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Abstract. This study explored the possibility that bullies, victims of bullying, and
bully-victims (i.e., youth who both perpetrate and are victims of bullying) are at
increased risk for victimization in four other domains: conventional crime, child
maltreatment, sexual victimization, and witnessing or indirect victimization. It also
evaluated the extent to which victimization in these other domains enhances the
prediction of internalizing problems. Participants were 689 fifth-grade students from
an urban, ethnically diverse school district in the Northeast. Youth completed self-
report measures about bullying involvement, victimization in the home and commu-
nity, and interalizing problems. Bullies, victims, and bully-victims endorsed more
victimization in other domains than students not involved in bullying in one of these
capacities; bully-victims had the highest victimization rates overall. Further, although
regression models showed that bullying involvement was related to greater internal-
izing problems, explanatory power was increased through the inclusion of other
victimization forms. Findings highlight the need for comprehensive victimization
assessment among students involved in bullying in any capacity.

Bullying is a pervasive problem in U.S. Recognizing that youth involved in bullying
schools today and a topic of increasing interest ~ are at risk for short- and long-term deleterious
to educators, researchers, and policy makers. outcornes (Juvoven, Nishina, & Graham,
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2000; Nansel et al., 2001; Olweus, 1993a),
states have responded by passing antibullying
legislation (Limber & Small, 2003), and
schools have implemented antibullying curric-
ula (Committee for Children, 2001; Limber,
Nation, Tracy, Melton, & Flerx, 2004; Ol-
weus, Limber, & Mihalic, 1999). For such
endeavors to be effective, though, they must
address the complex nature of bullying. How-
ever, despite a growing body of research on
bullying, to date few studies systematically
have explored associations between bullying
and a comprehensive range of other forms of
victimization (e.g., child maltreatment, sexual
victimization). Research is needed to reveal
the potential connections between bullying
and other victimization domains, and to dis-
entangle the unique effects of bullying in-
volvement from influences of other forms of
victimization that children experience in their
homes and communities. Such research will
result in a more complete picture of factors
affecting psychological and academic func-
tioning among youth, and will inform inter-
vention and prevention programs.

The current investigation represents an
initial step in this research agenda. Specifi-
cally, this study examines rates of victimiza-
tion experienced by youth in the home and
community across bully/victim subtypes. Fur-
ther, it evaluates the extent to which victim-
ization in other domains enhances the predic-
tion of internalizing problems beyond that
which is explained by bullying involvement,

Bully/Victim Subtypes

Initial research endeavors focused on
bullying emerged in Scandinavia, where Dan
Olweus (1978) spearheaded a nationwide
campaign against bullying. This initiative,
which began in the 1970s, set forth the fol-
lowing definition of bullying that remains cur-
rent today: “A student is being bullied or vic-
timized when he or she is exposed, repeatedly
and over time, to negative actions on the part
of one or more students” (Olweus, 1993b, p.
9). The preceding definition highlights the ag-
gressive component of bullying as well as the
associated inherent power imbalance and re-
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-petitive nature. In recent years scholars have

recognized the wide range of behaviors con-
sistent with bullying, including both physical
and relational manifestations. Physical bully-
ing consists of overt physical acts directed
toward peers, such as hitting or shoving,
whereas relational bullying includes actions
designed to damage or manipulate relation-
ships (Crick, 1996; Crick & Bigbee, 1998).
Some research suggests that physical expres-
sions of bullying are more common among
boys, whereas relational aggression is more
frequent among girls (Cullerton-Sen & Crick,
2005).

All forms of bullying occur along a con-
tinuum, with students assuming roles that in-
clude bully, victim, and bully-victim (Es-
pelage, Bosworth, & Simon, 2000; Unnever,
2005). Classifications into these categories
typically are made based on self-reports by
students or by peer and/or teacher nominations
(Nansel et al., 2001; Perren & Alsaker, 2006).
Research suggests that self-reports and reports
by others each provides unique and important
information about the psychosocial function-
ing of youth (Graham, Bellmore, & Juvonen,
2003). With respect to how bullying subtypes
are defined, bullies are perpetrators of aggres-
sion but do not experience significant victim-
ization by peers. Conversely, victims are often
targets of aggression by peers but are not
perpetrators of aggressive acts. Finally, bully-
victims are students who are both perpetrators
and targets of bullying behavior, and may re-
act aggressively to victimization (and there-
fore are at times labeled “provocative vic-
tims”). Based on these definitions, estimates
suggest that nearly one-third of American stu-
dents are involved in bullying in one of these
capacities (Nansel et al., 2001). Specifically,
findings derived from a nationally representa-
tive sample indicated that among 6th- to 10th-
graders, 13% were bullies, 11% were victims,
and 6% were bully-victims (Nansel et al.,
2001).

Effects of Bullying Involvement

Victims, bullies, and bully-victims often
report internalizing and externalizing prob-




Hidden Forms of Victimization

lems and poor school adjustment as a result of
their involvement in bullying, although effects
often vary by group. For example, victims of
bullying reveal more loneliness, depression,
school avoidance, and suicidal ideation than
their nonbullied peers (Hawker & Boulton,
2000; Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpelae, & Rantanen,
2001; Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996; Neary &
Joseph, 1994; Olweus, 1992; Rigby, 2001;
Swearer, Song, & Cary, 2001). These effects
are not necessarily transitory in nature. Results
from Olweus’s (1995) longitudinal work indi-
cated that at age 23, individuals who had been
chronically victimized in their youth had
lower self-esteem and were more. depressed
than nonvictimized members of their cohort.

Bullies also often experience more psy-
chosocial problems than their peers. For in-
stance, bullies are more likely to engage in ex-
temnalizing behaviors, to experience conduct
problems, and to be delinquent (Haynie, Nansel,
& Eitel, 2001; Nansel et al., 2001). Furthermore,
long-term outcomes for bullies can be serious;
compared to their peers, bullies are more likely
to be convicted of crimes in adulthood (Olweus,
1993a). One study conducted in the United
States revealed that youth identified as bullies in
school had a 25% chance of having a criminal
record by age 30 (Eron, Huesmann, Dubow,
Romanoff, & Yarnel, 1987).

Finally, considerable research has docu-
mented that the most at-risk group of youth is
bully-victims. For instance, bully-victims may
be more hyperactive, have a greater probabil-
ity of being referred for psychiatric consulta-
tion, and have lower self-esteem than their
peers (Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004; Kumpu-
lainen, Rasanen, & Henttonen, 1998; Nansel,
Haynie, & Simons-Morton, 2003; Nansel et
al., 2001). In addition, bully-victims have
fewer friends than bullies (Unnever, 2005),
and youth in the bully-victim group tend to be
the most stigmatized by peers (Ireland &
Power, 2004). Accordingly, bully-victims are
a particularly important group to address in
interventions, and research needs to further
delineate what differentiates bully-victims
from bullies and victims.

Relation Between Bullying and Other
Victimization Forms

The majority of studies on correlates of
bullying have focused exclusively on linking
bullying involvement to psychological func-
tioning without regard to other forms of vic-
timization. In turn, when statistically signifi-
cant relations emerge between bullying in-
volvement and psychological functioning, it is
assumed that it is bullying involvement that
drives these associations. However, there are
theoretical and empirical reasons to believe
children who bully or who are bullied by their
peers experience victimization in additional
domains. If this indeed is the case, these ad-
ditional victimization experiences might help
to explain differences in functioning among
victims, bullies, and bully-victims.

Theoretical reasons for the overlap be-
tween bullying involvement and other forms of
victimization can be found in the developmental
victimology framework (Finkelhor & Dziuba-
Leatherman, 1994; Finkelhor & Kendall-Tack-
ett, 1997). Developmental victimology is the
study of the broad spectrum of children’s vic-
timizations over the course of childhood, and the
effort to understand the gverlaps, common risk
factors, interrelationships, and sequencings
(Finkelhor, 1997). This framework offers expla-
nations for why youth involved in elementary
school bullying also might have more extensive
victimization histories. First, many kinds of vic-
timizations have common risk factors. Thus,
dangerous neighborhoods, family instability,
lack of supervision, and personal characteristics,
like obesity or poor social interaction skills, ap-
pear related to both peer victimization as well as
other kinds of victimization (Finkelhor & Asdi-
gian, 1996; Lagerspetz, 1982). Second, bullying
involvement might create a risk for additional
kinds of victimization. For instance, bullying
perpetration might be associated with risk taking
or insensitivity to dangers that make other vic-
timizations more likely (Gordon, Kinlock, &
Battjes, 2004; Haynie et al., 2001).

Finally, experiencing other forms of vic-
timization might create vulnerability for bul-
lying perpetration or victimization. For in-
stance, studies have found that family violence
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is associated with greater difficulties in peer
relations (Jacobsen & Straker, 1982; Nugent,
Labram, & McLoughlin, 1998). More specif-
ically, one study found that compared with
nonmaltreated children, maltreated children
(defined as those who were sexually abused,
physically abused, or neglected) were more
likely to be victimized by peers (Shields &
Cicchetti, 2001). Conversely, an Italian study
found that girls exposed to parental domestic
violence were more likely to bully peers than
girls without such exposure, even after ac-
counting for effects of child abuse (Baldry,
2003). There is also some evidence that sib-
ling and peer bullying and victimization are
related (Duncan, 1999).

Less research has focused on the cooccur-
rence of bullying involvement and extrafamilial
victimization. However, it appears that youth
who experience bullying victimization also are
often targets of sexual harassment and physical
and emotional abuse in dating relationships
(Holt & Espelage, 2005). Conversely, perpetra-

“tors of bullying are more likely to engage in
physical and social aggression with dating part-
ners than their peers (Connolly, Pepler, Craig, &
Taradash, 2000). Research also suggests that ur-
ban youth who are victims of community vio-
lence are more likely to be targeted by bullies
(Schwartz & Proctor, 2000). This is in part be-
cause youth who experience community vio-
lence often incur symptoms related to post-trau-
matic stress disorder, which include difficulties
in emotion regulation. Subsequently, emotion
regulation problems manifest themselves in so-
cial maladjustment in school, which is linked to
peer victimization. ‘

Despite this strong theoretical and empir-
ical foundation, few studies have examined bul-
lying involvement in relation to multiple other

forms of victimization. Most investigations in-

“this area have evaluated bullying in light of only
one or two other victimization domains, with
links between family and peer violence being
most frequently studied. Further, research rarely
has compared victimizations across bully/victim
subtypes. However, as detailed below, more
comprehensive assessment of youth involved in
bullying is essential. ‘
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Importance of Comprehensive
Assessment

If bullying status is not assessed in con-
junction with a more comprehensive victim-
ization inventory, critical information might
be missed. For example, some children who
are judged as nonvictims in bullying assess-
ment might have considerable victimization
profiles. This could apply to youth categorized
as bullies (but not victims) or to youth identi-
fied as not involved in bullying as a bully,
victim, or bully-victim. In addition, some chil-
dren who are victimized by peers might have
a large number and extremely diverse range of
additional victimization experiences. This
might make it appear that they are more af-
fected by peer victimization than other youth
who experience only peer victimization, when
in fact part of their difficulties stem from their
other victimization experiences. Further, unas-
sessed victimization might account for a con-
siderable part of outcomes or correlates other-
wise thought to be explained by bully/victim
status. That is to say, analyses using bully/
victim status but not comprehensive victimiza-
tion may overstate the variance attributable to
bully/victim status. For instance, evaluating
other forms of victimization might increase
our understanding of why bully-victims are a
particularly high-risk group.

A movement toward more comprehen-
sive assessment is consistent with the social-
ecological model of bullying (Orpinas &
Horne, 2006; Swearer & Doll, 2001; Swearer
& Espelage, 2004). Specifically, social-eco-
logical theory posits that youth are embedded
within multiple contexts, including families,
schools, and communities, and that the inter-
actions among these contexts must be exam-
ined to best understand bullying involvement.
Accordingly, it is important to not only assess
youth victimization experiences within the
school environment, but also the multiple
other environments that influence youth. Sim-
ilarly, social-ecological theory indicates that it
is essential to consider how contextual char-

- acteristics influence victimization. For in-

stance, although research on bullying indicates
that rates do not differ across urban, rural, and
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suburban areas (Nansel et al., 2001), youth
living in urban environments are more likely
to encounter community violence (Schwartz &
Proctor, 2000). Research has also documented
that school characteristics, such as structure
and supervision on playgrounds and staff col-
laboration, are related to rates of cooperative
play (Leff, Costigan, & Power, 2004). Accord-
ingly, comprehensive assessment of victimiza-
tions and contexts are critical to our under-
standing of bullying; this investigation focuses
on comprehensive assessment.

Information based on comprehensive
victimization assessments will be of great in-
terest and importance to school psychologists
and other mental health professionals who
work with youth. Specifically, understanding a
youth’s bullying status coupled with his or her
comprehensive victimization profile will allow
for more effective interventions and for a bet-
ter understanding of the range of stressors the
youth is experiencing. In particular, school-
based bullying prevention programs, such as
Steps to Respect (Committee for Children,
2001) or the Olweus Bullying Prevention Pro-
gram (Olweus et al.,1999), might integrate
components addressing other forms of victim-
ization if they indeed are related to bullying
involvement.

In sum, bully/victim subtypes have been
compared across domains including psycho-
logical functioning and long-term outcomes,
but to date there has not been a comprehensive
examination of whether rates of other victim-
ization forms differ across these subtypes.
Adding to knowledge in this area is necessary
to understand psychological and school out-
comes more accurately.

The current investigation extends research
on bullying by examining how victimization
rates in four domains— conventional crime (e.g.,
larceny, attacks by unknown individuals), child
maltreatment (e.g., physical abuse, neglect), sex-
ual victimization (e.g., sexual abuse), and wit-
nessing or indirect victimization (e.g., witness-
ing domestic violence)}—vary by bully/victim
status. Questions related to bullying involvement
were limited to experiences within the school
context, whereas questions about other victim-
izations were broad and included the other envi-

ronments in which youth are embedded. This
study also analyzes the degree to which other
forms of victimization add to the explanation of
internalizing problems beyond that which is ex-
plained by bullying involvement. Based on pre-
vious literature linking bullying victimization to
victimization in other areas (e.g., Holt & Es-
pelage, 2005; Nugent et al., 1998; Shields &
Cicchetti, 2001), we expected that students who
reported peer victimization would be more likely
to report victimization in other domains com-
pared with youth who did not report high levels
of peer victimization. Given the dearth of re-
search examining rates of victimization outside
school for bullies and bully-victims, we did not
have specific hypotheses for how much victim-
ization these groups would report. We further
hypothesized that, consistent with previous re-
search, involvement in bullying in any capacity
would be related to internalizing problems. Fi-
nally, we expected that other victimization forms
would add to the prediction of internalizing
problems beyond that which was explained by
bully/victim subtypes. '

Method
Participants

Participants were 689 fifth-grade stu-
dents from 22 elementary schools in a large
northeastern city. There were 333 (48.3%)
girls and 347 (50.4%) boys; 9 students did not
report their gender (1.3%). Youth described
themselves as White, non-Hispanic (30.6%,
n = 210), Portuguese (9.7%, n = 67), His-
panic (9.0%, n = 62), Black (8.0%, n = 55),
Native American (5.4%, n = 37), Asian
(4.6%, n = 32), and biracial or multiracial
(32.4%, n = 226). The mean age for- the
sample was 10.83 (SD = 0.64) with children
ranging from 10 to 12 years old. With respect
to socioeconomic status, the school district
defined students as low income who met at
least one of the following criteria: eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch, recipient of the
state’s equivalent to Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families, or eligible for food stamps.
Fifty-four percent of students in the district
were identified as low-income.
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With respect to the community in which
the students lived, it was an urban environ-
ment with a population of approximately
100,000. Seventeen percent of residents lived
below the poverty line according to data de-
rived by the U.S. Census Bureau based on
household size and number of children un-
der 18 (e.g., for a family of 4, the poverty line
is $16,895). Crime statistics indicated that the
violent crime rate in this community was ap-
proximately two times the national average.

Measures

Each participant first completed a demo-
graphic questionnaire that included questions
about his or her sex, age, grade, and race or
ethnicity. For race or ethnicity, participants
were given six options, from which they could
circle one or more response: African Ameri-
can (not Hispanic), Asian, White (not His-
panic), Hispanic, Native American, and
“Other” (with a space to write in one or more
racial or ethnic descriptor). Throughout this
article we refer to this demographic question-
naire and the measures to be described below
as the “survey.”

University of Illinois Bully Scale.
The nine-item University of Illinois Buily
Scale (Espelage & Holt, 2001) was used to
assess bullying behavior, including teasing,
social exclusion, name-calling, and rumor
spreading. Researchers developed this scale
based on interviews with middle school stu-
dents, a review of the research literature on
existing bullying measures, and extensive fac-
tor analytic investigations (Espelage et al.,
2000; Espelage, Holt, & Henkel, 2003). Stu-
dents were asked to indicate how often in the
past 30 days they had engaged in each behav-
ior at school (e.g., “I teased other students”
and “T upset other students for the fun of it”).
Response options included “Never,” “1 or 2
times,” “3 or 4 times,” “5 or 6 times,” and “7
or more times.” Higher scores indicated more
self-reported bullying behaviors. Espelage and
Holt (2001) found a Cronbach alpha coeffi-
cient of .87 and the Bullying Scale was found
to be moderately correlated (r = .65) with the
Youth Self-Report Aggression Scale (Achen-
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bach, 1991), suggesting convergent validity.
Further, the University of Illinois Bully Scale
was found to converge with peer nomination
data (Espelage et al., 2003). This scale was not
significantly correlated with the University of
Illinois Victimization Scale (r = .12), provid-
ing evidence of discriminant validity (Es-
pelage et al., 2003). A Cronbach alpha coef-
ficient of .86 for the University of Illinois
Bully Scale was found for the current sample.

University of Illinois Victimization
Scale. Peer victimization was assessed using the
four-item University of Illinois Victimization
Scale (Espelage & Holt, 2001), to which four
additional items developed for this project were
added to expand the scale. There therefore were
eight peer victimization items in total. Research-
ers developed this scale based on interviews with
middle school students, a review of the research
literature on existing bullying measures, and ex-
tensive factor analytic investigations (Espelage
et al., 2000; Espelage et al., 2003). Students were
asked how often they had experienced peer vic-
timization in the past 30 days at school (e.g.,
“Other students called me names,” “I got hit and
pushed by other students”). Response options
included “Never,” “1 or 2 times,” “3 or 4 times,”
“S or 6 times,” and “7 or more times.” Higher
scores indicated more self-reported victimiza-
tion. This scale was also found to converge with
peer nomination data (Espelage et al., 2003). A
Cronbach alpha coefficient of .89 for the Uni-
versity of Tllinois Victimization Scale was found
for the current study. .

Juvenile Victimization Question-
naire. Participants completed the Juvenile
Victimization Questionnaire (JVQ; Hamby,
Finkelhor, Ormrod, & Turner, 2004), a 33-
item screening measure that assessed a broad
range of victimization across five modules:
conventional crime (e.g., having something
stolen), child maltreatment (e.g., being physi-
cally abused), peer and sibling victimization
(e.g., being hit by other kids), sexual victim-
ization (e.g., being forced to do something
sexual), and witnessing and indirect victimiza-
tion (e.g., witnessing domestic violence). The
majority of items did not specify particular
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locations for these experiences. Each question
referred to a specific victimization form (e.g.,
aggravated assault, dating violence), and re-
spondents indicated whether it had occurred
within the past year (response options were
“yes” and “no”). It is important to note that
child maltreatment items asked about both
known and unknown perpetrators of physical
abuse, emotional or psychological abuse, and
neglect, differentiating this measure of child
maltreatment from some other instruments in
the field.

With respect to scoring, it is possible to
consider item level responses or to compute
dichotomous scores for each module (i.e., a
score of 1 would indicate the participant re-
sponded affirmatively to at least one question
within that module). The current study used
both scoring methods. National norms exist
for this measure, and preliminary evidence
exists for the questionnaire’s construct validity
and reliability (Finkelhor, Hamby, Ormrod, &
Turner, 2005). Specifically, JVQ items corre-
lated with traumatic symptom items, provid-
ing evidence for construct validity (Finkelhor
et al., 2005). Also, there was adequate test—
retest reliability across a 3- to 4-week period
(Finkelhor et al., 2005).

Internalizing problems. The 21 items
from the Anxious/Depressed and Withdrawn/
Depressed scales from the Youth Self-Report
(Achenbach, 1991) were used to assess inter-
nalizing problems. For each of the items, stu-
dents indicated the degree to which particular
statements applied to them (e.g., “I feel
lonely,” “I am nervous or tense”). Response
options were “Not true,” “Somewhat or some-
times true,” and “Very true or often true.”
Higher scores indicated more internalizing
problems. National norms exist for this mea-
sure and there is significant evidence for its
reliability and validity in adolescent popula-
tions (Bennett & Bates, 1995; Visser, van der
Ende, Koot, & Verhulst, 1999). For instance,
the 8-day test-retest reliability coefficient in a
sample of nonreferred children was .84 for the
Anxious/Depressed Scale and .71 for the
Withdrawn/Depressed Scale (Achenbach &
Rescorla, 2001). In this sime sample, alpha

coefficients were .74 for the Anxious/With-
drawn Scale and .67 for the Withdrawn/De-
pressed Scale. For multivariate models in the
current study, Anxious/Depressed and With-
drawn/Depressed scores were combined into
one T-score reflecting internalizing problems.
The resulting coefficient alpha was .87.

Procedure

Institutional Review Board ap-
proval. Given the sensitive nature of this in-
vestigation, researchers worked closely with
the institutional review board to ensure the
protection of participants’ rights and their
safety. The Institutional Review Board re-
viewed the survey and all other materials to be
distributed to parents or guardians and partic-
ipants (e.g., consent forms) before granting
approval. Further, school officials reviewed all
materials before granting permission to survey
the district’s students.

Passive notice and student assent.
Parents or guardians of all fifth-grade students
in the district (N = 884) were sent letters
informing them about the purpose of the
study. Parents or guardians were also in-
formed that students’ responses to certain
items would trigger reporting, but that re-
sponses to other items were confidential. If
parents did not want their child to participate,
they were asked to sign and return the form to
the school; 6% of parents (n = 53) returned
forms. At the beginning of each survey admin-
istration, teachers removed students from the
room if they were not allowed to participate,
and researchers also reminded students that
they should not complete the survey if their
parents had returned a form. In addition to
passive parental consent, students were asked
to assent to participate in the project through a
standardized assent form read to students be-
fore survey administration. Only one child did
not choose to complete the survey.

Survey administration. Surveys were
administered to students in classrooms of ap-
proximately 25 children. Two researchers
were present at each survey administration. At
the majority of survey administrations, a
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school adjustment counselor, whose role in the
school was to counsel students, was also
present should any children feel distressed.
Students were first informed about the general
nature of the investigation. Next, researchers
made certain that students were sitting far
enough from one another to ensure confiden-
tiality. Students were then given survey pack-
ets and asked to answer all questions honestly.

One researcher read questions from the
first two pages of the survey aloud to ensure
that students understood how to complete the
survey. After that, researchers were available
to answer questions once students began re-
sponding to survey items. The grade level of
the survey, as indicated by the Flesch—Kincaid
readability index, was 3.8, and therefore ap-
propriate for fifth-grade students to complete
by themselves. Measures were not counterbal-
anced because (1) we read the first two pages
of the survey aloud to students to ensure com-
prehension, and this required that all students
have the same items on these pages, and (2)
given the sensitive nature of some questions,
we designed the order of measures such that
students did not answer highly sensitive ques-
tions at the beginning or end of the survey. On
average, it took students approximately 40
min to complete the survey.

At the end of survey administration, par-
ticipants were provided with a list of phone
numbers to call (e.g., community counseling
agencies) should they experience an emotional
reaction to the questionnaires, and contact in-
formation for the researchers. Last, a raffle
was held in each classroom in which one stu-
dent won a $10 gift certificate to a local store.
Students who did not complete surveys also
were eligible for this raffle because we did not
want students to be penalized whose parents
did not want them to participate in the study.

Reporting of abuse and suicidal ide-
ation. Researchers were not mandated report-
ers of abuse in the state in which these data
were collected. However, to best ensure the
safety of student participants, four survey
items were flagged as reportable items, three
of which asked about sexual abuse and one of
which inquired about suicidal ideation. If a
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participant endorsed one or more of these
items, the student was referred to the school
adjustment counselor for immediate follow-
up. The investigators’ Institutional Review
Board approved this reporting procedure. For-
ty-six students (6.9%) were referred to school
adjustment counselors for follow-up about sui-
cidal ideation, and 20 students (2.9%) were
referred for follow-up about sexual abuse.

Results
Preliminary Analyses

We first classified students as bullies,
victims, bully-victims, or no status so that we
could then examine group differences in vic-
timization and internalizing problems. In line
with previous research (Demaray & Malecki,
2003; Haynie et al., 2001), students were con-
sidered “bullies” if their scores were in the top
25th percentile on the bullying measure and
not in the top 25th percentile on the victim-
ization measure. This resulted in 99 (14.4%)
youth categorized as bullies. The 83 (12.0%)
students classified as “victims” had scores in
the top 25th percentile on the peer victimiza-
tion measure and not in the top 25th percentile
on the bullying measure. Youth whose scores
were in the top 25th percentile on both the
bullying and peer victimization measures were
considered “bully-victims”; 54 (7.8%) partic-
ipants received this classification. Finally, stu-
dents in none of the above categories were
considered “no status” (N = 451; 65.7%).
Mean peer victimization and bullying scores
for each subgroup are displayed in Table 1.

To compare mean bullying and peer vic-
timization scores across groups, we conducted
two analyses of variance with group member-
ship as the independent variable and bullying
and victimization scores on the University of
Illinois Bully Scale and University of Illinois
Victimization Scale, respectively, as dependent
variables. Although it was expected that their
mean scores would differ—given that the
groups were divided on the basis of their scores
on these measures—this analysis provided addi-
tional information about each group, such as the
mean bullying score for victims. The overall
model for bullying was statistically significant



Hidden Forms of Victimization

Table 1
Mean Bullying, Peer Victimization, and Internalizing Problems Scores for
Bullies, Victims, Bully-Victims, and No Status Youth

No Status Bullies Victims Bully-Victims
(N = 451) (N = 83) N = 99) (N = 54)
Item M SD M SD M SD M SD
Builying 1.54 1.59 10.11* 5.91 2.44* 1.77 10.67* 5.61
Peer
victimization 2.69 0.16 4.25* 0.38 15.59* 035 17.32% 0.47
Internalizing :
problems 54.56 5.73 57.30* 5.95 60.36* 7.74 62.02* 9.42

Note. Statistically significant between-group differences among bullies, victims, and bully-victims are discussed in the

text.

* No status youth differ from all other groups at p < .01.

(FI3, 683] = 313.51, p < 01; m* = .58). Post
hoc Tukey tests revealed that no status youth
reported fewer bullying behaviors than members
of all other groups (p < .01). In addition, bully-
victims had higher bullying scores than no status
youth and victims (p < .01). Further, bullies
reported significantly more bullying behaviors
than victims (p < .01). With respect to bully
victimization, the overall model, as expected,
was statistically significant (F [3, 683] = 596.75,
p < .01; 4> = .72; see Table 1). Post hoc Tukey
tests showed that no status students reported less
bully victimization than bullies, victims, and bul-
ly-victims (p < .01). Bully-victims had higher
bully victimization scores than bullies and vic-
tims (p < .01), and victims had higher victim-
ization scores than bullies (p < .01).

JVQ Prevalence Rates by Bully/Victim
Groups

Prevalence rates for the five JVQ mod-
ules were computed for each bully/victim sub-
type (bullies, victims, bully-victims, no sta-
tus). Modules reflect conceptual categories of
similar victimizations, and include conven-
tional crime, peer and sibling victimization,
child maltreatment, sexual victimization, and
witnessing or indirect victimization. Next, x>
analyses were computed to compare differ-
ences across subtypes (see Table 2). Across all

victimization domains, no status youth re-
ported less victimization than youth from the
other bully/victim subtypes (p < .01). With
respect to conventional crime victimization,
bully-victims reported significantly more than
bullies (p < .05) and victims (p < .01).
Conversely, bully-victims and victims re-
ported more child maltreatment than bullies
(p < .01) and more peer and sibling victim-
ization than bullies (p < .01 and p < .05,
respectively). In terms of sexual victimization,
bully-victims reported more than bullies and
victims (p < .01). Rates for sexual victimiza-
tion across bully/victim subtypes were partic-
ularly striking. Whereas only 3.1% of no sta-
tus youth experienced sexual victimization
within the last year, 32.1% of bully-victims
reported being sexually victimized. Finally,
rates of witnessing and indirect victimization
were higher for bully-victims and bullies than
for victims (p < .05).

Multivariate Analysis

Correlations among bully/victim sub-
types and JVQ modules were calculated be-
fore conducting multivariate analyses to deter-
mine if any multicollinearity existed. The JVQ
peer and sibling victimization model was not
included, given that peer victimization was
one component of bully/victim subtype clas-
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Table 2
Victimization Prevalence for JVQ Modules by Bully/Victim Subtype
Bullies Victims Bully-Victims No Status
Module (N = 83) (N = 99) (N = 54) (N = 453)
Conventional crime victimization 70.1% 66.3%* 84.2%* 42.5%*
Child maltreatment victimization 24.1% 34.6%* 43.9%* 9.5%*
Peer and sibling victimization 56.3% 71.2%* 80.7%* 36.3%*
Sexual victimization 10.6% 12.1%* 32.1%* 3.1%*
Witnessing and indirect victimization 60.5% 40.9%* 58.8%* 28.1%*

Note. IVQ = Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire. Statistically significant between-group differences among bullies,

victims, and bully-victims are discussed in the text.

* No status youth differ from all other groups at p < .01.

sification. The resulting correlation matrix is
displayed in Table 3. Correlations were small
to moderate between bully/victim groups and
JVQ modules. Accordingly, it was not neces-
sary to combine or eliminate any variables.

Next, hierarchical linear regression
models were computed to determine the de-
gree to which JVQ victimization modules ex-
plained additional variance in internalizing
problems beyond that explained by bully/vic-
tim status. Age, gender, and bully/victim
groups were entered in Step 1. Groups were
calculated such that a code of 1 was given to
the target group (e.g., bullies) and a code of 0
was given to all youth not in that target group.
This provided a more conservative test of the
effects of bully/victim status because all youth,
not just no status youth, were included in the
comparison group. In Step 2, the four JVQ mod-
ules were entered: conventional crime, child
maltreatment, sexual victimization, and witness-
ing or indirect victimization. These were dichot-
omous variables, with a code of 1 for children
who had been victimized in the domain and a
code of 0 for children who had not been victim-
ized in the domain. We then compared the one-
step model with the two-step model. In this
manner, the contribution of additional victimiza-
tion beyond bullying involvement could best be
understood.

Internalizing Problems

Internalizing problems scores by bully/
victim subtypes are displayed in Table 1. The
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overall model was statistically significant (F[3,
678] = 38.50, p < .01; m* =.15). In particular,
bullies, victims, and bully-victims reported sig-
nificantly more internalizing problems than no
status youth (p < .01). Further, bully-victims
and victims reported significantly more internal-
izing problems than bullies (p < .01).

With respect to the regression analysis,
as shown in Table 4 the two-step regression
model yielded three statistically significant
predictors of internalizing problems: Bully
status (B = .14, p < .01), victim status (B =
.29, p < .01), and bully-victim status (B = .30,
p < .01). Specifically, youth involved in bul-
lying in any capacity reported greater internal-
izing problems. Once additional victimization
forms were entered into the model, however,
bully status no longer was a statistically sig-
nificant predictor, but bully-victim status and
victim ‘status remained significant predictors.
Of the JVQ modules, only conventional crime
(B = .19, p < .01) and child maltreatment
(B = .16, p < .01) were significantly associ-
ated with internalizing problems once bully/
victim status was considered. In particular,
youth who experienced higher levels of child
maltreatment and conventional crime reported
more internalizing problems. The final R? for
this model was .24, indicating that 24% of the
variance in internalizing problems was ex-
plained by youth involvement in bullying as
bully-victims and victims, and youth experi-
ences with conventional crime and child
maltreatment.
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Table 3
Correlations Among Bully/Victim Subtypes and JVQ Modules

Conventional Child Sexual Witnessing and
Crime Maltreatment Victimization Indirect

Bully vs. others 15%* 09* .02 21%*
Bully-Victim vs. others 20%* 19** 27%* 16*+*
Victim vs. others 14x* d1x* .06 .05
Conventional crime

victimization 48** 25%* 52%*
Child maltreatment

victimization 33%* 34%*
Sexual victimization 26%*

Note. JIVQ = Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire. “Others”. group consists of all participants not in the target group.

*p < .05.
**p < .01.

Discussion

The present study explored the relation
between bully/victim status and victimization
in four domains: conventional crime, child
maltreatment, sexual victimization, and wit-
nessing or indirect victimization. Further, this
investigation examined the extent to which
victimization in other domains helped to ex-
plain internalizing problems beyond that
which was explained by bully/victim status.

Victimization Rates by Bully/Victim
Subtype

Results indicated that youth involved in
bullying in any capacity, whether as bullies,
victims, or bully-victims, reported more vic-
timization in other domains than no status
youth. Rates were particularly striking for
bully-victims, who reported markedly higher
levels of victimization in all JVQ modules
(i.e., conventional crime, child maltreatment,
sexual victimization, peer and sibling victim-
ization) except witnessing and indirect victim-
ization. This adds additional support to previ-
ous findings that bully-victims are a particu-
larly high-risk group (Kumpulainen et al.,
1998; Nansel et al,, 2003; Swearer et al,,
2001). In particular, research has shown that
bully-victims experience a constellation of
problems such as lack of school success, so-

cial isolation, and problem behaviors, which
taken together put bully-victims at risk for
deleterious outcomes (Nansel et al., 2001).
Further, the high victimization rates among
bully-victims found in the current investiga-
tion also help to explain why long-term out-
comes for this group are often poor, and why
at times they end up requiring psychiatric con-
sultation (Kaltiala-Heino et al., 2001).

Also notable were victimization rates for
bullies. Rates suggest that although bullies are
primarily perpetrators at school, they report vic-
timization within the home and community.

Not surprisingly, the highest victimiza-
tion rate for bullies occurs within the conven-
tional crime domain. It might be that certain
characteristics of bullies, such as aggressive-
ness, make them more prone to victimizations
such as being attacked on the street. Without a
tendency to walk away from confrontations,
conflicts might escalate and result in a crime
being committed against the bully. Further, it
might be that because bullies tend to associate
with other aggressive youth (Espelage et al.,
2003), some of the victimizations they expe-
rience at the hands of these associates occurs
outside the school environment. For instance,
friends might break their things or steal some-
thing from them. Or, it might be that because
bullies are used to being in positions of power,
they incite resentment and competitive aggres-
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Table 4
Hierarchical Linear Regression Predicting Internalizing Problems by Bully/
Victim Status and JVQ Modules

Model with Bully/Victim Status
Only (N = 678)

Model with Bully/Victim Status
and JVQ Modules (N = 639)

Steps b SEb B b SEb B

Step 1 (status)

Age -0.47 0.40 -.04 -0.40 0.38 —-.04

Gender (girl = 0) 0.52 0.51 .04 —0.08 0.50 —-.01

Bullies vs. others 2.85 0.79 14%* 1.29 0.79 .06

Victims vs. others 5.63 0.74 20%* 4.16 0.73 21%*

Bully-victims vs. others 7.71 0.96 30%* 5.00 0.99 19
Step 2 JVQ Modules)

Conventional crime 0.87 0.21 J19%*

Child maltreatment 1.72 0.45 .16%*

Sexual victimization -0.24 0.66 -.01

Witnessing or indirect 0.24 0.25 .05

Note. JVQ = Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire; SEb = standard error of beta. For final model R? = .153 for Step 1

(p < .01); AR? = .09 for Step 2 (p < .01).
*p < .01,
**p < .05.

sion from others desiring power, which in turn
culminates into victimization experiences for
the bully.

As expected, peer victims also reported
considerable victimization profiles in other do-
mains, although interestingly rates were not
higher for victims than bullies in all areas. It is
consistent with the developmental victimology
framework (Finkelhor & Dziuba-Leatherman,
1994; Finkelhor & Kendall-Tackett, 1997),
however, that peer victims had higher rates of
child maltreatment and sexual victimization
than bullies. Just as bullies’ characteristics
such as aggression might encourage conven-
tional crime victimizations, victims® charac-
teristics such as passivity and smaller size
might make them more probable targets of
child maltreatment and sexual victimization.
Similarly, this research suggests that there is
likely some constellation of environmental
and other risk factors, including victimizations
in the home and community, which are most
relevant to victims. This is an area that war-
rants further exploration.
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Finally, it should be noted that even
victimization rates for no status youth across
victimization domains were somewhat high.
For instance, 43% of no status youth reported
conventional crime victimizations. This is
probably, in part, because of their community
context; as previous research indicates, youth
who live in urban environments are more
likely to encounter community violence
through direct victimization or witnessing than
youth who live in nonurban environments
(Schwartz & Proctor, 2000).

Predicting Internalizing Préblems

Involvement in bullying in any capacity
was related to greater reported internalizing
problems when no other victimization forms
were considered. In particular, bullies, vic-
tims, and bully-victims all reported more in-
ternalizing problems than no status students.
However, in multivariate models, once the
JVQ victimization domains were added to the
model, bully group membership was no longer
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a significant predictor of internalizing prob-
lems. Further, child maltreatment and conven-
tional crime victimization made unique con-
tributions to the prediction of internalizing
problems beyond that explained by bullying
involvement. This highlights the strong rela-
tion between child maltreatment and adverse
outcomes. Further, perhaps the reason bully
status is sometimes shown to be linked to
internalizing and externalizing problems is be-
cause bullies also are likely to experience con-
ventional crime, and it is the conventional
crime victimization that better accounts for
internalizing problems.

Overall, the regression models suggest
that some of the previously documented rela-
tions between bullying involvement and inter-
nalizing problems might in part have been a
function of victimizations not included in
models. This is consistent with the social-
ecological model of bullying, which highlights
the importance of understanding the muitiple
contexts in which youth are embedded and the
ways in which these contexts interact. Further,
it points to the importance of early interven-
tion among victimized youth, given that these
internalizing problems might be precursors to
disorders in adulthood such as depression
(MacMillan et al., 2001). Findings about the
salience of other victimization forms have im-
portant implications for school-wide and indi-
vidual interventions.

Practice Implications

This study has numerous implications
for professionals within and outside of schools
who work with youth. First, for school offi-
cials to be helpful and to intervene appropri-
ately, they must know more about the range of
victimizations students experience beyond
bullying involvement. Accordingly, as part of
bullying prevention programs or individual
counseling interventions, it is critical to assess
and address the range of victimizations to
which students have potentially been exposed.
Such assessments should be considered an in-
tegral component of intervention efforts given
that other victimizations likely influence youth
involvement in bullying, their responses to it,

and their psychological well-being. Assess-
ments should inquire about school-based vic-
timizations in particular and also about victim-
izations occurring in other contexts such as the
home and community. This type of assessment
component is consistent with a data-based de-
cision-making model that provides schools
with guidelines for how to select bullying pre-
vention and intervention programs for the
school based on assessment data collected
within a particular school (Swearer & Es-
pelage, 2004). There are also books available
that guide schools through the assessment and
program selection process (Orpinas & Horne,
2006). Finally, such assessments are an inte-
gral component of programs that attempt to
address the many contexts in which youth are
embedded, such as the Olweus Bullying Pre-
vention Program (Olweus et al., 1999).
Second, the label of bully-victim under-
plays and minimizes the seriousness of victim-
ization some youth in this category experience.
As shown in this study, a significant number of
bully-victims experience child maltreatment,
conventional crime, sexual victimization, and in-
direct victimization. These youth might need
more comprehensive counseling outside of the
school environment and potentially family ther-
apy to deal with these issues. Similarly, the label
of bully obscures the fact that some bullies ex-
perience considerable victimization. Individuals
who design and implement bullying prevention
programs should recognize that although bullies
are perpetrators at school, they might be victims

‘at home or in the community. Accordingly, in

addition to efforts in existing bullying prevention
programs aimed at helping bullies to diminish
their aggressive behaviors, programs should be
expanded to address the internalizing problems
youth might have experienced as a result of
being victimized. ‘

Limitations and Future Directions

This study was cross-sectional in nature,
and therefore inferences cannot be made about
causality or directionality. In addition, respon-
dents were youth from only one school dis-
trict, and therefore findings might not gener-
alize to all fifth-graders in the United States.

357




School Psychology Review, 2007, Volume 36, No. 3

Similarly, the sample was composed of a rel-
atively high percentage of minority youth
from urban settings, and accordingly the study
should be replicated with other groups of
youth. Further, similar projects should exam-
ine links between bullying involvement and
other forms of victimization among older
youth. In addition, students whose parents did
not want them to participate in the project
might be different from their peers in ways
that could have influenced study findings. An-
other potential limitation was that youth who
responded affirmatively to one item within a
JVQ module were considered to have experi-
enced that victimization form (e.g., conven-
tional crime). It is possible that a more strin-
gent cutoff would have yielded different re-
sults. Finally, findings are based on self-report
data and accordingly have some limitations
(Juvoven et al, 2000), although research
points to the importance of collecting self-
report data given that it yields unique infor-
mation (Graham et al., 2003).

In the future, longitudinal studies are
needed to better evaluate how developmental
victimology theory applies to bullying in-
volvement. Is it that certain characteristics,
such as aggression, are inherent in particular
youth and predispose them to be perpetrators
in school and victims in other domains? Or, is
it that youth characteristics such as passivity
or problems with emotional regulation de-
velop as a result of victimizations, and then in
turn increase a child’s likelihood of being vic-
timized in other domains? Following children
from a young age would allow a comprehen-
sive assessment of these issues. Future re-
search should also examine whether youth
who are involved in bullying and are victim-
ized in other domains experience more inter-
nalizing problems than peers who do not have
such extensive victimization histories.

Conclusion

This study represents an important first
step in broadening our understanding of the
victimizations bullies, victims, and bully-vic-
tims experience in their homes and communi-
ties, and strongly suggests the need for more
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comprehensive bullying assessment. Assess-
ments should take place within the context of
meetings between school psychologists and
youth, and school-based prevention and inter-
vention programs should include components
that address potentially hidden victimizations
among youth involved in bullying.
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