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What We Learned

Discrepancy from classroom descriptive victimization norms predicts increases in behavioral
maladjustment: disruptiveness, conduct problems, and delinquent behavior.
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Background Conclusion
Being different invites difficulties. A social misfit, someone who deviates from group norms, is often viewed We followed samples of pre-and early adolescents over the
with suspicion. According to the person-group dissimilarity model, individual characteristics yield different course of a single school year to examine the extent to which
outcomes, depending on the degree to which the behavior aligns with classroom norms (Wright et al., 1986). children who are victimized social misfits respond to their
For instance, aggressive youth in aggressive classrooms are better liked by peers than are aggressive youth outlier status by acting up. G-APIM analyses revealed that
IN nonaggressive classrooms (Boor-Klip et al., 2017). Evidence from several bullying interventions points to students who are more discrepant from the descriptive
the perils of being a social misfit. The healthy context paradox refers to iatrogenic effects arising In classroom physical victimization norms early in the school
classrooms that successfully reduced mean levels of victimization. As overall levels of bullying decrease, year exhibited higher levels of disruptiveness, conduct
behavior problems increase among students who continued to be bullied (Huitsing et al., 2019). problems, and delinquent behavior later in the school year.

Sample Measures

Participants were 706 DUb“C primary and middle school Peer Reports. From full classroom rosters, students nominated unlimited classmates who best fit the following descriptors:

students (ages 91to 14 years, Mage:ll'SO’ SDage:1.13) Physical victimization - “someone who is hit or pushed by others”

In the USA (80 girls, 85 boys) and Lithuania (259 qirls, 282 Disruptiveness — “Someone who acts out or disrupts class”

boys). The number of nominations a participant received was summed, then adjusted using a regression-based procedure
that accounts for class size (Velasquez et al., 2013).

Participants completed two assessments during fall and Self-Reports.

winter of the 2021-2022 academic yeatr. Physical victimization: Students completed a 3-item instrument (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996) (e.g., How often has

another child hit, kicked, or shoved you).

Conduct problems: Students completed a 5-item instrument (Goodman, 1997) (e.g., | break rules at home, school,
or elsewhere).

Delinquent behavior: Students completed a 4-item instrument (Bendixed & Olweus, 1999) (e.g., How often have you
taken things from a store without paying.
All items were rated on a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). For each variable, item scores were averaged.
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