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Abstract
Two hundred forty-four male undergraduate students enrolled in an introductory psychology 
class completed surveys assessing animal abuse tendencies, bullying behaviors, and victimization 
by bullying during their K-12 school experience. Participants also completed the Strengths and 
Difficulties Questionnaire, which evaluated their behavioral difficulties. Results revealed a sig-
nificant relationship between animal abuse and bullying and victimization experiences. More-
over, animal abusers, bullies, and victims of bullying displayed significantly more behavioral 
problems when compared to nonabusers, nonbullies, and nonvictims. Multivariate analysis 
revealed a complex pattern of main effects for animal abuse, bullying, and victimization on the 
SDQ subscales. In addition, a three-way interaction between animal abuse, bullying, and victim-
ization was identified for the SDQ Conduct Problems subscale. These results can be utilized to 
help identify areas of psychological functioning that may be of concern for this population.
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Recent research has examined the relationship between animal abuse and 
bullying (Gullone & Robertson, 2008; Henry & Sanders, 2007; Baldry, 
2005). Generally, this research has suggested that there is a positive relation-
ship between these two forms of aggression. Baldry (2005) found that boys 
and girls who reported participating in direct school bullying were twice as 
likely to have committed some form of animal abuse when compared to their 
nonbullying peers. Similarly, Henry and Sanders (2007) found that individu-
als involved in multiple episodes of animal abuse were more likely to report 
being a perpetrator of physical bullying than were those who were either one-
time animal abusers or nonabusers. Gullone and Robertson (2008) found that 
a history of having witnessed animal abuse was a common factor in the back-
grounds of both animal abusers and bullies.
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Other commonalities between animal abuse and bullying have been identi-
fied (Gullone & Robertson, 2008). These include sex distributions of the 
behaviors, with males engaging in bullying and animal abuse at rates approxi-
mately four times higher than females (Flynn, 1999), and an association with 
other antisocial behaviors such as delinquency (Henry, 2004a; Baldry & Far-
rington, 2000). According to Pagani, Robustelli, and Ascione (2010), there 
are multiple similarities between the actual means by which individuals mis-
treat animals and humans. Finally, both bullying and animal abuse have been 
associated with attitudes that are insensitive to the mistreatment of animals 
(Henry & Sanders, 2007).

According to Frick et al. (1993), bullying and animal abuse are considered 
to be indicators of significant pathology, with the DSM-IV-TR (American Psy-
chiatric Association, 2000) classifying both as early symptoms of Conduct 
Disorder. Dadds (2008) argues that “the role of cruelty to animals within the 
general diagnosis of conduct disorder is unclear” (p. 112). Moreover, Dadds 
claims that abuse toward animals and interpersonal violence may be signifi-
cant variables in understanding a more complex model of conduct disorder. 
Thus, the purpose of the current study was to further explore the link between 
these two forms of aggression with the hope of identifying other specific areas 
of behavioral difficulties in individuals involved in bullying and animal abuse 
that might require clinical attention.

A number of studies have been conducted investigating the behavioral 
problems of both bullies and victims of bullying. In a large study done by 
Kumpulainen et al. (1998), 5,813 Finnish elementary school-aged students 
were assessed for bully and victim involvement and behavioral disturbances. 
Results indicated that children who were considered bullies or victims were at 
greater risk for behavioral problems and psychological disturbances than were 
nonbullies and nonvictims. Generally, bullies were found to exhibit more 
externalizing behavior and more hyperactivity than nonbully groups, while 
victims were found to have more internalizing behavior, hyperactivity, and 
school-refusal behaviors than nonvictims. Moreover, Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpela, 
Rantanen, and Rimpela (2000) found that anxiety, depression, and psychoso-
matic symptoms were characteristic of both bullies and victims, while exces-
sive drinking and substance abuse were associated specifically with bullies.

The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ; Goodman, Meltzer, & 
Bailey, 1998) has been utilized in multiple studies to assess behavioral issues in 
bullies and victims. Wolke, Woods, Bloomfield, and Karstadt (2000) utilized 
parental report on the SDQ and found that children residing in the London 
area involved in bullying (either as bullies or as victims) suffered from signifi-
cantly more conduct problems, peer-relation difficulties, and hyperactivity 
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than nonbullies and nonvictims. Bullies also exhibited fewer prosocial behav-
iors. Overall, both groups exhibited significantly more total behavioral 
challenges than their peers not involved in bullying. Furthermore, Gini (2008) 
studied Italian children via teacher report on the SDQ and found that bullies 
had difficulty with hyperactivity, and victims had problems with hype ractivity, 
conduct, peer relations, and overall behavioral issues. An investigation into 
victims from the United Kingdom found that male victims displayed poor 
social skills, emotional problems, and overall behavioral difficulties (Johnson 
et al., 2002). Interestingly, all these studies were conducted outside the 
United States.

Recent research investigating bully victimization and mental health prob-
lems has revealed that the correlates of victimization are more serious than we 
once thought. In the past, being a victim of bullying was considered a normal 
experience of childhood. Within the last decade, however, research has found 
that victims show signs of psychological distress, including depression and 
anxiety (Juvonen, Graham, & Schuster, 2003; Hawker & Boulton, 2000; 
Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpela, Rantanen, & Rimpela, 2000). Today, some research 
suggests that bully victimization is associated with severe symptoms of mental 
health problems that have potentially long-lasting effects (Arseneault, Bowes, & 
Sahkoor, 2010; Klomek et al., 2009). The recent increase of highly publicized 
suicides of individuals who experienced bully victimization has elevated con-
cern regarding the psychological well-being of those involved with bullying. 
The incident in which Rutgers University freshman Tyler Clementi jumped 
off the George Washington Bridge in September 2010 and the case in which 
a Pennsylvania teenager stepped in front of a tractor-trailer in December 2010, 
having left a note indicating that he wanted to draw more attention to the 
problem of bullying, are two examples (Mulvihill, 2010).

Research investigating the relationship between animal abusers and behav-
ioral difficulties is sparse. Animal abuse has been linked to antisocial behaviors 
such as interpersonal violence, property and drug offenses, and disorderly con-
duct in public (Henry, 2004a; Arluke, Levin, Luke, & Ascione, 1999). How-
ever, little research exists that investigates other elements of psychological 
adjustment. Mellor, Yeow, Mamat, and Hapidzal (2008) studied Malaysian 
children through parental report on the SDQ and found that male animal 
abusers struggled with emotional problems, hyperactivity, and overall behav-
ioral difficulties. When these children provided a self-report on the SDQ, the 
results indicated that they suffered from emotional symptoms, conduct prob-
lems, and overall behavioral difficulties (Mellor et al., 2008). To our knowl-
edge, these results have not been replicated with a population within the 
United States.
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Since most of the research investigating behavioral problems of animal 
abusers, bullies, and victims of bullying has been exclusive to international 
populations, the present study was conducted in order to strengthen the exter-
nal validity of the abovementioned findings with a population within the 
United States. Specifically, we anticipated that animal abusers would report 
more experience with bullying, both as bullies and as victims, than would 
those who were not animal abusers. We also anticipated that all three groups 
(animal abusers, bullies, and victims) would report relatively high levels of 
behavioral difficulties on the SDQ. Finally, given the expected overlap between 
animal abuse, bullying, and victimization, we sought to examine the ways in 
which these factors jointly contributed to behavioral difficulties as indexed by 
the SDQ. The goal was to identify particular patterns of behavioral difficulties 
among these groups that might be of clinical interest. This study used only 
men, due to the relatively low base rate of animal abuse behaviors observed 
among women (Henry, 2004a, 2004b; Flynn, 1999).

Method

Participants

The sample was comprised of 250 male Introductory Psychology students 
with a mean age of 24.80 years (SD = 7.06). Participation in this study par-
tially fulfilled a research participation assignment required for all Introductory 
Psychology students. The racial/ethnicity breakdown of the sample was as fol-
lows: 68.3% White, 8.2% Black, 18.5% Hispanic, 5.8% Asian, 2.4% Ameri-
can Indian/Alaska Native, 1.9% Pacific Islander, and 4.5% other. (These 
percentages sum to more than 100% because participants could identify 
themselves as part of more than one racial or ethnic group.)

Materials

Experiences with Animals (EWA)
A modified version of Flynn’s (1999) Experiences with Animals self-report 
survey was used to assess participants’ history of animal abuse. Four items 
on the survey measured participation in animal abuse. Study participants 
were asked whether they had ever killed a companion animal (not including 
euthanasia to relieve the animal of pain or suffering); whether they had ever 
killed a stray animal (not including the killing of an animal during hunt-
ing, for food, or to relieve the animal of pain or suffering); whether they had 
ever tortured an animal; or whether they had ever tried to control someone 
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by threatening or harming an animal. Following previous research using this 
measure (see Henry & Sanders, 2007; Henry, 2004a, 2004b), if participants 
responded “yes” to any of these items, they were considered to have engaged 
in animal abuse. Seventy-six participants (30.4%) were identified as animal 
abusers using this criterion.

Bully/Victim Questionnaire (BVQ)
A bully/victim questionnaire was used to assess the participants’ history of 
either being a victim or perpetrator of bullying during their K-12 years. In this 
21-item modified version of Olweus’s Bully/Victim Questionnaire (Olweus, 
1993), participants were asked a series of questions that measured the extent 
of their victimization from verbal or physical bullying and the extent to which 
they bullied others either verbally or physically.

Verbal bullying included behaviors such as name-calling; spreading lies or 
rumors; making hurtful comments regarding race/ethnicity; or making hurt-
ful comments of a sexual nature. Physical bullying included behaviors such as 
hitting, kicking, or pushing; stealing or destroying property; or threatening or 
forcing someone to do things. Within each section, participants were asked to 
indicate the frequency with which they were either victims or perpetrators of 
the particular type of bullying. For each question, response options included 
0 “never”; 1 “once”; 2 “2 or 3 times”; 3 “regularly (e.g., 1-2 times per week)”; 
and 4 “frequently (e.g., several times per week).” Responses were summed 
across bullying items and victimization items. This summed value provided a 
global index of the extent to which the participant was either a victim or a 
perpetrator of verbal and physical bullying. Descriptive statistics for the victim 
and bullying indices are reported in Table 1.

Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ)
Participants’ behavioral difficulties were assessed through the standardized 
Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (Goodman, Meltzer, & Bailey, 1998). 
This questionnaire consists of 25 items divided into five scales. The scales 
include: emotional symptoms, conduct problems, hyperactivity/inattention, 
peer relationship problems, and prosocial behaviors. The first four scale scores 
were summed to generate a total behavioral difficulties score. Each scale was 
measured by 5 items. For each item, participants were asked to indicate how 
accurately the statement described their behavior during their K-12 school 
experience. Response options were “not true,” “somewhat true,” and “certainly 
true.” Descriptive statistics for the five content scales and the total difficulties 
score are reported in Table 1.
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Procedure

Participants were asked to complete all questionnaires contained in a packet 
given to them by one of the researchers. All researchers read a protocol to 
participants so that instruction would be uniform in all data collection ses-
sions. Data collection occurred during one-hour sessions involving 15-35 par-
ticipants at a time. The participants were instructed to complete the surveys in 
the order that they appeared in their packets. The order of the questionnaires 
in the packets was counterbalanced in an attempt to control for order effects.

Results

Bivariate Relations among Variables
T-tests were used to compare men who had participated in animal abuse 
(n = 76) with those who had not (n = 174) on the bullying and victimization 
scales, along with the five subscales and the total difficulties score of the SDQ. 
Means and standard deviations for the two groups are presented in Table 2. 
Animal abuse perpetrators scored significantly higher than did nonperpetra-
tors on the SDQ conduct problem (t[246] = −2.77, P < .01) and hyperactivity 
(t[242] = −2.46, P < .05) subscales, and on the total SDQ difficulties score 
(t[236] = −2.45, P < .05). In addition, animal abuse perpetrators scored higher 
on the bullying scale (t[248] = −4.87, P < .01) and on the victimization scale 
(t[248] = −2.37, P < .05) than did nonabusers.1

Pearson correlations were used to examine the relation between bullying 
and victimization scores and the five subscales and the total difficulties scores 
on the SDQ. Results are presented in Table 3. Scores on the victim scale 
were significantly correlated with scores on the bullying scale, and the SDQ 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for the Bully/Victim Questionnaire (BVQ) 
and the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ)

Variable Range Mean (SD) Median

BVQ Bullying 0-20  4.31 (4.02)  3.00
BVQ Victim 0-28  6.42 (4.48)  5.00
SDQ Emotional Difficulties 0-10  2.60 (2.09)  2.00
SDQ Conduct Problems 0-9  2.31 (1.89)  2.00
SDQ Hyperactivity/Inattention 0-10  4.05 (2.41)  4.00
SDQ Peer Difficulties 0-8  2.86 (1.81)  3.00
SDQ Prosocial Behaviors 1-10  7.59 (1.89)  8.00
SDQ Total Difficulties 1-29 11.82 (5.38) 11.00
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 emotional difficulty, conduct problems, hyperactivity, peer difficulties, and 
total difficulty scores. Scores on the bullying scale were significantly correlated 
with scores on the SDQ emotional difficulty, conduct problems, hyperactivity, 
prosocial behaviors, and total difficulty scores.

Multivariate Relations among Variables
To allow bully and victim status to be used in subsequent Multivariate Analy-
sis of Variance (MANOVA) models, high and low bully and victim groups 
were created. Following the strategy employed by Henry and Sanders (2007), 
groups were defined using a median split. The participants above the median 
on the summed index of bullying items were labeled “high bullying” (n = 122), 
and those below the median were labeled “low bullying” (n = 128). Similarly, 
participants above the median on the summed index of victimization items 
were labeled “high victim” (n = 121), and those below the median were labeled 
“low victim” (n = 129).

Table 2. Mean (SD) SDQ and BVQ Scores for Animal Abusers

SDQ Scores

Animal 
abuse

Emot. 
Diffs.

Conduct 
Problems

Hyper-
activity

Peer 
Diffs.

Prosocial 
Behaviors

Total 
Diffs.

Bullying Victim

Yes 2.83
(2.33)

 2.80**
(2.15)

 4.62*
(2.54)

2.75
(1.85)

7.37
(2.06)

 13.10*
 (6.01)

 6.12**
(4.77)

 7.42*
(5.14)

No 2.50
(1.97)

2.09
(1.72)

3.81
(2.31)

2.91
(1.80)

7.68
(1.81)

11.26
 (5.00)

3.53
(3.40)

5.98
(4.09)

 * P < .05
** P < .01

Table 3. Correlations between Bullying, Victimization, and SDQ Scores

Victim Bully

Bully  .30** —
Emotional Difficulties  .34** .14*
Conduct Problems  .22**  .48**
Hyperactivity  .16* .15* 
Peer Difficulties  .38**  .01 
Prosocial Behaviors −.06 −.34**
Total Difficulties  .40**  .30**
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Table 4. Mean (SD) SDQ Scores by Bully and Animal Abuser Statuses

Low Victim Group

Low Bully Group High Bully Group

Nonabuse
(n = 58)

Animal Abuse
(n = 15)

Nonabuse
(n = 36)

Animal Abuse
(n = 13)

Emotional Difficulties 2.38
(2.09)

1.47
(1.60)

1.97
(1.58)

1.69
(1.03)

Conduct Problems 1.43
(1.23)

0.93
(0.96)

2.81
(2.18)

4.08
(2.72)

Hyperactivity 3.40
(2.20)

3.87
(2.70)

4.03
(1.95)

4.62
(2.69)

Peer Difficulties 2.19
(1.64)

2.26
(1.62)

2.75
(1.76)

1.31
(1.44)

Prosocial Behaviors 7.72
(1.65)

8.00
(1.60)

7.17
(2.17)

7.08
(2.06)

Total Difficulties 9.40
(4.65)

8.53
(4.02)

11.56
(4.33)

11.69
(5.89)

High Victim Group

Low Bully Group High Bully Group

Nonabuse
(n = 36) 

Animal Abuse
(n = 11)

Nonabuse
(n = 35)

Animal Abuse
(n = 33)

Emotional Difficulties 2.75
(1.76)

3.00
(2.93)

3.09
(2.25)

3.88
(2.39)

Conduct Problems 1.64
(1.44)

3.18
(1.94)

2.86
(1.65)

3.06
(1.85)

Hyperactivity 3.58
(2.51)

5.45
(2.62)

4.31
(2.59)

4.73
(2.45)

Peer Difficulties 3.78
(1.84)

4.00
(1.48)

3.29
(1.62)

3.18
(1.88)

Prosocial Behaviors 8.28
(1.60)

7.09
(2.66)

7.46
(1.77)

7.18
(2.21)

Total Difficulties 11.75
(4.90)

15.64
(6.23)

13.54
(5.34)

14.85
(5.76)
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A 2 (animal abuse perpetrator vs. nonperpetrator) × 2 (high bullying group 
vs. low bullying group) × 2 (high victim group vs. low victim group) MANOVA 
was conducted to examine the combined influence of these three independent 
variables on the five subscales and the total difficulties score of the SDQ. 
Results are presented in Table 4.

Main Effects
Significant main effects for victim status emerged on the SDQ emotional dif-
ficulties subscale, the peer difficulties subscale, and total difficulties. Partici-
pants in the high victim group reported:

1.  more emotional difficulties than did those in the low victim group 
(M = 3.20 [SD = 2.24] vs. M = 2.07 [SD = 1.81], F [1, 229] = 18.09, 
P < .001);

2.  more peer difficulties than did those in the low victim group (M = 3.48 
[SD = 1.76] vs. M = 2.27 [SD = 1.69], F [1, 229] = 30.86, P < .001); 
and

3.  more total difficulties than did those in the low victim group (M = 13.56 
[SD = 5.52] vs. M = 10.17 [SD = 4.73], F [1, 229] = 23.02, P < .001).

Significant main effects for bully status emerged on the SDQ conduct prob-
lems and the total difficulties scale; the main effect on the prosocial behaviors 
scale was marginally significant. Participants in the high bully group reported:

1.  more conduct problems than did those in the low bully group (M = 3.03 
[SD = 2.02] vs. M = 1.59 [SD = 1.43], F [1, 229] = 29.62, P < .001);

2.  more total difficulties than did those in the low bully group (M = 13.09 
[SD = 5.35] vs. M = 10.57 [SD = 5.15], F [1, 229] = 4.32, P < .05); 
and

3.  marginally fewer prosocial behaviors than did those in the low bully 
group (M = 7.25 [SD = 2.00] vs. M = 7.87 [SD = 1.75], F [1, 229] = 
18.09, P = .054).

Significant main effects for animal abuse status emerged for conduct problems 
and hyperactivity. Those in the animal abuse group reported:

1.  more conduct problems than did those in the nonabuser group (M = 
2.82 [SD = 2.14] vs. M = 2.08 [SD = 1.72], F [1, 229] = 5.97, P < .05); 
and

2.  more hyperactivity than did those in the nonabuser group (M = 4.64 
[SD = 2.56)] vs. M = 3.77 [SD = 2.32], F [1, 229] = 5.34, P < .05).2
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Interactions
A significant three-way bully status × victim status × animal abuse status inter-
action was found on the conduct problem scale (F [1, 229] = 9.08, P < .01). 
Subsequent t-tests revealed significant differences in conduct problems 
between animal abusers and nonabusers in the high victim/low bully group 
(M = 3.18 [SD = 1.94] vs. M = 1.64 [SD = 1.43], t[48] = −2.81, P < .01). No 
significant effects were seen for animal abuse status among those who were 
either low victim/high bully status (M = 4.08 [SD = 2.72] vs. M = 2.81 [SD = 
2.18], t[49] = −1.66, P = .10), low victim/low bully status (M = 0.93 [SD = 
0.96] vs. M = 1.43 [1.23] t[75] = 1.77, P = .08) or high victim/high bully status 
(M = 3.06 [SD = 1.85] vs. M = 2.86 [SD =1.65] t[68] = −0.55, P = .58).

Discussion

The present study sought to identify patterns of behavioral difficulties experi-
enced by animal abusers, bullies, and victims of bullying. Results revealed that 
all three groups reported significantly more behavioral challenges than non-
abusers, nonbullies, and nonvictims. These findings strengthen the external 
validity of international studies (e.g., Gini, 2008; Mellor et al., 2008; Wolke 
et al., 2000) using the SDQ to examine behavioral complexities involved with 
bullying, victimization, and animal abuse. This study extended previous 
research by examining both animal abuse and bullying experiences simultane-
ously within a sample of college students in the United States. Overall, the 
findings suggest that individuals who are perpetrators of animal abuse and 
bullying or victims of bullying exhibit more behavioral disturbances than their 
uninvolved peers.

As expected, the results revealed a significant association between animal 
abuse and bullying. Consistent with previous research (Henry & Sanders, 
2007; Baldry, 2005), a significant positive relation was found between animal 
abuse and perpetration of bullying. In addition, a significant positive relation 
was found between animal abuse and victimization by bullying. When 
considered along with the studies of Baldry as well as Henry and Sanders, a 
clear picture is beginning to emerge, in which the maltreatment of animals is 
consistently associated with being both a perpetrator and a victim of bullying.

With regard to the content scales of the SDQ (emotional difficulties, con-
duct problems, hyperactivity, peer difficulties, and prosocial behavior), uni-
variate analyses indicated that bullies, victims, and animal abusers all scored 
high on the conduct problems and hyperactivity scales. Both bullies and vic-
tims scored high on the emotional difficulties scale. Bullying was marginally 
associated with low levels of prosocial behavior, while victimization was 
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uniquely associated with high levels of peer difficulties. These results are largely 
consistent with previous research on the behavioral characteristics of these 
groups in that each group exhibited significant difficulties in a variety of 
domains (e.g., Gini, 2008; Mellor et al., 2008; Wolke et al., 2000; Kumpulai-
nen et al., 1998). However, a different pattern emerged when a factorial anal-
ysis was undertaken. The main effects from the 2 × 2 × 2 MANOVA revealed 
that hyperactivity was specifically characteristic of perpetrators of animal 
abuse, while emotional difficulties were specifically characteristic of victims of 
bullying, a finding consistent with Johnson et al. (2002). These results suggest 
that involvement in animal abuse may be a mediating variable playing a role 
in the significant relationship between bullying and hyperactivity. This could 
potentially explain why other research (e.g., Gini, 2008; Wolke et al., 2000) 
has reported that bullies are more likely to exhibit hyperactivity than are non-
bullies. In light of the current findings, this bullying/hyperactivity relation-
ship may be attributable to the presence of animal abusers among the bullying 
group. Likewise, the findings from this study suggest that the significant cor-
relation between bullying and emotional difficulties may be due to the correla-
tion between bullying and victimization experiences.

A significant three-way interaction emerged with regard to the conduct 
problems scale. Results indicated that animal abuse was most strongly associ-
ated with conduct problems among those who were victims but not bullies. 
No statistically significant effect of animal abuse on conduct problems was 
seen among those who were bullies but not victims, who were both bullies and 
victims, or who were neither bullies nor victims. The reason for this pattern is 
unclear, and efforts should be made to replicate this finding. If replicated, this 
pattern suggests that the meaning of animal abuse is dependent upon the 
broader context within which it occurs. Animal abuse episodes that occur in 
the absence of bullying (either as a victim or perpetrator) may not be indica-
tive of broader conduct problems. In this case, it may be that the animal abuse 
behavior arises from some other motivation—perhaps curiosity, peer pressure, 
or simple thoughtlessness. This observation is consistent with Dadds (2008), 
who indicated that the motivation for animal abuse should be taken into 
consideration when assessing cruelty. A significant main effect for bullying was 
found for conduct problems, indicating that those who were bullies or both 
bullies and victims exhibited elevated levels of conduct problems, regardless of 
animal abuse status. Among those who were victims but not bullies, animal 
abuse status was related to higher levels of conduct problems. It is possible that 
those who are victims of bullying (but not perpetrators) may perceive them-
selves to be weak and vulnerable relative to those around them. In some cases, 
these individuals may vent their frustration in a variety of forms of antisocial 
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behavior, resulting in higher conduct problem scores. This variety of conduct 
problems may include acting out toward animals. In this scenario, animals 
may be perceived as weaker victims who can be made targets with relatively 
little fear of retaliation or retribution (see Henry & Sanders, 2007). According 
to Pagani et al. (2010), humans have created hierarchies for animals similar to 
the social hierarchies that they have developed for other humans. Thus, ani-
mals are viewed as having a lower “status” compared to humans. This broad 
pattern highlights the idea that individuals who engage in at least one instance 
of animal abuse are a heterogeneous group. Many other social and behavioral 
indicators moderate the significance of the behavior by telling us something 
about the underlying psychology of the perpetrator.

While complex patterns of main effects and interactions emerged when 
examining the content scales of the SDQ, results also highlighted the fact that 
animal abuse, bullying, and victimization tend to co-occur. Each of these vari-
ables was significantly related to the others. These results highlight the impor-
tance of considering both bullying experiences and animal abuse experiences 
in identifying children and adolescents who might be in greatest need of clin-
ical attention. Dadds (2008) indicated that the fusion of abuse toward animals 
and humans might be a marker for concurrent or subsequent delinquency and 
violence. The pattern of main effects that emerged in the current data suggest 
that an individual who exhibited both bullying and animal abuse would be 
expected to show higher levels of conduct problems and higher levels of hyper-
activity. Children who exhibit both conduct problems and hyperactivity have 
been shown to be at risk for serious psychiatric problems later in life (see, for 
example, Hofvander et al., 2011; Soderstrom, Sjodin, Carlstedt, & Forsman, 
2004; Babinski, Hartsough, & Lambert, 1999). Because animal abuse activi-
ties are often covert, it is likely the children and adolescents would first come 
to the attention of teachers and/or school counselors because of bullying expe-
riences. In such cases, it may be worthwhile for a broader assessment, includ-
ing animal abuse experiences, as well as a range of behavioral difficulties, to be 
undertaken as well. The combination of bullying experiences and animal abuse 
may herald the most difficult prognosis.

Similar conclusions would also apply to the combination of animal abuse 
and bully victimization. The pattern of main effects in the current data sug-
gests that the victim of bullying who also engages in animal abuse may exhibit 
a broad range of problems: emotional difficulties, peer difficulties, conduct 
problems, and hyperactivity. This pattern of comorbidity should be of 
significant concern to clinicians, educators, and others who deal with children 
and adolescents. Of course, prospective longitudinal studies will be required 
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to examine thoroughly the long-term outcomes associated with the combina-
tion of bullying and victimization experiences and animal abuse.

While these findings add insight into the link between animal cruelty and 
bullying, there are limitations to the study. First, participants in this study 
were all males. As indicated earlier, the rate of animal abuse and bullying is 
significantly higher for males than females (Henry, 2004a, 2004b). Nonethe-
less, research replicating these results with females is warranted. Large sample 
sizes would be necessary due to the low rates of animal abuse and physical bul-
lying among females.

A second limitation involves the use of self-report measures. Given the per-
sonal nature of the questions asked, the data are at risk for the social desirabil-
ity effect. However, there is research evidence to support the use of self-report 
assessment when investigating abuse and victimization issues. For instance, 
Achenbach (1991) compared self-report data with parental reports and found 
that the two types of data collection do not yield identical information. Emo-
tional problems were less reliably recounted by external sources than by the 
participants themselves. Moreover, Schwartz, McFadyen-Ketchum, Dodge, 
Pettit, and Bates (1998) indicated that external sources may not always be 
aware of the psychological distress experienced by children involved with bul-
lying. Many victims, for example, tend to keep their distress to themselves 
(Smith, 1991). Thus, we viewed the use of self-report assessment as the best 
method of data collection for this particular study.

Finally, another potential weakness of the present investigation is the utili-
zation of participants’ retrospective recall of experiences with animal cruelty, 
bullying, victimization, and behavioral difficulties (see Henry, Caspi, Moffitt, & 
Silva, 1994). Future research with samples of children and adolescents would 
allow for a more complete developmental examination of the links between 
animal cruelty, bullying, victimization, and behavioral difficulties.

Notes

1. Differences in degrees of freedom values across analyses reflect data missing on various 
scales.

2. A three-way main effects model was run to confirm the unique relationships identified in 
the more complex full factorial model. While bivariate analyses indicated that hyperactivity was 
associated with animal abuse, bullying, and victimization, the main effects model confirmed that 
hyperactivity was specifically related to animal abuse. Likewise, while bivariate analyses indicated 
that emotional difficulties were associated with both bullying and victimization, the main effects 
model confirmed that emotional difficulties were specifically related to victimization.



238 C. E. Sanders et al. / Society & Animals 21 (2013) 225-239

References

Achenbach, T. (1991). Manual for the child behaviour checklist/4-18 and 1991 profile. Burlington, 
VT: University of Vermont.

American Psychiatric Association (2000). Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders 
(4th ed.). Washington, D.C.: Author.

Arluke, A., Levin, J., Luke, C., & Ascione, F. (1999). Antisocial behavior: The relationship of 
animal abuse to violence and other forms of antisocial behavior. Journal of Interpersonal 
Violence, 14(9), 963-975. doi:10.1177/08862099014009004.

Arseneault, L., Bowes, L., & Sahkoor, S. (2010). Bullying victimization in youths and mental 
health problems: ‘Much ado about nothing’? Psychological Medicine, 40(5), 717-720.

Babinski, L., Hartsough, C., & Lambert, N. (1999). Childhood conduct problems, hyperactivity-
impulsivity, and inattention as predictors of adult criminal activity. Journal of Child Psychology 
and Psychiatry, 40(3), 347-355.

Baldry, A. C. (2005). Animal abuse among preadolescents directly and indirectly victimized at 
school and at home. Criminal Behavior and Mental Health, 15(2), 97-110.

Baldry, A. C., & Farrington, D. P. (2000). Bullies and delinquents: Personal characteristics and 
parental styles. Journal of Community and Applied Social Psychology, 10(1), 17-31.

Dadds, M. R. (2008). Conduct problems and cruelty to animals in children: What is the link? 
In F. R. Ascione (Ed.), The international handbook of animal abuse and cruelty: Theory, research, 
and application (pp. 111-131). West Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press.

Flynn, C. (1999). Exploring the link between corporal punishment and children’s cruelty to 
animals. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 61(4), 971-981.

Frick, P. J., Lahey, B. B., Loeber, R., Tannenbaum, L., Van Horn, Y., Christ, M. A. G. (1993). 
Oppositional defiant disorder and conduct disorder: A meta-analytic review of factor analyses 
and cross-validation in a clinic sample. Clinical Psychology Review, 13(4), 319-340.

Gini, G. (2008). Associations between bullying behaviour, psychosomatic complaints, emo-
tional and behavioural problems. Journal of Pediatrics and Child Health, 44(9), 492-497. 
doi:10.1111/j.1440-1754.2007.01155.x.

Goodman, R., Meltzer, H., & Bailey, V. (1998). The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire: 
A pilot study on the validity of the self-report version. European Child and Adolescent Psychia-
try, 7(3), 125-130.

Gullone, E., & Robertson, N. (2008). The relationship between bullying and animal abuse 
behaviors in adolescents: The importance of witnessing animal abuse. Journal of Applied Devel-
opmental Psychology, 29(5), 371-379.

Hawker, D. S., & Boulton, M. J. (2000). Twenty years’ research on peer victimization and psy-
chosocial maladjustment: A meta-analytic review of cross-sectional studies. Journal of Child 
Psychology and Psychiatry, 41(4), 44-455.

Henry, B. (2004a). The relation between animal cruelty, delinquency, and attitudes toward the 
treatment of animals. Society & Animals, 12(3), 185-207.

——. (2004b). Exposure to animal abuse and group context: Two factors affecting participation 
in animal abuse. Anthrozoös, 17(4), 290-305.

Henry, B., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E., & Silva, P. (1994). On the “Remembrance of Things Past”: 
A longitudinal evaluation of the retrospective method. Psychological Assessment, 6(2), 92-101.

Henry, B. C., & Sanders, C. E. (2007). Bullying and animal abuse: Is there a connection? Society 
& Animals, 15(2), 107-126.

Hofvander, B., Stahlberg, O., Nyden, A., Wentz, E., degl’Innocenti, A., Billstedt, E., . . . 
Anckarsäter, H. (2011). Life History of Aggression scores are predicted by childhood hyper-
activity, conduct disorder, adult substance abuse, and low cooperativeness in adult psychiatric 
patients. Psychiatry Research, 185(1/2), 280-285.



 C. E. Sanders et al. / Society & Animals 21 (2013) 225-239 239

Johnson, H. R., Thompson, M. J., Wilkinson, S., Walsh, L., Balding, J., & Wright V. (2002). 
Vulnerability to bullying: Teacher-reported conduct and emotional problems, hyperactivity, 
peer relation difficulties, and pro-social behavior in primary school children. Educational 
Psychology, 22(5), 553-556. doi: 10.1080/014431022000023626.

Juvonen, J., Graham, S., & Schuster, M. (2003). Bullying among young adolescents: The strong, 
the weak, and the troubled. Pediatrics, 112(6), 1231-1237.

Kaltiala-Heino, R., Rimpela, M., Rantanen, P., & Rimpela, A. (2000). Bullying at school—an 
indicator of adolescents at risk for mental disorders. Journal of Adolescence, 23(6), 661-674.

Klomek, A. B., Sourander, A., Niemela, S., Kumpulainen, K., Piha, J., Tamminen, T., . . . Gould, 
M. S. (2009). Childhood bullying behaviors as a risk for suicide attempts and completed 
suicides: A population-based birth cohort study. Journal of American Academy of Child and 
Adolescent Psychiatry, 48(10), 254-261.

Kumpulainen, K., Rasanen, E., Henttonen, I., Almqvist, F., Kresanov, K., Linna, S. L., . . . Tam-
minen, T. (1998). Bullying and psychiatric symptoms among elementary school-aged chil-
dren. Child Abuse and Neglect, 22(7), 705-717. doi: 101016/so145-2314(98)00049-0.

Mellor, D., Yeow, J., Mamat, N. H., & Hapidzal, N. F. M. (2008). The relationship between 
childhood cruelty to animals and psychological adjustment: A Malaysian study. Anthrozoös, 
21(4), 363-375.

Mulvihill, G. (2010, November 12). Recent bullying cases could result in copycat suicides. Mis-
sourian. Retrieved from http://www.columbiamissourian.com/stories/2010/11/12/experts-
fear-copycat-suicides-after-bullying-cases/.

Olweus, D. (1993). Bullying at school: What we know and what we can do. Oxford, United 
 Kingdom: Blackwell.

Pagini, C., Robustelli, F., & Ascione, F. R. (2010). Investigating animal abuse: Some theoretical 
and methodological issues. Anthrozoös, 23(3), 259-276.

Schwartz, D., McFadyen-Ketchum, M., Dodge, K. A., Pettit, G. S., & Bates, J. E. (1998). Peer 
group victimization as a predictor of children’s behavior problems at home and in school. 
Development and Psychopathology, 10(1), 87-99.

Smith, P. K. (1991). The silent nightmare: Bullying and victimization in school peer groups. The 
Psychologist: Bulletin of the British Psychological Society, 4, 243-248.

Soderstrom, H., Sjodin, A., Carlstedt, A., & Forsman, A. (2004). Adult psychopathic personal-
ity with childhood-onset hyperactivity and conduct disorder: A central problem constellation 
in forensic psychiatry. Psychiatry Research, 121(3), 271-280.

Wolke, D., Woods, S., Bloomfield, L., & Karstadt, L. (2000). The association between direct 
and relational bullying and behavior problems among primary school children. Journal of 
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 41(8) 989-1002. doi:10.1111/1469-7610.00687.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends false
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 550
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 2400
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2001
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (GWG_GenericCMYK)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Ghent PDF Workgroup - 2005 Specifications version3 \(x1a: 2001 compliant\))
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [14173.229 14173.229]
>> setpagedevice


