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Abstract 
The current study focuses on students with special needs who are integrated in mainstream edu-
cation frameworks. The first aim of the study is to determine whether students with and without 
special needs exhibit different levels of violence. The second aim is to determine the impact of a 
specially-designed intervention program which is implemented with students with special needs 
and intends to increase their understanding of the various aspects of violence. The current study 
involved 561 (197 of them with special needs) male and female students studying in the 7th-9th 
grade in an regional junior high school in Israel. All the students completed the “Bully/Victim 
Questionnaire” [1]. Students with special needs participated in an intervention program based on 
the Cycle of Internalized Learning (CIL) model [2]. After completing the intervention program, 
students’ perceptions of violence were reassessed by using the “Bully/Victim Questionnaire”. The 
pre-intervention findings indicated no difference in the pattern or the level of violence among 
students with special needs and the other students at the school, where as post-intervention. Find-
ings revealed that students with special needs expressed higher incidences of violence than their 
peers who had not participated in the intervention. 
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1. Introduction 
A Post from Facebook (6/7/2015): “The smiling boy in the picture was supposed to celebrate his 20th birthday 
this week. He will not celebrate it anymore! He was a happy boy, who grew up in a loving home, like all of us, a 
beloved son and brother. He went to school every morning, like all of us, waving goodbye to his parents, with a 
smile for another day at school. But every school day was a torture for him. He considered his classmates to be 
his friends, but they saw him as a playing object. They humiliated and brutalized him during recess. Why? Be-
cause he was short. After he came home from school, to his safe haven, he logged on to his Facebook. But those 
‘friends’ were there too, continuing to harass, humiliate, abuse, and shun him. He did not share this with his 
mother so as not to upset her or bother her. He had nowhere to run, so he committed suicide. He will never fall 
in love, never experience heartbreak, will never go to university, will never marry, will never see his children 
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play, and will never celebrate 20…” 
In recent years, there has been a dramatic increase in reported violence rates among school students [3]-[8]. 

The current study compared violence among students with special needs (learning disabilities, behavioral prob-
lems, IDD, ADHD, etc.) who were integrated in the mainstream educational frameworks, and violence among 
students without special needs. 

Violence can take the form of a physical, verbal or emotional offense, or it can have a more pervasive effect 
in the form of an aggressive relationship. Violence can be aimed towards the victim directly or indirectly, 
through rumors and gossip to which students are exposed. In addition, research findings have revealed that in 
general, boys are victims of violence more often than girls. The consequences of violent behavior influence the 
school’s environment, have an effect on the personal welfare of students and cause feelings of unsafety around 
school [3] [7]-[10]. 

According to Mitchell [11], students with special needs constitute 10 - 15 percent of the regular school popu-
lation. They experience academic difficulties learning; some have motor impairments; others encounter difficul-
ties in social adjustments. Furthermore, studies indicate that integrated students with special needs are the target 
of violence [3]-[5] [12] more frequently than students without special needs [13]-[15].  

The area of inclusion has been studied from different aspects [16]-[19], but no investigation to date has ex-
amined the integrated child’s point of view about violence, either as a target or as the inflictor of violence. 
Therefore, the first aim of the present study was to find out whether differences exist in the pattern and/or level 
of violence exhibited by students with and without special needs. The second aim was to examine the impact of 
a specially-designed intervention program implemented with students with special needs to raise their awareness 
of violent behavior. 

2. Method 
Participants: The current study involved 561 students (197 with special needs, 364 without special needs) stud-
ying in 7th-9th grades in a junior high school in Israel. 

Tools: To get information about the patterns and the level of violence, all of the participants completed the 
“Bully/Victim Questionnaire” [1]. The grades were scored on a Likert-like scale, whereby 1 = Never and 4 = 
Always. The questionnaire included 27 items that deal with violence, for example, “How often have you been 
threatened at school?” and “Has anybody ever cursed at you at school?”. The reliability of the questionnaire was 
Cronbach’s α = 0.836. 

Students with special needs participated in an intervention program based on the Cycle of Internalized Learn-
ing (CIL) model [2]. The stages of the CIL model are: 

1. Presentation—A specific topic is presented and considered in reference to real-life experiences. Topic se-
lection is based on the learners' worlds and needs and on the school curriculum or other formal needs. Their 
response is subjective and concrete, expressing an initial, personal awareness. 
2. Teaching—Academic teaching, including an analysis of the topic under study, and a clarification of defini-
tions and generalizations. The various components of the subject matter are identified and defined in relation 
to the participants' experiences. School skills and cultural norms are also learned during this stage.  
3. Discussion—Learners are encouraged to raise personal responses, to relate to themselves and others in a 
critical manner, according to concepts and skills learned in Stage 2. Based on the personal input of the learn-
ers and the concepts learned, learners suggested alternative or new ways to behaving and problem solving.  
4. Review—The group uses role playing, simulations, or practical outdoor activities to experience the alterna-
tive ways of behavior suggested by them. This stage affords a review of the subjects learned, while incorpo-
rating the changes and solutions proposed by the group members.  
5. Conclusions & Learning—A follow-up group discussion is conducted to learn lessons from reviewing the 

subject. Learners are encouraged to form an autonomous perspective and a cohesive set of priorities. The focus 
is on values that underline individual and group behavior, and to consider what participants learn about them-
selves and others.  

The CIL model was modified for the purpose of the present study.  
Procedure: In the first stage of the study, the “Bully/Victim Questionnaire” was administered to the experi-

mental and comparison groups. In the second stage, the group intervention program was implemented. The pro-
gram included ten sessions, each of which lasted an hour and a half (2 lessons), and focused on raising aware-
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ness to violence. A quantity analysis of the processes that occurred during the intervention program was con-
ducted. The purpose of the first and the second sessions of the intervention program was to draw a distinction 
between physical violence and verbal violence, and to learn about each type of violence. In the third and the 
fourth sessions the concept of verbal violence was discussed. The fifth and the sixth sessions focused on bully-
ing. The seventh and eighth sessions dealt with harassment, and the last two sessions focused on teasing, and a 
summary of the intervention program. 

In the third stage, at the end of the intervention program, the “Bully/Victim Questionnaire” was completed 
once again by both the experimental and the comparison group. 

3. Findings  
The first aim of the study was to compare the patterns of violence found among adolescents with and without 
special needs. Mann Whitney U test was used to identify differences between the violent behavior of adolescents 
with and without special needs. The analysis provided mostly non-significant results: Z = 0.02 to Z = 1.92 (p > 
0.05). Only on one variable-that of theft-were differences found. On the remaining variables, i.e., curse, kicking, 
humiliation, name-calling, beating, boycotting, insulting, threating, pushing, no differences existed. Only the 
factor of theft in the previous month, was significant (Z = 2.31, p = 0.021). Results showed that 12.9% of the  
adolescents in the comparison group reported to have been victims of theft, compared to 20.9% adolescents in 
the research group. This finding indicated that students with special needs were more susceptible to theft.  

Regarding levels of violence, the findings indicated no differences between students with special needs and 
students without special needs. The mean scores obtained by the experimental and comparison groups before the 
intervention program, are presented in Table 1, organized by group and gender (N = 561).  

Based on the data in Table 1, it appears that there is no initial difference in the level of violence among stu-
dents with special needs and students without special needs. On the measures of indirect bullying, victim of in-
jury, and victim of general violence, verbal violence, and physical violence, no differences were found between 
the groups. The only difference between the experimental and comparison groups was related to gender. As vic-
tims of violence, the boys’ mean score was significantly higher (p < 0.001) than that of the girls. 

The second aim of the study was to determine the impact of a specially-designed intervention program im-
plemented with students with special needs to improve their understanding of the different aspects of violence. 
Findings based on the re-administration of the “Bully/Victim Questionnaire” revealed that the intervention pro-
gram increased the level of consciousness of the participants regarding their violent behavior, as shown in Table 2. 

Data in Table 2 indicate an increase in the reporting of violence among students with special needs, i.e., 
among members of the experimental group who participated in the intervention program, both as victims of 
general violence and as attackers, and there was no significant change in the comparison group. 

4. Discussion 
The current research focuses on the phenomenon of violence that occurs among students with and without spe-
cial needs in a mainstream junior high school. During the 1990s, when the policy of integration was imple-
mented worldwide, the phenomenon of violence in schools became a critical issue for students with special 
needs. Research showed that students with special needs who were integrated in mainstream schools were ex-
posed to more violence than students without special needs [12] [20] [21].  

It is important to note that though there are ample studies about violence against adults and children with spe-
cial needs in general [6] [22]-[24], there are only a few studies on violence against students with special needs 
that are integrated in mainstream schools [12] [20] [21].   

In the present study, a comparison was conducted between integrated students with special needs and students 
without special needs, in terms of the pattern and the level of violence. This was examined using the “Bully/ 
Victim Questionnaire”. The findings of the present study revealed that there was no difference between the pat-
terns of violence found among students with special needs compared to those found among students without 
special needs, apart from a higher level of theft concerning students with special needs. However, there was a 
greater tendency towards violence among boys compared to girls in both groups.  

Following the first administration of the “Bully/Victim Questionnaire”, an intervention program was imple-
mented with students with special needs. At the end of the program, the “Bully/Victim Questionnaire” was readmi-
nistered to the experimental and comparison groups. Findings showed a rise in students’ awareness to incidents 
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Table 1. Average, standard deviation and analysis of variance to examine the differences in the patterns of violence by group and 
gender (N = 561). 

Group X 
Gander Gander Group Total 

(N = 561) 
Comparison group 

(N = 364) 
Experimental Group 

(N = 197)  

F 
(1557) 

(η2) 

F 
(1557) 

(η2) 

F 
(1557) 

(η2) 

Total 
M 

(SD) 
(n = 561) 

Girls 
M 

(SD) 
(n = 293) 

Boys 
M 

(SD) 
(n = 268) 

Total 
M 

(SD) 
(n = 364) 

Girls 
M 

(SD) 
(n = 192) 

Boys 
M 

(SD) 
(n = 172) 

Total 
M 

(SD) 
(n = 197) 

Girls 
M 

(SD) 
(n = 101) 

Boys 
M 

(SD) 
(n = 96) 

 

1.12 
(0.002) 

0.03 
(0.001) 

0.40 
(0.001) 

1.51 
(0.50) 

1.52 
(0.48) 

1.50 
(0.52) 

1.50 
(0.47) 

1.52 
(0.47) 

1.47 
(0.48) 

1.52 
(0.54) 

1.51 
(0.49) 

1.55 
(0.58) 

Sense of indirect 
bullying 

0.08 
(0.001) 

2.08 
(0.004) 

0.11 
(0.001) 

1.30 
(0.49) 

1.27 
(0.43) 

1.33 
(0.54) 

1.29 
(0.49) 

1.27 
(0.41) 

1.32 
(0.56) 

1.31 
(0.48) 

1.27 
(0.46) 

1.35 
(0.51) Injury victim 

0.23 
(0.001) 

1.75 
(0.003) 

0.31 
(0.001) 

1.25 
(0.45) 

1.22 
(0.40) 

1.28 
(0.50) 

1.24 
(0.45) 

1.20 
(0.35) 

1.28 
(0.53) 

1.26 
(0.46) 

1.24 
(0.47) 

1.28 
(0.45) 

Victim-General 
violence 

1.16 
(0.002) 

1.35 
(0.002) 

0.01 
(0.001) 

1.52 
(0.77) 

1.49 
(0.72) 

1.55 
(0.83) 

1.52 
(0.76) 

1.52 
(0.73) 

1.52 
(0.80) 

1.51 
(0.79) 

1.44 
(0.69) 

1.59 
(0.88) 

Victim-Verbal 
violence 

0.08 
(0.001) 

1.94 
(0.003) 

0.17 
(0.001) 

1.22 
(0.53) 

1.19 
(0.46) 

1.25 
(0.59) 

1.21 
(0.55) 

1.19 
(0.47) 

1.24 
(0.62) 

1.23 
(0.49) 

1.19 
(0.44) 

1.27 
(0.54) 

Victim-Physical 
violence 

0.59 
(0.001) 

24.67*** 
(0.042) 

0.13 
(0.001) 

1.28 
(0.60) 

1.15 
(0.41) 

1.42 
(0.74) 

1.28 
(0.65) 

1.14 
(0.45) 

1.44 
(0.80) 

1.27 
(0.50) 

1.16 
(0.32) 

1.38 
(0.62) Attacker 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 
 

Table 2. Average, standard deviations, and analysis of variance for repeated measurements to examine the differences in the patterns 
of violence by group and time (N = 470). 

Group X Time Time Group Total 
(N = 470) 

Comparison Group 
(N = 328) 

Experimental Group 
(N = 142) 

 F 
(1468) 

(η2) 

F 
(1468) 

(η2) 

F 
(1468) 

(η2) 

After 
M 

(SD) 

Before 
M 

(SD) 

After 
M 

(SD) 

Before 
M 

(SD) 

After 
M 

(SD) 

Before 
M 

(SD) 

0.94 
(0.002) 

5.33 
(0.011) 

0.26 
(0.001) 

1.55 
(0.57) 

1.49 
(0.44) 

1.54 
(0.51) 

1.50 
(0.44) 

1.59 
(0.69) 

1.48 
(0.46) 

Sense of indirect 
bullying 

10.50** 
(0.022) 

5.01* 
(0.011) 

3.68 
(0.008) 

1.33 
(0.60) 

1.30 
(0.46) 

1.27 
(0.51) 

1.30 
(0.48) 

1.46 
(0.76) 

1.28 
(0.40) Injury victim 

14.74*** 
(0.031) 

2.83 
(0.006) 

5.48* 
(0.012) 

1.24 
(0.51) 

1.24 
(0.41) 

1.18 
(0.37) 

1.25 
(0.44) 

1.38 
(0.72) 

1.22 
(0.34) 

victim-General 
violence 

17.99*** 
(0.037) 

6.61* 
(0.014) 

2.56 
(0.006) 

1.55 
(0.81) 

1.51 
(0.74) 

1.46 
(0.70) 

1.54 
(0.77) 

1.76 
(0.99) 

1.44 
(0.67) 

Victim-Verbal 
violence 

7.02** 
(0.015) 

1.16 
(0.002) 

3.60 
(0.008) 

1.22 
(0.59) 

1.22 
(0.52) 

1.17 
(0.46) 

1.22 
(0.55) 

1.34 
(0.81) 

1.22 
(0.45) 

Victim-Physical 
violence 

7.38** 
(0.016) 

2.18 
(0.005) 

4.04* 
(0.009) 

1.29 
(0.67) 

1.28 
(0.61) 

1.23 
(0.56) 

1.28 
(0.64) 

1.44 
(0.87) 

1.27 
(0.53) Attacker 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 
 

of violence. Furthermore, following the program, they had more confidence in being outspoken about violence 
against and among them.  

The highly significant differences that were found between the experimental and the comparison groups fol-
lowing the intervention are in line with findings of other studies, which demonstrate that students with special 
needs are more susceptible to violence in school. During the intervention program, the students gained insight 
into everyday situations of violence against them and among them. The CIL-based intervention program was 
found to be effective in raising participants’ awareness of violent behavior. This finding is similar to findings of 
other programs that deal with violence and are based on group discussion and dialogue among students [7] [8].  

Reiter’s [2] ecological model claims that people with special needs have low self-esteem; they grow up with 
deficits in social skills due to negative social experiences. All of the above can be changed by running interven-
tion programs in social education, aimed to strengthen individuals with disabilities, by enhancing their ability to 
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demonstrate self-determination in the context of social harassment. 

5. Limitations 
The researcher approached several school principals requesting permission to conduct the research among their 
students. However, only one principal agreed to conduct the research in her school; the others were reluctant to 
address the issue of violence. Another limitation may be the short period of the intervention program. A longer 
program might lead to a behavioral and perceptional change among all participating students. 
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