated. Researchers have
proposed an alternative method of collecting data in early
childhood studies. Structured interviews using visualised
materials (cartoons, photographs) and age-appropriate ques-
tions replace traditional completion of questionnaires [12].

Naturalistic observation consists of a suitable method
for data collection with preschool populations [16]. Direct
observations of playground behaviours tend also to be more
objective than peer, teacher, or parent reports [17]. Obser-
vational methods enable researchers to identify behavioural
patterns within the naturalistic contexts at the time during
which they actually occur, and, thus, the social validity of
these systems is often a strength [18] that adds to external
validity [19]. Despite the time, cost, and potential for observer
biases, the focal child approach proposed by Ostrov et al.
[20] constitutes according to its authors an ecologically
valid method, has acceptable psychometric properties, and
therefore consists of amore objective source [21]. Also, during
naturalistic observations scholars, have the opportunity to
record and note down in detail data that describe not only
central and peripheral roles but also the social and physical
contexts of episodes [22].

Although observations are valuable researchmeans, there
is little observational data to support either conceptual
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distinctions between relational and physical aggression or the
reported links of these forms of aggression to gender [23].

1.5. Aim of the Study. Up to now and depending on the source
of information, contradictory results have been found in
relation to the investigation of bullying/victimisation in
preschool children. In order to overcome those discrepancies,
scholars have proposed the use of multi-informant, mul-
timethod approach [21]. However, little research has been
conducted using the multi-informant approach. The present
study was designed in order to inform prior knowledge
further and examine the concordance of data using a multi-
informant approach to measuring bullying in preschool chil-
dren. If primary prevention programs against victimisation
are to be effective, then it is of primary importance to collect
valid information to this end.

2. Method

2.1. Participants. Participants were eight class teachers and
167 children (88 girls and 79 boys) recruited from eight
preschool classes in Greece. Schools were randomly selected
and were located at middle income urban areas. Children’s
age ranged from 4 to 6 years and they came from fam-
ilies of Greek, Albanian, and/or East Balkan background.
Some participants had a mixed nationality background. All
participants had already attended school for at least two
years. Some classes of the same school units, and not whole
schools, took part in the present research. Children officially
diagnosedwith learning difficulties and/or disabilities did not
participate in the present research. Teachers and children’s
parents were contacted directly by the researchers and were
thoroughly informed of the content of the present investiga-
tion. Parents’ written consent was obtained before children
were asked for their voluntary participation in the research.

2.2. Procedure. The study was conducted during the second
semester of the school year. The researchers took part and
shared classroom activities for a week, before the empirical
research had taken place, in order to get acquainted with
the participants and the context. Children were informed
that they were going to listen to some stories and respond
to relevant questions. The researchers reassured the children
that their participation was voluntary and anonymous. They
were also told that they could quit anytime they desired
and that the whole procedure was about discussing topics
concerning friendship relations. The investigators informed
children that all responses were confidential. Also, interview
sessions were carried out in a separate, quiet room adjacent
to children’s classrooms and the whole procedure was held in
a friendly and pedagogical climate.

2.2.1. Peer, Self-, andTeacher Reports. Theprocedure followed
in order to collect data through peer nominations, self-,
and teacher reports was identical to the one used by Monks
et al. [8] which was adapted for implementation in Greek
preschool contexts. For the interview, the researchers used
four pictures with gender-neutral stick figures to illustrate the

roles of aggressor and victim in different situations (physical
and verbal building, social exclusion, and rumor spreading).
Each child was shown the pictures and asked what he or she
thought was happening in each illustration; this was then
expanded.The child was asked to nominate those classmates,
including themselves, who carried out these behaviours. For
those who were victimized in these ways, the child would be
asked, for example, using the cartoon of physical aggression,
“You told me that some people in your class hit, kick, or push
other children. Do they do it to anyone in your class?” If the
child said yes he or shewas asked, “Whodo they do it to?Who
in your class is like this person in the picture, the one who is
being hit, kicked, or pushed?”The childrenwere prompted by
asking “Anyone else?” until they said no.

They were then asked, “What about you, does anyone in
your class do that to you?” In this way children nominated
their peers or themselves for taking the role of bully or victim
in each of the situations.

Teachers were also asked to nominate the pupils in
their class for the roles of the bully, victim, and bully-
victim in the four different victim situations. For physical
aggression teachers were asked, “Do any of the children in
your class hit/kick or push others? If so, who?” For physical
victimisation they were asked, “Are any children in your class
hit/kicked or pushed by others? If so, who?” Teachers wrote
down the names of all pupils fulfilling each role.

2.2.2. Assignment and Distribution of Roles. For peer nom-
inations the scores for aggressor, victim, and bully-victim
were summed across classmates and standardised across each
class. If the bullying score was greater than the victimisation
score for at least 0.1 SD, then the role of the bully was
attributed. In the reverse case, the role of the victim was
attributed. If the difference between their first and second
highest scores was less than 0.1 SD, they were assigned to
a dual role. If the child did not score above the mean on
any role, then he or she was not assigned a role. Scores
collected through self-nominations and teacher reports were
not elaborated using z-scores and the cut-off point of 0.1 SD.
Rather, for self-nominations, children were assigned to the
role for which they self-nominated. If they self-nominated
for more than one role they were assigned to a dual role. For
teacher nominations, children were assigned to the role for
which their teacher nominated them. If they were nominated
by their teacher for more than one role, they were assigned to
a dual role.

2.2.3. Naturalistic Observations. A series of naturalistic ob-
servations were also carried out in order to record bullying
episodes using the method proposed by Ostrov and Keating
[23]. Participants were observed during regularly scheduled
free play periods into the classroom and outdoors on the
playground.

In order to carry out naturalistic observations, two
observers took notes independently one from the other. In
the beginning, the observers were introduced to the children
and teachers, spending a few days in the classroom to let
others adjust to their presence and to memorise the names
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of study participants.The observers did not generally interact
with the children or with teachers. Their presence in the
classroom and on the playground became a routine and was
largely ignored, which is a fundamental goal of observational
procedures. Observations were collected during the middle
of the school year, so that the children were well acquainted
with each other. Also, during the second semester, children
would have got to know each otherwell and have sharedmany
experiences. In all cases, participants’ anonymity was ensured
[23].

Each participant (focal child) was observed for a total
period of fortyminutes, divided into four 10-minute intervals:
(1) into the classroom during free play, (2) into the classroom
during free time group play activities (interactions of 2 or
more peers), (3) on the playground during free play, (4) on
the playground during free time group play activities. Obser-
vations did not take place during meals and whole-group-
organised activities. Therefore, each child was observed at 4
different times interacting with his/her peers over the course
of a week. Each of the 4 time intervals of the 10-minute
observations took place on different days of the week at
a random order for each participant; that is, child X was
observed onMonday into the classroom during free play and
on Tuesday on the playground during group play activities.
The observers remained within earshot of the focal child
and did their best to remain unobtrusive. Interactions with
children were avoided by appearing to study information on
the clipboards the observers carried [23].

2.2.4. Scoring

(1) As far as participant roles are concerned, children
were scored as perpetrators if they initiated an unpro-
voked aggressive act towards their peers. The bully
was clearly the leader in the episode. The victim
was the recipient of the act initiated by a more
dominant individual. Also, children were scored as
bully-victims when they were observed to display
dual role behaviours.

(2) The forms of bullying recorded were: physical bul-
lying (i.e., hitting, pushing, pulling, punching, or
forcibly taking objects), verbal bullying (i.e., antago-
nistic teasing, mean names, verbal threats of harm,
or insult not expressed at friendship status, that is,
“Shut up!”, “Chicken!”, etc.), and relational bullying
(excluding from playgroup, spreading rumors, with-
drawing friendship, maliciously telling lies, ignoring
a peer; for example, “You cannot play with us but she
can,” “You cannot come to my party,” or deliberately
turning away and ignoring a peer’s request to join
in play). Social exclusion involved the rejection of
an individual from a group. It was only considered
to be bullying when the exclusion was related to the
child, not to the nature of the activity fromwhich they
were excluded. Therefore, it would not be considered
social exclusion if a child asked to sit with some other
children and was told he could not because there are
not enough seats [23].

2.2.5. Criteria for Identifying Bullying Episodes. The crite-
ria involved for defining bullying were (a) intended and
unprovoked aggressive acts, (b) carried out repeatedly, and
(c) characterized by an imbalance of power [24]. During
observations and in order to distinguish aggressive from
bullying acts, we followed the aforementioned criteria.

Negative intent is difficult to quantify because we cannot
see what one is thinking of. However, negative intent may
be exhibited through facial expressions or verbalisations of
intent.Therefore, in the present study participants’ roles were
attributed when negative, unprovoked acts (the perpetrator
displayed proactive aggression) were directed towards a
weaker peer.

For our data analyses, only those cases where participants
were observed to assume more than once the role of the
bully and/or the victim for the same form of bullying were
included. Therefore, the criterion of repetition “more than
once a week” was fulfilled. Also, we have selected only those
negative interactions where an imbalance of social power or
physical strength was observed among participants.

Counts were made each time a behaviour occurred; that
is, one insult added one episode, two insults added two
episodes, and so on. One episode was marked even when
the behaviours were part of the same encounter. If a child
maintained a continuous aggressive act, that is, a pinch for an
extended period of time, only one episode of physical bullying
was made. Similarly, the continuous statement, “We do not
like you, so you cannot play with us” would be coded as one
act of relational bullying rather than two, given the immediate
temporal association and interdependency between the two
phrases. If separated in time, two episodes were counted.
When an act was not intended, that is, a ball that sailed out of
control and hit another child, it was not an event that scored
as an aggressive act [23].

3. Results

3.1. Interobserver Agreement. Based on field notes, children
were assigned to the role for which they were observed to
undertake twice or more. If they were observed to assume
more than one role, they were assigned to a dual role. Table 1
illustrates the frequencies for the central participant roles as
noted down by the two observers separately. Also, agreement
between the two raters (Cohen’s kappa) was calculated for
each form of bullying.

For subsequent analyses (Frequencies and Cohen Kappa’s
test) the observational measures collected from Rater 1 was
only used.

3.1.1. Frequencies. According to the frequencies presented in
Table 2, the percentages of children involved in participant
roles show great variability depending on the source of
information. More analytically, the role of the perpetrator
is more frequent according to peer nominations in all the
4 forms of bullying. Also, according to peer nominations
and teacher reports the role of bully-victim is zero in all
forms of bullyingmeasured.On the other hand, data collected
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Table 1: Central participant roles in preschool children according
to observational data.

Rater 1 Rater 2 Interrater
agreement

𝑁 % 𝑁 %
Verbal bullying

Victim 6 3.6% 4 2.4%
Bully 11 6.6% 10 6.2%
Bully-victim 4 2.4% 7 4.2%
No central role 146 87.4% 146 87.4%

𝐾 = .87
Sig = .000∗∗

Physical bullying
Victim 31 18.6% 32 19.2%
Bully 31 18.6% 28 16.8%
Bully/victim 9 5.4% 11 6.6%
No central role 96 57.4% 96 57.4%

𝐾 = .88
Sig = .000∗∗

Relational bullying
Victim 18 10.7% 19 11.3%
Bully 24 14.4% 20 12%
Bully/victim 5 3% 8 4.8%
No central role 120 71.9% 120 71.9%

𝐾 = .88
Sig = .000∗∗

Rumour spreading
Victim 1 .6% 1 .6%
Bully 1 .6% 1 .6%
Bully/victim 0 0% 0 0%
No central role 165 98.8% 165 98.8%

𝐾 = 1.000
Sig = .000∗∗

∗

𝑃 < .05, ∗∗𝑃 < .001.

through observations reveal a mean percentage of the bully-
victim role of approximately 2.85% whereas according to
self-reports, this percentage is at 2.1%. According to self-
reports, the role of the victim is constantly more frequent
in comparison to the role of the bully. Finally, data collected
through peer nominations show that children involve in
rumor spreading episodes at a percentage of 32.4%, whereas
according to teacher reports and observations this percentage
is dramatically lower.

Agreement between peer, self-, and teacher nominations
and observations (Cohen’s kappa) for individual children is
shown for each role in Table 3. Cohen’s Kappa was calculated
by comparing whether a child was stated or observed to
manifest the same role in relation to the four forms of bullying
based on peer, teacher, and self-reports and on observations.

Results show that agreement between informants is in
most cases nonsignificant and when Kappa measures are
significant, the agreement varies from fair to moderate. As it

is shown in Table 3, the agreement between peer nominations
and teacher reports is significant but moderate.

4. Discussion

According to the results based on peer nominations, the role
of the perpetratorwasmore frequently represented compared
to the other informants in all the 4 forms of bullying, whereas
the role of the bully-victim was not represented at all. This
finding is consistent with the results of a study conducted
with 120 preschool children where it was demonstrated
that children were not able to designate children who were
victimized when asked directly [25]. Preschool participants
could easily nominate children who systematically bullied
other children, but when asked “are there children who get
bullied by others,” they often could not nominate any child.
In addition, our results have indicated that peer nominations
correlated moderately with teacher reports. Prior research
has also shown that data collected through peer nomination
correlate only weakly with teacher reports for both direct
and indirect forms of bullying behaviours [23]. Finally,
data collected through peer nominations show that children
involve in rumor spreading episodes at a percentage of 32.4%,
whereas according to teacher reports and observations this
percentage is dramatically lower. Such a discrepancy may
imply cognitive or linguistic constraints of preschool children
in their ability to distinguish rumor spreading fromdeception
or lying.

With regard to peer nominations, they can be seen as a
special form of rating. By their very nature, peer nominations
aim at measuring relatively stable, enduring characteristics
such as typical behaviour patterns that the nominees display
or are exposed to [26]. As detailed by Cairns and Green
[27], inmaking ratings (nominations) the raters (nominators)
usually have to perform a number of complex cognitive
operations in which they abstract and integrate a whole
series of action patterns. Several drawbacks underpin the
employment of peer nominations for estimating the preva-
lence of bully/victim problems. First, as mentioned, the peer
nomination method does not directly provide information
about the frequency of specific behaviours or conditions
but rather the number/proportion of nominations for some
kinds of behaviour problems that respondents receive. The
link between number/proportion of nominations and the
frequency/seriousness of the behaviours of interest is not well
researched or understood [28].

Another related problem to peer nominations is linked to
the fact that the procedures used to arrive at a cut-off point
for classifying a student as a “victim” or “bully” are more or
less arbitrary. It is not yet well grounded why one researcher
should use a distance of, for example, one standard deviation
above the mean as a cut-off point (i.e., [13]) instead of a 0.1
standard deviation as other researchers do (i.e., [8]).

In line with our results, earlier studies [13, 29] have
demonstrated that self-report techniques are not really appro-
priate in assessing victimisation in kindergarten. Young
children typically see themselves as having been victimized
(around 70 to 75%), while they are rather reticent to tell
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Table 2: Frequencies of participant roles according to source of information in relation to the four forms of bullying.

Verbal bullying Physical bullying Social exclusion Rumour spreading
𝑁 % 𝑁 % 𝑁 % 𝑁 %

Peer nominations
Victims 38 22.8% 46 27.5% 41 24.6% 14 8.4%
Bullies 46 27.5% 34 20.4% 45 26.9% 40 24%
Bully/victims 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Total central roles 84 50.3% 80 47.9% 86 51.5% 54 32.4%
Children not involved in central roles 83 49.7% 87 52.1% 81 48.5% 113 67.7%
Self-reports

Victims 65 39.2% 76 45.8% 72 43.4% 22 13.3%
Bullies 2 1.2% 5 3% 3 1.8% 2 1.2%
Bully/victims 2 1.2% 7 4.2% 4 2.4% 1 .6%

Total central roles 69 41.6% 88 53% 79 47.6% 25 15.1%
Children not involved in central roles 97 58.4% 78 47% 87 52.4% 141 84.9%
Teacher reports

Victims 22 13.2% 22 13.2% 29 17.4% 3 2%
Bullies 30 18.2% 27 16.2% 36 21.6% 3 2%
Bully/victims 0 0% 0 0% 1 0% 0 0%

Total central roles 52 31.4% 49 29.4% 66 39% 6 4%
Children not involved in central roles 115 68.9% 118 70.7% 101 60.5% 161 96%
Observations

Victims 6 3.6% 31 18.6% 18 10.7% 1 .6%
Bullies 11 6.6% 31 18.6% 24 14.4% 1 .6%
Bully/victims 4 2.4% 9 5.4% 5 3% 0 0%

Total central roles 21 12.6% 71 42.6% 47 28.2% 2 1.2
Children not involved in central roles 146 87.4% 96 57.5% 120 71.9% 165 98.8%

Table 3: Central participant roles in preschool children.

Peer and self Peer and teachers Peer and observations Self and teachers Self and observations Teachers and observations

Verbal
bullying

𝐾 = .041 𝐾 = .534 𝐾 = .050 𝐾 = .057 𝐾 = .134 𝐾 = .109
Sig. = .41 Sig. = .000∗∗∗ Sig. = .28 Sig. = .26 Sig. = .006∗∗ Sig. = .05

Physical
bullying

𝐾 = .048 𝐾 = .638 𝐾 = .117 𝐾 = .051 𝐾 = .128 𝐾 = .218
Sig. = .39 Sig. = .000∗∗∗ Sig. = .033∗ Sig. = .28 Sig. = .006∗∗ Sig. = .000∗∗∗

Social
exclusion

𝐾 = .090 𝐾 = .584 𝐾 = .169 𝐾 = .122 𝐾 = .219 𝐾 = .248
Sig. = .08 Sig. = .000∗∗∗ Sig. = .002∗∗ Sig. = .013∗ Sig. = .000∗∗∗ Sig. = .000∗∗∗

Rumor
spreading

𝐾 = .021 𝐾 = .588 𝐾 = .001 𝐾 = .030 𝐾 = −.017 𝐾 = −.017
Sig. = .63 Sig. = .000∗∗∗ Sig. = .97 Sig. = .52 Sig. = .57 Sig. = .53

∗∗∗

𝑃 < .000.

about their role in bullying others. In relation to this,
the reliability of self-reports compared to other approaches
has been questioned [30], with issues being raised such as
memory decay, willingness to self-divulge, and honesty in
reporting.

There are a number of significant drawbacks when using
peer nominations and self-reports in young children. First,
it is difficult for young children to reliably recall informa-
tion about bullying episodes [31]. Responding to questions
depends largely on theway participants perceive their content

and on their ability to recall painful events. Finally, responses
to those questionnaires may be prejudiced by a child’s
reputation and could be characterized by gender stereotypes,
and significant information might be omitted according
to respondents’ judgment [32]. For example, respondents
may exaggerate their experiences or may refuse involvement
in bullying episodes [33]. Bearing all the aforementioned
in mind, there are substantial reasons for being skeptical
about using peer nominations and self-reports in preschool
populations [34].
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Regarding teacher reports, it has been attested that this
is a more reliable method than peer and self-reports when
conducting studies with preschool children [5]. It has been
argued that preschool children are more impulsive and less
inhibited than school age children and therefore engage in
victimisation procedures evenwhen adult supervisors are not
present [22, 35]. Preschool teachers are reliable when report-
ing the victims of bullying episodes but seem to be reluctant
when asked to identify the aggressors of the episodes [36].
It seemed that teachers had difficulties in distinguishing
bullying from conflicts [36]. Therefore, Alsaker and Nagele
[13] suggested that, prior to data collection, teachers should
be offered a workshop during which they receive information
about bullying. According to the aforementioned researchers,
such a procedure adds to the validity and reliability of
measurements. In the present research, participant teachers
had not received this kind of training.

In relation to peer nominations and self- and teacher
reports used tomeasure school bullying, there are insufficient
data concerning their psychometric properties [34].

On the other hand, it seems that data collected through
observations seem to be a suitable method when investi-
gating bullying in preschool children. Observations provide
researchers with the opportunity to record and note down in
detail episodes that describe not only central and peripheral
roles but also the social and physical contexts of those
events. In the present study, data were tested for interobserver
agreement and therefore present a more reliable source
of information. Nevertheless, the method of observation
presents some worth mentioning drawbacks that should
be taken into account. First, children’s behaviour may be
affected by the presence of researchers however unobtrusive
an observational session might be. Also, data collection and
interpretation are subject to the personal judgment and bias
of the researchers. Finally, it is extremely difficult to record in
an exclusive and exhaustivemanner all information observed,
that is, recording verbal bullying episodes in noisy settings
[37].

5. Conclusions

The present study has measured verbal, physical, and rela-
tional bullying and rumor spreading in preschool chil-
dren. Data were collected through peer nominations, self-
and teacher reports, and natural observations. Results have
shown that the frequencies of bullying episodes vary greatly
according to the source of information. Moreover, agreement
between informants was either nonsignificant or moder-
ate. This is extremely important when conducting relevant
empirical research with preschool populations. As our results
show, different outcomes are obtained depending on the
source of information. It is probable that the contradictory
and inconsistent results obtained in previous research, that
is, genders’ involvement in bullying episodes, may be due
to methodological limitations. Therefore, it is of primary
importance to designmethodological tools that are both valid
and reliable if prevention programs against victimisation are
to be effective.

Some researchers have suggested a combination of infor-
mant sources (e.g., [3]) as a more suitable means for mea-
suring victimisation issues in preschool populations. Future
research should seek to answer issues concerning psychome-
tric properties such as reliability and validity, and there is a
need for more detailed comparisons between measurement
methods.

Another related problem with peer nominations is linked
to the fact that cut-off points are often arbitrary. The
present study focused on data retrieved using a multimethod
approach and did not examine the comparison of different
cut-off points for data obtained solely through peer nomi-
nations. For our study’s purpose, we chose to use the cut-
off point proposed in Monks et al.’s research [8], since an
adaptation of the same tool is available in Greek. Future
research should seek to compare data obtained for the same
sample using different cut-off points for peer nominations.
Therefore, future research should seek to provide grounded
evidence for choosing one rather than other cut-off point.

Finally, as Stassen Berger [14] suggests, victims are more
likely to know something that eludes outsiders, the difference
between occasional unpleasantness and hurtful bullying.
Therefore, the next step in prevalence research may be to
include information regarding impact, intended (for bullies)
or experienced (for victims).
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sont leurs conséquences?” Enfance, vol. 47, no. 3, pp. 241–260,
1993.

[26] L. J. Cronbach, Essentials of Psychological Testing, Harper and
Row, New York, NY, USA, 1970.

[27] R. B. Cairns and J. A. Green, “How to assess personality
and social patterns: ratings or observations?” in The Analysis
of Social Interactions. Methods, Issues, and Illustrations, R. B.
Cairns, Ed., pp. 209–226, Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ, USA, 1979.

[28] M. E. Solberg and D. Olweus, “Prevalence estimation of school
bullying with the Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire,” Aggres-
sive Behavior, vol. 29, no. 3, pp. 239–268, 2003.

[29] F. D. Alsakser and S. Valkanover, “Early diagnosis and preven-
tion of victimization in kindergarten,” in Peer Harassment in
School: The Plight of the Vulnerable and Victimized, J. Junoven
and S. Graham, Eds., pp. 175–195, Guilford Press, NewYork, NY,
USA, 2001.

[30] G. W. Ladd and B. Kochenderfer-Ladd, “Identifying victims
of peer aggression from early to middle childhood: analysis of
cross-informant data for concordance, estimation of relational
adjustment, prevalence of victimization, and characteristics of
identified victims,” Psychological Assessment, vol. 14, no. 1, pp.
74–96, 2002.

[31] F. D. Alsaker and E. Gutzwiller-Helfenfinger, “Social behavior
and peer relationships of victims, bully-victims, and bullies
in kindergarten,” in The Handbook of School Bullying: An
International Perspective, S. R. Jimerson, S. M. Swearer, and
D. L. Espelage, Eds., pp. 87–99, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
Mahwah, NJ, USA, 2010.

[32] G. W. Ladd and S. M. Profilet, “The child behavior scale: a
teacher-report measure of young children’s aggressive, with-
drawn, and prosocial behaviors,”Developmental Psychology, vol.
32, no. 6, pp. 1008–1024, 1996.

[33] C. R. Cook, K. R. Williams, N. Guerra, and T. E. Kim,
“Variability in the prevalence of bullying and victimization:
a cross-national and methodologicalanalysis,” in Handbook of
Bullying in Schools: An International Perspective, S. R. Jimerson,
S. M. Swearer, and D. L. Espelage, Eds., pp. 347–362, Routledge,
2010.

[34] D. G. Cornell, School Violence: Fears Versus Facts, Erlbaum,
Hillsdale, NJ, USA, 2006.

[35] J. D. Coie, K. A.Dodge, and J. Kupersmidt, “Peer group behavior
and social Status,” in Peer Rejection in Childhood, S. R. Asher
and J. D. Coie, Eds., pp. 17–59, CambridgeUniversity Press, New
York, NY, USA, 1990.

[36] F. D. Alsaker, Qualgeister und Ihre Opfer. Mobbing Unter
Kindern—Und Wie Man Damit Umgeht, Huber Verlag, Bern,
Switzerland, 2003.

[37] M. Huberman andM.Miles,Analyses des Donnees Qualitatives:
Recueil de Nouvelles Methodes, DeBoeck Universite, 1998.



Hindawi Publishing Corporation
Journal of Criminology
Volume 2013, Article ID 416976, 10 pages
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2013/416976

Research Article
Emotion-Focused Coping Worsens Depressive Feelings and
Health Complaints in Cyberbullied Children

T. Völlink, C. A. W. Bolman, A. Eppingbroek, and F. Dehue

Department of Psychology, Open University of the Netherlands, Valkenburgerweg 177, 6419 AT Heerlen, The Netherlands

Correspondence should be addressed to T. Völlink; trijntje.vollink@ou.nl
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Coping may explain why being cyberbullied affects children’s well-being differently, though previous studies are inconclusive. This
survey among 325 children focused on the role coping strategies may play in the relationship between cyberbullying and depressive
feelings and health complaints. Being cyberbullied was measured with the Cyberbullying Questionnaire, general coping with the
Utrecht Coping List, and cyberbullying-specific coping with a questionnaire developed for this study. Health complaints were
measured with the Short Questionnaire for Experienced Health and depressive feelings with the shortened Children’s Depression
Inventory.The results showed that 18.8% of the children were bullied by mobile phone and 24.1% through the internet. Correlation
analyses showed strong relationships between victimization, coping, depressive feelings, and health complaints. In the regression
analyses conducted in all children, victimization, general emotion-focused, and problem-focused copings had main effects on
depressive feelings and health complaints; emotion-focused coping interacted with victimization in health complaints. Simple
slope analyses of children with high scores on emotion-focused general coping showed a stronger positive relationship between
victimization and health complaints. Regression analyses of only cyberbullied children showed that only emotion-focused cyber-
specific coping was associated with more health complaints and depressive feelings.

1. Introduction

Most children and adolescents make use of the internet and
mobile phone. For example, 90% of European youth [1] and
93% of the youth in the US are online [2]. Although the
internet and mobile phones provide numerous benefits to
youngsters, they also have disadvantages such as Cyberbully-
ing [3, 4]. The definition of Smith et al. (2008) is mostly used
to describe the features of Cyberbullying: “Cyberbullying
is an aggressive, intentional act carried out by a group or
individual using electronic forms of contact, repeatedly and
over time, against a victim who cannot easily defend him/
herself ” [5]. This definition is based on the definition for
traditional bullying [6]. However, the aspects of repetition
and power imbalance are under debate among Cyberbullying
researchers [7]. A child does not need to be approached
several times to be labelled as bullied, because one threaten-
ing message or a single humiliating picture is often online
for a long time, accessible to a large group and can be
easily forwarded by others [7–10]. However, a child that has

been insulted once in a chatroom or by mail may not have
the feeling to be cyberbullied. Therefore, in this study, we
choose to maintain the aspect of repeating incidence over
time. Further, the difference in power of the bully and the
victim concerningCyberbullying is not always about physical
power. The power imbalance that is mentioned as one of
the features of traditional bullying will not disappear if the
same perpetrator is continuing bullying online. If, however, a
victim is bullied solely online then the power imbalance that
might exist between a victim and a perpetrator is about the
power gained by knowledge of computers and the internet
[8, 11].

However, Slonje and colleagues (2013) point out that there
are many easy ways to cyberbully (like for instance sending
offending text, photo’s, or video clips by smart phone) that
does not takemore technological expertise from the bully [7].

There are other differences between traditional bullying
and Cyberbullying that is not captured in the definition for
Cyberbullying. Specific to Cyberbullying is that there is often
no face-to-face contact and that it can happen anonymously
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[9, 10, 12–14]. This implies that there is often lack of supervi-
sion of the bully, which may worsen the bullying [10]. As a
consequence the impact of bullying cannot be seen and the
victim can easily misinterpret messages. Not knowing who
the bully is may leave a child wondering if each person they
meet could be the perpetrator [15]. Traditional bullying often
takes place among peers from the same school or same school
class. In line with traditional bullying, Cyberbullying also
often concerns online bullying among peers. However, online
communication (through social media, online games, you
tube, etc.) makes attacking people outside your peer group
(like for instance celebrities, teachers, or totally unknown
individuals) very easy and is also a phenomenon that more
often occurs [16]. The latter refers to the more broader con-
cept of online aggression that, however, is beyond the scope
of this paper.

Finally, Cyberbullying has found its way into the private
environment of children, so even at home children are not
safe from their teasing peers.

Many studies have shown that Cyberbullying is a preva-
lent problem among children and adolescents. Among this
group 11% to 26% bullied and 10% to 58% had been bullied
through the internet [8, 12, 17–21]. Research furthermore
revealed that the children and adolescents who were tradi-
tionally bullied alsomore often became a victim of Cyberbul-
lying [4, 5, 19, 22]. Sticca et al. (2013) [23] found that global
self-esteem and emphatic concern were not significantly
related to repeated Cyberbullying behaviour over and above
traditional bullying, rule-breaking behaviour, and frequency
of online communication.

Cyberbullying often results in health complaints and poor
well-being [13, 19, 24, 25]. For example, the study fromYbarra
and Mitchell (2004) showed that children who have been
cyberbullied have symptoms of depression three times as
often as nonvictims [13]. Cyberbullying also often results in
learning difficulties and hostile behaviour [9, 17, 21]. A study
of Perren and colleagues revealed that victims of Cyberbul-
lying have higher levels of depressive symptoms than bullies
and noninvolved children, even when victimization of tradi-
tional bullying is controlled for [22].

Other studies found that especially the combination of
online and offline bullying is most painful: van den Eijnden
and colleagues (2008) showed that adolescents who have
been cyberbullied and traditionally bullied experience the
most mental and social problems compared with adolescents
who have only been bullied in one way [26]. These findings
were more thoroughly explored in a qualitative study among
16 cyber-bully victims by Sevcikova et al. (2012). Victims
explained that perpetration that took place in the online envi-
ronment and was transferred offline or interfered with their
offline relationships was perceived as most painful [27].

However, other studies found that especially the com-
bination of online and offline bullying is most painful: van
den Eijnden and colleagues (2008) showed that adolescents
who have been cyberbullied and traditionally bullied expe-
rience the most mental and social problems compared with
adolescents who have only been bullied in one way [26].
These findingsweremore thoroughly explored in a qualitative
study among 16 cyber-bully victims by Sevcikova et al. (2012).

Victims explained that perpetration that took place in the
online environment and was transferred offline or interfered
with their offline relationships was perceived as most painful
[27].

Although it is clear that being cyberbullied affects the
(mental) health of children and adolescents, its impact may
depend on their ability to react adequately.The importance of
coping in the relationship between victimization and health
is derived from research in traditional bullying. The study of
Cassidy and Taylor (2005) [28] showed that the stress and
coping theory (Lazarus and Folkman, 1984) [29] provides a
good framework for explaining the effects of victimization of
traditional bullying on health and well-being. According to
their study, victimization in terms of bullying was associated
with less use of a problem-solving coping style and sub-
sequently with more psychological distress. Because of the
similarities between traditional and Cyberbullying, the the-
ory is expected to be useful for explaining the health-
related effects of Cyberbullying. Lazarus and Folkman define
coping as “constantly changing cognitive and behavioural
efforts to manage specific external and internal demands that
are appraised as taxing or exceeding the resources of the
person” (1984, page 141). They consider it to be a two-dimen-
sional construct, one of emotion-focused coping and one
of problem-focused coping. In emotion-focused coping, one
attempts to control one’s emotional response to a stressful
situation, for example, redefining the situation by focusing
on its positive aspects. In problem-focused coping, one
attempts to handle the stressful situation by tackling the
problem that causes the stressful situation. An example of a
problem-focused approach is when one seeks out others with
whom one discusses how to cope with the problem (social
support). The theory assumes that people who use problem-
focused coping strategies adapt better to stressful situations
than people using passive, emotion-focused coping strategies
[30]. People tend to use emotional-focused coping when
they believe that they can do little to change the stressful
situation and problem-focused coping when they believe
their resources or the demands of the situation are changeable
[29].

Coping strategies that are recommended by victims of
Cyberbullying in the study of Smith and colleagues (2008)
are blocking or avoiding Cyberbullying messages (avoidance
coping) and telling someone about the bullying (problem-
based coping) [5]. Although the latter was recommended by
the victims, they did not apply it themselves [5]. Unfortu-
nately, these researchers only described but did not study the
effects of different coping strategies on (mental) health.

Smith and colleagues (2001) concluded in their literature
overview that seeking social support is an effective coping
strategy to stop Cyberbullying [31]. This conclusion was
confirmed in a longitudinal study by Ybarra et al. (2007) [21].
They found that support seeking from peers and family had
a buffering effect on the relation between cybervictimization
at t1 and depressive symptoms at t2.

Kochenderfer-Ladd and Skinner (2002) found that emo-
tional ways of coping like crying or acting out of anger,
shame, fear, or being upset worsen victimization [32]. Lodge
and Frydenberg (2007) [33] and Völlink et al. (2013) [34]
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studied how coping influenced the relationship between
Cyberbullying and health. Lodge and Frydenberg found poor
well-being in cyberbullied girls (11–17 year olds) who use
an apprehensive (i.e., excessive worry, tension reduction,
and self-blame) and avoidant style of coping (i.e., ignoring,
keeping it from others, and not seeking help).

Völlink et al. found that coping through coping behaviour
that a child is used to perform in general in stress situations,
especially emotional expression, avoidance and depressive
coping like self blaming will lead to more cyber-specific
depressive coping when confronted with Cyberbullying [34].
This in turn will lead to more depressive feelings and health
complaints.

Other studies of victimized children who use problem-
focused strategies like advice seeking, seeking social support,
and problem solving showed lower risk of loneliness and
depression [28, 31, 35–37]. Those studies report that victims
of bullying who use problem-focused coping strategies that
tackle the stressor directly, for example, trying to do things
in a different way so that the bullying will not happen
again, experience fewer health complaints than thosewho use
coping strategies aiming at avoiding the stressor, like trying to
forget about what happened or acting as if the bullying never
happened.

Another study revealed that cyberbullied children tend to
use the same coping strategies as traditionally bullied ones
[38].That study, however, did not assess the impact of coping
on the relationship between bullying and (mental) health.
To our knowledge, so far only Lodge and Frydenberg (2007)
[33], Völlink et al. (2013) [34], and Machmutow et al. (2012)
[37] studied how coping influenced the relationship between
Cyberbullying and health. In the study of Völlink et al., it
was found that general avoidance coping and coping through
emotional expression to deal with stressors in daily life lead
to more cyber-specific depressive coping when confronted
with Cyberbullying which in turn results in more depressive
feelings and health complaints.

Based on these findings, it was expected that victims of
Cyberbullying would report more depressive feelings and
health complaints (H.1) compared to noninvolved children.
It was also hypothesized that victimization results in more
depressive feelings and health complaints when children
use few problem-based coping strategies (H.2) and many
emotion-based coping strategies (H.3). In an additional
exploratory research question, the relative importance of gen-
eral and cyber-specific coping strategies in affecting victim-
ized children’s health complaints and depression was studied.
Duration of Cyberbullying and gender were included in
the study as covariates. Duration was relevant because the
definition of Cyberbullying includes the fact that the bullying
is repeated and takes place over time [5]. Gender was taken
into account because previous research reported that bullied
girls more frequently complain of depression than boys [39,
40].

2. Method

2.1. Design, Participants, and Procedure. We conducted a
cross-sectional mail-out survey among 325 year 7 students

from three state schools in a city in the south of England. All
children filled in the questionnaire plenary in the classroom
after instructions of their teacher. For this reason the response
rate was 100%. One hundred and sixty-three children (50.2%)
were 11 years old and 162 children (49.8%) were 12 years old.
Slightly more girls (53%) than boys (47.7%) were included.

The school board or school management of all the
secondary state schools in a city in the south of England (𝑛 =
21) received a letter in which they were asked to participate
in the study. The letter included a short description of the
research, its aim, and its importance. After a week, all the
schools were invited by phone to participate. The most
usual reason for not participating was that the school was
already participating in other research projects and were
therefore too busy.The schools whowere willing to cooperate
(15%) received the questionnaires, including instructions for
the children and the teachers (i.e., how to supervise the
completion of the questionnaires in the classroom). Teachers
were asked to handle the situation discreetly because children
can be very upset by Cyberbullying. Children were reminded
by the teachers that they could fill out the questionnaire
anonymously, that their participation was voluntary, and that
there were no wrong answers. The study was approved by the
Ethical Committee of the Faculty of Psychology of the Open
University of the Netherlands.

2.2. Measurements. The scales that were used and their
reliability are shown in Table 1 (Cronbach’s alpha ranged
between 59–85). In addition, age and gender were assessed.
The existing questionnaires or scales that were used were
translated from their original language into English. The
questionnaire was subsequently pretested in 17 children of
the target group (these children were excluded from the final
study). They were asked to evaluate its clarity, completeness
and correctness.
Victimization of Cyberbullying. The direct measurement of
victimization of Cyberbullying was measured by the direct
two-item measurement scale of the Cyberbullying Question-
naire [41]. Items were “Have you been cyberbullied through
text messages in the past couple of months? (receiving nasty
SMS, pictures, video clips or calls on yourmobile phone)” and
“Have you been cyberbullied through the internet in the past
couple of months? (receiving abusive emails, bullied through
websites, in chat rooms, or onMessenger services likeMSN).”
The items were scored by four answering options: have not
(been) cyberbullied (1); only once or twice (2); several times
(3); very often (4). The sum scale was formed by adding up
the answers. A higher score meant the Cyberbullying was
more present. Duration of Cyberbullying was also measured
because Smith’s definition of Cyberbullying is an act that
repeated over time. The question was formulated as “How
long has the bullying lasted” (answering options: one or two
weeks (1); about a month (2); six months (3); a year or longer
(4). This question could be skipped when the child was not
cyberbullied.

2.2.1. Coping Strategies. Two types of coping strategies were
assessed: coping strategies that children use in general and
coping strategies that children use when being cyberbullied.
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Table 1: Scales and their Cronbach’s alpha.

Scale Total items, range 𝛼 M SD
Victim of cyberbullying (2, 2–8) .68 2.6 1.2
Problem-focused general coping (13, 13–52) .79 26.3 6.5
Emotion-focused general coping (31, 31–124) .80 63.3 11.0
Problem-focused cyberspecific coping (5, 5–20) .59 9.8 3.1
Emotion-focused cyberspecific coping (19, 19–76) .85 39.2 10.6
Depressive feelings (10, 0–20) .82 5.6 3.9
Health complaints (18, 0–18) .85 6.5 4.3

The general coping strategies were measured by (the
English version of) the validated Utrecht Coping List for
Adolescents (UCL-A) [42], which is based on the validated
UCL for adults [43]. The UCL-A measures the dimensions
of problem-based coping and emotion-based coping with 47
items. Children are asked to indicate how they generally react
to problem situations. For each of the 47 reaction strategies,
they need to indicate how often they perform that strategy
in a problem situation. An example of an item is “Try to stay
calm.” All items were scored on a four-point scale with the
following answer categories: rarely or never (1), sometimes
(2), often (3), and very often (4). This test is often used with
good reliability and validity [44]. The sum scale of problem-
focused general coping was composed by adding up the items
about confronting coping, and social support coping. The
sum scale of emotion-focused general coping was composed
by adding the items about palliative coping, avoidance cop-
ing, optimistic coping and expressive emotion coping.Higher
scores on these subscales demonstrated greater use of this
type of coping. In accordance with the instruction manual
[42], three items were not included in one of the two sum
scales. They were extra and left out of the analyses.

To measure cyber-specific coping, a questionnaire meas-
uring the dimensions of problem-based coping and emotion-
based coping was developed for this study. In line with
the UCL-A, the questionnaire included reaction strategy
items on confronting coping, social support coping, palliative
coping, avoidance coping, optimistic coping. and expressive
emotions coping. The items were, however, specifically for-
mulated for Cyberbullying situations. Prior to the study, the
itemswere judged by two experts in the area of Cyberbullying
and by the youngsters who took part in the pretest (𝑛 = 17).
For each of the 24 reaction strategies, respondents needed to
indicate how often they perform that strategy when they are
a victim of Cyberbullying. One item for example is “I pretend
that the bullying did not happen.” In line with the UCL-A, the
items were scored on the four-point scale with the following
answer categories: rarely or never (1), sometimes (2), often
(3), and very often (4). The sum scales for emotion-focused
Cyberbullying coping and problem-focused Cyberbullying
coping were formed in line with the UCL-A categorization
which we verified by a principal component analysis. The
emotion-focused cyber-specific coping scale consisted of 19
items; the problem-focused cyber-specific coping scale was
formed by adding up four items.That scale initially consisted

of five items, though one item (i.e., “Fighting back on
the internet or mobile phone”) was left out to increase the
Cronbach’s alpha. In both scales, a higher score indicated
greater use of the coping strategy.

2.2.2. Health Complaints. The scale health complaints were
measuredwith the English version of the short Questionnaire
on Experienced Health Complaints [45], a checklist for the
presence of physical or psychological health complaints. In
this checklist, respondents were asked to indicate for each
presented complaint whether or not they had suffered from
it in the previous couple of months. The VOEG originally
consisted of 21 dichotomous items, but because of the young
age of the children, the question on tightness of the chest
was left out, as were two of the three similar questions on
stomach upsets (only one of these three questions was listed
in our questionnaire). The remaining 18 items added up to
total list of health complaints, and a higher score indicated
more health complaints.

2.2.3. Depression. Depression was assessed by using the 10-
item short version of the Children’s Depression Inventory
[46]. An example of an item is “I am sometimes sad; I am
often sad; I am always sad.” The scoring format of the CDI
is absence of symptoms (0), mild symptoms (1), or clear
symptoms (2). A higher score meant greater suffering from
depressive symptoms.

2.3. Statistical Analyses. Chi-square analyses and ANOVA
analyses were used to determine if there were any significant
gender differences in victimization of Cyberbullying and,
respectively, depressive feelings and health complaints.

To examine the hypotheses, four hierarchical multiple
regression analyses (MRA) were performed. For each of the
dependent variables (i.e., depressive feelings, health com-
plaints) we conducted twoMRAs: one among the total sample
(𝑛 = 243 for depressive feelings; 𝑛 = 255 for health
complaints) (H.1) and one only in children who were victims
of Cyberbullying (𝑛 = 67 for depressive feelings; 𝑛 = 69 for
health complaints). Independent variables in all MRAs were
gender, victimization, coping, and duration of Cyberbullying
(all standardized scores because of the interaction terms that
were included). Four coping scales were considered: general
problem-focused coping, general emotion-focused coping,
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Table 2: Frequency (in %) of being bullied compared to gender and age.

Way of bullying or being bullied Total D C 11 years 12 years
Being bullied by mobile phone 18.8 12.3 24.7∗∗ 16.6 21.0
Being bullied on the internet 24.1 11.7 35.3∗∗ 19.1 29.0∗

Note: chi-square analyses. ∗𝑃 < .05, ∗∗𝑃 < .01.

Table 3: Pearson correlations of the central variables (𝑛 = 325).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) Victim of cyberbullying −.03 .07 −.06 .23∗ .46∗∗ .34∗∗ .28∗∗ .54∗∗

(2) Problem-focused general coping .44∗∗ .74∗∗ .14 −.18∗∗ −.04 .08 .03
(3) Emotion-focused general coping .33∗∗ .49∗∗ .17∗ .23∗∗ .12∗ −.00
(4) Problem-focused cyberspecific coping1 .25∗ −.13 −.08 .04 −.01
(5) Emotion-focused cyberspecific coping1 .59∗∗ .58∗∗ .16 .15
(6) Depressive feelings .59∗∗ .11 .33∗∗

(7) Health complaints .12∗ .21∗

(8) Gender2 .01
(9) Duration of cyberbullying3

Note. 1Less children were involved in the correlations of problem-focused and emotion-focused cyber-specific copings because only children who actually got
cyber-bullied filled out a score on these variables. 2Gender: 1 = boy; 2 = girl. 3Duration of the cyberbullying: 1 = 1-2 weeks; 2 = about a month; 3 = about six
months; 4 = about a year or longer. ∗∗𝑃 < .01, ∗𝑃 < .05 (2-tailed).

Cyberbullying-related problem-focused coping, and Cyber-
bullying emotion-focused coping. To test (H.2) and (H.3)
interaction terms were calculated (four interaction terms, the
products of general problem-focused coping∗ victimization,
general emotion-focused coping ∗ victimization, Cyberbul-
lying related problem-focused coping ∗ victimization, and
Cyberbullying emotion-focused coping∗ victimization).The
regressionmodels were built in step one by entering themain
effect “victimization” into the model, in step 2 by entering
“coping” in the model, in step 3 by adding “gender”, and in
step 4 by adding the interaction terms described previuosly.

3. Results

3.1. Prevalence of Being Cyberbullied. Table 2 shows that
almost a quarter of the children were bullied by means of the
internet and a little less bymobile phone.Most of the children
in the bullied group (58.5%)were bullied for only a fewweeks,
22.3% had been cyberbullied for a month, a minority (7.4%)
stated that the Cyberbullying lasted six months, and for 11.7%
of the children, the Cyberbullying had already lasted at least
a year (not in table). About two-thirds of the children stated
that they were upset by the Cyberbullying. Of this number,
32.6% were a little upset, 29.8% were quite upset, and 9.8%
were very upset. Comparing the total numbers of, respec-
tively, girls and boys, girls were significantly more frequently
a victim of Cyberbullying than boys. Girls also cyberbullied
significantly more than boys. Table 2 also shows that 12 year
olds were cyberbullied on the internet significantly more
often.

3.2. Correlations between the Main Variables of the Study. In
Table 3, the Pearson correlations between the main variables

are presented. It shows that being a victim of Cyberbul-
lying correlated significantly and positively with emotion-
focused cyber-specific coping, depression, health complaints,
gender and duration of the Cyberbullying. Problem-focused
general coping correlated positively with emotion-focused
general coping and problem-focused cyber-specific coping.
It correlated negatively with depression, which means that
a high score on problem-focused general coping relates to
fewer depressive complaints. Emotion-focused general cop-
ing correlated positivelywith all the coping scales, depression,
health complaints, and gender. Also, emotion-focused cyber-
specific coping correlated positively with depression and
health complaints, which means that a high score on both
ways of emotion-focused coping relates to more negative
health outcomes. Problem-focused cyber-specific coping did
not correlate with depression and health complaints, how-
ever. It was only positively correlated with emotion-focused
cyber-specific coping. Depression correlated positively with
health complaints and both correlated positively with the
duration of theCyberbullying, whichmeans that the duration
of Cyberbullying is related to more depression and health
complaints.

3.3. Effects of Victimization and Coping on Health in the Total
Sample. In the first regression analyses, we determined the
extent to which victimization explained the health com-
plaints and depressive feelings in the total sample (H.1)
and whether general problem-focused coping (H.2) and/or
general emotion-focused coping strategies (H.3) moderated
this relationship. Hierarchical regression analyses were car-
ried out separately for health complaints and depressive
feelings, respectively. Duration of Cyberbullying and cyber-
specific coping were not included in the analyses, because the
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Table 4: Summary of the hierarchical regression analyses of general coping strategies on depressive feelings (𝑁 = 243) and health complaints
(𝑁 = 255).

Predicting variables Depression1 Health complaints
B SEB 𝛽 B SEB 𝛽

Step 1
Victim of cyberbullying .42 .06 .43∗∗∗ .33 .06 .33∗∗∗

Step 2
Victim of cyberbullying .37 .06 .38∗∗∗ .29 .06 .29∗∗∗

Problem-focused general coping −.29 .06 −.30∗∗∗ −.18 .06 −.18∗∗

Emotion-focused general coping .28 .06 .29∗∗∗ .27 .06 .27∗∗∗

Step 3
Victim of cyberbullying .36 .06 .37∗∗∗ .28 .06 .27∗∗∗

Problem-focused general coping −.30 .06 −.30∗∗∗ −.19 .07 −.19∗∗

Emotion-focused general coping .28 .06 .29∗∗∗ .27 .06 .27∗∗∗

Gender .04 .06 .04 .04 .06 .04
Step 4

Victim of cyberbullying × problem-focused general coping −.02 .07 −.02 −.10 .07 −.09
Victim of cyberbullying × emotion-focused general coping .08 .07 .07 .17 .08 .15∗

Note. 1Depression: 𝑅2 = .17∗∗∗ for Step 1; Δ𝑅2 = .12∗∗∗ for Step 2; Δ𝑅2 = .00 for Step 3; Δ𝑅2 = .01 for Step 4. Health complaints: 𝑅2 = .11∗∗∗ for Step 1;
Δ𝑅
2

= .06
∗∗∗ for Step 2; Δ𝑅2 = .00 for Step 3; Δ𝑅2 = .02 for Step 4. ∗∗∗𝑃 < .001, ∗∗𝑃 < .01, ∗𝑃 < .05.

analyses were conducted on the whole sample and only the
cyberbullied children were asked to respond to these factors.

With respect to depressive feelings, regression analyses
(Table 4) showed an explained variance of 17% for the variable
victim of Cyberbullying (F(1, 242) = 54.36, 𝑃 = 0.00). The
coping strategies added 12% to the variation in the second
step (𝐹change(2, 240) = 15.52, 𝑃 = 0.00). Gender did not add
any variation in the third step (𝐹change(1, 239) = 0.57, 𝑃 =
0.45) and the explained variation rose by only 1% when the
interaction terms were added (𝐹change(2, 237) = 0.64, 𝑃 =
0.53). Regarding health complaints, victims of Cyberbullying
explained 11% of the variation (F(1, 254) = 30.38, 𝑃 =
0.00). This rose by 6% in the coping strategies (𝐹change(2,
252) = 9.43, 𝑃 = 0.00). Gender did not add any variation
(𝐹change(1, 251) = 0.50, 𝑃 = 0.48), whereas the varia-
tion rose by 2% when the interaction terms were added
(𝐹change(2, 249) = 2.38, 𝑃 = 0.10). Hypothesis one was
confirmed: victimization resulted in more health complaints
and depressive feelings. Furthermore, problem-focused cop-
ing proved to be negatively associated with depressive feel-
ings and health complaints and positively with emotion-
focused coping. This means that more problem-focused
coping was associated with fewer depressive feelings and
fewer health complaints, whereas more emotion-focused
coping, was associated with more depressive feelings and
more health complaints. The analyses demonstrated further-
more a significant effect of the interaction variable victim of
Cyberbullying ∗ emotion-focused general coping in the out-
come health complaints. Simple slope analyses (Table 5)
showed significant positive regression coefficients, which
means that in both low and high scores on emotion-focused
coping,more victimization results inmore health complaints.
In the case of high scores this relationship is, however, much
stronger. Additional 𝑇-tests were conducted to test whether
the use of coping strategies differed between victims and

nonvictims.The results showed that nonvictims made signif-
icantly less use of emotional coping strategies compared with
victims (Table 6).

3.4. Effects of Coping on Health in Victimized Children. In the
subsample of victimized children regression analyses were
also conducted to assess specifically for the subgroup the
effect of general and cyber-specific coping strategies on health
complaints and depressive feelings. In these analyses, the
factor frequency of being cyberbullied (in the past couple
of months only once or twice; several times; very often)
was taken into account as covariate and therefore entered
first. Next, the coping variables (general coping strategies and
cyber specific) were entered into the model. In the third step
the variables gender and duration of bullying were entered.

Table 7 shows that there was a significant relationship
between the frequency of victimization in the past couple of
months and the two outcome variables.Though the explained
variance by this factor was low in health complaints (11%) and
even lower in depressive feelings (8%), both were significant
(F(1, 66) = 6.02, 𝑃 = 0.02). Step 2 showed that the explained
variance increased substantially when the general and cyber-
specific problem-focused and emotion-focused copings were
added and had risen to 43% for depression (𝐹change(4,
62) = 13.72, 𝑃 = 0.00) and to 31% for health complaints
(𝐹change(4, 64) = 8.72, 𝑃 = 0.00). Emotion-focused cyber-
specific coping was strongly related to depressive feelings and
health complaints: the greater the use of emotion-focused
coping, the higher the perceived health complaints and
depressive feelings. After addition of the coping factors into
the regression, the effect of frequency of victimization disap-
peared for health complaints and decreased substantially for
the outcome depressive feelings. Adding gender and duration
of Cyberbullying in step 3 increased the explained variation
in depression significantly by 5% (𝐹change(2, 60) = 3.71,



Journal of Criminology 7

Table 5: Summary of simple slope analyses of the effect of general emotion-focused coping on the relationship between being bullied and
health complaints (𝑁 = 271).

Low score High score
B SEB 𝛽 B SEB 𝛽

Emotion-focused general coping
Victim of cyberbullying .214 .087 .215∗ .403 .084 .405∗∗∗

∗

𝑃 < .005, ∗∗𝑃 < .001.

Table 6: Differences between victims and nonvictims in general problem-focused coping and general emotion-focused coping.

Victimsa Nonvictims t-tests
Mean SD Mean SD

General problem-focused coping (𝑛 = 90) (𝑛 = 216)
26.24 6.78 26.34 6.45 .12

General emotion-focused coping (𝑛 = 84) (𝑛 = 198)
65.56 11.11 62.45 10.87 −2.18

∗

Note. aVictims. This group also includes children who got cyberbullied once or twice. ∗𝑃 < .05.

Table 7: Summary of the hierarchical regression analyses of bullied children for the predicted values of depression (𝑁 = 67) and health
complaints (𝑁 = 69).

Predicting variables Depressive feeling1 Health complaints
B SEB 𝛽 B SEB 𝛽

Step 1
Frequency of cyberbullying .31 .13 .29

∗ .32 .11 .33
∗∗

Step 2
Frequency of cyberbullying .05

∗ .11 .05∗ .19 .10 .19
Problem focused general coping −.18 .16 −.16 .15 .15 .15
Emotion focused general coping −.09 .12 −.08 .08 .12 .08
Problem focused cyberspecific coping −.09 .17 −.07 −.22 .16 −.20
Emotion focused cyberspecific coping .82 .13 .71

∗∗∗ .56 .12 .54
∗∗

Step 3
Frequency of cyberbullying −.06 .11 −.06 .13 .11 .13
Problem focused general coping −.19 .15 −.17 .14 .15 .14
Emotion focused general coping −.07 .12 −.07 .08 .12 .08
Problem focused cyberspecific coping −.06 .16 −.05 −.20 .16 −.18
Emotion focused cyberspecific coping .82 .12 .71

∗∗ .56 .12 .54
∗∗∗

Gender −.12 .11 −.10 .04 .11 .03
Duration of the cyberbullying .31 .12 .25∗ .14 .13 .12

Note: 1Depressive feelings: 𝑅2 = .08∗ for Step 1; Δ𝑅2 = .43∗∗∗ for Step 2; Δ𝑅2 = .05∗ for Step 3; Δ𝑅2 = .04 for Step 4. Health complaints: 𝑅2 = .11∗∗ for
Step 1; Δ𝑅2 = .31∗∗∗ for Step 2; Δ𝑅2 = .01 for Step 3.

𝑃 = 0.03). The betas of emotion-focused cyber-specific
coping remained unchanged, whereas the factor frequency of
victimization became insignificant.The increase in explained
variation in health complaints in Step 3 was insignificant
(𝐹change(2, 62) = 0.68, 𝑃 = 0.51).

4. Discussion

This study examined the effects of Cyberbullying on depres-
sive feelings and health complaints among children of the
lowest grade of secondary school and the influence of coping
on this relationship. In line withmost of the previous findings
[8, 10, 47], our results show that almost a quarter of the 11-
and 12-year-old children are victims of Cyberbullying. Only

someUS andCanadian studies found higher rates [4, 20].The
present study also revealed that girls were more often victims
of Cyberbullying than boys. Findings of other studies so far
on this matter were ambivalent.

As in most of the other studies, our research that showed
that victimization increases with age [3, 4, 13, 15, 48] found,
however, that younger children were more often involved in
Cyberbullying. We studied limited age groups that were not
totally comparable with those of the other studies.

Findings with regard to the first hypothesis (H.1) showed
that victims of Cyberbullying have more health and depres-
sive complaints compared with nonvictims, which is in
line with earlier findings [13, 24, 26, 33, 49]. Although
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our study showed that problem-focused coping resulted in
fewer health complaints and depressive feelings and that
emotion-focused coping led to more health complaints and
depressive feelings, it did not confirm (H.2) that problem-
focused coping buffers the negative effects of victimization
on health outcomes. Hence there was no interaction between
victimization and problem-based coping and victims did not
show less problem-focused coping than non-victims. This
is contrary to the findings of others on traditional bullying
[28, 31, 35, 36] and the longitudinal study of Machmutow
et al. (2012) [37] who found that close emotional support
from peers and parents had a buffering effect on the rela-
tion between cybervictimization and depressive symptoms.
However, more distal informative support had no effect.
In line with these findings, Matsunaga (2011) [50] found
that especially emotional social support (i.e., showing care
and concern) helps victims to reevaluate their experience of
bullying more positively. Both previous studies show that it is
important to separate different forms of social support. This
might explain why we did not find positive buffering results
for the broad concept of “problem-based coping” (which
includes social support seeking).

Emotion-focused coping, however, was consequently
related to more health complaints and depressive feelings
in the whole sample and in the subsample of victims of
Cyberbullying. The interaction that was found with regard
to emotion-focused coping also confirmed our expectation
(H.3). We found that victimization was more strongly associ-
ated with reporting health complaints in cases of high scores
on emotion-focused coping compared with the situation
of low scores on emotion-focused coping. For traditional
bullying, others reported comparable findings. Children who
used coping strategies aimed at avoiding the stressor, such
as trying to forget about what happened or acting as if the
bullying never happened, experience more health complaints
than those who used problem-focused coping strategies [28,
31, 35, 36]. Comparing cyber-specific coping with general
coping as predictors of health outcomes shows cyber-specific
coping to be by far the stronger predictor.

Although the study showed new, interesting, and relevant
findings concerning the negative effect of emotion-focused
cyber-specific coping (like begging the bully to stop or getting
angry) on the well-being of cyberbullied children, the study
also had limitations.

One limitation is the number of cyberbullied children
included in the study (𝑛 = 90), which might have affected
the predictive power of variables taken into account in
the regression analyses. Another shortcoming concerns the
measurement of coping strategies. Cyber-specific coping was
measured with a new instrument developed for this study. It
was not validated and was only tested on bullied children.
Furthermore, this study focused on secondary appraisal,
whereas the personal interpretation of the stressful situation
can also be very important [30]. A third shortcoming is the
cross-sectional character of the study, which implies that no
causal connections can be drawn from it. A fourth short-
coming is that the information is gained by self-reports by
the children, which could have led to response bias owing
to socially desirable answering [51]. The lack of method

variation might have distorted the results. The representa-
tiveness of this study also deserves some criticism. Because
a selective group of schools were involved, the results cannot
be generalized to a larger scale. Also, only state schools were
asked to cooperate, so it is not known if Cyberbullying occurs
to the same degree in private schools, including those with
boarding facilities, as in state schools.

Given the results, the research—preferably longitudinal—
should be continued. Because it appeared that cyber-specific
emotional coping affects the well-being of cyberbullied chil-
dren to a large extent; there should be more emphasis on
further development of a valid instrument to measure this
factor. As this study only found that cyber-specific emotion
coping negatively affects victimized children’s well-being
and, contrary to the literature on traditional bullying, did
not confirm the importance of problem-focused coping,
future studies should emphasize this unexpected finding. It
is also important to study coping strategies that are effective
in preventing and reducing Cyberbullying, which has not
received attention in this study. A future study should also
consider using multiple sources of information, such as par-
ents, peers, or teachers, to gain more information about the
victims of Cyberbullying. As we only asked for Cyberbullying
frequency, additionally it is recommended for future studies
to ask for the severity of the Cyberbullying experience
among the victims. It can be expected that perceived severity
of Cyberbullying may influence the coping strategies that
children use as well as their well-being. Additionally, it is rec-
ommended to differentiate between distinctive subgroups
when discussing the seriousness of Cyberbullying. In line
with Pyżalski (2012), it is recommended to distinguish at
least four important subgroups: close friends, young people
known from offline environment but not labelled as close
friends, young people known only from online groups, and
former romantic partners [16]. In school practice and at home
in the family, it would seem useful to pay explicit attention
to Cyberbullying, to prevent its occurrence and to prevent
existing bullying from becoming worse as this is important
for the well-being of cyberbullied children. Children should
be informed that emotion-focussed coping is not effective in
case of Cyberbullying. It is also helpful to inform them about
more effective coping strategies and to let them practice these
coping strategies.
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In order to reduce aggressive responses to bullying, schools nationwide have begun to implement bullying prevention programs
that advise students to tell an adult, walk away, or ask the bully to stop. While previous work has demonstrated that individual
differences (e.g., gender) influence the likelihood of students choosing assertive responses in lieu of aggressive responses, there has
been less research on understanding how aspects of the school climate affect students’ responses to bullying. This study explores
how perceptions of teacher and student intervention as well as perceptions of school safety and connectedness influence students’
likelihood of responding aggressively (i.e., retaliating) or seeking support from an adult. These data come from an online school
climate survey administered to 25,308 students in 58 high schools. Three-level hierarchical linear modeling was conducted on a
subset of 6,493 students who reported being bullied in the past year. Results suggest that bystander perceptions and school climate
play a role in influencing students’ responses to bullying, both by decreasing the likelihood of victims using an aggressive response
and increasing their likelihood of seeking support from school staff. Interventions that focus more holistically on changing school
climate may better interrupt the cycle of violence.

1. Introduction

Bullying is a significant concern in US high schools, with
20% of youth reporting being bullied in the past year [1].
Bullying is a form of repeated peer victimization that involves
a real or perceived power imbalance [2]. A burgeoning
body of evidence suggests serious adverse effects of bullying
on the social-emotional wellbeing, academic achievement,
and health of the victim [3, 4]. Because of these negative
consequences as well as the disruption to the learning
environment caused by bullying, schools nationwide have
begun to implement bullying prevention programs. Most
bullying prevention programs aim to change school norms
around bullying, such as addressing the behaviors of teachers,
bystanders, and victims. For example, several programs

encourage schools to adopt norms in which students and
staff are more vigilant to bullying and are willing to assist
victimized students. While there is evidence that school-
based antibullying programming can improve school climate
[5, 6], less is known about how school climate influences
victims’ experiences of bullying, particularly their response
to victimization.

This is an important gap in the literature as victims’
responses to bullying have been shown to moderate the
negative consequences of victimization [7–9]. In addition,
certain responses, such as a retaliatory response, perpetuate
violence; they also cause further disruption to the learning
environment and negatively affect school climate. Because of
this, bullying prevention programs commonly advise victims
to tell an adult, walk away, or ask the bully to stop (e.g., [10]).
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Gender, developmental differences, and the form of bullying
have all been found to influence the likelihood of students
choosing these more relational and assertive responses in
lieu of aggressive responses [11]. However, there has been
less research on understanding how potentially modifiable
factors such as bystander perceptions and aspects of the
school climate influence students’ responses to bullying. This
study attempted to fill that void by exploring how perception
of teacher and student intervention in the bullying situation
as well as two aspects of school climate (perception of school
safety and connectedness) influence students’ likelihood of
(1) responding aggressively (i.e., retaliating) or (2) seeking
support from an adult. The role of gender in moderating
the relationship between bystander perceptions and school
climate and responses to bullying was also explored.

2. Victims Responses to Bullying

Youth employ a wide variety of strategies to respond to
bullying [12–14]. A recent study of frequently victimized
high school students identified different patterns of responses
to bullying, including a passive response pattern, where
youth were more likely to endorse walking away or ignoring
than other strategies, as well as an aggressive response
pattern, where youth tended to report displaying aggressive
strategies, such as bullying, fighting, or arguing in response
to their victimization [11]. A third pattern also emerged,
referred to as the “undifferentiated” pattern, whereby victims
acknowledged use of variety of different responses to bullying
[11]. Not surprisingly, youth with an aggressive response
pattern were more likely to exhibit externalizing problems
(e.g., aggression, retaliation); interestingly, the youth with an
undifferentiated pattern were more likely to exhibit inter-
nalizing problems, such as symptoms of depression [11].
Although these findings are correlational, they do suggest
that youths’ responses to bullying may covary with socioe-
motional problems.

Unfortunately, there is limited research examining the
predictors of students’ responses to bullying. A broader
literature exploring coping with violence suggests that girls
are more likely to use relational and assertive responses [9, 15,
16], whereas boys are more likely to use distancing responses
or respondwith aggression [15, 17, 18].The current study seeks
to extend these findings by exploring youths’ responses to
bullying, as well as examining the influence of the school
environment. We adopt a socioecological perspective and
conceptualize bullying as an interaction between an individ-
ual bully and a victim that unfolds within a context [19].

3. The Influence of Bystander Perceptions

Bullying prevention programs and parents often instruct
students to “tell an adult” when they are victimized [10, 20].
Although this is a widely advocated response to bullying,
a study of high school students found only 45% of youths
reported using this option [21]. One potential reason for
students’ reluctance to inform adults may be students’ per-
ceptions of adults’ willingness to intervene on their behalf

[22]. Factors such as perceived seriousness of the bullying,
amount of empathy for the victim, personal victimization
experiences, and behavioral management self-efficacy have
been shown to predict teachers’ responses to bullying [23–
25]. A recent survey conducted by the National Education
Association found that while the majority of educators are
concerned about bullying, they lack training in the appropri-
ate response to bullying [26].

There is a growing literature aiming to understand the
role of the peer group in bullying, as peer witnesses are
present in most instances of bullying [27–29]. One observa-
tional study found that when bystanders reacted on behalf
of the victim they were effective in stopping the bullying
episode [27]. Yet, while many youth report intentions to
defend a peer in a bullying situation [30–33], actual defending
behavior is less common (<20%) [34]. In a study of 4th–
11th graders, younger students and girls were more likely to
be “defenders of the victim” [35]. Most of the literature on
bystander effects has focused on understanding how norms
of bullying influence the behaviors of the bystanders. Less
is known about how bystander behaviors influence bullying
victims’ responses to bullying events. A recent study suggests
that bullying victims who are defended by their peers are
less anxious, less depressed, and have higher self-esteem [36].
More needs to be known about how victims’ perception
of peer intervention influences their decision about how to
respond to bullying.

4. The Influence of School Climate

Although much of the research has focused on individual-
level correlates of bullying, including gender and grade level,
there is increasing interest in the context of bullying [37, 38].
Social disorganization theory [39] highlights the potential
influence of contextual and organizational factors on the
risk for involvement in aggression. For example, structural
aspects of a community, such as concentration of poverty and
residential mobility, affect the level of organization present
within an environment and the collective efficacy of its
residents [40]. A similar process likely occurs within a school
environment, whereby school-level factors that challenge
school functioning and stability interfere with a school’s
collective efficacy and ability to effectively enforce norms
of behavior [41–43]. In fact, several school- and classroom-
level indicators of disorder (e.g., poverty level, school size,
poor classroom management, and concentration of students
with behavior problems) have been linked with diminished
perceptions of safety and climate [23, 37, 44]. Additionally,
studies have shown that indicators of social control, such
as the presence of adults and lack of physical deterioration,
decrease the belief that violence is acceptable and will go
unnoticed [45, 46].

Research has highlighted the link between a negative
school climate and bullying, thereby suggesting that, in
schools where there are shared beliefs and attitudes sup-
porting bullying, aggression and peer victimization become
the norm [22]. Consistent with the social cognitive perspec-
tive [47, 48], these shared beliefs likely influence students’
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responses to bullying [22]. For example, high levels of
aggressive behavior may cause students to infer that adults
do not have control over the environment and, therefore,
might encourage a retaliatory response to bullying [37, 43,
49]. Contrary to this, feelings of connectedness to adults
at the school have been shown to encourage students to
seek help from adults in response to bullying [50]. Some
research suggests potential gender differences in the influence
of school climate on student behavior [51].

In the current study, we explored how perceptions of staff
and student bystander behaviors as well as two school climate
variables, safety and connectedness, influenced students’
responses to bullying. We investigated how these percep-
tions are related to bullying victims’ decision to respond
aggressively or to tell an adult. We hypothesized that more
favorable perceptions of bystander intervention as well as
school safety and connectedness would be associated with a
decreased likelihood of victims responding aggressively and
an increased likelihood of seeking support. Because of the
potential for this influence to differ by gender [11], we also
conducted exploratory analyses on gender differences in the
influence of bystander perceptions and school climate on
students’ responses to bullying. Specifically, given the higher
levels of physically aggressive behavior among boys noted in
previous studies [14, 31], we hypothesized that boys would
more likely endorse aggressive responses to bullying (e.g.,
retaliating). In contrast, we expected that girls would bemore
likely than boys to seek support from adults.

5. Methods

5.1. Sample. Data come from 58 Maryland high schools in
12 counties that were participating in a state-wide project
focused on measuring and improving school climate, called
theMaryland Safe and Supportive Schools Initiative (MDS3),
which began in 2011. Data were collected from 25,308
adolescents via a web-based survey as a baseline assessment
of the project. An average of 23.75 classrooms per school
was randomly selected to participate in the data collection.
Consistent with the definition byOlweus [10] and the Centers
for Disease Control [52], the survey included a definition
of bullying, which read, “A person is bullied when he or she
is exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on
the part of one or more other persons. Bullying often occurs
in situations where there is a power or status difference. Bul-
lying includes actions like threatening, teasing, name-calling,
ignoring, rumor spreading, sending hurtful emails and text
messages, and leaving someone out on purpose.” Since we
were interested in adolescents’ responses to bullying, the
sample was restricted to the 6,493 students who reported
being a victim by bullying in the past year. Youth and school
demographic characteristics for the current analyses are
presented in Table 1, with comparative information available
for those students that did not report experiencing bullying
(𝑛 = 18, 815) in the past year.

5.2. Procedures. Schools’ participation in the MDS3 project
was voluntary. Districts were approached for participation by

theMaryland State Department of Education (MSDE). Upon
expressing interest in the MDS3 Initiative, district-specific
principalmeetingswere conducted to obtain school-level and
principal commitment to the project.The anonymous, online
survey was administered using a passive consent process and
youth assent process, and all participation was voluntary.
Letters were sent home to parents providing information
about the survey and the larger initiative. The survey was
administered online in language arts classrooms to students
in grades 9 through 12. School staff administered the survey
following a written protocol developed by the university-
based research team. The nonidentifiable data were obtained
from MSDE and analysis of the data approved by the
researchers’ Institutional Review Board.

5.3. Measures. The MDS3 Climate Survey was developed by
the Johns Hopkins Center for Youth Violence Prevention in
collaboration with project partners [53]. Researchers from
the center undertook a comprehensive review of the literature
on measures of safety and youth violence. The self-report
measure was used to assess all student-level variables as well
as the overall school climate score. All data come froma single
time point.

5.3.1. Individual Level

Youth Demographic Characteristics. Participating adolescents
responded to a series of questions regarding their basic
demographic characteristics, including grade, gender, and
racial/ethnic category (see Table 1 for demographics).

Victimization Frequency. Students reported the frequency
of their victimization experience, “In the past 30 days, how
often have you been bullied.” Answer choices included
several times a week, once a week, 2-3 times a month, 1
time a month, and not at all. We dichotomized this variable,
2 or more times a month versus 1 or less (e.g., those that
responded they were bullied in the past year, but were bullied
1 or less times in the past 30 days).

Response to Bullying. Students’ responses to bullying were
assessed by a single question (“What did you do when
you were bullied?”), to which they could endorse multiple
responses. Students responded to this question by either
indicating whether they utilized a response (0) or did not
utilize a response (1). Response choices utilized for this study
include (a) bullied that person back, (b) got into an argument,
(c) got into a physical fight, (d) hit/kicked/or pushed the
bully, (e) bullied someone else, and (f) told an adult at
school. Consistent with prior uses of this measure [11, 54] the
aggressive response choices (i.e., bullied that person back,
got into an argument, got into a physical fight, hit/kicked/or
pushed the bully, and bullied someone else) were collapsed
into using an aggressive response. The remaining response
choice was labeled “seeking adult support.”

Bystander Intervention. Students’ perception of the likelihood
that a staff member would intervene in a bullying situation
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Table 1: Demographic characteristics including comparison by victimization status.

Victims Nonvictims Test statistic
𝑁 = 6493 (25.7) 𝑁 = 18, 815 (74.3)

Whitea 58.7 51.6 92.4∗∗∗

Male 46.2 51.2 45.9∗∗∗

11th and 12th graders (versus 9th and 10th) 37.7 45.6 118.3∗∗∗

Students intervene 1.91 (0.89) 2.23 (.87) 24.5∗∗

Adults intervene 2.45 (1.00) 2.85 (.90) 29.4∗∗∗

Safety 2.67 (.69) 3.06 (.57) 43.9∗∗∗

Connectedness 2.48 (.65) 2.75 (.56) 29.9∗∗∗

Notes. aDichotomous variables were examined using chi-square analyses; continuous variables were examined using 𝑡-tests. ∗∗𝑃 ≤ .01, ∗∗∗𝑃 ≤ .001.

was assessed by asking whether “Adults at this school try to
stop bullying.” Perception of peer intervention was assessed
by asking a parallel question, “Students at this school try to
stop bullying.” Students responded on a scale with response
options ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree).
Items were reversed coded so that higher values indicated a
greater belief in adult and student intervention.

Safety. Four items assessed students perception of the safety
of the school environment [37, 43].These items both included
students feelings of safety at school and going to and from
school. Students responded on a scale with response options
ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree). Stud-
ents were also asked their perception of the extent of
a problem their school had with students’ fighting and
students’ carrying weapons to schools. Students responded
on a scale with response option ranging from 1 (large
problem) to 4 (not a problem). Items were reversed coded
as needed and then averaged such that a higher scored
indicated a greater safety (𝛼 = .72).

Connectedness. Ten items assessed students perceptions of
their connectionwith the school environment [55]. Five items
focused on relationships with teachers (e.g., my teachers
care about me), two items assessed feelings of belonging
(e.g., I feel like I am a part of this school), and three
items focused on peer relationships (e.g., students help one
another). Responses were provided on a 4-point scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Items were averaged
such that a higher score indicate a greater connectedness
(𝛼 = .88).

5.3.2. School Level

School Climate. Following the US Department of Education’s
model [56] that defines three core aspects of school climate:
safety, engagement, and environment, an overall measure
of each school’s climate was calculated. This measure
included 71 items measuring 11 different domains of school
climate assessed by the MDS3 survey including physical
safety, bullying, social-emotional wellbeing, substance use,
connectedness, academic emphasis, parent involvement,
culture of inclusion, order and discipline, physical environ-
ment, and support services [53, 57]. Each individual scale

had an acceptable internal consistency in the current sample
(𝛼 = .70–.87). Scales were reverse coded such that higher
levels of the scale indicate a better school climate (i.e., lower
levels of bullying and substance use) and then aggregated.
Although we were interested in specifically school-level
perceptions of both safety and connectedness, collinearity
of these variables at the school level precluded us from
conducting analyses including both variables in the model
simultaneously; therefore, we utilized a more global measure
of school climate.

School-Level Demographic Indicators. A number of school-
level demographic variables were obtained from the Mary-
land State Department of Education for inclusion in the
models as school-level covariates. Those variables were the
student/teacher ratio, the percentage of students eligible for
Free and Reduced Meals, the percent of minority students
attending the school, the percentage of students who received
an out of school suspension, and the percent of minority
students attending the school.

5.4. Missing Data. Descriptive analysis found very little
missing data (<5% of each of the included variables) at the
individual level and no missing data at the classroom or
school level. Our analyses assume data are missing at random
(MAR), which is based on the assumption that the reason
for missingness is not related to the missing value itself or
is deemed random after controlling for the variables that
are observed [58]. Significant differences by demographic
characteristics were found; males, younger students, and
white students were more likely to be missing data on school
climate variables.These demographic variables were included
as controls in the analyses.The analyseswere conducted using
theHLM7.0 software [59], which adjusts parameter estimates
for attrition using full-information maximum-likelihood
(FIML) estimation, a widely recognized and appropriate
means of handling missing data [60] under the assumption
that data are MAR [61].

5.5. Overview of the Analyses. Three-level hierarchical linear
models were conducted in the HLM 7.0 software [61] to
examine the association of bullying victims’ perception of
bystander behaviors and school climate with the decision
to respond aggressively or to tell an adult; these analyses
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accounted for the nested nature of the data where students
were nested in classrooms, nested in schools. All variables
were assessed for collinearity, which resulted in a decision
to not include perception of staff and peer intervention and
perception of school safety and connectedness at the school
level. Variables included at level 1 were age, gender, race,
perception of staff and peer intervention, and perception
of school safety and connectedness. All variables at level 1
were tested for randomly varying slopes [61] and grand-mean
centered [62]. At level 2, we accounted for classroom-level
nesting of students. At level 3, we included student-teacher
ratio, percent FARMS, percent minority, percent suspended,
and overall school climate. All level 3, variables were grand-
mean centered. Below is a samplemodel used in our analyses:
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800
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0𝑗𝑘
+ 𝑢
00𝑘
.

(1)

While the primary model included gender as a covariate
and allowed for an understanding of gender differences in
the choice of response to bullying, post hoc analyses used
interaction terms to examine gender as a moderator of the
association between contextual perceptions (e.g., bystander
intervention, safety, and connectedness) and response to
victimization. As suggested by Jaccard and Turrisi, all con-
tinuous variables were mean-centered prior to the creation of
interaction terms to avoid potential issues with collinearity
when testing for interactions among variables [63].

6. Results

6.1. Differences by Victimization Status. Victims of bullying
were more likely to be white, female, and younger than
nonvictims (see Table 1 for test statistics and 𝑃 values). They
were also less likely to believe that students and adults
would intervene to stop bullying. Additionally, victims had
significantly poorer perceptions of school safety and reported
less connection to school than nonvictims.

6.2. Individual- and School-Level Influences on Aggressive
Responses to Victimization. Minority students were more
likely to report using an aggressive response to being vic-
timized as compared to nonminority students (adjusted odds
ratio (AOR) = 0.80, 𝑃 < .001; see Table 2). Students

in 11th and 12th grades were less likely to report using an
aggressive response to being victimized as compared to 9th
and 10th graders (AOR = 0.89, 𝑃 < .05). Students who
were victimized two or more times a month were 68% more
likely to respond aggressively as compared to those who
were victimized less frequently (AOR = 1.68, 𝑃 < .001).
A more favorable perception of student intervention in
bullying situations was associated with a reduced likelihood
of responding aggressively (AOR = 0.89, 𝑃 < .05) but perce-
ption of adult intervention was not associated with the
decision to respend aggressively. With regard to individual-
level perceptions of the school climate, students’ perceptions
of school safety and school connectedness were inversely
associatedwith using an aggressive responsewhen victimized
(AORsafe = 0.65, 𝑃 < .001; AORconnect = 0.70, 𝑃 < .001).

At the school level, schools with a higher overall per-
centage of minority youth were slightly less likely to report
utilizing an aggressive response (AOR = 0.996, 𝑃 < .05).

In order to better understand the moderating role of gen-
der, post hoc analyses were run using four interactions (i.e.,
gender × students intervene, gender × adults intervene, gen-
der × safety, and gender × connectedness). Two significant
interaction effects were identified. The interaction between
gender and safety was significant (𝛽 = −.16, 𝑃 < .05) as well
as the interaction between gender and connectedness (𝛽 =
.21, 𝑃 < .05). These findings indicated that for males higher
perceptions of safety were more strongly associated with a
reduced likelihood of retaliating than for females (AOR = .63
for males versus AOR = .72 for females). Conversely, higher
perceptions of school connectedness were more strongly
associated with a reduced likelihood of retaliating for females
versus males (AOR = .76 for males versus AOR = .62 for
females).

6.3. Individual- and School-Level Influences on Seeking Adult
Support Responses. Males were less likely to report seeking
adult support in response to being victimized as compared to
females (AOR = 0.76, 𝑃 < .001; see Table 2). Students who
were victimized 2 or more times a month were 87% more
likely to respond by seeking adult support as compared to
those who were victimized less frequently (AOR = 1.87,
𝑃 < .001). Although the perception that students intervene
in bullying situations was not significantly associated with
reports of seeking adult support to being victimized, the
perception that adults would intervene was (AOR = 1.13,
𝑃 < .01). This suggests that youths who perceive that adults
intervene with bullying are more likely to seek support from
staff at the school when victimized. With regard to school
climate, students who perceived their school to be more safe
were significantly less likely to report seeking adult support
(AOR = 0.57, 𝑃 < .001); however, student connectedness
was not significantly associated with seeking adult support.

At the school level, schools with a higher overall percent-
age ofminority youthwere slightly less likely to report seeking
adult support (AOR = 0.993, 𝑃 < .001). No significant
interactions were found between gender and either bystander
or school climate variables and the likelihood of seeking adult
support.
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Table 2: HLM results for 3-level model examining the effect of school climate on responses to being bullied.

Aggressive response Adult support seeking
OR CI OR CI

Student-level variables
White 0.80∗∗∗ (0.706, 0.900) 0.89 (0.759, 1.034)
Male 1.11 (0.978, 1.262) 0.76∗∗∗ (0.682, 0.856)
11th and 12th graders 0.89∗ (0.793, 0.991) 1.09 (0.907, 1.302)
Frequent victimization 1.68∗∗∗ (1.507, 1.871) 1.87∗∗∗ (1.607, 2.184)

Students intervene 0.92∗ (0.860, 0.989) 1.01 (0.924, 1.097)
Adults intervene 0.99 (0.933, 1.050) 1.13∗∗ (1.046, 1.225)

Safety 0.65∗∗∗ (0.584, 0.726) 0.57∗∗∗ (0.519, 0.633)
Connectedness 0.70∗∗∗ (0.627, 0.774) 1.03 (0.895, 1.189)

School-level variables
Student-teacher ratio 1.019 (0.999, 1.040) 0.994 (0.967, 1.023)
% Free and reduced meals 1.003 (0.997, 1.010) 1.003 (0.994, 1.013)
% Suspension 0.997 (0.991, 1.002) 1.001 (0.993, 1.010)
% Minority 0.996∗ (0.993, 0.999) 0.993∗∗∗ (0.990, 0.997)
School climate 0.961 (0.406, 2.276) 1.405 (0.668, 2.955)

Proportion variance explained 60.4% 81.5%
Notes.𝑁 = 6493; OR: adjusted odds ratio; CI: confidence interval. Frequent victimization is 2 or more times a month, ∗𝑃 ≤ .05, ∗∗𝑃 ≤ .01, and ∗∗∗𝑃 ≤ .001.

7. Discussion

The current study explored the association between school
climate and different types of responses to bullying. The
multi-level results suggested that bystander perceptions and
school climate play a role in influencing students’ responses
to bullying, both by decreasing the likelihood of victims
using an aggressive response and increasing their likelihood
of seeking support from school staff.Thesemodifiable aspects
of the school environment appear to be potentially important
determinants of bullying victims’ responses to bullying.These
findings highlight the importance of adopting a whole-
school approach to prevention, which encourages students
and teachers to be aware of bullying and to assist victims [10].
Additionally, these findings may also support a broader focus
on improving school climate in order to reduce bullying and
the negative consequences of bullying.

This study adds to the literature by enhancing our
understanding of individual variation in response to bullying
victimization [11]. Consistent with the more general coping
literature, male students were less likely to seek support
from adults in their school than female students [9, 15, 16].
Interestingly they were not significantly more likely to use an
aggressive response, which has also been widely supported
in the more general coping literature [15, 17, 18]. Younger
victimized students were more likely to use an aggressive
response [64], which may reflect the general developmental
trends in bullying, whereby it peaks in early adolescence
[23, 65]. Bullying that continues into late adolescence tends
to be more relational than overt in nature, which may in turn
influence victims’ responses [23].

Minority students in this study were also more likely to
respond by both using an aggresse response as well as seeking
support. Studies attempting to understand racial differences
in the prevalence of bullying have shown inconsistent results,

possibly due to definition of bullying used. Sawyer et al.
[66] found that African American youths who were bullied
underreported victimization when a definitional measure of
bullying was used. As the current study defined victimization
using a similar definitional measure, it is possible that the
minority youth included in the sample had quantitative
or qualitatively different victimization experiences. More
research, perhaps of a qualitative nature, needs to be done
to explore racial differences in the experience of bullying
[67].This is further supported by the somewhat contradictory
finding that, in higher minority schools, victims were less
likely to both use an aggressive response and to tell an adult at
school, a finding that suggests that in higherminority schools
victims of bullying are more likely to use passive responses to
bullying (e.g., walking away or doing nothing).

Students who were frequently bullied (i.e., two or more
times in the pastmonth)weremore likely to report using both
an aggressive response as well as telling an adult at school.
Due to their multiple victimization experiences, these youths
may have more opportunities to try out different responses
to victimization, especially as the first response may have
proven ineffective. These victimized youths might display
what has been categorized as an undifferentiated response
pattern following the experience of bullying, which has been
associated with increased internalizing problems [11]. This
finding suggests that highly victimized youth may be a
particularly important group to target in bullying prevention
both because of their increased exposure to bullying as well as
due to the potential for their undifferentiated and ineffective
response pattern to negatively influence school climate (e.g.,
through the use of aggressive responses) and their own
mental health.

As hypothesized, greater perceptions of intervention by
peers or adults in the school was related to decreased report
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of an aggressive response and increased report of seeking help
from an adult. Interestingly a divaricated pattern emerged
between perceptions of peer and school staff intervention
and response to being bullied. Greater student intervention
was related to a decreased aggressive response, but not a
greater likelihood of seeking support from an adult. In
contrast, greater perception of adult intervention was related
to increased support seeking from school staff, but not a
decreased aggressive response. This finding reinforces bul-
lying prevention programs focus on those not involved in
bullying. For peer bystanders, it suggests that their influence
potentially extends beyond stopping the bullying situation
[68], to influencing how victims’ respond to their experience.
Likewise, these findings support the need for additional
teacher training on how to handle a bullying situation [26],
as student perception of teacher intervention was associated
with an increased likelihood of seeking help from adults.

Victims’ perceptions of the school environment were also
associated with their responses to being bullied. Students
who felt that their school was unsafe were more likely
to respond using aggression. As other researchers have
hypothesized, unsafe environments may cause students to
choose a retaliatory response to victimization as aggression
becomes a school norm [22], and greater frequency of
violence suggests that adults do not have control over the
environment [37, 49]. This would further suggest that in safe
environments students may be more likely to tell an adult
about their victimization. Interestingly, this hypothesis was
not supported, as victimized youths who felt their school
was safer were less likely to report seeking help from an
adult. Students in safer schools may feel that they have other
options to respond to victimization, besides telling an adult,
like telling their parent/guardian or a friend. Some studies
have suggested that for high school students, telling an adult
may not be an adaptive strategy for handling bullying in the
social context [11]. In fact, it appears that high school youth
may be more likely to instead seek support from a friend.
More work is needed to explore developmental differences in
the experience of bullying.

Another aspect of the school climate, students’ con-
nectedness, was associated with a decreased likelihood of
responding aggressively to being bullied. Adolescent trust
of teachers has been found to be important in promot-
ing cooperative behavior and reducing defiant behavior
in the classroom [69]. Although this would also suggest
that connectedness would encourage victimized students
to seek support from adults [50], our study did not find
an association between students’ connectedness to school
and telling an adult at school. This may be because our
measure of connectedness was broader than trust in adults
and included items that assessed student belonging and
peer relationships. As discussed previously, students who
have higher levels of connectedness to the school may have
other more developmentally adaptive ways of responding to
bullying, including seeking support from friends [11].

We also performed some post hoc exploratory analyses
to understand potential gender differences in the associa-
tion between bystander and school climate perceptions and

responses to bullying victimization. Although only two sig-
nificant interactions were found, it is notable that these were
both for the aggressive retaliation outcome and for factors
related to the school climate (i.e., perceptions of safety and
connectedness), rather than bystander variables. Perceptions
of safety appeared to be associated with lower odds of
males responding using aggression, whereas perceptions of
connectedness appeared to be associated with lower odds of
females responding using aggression.This finding is a poten-
tially important one, as it suggests intervention points to
potentially ameliorate gender differences in the use of adap-
tive (i.e., assertive) versusmaladaptive (i.e., aggressive) strate-
gies [15, 17, 18, 70, 71]. These results support the use of school
climate interventions in both helping bullied students cope
with victimization as well as stopping the cycle of violence.

Despite the value of this study, there are some limitations.
For example, this study used cross-sectional data from a
single time point; therefore, our findings are correlational and
causation cannot be inferred. It is quite possible that bullied
students’ experiences of victimization negatively impacted
their perceptions of the likelihood of bystander intervention
as well as their impressions of school climate. Additionally,
caution needs to be taken in generalizing these findings as
they represent students from high schools across only one
state. The final limitation comes due to the correlated nature
of the data. Unfortunately this prevented us from being able
to examine the influence of bystander behaviors and more
specific aspects of school climate at the school level.

This study supports a role for bystanders and school
climate in influencing bullying victims’ response choice to
victimization. School environments where victims perceive
that students and school adults will intervene and where they
feel safe and connected discourage a retaliatory response and
encourage seeking help. Bullying prevention programs which
focus on changing school norms about bullying appear to be
important for not just the stopping of bullying but for helping
victims respond as desired to bullying (i.e., tell an adult rather
than retaliate). Our findings also suggest that interventions
that focus more holistically on changing school climate (e.g.,
positive behavioral interventions and supports) may play a
role in interrupting the cycle of violence [72].
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The goal of this study is twofold: (i) to develop an explanatory model to examine the relationship between school environ-
ment/climate and peer victimization and (ii) to determine whether previous models of preventive strategies in a single school
or district could be expanded to the nationally representative sample of adolescents across multiple schools. The analyses in the
current study are based on data from the Health Behavior in School-Aged Children (HBSC) 2005-2006 US study, and the sample
consists of 7,001 students from 195 different schools.Thefindings reveal that students attending schools inwhich bullying prevention
programs are implemented are more likely to have experienced peer victimization, compared to those attending schools without
bullying prevention. Study limitations and implications for future research are discussed.

1. Introduction
Although many studies suggest that there is a decline in
various types of peer victimization among school children [1,
2], bullying remains a serious problem in schools today [3–5].
Approximately 1.5 million school-aged adolescents (i.e., ages
12 to 18) report that they have been victimized by violence
while at school [6]. Furthermore, 75 percent of public school
principals in the United States indicate that their schools
reported one or more violent incidents to the police, and 25
percent of public schools reported school bullying on a daily
or weekly basis [6].

A growing body of research has supported the premise
that experiencing school violence has devastating effects on
youth [7–13]. For example, victims have experienced a signif-
icantly increased risk of internalizing and somatic symptoms,
such as anxiety, depression, confusion, lowered self-esteem,
and suicidal ideation [7, 10, 11]. Further, they aremore likely to
perceive a lack of support from peers and parents and tend to
be isolated from social interaction with others [10]. In light of
this reality, a variety of bullying prevention and intervention
programs have been implemented and examined for their
effectiveness [14–16]. Although these studies have examined

varying levels of strategies, targets, and participants, the
majority of them have demonstrated that comprehensive
and whole-school efforts yield promising results for reducing
bullying within school grounds.

The conditions of school environment, prevention/inter-
vention programs, and situational factors complement or
interact with individual-level characteristics to influence
peer victimization [17, 18]. Despite a range of ecological
and contextual factors that are accountable for bullying
involvement among adolescents (e.g., individual empathy,
peer influence, family environment, teacher support), it still
remains important to understand victim characteristics that
are predictive of peer victimization. Previous studies of
peer victimization, mostly based on a single dimension (i.e.,
individual-level or school-level predictor), have been limited
in assessing the impact of bullying prevention because they
ignore possible contributions of other ecological contexts
in the surrounding environment. Relative to our concern
about peer victimization and the need for promoting a safe
school environment, only a small number of studies have
examined the different ecological contexts of victimization
(e.g., individual, peer, family, school) simultaneously. Thus,
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the main purpose of the current study is to examine the
impact of multiple levels of ecological influence on peer
victimization. Few researchers have examined individual-
and school-level predictors’ influence on different forms of
peer victimization. To date, the current study examines
whether these predictors (i.e., demographic characteristics,
parental or peer support, school climate, and implementation
of prevention programs) show a significant effect on multiple
forms of peer victimization (i.e., physical, emotional, or both
physical and emotional).

2. Prior Research on Peer Victimization

2.1. School Bullying and Peer Victimization. Bullying can be
difficult to conceptualize given the multifaceted nature of the
violence involved. There is no simple explanation for which
factors contribute to bullying [12, 19]. A number of studies
have relied on Olweus’ (1993) [11] conceptual definition,
in which bullying occurs whenever a student “is exposed
repeatedly, over time, to negative actions on the part of one
or more other students” [11, page 9]. Using this definition,
bullying may be further characterized as the presence of
(i) a power imbalance; (ii) intense intimidation; and (iii) a
harmful effect on the victim [11, 19]. Thus, school bullying
may be defined as physical and/or emotional harm inflicted
by other students within the geographical boundaries of a
school ground [11]. The forms of school bullying range from
teasing, taunting, or calling names to hitting, kicking, or
taking/destroying others’ belongings [11]. Studies of school
bullying suggest that a significant number of students have
been victims of school bullying [11, 20–22]. Approximately 8
percent to 41 percent of students reported being teased in a
mean way or being hit, kicked, and/or pushed.

Bullying has detrimental effects on victims’ well-being.
First, the association between school bullying and victims’
physical/psychological well-being and academic maladjust-
ment is well documented [23–29]. For example, victims
of school bullying are more likely to suffer psychological
maladjustment, including sadness, depression, loneliness,
and low self-esteem [23, 24, 26, 29]. In addition, a significant
association is found between peer victimization and extreme
emotional responses such as suicidal ideation and suicide
attempts [25, 29]. Lastly, victimization can lead to interper-
sonal and academic difficulties at school. Bullied victims
are more likely to experience relational problems with their
peers, to be rejected by their peers, to feel aversion toward
school, and to receive lower academic grades [23, 27].

2.2. Individual-Level Risk and Protective Factors. Among a
number of risk and protective factors, a myriad of studies
found that individual-level characteristics (i.e., age and race)
are important sources of influence associated with peer vic-
timization [24, 30–35]. With respect to race, minority youth
are more frequently victimized by peers at school than are
members of dominant racial groups [24, 32]. Research also
supports the notion that risk of peer victimization decreases
with age [30, 32, 35]. Specifically, high-school students
are less vulnerable to bullying victimization compared to
elementary- and middle-school students. Further, the study

by Graham et al. (2003) [24] examined the effect of gender
and found that girls are more likely than boys to be bullied
at school and to identify themselves as victims. However,
types of victimization differ between boys and girls. While
boys are more susceptible to physical victimization, girls are
more susceptible to emotional or verbal victimization (e.g.,
rumor-spreading or gossiping) [36]. Finally, considerable
research suggests that family and peer group contexts can
be risk or protective factors in bullying victimization; both
family and peer group contexts are significantly associated
with students’ experience of peer victimization [26, 37]. For
example, students who are strongly rejected by their peers
are seen as easy targets of school bullying [37]. The results
from several prior studies also indicate that students who lack
parental supervision and support tend to be more victimized
than those who do not [26].

2.3. School-Level Risk and Protective Factors. In addition to
individual-level characteristics, there is a growing body of
literature suggesting that school-level characteristics (i.e.,
school security, school climate, and preventive educa-
tion/intervention) are influential in predicting the likelihood
of peer victimization [17, 18, 38]. Assuming that school-
related victimization is similar to other types of criminal
victimization, the predictors of criminal victimization would
be associated with, or explanative of, school-related victim-
ization. Miethe and Meier (1994) [39] stressed that security
and physical guardianship (i.e., locks, gates, alarm systems,
and adult presence) have significant effects on victimization.
Although the conclusions of studies on school-level security
and its impact on the extent of school bullying victimization
have been mixed [40], a significant relationship has been
found between school security and physical guardianship and
bullying victimization at school [17, 18, 41]. These studies
found that students are less likely to be bullied when schools
increase staff supervision, metal detectors, security cameras,
locked entrances, visitor sign-in, visible student badges,
and routine/random locker checks. Furthermore, students
attending schools whose teachers are aware of school policies
on bullying victimization and whose school professionals
handle victimization problems adequately tend to be victim-
ized less frequently [18].

2.4. Effects of Preventive Strategies on Peer Victimization.
These findings clearly show that school violence and peer
victimization require changes in school culture and climate
in order to improve the safety of adolescents at school.
Accordingly, many scholars and policy makers are paying
increased attention to various preventive strategies that have
been employed by schools [42]. Do these prevention strate-
gies reduce the probability of school violence andpeer victim-
ization? Since prevention strategies (i.e., reactive/proactive
responses, comprehensive approaches, and curriculum inter-
ventions) and their study designs show varying degrees
of effectiveness [43], a number of empirical studies have
reported mixed findings on strategies for reducing school
violence and peer victimization [11, 19, 44]. One of the most
widely used preventive strategies involves the implementa-
tion of new curricula and whole-school multidisciplinary
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interventions that aim to increase awareness of school vio-
lence, social cognitive skills, conflict resolution, and policy
development [44]. For instance, Teglasi and Rothman (2001)
[45] reported on a study examining the impact of 15 weeks
of training and preventive education by using a quasiexperi-
mental design. The authors found that participants of a new
curriculum for social problem-solving skills were less likely
to engage in aggressive behaviors. However, other researchers
found that there was no statistically significant difference
between an intervention curriculum group and a control
group in decreasing bullying and victimization [46, 47].

Aside from a new curriculum, the main goal of whole-
school multidisciplinary interventions program (i.e., the
Olweus Bullying Prevention Program) is to generate an effec-
tive, comprehensive response to and consequences for school
violence [44]. Olweus (1993) [11] found that a comprehensive
approach is effective in decreasing bullying victimization
and antisocial behavior through improving school climate.
As part of a broader outcome evaluation of the compre-
hensive approach, researchers reported supportive outcomes
including decreased discipline referrals and suspension rates
[48, 49]. In sum, these prior studies have been evaluating
the effectiveness of interventions into bullying and victim-
ization by using experimental or quasiexperimental designs.
Although these studies used different designs, samples, and
statistical techniques, they have been generally supportive of
the idea that whole-school interventions or a comprehensive
approach is more effective than curriculum-based interven-
tions based on classroom modules.

Despite reviews of the comprehensive prevention appr-
oach that reported on the effectiveness of programs in
addressing school bullying, only a small number of studies
found that school bullying prevention programs have no
effect or little effect on reducing school violence [50, 51].
Based on meta-analysis, Ferguson and colleagues (2007)
[50] reported that school antibullying programs show little
discernible effect on violence and victimization of children in
school settings. Payne and colleagues (2003) [51] conducted
a study of the effects of communal school organizations (i.e.,
supportive and collaborative relations among administrators,
teachers, and students) on school victimization. Of the 254
public secondary schools studied, they found that communal
school organizations had no significant effect on reducing
student victimization.

As programs designed to support vulnerable adolescents
have significantly increased [52], a number of school pro-
grams have been developed to address safe environments
and students’ well-being. Safe Passage program is a model
for reducing school problems by bringing together school
staff members, parents, the local health department, the
local social service agency, local youth organizations, and
students [53]. Recently, by identifying best practices, Oak-
land, California, provided services targeted to vulnerable
adolescents, including a violence-prevention curriculum,
case management, mental health services, and after-school
programs [54]. Results from studies on this comprehensive
approach suggest that Safe Passage programs can be effective
in delivering justice while increasing school safety compared
to other school-based intervention programs. Specifically,

violence-related suspension andoverall suspensionhave been
substantially decreased [54]. Although many of our public
schools already implemented Safe Passage programs [53],
only a small number of studies have evaluated its success.

3. Research Questions and Hypotheses

Despite the previous findings, few studies have tested the
efficacy of intervention strategies on peer victimization. Fur-
thermore, no study has examined the roles that intervention
strategies and school climate play on different types of
bullying victimization, particularly for distinct physical and
emotional types of victimization. The current study seeks to
address several issues that remain unresolved. First, this study
focuses on developing an explanatory model to understand
the relationship between school environment/climate and
peer victimization. Second, it is evident from the literature
review that research on prevention strategies of bullying
is not rigorous enough. Existing research has tested the
effectiveness of preventive strategies based on students in
a single school site or district. Thus, little is known about
whether these models could be expanded to a nationally
representative sample of adolescents across multiple schools.
Consequently, the current study suggests several research
questions relevant to peer victimization.

(i) Did students’ individual-level backgrounds (i.e., race,
sex, age, parental support, peer support, and school
pressure) affect the one’s risk of vulnerability to peer
victimization?

(ii) Did being minority, being male, being younger, hav-
ing quality of parental support, having quality of peer
support, and feeling higher level of school pressure
increase the one’s risk of vulnerability to peer victim-
ization?

(iii) Did students’ school-level characteristics (i.e., school
security climate, implementation of safe passage
program, implementation of Gang Prevention, and
implementation of bullying prevention) affect the
one’s risk of vulnerability to peer victimization?

4. Methodology

4.1. Sample and Procedure. The analyses in the current study
are based on data from the Health Behavior in School-
Aged Children (HBSC) 2005-2006 U.S. study. Sponsored by
the World Health Organization (WHO), the HBSC study
has been conducted every four years since 1985 to examine
school-based behaviors of adolescents from more than 40
different countries. Funded by the United States Department
ofHealth andHumanServices, theHBSC study collected data
with a nationally representative sample of students in public,
Catholic, and other private schools. The HBSC survey com-
ponent asks respondents about health problems and school-
related issues (e.g., bullying) through early adolescence. In
addition, a school administrators’ survey has been conducted
to obtain school-level information on violence prevention
policies and security practices. In order to obtain a nationally
representative sample, data were collected from students
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(from sixth to tenth grades) and school administrators in
the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Given that the
purpose of the study is to understand school climate and
violence prevention strategies related to peer victimization
at school, the analyses were restricted to students attending
schools whose administrators have completed a school-level
survey. Among the 8,030 students who completed the survey
through amultistate sampling, 2,226 students from32 schools
were excluded due to missing information of school-level
indicators. Therefore, a total of 7,001 students from 195
different schools were eligible for the current study.

4.2. Dependent Variable. For the purpose of the present
study, prevalence of peer victimization is operationalized as
a dichotomous variable, with “0” indicating the student was
not victimized and “1” indicating the student was victim-
ized by other students on school grounds (we created the
victimization item by summing seven items (i.e., how often
got called names/teased, left out of things, hit/kicked/pushed,
others lied about me, for race/color, for religion, and made
sexual jokes to me) and dichotomizing them). A review of
prior research suggests that certain characteristics of the
victims increase the risk of different types of victimization. In
response to these differences, victimizations are grouped into
three categories: all victimization, physical victimization, and
emotional victimization (peer victimization was based on
Olweus’ (1993) criteria: physical victimization and emotional
victimization. Physical victimization was measured with one
item, “I was hit, kicked, pushed, shoved around, or locked
indoors.” To measure emotional victimization, the following
six items were used: “I was called mean names, was made fun
of, or teased in a hurtful way,” “other students left me out of
things on purpose, excluded me from their group of friends,
or completely ignored me,” “other students told lies or spread
false rumors aboutme and tried tomake others dislikeme,” “I
was bulliedwithmeannames and comments aboutmy race or
color,” “I was bullied with mean names and comments about
my religion,” “other students made sexual jokes, comments,
or gestures to me.” Similar to all types of victimization, we
created each type of victimization by summing items and
dichotomizing them so that eachmeasure has a dichotomous
(yes/no) response).

4.3. Individual-Level Variables. Three demographic back-
ground variables, Race, Sex, andAge (11 to 17), are included in
the study. Race was originally incorporated as an exhaustive
list from which respondents could select all categories that
applied. Given the results, it was collapsed into a newdichoto-
mous variable with 0 indicating non-white and 1 indicating
White. Sex is also a dichotomous variable with 0 indicating
female and 1 indicating male. Additional measures of indi-
vidual characteristics were parental support, peer support, and
school pressure. the parental support construct is measured by
a combined scale of six items: parent helps me as much as I
need; lets me do things I like doing; is loving; understands
my problems; likes me to makemy own decisions; andmakes
me feel better when upset. Responses were coded 1 to 3:
almost never, sometimes, and almost always. Then they were
collapsed into new continuous variables with a higher score

indicating more warmth and support from parents (Alpha =
.803). Peer support is measured as follows: students in my
class enjoy being together; are kind and helpful; and accept
me as I am. Responses were coded on a five-point Likert scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), then collapsed
into new continuous variables with a higher score indicating
more warmth and support from peers (Alpha = .704). School
pressure is included to assess the role of negative emotions on
peer victimization. This item has four categories from 1 (not
at all) to 4 (a lot).

4.4. School-Level Variables. Several prior studies [18, 38, 55]
suggest that school characteristics and climate have signifi-
cant effects on victimization. In response, the current study
examines two different domains of school characteristics
to reflect school climate and preventive strategies based
on a survey of administrators. Four predictors related to
peer victimization are used as measures of school-level
characteristics: security climate, safe passage program, gang
prevention program, and bullying prevention program. Six
items are used to construct the variable of security climate,
which asks questions about whether the school requires
visitor check-in; maintains a closed campus; has staff/adults
monitor the halls; conducts routine bag/locker checks; uses
metal detectors; and has uniformed police. These items are
measured by a dichotomous response, with 0: no and 1:
yes, and collapsed into a single construct. The high value
means a higher level of security climate on school grounds.
Three preventive measures, safe passage, gang prevention, and
bullying intervention, are used to reflect whether a school
has or participates in preventive programs. Each item is a
dichotomous variable, with 0: no and 1: yes.

5. Analytic Strategy

To examine the empirical relationships among the variables
described in the research question, the current study attempts
to conduct multilevel modeling linking school-level contexts.
Multilevel modeling (i.e., hierarchical linear modeling) is
a powerful method of analysis for treating students as
individual-level units and schools as school-level units [56].
This technique is appropriate for at least two reasons. First,
it addresses the design effects that are inherent in the HBSC
dataset, which utilizes a three-stage stratified design, with
census divisions and grades as strata and school districts as
primary sampling units [57]. Second, in order to address
the research questions, we need to attend to the validity
and model misfit due to hierarchically structured data. This
technique allows researchers to resolve these problems while
simultaneously investigating both within- and between-
group variances [56].Therefore, the multilevel modeling pre-
sented the current study’s focus on school-level predictors of
secure school climate and school-level prevention strategies,
as well as the individual-level predictors.The two-level model
consists of two submodels, one for each level (i.e., Level-
1, the individual-level model and Level-2, the school-level
model). While the Level-1 model represents the relationships
among the individual-level predictors, the Level-2 model
captures the influence of school-level covariates’ effects.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics of all variables (𝑁 = 7001).

𝑁 (%) Mean (St. deviation) Minimum Maximum
Individual-level variables
Race: white (%) 3268 (46.7) 0 1
Sex: male (%) 3348 (47.8) 0 1
Age (mean) 13.67 (1.47) 11 17
Parental support (mean) 14.56 (2.76) 6 18
Peer support (mean) 10.49 (2.55) 3 15
School pressure: (mean) 2.56 (1.01) 1 4
School-level variables
Security climate (mean) 4.04 (1.33) 0 6
Safe Passage: yes (%) 1593 (22.8) 0 1
Gang prevention: yes (%) 3115 (44.5) 0 1
Bullying prevention: yes (%) 4581 (65.4) 0 1
Peer victimization
All victimization 3845 (54.9) 0 1
Physical victimization 962 (13.7) 0 1
Emotional victimization 3721 (53.1) 0 1

Due to the hierarchical nature of the current data (students
nested within schools) and the nature of binary outcomes
(victimized within school grounds), multilevel mixed-effects
logistic regressions are conducted using STATA 12.0.

6. Results

6.1. Descriptive Statistics. Table 1 illustrates the descriptive
statistics for the dependent and independent variables used
in the current study. Of 7,001 students, approximately 55 per-
cent reported experiencing some form of peer victimization
during the school year. In particular, among those bullied
students, slightly more than half (53.1%) of the students had
been emotionally bullied (i.e., being called names, victims of
rumors, or ignored), and about 14 percent of the students had
experienced physical bullying (i.e., being hit, kicked, pushed,
shoved around, or locked indoors). Table 1 also shows that the
sample population was 47 percent white and 48 percentmale,
whose mean age was 14.67 (sd = 1.47), and who received
warmth and support from their parents (mean = 15.56 and
sd = 2.76) and peers (mean = 10.49 and sd = 2.55). However,
students in the current study felt significant levels of stress
regarding school work (mean = 2.56 and sd = 1.01).

School-level variables reported by a sample of 195 school
administrators are also illustrated in Table 1. Of the six
security measures listed under the security climate item,
the mean number of security measures was 4.04 (sd =
1.33). The majority of schools have around four security
measures among six possible strategies, such as visitor check-
in, a closed campus, staff/adult hall monitors, bag/locker
checks, metal detectors, and uniformed police. In terms of
preventive school programs, the majority of schools have
bullying prevention programs (65.4%). Approximately 45
percent of school administrators reported that their schools
have implemented gang prevention programs, followed by
Safe Passage programs (22.8%).

6.2. Bivariate Analysis. As a preliminary measure, bivariate
correlations among individual-level and school-level vari-
ables are computed (Table 2). As expected, the individual-
level characteristics (i.e., sex, age, parental support, and
peer support) were negatively correlated with ever being
victimized. In contrast, the level of stress about schoolwork
was positively related to the experience of peer victim-
ization. At the school level, although it was hypothesized
that these security-related predictors would be related to
victimization, there were no significant associations between
security climates, Safe Passage program, gang prevention, and
peer victimization.Unexpectedly, however, therewas positive
association between bullying-prevention programs and peer
victimization.

6.3. Multilevel Models. Multilevel models are constructed
to determine whether the prevalence of peer victimization,
physical victimization, and emotional victimization varies
according to school-level predictors (the basic unconditional
model was first conducted to determine the proportion of the
variance in outcome between the schools. An analysis of the
intraclass correlations reveals that around 7 percent (ICC =
.065) of the variance in peer victimization (both physical
and emotional victimization) is accounted for by differences
in the characteristics of the schools. Although most of the
variance in student-level characteristics (around 90%) was
attributed to within-school variance, the between-school
variance was statistically significant). Table 3 presents the
results ofmodels that include the individual-level and school-
level variables for all three types of victimization (Model 1)
and for specific types of victimization (Models 2 and 3) from
competing risks models (for interpretation, the estimated
coefficients have been transformed into odds ratios). Level-
1 of Model 1 shows the general pattern of individual-level
differences in odds ratios for victimization cases. Specifically,
male students were .67 times less likely than female students
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Table 2: Correlations of individual-level and school-level covariates.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Individual-level variables
(1) Race (1: white) 1
(2) Sex (1: male) .012 1
(3) Age .057 .043 1
(4) Parental support .139 .032 −.049 1
(5) Peer support .021 .011 .010 .287 1
(6) School pressure .042 −.074 .080 −.138 −.088 1
School-level variables
(7) Security climate −.181 .006 .059 −.069 −.049 −.040 1
(8) Safe Passage (1: yes) −.142 −.013 −.056 −.042 .001 −.015 .220 1
(9) Gang prevention (1: yes) −.151 .001 −.095 −.012 −.005 −.028 .236 .357 1
(10) Bullying prevention (1: yes) −.059 .001 −.259 .027 −.025 −.026 .158 .239 .544 1
Peer victimization
(11) Victimization .010 −.103 −.111 −.139 −.214 .119 −.010 −.011 −.014 .046 1
(1) Bolded coefficients denote P < 0.05.
(2) As a preliminary measure, only overall victimizations were included in bivariate analysis.

Table 3: Multilevel mixed-effects logistic regression (𝑁 = 7001).

Model 1 (all) Model 2 (physical) Model 3 (emotional)
Level-1 Level-2 Level-1 Level-2 Level-1 Level-2
𝛽 (OR) 𝛽 (OR) 𝛽 (OR) 𝛽 (OR) 𝛽 (OR) 𝛽 (OR)

Fixed effects
Individual-level variables

Race (1: white) .037 (1.038) .032 (1.033) .015 (1.015) .012 (1.013) .044 (1.045) .038 (1.038)
Sex (1: male) −.396 (.673) −.399 (.671) .776 (2.172) .773 (2.167) −.435 (.647) −.438 (.645)
Age −.169 (.845) −.158 (.853) −.250 (.778) −.240 (.787) −.158 (.854) −.147 (.863)
Parental support −.070 (.933) −.071 (.931) −.077 (.925) −.078 (.925) −.071 (.932) −.072 (.930)
Peer support −.168 (.845) −.167 (.846) −.147 (.864) −.146 (.864) −.168 (.845) −.167 (.846)
School Pressure .124 (1.132) .124 (1.132) .059 (1.061) .059 (1.061) .126 (1.135) .126 (1.134)

School-level variables
Security climate −.008 (.992) .016 (1.016) −.013 (.987)
Safe Passage (1: yes) −.047 (.954) −.008 (.992) −.053 (.949)
Gang prevention (1: yes) −.184 (.831) −.213 (.808) −.202 (.817)
Bullying prevention (1: yes) .212 (1.236) .255 (1.290) .215 (1.240)

Constant 5.315 (203.399) 5.176 (177.037) 3.561 (35.195) 3.287 (26.773) 5.121 (167.440) 5.007 (149.340)
Goodness of fit
AIC 8154.420 8155.049 4850.986 4855.718 8164.867 8163.984
BIC 8208.529 8242.976 4905.164 4943.756 8218.939 8251.852
−2 log likelihood 8138.420 8129.049 4834.986 4829.718 8148.867 8137.984
(1) Bolded coefficients denote P < 0.05.
(2) Null model (equivalent to a one-way ANOVA with schools as a random effect) for each dependent variable that is not reported.

to report victimization. In addition, older students were 15
percent less likely than younger students to be victims of
school bullying. Those with more warmth, parent support,
and peer support were less likely to be victims of school bul-
lying (OR = .933 and OR = .845, resp.). In contrast, students
with a higher level of stress about schoolwork were 1.13 times
more likely to report victimization than those with a lower
level of stress. After controlling for school-level variables,
the results of individual-level effects were consistent with

our predictions (see Model 1). As expected, the results show
that gang prevention programs had significant effects on peer
victimization. More specifically, students attending schools
where gang prevention programs are providedwere less likely
to report victimization (OR = .831). For other school-
level predictors such as security climate and Safe Passage
programs, we proposed that students attending schools with
Safe Passage programs or more secure climates were less
likely to be victimized. This hypothesis was not supported.
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Interestingly, bullying prevention programs were negatively
related to peer victimization. That is, students attending
schools with bullying prevention programs were more likely
to have experienced peer victimization (OR = 1.236).

Model 2 in Table 3 shows the effects of individual-
level predictors on physical victimization. Similar to Model
1 (all types of victimization), the effects of age, parental
support, and peer support were also significant and in
the predicted directions, indicating decreased risk of being
physically victimized. The effect of the level of stress due to
schoolwork was not significant in Model 2. However, being
male was a significant predictor of physical victimization
with a different direction compared to Model 1. That is, male
students were 2.17 times more likely than female students
to become victims of physical bullying. With the addition
of school-level variables into the model, individual-level
predictors were consistent with the individual-level model
in Model 2. Notably, it was not expected that providing
bullying prevention programs would be found as a significant
predictor of physical victimization (OR = 1.290).

Model 3 presents results from a multilevel logistic regres-
sion for emotional victimization. In the Level-1 model with
individual-level predictors, a number of predictors were
significantly related to emotional victimization. Emotional
victimization was negatively associated with being male,
being older, and having more warmth, parental support, and
peer support. With the addition of the school-level variables
into the Level-2 model (see Level-2 model in Model 3),
security climate and Safe Passage programs at the school level
were not found to be significantly associated with emotional
victimization. Contrary to our hypotheses, students attend-
ing schools with bullying prevention programs were more
likely to have experienced peer victimization (OR = 1.240).

7. Conclusion and Discussion

The current study investigated individual- and school-level
differences in bullying victimization among peers in school.
With respect to individual-level factors, both age and gender
were important predictors of different types of peer victim-
ization. Age had a positive effect on all three types of peer
victimization. This is consistent with the literature that peer
victimization appears to decrease with age; older students
were less likely to be victims of bullying than younger
students [30, 35]. Gender also had an effect on all three types
of peer victimization. Boys were more likely than girls to be
victims of physical bullying, but girls were more likely to be
victims of emotional bullying. These findings are consistent
with prior studies’ conclusions that the type of victimization
varies according to gender [24, 36].

However, inconsistent with prior findings, race did not
have an impact on peer victimization. The current study
found no statistically significant difference across race.This is
contrary to our prediction thatminority adolescents aremore
likely to experience higher rates of bullying victimization,
compared to Caucasian adolescents [31]. Given that more
than half of the sample was in the non-white category, victim-
ization directed toward minority students may not be appar-
ent. Although existing bullying prevention programs address

the factors that may increase the risk of bullying across race,
they often do not take into account sociorelational contexts
as important sources of adolescents’ learning process that
influence bullying behaviors. Spriggs et al. (2007) [33] argued
that the effects of family, peer, and school relationships on
bullying involvement differ according to race. Being able to
recognize and address these differences across racial groups
will help to develop a better understanding of the dynamics
of bullying victimization and to produce effective bullying
prevention and intervention tailored to the populations being
served.

Both parental and peer support represent significant
predictors of peer victimization. The finding that parental
support was predictive of both types of peer victimization
suggests that parent-child interaction has a considerable
effect on the likelihood of peer victimization. While parental
support may play a protective role against peer victimization,
lack of involvement and support from parents is likely to
increase the risk of bullying victimization [26]. Peer support
also was predictive of peer victimization, both physical and
emotional. Negative peer relationships and lack of peer
support may pose as risk factors conducive to bullying in
schools [33, 37]. On the other hand, having peer support
reduces the likelihood of peer victimization [58]. Finally,
school pressure had an effect on emotional victimization.
Those facing a high level of school pressure are more likely to
experience negative emotions and to be involved in bullying,
as an aggressor and a victim, compared to those with a low
level of school pressure [59].

Our prediction that students in schools with more secu-
rity measures would be less likely to be victimized was not
supported by the study findings. It must be noted that the
security measure item contains elements that focus mainly
on security on school grounds and the physical safety of stu-
dents. In order to improve school safety, schools have imple-
mented security measures such as video cameras, bag/locker
searches, metal detectors, and other surveillance programs
[42, 60]. Studies have found that peer bullying victimization
is less likely to occur if schools increase the level of security
and safety for students through adult monitoring [41, 61].
For instance, uniformed officers can be useful for deterring
bullying behaviors, but the utility of the other components
of security climate (e.g., visitor check-in, a closed campus) in
preventing bullying is not well documented. Further, security
measures are just one element of the school climate. Other
elements, such as teachers’ awareness of antibullying policies
and strategies, can intervene to reduce peer victimization.
Schools in which teachers are aware of school policies
on bullying victimization tend to have fewer incidents of
bullying victimization [18]. Peer and teacher relations as
well as the degree of aggressiveness in a school climate are
also associated with bullying offending and victimization
[41]. By improving several aspects of the school climate, a
comprehensive approach can be effective in reducing bullying
victimization and antisocial behavior [11].

For the school-level predictors, gang and bullying preven-
tion programs were found to be significant predictors of peer
victimization. However, gang prevention had only a partial
effect. Although gang prevention had an impact on emotional
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victimization, it did not indicate any effect on physical victim-
ization. One possible explanation is that strategies for school-
based gang prevention (e.g., zero tolerance policies)may have
proven to be ineffective in reducing physical victimization.
Furthermore, whether or not school personnel are committed
to implementing the program can be another important facet
to consider. For example, the attitude of supervising teachers
and staff members in supporting the prevention curriculum
and communicating with the students can affect the overall
effectiveness of these prevention programs [62, 63]. Teacher
monitoring is considered to be an important protective
factor against peer victimization because the likelihood of
students reporting bullying incidents depends on teachers
responsiveness [64].

Surprisingly, bullying prevention had a negative effect
on peer victimization. Contrary to our hypothesis, students
attending schools with bullying prevention programs were
more likely to have experienced peer victimization, compared
to those attending schools without bullying prevention pro-
grams. It is possible that bullies have learned a variety of
antibullying techniques but chose not to practice what they
have learned from the program. Sometimes, bullies maintain
their dominant social status among peers in school. As a
result, the preventive strategies may become ineffective.

The other preventive measure, the Safe Passage program,
had no effect on the likelihood of peer victimization. As a
program designed to support at-risk adolescents, the pro-
gram’s goal is to create a safe school environment by reducing
various school problems [52]. However, we did not find any
significant impact on peer victimization. Without knowing
specific details of the program, it is difficult to assess the
effectiveness of the Safe Passage program.

Although prior research suggests that school-level char-
acteristics (such as school security or a preventive cur-
riculum) may be influential in predicting the likelihood of
peer victimization [17, 18, 38], it should be noted that the
effectiveness of bullying prevention has yet to be proven. A
meta-analysis indicates that bullying prevention programs
specifically targeting at-risk youth were slightly effective in
reducing bullying or violent behaviors on campus, but gener-
ally had a minimal effect on bullying and victimization [50].
Future direction needs to focus not merely on implemen-
tation of bullying prevention but rather on its effectiveness.
Using a comprehensive approach (both an individual-level
and a school-level approach), prevention efforts must move
beyond individual risk factors and focus on systemic change
within the schools. Furthermore, given that bullying is a
relationship problem, researchers need to better identify
the bully-victim dynamics in order to develop prevention
strategies accordingly.

8. Limitations and Future
Directions for Research

The current study used multilevel modeling to address the
need to simultaneously examine the effect of individual-
and school-level variables on peer victimization. This type
of modeling allows one to determine the amount of vari-
ance in the dependent variable that is explained by the

individual-level factors (e.g., age, parental support) as well
as school-level factors (e.g., security climate, preventive
measure).

A number of limitations in the current study must be
addressed in future research. First, the cross-sectional nature
of the study limits one from making a causal inference
about the relationship between individual- and school-level
factors and likelihood of peer victimization. Future studies
need to utilize a longitudinal design in investigating the
temporal ordering between the preventivemeasures and peer
victimization in schools. Second, no specific information
concerning the prevention measures, specifically bullying
prevention and gang prevention programs, is provided. The
HBSC data contain limited information about these bullying
prevention programs. Future research needs to examine the
specific components of the prevention programs. Because the
preventive measures in the current study were dichotomous,
it is limited in understanding the impact of preventive
strategies on peer victimization. Lastly, while school bullying
among adolescents can be categorized into different types
(e.g., physical, verbal, relational, cyber) [65], the current study
is limited to physical and emotional victimization. As a result,
we are not able to examine the distinct nature of the different
forms of bullying and their relations with other factors.
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Little is known about bullying in rural areas.The participants in this study included 3,610 racially diverse youth (average age = 12.8)
from 28 rural schools who completed the School Success Profile-Plus. Binary logistic regression models were created to predict
bullying victimization in the past 12 months, and ordered logistic regression was used to predict school hassles in the past 12
months. Overall, 22.71% of the sample experienced bullying victimization and school victimization rates ranged from 11% to 38%.
Risk factors for bullying victimization included younger students and students experiencing depression and anxiety. Being female,
Hispanic/Latino or African American, was associated with lower bullying victimization.Thirty-nine percent of the sample reported
a high level of school hassles. Younger students and students with higher levels of anxiety and depression were at increased risk for
school hassles. Students from larger schools reported high levels of school hassles, while students from schools with more teachers
with advanced degrees reported fewer school hassles.

1. Introduction

According to The National School Safety Center, bullying is
the most enduring and underrated problem in US schools
[1, 2]. In a nationally representative sample, nearly 30% of
students surveyed reported being involved in bullying in the
current term, either as a perpetrator or a victim [3]. A more
recent study found that prevalence rates for the past two
months varied by type of bullying: 20.8%of students surveyed
were involved in physical bullying, 53.6% in verbal bullying,
51.4% in relational bullying, and 13.6% in cyber bullying [4].

Bullying is a form of aggression in which one or more
children intend to harm another child who is perceived
as being unable to defend himself or herself [5]. Many
researchers define bullying by four central features [6, 7]:
intention (i.e., the perpetrator intentionally uses bullying
to establish dominance or maintain social status) [8, 9],
power imbalance (i.e., the bully is physically and/or psy-
chologically more powerful than the victim) [3], repetition
(i.e., the bullying occurs repeatedly over time) [3], and
provocation (i.e., the victim does not provoke the bully).

Bullying behaviors include name-calling, physical assault,
threatening, stealing, defacing personal property, writing
harmful statements, spreading rumors, intentional exclusion,
extortion, and taunting [1]. Regardless of the chosen behavior,
bullying is characterized by intense intimidation that creates
a pattern of humiliation, abuse, and fear for the victim [9].

While research on bullying has burgeoned in recent years,
little is known about bullying in rural areas. The significant
emotional, academic, and physical consequences associated
with bullying in general [10], coupled with risk factors unique
to rural youth [11], underscore the importance of garnering
an increased understanding of bullying in rural populations.
Several researchers have applied an ecological framework to
study themultiple contexts of bullying and victimization (e.g.,
[12–14]).

Ecological Theory organizes the environment in terms
of micro-, meso-, macro-, and chronosystems [15]. In the
current study, the micro- and macrosystems are particularly
salient. The microsystem refers to an individual’s immediate
environment; for adolescents, the microsystem often consists
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of family, peer group, and school [15]. Interactions across
these microsystems (i.e., proximal processes) influence one
another reciprocally [15, 16].This suggests that an adolescent’s
bullying victimization and school hassles are likely impacted
by other proximal processes in the microsystem (i.e., family,
peer group, and school). An ecological framework under-
scores the need to consider the overarching macrosystem,
which refers to the social beliefs and norms of a given
environment [17]. In the current study, the macrosystem is
the rural environment.

Little research has been conducted on health-related
risk and protective factors for youth in rural settings [18–
22], especially regarding the correlates of bullying. The
bullying research base has been dominantly devoted to
urban youth [23, 24]. There is a common misperception
that rural living is “tranquil” and “peaceful” [25], when in
reality, rural life has many complications (e.g., geographic
isolation, minimal community resources, and lack of public
transportation) absent in urban environments [26]. Rural
youth are significantly more likely than urban and suburban
youth to smoke, drink alcohol, use drugs, bring a weapon
to school, and have sexual intercourse [11]. And one study
found that rural youth had significantly more externalizing
and internalizing behaviors than urban youth [27]. These
additional stressors and risk factors may impact the school
and bullying experiences of rural youth.

Although prevalence rates of bullying in rural, urban,
town, and suburban areas are equal, 3% to 5% more rural
youth reported ever bullying than youth in urban, town,
and suburban areas [3], indicating that rural youth may be
at an increased risk for involvement in bullying. Carlson
found that rural youth reported witnessing the most violence
and experiencing the highest level of victimization at school
compared to their home and neighborhood [18]. Based on
past research, it seems that rural schoolsmay have unique risk
factors that impact bullying. We must expand our research
focus to develop our understanding of the correlates of
bullying in rural settings. The extant literature focuses on
urban and suburban youth and is synthesized below.

Although victims, bullies, bully/victims, and bystanders
are all affected by bullying interactions, the negative effects
for victims are quite noteworthy [28], especially in regard to
mental health outcomes. Victims have reported feeling ugly,
worthless, lonely, and unhappy [10], which might explain
why many victims reported low self-esteem [29, 30]. Various
studies have also suggested that victimization was correlated
with internalizing disorders [31–34], such as anxiety and
depression [35, 36]. Although bully/victims and bullies are
typically more aggressive than victims, victims scored higher
than noninvolved youth on a measure of reactive aggression
[37], suggesting that victimized youth are also at an increased
risk of displaying aggressive behaviors. These mental health
outcomes indicate the importance of social support for
victims of bullying.

Social support facilitates coping with stressful situations
[38]. For example, one study found that the relationship
between victimization and poor quality of life was moder-
ated by peer support (i.e., increased levels of peer support
decreased the impact of victimization on poor quality of life)

[39]. This suggests that social support serves as a protective
factor for victims of bullying. However, extant research
indicates that victims of bullying tend to report lower social
support, including lower teacher support [40], peer support
[40–42], andmaternal support [42] than their nonvictimized
counterparts. In addition to social support in the microsys-
tem, in line with ecological theory, the macrosystem (e.g.,
school context) must be considered.

Bullying often occurs at school [1, 5]. One study found
that 7% of American eighth graders missed school at least
one day per month due to bullying [43]. For those students
who regularly attend school, at least 20% of them reported
being scared [44] or avoiding restrooms due to bullying [5].
It follows that victims would report a more negative sense of
school climate, bonding, and engagement. Indeed, victims in
elementary, middle, and high school reported lower school
connectedness [45] and higher school dissatisfaction [46]
than youth not involved in bullying. However, in another
study of 11,033 sixth through tenth graders, there were no
significant differences between victims of traditional bullying
and non-involved youth in terms of school satisfaction
[47], indicating the need for further research. Additionally,
researchers must understand how the school environment
impacts bullying victimization.

Little is known about the school characteristics associated
with bullying, especially for rural schools. Although one
study found that victimization varied primarily by individual
characteristics rather than by school characteristics [48],
further investigation of the relationship between school char-
acteristics and bullying victimization is warranted. School
size may be an important factor in the frequency of bullying
victimization, and, generally, students felt less safe in larger
schools [49]. Some studies have suggested that larger schools
have higher levels of violence [50], crime [51], and vandalism
[52]. Perhaps these findings can be explained by the fact
that increasing school size was related to decreasing student
attachment to school, teachers, and extracurricular activities
[53]. In line with the above research, researchers have also
found that larger schools have higher rates of bullying [54];
however, other studies have suggested no significant rela-
tionship between school size and the prevalence of bullying
[55, 56].

In addition to school size, there are a number of other
important school characteristics that may impact victimiza-
tion and bullying. For example, Wynne and Joo found that
academic achievement is an important predictor of criminal
victimization and every one unit increase in grades (e.g., B
to A) reduced the likelihood of criminal victimization by
17%; thus, high academic achievement may also be related
to bullying victimization [57]. However, other researchers
found that academic performance had no significant impact
on the level of nonphysical bullying [58]. Socioeconomic
status might also impact bullying, as researchers have found
that elementary schools with a high number of low-income
students (as measured by free/reduced price lunch) had
higher rates of bullying [59, 60].

The overarching research question for the current study
was what demographic, psychological, social, and school
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factors are associated with bullying victimization and experi-
encing school hassles. Based on ecological theory we hypoth-
esized the following.

(1) Proximal microsystem influences (i.e., social support
and school satisfaction) will be inversely associated
with bullying and school hassles.
(2) Distal microsystem influences (i.e., school character-

istics) will have less impact on bullying and school
hassles than the proximal microsystem influences;
however, these school characteristics will form cross-
level interactions with individual characteristics.
(3) Student psychological factors (i.e., depression, anxi-

ety, and aggression) will be positively associated with
bullying and school hassles, while self-esteem will be
inversely associated with bullying and school hassles.

2. Methods

2.1. Current Study. The current study was funded by a
cooperative agreement between the United States Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention and the North Car-
olina Academic Center for Excellence in Youth Violence
Prevention (NC-ACE). The current sample came from the
Rural Adaptation Project (RAP), a five-year longitudinal
panel study of more than 4,000 middle school students from
28 public schools in two rural, economically disadvantaged
counties within the Southeastern United States. The aim
of the larger longitudinal study is to reduce rates of youth
violence. The data for the current study were baseline data
collected in spring of 2011. The sample from one county
included all middle school students enrolled in the 11 public
schools in the county. The second county was geographically
bigger than the first county and had a much larger student
population; thus a random sample of 40% of 6th through 8th
graders from the 19 public middle schools was included in
this study. Parents from County 2 received a letter explaining
the study. If they did not want their child(ren) to participate,
they sent a letter requesting nonparticipation and their child
was removed from the study roster. Three parents sent letters
of refusal. Students assented to participate by reading and
electronically signing an assent screen prior to completing
the online assessment. In both counties, students were given
the opportunity to decline participation; 35 students declined
to participate in the study. Participants completed the online
assessment in school computer labs with close supervision by
research staff, and every student had an identification number
thatwas attached to his or her assessment in order tomaintain
confidentiality.

2.2. An Impoverished Rural Context. Examining the current
rural macrosystem illuminates the environmental stressors
present in participants’ lives. Both counties have limited
public transportation services, which is problematic given the
wide dispersion of people (i.e., average population density
per square mile of the two counties is 101.65) [61] and
resources. Additionally, the nearest large city is about 100
miles from both counties, making it difficult for residents to

access metropolitan resources (e.g., a large hospital). Infant
mortality is often used to gauge the overall health of a
community [62], and in 2011 the average infant mortality rate
of the two counties was 9.65 per 1,000 live births [63], which
is above the national average of 6.61 [64]. Unemployment in
the two counties is also higher than the national average, with
an average unemployment of 12% [65]. Finally, the racial and
ethnic composition of these counties is quite rare for a rural
community [66]. Both counties in this study are minority-
majority [61].

2.3. Participants. The participants (𝑁 = 4, 321) for this
study were from two rural counties in a Southeastern state.
Fifty-three percent (𝑁 = 2, 290) of the sample was female.
Participants were racially diverse: 28% (𝑁 = 1, 210) identified
as American Indian/Native American, 22.5% (𝑁 = 972)
identified as non-Hispanic White, 22% (𝑁 = 951) identified
as non-Hispanic AfricanAmerican, 12% (𝑁 = 519) identified
as Hispanic/Latino, and 11% (𝑁 = 475) identified as mixed
race or other. The mean age was 12.8 years. Participants were
inmiddle school (6th–8th grade) and roughly 33% came from
each grade. Sixty-six percent of the participants received a
free/reduced price lunch. Additional information about the
sample is provided in Table 1.

2.4. Independent Measures. The School Success Profile (SSP)
[67] is a 220-item youth self-report survey that measures
attitudes and perceptions about school, friends, family, neigh-
borhood, self, and health/wellbeing. Since its creation in
1993, the SSP has been administered to tens of thousands of
students, and its reliability and validity are well documented
[68].The current study used amodified version of the SSP, the
School Success Profile Plus (SSP+), which included 152 of the
original SSP items and two additional subscales: a modified
version of the Rosenberg self-esteem scale [69] was used to
measure self-esteem, and two subscales from the Youth Self-
Report (i.e., child version of the Child Behavior Checklist
[CBCL]) [70] were used to measure anxiety and aggression.
Each measure is described in detail below.

2.4.1. Demographics. Receiving free or reduced lunch at
school was a proxy for socioeconomic status. Race and
ethnicity were coded as four dichotomous variables: His-
panic, non-Hispanic African American, American Indian,
and mixed race or other. Non-Hispanic White students were
the reference group. Gender was a dummy variable and male
was the reference group.

2.4.2. Psychological Factors. Depression was measured using
four items taken from the SSP [67]. Example items included
“I often feel sad” and “I often feel all alone in the world.”
The Cronbach’s alpha reliability for this scale was 0.87 in this
sample.The rigorously tested Youth SelfReport has been used
extensively with a variety of different communities [71], and
two modified subscales were used to measure anxiety and
aggression. Anxiety was measured with three items from the
original Anxiety subscale from the YSR [70]. The scale items
were “I often worry about my future,” “I often feel nervous
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Table 1: Sample descriptive statistics and model-estimated odds ratios for bullying victimization.

Variable Descriptives Odds ratio
Mean SD

Student demographics:
Age 12.833 1.068 0.720∗∗∗

Gender (male)
Female 0.532 0.499 0.866

Use free or reduced lunch (no)
Yes 0.664 0.473 1.063

Race (non-Hispanic White)
Hispanic 0.121 0.326 0.722∗

Non-Hispanic African American 0.221 0.415 0.585∗∗∗

American Indian 0.278 0.448 0.825
Mixed race or other 0.111 0.314 0.824

Student psychological factors:
Anxiety 1.475 0.558 1.514∗∗∗

Depression 1.447 0.565 1.764∗∗∗

Aggression 1.336 0.361 0.992
Self-esteem 2.712 0.437 0.966

Microsystem factors:
School satisfaction 2.370 0.486 0.483∗∗∗

Friend support 2.490 0.553 0.774∗∗

Teacher support 3.166 0.563 1.160
Parent support 2.679 0.492 1.139
Neighborhood support 3.031 0.605 0.935

School aggregated characteristics:
School size 509.030 236.214 1.000
% Students at or above grade level in reading 57.951 9.248 0.989
% Students at or above grade level in math 75.297 7.003 1.004
Teacher turnover rate (%) 11.303 8.968 0.992
Teachers with advanced degrees (%) 23.438 8.556 1.004
%White students 27.541 24.050 1.004
% African American students 30.240 20.236 1.004
% Hispanic students 9.319 10.061 1.003
% American Indian students 31.570 30.224 0.998
% Using free or reduced lunch 65.456 11.221 0.997
% Teachers with 4–10 years of experiences 28.753 9.232 0.991
% Teachers with 10+ years of experiences 51.225 14.073 1.003
𝑁 3610
Model chi-square (df) 336.03 (28)∗∗∗

Note: Reference groups for indicator variables are shown in the parentheses.
∗∗∗

𝑃 < .001; ∗∗𝑃 < .01; ∗𝑃 < .05, two-tailed test.

or tense,” and “I often feel fearful or anxious.” This scale had
a Cronbach’s alpha reliability of 0.76 in this sample. The 12-
itemAggression scale [70] assessed a variety of aggressive and
noncompliant behaviors. Example items included “I get in
many fights” and “I break rules at home, school, or elsewhere.”
The Cronbach’s alpha reliability for this scale was 0.85 in this
sample. The 5-item self-esteem scale was an adapted version
of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale [69], and example items
included “I feel good about myself ” and “I am able to do
things as well as most other people.” Five of the original
items from Rosenberg were deleted for brevity on a long
assessment, and items were worded to decrease confusion
for a low-literacymiddle school population. Cronbach’s alpha
reliability for this scale was 0.88 in the current sample.
The seven-item School Satisfaction scale [67] measured each

student’s overall satisfaction with his/her school experience.
Example items included “I enjoy going to this school” and “I
am getting a good education at this school.” The Cronbach’s
alpha reliability for this scale was 0.83. Items from each
of these scales used the same three-point Likert response
options (Not Like Me, A Little Like Me, and A Lot Like Me).

2.4.3. Social Support. Thefive-item Friend Support scale [67]
was measured on a three-point Likert scale (Not Like Me, A
Little Like Me, or A Lot Like Me). Example items included
“I can count on my friends for support” and “I feel close to
my friends.”The Cronbach’s alpha reliability for this scale was
0.89 for this sample.

The eight-item Teacher Support scale [67] measured
students’ perceptions of their teachers’ supportive behavior.
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Table 2: Correlations among dependent variable indicators (𝑁 = 3597).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

(1) Victimized 1.00

(2) Insulted 0.41 1.00

(3) Disrespected 0.44 0.66 1.00

(4) Ignored 0.25 0.38 0.47 1.00

(5) Excluded 0.30 0.38 0.43 0.42 1.00

(6) Suspected of doing wrong 0.23 0.33 0.40 0.40 0.39 1.00

(7) Treated unfairly 0.39 0.51 0.62 0.50 0.53 0.45 1.00

(8) Discouraged 0.25 0.33 0.39 0.35 0.45 0.36 0.43 1.00

(9) Acted surprised when you did well 0.15 0.20 0.27 0.29 0.28 0.33 0.29 0.34 1.00
(10)Hassled 0.39 0.47 0.51 0.37 0.42 0.36 0.53 0.42 0.27 1.00

(11) Yelled a racial slur 0.27 0.37 0.41 0.33 0.38 0.35 0.44 0.41 0.27 0.43 1.00

(12)Made fun of 0.50 0.57 0.62 0.41 0.43 0.34 0.60 0.38 0.28 0.52 0.41 1.00

(13)Threatened to harm 0.40 0.49 0.49 0.35 0.42 0.37 0.47 0.44 0.25 0.49 0.44 0.50 1.00

(14) Pushed/shoved/hit 0.37 0.44 0.49 0.37 0.41 0.39 0.47 0.36 0.28 0.43 0.39 0.53 0.54 1.00

Example items included “My teachers care about me” and
“My teachers give me a lot of encouragement.” Each item was
rated on a four-point Likert scale (Strongly Disagree,Disagree,
Agree, or Strongly Agree), and the Cronbach’s alpha reliability
was 0.88 for this sample.

The five-item Parent Support scale [67] measured the
frequency over the past 30 days that an adult in the child’s
home provided emotional support. Example items included
“How often did the adults in your home tell you that you did
a good job?” and “How often did the adults in your home
make you feel special?” Each item was rated on a three-point
Likert scale (Never, Once or Twice, or More than Twice), and
the Cronbach’s alpha reliability for this scale was 0.89 in this
sample.

Thefive-itemNeighborhood Support scale [67]measured
the child’s perception of the degree to which adults in the
neighborhood are interested in and offer help to young
people. Example items included “Adults in my neighborhood
are interested in what young people in the neighborhood
are doing” and “People in my neighborhood really help one
another out.” Each itemwas rated on a four-point Likert scale
(Strongly Disagree,Disagree,Agree, or Strongly Agree), and the
Cronbach’s alpha reliability was 0.77 in this sample.

2.4.4. School Aggregated Characteristics. Publicly available
administrative data was used tomeasure the following school
characteristics. School size was a measure of the number
of children attending each school. Student achievement was
assessed as the percentage of students scoring at or above
grade level on End of Grade (EOG) tests in reading and in
math at the end of sixth grade. Teacher turnover rate was
the percentage of teachers who left during the school year.
Teacher quality was assessed as the percentage of teachers
with advanced degrees. Racial and ethnic composition was
measured by four variables: the percentage of White, African
American, Hispanic, and American Indian students in a
school. School poverty was assessed by the percentage of
students receiving free or reduced lunches. Finally, teacher
experience was measured by two variables: the percentage
of teachers with four to ten years of teaching and the

percentage of teachers with more than ten years of teaching
experience; the percentage of teachers with zero to three years
of experience was the reference group. All of these variables
were administrative indicators not psychosocial scales, and,
as such, they did not have internal consistency reliabilities.

2.5. Dependent Measures. The 13-item school hassles scale
[67] measured the frequency with which students have
endured peer harassment over the past 30 days. Example
items included “Someone treated you in a disrespectful way,”
“Someone at school hassled you for no reason,” and “Someone
at school pushed, shoved, or hit you.” The frequency of these
events was measured on a three-point Likert scale (Never,
Once or Twice, orMore than Twice), and the Cronbach’s alpha
reliability was 0.90 in this sample.

Bullying victimization was measured with one item that
asked each student if she or he had been the victim of bullying
in the past twelve months. This was a dichotomous variable
with 1 coded as “yes, victimized by a bully” and 0 for “no, not
bullied in the past twelve months.” Correlations among the
dichotomous bullying victimization variable and 13 school
hassles items are displayed in Table 2.

2.6. Data Analyses. By design, students coming from the
same school may share common characteristics on an out-
come variable compared to students from other schools,
indicating the potential for clustering effects. The presence
of clustering effects violates the independent-observation
assumption embedded in a regression model and leads to
an incorrect test about statistical significance of predictor
variables. Using the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC),
we tested the clustering effects on both school hassles and
bullying victimization variables. We first evaluated the ICC
of the original school hassles scale (i.e., the ordinal variable)
using the following equation [72]:

ICC =
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𝑒
is the

within-group variance. Results showed that the ICC for the
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school hassles scale was 0.019, indicating that 1.9% of the
variation on the school hassles was between schools. We
then evaluated the ICC of bullying victimization using the
following equation [73]:

ICC =
𝜓

𝜓 + 𝜋
2
/3

, (2)

where 𝜓 is the variance of the random effect 𝑢
0𝑗

from the
following multilevel logistic regression ln(𝑃
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, 𝑢
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∼ 𝑁(0, 𝜓) and 𝜋 = 3.1416. The estimated

ICC for bullying victimization was 0.011, indicating that
1.1% of variation in bullying victimization was between
schools. Given the low ICC measures for both outcomes,
we concluded that clustering effects were not present, and
analysis based on the independent-observation assumption
was valid.

The school hassles variable had a positively skewed distri-
bution (results are available by request). Since linear models
assume a normal distribution of the dependent variable, we
did not analyze the variable in its original scale. Therefore,
the current study employed an ordered logistic regression
(Long, 1997). After rounding (i.e., recoding the values from
1 to 1.4 of 𝑦 into value 1, the values from 1.5 to 2.4 of 𝑦
into value 2, and the values from 2.5 to 3 of 𝑦 into value 3),
the dependent variable 𝑦 had three ordinal levels, ranging
from 1 to 3. Ordered logistic regression assumes that each
ordinal category is determined by the change of a latent
continuous variable: with 𝑘 ordinal levels, the model assumes
𝑘 − 1 threshold or cutoff values of the continuous latent
variable at which the observed category makes changes. For
the current study, 𝑘 is 3 and the number of threshold values
is 2. The ordered logistic regression models the probability
of having each of the three ordinal categories as a function
of the independent variables and the two threshold values.
Denoting school hassles as 𝑦, the independent variables as
vector 𝑥, and the regression parameters as vector 𝛽, the
probability of having an ordinal category may be expressed
as

Pr (𝑦 = 1 | 𝑥) =
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respectively, where 𝜏
1
and 𝜏
2
are the threshold values. In the

above equation, each element in the estimated vector 𝛽 is a
regression coefficient, and an exponent of the coefficient is
an odds ratio. We employed the Stata ologit program (i.e., an
estimator of maximum likelihood) to estimate the ordered
logistic regression.

The bullying victimization variable was a dummy vari-
able, coded 1 if the student reported being bullied and 0

otherwise, and, therefore, logistic regression was used. The
model is expressed by the following equation:

ln = ( 𝑃
1 − 𝑝

) = 𝑋𝛽, (4)

where 𝑃 is the probability of 𝑌 = 1 for the outcome
variable, 𝑋 is the matrix of independent variables, and 𝛽 is
the vector of regression coefficients showing effects of the
independent variables. Taking the exponent of each element
in estimating 𝛽 (i.e., exp( ̂𝛽)), we obtained the odds ratio
for each independent variable, which is the final statistic
presented in the findings section. To make the statistical
inference more accurate, we further employed the Huber
andWhite correction to obtain robust estimation of standard
errors [74].

2.7. Cross-Level Interactions. Research hypotheses about a
cross-level interaction may be represented by the following
diagram depicting a multilevel proposition [73]:

Z

X Y

(5)

where𝑌 is the outcome variable,𝑋 is a student-level indepen-
dent variable, and 𝑍 is a school-level independent variable.
Based on the literature, we hypothesized that a school-
level variable affects the relationship between a student-level
variable and the outcome; that is, other things being equal,
the impact of a student-level variable on the outcome varies
by the level of school-level variable. Under this conceptual-
ization, the school-level variable served as a moderator, and
informed us of school settings that were important predictors
to students’ bullying experiences and school hassles.

We tested various cross-level interactions using individ-
ual and school characteristics. The student characteristics
used in this analysis included anxiety, depression, and aggres-
sion. The school characteristics included teacher turnover
rate, percentage of students at or above grade-level in reading
and math, percentage of students using free or reduced
lunch, and percentage of teachers with 10 or more years of
experience. We began with an analysis including one cross-
level interaction in a model at a time. If multiple individual
models showed statistically significant interactions, we then
combined all significant interactions in one model.

2.8. Handling Missing Data. To handle missing data, we
followed Allison [75] and employed listwise deletion. Conse-
quently, the sample analyzed for the school hassles outcome is
comprised of 3,602 students (i.e., 83.36% of the original sam-
ple), and the sample analyzed for the bullying victimization
is comprised of 3,610 students (i.e., 83.54% of the original
sample). A series of bivariate analyses were performed to
discern differences on key demographic variables between
the sample analyzed and the sample not analyzed. Results
showed that the sample analyzed was slightly older (i.e., 0.15



Journal of Criminology 7

years older on average,𝑃 < 0.001), had a higher proportion of
females (i.e., 11.5 percentage points higher,𝑃 < 0.001), a lower
proportion of students using free and reduced lunch (i.e., 9.5
percentage points lower, 𝑃 < 0.001), a lower proportion of
African American students (i.e., 13.9 percentage points lower,
𝑃 < 0.001), a higher proportion of American Indian students
(i.e., 9.4 percentage points higher, 𝑃 < 0.001), and a slightly
lower proportion of students with a mixed or other race (i.e.,
2.8 percentage points lower, 𝑃 < 0.05) than the sample not
analyzed. Based on these results, it is clear that the data was
not “Missing At Random” (MAR), and, according to Allison,
“[. . .] listwise deletion is the method that is most robust to
violations of MAR [. . .]” [75, p. 6].

3. Results

Sample descriptive statistics and final model-estimated odds
ratios of bullying victimization are shown in Table 1.

3.1. Correlates of Bullying Victimization. The overall model
had an acceptable fit to the data, as reflected by themodel chi-
square of 336.03 (with 28 degrees of freedom,𝑃 < 0.001).This
model had a pseudo𝑅-square of 0.0956, indicating that 9.56%
of the variation in bullying victimization can be attributed to
the variables included in the model. Overall, there were 820
students (or 22.71% of the analyzed sample) who experienced
bullying victimization. Among the 28 schools, the prevalence
of bullying victimization in the past 12 months ranged from
11% to 38%.

Younger students were more likely to experience bullying
victimization (𝑃 < 0.001); every one-year increase in age
decreased the probability of bullying victimization by 28%.
Hispanic students were less likely to experience bullying
victimization than their White counterparts by 27.8% (𝑃 <
0.05); African American students were less likely to experi-
ence bullying victimization than their White counterparts by
41.5% (𝑃 < 0.001).

Students reporting higher anxiety were more likely to
experience bullying victimization (𝑃 < 0.001); every increase
in anxiety increased the probability of bullying victimization
by 51.4%. Similarly, depressed students were more likely
to experience bullying victimization (𝑃 < 0.001); every
one-unit increase in depression increased the probability
of bullying victimization by 76.4%. Having higher school
satisfaction decreased the likelihood of experiencing bullying
victimization (𝑃 < 0.001); every one-unit increase in school
satisfaction decreased the probability of bullying victimiza-
tion by 51.7%.

Social support from friends, but not from teachers, par-
ents, or neighbors decreased the likelihood of experiencing
bullying victimization (𝑃 < 0.01): other things being equal,
every one-unit increase in social support from friends was
related to a 22.6% decrease in the probability of bullying
victimization.

After a series of tests of cross-level interactions, we found
no interactions between school characteristics and individual
factors that were statistically significant in the model of
bullying victimization.

3.2. School Hassles Model. Model-predicted probabilities are
presented in Table 3. Overall, 61.47% of the analyzed sample
reported low levels of school hassles and 2.61% reported
high levels of school hassles. The school hassles model has
an acceptable fit to the data, as reflected by the chi-square
of 846.21 (with 29 degrees of freedom) that was statistically
significant at a 0.001 level.This model had a pseudo 𝑅-square
of 0.1446, indicating that 14.46% of the variation in school
hassles can be attributed to the variables included in the
model.

Results indicated that younger adolescents have a higher
probability of reporting high school hassles than older adoles-
cents (e.g., the probability of adolescents at age 11 reporting
high school hassles was 3.72%, compared to a probability
of 1.40% for 16 year olds, 𝑃 < 0.001). Males (3.08%) have
a significantly higher probability of reporting high school
hassles than females (2.25%;𝑃 < 0.001). Students who receive
free or reduced price lunch (2.81%) have a higher probability
of reporting high school hassles than those not receiving free
or reduced lunch (2.26%; 𝑃 < 0.01). In terms of race, White
adolescents (2.77%) had a significantly higher probability
of reporting high school hassles than Hispanic adolescents
(2.21%; 𝑃 < 0.05).

Students who reported low levels of school satisfaction
(7.48%) had a higher probability of reporting high school
hassles than those who reported high school satisfaction
(1.59%; 𝑃 < 0.001). Teacher, parent, friend, and neighbor-
hood supports were not significantly related to school hassles.

Students who reported high levels of anxiety had a
significantly higher probability of reporting high levels of
school hassles (6.75%) than students who reported low levels
of school anxiety (1.93%; 𝑃 < 0.001). Students who reported
high levels of depression (7.58%) had a significantly higher
probability of reporting high levels of school hassles than
those who reported low levels of depression (1.90%; 𝑃 <
0.001).

Adolescents attending larger schools (i.e., those with 950
students; 3.17%) had a higher probability of reporting high
school hassles than those attending smaller schools (i.e., 150
students; 2.22%, 𝑃 < 0.05). Students attending schools that
had a high percentage (i.e., 80%) of students at or above
grade level in reading (4.26%) had a higher probability of
reporting high school hassles than students attending schools
with a low percentage (i.e., 40%) of students at or above
grade level in reading (1.74%; 𝑃 < 0.05). On the other hand,
students attending schools that had a low percentage (i.e.,
60%) of students at or above grade level in math had a higher
probability (7.39%) of reporting high school hassles than
students attending schools with a high percentage (i.e., 90%)
of students at or above grade level in math (0.93%; 𝑃 < 0.05).
Adolescents attending schools with a low percentage (i.e.,
10%) of teachers with advanced degrees had a significantly
higher probability (3.11%) of reporting high school hassles
than students attending schools with a high percentage (i.e.,
40%) of teachers with advanced degrees (2.09%; 𝑃 < 0.05).
Students attending schools with a higher percentage (i.e.,
80%) of teachers with 10 or more years of experience had
a significantly higher probability (3.22%) of reporting high
school hassles than students attending schools with a low
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Table 3: Model predicted probabilities of school hassles.

Characteristic School hassles model
Sig Low Medium High

All 0.6147 0.3593 0.0261

Age ∗∗∗

11 0.5250 0.4375 0.0372

12 0.5746 0.3947 0.0306

13 0.6225 0.3522 0.0252

14 0.6682 0.3111 0.0208

15 0.7108 0.2721 0.0171

16 0.7501 0.2359 0.0140

Gender ∗∗∗

Female 0.6493 0.3281 0.0225

Male 0.5738 0.3955 0.0308

Free/reduced price lunch ∗∗

Yes 0.5967 0.3752 0.0281

No 0.6492 0.3282 0.0226

Race
Non-Hispanic African
American 0.6156 0.3585 0.0260

Hispanic ∗ 0.6538 0.3241 0.0221

Mixed/other 0.5974 0.3746 0.0280

Native American 0.6174 0.3568 0.0258

Non-Hispanic White 0.6000 0.3723 0.0277

School satisfaction ∗∗∗

Low 0.3458 0.5795 0.0748

Medium 0.5419 0.4232 0.0348

High 0.7259 0.2582 0.0159

Teacher support
Low 0.5852 0.3854 0.0294

Medium 0.6057 0.3673 0.0271

High 0.6258 0.3493 0.0249

Parent support
Low 0.6726 0.3070 0.0204

Medium 0.6386 0.3378 0.0236

High 0.6032 0.3695 0.0273

Friend support
Low 0.5670 0.4014 0.0316

Medium 0.5992 0.3730 0.0278

High 0.6305 0.3450 0.0244

Neighbor support
Low 0.6480 0.3293 0.0227

Medium 0.6235 0.3514 0.0251

High 0.5984 0.3738 0.0279

Anxiety ∗∗∗

Low 0.6848 0.2959 0.0193

Medium 0.5311 0.4326 0.0363

High 0.3712 0.5613 0.0675

Table 3: Continued.

Characteristic School hassles model
Sig Low Medium High

Depression ∗∗∗

Low 0.6876 0.2934 0.0190

Medium 0.5170 0.4446 0.0834

High 0.3424 0.5818 0.0758

Aggression
Low 0.4947 0.4635 0.0418
Medium 0.8074 0.1825 0.0101
High 0.9472 0.0504 0.0024

School size ∗

150 0.6530 0.3248 0.0222
550 0.6102 0.3632 0.0266
950 0.5657 0.4025 0.0317

Grade level reading (%) ∗

40 0.7070 0.2756 0.0174
60 0.6034 0.3693 0.0273
80 0.4897 0.4677 0.0426

Grade level math (%) ∗∗

60 0.3486 0.5775 0.0739
75 0.6095 0.3639 0.0266
90 0.8199 0.1708 0.0093

Teacher turnover (%)
0 0.6174 0.3568 0.0258
25 0.6114 0.3622 0.0264
50 0.6053 0.3676 0.0271

Teachers w/advanced degrees (%) ∗
10 0.5707 0.3981 0.0311
25 0.6197 0.3548 0.0255
40 0.6663 0.3128 0.0209

% of White students
1 0.6341 0.3418 0.0241
40 0.6054 0.3675 0.0271
80 0.5752 0.3942 0.0306

% of African American students
1 0.6069 0.3662 0.0269

40 0.6173 0.3569 0.0258

80 0.6278 0.3475 0.0247

% of Hispanic students
1 0.6046 0.3682 0.0272

25 0.6335 0.3424 0.0241

50 0.6627 0.3161 0.0213

% of native American students
0 0.6181 0.3562 0.0257

50 0.6127 0.3610 0.0263

100 0.6073 0.3659 0.0269
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Table 3: Continued.

Characteristic School hassles model
Sig Low Medium High

% students receiving free/reduced
lunch

10 0.6063 0.3667 0.0270

45 0.6108 0.3627 0.0265

80 0.6153 0.3587 0.0260

4–10 years of teacher experience
(%)

10 0.6362 0.3399 0.0238

30 0.6132 0.3605 0.0262

50 0.5897 0.3814 0.0289

10+ years of experience (%) ∗

30 0.6518 0.3259 0.0223

55 0.6079 0.3653 0.0268

80 0.5622 0.4056 0.0322

Grade level math × aggression ∗

55 0.8473 0.1450 0.0076

105 0.5841 0.3864 0.0295

265 0.0170 0.2711 0.7119

𝑁 3597

Model chi-square (df) 846.21 (29)∗∗∗

Note: 𝑃 < .05∗; 𝑃 < .01∗∗; 𝑃 < .001∗∗∗, two-tailed test.

percentage (i.e., 30%) of teachers with 10 or more years of
experience (2.23%; 𝑃 < 0.05).

After testing a series of cross-level interactions, we found
only one interaction (i.e., the percentage of students at or
above grade level in math by student’s aggression) that was
statistically significant. Due to the complexity of interpreting
model-predicted probabilities of interaction terms, the results
of aggression by students at or above grade level in math
interaction are displayed graphically in Figure 1. For ado-
lescents reporting high levels of aggression (i.e., aggression
= 3), as the percentage of students at or above grade level
in math increases, the probability of reporting high school
hassles also increases. However, the opposite trend is true for
students reporting medium and low levels of aggression (i.e.,
aggression = 2 or 1). For these students, as the percentage
of students at or above grade level in math increases, the
probability of reporting high school hassles decreases.

4. Discussion

This study contributed to our knowledge of school hassles and
bullying victimization by illuminating individual and school
environment risk factors in a large sample of rural youth.
Considering the dearth of extant information on rural youth,
it is noteworthy that these youth experienced school hassles
and bullying at rates comparable to urban and suburban
youth. Overall, 23% of rural youth reported being bullied
in the past twelve months, with a range of 11% in the least
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Figure 1: Model-predicted probability of reporting a high level of
school hassles.

violent school to 38% in the most violent school. This overall
prevalence rate is higher than a previous study on extreme
victimization (10%) [76] and a national survey that included
both bullies and victims (13.6%) [4]. This underscores the
need to more fully understand bullying dynamics in rural
areas.Theprevalence of bullying in the rural areaswe assessed
was not only higher than the national rate, it was over 25% in
nine out of the 25 schools assessed. Further, this rate is only
for victimization, and adding the bullies who perpetrated
the aggression would potentially double the rate of children
involved in the bullying dynamic.

Ourmodel identified important demographic risk factors
for bullying victimization and experiencing school hassles.
Reports of victimization and school hassles decreased with
age and were more common for males than females. This
finding was in line with previous research that found bullying
to be most common in lower grades [3]. The elevated risk
for males in these rural areas contrasted with higher rates for
females in national data [77] but were consistent with other
research showing that males were bullying perpetrators and
victimsmore often than females [3, 36].This gender effectwas
more relevant to reported school hassles than bullying.These
school hassles centered on physical aggression, harassment,
and overt disrespectful encounters more than subtle social
ostracism that females reported when they were victimized
[78]. Another possible explanation for this gender difference
is the fact that some rural communities in the United States
follow prescribed gender roles, where men are supposed to
be masculine and dominant and women are expected to be
subservient [79]. It is well documented that male victims
of bullying often do not fit this “masculine ideal”, and, it is
possible that, in this rural setting, they are therefore at an
increased risk for bullying victimization as compared to their
urban counterparts.

African American and Hispanic students reported sig-
nificantly less victimization compared to their Caucasian
classmates. American Indian students also reported lower
rates, but the difference was not statistically significant rel-
ative to Caucasian students. These racial differences placing
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Caucasian students at higher risk were also found in previous
studies [60, 77] but have garnered little discussion in the
research literature. It appears that children are victimized for
a variety of reasons (e.g., lacking power and relationships,
being insecure, physically weak or different), but coming
from a racial or ethnic minority group may not be a strong
rationale for being bullied. In this sample, there were almost
equal percentages of the various racial groups. This suggests
that minority children are not isolated and the high number
of sameminority peersmay provide safety frombeing singled
out or segregated. It is also possible that Hispanic andAfrican
American victims labeled their victimization experiences as
discrimination rather than bullying. This is not clear without
further qualitative investigation. Alternately, bulliesmay have
understood that race was an exceptionally sensitive topic that
may quickly bring remediation (e.g., bullying by race can be
translated into a hate crime with severe penalties). It then
becomes safer to victimize a weak Caucasian child instead of
a minority student, especially in the diverse environment in
this study. All of these explanations warrant future research.

Socioeconomically disadvantaged students who received
free or reduced school lunches reported more school hassles,
but were not at significantly higher risk for bullying victim-
ization. Given that the current measure of school hassles
included many behaviors identified in the literature as bul-
lying, it is interesting that this discrepancy exists. A possible
explanation for this discrepancy is a difference between stu-
dents’ definition of bullying and adults/researchers’ definition
[7, 80].These students endorsed suffering from school hassles
but may not have labeled these experiences as bullying.
This is a mixed finding that requires additional research to
hypothesize a substantive interpretation of this relationship.

In partial support of Hypothesis 3 and in line with
previous research [35], students who reported high levels
of anxiety and depression were significantly more likely to
experience bullying victimization and school hassles. In light
of the symptoms associated with anxiety and depression
(e.g., excessive worry, constant sadness, irritability, reduced
interest in activities) [81], it is possible that these adolescents
may stand out from their peers and be targeted by bullies.
Another possibility is that the increased levels of anxiety and
depression may be a consequence of the bullying victimiza-
tion. Cross-sectional data will not support assertions about
causality; however, it is likely that there is a strong feedback
loop between victimization and mental health symptoms.
This finding points to the importance of teachers paying
close attention both to students who are bullied and to
students who appear depressed or anxious. Teachers should
be cognizant of sudden or gradual changes in mood as this
could be indicative of victimization. Contrary to hypothesis
3, aggression and self-esteem were not significantly related to
bullying victimization or school hassles.

As expected, few school level characteristics were directly
associated with bullying and school hassles. Current findings
mirror past literature, suggesting higher rates of hassles in
larger schools [54]. It is likely that in larger schools teachers
are less able to monitor students’ behaviors, leading to
increased rates of problem behaviors. Teacher characteristics
were also important. Schools with more teachers who have

advanced degrees had a lower probability for their students
to experience school hassles; however, schools with more
teachers who had taught for more than 10 years tended to
have a higher probability for their students to experience
school hassles. Together, these effects suggest that students’
perceptions of school hassles may be decreased by having
knowledgeable teachers who are well prepared in their fields
but who have not taught long enough to be “burned out.”
Perhaps teachers who have taught more than 10 years have
continually attempted to interrupt students hassling one
another without success and have therefore given up trying
to intervene. A potential point of intervention could be
to provide teachers with effective behavior management
and intervention strategies. Contrary to our expectations,
there was only one significant cross-level interaction: the
interaction of percentage of students at or above grade level in
math and aggression on school hassles. For adolescents who
reported high levels of aggression, as percentage of students
at or above grade level in math increased, the probability of
reporting high school hassles also increased. High levels of
aggression often coincidewith low academic success [82]. It is
possible that, in this sample, students reporting high levels of
aggression were also unsuccessful academically and therefore
did not fit in with their high achieving peers making them
targets for peer ridicule.

In line with hypothesis 1, microsystem factors were more
important predictors than school level factors, confirming
previous reports [48].The protective effect of school satisfac-
tion was one of our most noteworthy effects related to both
bullying and school hassles. Enhancing school satisfaction is
an appropriate target for prevention scientists who seek to
reduce bullying. In terms of social support, our hypothesis
was partially supported. Peer support was the only significant
source of support that predicted lower bullying victimization.
This finding points to the importance that the peer group
has for adolescents, perhaps suggesting the utility of an inter-
vention focused on peer mediation and strengthening the
quality of peer relationships. It is possible that parent, teacher,
and neighbor supports were not significantly associated with
school hassles and bullying victimization because these adult
figures might not be aware that bullying and school hassles
are occurring. Peers might be able to intervene and support
victims more easily than these adults as peers are more
likely to witness the bullying and school hassles than parents,
teachers, and neighbors.

5. Limitations

A significant limitation in this study was the way that
bullying was measured. A dichotomous variable does not
allow for an evaluation of frequency of bullying incidents, so
therefore a child who has been bullied once or twice is treated
synonymously with a child who was chronically bullied. In
addition, the bullying question does not define bullying,
leaving interpretation up to the reader, which could be prob-
lematic based on the known discrepancy between students’
and researchers’ definitions of bullying [7, 80]. However,
other researchers [83–85] have used dichotomous bullying
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variables in conjunction with other scales. The present study
employed a similar approach and used a dichotomous bully-
ing variable in conjunction with the school hassles scale. As
seen in Table 2, correlations between bullying victimization
and items from the school hassles scale are statistically
significant and substantively important. Thus, although the
bullying variable on its own is flawed, we considered the two
measures complimentary and informative. While it would
have been preferable to have a more comprehensive measure
of bullying, this was not feasible in the current study due to
time constraints in filling out the survey.

The generalizability of the current study is limited as
participants were middle school students in two low-income,
ethnically diverse, rural counties. Caution is warranted when
applying these results to other groups of youth. Additionally,
students completed the surveys at school, in the presence of
other students and it is possible that they did not answer
truthfully or were influenced by the presence of their peers.
However, researchers made the setting as private as possible
and reinforced the confidential nature of the surveys.

6. Conclusion

This study assessed correlates of bullying victimization and
school hassles in a large sample of rural, low-income youth.
In general, these rural youth suffered from both bullying
victimization and school hassles at a surprisingly high
rate. Given the well-documented consequences of bullying
victimization, these findings point to the importance of
prevention and intervention programming in rural schools,
especially for male adolescents and for students coping with
anxiety and depression. Additional research is needed to fully
understand the influence of socioeconomic status on bullying
victimization and school hassles. Due to the lack of significant
findings, additional research on school-level variables is also
warranted. Overall, this study contributes to the literature
on risk factors for rural youth and augments the existing
literature on bullying victimization.

Acknowledgment

This study was funded through a cooperative agreement with
the United States Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion’s National Center for Injury Prevention and Control (5
U01 CE001948).

References

[1] A. V. Beale, “Bullybusters: using drama to empower students
to take a stand against bullying behavior,” Professional School
Counseling, vol. 4, pp. 300–306, 2001.

[2] National School Safety Center, School Bullying and Victim-
ization NSSC Resource Paper, National School Safety Center,
Malibu, India, 1995.

[3] T. R. Nansel, M. Overpeck, R. S. Pilla, W. J. Ruan, B. Simons-
Morton, and P. Scheidt, “Bullying behaviors among US youth:
prevalence and associationwith psychosocial adjustment,” Jour-
nal of the American Medical Association, vol. 285, no. 16, pp.
2094–2100, 2001.

[4] J.Wang, R. J. Iannotti, and T. R. Nansel, “School bullying among
adolescents in the United States: physical, verbal, relational, and
cyber,” Journal of Adolescent Health, vol. 45, no. 4, pp. 368–375,
2009.

[5] G. Glew, F. Rivara, and C. Feudtner, “Bullying: children hurting
children,” Pediatrics in Review, vol. 21, no. 6, pp. 183–189, 2000.

[6] A. Frisén, K. Holmqvist, and D. Oscarsson, “13-year-olds’
perception of bullying: definitions, reasons for victimisation
and experience of adults’ response,” Educational Studies, vol. 34,
no. 2, pp. 105–117, 2008.

[7] S. Guerin and E. Hennessy, “Pupils’ definitions of bullying,”
European Journal of Psychology of Education, vol. 17, no. 3, pp.
249–261, 2002.

[8] A. D. Pellegrini, M. Bartini, and F. Brooks, “School bullies, vic-
tims, and aggressive victims: factors relating to group affiliation
and victimization in early adolescence,” Journal of Educational
Psychology, vol. 91, no. 2, pp. 216–224, 1999.

[9] W. B. Roberts, “The bully as victim,” Professional School Coun-
seling, vol. 4, pp. 148–156, 2000.

[10] B. E. McNamara and F. J. McNamara, Keys to Dealing with
Bullies, Barron’s, Hauppauge, NY, USA, 1997.

[11] S. Atav and G. A. Spencer, “Health risk behaviors among
adolescents attending rural, suburban, and urban schools: a
comparative study,” Family and Community Health, vol. 25, no.
2, pp. 53–64, 2002.

[12] G. E. Barboza, L. B. Schiamberg, J. Oehmke, S. J. Korzeniewski,
L. A. Post, and C. G. Heraux, “Individual characteristics and
the multiple contexts of adolescent bullying: an ecological
perspective,” Journal of Youth and Adolescence, vol. 38, no. 1, pp.
101–121, 2009.

[13] S. M. Swearer and B. Doll, “Bullying in schools: an ecological
framework,” Journal of Emotional Abuse, vol. 2, no. 2-3, pp. 7–
23, 2001.

[14] S. M. Swearer, D. L. Espelage, T. Vaillancourt, and S. Hymel,
“What can be done about school bullying? linking research to
educational practice,” Educational Researcher, vol. 39, no. 1, pp.
38–47, 2010.

[15] U. Bronfrenbrenner, “Ecological models of human develop-
ment,” in International Encyclopedia of Education, M. Gauvain
and M. Cole, Eds., vol. 3, pp. 37–43, Elsevier, Oxford, UK, 2nd
edition, 1994, Reprinted in Readings on the Development of
Children.

[16] U. Bronfrenbrenner, “Toward an experimental ecology of
human development,”The American Psychologist, vol. 32, no. 7,
pp. 513–531, 1977.

[17] C.McKown, “Applying ecological theory to advance the science
and practice of school-based prejudice reduction interven-
tions,” Educational Psychologist, vol. 40, no. 3, pp. 177–189, 2005.

[18] K. T. Carlson, “Poverty and youth violence exposure: experi-
ences in rural communities,” Children and Schools, vol. 28, no.
2, pp. 87–96, 2006.

[19] J. Dawkins and P. Hill, “Bullying: another form of abuse,” in
Recent Advances in Pediatrics, T. J. David, Ed., pp. 103–122,
Livingston, Edinburgh, UK, 1995.

[20] K. M. Boydell, R. Pong, T. Volpe, K. Tilleczek, E. Wilson, and
S. Lemieux, “Family perspectives on pathways to mental health
care for children and youth in rural communities,”The Journal
of Rural Health, vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 182–188, 2006.



12 Journal of Criminology

[21] R. Spoth, C. Goldberg, T. Neppl, L. Trudeau, and S. Ramisetty-
Mikler, “Rural-urban differences in the distribution of parent-
reported risk factors for substance use among young adoles-
cents,” Journal of Substance Abuse, vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 609–623,
2001.

[22] D. Witherspoon and S. Ennett, “Stability and change in rural
youths’ educational outcomes through the middle and high
school years,” Journal of Youth and Adolescence, vol. 40, no. 9,
pp. 1077–1090, 2011.

[23] R. L. Dukes and J. A. Stein, “Gender and gang membership: a
contrast of rural and urban youth on attitudes and behavior,”
Youth & Society, vol. 34, no. 4, pp. 415–440, 2003.

[24] F. J. Elgar, J. Knight, G. J.Worrall, andG. Sherman, “Behavioural
and substance use problems in rural and urban delinquent
youths,” Canadian Journal of Psychiatry, vol. 48, no. 9, pp. 633–
636, 2003.

[25] J. L. Grama, “Women forgotten: difficulties faced by rural
victims of domestic violence,” American Journal of Family Law,
vol. 14, pp. 173–189, 2000.

[26] U.S. Department of Justice, Office for Victims of Crime, Office
of Justice Programs, “Rural victim assistance: a victim/witness
guide for rural prosecutors (NCJ No. 211106),” 2001, http://www
.ovc.gov/publications/infores/rural victim assistance/pfv.html.

[27] V. Robbins, N. Dollard, B. J. Armstrong, K. Kutash, and
K. S. Vergon, “Mental health needs of poor suburban and
ruralchildren and their families,” Journal of Loss and Trauma,
vol. 13, no. 2-3, pp. 94–122, 2008.

[28] G. Gini, “Associations between bullying behaviour, psycho-
somatic complaints, emotional and behavioural problems,”
Journal of Paediatrics and Child Health, vol. 44, no. 9, pp. 492–
497, 2008.

[29] N. G. Guerra, K. R. Williams, and S. Sadek, “Understanding
bullying and victimization during childhood and adolescence:
a mixed methods study,” Child Development, vol. 82, no. 1, pp.
295–310, 2011.

[30] M. O’Moore and C. Kirkham, “Self-esteem and its relationship
to bullying behaviour,” Aggressive Behavior, vol. 27, no. 5, pp.
269–283, 2001.

[31] K. Kumpulainen, E. Räsänen, I. Henttonen et al., “Bullying and
psychiatric symptoms among elementary school-age children,”
Child Abuse and Neglect, vol. 22, no. 7, pp. 705–717, 1998.

[32] E. Menesini, M. Modena, and F. Tani, “Bullying and vic-
timization in adolescence: concurrent and stable roles and
psychological health symptoms,” Journal of Genetic Psychology,
vol. 170, no. 2, pp. 115–133, 2009.

[33] G. Salmon, A. James, E. L. Cassidy, and M. A. Javaloyes,
“Bullying a review: presentations to an adolescent psychiatric
service and within a school for emotionally and behaviourally
disturbed children,” Clinical Child Psychology and Psychiatry,
vol. 5, no. 4, pp. 563–579, 2000.

[34] H. Sweeting, R. Young, P. West, and G. Der, “Peer victimization
and depression in early-mid adolescence: a longitudinal study,”
British Journal of Educational Psychology, vol. 76, no. 3, pp. 577–
594, 2006.

[35] R. Kaltiala-Heino, M. Rimpelä, F. Rantanen, and A. Rimpelä,
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The current investigation examines longitudinal differences between bullies, victims, and bully victims in terms of the quality of
their relationship with their parents and school performance. We also investigate the transactional association between the quality
of the parent-child relationship and bullying behavior, after taking into account the longitudinal association among bullying,
victimization, and school performance. The sample consisted of 895 mothers and their children who participated in the NICHD
Study of EarlyChildCare. According to the findings, children in the cooccurring bully victim groupwere at higher risk to experience
continuous conflict with their mothers and to perform worse academically. The findings also offer support for the hypothesized
transactional association between bullying and parent-child conflict and closeness. Further, a positive longitudinal transactional
association between victimization and parent-child closeness was identified. Finally, school performance was positively related to
victimization but was unrelated to bullying behavior.

1. Introduction

Bullying at school is a disturbing phenomenon with serious
short-term and long-term consequences for both the victim
and the perpetrator (e.g., [1–3]). As such, it deserves to be
empirically examined so that its parameters can be identified.
According toOlweus [4], bullying is defined as a physical, ver-
bal, or psychological attack or intimidation that is intended to
cause fear, distress, or harm to the victim. To be considered
as bullying, an aggressive act must meet three criteria: (1) it
must be intentional, (2) it must be systematic, and (3) it must
be characterized by an imbalance of power [5, 6]. Victims of
this painful experience are usually studentswho are perceived
as vulnerable, submissive, or different [7, 8] by peers who are
in a dominant role, either by virtue of their own strength or
by virtue of being associated with a powerful group [9].

In addition to the bully and passive victim groups, a group
of children exhibiting bullying behavior but who are also the
victims of bullying has been identified.This group, named the
bully victim or the aggressive victim group, has been linked to
greater individual and contextual problems [10–13]. Based on
these findings, the initial purpose of the current investigation

is to identify groups of children exhibiting only bullying
behavior, experiencing only victimization, and exhibiting
cooccurring bullying and victimization across childhood and
to examine differences between the identified groups in terms
of the quality of their relationship with their parents and
school performance using longitudinal data. The second aim
of the current study is to investigate the reciprocal association
between the quality of the parent-child relationship and
bullying behavior, following Sameroff and MacKenzie’s [14]
transactional model of development.

1.1. School Performance. Anumber of studies investigated the
association between school performance and bullying and
victimization, and themajority of these studies suggested that
victims of bullying perform worse academically compared
to bullies and noninvolved children [15–19]. Moreover, some
studies that took into account the cooccurrence between
bullying and victimization provided evidence that victims
and bully victims were more likely to have low school achie-
vement compared to bullies and noninvolved children, while
other studies indicated that the bully victim group might
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be at higher risk for low academic achievement [17, 20, 21].
Adding to prior cross-sectional work, the present study aims
to compare how bullies, victims, and bully victims perform
academically from the beginning to the end of elementary
school. We expect that noninvolved children and bullies will
perform better at school compared to passive victims and
aggressive victims.

1.2. Parent-Child Relationship Quality. Thebullying literature
has also provided sufficient evidence linking the parent-
child relationship to both bullying and victimization. For
example, Baldry and Farrington [22] have shown that bullies
compared to nonbullies tend to disagree more with their
parents. Additionally, Bowers et al. [10] found that families of
bullies and bully victims were less cohesive, characterized by
lower warmth and higher hostility compared to children not
engaging in bullying behaviors, while families of victims were
characterized by high levels of cohesion. Stevens et al. [13]
presented similar evidence in that bullies and bully victims
perceived their families as less cohesive and expressive with
higher conflict as compared to victims and noninvolved
children, although victims did not differ from noninvolved
children in terms of conflict or cohesion. According to these
studies families of both bullies and bully victims seem to
be characterized by high conflict and low connectedness.
However, Schwartz et al. [23] provided evidence that the
bully victim group might be at higher risk to experience hos-
tility by their mothers compared to bullies, victims, and
noninvolved children, indicating that the bully victim group
might constitute a higher risk group. Interestingly, Schwartz
et al. [23] did not find any evidence suggesting that groups
of children exhibiting pure or combined levels of bullying
and victimization differed in terms of maternal warmth.
Even though there are some inconsistencies in the literature
investigating differences between bullies, victims, and bully
victims; most of the studies suggest that victims, just as non-
involved children, experience a positive parent-child rela-
tionship, characterized by high closeness, warmth, and low
conflict. The goal of the present study is to replicate these
cross-sectional findings using longitudinal data in order to
identify differences between bullies, victims, and bully vic-
tims in terms of their relationship with their mothers during
childhood. Based on previous cross-sectional research, we
expect that bullies and bully victimswill experience a negative
parent-child relationship, high conflict, and low closeness,
from the beginning to the end of elementary school. In
contrast, we expect that victims and noninvolved children
will experience a positive parent-child relationship across
time.

1.3. Transactional Association. Finding that the quality of the
parent-child relationship is different among subgroups of
children engaging or not in bullying and victimization behav-
iors might suggest an association between these variables,
although the direction of this association is not specified. For
example, we can assume that parental practices characterized
by absence of a warm relationship with the child, coldness,
indifference, or even hostility and conflict are especially

harmful and lead to bullying behavior. On the other hand,
we can also assume that bullying behavior, which is related
to opposition, defiance, and aggression towards parents [4],
might elicit negative reactions from parents. There are a
number of studies providing evidence that parenting char-
acteristics influence bullying behavior [22, 24–28], although
there are also studies suggesting that bullying, aggressive,
and antisocial behavior is negatively related to the quality of
the parent-child relationship and to decreases in nurturing
parental behavior and involvement [29–32].

Therefore, it is important to empirically examine the
direction of effects between the parent-child relationship
quality and bullying behavior in order to provide evidence for
reciprocal or transactional associations between these vari-
ables; the second aim of the current investigation. According
to Sameroff andMacKenzie [14], the transactional model can
be conceptualized as the continuous bidirectional or recip-
rocal influences between the child and the child’s context.
Following the transactional model, we conceptualize the
development of bullying behavior at school as a product of
the continuous reciprocal influences between children and
their parents. As a result, we expect that the quality of the
parent-child relationship within the home will influence the
children’s bullying behavior at school but also that bullying
behavior within the school setting will negatively influence
the parent-child relationship.

Although there are a number of transactionally oriented
studies investigating the association between parenting vari-
ables and child behavioral problems (e.g., [29, 33–39]), very
little is known about the transactional association between
parenting and bullying behavior. By investigating a trans-
actional model of development, we will be able to provide
evidence for the directionality of the parent and child effects
across time. Do parents influence their child’s behavior, do
children influence parenting, or is there a cycle of coercive
processes inwhich both negative parenting andnegative child
behaviors exacerbate each other, as Patterson [40] suggested?
Furthermore, bullying and victimization problems tend to be
comorbid among children [11–13], and inclusion of both in
the samemodel can clarify the unique transactional effects of
bullying and victimization problems over time. The present
study uses a longitudinal cross-lag model over three waves of
measurement (grades 3, 5, and 6) to investigate the reciprocal
link between children’s relationships with their parents and
bullying and victimization experiences within the school
setting. Longitudinal cross-lag models are advantageous
because they control for the association between the variables
at each time point of measurement, taking into account
the cooccurrence between bullying and victimization across
time.

Moreover, as previously mentioned, a number of studies
have linked bullying and victimization to the child’s academic
achievement or school performance. To control for the poten-
tial covariation of these variables, we included school perfor-
mance as another covariate in the transactional model under
investigation. However, the reciprocal association between
school performance and bullying and victimization behaviors
is also of interest. Previous studies suggested that low school
performance cannot explain student’s bullying behavior, and
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children engaging in this type of antisocial behavior do not
necessarily have problems with their school performance [4,
18, 41]. On the other hand, victimization experiences might
be negatively related to school performance because of the
anxiety and lower concentration to school work associated
with being victimized [42, 43]. In addition, students who per-
formwell at schoolmight bemore likely to be victimized [18].
Therefore, we expect a reciprocal association between aca-
demic achievement and victimization but not between aca-
demic achievement and bullying behavior.

Further, we control for gender in our cross-lag analyses
because boys are at higher risk to engage in aggressive
behaviors than girls (e.g., [44, 45]). In general, studies report
that compared to girls boys are more likely to engage in
bullying behavior, although no gender differences in the
prevalence rates of victimization have been reported [3, 46,
47]. Also, girls experience higher quality relationships with
their parents (e.g., [48, 49]) and perform better academically
compared to boys [50], providing additional evidence for the
importance of including gender as a control variable in our
analysis.

1.4. Present Study. Preliminary research suggests that chil-
dren involved in bullying are a heterogeneous population
and can be disaggregated on the basis of the cooccurrence
between bullying and victimization. However, it is unknown
whether these subgroups differ longitudinally on measures
of school performance and parent-child relationship; the first
aim of the current study.The second aim of the current study
is the investigation of the transactional association between
the quality of the parent-child relationship and the child’s
behavioral problems, taking into account gender differences
and the cooccurrence between bullying, victimization, and
school performance. In sum, the following hypotheses will be
tested.

(1) Children in the bully and bully victim groups are
expected to experiencemore conflict with theirmoth-
ers and less closeness compared to victims and non-
involved children.

(2) Victims and bully victims are expected to perform
worse academically compared to bullies and nonin-
volved children.

(3) A transactional model of development among bul-
lying, victimization, and mother-child relationship
quality is hypothesized to be identified, after control-
ling for gender and school performance.

(4) School performance and victimization are hypothe-
sized to be reciprocally associated.

2. Method

2.1. Participants. The present study used data from the
National Institute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment (NICHD) Study of Early Child Care. This study was
conducted by the NICHD Early Child Care Research Net-
work (ECCRN) supported by NICHD through a cooperative
agreement that calls for scientific collaboration between the

grantees and the NICHD staff. Participants were recruited
from different hospitals across 10 locations in the United
States (Little Rock, AR; Irvine, CA; Lawrence, KS; Boston,
MA; Philadelphia, PA; Pittsburgh, PA; Charlottesville, VA;
Morganton, NC; Seattle, WA; Madison, WI). A total of 8,986
women gave birth during the sampling period (January of
1991 and November of 1991) across the different locations,
and 60% (5,416) of those women agreed to be contacted for a
telephone interview.Of thewomenwho agreed to participate,
56% were selected based on conditional random sampling in
order to assure that the sample was representative of single
mothers, poverty status, ethnic minority, and low maternal
education. From this sample, participants were excluded if (a)
mothers were younger than 18 at the time of the child’s birth,
(b) families were planning to move before the completion of
the study, (c) childrenwere bornwith disabilities or remained
in the hospital more than seven days postpartum, and (d)
mothers could not communicate sufficiently in English. One
thousand five hundred and twenty-five families were selected
as eligible, but only 1,364 completed the home interviewwhen
the infant was 1 month old, and these families comprised
the final sample of the study. Of the final sample, 53% of the
children were male, 24% were of minority status, 11% of the
mothers did not complete high school, 24.3% scored below
the poverty line, and 14% were single.

The analyses for the present study were based on 895
participants who had completed reports on the bullying and
victimization measures during grade 3 (age 9), grade 5 (age
11), and grade 6 (age 12). Similarly to theNICHDfinal sample,
the sample used for the current study was diverse in terms of
gender (50.1% male), ethnicity (76.5% white, 6.1% Hispanic,
12.1% African American, 1.3% Asian, and 4% other minority
groups), parental educational level, and marital status (9.3%
of the mothers had not completed high school and 21.7%
were single). According to chi-square analyses and 𝑡-tests of
attrition, the sample used for the current study (𝑁 = 895) did
not differ in any of the demographics and the study’smeasures
when compared to children who were excluded from the
analyses due to incomplete data (𝑁 = 469).

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Bullying and Victimization. Perceived victimization
and the engagement in physical and direct and indirect verbal
bullying behaviors with school classmates were based onThe
Perception of Peer Support Scale (PPSS, [51, 52]). In the present
study the scale was administered three times, in grades 3,
5, and 6. Participating children responded by choosing a
number from 1 to 5 (Never, Hardly ever, Sometimes, Most of
the time, and Always). There are two subscales, one mea-
suring perceived victimization and the other measuring
engagement in bullying behavior. The perceived victimiza-
tion subscale asks children to report the extent to which they
had experienced peer aggression in their class at school using
the following questions: does anyone in your class ever: (1)
pick on you at school, (2) say mean things to you at school,
(3) say bad things about you to other kids at school, (4) hit you
at school. An overall victimization score was calculated by
summing the four items with good internal reliability during
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grade 3 (𝛼 = .76), grade 5 (𝛼 = .81), and grade 6 (𝛼 = .85).The
engagement in bullying behaviors subscale asks children to
report whether they ever exhibited the following behaviors in
their school: (1) pick on other kids, (2) hit kids that are weaker
than them, (3) say mean things to other kids, (4) do name-
calling with other kids at school. An overall bullying score
was calculated by summing the four items with good internal
consistency during grade 3 (𝛼 = .77), grade 5 (𝛼 = .78), and
grade 6 (𝛼 = .83).

2.2.2. School Performance. Thechildren’s school performance
from grade 1 to grade 6 was measured by means of the
Mock Report Card [53]. Teacher’s rated their students’ school
performance on a 5-point scale (1 = below grade level, 5 =
excellent) in six subjects: reading, oral language, written
language, math, social studies, and science. The mean of
the teacher ratings in the 6 subjects was used to indicate
the students’ performance in school. Cronbach’s alpha was
consistently high across the six waves of measurement (𝛼 =
.93–.95).

2.2.3. Closeness and Conflict. Between the mother and the
child during grades 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 were measured by means
of theChild-Parent Relationship Scale (CPRS, [54]).The items
in the CPRS were derived from attachment theory, and the
measure enabled mothers to report the child’s attachment
behaviors at home. The items involved the mother’s feelings
and beliefs about her relationship with the child and about
the child’s behavior toward the parent.TheCPRS asks parents
to rate items on a 5-point, Likert-type scale, ranged from 1 =
“Definitely does not apply” to 5 = “definitely applies”.The con-
flict score was computed as the sum of 7 items (e.g., “my child
easily becomes angry at me”), with higher scores indicating
more conflict between the mother and the child. Cronbach’s
alpha ranged from .81 to .87 for the five measurement waves.
The closeness score was computed as the sum of 8 items
(e.g., “I share an affectionate and warm relationship with my
child”), with higher scores indicatingmore closeness between
the mother and the child. Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .65
to .76 for the five measurement waves.

2.3. Plan of Analysis. We conducted growth curve modeling
to investigate how school performance and the parent-child
closeness and conflict changed across time using the Mplus
6.1 statistical software [55].The use of growth curvemodeling
enabled the identification of the average intercept and growth
terms for eachmeasured variable: school performance, close-
ness, and conflict. The residual growth factors were used to
suggestwhether there is variability in terms of the initial levels
of the variables and in terms of change over time. Growth
curve modeling uses a polynomial function to model the
relationship between an attribute (i.e., school performance)
and time [55]. For example, in the case that we identify a
curvilinear pattern of change, the function takes the form [56]

𝑦
𝜄𝑡
= 𝛽
𝑜
+ 𝛽
1
grade
𝜄𝑡
+ 𝛽
2
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2
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conflict or closeness between the mother and the child or the
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shape of the trajectory.Three standard fit indexeswere used in
addition to the chi-square statistic to evaluate model fit: The
Root Mean-square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Stan-
dardized Root Mean Residual (SRMR), and the Comparative
Fit Index (CFI). Cutoff values close to .06 for RMSEA, .08 for
SRMR, and .95 for CFI are considered ideal [57, 58].

In the case that variability was identified in the average
intercept or growth terms, we proceeded to investigate differ-
ences between the identified groups of children engaging in
bullying or victimization. Multiple group mixture modeling
(MGMM) is suitable for this type of analysis because it
provides information in terms of how different groups of
individuals differ on continuous measures that are collected
longitudinally [55]. More specifically, MGMM is used when
there is one categorical variable (i.e., different groups of
children based on their engagement in bullying behavior) for
which class membership is known and equal to the groups
identified in the sample (i.e., noninvolved, bullies, victims,
and bully victims). Further, MGMM allows for the investi-
gation of how the identified categorical groups in the sample
change over time. Similar to growth curvemodeling,MGMM
uses a polynomial function tomodel the relationship between
an attribute and time [55]. The function takes the form

𝑦
𝑗

𝜄𝑡
= 𝛽
𝑗

o + 𝛽
𝑗

1
grade
𝜄𝑡
+ 𝛽
𝑗

2
grade
𝜄𝑡

2

+ 𝜀, (2)

where 𝑦𝑗
𝜄𝑡
is a latent variable which characterizes the level of

the variables under investigation for participant 𝜄 at time 𝑡
given membership in class 𝑗. Grade

𝜄𝑡
refers to the grade level

of participant 𝜄 at time 𝑡, grade
𝜄𝑡

2 is the square of the parti-
cipant 𝜄’s grade level at time 𝑡, and 𝜀 is a disturbance assumed
to be normally distributed with zero mean and constant
variance. The model’s coefficients, 𝛽𝑗o, 𝛽

𝑗

1
, and 𝛽𝑗

2
, determine

the shape of the trajectory. The coefficients are superscripted
by 𝑗 to denote that the groups identified in the sample vary
across different levels of the categorical variable (different
groups in terms of engagement in bullying or victimization),
which allows for cross-group differences in the shape of the
trajectories.

Finally, in order to investigate the transactional asso-
ciation between the parent-child relationship and bullying
and victimization experiences at school, we performed cross-
lagged path analysis in Mplus 6.1. This model allows for the
investigation of whether parent-child conflict and closeness,
school performance, and bullying and victimization will be
reciprocally related over time. The use of a cross-lag model
allows testing causal predominance by investigating whether
a parent effect model, a child effect model, or a bidirectional
model is in effect. After testing the basic model (Figure 1),
nonsignificant paths were dropped from the model and the
model was tested again. As with prior analysis, the RMSEA,
SRMR, and CFI were used as model fit indexes for the cross-
lagged path analyses.
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Table 1: Bullying and victimization mean (and standard deviation)
scores.

Measured variable Grade 3 Grade 5 Grade 6
Bullying 4.82 (1.67) 5.15 (1.81) 5.46 (2.04)
Victimization 7.32 (3.17) 7.16 (3.08) 6.94 (2.79)
Note that values not enclosed in parenthesis represent the mean of each vari-
able and the values enclosed in parenthesis represent the standard deviation.

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive Statistics. Table 1 shows the means and stan-
dard deviations for bullying and victimization. According to
pair wise 𝑡-test analyses, children reported higher bullying at
grade 6 compared to grade 5, 𝑡(895) = 4.94, 𝑃 < .001, and
at grade 5 compared to grade 3, 𝑡(895) = 4.84, 𝑃 < .001.
Victimization decreased form grade 5 to grade 6, 𝑡(895) =
2.26, 𝑃 < .05, although there were no statistically significant
differences between grade 3 and grade 5, 𝑡(895) = 1.34, 𝑃 =
.15.

To classify individuals in the noninvolved, bully only,
victim only, and bully victim groups, we chose a cutoff score
corresponding to one Standard Deviation (SD) above the
mean for bullying and victimization, as done by previous
research (e.g., [11]). During each time point, all children scor-
ing below the cutoff score on both bullying and victimization
were classified in the noninvolved group. Children scoring
1 SD above the mean on both bullying and victimization
were classified in the bully victim group, children scoring 1
SD above the mean on bullying but below the cutoff score
on victimization were classified in the bully only group, and
children scoring below the cutoff score on bullying but 1 SD
above the mean on victimization were classified in the victim
only group. During grade 3, 79.2% (𝑛 = 709) of the sample
comprised the low group, 8.7% (𝑛 = 78) the victim only
group, 7.5% (𝑛 = 67) the bullying only group, and 4.6% (𝑛 =
41) the bully victim group.During grade 5, 72.3% (𝑛 = 647) of
the sample comprised the low group, 7.9% (𝑛 = 71) the victim
only group, 13.2% (𝑛 = 118) the bullying only group, and
6.6% (𝑛 = 59) the bully victim group. During grade 6, 74.2%
(𝑛 = 664) of the sample comprised the low group, 12.4%
(𝑛 = 111) the victim only group, 9.2% (𝑛 = 82) the bullying
only group, and 4.2% (𝑛 = 38) the bully victim group.

We then use the cross-tab analysis function in SPSS 19 to
classify children as noninvolved, bullies only, victims only,
and bully victims across different points during the three
waves of measurement. According to our findings, 54% of
the children remained uninvolved across time. Children in
the noninvolved group reported that they never or hardly
ever participated in bullying or victimization. Additionally,
16.2% of the children engaged in pure bullying, 15.1%were the
victims of bullying, and 4.8% exhibited cooccurring bullying
and victimization at some point in development either on
grade 3, 5, or 6. An additional 9.9% of children exhibited bul-
lying or victimization or both at different time points. Thus,
this final group of childrenwas inconsistent in terms of which
behavior they exhibited across time, and theymight be bullies
during one time and victims or bully victims during another

Table 2: Growth factor parameter estimates.

Groups Intercept (SE) Linear slope
(SE)

Quadratic
term (SE)

School
performance

Uninvolved 3.518 (.053)∗∗ .003 (.029) .002 (.004)
Victim only 3.424 (.098)∗∗ −.064 (.057) .006 (.008)
Bully only 3.350 (.095)∗∗ .056 (.055) −.009 (.007)
Bully victim 3.207 (.200)∗∗ .001 (.108) −.002 (.014)
Occasional 3.211 (.135)∗∗ −.113 (.079) .011 (.011)

Mother-child
conflict

Uninvolved 14.583 (.357)∗∗ .363 (.189)∗ −.019 (.026)
Victim only 15.384 (.677)∗∗ .672 (.349)∗ −.028 (.048)
Bully only 16.087 (.638)∗∗ −.284 (.339) .084 (.047)
Bully victim 16.314 (1.429)∗∗ .059 (.892) .079 (.131)
Occasional 17.433 (.919)∗∗ −.006 (.454) .035 (.066)

Note. ∗𝑃 < .05, ∗∗𝑃 < .01; SE: standard error.

time point. This group will be referred to as the occasional
bully or victim group. These five groups comprised the final
groups to be used in subsequent analyses.

3.2. Growth Modeling. To investigate the average trajectories
of participants’ school performance across time, a growth
curve model was initially estimated.The growthmodel fit the
data well, 𝜒2

(6,𝑁=895)
= 49.81, RMSEA = .060 (RMSEA CI:

.043 | .077), SRMR = .022, and CFI = .989. The unstandar-
dized intercept (𝑖 = 3.431, SE = .039, 𝑃 < .001) was sig-
nificant, although the linear slope (𝑠 = −.009, SE = .022, 𝑃 =
.67) and the quadratic acceleration term (𝑞 = .002, SE = .003,
𝑃 = .59) were not significant, suggesting that on average
students final school performance did not change from their
initial school performance across time (Figure 1). In addition,
the unstandardized residual intercept (𝑖 = .642, SE = .091,
𝑃 < .001), the residual linear slope (𝑠 = .104, SE = .028,
𝑃 ≤ .001), and the quadratic acceleration term (𝑞 = .002,
SE = .001, 𝑃 < .001) were significant indicating significant
variability between subjects in terms of initial levels of school
performance and in terms of change over time. Additional
analysis usedMGMMmodeling to investigate for differences
between the identified groups. Figure 1 shows the mixed
quadratic growth model resulting from the MGMM, and
Table 2 shows the unstandardized intercept, linear and quad-
ratic terms for the different groups. According to Figure 1,
only the uninvolved children scored above average on aca-
demic achievement. The bullies did not differ much from the
victims in terms of school performance, and both of these
groups scored better in comparison to childrenwho exhibited
some combination of bullying and victimization. The occa-
sional bullies or victims had the worse school performance
over time, although initially this group’s school performance
was similar to the bully victim group.

As with previous analyses, to investigate the average tra-
jectories of students’ closenesswith theirmothers across time,
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Figure 1: Mixture group growth model examining differences bet-
ween groups in terms of school performance.

a latent growth curve model was initially estimated. The
growth model fit the data well, 𝜒2

(6,𝑁=895)
= 24.67, RMSEA =

.059 (RMSEA CI: .036 | .084), SRMR = .153, and CFI =

.990. The unstandardized intercept (𝑖 = 38.260, SE = .129,
𝑃 < .001), and the linear slope (𝑠 = −.350, SE = .085, 𝑃 <
.001) were significant, although the quadratic acceleration
term (𝑞 = −.002, SE = .012, 𝑃 = .87) was not significant,
suggesting that on average mother-child closeness decreased
linearly across time. However, the unstandardized residual
intercept (𝑖 = −.538, SE = 2.319, 𝑃 = .81) and the residual
linear slope (𝑠 = .828, SE = .588, 𝑃 = .159) were not sig-
nificant, and only the quadratic acceleration term (𝑞 = .027,
SE = .009, 𝑃 = .004) was significant indicating that there
was no significant variability between subjects in terms of
initial levels of mother-child closeness and in terms of linear
change over time. Additional analysis used MGMM to inves-
tigate differences between groups by holding the intercept
and linear terms constant and investigating for differences
between the groups in terms of curvilinear change. However,
an inspection of the graph did not indicate any curvilinear
differences between the groups under investigation, and the
quadratic acceleration terms were not significant. Based on
these findings, we concluded that closeness between mother
and children decreased across time in a similar fashion for all
children in the sample.

Finally, we investigated the average trajectories of stu-
dents’ conflict with their mothers. The growth model fit the
data well, 𝜒2

(6,𝑁=895)
= 20.11, RMSEA = .051 (RMSEA CI:

.028 | .077), SRMR = .018, and CFI = .995. The unstan-
dardized intercept (𝑖 = 15.307, SE = .269, 𝑃 < .001) and
the linear slope (𝑠 = .260, SE = .142, 𝑃 < .05) were sig-
nificant, although the quadratic term (𝑞 = .005, SE = .020,
𝑃 = .78) was not significant, suggesting that mother-child
conflict increased linearly across time (Figure 2). In addition,
the unstandardized residual intercept (𝑖 = 25.119, SE =
7.637, 𝑃 < .001), the residual linear slope (𝑠 = 3.890, SE =
1.733, 𝑃 < .05), and the quadratic acceleration term (𝑞 =
.089, SE = .026, 𝑃 < .001) were significant, indicating
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Figure 2: Mixture group growth model examining differences bet-
ween groups in terms of mother-child conflict.

significant variability between-subjects in terms of initial lev-
els of mother-child conflict and change over time. Additional
analysis used MGMM to investigate differences between
groups. Figure 2 shows the mixed quadratic growth model
resulting from the multiple group mixture growth model
analyses, and Table 2 shows the unstandardized intercept,
linear and quadratic terms for the different groups. According
to Figure 2, only the uninvolved children scored below
average on mother-child conflict.The bully victim group and
the occasional bully victim group experienced more conflict
with their mothers in comparison to the other groups. Bully
victims experienced less conflict with their mothers from
grade 1 to grade 4 in comparison to the occasional bully
victim group. Bullies and victims did not differmuch in terms
of mother-child conflict, and both groups tended to score
lower than the co-occurring groups. The uninvolved and the
victim only groups exhibited significant linear increase from
grade 1 to grade 6 in terms of conflict with their mothers.

3.3. Cross-Lagged Path Analysis. The model under investi-
gation is illustrated in Figure 3. The hypothesized model fit
the data well based on the SRMR and the CFI fit indexes,
𝜒
2

(25,𝑁=895)
= 280.57, RMSEA = .107 (RMSEA CI: .096 | .118),

SRMR = .029, and CFI = .95. The full model (Figure 3)
was compared to a nested one with all nonsignificant paths
being removed (Figure 4). The reduced model fit the data
well based on all of the fit indexes, 𝜒2

(52,𝑁=895)
= 311.28,

RMSEA = .075 (RMSEA CI: .067 | .083), SRMR = .039,
and CFI = .95, and fit the data equally as well as the full
model, Δ𝜒2

(29,𝑁=895)
= 30.71, 𝑃 = .38. Therefore, we decided

to proceed with the more parsimonious, reduced model. Not
shown in Figure 4 are the correlations between the variables at
each time point, which are presented in Table 3. According to
Table 3, bullying was positively correlated with victimization
and conflict across time and was negatively related to grade
5 closeness and grade 3 school performance. Victimization
was positively related to grade 3 and grade 6 conflict and
negatively to grade 3 school performance. Closeness was
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Figure 4: Final pathmodel controlling for gender. Note that all paths are significant at the .05 level. Not shown in the figure are the correlations
between the variables at each time point.

negatively related to conflict across time and positively to
school performance at grade 3. School performance was
negatively related to grade 3 and grade 6 conflict.

As previously mentioned, we also controlled for gender
(coded with 1 for boys and 2 for girls), and based on the
findings genderwas significantly related to grade 5 bullying,𝛽
=−.07, SE= .03,𝑃 < .05, indicating that boysweremore likely
to exhibit bullying behavior in school, to grade 5 closeness, 𝛽
= .06, SE = .03, 𝑃 < .05, indicating that girls were closer to
their mothers, and to grade 5 school performance, 𝛽 = .10,

SE = .02, 𝑃 < .001, indicating that girls performed better
at school than boys. Additionally, the autoregressive paths
between grade 3 and grade 5 bullying, 𝛽 = .30, SE = .03,
𝑃 < .001, victimization, 𝛽 = .42, SE = .03, 𝑃 < .001, closeness,
𝛽= .54, SE = .02,𝑃 < .001, conflict,𝛽= .68, SE = .02,𝑃 < .001,
and school performance, 𝛽 = .72, SE = .02, 𝑃 < .001 were
significant. Similarly, the grade 5 and grade 6 bullying, 𝛽 =
.50, SE = .02, 𝑃 < .001, victimization, 𝛽 = .51, SE = .02,
𝑃 < .001, closeness, 𝛽 = .60, SE = .02, 𝑃 < .001, conflict, 𝛽 =
.68, SE = .02, 𝑃 < .001, and school performance, 𝛽 = .75,
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Table 3: Path model correlations (N = 895).

Grade 3 Grade 5 Grade 6
Bully Victim Conflict Closen Bully Victim Conflict Closen Bully Victim Conflict Closen

Victimization .42∗∗ .36∗∗ .27∗∗

Conflict .08∗ .15∗∗ .08∗ .05 .09∗∗ .07∗

Closeness −.05 −.05 −.33∗∗ −.07∗ −.02 −.26∗∗ −.02 −.04 −.32∗∗

School perform. −.07∗ −.18∗∗ −.14∗∗ .13∗∗ −.06 −.02 −.05 −.03 .01 −.02 −.11∗∗ .06
Note that ∗𝑃 < .05, ∗∗𝑃 < .01. Closen: closeness; school perform.: school performance.

SE = .02, 𝑃 < .001, autoregressive paths were all significant
indicating substantial stability across time for all the variables
under investigation.

As shown in Figure 4, bullying at grade 3 was negatively
related to closeness at grade 5, 𝛽 = −.08, SE = .03, 𝑃 < .01,
and grade 3 closeness was negatively related to bullying at
grade 5, 𝛽 = −.07 SE = .03, 𝑃 < .05, suggesting a negative
bidirectional association between these two variables. Grade
3 victimization was positively related to grade 5 closeness,
𝛽 = .08, SE = .03, 𝑃 < .05, and bullying, 𝛽 = .11, SE = .03,
𝑃 < .001. Grade 3 conflict was negatively related to grade 5
closeness, 𝛽 = −.08, SE = .03, 𝑃 < .01. Bullying at grade 5 was
negatively associated with closeness at grade 6, 𝛽 = −.06, SE =
.02, 𝑃 < .05. Grade 5 conflict was positively related to grade 6
bullying, 𝛽 = .07, SE = .03, 𝑃 < .05, and victimization, 𝛽 = .08,
SE = .03, 𝑃 < .01. Grade 5 school performance was negatively
related to grade 6 conflict, 𝛽 = −.06, SE = .02, 𝑃 < .01, and
positively to grade 6 victimization, 𝛽 = .06, SE = .03, 𝑃 < .05.
Closeness at grade 5 was positively related to victimization at
grade 6, 𝛽 = .06, SE = .03, 𝑃 < .05. Finally, grade 5 conflict
was negatively related to grade 6 closeness, 𝛽 = −.07, SE = .02,
𝑃 < .05, and grade 5 closeness was negatively related to grade
6 conflict, 𝛽 = −.08, SE = .02, 𝑃 < .01, suggesting a negative
bidirectional association between these two variables.

4. Discussion

The present study contributes three key findings to prior
research. First, using longitudinal data, the current study
identified five different groups of children engaging in bul-
lying and victimization: uninvolved, bully only, victim only,
bully victim, and occasional bully victim. Second, using
growth modeling analysis, we identified longitudinal differ-
ences among the identified bully victim groups on school
performance and the mother-child relationship quality from
grade 1 to grade 6.Third, using cross-lag modeling, we inves-
tigated the longitudinal transactional association between
school performance, parent-child relationship quality and
child bullying and victimization experiences over a period of
four years.

4.1. Identified Subgroups of Bullying and Victimization. Cur-
rent longitudinal findings support the idea that bullying
and victimization problems cooccur across time, and com-
plement previous studies that identified groups of children
exhibiting pure and cooccurring bullying and victimization
behaviors [10–13]. However, the present study also provides

evidence for an additional group of children who exhibit
either bullying, victimization, or both during different time
points, labeled the occasional bully victim group. It is argued
that previous cross-sectional studies might provide mislead-
ing evidence when comparing groups of children exhibiting
bullying, victimization, or both by not taking the occasional
bully victim group into account. Additionally, we support
findings of prior work suggesting that children exhibiting
cooccurring bullying and victimization are at higher risk
when compared to uninvolved, bully only, and victim only
groups of children, in terms of school performance and
parent-child conflict [13, 17, 20, 21, 23]. Similarly, the occa-
sional bully victim group was also at high risk for low
school performance and to experience high conflictwith their
mothers.

Moreover, the current findings contradict evidence that
bullies are at higher risk to experience a more conflictual
relationship with their mothers in comparison to victims
[13]. This contradicting evidence might be due to our lon-
gitudinal design, since children who are identified in the
current investigation as occasional bully victims might have
been classified as bullies or victims by prior cross-sectional
studies, which might have inflated their findings. In terms of
closeness, our results support previous research that found
no differences in mother-child closeness between bullies,
victims, and bully victims [23], suggesting that mother-child
closeness decreases across time as children mature and enter
into adolescence. Importantly, findings indicated that bullies,
victims, bully victims, and occasional bullies or victims start
school at higher risk when compared to uninvolved children
in terms of both school performance and mother-child con-
flict. Therefore, the combination of a negative home environ-
ment and low school achievement characterizing these higher
risk subgroups of children might lead to the continuation of
these behaviors across time.

4.2. Transactional Findings. Our findings provide support
of the hypothesized transactional model between bullying,
victimization, and the parent-child relationship quality. The
results suggested that closeness and conflict contributed to
bullying behavior and that bullying behavior influenced the
closeness between parents and children, providing evidence
of a transactional association between these variables. There-
fore, as Patterson [40] suggested, the child’s problematic
behavior might be the result of the dynamic processes that
unfold within the household between parents and children.
The identified transactional findings were obtained despite
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controlling for the relatively strong stability of all five cons-
tructs over time and the intercorrelations between the vari-
ables at each time point of measurement. More specifically,
there was a negative bidirectional association between close-
ness and bullying from grade 3 to grade 5, in which bul-
lying behavior negatively influenced the closeness between
mothers and children, and in turn mother-child closeness
was related with decreases in the child’s bullying behavior.
Grade 5 bullyingwas also negatively associatedwith closeness
at grade 6, and grade 5 mother-child conflict increased the
likelihood of bullying behavior at grade 6.Therefore, bullying
does not necessarily increase the conflict between parents and
children, but it possibly affects the parent-child relationship
through the negative effects it has on the closeness identified
in the parent-child dyad. In addition, it seems that the conflict
between parents and children starts to have its negative
effects during early adolescence, which might be due to the
transformation in the parent-child relationship during this
developmental period characterized by increases in conflict
and decreases in closeness [59, 60]. Our data also support this
inverse growth over time since parent-child conflict increased
across time and closeness decreased across time.

There was also partial support for a transactional associa-
tion between victimization and the parent-child relationship
quality. Grade 3 victimization was related to increases in
grade 5 closeness, suggesting that parentsmight respondwith
more closeness in reaction to the child’s negative experiences
associated with being a victim. Furthermore, both closeness
and conflict during grade 5 seemed to influence the likelihood
that a child will experience victimization at grade 6. Accord-
ing to these findings, there might be a positive longitudinal
transactional association between victimization and parent-
child closeness, in which victimization increases closeness,
although this increase in closeness might place the child at
higher risk for experiencing victimization. This finding is in
line with earlier claims that overinvolved or overprotective
mothers, which might be indicated in the current study by
higher closeness, are one factor related to victimization by
peers [13, 27, 28, 61].

Additionally, school performance did not influence the
transactional association between the parent-child relation-
ship quality and bullying and victimization problems. Con-
trary to our predictions, instead of a transactional associa-
tion between academic achievement and victimization, we
identified a direct association in that school performance was
related to increases in victimization. As suggested by prior
research, school performance is not one of the reasons associ-
ated with bullying behavior [4, 18, 41], although students who
are performing well at school might be at increased risk to be
targeted for victimization, as our findings and previous find-
ings suggested [18]. We add to these findings in that school
performance might not be related to victimization during
middle childhood (grades 3 to 5), but it might influence
victimization during the transition to adolescence.

Thefindings also provide evidence for a number of gender
differences. In line with previous research, males scored
higher on bullying than females (e.g., [3]). Moreover, moth-
ers reported greater involvement with their daughters as
compared to their sons, in accordance with work that finds

adolescent females experiencing higher quality relationships
with their parents than male adolescents (e.g., [48, 49]).
Finally, we found that girls performed better academically
compared to boys, as suggested by prior research [50].

4.3. Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions. Strengths
of this investigation included a large sample of children,
which enabled us to run a structural equation model and
identify children at risk for pure and cooccurring bullying
and victimization across time. Furthermore, the data were
collected longitudinally, andwewere able to test our hypothe-
ses using a longitudinal model, thus enhancing the relia-
bility and flexibility of our analyses [56]. However, data on
conflict and closeness were based only on maternal-reports
and would be further enhanced with the use of multiple
informants and multiple methods, such as structured obser-
vations of children interacting with their parents [62]. Ano-
ther strength of this investigation is the inclusion of both
mother (closeness and conflict) and child (bullying and vic-
timization) reports in the structural equation model, which
decreased the possibility of inflated correlations due to shared
method variance.

This study builds on existing relevant knowledge by
examining the unique effects and contributions of bullying
and victimization experiences at school on parenting charac-
teristics over time. Future avenues of research could include
mediational models between bullying and victimization
experiences and parenting variables, such as the children’s
personality, motivation, and self perceptions. Such models
would enable further understanding of the mechanisms of
effects reported in the present study. In addition, because
children are embedded within multiple contexts simultane-
ously [63–65], other social contexts, such as relationships
with peers and other important adults, may impact the deve-
lopment of bullying and victimization.

In conclusion, the current study presents evidence for
the existence of different pure and cooccurring groups of
children in terms of bullying and victimization and identifies
groups of children at higher risk for social (i.e., home and
school) adversity. Findings suggest that both the child’s
academic achievement and relationship quality with his/her
parents need to be taken into account for future intervention
efforts to be successful. Furthermore, the present study has
contributed to the literature by developing and testing a
transactional model, based on longitudinal data, capable to
describe the interrelation between mother-child relationship
and child bullying and victimization experiences. A trans-
actional relationship was supported between the parent-
child relationship quality and bullying and victimization.The
transactional findings of the current investigation support
earlier claims [14, 66, 67] that children and their mothers
are intertwined in a cycle of reciprocal associations. The
empirical evidence provided contributes to a better under-
standing of the ongoing dynamics between parents and child-
ren across development, particularly regarding bullying and
victimization experiences at school. As Dodge and Pettit [68]
point out, in symbiotic models of development, like the one
between parent and child, influences tend to become recipro-
cal over time.
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[31] E. Reitz, M. Deković, and A.M.Meijer, “Relations between par-
enting and externalizing and internalizing problem behaviour
in early adolescence: child behaviour as moderator and predic-
tor,” Journal of Adolescence, vol. 29, no. 3, pp. 419–436, 2006.

[32] L. V. Scaramella, R. D. Conger, R. Spoth, and R. L. Simons, “Eva-
luation of a social contextual model of delinquency: a cross-
study replication,”Child Development, vol. 73, no. 1, pp. 175–195,
2002.

[33] K. M. Beaver and J. P. Wright, “A child effects explanation
for the association between family risk and involvement in an
antisocial lifestyle,” Journal of Adolescent Research, vol. 22, no.
6, pp. 640–664, 2007.

[34] K. L. Buist, M. Dekovı́c,W.Meeus, andM. A. G. van Aken, “The
reciprocal relationship between early adolescent attachment
and internalizing and externalizing problembehaviour,” Journal
of Adolescence, vol. 27, no. 3, pp. 251–266, 2004.

[35] S. A. Burt, M. McGue, R. F. Krueger, and W. G. Iacono, “How
are parent-child conflict and childhood externalizing symptoms
related over time? Results from a genetically informative cross-
lagged study,” Development and Psychopathology, vol. 17, no. 1,
pp. 145–165, 2005.



Journal of Criminology 11

[36] D. Huh, J. Tristan, E. Wade, and E. Stice, “Does problem behav-
ior elicit poor parenting? A prospective study of adolescent
girls,” Journal of Adolescent Research, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 185–204,
2006.

[37] S. J. Jang and C. A. Smith, “A test of reciprocal causal rela-
tionships among parental supervision, affective ties, and delin-
quency,” Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, vol. 34,
no. 3, pp. 307–336, 1997.

[38] R. D. Laird, G. S. Pettit, J. E. Bates, and K. A. Dodge, “Parents’
monitoring-relevant knowledge and adolescents’ delinquent
behavior: evidence of correlated developmental changes and
reciprocal influences,”ChildDevelopment, vol. 74, no. 3, pp. 752–
768, 2003.

[39] S. Vuchinich, L. Bank, and G. R. Patterson, “Parenting, peers,
and the stability of antisocial behavior in preadolescent boys,”
Developmental Psychology, vol. 28, no. 3, pp. 510–521, 1992.

[40] G. R. Patterson, Coercive Family Process: A Social Learning
Approach, Castalia, Eugene, Ore, USA, 1982.

[41] K. Rigby and P. T. Slee, “Bullying among Australian school chil-
dren: reported behavior and attitudes toward victims,”The Jour-
nal of Social Psychology, vol. 131, no. 5, pp. 615–627, 1991.

[42] S. Sharp, “How much does bullying hurt?” Educational Child
Psychology, vol. 12, pp. 81–88, 1995.

[43] P. T. Slee, “Situational and interpersonal correlates of anxi-
ety associated with peer victimisation,” Child Psychiatry and
Human Development, vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 97–107, 1994.

[44] D. R. Offord, M. H. Boyle, and Y. A. Racine, “The epidemiology
of antisocial behavior in childhood and adolescence,” in The
Development and Treatment of Childhood Aggression, J. Pepler
and K. H. Rubin, Eds., pp. 31–54, Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ, USA,
1991.

[45] E. A. Youngstrom, R. L. Findling, and J. R. Calabrese, “Who
are the comorbid adolescents? Agreement between psychiatric
diagnosis, youth, parent, and teacher report,” Journal of Abnor-
mal Child Psychology, vol. 31, no. 3, pp. 231–245, 2003.

[46] D. Schwartz, L. J. Proctor, and D. H. Chicn, “The aggressive
victim of bullying: emotional and behavioral dysregulation as a
pathway to victimization by peers,” inPeerHarassment in School
the Plight of the Vulnerable and Victimized, J. Juvonen and S.
Graham, Eds., pp. 147–174, The Guilford Press, London, UK,
2001.

[47] M. E. Solberg, D. Olweus, and I. M. Endresen, “Bullies and
victims at school: are they the same pupils?” British Journal of
Educational Psychology, vol. 77, no. 2, pp. 441–464, 2007.

[48] I. Hay and A. F. Ashman, “The development of adolescents’
emotional stability and general self-concept: the interplay of
parents, peers, and gender,” International Journal of Disability,
Development and Education, vol. 50, no. 1, pp. 77–91, 2003.

[49] D. A. Kenny, Interpersonal Perception: A Social Relations Analy-
sis, Guilford, New York, NY, USA, 1994.

[50] H.W.Marsh andA. S. Yeung, “Longitudinal structural equation
models of academic self-concept and achievement: gender
differences in the development ofmath and English constructs,”
American Educational Research Journal, vol. 35, no. 4, pp. 705–
738, 1998.

[51] B. J. Kochenderfer and G. W. Ladd, “Victimized children’s
responses to peers’ aggression: behaviors associated with redu-
ced versus continued victimization,” Development and Psycho-
pathology, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 59–73, 1997.

[52] G.W. Ladd, B. J. Kochenderfer, and C. C. Coleman, “Friendship
quality as a predictor of young children’s early school adjust-
ment,” Child Development, vol. 67, no. 3, pp. 1103–1118, 1996.

[53] K. M. Pierce, J. V. Hamm, and D. L. Vandell, “Experiences in
after-school programs and children’s adjustment in first-grade
classrooms,”ChildDevelopment, vol. 70, no. 3, pp. 756–767, 1999.

[54] R. Pianta, Student-Teacher Relationship Scale, University of Vir-
ginia, Charlottesville, Va, USA, 1992.

[55] L. K. Muthén and B. Muthén, Mplus User’s Guide, Muthén &
Muthén, Los Angeles, Calif, USA, 2007.

[56] J. D. Singer and J. B.Willett,Applied Longitudinal Data Analysis:
Modeling Change and Event Occurrence, Oxford University
Press, Oxford, NY, USA, 2003.

[57] L. T. Hu and P. M. Bentler, “Fit Indices in covariance structure
modeling: sensitivity to underparameterized model misspecifi-
cation,” Psychological Methods, vol. 3, no. 4, pp. 424–453, 1998.

[58] R. B. Kline, Principles and Practice of Structural Equation
Modeling, The Guilford Press, New York, NY, USA, 1998.

[59] W. A. Collins and B. Laursen, “Parent-adolescent relationships
and influences,” in Handbook of Adolescent Psychology, R. M.
Lerner and L. Steinberg, Eds., pp. 331–361,Wiley, NewYork, NY,
USA, 2nd edition, 2004.

[60] R. L. Paikoff and J. Brooks-Gunn, “Do parent-child relation-
ships change during puberty?” Psychological Bulletin, vol. 110,
no. 1, pp. 47–66, 1991.

[61] S. Perren and R. Hornung, “Bullying and delinquency in ado-
lescence: victims’ and perpetrators’ family and peer relations,”
Swiss Journal of Psychology, vol. 64, no. 1, pp. 51–64, 2005.

[62] J. P. Allen, K. B. McElhaney, G. P. Kuperminc, and K. M. Jodl,
“Stability and change in attachment security across adoles-
cence,” Child Development, vol. 75, no. 6, pp. 1792–1805, 2004.

[63] U. Bronfenbrenner, “Interacting systems in human develop-
ment. Research paradigms: present and future,” in Persons in
Context: Developmental Processes, N. Bolger, A. Caspi, G.
Downey, andM.Moorehouse, Eds., pp. 25–49, Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, New York, NY, USA, 1988.

[64] D. Cicchetti andM. Lynch, “Toward an ecological/transactional
model of community violence and child maltreatment: conse-
quences for children’s development,” Psychiatry, vol. 56, no. 1,
pp. 96–118, 1993.

[65] C. C. Henrich, K. A. Brookmeyer, L. A. Shrier, and G. Shahar,
“Supportive relationships and sexual risk behavior in adoles-
cence: an ecological-transactional approach,” Journal of Pedi-
atric Psychology, vol. 31, no. 3, pp. 286–297, 2006.

[66] S. Lollis and L. Kuczynski, “Beyond one hand clapping: seeing
bidirectionality in parent-child relations,” Journal of Social and
Personal Relationships, vol. 14, no. 4, pp. 441–461, 1997.

[67] A. J. Sameroff, “Transactional models in early social relations,”
Human Development, vol. 18, pp. 65–79, 1975.

[68] K. A. Dodge and G. S. Pettit, “A biopsychosocial model of
the development of chronic conduct problems in adolescence,”
Developmental Psychology, vol. 39, no. 2, pp. 349–371, 2003.



Hindawi Publishing Corporation
Journal of Criminology
Volume 2013, Article ID 484871, 9 pages
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2013/484871

Research Article
Attachment to Parents and Peers as a Parameter of
Bullying and Victimization

Militsa Nikiforou, Stelios N. Georgiou, and Panayiotis Stavrinides

Department of Psychology, University of Cyprus, P.O. Box 20537, 1678 Nicosia, Cyprus

Correspondence should be addressed to Militsa Nikiforou; nikiforou.militsa@ucy.ac.cy

Received 22 January 2013; Revised 2 April 2013; Accepted 18 April 2013

Academic Editor: Byongook Moon

Copyright © 2013 Militsa Nikiforou et al. This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons Attribution
License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly
cited.

The purpose of the present study was threefold. First, we tried to investigate whether the quality of attachment with parents and
peers predicts bullying and victimization. Second, we also attempted a moderation analysis in order to examine whether the
relationship between quality of attachments and bullying is moderated by the child’s gender. Finally, we explored whether there are
significant differences in the quality of attachment between children identified as bullies, victims, bully/victims, and uninvolved.
The participants were 303 fifth and sixth grade children with a mean age of 11.06 years that completed the Revised Bullying and
Victimization Questionnaire and the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment.The results showed that poor quality of attachment
with parents and peers predicts bullying and victimization.Moderation analysis revealed that the link between quality of attachment
and bullying and victimization is significantly stronger for girls. Also, as hypothesized, bullies and bully/victims manifest the worst
quality of attachment with parents and peers. The results are discussed with the framework of attachment and aggression theory,
exploring the pathways that explain the association between poor attachment and externalizing problems during late childhood.

1. Introduction

During the past two decades, the bullying phenomenon has
drawn an extensive amount of attention from researchers and
practitioners alike [1–3]. Bullying is an intentional and often
repeated set of behaviours that aim at taunting, humiliating,
physically hurting, and socially isolating the victim. It is a
distinct form of systematic aggression which usually involves
an imbalance of power, and it seriously affects the lives of
a significant minority of children [3]. Research shows that
bullying may be associated with externalizing problems such
as poor social adjustment, greater risk of substance use, and
generally with psychological difficulties in later life [4–6]. On
the other hand, victimization is associated with internalizing
problems such as depression and anxiety [3, 7, 8], poorer self-
esteem, and interpersonal difficulties in adulthood [9, 10].

1.1. Parental and Peer Correlates of Bullying. Empirical studies
have provided an extensive body of evidence regarding the
predictors and consequences of bullying and victimization.
Thus, it is now widely believed that the contextual factors

such as maladaptive parental characteristics and peer rela-
tionships may increase the chances of children’s involve-
ment in bullying [11–13]. Georgiou [11] has reported that
the authoritarian parental style was associated with higher
levels of bullying, while the permissive parental style was
associated with victimization. In contrast, the authoritative
parental style was negatively linked to children’s involvement
in bullying. In the same line, Shetgiri et al. [12] showed
that parents who talked with their children and met all or
most of their friends had children with lower bullying odds.
The same researchers also found that parents who felt angry
with their children or felt that their children bothered them
had children with higher bullying odds. They also found
that suboptimal maternal mental health was associated with
higher bullying involvement. Recently, Knous-Westfall et al.
[13] showed that parental reports of any intimate partner
violence predicted higher offspring overt peer victimization,
while severe intimate partner violence predicted higher off-
spring relational peer bullying and overt peer victimization.
An additional parental factor that seems to be a significant
predictor of bullying behaviour is maternal depression. This
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factor is associated with children’s involvement in bullying
and other forms of externalizing behaviours [14, 15].

Another line of empirical research focuses on the role
of peers in bullying [16–19]. For example, Sharp [20] argued
that the social context of individual classes or year groups
can influence the likelihood of bullying. Also, Salmivalli et
al. [19], in a thorough investigation of peer correlates of
bullying, found that peers can be classified into those who
act as assistants of bullies by encouraging the perpetrators,
defenders of victims, and passive bystanders who neither
encourage the act nor intervene. While most of the studies
focus on the negative role of peers, there are also researchers
who claim that peers can play a positive role in reducing
bullying when taught how to react when such incidents take
place [21].

Numerous studies have shown the link between the qual-
ity of children’s relationships with their parents to problem
behaviors and emotional difficulties [22–27]. Maladaptive
parental involvement [28] and authoritarian parental style
[11] have been shown to predict aggressive behavior in
children and adolescents. On the other hand, low family
involvement [29], permissive parental style, and maternal
overprotectiveness [11, 15] predict peer victimization.

Earlier studies have found that children who are insecure
avoidant in attachment aremore likely to demonstrate antiso-
cial traits and callous-unemotional characteristics [30], while
children with secure attachment have shown lower levels of
aggression [31–33]. Williams and Kennedy [34] found that
girls were more likely to be physically aggressive when they
had higher levels of attachment avoidance to their mothers
and higher levels of attachment anxiety with their fathers. In
the same study, it was also found that boys weremore likely to
engage in relational aggressionwhen they experienced higher
levels of attachment anxiety to their fathers.

Perren and Alsaker [35] examined peer relationships of
children who get involved in bullying. The results suggest
that bullies were less prosocial, but they also had more
leadership skills than noninvolved children. They belonged
to larger social groups and were frequently affiliated with
other bullies or bully/victims. Victims, on the other hand,
were more submissive, had fewer leadership skills, were more
withdrawn, more isolated, less cooperative, less sociable, and
frequently had no playmates. Finally, bully/victims were less
cooperative, less sociable, and they had fewer playmates than
noninvolved children. Interestingly, Hodges et al. [36] found
that the lack of supportive friends and the presence of peer
rejection are correlatedwith bullying and victimization,while
friendships and support by peers provide a buffer against
victimization. In sum, it seems that peer relationships play
an important role in increasing or preventing the likelihood
of bullying and victimization.

Several studies have focused on investigating the corre-
lates of the distinct type of roles that children and adolescents
have in relation to bullying activity. These studies do so
in order to identify the prevalent characteristics and risk
factors of children that are classified as bullies, victims,
and bully/victims but also to explore how these children
differ from children that stay away from bullying [37, 38].
The results show that bullies usually have relatively low

levels of anxiety, high levels of antisocial and impulsive
behaviour [3, 39, 40], and reveal a strong need to dominate
others [41]. Additionally, Kumpulainen and Räsänen [42]
have found that bullies suffer from externalizing problems,
such as aggressiveness, attention deficit, hyperactivity and
conduct disorders. Furthermore, Kaltiala-Heino et al. [43]
found that bullies exhibit internalizing problems such as
depression and anxiety. Victims, on the other hand, tend
to show high levels of depression and psychological dis-
tress [8, 43–45] and low levels of self-esteem [37]. Other
researchers found that victims tend to feel lonely and have
poor peer relationships [7, 46]. Finally, bully/victims seem
to have more serious pathogenic characteristics than bullies
and victims [38, 47, 48]. Empirical studies have repeatedly
shown that bully/victims suffer from severe psychosocial
problems. Specifically, Georgiou and Stavrinides [38, 47]
found that bully/victims are even more isolated than victims
and more temperamental than bullies. Additionally, some
studies suggest that bully/victims suffer from internalizing
problems such as depression and anxiety [49, 50], while other
studies suggest that they also display externalizing problems
such as aggression and hyperactivity [44, 50]. In general,
bullies, victims, and bully/victims report a reduced sense of
life satisfaction [51].

To conclude, the current research addresses questions
about the relationship between quality of attachment with
parents and peers and bullying/victimization in order to
unfold the role of mother, father, and peers. Additionally,
moderation effects such as children’s gender are included in
the analysis in order to bridge a relative literature gap that
often leaves behind the conditions in which certain processes
take place. How the quality of attachment is differentiated
in boys or girls? And, finally, we address questions in order
to investigate how the quality of attachment is different in
bullies, victims, bully/victims, and uninvolved children. It is
important to unfold these parameters in order to develop and
design more effective prevention and intervention programs
including parents and peers.

1.2. The Present Study. The purpose of the present study is
threefold. First, we tried to investigate whether the quality of
attachment with parents and peers predicts bullying and vic-
timization. Second, we also attempted a moderation analysis
in order to examine whether the relationship between quality
of attachments and bullying is moderated by the child’s
gender. Finally, we explored whether there are significant
differences in the quality of attachment between children
identified as bullies, victims, bully/victims, and uninvolved.

Based on prior research, the following hypotheses were
stated and tested.

(1) The quality of attachment with parents and peers
will be related to children’s involvement in bullying
experiences.That is, low levels of communication and
trust and high levels of alienationwill predict bullying
and victimization.

(2) The relationship between quality of attachment with
parents and peers and bullying will be moderated by
the child’s gender. More specifically, the relationship
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between attachment and bullying will be stronger for
girls.

(3) The quality of attachment between children identified
as bullies, victims, bully/victims, and uninvolved is
different. Uninvolved children will have higher scores
in positive aspects of quality of attachment with
parents and peers, while bullies and bully/victims will
have higher scores in negative aspects of quality of
attachment with parents and peers.

2. Method

2.1. Participants. The participants of this study were 303 fifth
and sixth grade children with a mean age of 11.06 years (SD =
1.03) during the 2011-2012 academic year. The two genders
were equally represented in the sample, which included 146
males (48.2%) and 157 females (51.8%).The participants were
randomly selected from eleven different schools in urban and
rural areas of four educational districts in Cyprus (Nicosia,
Larnaca, Limassol, and Famagusta). Each school has about
200 students.

2.2. Instruments and Procedures. The sampling procedure for
the present study was as follows. Eleven public elementary
schools were randomly selected (out of a total of about
200). The only criterion used for the selection was the
school’s location (urban versus rural). Since the demographic
representation of Cyprus is about 70% urban and 30% rural,
eight of the selected schools were located in urban areas,
and three schools were located in small, rural communi-
ties. In this sample of schools, we used stratified cluster
sampling where grades 5 and 6 represented the strata and
each classroom represented a cluster. Specifically, strata are
represented by age levels, while cluster is represented by each
class. Using this procedure, we randomly generated a group
of twelve classrooms that comprised a sample of 303 students.
Twenty-one students returned incomplete questionnaires,
and, therefore, they were excluded from the final sample.
Also, eleven students were absent from school at the time of
data collection. Without violating anonymity, we asked the
principals of the participating schools to briefly describe the
profiles of these students, pointing out any known difficulties
that these students have with bullying or victimization. This
investigation showed that students who were absent during
the data collection of the present studywere not different than
the rest of the students in terms of bullying or victimization
experiences at school.

The participating children completed two instruments:
the Revised Bullying andVictimizationQuestionnaire (BVQ-
R) [52] and the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment—
IPPA [53, 54]. The BVQ-R [52] consists of 20 statements that
measure children’s bullying and victimization experiences.
Each subscale consists of ten items. Answers are given on a
5-point Likert-type scale where 1 means not true and 5means
absolutely true. In recent studies conducted in the same
cultural context [11, 47, 55–57], the instrument yielded two
factors representing the constructs of bullying and victimiza-
tion and had sufficient psychometric properties (Cronbach

alphas between .70 and .80). Examples of items of the bullying
subscale are the following: “other children complain that I hit
them”; “I want other children to do as I say”; “other children
complain that I tease them”; “other children are afraid of
me.” Examples of items of the victimization scale are the
following: “I was threatened or forced by other children”;
“other children have said lies or bad things about me”; “I was
excluded/ignored by other children”; “I am being ridiculed by
other children at school.”

The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment—IPPA [53,
54] is a 75-item self-report designed to measure the quality
of children’s attachment to their mother, father, and peers.
Each of the three parts of the instrument consists of the
25 Likert-type statements that assess how children evaluate
their relationship with their mother, their father, and their
peers on the following subscales: mutual trust, quality of
communication, and the extent of felt alienation. Examples
of items of the communication subscale are the following:
“My mother/father helps me talk about my difficulties”; “My
mother/father understands me”; “I tell my mother/father
about my problems and troubles.” Examples of items of the
trust subscale are the following: “My mother/father respects
my feelings”; “My mother/father accepts me as I am”; “My
mother/father trustsmy judgment.” Finally, examples of items
from the alienation subscale are the following: “talking over
my feelings withmymother/fathermakesme feel ashamed or
foolish”; “I don’t get much attention frommymother/father”;
“I get upset easily around my mother/father”. As far as the
peer relationship is part of the instrument, examples of items
for communication subscale are the following: “I like to get
my friends’ point of view on things I am concerned about”
and “when we discuss things, my friends care about my
point of view.” Further, examples of items for trust subscale
are the following: “My friends understand me” and “my
friends accept me as I am.” In addition, examples of items
for alienation subscale are the following: “My friends don’t
understand what I am going through these days” and “I feel
angry with my friends.”

3. Results

Using the raw data, we computed a composite variable for
each construct, which represents the total score for each case
on the items that compose each factor. Table 1 shows the
means and standard deviations for each construct. Cronbach’s
alpha was also computed for each subscale, and the results
showed satisfactory levels of internal consistency (all alphas>
.60, Table 1). In line with earlier studies conducted in Cyprus
[11, 38, 56], themean scores for the bullying and victimization
subscales are close to 15.00.

Bivariate correlations between all scores were computed
in order to identify associations existing between children’s
bullying and victimization and the quality of relationship they
maintain with their parents and peers (Table 1). It was found
that bullying was negatively correlated with the mother trust
𝑟 = −.27, 𝑃 < .01; with the mother communication 𝑟 =
−.27, 𝑃 < .01; with the father trust 𝑟 = −.17, 𝑃 < .01; with the
father communication 𝑟 = −.16, 𝑃 < .01; with the peers trust



4 Journal of Criminology

Table 1: Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients between bullying, victimization, and quality of relationship with parents and peers.

Construct Mean SD Alpha 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
(1) Bullying 13.83 5.93 .82 — .45∗∗ −.27∗∗ −.27∗∗ .24∗∗ −.17∗∗ −.16∗∗ .28∗∗ −.34∗∗ −.30∗∗ .15∗∗

(2) Victimization 14.72 6.07 .79 — −.22∗∗ −.17∗∗ .29∗∗ −.23∗∗ −.22∗∗ .32∗∗ −.46∗∗ −.32∗∗ .26∗∗

(3) Mother trust 43.13 5.42 .63 — .76∗∗ −.50∗∗ .56∗∗ .49∗∗ −.37∗∗ .37∗∗ .31∗∗ .13∗∗

(4) Mother communication 37.40 6.40 .67 — −.53∗∗ .44 .57∗∗ −.36∗∗ .37∗∗ .32∗∗ .11
(5) Mother alienation 10.17 4.29 .61 — −.31∗∗ −.38∗∗ .61∗∗ −.29∗∗ −.19∗∗ .32∗∗

(6) Father trust 42.54 6.09 .72 — .73∗∗ −.37∗∗ .32∗∗ .29∗∗ −.14∗∗

(7) Father communication 35.98 7.35 .64 — −.45∗∗ .33∗∗ .33∗∗ −.13∗

(8) Father alienation 10.01 4.04 .60 — −.27∗∗ −.19∗∗ .36∗∗

(9) Peers trust 40.78 9.65 .68 — .83∗∗ −.13∗

(10) Peers communication 28.36 8.40 .69 — .04
(11) Peers alienation 16.53 4.27 .63 —
∗P < .05 and ∗∗P < .01.

𝑟 = −.34, 𝑃 < .01; with the peers communication 𝑟 = −.39,
𝑃 < .01. In contrast, bullying; was positively correlated with
mother, father, and peers alienation (𝑟 = .22, 𝑃 < .01; 𝑟 = .28,
𝑃 < .01; 𝑟 = .15, 𝑃 < .01, resp.).

Interestingly, the exact same pattern of correlations was
also found for victimization. Specifically, victimization was
negatively correlated with the mother trust 𝑟 = −.22, 𝑃 < .01;
with mother communication 𝑟 = −.17, 𝑃 < .01; with the
father trust 𝑟 = −.23, 𝑃 < .01; with the father communication
𝑟 = −.22, 𝑃 < .01; with the peers trust 𝑟 = −.46, 𝑃 < .01; with
the peers communication 𝑟 = −.32, 𝑃 < .01. On the other
hand, victimization was positively correlated with mother,
father, and peers alienation (𝑟 = .29, 𝑃 < .01; 𝑟 = .32, 𝑃 < .01;
𝑟 = .26, 𝑃 < .01, resp.). For detailed interrelations among all
scales; see Table 1.

The next step was to compute a hierarchical regression
analysis in order to identify the variables referring to the qual-
ity of relationship with parents and peers that significantly
predict bullying and victimization. With the second step
of this analysis, we also aimed at investigating whether the
child’s gender moderates the relationship between the quality
of relationship measures and bullying and victimization.

This analyses showed that bullying is significantly nega-
tively predicted by peers trust 𝛽 = −.25, 𝑃 < .01, positively
predicted by father alienation𝛽 = .17,𝑃 < .01, and negatively
predicted by mother communication 𝛽 = −.12, 𝑃 < .05. The
total amount of variance of bullying predicted by this model
was 16.4%.

Victimization was negatively predicted by peers trust 𝛽 =
−.39, 𝑃 < .01 and positively predicted by father and peer
alienation (𝛽 = .16, 𝑃 < .01 and 𝛽 = .15, 𝑃 < .01, resp.).
The total amount of variance of victimization predicted by
this model was 27.3%.

Moderation analysis showed that there is a significant
negative interaction between children’s gender and peer trust
in predicting bullying 𝛽 = −.29, 𝑃 < .01 and a significant
positive interaction between children’s gender and father
alienation in predicting bullying 𝛽 = .18, 𝑃 < .01. For girls,
the relationship between peer trust and bullying was stronger
(𝛽 = −.46, 𝑃 < .01 for girls and 𝛽 = −.23, 𝑃 < .01 for boys).
The same was also true for the relationship between father

alienation and bullying (𝛽 = .32,𝑃 < .01 for girls and𝛽 = .26,
𝑃 < .01 for boys).

The same significant negative interaction was also found
between children’s gender and peer trust in predicting vic-
timization 𝛽 = −.42, 𝑃 < .01 and a positive interaction
between children’s gender and father alienation in predicting
victimization 𝛽 = .20, 𝑃 < .01. Again, the relationship
between peer trust and victimization is stronger for girls (𝛽 =
−.37, 𝑃 < .01 for girls and 𝛽 = −.58, 𝑃 < .01 for boys),
while the same was true for the relationship between father
alienation and victimization (𝛽 = .35, 𝑃 < .01 for girls and
𝛽 = .23, 𝑃 < .01 for boys). A significant interaction also
emerged between gender and peer alienation in predicting
victimization 𝛽 = −.48, 𝑃 < .01. In this interaction, however,
the prediction was stronger for boys with peer alienation
rather than for girls (𝛽 = .35, 𝑃 < .01 for boys and 𝛽 = .17,
𝑃 < .01 for girls) (Table 2).

Finally, we attempted to investigate whether childrenwho
classify in any of the four categories of bullying involvement
roles (i.e., bullies, victims, bully/victims, and uninvolved)
would show significantly different scores on the measures of
the quality of relationship with parents and peers.

In order to classify the participants into one of the four
mutually exclusive categories (bullies, victims, bully/victims,
and uninvolved), we computed a new categorical variable
with the following criteria. Participants with a score above
the mean on the bullying subscale and below the mean on
the victimization subscale were classified as bullies (𝑛 = 39).
Participants with a score above themean on the victimization
subscale and below the mean on the bullying subscale were
classified as victims (𝑛 = 41). Participants with a score above
the mean on both the bullying and the victimization subscale
were classified as bully/victims (𝑛 = 71). Finally, participants
with a score below the mean on both the bullying and the
victimization subscale were classified as uninvolved (𝑛 =
152).The same procedure of classification of the children was
also used by earlier studies [38, 47].

Based on this classification, a multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) was computed in order to identify
whether the experience of bullying is related with different
levels of quality of relationship with parents and peers.
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Table 2: Hierarchical regression analysis predicting bullying and
victimization from parents’ and peers’ quality of relationship.

Dependent measures
Bullying Victimization

Step 1 𝛽 𝑅
2

𝛽 𝑅
2

Mother trust −.06 −.02
Mother communication −.13∗ .07
Mother alienation −.01 .12
Father trust −.02 −.05
Father communication −.01 −.01
Father alienation .17∗∗ .16∗∗

Peers trust −.25∗∗ −.39∗∗

Peers communication −.09 −.10
Peers alienation .07 .16 .15∗∗ .24
Step 2 𝛽 Δ𝑅

2

𝛽 Δ𝑅
2

Gender ×mother trust −.07 .01
Gender ×mother communication −.03 .00
Gender ×mother Alienation .10 .07
Gender × father trust −.08 −.01
Gender × father communication .09 .01
Gender × father alienation .18∗∗ .20∗∗

Gender × peers trust −.29∗∗ −.42∗∗

Gender × peers communication .08 .14
Gender × peers alienation .10 .05 −.48∗∗ .04
∗P < .05 and ∗∗P < .01.

The results showed that there are significant differences
of bullying experience on all parent and peers quality of
relationship measures. Post hoc analysis showed that unin-
volved children score significantly higher on all the positive
aspects of parents and peers quality of relationship (i.e., trust
and communication), while bully/victims score significantly
higher on the negative aspects of parents and peers quality of
relationship (i.e., alienation) (Table 3).

4. Discussion

The present study aimed at investigating the relationship
between bullying and the quality of attachment with parents
and peers. The main hypothesis of the present study was
fully supported by the results: the quality of attachment with
parents and peers is related to children’s involvement in bul-
lying incidents. It appears that all three agents of socialization
(i.e., mothers, fathers, and peers) play a significant role in
children’s involvement in bullying. This is because bullying
is significantly negatively predicted by peer trust, positively
predicted by father alienation, and negatively predicted by
mother communication. Accordingly, victimization is sig-
nificantly negatively predicted by peer trust and positively
predicted by father and peers alienation. Interestingly, the
role of the father in victimization seems to be stronger than
that of the role of the mother. However, if we view this result
in the general parenting framework, our finding is in line
with earlier studies regarding the relationship of the quality of

Table 3: Multiple comparisons (LSD post hoc analysis) with means
of each category on the dependent variables.

Dependent variables Bullies
(a)

Victims
(b)

Bully/victims
(c)

Uninvolved
(d)

Mother trust 41.07 42.48 41.04 44.80a,b,c

Mother
communication 34.76 36.51 35.57 39.17a,b,c

Mother alienation 11.07d 9.36 12.47b,d 9.07
Father trust 39.48 41.12 41.64 44.21a,b,c

Father communication 33.87 33.82 34.30 37.88a,b,c

Father alienation 11.05d 9.58 12.21a,b,d 8.84
Peers trust 39.12 36.36 35.92 44.67a,b,c

Peers communication 25.61 25.48 25.64 31.11a,b,c

Peers alienation 16.82 16.70 18.31d 15.57
Mean scores with superscripts indicate significant difference (P < .05)
between the particular score and that of the group that the superscript
indicates.

attachment with parents and children’s adjustment problems
[34, 58].

Further evidence that support our findings is found in
both earlier and recent studies. Bowlby [59, 60] argued that
children who fail to bond or connect with their caregivers
with secure attachment tend to mistrust other people and
have low levels of empathy and concern for others. As a
result, these children may display a broad range of adjust-
ment difficulties later in life. More recent empirical studies
provided further support to Bowlby’s claims showing that
early insecure attachment relationships are associated with
the lack of social skills, externalizing behaviour problems,
severe antisocial behaviour, childhood aggression, conduct
disorder, and delinquency [61–67]. In sum, our results seem
to be in linewith these studies sincewe show that poor quality
of attachment with all three significant socialization figures is
correlated with bullying and victimization.

The second hypothesis is partially supported by the
current findings. Gender differences may be important in
shaping the attachment-bullying linkage. Although many
studies show that parent attachment is stronger in girls, girls
may also be more likely than boys to draw support from
peers (e.g., [68]). This claim is based on the fact that girls
may be more active in the pursuit of relatedness in the
context of their peer relations than boys, who are emphasizing
independence [68]. In this line of research, other studies show
that girls are more influenced by peer relations than boys
[69, 70]. The results of the present study showed that girls
with higher levels of peer trust were less likely to be involved
in bullying and victimization.These results seem to be related
with earlier claims about the significance of peer relationships
in girls’ socialization development [68].

In regards to the mother or father attachment, many
authors argue that attachment to mothers is higher through-
out childhood and adolescence [71, 72]. However, father
attachment may show differential importance in various
contexts. For instance, a study found that father attachment
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was more significantly related to social competence in vari-
ous social situations [73]. Interestingly, the current findings
showed that girls involved in bullying and victimization
were experiencing more alienation to their fathers. These
findings indicate that the relationship with peers and fathers
may function as a protective factor more for girls and less
for boys. For boys, however, victimization was stronger in
relation to peer alienation, which supports the idea of the
importance of peer acceptance and group identification in
boy’s preadolescent and adolescent stages [74].

Finally, the third hypothesis is fully supported from our
findings. Our study showed that children who are involved
in bullying either as bullies or as bully/victims showed higher
scores on negative aspects of quality of attachment with their
parents and their peers, while uninvolved children showed
higher scores on positive aspects of quality of attachment.
Specifically, we found that regardless of gender, children who
are involved in bullying experiences have worse communica-
tion and trust with their parents and peers, while there are
more alienated by both parents and peers. In general, the
findings of the present study are in line with earlier studies
that showed bullying and victimization to be related with
negative aspects of their relationship with their parents and
peers (e.g., [11, 34]).

The present study provides empirical evidence that sup-
ports the idea that the quality of attachment between children
and their parents and peers is important in the development
of adjustment difficulties such as bullying and victimization.
It is also important to note that the child’s gender may act as
moderator in the relationship between attachment and bully-
ing: while girls are affected more by paternal alienation and
peer trust, boys are more influenced by the alienation with
their peers.The current findingsmay be useful in considering
interventions for bullying behaviour that are related with
gender. The finding that girls are affected more by paternal
alienation and peer trust contributes to the bullying literature
by unfolding the conditions in which quality of attachment
with parents and peers is more likely to correlate with chil-
dren’s involvement in bullying. Prevention and intervention
programs could be designed and implemented distinctly for
boys and girls. For instance, intervention programs for girls
should focus on father and peer quality of relationship while
for boys should focus on the role of peer attachment.

4.1. Limitations and Contribution of the Present Study. The
present study, in line with standard methodology in this area
of research, utilized a number of self-reportmeasures in order
to assess the quality of the relationship between the child and
their parents and peers and also to assess if each child was
involved in bullying incidents. Even though such method-
ology is widely used, we recognize the limitations of self-
report measures. Future studies should employ multisource
reporting that includes reports from parents and peers.

Despite these limitations, however, the present study
contributes to the relevant literature in three aspects. First,
we showed that the quality of attachment with parents and
peers is significantly correlated with bullying and victim-
ization. The current finding provides new insight about the

relationship between bullying, victimization, and the quality
of attachment with parents and peers. Communication,
trust and alienation constructs were significantly related to
bullying and victimization establishing their important role
in children’s bullying involvement. Therefore, earlier studies
(e.g., [58]) using IPPA questionnaire have focused on the
quality of attachment with parents and peers in terms on
externalizing and internalizing problems.

Second, we also showed that gender moderates this
relationship between bullying/victimization and the quality
of the parents/peers attachment. Further, the moderation
effects of gender provide newknowledge about the conditions
that the quality of attachment with parents and peers related
stronger to bullying involvement, when the child is a girl or
a boy. The moderation role of gender was included in the
analysis in order to bridge a relative literature gap that often
leaves behind the conditions in which certain processes take
place.

And, thirdly, we have provided evidence showing that
bullies, victims, and bully/victims have significantly more
difficulties in their relationships with their parents and peers
when compared to uninvolved children. This finding con-
tributes to the bullying literature by adding specific charac-
teristics on the profiles of bullies, victims, and bully/victims.
These characteristics include low levels of communication
and trust with parents and peers and high levels of alienation.

In conclusion, our study provides further evidence that
shows the link between bullying and the quality of attachment
with parents and peers. Both bullying and victimization are
associated with low levels of parents/peers quality. Perhaps,
this is an important area of prevention and intervention
that teachers, parents, and school psychologists can work
on; programs that will aim to develop a healthy quality of
attachment with parents and peers.
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