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Objective: The negative biopsychosocial outcomes associated with exposure to victimization are well-
known, however, limited research has examined the protective factors that can enhance well-being and
growth following polyvictimization from in-person and digital sources. This study examines the contribu-
tion of adversities and a range of psychological and social strengths on perceptions of subjective well-
being and posttraumatic growth (PTG). Method: A sample of 478 individuals aged 12–75 (57.5% female;
Mage= 36.44) from a largely rural Appalachian region of the United States completed a survey on victim-
ization experiences, other adversities, psychosocial strengths, subjective well-being, and PTG. Results:
Approximately 93.3% of individuals reported at least one digital or in-person victimization, with 82.8%
reporting two or more forms of victimization. Hierarchical logistic regression analyses indicated that
strengths explained more than three times the variance in subjective well-being and PTG compared to adver-
sities, with both models explaining about half of the variance in these outcomes (49% and 50%, respec-
tively). Psychological endurance, sense of purpose, teacher support, and polystrengths were significantly
associated with better well-being and/or PTG. Conclusion: Some strengths hold more promise than others
for promoting well-being and PTG following polyvictimization.

Clinical Impact Statement
Not all assets and resources are equally helpful for promoting thriving after adversity. Psychological
endurance, sense of purpose, and polystrengths (a diverse portfolio of assets and resources) hold promise
as psychosocial strengths that can lead to better functioning after victimization and interventions should
focus on those known to promote such strengths (e.g., mindfulness).

Keywords: adversities, polystrengths, polyvictimization, posttraumatic growth, subjective well-being

The psychological and physical consequences associated with vic-
timization represent a major public health issue (Bouffard & Koeppel,
2014). Victimization experiences characterized by actual or threats of
harm, or witnessing harm to others (Zimmerman & Posick, 2016) are
associated with a wide range of potentially distressing and enduring
negative mental health and physical outcomes (Dworkin et al., 2017;
Hanson et al., 2010). Symptoms reported by survivors have been

shown to operate within a dose–response relationship, whereby increas-
ing numbers of adverse incidents are associated with more severe neg-
ative symptoms (Hamby, Elm, et al., 2021; Steine et al., 2017). With an
increased awareness of the cumulative burden of multiple victimization
experiences, there have been calls (Hamby, Elm, et al., 2021; Hamby,
Schultz, & Elm, 2020) to identify the full range of victimizations that
people experience to provide a more comprehensive understanding of
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the scope of victimization and its impacts on human functioning.
Likewise, numerous calls (Hamby, Elm, et al., 2021; Hamby, Grych,
& Banyard, 2018) have been made to better understand strengths-based
pathways to overcoming trauma, with a goal of better formulating pre-
vention and intervention. However, both the range of victimizations and
strengths examined has been limited. The current study aims to identify
strengths that are associated with better current functioning (subjective
well-being and posttraumatic growth) after the experience of victimiza-
tion. The study includes digital victimization in the assessment of
trauma dosage alongside strengths such as self-reliance that have
received limited attention in the resilience literature.

Comprehensive Assessment of Victimization Experiences

Victimization can be broadly defined as intentional and unwanted
acts that cause unnecessary harm (Hamby, 2017). Globally, in-person
victimization experiences, such as physical or sexual abuse, are com-
mon. Exposure estimates range from 64% to 98% (Hamby, Taylor, et
al., 2020), with the negative outcomes associatedwith in-person victim-
ization well-documented (e.g., Dworkin et al., 2017; Hanson et al.,
2010). Alongside in-person victimization experiences, individuals are
increasingly exposed to victimization online. Digital victimization
encompasses a range of intentional and harmful experiences such as
cyberbullying, data theft, harassment, and sexting (Hamby, Blount, et
al., 2018), that are perpetrated using computers, the Internet, or mobile
devices. Both digital and in-person victimization are often researched
separately (Hamby, Taylor, et al., 2018), which may not reflect many
people’s experiences of victimization as the same individual can be vic-
timized both in the online and offline world (Tamarit-Sumalla et al.,
2022). Therefore, research using frameworks that recognize victimiza-
tion occurring from multiple domains is needed to better understand
the burden of harm and violence. Polyvictimization is one such lens,
and this approach refers to the cumulative toll of experiencing multiple
different types of interpersonal victimization, which can contribute to
the development and maintenance of trauma symptoms and other
adverse consequences (Haahr-Pedersen et al., 2020; Mitchell et al.,
2020). Conceptualizations of polyvictimization that capture in-person
and digital victimization may provide a more accurate reflection of
the total burden of cumulative victimization.

Subjective Well-Being After Traumatic Experiences

When considering the consequences associated with victimization,
research (e.g., Haahr-Pedersen et al., 2020) has traditionally focused
on symptom outcomes, such as anxiety and depression, as indicators
of functioning. However, this approach is concerned with minimizing
pathology rather than identifying factors that may promote well-being
among survivors. One marker of psychological adjustment postvictim-
ization is subjective well-being. Subjective well-being has been vari-
ously conceptualized as an indication of an individual’s satisfaction
with their quality of life and degree of happiness (McGillivray &
Clarke, 2006). Research has found that polyvictimization is negatively
related towell-being (Bravo-Sanzana et al., 2022), which is further exac-
erbated in the context of more persistent and diverse victimization
(Mitchell et al., 2020). More research on overcoming the effects of vic-
timization needs to incorporate digital victimization in estimates of vic-
timization dosage, which would broaden understanding of the
cumulative burden of such polyvictimization.

Posttraumatic Growth

Although negative changes postvictimization arewell-documented,
research has shown that people can also report enhanced functioning,
in a phenomenon known as posttraumatic growth (PTG; Tedeschi &
Calhoun, 2004). Survivors of adverse events can perceive transforma-
tional changes in various life domains that can co-occur alongside
negative changes: (a) enhanced perceptions of personal strength; (b)
increased appreciation of life; (c) stronger interpersonal relationships;
(d) openness to new possibilities; and (e) spiritual or existential
changes (Elderton et al., 2017; Taku et al., 2021; Ulloa et al.,
2016). There are several hypotheses about the nature of PTG and
how it occurs (Hamby et al., 2022; Jayawickreme et al., 2021). In
their PTG model, Tedeschi and Calhoun (2004) argue that these
changes emerge due to the emotional struggle associated with cogni-
tively processing challenging life events. Other work (Park, 2010) has
suggested that distress from adversity can be mitigated by meaning-
making processes that can support growth. However, some research-
ers (e.g., Brooks et al., 2021; Gower et al., 2022) have suggested that
PTG can have an illusory function to mitigate against distress.
Previous research largely focused on outcomes in relation to a single
or a limited range of adverse events, although recent evidence has
indicated that some survivors of diverse and multiple adverse events
can experience PTG (Brooks et al., 2017, 2019; Jirek & Saunders,
2018; Nuccio & Stripling, 2021), while others can be overwhelmed,
thus inhibiting growth (Brooks et al., 2021). These studies have so far
focused on in-person victimization experiences and not yet addressed
the additional cumulative burden of digital victimization within a
broader polyvictimization perspective.

Polystrengths and the Resilience Portfolio Model

Comparable with the study of polyvictimization is the concept of
polystrengths, which refers to the total range of protective factors that
individuals may possess to help them overcome adversity (Hamby,
Grych, & Banyard, 2018). It is considered a parallel to the concept
of polyvictimization, such that a higher number of polystrengths
could be linked to better outcomes (Hamby, Taylor, et al., 2018).
The Resilience Portfolio Model (RPM; Grych et al., 2015) further
develops the resiliency literature by acknowledging the role of
cumulative protective mechanisms in psychological adjustment,
which fall into three broad areas. Regulatory strengths refer to skills
in managing emotional and behavioral responses and consist of char-
acteristics such as psychological endurance, emotion regulation, and
self-reliance. Meaning-making strengths consist of the ways in
which individuals derive meaning from spiritual experiences and
connecting to something larger than themselves and include a
sense of purpose and religious meaning-making. Finally, interper-
sonal strengths include relational skills and supports from the social
environment, which may be reflected through community or teacher
support, the school environment, and compassion for others.
According to the RPM, the totality (dose) of the strengths in one’s
portfolio, in addition to the nature of individual strengths, is associ-
ated with better functioning (see Hamby, Taylor, et al., 2018 for dis-
cussion). Research has found some individual strengths and
polystrengths to buffer against distress (Hamby, Taylor, et al.,
2020) and be positively related to PTG and subjective well-being
(Gonzalez-Mendez et al., 2021; Hamby, Grych, & Banyard,
2018), although these studies focused on polystrengths in relation
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to in-person victimization. Given that the role of polystrengths has
not yet been fully considered within the context of polyvictimization
from both in-person and digital sources, there is a need for research
that incorporates digital victimization into this model.

The Present Study

The current study examines the contribution of polyvictimization
exposure and a range of polystrengths on individual perceptions of
subjective well-being and PTG. In doing so, the study addresses a
number of research gaps, namely, the exclusion of digital victimiza-
tion within a polyvictimization framework, the narrow range of out-
comes assessed among polyvictimization survivors, and limited
knowledge of resilience portfolio factors associated with subjective
well-being and PTG. Furthermore, the broad scope of victimization
experiences and individual strengths assessed in this study will help
contribute to aiding interventions to support people exposed to adver-
sity. It is hypothesized that adversities including polyvictimization
and financial strain are negatively related to subjective well-being,
while polystrengths will be positively associated with subjective
well-being and PTG. Due to mixed evidence in relation to the experi-
ence of multiple adversities and PTG (e.g., Brooks et al., 2021;
Nuccio & Stripling, 2021), no directional hypothesis was made.

Method

Participants

Participants were 478 individuals residing in a predominantly
rural southern Appalachian region of the United States who com-
pleted a broader survey on digital privacy, security, and character
development (Hamby, Blount, et al., 2018). The sample was
57.5% female, and aged 12–75 years (M= 36.44, SD= 17.61).
Most participants (84.9%) identified as White/European American
(non-Latino), 5.7% described themselves as African American/
Black (non-Latino), 4.0% as multiracial, 3.6% as Latino/Latina,
0.8% as Asian (non-Latino), and 0.8% as American Indian/Alaska
Native (non-Latino). Almost a third of survey participants (29.3%)
reported an annual income under $20,000 per year, a third
(33.3%) reported earning $20,000–$50,000, and 37.4% reported
earning $50,000 or more. Over half of the sample (54.6%) lived in
rural areas with populations of less than 2,500 people, 32.7%
reported living in small towns with a population of 2,500–20,000
people, and others (12.7%) lived in more populous areas.

Procedure

Survey participants were recruited through a range of advertising
techniques. Most participants (65.7%) were recruited through
word-of-mouth. Around a fifth of participants (21.3%) were
recruited at local community events, such as festivals and county
fairs. The remaining participants (13%) were recruited through web-
site advertisements or local community organizations. This range of
strategies enabled us to recruit participants who do not often partic-
ipate in research and ensured that the participants included both
those with and without extensive experience with computer technol-
ogy. The survey was administered as a computer-assisted self-
interview, using the Snap11 software platform on computer tablets.
The overall survey completion rate was 94%. Three individuals
(0.59% of participants) who could not read completed the survey

as an interview. On average, the survey took 31 min to complete.
Each participant received a $20 Walmart gift card and was provided
with information on local community resources. Informed consent,
including parental consent and youth assent for minors, was
obtained for all participants. All procedures were approved by the
institutional review board.

Materials

Given that the study intended to measure a range of adversities and
strengths, brevity was important. All measures were developed from
prior research or adapted from existing measures and were validated
in previous studies (Hamby, Blount, et al., 2021; Hamby et al.,
2015, 2019; Hamby, Grych, & Banyard, 2018). All items and devel-
opment information can be found at https://www.lifepathsresearch
.org/measures/. Unless otherwise stated, all strength measures were
scored on a 4-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 (not true about me)
to 4 (mostly true about me). In all cases, higher scores indicate higher
levels of adversity and psychosocial strengths. Alongside the comple-
tion of the scales, participants were asked about age, gender, house-
hold income, and ownership and use of technology devices.

Adversities

Adversities consisted of polyvictimization exposure (assessing
both in-person and online victimization) and financial strain.
Polyvictimization was measured using the Juvenile Victimization
Questionnaire (adapted from Hamby et al., 2004), which consisted
of 13 items, plus 11 items from the Digital Polyvictimization
Scale (Hamby, Blount, et al., 2018) to comprehensively assess dig-
ital victimization (prior work with this sample has established that
these experiences were distressing and contributed to current trauma
symptoms; Hamby, Blount, et al., 2018, 2021). Therefore, the poly-
victimization measure was comprised of 24 items (α= .84). For all
items, participants were invited to respond to dichotomous anchors
(“yes” or “no”), and items were summed to create the scale. Example
items include, “During your childhood, did one of your parents get
kicked, choked, or beat up by another parent?” and “Someone
caused problems for me when they pretended to be me online.”
Financial strainwas considered separately as another form of adver-
sity, given previous associations with well-being (Hamby, Grych, &
Banyard, 2018), and was assessed using the Financial Strain Index
(Hamby et al., 2011; 5 items; α= .80) of current financial difficul-
ties. Items are scored on the 3-point scale ranging from not true to
very true. An example item is, “You don’t have enough money to
pay your regular bills.”

Regulatory Strengths

Endurance was measured using the Psychological Endurance
Scale (Hamby et al., 2015; six items; α= .84) of individual perse-
verance in the face of challenges. An example item is, “I am a source
of strength to my family.” Impulse control was assessed using seven
items (α= .71) describing impulsive thoughts and actions. A sample
item is, “I stop to think before I act.” Recovering positive affect was
measured with five items (α= .75) referring to the management of
positive emotions. An example item is, “I can cheer myself up
after a hard day.” Self-reliance was assessed with four items
(α= .73). An example item is, “I take care of myself.”
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Meaning-Making Strengths

Sense of purpose was assessed using three items (α= .82) that
measure perceptions of a reason for living. An example item is,
“My life has a clear sense of purpose.” Religious meaning making
was measured with six items (α= .95) relating to religious and spir-
itual practices. A sample item is, “My faith or spiritual beliefs are
very important in my life.”

Interpersonal Strengths

Compassion was comprised of five items (α= .75) assessing care
and concern for others. An example item is, “When others feel sad, I
try to comfort them.” Community support (Roberts et al., 2015) was
measured using six items (α= .82) that assess howwell one’s neigh-
bors get along and help one another. An example item is, “People in
my neighborhood offer help to one another in times of need.” School
climate consisted of nine items (α= .91) that measure attachment,
involvement, and commitment toward school. A sample item is, “I
am happy to be at my school.” Teacher support was measured
using five items (α= .94) which assess perceptions of teacher sup-
port. A sample item is, “I had a teacher who was interested in my
future.”

Subjective Well-Being

Subjective well-being was measured with 13 items (α= .87) that
assess an individual’s satisfaction with their quality of life. Five
items were taken from the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et
al., 1985; Pavot & Diener, 1993), along with four items from the
Self-Concept Scale (Turner et al., 2012, originally adapted from
Pearlin & Schooler, 1978; Rosenberg, 1965) and four items from
the Life Regard Index (Battista & Almond, 1973). A prior study
(Hamby, Blount, et al., 2018; Hamby, Grych, & Banyard, 2018;
Hamby, Taylor, et al., 2018) confirmed that all items loaded onto
the same 13-item factor, with good reliability and validity. An exam-
ple item is, “I have a lot to be proud of.”

Posttraumatic Growth

For brevity purposes, and in line with other studies (e.g., Sattler et
al., 2006), PTGwas assessed using six items (α= .87), adapted from
the Posttraumatic Growth Inventory (Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996)
which is a measure of perceived better functioning following adverse
experiences. An example item is, “I am able to do better things with
my life.” The referent period was the past year.

Data Analysis

The analytical approach builds upon previous work in this area
(Hamby, Blount, et al., 2018, 2021). First, scale scores were standard-
ized using Z-scores, so that all measures had a mean of 0 and standard
deviation of 1. In line with previous work (Hamby, Grych, &
Banyard, 2018), polystrengths was defined as the total number of
the 10 assessed psychosocial strengths that each individual reported
at above average levels (..5 SD). Pearson correlation analyses
between study measures were conducted. Next, two separate hierar-
chical logistic regressionswere used to assess the unique contributions
of adversities and psychosocial strengths on subjectivewell-being and
PTG. To identify factors that predict above average functioning,

subjective well-being and PTG were dichotomized so that 1 repre-
sented scores above .5 SD. This is consistent with the analytic strategy
used in past RPM research. In the hierarchical logistic regression,
demographic information (age and gender) was entered in the first
block, adversities (financial strain and polyvictimization) in the sec-
ond, and polystrengths and the 10 psychosocial strengths in the third.

Results

Victimization exposure was common in the sample, with 93.3%
of individuals experiencing at least one digital or in-person victim-
ization. Most individuals in this sample (82.8%) reported two or
more forms of victimization. The median number of victimizations
reported was 5 (M= 5.87; SD= 4.45). The most frequent types of
victimization included witnessing an assault with some form of
weapon (44.4%, e.g., stick, rock, gun, knife, etc.), and experiencing
psychological or emotional abuse from a caregiver (22.1%, e.g.,
caregiver saying mean things or saying they did not want the
child). Online relational aggression was also particularly poignant
to participants (14.5%, e.g., someone causing problems by saying
mean things online).

Bivariate Analyses

Correlations among demographic variables, adversities, poly-
strengths, and subjective well-being and PTG are presented in
Table 1. While adversities were generally negatively associated
with subjective well-being and PTG, polyvictimization was unre-
lated to PTG. Individual strengths were all positively correlated
with subjective well-being and PTG.

Adversities, Polystrengths, and Subjective Well-Being

A hierarchical logistic regression was conducted to determine
which adversities and protective factors demonstrated associations
with subjective well-being (see Table 2). Age and gender were not
significantly associated with subjective well-being and explained
0% of the variance. In the next block, adversities explained 11%
of the variance in subjective well-being. Although polyvictimization
was negatively associated with subjective well-being in the bivariate
analysis, at the multivariate level it was not, and financial strain was
associated with worse subjective well-being. Resilience portfolio
strengths explained more than three times the variance (38%) in sub-
jective well-being compared to adversities (11%), and polystrengths
was associated with enhanced perceptions of well-being. Of the spe-
cific psychosocial strengths assessed, psychological endurance and
sense of purpose were significantly positively associated with better
subjective well-being. The final model explained 49% of the vari-
ance in subjective well-being.

Adversities, Polystrengths, and Posttraumatic Growth

To assess the adversity and strengths-based factors associated
with PTG, a second hierarchical logistic regression was conducted
(see Table 3). Demographic variables explained 2% of the variance
in PTG, with females reporting higher PTG than males. Adversities
accounted for a further 5% of the variance in PTG. Polyvictimization
was negatively related to PTG in the correlation analysis, although
neither of the adversity variables were significantly associated
with PTG in the multivariate regression. Notably, psychosocial
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strengths explained a large proportion of the variance in PTG (43%),
far outweighing the contribution of demographic (2%) and adversi-
ties (5%). In terms of specific strengths, psychological endurance,
sense of purpose, and teacher support were associated with higher
perceptions of PTG. Altogether, the total R2 for the final model
was 50%.

Discussion

The increased recognition of the burden of online and in-person
victimization has prompted research into the protective factors that
can promote resiliency in the face of multiple adverse events. To
our knowledge, this is the first study to assess multiple adversity
and strength factors that may be associated with psychological
well-being and PTG among individuals who have experienced
digital and in-person polyvictimization. Although correlated at
the bivariate level, in multivariate analyses polyvictimization
exposure did not contribute to either subjective well-being or
PTG, although some psychosocial strengths were predictive of
either or both outcomes in this community sample. These findings
extend prior RPM research (Hamby, Blount, et al., 2018, 2021),
and are consistent with relationships found between female gen-
der, teacher support and PTG (Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996;
Yablon, 2015), and financial strain and well-being (Hamby,
Grych, & Banyard, 2018).
Within the multivariate analyses, resilience portfolio strength

factors explained more of the variance in subjective well-being
(38%) and PTG (43%), compared to adversities (subjective well-
being: 11%, PTG: 5%). This is consistent with the view that sub-
jective perceptions of adverse events are the catalyst for better-
perceived functioning, regardless of the level or type of adversity
experienced (Brooks et al., 2019; Hamby et al., 2022). When eval-
uating one’s life assets in the face of adverse events, a broadening
of individual strengths appears to contribute to processes that lead
to enhanced well-being and growth. Out of all the psychosocial
strengths assessed, psychological endurance and a sense of purpose
showed the most promise in promoting better functioning. These
findings are consistent with prior research on in-person

polyvictimization (Gonzalez-Mendez et al., 2021; Hamby,
Grych, & Banyard, 2018), which may infer some robustness to
these strengths as protective factors that align with better well-
being and meaning-making processes. Psychological endurance
has received limited attention in mainstream research, yet endur-
ance and a sense of purpose are broadly goal-focused and can per-
sist in the face of adversity (Hamby, Grych, & Banyard, 2018),
which may explain why these strengths are pertinent following
polyvictimization.

The positive relationships with subjective well-being and the full
range of strengths assessed within the bivariate analyses appear con-
trary to suggestions that PTG is an illusory coping strategy (e.g.,
Jayawickreme et al., 2021). However, this finding may also be a
product of unmeasured cognitive biases such as downward compar-
isons or social desirability (Gower et al., 2022), which could be a
focus of further study. Although previous research has identified
relationships between other psychosocial strengths, well-being and
PTG (e.g., Hamby, Grych, & Banyard, 2018), not all strengths con-
tributed to subjective well-being and PTG. It may be that some psy-
chosocial strengths are more helpful than others in terms of
overcoming adversity (Goodman et al., 2019). This would find sup-
port in coping flexibility hypotheses (Kato, 2020) which suggest that
ineffective responses to adverse events are discontinued in favor of
strategies that lead to more adaptive outcomes. Factors commonly
associated with growth and well-being, such as compassion and self-
reliance (Park, 2010; Tedeschi & Calhoun, 2004), may therefore not
be sufficient for enhanced well-being or PTG in cases of protracted
or frequent polyvictimization. Future work should also include post-
traumatic harms at the social and community levels (Villagrán
Valenzuela et al., 2021).

Strengths and Limitations

This study has strengths and limitations which should be con-
sidered when interpreting the findings. Notably, this study con-
tributed to the limited literature on subjective well-being and
PTG following online and in-person victimization, demonstrat-
ing that PTG is a possible outcome in the aftermath of such

Table 1
Correlations Among All Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

1. Subjective well-being — .52 .08 .06 −−−−−.33 −−−−−.25 .64 .21 .44 .25 .67 .29 .28 .30 .27 .40
2. Posttraumatic growth — .07 .08 −.11 −.06 .63 .22 .45 .25 .65 .35 .19 .20 .28 .48
3. Age — .21 .04 .07 .18 .21 .16 .18 .15 .21 .07 −.10 −−−−−.29 .06
4. Gender — .12 −.04 .09 .01 −.01 −.05 .05 .14 .02 −.07 −−−−−.14 .21
5. Financial strain — .30 −−−−−.16 .05 −−−−−.13 −−−−−.19 −−−−−.22 .06 −−−−−.20 −−−−−.32 −−−−−.19 −−−−−.17
6. Polyvictimization — −.10 −.06 −−−−−.14 −−−−−.24 −−−−−.18 −.04 −−−−−.17 .30 −.12 −.05
7. Psychological endurance — .36 .48 .40 .64 .33 .25 .21 .27 .53
8. Self-reliance — .37 .36 .28 .07 .11 .16 .08 .20
9. Recovering positive affect — .28 .50 .27 .17 .17 .20 .34
10. Impulse control — .27 .07 .23 .30 .14 .28
11. Sense of purpose — .44 .19 .27 .26 .47
12. Religious meaning making — .15 .05 .01 .29
13. Community support — .37 .23 .25
14. School climate — .55 .30
15. Teacher support — .29
16. Compassion —

Note. Italics indicates significance at .05 level. Bold indicates significance at .01 level. Higher scores represent higher levels of each named variable, except for
gender, which was dichotomized with a higher value corresponding to “female.”
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polyvictimization. The study included a wide range of psychoso-
cial strength measures, some of which have rarely been studied
in relation to subjective well-being or PTG. Although the mea-
sures were developed via an extensive mixed-methods process,
continuing work to improve and expand measures of psychoso-
cial strengths may enhance the identification of key strengths.
The large community sample is representative of the largely
White and low-income southern U.S. Appalachia region, but fur-
ther research is needed to see whether the findings are general-
izable to more diverse U.S. communities and beyond, where
cultural expressions of enhanced functioning may differ. The
sample age range was broad, but the study did not investigate
whether polystrengths vary at different developmental periods,
which could be a focus of further study. Although a cross-
sectional design was used to maximize cost-effectiveness, the
findings would benefit from longitudinal replication to provide
further insight as to whether strength factors can sustain growth
and well-being over time, furthering debates around the veracity
of PTG (Jayawickreme et al., 2021). The study did not measure
the perceived severity of victimization experiences, and future
resilience research could examine whether that impacts growth
or well-being.

Implications and Conclusion

Using the RPM as a theoretical framework, this study has contrib-
uted knowledge in relation to the psychosocial strengths that are asso-
ciated with enhanced subjective well-being and PTG following
polyvictimization. Emerging research has indicated the potential
for resilient outcomes following victimization in the digital and phys-
ical world (Hamby, Taylor, et al., 2020), and it will be essential for
this to translate into policy and practice. The findings offer broad sup-
port to ideas that advocate targeted interventions to promote strengths
to manage the aftereffects of adversity, as opposed to a sole focus on
victimization history or symptoms (David et al., 2022; Hamby et al.,
2022). Interventions that promote psychosocial strengths, particularly
psychological endurance and sense of purpose, may lead to enhanced
well-being and meaning making for overcoming adversity. A recent
meta-analysis indicated that mindfulness and narrative interventions
were especially effective for promoting meaning making (Manco &
Hamby, 2021). The findings may also address earlier arguments as to
whether personalized support is more effective in promoting well-
being compared to generic strengths-based interventions that target
multiple strengths (Ruch et al., 2020), the latter of which may not
be practical for clinicians within time-limited intervention programs.

Table 3
Hierarchical Logistic Regression Predicting Posttraumatic Growth

Predictor

Posttraumatic growth

Odds ratio (OR)
95% CI for

OR

Block 1
Age .77† .58 1.02
Gender 1.39* 1.07 1.82

R2 demographics only .02

Block 2
Financial strain 1.12 .84 1.49
Polyvictimization .86 .64 1.14

ΔR2 when adversities added .05
R2 adversities + demographics .07

Block 3
Polystrengths 1.23 .70 2.18

Regulatory strengths
Psychological endurance 2.54*** 1.58 4.09
Self-reliance .83 .60 1.15
Impulse control 1.13 .84 1.53
Recovering positive affect 1.25 .88 1.77

Meaning-making strengths
Sense of purpose 2.74*** 1.76 4.27
Religious meaning-making .95 .70 1.29

Interpersonal strengths
School climate .86 .60 1.22
Teacher support 1.64** 1.16 2.33
Community support .86 .64 1.15
Compassion 1.10 .75 1.62

ΔR2 resilience portfolio strengths added .43
Final R2 full model .50

Note. Gender was dichotomized with a higher value corresponding to
“female.” Final full model with all planned variables included. At each
block, the percentage of variance explained by the variables in that and
any previous block is shown (R2). For Blocks 2 and 3, the additional
variance explained by the new variables is shown (ΔR2).
†p, .10. *p, .05. **p, .01. ***p, .001.

Table 2
Hierarchical Logistic Regression Predicting Subjective Well-Being

Predictor

Subjective well-being

Odds ratio
(OR)

95% CI for
OR

Block 1
Age .85 .64 1.13
Gender .96 .74 1.26

R2 demographics only .00

Block 2
Financial strain .60*** .45 .80
Polyvictimization 1.01 .76 1.35

ΔR2 when adversities added .11
R2 adversities + demographics .11

Block 3
Polystrengths 2.41** 1.37 4.28

Regulatory strengths
Psychological endurance 1.89** 1.19 3.02
Self-reliance 1.10 .80 1.52
Impulse control .74† .54 1.02
Recovering positive affect .86 .61 1.21

Meaning-making strengths
Sense of purpose 2.24*** 1.46 3.44
Religious meaning-making 1.03 .77 1.39

Interpersonal strengths
School climate 1.23 .85 1.80
Teacher support .85 .60 1.21
Community support .94 .69 1.26
Compassion .72† .49 1.05

ΔR2 resilience portfolio strengths added .38
Final R2 full model .49

Note. Gender was dichotomized with a higher value corresponding to
“female.” Final full model with all planned variables included. At each
block, the percentage of variance explained by the variables in that and
any previous block is shown (R2). For Blocks 2 and 3, the additional
variance explained by the new variables is shown (ΔR2).
†p, .10. **p, .01. ***p, .001.
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These findings indicate that a range of different strengths and a
diverse portfolio of strengths (polystrengths) are important for thriving
after adversity. Unfortunately, resilience is still often discussed as if it is
loosely equivalent to emotional toughness or unflappability. Data from
this and other studies indicate that no single strength produces resil-
ience. Rather, resilience involves drawing upon a range of psycholog-
ical and social-ecological resources in response to adversity (Hamby,
Grych, & Banyard, 2018; Ungar, 2013). Future research should con-
tinue to investigate other systemic or contextual sources of strength
that may facilitate enhanced functioning after polyvictimization.
This study has identified potential protective factors that can pro-

mote subjective well-being and PTG among a community sample
and raises further questions about the range of potentially useful
strengths and mechanisms of strength development following poly-
victimization. Given that not all strengths explained the variance in
the two outcomes, and the strengths assessed accounted for 38%–

43% of the variance in subjective well-being and PTG respectively,
future work should continue to expand the range of strengths to
improve our understanding of factors that can promote better well-
being and PTG following in-person and digital polyvictimization.
Such research would go further to help support prevention and inter-
vention efforts to improve the well-being of people burdened by
victimization.

References

Battista, J., & Almond, R. (1973). The development of meaning in life.
Psychiatry: Journal for the Study of Interpersonal Processes, 36(4),
409–427. https://doi.org/10.1080/00332747.1973.11023774

Bouffard, L. A., & Koeppel, M. D. (2014). Understanding the potential long-
term physical and mental health consequences of early experiences of vic-
timization. Justice Quarterly, 31(3), 568–587. https://doi.org/10.1080/
07418825.2012.734843

Bravo-Sanzana, M., Oriol, X., & Miranda, R. (2022). Characterization of
well-being and its relationship with exposure to violence in Mexican and
Chilean early and late adolescents during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Child Indicators Research, 15(2), 553–578. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12187-021-09905-1

Brooks, M., Graham-Kevan, N., Lowe, M., & Robinson, S. (2017).
Rumination, event centrality, and perceived control as predictors of post-
traumatic growth and distress: The Cognitive Growth and Stress model.
British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 56(3), 286–302. https://doi.org/
10.1111/bjc.12138

Brooks, M., Graham-Kevan, N., Robinson, S., & Lowe, M. (2019). Trauma
characteristics and posttraumatic growth: The mediating role of avoidance
coping, intrusive thoughts, and social support. Psychological Trauma:
Theory, Research, Practice, and Policy, 11(2), 232–238. https://doi.org/
10.1037/tra0000372

Brooks, M., Graham-Kevan, N., Robinson, S., & Lowe, M. (2021). “I get
knocked down, but I get up again”—A qualitative exploration of posttrau-
matic growth after multiple traumas. Traumatology, 27(3), 274–284.
https://doi.org/10.1037/trm0000299

David, G., Shakespeare-Finch, J., & Krosch, D. (2022). Testing theoretical
predictors of posttraumatic growth and posttraumatic stress symptoms.
Psychological Trauma: Theory, Research, Practice, and Policy, 14(3),
399–409. https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000777

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The
Satisfaction with Life Scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 49(1),
71–75. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13

Dworkin, E. R., Menon, S. V., Bystrynski, J., & Allen, N. E. (2017). Sexual
assault victimization and psychopathology: A review and meta-analysis.

Clinical Psychology Review, 56, 65–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr
.2017.06.002

Elderton, A., Berry, A., &Chan, C. (2017). A systematic review of posttraumatic
growth in survivors of interpersonal violence in adulthood. Trauma, Violence,
& Abuse, 18(2), 223–236. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838015611672

Gonzalez-Mendez, R., Ramírez-Santana, G., & Hamby, S. (2021).
Analyzing Spanish adolescents through the lens of the Resilience
Portfolio Model. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(9–10), 4472–
4489. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518790600

Goodman, F. R., Disabato, D. J., & Kashdan, T. B. (2019). Integrating psy-
chological strengths under the umbrella of personality science: Rethinking
the definition, measurement, and modification of strengths. The Journal of
Positive Psychology, 14(1), 61–67. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760
.2018.1528380

Gower, T., Pham, J., Jouriles, E. N., Rosenfield, D., & Bowen, H. J. (2022).
Cognitive biases in perceptions of posttraumatic growth: A systematic
review and meta-analysis. Clinical Psychology Review, 94, Article
102159. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2022.102159

Grych, J., Hamby, S., & Banyard, V. (2015). The Resilience PortfolioModel:
Understanding healthy adaptation in victims of violence. Psychology of
Violence, 5(4), 343–354. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039671

Haahr-Pedersen, I., Ershadi, A. E., Hyland, P., Hansen, M., Perera, C., Sheaf,
G., Bramsen, R. H., Spitz, P., &Vallières, F. (2020). Polyvictimization and
psychopathology among children and adolescents: A systematic review of
studies using the Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire. Child Abuse &
Neglect, 107, Article 104589. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020
.104589

Hamby, S. (2017). On defining violence, and why it matters Editorial.
Psychology of Violence, 7(2), 167–180. https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000117

Hamby, S., Blount, Z., Smith, A., Jones, L., Mitchell, K., & Taylor, E.
(2018). Digital poly-victimization: The increasing importance of online
crime and harassment to the burden of victimization. Journal of Trauma
and Dissociation, 19(3), 382–398. https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732
.2018.1441357

Hamby, S., Blount, Z., Taylor, E., Mitchell, K., & Jones, L. (2021). The asso-
ciation of different cyber-victimization types with current psychological
and health status in southern Appalachian communities. Violence and
Victims, 36(2), 251–271. https://doi.org/10.1891/VV-D-18-00214

Hamby, S., Elm, J. H. L., Howell, K. H., & Merrick, M. T. (2021).
Recognizing the cumulative burden of childhood adversities transforms
science and practice for trauma and resilience. American Psychologist,
76(2), 230–242. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000763

Hamby, S., Finkelhor, D., Ormrod, R. K., & Turner, H. A. (2004). The
Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire (JVQ): Administration and scoring
manual. Crimes Against Children Research Center.

Hamby, S., Grych, J., & Banyard, V. (2018). Resilience portfolios and poly-
strengths: Identifying protective factors associated with thriving after
adversity. Psychology of Violence, 8(2), 172–183. https://doi.org/10
.1037/vio0000135

Hamby, S., Grych, J., &Banyard, V. L. (2015). Life Paths Researchmeasure-
ment packet. Life Paths Research Program. https://www.lifepathsresearch
.org/measures-tools/

Hamby, S., Schultz, K., & Elm, J. (2020). Understanding the burden of
trauma and victimization among American Indian and Alaska native
elders: Historical trauma as an element of poly-victimization. Journal of
Trauma & Dissociation, 21(2), 172–186. https://doi.org/10.1080/
15299732.2020.1692408

Hamby, S., Taylor, E., Jones, L., Mitchell, K. J., Turner, H. A., & Newlin, C.
(2018). From poly-victimization to poly-strengths: Understanding the web
of violence can transform research on youth violence and illuminate the
path to prevention and resilience. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,
33(5), 719–739. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517744847

Hamby, S., Taylor, E., Mitchell, K., Jones, L., & Newlin, C. (2020).
Poly-victimization, trauma, and resilience: Exploring strengths that

VICTIMIZATION, STRENGTHS, WELL-BEING, AND GROWTH 7

https://doi.org/10.1080/00332747.1973.11023774
https://doi.org/10.1080/00332747.1973.11023774
https://doi.org/10.1080/00332747.1973.11023774
https://doi.org/10.1080/00332747.1973.11023774
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2012.734843
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2012.734843
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2012.734843
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2012.734843
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2012.734843
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-021-09905-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-021-09905-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-021-09905-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjc.12138
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjc.12138
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjc.12138
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjc.12138
https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000372
https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000372
https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000372
https://doi.org/10.1037/trm0000299
https://doi.org/10.1037/trm0000299
https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000777
https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000777
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838015611672
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838015611672
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518790600
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518790600
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2018.1528380
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2018.1528380
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2018.1528380
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2018.1528380
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2022.102159
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2022.102159
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2022.102159
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2022.102159
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2022.102159
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039671
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039671
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104589
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104589
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104589
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104589
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104589
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000117
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000117
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2018.1441357
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2018.1441357
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2018.1441357
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2018.1441357
https://doi.org/10.1891/VV-D-18-00214
https://doi.org/10.1891/VV-D-18-00214
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000763
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000763
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000135
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000135
https://www.lifepathsresearch.org/measures-tools/
https://www.lifepathsresearch.org/measures-tools/
https://www.lifepathsresearch.org/measures-tools/
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2020.1692408
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2020.1692408
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2020.1692408
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2020.1692408
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2020.1692408
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517744847
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517744847


promote thriving after adversity. Journal of Trauma&Dissociation, 21(3),
376–395. https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2020.1719261

Hamby, S., Taylor, E., Segura, A., &Weber, M. (2022). A dual-factor model
of posttraumatic responses: Which is better, high posttraumatic growth or
low symptoms? Psychological Trauma: Theory, Research, Practice, and
Policy, 14(S1), S148–S156. https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0001122

Hamby, S., Taylor, E., Smith, A., Mitchell, K., Jones, L., & Newlin, C.
(2019). New measures to assess the social ecology of youth: A mixed-
methods study. Journal of Community Psychology, 47(7), 1666–1681.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22220

Hamby, S., Turner, H. A., & Finkelhor, D. (2011). Financial strain index.
Crimes Against Children Research Center. https://doi.org/10.13140/RG
.2.1.2368.0161

Hanson, R. F., Sawyer, G. K., Begle, A. M., & Hubel, G. S. (2010). The
impact of crime victimization on quality of life. Journal of Traumatic
Stress, 23(2), 189–197. https://doi.org/10.1002/jts.20508

Jayawickreme, E., Infurna, F. J., Alajak, K., Blackie, L. E., Chopik, W. J.,
Chung, J. M., Dorfman, A., Fleeson, W., Forgeard, M. J. C., Frazier, P.,
Furr, R. M., Grossmann, I., Heller, A. S., Laceulle, O. M., Lucas, R. E.,
Luhmann, M., Luong, G., Meijer, L., McLean, K. C., … Zonneveld, R.
(2021). Post-traumatic growth as positive personality change: Challenges,
opportunities, and recommendations. Journal of Personality, 89(1), 145–
165. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12591

Jirek, S. L., & Saunders, D. G. (2018). Cumulative adversity as a correlate of
posttraumatic growth: The effects of multiple traumas, discrimination, and
sexual harassment. Journal of Aggression,Maltreatment & Trauma, 27(6),
612–630. https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2017.1420720

Kato, T. (2020). Examination of the coping flexibility hypothesis using the
coping flexibility scale-revised. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, Article
561731. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.561731

Manco, N., & Hamby, S. (2021). Ameta-analytic review of interventions that
promote meaning in life. American Journal of Health Promotion, 35(6),
866–873. https://doi.org/10.1177/0890117121995736

McGillivray, M., & Clarke, M. (2006). Human well-being: Concepts and
measures. In M. McGillivray & M. Clarke (Eds.), Understanding human
well-being (pp. 3–16). United Nations University Press.

Mitchell, K. J., Moschella, E. A., Hamby, S., & Banyard, V. (2020).
Developmental stage of onset, poly-victimization, and persistence of
childhood victimization: Impact on adult well-being in a rural community-
based study. Child Maltreatment, 25(1), 20–31. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1077559519859080

Nuccio, A. G., & Stripling, A. M. (2021). Resilience and post-traumatic
growth following late life polyvictimization: A scoping review.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 57, Article 101481. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.avb.2020.101481

Park, C. L. (2010). Making sense of the meaning literature: An integrative
review of meaning making and its effects on adjustment to stressful life
events. Psychological Bulletin, 136(2), 257–301. https://doi.org/10
.1037/a0018301

Pavot, W., & Diener, E. (1993). Review of the Satisfaction with Life Scale.
Psychological Assessment, 5(2), 164–172. https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-
3590.5.2.164

Pearlin, L. I., & Schooler, C. (1978). The structure of coping. Journal of
Health & Social Behavior, 19(1), 2–21. https://doi.org/10.2307/2136319

Roberts, L. T., Hamby, S., Grych, J., & Banyard, V. (2015). Beyond collec-
tive efficacy: New brief measures to assess the outer layers of the social
ecology. American Journal of Psychology and Behavioral Sciences,
2(2), 14–23. https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.1.3154.4488

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society of the adolescent self-image. Princeton
University Press.

Ruch, W., Niemiec, R. M., McGrath, R. E., Gander, F., & Proyer, R. T.
(2020). Character strengths-based interventions: Open questions and
ideas for future research. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 15(5),
680–684. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2020.1789700

Sattler, D. N., De Alvarado, A. M. G., De Castro, N. B., Male, R. V., Zetino,
A. M., & Vega, R. (2006). El Salvador Earthquakes: Relationships among
acute stress disorder symptoms, depression, traumatic event exposure, and
resource loss. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 19(6), 879–893. https://doi.org/
10.1002/jts.20174

Steine, I. M., Winje, D., Krystal, J. H., Bjorvatn, B., Milde, A. M., Grønli, J.,
Nordhus, I. H., & Pallesen, S. (2017). Cumulative childhood maltreatment
and its dose-response relation with adult symptomatology: Findings in a
sample of adult survivors of sexual abuse. Child Abuse & Neglect, 65,
99–111. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.01.008

Taku, K., Tedeschi, R. G., Shakespeare-Finch, J., Krosch, D., David, G.,
Kehl, D., Grunwald, S., Romeo, A., Di Tella, M., Kamibeppu, K.,
Soejima, T., Hiraki, K., Volgin, R., Dhakal, S., Zięba, M., Ramos, C.,
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