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The experience of peer victimization, or being the target of aggression, is common throughout childhood and adolescence and often results in negative developmental outcomes. Further
knowledge of peer victimization is needed for eﬀective prevention and intervention to promote positive youth development. The current study extends the victimization literature by
(a) examining victimization rates at locations both within and outside of the school context,
(b) identifying the forms of victimization most prevalent in these locations, and (c) determining whether the forms of victimization vary by gender across diﬀerent locations. In a sample
of 278 third through ﬁfth graders, gender diﬀerences were examined across physical, relational, and cyber victimization. Findings indicate that physical and relational victimization are
likely to occur in similar locations, with the playground and home noted as frequent locations.
However, cyber victimization was reported as occurring at home and on the bus. Several
notable gender diﬀerences emerged when examining these locations by the form of victimization. Findings suggest that encouraging adults both within and outside of the school environment to collaborate in their eﬀorts to prevent and intervene with peer victimization may be
particularly useful. Speciﬁc ways to improve adult training eﬀorts are discussed.
KEY WORDS: elementary school; gender; locations; relational/physical/cyber victimization

T

he experience of peer victimization is common throughout childhood and adolescence,
with over 60 percent of children reporting
at least some exposure during elementary school
(Cooley, Fite, & Pederson, 2017; Ladd, Ettekal, &
Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2017). Peer victimization is deﬁned
as a relationship-based pattern of behavior that involves the use of aggression to oppress, humiliate, or
dominate others (Vernberg & Biggs, 2010). Experiencing peer victimization often leads to a number of
negative consequences, including internalizing symptomatology (Bonanno & Hymel, 2013; Kowalski &
Limber, 2013; Reijntjes, Kamphuis, Prinzie, & Telch,
2010; Sugimura & Rudolph, 2012), poor academic
outcomes (Bayar & Uçanok, 2012; Fite, Cooley,
Williford, Frazer, & DiPierro, 2014; Ladd et al.,
2017; Nakamato & Schwartz, 2010), and externalizing problem behaviors such as aggression (Cooley
et al., 2017; Reijntjes et al., 2011). Of concern,
these eﬀects for some victims persist into adulthood
with recent evidence ﬁnding increased levels of psychological distress in adults who were victimized
during childhood (McDougall & Vaillancourt, 2015;
Takizawa, Maughan, & Arseneault, 2014). As such,
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it is important to identify eﬀective prevention and
early intervention strategies targeting peer victimization. Although a number of prevention and intervention approaches have been developed and tested
in recent decades, the impacts of these strategies
have been modest at best (Smith, 2011), especially
in the United States where intervention studies often
report less robust eﬀects when compared with studies from other countries (Bradshaw, 2015). Accordingly, studies are needed to reveal nuances in peer
victimization experiences that may inform more
eﬀective prevention and intervention eﬀorts.
Research suggests that girls and boys have diﬀerent developmental needs and preferences for friendship formation and playmate selection beginning in
early childhood that persist throughout childhood
and into adolescence (for a review, see Rose & Rudolph,
2006). Thus, their involvement in aggression and
victimization has been found to diﬀer (see Card,
Stucky, Sawalani, & Little, 2008). This developmental
research implies that examining gender as a factor in
selecting appropriate prevention and intervention
approaches may be important for reﬁning current
eﬀorts and improving their impact on peer victimization.
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Roles of Gender, Forms, and Locations in
Understanding Peer Victimization Experiences:
Implications for Prevention and Intervention

LITERATURE REVIEW

Peer Victimization

Multiple forms of peer victimization exist during
childhood. As noted earlier, more children than not
experience at least some victimization (Cooley et al.,
2017; Ladd et al., 2017), with relational, physical,
and cyber forms evident among elementary school
youths (DePaolis & Williford, 2015; Turner, Finkelhor,
Hamby, Shattuck, & Ormrod, 2011). Physical victimization is characterized by being the target of physical
threats or attacks, such as hitting, kicking, or punching (Little, Henrich, Jones, & Hawley, 2003). Relational victimization targets one’s social status and social
relationships through exclusion from peer group
activities; gossip or false rumors; and being subjected
to behaviors, including eye rolls, directed laughter,
or mimicking (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). The increasing development and availability of technology has
provided additional mechanisms to inﬂict a new
form of victimization. Cyber victimization is generally
deﬁned as experiencing unwanted and negative acts
intended to harm or create discomfort through interactive communication technologies (ICTs), such
as social media sites, text messaging, and online
games (Smith, 2012; Tokunaga, 2010). Notably,
evidence suggests that an increasing number of
children and adolescents report owning or having
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access to smartphones and tablets (Common Sense
Media, 2013; Madden, Lenhart, Duggan, Cortesi, &
Gasser, 2013). These mobile ICTs allow youths
the freedom to stay continuously connected from
any location, making it diﬃcult for them to escape
the harassment. These devices also allow for content to be posted anonymously and reach a large
audience quickly. As a result of these unique characteristics, many cyber victims report feeling sad,
hopeless, and powerless because they cannot stop
the harassment (Kowalski & Limber, 2013; Raskauskas
& Stoltz, 2007).
Debate on gender diﬀerences across these forms
of victimization persists. For example, studies have
consistently found that boys are more likely to
engage in physical forms of aggression (Card et al.,
2008; Nansel et al., 2001) and, consequently, are
more likely to be the victims of physical aggression.
Although earlier work found that girls are more
likely to aggress through relational or indirect forms
(Crick & Grotpeter, 1995), more recent meta-analytic
work found gender diﬀerences in indirect aggression to be negligible (Card et al., 2008). Some evidence suggests that boys and girls experience cyber
aggression as both perpetrators and victims (Hinduja
& Patchin, 2008; Werner, Bumpus, & Rock, 2010;
Williams & Guerra, 2007), yet other evidence indicates that boys are more likely to be involved than
girls (Fanti, Demetriou, & Hawa, 2012; Sourander
et al., 2010). Understanding gender diﬀerences across
these forms is important for identifying eﬀective prevention and intervention strategies.
Locations of Victimization

Research regarding the locations in which victimization occurs, particularly for cyber victimization, remains limited. Although the literature is sparse,
evidence suggests that victimization may occur in
diﬀerent locations in elementary, middle, and high
school settings (Vaillancourt et al., 2010). Regardless
of the age group, however, it appears that peer victimization is most likely to occur in locations in
which supervision is limited, where fewer rules and
constraints are imposed, and where the ratio of students to adults is high (Craig, Pepler, & Atlas, 2000;
Low, Frey, & Brockman, 2010; Raskauskas, 2005).
Speciﬁc to elementary school–age youths, the playground is consistently rated as a location where victimization often occurs at school (Fite et al., 2013;
Vaillancourt et al., 2010). However, very few studies
have examined locations of peer victimization outside
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Notably, some evidence suggests that girls and boys
may have diﬀerent experiences with adult intervention, especially when taking the form of victimization into account. For example, teachers may not
identify acts of peer victimization when such acts
occur in ways that do not conform to gender role
expectations (Yubero & Navarro, 2006). In other
words, teachers may be less likely to identify relationally aggressive incidents among boys and physically
aggressive incidents among girls. Further research has
also found that girls may be more likely to report
their victimization experiences to school personnel
(for example, Williford, Fite, & Cooley, 2015). Thus,
adults may address victimization experiences diﬀerently for boys and girls. Consequently, priming
adults to look for speciﬁc forms of victimization in
certain locations may help them to eﬀectively intervene. However, examining locations by the form of
victimization has yet to occur. To that end, the
goals of the present study were to determine what
forms of victimization occur in locations inside and
outside the school and to evaluate gender diﬀerences in the forms of victimization across locations.

participation in the study during parent–teacher
conferences, which occurred in November 2013.
Consent forms were also sent home to the remaining caregivers who did not attend these events.
Overall, 77 percent (n = 298) of families completed
the consent form, and permission was obtained for
72 percent (n = 280) of the eligible students to participate in the study. Data were missing for one student who moved prior to data collection and for
another student who provided assent but did not
complete the measure of peer victimization. The
ﬁnal sample for the current study consisted of 134
boys and 144 girls whose ages ranged from eight to
12 years (M = 9.33, SD = .99). School records indicated that most students were white, with fewer
than 10 percent of the student body identifying as an
ethnic or racial minority. Although socioeconomic
data were not available for individual participants, 45
percent of students at the school were eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch.

CURRENT STUDY

Measures

The current study extends peer victimization literature in three ways: by (a) examining victimization
rates at locations both within and outside the school
context, (b) identifying the forms of victimization
most prevalent in these locations, and (c) determining whether the forms of victimization vary by gender across diﬀerent locations. Understanding gender
diﬀerences in the context of locations within and
outside the school environment addresses notable
gaps in the literature and may have important implications for prevention and intervention eﬀorts. Based
on prior research, it was expected that (a) boys
would experience higher levels of physical victimization than girls and (b) boys would report greater
physical victimization at school-related events, whereas
girls would report higher levels of exposure to relational and cyber forms of victimization at home or
other locations outside the school.

Peer Victimization. Child self-reports of peer victimization were assessed using a modiﬁed version of
the Victimization of Self (VS) scale from the Peer
Experiences Questionnaire (Vernberg, Jacobs, &
Hershberger, 1999), which had previously been
adapted to include language appropriate for children
reading at or below a third-grade level (Dill, Vernberg,
Fonagy, Twemlow, & Gamm, 2004) and to include
items reﬂecting youths’ experiences of cyber victimization (personal communication with E. Vernberg,
professor, University of Kansas, Lawrence, August 1,
2014). The modiﬁed VS scale consists of four items
that measure physical victimization (for example, “A
kid hit, kicked, or pushed me in a mean way”), ﬁve
items that measure relational victimization (for
example, “A kid told lies about me so other kids
wouldn’t like me”), and three items that assess cyber
victimization (for example, “A kid used e-mail, instant
messaging, or a chat room to turn other kids against
me”). Children were asked to report how often they
had experienced each of these incidents since the
beginning of the school year on a ﬁve-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 = never to 5 = several times a
week. In the current study, a dichotomous variable
representing whether participants endorsed any of
the aforementioned items for each form of peer victimization was created and used for location analyses.
The modiﬁed VS scale has previously demonstrated

METHOD

Participants

Participants included 278 third (35.6 percent), fourth
(28.4 percent), and ﬁfth (36 percent) graders from a
small school district in a rural midwestern community
in the United States, with all elementary school–age
children from the district attending one elementary
school. All full-time students not receiving special
education services (n = 387) were recruited for
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the school context. This is a notable omission considering data from a nationally representative sample
that indicate approximately 27 percent of youths
report only experiencing victimization outside of
school (Turner et al., 2011). In one noteworthy
exception, however, a study found that the home
and neighborhood were common locations for victimization, with the playground being the only location more common among elementary school
students (Fite et al., 2013). In addition, this study
found that boys were more likely to experience victimization at a sporting event and girls were more
likely to experience peer victimization at home.
Thus, there is evidence to suggest that victimization
occurs both inside and outside of school and may
vary by form; yet, to our knowledge, no study to
date has investigated locations where peer victimization occurs across relational, physical, and cyber
forms or examined whether gender diﬀerences exist
across these diﬀerent locations by form.

Procedure

All study procedures were approved by the research
team’s institutional review board and the school district’s administrators prior to data collection, which
occurred approximately 10 weeks into the fall
semester in November 2013. Surveys were collected
using group administration in the participants’ homeroom classes. After obtaining verbal assent from participants (100 percent agreed), a trained research
assistant then read standardized instructions and all
survey items aloud while other research assistants
answered questions and assisted children who had
diﬃculty understanding particular items. To facilitate accurate responding, no teachers or nonparticipating students were present in the classroom. All
classrooms, regardless of student participation, received
a $50 donation for school supplies following the
data collection.
Data Analysis

All analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS 24 statistical software. No missing data were found for the
items used in the present study as 100 percent of students agreed to participate and completed all items
relevant to the current study during administration.
Descriptive statistics, including percentage of youths
who reported experiencing the various forms of victimization, were ﬁrst evaluated to describe victimization within the current sample. Gender diﬀerences
in the forms of victimization were evaluated using
t tests, with Cohen’s d eﬀect sizes reported. An eﬀect
size of .2 indicates a small eﬀect, .5 indicates a
medium eﬀect, and .8 indicates a large eﬀect (Cohen,
1988). In addition, the percentages of youths

96

experiencing each form of victimization across locations
were described. Cross-tabulations were then conducted to determine if gender diﬀerences were
evident for the forms of victimization in the various locations. Pearson chi-square values were reported when cells in analyses included ﬁve or
more cases, and Fisher’s exact test p values were
reported when fewer than ﬁve cases were included
within cells. Phi coeﬃcient eﬀect sizes were reported, with an eﬀect size of .1 considered a small
eﬀect, .3 a medium eﬀect, and .5 a large eﬀect
(Rovai, Baker, & Ponton, 2013).
RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive analyses found that 46.4 percent of
youths reported experiencing physical victimization,
55.8 percent relational victimization, and 12.9 percent cyber victimization. Gender diﬀerences in mean
levels of victimization were examined using t-test
analyses. A small eﬀect for boys (M = 1.52, SD =
0.87) to report higher mean levels of physical victimization than girls (M = 1.32, SD = 0.60) was
found, t = 2.167, p = .03 d = .27. However, no
gender diﬀerences in mean levels of relational (boys:
M = 1.51, SD = 0.91; girls: M = 1.50, SD = 0.84)
or cyber (boys: M = 1.13, SD = 0.47; girls: M =
1.09, SD = 0.34) victimization were evident (ps > .39,
ds < .10).
Within the school setting, the playground was the
location in which all forms of victimization were
most likely to take place (see Table 1). However,
fewer than 12 percent of victimized youths reported
that cyber victimization took place on the playground. Other locations within the school were not
as common for any form of victimization, with locations endorsed by fewer than 15 percent of youths
for any type of victimization. Nonetheless, the classroom was the next common location for all three
forms of victimization at school. The bus was another
common location for all forms of victimization to
take place, with at least 18 percent of students reporting this. Outside the school context, home was
the location most commonly endorsed for all three
forms of victimization. In particular, more than 50
percent of youths who reported experiencing cyber
victimization said that it took place at home, whereas
31 percent reported physical victimization and 25.2
percent reported relational victimization at home.
The neighborhood and at a friend’s house were also
common places outside the school context for all
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good psychometric properties in samples of elementary
school–age children (Dill et al., 2004; Williford et al.,
2015).
Location of Peer Victimization. Following completion of each VS subscale, participants were asked
to report where these acts of victimization had
occurred. Participants were given a list of six locations within with the school context (lunchroom,
hallway, bathroom, classroom, playground, on the
bus) and eight locations outside of the typical school
context (program or club, sporting activity, babysitter’s house, at home, in my neighborhood, at a
party, at another fun activity, at a friend’s house) that
were developed for the current study, and were
asked to indicate whether they had experienced that
form of victimization in each of the locations.

forms of victimization, and at a fun activity was a common place for cyber victimization. Finally, a program
or a club was a common location for victimization.

Chi-square tests were used to examine gender diﬀerences in the forms of victimization experienced
across the locations assessed (see Table 2). Boys and
girls reported similar rates of victimization across locations (minimal to small eﬀect sizes), with ﬁve
Table 1: Rates of Forms of Victimization
in Various Locations

Location

Lunchroom
Hallway
Bathroom
Classroom
Playground
On the bus
Program or club
Sporting activity
Babysitter’s house
Home
Neighborhood
At a party
Fun activity
Friend’s house

Physical
n = 129
%

Relational
n = 155
%

Cyber
n = 36
%

4.7
4.7
6.2
9.3
56.6
18.6
18.6
7.0
7.8
31.0
20.9
6.2
6.2
17.1

9.0
5.8
3.2
12.3
61.9
21.9
11.6
9.0
3.9
25.2
21.3
8.4
5.2
16.1

2.8
2.8
2.8
5.6
11.1
25.0
11.1
8.3
2.8
52.8
16.7
8.3
16.7
19.4

DISCUSSION

The current study advances the peer victimization
literature by examining the locations in which various forms of victimization occur among elementary
school–age youths, with a particular focus on gender
diﬀerences. Several signiﬁcant ﬁndings emerged.
First, the bus, home, and neighborhood were common
locations endorsed for all forms of victimization, suggesting that locations outside the school are key for
understanding victimization risk. Second, boys reported greater physical victimization at a sporting
activity and in the neighborhood than girls, indicating important gender diﬀerences. Next, although
less common than traditional forms, both boys and
girls in the present study reported cyber victimization; however, statistically and practically signiﬁcant
gender diﬀerences were found for several locations.
Last, ﬁndings also suggest that victimization may

Note: Values greater than 15 percent are in boldface.

Table 2: Gender Differences in Forms of Victimization in Various Locations
Physical
Location

Lunchroom
Hallway
Bathroom
Classroom
Playground
On the bus
Program or club
Sporting activity
Babysitter’s house
Home
Neighborhood
At a party
Fun activity
Friend’s house

Relational

Boys
n = 70

Girls
n = 59

Phi

4
4
6
4
41
11
11
8
7
21
20
6
4
12

2
2
2
8
32
13
13
1
3
19
7
2
4
10

.06
.06
.11
.14
.04
.08
.08
.19
.09
.02
.21
.11
.02
.00

p

Boys
n = 73

Girls
n = 82

Phi

.69
.69
.29
.14
.62
.36
.36
.04
.34
.79
.02
.29
1.0
1.0

8
5
2
9
44
12
9
8
3
20
20
6
5
14

6
4
3
10
52
22
9
6
3
19
13
7
3
11

.06
.04
.03
.00
.03
.13
.02
.06
.01
.05
.14
.00
.07
.08

Cyber
p

Boys
n = 21

Girls
n = 15

Phi

p

.43
.74
1.0
.98
.69
.12
.79
.43
1.0
.55
.08
.94
.48
.33

1
0
0
0
1
2
2
1
0
15
2
2
2
4

0
1
1
2
3
7
2
2
1
4
4
1
4
3

.14
.20
.20
.29
.24
.42
.06
.15
.20
.44
.23
.05
.23
.01

1.0
.42
.42
.17
.29
.02
1.0
.56
.42
.02
.21
1.0
.21
1.0

Note: Number of children who endorsed “yes”; p values reported are for Pearson chi-square values of analyses in which cells include more than ﬁve cases, and Fisher’s exact test for
analyses in which cells include fewer than ﬁve cases. Signiﬁcant results are in boldface.
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Gender Differences in Form of
Victimization at Various Locations

exceptions. Boys appeared to be at more risk for
physical victimization at a sporting activity and in the
neighborhood than girls, and this was a small eﬀect
size. The only gender diﬀerence with regard to relational victimization was a marginally statistically signiﬁcant trend for boys to be more likely to experience
relational victimization in the neighborhood than
girls, with the eﬀect size of this association being
small. Notably, girls were more likely than boys to
report cyber victimization on the bus, and boys were
more likely than girls to report cyber victimization at
home, both medium eﬀect sizes.
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that the form of victimization may matter for boys.
Prior evidence has found that boys report experiencing more overall victimization than girls, especially
greater physical victimization (Card et al., 2008;
Nansel et al., 2001). The present ﬁndings suggest
that a sporting activity and the neighborhood may
be important locations where physical victimization may occur. Again, these ﬁndings indicate that
adults outside the school context, such as coaches,
may play an important role in prevention and intervention eﬀorts. Limited research has investigated
the role of coaches in preventing peer victimization. However, one recent study found that recreation staﬀ often received little training on addressing
bullying and peer victimization within the context
of sports and other recreation activities (Shannon,
2013). Thus, the present ﬁndings again suggest that
further training of adults outside the school context would be a worthwhile strategy to address peer
victimization.
Although participants reported higher rates of
relational and physical victimization, approximately
13 percent reported experiencing cyber victimization, suggesting the need for adults to also target this
form of victimization. It is important to note that a
signiﬁcant portion of the present study’s sample was
considered economically disadvantaged based on eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch. It is possible
that access to technology might be more limited
among this sample; thus, in more economically
diverse samples, involvement in cyber victimization
might be higher as seen in a prior study in which
about 20 percent of elementary school students reported exposure to cyber victimization (DePaolis &
Williford, 2015).
The current ﬁndings also suggest that cyber victimization occurs most often at home. The bus,
neighborhood, another fun activity, and a friend’s
house are also locations where cyber victimization
occurs. These results are consistent with evidence
that suggests cyber victimization often occurs outside
of school (Cassidy, Faucher, & Jackson, 2013), yet
several notable gender diﬀerences emerged when
examining these locations. Boys are more likely than
girls to report cyber victimization at home and girls
are more likely than boys to report cyber victimization on the bus, both medium eﬀects suggesting
important practical signiﬁcance. It is possible that
girls may be more likely to use smartphones, such as
iPhones or Androids, to perpetrate cyber victimization,
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commonly take place in locations, such as a friend’s
house or fun outing, where children are presumed
to be engaging in activities with friends. These ﬁndings extend prior literature in several meaningful
ways and have notable implications for prevention
and intervention.
Findings from the present study suggest that the
playground, home, neighborhood, and bus are the
most common locations for any form of victimization both inside and outside the school context.
Although largely consistent with prior evidence (that
is, Fite et al., 2013; Turner et al., 2011; Vaillancourt
et al., 2010), notable variability across the forms of
victimization exists among this sample of youths. For
traditional forms of victimization, results indicate that
physical and relational victimization occur at similar
rates in locations both inside and outside the school
context, with the playground being the most common location. The bus, home, neighborhood, and a
friend’s house are other common locations outside
the school context for experiencing these forms of
victimization. Of note, prior evidence suggests that
acts of physical victimization may be more likely
identiﬁed by school personnel, whereas school staﬀ
may be less aware of relational victimization (Craig,
Henderson, & Murphy, 2000). Thus, these ﬁndings
suggest that school staﬀ must look for both physical
and relational incidents in these locations. Furthermore, bus drivers may be an important, yet underused
resource in a school’s response to peer victimization.
In fact, deLara (2008) found that bus drivers often
reported acts of bullying to school personnel, but
found them often uninterested, which led some drivers to discontinue reporting incidents to the school.
Thus, expanding outreach to adults on the periphery
of the school, including bus drivers and parents and
guardians, may be an important way to improve prevention and intervention eﬀorts.
When examining gender diﬀerences across traditional forms of victimization, results revealed several
notable diﬀerences. Boys in this sample were more
likely to report both physical and relational victimization in their neighborhood and at a sporting activity when compared with girls, although the gender
diﬀerences in relational victimization were only marginally statistically signiﬁcant. A small eﬀect for boys
to be more likely than girls to report physical victimization at a sporting activity was also found. Although
no diﬀerences were found for girls when examining
locations for these traditional forms, ﬁndings suggest

Limitations

Several limitations exist for the present study. First,
implications may be speciﬁc to middle childhood, as
previous research has indicated that peer victimization may occur in diﬀerent locations in middle and
high school (Vaillancourt et al., 2010). Second, generalizability of the ﬁndings is limited given that the
sample consisted of predominantly white children
from a rural midwestern community in the United
States attending one elementary school. Notably,
research suggests that schools have unique climates
based on a number of factors (Wang & Degol,
2016); thus, the composition of students, a school’s
overall climate, and its geographic location may inﬂuence victimization trends. Additional investigations
are needed to examine patterns of peer victimization
in diverse samples, in diﬀerent geographic areas, and
across diﬀerent school contexts. Third, the current
data are cross-sectional; it would be informative for
future research to examine whether the locations of
victimization change according to youths’ trajectories of peer victimization over time. Finally, it was
not possible to statistically evaluate diﬀerences in the
forms of victimization at various locations. Although
providing percentages, identifying signiﬁcant diﬀerences in likelihood of victimization in a given location would elucidate even more speciﬁc implications
for prevention and intervention.
Implications for Prevention and
Intervention

Despite the limitations, the current study has important implications for prevention and intervention in
elementary school settings. Overall, these ﬁndings
further indicate the need for interventions to target
not only the school, but also the larger community
context. In fact, the present study ﬁndings suggest
that other supportive adults, such as bus drivers,
coaches, and parents and guardians, can play important
roles in preventing and eﬀectively intervening with
peer victimization among youths. Consequently, a socioecological approach that involves the school in partnership with families and community providers may
be most eﬀective in addressing this problem. This kind
of socioecological approach has been found to achieve
meaningful reductions in bullying behavior (Espelage &
Swearer, 2004; Ostrov & Kamper, 2015). Accordingly,
school-based eﬀorts to involve parents, caregivers,
and community providers may be most eﬀective in
reducing exposure to victimization and promoting
the well-being of students. Of note, school social
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whereas boys’ victimization may be more likely to
occur through a computer. A recent study noted
that boys reported greater rates of cyber victimization through online games (DePaolis & Williford,
2015), a ﬁnding that supports the notion that boys’
victimization may occur via computers or gaming
devices at home. Another recent study on adolescents found that boys and girls might use technology
diﬀerently to connect with friends. In this study, girls
were more likely to connect with friends via social
media and boys were more likely to connect with
friends through online games (Pew Research Center,
2015). However, further research is needed to
explore gender diﬀerences in technology use. Thus,
interpretation of the present study’s ﬁndings must be
viewed cautiously. Notably, however, acts of cyber
victimization are often not reported to adults (Tokunaga,
2010), making its prevention particularly diﬃcult.
One recent study found that only 54 percent of
third- through ﬁfth-grade students told an adult
about their cyber victimization experiences (DePaolis
& Williford, 2015). In a recent meta-synthesis, rates
of reporting to parents were even lower, with children reporting cyber victimization less than 10 percent of the time (Tokunaga, 2010). Thus, it would
be useful for adults to be mindful of certain locations, such as at home and on the bus, when seeking to prevent incidents of cyber victimization.
These ﬁndings suggest that it may be important to
encourage adults both within and outside of school
to collaborate in their prevention and intervention
eﬀorts.
Current ﬁndings also extend previous location literature by indicating that a friend’s house is a common location for all forms of victimization and that
cyber victimization commonly takes place on fun
outings, such as at the movies or the mall. It may be
diﬃcult for caregivers to eﬀectively monitor behaviors within these larger spaces that contain many
distractions. Furthermore, it may be that caregivers
might not identify acts of victimization taking place
within these contexts as easily, as children are presumed to be engaging in these activities with friends.
Although having close friends has been found to be
an important protective factor against peer victimization (Bollmer, Milich, Harris, & Maras, 2005; Jenkins
& Demaray, 2012), close friends may also perpetrate
victimization against each other (Crick & Nelson,
2002). These ﬁndings support the role of parents
and guardians and other adults in eﬀective prevention and intervention eﬀorts.
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workers are an important resource for supporting
the emotional, mental, and behavioral well-being of
students (Franklin, Kim, & Tripodi, 2009). School
social workers are also trained to appropriately broker supports for children in need. Thus, they are ideally positioned within the school environment to
coordinate eﬀorts with adults within and outside the
school to prevent and intervene eﬀectively with peer
victimization.
Moreover, ﬁndings suggest that boys may need to
be further monitored in the neighborhood and during a sporting activity for physical victimization and
at home for cyber victimization. In contrast, girls
may need additional monitoring for cyber victimization on the bus. These results suggest that prevention
and intervention eﬀorts may beneﬁt from considering gender-speciﬁc locations for diﬀerent forms of
victimization. Consequently, adults both within the
school building and just on its periphery (for example, bus drivers, coaches, and after-school program
staﬀ ) may beneﬁt from further training that enhances their knowledge of these gender-speciﬁc locations. As such, training eﬀorts—that include adults
both within and outside the school—would beneﬁt
from this nuanced understanding of relevant gender
diﬀerences. Again, school social workers can play an
important role in providing such training. In fact,
capacity building, including the professional development of others, is recognized as an important aspect
of school social work (Kelly et al., 2010). Accordingly, school social workers may serve as important resources for coordinating, developing, and
delivering training to adults to support schools’
eﬀorts to prevent and intervene with peer victimization among students. CS
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