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Abstract Numerous rating scales have been designed to
assess bullying and victimization; however, the psycho-
metric properties of these measures have been understudied.
As a result, the accuracy of evaluations that determine the
effectiveness of bullying policies or prevention programs is
uncertain. The current study was designed to (a) compare
the psychometric properties of two commonly-used student
self-report measures of bullying and victimization in 3rd
through 5th graders, (b) examine the psychometric proper-
ties of these two measures by sex and grade, and (c)
examine sex and grade differences in levels of bullying and
victimization. Participants were 532 elementary school
students in Grades 3 through 5. Students completed the
Revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (OBVQ) and
the Reynolds Bully-Victimization Scales (BVS). Measures
were completed during guidance classes. In general, stu-
dents admitted to more victimization than bullying. Further,
internal consistency analyses indicated that the BVS had
better reliability than the OBVQ which is likely a result of
more items on BVS subscales than on OBVQ subscales. A
number of interesting sex and grade differences were also
identified. Implications for the assessment of school bully-
ing and victimization are discussed.
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Introduction

Bullying is a pervasive problem in the United States and
internationally (Nansel et al., 2001). Bullying is defined as
repeated exposure to a negative action, such as physical or
verbal aggression, by one or more individuals, where an
imbalance of power exists between those involved (Limber
& Small, 2003; Olweus, 1993). This imbalance of power
can be physical or social such as differences in physical
stature or popularity (Olweus, 1993). Direct bullying
includes physical aggression (e.g., hitting or shoving) and
verbal aggression (e.g., name-calling, shouting, or accus-
ing). Indirect bullying, or relational aggression, includes
the infliction of emotional pain through social isolation,
group exclusion, or manipulation of relationships (Crick &
Grotpeter, 1996; Olweus, 1993).

Although assessment tools exist for measuring bullying
and victimization, the psychometric properties of these
measures have been understudied (Hartung & Scambler,
2007; Kyriakides, Kaloyirou, & Lindsay, 2006). For some
measures, the psychometric properties are available but
have not been published in peer-reviewed journals. For
other measures, the psychometric properties have been
published but the findings have not been replicated across
laboratories (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Hartung & Scam-
bler, 2007). Therefore, additional studies of the psycho-
metric properties of these measures are needed. Further,
some researchers have found sex and grade differences in
levels of bullying and victimization (e.g., Casey-Cannon,
Hayward, & Gowen, 2001; Nansel et al., 2001); however,
few researchers have examined sex and grade differences
in psychometric properties. Sex and grade differences in
levels of bullying and victimization should be interpreted
cautiously until the psychometric properties of measures
across grade and sex have been confirmed.
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The current study was designed to begin addressing the
need for more research on the psychometric properties of
these measures by comparing the reliability and validity of
two commonly-used student self-report rating scales. In
addition, sex and grade differences in psychometric prop-
erties are examined. Finally, sex and grade differences in
levels of self-reported bullying and victimization are
explored.

Sex and Grade Differences in Levels of Bullying
and Victimization

Sex and grade differences in bullying and victimization
appear to vary depending on the type of bullying involved.
Boys typically report more victimization and more bullying
than girls (Kyriakides et al., 2006; Nansel et al., 2001).
Pepler et al. (2006) indicated that boys reported more bul-
lying and sexual harassment than girls. Researchers have
consistently shown that boys displayed higher rates of direct
physical aggression than girls (C6té, Vaillancourt, Barker,
Nagin, & Tremblay, 2007; Lindeman, Harakka, & Kelti-
kangas-Jarvinen, 1997; Olweus, 1993) whereas girls and
boys have shown similar rates of direct verbal aggression
(Nansel et al., 2001). In contrast, girls have displayed higher
rates of relational or indirect bullying than boys (Casey-
Cannon et al., 2001; Murray-Close, Ostrov, & Crick, 2007,
Nansel et al., 2001; Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988; van der
Wal, de Wit, & Hirasing, 2003). In a longitudinal study,
Coté et al. (2007) followed children from ages 2 to 8. They
reported that boys showed higher levels of physical
aggression than girls; whereas girls were more likely to
show decreasing physical aggression and increasing indi-
rect aggression during this period of development.

For grade differences in bullying, the results are mixed.
Olweus (1993) reported that levels of bullying by boys
increased slightly from second through ninth grades;
whereas levels of bullying by girls decreased. Nansel et al.
(2001) found that middle school youth (6th through 8th
graders) reported more bullying than high school youth
(9th through 10th graders). In contrast, Pepler et al. (2006)
found that middle school youth (6th through 8th graders)
reported less bullying than high school youth (9th through
12th graders). Some researchers have suggested that the
relation between bullying and grade may be qualified by
the type of bullying. Specifically, relational aggression has
been shown to increase in girls during elementary school
(Murray-Close et al., 2007). In addition, Perry et al. (1988)
found that direct physical and verbal bullying peaks in
middle school but that indirect or relational bullying does
not peak until high school. Thus, grade differences in
bullying may be qualified by sex and type of bullying.

For grade differences in victimization, a negative cor-
relation has been shown with students in lower grades

reporting higher rates of victimization than students in
higher grades (Dennis & Satcher, 1999; Embry & Luzzo,
1996; Olweus, 1993). Specifically, Olweus (1993) reported
dramatic decreases in victimization for boys and girls from
second through ninth grades. Similarly, Dennis and Satcher
(1999) found that third graders reported being victims of
name-calling more often than fifth graders. In addition,
Embry and Luzzo (1996) found that second graders
reported being victims of name-calling more often than
sixth graders. Grade differences for victimization are more
conclusive than for bullying with researchers consistently
reporting that victimization is negatively correlated with
grade.

Tools for Measuring Bullying and Victimization

Multiple techniques including (a) structured behavioral
observations, (b) structured interviews, (c) peer and teacher
nominations, and (d) student, parent and teacher rating
scales are available for measuring bullying and victimiza-
tion. Each of these procedures has advantages and disad-
vantages. Specifically, structured observations can be
highly informative because verbal and relational bullying
frequently occur when adults cannot overhear the exchan-
ges. Although overt behavioral observations are prone to
participant reactivity, covert observations have also been
conducted. For example, Pepler and Craig (1995) collected
unique data on bullying and victimization by using hidden
video-recording  devices  overlooking  playgrounds.
Although this technique provided very useful information,
informed consent may be required and school-wide
parental consent is difficult to obtain (Crothers & Levinson,
2004; Pepler & Craig, 1995). Furthermore, behavioral
observations require intensive time for coding behaviors,
either live or videotaped (Espelage & Swearer, 2003;
Hartung & Scambler, 2007).

Peer and teacher nominations, when used as a measure
of bullying and victimization, typically involve asking
students or teachers to match descriptors with students in
the class (Espelage & Swearer, 2003; Ortega et al., 2001).
For example, each student would be presented with a roster
of all the students in the class and then asked to identify
students who (a) bully, hit or tease others and/or (b) are
frequently teased or harassed by others. Students are then
categorized as bullies, victims, or bully-victims based on
the total number of nominations. Peer and teacher nomi-
nation methods are a time-efficient procedure for identi-
fying bullies and victims in schools; however, these
procedures also require informed consent from all parents
which makes them less practical (Espelage & Swearer,
2003). Furthermore, peer and teacher nominations typically
result in categorical identification of students as bullies or
victims but do not provide dimensional bullying and
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victimization scores (Solberg & Olweus, 2003). It is more
difficult to measure change over time, and in response to
interventions, using categorical measures rather than
dimensional measures. Finally, peer nominations are most
practical in elementary school when children do not typi-
cally change classes and remain with the same group for
most of the day (Espelage & Swearer, 2003).

Structured interviews for measuring bullying and vic-
timization include items designed to obtain details about
bullying and victimization encounters (Crothers & Levin-
son, 2004). Thus, the information obtained may include
quantitative and qualitative data. Structured interviews are
time-consuming, however, given that students are typically
interviewed individually. Further, students may be less
likely to respond honestly in a face-to-face interview; they
may be more forthright when completing an anonymous
rating scale. Given the amount of time it would take to
individually interview all children in a school, this method
is rarely-used on a school-wide basis.

Rating scales are a low-cost and efficient procedure for
measuring the frequency and qualitative aspects of vic-
timization and bullying (Hartung & Scambler, 2007).
Although parent and teacher rating scales are available they
are not commonly-used given that parents and teachers
have limited knowledge of the amount of bullying that is
taking place; this is especially true for bullying that may be
covert such as verbal and relational aggression (Smith &
Ananiadou, 2003). Student self-report measures can be
efficiently-used on a school-wide level (Silverman & Ra-
bian, 1999). In addition, self-report measures can be used at
multiple time points to assess change (Espelage & Swearer,
2003). Further, the objective scoring of rating scales min-
imizes the need for highly trained clinicians to be involved
in administration, scoring, and interpretation (Silverman &
Rabian, 1999). Given the advantages of student self-report
rating scales, they will be used in the current study. The
existing knowledge about the psychometric properties of
two commonly-used self-report measures, which will be
used in the current study, are described next.

Two Commonly-Used Student Self-Report Rating
Scales

The Revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (OBVQ;
Olweus, 1993) is one of the most frequently-used measures
of bullying and victimization for students in 3rd through
12th grades (Greif & Furlong, 2006; Kyriakides et al.,
2006). One advantage of the OBVQ is the inclusion of
items that assess multiple aspects of bullying such as
location, frequency, sex of perpetrator (Ross, 1996) and a
couple of items that assess relational aggression (Olweus,
2004). According to an unpublished manuscript (Olweus,
2004), the OBVQ has shown good internal consistency
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reliability (o« = .80) and has evidenced construct validity.
In addition, bullying and victimization subscales signifi-
cantly correlate (r = .40-.60) with other bullying and
victimization measures, respectively (Olweus, 2004). The
psychometric properties of the OBVQ were examined in a
Greek Cypriot population and construct validity and reli-
ability were found to be adequate (Kyriakides et al., 2006).
Although the results of the Kyriakides et al. (2006) study
are important, generalizability to other countries and eth-
nicities may be limited. Although the OBVQ is a widely-
used measure, there is limited published data on the psy-
chometric properties.

The Reynolds Bully-Victimization Scale (BVS; Rey-
nolds, 2003) is a promising scale designed for students in
3rd through 12th grades. According to Reynolds (2003),
the BVS evidenced excellent internal consistency reliabil-
ity and validity through factor analysis and construct, dis-
criminant, and criterion-related validity. Using the
standardization sample, factor analyses were conducted
and a two factor solution was found (Reynolds, 2003). The
coefficients for internal consistency reliability, for both
bullying and victimization subscales, were excellent
(o = .93; Reynolds, 2003). These coefficients were high
across sex and grade. Test-retest reliability was assessed
by administering the scale 1 to 2 weeks after the first
administration (n = 207). The test-retest reliability was
considered good for both the bullying (r = .81) and vic-
timization (r = .80) subscales (Reynolds, 2003). Criterion-
related validity was assessed by comparing student self-
report BVS with teacher-report BVS scores (Reynolds,
2003). There was a moderate correlation for the total
sample (r = .46, p < .001) and for students in grades 3-6
(r = .54, p < .001); however, the correlation for students
in grades 7-8 was not significant (» = .24, NS) suggesting
that teacher reports may be less accurate for middle school
youth than for elementary school children. Although the
BVS is a promising measure, the psychometric properties
are provided in the manual and have not been published in
a peer-reviewed journal.

The Current Study

The current study was designed to (a) compare the psy-
chometric properties of two commonly-used student self-
report measures of bullying and victimization in 3rd
through 5th graders, (b) to examine the psychometric
properties of these two measures by sex and grade, and (c¢)
to explore sex and grade differences in levels of bullying
and victimization. The BVS (Reynolds, 2003) and OBVQ
(Olweus, 1993) were selected because they include both
bullying and victimization subscales, have shown adequate
psychometric properties, and are used commonly for
school-wide assessments.
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Method
Participants

Participants were 532 elementary school students at six
elementary schools in rural Oklahoma. The 532 children
who participated were those whose parents consented to
child participation. Participants included 59% of students
in Grades 3 through 5. The sample included 178 third
graders (91 boys, 87 girls), 158 fourth graders (87 boys, 71
girls), and 193 fifth graders (104 boys, 89 girls). The ethnic
breakdown of the sample was 75.8% European American,
3.9% American Indian, 3.4% Asian American, 3.2%
African American, 2.8% Hispanic/Latino, 8.8% “other,”
and 2.1% chose not report their ethnicity. It is estimated
that 47% of children in this school district received free or
reduced price lunch (Great Schools, 2009). Given that this
study required consent from parents, however, participants
were not randomly selected. Thus, the socioeconomic sta-
tus of the participants in the sample may not be consistent
with the estimate for the entire school district.

Measures
The Revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (OBVQ)

The OBVQ is a 39-item student self-report measure
designed for students in Grades 3 to 12 (Olweus, 1993,
2004). Of the 39 items, 10 comprise the victimization
subscale and 10 comprise the bullying subscale. These 20
items are rated on a 5-point scale (0 = It hasn’t happened
to me in the past couple of months, 1 = only once or twice,
2 =2 or 3 times a month, 3 = about once a week, and
4 = about several times a week). The remaining 19 items
address details of bullying and victimization (e.g., Where
does it take place? Who is the perpetrator? What efforts are
made to stop or prevent bullying?) Although these items
are designed to assess important qualitative aspects of
bullying, they are beyond the scope of the present study
which was designed to compare the bullying and victim-
ization subscales across two measures. These items were
administered, however, as part of a needs-assessment for
the school district.

The first item on the OBVQ Victimization Subscale is a
general question about how often the student has been the
victim of bullying at school in the past couple of months.
The remaining items on the OBVQ Victimization Subscale
are questions about the frequency of specific forms of
victimization (i.e., being called mean names, being left out,
excluded or ignored; being hit, kicked, pushed, shoved, or
locked indoors; having other students tell lies or spread
false rumors about me; having money or other things taken

away from me or damaged; being threatened or forced to
do things; being teased about my race or ethnicity, and
being teased in a sexual manner). The sexual victimization
item was not included for the current study at the request of
the local school board; thus the Victimization Subscale for
the current study consisted of 9 of 10 original OBVQ
Victimization items.

The first item on the OBVQ Bullying Subscale is a
general question about how often the student has been the
perpetrator of bullying at school in the past couple of
months. The remaining items on the OBVQ Bullying
Subscale are questions about the frequency of specific
forms of bullying (i.e., calling someone mean names,
leaving someone out, excluding or ignoring; hitting, kick-
ing, pushing, shoving, or locking someone indoors; telling
lies or spreading false rumors about someone; taking
money or other things away from someone or damaging
someone’s things; threatening or forcing someone to do
things; teasing someone about his/her race or ethnicity, and
teasing someone in a sexual manner). Again, the sexual
item was not included; thus the Bullying Subscale for the
current study consisted of 9 of 10 original OBVQ Bullying
items.

Reynolds Bully-Victimization Scale

The BVS was designed for students in Grades 3 through 12
(Reynolds, 2003). The BVS contains 46 items including 23
bullying items and 23 victimization items. Responses are
rated on a 4-point scale (0 = never, 1 = sometimes, 2 = a
lot of the time, and 3 = five or more times). The BVS was
standardized on a sample of 2,405 students; the sample was
stratified based on sex, age, grade, race/ethnicity, and
region. Therefore, normative data is available for inter-
preting the BVS. The BVS Victimization Subscale items
were designed to measure the frequency with which the
student is a victim of bullying. The BVS Bullying Subscale
items were designed to measure the frequency with which
the student is a perpetrator of bullying.

Procedure

The university IRB and the school board approved the
procedures for the study. Teachers made consent forms
available to parents during parent-teacher conferences or
sent them home with students. Students were excluded
from participation if their parents did not provide informed
consent. Rating scale packets contained child assent forms
and two rating scales. Students completed the rating scales
during two regularly scheduled guidance class meetings
approximately one week apart. The rating scales were
administered in a counterbalanced order across grade and
school. Students were identified by a participant number
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and did not write their names on either rating scale. The
assent forms and rating scales were read aloud by a
research assistant because of students having variable
reading skills. A school counselor and a clinical psychol-
ogy graduate student or faculty member were also present
in the event that a student became emotionally distressed
while completing the rating scales. One student became
distressed while completing the OBVQ and discontinued
the study. No other participants discontinued the study.
Completion of the BVS took approximately 15 minutes
and completion of the OBVQ took approximately
30 minutes. These times are longer than would be typical if
the rating scales had not been read aloud and if all students
had adequate reading skills.

Results
Levels of Self-Reported Bullying and Victimization

Mean levels of self-reported bullying and victimization are
reported for the total sample, and by sex, in Table 1. The
possible range of scores for OBVQ subscales was 0-27.
For BVS subscales the possible range of scores was 0—69.
One-way ANOVAs were conducted to compare mean
scores on bullying and victimization subscales within
measure for the total sample. The assumptions of ANOVA
were examined for the dependent variables. For the total
sample and some subgroups (by sex or grade) the
assumption of normality was violated because kurtosis was
high. Although protection is provided for violating this
assumption due to our large cell sizes (Keppel & Wickens,
2007), a more conservative alpha of .01 was adopted for all
ANOVA analyses to account for this violation. ANOVAs
were used rather than t-tests because partial-eta squared
can be requested for ANOVAs in SPSS as a measure of
effect size. Self-reported levels of BVS Victimization
(M = 13.03, SD = 13.13) were significantly higher than
self-reported levels of BVS Bullying (M = 3.14,
SD = 6.69), F (1, 531) = 328.11, p < .001. Similarly,
self-reported levels of OBVQ Victimization (M = 5.65,
SD = 6.27) were significantly higher than self-reported
levels of OBVQ Bullying (M = 1.34, SD = 3.03), F (1,
531) = 265.63, p < .001.

Next, because the two measures had different ranges of
scores, standardized variables were created to allow com-
parisons of levels of bullying and victimization across
measures. Again, one-way ANOVAs were conducted. Self-
reported levels of BVS Bullying were not significantly
different than self-reported levels of OBVQ Bullying.
Similarly, self-reported levels of BVS Victimization were
not significantly different than self-reported levels of
OBVQ Victimization.
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Sex Differences

One-way ANOVAs were conducted to examine possible
sex differences in self-reported levels of bullying and
victimization. There were no significant sex differences in
levels of BVS Victimization, OBVQ Bullying or OBVQ
Victimization (see Table 1). For levels of BVS Bullying,
there was a marginally significant sex difference with boys
admitting to more bullying than girls, F (1, 528) = 4.77,
p = .029.

Grade Differences

Mean levels of self-reported bullying and victimization
are detailed by grade in Table 2. Again, one-way ANO-
VAs were conducted to examine possible grade differ-
ences in levels of bullying and victimization. Tukey’s
post-hoc comparisons were conducted to examine signif-
icant differences among the three grades. There were no
significant grade differences in levels of self-reported BVS
Bullying or OBVQ Bullying. However, there was a sig-
nificant effect of grade for BVS Victimization, F (2,
531) = 27.50, p < .001. Specifically, third graders repor-
ted significantly higher levels of victimization than fourth
(p = .001) and fifth graders (p < .001). In addition, fourth
graders reported significantly higher levels of victimiza-
tion than fifth graders (p = .002). Similarly, there was a
significant effect of grade for OBVQ Victimization, F (2,
531) = 9.26, p < .001. Again, third graders reported sig-
nificantly higher levels of victimization than fifth graders
(p < .001); however, differences between third and fourth
graders and fourth and fifth graders were not statistically
significant.

Factor Analysis

A principal components analysis with a varimax rotation
was conducted for each measure to determine whether
bullying and victimization items would cluster as separate
subscales. As expected, a two-factor solution resulted for
the OBVQ. Eigenvalues were 5.58 and 3.07 accounting for
30.99% and 17.04% of the variance, respectively. Evalu-
ation of the items on each factor suggested separation of
the variables into two distinct subscales: victimization and
bullying (factor loadings ranged from .59 to .76 and from
.55 and .75, respectively).

Additionally, a two-factor solution resulted for the BVS.
Eigenvalues were 12.84 and 6.94 accounting for 27.92%
and 15.08% of the variance, respectively. Furthermore,
evaluation of the items on each factor for this measure also
resulted in two distinct subscales: victimization and bul-
lying (factor loadings ranged from .36 and .79 and from .37
and .75, respectively).
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Table 1 Mean levels of self-reported bullying and victimization for the total sample and by sex

Total sample Girls Boys ANOVA for sex

n =532 n =247 n =282 df = 528

M SD M SD M SD F p i
BVS bullying (23 items) 3.14 6.69 247 4.69 3.74 8.03 4.77 .029 .00
BVS victimization (23 items) 13.03 13.13 13.41 13.52 12.60 12.47 0.51 474 .00
OBVQ bullying (9 items) 1.34 3.03 1.27 2.84 1.41 3.20 0.28 597 .00
OBVQ victimization (9 items) 5.65 6.27 6.02 6.60 5.29 5.95 1.01 179 .00
Alpha of .01 was used to account for kurtosis violation
Table 2 Mean levels of self-reported bullying and victimization by grade

3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade ANOVA for grade

n =180 n =159 n =196 df = 531

M SD M SD M SD F p "
BVS bullying (23 items) 3.23° 5.59 3.20° 7.15 3.01° 7.25 0.06 .939 .00
BVS victimization (23 items) 18.02% 14.92 13.02° 12.15 8.40° 10.12 27.50* .000 .09
OBVQ bullying (9 items) 1.29* 3.18 1.28* 2.51 1.42* 3.28 0.12 .884 .00
OBVQ victimization (9 items) 7.00* 7.21 5.80" 5.87 4.26° 5.30 9.26% .000 03

Means with no common superscripts are significantly different from one another. Alpha of .01 was used to account for kurtosis violation

*p < .01

For both the BVS and OBVQ, no items had loadings of
.40 or higher on both bullying and victimization subscales.
Therefore, across both measures, there was no evidence of
cross-loadings. This finding suggests that bullying and
victimization are separate constructs.

Internal Consistency Reliability

To establish internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha was
calculated for the bullying and victimization subscales.
Cronbach’s alpha values of .69 or lower are referred to as
“inadequate,” .70 to .79 are referred to as “adequate,” .80
to .89 are referred to as “good,” and .90 or higher as
“excellent” (Charter, 2003; Henson, 2001). These values
are shown on the diagonals in Table 3 for the total sample
and separately for girls and boys. Similarly, alpha values
are shown on the diagonals in Table 4 by grade. For the
total sample, internal consistency was good for the OBVQ
subscales and excellent for the BVS subscales. Across sex
and grade, internal consistency was also good to excellent
across measures and subscales with one exception. Spe-
cifically, internal consistency for OBVQ Bullying in fourth
graders was only adequate (o« = .79).

For each of the four subscales (i.e., two subscales from
each of two measures), comparisons of alpha values were
conducted (a) between measures, (b) between sexes and (c)
among grades. To test significant differences between alpha
values, Fisher’s z transformations were used to compare
independent correlations (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken,

2003). For the total sample, and when examining differences
between measures or sexes, one comparison was made for
each construct or subscale. Therefore, an alpha value of .05
was used. When examining grade differences, three com-
parisons were made for each subscale (i.e., 3rd vs. 4th, 4th vs.
5th, and 3rd vs. 5th). A Bonferroni correction resulted in
significance level of .017. Internal consistency comparisons
by measure are shown in Table 5. Internal consistency
comparisons by sex and grade but within measure are shown
in Table 6.

Differences Across Measures

For the total sample, the internal consistency reliability for
BVS Bullying was significantly higher than for OBVQ
Bullying (z = 6.96, p < .001). This pattern held for boys,
girls, fourth and fifth graders. However, for third graders,
the internal consistency reliability for BVS Bullying was
not significantly higher than for OBVQ Bullying. For the
total sample, the internal consistency reliability for BVS
Victimization was significantly higher than for OBVQ
Victimization (z = 7.06, p < .001). This pattern held for
boys, girls, third, fourth and fifth graders.

Sex Differences Within Measure

For OBVQ Bullying and Victimization, there was good
reliability for both sexes and no significant sex differences.
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Table 3 Multi-trait, Multi-method Matrix for Bullying and Victimization Subscales for Total Sample and by Sex

Total sample Girls Boys
OBVQ OBVQ BVS BVS OBVQ OBVQ BVS BVS OBVQ OBVQ BVS BVS
bully victim bully victim bully victim bully victim bully victim bully victim
OBVQ (.84)" (.85)" (.84)"
Bully »n =521 n =242 n =276
OBVQ .30° (.86)* A41° (.88)* 22° (.85)*
Victim n =532 n=>515 n =247 n =238 n=282 n=274
BVS 59" 23¢ (93)* A7 27° (.89)° 66" 23¢ (.94)°
Bully n=532 n=2532 n=499 n=247 n=247 n=234 n=282 n=282 n=202
BVS 26° 69° 33° (.94)? 27° 72° 41° (.94)* 26 .66° 33¢ (.93)?
Victim n =532 n=532 n=532 n=500 n=247 n=247 n=247 n=234 n=282 n=282 n=282 n=263
All of the within-trait correlations were significant with p < .001. Bully Bullying subscale, Victim Victimization subscale
4 Alpha value measures internal consistency reliability
® Within-trait, cross-method correlation measures convergent validity of constructs (i.e., bullying and victimization)
¢ Cross-trait correlations are compared to within-trait correlations as a measure of discriminant validity
Table 4 Multi-trait, multi-method matrix for bullying and victimization subscales by grade
3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade
OBVQ OBVQ BVS BVS OBVQ OBVQ BVS BVS OBVQ OBVQ BVS BVS
bully victim bully victim bully victim bully victim bully victim bully victim
OBV (.86)* (.79)* (.86)*
QBully n=177 n =153 n =191
OBV 48° (.89)* .33¢ (.83)* .09¢ (.83)*
Q Victim n =180 n=174 n=159 n=155 n=193 n=186
BVS A47° A40° (.88)? 63° 27° (.93)? 67° .05° (.95)
Bully n=180 n=180 n=159 n=159 n=159 n=153 n=193 n=193 n=187
BVS 35¢ 68° AT (o4 24° 67 37° (93)*  23° 68" 22¢ (.93)*
Victim n=180 n=180 n=180 n=162 n=159 n=159 n=159 n=154 n=193 n=193 n=193 n=184

All of the within-trait correlations were significant with p < .001. Bully Bullying subscale, Victim Victimization subscale

% Alpha value measures internal consistency reliability

b Within-trait, cross-method correlation measures convergent validity of constructs (i.e., bullying and victimization)

¢ Cross-trait correlations are compared to within-trait correlations as a measure of discriminant validity

For BVS Bullying and Victimization, there was very good
to excellent reliability for both sexes. There were no sig-
nificant sex differences for BVS Victimization. However,
for BVS Bullying, reliability was significantly higher for
boys than for girls (z = 3.61, p < .001).

Grade Differences Within Measure

For BVS Victimization, there was excellent reliability and
no significant differences among grades. For BVS Bully-
ing, there was good to excellent reliability across grades,
but there were some significant grade differences among
reliabilities. Specifically, reports from fourth and fifth
graders resulted in significantly higher reliabilities than
reports from third graders (z =2.57, p <.001 and

@ Springer

z =4.37, p < .001, respectively); however, the difference
between the reliabilities of fourth and fifth graders’ reports
did not reach significance.

For OBVQ Bullying, there was adequate to good reli-
ability for all three grades and there were no significant grade
differences. For OBVQ Victimization, third graders had
significantly higher reliability than fifth graders (z = 2.24,
p = .013). The difference between alpha values for third and
fourth graders was only marginally significant (p = .017) and
the difference for fourth and fifth graders was not significant.

Convergent Validity

Next, multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) matrices were
created to allow examination of convergent and
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Table 5 Comparisons of internal consistency values within construct across measure

Alpha value 1 Alphas value 2 Fisher’s z One-tailed p-value
Total sample BVS bullying (o = .93) Total sample OBVQ bullying (o« = .84) 6.96* <.001
Total sample BVS victimization (¢ = .94) Total sample OBVQ victimization (o = .86) 7.06* <.001
Boys BVS bullying (« = .94) Boys OBVQ bullying (o = .84) 5.96* <.001
Boys BVS victimization (o = .93) Boys OBVQ victimization (« = .85) 4.63* <.001
Girls BVS bullying (¢ = .89) Girls OBVQ bullying (x = .85) 1.80 .036
Girls BVS victimization (x = .94) Girls OBVQ victimization (o = .88) 3.91%* <.001
3rd BVS bullying (« = .88) 3rd OBVQ bullying (o = .86) 0.75 227
3rd BVS victimization (o« = .94) 3rd OBVQ victimization (o0 = .89) 2.87 .002
4th BVS bullying (¢ = .93) 4th OBVQ bullying (« = .79) 5.03* <.001
4th BVS victimization (o = .93) 4th OBVQ victimization (x = .83) 4.09%* <.001
S5th BVS bullying (« = .95) S5th OBVQ bullying (« = .86) 5.55% <.001
5th BVS victimization (¢ = .93) 5th OBVQ victimization (o = .83) 4.49%* <.001
* Bonferroni correction applied of p < .008

Table 6 Comparisons of internal consistency values within construct across sex and grade

Alpha value 1 Alphas value 2 Fisher’s z One-tailed p-value
Girls OBVQ bullying (o = .85) Boys OBVQ bullying (« = .84) 0.40 .345
Girls OBVQ victimization (o = .88) Boys OBVQ victimization (« = .85) 1.36 .086
Girls BVS bullying (¢« = .89) Boys BVS bullying (« = .94) 3.61% <.001
Girls BVS victimization (« = .94) Boys BVS victimization (¢ = .93) 0.91 182
3rd grade OBVQ bullying (o = .86) 4th grade OBVQ bullying (« = .79) 2.02 .022
3rd grade OBVQ bullying (o = .86) 5th grade OBVQ bullying (« = .86) 0.00 .500
4th grade OBVQ bullying (« = .79) 5th grade OBVQ bullying (¢ = .86) 2.05 .020
3rd grade OBVQ victimization (o = .89) 4th grade OBVQ victimization (« = .83) 2.13 .017
3rd grade OBVQ victimization (o = .89) 5th grade OBVQ victimization (o = .83) 2.24% .013
4th grade OBVQ victimization (« = .83) 5th grade OBVQ victimization (o = .83) 0.00 .500
3rd grade BVS bullying (« = .88) 4th grade BVS bullying (¢ = .93) 2.57*% .005
3rd grade BVS bullying (o = .88) 5th grade BVS bullying (o« = .95) 4.37%* <.001
4th grade BVS bullying (¢ = .93) 5th grade BVS bullying (o = .95) 1.60 .054
3rd grade BVS victimization (o = .94) 4th grade BVS victimization (« = .93) 0.73 234
3rd grade BVS victimization (¢ = .94) Sth grade BVS victimization (o = .93) 0.76 223
4th grade BVS victimization (o = .93) 5th grade BVS victimization (o = .93) 0.00 .500

* Bonferroni correction applied of p < .050 for the total sample, girls and boys

* Bonferroni correction applied of p < .017 for 3rd, 4th, and 5th graders

discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). The two
traits were bullying and victimization; the two methods
were the OBVQ and BVS self-report measures. It was
expected that the constructs of bullying and victimization
would show good convergent validity. To examine con-
vergent validity the within-trait, cross-method correlations
(i.e., OBVQ Bullying with BVS Bullying and OBVQ
Victimization with BVS Victimization) were examined. It
was expected that these correlations would be statistically
significant. For the total sample, including both sexes (see
Table 3) and all grades (see Table 4), OBVQ and BVS
Bullying were significantly correlated as were OBVQ and

BVS Victimization (p < .001). All correlations had med-
ium to large effect sizes.

Comparison of Convergent Validity Within Sex and Grade

To evaluate convergent validity across traits, Fisher’s
z transformations were used to compare independent cor-
relations (Cohen et al., 2003). A total of six comparisons
were conducted and a Bonferroni correction resulted in an
alpha value of .008. The results for the cross-trait com-
parisons (i.e., bullying vs. victimization) are shown in
Table 7.
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For the total sample, convergent validity for victimiza-
tion was significantly stronger than for bullying (z = 2.77,
p = .003). Similarly, for girls and third graders, convergent
validity for victimization was significantly stronger than
for bullying (z = 4.39, p < .001 and z = 3.00, p = .001,
respectively). However, for boys, fourth and fifth graders
convergent validity differences were not significant.

Comparison of Convergent Validity Across Sex
and Grade

Next, to compare convergent validity across sex and grade,
Fisher’s z transformations were used. A total of six com-
parisons were conducted and a Bonferroni correction
resulted in an alpha value of .006. The results for com-
parisons across sex and grade are shown in Table 8.

There was a significant sex difference for bullying with
boys’ self-reports resulting in stronger convergent validity
than girls’ self-reports (z = 3.23, p < .001). There was no
significant sex difference in convergent validity for
victimization.

A significant grade difference emerged for bullying with
fiftth graders’ self-reports showing stronger convergent
validity than third graders (z = 2.88, p = .002). There
were no significant convergent validity differences
between third and fourth graders or between fourth and
fifth graders. For victimization, there were no significant
grade differences in convergent validity.

Discriminant Validity

To evaluate discriminant validity for bullying and victim-
ization, within-trait correlations (e.g., OBVQ Bullying with
BVS Bullying) were expected to be significantly larger
than cross-trait correlations (e.g., OBVQ Bullying with
OBVQ Victimization and BVS Bullying with OBVQ
Victimization). Because of the dependent nature of the
correlations, pair-wise comparisons between correlations
were conducted using Steiger’s formula for dependent

correlations (Steiger, 1980). For the total sample, each
within-trait correlation (i.e., one for bullying and one for
victimization) was compared to four cross-trait correla-
tions. Four comparisons were conducted for each conver-
gent validity value; therefore, a Bonferroni correction
resulted in an alpha value of .013. Results are shown in
Table 9. For bullying in the total sample all four compar-
isons were statistically significant (p < .001). Similarly for
victimization in the total sample, all four comparisons were
statistically significant (p < .001). Thus, both bullying and
victimization demonstrated excellent discriminant validity
in the total sample.

These analyses were also conducted separately by grade
and sex. For victimization, all comparisons were statisti-
cally significant (p < .001) for each subgroup (i.e., boys,
girls, 3rd, 4th, and Sth graders). Thus, victimization dem-
onstrated excellent discriminant validity across sex and
grade.

For bullying, all comparisons were statistically signifi-
cant for boys, fourth and fifth graders (p < .001). However,
discriminant validity for bullying was not as strong in girls
and third graders (see Table 9). For girls, only 2 of 4
comparisons for bullying were statistically significant. For
third graders none of the four comparisons for bullying
were statistically significant.

Discussion

The current study was designed to (a) compare the psy-
chometric properties of two commonly-used student self-
report measures of bullying and victimization in 3rd
through 5th graders, (b) to examine the psychometric
properties of these two measures by sex and grade, and (c)
to explore sex and grade differences in levels of bullying
and victimization. Specifically, self-reported levels of
victimization and bullying were examined by sex and
grade. In addition, internal consistency reliability and
construct validity were compared across measures and

Table 7 Cross-measure, within-trait comparisons of convergent validity correlations within sex and grade

Correlation 1 Correlation 2 Fisher’s z One-tailed
p-value
OBVQ victim with BVS victim (r = .69) OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .59) 2.77* .003
Girls OBVQ victim with BVS victim (r = .72) Girls OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .47) 4.39% <.001
Boys OBVQ victim with BVS victim (r = .66) Boys OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .66) 0.00 .500
3rd grade OBVQ victim with BVS victim (r = .68) 3rd grade OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .47) 3.00* .001
4th grade OBVQ victim with BVS victim (r = .67) 4th grade OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .63) 0.61 270
5th grade OBVQ victim with BVS victim (r = .68) 5th grade OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .67) 0.18 429

Bully Bullying subscale, Victim Victimization subscale

* Bonferroni correction applied of p < .008
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Table 8 Cross-measure, within-trait comparisons of convergent validity correlations by sex and grade

Correlation 1 Correlation 2 Fisher’s z One-tailed
p-value

Boys OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .66) Girls OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .47) 3.23% <.001

Boys OBVQ victim with BVS victim (r = .66) Girls OBVQ victim with BVS victim (r = .72) 1.31 .095

3rd grade OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .47) 4th grade OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .63) 2.11 .018

3rd grade OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .47) 5th grade OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .67) 2.88%* .002

4th grade OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .63) 5th grade OBVQ bully with BVS bully (r = .67) 0.64 261

3rd grade OBVQ victim with BVS victim (r = .68) 4th OBVQ victim w BVS victim (r = .67) 0.17 434

3rd grade OBVQ victim with BVS victim (r = .68) 5th OBVQ victim w BVS victim (r = .68) 0.00 .500

4th grade OBVQ victim with BVS victim (r = .67) 5th OBVQ victim w BVS victim (r = .68) 0.17 432

Bully Bullying subscale, Victim Victimization subscale

* Bonferroni correction applied of p < .006

Table 9 Comparisons of within-trait and cross-trait correlations for the total sample: evidence for strong discriminant validity

Correlation 1 (Within-Trait) Correlation 2 (Cross-Trait) Steiger’s t One-tailed
p-value

OBVQ bullying with BVS bullying (r = .59) OBVQ bullying with OBVQ victimization (r = .30) 6.56* <.001

OBVQ bullying with BVS bullying (r = .59) OBVQ bullying with BVS victimization (r = .26) 7.97* <.001

OBVQ bullying with BVS bullying (r = .59) OBVQ victimization with BVS bullying (r = .23) 8.48* <.001

OBVQ bullying with BVS bullying (r = .59) BVS bullying with BVS victimization (r = .33) 6.03* <.001

OBVQ victimization with BVS victimization (r = .69) OBVQ bullying with OBVQ victimization (r = .30) 9.84* <.001

OBVQ victimization with BVS victimization (r = .69) OBVQ bullying with BVS victimization (r = .26) 11.14* <.001

OBVQ victimization with BVS victimization (r = .69) OBVQ victimization with BVS bullying (r = .23) 12.22% <.001

OBVAQ victimization with BVS victimization (r = .69) BVS bullying with BVS victimization (r = .33) 8.95% <.001

* Bonferroni correction applied of p < .013

groups. In general, students admitted to more victimization
than bullying. Further, internal consistency analyses indi-
cated that the BVS had better reliability than the OBVQ
which is likely a result of more items on BVS than OBVQ
subscales. A number of interesting sex and grade differ-
ences were also identified.

Levels of Self-Reported Bullying and Victimization

For both measures students, on average, reported being a
victim of bullying significantly more often than being a
perpetrator of bullying. This pattern has been found in
other studies (e.g., Austin & Joseph, 1996). In the current
study, students of both sexes and all three grades reported
more victimization than bullying. Contemplating this
finding may lead one to question the accuracy of students’
reports. For each incidence of bullying/victimization there
must be at least one perpetrator and at least one victim.
Therefore, one might argue that the number of incidents of
bullying and victimization should be equal. There are
several possible explanations for students reporting more
incidents of victimization than bullying. First, students may

be more honest about victimization than bullying. Thus,
students may be accurately reporting levels of victimiza-
tion and under-reporting levels of bullying. Next, although
less intuitive, students may be more honest about bullying
than victimization. In this case, students may be accurately
reporting levels of bullying and over-reporting levels of
victimization.

Another possibility is that a few students are reporting
higher levels of bullying than victimization but when the
data are averaged across a large number of students the
resulting means indicate higher levels of victimization than
bullying. In order to test the accuracy of this last hypoth-
esis, post-hoc analyses were conducted by calculating
difference scores between levels of victimization and bul-
lying for each student. Differences scores were calculated
based on the BVS since these subscales had better reli-
ability. We were interested in exploring whether some
students would have negative scores, indicating higher
levels of bullying than victimization. As expected, most
students had positive difference scores indicating they
reported more instances of being the victim of bullying
than of being the perpetrator. Only 6.4% of students in this
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sample had negative difference scores. Specifically, 34 out
of 534 students admitted to being the perpetrator of bul-
lying more often than being the victim. Thus, it is possible
that students are accurately reporting bullying and vic-
timization but that this small group of children is respon-
sible for the majority of perpetration.

It is also possible that all three of these explanations
contribute to the uneven reports of bullying and victim-
ization. Thus, students may (a) under-report bullying and
(b) over-report victimization and (c) a small number of
students may be responsible for most of the bullying.
Future research should include objective measures for
comparison to student self-reports to help assess the
accuracy of self-reports. Objective measures might include
teacher reports, behavioral observations, electronic diaries
(Suveg, Payne, Thomassin, & Jacob, 2010) and participant
event monitoring (Peterson, Brown, Bartelstone and Kern,
1996). Suveg et al. (2010) found that electronic diaries
were useful in assessing emotional states in school-age
children. This model could be adapted for monitoring
incidents of bullying and victimization in school-age
children.

In addition, Peterson et al. (1996) argued that participant
event monitoring was an appropriate method for measuring
low base-rate events in children. These authors studied
minor injuries in children as a model for the use of this
method. Second grade children and their mothers partici-
pated in their study. Both children and mothers were
trained in defining injuries and keeping detailed records
regarding the type of injury, location of injury, and reac-
tions to the injury. In addition to keeping detailed records
of these low base-rate events over a 12-month period,
children and mothers were interviewed individually every
two weeks. During these interviews, participants were
asked a series of scripted questions about injuries that may
have occurred during the past two weeks. The authors
concluded that participant event monitoring is a promising
method for collecting data about low base-rate events in
children. This procedure has the potential to be adapted for
measuring bullying and victimization.

Internal Consistency Reliability

The results of the current study suggest that the BVS
subscales are more reliable than the OBVQ subscales. This
is most likely a function of the BVS subscales having more
items than the OBVQ subscales. In addition to bullying and
victimization subscales, the OBVQ includes items regard-
ing sex of perpetrator, location of bullying, and responses
to bullying from victims, teachers and parents. The BVS
only includes items that comprise the bullying and vic-
timization subscales. The additional items on the OBVQ
that do not comprise the bullying and victimization

@ Springer

subscales were not analyzed for the current study. None-
theless, this additional information may be very helpful for
school administrators when assessing bullying and vic-
timization in their schools and planning intervention pro-
grams. Although the OBVQ subscales are much shorter
than the BVS subscales, the inclusion of the additional
items on the OBVQ results in the overall length of the two
measures being similar. An advantage of the BVS is that
the bullying and victimization subscales have better reli-
ability. An advantage of the OBVQ is the inclusion of the
additional items regarding sex of perpetrator, location of
bullying and responses to bullying (Seals & Young, 2003).
Although these additional items provide important infor-
mation, reliability is crucially important. Therefore, it may
be useful to add more items to the OBVQ bullying and
victimization subscales. Nonetheless, it may also be useful
to consider adding items to BVS to examine sex of per-
petrator, location of bullying and responses to bullying.
Another option would be to develop a measure that has the
strengths of both instruments.

Sex Differences

Several interesting sex differences were identified in the
current study. First, boys’ reports on the BVS Bullying
subscale resulted in significantly higher internal consis-
tency reliability than girls’ reports. This finding is likely a
function of boys’ participating in more bullying and,
therefore, having higher scores on this subscale resulting
in the opportunity for better internal consistency reli-
ability. Next, boys admitted to slightly more bullying than
girls based on the BVS but not the OBVQ. This sex
difference was not as strong in the current study as in
other studies (e.g., Glew, Fan, Katon, Rivara, & Kernic,
2005; Kyriakides et al., 2006; Seals & Young, 2003).
Another sex difference was found when examining con-
vergent and discriminant validity. Specifically, for girls,
convergent validity was weaker for bullying than for
victimization. However, convergent validity was similar
across traits for boys. Further, discriminant validity was
weaker for bullying than for victimization in girls but not
boys. Again, given that girls’ reports of bullying were
lower than boys, reliability and validity may have been
restricted.

It has been observed that measures of bullying and
victimization tend to emphasize physical over relational
aggression (Sawyer, Bradshaw, & O’Brennan, 2008). The
sex differences that have been found on these measures
suggest a need to include items that address behaviors that
are more common among girls (e.g., verbal and relational
aggression). It may be prudent to emphasize physical
aggression less and verbal and relational aggression more
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because boys appear to display all types of bullying and
aggression but girls are much less likely to display physical
aggression than boys (C6té et al., 2007; Crick, Ostrov, &
Werner, 2006; Murray-Close et al., 2007; Nansel et al.,
2001; Owens, Shute, & Slee, 2000; Underwood, Scott,
Galperin, Bjornstad, & Sexton, 2004; van der Wal et al,,
2003). Given that girls are known to perpetrate relational
aggression more often than physical aggression, the addi-
tion of more verbal and relational aggression items should
be considered. This might result in an increase in the levels
of reported bullying in girls and, as a result, increased
power for reliability and validity.

Given that sex differences in levels of bullying may
have resulted from girls being more likely to endorse
verbal and relational aggression items, a closer examina-
tion of the BVS Bullying and OBVQ Bullying items was
conducted. For BVS Bullying, 8 of 23 items were
endorsed at significantly higher levels for boys than girls.
For the remaining 15 items there was no difference
between boys’ and girls’ reported levels. Of the items that
resulted in sex differences, 5 of 8 involved physical
aggression (e.g., I started fights with other kids; I beat up
someone; I threw something at other kids to hurt them).
Of the items that did not result in sex differences, 11 of 15
involved verbal aggression (e.g., I picked on younger kids;
I made other kids do things for me; I called other kids
names). Thus, it appears that boys and girls reported
similar levels of verbal aggression whereas boys reported
more physical aggression than girls. An examination of
the BVS items did not reveal sex differences in relational
aggression because few, if any, of the BVS items measure
this type of aggression.

A similar examination of the OBVQ Bullying items
provides additional support for adding verbal and relational
aggression items to measures of bullying and victimization.
Of the nine OBVQ Bullying items that were included in the
current study, two of them are considered relational
aggression items (i.e., I excluded someone from my group
of friends; I spread false rumors about someone and tried to
make others dislike him/her). Although there we no sta-
tistically significant sex differences on these two items,
they were 2 of only 5 bullying items, on either measure,
that resulted in higher levels of endorsement from girls
than from boys. Other items that were endorsed at higher
levels by girls, albeit not significantly, were verbal bullying
items (i.e., I made other kids do things for me; I was with a
group of kids who picked on other kids; I bullied someone
with mean names or comments about his/her race). This
suggests that these relational and verbal bullying items are
particularly relevant for girls and still relevant for boys.
These findings provide support for adding more verbal and
relational aggression items to measures of bullying and

victimization to improve the psychometric properties for
girls.

Grade Differences

A few grade differences also emerged from the current
study. First, as expected, levels of reported victimization
were negatively related to grade. Thus, third graders
reported the highest levels of victimization and fifth graders
reported the lowest levels. There were no grade differences
for levels of bullying reported. As with the primary finding
regarding higher levels of self-reported victimization than
bullying, this grade difference for victimization may also be
impacted by the accuracy of student self-reports. As men-
tioned earlier, students may be prone to under-report being
the perpetrator of bullying and over-report being the victim
of bullying. Younger students could be even more likely to
over-report victimization. Again, further research should
include objective comparison measures in addition to stu-
dent self-reports to help us better understand the accuracy of
student self-reports and response styles.

Another grade difference was related to reliability and
validity. For BVS Bullying, reports from third graders
resulted in significantly lower reliability than those from
fourth and fifth graders. For OBVQ Victimization, in
contrast, reports from third graders resulted in significantly
higher reliability than those from fourth and fifth graders.
Further, reports from third graders resulted in significantly
stronger convergent validity for victimization than for
bullying. Next, reports from third graders resulted in sig-
nificantly stronger convergent validity for bullying than
reports from fifth graders. Finally, discriminant validity for
bullying was not as strong for third graders as it was for
fourth and fifth graders. Taken together, these findings
suggest that third graders’ reports of bullying may not be as
reliable and valid as (1) their reports of victimization and
(2) fourth and fifth graders’ reports of bullying. Both of the
measures used in the current study were designed for use
with 3rd through 12th graders. The current findings suggest
that third graders’ reports of bullying may not be ade-
quately reliable and valid. Therefore, third graders’ reports
of bullying should be interpreted with caution. However,
their reports of victimization appear to have adequate
psychometric properties.

Limitations and Future Directions

In future studies, the inclusion of objective comparison
measures, such as teachers’ ratings, behavioral observa-
tions, participant event monitoring (Peterson et al., 1996)
and electronic diaries (Suveg et al., 2010), may be highly
informative. The use of measures obtained from different
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reporters or procedures might result in a better under-
standing of the accuracy of students’ self-reports. Given the
sex and grade differences found in the current study, these
variables should also be explicitly examined in future
studies. It is important to ensure that measures of bullying
and victimization have adequate psychometric properties
across sex and grade. Also, in the future, it would be useful
to conduct test-retest reliability analyses of these measures.
This is particularly important given that many schools are
implementing prevention and intervention programs and,
therefore, are measuring bullying and victimization at
multiple time points.

Participants in the current study were from a small
college town and were predominately European American.
As a result, the extent to which the results may generalize
to other geographic regions and more ethnically diverse
groups is unknown. The consent procedure resulted in
participation from 60% of eligible students. It is not known
whether certain characteristics such as IQ, ethnicity, SES,
or bully-victim status might have predicted which parents
allowed their children to participate.

Another limitation of the study was the removal of the
OBVQ items about sexual bullying and victimization. Only
9 of 10 items for each OBVQ subscale were administered.
This may have affected the reliability and validity of the
OBVQ since the number of items on each subscale was
already limited. Although there are currently no clear
guidelines regarding the assessment of sexual bullying in
children, research has suggested an increase in sexual
victimization with 3% of 6- to 9-year olds reporting this
type of victimization compared to 10% of 10- to 13-year
olds (Finkelhor, Ormrod, & Turner, 2009). Based on the
Finkelhor et al. study, researchers might consider including
these items for 5th graders but omitting them for 3rd and
4th graders in future studies.

A final limitation of the current study was the reading of
items to participants. The administration recommendations
for the BVS suggest reading items aloud for children with
learning or intellectual disabilities but not for typical
children. For the school district in which the current study
took place, children with disabilities were integrated into
regular classrooms making reading items aloud to a subset
of students impractical. It is possible that reading the items
aloud increased attention to the task; however, it is also
possible that reading the items aloud increased self-con-
sciousness. If this were the case, students may have been
more hesitant to admit to bullying.

Conclusions

In summary, the current study provided additional evidence
for adequate psychometric properties of two commonly-
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used measures of bullying and victimization. Further, this
study identified a number of notable sex and grade differ-
ences that warrant further study. In particular, current
measures may not be optimal for measuring perpetration of
bullying in girls. The inclusion of more items designed to
measure verbal and relational bullying might improve the
accuracy of measures of bullying and victimization for
girls. This could be accomplished by creating new mea-
sures or adding items to existing measures. Finally, the
current study, like previous studies, found that students
tend to admit to more victimization than bullying. It is not
clear if this is a result of response styles or real differences
in rates of bullying and victimization. Additional studies
are needed that include student self-reports as well as other
measures of bullying to determine the accuracy of self-
reports. Novel techniques, such as electronic diaries (Suveg
et al., 2010) and participant event monitoring (Peterson
et al., 1996), could potentially be applied to the assessment
of bullying and victimization. Given that bullying appears
to be an ongoing, if not escalating problem in our schools,
continued research is warranted.
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