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Abstract: Bullying is a serious problem that particularly affects schoolchildren with disabilities.
However, studies in this group have been carried out on smaller cohorts and the results obtained are,
therefore, less representative and sometimes inconclusive. The purpose of this paper is to perform a
systematic review of the work carried out in recent years, including the analysis of several variables
related to the sample, the methodology applied and the type of bullying. The guidelines set down by
the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) statement were
followed in three phases. The total sample consisted of 55 children who fulfilled the inclusion criteria.
The results reveal that half the studies were conducted in cohorts of less than 250 schoolchildren and
drew no distinctions between the different types of disabilities. Furthermore, there is no consensus
regarding the methodology used, and no specialized instruments were used. Hardly any specific
interventions have been performed into the type of bullying investigated, in which victimization is
the predominant mode. We concluded that there is an urgent need to increase the number of studies,
including a larger number of individuals and using specialized instruments, in order to obtain more
solid results. Such studies will allow us to create specific prevention and intervention programs to
address the bullying of schoolchildren with disabilities.
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1. Introduction

Bullying, which is a type of violence among peers, is expressed by physical, psycho-
logical or relational abuse, in which the bully’s actions are clearly intentional. Bullies take
advantage of the unequal power status over their victims, who suffer this abuse over an
extended period of time [1]. It is a complex, immoral phenomenon which affects children
all over the world and has a prevalence of around 36% (see meta-analysis by [2]). This social
interaction in which schoolchildren are involved can have academic, social and personal
consequences, regardless of whether they adopt the role of victims, bullies, bully-victims
or witnesses [3]. For these reasons, the number of studies into this antisocial behavior is on
the rise [4].

The World Health Organization estimates in its World Report on Disability that
more than 5% of children aged 0 to 14 have a disability [5]. Autism spectrum disorders,
developmental delays, conduct disorders and learning difficulties are among the problems
mentioned [5]. Schoolchildren with disabilities are more vulnerable to an imbalance of
power, which could be a risk factor for bullying [6]; however, studies into this group of
people are few compared to those into students without disabilities [7]. There could be
several reasons for this: firstly, providing them with the necessary support to cover their
educational needs is given priority, in order to meet academic targets and have a better
chance of inclusion [8]; secondly, the fact that there are fewer researchers specialized in
bullying in the field of disability [9]; thirdly, the idiosyncratic characteristics of the students’
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own disabilities, such as the difficulty to describe their own, and others’, behavior. This
aspect could be the main reason why the research has focused on other areas [10].

The studies have shown that schoolchildren with a disability are more likely to be
victims of bullying than non-disabled students [11]. Moreover, the research shows that
the trauma they suffer is as emotionally, psychologically and socially damaging as that
experienced by non-disabled people [12]; additionally, they may have fewer friends [13]
and develop externalizing symptoms over time, such as attacking their peers as a strategy
for coping with victimization [7].

One of the first systematic reviews of research into schoolchildren with a disability
and traditional bullying was carried out by [14], who analyzed 32 articles. The inclusion
criteria allowed them to have a wide, diverse sample which included subjects of different
ages, including adults (who were asked to recall their experiences at school) and a wide
range of disabilities, which were divided into those with visible and non-visible symptoms.
The authors claimed that the children with a mild level of disability experienced less
victimization than those with severe cognitive or physical disabilities. They also reported
that those with a disability who attended special classes or went to segregated schools
were more often victimized than those in inclusive environments. A considerable number
of articles in this systematic review, almost 60%, came from Europe, and were based on
small samples, with almost 75% of them containing less than 250 participants and four of
which included adults recalling their experiences as victims of bullying. Systematic reviews
or meta-analysis have been carried out since then, focusing on specific aspects. In this
way, ref. [10] carried out a meta-analysis with only six studies of bullying prevention and
intervention in Pre-K to Grade 12; in four of the six studies, the schoolchildren presented
a variety of disabilities. The authors concluded that the results can only give descriptive
outcomes, since the studies differed in structure, procedure and methodology.

In addition, there have been reviews of schoolchildren with a specific disability or
disorder. Ref. [15] carried out a review based on 11 studies of young people with an
intellectual disability, with ages ranging from 6 to 21. The authors found significant
differences in victimization rates (physical, verbal, relational and cybernetic) and higher
overall levels, while experiences of perpetration differed according to the characteristics
of the study. Ref. [16] carried out a meta-analysis based on 107 articles on schoolchildren
with physical or sensory disabilities or chronic diseases with a total of 62,855 children and
adolescents with a mean age of 13.8 years. The authors found that these children were
more likely to be victims of bullying in general, and of physical, verbal, relational and
cyberbullying specifically, but they were also more prone to commit physical and relational
aggression in general. Ref. [17], in turn, reviewed 29 studies based on schoolchildren with
Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) under the age of 18, finding that the prevalence index
was higher than in those with under-age neurotypical development. Despite this, the
studies are still scarce and use very small samples; moreover, a lack of specialized tools was
identified, which meant that most of the studies involved had to use information gathered
by third parties.

Lastly, only one review of online bullying has been found, conducted recently by [18]
on young people under 21 with developmental disorders. The authors reported that sub-
jects in segregated school settings report slightly higher prevalence rates of cyberbullying
compared to those in inclusive school settings, especially among girls.

Since the review by [14], nobody has reviewed studies of bullying in students with
disabilities, even though the concept of disabilities and definitions of abuse have changed
considerably over the last few years. In addition, we consider it essential to carry out
an analysis into bullying in students with disabilities in order to carry out more robust
research into this group. For this reason, the main purpose of this article is to present
a systematic review of bullying in children with disabilities since 2011, when the last
comprehensive review on general disabilities and bullying was published. The main
question this systematic review will try to answer is: What do we know about bullying in
schoolchildren with disabilities? To answer this question, we will analyze the size of the
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sample, the participants’ age and the resources used, among other variables. Based on the
revision carried out by [14], our first hypothesis is that there will be an absence of studies
and that these will be mainly produced in developed countries. Following the revision on
children with ASD by [14,17], the second hypothesis will be that the sample sizes will be
small and mainly from primary or secondary grades. The third hypothesis, based on the
work of [10], is that there will be major differences between the instruments used for the
different studies.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Research Strategy

The current systematic review has followed the criteria pointed by the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) [19] through an ad
hoc Excel control list. The Population Intervention Comparison Outcome (PICO) strategy,
specially adapted for this topic, was used to find the question formulation. Consequently,
the three main investigators established three phases: phase 1 (initial exploratory research),
phase 2 (systematic research) and phase 3 (manual research).

In phase 1, exploratory research was conducted, by browsing “bullying disab *” on
Web of Science (WOS) and SCOPUS without defining the year. This asterisk is a truncation
that will incorporate all possible combinations of the word “disab”. The result was a total
of 966 articles; “systematic review” was then included in the search, which produced 30
reviews, some of which were not related to the topic, did not answer the question or were
not recent enough to account for new changes, such as the inclusion of Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-5) and the new intervention programs. From
the first phase, the protocol was designed and the inclusion and exclusion criteria were
established to increase the accuracy of the methodology [20].

WOS from Thomson Reuters and SCOPUS from Elsevier were used as scientific
databases in the systematic research phase, since they had been used before to carry
out studies into similar subjects [16,21]. The terminology used for both databases were
“bullying” and “disab *” adding “and” to find research relating both concepts. The asterisk
symbol “*” was used to include words containing the same prefix, such as “disability,”
“disabilities,” “disabled” or “disabling.” The research period established covered June to
December 2019.

2.2. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

The inclusion criteria used for the articles in the final sample were: (a) studies focused
on the educational field, (b) studies which included a school age population (childhood,
primary and secondary education), (c) studies in which the disability was the main variable
of the bullying, regardless of whether the methodology was qualitative, quantitative or
mixed (d) accurate studies of publishing criteria, taking into account only articles published
in relevant magazines, subjected to a process of double-blind peer review, (e) studies
published after 2011.

The exclusion criteria were: (a) studies published before 2011, (b) studies focused on
different conditions such as dyslexia, dyscalculia, attention deficit hyperactivity disorder,
etc., or those articles focused on ASD, since a systematic review of this has recently been
carried out [17], (c) studies with no previous sample in the educative field or with a sample
of over 18-year-old students (d) theoretical papers and systematic reviews, (e) research
based on bullying of non-disabled students, (f) articles published as chapters of books,
conference abstracts, notes, etc.

2.3. Data Compilation

In phase 2, each investigator conducted blind systematic research, following the
established protocol. They found 746 articles published after 2011, of which 353 were found
in WOS and 393 in SCOPUS, with 260 articles were duplicated in both databases, which,
consequently, had to be excluded. After revising the titles and summaries of the remaining
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486 articles, 282 were excluded, since the topic was not related to coexistence or experiences
at school, or the main aim, despite bearing some relation, was not about inclusion. In
addition, chapters of books, conference abstracts, notes, etc. were ruled out, which left only
175 articles, which were analyzed under the established inclusion and exclusion criteria. In
total, 63 of these 175 articles were rejected, since they were based on students with normal
development, and 28 articles more since they were based on students over 18 years old
who attended university or were in employment. A further 27 articles were discarded,
18 of which were theoretical articles and 9 systematic reviews. Finally, two more articles
were excluded since they were instrumental or intervention proposals which had not been
carried out. Thus, the final sample was composed of 55 articles. After a blind research
review process, 98.18% coincidence was found among the authors and discrepancies were
dealt with using the Delphi Method.

In phase 3, the researchers used Google Scholar to find the authors who had written
more than four articles in phase 2. The objective was to learn about their career and check
if there were any studies that could be classified as grey literature [20]. However, no more
articles were included in the final sample (see Figure 1).
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2.4. Data Encoding

The following categories were encoded to extract the results: (a) year of publication,
(b) country where the study took place, (c) sample size: here, we used only the number
of students with a disability, since some studies with large samples also included them,
(d) age, by identifying the average age and/or the students’ age range, (e) educational stage,
by indicating whether the subject belonged to special education, (f) type of disability, in
which category “general” has been used when any type of disability was included, (g) type
of school violence, in which intervention studies were included, and (h) instruments used,
without specifying the name of the instrument.
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2.5. Articles Quality Assessment

It was not possible to make use of the Grading of Recommendations Assessment,
Development and Evaluation (GRADE) method due to the scope of the study. Instead,
the quality of the articles was guaranteed using only WOS and SCOPUS, which include
high-impact quality journals and the only selection of scientific articles. Chapters of books
were excluded (this was one of the inclusion criteria) for not being subject to peer review.
At the discussion stage, possible biases are analyzed as limitations of the study.

3. Results

Fifty-five articles were included in the final sample for the current systematic review
according to the previously established inclusion criteria (see Appendix A).

3.1. Year and Country of the Studies

A total of 76.37% (n = 42) of the articles in the final sample were published in the last
five years (see Figure 2), while 18.18% (n = 10) of the works were carried out in continental
Europe. The studies were from the UK, Ireland, France, Sweden, Greece and Slovenia, and
one study included 11 countries, 10 of them European. A total of 14.55% (n = 8) of the
papers in the final sample were carried out in the following countries: Taiwan, Hong Kong,
Israel and Saudi Arabia; 7.27% (n = 4) of the papers were from Australia. Finally, 3.64%
(n = 2) of the papers were from Canada and 1.82% (n = 1) from both Colombia and Nigeria.
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3.2. Characteristics of the Sample

According to the sample size, 47.27% (n = 26) of the studies—almost half of the selected
papers—contained samples of less than 250 students with a disability. Of this percentage,
21.82% (n = 12) had a sample that was less than 100, while 12.73% (n = 7) had samples
of between 250 and 1000 students with a disability, and over 40% (n = 22) of the papers
had samples over 1000. The participants’ age was not classified, and this varied widely.
In 47.27% (n= 26) of the studies, the samples of boys were larger, while in 20% (n = 11),
the sample size of girls was larger, and the sex of the participants with disabilities was not
specified in 30.91% (n = 17). Table 1 shows the data corresponding to the educational stage.
It should be noted that only 16.36% (n = 9) were in special education.
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Table 1. Educational stage of schooling.

Educational Stage Frequency Percentage

Preschool 1 1.82
Primary education 13 23.64

High School 18 32.73
Preschool and Primary education 1 1.82

Primary and High School 20 36.36
Preschool, Primary and High School 1 1.82

Special Education 1 1.82
Special and General Education 8 14.55

In relation to the type of disability, 60% (n = 33) of the papers used the category
“general”. 18.18% (n = 10) were carried out in intellectual disability, 3.64% (n = 2) in
physical disability and the same percentage in sensory disability. Moreover, 10.91% (n = 6)
were conducted in disability together with chronic illness; finally, 3.64% (n = 2) dealt with
students with double characteristics (disability and high capacity).

3.3. Methodology Used

Scales and questionnaires were the most widely used instruments, with both used
in 50.91% (n = 28) of the papers analyzed, and in 21.82% (n = 12), scales were the only
instrument used, while 30.91% (n = 17) used questionnaires. Interviews were used in 16.36%
(n = 9), tests in 12.73% (n = 7) and self-reports in 7.27% (n = 4). More detailed information
on the specific type of instrument according to the study is shown in Appendix A.

3.4. Type of Intimidation

A total of 45.45% (n = 25) of the research papers focused exclusively on victimization,
while 30.91% (n = 17) included both perpetration and victimization. The papers on bullying
and cyberbullying accounted for 7.27% (n = 4), while 3.64% (n = 2) focused solely on online
bullying and 1.82% (n = 1) on dating violence. Finally, 7.27% (n = 4) of the papers focused
on interventions, one of which was aimed at students with intellectual disabilities and the
other three at general disabilities. They all worked with aggressors and victims. In one of
the programs, Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy was used, while in two, different competences
were studied, such as empathy, communication skills, problem solving, friendship skills,
emotional regulation and, in the last paper, resilience and “Stop Bullying Now”, which is a
program that includes 12 webisodes.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

The objective of this study was to find out how research into bullying in disabled
studies has been carried out over recent years. For this purpose, a systematic review
of papers published between 2011 and 2019, both inclusive, was carried out following
the PRISMA criteria and using inclusion criteria that helped guarantee the quality of the
selected documents. In this way, a total of 55 articles from recent years was found.

The first hypothesis was confirmed, although more papers were found in this review
than in the review by [14]: the research found so far is still scarce and has mainly been
carried out in recent years, with more than three-quarters in the last five years. There is a
greater awareness of the inclusion of students with disabilities in mainstream schools [22]
and it is apparent that disability is a risk variable for bullying [6]. However, the studies
are not plentiful, despite the fact that papers on bullying in non-disabled students are on
the rise [4]. Additionally, many of the papers were produced in developed countries, such
as the review by [14]; in fact, three-quarters of the studies were published in the USA or
Europe. However, research in underdeveloped countries is scarce, even though it has been
shown that bullying is a problem that also affects children in these countries [23], where it
is possible to find higher rates of disability [24]. However, the lack of economic resources in
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these countries may be causing their governments to invest less in research and not permit
projects into what bullying is like in their schools.

The second hypothesis was also confirmed. Although the number of samples has
increased over the last years (for example, the systematic revision carried out by [14], in
which the samples were of less than 250 participants in almost three out of four papers),
the current revision includes little over half of the studies performed. However, the
samples are still too small to extract convincing conclusions, in fact; one out of five articles
have samples with less than 100 students. These results are similar to those found in the
systematic review by [17] carried out in schoolchildren with ASD. This could be a reflection
of the difficulty in finding large samples of disabled people and, sometimes, having to
resort to incidental criteria samples and convenience samples, rather than probabilistic
sampling. This hypothesis is supported by the that most of the articles found had a wide
range of ages, which would have enabled them to obtain a larger number of participants.
Moreover, this idea is backed up by the characteristics of the sample, with three out of five
considering all types of disabilities, although it could also refer to the effort made to obtain
a larger number of samples. Although one out of five studies into intellectual, physical or
sensorial disability were found, this is still insufficient [24,25]. More work, therefore, needs
to be done in order to prevent attacks on students that have physical disabilities by their
schoolmates [26].

As in studies of traditional bullying, most of the research was conducted in primary
and secondary grades [4]. Only nine articles focused on special education schools, while
eight of these compared special education with mainstream education, so this remains an
under-researched context, despite the high percentages of involvement in such schools [27].
Only two studies were carried out in children’s education, so this may be a novel scenario
to study unjustified aggression, which can occur at this age, as in other papers published
on non-disabled students [28]. On the other hand, in relation to the type of bullying in
this age group, most research has been carried out on victimization and few studies have
focused on interventions, despite the fact that scientific evidence has shown how this is a
particularly vulnerable group [7].

Similarly, the third hypothesis has been confirmed. A wide variety of instruments is
available to study this type of violence, although these are not specialized, as was shown in
the meta-analysis by [10]. In this study, scales and questionnaires were the most common
instruments, although they often inevitably resort to information from third parties such as
teachers or relatives, especially with more serious disabilities [29]. Otherwise, interviews
were used less, in spite of being useful for some papers in which students’ idiosyncratic
features made it impossible to use scales and questionnaires [29].

This work presents certain limitations that must be taken into consideration when
interpreting the results, such as those produced by the differences between the educational
systems in the different countries, which means that schoolchildren of the same age may
be attending primary or secondary school, depending on the country. Additionally, some
papers included the same sample of students but were published in different articles, so the
number of original papers published was, in fact, lower. Likewise, not specifying the type
of disability in most of the studies and the search for a larger number of participants leads,
in many cases, to a wide heterogeneity of the sample and the use of different instruments,
some of which were not validated, which may affect the results. Finally, since it is a
systematic review, it is important to consider the bias risk, which is high in this case, where
there are specific instruments available for use with schoolchildren with disabilities. In
addition, there is considerable publication bias, as a great number of the articles found
appeared in the same scientific journals.

However, this up-to-date systematic review provides us with valuable information
about how bullying studies have been carried out in students with a disability over the
last few years and could inspire specialized researchers to take up future lines of research.
One of the lines which would help us advance in our knowledge of this problem is to
design specialized instruments for students with different degrees of disability. These
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may include pictures or pictograms that make the questions easier for students with more
severe disabilities to understand. The use of the same instrument can allow comparison
between studies, such as between different countries, through cross-cultural studies that
would serve to determine the influence of cultural and social variables on schoolchildren
with disabilities who have suffered bullying. Another line of study would be on how
other forms of violence such as cyberbullying or dating violence affect students with
disabilities. The review has highlighted the fact that few studies exist, despite the fact that
young people, including schoolchildren with disabilities, increasingly use digital devices
to interact with each other. A third line would be to carry out studies into a specific type of
disability, since the review has shown that most of these works are general and include
all types of disabilities. In this way, with more specific works, it would be possible to
know if a certain type of disability leads to a greater risk of bullying. Finally, although
this work has implications mainly for research, since the main objective was to learn about
the nature of studies into bullying in schoolchildren with disabilities, its findings also
stress the importance of continuing to work with specific programs for the prevention and
intervention of bullying in students with disabilities and especially due to the victimization
that many of these schoolchildren suffer. In short, inclusion and diversity in the classroom
is a common goal to achieve a more sustainable society and education.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Studies on bullying with students with disabilities in recent years.

N Authors Country Sample Gender Age Educational
Stage Disability Type of School

Violence Instrument

1 [30] USA 791 51% Girls
49% Boys 10–20 Primary and

secondary school

General disability
and health
problems

Victimization and
cybervictimization

- Questionnaire with parents by phone
- Telephone interview with young people

with disabilities

2 [31] USA 22,129 Not mentioned 6–17 Primary and
secondary school

Developmental
disorders, chronic
diseases, severe
deficiencies and
mental illness

Victimization

- Questionnaire (dealing with multiple
aspects of children’s lives, which makes it
well-suited to the present research question
due to the inclusion of questions about
victimization and various diagnosable
health conditions and health difficulties)

3 [32] Australia 8 5 Boys
3 Girls 9–16 Primary and

secondary school
Double

exceptionality Victimization - Semi-structured Interview

4 [33] Taiwan 1561 54.7% Boys
45.3% Girls 12 Primary school

Learning
Disability, ID,

ADHD and ASD
Victimization

- Questionnaire (Oxford Happiness
Questionnaire)

- Scale

5 [34] Australia 490 Not mentioned 8–14 Primary and
secondary school General disability Victimization - Questionnaire

6 [35] USA 868 Not mentioned - Secondary school General disability Victimization - Interview to parents
- Self-report

7 [36] Australia 109 65.5% Boys
34.5% Girls 10–15 Secondary school General disability

and metal care Victimization - Strengths and Difficulties
- Questionnaire

8 [37] USA
175 and 156
(1st and 2nd

moment)

In ASD: 87.5%
Boys and

12.5% Girls
In ID: 58.8% Boys
and 41.2% Girls

13 and 15
(1st and 2nd

moment)
Secondary school ASD, ID Victimization

- Test
- Scale
- Interview with mothers and minors
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Table A1. Cont.

N Authors Country Sample Gender Age Educational
Stage Disability Type of School

Violence Instrument

9 [38] USA 87 36 Boys
51 Girls 7–18 Primary and

secondary school
Hearing

impairment Victimization - Questionnaire (The Early Adolescent
Temperament Questionnaire—Revised)

10 [39] Sweden 7533 Disability not
specified 15 and 16 Secondary school General disability Victimization - Scale

11 [40] Australia 187 Not mentioned 12 and 13 Secondary school General disability Victimization - Self-completed Questionnaire

12 [41] Hong Kong 162 123 Boys
39 Girls 8–15 Primary and

secondary school
Learning
disability Victimization - Multidimensional Peer Victimization Scale

13 [42] Slovenia 100 62 Boys
38 Girls 11–14 Primary and

secondary school General disability Perpetration and
victimization - School Bullying Scales

14 [43] Colombia 11 4 Boys
7 Girls 7–18 Primary and

secondary school

Students with
myelomeningo-

cele
(physical
disability)

Victimization - Ad hoc Questionnaire

15 [44] USA 2874 and
361 of SE

201 Boys (SE)
135 Girls (SE)

1343 Boys
1441 Girls

(M = 13.21)
(M = 13.35 of SE)

Primary and
Secondary school

and SE
General disability Victimization - Self-report

16 [45] Nigeria 234 Not mentioned - Secondary school General disability Victimization - Bullying Prevalence Questionnaire

17 [46] USA 903 50% Boys
50% Girls - Primary and

secondary school General disability Perpetration and
victimization

- Scale
- Questionnaire

18 [47] Taiwan 706 Not mentioned >12 Secondary school
and SE

Special
educational needs

and intellectual
disability

Victimization - Questionnaire (Meriden School Climate
Survey–Student Version)

19 [48] Saudi Arabia 40 Not mentioned 12–15 Secondary school General disability Intervention - Test
- Scale
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N Authors Country Sample Gender Age Educational
Stage Disability Type of School

Violence Instrument

20 [49] USA 131 73% Boys
27% Girls 13 and 15 Primary school

Intellectual and
developmental

disabilities

Victimization and
cybervictimization - Questionnaire

21 [26] Israel 61 58.5% Boys
41.5% Girls Teenagers Secondary school

Low vision
(sensory

disability)
Cyberbullying - Questionnaire

22 [50] USA 1183 Not mentioned 11–18 Primary and
secondary school General disability

Perpetration,
victimization and

aggression between
siblings

- University of Illinois Victimization Scale
- University of Illinois Bully Scale
- University of Illinois Fight Scale
- Sibling aggression scale
- School belonging

23 [51] USA 123

Control Group
(53.9% Boys–
46.1% Girls)
Intervention
Group (61.7%

Boys–38.3% Girls)

11–12 Primary school General disability Intervention

- Self-report
- Psychological Sense of School Membership
- Empathic Concern (EC) scale
- Caring of Others (COO) scale
- Willingness to Intervene in Bullying

Episodes scale

24 [52] USA 2870 1810 Boys
1070 Girls Teenagers Secondary school General disability

+ ethnicities
Perpetration and

victimization
- Scale
- Questionnaire

25 [53] USA 1183 62.2% Boys
37.3% Girls M = 14.4 Primary and

secondary school General disability
Perpetration,

victimization and
cyberbullying

- The University of Illinois and Wellesley
College: Student Behavior
Survey–Modified

- University of Illinois Bully Scale
- University of Illinois Fight Scale
- Crick and Grotpeter’s (1996) Relational

Aggression subscale
- University of Illinois Victimization Scale
- Online Victimization Scale
- Crick and Grotpeter’s (1996) Relational

Aggression Victimization subscale
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N Authors Country Sample Gender Age Educational
Stage Disability Type of School

Violence Instrument

26 [54] UK
7342 in MCS
and 12,144
in LSYPE

61.2% Boys
with SEN

38.8% Girls
with SEN

7 and 15 Primary and
secondary school General disability Perpetration and

victimization - Questionnaire

27 [55] Israel 1298 587 Boys
707 Girls Secondary school Learning disability

and/or ADHD Victimization

- Attachment Security Style Scale
- Children’s Appraisal of Teacher as a Secure

Base
- (CATSB) scale
- Bullying questionnaire

28 [27] Taiwan 140 Not mentioned 12–18 SE General disability Perpetration and
victimization

- Questionnaires
- Interviews

29 [56] USA 4155 Not mentioned 6–13 Primary and
secondary school

General disability
Includes ADHD Victimization - Questionnaire

- Scale

30 [57] Sweden 652 Disability not
specified 13–15 Secondary school General disability

Perpetration,
victimization and,

cyberbullying

- Questionnaire
- Scale

31 [58] USA 1183 736 Boys
441 Girls (M = 14.4) Primary and

secondary school General disability Perpetration and
victimization

- University of Illinois and Wellesley College:
Student Behavior Survey–Modified

- University of Illinois Victimization Scale
- University of Illinois Bully Scale
- University of Illinois Fight Scale
- Modified Depression Scale
- Weinberger Adjustment Inventory
- Symptom Checklist–90
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N Authors Country Sample Gender Age Educational
Stage Disability Type of School

Violence Instrument

32 [59] Greece 178 Disability not
specified 10–12 Primary school

and SE General disability Perpetration and
victimization

- The Greek version (Pateraki and
Houndoumadi, 2001) of the Olweus
Bully/Victim Questionnaire

- The Greek version (Galanaki and
Kalantzi-Azizi, 1999) of the Loneliness and
Social Dissatisfaction Questionnaire

- The Greek version (Galanaki and
Kalantzi-Azizi, 1999) of Children’s Self
Efficacy for Peer Interaction Scale

33 [60] USA 7314 3437 Girls
3876 Boys -

Preschool,
Primary school

and SE
General disability Victimization

- Teacher Observation of Classroom
Adaptation–Checklist

- Peer victimization and aggression by items
on the Teacher Observation of Classroom
Adaptation–Checklist (TOCA-C)

34 [61] USA 123

Intervention
Group (Boys

61.7%, Girls 38.3%)
Control Group

(Boys 53.9%,
Girls 46.1%)

11–12 Primary school General disability Intervention

- Illinois Bully Scale
- University of Illinois Victimization Scale
- University of Illinois
- Fighting Scale

35 [62] USA
1861 stu-
dents y

188 teachers
Not mentioned 11–12 Primary school Double

exceptionality
Perpetration and

victimization
- Questionnaire to children and teachers
- Scale

36 [63] USA 1611 52.4% Boys,
47.6% Girls 16–17 Secondary school General disability

includes ADHD Victimization - Questionnaire
- Scale

37 [64] USA 1055
386 Girls (36.6%)

and 669 Boys
(63.4%)

-
SE and Primary
and secondary

school
General disability

Cyberbullying,
perpetration and

victimization

- University of Illinois Victimization Scale
- Relational aggression victimization

subscale of Crick and Grotpeter’s
Relational Aggression subscale

- Subscale of the Online Victimization Scale
- University of Illinois Bully Scale
- University of Illinois Fighting Scale
- Relational Aggression Perpetration
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Table A1. Cont.

N Authors Country Sample Gender Age Educational
Stage Disability Type of School

Violence Instrument

38 [65] Israel 149 78 Boys
71 Girls 12–17

Primary and
Secondary school

and SE

Learning
disability Cyberbullying - Self-report

39 [66] USA 1183 Disability not
specified 11–18 Primary and

secondary school General disability Perpetration and
victimization

- University of Illinois Victimization Scale
- Bullying and Harassment subscale of the

Online Victimization Scale
- Five-item modified version of Crick and

Grotpeter’s Relational Aggression subscale
- University of Illinois Bully Scale
- University of Illinois Fight Scale

40 [67] USA 1019 parents
or guardians

612 Boys
407 Girls 6–11 Primary school General disability Perpetration and

victimization - Scale

41 [68] USA 83 50 Boys
33 Girls 11–15 Primary school Learning

disability
Perpetration and

victimization

- University of Illinois Bullying Scale.
- University of Illinois Victimization Scale
- University of Illinois Fight Scale
- University of Illinois Anger Scale
- Psychological
- Sense of School Members Scale
- Vaux Social Support Record

42 [69] USA 3110 1544 Boys
1576 Girls 10–18 SE, Primary, and

secondary school General disability Victimization - Questionnaire

43 [29] USA
175 total: 44
ASD, 39 ID
and 92 TD

88.6% ASD Boys
11.4% ASD Girls 3–13

Preschool,
Primary, and

secondary school
ASD and ID Victimization - Interviews with mothers and minors

- Test

44 [70] Greece 50

165 boys and
178 girls (three
with missing
gender data)

10–12 Primary school Learning
disability

Perpetration and
victimization

- Bullying and Victimization Scale
- Checklist for teachers

45 [71] USA 650 281 Boys
359 Girls 11–18 Secondary school General disability Dating violence - The Massachusetts Youth Health Survey

(MYHS)
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N Authors Country Sample Gender Age Educational
Stage Disability Type of School

Violence Instrument

46 [72] 11 countries
55,030

(17.7% with
disability)

49% Boys
51% Girls 11, 13 and 15 Secondary school General disability

or chronic disease Victimization - Questionnaire

47 [73] USA

11,512
(SEELS) and

11,272
(NLTS2)

48.8% Boys with
disability

51.2% Girls with
disability

6–12 (SEELS)13–16
(NLTS2)

Primary and
secondary school General disability Victimization

- A single dichotomous survey item from the
SEELS parent

- Interview

48 [74] USA 1270 890 Boys
380 Girls 3–5 Preschool and SE General disability Victimization - Interviews with parents

49 [75] USA 46 62.2% Boys
37.8% Girls 13 Secondary school ID Perpetration and

victimization
- Test
- Interview to parents and minor

50 [76] USA 130 Not mentioned 9–16
SE and

Primary and
secondary school

General disability Perpetration and
victimization

- The Pacific-Rim Bullying Measure
- The Children’s Social Behavior Scale

51 [25] Canada 159 77 boys and
82 girls M = 10.90 Primary school Physical disability Victimization

- Test
- Scale
- Questionnaire

52 [77] Canada 15 7 Boys
8 Girls 8 and 19 Primary and

secondary school Cerebral palsy Victimization and
exclusion - Interview with minors

53 [78] USA 145 54 Girls 91 Boys 10–11 Primary school General disability Perpetration and
victimization

- Test
- Scale

54 [79] USA 65 43 Boys
22 Girls 8–14 Primary school General disability Intervention - Forms and Questionnaires

55 [80] France and
Ireland

875 in
Ireland and

1151 in
France

Not mentioned 11, 13 and 15 Secondary school General disability
or chronic disease Victimization - Questionnaire

Key: ID = Intellectual Disability; ADHD = Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder; ASD = Autism Spectrum Disorder; TD = Typical Development; SE = Special Education.
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