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Abstract

:

The prevention of cyberbullying at school requires assessing its prevalence by means of brief measurement instruments with adequate psychometric properties. The present study aims to study the psychometric properties of the European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire (ECIP-Q) in a sample of 1777 Spanish adolescents (54.1% women, M = 15.71 years; SD = 1.26), selected by stratified random cluster sampling. The two-factor model (victimization and aggression) displayed appropriate goodness of-fit indices. Configural measurement invariance model across gender was found. The omega reliability coefficient for the victimization subscale was 0.82, and for the aggression subscale was 0.68. The ECIP-Q scores were negatively associated with self-esteem and prosocial behavior, and positively associated with depression symptoms and emotional and behavioral difficulties. Significant differences were found between victim and non-victim groups, and between aggressor and non-aggressor groups on the same variables. Victims and aggressors scored lower on self-esteem, and higher on depression symptoms and emotional and behavioral difficulties than those not involved in cyberbullying situations. These findings contribute to demonstrate the satisfactory psychometric quality of the ECIP-Q scores as an assessment tool for cyberbullying in Spanish adolescents.
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1. Introduction


Bullying is postulated as a problem that is present in schools and which generates social concern due to its negative physical and psychological effects, especially in adolescents between the ages of 14 and 18. In recent years, another form of peer harassment has emerged. This new form, known as cyberbullying or virtual bullying [1,2,3], occurs in the virtual scene, and therefore uses information and communication technologies (ICTs) as a tool to perpetuate this type of behavior. Despite the high number of studies focused on this phenomenon, certain discrepancies are still observed regarding the operational definition of cyberbullying [4,5,6]. One of the most used is the one that conceptualizes the phenomenon as bullying through ICT [7,8,9,10]. Although this is one of the most used definitions, it is convenient to differentiate between both types of peer-on-peer abuse. Bullying and cyberbullying coincide in many of their features, as well as in their associated consequences; however, the results obtained in previous works highlight the need to consider both forms of aggression as different phenomena with specific predictors and unique characteristics [11,12]. In the study carried out by Peter and Petermann [13], whose objective was to study the definitions of school cyberbullying formulated between 2012 and 2017, they evaluated constructs that were most repeated in the different conceptualizations of the phenomena. Within the definitions analyzed in the 24 documents that were part of the study, the descriptor «ICT» was collected 17 times, the notions of «intentionality» and «the objective is a person» were highlighted 15 times, “repetition” was mentioned 10 times, and the terms “harm”, “aggression”, and “imbalance of power” were pointed out 9, 8, and 4 times, respectively. All the previously mentioned descriptors, except the one referring to ICT, have frequently belonged to the definitions of bullying. However, due to the means by which it can be executed, school cyberbullying includes other characteristics such as the possibility of carrying out the abuse at any time, without the need for the victim to be present and consequently without a real sense of the damage caused, as well as the potential anonymity of the student aggressors [14,15], or the increased audience.



Some of the characteristics of bullying, such as the repetition of the aggression, present nuances when applied to cyberbullying. For example, it is not necessary for the aggressor to share a degrading photo of the victim more than once; uploading it one time already allows it to be observed and shared by a large group of viewers repeatedly [16]. As far as the power imbalance is concerned, it no longer has to be linked to the aggressor’s popularity or greater physical strength, all the aggressor needs is to have experience and skill in managing social networks [3,17]. The lack of a common and agreed definition for the phenomenon of school cyberbullying means that the items of the instruments developed for its measurement are heterogeneous and evaluate very different behaviors [18,19].



Different measurement instruments to analyze cyberbullying exist in the current literature [5,6,15,20,21,22,23]. However, the ECIP-Q, developed by Brighi et al. [24], stands out for being a brief instrument that structures the different forms of cyberbullying through 22 items (11 victimization and 11 aggression) [25]. Previous studies have confirmed the psychometric properties of the ECIP-Q scores [26,27,28,29,30,31]. The ECIP-Q’s items, which allow the operationalization of 11 behaviors related to cyberbullying, the briefness of its application, and the homogeneity of the results found when analyzing evidence of its validity and its internal consistency in the different studies allow the ECIP-Q to be considered an adequate instrument for measuring school cyberbullying [32]. However, it is still necessary to conduct new studies in representative samples of the population and test new statistical analyses (e.g., analysis of measurement invariance). In this sense, and given that it is difficult to find studies that use exactly the same instrument to assess school cyberbullying, it would be convenient to analyze the advantages and disadvantages of the existing tools before resorting to the development of new measurement instruments [5].



Furthermore, no research analyzing the relationship between profiles (victim or aggressor) evaluated using the ECIP-Q and other variables associated with cyberbullying has been found. Recent studies that use other questionnaires to evaluate cyberbullying show that both student victims [33,34,35,36] and aggressors [16,37,38] present symptoms of depression and antisocial behavior [39]. Some authors consider that school cyberbullying can generate a greater psychosocial maladjustment in the victims than that caused by face-to-face bullying [33,40] due to the aforementioned characteristics: large audience, anonymity of the bully, or the unlimited nature of the harassment [41]. Recent studies [42] that analyzed cyberbullying and neurocognition have shown the relationship between cyberbullying and social cognition and between being a cyberbully and having low empathy. Other research has revealed the effect of cognitive empathy on the behavior of adolescents involved in cyberbullying [43,44]. Cyberbullying can also cause a deterioration of self-esteem in the victim [45,46] and in the cyberbullying student [1,47], which can also lead to social rejection.



In this research context, the main goal of this study was to analyze the psychometric properties of the ECIP-Q scores in a representative sample of Spanish adolescents. From this general objective, the following specific objectives were derived (a) to study the internal structure of the ECIP-Q scores; (b) to determine the measurement invariance by gender; (c) to estimate the internal consistency of the ECIP-Q scores; (d) to analyze the relationship of the ECIP-Q scores with psychometric indicators of socio-emotional adjustment and mental health; and (e) to observe the difference in means of the ECIP-Q scores according to the profiles of the participants.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Sample and Procedure


Random sampling stratified by clusters was used for the selection of study participants. The population was composed of approximately fifteen thousand students from the Autonomous Community of La Rioja. The strata were created based on criteria such as school stage (Compulsory Secondary Education, High School, and Vocational Training), type of center (public or private-subsidized), and location (Rioja Baja, Rioja Media, and Rioja Alta). A total of 31 schools and 98 classrooms were selected for the study. The age of the 1972 students who answered the administered questionnaires ranged from 14 to 30 years. Students older than 19 years were excluded from the final sample. Participants with high scores (more than two points) on the revised Oviedo Infrequency Scale (INF-OV-R) [48] were also eliminated. The final sample consisted of 1777 students of Spanish nationality, 54.1% female, aged between 14 and 18 years (M = 15.71 years; SD = 1.26).



The battery of tests was administered collectively in groups of 15 to 25 students during regular class hours in a room specially prepared for it. A group of researchers trained in the protocols to be followed supervised the administration. The measuring instruments were administered by computer. Previously, the school management of the selected centers was contacted, and the families of the students were asked for their informed consent. Students were informed of the voluntary nature of their participation and the confidentiality of their answers. The study was approved by the Clinical Research Ethics Committee of La Rioja (CEICLAR).




2.2. Instruments


2.2.1. European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire (ECIP-Q [24]; Spanish Version Ortega-Ruiz et al. [32])


This questionnaire consists of 22 Likert-type items with five response options (0 = never, 1 = once or twice, 2 = once or twice a month, 3 = about once a week, 4 = more than once a week). The first eleven items evaluate behaviors related to victimization, while the next eleven measure different aggressive behaviors. To evaluate both dimensions, the items refer to actions such as saying bad words, excluding or spreading rumors, impersonating someone, etc., all carried out with technological tools and within a specific time interval [32]. Participants have to indicate the frequency with which they have experienced and/or participated in each of these situations. Adequate psychometric properties have been found in previous studies [26,49,50].




2.2.2. Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE [51]; Spanish Version Vázquez Morejón et al. [52])


This instrument allows self-esteem to be assessed through 10 items that are scored on a Likert-type scale (1 = totally disagree; 4 = totally agree). In this study, the Spanish version was used, which has shown adequate psychometric properties [52,53,54,55].




2.2.3. Reynolds Adolescent Depression Scale-Short Form (RADS-SF [56]; Spanish Version Figueras-Masip et al. [57])


This self-report assesses the severity of depressive symptoms in adolescents. It consists of 10 items that are answered following a Likert-type scale with four response options (1 = almost never; 4 = almost always) which correspond to the four scales of the original version: anhedonia, somatic complaints, negative self-evaluation, and dysphoria. The RADS-SF has shown adequate psychometric properties in Spanish adolescents [58,59].




2.2.4. Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ [60]; Spanish Version Ortuño-Sierra et al. [61])


This instrument evaluates behavioral and emotional difficulties and assesses social capacities. It consists of 25 items with a Likert-type response format of three options (0 = no, never, 1 = sometimes, 2 = yes, always) distributed in five subscales: emotional problems (SDQ-PREM), behavioral problems (SDQ-PRBE), problems with peers (SDQ-PRPE), hyperactivity (SDQ-HIP), and prosocial behavior (SDQ-PROS). The first four subscales make up the total behavioral and emotional difficulties score, where a higher score is indicative of poorer emotional and behavioral adjustment [62]. On the prosocial behavior subscale, a higher score indicates a higher social adjustment. The version adapted and validated for Spanish adolescents was used in this study [61,62].




2.2.5. Oviedo Infrequency Scale Revised (INF-OV-R) [48,63,64]


This scale is used to detect random, pseudo-random, or dishonest responses. It is composed of 10 items that are answered with a Likert-type scale of five scores corresponding to categories (1 = completely disagree; 5 = completely agree). Students with two or more incorrect answers were removed from the sample. This scale has been shown to be effective in previous studies [48].





2.3. Data Analysis


First, the descriptive statistics of the ECIP-Q items were calculated for the sample. The analysis of the Mardia’s multivariate asymmetry skewness and kurtosis confirmed the breach of data normality.



Second, the internal structure of the ECIP-Q scores was examined using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Guidelines for conducting factor analyses [65] were used. The hypothetical model of two related dimensions (victimization and aggression) [25] was tested. Based on the criteria of Hu and Bentler [66], the following indices were considered: Comparative Fit Index (CFI), General Fit Index (GFI), and Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) with values greater than 0.95; Root Mean Square Error Approximation (RMSEA) with values less than 0.05; Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) with values less than 0.08. The Diagonally Weighted Least Squares (DWLS) estimation method was used due to failure of the multivariate normality assumption [67].



Third, an analysis of measurement invariance by gender was conducted. The different levels of invariance were contrasted by calculating the differences between the chi-square and CFI statistics, where differences in the CFI value of less than 0.01 indicate model fit [68].



Fourth, the McDonald’s omega coefficient, composite reliability index, and mean variance extracted were computed to estimate the reliability of the CEIP-Q scores.



Fifth, to obtain evidence of the relationship between the ECIP-Q scores and external variables, the association with different psychometric indicators of socio-emotional adjustment was analyzed using the Pearson coefficient. In the present study, participants of both sexes who had been the object of any of the 11 behaviors related to victimization and who had also not engaged in any cyberbullying behaviors with a minimum frequency of once or twice a month are identified as victims. Participants who indicated any of the 11 aggressive behaviors and who, in turn, had not suffered any cyberbullying behavior with a minimum frequency of once or twice a month were categorized as aggressors [23,24]. To wrap it up, the Student’s t-test was used for independent samples to check for statistically significant differences in the indicators of socio-emotional adjustment between the groups of victims and non-victims, aggressors and non-aggressors, and victims and aggressors. Robust tests were used when model assumptions were not met. To estimate the effect size, Cohen’s “d” statistic was used.



The statistical programs SPSS (IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, Armonk, New York, United States of America) version 24) and JASP (Jeffrey’s Amazing Statistics Program, Amsterdam, The Netherlands) version 0.16, were used.





3. Results


3.1. Descriptive Statistics of the ECIP-Q


Table 1 presents the statements of the 22 items of the questionnaire with its descriptive statistics and the reliability indicators of the scores for each subscale. The items with the highest mean values were those which asked about having been insulted or having insulted other people through email or messaging (items V1 and A12). Items that referred to the same behavior, but through other people, also reached the highest averages (items V2 and A13). The discrimination indices of the items were higher than 0.30, with the exception of three items.




3.2. Validity Evidence Based on Internal Structure


The goodness-of-fit indices for the two-factor model were: CFI = 0.96, GFI = 0.98, NNFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.051, and SRMR = 0.13 [68,69,70]. The goodness-of-fit indices for the one-dimensional model were: CFI = 0.94, GFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.061, and SRMR = 0.15. The fully standardized factor loadings for the bidimensional model are shown in Table 2. All estimated factor loadings were greater than 0.50 and statistically significant (p < 0.001).




3.3. Measurement Invariance of the ECIP-Q’ Scores by Gender


Regarding the study of measurement invariance according to gender, the configural model showed the following fit indices: χ2/gl = 1.18, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95 and RMSEA = 0.01. In the metric invariance model, the indices presented a lower fit: χ2/gl = 1.73, CFI = 0.83, TLI = 0.82 and RMSEA = 0.03, with respect to the base model. The differences between the models’ values (ΔSB-χ2 = 262.51; ΔCFI = 0.13) report on the convenience of applying the configural invariance model and not continuing to test more restrictive models.




3.4. Study of the Reliability of the ECIP-Q’ Scores


The omega coefficient, the composite reliability index and the values of the mean variance extracted confirmed the reliability of the subscales are shown in Table 1. The omega reliability coefficient for the victimization subscale was 0.82 and for the aggression subscale was 0.68.




3.5. Validity Evidence of Relationships with Other External Variables


Table 3 shows the Pearson correlations between the measurement instruments administered. The victimization subscale statistically and significantly correlated with all the variables, negatively with self-esteem and SDQ prosocial behavior, and positively with symptoms of depression and the SDQ subscales. The same pattern of results was found for the aggression subscale, except for the emotional problems subscale of the SDQ, whose correlation was not statistically significant.



To analyze the differences in means according to the profiles (victim and aggressor) of cyberbullying in self-esteem, symptoms of depression, and emotional and behavioral difficulties, the means obtained in the ECIP-Q were contrasted in three groups of pairs: (1) the victim and non-victim students, (2) the aggressor and non-aggressor students; and, finally, and (3) the victim and aggressor students. The results are presented in Table 4.



The statistically significant differences found are the following: The students who were victims of school cyberbullying obtained higher scores in the depression scale and in emotional problems, behavioral problems, relationship with their peers, and hyperactivity, obtaining lower scores in self-esteem. When contrasting the group of aggressors with that of non-aggressors, the former achieved higher scores in depression, and emotional and behavioral problems, and lower scores in self-esteem and prosocial behavior. The differences between the student victim and aggressor were statistically significant in the overall score on the SDQ scale, in behavioral problems and in prosocial behaviors, always in favor of the victims. A moderate effect size was obtained in all the differences that were significant.





4. Discussion


The objective of this study was to analyze the psychometric properties of the ECIP-Q scores in a representative sample of Spanish adolescents. For this purpose, the reliability of its scores, the internal structure, measurement invariance by gender, the relationship of the ECIP-Q scores with other psychometric indicators of psychological adjustment, and the difference in means of the ECIP-Q scores according to participant profiles were evaluated. Having screening instruments with adequate psychometric quality to analyze this type of phenomenon during adolescence is especially relevant, given that it is an important stage of human development, and it will allow implementing prevention strategies to minimize the personal, family, and social impact of problems associated with school bullying and cyberbullying [71].



The analysis of the psychometric properties of the ECIP-Q scores provides new validity evidence and reliability of the scores in a large random sample of Spanish adolescents derived from the general population. As in previous studies [26,30,32], the ECIP-Q has a two-factor structure, the first eleven items are grouped in the victimization factor and the next eleven in the aggression factor; the reliability of the ECIP-Q subscale scores can be considered satisfactory [72]. All of the factor fit indices reach optimal values, except for the SRMR index, which did not reach the expected value, perhaps because of its sensitivity to the violation of the normality of the data. The configural invariance according to the gender has been confirmed, an issue not analyzed in previous studies, which implies that the factorial structure found is similar in both groups [73].



With regard to the study of evidence with other variables, the ECIP-Q revealed positive and statistically significant associations with variables related to mental health such as emotional difficulties, behavioral problems, and depressive symptoms. In particular, both victimization and aggression subscales were negatively related with lower self-esteem and prosocial behavior and positively related with self-reported depression symptoms and behavioral and emotional difficulties. Similar results were reported in previous studies [74,75]. In addition, higher scores on the victimization factor were significantly related to higher values on the SDQ subscale that measures emotional problems, which is not the case with scores on the aggression factor.



When contrasting the means of the groups in each of the external variables (i.e., victims vs. non-victims, aggressors vs. non-aggressors, victims vs. aggressors), the adolescent victims of cyberbullying [76,77] and their aggressors present lower levels of self-esteem [75,78] and greater depressive symptomatology than those who are not involved in this type of behavior [74,79,80], which could be indicating that cyberbullying is a factor that worsens depression, self-image, and general self-confidence both in those who suffer from it and in the people who exercise it [81]. These results coincide with those obtained in other studies of the reviewed literature [82,83,84,85,86]. This idea is confirmed, given that no significant differences were found between the group of victims and the group of aggressors in terms of self-esteem or depression. In the case of behavioral and emotional difficulties, they are also more pronounced in the aggressors and in the victims than in the students who do not participate in schoolq cyberbullying [87]; the victims also present more problems in their social relationships compared to their aggressors. These results coincide with those found in other studies [88,89,90] that indicate that cybervictims and cyberbullies show less social competence. Other investigations that use the SDQ, developed by Sidera et al. [49] and by Longobardi et al. [37], confirm the relationship between being a victim of school cyberbullying and suffering emotional and behavioral problems. Through the SDQ, Kaiser et al. [91] also found that cybervictims present more emotional and behavioral problems than non-victims, and that cyberbullies show greater prosocial behavior than victims.



The present study meets the objective of providing new evidence about the psychometric quality of the ECIP-Q scores in non-clinical adolescents. The present work provides valuable information for the screening of cyberbullying in adolescent populations in order to evaluating the prevalence of cyberbullying, and its potential negative consequences for school settings [92,93]. This type of evaluation is essential for psychological interventions that aim to discourage its appearance. Recent meta-analyses conducted by Hannah Gaffney et al. [94,95,96,97] show that prevention programs can reduce bullying and cyberbullying levels in schools by up to 20%, and that there are several components that appear to be more effective than others. These components include adopting a whole-school approach to prevention that involves the entire school community, providing teacher training, implementing classroom activities based on cooperative learning, encouraging peer support, holding meetings with families, providing increased supervision in high-risk areas of the school (e.g., school yard and corridors), and establishing clear disciplinary measures against bullying and cyberbullying, among others.



The present study is not exempt from some limitations. In the first place, self-report type instruments have been used in this study with the common limitations. Second, despite having worked with a large and probabilistically selected sample, it is limited to a single Spanish autonomous community, La Rioja. Third, it is a cross-sectional study, so care must be taken when establishing cause–effect relationships.




5. Conclusions


The results from this study allow new research to compare the prevalence of both virtual and face-to-face bullying, so that the relationship between both forms of abuse, its evolution and risk factors, and the mediating variables involved can be analyzed [46,98]. The verification of the existence of dangers inherent in the use of ICTs, which is increasingly widespread during childhood and adolescence [99], reinforces the argument on the importance of conducting studies and designing psychological interventions in schools in order to prevent the appearance of these behaviors, develop action protocols when they have occurred, and mitigate the possible negative consequences derived from the phenomenon [100]







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, I.Á.-M., A.P.-A., B.L.-M., V.M.-V. and E.F.-P.; methodology, I.Á.-M. and E.F.-P.; software, I.Á.-M. and E.F.-P.; validation, I.Á.-M. and E.F.-P.; formal analysis, I.Á.-M. and E.F.-P.; investigation, A.P.-A., B.L.-M. and E.F.-P.; resources, A.P.-A., B.L.-M., V.M.-V. and E.F.-P.; data curation, A.P.-A., B.L.-M. and E.F.-P.; writing—original draft preparation, I.Á.-M. and V.M.-V.; writing—review and editing, I.Á.-M., A.P.-A., B.L.-M., V.M.-V. and E.F.-P.; visualization, I.Á.-M., A.P.-A., B.L.-M., V.M.-V. and E.F.-P.; supervision, A.P.-A., B.L.-M., V.M.-V. and E.F.-P.; project administration, A.P.-A., B.L.-M. and E.F.-P.; funding acquisition, A.P.-A., B.L.-M. and E.F.-P. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research was funded by the “Ministry of Science and Innovation, the Agency and the European Regional Development Fund (Project financed PID2021-127301OB-I00 by MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033/FEDER, EU)”. and the “BBVA Foundation Grants for Scientific Research Teams 2017”.




Institutional Review Board Statement


The study was approved by the Clinical Research Ethics Committee of La Rioja (CEICLAR).




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.




Data Availability Statement


Not appliable.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Garaigordobil, M.; Martínez-Valderrey, V. Technological Resources to Prevent Cyberbullying During Adolescence: The Cyberprogram 2.0 Program and the Cooperative Cybereduca 2.0 Videogame. Front. Psychol. 2018, 9, 745. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Juvonen, J.; Gross, E.F. Extending the School Grounds?-Bullying Experiences in Cyberspace. J. Sch. Health 2008, 78, 496–505. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Martinez-Ferrer, B.; León-Moreno, C.; Suárez-Relinque, C.; Del Moral-Arroyo, G.; Musitu-Ochoa, G. Cybervictimization; Offline Victimization, and Cyberbullying: The Mediating Role of the Problematic Use of Social Networking Sites in Boys and Girls. Psychosoc. Interv. 2021, 30, 155–162. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Campbell, M.; Whiteford, C.; Hooijer, J. Teachers’ and parents’ understanding of traditional and cyberbullying. J. Sch. Violence 2019, 18, 388–402. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lucas-Molina, B.; Pérez-Albéniz, A.; Giménez-Dasí, M. The assessment of cyberbullying: Current situation and future challenges. Psychol. Pap. 2016, 37, 27–35. Available online: https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=77844204004 (accessed on 15 September 2022).

	



Zych, I.; Ortega-Ruiz, R.; Marín-López, I. Cyberbullying: A systematic review of research, its prevalence and assessment issues in Spanish studies. Psicol. Educ. 2016, 22, 5–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Berne, S.; Frisen, A.; Oskarsson, J. High school students’ suggestions for supporting younger pupils counteract cyberbullying. Scand. J. Psychol. 2020, 61, 47–53. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Burger, C.; Bachmann, L. Perpetration and Victimization in Offline and Cyber Contexts: A Variable- and Person-Oriented Examination of Associations and Differences Regarding Domain-Specific Self-Esteem and School Adjustment. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 10429. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Olweus, D. Cyberbullying: An overrated phenomenon? Eur. J. Dev. Psychol. 2012, 9, 520–538. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Smith, P.K.; Mahdavi, J.; Carvalho, M.; Fisher, S.; Russell, S.; Tippett, N. Cyberbullying: Its nature and impact in secondary school pupils. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 2008, 49, 376–385. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baroncelli, A.; Ciucci, E. Unique effects of different components of trait emotional intelligence in traditional bullying and cyberbullying. J. Adolesc. 2014, 37, 807–815. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Rosemary, E.M.; Cano, J.J.; Garcia-Fernández, C.M.; Ortega-Ruíz, R. Cyberbullying: Social competence, motivation and peer relationships. Communicate 2016, 48, 71–79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Peter, I.K.; Petermann, F. Cyberbullying: A concept analysis of defining attributes and additional influencing factors. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2018, 86, 350–366. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barlett, C.P.; Seyfert, L.W.; Simmers, M.M.; Chen, V.H.H.; Cavalcanti, J.G.; Krahé, B.; Suzuki, K.; Warburton, W.A.; Wong, R.Y.M.; Pimentel, C.E.; et al. Cross-cultural similarities and differences in the theoretical predictors of cyberbullying perpetration: Results from a seven-country study. Aggress. Behav. 2021, 47, 111–119. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Buelga, S.; Cava, M.J.; Musitu, G. Cyberbullying: Adolescent victimization through mobile phone and internet. Psicothema 2010, 22, 784–789. Available online: https://www.psicothema.com/pdf/3802.pdf (accessed on 13 September 2021).

	



Garaigordobil, M.; Martinez-Valderrey, V.; Machimbarrena, J. Intervention in bullying and cyberbullying: Assessment of Martin’s case. Rev. Psychol. Clin. Ninos Adolesc. 2017, 4, 25–32. Available online: https://www.revistapcna.com/sites/default/files/16-01.pdf (accessed on 26 April 2021).

	



Menin, D.; Guarini, A.; Mameli, C.; Skrzypiec, G.; Brighi, A. Was that (cyber)bullying? Investigating the operational definitions of bullying and cyberbullying from adolescents’ perspective. Int. J. Clin. Health Psychol. 2021, 21, 100221. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vivolo-Kantor, A.M.; Martell, B.N.; Holland, K.M.; Westby, R. A systematic review and content analysis of bullying and cyber-bullying measurement strategies. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2014, 19, 423–434. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rosa, H.; Pereira, N.; Ribeiro, R.; Ferreira, P.C.; Carvalho, J.P.; Oliveira, S.S.; Coheur, L.; Paulino, P.; Veiga Simão, A.M.; Trancoso, I. Automatic cyberbullying detection: A systematic review. Comput. Human Behav. 2019, 93, 333–345. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Berne, A.; Frisen, A.; Schultze-Krumbholz, H.; Scheithauer, K.; Naruskov, P.; Luik, P.; Katzer, C.; Erentaite, R.; Zukauskiene, R. Cyberbullying assessment instruments: A systematic review. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2013, 18, 320–334. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Esteller-Cano, A.; Buil-Legaz, L.; Pérez-Castello, J.A.; López-Penadés, R.; Sánchez-Azanza, V.; Sureda-Garcia, I.; Valera-Pozo, M.; Flexas, A.; Aguilar-Mediavilla, E.; Adrover-Roig, D. California Bullying Victimization Scale-Retrospective (CBVS-R): Validation of the Spanish Adaptation. Psicothema 2021, 33, 279–286. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alvarez-Garcia, D.; Thornberg, R.; Suárez-García, Z. Validation of a Scale for Assessing Bystander Responses in Bullying. Psicothema 2021, 33, 623–630. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Del Rey, R.; Homes, J.A.; Ortega-Ruiz, R.; Schultze-Krumbholz, A.; Scheithauer, H.; Smith, P.; Thompson, F.; Barkoukis, V.; Tsorbatzoudis, H.; Brighi, A.; et al. Structural validation and cross-cultural robustness of the European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2015, 50, 141–147. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brighi, A.; Ortega, R.; Pyzalski, J.; Scheithauer, H.; Smith, P.K.; Tsormpatzoudis, H.; Tsorbatzoudis, H. European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire (ECIPQ). Comput. Hum. Behav. 2012. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Twardowska-Staszek, E.; Zych, I.; Ortega-Ruiz, R. Bullying and cyberbullying in Polish elementary and middle schools: Validation of questionnaires and nature of the phenomena. Child Youth Serv Rev. 2018, 95, 217–225. [Google Scholar]

	



Benitez-Sillero, J.d.D.; Armada Crespo, J.M.; Ruiz Cordoba, E.; Raya-González, J. Relationship between Amount; Type; Enjoyment of Physical Activity and Physical Education Performance with Cyberbullying in Adolescents. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 2038. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chamizo-Nieto, M.T.; King, L.; Pellitteri, J. Gratitude and Emotional Intelligence as Protective Factors against Cyber-Aggression: Analysis of a Mediation Model. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 4475. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gonzalez Laguna, M.V.; Arrimada Garcia, M. Comparative analysis of instruments for the assessment of bullying [A comparative analysis of bullying assessment instruments]. Psychol. Pap. 2021, 42, 222. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Herrera-Lopez, M.; Houses, J.A.; Rosemary, E.M.; Ortega-Ruiz, R.; Del Rey, R. Validation of the European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire for Colombian Adolescents. Cyberpsychol. Behav. Soc. Netw. 2017, 20, 117–125. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Llorent, V.J.; Diaz-Chaves, A.; Zych, I.; Twardowska-Staszek, E.; Marín-López, I. Bullying and Cyberbullying in Spain and Poland, and Their Relation to Social, Emotional and Moral Competencies. Sch. Ment. Health 2021, 13, 535–547. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



King, L.; Net, F.; Extremera, N. Cyberbullying victimization and somatic complaints: A prospective examination of cognitive emotion regulation strategies as mediators. Int. J. Clin. Health Psychol. 2020, 20, 135–139. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ortega-Ruiz, R.; Del Rey, R.; Casas, J.A. Assessing bullying and cyberbullying: Spanish validation of EBIP-Q and ECIP-Q. Psicol. Educ. 2016, 22, 71–79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baier, D.; Hong, J.S.; Kliem, S.; Bergmann, M.C. Consequences of Bullying on Adolescents’ Mental Health in Germany: Comparing Face-to-Face Bullying and Cyberbullying. J. Child Family Stud. 2019, 28, 2347–2357. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kowalski, R.M.; Toth, A. Cyberbullying among Youth with and without Disabilities. J. Child Adolesc. Trauma 2018, 11, 7–15. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alvarez-Garcia, D.; Nunez Perez, J.C.; Dobarro González, A.; Rodríguez Pérez, C. Risk factors associated with cybervictimization in adolescence. Int. J. Clin. Health Psychol. 2015, 15, 226–235. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Elipe, P.; Mora-Merchán, J.A.; Nacimiento, L. Development and Validation of an Instrument to Assess the Impact of Cyberbullying: The Cybervictimization Emotional Impact Scale. Cyberpsychol. Behav. Soc. Netw. 2017, 20, 479–485. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Longobardi, C.; Gullotta, G.; Ferrigno, S.; Jungert, T.; Thornberg, R. Settanni, M. Cyberbullying and cybervictimization among preadolescents: Does time perspective matter? Scand. J. Psychol. 2021, 62, 259–266. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Giumetti, G.W.; Kowalski, R.M.; Feinn, R.S. Predictors and outcomes of cyberbullying among college students: A two wave study. Aggress. Behav. 2022, 48, 40–54. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gradinger, P.; Yanagida, T.; Strohmeier, D.; Spiel, C. Prevention of Cyberbullying and Cyber Victimization: Evaluation of the ViSC Social Competence Program. J. Sch. Violence 2015, 14, 87–110. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yang, B.; Wang, B.; Sun, N.; Xu, F.; Wang, L.; Chen, J.; Yu, S.; Zhang, Y.; Zhu, Y.; Dai, T.; et al. T he consequences of cyberbullying and traditional bullying victimization among adolescents: Gender differences in psychological symptoms, self-harm and suicidality. Psychiatry Res. 2021, 306, 114219. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Garaigordobil, M.; Martinez-Valderrey, V.; Maganto, C.; Bernarás, E.; Jaureguizar, J. Effects of Cyberprogram 2.0 on factors of socio-emotional development. Psychol. Thought 2015, 14, 33–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McLoughlin, L.T.; Lagopoulos, J.; Hermens, D.F. Cyberbullying and Adolescent Neurobiology. Front. Psychol. 2020, 11, 1511. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Mascia, M.L.; Agus, M.; Zanetti, M.A.; Pedditzi, M.L.; Rollo, D.; Lasio, M.; Penna, M.P. Moral Disengagement, Empathy, and Cybervictim’s Representation as Predictive Factors of Cyberbullying among Italian Adolescents. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 1266. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fabris, M.A.; Longobardi, C.; Morese, R.; Marengo, D. Exploring Multivariate Profiles of Psychological Distress and Empathy in Early Adolescent Victims, Bullies, and Bystanders Involved in Cyberbullying Episodes. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 9871. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Wachs, S.; Vazsonyi, A.T.; Wright, M.F.; Ksinan Jiskrova, G. Cross-National Associations Among Cyberbullying Victimization, Self-Esteem, and Internet Addiction: Direct and Indirect Effects of Alexithymia. Front. Psychol. 2020, 11, 1368. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Kowalski, R.M.; Limber, S.P.; McCord, A. A developmental approach to cyberbullying: Prevalence and protective factors. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2019, 45, 20–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Patchin, J.W.; Hinduja, S. Cyberbullying and Self-Esteem. J. Sch. Health 2010, 80, 614–621. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fonseca-Pedrero, E.; Pérez-Albéniz, A.; Diez-Gomez, A.; Ortuño-Sierra, J.; Lucas-Molina, B. Oviedo Response Infrequency Scale-Revised; Unpublished Manuscript; Department of Educational Sciences, University of La Rioja: Logroño, Spain, 2019. [Google Scholar]

	



Sidera, F.; Serrat, E.; Rostan, C. Effects of Cybervictimization on the Mental Health of Primary School Students. Front. Public Health 2021, 9, 588209. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Feijoo, S.; Foody, M.; O’Higgins Norman, J.; Pichel, R.; Rial, A. Cyberbullies, the cyberbullied, and problematic internet use: Some reasonable similarities. Psicothema 2021, 33, 198–205. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rosenberg, M. Society and the Adolescent Self-Image; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ, USA, 1965. [Google Scholar]

	



Vazquez Morejon, A.; Jiménez García-Bóveda, R.; Vázquez-Morejón Jiménez, R. Rosenberg self-esteem scale: Reliability and validity in a Spanish clinical population. Apunt. Psicol. 2004, 22, 247–255. Available online: https://www.apuntesdepsicologia.es/index.php/revista/article/view/53 (accessed on 30 January 2022).

	



Fonseca-Pedrero, E. Emotional Well-Being in Adolescents from La Rioja [Personal Wellbeing in Adolescents from La Rioja]; University of La Rioja: La Rioja, Spain, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Oliva Delgado, A.; Antolin Suarez, L.; Pertegal Vega, M.Á.; Ríos Bermúdez, M.; Parra Jiménez, Á.; Hernando Gómez, Á.; Queen Flowers, M.D.C. Instruments for the Evaluation of Mental Health and Positive Adolescent Development and the Assets that Promote It; Junta de Andalucía, Ministry of Health: Sevilla, Spain, 2011; Volume 148.

	



Rosenberg, M.; Owens, T.J. Low Self-Esteem People: A Collective Portrait. In Extending Self Esteem Theory and Research; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2001; pp. 400–436. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Reynolds, W.M. Reynolds, W.M. Reynolds Adolescent Depression Scale. In Comprehensive Handbook of Psychological Assessment; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2004; pp. 224–236. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Figueras-Masip, A.; Amador-Campos, J.A.; Peró-Cebollero, M. Psychometric characteristics of the Reynolds Adolescent Depression Scale in community and clinical population. Int. J. Clin. Health Psychol. 2008, 8, 247–266. Available online: https://www.redalyc.org/pdf/337/33780117.pdf (accessed on 15 September 2022).

	



Fonseca-Pedrero, E.; Wells, C.; Paino, M.; Lemos-Giráldez, S.; Villazón-García, Ú.; Sierra, S.; Garcia-Portilla, M.P.; Bobes, J.; Muñiz, J. Measurement Invariance of the Reynolds Depression Adolescent Scale across Gender and Age. Int. J. Test. 2010, 10, 133–148. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ortuño-Sierra, J.; Aritio-Solana, R.; Inchausti, F.; Chocarro de Luis, E.; Lucas Molina, B.; Pérez de Albéniz, A.; Fonseca-Pedrero, E. Screening for depressive symptoms in adolescents at school: New validity evidences on the short form of the Reynolds Depression Scale. PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0170950. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Goodman, R. The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire: A Research Note. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 1997, 38, 581–586. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ortuño-Sierra, J.; Fonseca-Pedrero, E.; Inchausti, F.; Sastre i Riba, S. Assessing behavioral and emotional difficulties in the child-adolescent population: The strengths and difficulties questionnaire (SDQ). Psychol. Pap. 2016, 37, 14–26. Available online: https://www.papelesdelpsicologo.es/pdf/2658.pdf (accessed on 29 July 2020).

	



Arribas, L.R.; Cortazar, P.G.; Reglero, C.M.; Barca, O.B.; Trabazo, R.L. The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) as a screening tool for Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder. Rev. Psychiatry Child Adolesc. 2018, 35, 255–263. [Google Scholar]

	



Fonseca-Pedrero, E.; Paino-Piñeiro, M.; Lemos-Giraldez, S.; Villazon-Garcia, U.; Muñiz, J. Validation of the Schizotypal Personality Questionnaire—Brief Form in adolescents. Schizoph. Res. 2009, 111, 53–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fonseca-Pedrero, E.; Paino-Piñeiro, M.; Lemos-Giraldez, S.; Villazon-Garcia, U.; Cueto, E.G.; Bobes, J.; Muñiz, J. Short version of the TPSQ Thinking and Perceiving Styles Questionnaire. Psicothema 2009, 21, 499–505. Available online: https://www.redalyc.org/pdf/727/72711821026.pdf (accessed on 15 September 2022).

	



Ferrando, P.J.; Lorenzo-Seva, U.; Hernandez-Dorado, A.; Muñiz, J. Decalogue for the Factor Analysis of Test Items. Psicothema 2022, 34, 7–17. [Google Scholar]

	



Hu, L.; Bentler, P.M. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ. Modeling A Multidiscip. J. 1999, 6, 1–55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rodriguez Ayan, M.N.; Ruíz Díaz, M.A. Attenuation of skewness and kurtosis of the scores observed through transformations of Variables: Incidence in the factorial structure. Psychological 2008, 29, 205–227. Available online: https://www.redalyc.org/pdf/169/16929206.pdf (accessed on 15 September 2022).

	



Bentler, P.M. Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychol. Bull. 1990, 107, 238–246. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jöreskog, K.G.; Sörbom, D. LISREL 8: Structural Equation Modeling with the SIMPLIS Command Language; Scientific Software International: Chapel Hill, NC, USA, 1993; Available online: https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1993-97878-000 (accessed on 5 July 2021).

	



DeVellis, R. Scale Development. Theory and Applications; SAGE Publications Inc.: New York, NY, USA, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	



Rosemary, E.M.; Luke, R.; Ortega-Ruiz, R.; Gomez-Ortiz, O.; Camacho, A. Positive Peer Perception, Social Anxiety and Classroom Social Adjustment as Risk Factors in Peer Victimization: A Multilevel Study. Psicothema 2022, 34, 110–116. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Prieto, G.; Delgado, A.R. Reliability and validity. Psychol. Pap. 2010, 31, 67–74. Available online: https://www.papelesdelpsicologo.es/pdf/1797.pdf (accessed on 15 September 2022).

	



Shorey, R.C.; Allan, N.P.; Cohen, J.R.; Fite, P.J.; Stuart, G.L.; Temple, J.R. Testing the factor structure and measurement invariance of the conflict in adolescent dating relationship inventory. Psychol. Assess. 2019, 31, 410–416. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Nunez, A.; Alvarez-Garcia, D.; Pérez-Fuentes, M.-C. Anxiety and self-esteem in cyber-victimization profiles of adolescents. Communicate 2021, 29, 47–59. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, L.; Ho, S.S.; Lwin, M.O. A meta-analysis of factors predicting cyberbullying perpetration and victimization: From the social cognitive and media effects approach. New Media Soc. 2017, 19, 1194–1213. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Paez, G.R. Cyberbullying Among Adolescents: A General Strain Theory Perspective. J. Sch. Violence 2018, 17, 74–85. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Extremera, N.; Quintana-Orts, C.; Merida-Lopez, S.; Rey, L. Cyberbullying victimization, self-esteem and suicidal ideation in adolescence: Does emotional intelligence play a buffering role? Front. Psychol. 2018, 9, 367. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wright, M.F. Longitudinal Investigation of the Associations Between Adolescents’ Popularity and Cyber Social Behaviors. J. Sch. Violence 2014, 13, 291–314. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Palermiti, A.L.; Servidio, R.; Bartolo, M.G.; Costabile, A. Cyberbullying and self-esteem: An Italian study. Comput Human Behavior. 2017, 69, 136–141. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shapiro, G.L. 62.2 Cyberbullying. J. Am. Acad. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry 2018, 57, S88–S89. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Reeds, E.; Estevez, E.; March, J.C.; Piqueras, J.A. Psychological adjustment in cybervictims and cyberbullies in secondary education. An. Psicol. 2019, 35, 434–443. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zych, I.; Baldry, A.C.; Farrington, D.P.; Llorent, V.J. Are children involved in cyberbullying low on empathy? A systematic review and meta-analysis of research on empathy versus different cyberbullying roles. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2019, 45, 83–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chu, X.W.; Fan, C.Y.; Liu, Q.Q.; Zhou, Z.K. Cyberbullying victimization and symptoms of depression and anxiety among Chinese adolescents: Examining hopelessness as a mediator and self-compassion as a moderator. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2018, 86, 377–386. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Perret, L.C.; Orri, M.; Boivin, M.; Ouellet-Morin, I.; Denault, A.; Côté, S.M.; Tremblay, R.E.; Renaud, J.; Turecki, G.; Geoffroy, M. Cybervictimization in adolescence and its association with subsequent suicidal ideation/attempt beyond face-to-face victimization: A long -distance population-based study. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 2020, 61, 866–874. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kowalski, R.M.; Limber, S.P. Psychological, Physical, and Academic Correlates of Cyberbullying and Traditional Bullying. J. Adolesc. Health 2013, 53, S13–S20. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schultze-Krumbholz, A.; Hess, M.; Pfetsch, J.; Scheithauer, H. Who is involved in cyberbullying? Latent class analysis of cyberbullying roles and their associations with aggression, self-esteem, and empathy. Cyberpsychol. J. Psychosoc. Res. Cybersp. 2018, 12, 2. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Menendez Santurio, J.I.; Fernandez-Rio, J.; Cecchini Estrada, J.A.; González-Víllora, S. Bullying, basic psychological needs, responsibility and life satisfaction: Relationships and profiles in adolescents [Bullying, basic psychological needs, responsibility and life satisfaction: Connections and profiles in adolescents]. An. Psicol. 2021, 37, 133–141. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Doumas, D.M.; Midgett, A. The association between witnessing cyberbullying and depressive symptoms and social anxiety among elementary school students. Psychol. Sch. 2021, 58, 622–637. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Estevez, E.; Estevez, J.F.; Segura, L.; Suárez, C. The Influence of Bullying and Cyberbullying in the Psychological Adjustment of Victims and Aggressors in Adolescence. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 2080. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Jiang, Q.; Zhao, F.; Xie, X.; Wang, X.; Nie, J.; Lei, L.; Wang, P. Difficulties in Emotion Regulation and Cyberbullying Among Chinese Adolescents: A Mediation Model of Loneliness and Depression. J. Interpers Violence 2020, 37, 1105–1124. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Kaiser, S.; Kyrrestad, H.; Fossum, S. Cyberbullying status and mental health in Norwegian adolescents. Scand. J. Psychol. 2020, 61, 707–713. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Lucas-Molina, B.; Pérez-Albéniz, A.; Fonseca-Pedrero, E. The Healthy Context Paradox: When reducing bullying comes at a cost to certain victims. Span. J. Psychol. 2022, in press. [Google Scholar]

	



Fonseca-Pedrero, E.; Perez-Alvarez, M.; Al-Halabí, S.; Inchausti, F.; Lopez-Navarro, E.R.; Muniz, J.; Lucas-Molina, B.; Pérez-Albéniz, A.; Baths Rivera, R.; Cano-Vindel, A.; et al. Empirically Supported Psychological Treatments for Children and Adolescents: State of the Art. Psicothema 2021, 33, 386–398. [Google Scholar]

	



Gaffney, H.; Farrington, D.P.; Espelage, D.L.; Ttofi, M.M. Are cyberbullying intervention and prevention programs effective? A systematic and meta-analytical review. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2019, 45, 134–153. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gaffney, H.; Farrington, D.P.; Ttofi, M.M. Examining the effectiveness of school-bullying intervention programs globally: A meta-analysis. Int. J. Bullying Prev. 2019, 1, 14–31. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gaffney, H.; Ttofi, M.M.; Farrington, D.P. Evaluating the effectiveness of school-bullying prevention programs: An updated meta-analytical review. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2019, 45, 111–133. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gaffney, H.; Ttofi, M.M.; Farrington, D.P. What works in anti-bullying programs? Analysis of effective intervention components. J. Sch. Psychol. 2021, 85, 37–56. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Guerra Bustamante, J.; Yuste Tosina, R.; Lopez Ramos, V.; Mendo Lázaro, S. Modeling effect of emotional competence in cyberbullying profiles. An. Psicol. 2021, 37, 202–209. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ortega-Mohedano, F.; Pinto-Hernández, F. Predicting wellbeing in children’s use of smart screen devices. Communicate 2021, 29, 120–128. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rodriguez-Alvarez, J.M.; Yubero, S.; Navarro, R.; Larrañaga, E. Relationship between Socio-Emotional Competencies and the Overlap of Bullying and Cyberbullying Behaviors in Primary School Students. Eur. J. Investig. Health Psychol. Educ. 2021, 11, 686–696. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]








[image: Table] 





Table 1. Reliability of the subscale scores of the European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire and descriptive statistics of the items.






Table 1. Reliability of the subscale scores of the European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire and descriptive statistics of the items.





	
ECIP-Q

	
Omega

	
CR

	
MVE

	
Item

	
M

	
SD

	
Symmetry

	
Kurtosis

	
DI






	
Cybervictimization Subscale

	
0.82

	
0.94

	
0.59

	
1

	
Someone said nasty things to me or called me names using texts or online messages.

	
0.32

	
0.70

	
2.66

	
7.96

	
0.54




	

	

	

	
2

	
Someone said nasty things about me to others either online or through text messages.

	
0.26

	
0.63

	
2.92

	
9.65

	
0.63




	

	

	

	
3

	
Someone threatened me through texts or online messages.

	
0.10

	
0.41

	
5.33

	
34.80

	
0.59




	

	

	

	
4

	
Someone hacked into my account and stole personal information.

	
0.04

	
0.24

	
8.90

	
106.89

	
0.52




	

	

	

	
5

	
Someone hacked into my account and pretended to be me.

	
0.05

	
0.25

	
7.75

	
83.35

	
0.50




	

	

	

	
6

	
Someone created a fake account, pretending to be me.

	
0.05

	
0.26

	
6.15

	
52.08

	
0.44




	

	

	

	
7

	
Someone posted personal information about me online.

	
0.04

	
0.26

	
7.46

	
69.95

	
0.53




	

	

	

	
8

	
Someone posted embarrassing videos or pictures of me online.

	
0.04

	
0.26

	
8.85

	
96.81

	
0.27




	

	

	

	
9

	
Someone altered pictures or videos of me that I had posted online

	
0.05

	
0.27

	
7.80

	
79.10

	
0.35




	

	

	

	
10

	
I was excluded or ignored by others in a social networking site or Internet chatroom.

	
0.10

	
0.41

	
5.41

	
36.30

	
0.46




	

	

	

	
11

	
Someone spread rumors about me on the Internet

	
0.11

	
0.45

	
5.34

	
34.44

	
0.63




	
Cyberaggression Subscale

	
0.68

	
0.94

	
0.58

	
12

	
I said nasty things to someone or called them names using texts or online messages].

	
0.19

	
0.55

	
3.62

	
15.48

	
0.50




	

	

	

	
13

	
I said nasty things about someone to other people either online or through text messages.

	
0.19

	
0.54

	
3.54

	
14.67

	
0.55




	

	

	

	
14

	
I threatened someone through texts or online messages.

	
0.06

	
0.32

	
7.01

	
60.64

	
0.44




	

	

	

	
15

	
I hacked into someone’s account and stole personal information.

	
0.02

	
0.18

	
12.83

	
197.96

	
0.50




	

	

	

	
16

	
I hacked into someone’s account and pretended to be them.

	
0.02

	
0.18

	
14.06

	
233.41

	
0.49




	

	

	

	
17

	
I created a fake account, pretending to be someone else.

	
0.05

	
0.26

	
6.74

	
63.59

	
0.23




	

	

	

	
18

	
I posted personal information about someone online.

	
0.02

	
0.19

	
14.77

	
246.82

	
0.28




	

	

	

	
19

	
I posted embarrassing videos or pictures of someone online

	
0.03

	
0.22

	
11.35

	
155.68

	
0.36




	

	

	

	
20

	
I altered pictures or videos of another person that had been posted online.

	
0.05

	
0.27

	
7.21

	
64.43

	
0.34




	

	

	

	
21

	
I excluded or ignored someone in a social networking site or Internet chatroom

	
0.09

	
0.38

	
5.40

	
36.30

	
0.31




	

	

	

	
22

	
I spread rumors about someone on the Internet

	
0.03

	
0.23

	
8.81

	
96.16

	
0.44








Note: ECIP-Q: European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire; CR: Composite reliability; MVE: Mean variance extracted; DI: Discrimination index.
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Table 2. Standardized factor loadings for the two-factor model of the European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire.
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Confidence Interval (95%)




	
Factor

	
Item

	
Estimated Factor Loading

	
Typical Error

	
Z Statistic

	
Lower Limit

	
Upper Limit






	
I

	
1

	
0.81

	
0.01

	
63.81

	
0.79

	
0.83




	

	
2

	
0.86

	
0.01

	
67.94

	
0.84

	
0.88




	

	
3

	
0.78

	
0.02

	
50.59

	
0.75

	
0.81




	

	
4

	
0.82

	
0.02

	
45.07

	
0.78

	
0.86




	

	
5

	
0.79

	
0.02

	
44.88

	
0.76

	
0.82




	

	
6

	
0.69

	
0.02

	
36.41

	
0.65

	
0.73




	

	
7

	
0.79

	
0.02

	
42.82

	
0.76

	
0.82




	

	
8

	
0.72

	
0.02

	
35.57

	
0.68

	
0.76




	

	
9

	
0.65

	
0.02

	
32.29

	
0.61

	
0.69




	

	
10

	
0.64

	
0.02

	
36.19

	
0.61

	
0.67




	

	
11

	
0.84

	
0.02

	
56.14

	
0.82

	
0.86




	
II

	
12

	
0.87

	
0.02

	
58.83

	
0.84

	
0.90




	

	
13

	
0.83

	
0.02

	
56.75

	
0.80

	
0.86




	

	
14

	
0.78

	
0.02

	
40.41

	
0.74

	
0.82




	

	
15

	
0.92

	
0.02

	
42.07

	
0.88

	
0.96




	

	
16

	
0.88

	
0.02

	
41.09

	
0.84

	
0.92




	

	
17

	
0.54

	
0.02

	
24.96

	
0.50

	
0.58




	

	
18

	
0.78

	
0.03

	
28.12

	
0.73

	
0.83




	

	
19

	
0.72

	
0.03

	
28.12

	
0.67

	
0.77




	

	
20

	
0.60

	
0.02

	
28.47

	
0.56

	
0.64




	

	
21

	
0.59

	
0.02

	
29.05

	
0.55

	
0.63




	

	
22

	
0.76

	
0.02

	
35.72

	
0.72

	
0.80
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Table 3. Pearson correlations between the scores of the European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire and different indicators of socio-emotional and behavioral adjustment.
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	Variable.
	ECIP-Q Victimization
	ECIP-Q Aggression
	RSE
	RADS
	SDQ
	SDQ-PREM
	SDQ-PRCD
	SDQ-PRCM
	SDQ-HIP





	ECIP-Q Aggression
	0.43 **
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	RSE
	−0.19 **
	−0.06 *
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	RADS
	0.27 **
	0.14 **
	−0.73 **
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Total SDQ
	0.22 **
	0.11 **
	−0.58 **
	0.68 **
	
	
	
	
	



	SDQ-PREM
	0.12 **
	0.02
	−0.61 **
	0.64 **
	0.73 **
	
	
	
	



	SDQ-PRBE
	0.17 **
	0.16 **
	−0.22 **
	0.36 **
	0.64 **
	0.192 **
	
	
	



	SDQ-PRPE
	0.24 **
	0.06 *
	−0.36 **
	0.50 **
	0.55 **
	0.35 **
	0.20 **
	
	



	SDQ-HIP
	0.10 **
	0.08 **
	−0.26 **
	0.27 **
	0.68 **
	0.23 **
	0.44 **
	0.05 *
	



	SDQ-PROS
	−0.06 *
	−0.12 **
	0.10 ***
	−0.21 **
	−0.18 **
	−0.03
	−0.28 **
	−0.15 **
	−0.14 **







Note: ECIP-Q = European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire; RSE = Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale; SDQ = Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire, total difficulties score; SDQ-PREM = Emotional problems; SDQ-PRBE = Behavioral problems; SDQ-PRPE = Peer Problems; SDQ-HIP = Hyperactivity; SDQ-PROS = Prosocial behavior. * p ≤ 0.05, ** p ≤ 0.01.
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Table 4. Contrasts of means between groups of victims and aggressors of the European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire.
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Cluster

	
Victim

	
Non-Victim

	

	

	
Aggressor

	
Non-Aggressor

	

	

	
Victim

	
Aggressor

	

	




	
Variable

	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD

	
T

	
d

	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD

	
t

	
d

	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD

	
t

	
d






	
RSE

	
27.65

	
6.83

	
31.08

	
5.36

	
−5.32 *

	
−0.56

	
29.30

	
6.30

	
30.92

	
5.49

	
−2.47 *

	
0.29

	
27.65

	
6.83

	
29.30

	
6.30

	
−1.70

	
−0.25




	
RADS-SF

	
19.25

	
6.22

	
16.16

	
4.21

	
5.29 *

	
0.58

	
18.72

	
5.54

	
16.26

	
4.36

	
3.77 *

	
−0.49

	
19.25

	
6.22

	
18.72

	
5.54

	
0.60

	
0.09




	
Total SDQ

	
14.62

	
6.14

	
10.69

	
4.92

	
6.77 *

	
0.71

	
12.65

	
4.93

	
10.87

	
5.09

	
2.94 *

	
−0.35

	
14.62

	
6.14

	
12.65

	
4.93

	
2.32 *

	
0.34




	
SDQ-PREM

	
4.49

	
2.81

	
3.35

	
2.35

	
4.25 *

	
0.44

	
3.82

	
2.52

	
3.41

	
2.40

	
1.45

	
−0.17

	
4.49

	
2.81

	
3.82

	
2.52

	
1.65

	
0.24




	
SDQ-PRBE

	
2.28

	
1.77

	
1.70

	
1.52

	
3.45 *

	
0.35

	
2.36

	
1.84

	
1.70

	
1.53

	
3.04 *

	
−0.39

	
2.27

	
1.77

	
2.36

	
1.84

	
−0.34

	
−0.05




	
SDQ-PRPE

	
2.74

	
2.13

	
1.34

	
1.50

	
7.00 *

	
0.76

	
1.70

	
1.79

	
1.42

	
1.55

	
1.55

	
−0.18

	
2.74

	
2.13

	
1.70

	
1.79

	
3.47 *

	
0.52




	
SDQ-HIP

	
5.12

	
2.25

	
4.30

	
2.15

	
3.96 *

	
0.38

	
4.76

	
2.18

	
4.34

	
2.16

	
1.62

	
−0.19

	
5.12

	
2.25

	
4.76

	
2.18

	
1.10

	
0.16




	
SDQ-PROS

	
8.50

	
1.48

	
8.57

	
1.41

	
−0.46

	
−0.045

	
8.03

	
1.59

	
8.59

	
1.41

	
−3.33 *

	
0.40

	
8.50

	
1.48

	
8.03

	
1.59

	
2.11 *

	
0.31








Note: M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; ECIP-Q = European Cyberbullying Intervention Project Questionnaire; RSE = Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale; Total SDQ = Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire, total difficulty score; SDQ-PREM = Emotional problems; SDQ-PRBE = Behavioral problems; SDQ-PRPE = Peer problems; SDQ-HIP = Hyperactivity; SDQ-PROS = Prosocial behavior. * p ≤ 0.05.
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