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Abstract: (1) Background: Co-occurrence or overlaps of different forms or involvement in peer
violence among adolescents have been broadly studied. The study aimed to assess adolescents’
violence profiles related to bullying, cyberbullying, and fighting in the Czech Republic, Hungary,
Poland, and Slovakia. The study was to investigate the pattern of bullying, cyberbullying, and
fighting involvement among adolescents in these four countries to test the stability of previously
identified profiles. (2) Methods: We analyzed the data from the 2017/2018 international Health
Behaviour in School-aged Children survey, which used proportionate sampling among adolescents
aged 11–15 years old (n = 24,501). A Latent Class Analysis (LCA) was performed to determine
violence profiles in each country. (3) Results: In Slovakia, three distinct latent classes were identified,
primarily cyber victims, school bullies, and those involved in multiple forms, and in the Czech
Republic, Hungary and Poland bully victims was the fourth class. (4) Conclusions: The findings
suggest that peer violence prevention programs in adolescents should consider violence profiles and
multiple involvements.
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1. Introduction
Youth violence is a prevalent phenomenon, and it can take various forms (such as
bullying, fighting, or cyberbullying) in school settings or young people’s lives. Bullying
has been defined as negative physical or verbal actions that have hostile intent, cause
distress to victims, are repeated over time (or there is a high likelihood to be repeated),
and involve a power differential between bullies and their victim [1,2]. It can take many
forms including physical, verbal, or other indirect forms. Cyberbullying can be defined
as intentional behavior aimed at harming another person or persons through computers,
cell phones, and other electronic devices, and is perceived as aversive by the victim [3,4].
Due to the nature of the Internet and current forms of technology, cyberbullying does
not need to involve repeated behaviors. Fighting is also a common manifestation of peer
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violence that has a physical nature and implies a power balance between those involved [5].
Regarding physical fighting, the students involved are mainly of the same age and equal
strength [6]. However, due to language and interpretation difficulties, aggression with or
without power imbalance is sometimes hard to differentiate [7–9].
Peer violence has adverse outcomes on the health and social adjustment of all involved parties. Besides direct influences, long-term effects of bullying can span into later
adolescence and adulthood [10]. Studies show various negative impacts of cyberbullying
on adolescents’ mental health, like suicidal thinking, depressive symptoms, loneliness,
frustration, and sadness, as well as difficulties in school performance, learning, and low
school achievements [11]. Fighting is often associated with alcohol drinking and drunkenness, substance use, and other problem behaviors [6]. Peer violence does not only have
individual-level consequences: a significant negative relationship was found between
measures of positive school climate and the prevalence of student peer bullying across
studies [12,13].
Regarding the dynamics of bullying, it is mostly considered as a group phenomenon
with a complex interplay between different bullying roles [14]. Most studies about violence
focus on the perpetrator, victim, or bully-victim role and classify children according to these
traditional roles. However, there are other important bullying roles such as the supporter
or assistant to the bully, the defender of the victim, or the bystanders that can represent
different attitudes towards the given bullying situation. Moreover, the expansion and
spillover of bullying in each community rather depends on the reaction of bystanders than
the actual actions of the perpetrator [15]. On the other hand, even if children can have only
one bullying role in a given situation, they might change roles across bullying scenarios and
some of them can rather be classified along a bully-victim continuum [16]. Nevertheless,
co-occurrence or overlaps between subtypes or involvement forms in bullying and violence
have also been studied: e.g., the overlap between different victimization forms, between
victims and perpetrators, between online and offline forms [17–22]. In our previous analysis,
we investigated the violence involvement patterns in a nationally representative sample
of adolescents using variables of bullying victimization and perpetration, cyberbullying
victimization, and fighting [23]. As a result of a latent class analysis, no clear victim or
perpetrator groups were identified but four classes of violence involvement were found:
(1) school-aged children who are not affected by any form of violence, (2) primarily victims
of online bullying, (3) students involved in school-based bullying and fighting (but not in
cyberbullying involvement at all), and finally, (4) students involved in all forms of violence.
The analysis was repeated on another dataset from a later data collection of the same survey,
in which the cyber perpetration was also included [24]. As a result, the above-mentioned
violence involvement classes were replicated and one more latent class emerged, namely
school aggressors (with high involvement of school bullying perpetration and fighting).
As we could replicate the same violence involvement groups across two data collections, it
may be stated that violence patterns demonstrate timely stability throughout adolescence.
The recent studies from violence classification confirm that students engage in complex
overlapping patterns of bullying participant behaviors [25].
However, besides timely stability, geographical and cultural determinants of violence
involvement patterns are also of particular interest. Therefore, we expanded our analysis
to an international context and compared the violence involvement profiles of adolescents
from four countries (Czech Republic, Poland, Slovakia, and Hungary, also referred to
as ‘Visegrad Group’ or ‘Visegrad Four’). These countries share cultural, historical, and
social similarities.
Based on the data of the Health Behaviour in School-aged Children (HBSC) survey in
2017/2018, the rate of being bullied (at least twice in the last couple of months prior to the
data collection) is around or below the international average (10% for both genders) in the
four countries in all age groups and both genders, except for the 11-year old students in
Hungary, who showed higher prevalence for victimization in both genders [26]. Similarly,
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perpetration in these four countries is around the international HBSC average, which is
around 5% for girls and 8% for boys [26].
Regarding cyberbullying data, the rate of those having been cyberbullied at least once
was higher than the international HBSC average in Hungary and Poland in all age groups
and both genders, whereas in Slovakia and the Czech Republic the cyber victimization
rates are around or below average (that is, around 13%) [26]. The cyber perpetration data
reflects the same tendency with above-average rates in Poland and Hungary and around
or below average rates for Slovakia and the Czech Republic. Regarding fighting, another
picture can be seen, as the Czech Republic demonstrates an above-international-average
rate of school-aged children who have been involved in fighting at least twice in the last
12 months while other involved countries are around or below average.
The study aimed to assess the violence profiles related to bullying, cyberbullying,
and fighting among adolescents from the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia.
The study investigates the pattern of traditional bullying, cyberbullying, and fighting
involvement in these countries to test the stability of previously identified violence profiles,
including cyberbullying. The main point of the paper was to assess if there were more
similarities or differences among adolescents from the four countries.
2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Sample and Procedure
The data were obtained from the international Health Behaviour in School-aged
Children (HBSC) study conducted in 2017/2018. In this WHO-coordinated cross-sectional
survey, each participating country is required to comply with an international research
protocol that outlines standard sampling procedures, data coding, and processing methods.
The translation procedure of the questionnaire followed an international HBSC survey
protocol [27]. All questions were translated from the original English version into the
national languages. Thereafter the translation was translated back into English by an
independent translator and submitted to the HBSC Translation Hub. The translation was
reviewed and accepted or modified according to the reviewer’s comments.
Nationally representative samples are generated for children aged 11, 13, and 15. The
data were collected based on a stratified cluster sampling strategy and using a standardized
and validated questionnaire according to the study protocol. Adolescents’ participation
was anonymous and voluntary with the informed consent of school directors, parents,
and students themselves. The research conformed to the principles embodied in the
Declaration of Helsinki and appropriate ethical approval for the survey was obtained at
the national level.
Participation was identified based on belonging to the Czech Republic, Poland,
Slovakia, and Hungary. These four countries are in Central-Eastern Europe and share
cultural, historical, and social similarities. The total study sample from these four
countries was composed of 24,501 participants, from the Czech Republic (N = 11564,
49.9% female), Hungary (N = 3789, 52.8% female), Poland (N = 5224, 50.8% female),
and Slovakia (N = 4785, 48.7% female). For age distribution of the national samples,
see Table 1.
Table 1. Age distribution of the total samples by country.

Age between 10.5 and 12.5
Age between 12.6 and 14.5
Age between 14.6 and 16.5
N (Total)

Czech Republic

Hungary

Poland

Slovakia

3770 (32.6%)
3982 (34.4%)
3812 (33.0%)
11,564

1259 (33.4%)
1368 (36.8%)
1145 (30.4%)
3789

1710 (32.8%)
1726 (33.1%)
1781 (34.1%)
5224

1586 (33.1%)
1906 (39.8%)
1293 (27.0%)
4785

2.2. Measures
Bullying was measured by using the questions about perpetrating and one about being
the victim using an item modified and adapted from the revised Olweus Bully/Victim
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Questionnaire [28]. Participants answered two questions to indicate whether they had
experienced or perpetrated bullying in the past couple of months prior to the administration
of the survey, with five response categories ranging from ‘I have not been bullied in this
way in the past two months’ to ‘several times a week’.
Cyber perpetration was measured by the following question: ‘In the past couple of
months how often have you taken part in cyberbullying (e.g., sent mean instant messages,
email or text messages; wall postings; created a website making fun of someone; posted
unflattering or inappropriate pictures online without permission or shared them with
others)?’ Cyber victimization was measured by the question: ‘In the past couple of months
how often have you been cyberbullied (e.g., someone sent mean instant messages, email
or text messages about you; wall postings; created a website making fun of you; posted
unflattering or inappropriate pictures of you online without permission or shared them
with others)?’ The response categories were the same as in bullying.
Fighting was measured by the question: ‘During the past 12 months, how many times
were you in a physical fight?’, with five frequency responses categories from ‘I have not
participated in fighting in the past 12 months’ to ‘five times or more often’.
The above-mentioned factors were transformed into dichotomous indicator variables
measuring perpetration: participant has bullied others at least once at school; victimization:
participant has been bullied by other students at least once at school; fighting: participant
has participated in fighting cyber victimization: participant has been bullied online at
least once on at least one occasion during the past couple of months; cyber perpetration:
the respondent participant has bullied others online at least once during the past couple
of months.
In our analysis, we also included variables of participants’ age and gender. We also assessed students’ ‘life satisfaction’ with the one-item 10-point-scale of the Cantril ladder [29].
The variables of ‘perceived social support from friends and family’ are part of the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support [30]. There are four peer support items where
respondents need to indicate their agreement on a seven-point-Likert scale with certain
statements about help, support, and attention from friends. Perceived family support is
very similar: statements refer to help and support from family members. Average item
scores based on four items which measure the perceived support from friends and family
were applied in the analysis. School engagement is measured by a single item measuring
‘students’ connectedness to school’ in terms of liking school with four answer options that
were entered in the model as a dichotomous variable (does/does not like school).
2.3. Statistical Analysis
First, a descriptive analysis was carried out to present the prevalence rates and comparisons by countries in terms of the different peer violence indicators.
Second, latent class analysis (LCA) was performed to identify subgroups of adolescents
with different peer violence profile characteristics. LCA was conducted separately in the
involved countries because the multiple group LCA did not result in a trustworthy solution
as it was not possible to replicate the best log-likelihood values even with increasing
random starts. Classes were differentiated based on dichotomous indicator variables which
measured if the participants (1) bullied others at school or not, (2) were bullied at school
by others or not, (3) were involved in physical fights or not, (4) cyberbullied others or not,
(5) were cyberbullied by others or not. An iterative estimation process was carried out where
more and more complex (less parsimonious) models were fitted to the data that are in each
step the number of latent classes; these were increased by one. The best-fitting model was
selected in each country by considering multiple model fit indices. A model with a given
number of latent classes was considered superior compared to other models if it showed
the lowest values in Akaike Information Criteria (AIC), Bayesian Information Criteria
(BIC), and Sample Size Adjusted Bayesian Information Criteria (SSA-BIC). Moreover, a
significant result (p < 0.05) of the Lo–Mendel–Rubin adjusted likelihood ratio test (LMRT)
indicated that a model with a given number of latent classes provides a more optimal
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solution compared to the model with one less latent class. Classification accuracy was
measured by the Entropy index and average latent class probabilities for the most likely
latent class memberships. Characteristics of the identified latent classes were determined
based on item endorsement probabilities.
Thirdly, in order to validate the latent classes, multinomial logistic regression was
performed separately in each country by using the R3Step method [31]. Class memberships
were predicted by gender, age, life satisfaction, support from family and friends, and
liking school. Due to the possible interdependence of responses within a school class, the
above-mentioned analyses were corrected by considering the clustering effect. Furthermore,
weighted data was used for all analyses related to the sample from Czechia in order to
ensure representativeness. Analyses were carried out by Mplus 8.0 (Muthén & Muthén,
Los Angeles, CA, USA) [32] and IBM SPSS Statistics softwares (IBM, Armonk, NY, USA).
3. Results
3.1. Prevalence of Peer Violence by Countries
For descriptive purposes, we provided the percentage of participants by country in
relation to peer violence indicators (bullied others, being bullied, cyberbullied others, being
cyberbullied, involved in fighting). We computed a series of chi-square (χ2 ) tests to examine
whether there were differences by countries in the above-mentioned variables Table 2) and
applied a Bonferroni correction to adjust for multiple tests (p < 0.001) (Table 3).
Table 2. Prevalence rates and overall differences in the distributions of peer violence indicated
by country.
Czech Republic

Hungary

Poland

Slovakia

χ2 (p)

1504 (13.28%)
2082 (18.48%)
4895 (43.82%)
824 (7.36%)
1168 (10.44%)

1158 (31.00%)
1217 (32.65%)
1305 (34.82%)
478 (12.82%)
676 (18.13%)

1422 (27.37%)
1221 (23.49%)
1722 (33.14%)
845 (16.25%)
974 (18.72%)

1088 (25.76%)
868 (20.61%)
1283 (30.51%)
399 (9.52%)
469 (11.15%)

813.06 (<0.001)
338.15 (<0.001)
329.28 (<0.001)
326.16 (<0.001)
299.57 (<0.001)

Bullied others at school N (%)
Been bullied at school by others N (%)
Physical fights with others N (%)
Cyberbullied others N (%)
Been cyberbullied by others N (%)

Note. χ2 = Chi square statistics indicating overall differences in the distributions between the countries.
Percentages in each cell show prevalence rates within the given country. Peer violence indicators are
dichotomous variables, coded as 0 = No and 1 = Yes.

Table 3. Comparisons of the countries in terms of peer violence indicators.

Bullied others at school N (%)
Been bullied at school by others N (%)
Physical fights with others N (%)
Cyberbullied others N (%)
Been cyberbullied by others N (%)

Czech Republic

Hungary

Poland

Slovakia

Ref.
Ref.
1.78 [1.65–1.92]
Ref.
Ref.

2.93 [2.69–3.20]
2.14 [1.97–2.32]
1.22 [1.11–1.34]
1.85 [1.64–2.08]
1.90 [1.71–2.11]

2.46 [2.27–2.67]
1.35 [1.25–1.47]
1.13 [1.03–1.23]
2.44 [2.20–2.70]
1.98 [1.80–2.17]

2.27 [2.08–2.47]
1.15 [1.05–1.25]
Ref.
1.32 [1.17–1.50]
1.08 [0.96–1.21]

Note. OR (95% CI): Odds ratio (95% confidence interval). Ref.: Reference category. For all variables, the country
with the lowest prevalence rate was specified as a reference category. Peer violence indicators are dichotomous
variables, coded as 0 = Absence and 1 = Presence (the odds ratios represent the odds for the presence of the given
outcome in the given country). Odds ratios and confidence intervals presented with bold figures are significant, at
least p < 0.05.

As expected, there were several differences in the forms of violence prevalence by
country. Students from Hungary reported the highest rates of school bullying perpetration
and also of school bullying victimization, while in this regard the lowest prevalence rates
were shown in the Czech Republic. Compared to the students from the Czech Republic,
adolescents in the other three countries were involved in school bullying, either as a
perpetrator or victim, at significantly higher rates. In terms of physical fighting, students
from the Czech Republic were involved in the highest proportion, while it was the least
prevalent in Slovakia. In the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland prevalence rates
were significantly higher concerning physical fights with others compared to Slovakia.
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Adolescents from Poland reported the highest rates of cyberbullying perpetration and
victimization, while in this regard the lowest prevalence rates were seen in the Czech
Republic. For students in Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia, cyberbullying perpetration
rates were significantly higher compared to adolescents from the Czech Republic. Cyber
victimization was significantly more prevalent in Hungary and Poland compared to the
Czech Republic.
3.2. Latent Class Analysis
3.2.1. Model Selection
Model fit indices for the tested models in each country are summarized in Table 4.
Table 4. Model fit indices for the tested models with increasing numbers of latent classes in each country.

Czech Republic
1-class model
2-class model
3-class model
4-class model
5-class model
6-class model
Hungary
1-class model
2-class model
3-class model
4-class model
5-class model
6-class model
Poland
1-class model
2-class model
3-class model
4-class model
5-class model
6-class model
7-class model
Slovakia
1-class model
2-class model
3-class model
4-class model
5-class model

AIC

BIC

SSA-BIC

Entropy

LMRT

LMRT-p

48,380.77
44,888.79
44,477.00
44,318.68
44,262.29
44,264.69

48,417.51
44,969.62
44,601.91
44,487.67
44,475.37
44,521.86

48,401.62
44,934.66
44,547.88
44,414.58
44,383.21
44,410.63

0.74
0.78
0.81
0.86
0.87

3442.60
416.37
167.34
67.19
9.43

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
0.275

20,574.19
19,215.20
18,961.62
18,905.71
18,876.68
18,882.70

20,605.37
19,283.78
19,067.61
19,049.12
19,057.49
19,100.92

20,589.48
19,248.83
19,013.59
18,976.03
18,965.34
18,989.71

0.61
0.82
0.84
0.82
0.75

1343.80
260.31
66.56
40.22
5.86

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
0.001
0.294

28,009.05
26,239.72
25,847.33
25,728.13
25,697.21
25,697.22
25,708.22

28,041.85
26,311.88
25,958.85
25,879.01
25,887.45
25,926.81
25,977.17

28,025.96
26,276.93
25,904.83
25,805.92
25,795.30
25,815.59
25,846.89

0.59
0.72
0.76
0.69
0.68
0.76

1747.31
396.67
128.69
42.10
11.77
0.98

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
0.022
0.044
0.452

19,865.02
18,324.25
18,148.24
18,109.75
18,102.73

19,896.84
18,394.24
18,256.42
18,256.10
18,287.27

19,880.95
18,359.29
18,202.40
18,183.02
18,195.12

0.72
0.74
0.77
0.71

1522.44
184.33
49.51
18.64

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
0.057

Note. AIC = Akaike Information Criteria; BIC = Bayesian Information Criteria; SSA-BIC = Sample size-adjusted
Bayesian Information Criteria; LMRT = Lo–Mendel–Rubin adjusted likelihood ratio test. The selected model in
each country is highlighted in bold font.

Czech Republic: Based on the model fit indices, a five-class model provided the lowest
values in terms of AIC, BIC, and SSA-BIC, and it also showed a significantly better fit to
the data than the four-class solution as per the LMRT. Therefore, a model with five latent
classes is considered as the best-fitting model and was retrieved for further analyses. The
average latent class probabilities for the most likely latent class memberships were 0.96,
0.70, 0.81, 0.78, and 0.94, respectively. Profile characteristics of the identified latent classes
are shown in Figure 1 (CZ).
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3.2.2. Description of the Classes

Figure
4. Latent
class
profile
Slovakia. of the students were assigned to Class 1 (‘Not
Czech
Republic:
The
largestofproportion
involved in bullying’, N = 8674; 75.61%) which was characterized by very low probability
of being involved in any form of school or cyberbullying; however, participants in this
subgroup showed higher (though still mild) probability of participating in physical fights.
Adolescents in Class 2 (‘Victims of school bullying’, N = 1484; 12.93%) reported being
bullied at school with extremely high probability and they were involved in physical fights
and were cyberbullied by others with moderately high and mild probabilities, respectively.
Class 3 (‘Primarily victims of cyberbullying’; N = 116; 1.01%) incorporated individuals who
(on average) showed an extremely high probability of being cyberbullied by others; this
class also demonstrated moderately high and high probability of being perpetrators of
cyberbullying and being involved in physical fights. Students within Class 4 (‘Perpetrators
of school bullying’, N = 850; 7.41%) bullied others at school and were involved in physical
fights with very high probability; however, they also had a mild probability of being
bullied at school. Finally, Class 5 (‘Involved in multiple forms of bullying’, N = 349; 3.04%)
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illustrated a subgroup of adolescents who presented very high probability of being involved
in school and cyberbullying as a perpetrator and victim as well as having physical fights
(Figure 1 (CZ)).
Hungary: Class 1 (‘Not involved in bullying’, N = 2078; 55.12%) contained the largest
number of adolescents who showed very low probability of bullying others at school and
online and being victims of cyberbullying and they also reported being bullied by others
at school or being involved in physical fights with low probability. Participants within
Class 2 (‘Primarily victims of cyberbullying’, N = 339; 8.99%) were characterized by a
very high probability of being cyberbullied by others and a moderate probability of being
bullied at school. Students assigned to Class 3 (‘Primarily perpetrators of school bullying’;
N = 1057; 28.04%) bullied others at school and were involved in physical fights with very
high probability, but on average there was also a moderately high probability of them being
bullied by others at school. Class 4 (‘Perpetrators of school and cyberbullying’; 181; 4.80%)
comprised a group of adolescents who had very high probability of bullying others at
school and online and participating in physical fights, though they were also cyberbullied
by others with moderate probability. Individuals in Class 5 (‘Involved in multiple forms of
bullying’; N = 115; 3.05%) were involved in school and cyberbullying either as a perpetrator
or victim and physical fights as well with very high probability (Figure 2 (HU)).
Poland: Members of Class 1 (‘Not involved in bullying’; N = 2981; 57.13%) demonstrated very low probability of being involved in school and cyberbullying either as a
perpetrator or victim and had a low probability of being involved in physical fighting.
Students assigned to Class 2 (‘Victims of cyberbullying’; N = 526; 10.08%) were cyberbullied
by others with a very high probability and showed mild probability of being bullied by
others at school and of cyberbullying others. Class 3 (‘Primarily perpetrators of school
bullying’; N = 996; 19.09%) described a subgroup of adolescents who showed moderately
high probability of bullying others at school and of being involved in physical fights, while
these individuals were also bullied by others at school with mild probability. Students in
Class 4 (‘Primarily perpetrators of school and cyberbullying’; N = 440; 8.43%) were characterized by very high probability of bullying others at school and online and participating
in physical fights and these students also presented moderately high probability of being
victims of cyberbullying. Finally, Class 5 (‘Involved in multiple forms of bullying’; N = 275;
5.27%) included adolescents who showed very high probability of being perpetrators and
victims of school and cyberbullying and participating in physical fights (Figure 3 (PL)).
Slovakia: Adolescents within Class 1 (‘Not involved in bullying; N = 2828; 65.97%)
were involved in any forms of bullying with very low probability and took part in physical
fights with low probability. Members of Class 2 (‘Primarily victims of cyberbullying’;
N = 249; 5.81%) had an extremely high probability of being cyberbullied by others and a
moderately high probability of being bullied by others at school, while they had low-mild
probability of being perpetrators of school and cyberbullying and of being involved in
physical fights. Class 3 (‘Primarily perpetrators of school bullying’; N = 981; 22.88%) was
characterized by very high probability of bullying others at school, a moderately high
probability of being involved in physical fights, and mild probability of being victims of
school bullying. Finally, Class 4 (‘Involved in multiple forms of bullying’; N = 229; 5.34%)
comprised adolescents who showed very high probability of being involved as perpetrators
and victims in school and cyberbullying and taking part in physical fights (Figure 4 (SK)).
3.2.3. Summary of the Latent Class Analysis
Five latent classes were recurrently identified across countries. Most of the participants
(55–76%) in all countries are classified as ‘Not involved in bullying’. There is little deviation
from that observable in the Czech Republic, where the non-involved group is involved in
fighting with a low-moderate probability.
In all four countries, there was a group highly involved predominantly as a victim
of cyberbullying. However, in Slovakia or the Czech Republic it covered only around
1% of students, whereas in Poland or Hungary the value is 9% and 10%, respectively.
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Nevertheless, it is evident that this group not only covers cyber victims but also victims
of school bullying. The clear differentiation of online victims and school victims was
only observable in the Czech Republic, but even there there was some overlap in the
predominantly cyber victim group. Similarly, in the Czech Republic there was a highmoderate/high probability that this cyber victim group would become involved in fighting
and cyber perpetration as well, which was not the case in the three other countries.
In all four countries, there was a group identified that was involved with a high
probability as a perpetrator of school bullying and fighting. However, this group covered
only 7% of students in the Czech Republic, but had a higher prevalence (19–28%) in the
other three countries. This profile was mainly similar across nations; nevertheless, in
Hungary, this group was also involved with a moderate-high probability of being a victim
of school bullying; meanwhile, elsewhere it was only a low-moderate likelihood for this
group membership.
In Poland and Hungary there was a group where adolescents were involved mainly
as aggressors (school and cyber perpetrators with the highest likelihood of participating in
fighting or as cyber victims with moderate likelihood). However, the prevalence here is a
little bit higher in Poland (8%) than in Hungary.
Finally, in all countries, the group of students involved in multiple forms of violence
is clearly observable (3–5%).
3.3. Validation of the Latent Classes
Table 5 presents the results of the multinomial logistic regression analyses in each
country. The ‘Not involved in bullying’ class was selected as a reference category in each
country-specific analysis.
Table 5. Multinomial logistic regression analyses in each country to examine predictors of the
latent classes.
Czech Republic
(N = 10488)
Gender 1
Age: between 12.6 and
14.5 years 2
Age: between 14.6 and
16.5 years 2
Life satisfaction
Support from family
Support from friends
Liking school 3
Hungary
(N = 3547)
Gender 1
Age: between 12.6 and
14.5 years 2
Age: between 14.6 and
16.5 years 2
Life satisfaction
Support from family
Support from friends
Liking school 3

Victims of School
Bullying (12.93%)
OR (95% CI)

Primarily Victims of
Cyberbullying (1.01%)
OR (95% CI)

Perpetrators of School
Bullying (7.41%)
OR (95% CI)

Involved in Multiple Forms
of Bullying (3.04%)
OR (95% CI)

1.514
[1.238–1.853]
0.931
[0.745–1.165]
0.500
[0.383–0.651]
0.778
[0.741–0.817]
1.007
[0.995–1.019]
0.975
[0.964–0.987]
0.432
[0.353–0.527]
Primarily victims of
cyberbullying (8.99%)
OR [95% CI]
1.647
[1.178–2.303]
0.782
[0.521–1.173]
0.890
[0.584–1.356]
0.864
[0.794–0.940]
0.963
[0.933–0.993]
0.981
[0.951–1.012]
0.658
[0.469–0.923]

0.537
[0.316–0.911]
1.311
[0.695–2.475]
1.165
[0.608–2.234]
0.807
[0.718–0.908]
1.001
[0.972–1.031]
0.965
[0.931–0.999]
0.704
[0.412–1.202]
Primarily perpetrators of
school bullying (28.04%)
OR [95% CI]
0.436
[0.351–0.542]
0.517
[0.374–0.714]
0.237
[0.166–0.338]
0.925
[0.867–0.987]
0.972
[0.942–1.003]
0.979
[0.956–1.003]
0.656
[0.507–0.848]

0.250
[0.187–0.332]
0.995
[0.737–1.343]
0.649
[0.472–0.891]
0.874
[0.824–0.927]
1.000
[0.986–1.014]
0.980
[0.965–0.996]
0.515
[0.401–0.660]
Perpetrators of school
and cyberbullying (4.80%)
OR [95% CI]
0.404
[0.239–0.683]
1.887
[0.767–4.640]
2.570
[1.104–5.982]
0.904
[0.756–1.080]
0.944
[0.895–0.995]
1.014
[0.962–1.069]
0.499
[0.291–0.857

0.709
[0.539–0.933]
0.760
[0.546–1.059]
0.548
[0.380–0.789]
0.778
[0.714–0.848]
0.970
[0.955–0.986]
0.994
[0.977–1.012]
0.440
[0.329–0.590]
Involved in multiple forms of
bullying (3.05%)
OR [95% CI]
0.583
[0.360–0.945]
0.456
[0.266–0.780]
0.416
[0.215–0.803]
0.805
[0.716–0.905]
0.916
[0.882–0.951]
0.979
[0.936–1.024]
0.519
[0.321–0.840]
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Table 5. Cont.
Czech Republic
(N = 10488)
Poland
(N = 5006)
Gender1
Age: between 12.6 and
14.5 years 2
Age: between 14.6 and
16.5 years 2
Life satisfaction
Support from family
Support from friends
Liking school 3
Slovakia
(N = 3142)
Gender 1
Age: between 12.6 and
14.5 years 2
Age: between 14.6 and
16.5 years 2
Life satisfaction
Support from family
Support from friends
Liking school 3

Victims of School
Bullying (12.93%)
OR (95% CI)

Primarily Victims of
Cyberbullying (1.01%)
OR (95% CI)

Perpetrators of School
Bullying (7.41%)
OR (95% CI)

Victims of cyberbullying
(10.08%)
OR [95% CI]
1.229
[0.928–1.626]
1.001
[0.732–1.370]
0.754
[0.554–1.026]
0.863
[0.806–0.925]
0.965
[0.942–0.988]
0.964
[0.943–0.985]
0.848
[0.633–1.135]
Primarily victims of
cyberbullying (5.81%)
OR [95% CI]
2.460
[1.522–3.976]
0.782
[0.511–1.196]
0.487
[0.298–0.797]
0.792
[0.713–0.881]
0.963
[0.938–0.988]
0.968
[0.941–0.994]
0.708
[0.459–1.092]

Primarily perpetrators of
school bullying (19.09%)
OR [95% CI]
0.300
[0.231–0.389]
1.162
[0.849–1.590]
0.572
[0.408–0.801]
0.893
[0.832–0.958]
0.967
[0.942–0.992]
0.974
[0.954–0.996]
0.899
[0.669–1.209]
Primarily perpetrators of
school bullying (22.88%)
OR [95% CI]
0.559
[0.421–0.741]
1.323
[0.921–1.901]
1.250
[0.838–1.864]
0.897
[0.831–0.968]
0.967
[0.944–0.990]
0.984
[0.963–1.006]
0.668
[0.501–0.889]

Primarily perpetrators of
school and cyberbullying
(8.43%) OR [95% CI]
0.328
[0.249–0.431]
1.853
[1.218–2.819]
1.490
[0.993–2.236]
0.964
[0.884–1.050]
0.931
[0.910–0.954]
1.016
[0.994–1.038]
0.693
[0.522–0.919]
Involved in multiple
forms of bullying (5.34%)
OR [95% CI]
0.524
[0.291–0.944]
1.342
[0.718–2.507]
0.900
[0.449–1.805]
0.970
[0.817–1.153]
0.924
[0.896–0.953]
0.946
[0.911–0.981]
0.578
[0.350–0.952]

Involved in Multiple Forms
of Bullying (3.04%)
OR (95% CI)
Involved in multiple forms of
bullying (5.27%) OR [95% CI]
0.304
[0.210–0.440]
0.685
[0.442–1.063]
0.329
[0.199–0.543]
0.823
[0.743–0.911]
0.923
[0.893–0.954]
0.964
[0.932–0.996]
0.446
[0.296–0.671]

Note. In each country, the not involved in bullying class was specified as a reference category. OR (95% CI): Odds
Ratio (95% Confidence Interval). Odds Ratios and Confidence Intervals presented with bold figures are significant,
at least p < 0.05 level. 1 Coded as: 1 = male, 2 = female. 2 Reference category: age between 10.5 and 12.5 years.
3 Coded as: 0 = Do not like school, 1 = Like school at least a bit.

3.3.1. The Czech Republic
Compared to the ‘Not involved in bullying’ class, the female gender, between ages
of 10.5 and 12.5 years (compared to ages between 14.6 and 16.5 years), with lower levels
of life satisfaction and support from friends, and not liking school predicted higher odds
for membership of the ‘Victims of school bullying’ class. Being male and having lower
levels of life satisfaction and support from friends were associated with higher odds of
being assigned to the ‘Primarily victims of cyberbullying’ class, compared to the reference
category. In the case of the ‘Perpetrators of school bullying’ subgroup, as opposed to
the reference class, higher odds for membership were associated with male gender, age
between 10.5 and 12.5 years (compared to age between 14.6 and 16.5 years), lower levels of
life satisfaction and support from friends and not liking school. Finally, class membership
of ‘Involved in multiple forms of bullying’ was predicted by male gender, age between
10.5 and 12.5 years (compared to age between 14.6 and 16.5 years), lower levels of life
satisfaction and support from family, and not liking school.
3.3.2. Hungary
Female gender, lower levels of life satisfaction and support from family, and not liking
school predicted higher odds to be assigned to the ‘Primarily victims of cyberbullying’
class, compared to the reference class. Higher odds for membership of the ‘Primarily
perpetrators of school bullying’ was associated with male gender, age between 10.5 and
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12.5 years (compared to both age groups: between 12.6–14.5 and 14.6–16.5 years), lower
level of life satisfaction, and not liking school. Compared to the ‘Not involved in bullying’
class, male gender, age between 14.6 and 16.5 years (compared to age between 10.5 and
12.5 years), lower level of support from family, and not liking school predicted higher
odds of being a member of the ‘Perpetrators of school and cyberbullying’ class. Members
of the ‘Involved in multiple forms of bullying’ subgroup were more likely to be males,
between the age of 10.5 and 12.5 years (compared to both age groups: between 12.6–14.5
and 14.6–16.5 years), who showed lower rates of life satisfaction and support from family,
and did not like school, as opposed to the reference category.
3.3.3. Poland
Lower levels of life satisfaction and support from family and friends predicted higher
odds for membership in the ‘Victims of cyberbullying’ class, compared to the reference class.
In the case of the ‘Primarily perpetrators of school bullying’ subgroup, the male gender,
between the ages of 10.5 and 12.5 years (compared to ages between 14.6 and 16.5 years),
with lower rates of life satisfaction and support from family and friends were positively
associated with the class membership, compared to the ‘Not involved in bullying’ class.
Higher odds for membership of the ‘Primarily perpetrators of school and cyberbullying’
was associated with male gender, age between 12.6 and 14.5 years (compared to age between
10.5 and 12.5 years), lower level of support from family, and not liking school. Compared
to the reference category, male gender, age between 10.5 and 12.5 years (compared to age
between 14.6 and 16.5 years), lower levels of life satisfaction and support from family
and friends, and not liking school were associated with higher odds of assignment to the
‘Involved in multiple forms of bullying’ class.
3.3.4. Slovakia
Adolescents within the ‘Primarily victims of cyberbullying’ class were more likely to
be females, between the age of 10.5 and 12.5 years (compared to ages between 14.6 and
16.5 years), with lower rates of life satisfaction and support from family and friends,
compared to the reference class. Male students who had lower levels of life satisfaction
and support from family and did not like school had higher odds of membership in the
‘Primarily perpetrators of school bullying’ subgroup. In the case of the ‘Involved in multiple
forms of bullying’ class, membership was positively associated with male gender, lower
levels of support from family and friends, and not liking school, compared to the ‘Not
involved in bullying’ class.
3.3.5. Summary of Validation Analysis
Even in the validation analysis, similarities were found between countries (that
emerged at least in two countries).
In the case of the ‘involved in multiple forms of bullying’ class, being male, having
lower family support, and disliking school predicted group membership. Apart from
Slovakia, this group membership was also associated with younger age (compared to older
students (14.5–16.5 years old)) and lower life satisfaction. In Slovakia and Poland, it was
also significantly associated with lower peer support.
The ‘perpetrators of school and cyberbullying’ groups were similar in Poland and
Hungary. Here, group membership was predicted by being male, with low family support,
and disliking school. Older age was consistently associated with being an aggressor but
in Poland it was significant compared to the age group of 12.5–14.5 years old, whereas
in Hungary a significant association resulted when compared to the oldest age group
(14.5–16.5 years old).
Members of the group ‘primarily school perpetrators’ were predicted by being male
and having lower life satisfaction in all countries. Except for Slovakia, this group membership was predicted by older age (14.5–16.5). In Poland, those who dislike their school
had higher odds of being a school perpetrator. Finally, the effect of family support was
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significant in Slovakia and Poland, whilst the effect of peer support was significant in the
Czech Republic and Poland.
In the case of the group ‘primarily involved as cybervictims’, there were some ambiguities observed. On the one hand, in Slovakia and Hungary girls had higher odds of
belonging to this group, whereas in the Czech Republic boys were mainly involved. However, this latter phenomenon could be explained by higher cyber perpetration prevalence.
Life satisfaction was a significant predictor here for all countries. Except for the Czech
Republic, low family support predicted the membership of this group significantly. Peer
support was significantly associated too, apart from Hungary.
4. Discussion
According to our results, despite some small differences, similar latent classes were
recurrently identified across the involved four countries. In particular, the violence involvement profiles of Poland and Hungary were very similar. These latent classes are
‘non-involved children’, a class of those ’involved in multiple forms of violence’, and the
remaining classes reflect a versatile overlap of violence involvement forms. Uniquely in
the Czech Republic, a group of school victims and separately a group of cyber victims
were identified. In other countries, school victims and cyber victims together constitute
a separate group. Interestingly, all of the groups in all countries are, even if only to a
small extent, involved in fighting, confirming that fighting and bullying are distinct forms
of violence [33]. It is also notable that in the group of ‘predominantly school perpetrators’ students are also involved in victimization. This is in line with other findings of
frequent overlap between perpetration and victimization [34,35]. Surprisingly, no clear
cyber perpetrator or a cyberbully–cybervictim group was identified in any country; however, there is extensive literature on the description of cyberbullying perpetrators and it
is also documented that one crucial predictor of cyber perpetration is the previous online
victimization [36–38].
The reason for similarities may be twofold. On the one hand, these latent classes
might universally represent timely and geographical stability. The previous studies on
overlaps between cyberbullying and school bullying or perpetration and victimization all
revealed somewhat similar classes [17,25]. As was seen in the baseline data, students who
are not involved in any forms of violence constituted the highest proportion of respondents. According to the latest HBSC international report, in the participating countries
even despite significant geographical differences the majority of children reported that they
had not been bullied regularly at school [26]. However, the ‘non-involved’ group does
rather reflect non-direct involvement. First, no measure for bystander role, defender role,
or bully-supporter role was included in our study, and children in these roles might also be
part of the ‘non-involved class’. Secondly, it also has to be taken into consideration that the
scientific interpretation of bullying (that is used in large-scale studies) is not necessarily the
definition or the interpretation children use when they have to make decisions concerning
their involvement [9,39–41]. The willingness to report about possible perpetration or victimization may depend on age, study methodology, social consciousness about bullying, and
also on the presence or absence of antibullying prevention programs [42,43]. According to a
meta-analysis, the antibullying interventions have significant positive effects on increasing
the reporting of bullying occurrences [44].
The group of children that are ‘involved in all forms of violence’ was also found to be
universal. An extensive literature describes the correlates of being a bully-victim; however,
not only being a bully and a victim at once, but being involved both in offline and online
violence might further increase the adjustment problems of the affected students [34,45,46].
These children may, to a probably higher extent than only offline bully victims, suffer from
emotional maladjustment problems, over-arousal, impulse control difficulties, or even
psychiatric disorders [45]. They also might be involved in so-called challenging bullying
cases as being resistant to bullying prevention and intervention efforts [44].
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The other reason for similarities of the violence involvement patterns might lie at the
social-macrosystem level. Espelage proposed the use of Bronfenbrenner’s social-ecological
theory to understand the characteristics of bullies and the consequences of bullying [45,47].
It posits that bullying interaction occurs not only because of individual characteristics of
the child who is bullying, but also because of actions of peers, teachers, and other adult
caretakers at school, physical characteristics of the school grounds, family factors, cultural
characteristics, and even community factors [48]. According to the literature, together
with individual, family, peer, and school-level factors, exo- and macrosystem variables
such as mass media, emphasis on academic achievement, collectivism vs. individualism,
antibullying school policies, school size, number of teachers may also have an impact
on bullying [49–51]. The detailed review of similarities and differences of the involved
countries along with cultural aspects, the structure and functioning of the school system,
the antibullying efforts, and the societies’ general attitude towards violence stretches further
than this study. However, regarding the cultural and social effects of bullying, it should
be noted that none of the involved countries have a single word in their native language
for bullying that can be resulted in interpretation problems [39]. Another similarity is that
socioeconomic status does not show a strong association with any analyzed violence form
in any of these countries [26]. Additionally, the time trends for prevalence rates regarding
bullying remained relatively stable in the Czech Republic or Poland, whereas in Hungary a
slight increase was observed between 2002 and 2014 [22].
As for future directions, it would be interesting to investigate further macro-level
variables, especially the effect of bullying prevention approaches on the violence involvement patterns. Why students can engage in multiple forms and what is the mechanism of
changing the bullying roles are also interesting topics.
Limitations
In our analysis, only five items were available in the protocol measuring bullying,
cyberbullying, and fighting. We further applied dichotomous division and classified
respondents as ‘involved’, and ‘not involved’. Collection and analysis of the data regarding
frequency, forms, and circumstances related to peer violence behaviors among adolescents
would have been worthwhile to carry out, as this would allow estimating the dose effect,
which is the exposure and severity [52].
A further limitation is that this cross-sectional study indicates relationships between
variables and does not provide grounds for conclusions based on cause and effect.
Another objection might be that we used self-reported data to determine bullying
status: there might be over- or underreporting of the prevalence of bullying. For example,
bullies may be proud of their successful attacks and therefore overreport their bullying
actions, whereas victims may be ashamed or afraid which could lead to underreporting
their exposure (Hopkins, Taylor, Bowen and Wood, 2013).
It is also possible that children have an insecure understanding of peer violence.
Indeed, research suggests that children fail to accurately identify cases of bullying and
there are inconsistencies between the understanding held by academics compared to young
people (Hopkins et al., 2013). Several studies confirmed that young participants did not
consistently report the criteria of repeated behaviors, intentionality, or a power imbalance
and students are more likely to mention the behaviors involved rather than the criteria by
which they define these behaviors [40]
Besides the limitations, our study contributed to the understanding that involvement
in peer violence has different patterns than conventional theoretical classes.
5. Conclusions
The current study investigated bullying, cyberbullying, and fighting behavior among
adolescents in four neighboring countries: the Czech Republic, Poland, Slovakia, and
Hungary. In the Czech Republic, Poland, and Hungary, five, and in Slovakia four, latent
classes were identified based on respondents’ involvement in different peer violence forms.
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In all countries, the largest group was the ‘not involved in any forms of violence’ group.
Besides this group two other groups were identified in all countries: ‘Involved in multiple
forms of bullying’ group and ‘Primarily victims of cyberbullying’. One further latent class
was similar in Poland, Slovakia, and Hungary, resulting in the group ‘Primarily perpetrators
of school bullying’. Poland and Hungary shared one more additional group: ‘Perpetrators
of school and cyberbullying’ groups. Interestingly, a clear school victim group was only
identified in the Czech Republic. Our study clearly shows that most of the children—across
different countries—are involved in multiple roles in bullying.
So far in prevention activities, there has been an important focus on emphasizing
the victim’s suffering. Multiple involvements imply that even if students are affected as
victims, it will not prevent them from acting as perpetrators. It is important that on the
cognitive level of antibullying programs students should be educated about the possibility
of multiple involvement. Teachers or members of school antibullying teams should be
encouraged to intervene even if students change their roles across bullying situations.
Future research should continue to examine the co-occurring bullying participant
behaviors and explore potential outcomes and interventions for students who are broadly
involved in bullying participant behaviors.
Author Contributions: Conceptualization: D.E.V., Z.H.; methodology: Z.H.; software: Z.H.; validation: M.M.-C., A.M.G., D.E.V. and L.C.; formal analysis: M.M.-C.; A.M.G., writing—original draft
preparation: D.E.V., A.M.G., M.M.-C.; writing—review and editing, D.E.V., A.M.G., M.M.-C., L.C.;
visualization: Z.H. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.
Funding: Z.H. was supported by the ÚNKP-21-4 New National Excellence Program of the Ministry
for Innovation and Technology from the source of the National Research, Development and Innovation Fund. The data collection for the HBSC data was funded at the national level in each country.
Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines of
the Declaration of Helsinki, and all participating countries the survey obtained appropriate ethical
approval (e.g., from national- and university-level ethics committees). In Poland it was approved by
the Ethics Committee of Institute of Mother and Child Warsaw Poland (No. 17/2017). In Hungary it
was approved by the Medical Research Council (No. 5555-5/2018/EKU TUKEB).
Informed Consent Statement: Authors declare that all procedures followed the ethical standards
of the Declarations of Helsinki. Informed consent was obtained from all the participants for being
included in the study.
Data Availability Statement: The data are not publicly available due to internal HBSC data access policy.
Data access to previous HBSC rounds is provided by the HBSC Data Management Centre—Department
of Health Promotion and Development, University of Bergen (https://www.uib.no/en/hbscdata).
Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank the contribution of the Principal Investigators
(Andrea Madarasová Gecková, Michal Kalman, Joanna Mazur, Agnieszka Malkowska-Szkutnik
and Ágnes Németh) and team members of each 4 participating HBSC countries, the International
Coordinator of the 2017/18 survey (Jo Inchley) and the Data Bank Manager (Oddrun Samdal).
Moreover, authors are grateful for the participation of all involved school staff, responding school
aged children and parents.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, or
in the decision to publish the results.

References
1.
2.
3.
4.

Olweus, D. Bully/victim problems among school childen: Some basic facts and effects of a school based intervention program.
In The Development and Treatment of Childhoood Aggression; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates: Hillsdale, NJ, USA, 1991; pp. 411–448.
Pepler, D.J.; Craig, W. Making a Difference in Bullying: La Marsh Research Report; York University: Toronto, ON, Canada, 2000.
Espelage, D.L.; Bosworth, K.; Simon, T.R. Short-term stability and prospective correlates of bullying in middle-school students: An
examination of potential demographic, psychosocial, and environmental influences. Violence Vict. 2001, 16, 411–426. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Schoffstall, C.L.; Cohen, R. Cyber Aggression: The Relation between Online Offenders and Offline Social Competence. Soc. Dev.
2011, 20, 587–604. [CrossRef]

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 7964

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24.
25.
26.

27.
28.
29.
30.

31.
32.
33.

34.

16 of 17

Krug, E.G.; Mercy, J.A.; Dahlberg, L.L.; Zwi, A. The world report on violence and health. Lancet 2002, 360, 1083–1088. [CrossRef]
Molcho, M.; Harel, Y.; Lash, D. The co-morbidity of substance use and youth violence among Israeli school children. Int. J. Adolesc.
Med. Health 2004, 16, 223–251. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Vandebosch, H.; Van Cleemput, K. Cyberbullying among youngsters: Profiles of bullies and victims. New Media Soc. 2009, 11,
1349–1371. [CrossRef]
Nocentini, A.; Calmaestra, J.; Schultze-Krumbholz, A.; Scheithauer, H.; Ortega, R.; Menesini, E. Cyberbullying: Labels, Behaviours
and Definition in Three European Countries. Aust. J. Guid. Couns. 2010, 20, 129–142. [CrossRef]
Hopkins, L.; Taylor, L.; Bowen, E.; Wood, C. A qualitative study investigating adolescents’ understanding of aggression, bullying
and violence. Child Youth Serv. Rev. 2013, 35, 685–693. [CrossRef]
Bond, L.; Carlin, J.; Thomas, L.; Rubin, K.; Patton, G. Does bullying cause emotional problems? A prospective study of young
teenagers. BMJ 2001, 323, 480–484. [CrossRef]
Olenik-Shemesh, D.; Heiman, T.; Eden, S. Cyberbullying victimisation in adolescence: Relationships with loneliness and
depressive mood. Emot. Behav. Difficulties 2012, 17, 361–374. [CrossRef]
Gage, N.A.; Prykanowski, D.A.; Larson, A. School climate and bullying victimization: A latent class growth model analysis. Sch.
Psychol. Q. 2014, 29, 256–271. [CrossRef]
Garandeau, C.F.; Salmivalli, C. Can Healthier Contexts Be Harmful? A New Perspective on the Plight of Victims of Bullying.
Child Dev. Perspect. 2019, 13, 147–152. [CrossRef]
Salmivalli, C. Bullying and the peer group: A review. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2010, 15, 112–120. [CrossRef]
Salmivalli, C.; Lagerspetz, K.; Björkqvist, K.; Österman, K.; Kaukiainen, A. Bullying as a group process: Participant roles and their
relations to social status within the group. Aggress. Behav. 1996, 22, 1–15. [CrossRef]
Swearer, S.; Song, S.; Cary, P.; Eagle, J.; Mickelson, W. Psychosocial correlates in bullying and victimization: The relationship
between depression, anxiety, and bully/victim status. In Bullying Behavior: Current Issues, Research, and Interventions; Haworth
Press: Binghamton, NY, USA, 2001; pp. 95–121.
Bradshaw, C.P.; Waasdorp, T.E.; O’Brennan, L.M. A Latent Class Approach to Examining Forms of Peer Victimization. J. Educ.
Psychol. 2013, 105, 839–849. [CrossRef]
Wang, J.; Iannotti, R.J.; Luk, J.W.; Nansel, T.R. Co-occurrence of victimization from five subtypes of bullying: Physical, verbal,
social exclusion, spreading rumors, and cyber. J. Pediatr. Psychol. 2010, 35, 1103–1112. [CrossRef]
DeCamp, W.; Newby, B. From bullied to deviant: The victim–offender overlap among bullying victims. Youth Violence Juv. Justice
2015, 13, 3–17. [CrossRef]
Sessarego, S.N.; Siller, L.; Edwards, K.M. Patterns of Violence Victimization and Perpetration among Adolescents Using Latent
Class Analysis. J. Interpers. Violence 2021, 36, 9167–9186. [CrossRef]
Waasdorp, T.E.; Bradshaw, C.P. The overlap between cyberbullying and traditional bullying. J. Adolesc. Health 2015, 56, 483–488. [CrossRef]
Cosma, A.; Walsh, S.D.; Chester, K.L.; Callaghan, M.; Molcho, M.; Craig, W.; Pickett, W. Bullying victimization: Time trends and the overlap
between traditional and cyberbullying across countries in Europe and North America. Int. J. Public Health 2020, 65, 75–85. [CrossRef]
Várnai, D.E.; Horváth, Z.; Jármi, E.; Urbán, R.; Demetrovics, Z.; Németh, A.; Kökönyei, G. Empirically based classification of
peer violence in a nationally representative sample of adolescents: A latent class analysis. Int. J. Ment. Health Addict. 2020, 19,
1745–1758. [CrossRef]
Várnai, D. Bullying in a Health Psychology Context. Ph.D. Thesis, Eötvös Lorand University, Budapest, Hungary, 2020.
Demaray, M.K.; Malecki, C.K.; Ryoo, J.H.; Summers, K.H. Deconstructing bullying roles: A longitudinal latent profile analysis of
bullying participant behaviors for students in grades 4 through 12. J. Sch. Psychol. 2021, 86, 32–48. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Inchley, J.; Currie, D.; Budisavljevic, S.; Torsheim, T.; Jaastad, A.; Cosma, A.; Kelly, C.; Arnarsson, Á.M.; Samdal, O. (Eds.) Spotlight
on Adolescent Health and Well-Being: Findings from the 2017/2018 Health Behaviour in School-Aged Children (HBSC) Survey in Europe
and Canada, International Report, Volume 1, Key Findings; WHO: Geneva, Switzerland, 2020.
Inchley, J.; Currie, C.; Cosma, A.; Samdahl, O. Health Behaviour in School-Aged Children (HBSC). Study Protocol: Background,
Methodology and Mandatory Items for the 2017/18 Survey; Child and Adolescent Health Research Unit: Saint Andrew’s, UK, 2018.
Olweus, D. Bullying or Peer Abuse at School: Facts and Intervention. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 1995, 4, 196–200. [CrossRef]
Cantril, H. The Pattern of Human Concerns; Rutgers University Press: New Brunswick, NJ, USA, 1966; 896p.
Currie, C.; Roberts, C.; Morgan, A.; Smith, R.; Settertobulte, W.; Samdal, O.; Barnekow Rasmussen, V. Young People’s Health in
Context: Health Behaviour in School-Aged Children (HBSC) Study: International Report from the 2001/2002 Survey; WHO: Copenhagen,
Denmark, 2004.
Asparouhov, T.; Muthén, B. Auxiliary Variables in Mixture Modeling: Three-Step Approaches Using Mplus. Struct. Equ. Model.
Multidiscip. J. 2014, 21, 329–341. [CrossRef]
Muthén, L.K.; Muthén, B.O. Mplus User’s Guide, 8th ed.; Muthén & Muthén: Los Angeles, CA, USA, 2017.
Pickett, W.; Molcho, M.; Elgar, F.J.; Brooks, F.; de Looze, M.; Rathmann, K.; ter Bogt, T.F.M.; Gabhainn, S.N.; Sigmundová, D.; de
Matos, M.G.; et al. Trends and Socioeconomic Correlates of Adolescent Physical Fighting in 30 Countries. Pediatrics 2012, 131,
e18–e26. [CrossRef]
Yang, A.; Salmivalli, C. Different forms of bullying and victimization: Bully-victims versus bullies and victims. Eur. J. Dev. Psychol.
2013, 10, 723–738. [CrossRef]

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 7964

35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.

47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.

17 of 17

Chan, H.C.O.; Wong, D.S.W. The Overlap between School Bullying Perpetration and Victimization: Assessing the Psychological,
Familial, and School Factors of Chinese Adolescents in Hong Kong. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2015, 24, 3224–3234. [CrossRef]
Tiffany, F. Cyberbullying: A narrative review. J. Addict. Ther. Res. 2018, 2, 010–027. [CrossRef]
Goodboy, A.K.; Martin, M.M. The personality profile of a cyberbully: Examining the Dark Triad. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2015, 49, 1–4. [CrossRef]
Walrave, M.; Heirman, W. Cyberbullying: Predicting Victimisation and Perpetration. Child. Soc. 2011, 25, 59–72. [CrossRef]
Stassen Berger, K. Update on bullying at school: Science forgotten? Dev. Rev. 2007, 27, 90–126. [CrossRef]
Vaillancourt, T.; McDougall, P.; Hymel, S.; Krygsman, A.; Miller, J.; Stiver, K.; Davis, C. Bullying: Are researchers and children/youth talking about the same thing? Int. J. Behav. Dev. 2008, 32, 486–495. [CrossRef]
Maunder, R.E.; Harrop, A.; Tattersall, A.J. Pupil and staff perceptions of bullying in secondary schools: Comparing behavioural
definitions and their perceived seriousness. Educ Res. 2010, 52, 263–282. [CrossRef]
Salmivalli, C. Is there an age decline in victimization by peers at school? Educ. Res. 2002, 44, 269–277. [CrossRef]
Valle, J.E.; Williams, L.C.A.; Stelko-Pereira, A.C. Whole-school antibullying interventions: A systematic review of 20 years of
publications. Psychol. Sch. 2020, 57, 868–883. [CrossRef]
Salmivalli, C.; Hymel, S.; World Antibullying Forum. Bullying through the Lens of Morality and Peer Group Dynamics. 2019. Available
online: https://worldantibullyingforum.com/videos/christina-salmivalli-and-shelley-hymel/ (accessed on 10 June 2022).
Klomek, A.B.; Sourander, A.; Elonheimo, H. Bullying by peers in childhood and effects on psychopathology, suicidality, and
criminality in adulthood. Lancet Psychiatry 2015, 2, 930–941. [CrossRef]
Sourander, A.; Gyllenberg, D.; Brunstein Klomek, A.; Sillanmäki, L.; Ilola, A.M.; Kumpulainen, K. Association of Bullying
Behavior at 8 Years of Age and Use of Specialized Services for Psychiatric Disorders by 29 Years of Age. JAMA Psychiatry 2016, 73,
159–165. [CrossRef]
Bronfenbrenner, U. The Ecology of Human Development: Experiments by Nature and Design; Harvard University Press: Cambridge,
MA, USA, 1979; 352p.
Swearer, S.M.; Doll, B. Bullying in schools: An ecological framework. J. Emot. Abus. 2001, 2, 7–23. [CrossRef]
Huang, H.; Hong, J.S.; Espelage, D.L. Understanding Factors Associated with Bullying and Peer Victimization in Chinese Schools
Within Ecological Contexts. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2013, 22, 881–892. [CrossRef]
Smokowski, P.R.; Cotter, K.L.; Robertson, C.I.B.; Guo, S. Demographic, Psychological, and School Environment Correlates of
Bullying Victimization and School Hassles in Rural Youth. J. Criminol. 2013, 2013, 137583. [CrossRef]
Persson, M.; Wennberg, L.; Beckman, L.; Salmivalli, C.; Svensson, M. The Cost-Effectiveness of the Kiva Antibullying Program:
Results from a Decision-Analytic Model. Prev Sci. 2018, 19, 728–737. [CrossRef]
Menesini, E.; Nocentini, A.; Calussi, P. The measurement of cyberbullying: Dimensional structure and relative item severity and
discrimination. Cyberpsychol. Behav. Soc. Netw. 2011, 14, 267–274. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

