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Abstract
This study analyzes the relation among bullying, some family and school context variables, and 
parenting styles, and investigates the differences by role in bullying. The sample was composed by 847 
pupils (450 male and 397 female) from 9 to 18 years old (M = 12.73; SD = 2.338), from Primary (426) 
and Secondary (421) schools, from 38 intact groups of 5 schools randomly selected from different 
Spanish Regions. Results show that those involved in bullying are more rejected, and victims are the 
most rejected and have lower relationships among pupils. Family context is positively scored. The 
authoritative parental style is the most frequent. Not involved pupils perceive an indulgent style more 
frequently than involved ones; bullies perceive more negligent and victims more authoritarian or 
authoritative. The unsteadiness on parental styles between both parents plus been rejected by peers is 
pointed out as victimization support.
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Resumen
En este estudio se analiza la relación entre la dinámica bullying y variables del contexto escolar y fami-
liar y estilos educativos familiares, e indaga en las diferencias según el rol en bullying. La muestra es-
tuvo constituida por 847 estudiantes (450 chicos y 397 chicas), entre 9 y 18 años de edad (M = 12.73; 
DT = 2.34), de Educación Primaria (426) y Secundaria (421), de 38 grupos intactos de 5 centros esco-
lares de diferentes regiones españolas. Los resultados indican que los implicados en bullying son más 
rechazados que los no implicados, siendo las víctimas las más excluidas y con menor nivel de relacio-
nes escolares. El contexto familiar es valorado positivamente. El estilo autoritativo es el más frecuente, 
entre los no implicados predomina el indulgente, negligente en los agresores y autoritario o autoritativo 
en las víctimas. La inconsistencia en los estilos entre ambos progenitores unida al rechazo de los igua-
les está relacionada con la victimización.

Palabras clave: Bullying, clima familiar, estilos educativos, clima escolar, rechazo.
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Introduction

There is a widely held defini-
tion of school bullying as an aggres-
sive, intentional behaviour that is 
carried out by a group or an individ-
ual repeatedly and over time against 
a classmate who become a habitual 
victim (Olweus, 1993). Today’s ex-
planatory models propose analy-
sis from an ecological perspective 
(Hong & Espelage, 2012; Postigo, 
González, Montoya, & Ordoñez, 
2013) that consider characteristics 
from the family and school social 
climate.

Studies that relate family social 
climate and aggressive behaviours 
in adolescents highlight as risk fac-
tors homes with high conflict lev-
els, hardly any affective relation-
ships between the members, and 
little emotional support (Lösel & 
Farrington, 2012). There are aspects 
that distinguish the environments 
of the bullies and the victims, but 
the findings are not yet conclusive. 
Some studies highlight that among 
bullies there is often a high degree 
of conflict and exposure to violence 
(Benítez & Justicia, 2006) and low 
levels of participation and support, 
especially from the father (Aguilar-
Cárceles, 2012; Perren & Hornung, 
2005), while others report that bul-
lies and victims alike experience 
high levels of conflict and low lev-
els of cohesion and relationships 
within the family group (Pepler, 
Jiang, Craig, & Connolly, 2008). 
The relation between parental edu-
cational patterns and maladaptive 

behaviours is also somewhat con-
troversial, with some studies claim-
ing that an authoritative style leads 
to better social adaptation (Parra & 
Oliva, 2006), while others suggest 
that Spanish teenagers from indul-
gent homes achieve similar or bet-
ter results than those brought up 
in authoritative households (Mar-
tínez & García, 2007). Other re-
search claims that it is more com-
mon to find authoritarian styles 
amongst young bullies (Baldry & 
Farrington, 2000) as well as inco-
herent (inconsistent) or inappropri-
ate educational practices (Estévez, 
Murgui, Moreno, & Musitu, 2007); 
while among those who are bul-
lied a high permittivity and ma-
ternal overprotection (Georgiou, 
2008) or an authoritarian style is 
observed, particularly on the part 
of the mother (Sánchez, 2009). So 
there is no specific family educa-
tional style for those involved in 
bullying is confirmed, although 
there seems to be some consensus 
in associating authoritarian and in-
consistent styles with aggressive 
behaviours, and overprotective and 
authoritative styles with been bul-
lied in school.

In terms of school climate and 
bullying roles, studies point in gen-
eral to Spanish pupils relating sat-
isfactorily with their teachers (Pé-
rez & Gázquez, 2010), except for 
those involved in bullying, who per-
ceive more conflictive social cli-
mate (Sánchez, 2009), with vic-
tims who perceive lower stability 
(Sánchez & Cerezo, 2010).
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The relation between social rep-
utation in the peer group and the 
role in bullying has been broached 
in recent years, with research in-
dicating that not involved students 
are better positioned in the network 
of relationships than those involved 
(García-Bacete, Sureda, & Monjas, 
2010), and, among the latter, it is 
the bullies who are better situated, 
since they receive some support and 
greater acceptance by their peers 
than do victims (Salmivalli, 2010; 
Van Der Schoot, Van Der Velden, 
Boomb, & Brugman, 2010), who are 
rejected by a large part of the group, 
or simply ignored (Cerezo & Ato, 
2010; Sánchez & Cerezo, 2011), 
which, without doubt, contributes to 
their isolation and defencelessness 
(Cerezo, 2014; Díaz-Aguado, Mar-
tínez, & Babarro, 2013).

While there are studies on the 
relationship between bullying and 
family and school climate factors, 
there are none relating the different 
contexts, parental styles, and bul-
lying dynamics in youngsters and 
teenagers. We believe that a glo-
bal ecological perspective should 
be applied in order to understand 
this phenomenon better. The main 
aim of this study was, therefore, to 
ascertain how adolescents perceive 
their school and family climate and 
parenting styles, and to examine 
the differences in terms of bullying 
roles. This overall aim can be bro-
ken down: (a) to analyze the differ-
ences in the perception of school 
social climate and social reputation 
in according to bullying roles (not 

involved, bully, victim, bully-Vic-
tim) (Olweus, 1993); (b) to analyze 
the differences in the perception 
of family social climate according 
to bullying roles; (c) to ascertain 
whether the different participants 
in bullying perceive different pa-
rental socialization styles accord-
ing to their role; and, (d) analyze 
the association between the charac-
teristics of the social contexts and 
parenting styles with bully and vic-
tim profiles. Learning more about 
these variables will provide greater 
contextualization of the problem of 
school violence and will help de-
velop preventive strategies aimed at 
improving coexistence.

Method

Participants

The study was conducted with 
847 youngsters and adolescents 
(450 males) aged between 9 and 18 
years (M = 12.73; SD = 2.34), be-
longing to 34 intact class-groups 
(426 from Primary Education 
and 421 from Secondary) in state 
schools and of medium to medium-
low socio-economic level in two ar-
eas of Spain (Murcia and Valencia). 
Most of the subjects were of Span-
ish origin (12 % from abroad).

The selection of the groups was 
incidental. Directors and Heads 
of Studies were contacted and in-
formed about the aims of the study. 
Their authorization was sought, 
as was informed consent from the 



 FUENSANTA CEREZO, CONSUELO SÁNCHEZ, CECILIA RUIZ, 
142 AND JULIÁN-JESÚS ARENSE

Revista de Psicodidáctica, 2015, 20(1), 139-155

parents. Prior to carrying out the 
tests, the students were informed 
about the aims of the studies and 
were told that it was of a voluntary 
nature. Emphasis was laid on the 
importance of sincerity when an-
swering the questions and on the 
confidential nature of the informa-
tion provided. Tools were applied 
collectively in the students’ own 
classrooms by people who had been 
trained, in two 50-minute sessions.

Instruments

The roles associated with bully-
ing (no involved, bully, victim and 
bully-victim), and the variables re-
lating to social reputation (Accept-
ance, Rejection and Exclusion) were 
measured using the Bull-S test, a 
sociometric assessment test for vi-
olence among schoolchildren (Ce-
rezo, 2012) in the form of a nomi-
native questionnaire with 15 items. 
The tests collects scores from each 
subject on the peer group and cov-
ers four dimensions: (1) Sociomet-
ric position or Social Reputation, (4 
items) using nominative responses 
(e.g. “Who would you choose as 
group mate?”); (2) Aggression and 
victimization dynamic, (6 items), 
with nominative responses (e.g. 
“Who usually begin(s) fights?”). 
This facilitates ascribing subjects 
to different roles, with importance 
given to subjects who obtain at least 
25% of nominations as a bully, a 
victim or a bully-victim (when they 
appear as bully and victim simulta-
neously), with the rest making up 

the group of no involved or oth-
ers. The test also gathers informa-
tion about situational aspects like 
subjective perception of situations. 
The overall validity of the test has 
a Cronbach alpha of .73, and .82 for 
the items related to aggressive be-
haviours and .83 for victimization 
behaviours. The study uses data on 
Bullying as related to Social Repu-
tation.

School social climate was eval-
uated using the Spanish version of 
the School Social Climate Scale of 
Moos, Moos and Tricket adapted 
by Fernández-Ballesteros and Si-
erra (1989). The test assesses sub-
jects’ perceptions of the student-
teacher relationship and of the 
organizational structure of the class. 
It has 90 True/False items, grouped 
in 4 scales: Relations (CES-RE), 
with 3 subscales: Involvement, Af-
filiation and Help; Self-fulfilment, 
with 2 subscales: Tasks and Com-
petitiveness; Stability, with 3 sub-
scales: Organization, Clarity and 
Control; and Change, with a single 
subscale, Innovation (e.g. “In this 
class, students really get to know 
each other”). The original scale re-
turns “test-retest” reliability coeffi-
cients between .73 and .90. To in-
terpret these, the direct scores have 
been transformed, according to the 
criteria in the guidelines, into stand-
ard scores.

The family social climate was 
evaluated using the Spanish version 
of the Family Social Climate Scale 
of Moos, Moos and Tricket adapted 
by Seisdedos, de la Cruz and Cor-
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dero (1989). The test evaluates the 
interpersonal relationships between 
family members, the most important 
developmental aspects therein and 
the basic structure. It has 90 True/
False items, grouped in 3 scales: Re-
lations, with 3 subscales: Cohesion, 
Expressiveness and Conflict; Devel-
opment (FES-DE), with 5 subscales: 
Autonomy, Performance, Intellectu-
al-Cultural, Social-Recreational and 
Morality-Religiousness, and Sta-
bility, with 2 subscales: Organiza-
tion and Control (e.g. “In my fam-
ily there is a strong sense of unity”). 
It’s α reliability coefficients are be-
tween .68 and .86. In this study the 
complete scales of Relationships 
and Stability were used and from 
the Development scale, the sub-
scale Autonomy (α = .68) was cho-
sen. For interpretation, the direct 
scores were transformed into stand-
ard scores, following the guidelines 
in the manuals.

Parenting styles were evaluated 
according to the Scale of Parental 
Socialization Styles in adolescents 
(ESPA29) by Musitu and García 
(2001). The test has 29 items and 
4-point scaled responses (Never, 
Sometimes, Often and Always). It 
provides an overall score for each 
parent in 2 dimensions: Acceptance/
Involvement (AI) (α = .97), (e.g. 
“If I do what my mother/father tells 
me: they show affection; they are 
indifferent”), and Coercion/Imposi-
tion (CI) (α = .96) (e.g. “If I break 
or ruin something in my house, my 
mother/father: tells me off; hits me; 
deprives me of something; speaks to 

me; doesn’t care”). From the scores 
in these two dimensions each par-
ent’s socialization style is classified 
as Authoritative, Indulgent, Author-
itarian or Neglectful. In our study, 
the style of the mother and the fa-
ther were considered separately and 
in combination. The interpretation 
of scores was established from the 
dichotomization of the responses 
using the median value (Me) as the 
cut-off point in each dimension 
(Martínez & García, 2007).

Data analysis

This is a cross-sectional study 
using scores measurements of the 
variables included. In order to de-
termine the association between 
types of education and the various 
roles in bullying, the χ2 statistic was 
employed along with an analysis 
of corrected standardized residuals 
(CSR) to help understand the rela-
tionship and the size of the effect 
was calculated with the Cramer V 
coefficient. In the case of the quanti-
tative, or Likert type, variables used 
to measure the dimensions of social 
reputation or family social climate, 
and for the analysis of the possible 
differences in these between each of 
the roles in bullying, together with 
the subsequent two-by-two com-
parisons, non-parametric test were 
used (Kruskal-Wallis and the Mann-
Whit ney U, respectively) after veri-
fication of lack of normality using 
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. Fi-
nally, to analyze differences in the 
perception of the parental socializa-
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Table 1
Differences in Social Reputation and Social School Climate according to the Role 
in Bullying

Variable-Roll
Statistics Differences among 

groups a Pairwise comparisons b

M Me X(gl) p  U p r

Aceptance
No involved  4.94  4.00

21.90 (3) .000
NI/B 24324.50 .939 .00

Bully  4.97  4.00 NI/V 14727.00 .000 .13
Victim  3.03  2.50 NI/BV 1805.50 .002 .11
Bully-Victim  1.55  1.00 B/V 1451.50 .007 .24

B/BV 179.00 .005 .32
V/BV 239.50 .181 .16

Rejection
No involved  2.67  1.00

125.49 (3) .000
NI/B 12534.50 .000 .25

Bully  7.00  6.00 NI/V 8338.50 .000 .28
Victim 12.48 10.00 NI/BV 423.50 .000 .20
Bully-Victim 27.82 31.00 B/V 1504.00 .016 .21

B/BV 95.00 .000 .45
V/BV 129.50 .002 .37

Exclusion
No involved  2.07  0.00

124.51(3) .000
NI/B 18602.50 .000 .14

Bully  3.68  1.00 NI/V 5893.50 .000 .37
Victim 20.97 10.00 NI/BV 1423.00 .000 .16
Bully-Victim 15.36  3.00 B/V 826.50 .000 .51

B/BV 182.00 .004 .32
V/BV 286.50 .593 .06

CES-RE c
No involved 49.94 50.00

14.57(3) .002
NI/B 18200.00 .830 .01

Bully 49.81 49.80 NI/V 11570.00 .000 .14
Victim 45.64 44.66 NI/BV 2380.50 .215 .05
Bully-Victim 52.93 53.00 B/V 1115.50 .006 .26

B/BV 219.50 .177 .16
     V/BV 125.50 .009 .33
Note. NI = No Involved; B = Bully; V = Victim; BV = Bully-Victim.
a Kruskal-Wallis test.
b U Mann-Whitney test.
c CER-RE = School Social Climate Scale. Relationships. Rating 0-100.
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tion style of the father and mother, 
we used the Wilcoxon rank test. 
The size of the effect was estimated 
using the expression r = Z/√n. Anal-
yses were made with the SPSS 19.0 
statistical package.

Results

The descriptive analysis of 
the sample reveals a 16.2% inci-
dence of bullying, which breaks 
down as: 8.1% bullies, 6.8% vic-
tims and 1.3% victims-bullies. The 
variable age showed no signifi-
cant differences in involvement in 
bullying, but gender did: most of 
those involved were males [χ2 (3, 
N = 847) = 39.35, p < .001], both as 
bullies (87.0%), as victims (63.8%) 
and as victims-bullies (54.5%).

The results of the analysis of the 
differences in social reputation and 
school social climate according to 
the role in bullying are given in Ta-
ble 1. Differences were found in the 
relationships scale (CES-RE). The 
post hoc analyses show the direction 
of these differences, with victims 
scoring the lowest (Me = 44.66), 
scoring lower than not involved 
(Me = 50.00; p < .001), than bullies 
(Me = 48.80; p < .01), and victims-
bullies (Me = 52.93; p < .01).

In social reputation, Kruskal-
Wallis test revealed differences in 
the scores obtained in acceptance, 
rejection and exclusion. The post 
hoc analyses confirmed that bully- 
victims scored lower in acceptance 
compared to the no involved group 

(p < .003) and bullies (p < .005). 
Victims were also less accepted 
than the no involved (p < .001) and 
bullies (p < .01). In rejection, those 
no involved were significantly less 
rejected than bullies (p < .001), vic-
tims (p < .001) or bully- victims 
(p < .001). On analyzing the roles 
involved in bullying, victims are 
seen to be more rejected than bul-
lies (p < .03) and bully-victims 
(p < .003), who are the most re-
jected (p < .001). The findings show 
that victims are the most excluded 
group, with significant differences 
with respect to bullies (p < .001) 
and no involved (p < .001). Bully-
victims are also more excluded than 
bullies (p < .005) and no involved 
(p < .001), but no differences were 
found between victim and bully-vic-
tim. Finally, no involved students 
were found to be less excluded than 
bullies (p < .001).

Analyses of the relation be-
tween the role in bullying, percep-
tion of family social climate and pa-
rental socialization styles, the main 
findings of which are in Table 2, 
show a very similar perception of 
family social climate in all the par-
ticipants except in development 
(FES-DE), where bullies scored sig-
nificantly lower than those not in-
volved (p < .03), and than victims 
(p < .03).

With respect to the parent-
ing styles of the father and the 
mother, the findings indicate that 
there were no differences in ac-
ceptance and involvement with ei-
ther parent in each of the roles in 
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bullying, but there were for coer-
cion and imposition. Specifically, 
victims perceived a higher level of 
maternal coercion and imposition 
(Me = 60.00) than other roles: no in-
volved (Me = 40.00; p < .03), bullies 
(Me = 40.00; p < .03) and bully-vic-

tim (Me = 22.50; p < .03). The level 
of paternal coercion and imposi-
tion perceived was also significantly 
higher in victims (Me = 65.00) versus 
no involved (Me = 40.00; p < .01), 
bullies (Me = 40.00; p < .05) and 
bully-victims (Me = 22.50; p < .01).

Table 2
Differences in Family Social Climate and in Parental Styles by Roll in Bullying

Variable-Rol Statistics Differencies among 
groups a Pairwise comparisons b

FES-DE c

No involved 46.50 46.80
6.98(3) .073

NI/B 11267.00 .014 .10
Bully 43.98 44.90 NI/V 13030.00 .472 .03
Victim 47.41 46.20 NI/BV 1921.50 .692 .02
Bully- Victim 43.37 46.10 B/V 1059.00 .020 .22

B/BV 194.00 .643 .06
V/BV 190.00 .638 .06

MOTHER-CI d
No involved 45.28 40.00

12.77(3) .005
NI/B 14108.00 .121 .06

Bully 40.22 30.00 NI/V 11485.00 .011 .10
Victim 57.35 60.00 NI/BV 1661.00 .056 .08
Bully- Victim 26.00 15.00 B/V 985.00 .012 .24

B/BV 193.00 .292 .13
V/BV 109.00 .014 .32

FATHER-CI e
No involved 44.25 40.00

11.03(3) .012
NI/B 14634.50 .793 .01

Bully 43.62 40.00 NI/V 10213.50 .008 .11
Victim 58.14 65.00 NI/BV 1341.50 .055 .08
Bully- Victim 22.00 22.50 B/V 1004.50 .049 .19

B/BV 146.50 .144 .19
     V/BV 79.00 .008 .35
Note. NI = No Involved; B = Bully; V = Victim; BV = Bully-Victim.
a Proof Kruskal-Wallis.
b Proof U Mann-Whitney.
c FES-DE = Family Social Climate Scale. Development. Rating 0-100.
d MOTHER-CI = Coercion / imposition by the mother. Rating 0-100.
e FATHER-CI = Coercion / imposition by the father. Rating 0-100.
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The analyses of the parenting 
socialization styles, the main find-
ings of which are reported in Ta-
ble 3, indicate that the styles of pa-
rental socialization present a fairly 
homogeneous distribution, with au-
thoritative families accounting for 
18.0%, indulgent ones 17.3%, au-
thoritarian 16.8% and neglectful 
ones 16.1%. It is significant that in 
31.8% of families there is a style 
that does not fit in specifically with 
anything, which we have labelled 
inconsistent.

When considering parenting 
style, both parents together and its 

relation with the role in bullying, 
the analysis of corrected standard-
ized residuals indicates that the per-
centage of not involved students is 
higher in families with an inconsist-
ent style (89.2%, CSR = 2.70), while 
it is lower in families of a neglectful 
style (74.3%, CSR = –2.96).

If the parenting styles of the 
father and the mother are consid-
ered separately (Table 4), the not 
involved students perceive a greater 
involvement and acceptance in their 
mothers (Me = 75.00) over fathers 
(Me = 70.00) Z = –7.52, p < .001, 
r = .35, with no differences found 

Table 3
Differences in Parenting Styles by Role in Bullying

 
Role in Bullying

Total
n (%)No involved Bully Victim Bully-Victim

n (%) RTC n (%) RTC n (%) RTC n (%) RTC

Neglectful 84 
(74.3) –2.96** 16 

(14.2) 2.73** 10 
(8.8)

3
(2.7)

113 
(16.1)

Authoritative 101 
(80.2)

11
(8.7)

13 
(10.3)

1
(0.8)

126 
(18.0)

Indulgent 106 
(87.6)

10
(8.3)

 3 
(2.5) –2.19* 2

(1.7)
121 

(17.3)

Authoritarian 97 
(82.2)

8
(6.8)

13 
(11.0)

0
(0.0)

118 
(16.8)

Inconsistent 199 
(89.2)  2.70** 10

(4.5) –2.26* 11 
(4.9)  3

(1.3)  223 
(31.8)

Total 587 
(83.7)  55

(7.8)  50
(7.1)  9

(1.3)  701
(100.0)

Note. Test Chi-cuadrado: χ2 (N = 701, 12) = 25.20, p = .014. Effect size: V = .19, p = .014
RTC = *p < .05. ** p < .01.
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between the two for coercion and 
imposition.

Among bullies we find that 
the percentage of individuals 
with this role is highest (14.2%) 
in those whose parents have a ne-
glectful style (CSR = 2.73), and is 
significantly lower (4.5%) when 
the parents have an inconsistent 
style (CSR = –2.26). In support 
of this, no significant differences 

were found in terms of the father 
and mother’s upbringing style in 
this subgroup. Among victims a 
lower percentage was found (2.5%) 
when parents had an indulgent 
style (CSR = –2.19). Furthermore, 
they perceive more acceptance and 
involvement on the part of their 
mothers (Me = 70.00) than their fa-
thers (Me = 65.00; p < .03), with 
no differences found in coercion 

Table 4
Parenting Style Mother/Father. Differences by Role in Bullying

Role Parenting 
Style a M Me Z p r

No involved

Mother-AI 66.95 75.00 –7.52 .000 .32Father-AI 59.37 70.00
Mother-CI 45.22 40.00 –0.63 .531 .03Father-CI 44.22 40.00

Bully

Mother-AI 63.51 65.00 –1.41 .158 .19Father-AI 63.43 70.00
Mother-CI 39.09 30.00 –0.68 .496 .09Father-CI 43.09 40.00

Víctim

Mother-AI 63.04 70.00 –2.19 .028 .32Father-AI 54.42 65.00
Mother-CI 57.16 60.00 –0.70 .483 .10Father-CI 58.15 65.00

Bully-Victim

Mother-AI 61.56 60.00 –2.02 .043 .72Father-AI 71.25 82.50
Mother-CI 26.00 15.00 –1.59 .112 .56Father-CI 22.00 22.50

Note. Differences were analyzed by Test de los Rangos de Wilcoxon. 
a MOTHER-AI = Acceptance/Implication by mother. Rating 0-100.
 FATHER-AI = Acceptance/Implication by father. Rating 0-100.
 MOTHER-CI = Coercion/Imposition by mother. Rating 0-100.
 FATHER-CI = Coercion/Imposition by father. Rating 0-100.
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and imposition between the par-
ents. Finally, among bully- victims, 
although no association was found 
between this role and the family 
upbringing style, the results show 
that these, in contrast to the no in-
volved or victims groups, perceive 
greater acceptance and involvement 
of the fathers (Me = 82.50) than the 
mothers (Me = 60.00; p < .05).

Discussion

The analysis of the incidence 
of bullying shows its prevalence 
in the class-groups studied. Every 
proportion of bullies and victims is 
slightly higher than those reported 
by Olweus (1993) or those in the 
first studies made in Spain (Ortega, 
1994), although our findings are in 
line with more recent ones (Cerezo, 
2009; Garaigordobil & Oñederra, 
2008). A higher proportion of males 
are involved both as bullies and vic-
tims (Cerezo, 2009; Cerezo & Ato, 
2010).

The perception of school so-
cial climate is similar in all the sub-
groups in the sample and only Re-
lations shows differences between 
those not involved and victims, with 
the latter holding the worst percep-
tion of themselves (Díaz-Aguado et 
al., 2013; Perren & Hornung, 2005), 
which may be a consequence of se-
rious problems of emotional com-
petence (Sánchez, Ortega, & Men-
esini, 2012).

As regards social  reputa-
tion, measured sociometrically, 

the subjects involved in bullying 
are, in general, more rejected than 
those not involved (Cerezo, 2014; 
Sánchez & Cerezo, 2011), with vic-
tims being the lowest scored. Exclu-
sion is associated more with victims 
and bully-victims than with bullies 
(Cerezo & Ato, 2010; García-Bac-
ete et al., 2010; Salmivalli, 2010). 
All the above leads us to state that 
bullies are better placed in the web 
of interpersonal relationships than 
victims. In this sense, the findings 
of Inglés, Delgado, García-Fernán-
dez, Ruiz-Esteban and Díaz (2010) 
indicate that it is the prosocial be-
haviour of the individual and not 
the role played in bullying which 
determines the sociometric standing 
of students in the classroom-group. 
This, points to a high percentage of 
adolescents with have a high risk of 
being rejected or isolated by their 
classmates and who should receive 
psychosocial help. Future studies 
should continue to examine the re-
lationship between prosocial behav-
iour, sociometric types and school 
social climate.

In terms of family social climate 
perception, adolescents show aver-
age levels in development, stability 
and relationships. This may indi-
cate that they are satisfied with their 
family context. It is noteworthy that 
the only difference between roles 
in bullying is observed in the level 
of autonomy, which is especially 
low in bullies, which is in contrast 
to other studies (Pepler et al., 2008; 
Spriggs, Iannotti, Nasel, & Hayne, 
2007) who reported family environ-
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ments with a high degree of conflict 
and low cohesion.

As for perception of family ed-
ucation styles, there is a predomi-
nance of inconsistent styles with 
adolescents perceiving, moreover, 
differences between the styles of 
the father and the mother. Although 
they perceive similar levels of ac-
ceptance and involvement, they see 
differences according to their in-
volvement in bullying with a pre-
dominance among the no involved 
group of the indulgent and authori-
tarian parents (Martínez & García, 
2007); among bullies it is the ne-
glectful parents, in contrast with 
Georgiou (2008), who reports that 
they are authoritarian, thus support-
ing the idea that weak family su-
pervision and control may foster 
a lower social adaptation. Among 
the victims, there is a similar pre-
dominance towards the authoritar-
ian and authoritative parents and 
discrepancies between the two par-
ents are again found, with mothers 
showing more acceptance and in-
volvement than fathers. This leads 
to the consideration that there is 
high level of overprotection in the 
mother (Sánchez, 2009; Tur-Por-
car, Mestre, Samper, & Malonda, 
2012) versus the high strictness of 
the father. Finally, among the bully- 
victims there is a predominance of 
negligence and clear discrepancies 
between the parents, with high ac-
ceptance and parental involvement 
together with low coercion and im-
position by either parent. The be-
haviour of this subgroup is charac-

terized by aggressive behaviours 
and victimization behaviours and 
may be interpreted as reactive sus-
tained by permissive and inconsist-
ent family norms in upbringing.

To summarize the main findings 
of this paper on the profile of bul-
lies: no difficulties were observed 
in the interpersonal relationships 
in the school context, which facili-
tates continuation of the behaviour 
(García-Bacete et al., 2010). As re-
gards family climate, students per-
ceive low autonomy, a lack of clear 
norms and a medium level of accept-
ance/involvement on the part of ei-
ther parent. The predominant styles 
of upbringing are indulgent and on 
the part of both parents, elements 
that while favouring the expressive-
ness of adolescents deny them basic 
norms of socialization. These find-
ings are different from those of other 
authors who report a close associa-
tion between a negative family cli-
mate and a child’s violent behaviour 
at school (Aguilar-Cárceles, 2012; 
Lösel & Farrington, 2012; Perren & 
Hornung, 2005), and also from those 
who report a close link between low 
quality family relationships and in-
volvement in violent behaviours (Es-
tévez et al., 2007; Moreno, Estévez, 
Murgui, & Musitu, 2009).

In terms of the profiles asso-
ciated with victims, in the school 
context these find few friends and 
are excluded, leading to their per-
ceiving themselves as rejected 
(Díaz-Aguado et al., 2013) and to 
problems of social adjustment (Ro-
dríguez-Hidalgo, Ortega-Ruiz, & 
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Zych, 2014). Their family rela-
tionships are rated positively. The 
norms of upbringing reflect high 
maternal control and overprotec-
tion, along with a paternal authori-
tarian style. Consequently, they may 
perceive little acceptance from their 
father, and controlled and over-
protected by their mother, so mak-
ing it difficult for them to assimi-
late coping mechanisms (Pepler et 
al., 2008), which will make them 
especially vulnerable when faced 
with adverse interpersonal relation-
ships. These findings lead us to ask 
whether an inconsistent family up-
bringing style (high paternal con-
trol and maternal overprotection) 
together with low social peer repu-
tation might be elements that sup-
port school victimization behaviour.

Thus, school relational aspects 
may partly explain the prevalence 
of bullying behaviours and confirm 
that bullying is a group phenomena 
influenced by the network of rela-
tionships (Ortega & Mora-Merchán, 
2008). However, a type of paren-
tal socialization style that favours 
maternal overprotection in victims 
and a lack of educational norms in 
bullies will also foster bullying and 
victimization in adolescents. Ac-
cording to Mestre, Tur, Samper, 
Nácher and Cortés (2007), in gen-
eral terms, it can be concluded that 
prosocial and aggressive behav-
iour are the extremes of a dimen-
sion that is modelled by opposing 
cognitive and emotional processes 
in which the types of upbringing 
contribute to their development. Al-

though this study does not involve a 
common pattern in parental sociali-
zation style to the different roles in 
bullying, we can state that there is 
high inconsistency between styles 
in both parents, especially in the 
case of victims, and this may be 
at the root of the problem since it 
does not lead to authoritative prac-
tices, which in many studies are put 
forward as being the most efficient 
(López, Calvo, & Caro, 2008).

As a further contribution, this 
paper fosters a reconsideration of 
the orientation of traditional analy-
ses of bullying, since it shows that 
should carry out studies with an ec-
ological perspective contextualized. 
Thus involves not only individu-
als, but also school and family so-
cial contexts, highlighting the styles 
of parental socialization (Hong & 
Espelage, 2012). Moreover, the pa-
per emphasizes the need to consider 
victims as risk subjects from the 
family and school perspective as 
there is a clear social vulnerability 
that is difficult to overcome other 
than by interventions aimed at en-
hancing social skills and self-confi-
dence (Cerezo, Calvo, & Sánchez, 
2011; Garaigordobil & Martínez-
Valderrey, 2014).

An important limitation of the 
study is to emphasize the need to 
obtain information from the parents 
and teachers perspective and expand 
the study sample. Besides, it should 
be noted that the use a two-dimen-
sional model —coercion and af-
fect— in parental socialization does 
not allow a more detailed analysis 
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of the differences that might appear 
between styles than would have ap-
peared with other models (Musitu & 
García, 2004). One possibility worth 
considering is the convenience of 
looking more deeply into the differ-
ences between males and females 
when perceiving school and family 

social climate and its implication in 
aggression and victimization behav-
iours (Mestre et al., 2007), as well 
as longitudinal studies which show 
the evolution of the phenomenon 
bullying and its relation to differ-
ent educational contexts through the 
various stages of education.
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