
 

PERPETRATOR CHARACTERISTICS AND VICTIM-PERPETRATOR 

RELATIONSHIPS: ASSOCIATED CONSEQUENCES ON VICTIM ADJUSTMENT 

 

 

 

 

 

A Dissertation 

Submitted to 

The Temple University Graduate Board 

 

 

In Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

 

 

by: 

Michelle Rosie 

December, 2020 

 

 

 

 

Examining Committee members: 

 

Dr. Hongling Xie, Advisory Chair, Department of Psychology 

Dr. Johana Jarcho, Department of Psychology 

Dr. Thomas Olino, Department of Psychology 

Dr. Ronald Taylor, Department of Psychology 

Dr. Deborah Drabick, Department of Psychology 

Dr. Chelsea Helion, Department of Psychology 



 ii 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

© 

Copyright 

2020 

 

By 

 

Michelle Rosie 

All Rights Reserved 

 
 

  



 iii 

ABSTRACT 

Victimization has been consistently linked with maladjustment indices (e.g., 

Hanish & Guerra, 2002), however substantial variability exists in victim adjustment 

(Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002). Aggression and victimization occur in social 

interactions (i.e., involving a victim and at least one perpetrator), therefore examining 

how perpetrator characteristics impact adjustment may be one promising direction to 

understanding these individual differences.  

Attribution theory suggests that certain perpetrator characteristics (e.g., different-

race perpetrators) may lead a victim to make external attributions in which they blame 

others (e.g., they’re prejudice), which in turn, may mitigate some of the negative 

consequences associated with victimization (Graham, Bellmore, Nishina, & Juvonen, 

2009). On the other hand, social impact theory suggests that certain perpetrator 

characteristics (e.g., high popularity) that signify belonging to a larger, more powerful 

group may lead actions by these perpetrators to have broader reach and visibility 

throughout the social network, causing greater harm for the victim. This study examined 

how several perpetrator characteristics impacted four areas of victim adjustment 

(loneliness, studentship, peer preference, aggression) through the lens of attribution and 

social impact theory.  

The participants included 341 sixth grade students (54% female, Mage = 12.01, SD 

= 0.44, 49% Black) from a longitudinal project on children’s transition to middle school. 

Participants self-reported on their social and overt victimization experiences and also 

nominated perpetrators who victimized them. Several perpetrator characteristics were 

assessed (perpetrator sex, race, aggression, status, dislike, and social group), which were 
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determined based on self-reported and peer-reported measures. The victim outcomes that 

were measured were loneliness (self-reported), studentship, peer preference, and 

aggression (peer-reported).   

Descriptive analyses revealed important differences in the victimization 

experience by victim sex and race. Female overt victims had an increased likelihood of 

being targeted by highly overtly aggressive male perpetrators. Female social victims on 

the other hand were targeted by a higher proportion of female, same-group perpetrators. 

Black victims were targeted by a higher proportion of same-race perpetrators, and White 

victims were targeted by a higher proportion of perpetrators in the same peer social 

groups.   

With regards to the impact of perpetrator characteristics on adjustment, results 

showed that victimization by in-group perpetrators was associated with less internalizing 

problems among social victims; victims of same-sex (primarily for female victims), 

same-race, and same-group perpetrators showed lower levels of loneliness. However, we 

did not find the same to be true among overt victims, the only overt perpetrator 

characteristic shown to significantly impact victim adjustment was perpetrator sex match. 

Among overt victims, victims of same-sex perpetrators had lower levels of peer 

preference, suggesting that acts of overt aggression by same-sex perpetrators may have 

greater visibility throughout the social network, leading to greater harm to a victim’s 

social reputation. These findings suggest that social victimization by in-group 

perpetrators may offer greater opportunity for reconciliation or greater context to the 

victimization that occurs, leading to less distress for victims. Overt victimization 

appeared to be harmful for victims regardless of perpetrator characteristics.  
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This study provides an important first step in understanding perpetrator 

characteristics and the victim-perpetrator relationship and their influence on victim 

adjustment. Future research should include examination of specific incidents of 

victimization to enhance our understanding of the impact perpetrators may have on a 

victimization experience and associated adjustment.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Peer victimization involves the experience of aggression from similarly aged 

peers and can encompass a variety of aggressive behaviors (e.g., teasing, rumor 

spreading, Card & Hodges, 2008). Although peer victimization occurs across the 

lifespan, it is largely grounded in the study of victimization during childhood and 

adolescence. Between 30 and 60% of school aged youth have experienced peer 

victimization, with 10 to 15% of youth experiencing peer victimization at a chronic level 

(Juvonen & Graham, 2001). Victimization has been consistently linked with 

maladjustment indices (e.g., loneliness; Baldry, 2004), however research has found 

diversity in victim adjustment (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Singh & Bussey, 

2011). Given these individual differences in victim adjustment, it is important to examine 

factors that may shed light upon why this variability in victim adjustment exists. 

In order to understand which factors may influence victim outcome heterogeneity, 

it is important to first discuss some of the existing literature and theory on peer 

victimization. Several forms of peer victimization have been identified and studied in the 

extant literature, differentiated by the specific type of aggressive behavior used towards 

the victim. Social victimization involves being a victim of behaviors intended to harm 

and manipulate the victim’s social relationships and reputation (e.g., exclusion, spreading 

rumors; Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, Ferguson, & Gariepy, 1989; Galen & Underwood, 

1997; Paquette & Underwood, 1999). This type of victimization involves behaviors that 

are non-confrontational and indirect, occurring with the employment of the peer group or 
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the victim’s social community (Xie, Cairns, & Cairns, 2005). Social victimization has 

also been referred to as relational victimization or indirect victimization throughout 

research on peer victimization. Overt victimization involves harm through the receipt of 

confrontational and direct acts or threats of physical (e.g., fighting, pushing, hitting) or 

verbal aggression (e.g., threats, name calling, and teasing; Card, Stucky, Sawani, & 

Little, 2008). This type of victimization has also been referred to as physical 

victimization or direct victimization, but in this paper, I will refer to these forms of 

victimization as social and overt victimization. 

Theoretical Framework of Victimization 

To comprehend why children are victimized by peers, it is first important to 

understand the function of aggression. Aggression is a tool to gain and maintain status 

within a social hierarchy (e.g., Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004; Eder, 1985; Merten, 1997; 

Pellegrini & Long, 2002). Pattisselanno and colleagues (2015) argue that status is a 

"positional good" (p. 2259), connoting preferential access to and control of limited 

resources (e.g., peer attention, social relationships; Adler & Adler, 1998; Cairns, 1979; 

Hawley, 1999; Vaughn & Santos, 2007). High status positions are desirable and an 

important goal of social species (Buhrmester, 1990; Cillessen & Rose 2005; Jarvinen & 

Nicholls, 1996; Ojanen, Grönroos, & Salmivalli, 2005). However, given the rules and 

nature of a social hierarchy, not all people can attain these limited high status positions 

(Hawley, 1999). Therefore, competition (i.e., aggression) is a necessary means to obtain 

this limited and highly desired resource (Darwin, 1859/2009). High status is a common 

social goal of youth (see popularity goal; Dawes & Xie, 2014, 2016), and youth use 

aggression to maintain or increase their status or dominance over other peers (Cairns & 
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Cairns, 1994; Cillessen & Mayeux 2004; Xie, Swift, Cairns, & Cairns, 2002). This use of 

aggression by youth in the competition for social positions means other youth become 

victimized and experience subsequent maladjustment.  

Outcomes of Victimization 

Victimization has been linked with a host of maladaptive outcomes including 

internalizing (e.g., depression, anxiety, loneliness; Baldry, 2004; Craig, 1998; Crick & 

Grotpeter, 1996) and externalizing problems (e.g., conduct problems, aggressive 

behaviors; Card, Stucky, Sawalani, & Little, 2008; Hanish & Guerra, 2002). Problems 

with peers and difficulty in school have also been associated with peer victimization, 

including decreases in school attachment, academic performance, peer acceptance, and 

network centrality (Faris & Felmlee, 2014; Schwartz, Gorman, Nakamoto, & Toblin, 

2005; Sentse, Kretschmer, & Salmivalli, 2015). In the following sections, I will review 

some of the major adjustment outcomes associated with peer victimization. 

Internalizing Problems 

One of the major areas of maladjustment that has been consistently linked with 

victimization is internalizing problems such as anxiety, depression, loneliness, and low 

self-esteem and self-worth (e.g., Hawker & Boulton, 2000). The type of victimization 

that occurs may be differentially associated with risk for internalizing problems. For 

example, some research has suggested that internalizing symptoms such as depressive 

symptoms and problems with socioemotional adjustment are more strongly linked with 

social victimization than overt victimization given that social victimization targets social 

reputations and relationships (Casper & Card, 2017; Cole, Maxwell, Dukewich, & 

Yosick, 2010; Pepler et al., 2006; Sinclair et al., 2012; Yoshito, Tseng, Murray-Close, & 
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Crick, 2012). Research has also shown social exclusion and relational victimization (both 

considered here to be social victimization) to be uniquely associated with social anxiety, 

however the same was not found for physical (overt) victimization (Boulton, 2013). 

While there is no documented relationship between social anxiety and overt 

victimization, both forms of victimization have been consistently associated with other 

internalizing problems (Card & Hodges, 2008; Prinstein, Boergers, & Vernberg, 2001; 

Woodhouse, Dykas, & Cassidy, 2012). 

Externalizing Problems 

There is a well-documented association between peer victimization and 

externalizing problems (Casper & Card, 2017), such as aggression, conduct problems, 

impulsivity, hyperactivity, and delinquency (e.g., Card, Stucky, Sawalani, & Little, 2008; 

Hanish & Guerra, 2002; Khatri, Kupersmidt, & Patterson, 2000; Schwartz, Proctor, & 

Chien, 2001). Regarding differences in the association of externalizing problems and 

victimization by form, a meta-analytic review showed that the differences in the 

relationship between externalizing problems and social and overt victimization were not 

significant (Casper & Card, 2017). 

Problems with Peers 

Another area of maladjustment associated with victimization is peer relationships. 

Problems with peers have been clearly linked with victimization, with victims 

experiencing decreases in network centrality (Faris & Felmlee, 2014) and peer 

acceptance (Sentse et al., 2015). Victimization has also been associated with lower peer 

ratings of acceptance and popularity, difficulty in establishing new friendship, and higher 

rejection ratings in the peer group (Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Ellis & Zarbatany, 2007; 
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Kochel, Ladd, & Rudolph, 2012). Victims are seen as rejected among their peers 

(Dempsey, Fireman, & Wang, 2006) and often demonstrate inferior social skills, making 

it difficult to gain (or regain) acceptance (Fox & Boulton, 2005; Hodges et al., 1997; 

Sapouna et al., 2012). Casper and Card (2017) examined how the relation between peer 

problems and victimization differed by form, finding that lower levels of peer prosocial 

behaviors were more strongly associated with social victimization than overt 

victimization. This suggests a potential tendency towards greater social problems for 

social victims; however, more research is needed to understand how problems with peers 

may differ by victimization form. 

Problems in School 

Last, research on peer victimization adjustment has shown an association between 

victimization and problems with academics, including decreased school attachment (Faris 

& Felmlee, 2014), academic performance (Scwhartz et al., 2005), negative school 

attitudes, and absenteeism (Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Graham & Juvonen, 2001; 

Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Kochenderfer-Ladd & Wardrop, 2001). Being victimized has 

also been associated with a sense of not belonging in school (Boivin & Hymel, 1997). 

Regarding differences in academic functioning by form of victimization, Hoglund (2007) 

showed that both social and overt victimization were significantly associated with poorer 

student engagement and achievement. However, there were some sex differences in these 

associations, thus more research is needed to clarify how academic adjustment may differ 

by victimization form. 
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Perpetrator Characteristics and Victimization Adjustment 

Aggression and victimization occur in social interactions (i.e., involving a victim 

and at least one perpetrator). Given the multifinality of victimization (Kochenderfer-Ladd 

& Skinner, 2002; Singh & Bussey, 2011), it is surprising that relatively few studies have 

examined how perpetrator characteristics may help explain individual differences in 

adjustment. For example, being victimized by a high status perpetrator as opposed to a 

low status perpetrator may lead to different perceptions of why victimization occurred, 

what a victim feels they can do about their victimization, how that victimization may be 

viewed by peers, the subsequent impact of the victimization experience within the larger 

social community, and ultimately how a victim adjusts to their victimization. It is 

reasonable to expect that perpetrators play an important and understated role in 

victimization adjustment, and the goal of this dissertation is to explore the link between 

perpetrator characteristics and adjustment. In this section, I will review two theoretical 

considerations on the processes through which perpetrator characteristics may influence 

victim adjustment. Subsequently, I will identify several prominent perpetrator 

characteristics and discuss their implications for victim adjustment. 

Theoretical Considerations for the Perpetrator’s Role in Victim Adjustment 

 There are two primary theoretical frameworks that are relevant for understanding 

how perpetrator characteristics may impact victim adjustment: attribution theory and 

social impact theory. Below I will review those two theories in detail and how they can 

contribute to understanding which perpetrator characteristics may influence variability in 

victim adjustment. 
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Victim Attributions 

Graham and Juvonen (1998) suggest that it is not negative events alone that cause 

distress, but what a person views to be the cause of that negative event (i.e., their 

attributions). It is proposed that a victim could make either internal or external 

attributions which will impact their adjustment. Perpetrator characteristics may also 

influence such attributions and thus victims’ subsequent adjustment. 

Internal attributions involve onus for one’s plight being placed on personal 

characteristics or faults. This essentially entails self-blame in which an individual 

believes they are responsible for their victimization. Internal attributions have been 

associated with feelings of helplessness and hopelessness (Weiner, 1986) and greater 

victim maladjustment. Victims who make internal attributions have shown higher levels 

of loneliness and social anxiety than victims who do not make internal, self-blaming 

attributions (Graham & Juvonen, 1998). On the other hand, external attributions reflect 

the belief that other individuals or outside factors are responsible for one’s victimization 

rather than oneself. These types of attributions are hypothesized to mitigate some of the 

negative consequences associated with victimization (Graham, Bellmore, Nishina, & 

Juvonen, 2009; Graham & Juvonen, 1998; Graham, Taylor, & Ho, 2009). 

Perpetrator characteristics could affect victim adjustment through influencing a 

victim’s attributional processes. More specifically, there are several prominent 

characteristics which may allow a victim to make external attributions rather than blame 

themselves. One is that victimization by another group (e.g., race) may be easily 

attributed to the perpetrators’ targeting of the group in which the victim belongs to rather 

than the victim’s own characteristics, resulting in fewer adjustment difficulties. For 
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instance, if an individual is targeted by a perpetrator of another race (i.e., an out-group 

member), they may blame the perpetrator’s prejudice towards their racial group, thus 

making an external attribution. In contrast, victimization by perpetrators who belong to 

the same group as the victim (i.e., an in-group member) may cause victims to have 

difficulty attributing their victimization to the perpetrator’s fault and may instead be more 

likely to attribute it to their own fault, resulting in greater adjustment difficulties. For 

example, if an individual is targeted by a perpetrator of the same race, they may be 

unable to put fault on the perpetrator’s prejudice and instead blame themselves. 

Therefore, perpetrator characteristics (e.g., race) could play an important role in a 

victim’s attributional process and consequently their adjustment. 

Norms surrounding perpetrator characteristics and victimization may also 

influence how likely victims are to make internal or external attributions. When an 

individual’s victimization experience is consistent with the social or group norms (i.e., 

there are a high number of victims in their class, school, or social context), victims may 

be more likely to make external attributions (e.g., the kids in this class pick on everyone) 

and experience fewer adjustment difficulties. Alternatively, a victim whose situation is 

unique or unlike others in their school or social group (i.e., they are one the only ones 

being picked on), they may think they are being victimized because of their own 

characteristics (e.g., I am uncool) and be more likely to make self-blaming attributions 

and experience greater adjustment difficulties. This pattern of predictions is consistent 

with the social misfit model or relatedly the person-group dissimilarity model, which 

suggest that individuals whose situation or social behavior is different from the rest of the 

group or group norms (i.e., social misfits) will experience negative outcomes (Boivin, 
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Hymel, & Bukowski, 1995; Wright, Giammarino, & Parad, 1986; Juvonen & Gross, 

2005).  

This social misfit model has been supported at the classroom level. In classrooms 

where victimization levels were high (i.e., there were many victims), victims experienced 

lower levels of depression compared to when they were in classrooms where 

victimization was less common (and with fewer victims; Huitsing et al., 2012). Huitsing 

and colleagues (2012) reasoned that when victimization is less normative a victim may 

feel like a social misfit, leading to greater likelihood of internal, self-blaming attributions 

and greater adjustment difficulties. However, when victimization is more normative, a 

victim could be more likely to make external attributions, leading to fewer adjustment 

difficulties (Huitsing et al., 2012). This rationale could be further applied to the 

consideration of perpetrator characteristics that represent a more normative victimization 

experience and their impact on victim adjustment through the attributional process. For 

example, same-sex victimization is more normative than different-sex victimization 

(Faris & Felmlee, 2011), so victims of same-sex perpetrators may then make external 

attributions and experience fewer adjustment difficulties in comparison to victims of 

different-sex perpetrators. In sum, according to the attribution theory, any perpetrator 

characteristic that allows a victim to make external attributions should be associated with 

fewer adjustment difficulties, whereas perpetrator characteristics that lead to self-blaming 

attributions should be associated with greater adjustment difficulties.  

Perpetrator Social Impact 

A second process that may influence a victim’s adjustment concerns the impact of 

perpetrators and their actions. Certain perpetrator characteristics may make the 
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victimization more impactful, thus leading to a more detrimental effect on victim 

adjustment. According to social impact theory (Latané, 1981), individuals are influenced 

by the actions of others. The stronger the source of influence, the greater the impact. This 

theory has been applied to the study of peer influence (Shi & Xie, 2012, 2013), showing 

that high status youth significantly influence group members’ aggressive behaviors, 

whereas low status youth did not. It may also be reasonable to expect that aggressive acts 

from a high status perpetrator would be more impactful and detrimental to a victim than 

those from a low status perpetrator. 

High status represents a position of high visibility and influence within the social 

hierarchy (Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998) and actions such as aggression by high status 

individuals will have greater visibility and influence throughout the social network. 

Furthermore, aggression by high status youth is often supported by peers (Thornberg et 

al., 2012), furthering the level of reach or impact an aggressive act by a high status 

individual will have throughout the social network. Victimization by a high status 

individual would then be likely to be highly visible throughout the social network, which 

may lead to other peers to see the victim as vulnerable or an easy target, leading to further 

negative social consequences. Highly visible victims may also be seen as a risky social 

choice by peers to befriend or support as research has shown that friends and defenders of 

victims are more likely to be victimized over time (Huitsing, Snijders, Van Duijn, & 

Veenstra, 2014; Sentse, Dijkstra, Salmivalli, & Cillessen, 2013). In sum, it is reasonable 

to expect that victimization by a higher status perpetrator would have a stronger social 

impact than victimization by a lower status perpetrator, leading to greater adjustment 

difficulties.   
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In a similar manner, other perpetrator characteristics may impact a victim’s 

adjustment, such as perpetrator race, aggression, and sex. According to social impact 

theory, perpetrator characteristics that signify belonging to a larger, stronger, or more 

powerful group with more social resources would have the most social impact. 

Victimization by perpetrators belonging to a more powerful or dominant group should 

then have a greater impact throughout the social network, clearly marking an individual 

as a victim and resulting in greater maladjustment. For instance, acts of aggression by 

perpetrators who belong to the numerical racial majority would then have greater social 

impact, resulting in poor adjustment for victims of such perpetrators.  

In sum, social impact theory suggests that victimization by perpetrators belonging 

to groups that hold greater social, physical, or numerical power should have stronger 

social impact which should cause negative social consequences for the victim (e.g., being 

rejected by peers) and problems with emotion regulation which in turn could increase a 

victim’s internalizing and externalizing problems, and negatively affect their studentship. 

 

Perpetrator Characteristics 

It is reasoned that prominent characteristics that are hard to ignore would be likely 

candidates that could influence a victim’s adjustment, such as perpetrator sex, race, 

aggression, and status. Below I will use both victim attribution and social impact theories 

to articulate the possible ways through which several perpetrator characteristics could 

influence adjustment. 
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Perpetrator Sex  

The sex of the perpetrator may influence victim adjustment on the basis of 

different-sex versus same-sex victimization. A victim of aggression from a different-sex 

perpetrator may attribute their victimization to the perpetrator disliking their sex (e.g., 

boys pick on girls), reducing the likelihood of self-blaming attributions. Therefore, it can 

be predicted that victims of different-sex perpetrators will experience fewer adjustment 

difficulties than victims of same-sex perpetrators. 

A very different pattern can be predicted based on the social misfit model. Same-

sex victimization is more normative; in fact, victims are primarily targeted by same-sex 

peers (Faris & Felmlee, 2011; Pellegrini & Long, 2002; Sainio, Veenstra, Huitsing, & 

Salmivalli, 2011). Victims of the different-sex perpetrators may then feel their 

victimization is less normative, leading them to feel like a social misfit and blame 

themselves. It could then be predicted that victims of different-sex perpetrators should 

experience greater adjustment difficulties than victims of same-sex perpetrators.  

The impact of perpetrator sex on victim adjustment may also differ by the form of 

victimization, as there are significant sex differences in overt and social aggression (e.g., 

Mayeux & Cillessen, 2008). Social impact theory would argue that males have greater 

physical power and are more overtly aggressive (Card et al., 2008; Prinstein, Boergers, & 

Vernberg, 2001), likely leading to overt victimization from male perpetrators having 

greater social impact. Therefore, it could be predicted that for overt victimization, victims 

of male perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than victims of female 

perpetrators regardless of victim sex.  
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Social aggression uses the social community to harm a victim’s social standing 

and relationships (e.g., Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, Ferguson, & Gariepy, 1989). 

Children’s and adolescents’ social communities and hierarchies are organized by sex 

(e.g., Xie & Shi, 2009); therefore, acts of social aggression may impact a victim’s social 

relationships and standing more when the perpetrator is embedded within the same social 

hierarchy as the victim (i.e., same-sex social victimization). Furthermore, given that girls 

value and invest more in peer relationships (Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, & Peltonen, 1988; 

Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) and also report being hurt more by social aggression (Galen & 

Underwood, 1997; Paquette & Underwood, 1999), it is expected that for social 

victimization, female victims of female perpetrators will experience greater adjustment 

difficulties than other victims.  

Perpetrator Race 

According to the attribution theory, victims targeted by a perpetrator of another 

race may make an external attribution where they blame their victimization on the 

prejudice of the perpetrator (i.e., external attributions), rather than characteristics of 

themselves (i.e., internal attributions), which may lead to lower levels of adjustment 

difficulties. In contrast, victims targeted by perpetrators of their own race would not be 

able to blame the perpetrators’ prejudice and may be more likely to self-blame, resulting 

in greater adjustment difficulties. Findings from previous research seem consistent with 

this prediction. For instance, victims who were in classrooms with many other same-race 

peers (i.e., victims with higher likelihood of a same-race perpetrator) reported more 

loneliness and social anxiety than victims who were in classrooms with more different-

race peers (i.e., victims with higher likelihood of a different-race perpetrator; Bellmore et 
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al., 2004). Furthermore, it was suggested that self-blaming may account for the stronger 

association between victimization and adjustment in the racially homogeneous 

classrooms (Graham, Bellmore, Nishina, & Juvonen, 2009). It could then be predicted 

victims of different-race perpetrators should experience fewer adjustment difficulties.  

According to social impact theory, perpetrators belonging to a numerical racial 

majority group may have a greater impact on the victim. In other words, if one race is the 

clear numerical majority within a school or class, then that race would have greater social 

impact. Researchers have argued that belonging to a numerical racial majority leads to 

greater visibility and social status (Cohen, Lotan, & Catanzarite, 1990; Graham & 

Juvonen, 2002; Verkuyten, Hagendoorn, & Masson, 1996; Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002), 

which results in racial majority members having greater social power than racial minority 

members (Cohen et al., 1990). Altogether, this would suggest that acts of aggression by 

perpetrators who belong to the racial majority would have greater social impact. It could 

then be predicted that victims of perpetrators who belong to the racial majority should 

experience greater adjustment difficulties than victims of victims of perpetrators who do 

not belong to the racial majority.  

Perpetrator Aggression 

A perpetrator who is highly aggressive is likely to have many victims, which may 

lead their victims to make external attributions (e.g., they are just mean; they pick on 

everyone), resulting in fewer adjustment difficulties. In turn, if a perpetrator is low in 

aggression (and has fewer victims), the victim may feel singled out or like a social misfit, 

leading to self-blaming attributions and greater maladjustment. Consistent with this 

rationale, research has shown that victims who are in classrooms with high levels of 
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widespread victimization (i.e., many victims) experienced lower levels of depression than 

victims who were in classrooms with less widespread victimization (i.e., fewer, more 

specific victims; Huitsing et al., 2012). It could then be predicted that victims of highly 

aggressive perpetrators may experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of less 

aggressive perpetrators. 

In contrast, social impact theory would predict that highly aggressive perpetrators 

may be well-known throughout the social network, leading to high levels of visibility and 

greater social impact. We would then expect that victims of highly aggressive 

perpetrators should experience greater adjustment difficulties than victims of less 

aggressive perpetrators.   

Perpetrator Social Status 

High status positions are highly coveted, and aggression is often required to 

maintain these social positions (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004; Dijkstra, Lindenberg, 

Verhulst, Ormel, & Veenstra, 2009), which may be why high status in peer networks is 

positively associated with aggression (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004; Rose, Swanson, & 

Waller, 2004). We would then expect high status perpetrators to be high in aggression 

and likely have many victims, as they are fending off attempts from others trying to take 

their high social position. It is reasonable then that victims of higher status perpetrators 

may make external attributions (e.g., they are just mean; they pick on everyone), whereas 

victims of lower status perpetrators may instead make self-blaming attributions (e.g., it is 

something about me). It could then be predicted that victims of higher status perpetrators 

will experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of lower status perpetrators.  
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According to social impact theory, the visibility and social power of high status 

youth will give their aggressive actions greater social impact. Victimization by high 

status perpetrators would then have greater visibility and a broader reach throughout the 

social network, leading to greater negative social consequences and harm for the victim. 

In sum, based on social impact theory, it is predicted that victims of higher status 

perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than victims of lower status 

perpetrators.  

 

Victim-Perpetrator Relationship 

In addition to perpetrator characteristics, the relationship between a victim and 

perpetrator may affect the victim’s attributions, the impact of their victimization, and 

consequently their adjustment, so it is necessary to examine how relationship qualities 

may influence adjustment. This section will discuss how two prominent relationship 

qualities (disliking one’s perpetrator and being members of the same social group) may 

shape victim adjustment through victim attribution and social impact theories. 

Perpetrator Dislike 

If a victim has a negative relationship with the perpetrator (i.e., they dislike their 

perpetrator), they may attribute their victimization to the perpetrator’s faults and be more 

likely to make an external attribution (e.g., they are mean). Based on attribution theory, it 

would then be reasonable to predict that victims who dislike their perpetrators would 

experience fewer adjustment difficulties than those who do not dislike their perpetrator.  

On the other hand, social impact theory may suggest that victimization occurring 

from an established negative relationship such as one in which the victim dislikes their 
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perpetrator may be more salient for the victim and the larger social network, leading to 

greater social impact and adjustment difficulties. In a similar manner, actions by a peer 

whom one dislikes are often seen as more hostile in intent than acts by neutral or liked 

peers (Ray & Cohen, 1997), which may lead the victimization to be perceived as more 

frightening or directed, resulting in greater victim harm. Therefore, based on social 

impact theory, it would be expected that victims who dislike their perpetrator would 

experience greater adjustment difficulties than victims who do not dislike their 

perpetrator. 

Perpetrator Social Group 

If a victim and perpetrator are in the same social group, it may be harder for the 

victim to blame their victimization on being targeted by the out-group or other external 

factors (i.e., an external attribution), which would likely lead them to make an internal 

attribution. Furthermore, being victimized by someone within the social group may 

sabotage a victim’s social support system. Other peers within the group may be less 

likely to help or defend the victim due to fear of being victimized or choosing sides, 

which may lead to further maladjustment. It could then be expected that victims with 

perpetrators in the same social group as themselves will experience greater adjustment 

difficulties than those with perpetrators outside of their social group. 

 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

In my dissertation, I will examine how differences in victim adjustment may be 

related to (1) perpetrator characteristics such as perpetrator sex, race, aggression, social 
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status, and (2) the perpetrator-victim relationship. Two forms of victimization will be 

investigated: overt and social.  

Victim adjustment difficulties will be assessed through measures of the four 

previously established areas of victimization outcomes; internalizing problems (i.e., 

loneliness), externalizing problems (i.e., social and overt aggression), peer difficulties 

(i.e., peer preference), and school problems (i.e., studentship). Based on the above 

discussion of theoretical considerations surrounding attributions and social impact on 

victimization adjustment, it is expected that perpetrator characteristics and the 

perpetrator-victim relationship will significantly influence victim loneliness and 

studentship through attributional processes and social impact theory. It is not expected 

that perpetrator characteristics and the perpetrator-victim relationship would influence 

victim aggression and peer preference based on attribution theory as research surrounding 

this theory has only shown associations with internalizing problems (e.g., Graham & 

Juvonen, 1998).  

However, according to the social impact theory, highly impactful perpetrators 

would be likely to cause negative social consequences for the victim, leading to a 

decrease in victim’s being liked by their peers (i.e., peer preference) due to decreased 

peer support. Victimization by highly impactful perpetrators is also expected to cause 

problems with emotion regulation, which could lead to greater externalizing problems 

(i.e., aggression). However, it is important to note that victim aggression and peer 

preference depend greatly on many other individual, social, and contextual factors 

outside of being victimized. In sum, it is expected that perpetrator characteristics and the 

perpetrator-victim relationship will impact only victim loneliness and studentship through 
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attributional processes, whereas perpetrator characteristics and the perpetrator-victims 

relationship are expected to impact victim loneliness, studentship, peer preference, and 

aggression through social impact theory. The hypotheses are as follows: 

 

Research Question 1: Is Perpetrator Sex Associated with Adjustment Difficulties? 

Hypothesis 1a: According to attribution theory on the basis of sex categories, victims of 

different-sex perpetrators will experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of 

same-sex perpetrators (i.e., lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship).  

It is reasoned that victims of different-sex aggression will make external 

attributions blaming their perpetrator’s targeting of their sex (e.g., boys pick on girls), 

whereas victims of same-sex perpetrators would not be able to make these external 

attributions and would blame themselves.  

 

Hypothesis 1b: In contrast to Hypothesis 1a, according to attribution theory on the basis 

of normative patterns of sex interactions, victims of same-sex perpetrators will 

experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of different-sex perpetrators (i.e., 

lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

It is reasoned that different-sex aggression is less normative than same-sex 

aggression, so it is then presumed that victims of different-sex perpetrators would feel 

like a social misfit, leading to self-blaming attributions whereas victims of same-sex 

perpetrators would make external attributions. 
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Hypothesis 1c: For social victimization, in consideration of the nature of social 

aggression and the sex differences in social hierarchies, it is expected that female victims 

of female perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than other victims 

(i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of studentship, peer preference, higher 

levels of social and overt aggression). 

It is reasoned that as social hierarchies are organized separately by sex and 

females place greater importance and value on peer relationships, same-sex social 

victimization will have the most social impact for female victims compared to same-sex 

social victimization for male victims or different-sex social victimization.   

 

Hypothesis 1d: For overt victimization, according to social impact theory, it is expected 

that victims of male perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims of female perpetrators (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of 

studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression).   

It is reasoned that for overt victimization, male perpetrators would have greater 

social impact given their greater physical strength and use of overt aggression, thus overt 

victimization from male perpetrators will be more impactful for both male and female 

victims than overt victimization from female perpetrators. 
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Research Question 2: Is Perpetrator Race Associated with Victim Adjustment 

Difficulties? 

Hypothesis 2a: According to attribution theory, victims of different-race perpetrators will 

experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of same-race perpetrators (i.e., 

lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship).  

It is reasoned that victims of different-race perpetrators would blame the 

perpetrator (e.g., they are prejudiced) and make an external attribution, whereas victims 

of same-race perpetrators would not be able to blame external factors and would make an 

internal attribution. 

 

Hypothesis 2b: According to social impact theory, victims of perpetrators who belong to 

a numerical majority racial group will experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims of perpetrators from numerical minority racial groups (i.e., higher levels of 

loneliness, lower levels of studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt 

aggression). 

Perpetrators who belong to the racial majority group would have greater social 

power and impact, so victimization by them would then be more detrimental for victims 

than victimization by perpetrators who do not belong to the racial majority group. 

 

Research Question 3: Is Perpetrator Aggression Associated with Victim Adjustment 

Difficulties? 
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Hypothesis 3a: According to attribution theory, victims of highly aggressive perpetrators 

will experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of perpetrators low in 

aggression (i.e., lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

It is reasoned that victims with highly aggressive perpetrators may be more likely 

to blame the perpetrator (e.g., they are just mean) and make external attributions, whereas 

victims with low aggressive perpetrators cannot blame external factors. 

 

Hypothesis 3b: In contrast to Hypothesis 3a, social impact theory predicts that victims of 

highly aggressive perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than victims 

of perpetrators low in aggression (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of 

studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression). 

This is based on the expectation that highly aggressive perpetrators have greater 

power and social impact, thus victimization by them would be associated with greater 

adjustment difficulties than victimization by perpetrators low in aggression. 

 

Research Question 4: Is Perpetrator Social Status Associated with Victim Adjustment 

Difficulties? 

Hypothesis 4a: According to attribution theory, victims of high status perpetrators will 

experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of low status perpetrators (i.e., 

lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

High status has been previously associated with aggression, thus it was reasoned 

that victims of high status perpetrators may blame the aggressiveness of the perpetrator 
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(e.g., they are just mean, they pick on everyone), whereas victims of low status 

perpetrators may be more likely to blame themselves. 

 

Hypothesis 4b: In contrast to hypothesis 4a, social impact theory would predict that 

victims of high status perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims of low status perpetrators (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of 

studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression).  

It is reasoned that victimization by high status perpetrators would have greater 

social impact and reach than victimization by low status perpetrators.  

 

Research Question 5: Is Perpetrator Dislike Associated with Victim Adjustment 

Difficulties? 

Hypothesis 5a: According to attribution theory, victims who dislike their perpetrators will 

experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims who do not dislike their perpetrator 

(i.e., lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

Victims who are in a dislike relationship with their perpetrator may be more likely 

to blame the perpetrator (e.g., they are mean) and make an external attribution than 

victims who do not dislike their perpetrator. 

 

Hypothesis 5b: In contrast to hypothesis 5a, according to social impact theory, victims 

who dislike their perpetrators would experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims who do not dislike their perpetrator (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels 

of studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression). 
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It is reasoned that victimization from established antipathies (i.e., a perpetrator 

whom a victim dislikes) may be more salient for both the victim and larger social 

network, therefore holding more potential for high visibility and reach throughout the 

network, leading to greater social impact. 

 

Research Question 6: Is Being in the Same Social Group Associated with Victim 

Adjustment Difficulties? 

 

Hypothesis 6: According to attribution theory, victims who are in the same social group 

as their perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than victims who are 

not in the same group as their perpetrators (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels 

of studentship). 

It is reasoned that victims who are in the same social group as their perpetrator 

may find it harder to explain their victimization away to being targeted by the outgroup 

or other external factors, leading to an internal attribution, whereas victims who are not in 

the same social group as their perpetrator may be able to make external attributions. In 

addition, is expected from victims of same-group perpetrators may receive less social 

support from their social group given that their peers may be fearful of becoming the next 

victim. 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

 

Participants 

The participants included 341 sixth grade students (54% female, Mage = 12.01, SD 

= 0.44), of which 262 were recruited in 5th grade as part of a longitudinal project on 

children’s transition to middle school. Participants who provided both child assent and 

parental consent were included in the study, with a participation rate of 69% (341/524). 

The sample was racially diverse: 49% were Black, 33% White, 17% Hispanic, and 1% 

Asian or another race. Sixty-one percent of participants were eligible for free or reduced-

price school lunches. Nonparticipants and participants did not differ in racial background 

or in eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch status, c2s < 7.85, ps > .097. 

 

Procedure 

Each fall and spring semester (starting in 5th grade spring and ending in 7th grade 

spring), participants completed measures during a group-administered survey session. 

Participants were assured of confidentiality, given a blank paper to cover their survey 

answers, and instructed that they could skip any questions or stop participation at any 

time. Instructions and questions were read aloud by the lead administrator and 

participants were asked not to discuss their answers with other students. Research 

assistants were available during the survey session to provide monitoring and answer 

questions. 
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Measures 

Victimization  

Participants reported their victimization experiences during the semester on a 

Likert Scale from 0 (none) to 4 (all the time). Social victimization was measured with 

three items: “Spread rumors about you”, “Excluded you from a group”, and “Gotten your 

friends to turn against you” (α = 0.64). Overt victimization was assessed with five items: 

“Picked on you”, “Hit, pushed, or kicked you”, “Teased or made fun of you”, 

“Threatened you”, and “Beat you up” (α = 0.67). 

Peer Nomination Measures 

A well-established peer nomination procedure was used to assess several 

behavioral and social characteristics (see Famer, Estell, Bishop, O’Neal, & Cairns, 2003; 

Farmer & Rodkin, 1996; Rodkin, Farmer, Pearl, & Van Acker, 2000), in which each 

participant nominates from free recall an unlimited number of classmates who best fit 

various descriptions of behavioral and social characteristics. Aligning with previous 

practices (see Farmer et al., 2003; Farmer & Rodkin, 1996; Rodkin et al., 2000), no class 

list was given to participants. The total numbers of nominations received by participants 

were standardized by school to control for different numbers of participants who 

provided nominations.  

Status 

Status was measured by averaging two items: “popular” (“Some kids are very 

popular with their peers. That is, many classmates like to play with them or do things 

with them”) and “cool” (“This person is really cool. Just about everyone in school knows 
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this person”). Standardized scores for these two items were averaged to create a 

composite measure of status (r = .76, p < .001). 

Peer preference 

Peer preference was measured by subtracting standardized scores for “like least” 

nominations from “like most” nominations. 

Studentship 

 Studentship was measured by averaging two items: “good student” (“This person 

makes good grades, usually know the right answer, and works hard in class”) and reverse 

coded scores of “gets in trouble” (“This person doesn’t follow the rules, doesn’t pay 

attention, and talks back to the teacher”) (r = .12, p < .05). 

Aggression 

Social aggression was measured with two items: “starts rumors” (“This person 

gossips and says things about others”) and “sets up fights” (“This person is good at 

causing other people to get mad at each other”). Overt aggression was measured by two 

items: “starts fights” (“This person starts fights. This person pushed other kids or hits 

them”) and “bully” (“This person bullies others. This person is always hurting or picking 

on others”). The scores were first standardized by school and then averaged to create a 

composite measure of aggression (r = .66, p < .001 for social aggression; r = .74, p < .001 

for overt aggression). 

Loneliness 

Loneliness was measured using a condensed version of the Loneliness Scale 

(Asher & Wheeler, 1985). Students were asked to evaluate how true each item was for 

themselves on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never true) to 5 (always true). The 
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self-report of loneliness contained seven items (α = 0.65; e.g., “I have nobody to talk to in 

my classes”, “I feel alone at school”). 

Perpetrator Characteristics 

In their report of victimization experiences, participants were asked to nominate 

who victimized them. Social perpetrators were identified from nominations of three 

social victimization items: “Spread rumors about you?”, “Excluded you from a group?”, 

and “Gotten your friends to turn against you?”. Overt perpetrators were identified by 

nominations from five overt victimization items: “Picked on you”, “Hit, pushed, or 

kicked you”, “Teased or made fun of you”, “Threatened you”, and “Beat you up”. 

Perpetrator characteristics were calculated as a mean score across all perpetrators for the 

specific form of victimization. Victims who did not nominate any perpetrators were not 

included in the analyses.  

Perpetrator Aggression 

 A mean value of perpetrator aggression was created across all of a victim’s 

perpetrators separately by forms of victimization. Higher scores indicate on-average 

higher aggressive perpetrators. 

Perpetrator Status 

A mean value of perpetrator status was created across all of a victim’s 

perpetrators. Higher scores indicate on-average higher status perpetrators.  

Perpetrator Sex 

 For each perpetrator nominated by a victim, a value of 1 was assigned if the 

perpetrator’s sex was male and a value of 0 was assigned if the perpetrator’s sex was 

female. A mean value of perpetrator sex was created across all of a victim’s perpetrators.  
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Perpetrator Sex Match  

For each perpetrator nominated by a victim, a value of 1 was assigned if the 

perpetrator’s sex matched the victim’s sex and a value of 0 was assigned if the 

perpetrator’s sex did not match the victim’s sex. A mean value of perpetrator sex match 

was created across all of a victim’s perpetrators.  

Perpetrator Race Match  

For each perpetrator nominated by a victim, a value of 1 was assigned if the 

perpetrator’s race matched the victim’s race, and a value of 0 was assigned if the 

perpetrator’s race did not match the victim’s race. A mean value of perpetrator race 

match was created across all of a victim’s perpetrators.  

Perpetrator Race Majority 

For each perpetrator nominated by a victim, a value of 1 was assigned if the 

perpetrator’s race matched the school’s majority race, and a value of 0 was assigned if the 

perpetrator’s race did not match the school’s majority race. A mean value of perpetrator 

race majority was created across all of a victim’s perpetrators.  

Perpetrator Dislike 

For each perpetrator nominated by a victim, a value of 1 was assigned if the 

perpetrator was listed as one of the victim’s “like least” nominations. A value of 0 was 

assigned if the perpetrator was not listed as one of the victim’s “like least” nominations. 

A mean value of perpetrator dislike was created across all of a victim’s perpetrators.  

Perpetrator Social Group Match 

The social cognitive mapping (SCM) procedure was used to establish natural 

interaction-based social groups (e.g., Cairns & Cairns, 1994; Gest, Graham-Bermann, & 



 30 

Hartup, 2001; Rodkin et al., 2000). Based on the identified social groups, a value of 1 

was assigned if the perpetrator’s social group matched the victim’s social group, and a 

value of 0 was assigned if the perpetrator’s social group did not match the victim’s social 

group. A mean value of perpetrator social group match was created across all of a 

victim’s perpetrators.  

Transformation of Perpetrator Characteristics Variables 

Examining the distribution of perpetrator status and aggression revealed a positive 

skew in perpetrator status and aggression for both social and overt victims, so a small 

constant was added to each value (0.75) and a log transformation was applied to those 

characteristics to normalize their distribution. There was a bimodal distribution for all 

other perpetrator characteristics (perpetrator sex, sex match, race match, race majority, 

dislike, social group match) for both social and overt victims, thus those characteristics 

were dichotomized. A value of 1 was assigned to scores 0.51 and above and a value of 0 

was assigned to scores of 0.49 and below.  

Analytic Plan 

SPSS version 26 was used for all analyses. Categorical variables were dummy 

coded for use in regression analyses; sex was coded with females as the reference group, 

race was coded with White as the reference group (Black, Hispanic, and Asian/Other 

race(s) were dummy coded).  

A series of linear regression models were used to test the hypotheses. Each of the 

regression models examined the effect of the perpetrator characteristic of interest on one 

of the adjustment outcomes (i.e., loneliness, studentship, peer preference, social 

aggression, or overt aggression), controlling for victim sex, race, victimization frequency, 
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and previous levels of adjustment. Models were run for social and overt victimization 

separately.  

In order to test the hypotheses regarding the impact of perpetrator characteristics 

on victim adjustment, we first determined the valid sample for such analyses. There were 

163 participants who endorsed at least one instance of social victimization, of which 128 

nominated at least one social perpetrator and were included in the analyses. Social 

victims with and without identifiable perpetrators significantly differed in sex 

composition, c2(1) = 6.737, p < .01, such that female victims were more likely to 

nominate a perpetrator than male victims. No differences were found in race, c2(3) = 

2.793, p = .425, nor in social victimization frequency, t(162) = -0.035, p = .972. Social 

victims included in analyses consisted of 72% females and 28% males and were 50% 

Black, 30% White, 18% Hispanic, and 2% Other racial identity.  

 There were 210 participants that endorsed at least one instance of overt 

victimization, of which 186 nominated at least one overt perpetrator and were included in 

analyses. Overt victims with and without identifiable perpetrators significantly differed in 

sex composition, c2(1) = 4.011, p < .05, such that female victims were more likely to 

nominate a perpetrator than male victims. No differences were found in race c2(3) = 

4.391, p = .222, nor in overt victimization frequency, t(209) = -0.495, p = .621. 

Overt victims included in analyses consisted of 63% females and 37% males and were 

47% Black, 32% White, 18% Hispanic, and 3% Other racial identity. 

 It should be noted that 99 of these victims were identified as both social and overt 

victims, 29 of these victims were social victims only, and 87 were overt victims only. 

Due to the relatively small sizes of these subgroups, we decided not to examine victims 



 32 

separately by these subgroups but rather by the forms of victimization. Additionally, 

perpetrator characteristics were calculated separately by social or overt forms of 

victimization, so the examination of social and overt victims separately is better suited to 

our initial attempt to understand how these perpetrator characteristics differ across social 

and overt forms of victimization. The drawback of such an approach is that the findings 

for each form of victimization may be over-represented by victims who were victimized 

by both forms, and this will be especially true for social victims. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

 

Descriptive Statistics: Perpetrator Characteristics 

 In this section, descriptive statistics on perpetrator characteristics (i.e., perpetrator 

status, aggression, sex, sex match, race, race match, dislike, and social group match) are 

provided to better understand the average profile of perpetrators (Tables 1- 4). Victim sex 

and racial group differences were also examined. The correlations among study variables 

are provided in Tables 5 and 6.  

Perpetrator Aggression 

 The mean of perpetrators’ social aggression for social victims was 0.328 (SD = 

0.063) and the mean of perpetrators’ overt aggression for overt victims was 1.023 (SD = 

0.924). Among social victims, perpetrators’ social aggression did not differ by victim sex 

(t(126) = 0.514, p = .608; Table 1) or victim race (F(3, 124) = 0.941, p = .423; Table 2). 

However, among overt victims, perpetrators’ overt aggression differed by victim sex 

(t(184)  = 2.279, p = .024) and victim race (F(3,182) = 11.190, p < .001). Perpetrators of 

female victims were rated higher in overt aggression than perpetrators of male victims 

(see Table 3). Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test revealed that perpetrators 

of Black victims were rated higher in overt aggression than perpetrators of White and 

Hispanic victims (ps < .05; see Table 4). 
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Table 1. Perpetrator Characteristics of Social Victims by Victim Sex  
 Female Male Total  

 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) t 
Social Aggression 0.350 (0.782) 0.270 (0.821) 0.328 (0.791) 0.514 

     
Status 0.023 (0.914) 0.164 (0.985) 0.063 (0.933) -0.766 

     
n 92 36 128  
 % (n / Total) % (n / Total) % (n / Total) c2 

Sex (Male) 0.128 (11/86) 0.714 (25/35) 0.298 (36/121) 40.925** 
     

Sex Match  0.872 (75/86) 0.714 (25/35) 0.826 (100/121) 4.139* 
     

Race Match 0.678 (59/87) 0.645 (20/31) 0.669 (79/118) 0.112 
     

Race Majority 0.705 (62/88) 0.656 (21/32) 0.692 (83/120) 0.257 
     

Dislike 0.200 (16/80) 0.143 (4/28) 0.185 (20/108) 0.449 
     

Social Group Match 0.419 (36/86) 0.229 (8/35) 0.364 (44/121) 3.882* 
     
^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01.  
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Table 2. Perpetrator Characteristics of Social Victims by Victim Race 
 White Black Hispanic Other Race(s) Total  

 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F 
Social Aggression 0.229a (0.707) 0.442a (0.773) 0.212a (0.869) 0.035a (1.55) 0.328 (0.791) 0.941 

       
Status -0.133a (0.979) 0.365b (0.850) -0.433a (0.732) -0.106a (1.551) 0.063 (0.933) 5.526** 

       
n 38 64 23 3 128  
 % (n / Total) % (n / Total) % (n / Total) % (n / Total) % (n / Total) c2 

Sex (Male) 0.333 (12/36) 0.233 (14/60) 0.318 (7/22) 1.00 (3/3) 0.298 (36/121) 8.532* 
       

Sex Match  0.861 (31/36) 0.783 (47/60) 0.864 (19/22) 1.00 (3/3) 0.826 (100/121) 1.921 
       

Race Match 0.676 (25/37) 0.828s (48/58) 0.300s (6/20) 0.00 (0/3) 0.669 (79/118) 24.975** 
       

Race Majority 0.583 (21/36) 0.847s (50/59) 0.455 (10/22) 0.667 (2/3) 0.692 (83/120) 14.505** 
       

Dislike 0.206 (7/34) 0.173 (9/52) 0.200 (4/20) 0.00 (0/2) 0.185 (20/108) 0.631 
       

Social Group Match 0.579s (22/38) 0.263 (15/57) 0.261 (6/23) 0.333 (1/3) 0.364 (44/121) 11.161* 
       
^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. Note. Within rows, means with the same subscript do not differ significantly. Subscript s means observed frequency significantly differs from expected.  
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Table 3.  Perpetrator Characteristics of Overt Victims by Victim Sex 
 Female Male Total  

 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) t 
Overt Aggression 1.139 (0.941) 0.822 (0.865) 1.023 (0.924) 2.279* 

     
Status 0.081 (0.876) -0.149 (0.724) -0.003 (0.829) 1.837^ 

     
n 118 68 186  
 % (n / Total) % (n / Total) % (n / Total) c2 

Sex (Male) 0.634 (71/112) 0.825 (52/63) 0.703 (123/175) 7.078** 
     

Sex Match  0.366 (41/112) 0.825 (52/63) 0.531 (93/175) 34.162** 
     

Race Match 0.691 (76/110) 0.646 (42/65) 0.674 (118/175) 0.373 
     

Race Majority 0.759 (82/108) 0.703 (45/64) 0.738 (127/172) 0.655 
     

Dislike 0.224 (24/107) 0.340 (16/47) 0.260 (40/154) 2.290 
     

Social Group Match 0.125 (14/112) 0.242 (16/66) 0.169 (30/178) 4.086* 
     
^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01.  
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Table 4. Perpetrator Characteristics of Overt Victims by Victim Race   
 White Black Hispanic Other Race(s) Total  

 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F 
Overt Aggression 0.596a (0.833) 1.396b (0.866) 0.865a (0.879) 0.735a (0.797) 1.023 (0.924) 11.190** 

       
Status -0.192a (0.788) 0.297b (0.803) -0.409a (0.712) -0.344a (0.713) -0.003 (0.829) 8.805** 

       
n 60 88 33 5 186  
 % (n / Total) % (n / Total) % (n / Total) % (n / Total) % (n / Total) c2 

Sex (Male) 0.768 (43/56) 0.663 (55/83) 0.645 (20/31) 1.00 (5/5) 0.703 (123/175) 4.383 
       

Sex Match  0.625 (35/56) 0.434 (36/83) 0.581 (18/51) 0.80 (4/5) 0.531 (93/175) 6.900^ 
       

Race Match 0.491s (26/53) 0.942s (81/86) 0.355s (11/31) 0.00s (0/5) 0.674 (118/175) 60.935** 
       

Race Majority 0.712 (37/52) 0.860s (74/86) 0.448s (13/29) 0.600 (3/5) 0.738 (127/172) 19.959** 
       

Dislike 0.364 (20/55) 0.225 (16/71) 0.125 (3/24) 0.250 (1/4) 0.260 (40/154) 5.792 
       

Social Group Match 0.304s (17/56) 0.128 (11/86) 0.032 (1/31) 0.200 (1/5) 0.169 (30/178) 12.444** 
       
^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01.  Note. Within rows, means with the same subscript do not differ significantly. Subscript s means observed frequency significantly differs from expected.  
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Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study Variables for Social Victims 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1. Perpetrator Sex 1 -.23* -.03 -.19* .04 -.11 -.13 -.21* .25* -.07 -.15 -.12 0 -.13 .58* -.14 0.02 .20* 
2. Perpetrator Sex Match  1 .01 .14 -.31* -.18* .03 .37* -.14 .28* .02 -.11 -.02 -.14 -.19* -.11 .05 .06 
3. Perpetrator Race Match   1 .26* .15 .05 .01 .03 -.16^ -.07 .06 .12 -.01 .12 -.03 .33* -.36* -.19* 
4. Perpetrator Race Majority    1 .19* .43* .06 -.06 -.07 -.21* .04 .24** .07 .26* -.05 .33* -.24* -.05 
5. Perpetrator Aggression     1 .40* .02 -.07 -.05 -.17^ -.11 .25** .16^ .08 -.05 .15 -.07 .05 
6. Perpetrator Status      1 -.05 -.01 -.07 -.13 .03 .16 .08 .30* .07 .33* -.25* .04 
7. Perpetrator Dislike       1 .28* -.10 -.02 -.16^ .12 .22* .03 -.06 -.03 .02 -.05 
8. Perpetrator SG Match        1 -.20* .13 .01 .03 .09 .10 -.18* -.20* -.10 .04 
9. Spring 6th Loneliness         1 .05 -.20* 0 .18* -.09 .07 -.09 .03 .02 
10. Spring 6th Studentship          1 .18* -.46* -.24* -.17* -.14^ -.24* .02 .27* 
11. Spring 6th Peer Preference           1 -.30* -.22* .25* -.21* -.10 .12 .06 
12. Spring 6th Aggression            1 .42* .32* -.07 .19* -.08 -.06 
13. Victimization Frequency             1 0 .01 .12 -.09 -.06 
14. Spring 6th Status              1 -.09 .13^ -.06 -.07 
15. Sex               1 -.03 -.11 .16* 
16. Black                1 -.44* -.11 
17. Hispanic                 1 -.05 
18. Other Race(s)                  1 

M 0.30 0.83 0.67 0.69 0.33 0.06 0.19 0.36 1.77 -0.01 -0.03 0.20 0.85 0.26 -- -- -- -- 
SD 0.46 0.38 0.47 0.46 0.79 0.93 0.39 0.48 0.58 0.75 1.70 1.16 0.68 1.15 -- -- -- -- 

*p <.05, ^p< .10. Note: SG = Social Group.  
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Table 6. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study Variables for Overt Victims 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1. Perpetrator Sex 1 -.34* -.14 -.16* -.02 -.10 -.22* -.15^ .10 .01 -.09 -.10 .18* -.12 .20* -.08 -.06 .10 
2. Perpetrator Sex Match  1 .02 .09 -.13^ -.11 .26* .42* .03 .03 -.15^ .01 .08 -.02 .44* -.19* .05 .07 
3. Perpetrator Race Match   1 .08 .06 .19* -.10 .18* -.11 -.11 .04 .13^ -.13^ .13^ -.05 .56* -.32* -.22* 
4. Perpetrator Race Majority    1 .36* .32* .13 .04 -.02 -.07 .05 .12 .02 .15^ -.06 .28* -.30* -.08 
5. Perpetrator Aggression     1 .52* -.07 -.19* .08 -.12 -.01 .17* .17* .15* -.17* .38* -.09 -.05 
6. Perpetrator Status      1 -.16* .05 .03 -.19* .01 .35* .11 .38* -.13^ .34* -.23* -.05 
7. Perpetrator Dislike       1 .09 -.01 .10 -.16* -.14^ -.05 -.17* .12 -.07 -.13 .02 
8. Perpetrator SG Match        1 -.06 .03 .01 .03 .09 .13^ .15* -.11 -.17* .03 
9. Spring 6th Loneliness         1 .04 -.21* -.04 .26* -.15* .12^ -.11 .05 .01 
10. Spring 6th Studentship          1 .19* -.60* -.1 -.24* -.19* -.30* .02 .27* 
11. Spring 6th Peer Preference           1 -.22* -.30* .31* -.24* -.08 .09 .08 
12. Spring 6th Aggression            1 .12^ .39* .08 .28* -.09 -.06 
13. Victimization Frequency             1 -.03 .14* -.06 -.05 -.01 
14. Spring 6th Status              1 -.09 .18* -.11 -.06 
15. Sex               1 -.08 -.05 .10 
16. Black                1 -.42* -.13^ 
17. Hispanic                 1 -.06 
18. Other Race(s)                  1 

M 0.70 0.53 0.67 0.74 1.02 0.00 0.26 0.17 1.77 0.04 0.17 1.00 0.70 0.22 -- -- -- -- 
SD 0.46 0.50 0.47 0.44 0.92 0.83 0.44 0.38 0.55 0.89 1.77 2.47 0.55 1.30 -- -- -- -- 

*p <.05, ^p< .10. Note: SG = Social Group.  
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Perpetrator Status 

 The mean of perpetrators’ status for social victims was 0.063 (SD = 0.933) and 

the mean of perpetrators’ status for overt victims was -0.003 (SD = 0.829). Perpetrator 

status did not differ by social victims’ sex, t(126) = -0.766, p = .445, but the difference 

approached significance for overt victims, t(184) = 1.837, p = .068, with perpetrators of 

female overt victims scoring marginally higher in status than perpetrators of male victims 

(see Table 3). Significant differences in perpetrator status were found across victim racial 

groups for both forms of victimization, (social victims: F(3, 124) = 5.526, p = .001, overt 

victims: F(3, 182) = 8.805, p < .001). Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test 

revealed that perpetrators of Black victims were rated higher in status than perpetrators of 

White and Hispanic victims for both social and overt victims (ps < .05; Tables 2,4).  

Perpetrator Sex 

Results showed that on average 29.8% of social victims had male perpetrators and 

70.3% of overt victims had male perpetrators. Significant differences in perpetrator sex 

were found across male and female victims for both forms of victimization (social 

victims: c2(1) = 40.925, p < .01, overt victims: c2(1) = 7.078, p < .01), such that male 

victims had a higher proportion of male perpetrators than female victims (see Tables 1,2). 

Among social victims, there were significant differences in perpetrator sex across victim 

racial groups, c2(3) = 8.532, p = .036. A configural frequency analysis (CFA) was used to 

further probe the exact differences within racial groups, controlling for the overall error 

rate with a Bonferroni-adjusted alpha (.05 / (2 x 4) = .00625 for race). Results showed 

that for none of those racial groups was there a significant difference between the 

expected and observed levels of perpetrator sex (ts < |2.047|, ps > .020). Among overt 
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victims, there were no significant racial group differences in perpetrator sex, c2(3) = 

4.383, p = .220. 

Perpetrator Sex Match 

 Results showed that on average 82.6% of social victims had same-sex perpetrators 

and an average of 53.1% of overt victims had same-sex perpetrators. Significant 

differences in perpetrator sex match were found across male and female victims for both 

forms of victimization, however the pattern of differences varied by form (social victims: 

c2(1) = 4.139, p < .05, overt victims: c2(1) = 34.162, p < .01). Among social victims, 

female victims had a higher proportion of same-sex perpetrators than male victims, but 

among overt victims, male victims had a higher proportion of same-sex perpetrators than 

female victims (see Tables 1,3). No significant differences in perpetrator sex match were 

found across victim racial groups for either form of victimization (social victims: c2(3) = 

1.921, p = .59, overt victims: c2(3) = 6.900, p = .08).  

Perpetrator Race Match 

Results showed that an average of 66.9% of social victims had same-race 

perpetrators and an average of 67.4% of overt victims had same-race perpetrators. For 

both social and overt victimization, there were no differences in perpetrator race match 

by victim sex (social victims: c2(1) = 0.112, p = .74, overt victims: c2(1) = 0.373, p = 

.54), but results indicated significant differences in perpetrator race match across victim 

racial groups (social victims: c2(3) = 24.975, p < .001, overt victims: c2(3) = 60.935, p < 

.001). For both social and overt victims, CFA analyses revealed that Black victims had 

higher than expected levels of same-race perpetrators (ƒo  = 48, ƒe = 38.831, t = 3.379, p < 

.001), whereas Hispanic victims had lower than expected levels of same-race perpetrators 
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(ƒo  = 6, ƒe = 13.390, t = -3.579, p < .001). Furthermore, for overt victims, CFA analyses 

showed that White and Other victims had lower than expected levels of same-race 

perpetrators (ts < |3.233|, ps < .001), but no other racial groups showed differences in the 

expected levels of same-race perpetrators among social victims (ts < |1.867|, ps > .031).  

Perpetrator Race Majority 

Result showed than an average of 69.2% of social victims had perpetrators who 

were of the majority race and an average of 73.8% of overt victims had perpetrators who 

were of the majority race. For both social and overt victimization, there were no 

differences in perpetrator race majority by victim sex (social victims: c2(1) = 0.257, p = 

.61, overt victims: c2(1) = 0.655, p = .42), but results indicated significant differences in 

perpetrator race majority across victim racial groups, (social victims: c2(3) = 14.505, p < 

.005, overt victims: c2(3) = 19.595, p < .001). For both social and overt victims, CFA 

analyses revealed that Black victims had higher than expected levels of majority race 

perpetrators (social victims: ƒo  = 50, ƒe = 40.808, t = 3.422, p < .001, overt victims: ƒo  = 

74, ƒe = 63.5, t = 3.460, p < .001). Results also showed that Hispanic victims had lower 

than expected levels of same-race perpetrators (social victims: ƒo  = 10, ƒe = 15.217, t = -

2.400, p < .01, overt victims: ƒo  = 13, ƒe = 21.413, t = -3.656, p < .001), although it 

should be noted that this result was significant for social victims and trending for overt 

victims. No other racial groups showed differences in the expected levels of majority race 

perpetrators, (ts < |1.461|, ps > .072).  

Perpetrator Dislike 

Results showed that an average of 18.5% of social victims disliked their 

perpetrators and an average of 26% of overt victims disliked their perpetrators. For both 
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social and overt victims, there were no differences in perpetrator dislike by victim sex 

(social victims: c2(1) = 0.449, p = .50, overt victims: c2(1) = 2.290, p = .13) or by victim 

race (social victims: c2(3) = 0.631, p = .89, overt victims: c2(3) = 5.792, p = .12).  

Perpetrator Social Group Match 

Results showed than an average of 36.4% of social victims were in the same 

social group as their perpetrator and an average of 16.9% of overt victims were in the 

same social group as their perpetrator. For both social and overt victims, there were 

significant differences in perpetrator social group match by victim sex, however the 

pattern of differences varied by form (social victims: (c2(1) = 3.882, p < .05, overt 

victims: c2(1) = 4.086, p < .05). Among social victims, females had a higher proportion 

of same-group perpetrators than males, but among overt victims, male victims had higher 

proportion of same-group perpetrators than female victims (see Tables 1,3). For both 

social and overt victims, there were significant differences in perpetrator social group 

match across victim racial groups (social victims: (c2(3) = 11.161, p < .05, overt victims: 

c2(3) = 12.444, p < .01). CFA analyses revealed that White victims had higher than 

expected levels of same-group perpetrators (social victims: ƒo  = 22, ƒe = 13.818, t = 

3.115, p < .001, overt victims: ƒo  = 17, ƒe = 9.438, t = 3.036, p < .001). No other racial 

groups showed significant differences in the expected levels of same-group perpetrators 

(ts < |20.727|, ps > .05). 
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Testing Research Question 1 

Hypothesis 1a: According to attribution theory on the basis of sex categories, victims of 

different-sex perpetrators will experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of 

same-sex perpetrators (i.e., lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

Hypothesis 1b: In contrast to Hypothesis 1a, according to attribution theory on the basis 

of normative patterns of sex interactions, victims of same-sex perpetrators will 

experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of different-sex perpetrators (i.e., 

lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

A series of linear regression models were run to examine the effect of perpetrator 

sex match on each adjustment outcome separately (Table 7), controlling for victim sex, 

race, victimization frequency, and previous level of adjustment. For social victimization, 

victims of same-sex perpetrators experienced marginally lower levels of loneliness 

compared to victims of different-sex perpetrators, B = -0.237, t = -1.913, p = .058. No 

other differences in adjustment outcomes were found between victims of same-sex 

perpetrators and victims of different-sex perpetrators (i.e., studentship, peer preference, 

social aggression, Bs < |0.109|, ps > .303). For overt victimization, victims of same-sex 

perpetrators experienced significantly lower levels of peer preference compared to 

victims of different-sex perpetrators, B = -0.641, t = -2.139, p = .035. There were no other 

differences in adjustment outcomes found between victims of same-sex perpetrators and 

victims of different sex perpetrators (i.e., loneliness, studentship, overt aggression, Bs < 

|0.222|, ps > .356).  
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Table 7. Predicting Victim Outcomes: Perpetrator Sex Match 
 Loneliness Studentship Peer Preference Aggression 
 B  S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Social Victims         
Constant 1.332** 0.174 -0.042 0.128 0.221 0.416 -0.282 0.233 

Sex 0.096 0.107 -0.135 0.090 -0.496^ 0.289 0.002 0.164 
Black 0.043 0.104 -0.14 0.091 -0.157 0.284 0.210 0.165 

Hispanic -0.035 0.133 -0.058 0.115 0.065 0.361 0.010 0.209 
Other Race(s) -0.112 0.358 1.005** 0.312 0.381 0.994 0.022 0.570 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.348** 0.068 0.732** 0.053 0.649** 0.082 0.752** 0.089 
Victimization Frequency 0.017 0.065 -0.079 0.056 -0.074 0.184 0.357** 0.108 
Perpetrator Sex Match -0.237^ 0.124 0.109 0.106 -0.056 0.33 0.027 0.193 

Overt Victims           
Constant 0.936** 0.155 0.08 0.105 0.342 0.343 0.777** 0.278 

Sex 0.071 0.115 -0.022 0.102 0.153 0.334 -0.115 0.262 
Black 0.032 0.101 -0.202* 0.092 -0.131 0.296 0.624* 0.24 

Hispanic 0.075 0.133 -0.031 0.117 0.153 0.376 -0.059 0.302 
Other Race(s) -0.070 0.339 0.944** 0.305 0.174 0.997 0.158 0.785 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.349** 0.069 0.76** 0.051 0.738** 0.085 2.391** 0.152 
Victimization Frequency 0.295** 0.076 -0.086 0.067 -0.167 0.233 -0.121 0.180 
Perpetrator Sex Match -0.089 0.104 -0.067 0.092 -0.641* 0.300 0.222 0.240 

^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Hypothesis 1c: For social victimization, in consideration of the nature of social 

aggression and the sex differences in social hierarchies, it is expected that female victims 

of female perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than other victims 

(i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of studentship, peer preference, higher 

levels of social and overt aggression). 

Hypothesis 1c was tested using the same models as hypothesis 1a and 1b with an 

added interaction of perpetrator sex match and victim sex (Table 8). For social 

victimization, there was a significant interaction effect of perpetrator sex match and 

victim sex on loneliness (B = 0.529, t = 2.111, p = .037), along with a significant main 

effect of perpetrator sex match on victim loneliness, (B = -0.453, t = -2.847, p = .005). 

For female victims, victims of same-sex perpetrators experienced significantly lower 

levels of loneliness compared to victims of different-sex perpetrators (B = -0.237, p = 

.032; Figure 1). For male victims, there was no significant difference in loneliness 

between victims of same-sex and victims of different sex perpetrators (B = 0.130, p = 

.422). There were no other significant main effects of perpetrator sex match or interaction 

effects on adjustment outcomes for social victims or overt victims, Bs < |0.609|, ps > 

.069.  
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Table 8. Predicting Victim Outcomes: Perpetrator Sex Match Interaction  
 Loneliness Studentship Peer Preference Aggression 
 B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Social Victims         
Constant 1.522** 0.194 -0.049 0.146 0.161 0.469 -0.382 0.268 

Sex -0.313 0.220 -0.119 0.186 -0.35 0.593 0.234 0.343 
Black 0.072 0.103 -0.142 0.092 -0.169 0.288 0.194 0.166 

Hispanic -0.049 0.131 -0.058 0.116 0.07 0.362 0.019 0.210 
Other Race(s) -0.189 0.354 1.009** 0.315 0.414 1.005 0.068 0.574 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.339** 0.067 0.732** 0.053 0.647** 0.083 0.743** 0.090 
Victimization Frequency 0.020 0.064 -0.079 0.057 -0.077 0.185 0.359** 0.108 
Perpetrator Sex Match -0.453** 0.159 0.118 0.137 0.022 0.432 0.147 0.249 

Perpetrator Sex Match * Sex 0.529* 0.250 -0.021 0.213 -0.192 0.681 -0.303 0.394 
Overt Victims           

Constant 0.919** 0.155 0.055 0.108 0.324 0.353 0.77** 0.284 
Sex 0.310 0.242 0.187 0.214 0.293 0.706 -0.05 0.557 

Black 0.034 0.101 -0.2* 0.092 -0.13 0.297 0.624* 0.241 
Hispanic 0.066 0.133 -0.04 0.117 0.146 0.379 -0.062 0.305 

Other Race(s) -0.032 0.340 0.972** 0.306 0.192 1.005 0.167 0.792 
Fall 6th Adjustment 0.341** 0.070 0.761* 0.051 0.739** 0.085 2.392** 0.153 

Victimization Frequency 0.312** 0.077 -0.073 0.068 -0.158 0.238 -0.117 0.183 
Perpetrator Sex Match -0.036 0.114 -0.019 0.101 -0.609^ 0.332 0.236 0.264 

Perpetrator Sex Match * Sex -0.309 0.275 -0.272 0.244 -0.182 0.806 -0.084 0.640 
^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Figure 1.  Interaction Effect of Perpetrator Sex Match and Victim Sex on Loneliness 

 

Hypothesis 1d: For overt victimization, according to social impact theory, it is expected 

that victims of male perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims of female perpetrators (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of 

studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression). 

Hypothesis 1d was tested using the same models as hypothesis 1a and 1b, but 

perpetrator sex was entered as the predictor of victim adjustment (Table 9). For overt 

victimization, no differences were found in adjustment outcomes between victims of 

male perpetrators and victims of female perpetrators (Bs < |0.373|, ps > .226). 
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Table 9. Predicting Victim Outcomes: Overt Perpetrator Sex 

 Loneliness Studentship Peer Preference Aggression 
 B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Overt Victims         
Constant 0.899** 0.153 0.070 0.110 -0.135 0.361 0.974** 0.282 

Sex 0.029 0.102 -0.052 0.091 -0.262 0.304 0.033 0.235 
Black 0.049 0.101 -0.188* 0.091 -0.073 0.298 0.602* 0.238 

Hispanic 0.071 0.133 -0.032 0.117 0.194 0.382 -0.08 0.302 
Other Race(s) -0.073 0.341 0.949** 0.306 0.084 1.013 0.203 0.787 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.358** 0.069 0.757* 0.051 0.733* 0.086 2.406** 0.151 
Victimization Frequency 0.299** 0.077 -0.081 0.068 -0.200 0.239 -0.111 0.182 
Perpetrator Sex (Male) -0.029 0.104 -0.033 0.092 0.373 0.307 -0.170 0.240 
^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Testing Research Question 2 

Hypothesis 2a: According to attribution theory, victims of different-race 

perpetrators will experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of same-race 

perpetrators (i.e., lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

Hypothesis 2a was tested using the same models as hypothesis 1a with perpetrator 

race match entered as the predictor of victim adjustment (Table 10). For social 

victimization, victims of same-race perpetrators experienced significantly lower levels of 

loneliness compared to victims of different-race perpetrators (B = -0.265, t = -2.596, p = 

.011). There were no other significant differences in adjustment outcomes between 

victims of same-race perpetrators and victims of different-race perpetrators (Bs < 0.284, 

ps > .086), although victims of same-race perpetrators experienced marginally higher 

levels of social aggression compared to victims of different-race perpetrators (B = 0.284, 

t = 1.734, p = .086). For overt victimization, no differences in adjustment outcomes were 

found between victims of same-race perpetrators and victims of different-race 

perpetrators (Bs < |0.086|, ps > .479).  

 

Hypothesis 2b: According to social impact theory, victims of perpetrators who belong to 

a numerical majority racial group will experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims of perpetrators from numerical minority racial groups (i.e., higher levels of 

loneliness, lower levels of studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt 

aggression). 

Hypothesis 2b was tested using the same models as hypothesis 1a and 1b with 

perpetrator race majority entered as the predictor of victim adjustment (Table 11). For 
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social and overt victimization, no differences in adjustment outcomes were found 

between victims of majority race perpetrators and victims of non-majority race 

perpetrators (Bs < |0.296|, ps > .267; Table 9).  
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Table 10. Predicting Victim Outcomes: Perpetrator Race Match 

 Loneliness Studentship Peer Preference Aggression 
 B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Social Victims         
Constant 1.286** 0.151 0.043 0.114 0.212 0.323 -0.552** 0.191 

Sex 0.139 0.104 -0.174^ 0.094 -0.648* 0.282 0.085 0.164 
Black 0.115 0.101 -0.184^ 0.094 -0.274 0.275 0.204 0.164 

Hispanic -0.140 0.135 -0.029 0.124 0.24 0.366 0.105 0.216 
Other Race(s) -0.349 0.348 1.063** 0.324 0.597 0.967 0.165 0.566 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.352** 0.067 0.744** 0.053 0.637** 0.078 0.713** 0.083 
Victimization Frequency 0.004 0.065 -0.097 0.061 -0.266 0.185 0.461** 0.111 
Perpetrator Race Match -0.265* 0.102 0.039 0.093 0.209 0.280 0.284^ 0.164 

Overt Victims           
Constant 0.945** 0.168 0.056 0.115 0.123 0.376 0.767* 0.332 

Sex 0.005 0.101 -0.085 0.090 -0.364 0.294 0.178 0.254 
Black 0.087 0.117 -0.150 0.106 -0.059 0.336 0.64* 0.295 

Hispanic 0.051 0.14 -0.040 0.123 0.258 0.405 -0.056 0.353 
Other Race(s) -0.111 0.353 0.951** 0.317 0.424 1.038 0.059 0.889 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.365** 0.067 0.761** 0.053 0.654** 0.085 2.424** 0.167 
Victimization Frequency 0.264** 0.076 -0.073 0.067 -0.220 0.234 -0.056 0.194 
Perpetrator Race Match -0.086 0.121 -0.051 0.108 0.048 0.350 0 0.301 
^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Table 11. Predicting Victim Outcomes: Perpetrator Race Majority  
 Loneliness Studentship Peer Preference Aggression 
 B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Social Victims         
Constant 1.162** 0.157 0.031 0.112 0.176 0.305 -0.480* 0.186 

Sex 0.164 0.106 -0.176^ 0.092 -0.646* 0.274 0.075 0.161 
Black 0.097 0.106 -0.177^ 0.093 -0.320 0.275 0.208 0.165 

Hispanic -0.081 0.132 -0.005 0.117 0.204 0.341 0.032 0.204 
Other Race(s) -0.197 0.355 1.057** 0.315 0.482 0.937 -0.008 0.555 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.342** 0.069 0.742** 0.054 0.642** 0.076 0.687** 0.083 
Victimization Frequency 0.010 0.068 -0.098 0.060 -0.274 0.182 0.454** 0.111 

Perpetrator Race Majority -0.065 0.104 0.046 0.091 0.296 0.266 0.203 0.160 
Overt Victims           

Constant 0.805** 0.184 0.071 0.134 0.170 0.429 0.715^ 0.385 
Sex -0.016 0.104 -0.082 0.092 -0.372 0.307 0.170 0.264 

Black 0.049 0.105 -0.176 0.094 -0.035 0.306 0.642* 0.27 
Hispanic 0.053 0.149 -0.088 0.131 0.219 0.43 -0.010 0.376 

Other Race(s) 0.015 0.366 0.944** 0.324 0.379 1.086 0.118 0.928 
Fall 6th Adjustment 0.378** 0.068 0.750** 0.052 0.657** 0.086 2.422** 0.171 

Victimization Frequency 0.271** 0.077 -0.07 0.067 -0.217 0.239 -0.056 0.197 
Perpetrator Race Majority 0.085 0.127 -0.043 0.108 -0.030 0.361 0.059 0.312 
^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Testing Research Question 3 

Hypothesis 3a: According to attribution theory, victims of highly aggressive perpetrators 

will experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of perpetrators low in 

aggression (i.e., lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

Hypothesis 3b: In contrast to Hypothesis 3a, social impact theory predicts that victims of 

highly aggressive perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims of perpetrators low in aggression (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of 

studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression). 

Hypotheses 3a and 3b were tested using the same models as hypothesis 1a and 1b 

with perpetrator aggression entered as the predictor of victim adjustment (Table 12). For 

social victimization, there was a positive trending association between perpetrator social 

aggression and victim social aggression, B = 0.162, t = 1.884, p = .062. Perpetrator 

aggression was not associated with any other changes in social victim or overt victim 

adjustment outcomes (Bs < |0.296|, ps > .107). 
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Table 12. Predicting Victim Outcomes: Perpetrator Aggression 
 Loneliness Studentship Peer Preference Aggression 
 B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Social Victims         
Constant 0.993** 0.139 0.038 0.090 0.163 0.270 -0.283^ 0.150 

Sex 0.085 0.105 -0.136 0.086 -0.485^ 0.270 0.023 0.151 
Black 0.008 0.105 -0.164^ 0.087 -0.142 0.271 0.179 0.155 

Hispanic -0.102 0.134 -0.044 0.112 0.085 0.344 0.016 0.196 
Other Race(s) -0.235 0.373 1.01** 0.312 0.466 0.973 -0.057 0.549 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.436** 0.066 0.747** 0.052 0.634** 0.078 0.732** 0.079 
Victimization Frequency 0.048 0.068 -0.063 0.055 -0.029 0.177 0.313** 0.100 
Perpetrator Aggression 0.039 0.060 0.001 0.049 -0.156 0.151 0.162^ 0.086 

Overt Victims           
Constant 0.887** 0.142 0.014 0.097 0.233 0.321 0.771** 0.272 

Sex 0.034 0.097 -0.086 0.085 -0.340 0.287 0.160 0.242 
Black -0.027 0.107 -0.229* 0.093 -0.100 0.314 0.568* 0.269 

Hispanic 0.046 0.132 -0.043 0.115 0.155 0.383 -0.095 0.326 
Other Race(s) -0.022 0.341 1.009** 0.302 0.229 1.018 0.097 0.852 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.344** 0.063 0.763** 0.051 0.676** 0.081 2.425** 0.162 
Victimization Frequency 0.250** 0.075 -0.091 0.065 -0.183 0.235 -0.085 0.190 
Perpetrator Aggression 0.084 0.052 0.059 0.045 -0.060 0.151 0.070 0.127 
^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Testing Research Question 4 

Hypothesis 4a: According to attribution theory, victims of high status perpetrators will 

experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of low status perpetrators (i.e., 

lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

Hypothesis 4b: In contrast to hypothesis 4a, social impact theory would predict that 

victims of high status perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims of low status perpetrators (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of 

studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression). 

Hypotheses 4a and 4b were tested using the same models as hypothesis 1a and 1b 

with perpetrator status entered as the predictor of victim adjustment (Table 13). The 

victim’s status was also added as a control variable due to the significant correlation 

between victim status and perpetrator status (see Tables 5, 6). For both social and overt 

victims, perpetrator status was not associated with any changes in victim adjustment 

outcomes (Bs < |0.155|, ps > .265).  
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Table 13. Predicting Victim Outcomes: Perpetrator Status 
 Loneliness Studentship Peer Preference Aggression 
 B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Social Victims         
Constant 1.004** 0.142 0.053 0.090 0.169 0.276 -0.321* 0.156 

Sex 0.086 0.107 -0.148^ 0.087 -0.484^ 0.274 0.037 0.154 
Black 0.02 0.108 -0.17^ 0.090 -0.215 0.282 0.233 0.160 

Hispanic -0.103 0.136 -0.042 0.112 0.100 0.349 0.021 0.200 
Other Race(s) -0.199 0.375 0.992** 0.311 0.365 0.983 0.083 0.554 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.427** 0.067 0.742** 0.052 0.629** 0.085 0.687** 0.091 
Victimization Frequency 0.058 0.067 -0.065 0.054 -0.063 0.178 0.358** 0.101 

Victim Status 0.009 0.041 -0.032 0.033 0.005 0.112 0.099 0.067 
Perpetrator Status -0.013 0.055 0.023 0.045 0.061 0.142 -0.053 0.080 

Overt Victims           
Constant 0.910** 0.145 0.061 0.097 0.191 0.315 0.744** 0.275 

Sex 0.036 0.098 -0.103 0.086 -0.358 0.288 0.206 0.243 
Black 0.013 0.098 -0.176* 0.088 -0.124 0.293 0.581* 0.248 

Hispanic 0.097 0.131 -0.031 0.115 0.118 0.38 0.006 0.326 
Other Race(s) -0.020 0.341 0.978** 0.304 0.255 1.022 0.142 0.849 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.353** 0.065 0.745** 0.051 0.657** 0.089 2.341** 0.177 
Victimization Frequency 0.266** 0.074 -0.08 0.065 -0.191 0.232 -0.044 0.190 

Victim Status 0.007 0.037 -0.025 0.033 0.077 0.118 0.061 0.097 
Perpetrator Status 0.091 0.055 -0.002 0.049 -0.148 0.164 0.155 0.139 

^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Testing Research Question 5 

Hypothesis 5a: According to attribution theory, victims who dislike their perpetrators 

will experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims who do not dislike their 

perpetrator (i.e., lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

Hypothesis 5b: In contrast to hypothesis 5a, according to social impact theory, victims 

who dislike their perpetrators would experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims who do not dislike their perpetrator (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels 

of studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression). 

Hypotheses 5a and 5b were tested using the same models as hypothesis 1a and 1b 

with disliking one’s perpetrator entered as the predictor of victim adjustment (Table 14). 

For social and overt victims, there were no significant differences in adjustment 

outcomes found between victims who disliked their perpetrators and victims who did not 

dislike their perpetrator (Bs < |0.582|, ps > .089), but there were two trending effects. 

First, among social victims, victims who disliked their perpetrator seemed to experience 

lower levels of peer preference compared to victims who did not dislike their perpetrator, 

B = -0.582, t = -1.719, p = .089. Second, among overt victims, victims who disliked their 

perpetrator seemed to experience higher levels of studentship compared to victims who 

did not dislike their perpetrator, B = 0.151, t = 1.721, p = .089.  
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Table 14. Predicting Victim Outcomes: Perpetrator Dislike 
 Loneliness Studentship Peer Preference Aggression 
 B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Social Victims         
Constant 1.252** 0.136 0.076 0.086 0.163 0.285 -0.119 0.146 

Sex 0.146 0.109 -0.198* 0.087 -0.800** 0.301 0.175 0.153 
Black 0.046 0.102 -0.185* 0.084 -0.108 0.286 0.189 0.150 

Hispanic 0.015 0.127 -0.082 0.107 -0.034 0.361 0.017 0.186 
Other Race(s) 0.221 0.464 0.598 0.390 0.181 1.324 -0.192 0.679 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.275** 0.072 0.736** 0.048 0.634** 0.079 0.744** 0.074 
Victimization Frequency -0.003 0.075 -0.059 0.061 0.193 0.211 0.121 0.109 

Perpetrator Dislike -0.089 0.122 -0.014 0.098 -0.582^ 0.339 -0.051 0.176 
Overt Victims           

Constant 1.094** 0.137 0.042 0.091 0.191 0.367 0.875** 0.264 
Sex 0.039 0.101 -0.159^ 0.084 -0.484 0.33 0.150 0.249 

Black -0.015 0.096 -0.169* 0.081 0.008 0.315 0.509* 0.240 
Hispanic -0.036 0.138 -0.008 0.114 0.071 0.441 -0.036 0.338 

Other Race(s) 0.199 0.434 0.614 0.370 -0.037 1.425 0.032 1.070 
Fall 6th Adjustment 0.318** 0.067 0.740* 0.045 0.652** 0.089 2.332** 0.154 

Victimization Frequency 0.181* 0.074 -0.067 0.062 -0.016 0.258 -0.135 0.183 
Perpetrator Dislike -0.108 0.105 0.151^ 0.088 -0.421 0.358 -0.084 0.258 

^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Testing Research Question 6 

Hypothesis 6: According to attribution theory, victims who are in the same social group 

as their perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than victims who are 

not in the same group as their perpetrators (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels 

of studentship). 

Hypothesis 6 was tested using the same models as hypothesis 1a and 1b with 

perpetrator social group match entered as the predictor of victim adjustment (Table 15). 

For social victimization, victims of same-group perpetrators experienced significantly 

lower levels of loneliness compared to victims of different-group perpetrators, (B = -

0.211, t = -2.063, p = .042). There were no other differences in adjustment outcomes 

found between victims of same-group perpetrators and victims of different-group 

perpetrators for social or overt victimization (Bs < |0.212|, ps > .426).  
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Table 15. Predicting Victim Outcomes: Perpetrator Social Group Match 
 Loneliness Studentship Peer Preference Aggression 
 B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Social Victims         
Constant 1.138** 0.154 0.020 0.104 0.155 0.311 -0.128 0.157 

Sex -0.003 0.107 -0.139 0.092 -0.557^ 0.281 0.084 0.141 
Black -0.069 0.109 -0.175^ 0.095 -0.200 0.286 0.219 0.148 

Hispanic -0.17 0.134 -0.047 0.117 0.011 0.354 0.041 0.180 
Other Race(s) -0.159 0.363 1.020** 0.318 0.481 0.968 -0.093 0.488 

Fall 6th Adjustment 0.428** 0.066 0.748** 0.053 0.633** 0.079 0.717** 0.071 
Victimization Frequency 0.079 0.074 -0.034 0.062 0.125 0.193 0.099 0.097 

Social Group Match -0.212* 0.103 -0.008 0.087 -0.212 0.266 0.039 0.135 
Overt Victims           

Constant 0.941** 0.148 0.051 0.103 0.101 0.337 0.814** 0.298 
Sex 0.021 0.100 -0.086 0.088 -0.338 0.29 0.183 0.249 

Black 0.009 0.104 -0.187* 0.093 -0.006 0.302 0.616* 0.268 
Hispanic 0.011 0.139 -0.031 0.122 0.263 0.399 -0.09 0.349 

Other Race(s) -0.058 0.343 0.990** 0.310 0.316 1.015 0.106 0.867 
Fall 6th Adjustment 0.369** 0.066 0.758** 0.056 0.657** 0.084 2.433** 0.167 

Victimization Frequency 0.270** 0.074 -0.074 0.066 -0.217 0.231 -0.058 0.191 
Social Group Match -0.162 0.128 -0.058 0.114 0.195 0.376 -0.191 0.326 

** p < .01, * p < .05, ^ p < .10 
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CHAPTER 4  

DISCUSSION 

 

 The goal of this study was to examine how perpetrator characteristics are related 

to variability in victim adjustment among adolescents. There were six primary research 

questions that examined how several perpetrator characteristics (perpetrator sex [sex 

match and sex], perpetrator race [race match and race majority], perpetrator aggression 

[social and overt], perpetrator status, perpetrator dislike, and perpetrator social group 

match) were associated with four areas of adjustment (loneliness, studentship, peer 

preference, and aggression [social and overt]). Analyses examined how perpetrator 

characteristics were associated with individual differences in adjustment for social and 

overt victimization separately. Two theories were used to articulate the possible ways in 

which specific perpetrator characteristics could influence adjustment: attribution theory 

and social impact theory. The following sections detail findings from descriptive analyses 

and each research question. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Perpetrator Characteristics by Victim Sex 

 There were significant sex differences in the victimization experience. Male and 

female victims primarily differed in three domains of perpetrator characteristics: 

perpetrator aggression, perpetrator sex match, and perpetrator social group match. Female 

overt victims tended to have more overtly aggressive perpetrators than did male overt 

victims. They were also less likely to have same-sex perpetrators on average (37%), 

whereas male overt victims (83%) and both female (87%) and male social victims (71%) 
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primarily had same-sex perpetrators. These findings suggest that female overt victims are 

targeted by aggressive male perpetrators. In order to better understand the dynamics of 

such victimization, we further analyzed the data and found that the male perpetrators of 

female overt victims had higher status than the male perpetrators of male overt victims, 

t(120) = 2.101, p = .03. A couple of possible explanations can be speculated. First, female 

overt victims may be an easier target for high status males to maintain their status and 

dominance. Aggressive behaviors can serve as an effective means to maintain dominance 

or status over another individual (Farmer & Rodkin, 1996; Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998; 

Xie, Cairns, & Cairns, 1999). For male overt perpetrators, selecting female overt victims 

poses lower risk for retaliation given sex differences in physical strength, the frequency 

in use of overt aggression, and societal norms surrounding overt aggression, so targeting 

female victims would easily serve towards the goal of asserting dominance. Second, 

female overt victims may be targeted by high status males in a clumsy attempt to initiate 

contact and establish interactions with or attention from the other sex (Craig, Pepler, 

Connolly, & Henderson, 2001; Maccoby, 1998; Pellegrini, 2002; Thorne, 1986).  

 Female overt victims also had the lowest average proportion of same-group 

perpetrators (13%) in comparison to male overt victims (24%), male social victims (23%) 

and female social victims (42%). These results suggest that female victims are much 

more likely to experience same-group victimization for social victimization than for overt 

victimization. Social aggression may uniquely serve as a function among females to 

compete with other same-group rivals or to solve same-group status challenges. Despite 

the discussed sex differences in the victimization experience, there were substantial 
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similarities between male and female victims in terms of the proportion of same-race 

perpetrators, majority race perpetrators, and perpetrators whom the victim disliked.  

 

Perpetrator Characteristics by Victim Race 

 There were significant differences in victimization experience by victim race, 

which were observed in four domains of perpetrator characteristics: perpetrator 

aggression, perpetrator status, perpetrator race [race match and majority race], and 

perpetrator social group match. Black victims had perpetrators who were rated higher in 

overt aggression and status than perpetrators of White and Hispanic victims. Black 

victims were also targeted by a higher average proportion of same-race and majority race 

perpetrators than expected. Altogether, these results suggest that Black victims’ 

experience differs from victims of other racial groups in that they were targeted primarily 

by higher status, more overtly aggressive, and largely same-race perpetrators. 

Considering that the numerical racial majority in this sample and in two of the three 

schools was Black, the chances of Black victims having negative interactions with same-

race perpetrators are high. Furthermore, in the overall sample, Black participants had 

higher scores of overt aggression and status than participants of other races (Tables 5,6), 

so when they serve as perpetrators, they are likely to have higher overt aggression and 

status.  

 Lastly, White victims had a higher proportion of same-group perpetrators than 

expected. For social victimization, White victims were targeted by same-group 

perpetrators 58% of the time on average, compared to 29% of the time for victims of 

other races. For overt victimization, White victims were targeted by same-group 
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perpetrators 30% of the time on average, compared to 12% of the time for victims of 

other races. These findings suggest that White youth may experience greater competition 

or conflict within their peer social groups. Additionally, these findings suggest that social 

aggression may be a more common method than overt aggression to handle such same-

group competition or conflict.  

 

Research Question 1: Perpetrator Sex & Sex Match 

Hypothesis 1a: According to attribution theory on the basis of sex categories, victims of 

different-sex perpetrators will experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of 

same-sex perpetrators (i.e., lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship).  

Hypothesis 1b: In contrast to Hypothesis 1a, according to attribution theory on the basis 

of normative patterns of sex interactions, victims of same-sex perpetrators will 

experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of different-sex perpetrators (i.e., 

lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

Results showed that for social victims, having a same-sex perpetrator was 

somewhat associated with lower levels of loneliness compared to having a different-sex 

perpetrator. The negative association between same-sex perpetrators and loneliness for 

social victims was consistent with Hypothesis 1b. According to the attribution theory on 

the basis of normative patterns of sex interactions, it was reasoned that since 

victimization tends to occur within sex (Faris & Felmlee, 2011), victimization by 

different-sex perpetrators would be a non-normative experience, which may make a 

victim feel like a social misfit and blame themself. In turn, self blaming may lead to 

greater adjustment difficulties (e.g., Graham, Bellmore, Nishina, & Juvonen, 2009). 

However, the findings indicated that the adjustment difficulties victims experience is 
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primarily found for victim loneliness, not school engagement. In addition, overt victims’ 

loneliness and school engagement was not associated with perpetrator sex match.  

It may be that only differences in loneliness were found among social victims as 

internalizing problems have been most frequently tied with victimization (e.g., Hawker & 

Boulton, 2000) in comparison to other adjustment outcomes (e.g., studentship). 

Furthermore, loneliness is the only self-reported victim adjustment measure, whereas all 

other measures of adjustment are peer nominated. It is likely that while victims may feel 

internally impacted by their victimization experience, this internal distress may be less 

evident to the larger peer group and would then be less likely to impact peer perceptions 

of changes in victim adjustment. Regarding the lack of expected differences in 

adjustment outcomes associated with perpetrator sex match among overt victims, the 

direct nature of overt victimization may play a role. Overt victimization is often public 

and other peers likely witness instances of overt aggression. Therefore, whether the 

perpetrator is the same sex as the victim may be less relevant in impacting the victim’s 

levels of loneliness and studentship.  

The findings did not support Hypothesis 1a, which expected lower levels of 

adjustment difficulties for victims of different-sex perpetrators. It was reasoned that 

victims of different-sex perpetrators may make external attributions to the perpetrator 

targeteting their sex (e.g., boys pick on girls) rather than blaming themselves for their 

victmization, leading to fewer adjustment difficulties. Our results suggested that sex 

categories may not be a primary framework considered by victims in their attributional 

process.    
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The results also showed that overt victims experienced decreases in peer 

preference when they had same-sex perpetrators. Acts of overt aggression by same-sex 

perpetrators may have greater visibility throughout the social network given the public 

nature of overt aggression and that same-sex perpetrators are more likely to be embedded 

within a victim’s social community than different-sex perpetrators, which may lead to 

greater harm to a victim’s social reputation. A victim who is publicly marked as a 

vulnerable target by a member of their own sex may be viewed as a risky social choice to 

befriend or support by other peers due to fear of becoming the next target, leading to 

decreases in peer preference ratings.  

 

Hypothesis 1c: For social victimization, in consideration of the nature of social 

aggression and the sex differences in social hierarchies, it is expected that female victims 

of female perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than other victims 

(i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of studentship, peer preference, higher 

levels of social and overt aggression). 

Contrary to Hypothesis 1c, it was found that social victimization by same-sex 

perpetrators was associated with lower levels of loneliness among female victims only. 

Considering the separate organization of social hierarchies by sex and the high value of 

peer relationships by females, it was reasonsed that same-sex social victimization would 

have the most social impact for female victims, leading to greater maladjustment. 

However, the result indicated just the opposite. One possible reason may be that social 

victimization by another female may be a common or expected experience among 

females. Research has shown that among females, social aggression is more commonly 
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used than physical aggression (e.g., Werner & Nixon, 2005; Mayeux & Cillessen, 2008) 

and social aggression is often viewed as a stereotypically female way to aggress (or to be 

aggressed towards) given the societal norms that females should “be nice” and not be 

physically aggressive (e.g., Behm-Morawitz, Lewallen, & Miller, 2016; Underwood, 

2005). As female-female social aggression may be viewed as a normative experience, 

victims of this type of aggression may be more likely to make external rather than self-

blaming attributions (Huitsing et al., 2012), leading to lower levels of loneliness.  

 

Hypothesis 1d: For overt victimization, according to social impact theory, it is expected 

that victims of male perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims of female perpetrators (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of 

studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression).   

Hypothesis 1d was not supported by the findings; instead, the sex of overt 

perpetrators did not make any differences in victim adjustment. It was reasoned that overt 

aggression by male perpetrators would have greater social impact given their greater 

physical strength and overt aggression levels. However, our findings suggest that those 

factors may not be prominent in determining the social impact of overt aggression. The 

public nature of overt victimization may cause victims harm no matter the level of the 

perpetrator’s strength or aggressiveness.   
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Research Question 2: Perpetrator Race 

Hypothesis 2a: According to attribution theory, victims of different-race perpetrators 

will experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of same-race perpetrators (i.e., 

lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

It was found that for social victims, being targeted by same-race perpetrators was 

significantly associated with lower levels of loneliness, in contrast to hypothesis 2a. It 

was expected that victims of different-race perpetrators would attribute their 

victimization to the perpetrator’s prejudice, leading them to experience fewer adjustment 

difficulties. Our findings suggest that aggression from same-race perpetrators is a more 

normative experience, thus victims may be less likely to blame themselves for their 

victimization and experience loneliness (Huitsing et al., 2012). In fact, in this sample the 

average of same-race perpetrators was 67% for social victims, suggesting same-race 

victimization is more common than different-race victimization. The average of same-

race perpetrators was also 67% among overt victims, but the public and direct nature of 

overt aggression may result in victim harm regardless of the perpetrator’s race.  

 Perpetrator race match was not associated with studentship among social victims 

nor was it significant for either loneliness or studentship among overt victims. The 

findings suggest that victim attributions do not appear to influence victims’ school 

engagement. Again, the public nature of overt victimization may leave little room for 

different attributions regarding the perpetrator’s race.  

 

Hypothesis 2b: According to social impact theory, victims of perpetrators who belong to 

a numerical majority racial group will experience greater adjustment difficulties than 
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victims of perpetrators from numerical minority racial groups (i.e., higher levels of 

loneliness, lower levels of studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt 

aggression).   

For both social and overt victims, adjustment outcomes were not associated with 

whether a perpetrator belonged to a majority race in school. According to social impact 

theory, it was reasoned that perpetrators who belong to the numerical racial majority 

group would have greater power, and their aggression would have a stronger social 

impact, causing greater negative social consequences and harm for the victim. Instead, 

the results suggest that membership in a numerical racial majority group is not a key 

factor affecting the social impact of an aggressive behavior (or victimization for the 

victim). Without a deeper analysis into the content and a victim’s reasoning of their 

victimization experience, it cannot be determined whether the victimization was racially 

motivated or motivated by other factors (e.g., a romantic rumor), therefore whether the 

perpetrator belongs to the majority race may be less relevant in determining victim 

adjustment outcomes. 

 

Research Question 3: Perpetrator Aggression 

Hypothesis 3a: According to attribution theory, victims of highly aggressive perpetrators 

will experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of perpetrators low in 

aggression (i.e., lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

Hypothesis 3b: In contrast to Hypothesis 3a, social impact theory predicts that victims of 

highly aggressive perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than 
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victims of perpetrators low in aggression (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of 

studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression).   

Results indicated that perpetrator aggression was largely unrelated to victim 

adjustment, except that for social victims, perpetrator social aggression seemed to be 

positively associated with victim social aggression. This finding is somewhat consistent 

with Hypothesis 3b.  

According to the social impact theory, it was reasoned that highly aggressive 

perpetrators would be more powerful, and their aggression would have broader reach 

throughout the social hierarchy, causing more harm and adjustment difficulties for the 

victim. Perpetrators who are high in social aggression may pose a greater threat to a 

victim’s social position, and victims may in turn be more likely to use social aggression 

to retaliate against their perpetrator or to target other vulnerable social competitors to re-

establish their spot in the social hierarchy. However, the only maladjustment outcome 

found to be impacted by perpetrator aggression was social aggression, which may 

indicate that perpetrator aggression may not be a prominent factor in determining the 

social impact of aggression.   

The overall findings did not provide support for Hypothesis 3a based on 

attribution theory, which reasoned that victims of highly aggressive perpetrators would 

make external attributions (e.g., they are just mean), leading to fewer adjustment 

difficulties. It may be that regardless of the perpetrator’s aggression levels and associated 

social impact of their aggression, victims may still experience distress associated with 

their victimization experience. Additionally, it may be important to assess a victims’ 

perceptions of their perpetrator’s level of aggression as it may not align with peer ratings 
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of perpetrator aggression in order to better understand how perpetrator aggression can 

impact victim adjustment.   

Research Question 4: Perpetrator Status 

Hypothesis 4a: According to attribution theory, victims of high status perpetrators will 

experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims of low status perpetrators (i.e., 

lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

Hypothesis 4b: In contrast to hypothesis 4a, social impact theory would predict that 

victims of high status perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims of low status perpetrators (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels of 

studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression).  

For both social and overt victims, adjustment outcomes were not associated with 

perpetrator status. Based on attribution theory, we expected that victims of high status 

perpetrators would attribute their victimization to external causes (e.g., they are just 

mean), leading to fewer adjustment difficulties. In contrast, according to social impact 

theory, it was expected that acts of aggression by high status perpetrators would have 

greater social impact throughout the social network, resulting in greater victim 

adjustment difficulties. Our findings suggest that perpetrator status is not a key factor in 

determining the attributions a victim will make about their victimization nor is it a key 

factor in determining the level of social impact an aggressive act will have. 

One possibility why we did not see an association between perpetrator status and 

victim adjustment may be that status was a peer nominated measure. The victim’s 

perception of their perpetrator’s status may be more relevant for their adjustment rather 

than the peer ratings of a perpetrator’s status. If that is the case then a victim’s rating of 
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their perpetrator’s status should impact attribution related outcomes (i.e., loneliness, 

studentship) rather than other outcomes related to social impact theory (e.g., peer 

preference, aggression). Additionally, it may be that averaging status across all of a 

victim’s perpetrators reduces variability in perpetrator status and does not allow us to 

accurately understand the impact of perpetrator status. Future studies should examine 

how other measures of perpetrator status can impact adjustment, such as examining the 

maximum or minimum perpetrator status or exploring specific incidents of victimization 

and how a specific perpetrator’s status can impact adjustment.  

 

Research Question 5: Perpetrator Dislike 

Hypothesis 5a: According to attribution theory, victims who dislike their perpetrators 

will experience fewer adjustment difficulties than victims who do not dislike their 

perpetrator (i.e., lower levels of loneliness, higher levels of studentship). 

Hypothesis 5b: In contrast to hypothesis 5a, according to social impact theory, victims 

who dislike their perpetrators would experience greater adjustment difficulties than 

victims who do not dislike their perpetrator (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels 

of studentship, peer preference, higher levels of social and overt aggression).   

Results showed that for both social and overt victims, their disliking of the 

perpetrators was largely unrelated to victim adjustment, although there were two trending 

effects that should be discussed. Among social victims, disliking one’s perpetrator 

seemed to be associated with lower levels of peer preference, consistent with hypothesis 

5b. According to social impact theory, it was expected that acts of aggression by 

perpetrators whom a victim has an established negative relationship with (e.g., one in 
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which the victim dislikes the perpetrator) would have greater visibility and impact 

throughout the social network, and in turn these victims would experience greater 

adjustment difficulties. The results showed that for social victimization, the impact was 

primarily on the victim’s peer relationships. Social victim’s disliking of their perpetrators 

did not impact other aspects of adjustment. 

Among overt victims, disliking one’s perpetrator seemed to be associated with 

higher levels of studentship, consistent with hypothesis 5a. According to the attribution 

theory, we expected that victims who disliked their perpetrators would attribute their 

victimization to external causes (e.g., they are mean), leading to fewer adjustment 

difficulties. However, the results indicated that such attributions only impacted overt 

victim’s studentship not loneliness. Perpetrators of overt aggression that are highly 

disliked may be less engaged in school and more disruptive and it may be that their 

victims are the opposite of them, and that being more engaged in school serves as a 

method to escape and distract themselves from their victimization. However, overt 

victimization may be harmful regardless of whether a victim dislikes their perpetrator or 

not, resulting in no changes in loneliness. It should be noted that both of these effects are 

approaching significance, therefore future research should further examine how victims’ 

disliking of their perpetrator and the victim-perpetrator relationship in general influence 

victim adjustment by investigating specific incidents of victimization.  

 

Research Question 6: Perpetrator Social Group 

Hypothesis 6: According to attribution theory, victims who are in the same social group 

as their perpetrators will experience greater adjustment difficulties than victims who are 
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not in the same group as their perpetrators (i.e., higher levels of loneliness, lower levels 

of studentship). 

Results indicated that perpetrator social group match was largely unrelated to 

victim adjustment, except that for social victims, having a same-group perpetrator was 

associated with lower levels of loneliness, in contrast to Hypothesis 6.  

It was expected that victims who are in the same social group as their perpetrator 

may not be able to attribute their victimization to outgroup or other external factors (e.g., 

they are mean, they are prejudiced) and would then be more likely to blame themselves, 

leading to greater adjustment difficulties. The results suggest victimization by same-

group perpetrators may not lead victims to make internal, self-blaming attributions which 

lead to greater maladjustment. Instead, membership in the same social group may signify 

some type of positive, established personal connection between two individuals such that 

a victim may be more likely to forgive or reconcile with their perpetrator, leading to less 

internalizing distress. Furthermore, victimization from a same-group perpetrator may 

have more context or background information (e.g., I said something about her, so she 

spread a rumor about me), lessening the likelihood that a victim blames themselves for 

their victimization and experiences loneliness.   

Having same-group perpetrators was not associated with any adjustment 

difficulties for overt victims. The public, direct nature of overt aggression may deem the 

joint membership of a social group as irrelevant, as the overt aggression may be visible 

and harmful regardless of social group match. 
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Summary 

This study indicates that the victimization experience differs by victim sex, race, 

and across victimization form. Sex differences in perpetrator characteristics indicated that 

the reasons underlying targeting female victims for social and overt victimization appear 

to differ. Female overt victims were predominantly targeted by aggressive male 

perpetrators to demonstrate dominance over them or to establish different-sex 

interactions. In contrast, female social victims were targeted primarily by same-group 

female perpetrators as a function of competition and status challenges within social 

groups. The majority of racial group differences in perpetrator characteristics were found 

to exist among Black victims, with results showing that they were targeted primarily by 

same-race perpetrators. The results suggest that Black victims may have a unique 

victimization experience, but this may be in part due to the fact that Black participants 

were the numerical majority. We also saw that White victims had a higher proportion of 

same-group perpetrators than expected, indicating greater same-group competition 

among White youth. These findings highlight important differences in the victimization 

experience that may have implications for victim adjustment variability and the efficacy 

of victimization intervention programs that warrant further exploration by future studies.  

 Regarding the influence of perpetrator characteristics on victim adjustment, our 

study provides some evidence that several perpetrator characteristics do impact victim 

adjustment, but this evidence is not as widespread as expected and this impact was not 

shown on as many domains of adjustment as anticipated. However, several notable 

patterns exist. First, victimization by in-group perpetrators seems to be associated with 

less internalizing problems. Results showed that victimization by same-sex (primarily for 
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female victims), same-race, or same-group perpetrators was associated with lower levels 

of loneliness. Victimization by in-group perpetrators may offer victims greater 

opportunity for reconciling with their perpetrator or provide greater context to their 

victimization, leading to less internalizing problems.  

Second, we found more evidence for the impact of perpetrator characteristics on 

victim adjustment among social victims than overt victims. For social victims, we saw 

that perpetrator sex match, race match, aggression, and social group match significantly 

impacted victim adjustment. However, for overt victims the only perpetrator 

characteristic that significantly impacted victim adjustment was perpetrator sex match. 

These findings suggest that the public, direct nature of overt aggression may cause harm 

to the victim regardless of perpetrator characteristics. 

Third, perpetrator characteristics appeared to primarily impact a singular domain 

of adjustment: victim loneliness. As noted earlier, perpetrator sex match, race match, and 

social group match were all associated with lower levels of loneliness. There was only 

one other dimension of victim adjustment that was significantly impacted: peer 

preference. For overt victims, being victimized by same-sex perpetrators was associated 

with lower levels of peer preference. Loneliness was the only self-reported adjustment 

measure, whereas all other domains of adjustment were assessed with peer nominations. 

It may be that peer perceptions of victims are less sensitive to picking up changes in their 

adjustment outcomes and are instead more influenced by other things such as previous 

victim reputations.  

 Finally, the findings seem to show greater support for social impact theory than 

attribution theory. Our findings regarding the effects of perpetrator sex match and 
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perpetrator aggression on victim adjustment support our predictions based on social 

impact theory. Additionally, our findings regarding the effects of perpetrator race match 

and social group match on victim adjustment contradict our predictions based on 

attribution theory. However, while not specified in our hypotheses, the findings on the 

interaction of perpetrator sex match and victim sex and the effect of perpetrator race 

match on victim adjustment may offer some support for attributional theory based on 

normative victimization experiences, aligning with the social misfit model (Huitsing et 

al., 2012). It does appear that in certain situations, being a victim of certain perpetrator 

characteristics that represent a more normative victimization experience (e.g., same-sex, 

same-race perpetrators) may lead to less self-blaming attributions and better adjustment, 

but future research should assess specific victim attributions to clarify the support for this 

theory. Yet, altogether, these results suggest that social impact theory may be a more 

useful framework to understand the impact that an aggressive act will have throughout 

the social network and in turn a victim’s associated adjustment outcomes based on certain 

perpetrator characteristics.  

The evidence supporting the impact of perpetrator characteristics on victim 

adjustment is not as strong as anticipated, however, this study brings about several novel 

and intriguing findings regarding differences in the victimization experience and the 

victim-perpetrator relationship and their implications on adjustment. This study also 

demonstrates the importance of considering the perpetrator and their impact and 

influence on the victimization experience and individual differences in victim adjustment.  
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Strengths and Limitations 

 Despite the large amount of research examining the effects of peer victimization 

on adjustment (e.g., Hawker & Boulton, 2000) and demonstrated variability in victim 

adjustment (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Singh & Bussey, 2011), little is known 

about how perpetrator characteristics can inform us about individual differences in victim 

adjustment. This study fills a gap in the literature by investigating how victim adjustment 

may be impacted by perpetrator characteristics and a victim’s relationship with their 

perpetrator. 

The first major strength of this study is the longitudinal design, which involved 

controlling for previous levels of adjustment to examine whether perpetrator 

characteristics were contributing to considerable changes in victim adjustment above and 

beyond their previous level of adjustment. A second strength is the consideration of 

different forms of victimization separately. Our results showed significant differences in 

the social and overt victimization experience by victim sex and suggested greater 

evidence for the impact of perpetrator characteristics on victim adjustment among social 

victims than overt victims. These findings reiterate the need for future research to 

consider social and overt victimization separately in the examination of victim 

adjustment variability (Casper & Card, 2017). A third strength is the systematic 

examination of perpetrator characteristics. This study is among the first to examine how a 

range of perpetrator characteristics vary by victim sex, race, and victimization form in 

addition to how these perpetrator characteristics impact victim adjustment. While the 

evidence regarding the impact of perpetrator characteristics on victim adjustment was 

less widespread than expected, the current study provides an important first step to a 
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more nuanced understanding of the dynamics of the victim-perpetrator relationship and 

its’ association with adjustment.   

Despite the notable strengths of this study, there are several limitations that 

should be discussed. One major limitation is that victimization experience was not 

studied at the dyadic level, but rather, perpetrators were identified across multiple 

incidents. As a result, the average characteristics of perpetrators were used to examine 

their impact on victim adjustment. It is possible that a victim was targeted by multiple 

perpetrators of varying characteristics, thus averaging may have reduced some of the 

nuance of perpetrators across one victim. Future research should attempt to examine 

specific incidents of victimization and how specific perpetrator characteristics may 

impact adjustment.  

A second limitation is that we did not directly measure attributions despite the 

fact that we used attribution theory to formulate hypotheses. Without direct assessment of 

victim attributions, it cannot be determined whether victims themselves attributed the 

cause of their victimization in a similar manner to our predictions. Future studies should 

attempt to measure victim attributions about specific victimization incidents to better 

understand how perpetrator characteristics can impact victim adjustment variability 

through attributional processes.  

Third, while our study incorporated both self-reported measures and peer-

nominated measures, we did not assess any measures with both self-reports and peer-

nominations. Assessing some of these variables (e.g., victimization, loneliness, school 

engagement) via both self- and peer-reported measures may provide needed insight into 

why we primarily found perpetrator characteristics to impact victim loneliness. It is 
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important for future studies to examine the victim-perpetrator relationship and its 

association with adjustment by using a combination of methods in order to avoid 

potential insensitivities or biases in self or peer reports.   

Last, this sample was overrepresented by female victims as females were more 

likely to nominate perpetrators than males, which may limit the generalizability of these 

findings to male victims. Self-reports of peer victimization may be biased due to the 

greater potential for those who are sensitive to perceived slights reporting victimization, 

however it is vital to consider self-identified victims when examining a victim’s 

experience and their associated adjustment. Yet, previous research indicates that self-

identified victims and peer-identified victims differ by individual characteristics and 

adjustment problems (Graham, Bellmore, & Juvonen, 2003), so it is important for future 

studies to examine and compare both self-identified and peer-identified victims and how 

they may be differentially impacted by perpetrators characteristics.  

Future Directions 

 Given the limitations discussed above, there are some important areas for future 

research to examine that were highlighted by this study. Future research should examine 

the victim-perpetrator relationship at a dyadic level or more specific incidents of 

victimization. Examining specific victimization experiences would allow us to better 

understand how victims perceive their perpetrators, respond to their victimization, and 

make attributions about those experiences. Furthermore, examining specific incidents of 

victimization will allow for a more detailed assessment of a victim’s perception of their 

perpetrator’s characteristics in addition to peer perceptions, providing greater insight into 

the victim-perpetrator relationship and its’ impact on victim adjustment. Additionally, 
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incorporating specific attributions measures would bring greater clarity into the victim 

attributional process related to perpetrator characteristics.  

 Another important area for future research to examine is other mechanisms that 

may play a role in the relationship between peer victimization and adjustment. Future 

studies should examine how victim coping can impact the relationship between 

victimization and adjustment and how victim coping may be impacted by perpetrator 

characteristics and a victim’s internal and external resources (e.g., social support, self-

esteem). Additionally, it might be important to consider how social and group norms 

(e.g., normative vs. non-normative experiences) can impact factors such as victim coping, 

the social impact victimization has, and how victims make attributions about their 

victimization. For example, examining the context of classroom or school norms (e.g., 

how common is victimization in a class) may offer useful information on how contextual 

levels of victimization may impact a victim’s attributional process and their adjustment.  

 Future research should also aim to examine how reporting source contributes to 

predicting individual differences in adjustment. Examining differences in a victim’s 

perception and their peers’ perceptions of their perpetrator’s characteristics or differences 

in victim, peer reported, or teacher reported victimization levels or adjustment outcomes 

will provide greater insight into how to best comprehend and conceptualize a victim’s 

experience and their adjustment.  

 A final area for future research to examine is different subgroups of victims. As 

noted earlier, there was a significant proportion of victims who were victimized by both 

social and overt aggression, but due to the smaller sizes of the social and overt victim 

only subgroups, we did not examine victims separately by these subgroups. Future 
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studies with larger sample sizes should explore how victim subgroups may contribute to 

differences in the impact of perpetrator characteristics on victim adjustment. We 

conducted some exploratory analyses examining how several perpetrator characteristics 

impacted victim adjustment by victim subgroup and found most of the results to be 

similar to our study findings, with the exception of perpetrator status on overt victims’ 

adjustment. However, considering the relatively small subgroup sizes, examining this 

relationship with larger size subgroups in future studies will improve the generalizability 

and reliability of these findings.  

Conclusions 

Our findings suggest there is a small but important amount of evidence supporting 

the role of perpetrator characteristics in the relationship between peer victimization and 

victim adjustment. Being victimized by in-group perpetrators (e.g., same-sex, same-race, 

same-group) was associated with lower levels of loneliness. However, we only found this 

to be true among social victims, there was scant evidence for perpetrator characteristics 

impacting overt victims’ adjustment. It may be that public and direct nature of overt 

victimization lends itself to victim harm regardless of perpetrator characteristics. The 

findings seemed to be more consistent with predictions guided by social impact theory 

than those by attribution theory. This study provides important first steps into the 

consideration of the victim-perpetrator relationship and the role of the perpetrators in 

understanding individual differences in adjustment, although evidence for the impact of 

perpetrator characteristics on adjustment was less widespread than expected. In addition, 

our examination of victim sex and racial group differences in perpetrator characteristics 

indicated meaningful differences in the victimization experience, such that the 



 84 

victimization experience of female victims and Black victims is unlike that of other 

victims. Future research examining specific incidents of victimization will provide 

greater clarity into the impact of perpetrators on victim adjustment.  
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APPENDIX 

FULL MODELS 

  

 

 

Table 16. Predicting Victim Outcomes: All Social Perpetrator Characteristics. 
 Loneliness Studentship Peer Preference Aggression 
 B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Social Victims         
Constant 1.709** 0.219 0.099 0.165 0.477 0.54 -0.769** 0.285 

Sex -0.196 0.232 -0.427* 0.203 -1.472* 0.668 0.742* 0.352 
Black 0.099 0.116 -0.202^ 0.103 -0.272 0.342 0.214 0.18 

Hispanic -0.189 0.138 -0.062 0.127 0.295 0.414 0.073 0.217 
Other -0.026 0.456 0.723^ 0.421 0.784 1.378 -0.026 0.72 

Spring 6th Status 0.037 0.041 -0.03 0.036 -0.122 0.127 0.145* 0.069 
Fall 6th Adjustment 0.276** 0.081 0.716** 0.056 0.64* 0.092 0.658** 0.101 

Victimization Frequency -0.065 0.079 -0.076 0.07 0.116 0.231 0.156 0.123 
Sex Match -0.172 0.189 -0.041 0.176 -0.798 0.556 0.427 0.293 

Sex Match * Sex 0.503^ 0.28 0.223 0.245 0.458 0.814 -0.554 0.424 
Race Match -0.337** 0.108 0.132 0.098 0.495 0.326 0.114 0.17 

Race Majority -0.048 0.123 -0.003 0.119 0.536 0.371 0.117 0.194 
Aggression 0.049 0.07 -0.007 0.062 -0.356^ 0.205 0.194^ 0.108 

Status -0.007 0.06 0.027 0.055 0.128 0.181 -0.196* 0.095 
Dislike 0.025 0.125 0.017 0.111 -0.57 0.364 -0.127 0.194 

Social Group Match -0.121 0.115 -0.045 0.103 -0.001 0.336 -0.027 0.178 
** p < .01, * p < .05, ^ p < .10 
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Table 17. Predicting Victim Outcomes: All Overt Perpetrator Characteristics. 
 Loneliness Studentship Peer Preference Aggression 
 B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. 

Social Victims         
Constant 1.115** 0.226 0.133 0.177 0.332 0.584 0.179 0.47 

Sex 0.198 0.128 -0.058 0.125 -0.014 0.398 -0.493 0.322 
Black -0.015 0.116 -0.167 0.107 0.267 0.349 0.131 0.28 

Hispanic -0.055 0.126 -0.118 0.12 0.328 0.394 0.025 0.319 
Other 0.022 0.266 0.163 0.265 0.696 0.846 0.157 0.669 

Spring 6th Status 0.01 0.031 -0.041 0.029 0.01 0.105 0.224** 0.08 
Fall 6th Adjustment 0.356** 0.067 0.789** 0.046 0.644** 0.086 1.62** 0.139 

Victimization Frequency 0.05 0.059 -0.04 0.055 -0.19 0.186 0.207 0.147 
Sex Match -0.051 0.133 -0.005 0.128 -0.75^ 0.415 0.404 0.332 

Sex Match * Sex 0.015 0.129 -0.114 0.122 -0.578 0.403 0.348 0.322 
Race Match -0.024 0.11 0.01 0.099 0.11 0.327 -0.068 0.261 

Race Majority -0.066 0.1 -0.05 0.094 0.3 0.313 0.284 0.249 
Aggression 0.019 0.055 0.006 0.052 0.11 0.17 0.043 0.136 

Status 0.046 0.058 -0.05 0.054 -0.026 0.181 0.121 0.145 
Dislike 0.015 0.095 0.163^ 0.088 -0.028 0.294 -0.319 0.233 

Social Group Match -0.132 0.122 -0.149 0.117 0.473 0.385 -0.116 0.31 
** p < .01, * p < .05, ^ p < .10 

 


