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Título: Perfil de alumnado No involucrado en bullying: descripción a par-
tir de estereotipos de género, crianza, estrategias cognitivas-sociales y so-
bre-ingesta alimentaria. 
Resumen: El objetivo de la investigación es identificar las características 
del alumnado que no participa en episodios de bullying (denominados no 
involucrados), en función de estereotipos de género, crianza; actitudes y es-
trategias cognitivas sociales y sobreingesta alimentaria. En el estudio parti-
ciparon 1190 alumnos de educación básica de once escuelas públicas del 
Estado de México, México. Investigación cuantitativa, con estudio descrip-
tivo y diseño transversal. Se recogieron datos a partir de cinco instrumentos 
que miden las variables de estudio: bullying, estereotipos de género, crian-
za, estrategias cognitivas sociales, sobre-ingesta alimentaria. Los resultados 
permitieron identificar cinco tipos de alumnos (víctimas de violencia esco-
lar; víctimas de bullying; bully; doble rol y no involucrados), los contrastes 
del ANOVA de un factor, identificaron diferencias significativas en los 
grupos contrastados, con respecto a cada una de las variables estudiadas. Se 
concluye que el alumnado que no se involucran en episodios de bullying, 
tienen más hábitos de salud, más habilidades sociales que facilitan adapta-
ción al contexto social, sin identificarse con estereotipos tradicionales co-
mo el femenino y el machismo. Con respecto a la crianza de sus padres, se 
identifica que no son educados a través de prácticas de crianza inefectivas 
como el maltrato. Los resultados describen características definitorias del 
alumnado que no se involucra en episodios de bullying, lo que será de gran 
utilidad para la elaboración de programas de prevención e intervención. 
Palabras clave1: Violencia; Acoso escolar; Estereotipo sexual; Comporta-
miento social; Crianza del niño. 

  Abstract: The objective of the research is to identify the characteristics of 
students who do not participate in bullying episodes (called “not in-
volved”), in function of gender stereotypes, parenting styles; attitudes and 
social cognitive strategies and food intake. The study involved 1190 ele-
mentary school students, from eleven public schools in the State of Mexi-
co, Mexico. Quantitative research, with descriptive study and cross-
sectional design. Data were collected from five instruments that measure 
the study variables: bullying, gender stereotypes, parenting styles, social 
cognitive strategies, food intake. The results identified five types of stu-
dents (victims of school violence; victims of bullying; bully; double role 
and not involved), the contrasts for one-way ANOVA of a factor, identi-
fied significant differences in the groups with respect to each of the varia-
bles studied. It is concluded that students who do not engage in bullying 
episodes (not involved), have more health habits, more social skills that fa-
cilitate adaptation to the social context, without identifying with traditional 
stereotypes such as traditional feminine and machismo. With regard to 
parenting, it is identified that they are not educated through ineffective 
parenting practices such as abuse. The results of this study describe defin-
ing characteristics of students who do not engage in bullying episodes, 
which will be very useful for the development of prevention and interven-
tion programs. 
Keywords: Violence; Bullying; Sexual stereotype; Social behavior; Parent-
ing. 

 
Introduction 
 
Bullying behavior maintains the attention of researchers due 
to its relationship with the development of antisocial behav-
ior, drug use (Cerezo & Mendez, 2012; Garaigordobil, 2017; 
Sigurdsona, Wallander & Sunda, 2014), use of weapons 
(Valdebenito, Ttofi, Eisner & Gaffney, 2017), and their asso-
ciation to public health problems such as anxiety, depression, 
mental problems (AlBuhairan, et al., 2017). 

The study of bullying from an ecological perspective al-
lows to have a broad vision of the phenomenon by identify-
ing individual, family, school and cultural risk factors (Posti-
go, González, Montoya, & Ordoñez, 2013). This perspective 
has been used in the study of socially relevant variables, 
highlighting the need to study a social phenomenon in the 
cultural framework due to interaction with the environment 
(Caicedo & Jones, 2014; Torrico, Santín, Andrés, Menéndez 
& López, 2002). 
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The study of the micro family system, describes that stu-
dents at greatest risk of participating in bulling, live in dys-
functional family contexts, which are characterized by re-
solving conflicts with aggression, communication deficits, 
getting involved affectively little, without supporting each 
other (Eşkisu, 2014; Lereya & Wolke 2013), describing that 
parents of bullying students use ineffective parenting prac-
tices characterized by the use of aggression, overprotection 
and lack of monitoring (Cook, Williams, Guerra, Kim & 
Sadek, 2010; Lereya, Copeland, Costello & Wolke, 2015; 
Mendoza, 2017a). Demonstrating that parents do not estab-
lish communication with school authorities (Mendoza & 
Barrera, 2018). 

The influence of the social context (macrosystem) has 
been studied by identifying that the conflict by arming, soci-
oeconomic conditions, in combination with a violent neigh-
borhood predict bullying (Chaux, Molano & Podlesky, 
2009). Other social factors such as traditional gender stereo-
types (machismo and traditional female stereotype) have 
demonstrated their association with bullying, knowing that 
machismo predicts participation in bullying with bully role 
and the double role: victim/bully, (Navarro, Larrañaga & 
Yubero, 2016; Morales, Yubero & Larrañaga, 2016), and the 
traditional female stereotype is related to victimization (Na-
varro, et al., 2016). 
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The study of bullying from an ecological perspective, has 
allowed to describe it, and identify multicausal causes of its 
development, which guide effective programs for its preven-
tion and intervention (Cerezo & Ato, 2010; Cerezo, Sánchez, 
Ruiz & Arense, 2015; Mendoza, Cervantes & Pedroza, 2016; 
Mendoza, Morales & Arriaga, 2015). Under this line of study 
has been identified a student called not involved, because he 
does not participate as a bystander, victim, bully and also 
with the double role, is the one with the greatest representa-
tive among the students according to different studies (Elgar, 
et. al., 2015), has been little studied, however, his study will 
provide valuable information about the factors that protect 
him from participating in school violence or bullying. 

The study of bullying is especially necessary in violent 
societies such as Mexico, in which an estimated 170,000 
thousand people are killed by organized crime and more 
than 28,000 people disappeared between 2006 and 2016, 
(BBC News World, 2018), a Country in which children and 
young people are invited to be part of criminal groups, and 
in which 69% of young people who use weapons in violent 
acts, have no consequences on the part of their families and 
also by the local police (Institute for Economics and Peace, 
2018). 

Therefore, the general objective of this research is to 
identify the characteristics of the students "Not involved" in 
bullying episodes, based on the variables: gender stereotypes, 
parenting styles, attitudes and social cognitive strategies, and 
food over-intake. 

 

Method 
 

Participants  
 

1190 basic education students participated, enrolled in 
eleven public schools in the State of Mexico (six high 
schools and five elementary schools), 616 were high school 
students students in the three grades (318 women, 298 boys) 
574 were elementary school pupils who were in third to sixth 
grade of primary school (281 girls and 283 boys). Partici-
pants were between 8 and 16 years old (11.4; 1.78). Partici-
pants were selected from a non-random incidental sampling  
referred to as mixed, the above because the schools were 
chosen for accessibility through the signing of an agreement 
with municipal government, it is called mixed since although 
the schools were not chosen at random, the groups of partic-
ipating  were chosen at random (Sáez, 2017). 

 

Instruments  
 
Five instruments measuring the variables were used, each 

of which is specified below.  
Bullying Questionnaire (Mendoza, Cervantes, Pedroza & 

Aguilera, 2015).  
The questionnaire measures how often, students direct 

aggression towards their peers (violence and bullying), are 
victims, bully, or bystander of them. It consists of 40 items, 
with three scales: victim scale with twenty items (α = 90), 

bully scale with twenty items (α = .89), bystander scale with 
twenty items (α = .92).  

The answers are chosen in four levels of measurement 
(likert), which indicate how often they receive, observe, or 
exert some kind of aggression toward their peers. (Every 
day; two or three times a week; two or three times per 
month; it has not happened). The Cronbach Alpha of this 
instrument is .95. 

Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ, Spence & 
Helmreich, 1978; validated in Spanish, Mendoza, 2006), con-
sisting of 24 items, measures the degree by which a person 
identifies with female, male, and combination of both (an-
drogyny), with total alpha of cronbach .80. 

Female Scale, measures identification with the traditional 
female stereotype (emotional, warm, ability to dedicate to 
others, affectionate, helpful to others, friendly, identifies 
feelings of others, perceives understanding of others), (α = 
80). 

Female-male scale (Androgynous), measures the identifi-
cation with the attributes of women and men, without stere-
otyping towards one in particular (dominant, easily crying, 
hurting me easily, needing to feel protected, need for ap-
proval of others, focused on relationships away from home, 
independent), (α = .81). 

Male scale, measures identification with the traditional 
male stereotype: macho (independent, superiority, active, 
competitive, making decisions, does not give up easily, self-
confident, does not give up under pressure), (α = .80). 

Food Overintake Questionnaire (OQ) (O'Donell & War-
ren, 2007), measures habits, thoughts and attitudes related to 
food over-intake, consists of 80 items, has a Likert scale of 
five levels: nothing, little, moderately, quite, very much, α = 
.91. It is integrated by two factors a) Habits and attitudes re-
lated to eating behavior (over-intake, sub-intake, food crav-
ings, rationalizations, motivation for weight loss, expecta-
tions related to eating), α = .90, and b) General health habits 
and psychosocial functioning (Health habits, Body image, 
Social isolation, Affective disturbance), α = .89. 

Attitudes and Cognitive Social Strategies Questionnaire 
(Moraleda, González, & García-Gallo, 1998), evaluates social 
competence, through the ease or difficulty to adapt to the 
social context, consists of 137 items (α = .95), and have two 
factors: Social Attitude Scale (α = .92) and Social Thought (α 
= .95), (Mendoza & Maldonado, 2017).  

Social Attitude Scale, measures the ease in social interac-
tion: Conformity with the socially correct; social sensitivity 
or empathy; help and collaboration; security and firmness in 
the interaction; prosocial leadership, aggressiveness-
stubbornness; dominance, apathy and withdrawal; anxiety 
and shyness. 

Social Thought Scale, evaluates cognitive skills that facili-
tate or not a social relationship, measures impulsivity; inde-
pendence; convergence; perception and expectations about 
the social relationship; leadership and acceptance by their 
parents; ability to observe and retain relevant information 
about social situations; perception of social situations; ability 
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to solve social problems; ability to anticipate consequences 
for social behavior, and choose appropriate solutions for so-
cial behavior. 

Parenting Practices questionnaire (Mendoza, 2018), is a 
questionnaire answered by children and adolescents to iden-
tify the discipline behaviors of their parents, they are com-
posed of 32 items, α= .83. It has a likert scale of four levels: 
every day, two or three times a week; two or three times a 
month; hasn't happened in the last two months. It has six 
factors: Parental abuse (use of physical, verbal, psychological 
punishment, α = .82); Positive parenting (shows the right 
way to do things, ignoring inappropriate behavior, rewarding 
the proper behavior,  α = .80);  Response cost, the parent 
requests that he repair the damage he did (α = .81); No lead-
ership, the parent does what the child  requests (α = .80); 
Negative Control, the parent controls the behavior of their 
children on a daily basis (α = .81); Overprotection, parents 
solve activities, preventing their children from developing 
autonomy (dressing them, doing their homework, α = .80). 

 

Type of study and design.  
 

Descriptive study, which allowed to specify the charac-
teristics and profiles of groups of students (depending on 
their participation in episodes of bullying as victims, bully, 
double role or without getting involved in them) collecting 
information about study variables (Müggenburg & Pérez, 
2007). The study was carried out in a single moment and in a 
unique time, so its design is transversal.  

 

Procedure  
 

A collaboration agreement of the municipal government 
was signed with the Faculty of Behavioral Sciences of the 
Autonomous University of the State of Mexico, with the 
purpose of developing research in collaboration with author-
ities. From the signing, a meeting was planned with the man-
agers of the selected educational institutions to share with 
them the objectives of the research, the instruments, as well 
as the requirements to develop it. Once the managers ac-
cepted, planning of days and times to apply the measuring 
instruments was done. The administration of the instruments 
was carried out in two sessions of one hour and thirty each, 

in classrooms with lighting, ventilation and necessary materi-
als, made by members of the research team trained for ad-
ministration. Students participated voluntarily, with the au-
thorization of their parents, and were notified about the con-
fidentiality of the information provided. After the infor-
mation was collected through the questionnaires, the results 
were returned to each participating school through a cere-
mony with the presence of the school authorities. 

 
Data Analysis  
 
A database was made in the statistical program SPSS ver-

sion 21.0., the information was emptied to develop the sta-
tistical analyses in compliance with the general objective of 
study:  
1. First the students were classified according to the roles 

of participation in school violence and bullying, for this 
purpose a multivariate analysis, called conglomerate anal-
ysis, was developed. 

2. Once students have been classified, the next statistical 
process was to perform a contrast of means (ANOVA of 
one factor), having as a factor the conglomerate obtained 
(classification of students) and as a dependent variable, 
the variables of the study (gender stereotypes, food over-
intake, social cognitive attitudes and strategies; parent-
ing).  

3. In all cases in which the value of p is significant, the ef-
fect size calculation was made. The Cohen d statistic is 
shown, the value d = .20 is considered a small effect, d = 
.50 medium effect, and d = .80 large effect. 
 

Results 
 

Classification of students according to their partici-
pation 
 
To respond to the objective, the roles that students play 

in situations of school violence and bullying were identified, 
the multivariate analysis of means k, classifies four groups in 
the bullying circle and one more of students who do not get 
involved in situations of bullying and school violence, the 
means for each of the groups are shown in Table 1.  

 
Table 1. Means of the clusters identified according to the factors of victim and aggressor. 

 Means of the clusters 

Group 1 2 3 4 5 

Victim of extreme aggression 18.98 8.44 11.08 8.70 25.91 
Victim of severe aggression 9.87 5.20 8.00 5.61 14.18 
Victim of exclusion 17.40 9.09 15.21 10.47 24.13 
Bully of extreme aggression 20.80 10.17 11.07 10.38 33.47 
Bully of severe aggression 12.11 5.72 7.35 6.30 17.64 
Bully (exclusion)  9.28 4.53 6.15 5.11 13.11 

 
Table 1 identifies the means of each of the factors as a 

victim and bully of exclusion severe and extreme aggression, 
each of the identified clusters is described below. 
1. Victim of school violence: This group consists of 29 stu-

dents who receive aggression from their peers (extreme 
aggression, exclusion and severe aggression). Of this 
group, .8% are women (5 students) and 4% are men (24 
students). Girls in this group represent .4% of the total 
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female participants and boys represents 2% of the total 
male participants. They report being ignored, rejected, 
speaking ill of them, do not let them participate and re-
ceive insults two or three times in the month. 

2. Not involved: This group is made up of 620 students 
who do not participate as victims or aggressors in situa-
tions of school violence or in bullying. Of this group, 
52% are women (311 students) and 52% are men (309 
students). Girls in the group represent 26% of the total 
female participants and boys represent 26% of the total 
male participants. 

3. Bullying victims: This group consists of 158 students, 
who receive extreme aggression, exclusion and severe 
aggression. 14% are women (81 students) and 13% are 
men (77 students). The women in this group represent 
7% of the total female participants, men represent 7% of 
the total male participants. They report being beaten, 
they hide things, they strike them, they offend or ridicule, 
pointing out that it happens to them daily (every day; two 
or three times a week). 

4. Bully: This group is made up of 372 students who direct 
extreme aggression, exclusion and severe aggression to-
wards their peers. In this group 33% of those involved 
are women (199 students) and 29% are men (173 stu-
dents). Girls in this group represent 17% of the total 
number of women participants and the boys represent 
15% of the total male participants. They report directing 
all kinds of aggressive behavior towards their classmates, 
such as forcing them to do things they don't want with 
threats, forcing threats to situations or behaviors of a 
sexual nature, stealing things from them, intimidating 

them with phrases or insults of a sexual nature, hitting or 
threatening to get scary, such behaviors occur daily. 

5. Victim/bully: This group consists of 11 students who, on 
the one hand, receive extreme aggression, exclusion and 
severe aggression and at the same time, they direct ag-
gression towards other students. In this group the .5% 
are women (3 students) and 1% are men (8 students). 
Girls in this group represent .3% of the total female par-
ticipants and the boys represent .7% of the total male 
participants. They are students who direct and receive at 
the same time extreme aggressive behavior (threatening 
weapons, threatening sexual situations, forcing them to 
do things they do not want with threats), exclusion and 
severe aggression (includes situations such as: rejecting, 
speaking ill of him or her, insulting him, putting them 
with nicknames that offend or ridicule him, ignoring him, 
preventing him from participating, hiding things). They 
report that episodes occur on a daily basis. 
 

Gender Stereotypes  
 

The results of the ANOVA test, shown in Table 2, indi-
cate statistically significant differences between the groups of 
student: victims, bully and not involved, based on their iden-
tification with male stereotypes traditional, traditional female, 
and non-stereotypical identification of both behaviors (an-
drogynous). Post Hoc contrast tests show that the students 
in the group not involved, are those who least identify with 
the traditional male stereotype, and those who most identify 
with the androgynous (female-male). 

 

Table 2. Differences in participation in bullying episodes based on traditional female and traditional male stereotypes. 

Factors of PAQ Groups n  σ 
F 

(4,  1185) 
p Post Hoc d 

Traditional male stereotypes 
(Macho) 

Not Involved (NI) 620 6.26 2.36 19.677 < .001 NI <   B 1.09 
Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 7.19 2.25 19.677 < .001 VB <  B .80 
Bully (B) 372 9.61 3.62 19.677 < .001 B > NI .87 

Androgynous Not Involved (NI) 620 31.33 5.57 6.110 < .001 NI > VVE .32 

Note: n = number of students; = means; σ = standard deviation; F = Anova value; p = significance value; Post Hoc = difference indicated by post hoc tests; 
d = d Cohen value 
 

Parenting Practices 
 
With regard to parenting practices used by parents of 

students who participate in bullying, ANOVA, allows to 
identify that there are significant differences, Post Hoc con-

trast tests allow to identify that, students who do not get in-
volved in bullying episodes, have a mean lower than the bul-
ly group with respect to: Parental Abuse they receive from 
their parents, parental overprotection, control, parenting 
without leadership and cost of response (see table 3). 

 
Table 3. Differences in participation in episodes of bullying depending on parenting practices. 

Parenting Practices Groups n d.f.  σ 
F 

(4, 1185) 
p Post Hoc d 

Parental Abuse 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 13.41 4.10 49.426 < .001 NI  <   B 1.42 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 19.62 8.34 49.426 < .001 VB > NI .26 

Bully (B) 372 4 21.64 7.04 49.426 < .001 B > NI 1.42 

No Leadership 
Not Involved (NI) 620 4 5.64 1.62 9.051 < .001 NI<B .70 

Bully (B) 372 4 8.71 3.65 9.051 < .001 B > NI .70 

Negative Control 
Not Involved (NI) 620 4 3.36 1.73 4.773 < .001 NI  <   B .58 

Bully (B) 372 4 4.40 1.83 4.773 < .001 B >NI .58 
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Parenting Practices Groups n d.f.  σ 
F 

(4, 1185) 
p Post Hoc d 

Positive Parenting 
Not Involved (NI) 620 4 11.97 3.79 3.789 < .005 NI< VB .46 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 13.72 3.79 3.789 <. 005 VB > NI .46 

Response cost 

Victim of School Violence (VVE) 29 4 12.82 4.04 8.973 <.001 VVE< B .58 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 12.40 3.99 8.973 < .001 NI <   B .68 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 15.10 4.31 8.973 < .001 VB >  NI .65 

Bully (B.) 372 4 15.50 5.04 8.973 < .001 B > NI .68 

Over protection 
Not Involved (NI) 620 4 5.64 1.62 29.059 < .001 NI  <   B .70 
Bully (B) 29 4 7.58 3.55 29.059 < .001 B > NI .70 

Note: n = number of students; d.f. = degree of freedom; = means; σ = standard deviation; F = Anova value;  p = significance value; Post Hoc = difference 
indicated by post hoc tests; d = d Cohen value 

 

Social Skills 
 
With respect to the social skills of the students, table 4 

shows significant differences in the scale of social attitude of 
the victim, bully, bully-victim and not involved students, cal-
culated through the ANOVA. Post Hoc contrast tests, indi-
cate that students who are not involved in bullying episodes, 
have a higher average than the group of students with dual 

role victim/bully in: Conformity with what is socially correct; 
Social sensitivity; Help and collaboration; Safety and Firm-
ness in Interaction. Students who do not engage in bullying 
episodes, who have a higher mean in Leadership, than the 
bully student group. It is also students who do not partici-
pate in bullying episodes (not involved) who exhibit lower 
mean in aggression-stubbornness, apathy, anxiety and shy-
ness, in contrast to the bully student group (see Table 4). 

 
Table 4. Differences in participation in bullying episodes according to the Social Attitude Scale (Attitudes and Cognitive Social Strategies Questionnaire). 

Social Attitude Groups n d.f.   F (4,1185) p Post Hoc d 

Conformity with the  
Socially Correct 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 41.94 9.50 5.39.7 < .001 NI>DR 1.10 

Doble Rol (DR) Víctima/acosador 11 4 31.70 9.01 5.39.7 < .001 DR<NI  

Social Sensitivity 
(Empathy) 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 
29 4 39.65 10.80 17.405 < .001 VVE> NI 

VVE>DR 
.33 
1.18 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 43.17 10.26 17.405 < .001 NI >  B .80 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 37.37 11.61 17.405 < .001 VB < NI .52 

Bully 372 4 33.37 13.78 17.405 < .001 B < NI .80 

Double role (DR) Victim /bully 11 4 27.64 9.40 17.405 < .001 DR < NI 1.57 

Help and Collaboration  

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 46.80 12.23 12.779 < .001 VVE <NI .31 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 50.64 12.32 12.779 < .001 NI > B .69 

Bully (B) 372 4 41.58 13.81  < .001 B < NI .69 

Double role (DR) Victim /bully 11 4 34.80 13.98  < .001 DR < NI 1.20 

Security and Firmness in 
Interaction 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 43.89 10.64 5.410 < .001 VVE<DR .96 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 45.57 10.25  < .001 NI> DR 1.12 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 44.28 10.99  < .001 VB>  DR .98 

Prosocial Leadership 
Not Involved (NI) 620 4 19.60 5.42  < .001 NI >  VB .50 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 16.69 6.10  < .001 VB <  NI .50 

Aggressiveness and  
Stubbornness 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 26.35 8.01 11.199 < .001 VVE < B .73 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 24.28 7.61  < .001 NI < B .99 
Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 25.90 6.67  < .001 VB < B .84 

Bully (B) 29 4 32.51 8.82  < .001 B > NI  .99 

Apathy 
Bully (B) 372 4 36.90 11.70 5.728 < .001 B>NI .30 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 30.16 9.52 5.728 < .001 NI<B .30 

Anxiety and Shyness 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 23.59 8.86 8.034 < .001 NI<B .60 

Bully (B) 372 4 29.05 9.24 8.034 < .001 B>NI .60 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 27.77 6.88 8.034 < .001 VB>NI .52 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 26.03 8.86 8.034 < .001 VVE>NI .27 

Note:  n= number of students; d.f. = degree of freedom; = means; σ = standard deviation; F = Anova value;  p = significance value; Post Hoc = difference 

indicated by post hoc tests; d = d Cohen value 

 
Table 5 shows the results for the Social Thought scale, it 

should be noted that according to the structure of the in-
strument it is established that in the sub-scales: Impulsivity; 
Convergence, Perception of the social relationship, Ac-

ceptance of their parents; Observation of social situations; 
social problem-solving skills; Ability to anticipate conse-
quences; ability to choose appropriate means). 
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Table 5. Differences in participation in bullying episodes according to the Social Thought Scale (Attitudes and Cognitive Social Strategies Questionnaire). 

Social Thought Groups n d.f.   
F 

(4,1185) 
p Post Hoc d 

Convergence Not Involved 620 4 19.15 6.25 2.826 < .005 NI<DR 1.08 

Double role (DR) Victim /bully 11 4 12.46 6.13 2.826 < .005 DR<NI 1.08 

Expectations about the social 
relationship 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 22.12 7.99 11.592 < .001 VVE>NI .38 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 18.92 8.50 11.592 < .001 NI<VVE .38 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 24.38 8.11 11.592 < .001 VB>NI 0.65 

Retain relevant information 
(Social situations) 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 26.67 10.88 13.032 < .001 VVE>NI .38 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 22.56 10.40 13.032 < .001 NI<B 0.67 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 28.13 10.30 13.032 < .001 VB>NI .53 

Bully (B) 29 4 29.80 10.92 13.032 < .001 B>NI 0.67 

Ability to find appropiate 
solutions 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 27.14 9.98 9.677 < .001 VVE>NI .26 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 24.52 10.00 9.677 < .001 NI<B .48 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 30.09 9.50 9.677 < .001 VB>NI .57 

Bully (B) 29 4 29.78 11.78 9.677 < .001 B>NI .48 

Ability to anticipate 
consequences for social 
behavior 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 25.31 9.99 10.935 < .001 VVE>NI .15 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 26.93 11.03 10.935 < .001 NI<B .33 

Bully 29 4 30.45 10.11 10.935 < .001 B>NI .33 

Note:  n = number of students; d.f. = degree of freedom; = means; σ = standard deviation; F = Anova value; p = significance value; Post Hoc = difference 
indicated by post hoc tests; d = d Cohen value 

 
The results of ANOVA (Table 5) shows significant dif-

ferences between student groups. The contrast of the Post 
Hoc tests indicates that the students not involved, have a 
significantly higher mean, than students with double role vic-
tim-bully (in convergence factor). Students not involved 
have significantly less mean to the bullying victim students in 
several factors: Perception and expectations about the social 
relationship; Ability to observe and retain relevant infor-
mation about social situations; Ability to find alternative so-
lutions to solve social problems; Ability to anticipate and 
understand consequences of social behavior; Ability to 
choose appropriate solutions in social behavior (see table 5). 

The contrast of the Post Hoc tests indicates that the stu-
dents named not involved, have a significantly higher mean 

than the students with double role victim-bully, in: conver-
gence factor. Students not involved have a significantly lower 
mean than students who are victims of bullying in several 
factors: Perception and expectations about the social rela-
tionship; Ability to observe and retain relevant information 
about social situations; Ability in the search for alternative 
solutions to solve social problems; Ability to anticipate and 
understand social behavioral consequences; Ability to choose 
appropriate media in social behavior (See table 5). 

 

Habits and Attitudes related to eating Behavior.  
 
Table 6 shows the means contrasts of the Habits and At-

titudes related to eating behavior.  

 
Table 6. Differences in participation in bullying episodes based on habits and attitudes related to eating behavior. 

Eating Behavior Groups n d.f.  σ 
F 

(4, 1185) 
p Post Hoc d 

Sub intake 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 18.30 6.29 12.154 < .001 VVE>NI .30 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 16.49 5.57 12.154 < .001 NI<VB .57 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 20.04 6.79 12.154 < .001 VB>NI .57 

Over intake 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 17.18 5.32 16.533 < .001 VVE>NI .34 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 15.38 5.11 16.533 < .001 NI<VB .55 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 18.67 6.61 16.533 < .001 VB>NI .55 

Food cravings 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 15.45 5.79 9.524 < .001 VVE>NI .29 

Not Involved 620 4 13.83 5.33 9.524 < .001 NI<VB .49 

Víctima Bullying (VB) 158 4 16.52 5.62 9.524 < .001 VB>NI .49 

Food Expectations 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 13.65 5.65 12.183 < .001 VVE<B 1.08 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 13.10 5.78 12.183 < .001 NI<B 1.17 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 15.57 6.69 12.183 < .001 VB<B .68 

Bully (B) 29 4 19.77 5.61 12.183 < .001 B>NI 1.17 

Rationalizations 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 13.32 5.02 15.900 < .001 VVE<NI .24 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 12.10 4.97 15.900 < .001 NI<B .96 

Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 14.73 6.37 15.900 < .001 VB>NI .46 

Bully (B) 29 4 17.81 6.73 15.900 < .001 B>NI .96 

Motivation to lose 
weight 

Not Involved (NI) 620 4 18.87 7.63 3.3778 < .001 NI<B .60 

Bully (B) 29 4 23.27 7.09 3.3778 < .001 B>NI .60 

Note: n = number of students; = means; d.f. = degree of freedom; σ = standard deviation; F = Anova value; p = significance value; Post Hoc = difference 
indicated by post hoc tests; d = d Cohen value. 
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The ANOVA analysis indicates significant differences 
between student groups. Post Hoc contrasts indicate that 
students not involved, have a lower mean than the group of 
students who are victims in food sub-intake; Food over-
intake; Food cravings; Rationalizations and it has a signifi-
cantly lower mean than the bully group in in the following 

sub-scales: Expectations related to eating; Motivations to 
lose weight (see table 6). 

Table 7 shows the contrast of means in the general 
health habits and psychosocial functioning scale, depending 
on student participation roles. 

 
Table 7. Differences in participation in episodes of bullying according to general health habits and psychosocial functioning. 

General health habits &  
psychosocial functioning 

 
n d.f.   

F 
(4,1185) 

p Post Hoc d 

Social isolation 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 18.98 5.9 13.228 < .001 VVE>NI .32 
Not Involved (NI) 620 4 17.13 5.57 13.228 < .001 NI<B .78 
Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 21.12 6.54 13.228 < .001 VB>NI .66 
Bully (B) 29 4 21.58 5.9 13.228 < .001 B>NI .78 

Body image 
Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 18.10 5.46 8.860 < .001 VVE<NI .29 
Not Involved (NI) 620 4 19.65 5.35 8.860 < .001 NI>VB .54 
Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 16.58 5.95 8.860 < .001 VB<NI .54 

Affective Disturbance 

Victim of School Violence (VSV) 29 4 16.61 5.77 8.860 < .001 VVE>NI .40 
Not Involved (NI) 620 4 14.37 5.20 21.997 < .001 NI<B .85 
Victim of Bullying (VB) 158 4 19.79 7.32 21.997 < .001 VB>NI .85 
Bully (B) 29 4 19.03 5.69 21.997 < .001 B>NI .85 

Note: n = number of students; d.f. = degree of freedom; = means; σ = standard deviation; F = Anova value; p = significance value; Post Hoc = difference 
indicated by post hoc tests; d = d Cohen value 

 
With regard to general health and psychosocial function-

ing habits (see Table 7), it was identified that the group of 
students, who do not get involved, also have significantly 
less mean than victims of bullying, victims of school vio-
lence and bully in the sub-scale: Social Isolation and Affec-
tive alteration. Students who do not get involved in bullying, 
have a higher mean in the Body image sub-scale, than vic-
tims of bullying and victims of school violence. 

 

Discussion and Conclusions 
 

The study provides novel information regarding the descrip-
tion of the characteristics of students who don not get in-
volved in bullying episodes, information that will undoubt-
edly help the development of public policies that allow to 
disseminate in the population, (specially in developing coun-
tries) information to specialists, parents and teachers who 
help reduce the risk of engaging in aggressive episodes in the 
school context. 

The results describe that students who do not participate 
in bullying, do not identify with any of the traditional stereo-
types, in particular, with the called traditional male or tradi-
tional female stereotype, rather this type of student integrates 
into their repertoire, both the feminine and the masculine 
(androgynous), so they are able to take care of others, be 
friendly, helpful but also act under pressure, compete and 
make decisions, the above, will allow specialists in the area, 
to have more information so that they can provide an accu-
rate guide in the development of public policies, as well as, 
transmit to families information regarding the education that 
is provided in the family, mainly, to remove the misconcep-
tion that is transmitted from generation to generation, by be-
lieving that women are weak, that women are less than men, 
or that they can work in areas designed to care for others, 

which has certainly been proven to be associated with dis-
crimination, exclusion and gender-based violence (Castillo & 
Montes, 2014).  

The study's findings indicate that efforts should be di-
rected to ensure that schools and families, the main micro 
systems of society, are those that transmit an education to 
children and young people, including behaviours and atti-
tudes, both feminine and masculine (androgynous), both 
without a doubt, will help to respond comprehensively to 
the demands of today's society. 

The results of the study complement what is identified in 
other research that highlights the association between being 
a victim and identification with the traditional female profile 
(Navarro, et al., 2016; Peña, Arias, & Sáez, 2017), and the as-
sociation between violence and “machismo” (Morales et al., 
2016; Navarro, et al., 2016; Peña, et al., 2017). 

With regard to parenting practices, the results allow to 
describe the parenting practices used by parents of students 
who do not engage in bullying episodes, identifying that their 
parents do not direct physical, emotional or verbal abuse to 
educate them , do not over-protect them and do not exercise 
excessive control with them, in fact their parents are charac-
terized by having leadership and educating them through ef-
fective parenting practices, such as so-called positive parent-
ing, which is explained by empirical evidence which indicates 
that when parents value, support and communicate asser-
tively with their children they favor the development of em-
pathy, encouraging them to seek help when facing a prob-
lematic situation (Samper, Mestre, Malonda & Mesurado, 
2015). 

These results provide evidence that strengthens public 
policies aimed at establishing effective or positive parenting 
programs, through different institutions responsible for 
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guiding families to reduce the risk of children involve risky 
behaviors. 

The results also strengthen respect for children's rights, 
as parenting practices, without the use of: emotional and 
physical aggression, overprotection, or neglect, strengthen 
respect for children's rights, and contribute to the develop-
ment healthier societies, without less violence, avoiding the 
development of victim profiles (Mendoza, 2017a; Samper et 
al., 2015) and aggressors (Cook, et al., 2010),in fact, it has 
been explicitly requested by Human Rights Commissions, 
that the schools be the ones that integrate families to be 
trained in parenting styles,  thus avoiding the use of aggres-
sions or physical punishments as educational strategies in 
order to reduce bullying in the school context (Comisión 
Nacional de Derechos Humanos, 2017). 

With respect to the social skills of students called "non-
involved" students, it is concluded that they are students 
who accept social norms, are empathetic, are not afraid to 
express themselves, communicate assertively and defend 
their rights without aggression, this evidence, which de-
scribes the students not involved, allows to know the skills 
that socially need to be strengthened in childhood and in 
young people, identifying  that they are behaviors associated 
with prosocial behavior (Cuenca & Mendoza, 2017) and that 
they should be encouraged to be practice in the classroom 
during the school day.  These results also strengthen re-
search focused on reducing bullying behavior, through the 
strengthening of social skills (Silva da, et al., 2018; Yüksel-
Sahin, 2015). 

It is also concluded that students not involved, character-
ized by participating and collaborating in the common goals 
of team work, help to build solutions, have pro-social leader-
ship through which they take the initiative to guide their 
peers to achieve group objectives, the latter adds more in-
formation to research in which it has been identified that the 
victim and bully students, are less effective in their social re-
lations, that is, they have difficulty relating to peers, to start 
games, academic engagements or tasks, having less  interac-
tions with classmates (Santoyo & Mendoza, 2018). 

According to the results of the study, students not in-
volved are described, as students who accept social norms 
and customs, have the ability to reflect on their difficulties in 
establishing social relationships, are flexible and creative (in 
the problem-solving search), with the capacity to generate 
solution alternatives, identifying the consequences of their 
behavior, which allows them to choose the most appropriate 
one, which provides information to strengthen intervention 
programs, especially those aimed at controlling anger in chil-
dren and adolescents, as the decrease in impulsivity is associ-
ated with the decrease in cognitive distortions that magnify 

situations, or limit students to perceiving only a duality 
(white or black) in problematic situations which prevents 
them from having alternatives to solution without aggression 
(Mendoza, 2017b; Mendoza & Maldonado, 2017). 

The results of the study, complementing others in which 
it is indicated that the deficit in the establishment of social 
networks, is a predictor to play the role of victim or the role 
of bully in bullying (Kljakovic & Hunt, 2016), and has diffi-
culty seek solutions to social relationship problems (Cook, et 
al., 2010). 

With regard to habits and attitudes related to eating be-
havior, this study is one of the few who provide information 
with this variable regarding bullying behavior, noting that 
students called "not involved"  are  characterized by not hav-
ing difficulties with over-intake and sub-intake, results that 
undoubtedly provide valuable information for the develop-
ment of primary prevention programs, aimed at the devel-
opment of health habits in children, which should undoubt-
edly be established and supervised by the main agent of 
change in the lives of children, parents. 

These results are consistent with studies that have shown 
that children who are at the lowest risk of bullying are what 
are not overweight or obese (Bacchini, et al., 2015) and the 
students most at risk of being victims are those who are 
overweight and obese (Reulbach, et al., 2013; Waasdorp, 
Mehari, & Bradshaw, 2018). 

Finally, it is also concluded that, students called "not in-
volved" in episodes of bullying, have positive body image, 
have social resources that allow them to have social net-
works in school, and are the ones that exhibit the least affec-
tive alterations (stress, depression and anxiety), results that 
add more information to the association already identified 
among the body image deficits of bully and victims of bully-
ing (Waasdorp, et al., 2018). 

 

Limitations 
 

Although eleven schools participated, one of the main 
limitations of the study is that there was no representative 
sample in the State in which the research was conducted, 
making it impossible to generalize the results, so for future 
research it is suggested to expand the number of participants 
further by opting for random type sampling. 
It is proposed that for other studies the study variables be 
extended, especially those that belong to the social context 
of the students, such as the rate of violence of the colony in 
which they live, as well as the rates of violent acts that char-
acterize the community in which they inhabit, providing in-
formation on the relationship of violence in its context and 
violence in its classroom. 
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