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Abstract: (1) Cyberbullying has gained increased attention from society and researchers due both
to its negative psychosocial consequences and the problems that have risen relating to the misuse
of technology. Despite the growing number of scientific studies, most research has focused on
victims of cyberbullying rather than on the cyberbullies. This study examines the predictive value
of personal resources (emotional intelligence, gratitude, and core self-evaluations) and risk factors
(cybervictimization, problematic Internet use), and parental control in online activities on adolescents’
involvement in cyberbullying perpetration. (2) A total of 2039 Spanish adolescents between 12 and
18 years of age took part in this research (53.9% females). (3) Twenty-two percent of the sample was
engaged in cyberbullying behaviors (more male adolescents). Insults and online social exclusion were
the most frequent types of cyberbullying perpetration. Age, cybervictimization, problematic Internet
use, and deficits in the use and regulation of emotions were the best predictors of cyberbullying
perpetration. (4) Cyberbullying is a social reality in which personal and family variables converge
on a particularly vulnerable age group. Our findings suggest that both well-known predictors
of cyberbullying (cybervictimization and problematic Internet use) along with others less studied
dimensions (i.e., emotional abilities) need to be taken into account in future school-based interventions
aimed to prevent cyberbullying perpetration.

Keywords: cyberbullying; adolescence; risk factors; problematic Internet use; protective factors;
emotional regulation

1. Introduction

Cyberbullying amongst adolescents is one of the many alarming problems in our current
society [1–3]. Cyberbullying is defined as hostile and intentional behaviors of interpersonal violence
repeated over time and using communication technologies (chat or instant messaging, websites, online
games, etc.) [4–8], against peers who are unable to defend themselves [9,10]. The cyberbullies seek to
emotionally harm their victims through threats, insults, and malicious teasing, spreading rumors or
inciting the social exclusion, amongst other different approaches. The lack of physical and temporal
limits online, in addition to easy access to contact with others and the wide and quick spread of hurtful
materials [11], increase the loss of control of the victim [12], and, consequently, the negative effects on
their physical and mental health. In this regard, Garaigordobil and Martínez-Valderrey [13] point out
that just one or two episodes of cyberbullying are enough to produce harmful outcomes, because these
incidents remain accessible to others on the Internet.
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1.1. Cyberbullying, Problematic Internet Use and Parental Control

Despite the increase in cyberbullying research in recent years, relatively little attention has been
given to the study of the psychological profile of cyberbullies. Notwithstanding, the literature has
highlighted several factors as predictors of cyberbullying perpetration (for example: prior offline
bullying, behavioral problems, antisocial personality, low empathy, or moral values [14]). In particular,
three of the most studied factors reveal a strong positive relation with cyberbullying perpetration:
the experience of being victim of cyberbullying [2,3,15,16], the parental control of adolescents’ online
activities [17,18], and a problematic Internet use [19,20].

Focusing on these possible risk factors, cyberbullying victimization is a key predictor of
cyberbullying perpetration [16,21]. From the point of view of the victim, one reason to bully
back in return is the variety of negative emotions they feel, for example, shame, anger, or frustration.
Those emotions might lead adolescents to feel powerful and take revenge [22].

Regarding parental control, individuals who are exposed to media content without supervision
(for example: setting rules, guide on online risks, privacy, inappropriate Internet use) may be affected
by their attitudes towards cyberbullying [23]. Low parental supervision is a significant risk factor for
cyberbullying, especially if adolescents also feel such parental control as restrictive or intrusive [17,19].
These observations are empirically supported by Chang et al. [24], who found that adolescents who
perceive their parents’ supervision as light are more likely to be involved in cyberbullying, as well as
in other risk-related behaviors, for example, problematic Internet use and substance use.

Finally, concerning problematic Internet use, adolescents who are heavy Internet users might
behave in an uncontrolled way, for example, by acting aggressively in their online interpersonal
relationships, or reacting more violently to provocations and comments, which may lead to an increased
risk of cyberbullying [20]. The potential explanations for this relation include the addictive properties
of the Internet when it is used as a standard strategy to reduce frustration, anger, or anxiety [25],
the effect of exposure due to both the number and nature of the websites visited [26] or the online
disinhibition effect when compared to offline behavior [27].

Traditionally, models that attempt to explain cyberbullying perpetration have included these
mentioned factors in addition to other demographic and contextual variables. Nonetheless,
meta-analyses carried out by Chen et al. [28] highlight that other individual or interpersonal factors
could be also significant but have been less studied to date. Most importantly, one of the shortcomings
observed throughout the studies on cyberbullying perpetration is the focus on negative individual
variables (or risk factors). Accordingly, the study of the predictors of cyberbullying remain incomplete.
Further research is needed to incorporate new potential predictors (cognitive, emotional, and contextual),
and develop more comprehensive models to explain the cause of cyberbullying.

1.2. Cyberbullying and Personal Positive Resources

According to theoretical and empirical considerations, this research contemplates that certain
positive personal resources, such as emotional intelligence (EI), gratitude or core self-evaluation (CSE),
may be candidate factors in reducing the likelihood of cyberbullying perpetration [22,29–31].

The scientific literature has conceptualized EI as the capacity to process emotional information
accurately and efficiently, and to perceive, understand, and regulate emotions [32,33]. Recently, studies
have emphasized that the ability to process and manage emotional information has an impact on
both adaptive functioning [34] and on a range of disruptive behaviors in schools [35], including
cyberbullying [36,37].

Similarly, gratitude is defined as a personality-based proneness to experience grateful emotion [38].
Grateful people typically attribute positive outcomes to the actions of others, and frequently behave in a
prosocial manner toward others, even when doing so is costly to the self [39]. This moral characteristic
might make adolescents less inclined to find motives to become angry and aggressive in school [40].

CSE is another dispositional factor that may reduce aggressiveness. This is defined as peoples’
fundamental evaluations of their worth, competence, capabilities, and functioning in their environment.
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More specifically, CSE is a high-order construct reflected in four lower-order traits: global self-esteem,
locus of control, neuroticism, and generalized self-efficacy [41]. In general, it is assumed that personal
beliefs influence individuals’ behaviors and, therefore, might determine involvement in cyberbullying
above and beyond normal patterns of Internet use [42,43]. While no research has been conducted in
cyberbullying at school using CSE as a key dimension, some preliminary findings have found the
potential influence of the specifics traits on behavioral problems, such as violence: self-esteem [8,44],
locus of control [45], self-efficacy [46], and neuroticism [47]. These findings are consistent with the
theoretical proposal that peoples’ appraisals of their fundamental self-worth and capabilities constitute
personal resources that might limit the development of antisocial and aggressive behaviors.

In sum, despite there being empirical evidence of the relationship between these robust well-known
predictors (that is, being a victim of cyberbullying, problematic Internet use, and parental control) in
cyberbullying perpetration, further research is needed to incorporate new potential predictors and
develop more comprehensive models to explain the cause of cyberbullying. Moreover, understanding
how these predictors influence violent behaviors might be a step forward in addressing the issues
for school counselors who work to prevent cyberbullying, and who may be interested in designing
programs focused on promoting positive qualities in adolescents.

1.3. Present Study

This research aims to contribute to the current literature in cyberbullying perpetration
and incorporates the study of three positive personal resources (EI, gratitude, and CSE).
Accordingly, we examine whether these potential predictors offer explanatory power in the prediction
of cyberbullying perpetration relative to other well-established factors (cybervictimization, problematic
Internet use, and parental control).

The purpose of the present study was to explore personal and family variables that could predict
cyberbullying perpetration in a sample of Spanish adolescents. Specifically, the aims are three-fold:
(a) to study the prevalence of cyberbullying perpetration and different types of aggression amongst
female and male adolescents; (b) to examine the associations between cyberbullying perpetration and
personal and family variables of interest (cybervictimization, problematic Internet use, parental control,
EI, gratitude, and CSE); and (c) to analyze the effects of these variables on cyberbullying perpetration.

Consistent with previous findings [48], we expect to find a strong correlation between
cyberbullying perpetration and victimization, problematic Internet use, and parental control [2,15,23].
Finally, in keeping with the notion that personal resources might help to mitigate the likelihood of an
adolescent becoming a cyberbully, we expected to find evidence for the predictive value of emotional
abilities, gratitude, and CSE as buffers of cyberbullying perpetration.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Participants

A total of 2085 adolescents (females: 1120 and males: 965) between 12 and 18 years of age
were recruited from six secondary schools in Malaga (province of Andalusia, south of Spain) for
this study. The education levels were distributed between the first and fourth year of compulsory
secondary education and the first and second year of high school. Those participants with incomplete
questionnaires were removed from the analyses, which resulted in a final sample of 2039 adolescents
(mean age = 14.6; SD = 1.6; females: 53.9%; males: 46.1%).

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Dependent Variables

Cyberbullying was measured by using the European Cyberbullying Intervention Project
Questionnaire (ECIPQ; [49,50]). ECIPQ is a self-reported measure that evaluates cyberbullying
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frequency over the two months prior. It is composed of 11 items for cyberbullying perpetration
and 11 for cyberbullying victimization. Participants are required to answer for their involvement in
different physical, verbal, psychological cyberbullying behaviors (for example, “I have threatened
someone through text message (SMS) or Internet messages”; “Someone has said foul words about me
or insulted me using email or SMS”). Items are answered on a 5-point Likert-type scale (from 0 = never
to 4 = more than once a week). Cronbach’s alpha was 0.76 and 0.83 for cyberbullying perpetration and
cybervictimization, respectively.

2.2.2. Independent Variables

Problematic Internet use was evaluated using the Internet Addiction Test (IAT, the expanded
version of the Internet Addiction Diagnostic Questionnaire, IADQ [51,52]). It examines the impact of
Internet use on daily routines, social life, or feelings. This test consists of 20 items rated on a 5-point
Likert-type scale (from 1 = rarely to 5 = always) with a minimum score of 20 and maximum of 100,
higher scores indicate problematic Internet use [51]. Example of items included: “How often do others
in your life complain to you about the amount of time you spend online?”; “How often do you snap,
yell, or act annoyed if someone bothers you while you are online?”. The Cronbach’s alpha for this
study was 0.87.

Parental control of adolescents’ online activities was assessed, in a similar way to other previous
studies [53,54], using two questions. One of them referred to home use of the Internet (“At home,
how much do your parents monitor what you are doing on the Internet?”) and the other to Internet
use outside (“How much do your parents know what you are doing on the Internet when you use it
outside the home?”). The answers were requested in a 5-point Likert-type scale (from 1 = never to
5 = always). Higher scores indicate more parental supervision of Internet use.

Emotional intelligence was measured with the Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale
(WLEIS; [55,56]). This scale is composed of 16 self-report short statements measuring four dimensions:
self-emotion appraisal (SEA, e.g., “I have a good sense of why I have certain feelings”), others-emotion
appraisal (OEA, e.g., “I always know my friends’ emotions from their behavior”), use of emotion
(UOE, e.g., “I would always encourage myself to try my best”) and regulation of emotion (ROE,
e.g., “I am able to control my temper and handle difficulties rationally”). Each item is rated on a
7-point Likert-type scale (from 1 = totally disagree to 7 = totally agree). The items are all positively
worded so that higher scores indicate higher EI. Each dimension was considered separately for this
study. The internal consistency reliability coefficients of each dimension were SEA = 0.77; OEA = 0.73;
UOE = 0.76 and ROE = 0.78.

Gratitude was measured with the Gratitude Questionnaire (GQ; [38,57]). The Spanish version of
this scale is a 5-item self-report measure of grateful disposition in daily life. Example of items included:
“I have so much in life to be thankful for”. It uses a 7-point Likert-type scale (from 1 = strongly disagree
to 7 = strongly agree). The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.77.

CSE were assessed with the Core Self-Evaluations Scale (CSES; [58]), a 12-item scale in order to
measure the underlying self-evaluative factor reflected in items as for example: “My life is determined
by my own actions”. It uses a 5-point Likert-type scale (from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly
agree). The CSE had good psychometric properties in the Spanish adolescent population [58,59].
The internal consistency of the total score was 0.77.

2.3. Procedure

The data for this work came from a larger project on personal protective factors, wellbeing and
use of new communication technologies amongst adolescents.

A convenience sampling method was used to contact schools. Data collection was carried out
during one-hour tutorials between April and June 2018. A passive consent procedure was employed.
The head teachers informed parents about the general purpose of the study, and they were asked to
contact the schools if they did not want their child(ren) to participate. Participation was anonymous.
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2.4. Data Analyses

The data were analyzed using SPSS statistics software package, version 25 (IBM Corp., Armonk,
NY, USA). The missing data were weighted (less than 1%). When differences were statistically
significant, Cohen’s d was computed to estimate the effect size.

First, descriptive analysis of the frequency of cyberbullying perpetration behaviors was performed
to study differences between males and females. Following that, bivariate correlation analyses (Pearson
or Spearman’s coefficients, depending on the type of variable) was calculated to study the degree
of association amongst the variables of the study. Subsequently, a logistic regression analysis was
conducted to determine the predictive value of each variable included in the study. Finally, a binary
logistic regression analysis was used to identify which of the examined predictors were the most
important variables dimensions for distinguishing between cyberbullies and non-cyberbullies group.

2.5. Ethical Approval

The study was carried out in accordance with the ethical principles for psychological research
involving human subjects and with guarantees of voluntariness and data anonymity. The Research
Ethics Committee of the University of Malaga (62-2016-H) approved the research.

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive Analyses

3.1.1. Frequency and Types of Cyberbullying Perpetration

As noted in Table 1, less than a third of participants (22%, n = 448) had been involved in
cyberbullying perpetration behaviors in the last two months. Consistent with previous findings, male
adolescents reported more participation than females. Moreover, it is important to highlight that
25.7% (n = 525) of the sample was involved as a victim of cyberbullying. These percentages were
estimated based on the responses in the ECIPQ; the participants who reported two or more in at
least one item of the questionnaire were added to the group of cyberbullies. The next step was to
calculate the number of different approaches (or types of cyberbullying-related behavior) used by
these cyberbullies. Almost half of these adolescents were involved in only one approach (a detailed
distribution by number and gender can be seen in Table 1).

Table 1. Frequencies of cyberbullying perpetration behaviors in the last two months.

Number of Approaches Overall Sample
(n = 2039)

Males
(n = 940)

Females
(n = 1099)

None approach 78% 75.4% 80.3%

Number of Different Approaches
Used in Cyberbullies

Overall Sample
(22%; n = 448)

Males
(24.6%; n = 231)

Females
(19.7%; n = 217)

One approach 49.6% 45.5% 54.4%
Two to four approaches 42% 44.6% 39.2%

Five to seven approaches 5.1% 6.5% 4.1%
Eight or more approaches 3.3% 4.3% 2.3%

Regarding the frequency of each approach in cyberbullies, Figure 1 shows that the most frequent type
were the insults (40.2% considers both “insults about other persons said to others via the Internet or SMS
messages” and “direct personal insults via email or SMS messages”) and online social exclusion (15.2%).
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Figure 1. Types of cyberbullyingrelated behavior in cyberbullies sample. Notes: For this estimation,
only the percentages from “2-Yes, once or twice a month” onwards were included. The same participant
can be involved in different types therefore the computed is not tally to 100%.

3.1.2. Correlation between Cyberbullying Perpetration and Other Measures

Table 2 shows Pearson’s and Spearman correlations between cyberbullying perpetration and
the other measured variables. These were computed for all participants. The results showed that
cyberbullying perpetration was positively related to cybervictimisation and to problematic Internet
use (moderately). It was significantly weakly negatively associated with all other measures (r range
−0.07 to −0.18, p < 0.01).
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Table 2. Correlation coefficients of the variables in study.

Dimensions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Cyberbullying perpetration --
Cybervictimization 0.66 **

Problematic Internet use 0.29 ** 0.28 **
CSE −0.18 * −0.24 ** −0.37 **

Gratitude −0.16 ** −0.18 ** −0.20 ** 0.35 **
SEA −0.13 ** −0.14 ** −0.15 * 0.36 ** 0.35 **
OEA −0.07 ** −0.01 0.005 0.02 0.26 ** 0.43 **
UOE −0.11 ** −0.14 ** −0.20 ** 0.47 ** 0.41 ** 0.55 ** 0.39 **
ROE −0.14 ** −0.15 ** −0.19 ** 0.44 ** 0.30 ** 0.62 ** 0.29 ** 0.55 **

Parental control (at home) −0.21 ** −0.14 ** −0.15 ** 0.12 ** 0.10 ** 0.05 * 0.05 * 0.14 ** 0.09 **
Parental control (outside) −0.20 ** −0.13 ** −0.22 ** 0.12 ** 0.10 ** 0.06 ** 0.05 ** 0.11 ** 0.08 ** 0.55 **

Notes: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01. CSE= core self-evaluations, SEA = self-emotion appraisal, OEA = others-emotion appraisal, UOE = use of emotion, ROE = regulation of emotion,
CSE = core self-evaluation.
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3.1.3. Predictors of Cyberbullying Perpetration

Logistic regressions were performed to identify the odds of being a cyberbully based on the
independent variables considered. Age and sex were included as covariables to control spurious
relationships. All the potential predictors were entered into the equation simultaneously. The variance
inflation factors ranged from 1.13 to 1.97 in such a way that there was no evidence of multicollinearity.
As seen in Table 3, the obtained model was a good fit because it explained 44% of the variance of
cyberbullying perpetration. Eight of the 10 studied variables, including gender and age, predicted
cyberbullying perpetration in the model final. The results indicated that cybervictimization, problematic
Internet use as well as deficits in some EI dimensions and low parental control increased the likelihood
of cyberbullying perpetration.

Table 3. Results of logistic regression for predicting cyberbullying perpetration.

Cyberbullying Perpetration
R2 F ∆R2 β SE 95% CI

44.5 127.9 *** 44.2

Predictor Lower
Limit

Upper
Limit

Sex −0.06 ** 0.012 −0.07 −0.02
Age −0.06 ** 0.004 0.01 0.02

Cybervictimization 0.59 *** 0.014 0.44 0.50
Problematic Internet use 0.12 *** 0.001 0.00 0.00

Parental control (at home) −0.02 0.005 −0.02 0.00
Parental control (outside) −0.04 * 0.006 −0.02 0.00

SEA −0.002 0.006 −0.01 0.01
OEA −0.05 * 0.006 −0.02 0.00
UOE 0.05 * 0.006 0.00 0.03
ROE −0.05 * 0.006 −0.02 0.00

Gratitude −0.01 0.006 −0.02 0.01
CSE 0.02 0.012 −0.01 0.04

Notes: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. SE: Standard error. SEA = self-emotion appraisal, OEA = others-emotion
appraisal, UOE = use of emotion, ROE = regulation of emotion.

3.1.4. Binary Regression Analyses

The next stage of analysis was to estimate a binary logistic regression model using two categories
of cyberbullying perpetration as the dependent variable (0 = non-cyberbullies; 1 = cyberbullies or
those participants who scored 2 or more in the ECIPQ) and all other studied variables as independent
variables. The prediction success was 82.7%. The results indicated a small to moderately strong model
predicting perpetration (χ2 = 481.53; p < 0.001); the Nagelkerke’s R2 was 33.9. The Wald criterion
demonstrated that the most robust predictor was cybervictimization (odd ratio = 12.07, p < 0.001)
but age (odd ratio = 1.22, p < 0.001) and problematic Internet use (odd ratio = 1.03, p < 0.001) were
significant. Within the protective variables, only emotional regulation and use of emotion were
significant (odd ratio = 0.79, p < 0.001; odd ratio = 1.21, p < 0.01, respectively) (see Table 4).
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Table 4. Binary logistic regression analyses predicting cyberbullying perpetration.

Predictor β (SE) Wald p Odds Ratio

Sex −0.36 (0.14) 6.59 0.010 * 0.70
Age 0.20 (0.05) 19.28 0.000 *** 1.22

Cybervictimization 2.49 (0.19) 176.87 0.000 *** 12.07
Problematic Internet use 0.04 (0.01) 37.89 0.000 *** 1.04

Parental control (at home) −0.09 (0.07) 1.49 0.221 0.92
Parental control (outside) −0.11 (0.06) 3.32 0.069 0.89

SEA 0.08 (0.07) 1.36 0.243 1.09
OEA −0.10 (0.06) 2.19 0.139 0.91
UOE 0.19 (0.06) 8.49 0.004 ** 1.21
ROE −0.23 (0.06) 12.56 0.000 *** 0.79

Gratitude 0.00 (0.07) 0.00 0.992 0.99
CSE 0.10 (0.14) 0.53 0.467 1.11

Notes: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. SE: Standard error. SEA = self-emotion appraisal, OEA = others-emotion
appraisal, UOE = use of emotion, ROE = regulation of emotion. Odds ratio is the measurement of probability (the
more the odds ratio differs from 1, the stronger the association).

4. Discussion

While considerable research has aimed to evaluate the predictors of cyberbullying victimization,
relatively little research has focused upon the predictors of cyberbullying perpetration. Therefore, this
study aimed at identifying the predictive factors of cyberbullying perpetration in a sample of
Spanish adolescents.

The aim was to contribute to the research literature by (a) examining the prevalence of cyberbullying
perpetration and different types of cyberbullying-related behavior amongst female and male adolescents;
(b) analyzing the associations between cyberbullying perpetration and personal and family variables
of interest (cybervictimization, problematic Internet use, parental control, EI, gratitude, CSE); and (c)
exploring the effects of these variables to predict cyberbullying perpetration.

In regards to prevalence, 22% of the sample was considered to consist of cyberbullies. This finding
was consistent with the results of a recent systematic review of meta-analyses [48]. The most
frequent cyberbullying-related behavior reported was to insult, which again was similar to previous
studies [40,60,61]. Furthermore, and consistent with previous research, our results showed that males
were more involved in cyberbullying perpetration than females [3,15,17,62,63]. However, nowadays,
findings about the role of gender in cyberbullying are not clear, and although more recent research
support an equal involvement in boys and girls as cyberbullies [64], it could be depending on age [65]
or other personal experiences [66].

With respect to associations between variables of interest, cyberbullying perpetration was positively
related to cybervictimization [2,3,15,16,67] and problematic Internet use [14,15,68]. It was negatively
associated with parental control on online activities, CSE, gratitude, and EI.

However, regarding the third aim, the results of the binary logistic regression showed that the
most important predictors were in this order: cybervictimization, age, problematic Internet use and
deficits in use and emotional regulation.

Supporting these findings, the probability of being involved in cyberbullying perpetration is nine
times greater in victims of cyberbullying than in non-victims [21]. This relationship between both roles
may be result of cyberbullies’ internal motivations, such as redirecting feelings and taking revenge to
counter hurt [69] or deficits in emotional regulation and expression [22].

The second significant predictor of cyberbullying perpetration was age. Specifically, older
adolescents obtained higher scores in cyberbullying perpetration than younger (early adolescents:
X = 0.15, SD = 0.29; late adolescents: X = 0.26, SD = 0.37; p < 0.001). The percentage of those
cyberbullied aged between 15 and 18 years of age (28.1%) was double that of 12 to 14 years old
(14.9%). One explanation for this is related to the other predictors found in this study, parental control,
and problematic Internet use. In this sense, early adolescents have more limited and controlled
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access to the Internet by their parents [70]. The findings suggest that parental control or monitoring
online behaviors can be both a protective factor and a vulnerability factor [19,71]. In our results,
although parental control did not appear as predictive in the binary regression analysis, a negative and
significantly correlation with cyberbullying perpetration was observed. On the other hand, people
who were connected for more time, especially in social media [72], had the highest probability of
engaging in cyberbullying behaviors (as the bully) [2,24,53,68,73]. This aggression-exposure process is
cyclical, so that longer time spent online leads to more cyberaggression, and vice versa [74]. In addition,
some authors have suggested that cyberbullying is an indirect aggression that develops as the person
engages in it. Thus, it is more frequent (and complex) when children and adolescents mature and
develop better skills in social settings [75]. An online disinhibition effect [27], according to which
cyberbullies fail to take responsibility for their actions and do not even perceive them as harmful
because the effects are not seen [66], can result in minimal empathy or moral disengagement with the
victim. Accordingly, more specific questions concerning parental control and strategies carried out
depending on the age could have evidenced more accurate explanations about this relation.

Finally, the last of the predictors was EI, in particular, low levels in use and regulation of emotions.
Previous research found that adolescents with better emotional abilities show less risk behaviors, that
is, aggressive [35] or antisocial behaviors [76], and other such as substance abuse or depression [77].
Furthermore, cyberbullies scored low in social and emotional competencies [37]. In general, adolescents
with higher scores on the positive social behavior scale showed high EI generally and scored highly for
emotion regulation in particular [78].

In conclusion, the findings in this study contribute to the literature on predictive factors of
cyberbullying perpetration. Protective factors include emotional abilities (in particular, use and
emotional regulation) and vulnerability factors include cybervictimization and problematic Internet
use. These have hitherto only been studied in isolation, but in combination they can offer a more
comprehensive explanation as to why adolescents may or may not become cyberbullies. They confirm
the need to apply educational programs that support the teaching of socio-emotional competencies
and the responsible use of technologies. In this digital age, preventive and consciousness-raising
interventions by schools and families are necessary to reduce cyberbullying behaviors.

Limitations and Future Research

This study has several limitations. A major one is the self-reported nature of the data. The findings
may have been vulnerable to typical bias, such as common method variance systematic response
distortions, and specifically social desirability bias in the answering of questions. Additionally, parental
supervision was assessed using only two general questions about parental control. Taking into account
the potential connection amongst parental control, problematic Internet use and involvement in
cyberbullying-related behavior, in order to replicate our findings, future studies should include some
well-validated measures of this variable, even including other significant dimensions such as time
limits or types of Internet usage rules. Another shortcoming is the cross-sectional design, which did
not permit for causal statements. To add to the validity of the findings, future studies should consider
collecting multisource data using longitudinal and experimental design. A further consideration
is the incidental sampling design that was used to recruit the adolescents, a choice that may have
reduced the general validity of the results. Future studies using a random sampling design would
strengthen the findings. More research needs to be conducted to explore the impact of other key
factors in cyberbullying perpetration behaviors. Additional potential predictors, such as big five traits,
dispositional aggression or cognitive intelligence should also be included to examine more integrative
and comprehensive models that might serve as a framework for researchers and school practitioners to
counter cyberbullying. Further studies should consider whether these personal characteristics are the
most influential predictors in cyberbullying or in traditional bullying perpetration.
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5. Conclusions

The present study is the first to examine the specific role of personal resources (emotional
intelligence, gratitude, and CSE) as predictors of cyberbullying perpetration amongst Spanish
adolescents, with gender, cybervictimization, parental control, and problematic Internet use as
confounding variables. Although it was found that most of the personal resources were significantly
associated with lower cyberbullying perpetration, specific regression analysis showed that the most
important predictors were cybervictimization, problematic Internet use, and low EI. Pending replication,
these preliminary findings suggest that deficits in emotional abilities account for additional unique
variance in cyberbullying perpetration. Accordingly, the results underscore a need for researchers to
develop more complex models of cyberbullying perpetration in adolescence that take into consideration
not only prior background variables, but also the presence or absence of different personal resources.
Efforts to reduce cyberbullying perpetration amongst Spanish adolescents should concentrate on
modifying their Internet use habits, intervening when they have experienced prior victimization,
and helping them to develop higher emotional abilities.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, L.R. and N.E.; formal analysis, C.Y.; investigation, L.R. and N.E.; data
curation, C.Y.; writing—original draft preparation, C.Y.; writing—review and editing, L.R., and N.E.; visualization,
C.Y.; supervision, L.R. and N.E.; project administration, N.E.; funding acquisition, L.R. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the University of Malaga (PPIT.UMA.B1.2017/23), PAIDI Group
CTS-1048 and Junta de Andalucía (UMA18-FEDERJA-147).

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Garaigordobil, M. Prevención del cyberbullying: Variables personales y familiares predictoras de
ciberagresión. Revista de Psicología Clínica con Niños y Adolescentes 2019, 6, 9–17.

2. Kowalski, R.M.; Giumetti, G.W.; Schroeder, A.N.; Lattanner, M.R. Bullying in the digital age: A critical review
and meta-analysis of cyberbullying research among youth. Psychol. Bull. 2014, 140, 1073–1137. [CrossRef]

3. Wong, D.S.W.; Chan, H.C.; Cheng, C.H.K. Cyberbullying perpetration and victimization among adolescents
in Hong Kong. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2014, 36, 133–140. [CrossRef]

4. Garaigordobil, M. Prevalencia y consecuencias del cyberbullying: Una revisión. Int. J. Psychol. Psychol. Ther.
2011, 11, 233–254.

5. Hutson, E. NoCyberbullying in adolescence. Adv. Nurs. Sci. 2016, 39, 60–70. [CrossRef]
6. Olweus, D.; Limber, S.P. Some problems with cyberbullying research. Curr. Opin. Psychol. 2018, 19, 139–143.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
7. Patchin, J.W.; Hinduja, S. Bullies move beyond the schoolyard: A preliminary look at cyberbullying.

Youth Violence Juv. Justice. 2006, 4, 148–169. [CrossRef]
8. Patchin, J.W.; Hinduja, S. Traditional and nontraditional bullying among youth: A test of general strain

theory. Youth Soc. 2011, 43, 727–751. [CrossRef]
9. Smith, P.K. The nature of cyberbullying and what we can do about it. J. Res. Spec. Educ. Needs. 2015, 15,

176–184. [CrossRef]
10. 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. [CrossRef]
11. Campbell, M.; Bauman, S. Cyberbullying: Definition, consequences, prevalence. In Reducing Cyberbullying in

Schools: International Evidence-Based Best Practices; Elsevier Inc.: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2018; pp. 3–16.
[CrossRef]

12. Kowalski, R.M.; Limber, S.P. Psychological, physical, and academic correlates of cyberbullying and traditional
bullying. J. Adolesc. Heal. 2013, 53, S13–S20. [CrossRef]

13. Garaigordobil, M.; Martínez-Valderrey, V. Efecto del Cyberprogram 2.0 sobre la reducción de la victimización
y la mejora de la competencia social en la adolescencia. Rev. Psicodidáctica. 2014, 19, 289–305. [CrossRef]

14. Guo, S. A meta-analysis of the predictors of cyberbullying perpetration and victimization. Psychol. Sch. 2016,
53, 432–453. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035618
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.11.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/ANS.0000000000000104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.04.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29279213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1541204006286288
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0044118X10366951
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1471-3802.12114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2007.01846.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-811423-0.00001-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2012.09.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1387/RevPsicodidact.10239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.21914


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 3967 12 of 14

15. Lee, C.; Shin, N. Prevalence of cyberbullying and predictors of cyberbullying perpetration among Korean
adolescents. Comput. Human Behav. 2017, 68, 352–358. [CrossRef]

16. Roberto, A.J.; Eden, J.; Savage, M.W.; Ramos-Salazar, L.; Deiss, D.M. Prevalence and Predictors of
Cyberbullying Perpetration by High School Seniors. Commun. Q. 2014, 62, 97–114. [CrossRef]

17. Baldry, A.C.; Sorrentino, A.; Farrington, D.P. Cyberbullying and cybervictimization versus parental
supervision, monitoring and control of adolescents’ online activities. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2019,
96, 302–307. [CrossRef]

18. Sasson, H.; Mesch, G. The role of parental mediation and peer norms on the likelihood of cyberbullying.
J. Genet. Psychol. 2016, 178, 15–27. [CrossRef]

19. Brighi, A.; Menin, D.; Skrzypiec, G.; Guarini, A. Young, Bullying, and Connected. Common Pathways to
Cyberbullying and Problematic Internet Use in Adolescence. Front. Psychol. 2019, 10, 1–14.

20. Gámez-Guadix, M.; Borrajo, E.; Almendros, C. Risky online behaviors among adolescents: Longitudinal
relations among problematic Internet use, cyberbullying perpetration, and meeting strangers online.
J. Behav. Addict. 2016, 5, 100–107. [CrossRef]

21. Walrave, M.; Heirman, W. Cyberbullying: Predicting victimisation and perpetration. Child. Soc. 2011, 25,
59–72. [CrossRef]

22. Quintana-Orts, C.; Rey, L. Forgiveness and cyberbullying in adolescence: Does willingness to forgive help
minimize the risk of becoming a cyberbully? Comput. Human Behav. 2018, 81, 209–214. [CrossRef]

23. Lee, S.J.; Chae, Y.G. Children’s Internet use in a family context: Influence on family relationships and parental
mediation. Cyberpsychology Behav. 2007, 10, 640–644. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Chang, F.C.; Chiu, C.H.; Miao, N.F.; Chen, P.H.; Lee, C.M.; Chiang, J.T.; Pan, Y.C. The relationship between
parental mediation and Internet addiction among adolescents, and the association with cyberbullying and
depression. Compr. Psychiatry 2015, 57, 21–28. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Fumero, A.; Marrero, R.J.; Voltes, D.; Peñate, W. Personal and social factors involved in internet addiction
among adolescents: A meta-analysis. Comput. Human Behav. 2018, 86, 387–400. [CrossRef]

26. Sticca, F.; Ruggiere, S.; Alsaker, F.; Perren, S. Does Identification Predict Community Involvement? Exploring
Consequences of Social Identification Among the Jewish Minority in Poland. J. Community Appl. Soc. Psychol.
2013, 23, 52–67. [CrossRef]

27. Suler, J. The online disinhibition effect. Cyberpsychology Behav. 1994, 7, 321–326. [CrossRef]
28. 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. 2016, 19, 1194–1213.
[CrossRef]

29. Schokman, C.; Downey, L.A.; Lomas, J.; Wellham, D.; Wheaton, A.; Simmons, N.; Stough, C.
Emotional intelligence, victimisation, bullying behaviours and attitudes. Learn. Individ. Differ. 2014,
36, 194–200. [CrossRef]

30. Watson, H.; Rapee, R.; Todorov, N. Forgiveness reduces anger in a school bullying context. J. Interpers Violence.
2015, 1, 1–16. [CrossRef]

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

32. Mayer, J.D.; Salovey, P. What is emotional intelligence. In Emotional Development and Emotional Intelligence:
Implications for Educators; Basic Books: New York, NY, USA, 1997; pp. 3–31.

33. Mayer, J.D.; Salovey, P.; Caruso, D.R. Test. de Inteligencia Emocional Mayer-Salovey-Caruso (MSCEIT);
TEA Ediciones: Madrid, Spain, 2016.

34. Brackett, M.A.; Rivers, S.E.; Reyes, M.R.; Salovey, P. Enhancing academic performance and social and
emotional competence with the RULER feeling words curriculum. Learn. Individ. Differ. 2012, 22, 218–224.
[CrossRef]

35. García-Sancho, E.; Salguero, J.M.; Fernández-Berrocal, P. Relationship between emotional intelligence and
aggression: A systematic review. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2014, 19, 584–591. [CrossRef]

36. Divecha, D.; Brackett, M. Rethinking School-Based Bullying Prevention Through the Lens of Social and
Emotional Learning: A Bioecological Perspective. Int. J. Bullying Prev. 2020, 2, 93–113. [CrossRef]

37. Zych, I.; Farrington, D.P.; Ttofi, M.M. Protective factors against bullying and cyberbullying: A systematic
review of meta-analyses. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2019, 45, 4–19. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.11.047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01463373.2013.860906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.11.058
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2016.1195330
http://dx.doi.org/10.1556/2006.5.2016.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-0860.2009.00260.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.12.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2007.9975
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17927531
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2014.11.013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25487108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.05.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/casp.2136
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/1094931041291295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1461444816634037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2014.10.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0886260515589931
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.05.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.10.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2014.07.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s42380-019-00019-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.06.008


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 3967 13 of 14

38. McCullough, M.E.; Emmons, R.A.; Tsang, J.A. The grateful disposition: A conceptual and empirical
topography. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 2002, 82, 112–127. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. DeWall, C.N.; Lambert, N.M.; Pond, R.S.; Kashdan, T.B.; Fincham, F.D. A Grateful Heart is a Nonviolent
Heart: Cross-Sectional, Experience Sampling, Longitudinal, and Experimental Evidence. Soc. Psychol.
Personal. Sci. 2012, 3, 232–240. [CrossRef]

40. Rey, L.; Quintana-Orts, C.; Mérida-López, S.; Extremera, N. Being Bullied at School: Gratitude as Potential
Protective Factor for Suicide Risk in Adolescents. Front. Psychol. 2019, 10, 662. [CrossRef]

41. Judge, T.A.; Locke, E.A.; Durham, C.C. The dispositional causes of job satisfaction: A core evaluations
approach. Res. Organ. Behav. 1997, 19, 151–188.

42. Goodboy, A.K.; Martin, M.M. Student temperament and motives as predictors of instructional dissent.
Learn. Individ. Differ. 2014, 32, 266–272. [CrossRef]

43. Görzig, A.; Ólafsson, K. What makes a bully a cyberbully? Unravelling the characteristics of cyberbullies
across twenty-five European countries. J. Child. Media 2014, 32, 266–272. [CrossRef]

44. Teng, Z.; Liu, Y.; Guo, C. A meta-analysis of the relationship between self-esteem and aggression among
Chinese students. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2015, 21, 45–54. [CrossRef]

45. Österman, K.; Björkqvist, K.; Lagerspetz, K.M.; Charpentier, S.; Caprara, G.V.; Pastorelli, C. Locus of control
and three types of aggression. Aggress. Behav. Off. J. Int. Soc. Res. Aggress. 1999, 25, 61–65. [CrossRef]

46. Kokkinos, C.M.; Kipritsi, E. The relationship between bullying, victimization, trait emotional intelligence,
self-efficacy, and empathy among preadolescents. Soc. Psychol. Educ. 2012, 15, 41–58. [CrossRef]

47. Mitsopoulou, E.; Giovazolias, T. Personality traits, empathy and bullying behavior: A meta-analytic approach.
Aggress. Violent Behav. 2015, 21, 61–72. [CrossRef]

48. 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. [CrossRef]

49. Brighi, A.; Guarini, A.; Melotti, G.; Galli, S.; Genta, M.L. Predictors of victimisation across direct bullying,
indirect bullying and cyberbullying. Emot. Behav. Difficulties. 2012, 17, 375–388. [CrossRef]

50. Ortega, R.; Del Rey, R.; Casas, J.A. Evaluar el bullying y el cyberbullying validación española del EBIP-Q y
del ECIP-Q. Psicol. Educ. 2016, 22, 77–79.

51. Young, K.S. Internet addiction: The emergence of a new clinical disorder. Cyberpsychology Behav. 1998, 1,
237–244. [CrossRef]

52. Puerta-Cortés, D.X.; Carbonell, X.; Chamarro, A. Análisis de las propiedades psicométricas de la versión en
español del Internet Addiction Test. Trastor. Adict. 2012, 14, 99–104. [CrossRef]

53. Arnaiz, P.; Cerezo, F.; Giménez, A.M.; Maquiló, J.J. Conductas de ciberadicción y experiencias de cyberbullying
entre adolescentes. An. Psicol. 2016, 32, 761–769.

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

55. Wong, C.; Law, K.S. The effects of leader and follower emotional intelligence on performance and attitude.
Leadersh. Q. 2002, 13, 243–274. [CrossRef]

56. Extremera, N.; Rey, L.; Sánchez-Alvarez, N. Validation of the spanish version of the wong law emotional
intelligence scale (WLEIS-S). Psicothema 2019, 31, 94–100.

57. Rey, L.; Sánchez-Álvarez, N.; Extremera, N. Spanish Gratitude Questionnaire: Psychometric properties in
adolescents and relationships with negative and positive psychological outcomes. Pers. Individ. Dif. 2018,
135, 173–175. [CrossRef]

58. Judge, T.A.; Erez, A.; Bono, J.E.; Thoresen, C.J. The core self-evaluations scale: Development of a measure.
Pers. Psychol. 2003, 56, 303–331. [CrossRef]

59. Rey, L.; Extremera, N.; Durán, M.A. Core self-evaluations, meta-mood experience, and happiness: Tests of
direct and moderating effects. Pers. Individ. Dif. 2012, 53, 207–212. [CrossRef]

60. Álvarez-García, D.; Barreiro-Collazo, A.; Núñez, J.-C. Cyberaggression among Adolescents: Prevalence and
Gender Differences. Comunicar 2017, 25, 89–97. [CrossRef]

61. Navarro, R.; Serna, C. Spanish youth perceptions about cyberbullying: Qualitative research into
understanding cyberbullying and the role that parents play in its solution. In Cyberbullying across the
Globe Gender, Family and Mental Health; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2016; pp. 193–220.

62. Calvete, E.; Orue, I.; Estévez, A.; Villardón, L.; Padilla, P. Cyberbullying in adolescents: Modalities and
aggressors’ profile. Comput. Human Behav. 2010, 26, 1128–1135. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.1.112
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11811629
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1948550611416675
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00662
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2014.03.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17482798.2012.739756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.01.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2337(1999)25:1&lt;61::AID-AB6&gt;3.0.CO;2-G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11218-011-9168-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.01.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pse.2016.03.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13632752.2012.704684
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/cpb.1998.1.237
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1575-0973(12)70052-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.12.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00099-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.07.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2003.tb00152.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.03.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.3916/C50-2017-08
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.03.017


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 3967 14 of 14

63. Katz, I.; Lemish, D.; Cohen, R.; Arden, A. When parents are inconsistent: Parenting style and adolescents’
involvement in cyberbullying. J. Adolesc. 2019, 74, 1–12. [CrossRef]

64. Hinduja, S.; Patchin, J.W. Cyberbullying: An exploratory analysis of factors related to offending and
victimization. Deviant Behav. 2008, 29, 129–156. [CrossRef]

65. Smith, P.K.; López-Castro, L.; Robinson, S.; Görzig, A. Consistency of gender differences in bullying in
cross-cultural surveys. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2019, 45, 33–40. [CrossRef]

66. Zsila, A.; Urbán, R.; Griffiths, M.; Demetrovics, Z. Gender Differences in the Association Between
Cyberbullying Victimization and Perpetration: The Role of Anger Rumination and Traditional Bullying
Experiences. Int. J. Ment. Health Addict. 2019, 17, 1252–1267. [CrossRef]

67. Schultze-Krumbholz, A.; Scheithauer, H. Social-Behavioral Correlates of Cyberbullying in a German Student
Sample. J. Psychol. 2009, 271, 224–226. [CrossRef]

68. Zhou, Y.; Li, D.; Li, X.; Wang, Y.; Zhao, L. Big five personality and adolescent Internet addiction: The
mediating role of coping style. Addict. Behav. 2017, 64, 42–48. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

69. Varjas, K.; Talley, J.; Meyers, J.; Parris, L.; Cutts, H. High school students’ perceptions of motivations for
cyberbullying: An exploratory study. West. J. Emerg. Med. 2010, 11, 269–273.

70. Robson, C.; Witenberg, R. The Influence of Moral Disengagement, Morally Based Self-Esteem, Age,
and Gender on Traditional Bullying and Cyberbullying. J. Sch. Violence 2012, 12, 211–231. [CrossRef]

71. Hemphill, S.; Heerde, J.A. Adolescent Predictors of Young Adult Cyberbullying Perpetration and
Victimization Among Australian Youth. J. Adolesc. Health 2014, 55, 580–587. [CrossRef]

72. Mesch, G.S. Parental mediation, online activities, and cyberbullying. Cyberpsychology Behav. 2009, 12, 387–393.
[CrossRef]

73. Sticca, F.; Ruggieri, S.; Alsaker, F.; Perren, S. Longitudinal risk factors for cyberbullying in adolescence.
Ournal Community Appl. Soc. Psychol. 2013, 23, 52–67. [CrossRef]

74. Den Hamer, A.; Konijn, E.A.; Keijer, M.G. Cyberbullying behavior and adolescents’ use of media with
antisocial content: A cyclic process model. Cyberpsychol. Behav. Soc. Netw. 2014, 17, 74–81. [CrossRef]

75. Barlett, C.; Coyne, S.M. A meta-analysis of sex differences in cyber-bullying behavior: The moderating role
of age. Aggress. Behav. 2014, 40, 474–488. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

76. Cowie, H.A. Coping with the emotional impact of bullying and cyberbullying: How research can inform
practice. Int. J. Emot. Educ. 2011, 3, 50–56.

77. Sourander, A.; Klomek, A.B.; Ikonen, M.; Lindroos, J.; Luntamo, T.; Koskelainen, M.; Ristkari, T.; Helenius, H.
Psychosocial risk factors associated with cyberbullying among adolescents: A population-based study.
Arch. Gen. Psychiatry. 2010, 67, 720–728. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

78. Gázquez, J.J.; Pérez-Fuentes, M.C.; Díaz Herrero, Á.; García-Fernández, J.M.; Inglés, C.J. Perfiles de inteligencia
emocional y conducta social en adolescentes españoles. Psicol. Conductual. 2015, 23, 141–160.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2019.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01639620701457816
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11469-018-9893-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/0044-3409.217.4.224
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2016.08.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27543833
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2012.762921
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2014.04.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2009.0068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/casp.2136
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0307
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ab.21555
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25098968
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2010.79
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20603453
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Cyberbullying, Problematic Internet Use and Parental Control 
	Cyberbullying and Personal Positive Resources 
	Present Study 

	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Measures 
	Dependent Variables 
	Independent Variables 

	Procedure 
	Data Analyses 
	Ethical Approval 

	Results 
	Descriptive Analyses 
	Frequency and Types of Cyberbullying Perpetration 
	Correlation between Cyberbullying Perpetration and Other Measures 
	Predictors of Cyberbullying Perpetration 
	Binary Regression Analyses 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

