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This study examined 2 aspects of [riemlship {prescnice and perceived qualities of @ best friend) as
moderators of behavioral antecedents and oucomes of peer victimization, A total of 393 children (153

boys und 203 pirls) in the 4th and

Sth grades (mean age - 10 years 7 months) participated during cach

of 7 waves of data collection i this 1-year longitudinal study. Results indicated that teacher-reportcd
internalizing, and extemahzing behaviors predicted increases in peer-reported victimization, but ihe
relation of internalizing behuviars to incrcases in victimization was atienuated for children with
prutective friendship. Victimization predicied increases in internalizing and exlernalizing behaviors but
oniy for children without @ mutual best fricndship. Results highlight the importance of peer friendships

in preventing an cscalaling cycle of peer abuse,

Approximately 10% of ¢lementary and middle-school children
have been identificd as being victimized by their peers on a regular
hasis (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996, Olweus, 1978; Perry, Kusel, &
Perry, 1988). Morcover, victimization is highly stable, indicating
that many of lhe same children cxperience verbal and physical
attacks [rom peers aver scverul years (Iigan & Perny, 1998,
Hodges, Malonc, & Perry, 1995; Olweus, 1978). The experience of
being victimized by one’s classmates has been linked to several
negalive adjustment indexes, including anxicty, depression, lone-
liness, low self-csteem: (Boivin & Hymel, 1997; Botvin, liymel, &
Bukowski, 1995; Egan & lomy, 1998; Olweus, 1978, 1942),
schoul avoidance {Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996), poor academic
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performance {Olweus, 1978), peer rejection (Hodges. Malone, &
Perry, 1997; Perry et al., 1988), and a limited number of fricnds
(Bukowski, Sippola, & Boivin, 1995; Hodges et al., 1995, 1997).
Considering the widc range of negative adjustment indexes asso-
ciated with peer viclimization, it is impurtant for researchers 1o
understand the processes and conditions that are likely o put
children at risk for peer viclimization as well as factors that can
temper the negative cffects of victimization.

Several studics have sought to determine factors associated with
risk for peer victimization. Much of this focus has been on prox-
imal influences that operale within the peer group, especially
furms of social impairment exhibited by ¢hildren that might con-
(ribute o their victimization. The guiding assumption has been that
victimized children behave in ways that invite andfor reinforce
atlacks against them. Muny victimized children do exhibit behav-
jors that very probubly signal that they will be unlikely to success-
tully defend themselves against allacks: They cry casily; are man-
ifestly anxious and withdrawn; lack humor, sclf-confidence, and
self-esteem: and-use ineffectual persuasion tuctics. Mareover, they
reward their altackers by being submissive and by relinquishing
resources (Boivin & Hymel, 1997; Glwens, 1978; Patlerson, Litr-
man. & Bricker, 1967; Perry et al,, 1984; Perry, Williard, & Perry,
1990: Schwarlz, Dodge, & Coic, 1993). Many of the foregoing
uttributes are consisicnt wilh a picture of the victimized child as
having internalizing difficalties. Some victimized children also
display externafizing probicais, such as disruptivencss, aggression,
and argumentativeness (Boivin & Tlymcl, 1997 Olweus, 1978,
Perry et al., 1988; Perry, Perry, & Kcunedy, 1992). These behav-
iors huve been hypothesized to irritate and provoke ulher children,
especially bullics: victimized children willi these artributes are
sometimes called provecative victims.

Children’s interpersonal relutionships (e.gr.. friendships) have also
been implicated as possible risk factors for peer victimization. Chil-
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gren's [riendships serve many important developmental {unctions
(Hartup, 1993). Fricndships are contexts for learning sociul skills, are
information sources for self-knowledge and selt-estecm, and provide
emotional and cognitive resources for support and voping, as well as
practice for later relationships. {One function, however, that has re-
ceived relatively lirle atention is that of a protective function, Several
investigators (PRukowski etal., 1993 Hudges et al., 1997; Kochender-
fer & Ladd, 1997, Rizzo, [989) have recently proposed that having
one or morte [fends helps o protect chikiren against vicimization,
Children are well aware of the social netwarks within the clagsroom
(Cairns, Caims, Neckerman, Cest, & Guriépy, 1988), and aggressive
children prohably prefer to target children wha lack friends because
they can do so without fear of retaliation or vstracism from the
children’s friends. Tnitial support for the fiypothesis that fricndship
protets children at sk for victirmization was offered by Bukowski et
al. (1095) and Hodges et al. (19973, who found that {riended childrcn
were loss victimixed.

in studying tactors that may contribute to children’s risk {or
being victimized by peers, Hodges et al. {1997 found it useful to
distinguish between the two sets of risk factors discussed abuove—
behaviors relevant to the child (individue! risk factors) and indexes
relevant 10 1he child's interpersonul relationships {soctal risk fac-
fors). Hodges et al. (1997) hypothesized that individual risk woulil
be most strongly retated to peer victimization when children were
also at social risk. Indeed, having fricnds moderated the relation of
several individual risk indexes to victimization. For example, the
relations of imernalizing (anxicty, depression, and withdrawal) and
externalizing (aggression, dishonesty, and urgumentativeness)
problems to victimization were exacerbated when children had few
{riends but werc minimized when children had many friends.
However, interpretation of the Hodges et al. (1997} study was
hampered by the concurrent design and by shared method vari-
ance. One purpose of the present stirdy wus to examine the Hodges
ct ul, {1997) hypothesis within a developmentally (i.e., longitudi-
nal) informative design and fo use multiple sources of informarton.
It was hypothesized, then, thal having a hest fricud would mini-
mize the relations of internalizing and externalizing hehaviors to
changes (i.e.. increases} in victimization, whereas a tack of u best
fricrl would maximize these relations.

Having a hest friend may not be sufficient, however, in protect-
ing children who ure at risk for victimization. Variability exists in
children’s abilities to provide u protective funclion (Bukowski,
Hoza, & Boivin, 1994 Hodges et al, 1997 Hodges & Perry.
1997). Hodges and Perry, for example, found that the relution of
internalizing behaviors to victimization was artenuated when chil-
dren’s friends were known by the peer group to rescué children
from bullies. In addition, Hodges et al. 1997} found that when
children's friends exhibited behaviors that were thought t© inler-
ferc with their ability Lo provide a prowective function fi.e., friends
who had internalizing problems or who lacked strength), the rela-
ton of individual risk to victimization was enhanced. The protee-
tive function of friendship, however, was inferred in the Hodges et
al. (1997) study, whereus the Hodges and Perry study examined a
general behavioral pattem of rescuing, aspecific to friendship. Tn
the present study, children reported on the degree which their
best friend sticks up for them when they are altacked or threatencd
by other children. It wus hypothesized thut under high levels of
reported protection from a best friend, the relation ol behavioral

problems to increascs in victimization would be minimized, bat
this relation would be maximized under low levels of protection.

Internalizing and externulizing behaviors are not likely 1o be
related to peer abuse svlely in a unidirectional manncr. Indeed,
recent longitudina} evidence indivales that increascs in these he-
haviors alse result from the experience of victimization {Boivin et
al., 1995; Egan & Perry, 1998; Hodges ¢l al., 1095: Olweus, 1992).
Most of these longitudinal studics, however, ire limited becanse of
the use of common respondents (e.f., peers) far measures of
victimtization and behavioral problems, thos opening the door to
dlternative interpretations such us response biases and  shared
method variance. Stronger support for the hypothesis that behay-
iural problems and peer victimization reciprocally influence each
other would be provided if independent sources of information
were used within o longitudinal design. The present study used
such a design, measuring hehaviors with teacher repuorts and peer
vietimization with pecr reports.

The hypothesis that friendship cun tuitfer the negative effects of
victimization discnssed above wias also exannned. Snllivan (1953
suggested that during preadolescence. (he establishment of a “chum-
ship” becomes crucial in children’s sociocmotional development.
Sullivan argued that children adjust their behaviors in this relationship
ta hecome increasingly similar to one another over \ime. The presence
of 2 best friend, then, may serve to limit the effects of vicumizalion on
children’s hehavioral repertoire, such as internalizing and externaliz-
ing problems, becanse changes in these hehaviors may threaten the
child's relationship. Children who lack a best friendship arc also less
likely ta have access to many of the benefits that fricndships have
offer, such us companionship, intimacy, and emotional support (¢.8..
Bukowski et al., 10943, Thus, it was hypothesized that the experience
of peer victimization would leud to increases in intermalizing and
externalizing behaviors primarily when children Jacked a best Triend.
Finally. the possibility that individual differences in (he quabiry of
children’s best friendship muy buffer the negutive effects of victim-
ization was also examined.

Method
Participants

A total of 532 French-Canadian children (274 boys and 259 girls) in the
fourth (= 259) and fifth grades (n = 2741 from seven slementary schools
participated in the Time: § data collection fmean age = 10 years 7 months).
Participants were {rom diverse socioeconomic backgrounds. The partici-
patinn rate for the Time 1 data collection exceeded 98%. Pureuts provided
wiitten consent for their children to punicipate.

OF the children who participated during the Time 1 data villection, 393
{188 boys und 205 girls) participated dunng the following school year
(Time 2) when children were in the fifth and sixth grades, The 16%
attrition rate was due primarily to wmissing data beeause of ahsenteeism and
incomplote yuestionnaires as well us stulents maving L nonparticipating
schools, Selective attrition was nut evident in that participants who cuon-
tinued to participate in the second wave of data collection did not sigmf-
icantly differ from those who did not continue to participate on initial
levels of the primary variable of interest (.., peer victimization).

Procedure

Measures wers collected during the spring {(April-May) within a 6-week
time period. Children completed self-reports of loneliness and completed
the victimizmian scale during separate proup testing. Teachers completel
a behavion! guestionnaire. Tach measure is described n derail below.
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Table 1
Partial Correlations Amony Measures at Each Time of Testing
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 b
l. Vicliunization — 29%v* Bk Mk
2. Internalizing problems A R — 13
3. Caternalizing probiems EELLA 5% —
4. Mutual best triendship C2gEeE = JTERR - |GTEE
5. Prutection —.02 - A - —
6. Compauiunship — i5** =07 - — g REEE —
7. Security kil 05 —-.02 —_ VAR X b —
& Conflict 0 03 -2 )5 —

ABTHE

_‘2*

Nore.  Partial correlations were controfled for sex and age. Partisl correlations among variables during Tune 1
are presented helow the diagonul, and for Time 2. ubave the diagonal. For Time L, #s ranged from 479 1o 52U

for the first four measures, The ns for the friendship guu

lity variables (Meusures 3-8} ranged rom 35 to 335

(these ns were restricted to thosc who had a reciprocated best friendship). For Time 2, s ranged Trom 388 10

398,

*p < 05 *p< 0l THp < GO

Measures

Peer victimization  The degree to which children were victimized by
peers was asscssed using the Perry et al. { 19%8) peer-report vicliimization scale.
Children nominated 1wo children on seven items describing victimization
experiences such as getting hi, pushed, shoved, threatened, ot called munes.
Victimization scores were computed for each child by surmining the seven
victimization items and standardiziog the scotes within class. This seale has
heen well validated by prior research {e.g., Boivin & Hymel, 1697; 1lodges ct
al., 1997, Porry et al, 1988). Cronbach's alphas for Time | and Time 2
victimization were, sespectively, 47 and 97,

Behavieral problems.  Teachers reported on children’s behaviurs using
Rutter's {1967 Children’s Behavioral Questionnaire (CBQ), u 26-item
behavinral questionnaire using a 3-poini scale ranging from 00 2. Four
items were used (o assess intemalizing problems: (a} worried about muny
things: (b} lends to work alone, rather solitary: (¢} looks sad, unfortunate,
close to tears: and {d) tends to be fearful or afraid of novel things or
wiluations. Five items were used to assess externalizing behaviors: {u) often
destroys own or others’ belongings, (b) frequemtly fights with other chil-
dren, (¢) olten tells lies, {d} has stolen things o more tan nne occasion,
and (e} bullies viher children. These yuestions tap similar dimensions to
those that have been used in prior rescarch (e.g., Egan & Perry, 1998,
Hodges el al, 1997) when studying the reladon of internalizing and
externalizing behaviors to victimization.'

Scores for each child were compuicd by sumiming across relevant items.
High scores for the internalizing scale retlect geeater internalizing diffi-
culties, whereas high scores on the externalizing seale reflect greater
externalizing behaviors. Cronbach’s alphas for Time 1 and Time 2 inter-
nalizing behaviors were, respectively, 76 and .70, For Time 1 and Time 2
externaliving hehaviors, Cronbach’s alphas were, respectively, .83 and .80.

Friendship.  Children identified their three best triends, Children were
considered to have a best friendship if their first choice reciprocally
puminated them as one of their three best triends, Children were then asked
to respond to the initial version of the Bukowski et al. (1994} Fricndship
Qualities Scale while thinking about their best friemd, Four scales were
computed from this questionnaire: (@) Protection, iwe items {e.z.. My
friend would stick up for me if another kid was causing me trouble:
Cronbach's o = .75); (b) Companionship, seven items {e.g., My friend and
I spend all aur free time wgether; Cronbach's & - .79} (c) Securnity, [ive
items {e.g., If my friend or | do something that the vther doesn't like, we
can make up easily; Cronbach’s & — 72); and (d) Contlicy, five items (2.2,
My friend and 1 argue a lot: Cronbach’s e = .67,

Results

Results are divided into three mujor scctions. Hirst, iercorre-
lations among the measures are presented. Second, the hypothescs
concerning the causes of victirization are tested. Third, the hy-
potheses regarding outcomes of viclimization are cxamined.

Intercorrelations Among Variables

Table i presents partial correlations among all measores {con-
trolling far age and sex) for cach data collection (Times ! and 2).
Two aspects of Table 1 arc noteworthy. First, both of the adjust-
ment indexes (intcrnalizing and externalizing problems) were sig-
nificantly rclated {in expected directions) to peer victimization,
replicating previous rescurch (2.2, Baivin & Hymel, 1997; Egan &
Petry, 1998 Hodges et al, 1997). In addition, the significant
associations arong teacher-reporied behavior problems and peer-
reported victimization climinates the alternative explanation left
open by prior rescarch that these associalions may be due to shared
method variance. Second, in the bottom right-hand corer of
Table 1. the usefulness of keeping the tricndship variables as
distinct dimensions is shown by the low-lo-moderate relativns
among them.

Table 2 presents partial corrclations of the measures acsoss time.
‘Three aspects of Table 2 deserve comment. First, all of the mca-
sures that were collected at both time points showed significant
stability coclficients over the {-year interval. However, the stabil-
ity of intcrnalizing problems was considerably luwer than that of
externalizing problems. The low stability of teacher-reporied in-
ternalizing problems. however, is consistent with prior research
{e.g., Vitare, Gagnon, & Tremblay, 1991). Sccond, beth types of
behavioral prehlems significantly correlated with victimizalion 1

' Wwe also ran a factor analysis (with varimax rotation) on the ning items
from the CEQ to ensure thal the twao expected fuctors wonld emerge. Twis
clear factors emerged. with eigenvalues greater than {, with cach iem
loading highly {range = 63 lo B5) on the appropriate factor (i.c.. Exter-
nalizing or Intemalizing Dimensions) and low cruss-fuctor loadings (less
taan 200,
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Tahle 2
Partiad Correlations of Time | Measures With Time 2 Measures

Time 2 measure

Time | measure 1 2 3
1. Vietimization HYEEF 2pEEE g
2. Tuernalizing problems el AL 04
3, Externulizing probiems LG BE S (G344
4, Mutual best fnendship — 2Bk L L —. 16%*
5. Protection =1 00 —.u3
6. Companionship LY .03 m2
7. Security Res) 02 -4

8. Conflicl .04 Y NS

Note.  Partial correlations were conteolled for sex and age. The ns ranged
Irom 377 to 393 for the first four meusures. The as for the friendship
quulity variubles (Measures $-8) ranged from 239 (o 267 {these as were
restricted to those who had a reciprocated best friendship). Stability coef-
ficients are in beldfuce.

*poel 08 Fp < 0L ¥ p-C 041

year later and both were significantly predicted by victimization
the prior year. Third, two af the friendship vurables alsa related o
fature victimization—the presence of a mutual friend and having a
protective friend negatively related to toture victimization. The
hypolheses relating the adjustment indexes und friendship to vie-
timization, however, were offered at the level of moderation and at
the level of predicting change. These hypotheses are evuluated in
the following sections.

Antecedents of Victimization

Two regression analyses were performed to evaluste whether
internalizing problems and externalizing problems predicted in-
creases in victimization. For cach analysis, Time 2 victimization
was the criterion, victimization at Time 1 and age and sex were
cntered on the first step as cantrol variables, und then one of the
two Time 1 predictors was cvaluated on the second step.

As predicted, internalizing behaviors, AF(1, 383} = 4,35, pr =
1L, p < 05, and externalizing behaviors. AF(1, 384) = 5.99, pr =
A2 p < 05, at Time 1 significuntly accounted for increases in
victimization over | year, over and above the control variubles.

Does best friendship decrease risk for victimization? We first
evalnated whether having o best friend would moderate the rela-
tion of behavioral problems to increases in vietimizution. To do so,
one regression analysis was performed in which Time 2 victim-
ization was the criterion, Time 1 vietimization was entered on the
first step. Age and sex were eutered as controls on the second step.
Time | internalizing problems and externalizing problems were
entered oh the third step. Reciprocated best friendship {(coded (F or
t) was cntered on the fourth step, and the two imemnalizing and
externalizing problems by reciprocated-friendship product terms
were entered on the {inul slep. The overall equation was signift-
cant. F(§, 377) = 47.83, R? =50.4%, p << 00L. Victimization at
Time ! accountad for the majority of the vardance, F = 4R 1%. Un
the sccond step, age and sex did not account for additional vari-
ance, AF = 1.00, AR® = 0.5%. Intcrnalizing problems {pr = .09,
p < 08, one-tailed) and exlemalizing problems (pr = .11, p <0 .03)
together accounted for an additional 1.2% of the variance at Step 3.
AF — 460, p =< 05 The partial correlations for the behavioral

problems on this step indicate that there was a small degree of
overlup when predicting increases in victimization (rom internal-
izing and externalizing behaviors but thut they were largely inde-
pendent of one another. On the fourth step, having a best friend
marginally added to the variance explained, AF = 3.27, pr =
~.09, p < .05, one-tuiled, with the presence of a best fricnd
predicting decreases in victimization. Internalizing and externaliz-
ing problems, however, did not differentially relute to increases in
victimization depending on whether children had a mutnal best
fricnd. indicated by nonsignificant best friendship by internalizing-
problems and friendship by cxternulizing-problems  product
terms.?

Behavioral problems were entered prior to friendship in the
above analysis becanse internalizing and externalizing behaviors
were considered to be more directly responsible for victimization
than were children’s interpersonal relarionships, This eguation was
reanalyzed with the order of entry of behavioral prohlems and
friendship reversed, Having a best friendship significantly pre-
dicted change in victimization when cntered prior to behaviors,
AF = 497, AR* = 1.0%, p < .05. In addition, internalizing and
externalizing problems lugether accounted for a significant incre-
ment in vartance accounted for over and above thal explained by
Time 1 victimization, age, sex, and (riendship, AF = 3.74, AR® =
1.0%:, p <2 .01. This pattern of results indicates that although the
effect of friendship on victimization was partly explained by
behavioral problems, hehavioral problems predicted increnses in
victimization independent of having a friend.

Next, we cvaluated whether the four friendship quality variables
would moderate the relation of intcrnalizing and externalizing
problems to victimization. Becuuse children reported on the friend-
ship qualities of their best friend, it is only meaningful to discuss
these qualities for children who had u best friend. Thus, the
following analyses were restricted to children whese hest friend
reciprocally nominated the child as one of his or her three best
fricnds. Initially, a regression analysis was performed with victim-
ization at Time 2 as the criterion. Time | victimization, age, sex,
and all six main effects (the two behavioral risk indexes and the
four fricndship quality measures) were entered on the first step. On
the second step, the eight (4 triendship quulity variables X 2
behavioral variables) product terms were tested. Because only one
friendship quality (i.e., perceived protection) interacted with risk,
the other tuee friendship quality variables and their respective
inleractions were dropped from the analysis.

As hypothesized, the friendship quality of protection interacted
with internalizing problems to predict Time 2 victimization, AF(1,
247y = 4.96, AR® — |.3%, p < .05, after controlling for Time 1
victimization, age, sex, and the main effects of Time 1 external-
{zing behaviors, internalizing behaviors, and friendship protection.
The nature of this significant interaction was cxamined using the
appropriate srandardized solution recommended by Aiken and

* These inferaction terms were also tested using two other methods for
determining friendship (number of reciprocated friendships, range = 0-3,
and having any [second and third ¢hoices) reciprocated friend, range = 0
or 1. Tach interaction was nonsignilvant. Furthermare, sex did not inter-
act with any of the risk variables to predict change in victimization, nor
were [here any significant three-way interactions involving sex. Thus, all of
the effects in rhis sectiun are egually applicable to boys and girls.
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west (19911, This procedure ailows une to see haw the rclativn of
a predictor variable (¢.g., Time | internalizing problems) o a
criterion (c.g., Time 2 victimization) varies depending on the
moderator variable (c.g., Time 1 friendship protection). Specifi-
cally, the relation of a predictar o the criterivn is estimated in the
form of a standardized regression coefficient () at cach of three
levels of the moderator variable (—1, €, and | SD; ie., at low,
medium, and high levels of the moderator). Comparing the Bs
uctoss the three levels of the muderator variable allows one to see
how the relation (1.¢., slope) between the predictor und the criterion
changes with level of the moderator,

The follow-up analysis confirmed that having a [tiend who
served a protective [unction buffered the rclation of internalizing
problems w victimization. When children perceived decreasingly
less protective friends from high (i $D) to medium {0 S0 w low
(—1 §D), the relation of internalizing problems Lo victimization
increased (respective Bs = 00, ax; (10, p < 05, 2l p < 003
Notc that children's internalizing problems no longer related to
victimization if they had a friendship characterized by high pro-
tection, thus completcly buffering children’s risk at this level.

To summarize, internalizing and extcrnafizing behaviors pre-
dicted increases in victimization over the 1-year interval of the
study. In addition, having 4 best friend predicted decreases in
victimization. Morcover, and as expected, having a friend charac-
terized by high protection eliminated the relation of intemalizing
behaviors to changes in victimization, whereas having a [riend
characterized by low protection exacerbated this relation.

Outcomnes of Victimization

To evaluate the hiypothesis that the expericnee of victimization
is likely to lead 10 increascs in internalizing and externalizing
problems, two multiple regression analyses were perfonned, one
for each outcome. For each analysis, initial level (Time [} of the
outcome. age, and sex were entered on the first step, and victim-
izalion at Time 1 was cntered on the second step.

Victimization at Time 1 significantly predicted both outcomes
over and abuve initial Jevels and the control variables. Victimiza-
lion predicted increases in intcrmatizing problems. AFQ, 379 =
21.36, pr = 23, p < .00L. and increases in externalizing problems,
AF(1, 378) = 13.83, pr — .19, p << 0L

Does best friendship bufter the effects of victimization't First,
we examined whether the shiger existence of a mutual best [riend-
ship would decrease the effecis of peer victiization. Two repres-
sion equations were cvaluated, one for each outcome. Imitial levels
of the criterion variable were entered on the first step. Age and sex
were controlled on the second step. Time 1 victimization and best
friendship were entered on the third step. And on the final step, the
best friendship by victimization product term was ¢valuated.

When predicting Time 2 internalizing problems, the overall
cyuation was significant, F(6, 377) = 9.01, R% = 12.5%, p < 001,
Time | interaalizing problems accounted for 3.4% ol the variance
on the first step. F = 21.67, p << 001 On the seeond step, age and
sex did not contribute additional variance, AF = .11, ns. Together,
viclimization (pr = .21, p < .001) and having a best friend (pr -
~ 05, ns) accounted lor an additional 5.3% of the variance on the
third step, AF 11,19, p <2 001, Mor¢ impartant, and as expected,
having a best fricndship significantly interacied with viglimization

to predict change in internalizing problems, AF = 7.89, AR? =
1.8%, p =< .00S.

To examine the nature of this interaction, scpurale regression
analyses were performed for children who had a mutwal best
friendship and for children who did nat. Victimization al Time |
predicted increases in internalizing problems {after controlling for
Time 1 internalizing problems, sex, and age), for children without
a mutual best (dend, AF(L, 110) = 15.30, pr — .35, p < 001, but
not for children with z best {dend, AF(L, 264) = 0.42, pr = .04,
ns. Thus, having a best friend compiletely eliminated the effects of
victimization to increases in internalizing problems.

When predicting cxlemalizing problems, the overall equation
was also significant, F(6, 376) = 53.67, R = 46.1%, p < 001,
Inilia} levels of externalizing problems accounted for the majority
of the variance explained, AF — 163.90, R? = 42.1%, p < 001
Sex and age did not explain additional variance on the second slep,
AF = 0.71, as. On the third step, victimization {pr = 2l. p <
.001) and having a best friend (r = —.01, ns) together accounted
tor an additional 2.8% of the variance caplained, AF = 9.54, p <
001, More important, and as hypothesized, the prescnce of a
mutual best triendship interacted with vietimizalion o predict
changes in externalizing problems, AF(l, 376) = 741, AR =
1.1%, p < 0L

Again, 10 examing the nature of this interaction, separate regres-
sion equativns were analyzed for children with and without best
friends. Time 1 victimization predicted increases in extcrnalizing
problems for children without a best friendship, AF(1, 259) =
(79, pr = .06, ny. Having a best triend, then, considerably reduced
the relation of victimization to increases in externalization prub-
lems while enfiancing this relation for children without a best
fricndship.

The two outcomes {inlermalizing and externalizing behaviors)
were significantly associated with each other al Time 2. To ensure
that the observed relations between victimization and increascs ip
the two outcomes were not redundant (i.e., predicting 4 cummon
latent construct). the analyses reported above were reanalyzed for
cach cutcome while adding the other Time 2 outcome to the
existing controls. Results were essentially the same.

To summarize, internalizing and cxternalizing behaviors were
also a result of peer ahuse. However, the experience of victimiza-
tion did not atfect changes in behaviors when children had a best
friend.

Although victimization was not related 1o increases in internal-
izing and cxternalizing problems for children with a mutual best
friend, it does not preclude the possibility that at different levels of
triendship quality, victimizatian may still produce negative adjust-
ment outcomes. To test this pussibility, a series of rcgression
analyses were performed in which the product term of each friend-
ship quality by victimization at Time 1| was evaluated when
predicting the two adjustment indexes.

Only one of the eight interaction terms was sigaificant. Com-
panionship interacted with Time 1 victimization to predict Time 2
internalizing problems (after controlling for scx, age, Time 1
internalizing problems. and companionship), AF(1, 246) = 4.6,

* All varighles were standardized., thus effectively centering cach van-
uble (2., givert a mean of zero). Uentering of variables is necessary for Lhe
interpretation of interactions in multiple regression {Aiken & West, 1991}
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AR® = 1.9%. p < 05. To examine the nature of this interaction,
the Ailken and West (1991) procedure cutlined previonsly was
used. Unexpecledly, the refation of victimization to increases in
internatizing prohlems was apparcnt when children reported high
levels {1 ¥} of companionship (8 — .26, p << .05), hut not at
medium (0 $D: B — 12, ns), and low (=1 §D) levels of compan-
tonship (8 — —.02, nsd

Discussion

The list of concurrenl adjustment correlates of victimization is
long and growing, but langitudinal studies designed o shed light
an antecedent—outcome relations arc few und fur between. The
present siudy adds (o the existing literature on peer victimization
by shedding light on some of the processes that arc responsible for
victimization. In addition w answering yuestions about why chil-
dren arc victimized, the present study answers questions ahout
when victimization is most likely to occur.

Hodzes et al. (1997} postuluted that peer victimization shonld
be most likely to vecur when children have behavioral problems
that put them at individual risk and they have relational prob-
lems thar put them at social risk, The results of the present study
provide support for their conceptualizarion of children’s inter-
personal relationships as contexts that govern whether aggres-
sion is directed toward at-risk children. Moreover, the results of
the present study indicate that friendship can be a powerful
huffer against the negative adjustment often experienced hy
victimized children. We discuss. first, findings related to the
children's risk for victimizaton and then tum to the conse:
quences ol victimizution. Then, we nole some strengths and
limitations of the present study,

Both internalizing and extermalizing hehaviors predicted in-
creases in peer victimizaion. These findings lend support to the
conceptuatization of betuvioral problems as risk factors for peer
abuse (Boivin & Hymel, 1997; Bowvin et al., 1995; Egun & Perry,
[908: Hodoes et al., 1997, Perry ¢t al., 1992). Furthermore, that
internalizing und externalizing hehaviors were largely indcpendent
predictors of victimization indicates that behaviors that reinforce
or provoke aggressors are likely to put childeen at risk for
victimization.

Having a best friend did not interact with the individual risk
variubles Lo predict increases In victimization. Howcever, having o
best friend did predict deereases in victimization over the year,
although marginally se ulter contrelling for hehavioral problems,
Having a best friend, then, should stilt be considered important for
warding oft aggressive attacks. That is, baving a hest friend
appears (v decrease victimization for children, regardless of
whether they have hehavioral problems.

Mareover, the quality of rendship that was hypothesized 10 be
the process by which friendship reduces children’s risk fur vie-
timization was supporicd. Indecd. internalizing problems no longer
predicted viclimizution for children whe perceived o high {1 S£1
level of protection from their friend. taving a friend churacterized
as providing little protection (—1 S, however, exacerbated the
retation of internalizing problems to victinization. These findings
highlight the importance of asscssing the quality of children's
friendships in addition 10 the quuntity of friendships and also show
that friendships may not always be salutary tor children’s social
experiences (Hartup & Stevens, 1997).

Friendship security, companionship, and conflict did not predict
changes in victimization, alone or in combination with any risk
factor, Other aspects of friendship, howcver, are likely to play a
role in exacerbating or reducing children's risk for victimization.
Hodges et al. {1997) pointed to characteristics (wcakness und
internalizing behaviars) of children’s fricnds thal exacerbate chil-
dren’s risk for victimization. In addition, friends’ strategies for
prolceting their friend may also be imporant. As Kochenderfer
and Ladd {1997 noted, children may attempt to protect their
friends in a number of wuys. For example, when a friend is being
victimized, some friends may respond by telling the wacher,
whereas others may respond by fighting back, Further research is
needed to identify specific strategies that friends use w most
cifectively stop chronic victimization,

The results of the present study suggest an additional important
role that friendship can play with regard to the behavioral conse-
yuences of peer victimization. As hypathesized, incrcases in be-
havioral problems were not apparent [or children with a best
friend— only c¢hildren without a best friend showed increises in
internulizing and externalizing behaviors. Children tend 10 be-
friend similar others on the basis of a4 number of salient bebavioral
dimensions such uas externalizing and intemalizing behaviors (e g.,
Hudges et al., 1997, Hogue & Stweinherp 1995). [f bchaviorl
similariry is important for the maintenuanve of friendships, changes
in these observable behaviors may threaten children’s relationships
(Sullivan, 19523). Future research coukl examinc the possibility by
examining whether the maintenunce of friendships is less likely
when children’s similarity on hehavioral dimensions decreases
aver time.

Another possibility for the baftering role of fricndship on the
hehavioral outcomes ol victimization may be that victimization is
nol us chironic (i.e., stable) for children with a hest triend. To test
this possibility, 2 post hoc regression eguution was analyzed, with
Time 2 viclimization as the criterion. The friendship by Time |
victimization product term was cvaluated alter controlling for
Time | victimizulion, sex, age, and best friendship. This interac-
tion term was nat significant, however, indicaling that victimiza-
tion is as chronic for children with a best friendship as it is for
those wilhout a best friend.

Unexpectedly, children who spent an above average (1 5D}
amount of time with their friend evidenced increases in inter-
nalizing problems when they were victimized. Albeit specula-
tive, a high degree of compunionship may be reflective of an
overly close and exclusive relationship, perhaps characteristic
af children who usc prcoccupied coping strategies (which is
also assoviated with internalizing behaviors) with their fricnd to
deal with stressful situarions at school (Hodges, Finnegan, &
Perry, in press).

A strength of the present study was the large number of partic-
ipants and the strong methodological design. Much of the previous
work on the relution of behaviora! problems to peer victimization
bus been limited by shared method variance (Boivin & Hymel,
1997: Baivin et al., 1995 Egan & Perry, 1998; Hodges et al,

* Sex was alun examined as a possible moderator of the main effects of
victimizution and as a moderator of all friendship by vietimizution produoct
terms, No interaction term involving sex was significant, indicating that all
vhserved findings reported here apply equally to bath sexes.
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1997). The present study overcame this limitation by assessing
hehavioral probiems through teachers, fricndship qualities trom
children. and victimizution by peer reporls.

Another strength of the present study was the longitudinal
design. Such designs are essential for evaluating causal models
euch as those lested in the present study. However, the high
stability of the measures (except far internalizing problems) him-
ited the amount of variance that could be explained by the predic-
tors. When this occurs, even small percenatages of variance ac-
counted for become hinportant. especially for making causal
inferences. U is alse important that the significant mteractions
indicate that the effcets were much stronger al high levels of social
risk. Morcover, the effects arc Jikely to cumulale over several
years in a compaunding fashion, thereby adding up to be substan-
tial. To optimize the amount of change that can be studied during
middle childhood. researchers may wish to consider targeting
{runsition periods €e.g.. imoving from elementary o midfic school)
or calgnded periods of tme, in which there may be wre oppar-
tunities for chifdren to escape victimization {or e bccome
vieumized).

The present study [ovused on the fricndship gualities of chil-
dren’s hest friendships becanse Sullivan (1953) argoed lor the
importance of this relationship over other triendships during pre-
adulescence. Uowever, children’s larger sucial netwarks arc
clearly important as well (e.g., Harris, 1995). Rescarch on [riend-
ship may benefit from what hus occurred in the lilerature on
altachment, which suggests that the quality of relationships may be
quite diffcrent [rom one relationship partner o another (c.g., Cox,
Owen, Henderson, & Margand, 1992: Hodges ct al, in press).
Future research could examine. for example, whether some friends
provide protection whereas other fricnds primarily provide inti-
macy cxchange, self-validation. and so forth.

Victimization, in this study, was measurcd in terms of the
receipt of dircct physical and verhal aguression; other kinds of
victimization. such as indirect or relational victimization (Crick &
Grolpeler, 1995), may operate according to diffcrent processes.
Relational apgression refers to acts intended to harm a child's
imerpersonal relationships with peers (e.g., by encouraging vne's
fricnds to esclude someone from a social tunction o clique): girls
are more likely than boys both ta enact and W receive this form of
agpression. 1L is important fo kecp in imind, however, that studies
have shown that girls are jusl about as likely as boys (o expericnce
the kind of dircct overt form of abuse investigated here (Egan &
Perry, 1998: Hodges et al.. 1997: Kochenderter & Ladd, 1997,
Perry ct al,, 198R). Moreover, the present resulls indicate that the
antecedent— outcome relatinons of the type of victimization assessed
here did not interact with sex, judicating that the results are equally
applicable to boys and girls.

The overadl pattern of results supgests an escatuting cycle of
peer abuse for children at risk who do not have u best friend. That
is. becausc behaviorat problems reciprocally intiuence viclimiza-
tior uver tine for children without a hest triend. viclimization may
be especially dilficult to escape. However, the findings also indi-
cale Ul there is hope For intervention. Having a fricnd can help
reduce the likelihoud of being victimized in the first place, and
having o friend can reduce the further exacerhation ol behavioral
problems due to being victimized. When designing interventions o
amelorate victimized children’s plight. investigators should also
keep in mind that children at risk tor victimization necd skills o

cstublish friendships with those who can provide a protective
function.
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