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Although bullying is known to have detrimental effects, less is known regarding how these bullies and victims develop within the contexts of their homes and schools, and how early childhood behaviors can predict later bullying/victimization statuses. Parent, teacher, and student reports from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study–Kindergarten (ECLS-K) 1998–1999 cohort (N = 11,715) representing a nationwide sample of children, were utilized to predict child's bully and victim status in eighth grade (age 13–14) using data from seven collection points. Results indicated child characteristics from the earliest time points identified children at risk for becoming both bullies and victims, although familial characteristics were only able to predict bully status. Identifying these characteristics provides opportunities for early intervention in children's lives, potentially preventing negative effects of bullying and victimization on academic, social, and emotional functioning. Implications for future research, including special considerations for individuals with internalizing behaviors, are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Bullying and the victimization of peers in school are not new phenomena. In it's most recent report, the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) found that 20.8% of 12–18-year-olds in the U.S. reported being bullied at school (U.S. Department of Education Institute of Education Science National Center for Educational Statistics, 2016). This indicates that just over one-fifth of all American high school students have been victimized, despite widespread efforts and resources haveing been devoted to anti-bullying campaigns (Pacer Center, 2016; Stomp Out Bullying, 2016), and anti-bullying legislation in all 50 states (Temkin, 2015). Although these national efforts have been made to stop bullying, fewer interventions have aimed to prevent bullies from developing in the first place. Lereya et al. (2015a) argue peer victimization during childhood may have more long-term effects on the mental health of its victims than does parental maltreatment or abuse. In fact, children identified as victims were at a greater risk for depression, suicidal ideation, suicidal behavior, and self-harm in adulthood. This risk was greater than for those adults who had been subject to parental abuse or neglect during childhood. This indicates that early intervention may be key to supporting healthy socioemotional development across childhood.

Home Environment

Lereya et al. (2013) found that a child's home environment was the single best predictor of future victimization. Children who reported their parents to engage in abusive, neglectful, or maladaptive parenting were most likely to be victimized, while children who reported positive communication with and high levels of support and guidance from their parent(s) were less likely to be involved. Similarly, Espelage et al. (2018) reported that both positive and negative family functioning were able to predict the developmental trajectory of bullying behaviors from middle to high school. Other studies have also reported that positive familial relationships appear to serve as a protective factor against participation in bullying (Keelan et al., 2014; Kretschmer et al., 2016; Doty et al., 2017). While these reports provide evidence that children's home lives may contribute to participation in the bully-victim dynamic, other studies have implicated mental health problems in the process, as well.

Multiple studies (Veenstra et al., 2005; Kozasa et al., 2017) have found that the children of individuals diagnosed with internalizing disorders were more likely to also report being victims of bullies, while other research (Harold et al., 1997; Cui et al., 2007; Braithwait et al., 2015) have reported a reciprocal relationship between child behavioral disorders and marital conflict. Outside of psychopathy, others have found that victim status was related to increased levels of family conflict and negative expressiveness throughout the family (Mohr, 2006). Georgiou (2009) discovered a similar relationship between maternal depression and bully status, supposing that the presence of maternal depression may lead to more coercive methods of punishment to gain compliance.

Beyond family communication, parental involvement in children's lives has been associated with a reduced risk for involvement in bullying (Flouri and Buchanan, 2003; Dehue et al., 2012). Haynie et al. (2001) reported that middle school students identified as both bullies and victims reported lower levels of parental attention, help, and praise than their uninvolved counterparts, although victims' parents reported providing the highest levels of support across all categories. In addition to parents' presence, the quality of the parents' interactions with the child(ren) may also play a role in the development of bullies and victims.

Several studies have reported that the parents of bullies are more likely to use authoritarian or permissive parenting styles (Baldry and Farrington, 2000; Charalampous et al., 2018), use more forms of physical punishment (Gomez-Ortiz et al., 2016), and develop more insecure attachment styles with their children (Elliot and Cornell, 2009) relative to the parents of victims and uninvolved students. Although high levels of parent-child conflict and bully status are correlated (Georgiou and Stavrinides, 2013), Pepler et al. (2008) reported that the same bullies who reported high levels of conflict with their parents also reported high levels of trust for those same parents. While these preadolescents may argue and fight often with their parents, it also appears that they are receiving some forms of parental support.

While some research has demonstrated a lower level of family functioning for bullies, other studies have indicated that the opposite may be true for victims. While some studies have reported similar authoritarian or permissive parenting styles for victims (Charalampous et al., 2018; Georgiou et al., 2018), other studies have found that the families of victims reported higher levels of family functioning and involvement vs. their bully counterparts, although those levels were still lower than the levels reported by uninvolved children (Stevens et al., 2002; Cassidy, 2009). These conflicting results may indicate that victims do not share similar home characteristics like their bully counterparts, making their identification all the more difficult.

Internalizing and Externalizing Behaviors

Eastman et al. (2018) found that more frequent victimization was associated with higher levels of internalizing behaviors in a sample of adolescents, while several other studies have established a link between victim status and internalizing disorders (Hawker and Boulton, 2000; Haynie et al., 2001; Mohr, 2006; Holt and Espelage, 2007). A meta-analysis by Cook et al. (2010) reported similar results when reporting that while both bullies and victims report behavioral issues, victims were more likely to report internalizing disorders and bullies were more likely to report externalizing disorders. Further highlighting these similarities, Haynie et al. (2001) found both bullies and victims possess lower levels of self-control relative to uninvolved children. These results seem to indicate that the children most at risk for becoming bullies and victims are those who are also at risk for mental health issues.

Discrepancies Between Multiple Sources

The results of the Stevens et al. (2002) study, much like the work from Haynie et al. (2001), found that parents reported higher rates of cohesion and expressiveness within the family than their children. Additional studies (Waasdorp et al., 2011; Ahn et al., 2013) have also discovered discrepancies between teachers' and students' reports of bullying, while other research (Stockdale et al., 2002; Waasdorp and Bradshaw, 2009) has also found disconnects between parent and child reports. A recent study by Hwang et al. (2017) even found that discrepancies between peer and self-report were related to higher levels of reported behavioral problems later in the year. These discrepancies between teacher, parent, and student reports of bullying and the home environment indicate that it is vitally important to consider the input of multiple sources of information when investigating bullying and victimization, as each source may view relationships and environments in different ways.

Gap in the Literature

In sum, existing studies have considered only two sources of information (i.e., teacher and student, parent, and child), which means we can understand the child's behaviors from only two perspectives and settings. None of these studies have tracked children's behaviors from as early as kindergarten to predict their bully or victim statuses in eighth grade. Most of the studies used univariate general linear models (e.g., multiple regression, ANCOVA) on measured variables. Identifying relationships across factors, that is, the underlying constructs which influence the measured variables gives a deeper understanding and a better representation of the complexity of these phenomena. Finally, the results from analysis of large-scale, nationally representative longitudinal sample are generalizable, whereas very few existing studies use such extensive samples.

Purpose and Significance

The purpose of the present study was to predict a child's bully and victim statuses in eighth grade using longitudinal reports by teachers, parents, and the children themselves of the child's externalizing and internalizing behaviors, and parent reports of home environments regarding their marital lives and parental responsiveness. The hypothesis governing the current analyses is that teacher, parent, and student reports of externalizing and internalizing behaviors, as well as parent reports of marital and home characteristics will be able to predict bully and victim status by Grade 8, such that teachers, parents, and students will report higher levels of externalizing behaviors, higher levels of marital dissatisfaction, and lower levels of parental responsiveness for bullies, while teachers, parents, and students will report higher levels of internalizing behaviors for victims. Data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class 1998–1999 (ECLS-K) were analyzed using predictor variables collected as early as kindergarten. The ECLS-K data are a nationwide, longitudinal data collected across three sets of sources (teachers, parents, and children) across 7 time-periods. The data were collected from when the child began kindergarten to when the child was in eighth grade. Consequently, data from the ECLS-K were fitted to a model that predicted a child's bully and victim status by the 8th grade year using reports from parents, teachers, and the students themselves across kindergarten to fifth grade. Thus, data from multiple sources were used to predict future victim and bully statuses which strengthens the findings of the present study.

Using large-scale, nationally representative data such as the ECLS-K helps identify the general trends nationwide. This is especially important for the ECLS-K 1998–1999 data because participants who were studied in this cohort are now serving as young parents, teachers, and the current work force. Understanding and taking lessons from their own behaviors can help implement positive interventions in this next generation of children's lives.

Unlike other studies (e.g., Lereya et al., 2015b) that used extensive mental health evaluations and family interviews, the instruments used to measure the ECLS-K data are simpler and are more readily available to school personnel. The questions presented to the teachers and parents in the ECLS-K are simple but previously validated assessments of various child behaviors. Therefore, the use of the ECLS-K data might enable those with the most access to these children (i.e., teachers and parents) to recognize risk factors earlier in development. They can intervene before the negative effects of bullying and victimization can impact the children's academic, social, and emotional functioning. Because the goal of bullying research is to help end these behaviors in classrooms and neighborhoods, the use of risk factors more immediately recognizable to teachers and parents is paramount to enabling prevention efforts.

METHODS

Sample

Data for the present study was obtained from the ECLS-K 1998–1999, collected by the U.S. Department of Education's National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The ECLS-K is a nationally representative sample of school children (n = 21,260), collected via multi-stage probability design, who entered both public and private kindergarten programs in the Fall of 1998. The sample for this study (n = 11,715) was comprised only of those participants for whom data was available from the child, the parent, and the teacher across the entire 9 years of data collection, concluding in Spring, 2007.

Information was collected at each time point via interviews and questionnaires given to the parents, teachers, and students and completed by hand by a surveyer. The present study used measures collected in the Fall and Spring semesters of kindergarten and 1st grade, as well as the Spring semesters of 3rd, 5th, and 8th grades regarding demographic information, reports of children's behavior, and measures of the home environment. This particular data set was chosen specifically for its wealth of sources as well as the longitudinal scope of data collection over 9 years. The time points are indicated thus in the present study: Fall kindergarten (T1), spring kindergarten (T2), fall 1st grade (T3), spring 1st grade (T4), and spring 3rd (T5), 5th (T6) and 8th (T7) grades.

Measures

Children's Social Skills and Behavior

Teachers' ratings of children's externalizing and internalizing behaviors in the classroom were collected during the Fall and Spring of the kindergarten year, as well as the Spring of 1st, 3rd, and 5th grades. Children's self-evaluations were also collected in the Spring of 5 and 8th grades via questionnaires related to the child's internalizing and externalizing behaviors, as well as feelings of sadness, loneliness, and locus of control. The data collected at these times points were utilized to develop a holistic view of the children's classroom and school behavior throughout childhood from multiple sources. The use of multiple sources was intended to help overcome issues reported in previous research. These include children being less likely to admit bullying behavior vs. peer nomination (Elliot and Cornell, 2009), the agreement between child and peer reports varying with age and gender (Ladd and Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2002).

In addition to its own questions, the ECLS study used an adaptation of the Social Skills Rating System (SSRS; Gersham and Elliot, 1990) to assess children's social skills and functioning in the Fall and Spring semesters of kindergarten and 1st grade, as well as the Spring semesters of the 3rd, 5th, and 8th grade years. This adaptation, known as the Social Rating System (SRS), gathered child, parent, and teacher perceptions of the children's interactions with peers at each time point, including direct questions regarding bullying behaviors. The present study also analyzed data collected from parents in the Fall and Spring of kindergarten and Spring of 1st grade to measure parents' perceptions of their child's use of social skills and their feelings of sadness or loneliness.

Home Environment

Information regarding the children's home environments, including the parents' marital or romantic relationship and parent-child interactions, was gathered via parent interviews at several time points throughout the ECLS-K. These data included the quality of interactions between parental figures and between those figures and the child. The factors included: (a) marital aggression (PAggcomm), or how the parental figures managed conflict within the marital relationship (e.g., argue heatedly or shout, criticize each other, argue in front of the children) (b) marital passive communication (PPasscomm), or the level of communication between parents (e.g., criticize each other, discuss calmly, stop speaking), and (c) marital dissatisfaction (PMardiss), or the dissatisfaction the reporting parent felt in his or her relationship (e.g., my partner listens to me, I trust my partner to be faithful, I view our relationship as lifelong). In addition to parent-parent relations, other questions gauged the level of emotional responsiveness provided by the parents expressed as the number of times child was praised, shown affection, or told he or she was loved. All items and their respective scales of measurement are given in Table 1.


Table 1. List of observed variables.
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Procedures

Data from parents, teachers, and students across 6 time-points were analyzed: Fall 1998 (T1), Spring 1999 (T2), Spring 2000 (T4), Spring 2001 (T5), Spring 2003 (T6), Spring 2005 (T7), and Spring 2007 (T8). Data from Fall 2000 (T3) were deleted from the model because all variables of interest from T3 were highly correlated with those from T2 and resulted in multicollinearity (r > 0.85). Weighting procedure was applied for the longitudinal data as per the ECLS-K manual. No particular patterns were found in the missing data. Therefore, missing responses were imputed by matching cases using LISREL 8.8 (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 2007). The final sample size after applying weights and imputing missing data was 11,715. Variables were chosen from the child health and well-being questionnaire (parent report), the critical family processes questionnaire (parent report), teachers' reports of the child's social skills, and the child's self-report of their internalizing and externalizing behaviors. The parent report variables were observed variables whereas the teacher's report variables and the child's self-report variables were factors as reported in ECLS-K data.

Analysis

Cronbach's alpha and its confidence interval was computed for each factor and are reported in Table 2. The teacher and child self-report data were continuous factors and the parent report variables were measured on Likert scales or were count data (e.g., number of times in the past week I praised my child). Mardia's coefficient was greater than three for the data. This indicated lack of multivariate normality. Therefore, asymptotic covariance matrix and polychoric correlation matrix were used to correct for non-normality and the ordinal scale of the data, respectively (Jöreskog, 1994); robust unweighted least squares estimation was used to fit the model (Forero et al., 2009). Satorra and Bentler's (1988) scaled χ2 statistic is reported, but this statistic was not used to assess model fit because of its well-known sensitivity to sample size. The fit of each model was assessed using: (a) the comparative fit index (CFI) (b) the root-mean-square-error of approximation (RMSEA), its 90% confidence interval; and (c) the standardized root-mean-square-residual (SRMR). Values of CFI ≥ 0.95, RMSEA ≤ 0.05, and SRMR ≤ 0.08 were considered indicators of good model fit, and values of 0.05 < RMSEA ≤ 0.08 and 0.90 ≤ CFI < 0.95 indicated acceptable model fit (Browne and Cudeck, 1993; Hu and Bentler, 1999).


Table 2. Cronbach's alpha and their confidence intervals, omegas, and composite reliabilities for factors.
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Model

A measurement model (confirmatory factor analysis, CFA, Figure 1) was fitted to the data followed by a structural equation model (SEM, Figure 2). CFA was used to confirm the underlying factor structure while factors were used to predict other factors using SEM (i.e., directional relationships). The factors in the CFA model included parent reports of marital aggressive communication (PAggcomm), marital passive communication (PPasscomm), level of parental responsiveness (PResp) all at time-point 7, and their reports of the child's use of social skills and feelings of sadness or loneliness (PSad, measured using indicators at time-points 1, 2, and 4). The CFA model also included teacher reports of the child's externalizing (TExtern) and internalizing behaviors (TIntern) measured using indicators at time-points 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 and the child's self-report of externalizing (CExtern) and internalizing behaviors (CIntern) measured using indicators at time-points 5, 6, and 7.


[image: image]

FIGURE 1. Measurement model. All factors were correlated. Factor correlations and error variances are not shown.
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FIGURE 2. Final structural equation model. Error variances are not shown.



In the CFA model, the factor called marital dissatisfaction (PMardiss) indicates a negative variable because although the items that indicate it are positively worded, the scale of measurement is increasingly negative (1 - strongly agree, 4 - strongly disagree). Similarly, passive communication (PPasscomm) and aggressive communication (PAggcomm) factors are negatively worded because their indicator variables are measured on a negative scale (1 – never, 4 - often). Although it is desirable that each factor be indicated by at least 3 variables, child externalizing behavior (CExtern) was indicated by only two variables (from times T5 and T6) because of high multicollinearity with other possible indicator variables. All factors were allowed to correlate freely. Factor correlations are not indicated in Figure 1 to help visual clarity.

The SEM tested several research hypotheses: (a) parent reports of a child's social skills and experiencing feelings of sadness and loneliness (PSocial, PSad) at T1, T2, and T4 predict the child's bullying and victim status in the 8th grade (i.e., T8; BULLY, VICTIM); (b) teacher reports of internalizing (TIntern) and externalizing behaviors (TExtern) of the child at T1, T2, T4, T5, and T6 and child self-reports at T5, T6, and T7 (CIntern and CExtern) predict the child's bullying and victim status at T8; (c) children with parents who reported both higher levels of marital dissatisfaction (PMardiss) and aggressive marital communication (PAggcomm), lower levels of passive marital communication (PPasscomm) with their partner, and lower levels of responsiveness (PResp) toward their child at T1, T2, T4, and T7 have higher probabilities of being bullies at T8; and (d) children with parents who reported higher levels of marital dissatisfaction (PMardiss) with their partner as well as higher levels of responsiveness (PResp) toward their child have higher probabilities of being victims of bullying at T8. Bullying and victim statuses were based on parent reports.

RESULTS

Cronbach's internal consistency α and its 95% confidence interval are reported for each factor in Table 1. Because most factors had few items and because α increases with the number of items, these values are presented as an indication of the correlation between the items but the values are not interpreted. The CFA model had good model fit ([image: image], df = 612, CFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.054, RMSEA 90% CI [0.053, 0.054], SRMR = 0.046). Correlations between the factors ranged from 0.76 to −0.41. The absolute value of all standardized factor pattern coefficients were higher than 0.4, which indicates support for convergent validity. The direction of the relationship between the factors were as expected from previous research. Therefore, this model was retained. Factor correlations are reported in Table 3. The standardized factor pattern coefficients and structure coefficients are reported along with average variance extracted in Table 4. The low magnitude of structure coefficients indicates support for discriminant validity with few relatively large values. For example the structure coefficients passive communication (PPasscomm) items have low but not negligible structure coefficients on marital dissatisfaction (PMardiss). However, these values are to be expected because passive communication (PPasscomm) and marital dissatisfaction (PMardiss) can be expected to have high correlation. The non-negligible structure coefficients are therefore not considered a threat to discriminant validity (Shaffer et al., 2016). The average variance extracted is expected to be higher than the squared structure coefficient of any other item on the factor in order to support discriminant validity. With the exception of T5Intern and T6Intern there was support for discriminant validity.


Table 3. Correlation matrix of factors.
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Table 4. Standardized factor pattern and structural coefficients of factors.
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Initially, marital dissatisfaction (PMardiss) and aggressive communication (PAggcomm) were predictors of passive communication (PPasscomm). These paths were removed due to multicollinearity. The final SEM after removing these paths had adequate model fit ([image: image], [image: image]). The final structural equations that were retained and their respective unstandardized coefficients, standard errors, and R2 values are reported in Table 5. Parents' report of the child's externalizing (PSocial) and internalizing (PSad) behaviors from T1-T4 predicted teachers' report (TExtern) of the child's externalizing behavior T1-T6. This, in turn, predicted the child's self-report of externalizing behavior (CExtern) from T5 and T6. Child's externalizing behavior (CExtern) was a statistically significant predictor of bullying at T7 and had a medium-large effect size (β = 0.57). TExtern was a complete mediator of the effect between parents' report of the child's externalizing (PSocial) and internalizing behaviors (PSad), and the child's self-report of the child's externalizing behavior (CExtern).


Table 5. Structural equations and their unstandardized regression coefficients.
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Similarly, parents' report of the child's externalizing (PSocial) and internalizing (PSad) behaviors from T1-T4 predicted teachers' report (TIntern) of the child's internalizing behavior T1-T6. This, in turn, predicted the child's self-report of internalizing behavior (CIntern) from T5 and T6. Child's internalizing behavior (CIntern) was a statistically significant predictor of being a victim of bullying at T7 and had a medium-large effect size (β = 0.57). Teachers' report of internalizing behavior (TIntern) was a complete mediator of the effect between parents' report of the child's externalizing (PSocial) and internalizing behaviors (PSad), and the child's self-report of the child's internalizing behavior (CIntern). Child's self-report of externalizing behavior (CExtern) was highly correlated with teachers' report (r = 0.92). But child's self-report of internalizing behavior (CIntern) was not as highly correlated with teachers' report (TIntern, r = 0.65). Parent's responsiveness to the child (PResp) was not a statistically significant predictor of any of the other factors. Passive communication (PPasscomm) between parents predicted future bullying to some degree (β = 0.28) but not the future victim status (β = 0.04).

DISCUSSION

The results of the present study were able to confirm the hypothesis governing the current research; that is, parent, teacher, and student reports of internalizing behaviors were able to predict victim status at Grade 8, while reports of externalizing behaviors, as well as parental reports of marital and home characteristics were able to predict bully status at Grade 8. Additionally, parent reports of externalizing, and internalizing behaviors were found to predict teachers and students reports of the behaviors, demonstrating reliability in the data from three separate reporters across seven data collection points. These results provide evidence that utilizing readily available information regarding students, like that included in large data sets like the ECLS-K, is one possible avenue toward identifying those children at risk for becoming bullies and victims, and potentially intervening early in these childrens' lives.

The results indicated that while externalizing behaviors, as reported by teachers in kindergarten, 1st, 3rd, and 5th grades, predicted nearly 90% of the variance in child-reported externalizing behaviors, teacher reports of internalizing behaviors predicted less than half of the variance in child-reported internalizing behaviors. This discrepancy may be due to the nature of these types of behaviors. Externalizing behaviors draw attention to the child and his or her behaviors, making it easier for teachers and parents to recognize potential issues. Internalizing behaviors are by their very nature internal and, therefore, more difficult to detect; this makes teacher and parent reports of internalizing behaviors less reliable than their externalizing counterparts. Future researchers may consider including validated measures of internalizing behaviors to overcome the difficulty parents and teachers face in recognizing the onset and development of these internalizing behaviors.

While the current study provided support for a growing body of evidence that bullies experience less supportive home environments (Lereya et al., 2013; see Espelage et al., 2018), no such support was found for their victim counterparts. While bullies report less parental responsiveness and communication and harsher forms of punishment, victims can experience anything from abuse and neglect (Lereya et al., 2013) to overly responsive parenting, especially for male victims (Finnegan et al., 1998; Ladd and Kochenderfer-Ladd, 1998; Georgiou, 2008; Reavis et al., 2010). This wide variation in characteristics may make predicting victim status more difficult than bully status, especially when relying upon information that teachers and administrators would have readily available. This makes the correct identification of internalizing behaviors all the more important, as family characteristics may not serve as reliable predictors of victim status.

As with any analysis of this kind, the present study was restricted by a number of limitations. Firstly, the present analysis was limited by the scope of questions presented by the questionnaires created for the ECLS-K. Despite asking specific questions regarding bullying and victimization behaviors, the ECLS-K relied upon only parental reports of bullying and victimization in Grade 8. This could be problematic, as Georgiou and Stavrinides (2013) reported a negative correlation between child disclosure and both bully and victim statuses. This discrepancy indicates children involved in these behaviors may be less likely to confide in their parents after bullying or victimization occurs, and as parents are not present at school to witness the behaviors, may not be aware that the bullying is taking place.

Similarly, questions regarding the family environment may have been limited by the scale of measurement, and as such may not have been able to distinguish between appropriate levels of responsiveness and overly-responsive parenting. The ECLS-K questions regarding responsiveness asked for responses regarding the number of times parents stated that they loved or otherwise responded to the child rather than the quality of those interactions. While professions of love and affection may occur regularly, the context in which those professions are made may counteract the statements. Additionally, the reliance on only parental reports of family functioning may have been problematic, as parents may feel pressure to downplay marital conflict or use of corporal punishment on questionnaires that may be seen by school administrators or other officials. Future research would benefit from gathering more detail regarding these interactions from multiple sources in order to better account for the variability between bullies' and victims' home lives.

Despite the limitations associated with this analysis, the use of the ECLS-K allowed for the use of data from three reporters to predict bully and victim statuses across seven collection points. This represents best practice as it involves utilizing multiple sources to correctly identify bullies and victims (Ladd and Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2002). The ECLS-K also offered the opportunity to investigate variables that are readily accessible to teachers and other school personnel on a daily basis from a large, nationally-representative data set. For future intervention efforts, providing teachers with basic training regarding the identification of externalizing and internalizing behaviors, as well as home and environmental characteristics could help teachers to identify the children most in need of targeted interventions. This would then allow teachers the ability to refer these children for services much like the referrals they already perform on a regular basis for learning disabilities and other behavioral issues.

As this analysis has shown, it is possible for both parents and teachers to identify children at risk for becoming bullies and victims early in development. Identifying children at risk as early as kindergarten and 1st grade, then providing interventions aimed at improving family functioning in the home and the child's functioning at school may lower the risk for ultimate victimization or aggressive behaviors. Considering that over one-fifth of American children report being bullied within a single school year (U.S. Department of Education Institute of Education Science National Center for Educational Statistics, 2016), early identification of children at risk for victimization and bullying may be the key to stopping such behaviors before they begin. Although several programs are currently geared toward stopping current bullying in the schools, these groups may fail to recognize the contributions of the home environment and, perhaps more importantly, long-term developmental trajectories leading to the behaviors they are working to prevent.
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