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Abstract

The main objective of this meta-analysis was to investigate how modifiable parental factors are related to traditional and
cyberbullying victimization in children and adolescents. A systematic literature search of modifiable parental factors associ-
ated with bullying victimization was conducted using PubMed, PsycINFO, Scopus, and Web of Science electronic databases.
Meta-analyses were performed to assess the mean effect sizes of the associations between the broader categories of parental
factors (risk and protective) and bullying victimization (traditional and cyber), as well as between specific parental factors
and bullying victimization (traditional and cyber). The differential impact of maternal and paternal factors (risk and protec-
tive) was examined. Age and gender were tested as moderators. Out of the 13,171 records identified, 158 studies met the
inclusion criteria. Larger evidence was found for the association between parental risk (i.e., authoritarian parenting, aver-
siveness, inter-parental conflict, over-involvement, permissive parenting, and withdrawal) and protective (i.e., authoritative
parenting, autonomy granting, warmth, and monitoring) factors, respectively, and traditional bullying victimization, with
parental warmth, aversiveness, and withdrawal being the only common related predictors for traditional and cyberbullying
victimization. The effect sizes were generally small. Maternal and paternal factors showed similar patterns of association
with both types of bullying victimization. Age had a moderating effect on the association between parental protective fac-
tors and cyberbullying victimization. Overall, the present findings suggest that parental factors are relevant in protecting or
putting children at risk for bullying victimization, especially in the offline context.
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Introduction

Bullying is recognized as a global critical health problem,
with an average of 30.5% of children being bullied over the
course of a month (Biswas et al., 2020). Recent estimates
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(Halliday et al., 2021; Holt et al., 2015; Kowalski et al.,
2014; Moore et al., 2017). Moreover, the negative impact
of bullying victimization tends to persist long after the bul-
lying has stopped (Arseneault, 2018; Copeland et al., 2013;
Pabian & Vandebosch, 2021; Ttofi et al., 2011; Wolke &
Lereya, 2015), resulting in subsequent individual, familial,
and societal costs (Brimblecombe et al., 2018; Evans-Lacko
et al., 2017; Jadambaa et al., 2021; Takizawa et al., 2014).
Given the high prevalence and the burden of outcomes
associated with bullying victimization, consistent efforts
have been made to identify risk and protective factors that
could serve as targets in anti-bullying programs. From a
socio-ecological perspective (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), bul-
lying victimization occurs as a function of complex interac-
tions between individual and contextual factors, like family,
peer, school, and community characteristics (Swearer &
Hymel, 2015). The family is considered the first socializa-
tion context in which children acquire interpersonal skills
and abilities, which they later transfer to their peer context
(Duncan, 2004; Ladd, 1992), thus making families a good
target for anti-bullying prevention and early intervention pro-
grams. Considering this perspective, Gaffney et al., (2019a,
2019b, 2021) have conducted several meta-analyses to quan-
tify the effectiveness of anti-bullying programs and explore
mechanisms of change. Results have shown that anti-bully-
ing programs are effective in reducing traditional (Gaffney
et al., 2019a) and cyberbullying victimization (Gaffney
et al., 2019b) prevalence by approximately 15%. Further-
more, findings have indicated that among the most impor-
tant components of school-based anti-bullying programs
linked to a significant reduction in bullying victimization
is parental involvement (e.g., providing parents with infor-
mation about bullying or the intervention through letters or
leaflets) (Gaffney et al., 2021). In line with these results,
a meta-analysis (Huang et al., 2019) that has assessed the
effectiveness of school-based anti-bullying programs with
parental components indicates a small but significant overall
effect (d=0.162 (95% CI=[0.059, 0.265], p=.004). Simi-
larly, the effectiveness of parental components in reducing
cyberbullying victimization has been noted by Hutson et al.
(2018) in a qualitative analysis, showing that interventions
with parent education components are among the successful
programs in reducing cyberbullying victimization.
Anti-bullying interventions with parental components
usually inform parents about school-implemented interven-
tions, raise parents’ awareness and understanding of bul-
lying, increase parent-school communication, or enhance
parental involvement and monitoring through tasks at home
(e.g., Cross et al., 2012; Joronen et al., 2012). However, most
anti-bullying programs tend not to directly target specific
parental factors (Axford et al., 2015), even though various
aspects of parenting can increase or decrease the risk of
becoming a victim of bullying. Longitudinal studies have
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shown that parental rejection (Stavrinides et al., 2018),
family conflict (Hemphill & Heerde, 2014), psychological
control (Wu et al., 2022), harsh parenting (Whelan et al.,
2014), authoritarian parenting, and permissive parenting
(Charalampous et al., 2018) are all risk factors for being bul-
lied. Additionally, factors such as family support (Fanti et al.,
2012), parental supervision (Le et al., 2017), or authoritative
parenting (Charalampous et al., 2018) predict lower levels
of bullying victimization. The existing conceptual models
suggest these parental factors are risk or protective to the
extent that they influence children’s characteristics that cre-
ate proximal vulnerability to bullying victimization (e.g.,
Shin et al., 2016; Kaufman et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2022;
Samper-Garcia et al., 2021; Li et al., 2015; Charalampous
et al., 2018). Specifically, negative parenting has been shown
to predict more socio-emotional and behavioral difficulties
in children, which, in turn, increase their risk of being bul-
lied. Conversely, positive parenting has been shown to pre-
dict positive adjustments in these areas, which subsequently
protect children against bullying victimization.

Prior systematic reviews and meta-analyses have explored
several parental predictors of bullying victimization, but
they have assessed wider parental or family concepts,
such as “family/home environment” (Cook et al., 2010) or
“negative family environment” (Guo, 2016), while others
have conducted qualitative analysis (Elsaesser et al., 2017;
Nocentini et al., 2019). Moreover, while several meta-anal-
yses have focused on parental predictors of cyberbullying
victimization, they have neglected the role of parents in
traditional bullying victimization (e.g., Chen et al., 2017;
Guo, 2016; Kowalski et al., 2014). Overall, researchers
have found small but significant effect sizes, regardless of
the parental component that was considered. For instance,
Cook et al. (2010) have found a small negative association
between positive home environment and school bullying
victimization, while Guo (2016) has reported a small posi-
tive association between negative family environment and
cyberbullying victimization. Chen et al. (2017) have found
small negative associations between parental interaction
and parental mediation, respectively, and cyberbullying vic-
timization. Conversely, Kowalski et al. (2014) have found a
small negative association between parental monitoring and
cyberbullying victimization, but a non-significant associa-
tion between parental control of technology and cyberbul-
lying victimization.

Only one systematic review has performed a quantita-
tive synthesis specifically on the role of multiple paren-
tal factors in bullying victimization (Lereya et al., 2013).
Overall, findings have indicated that victims of bullying
are more likely to be exposed to abuse, neglect, overpro-
tection, and maladaptive parenting. Conversely, authorita-
tive parenting, good communication with parents, warm
and affectionate relationships, parental involvement and
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support, and parental supervision have been shown to pro-
tect against bullying victimization. The effect sizes were
significant and generally small to moderate. This meta-
analysis has reported on the association between parental
factors and traditional and cyberbullying victimization
combined. To our knowledge, there is currently no sys-
tematic review or meta-analysis on the differential associa-
tions with bullying victimization occurring in the school
context versus using technology. While some studies have
reported similarities in how parent—child relationships
influence traditional and cyberbullying victimization (e.g.,
Katzer et al., 2009), other studies have highlighted several
differences (e.g., Hemphill & Heerde, 2014). Similarly,
no synthesis has explored whether maternal and paternal
factors are distinctly associated with traditional and cyber-
bullying victimization. This is not surprising since stud-
ies have focused mainly on the mother—child relationship
while neglecting the role of the father. However, a growing
interest in maternal and paternal contributions to a child’s
development allows us to now approach bullying victimi-
zation from this perspective as well.

Even though previous reviews and meta-analyses have
highlighted the role of various parental factors in bullying
victimization, further clarification is needed. In the past
decade, a wide range of research has emerged on the role
of parental factors in bullying victimization, allowing us to
explore from different perspectives the modifiable parental
factors that might impact on bullying victimization as well
as to obtain a more comprehensive picture by synthesiz-
ing the results through a meta-analysis. Assessing whether
parental factors are concurrently associated with both
traditional and cyberbullying victimization and if there
is a differential impact of maternal and paternal factors
on both types of bullying victimization could extend the
approach of future prevention and anti-bullying interven-
tion programs.

Therefore, the present meta-analysis aimed to investigate
the role of parental factors in traditional as well as cyber-
bullying victimization among children and adolescents. The
first main objective was to determine which parental factors
are protective and which are those that put children at risk
of being bullied in the school context and using technology
as well as to assess the magnitude of the associations. The
second goal was to evaluate whether maternal and paternal
factors (i.e., risk and protective) are differently associated
with bullying victimization (i.e., traditional and cyber). The
third goal was to assess potential moderators (i.e., age and
gender) of the association between parental factors (i.e., risk
and protective) and bullying victimization (i.e., traditional
and cyber).

Methods
Protocol and Registration

This systematic review and meta-analysis was conducted
according to the Preferred Reporting Items for System-
atic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) (Moher et al.,
2010) and the Cochrane Handbook (Higgins & Green,
2011). The study protocol was registered on the Interna-
tional Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews (PROS-
PERO reference number CRD42021240629).

Searching Strategy

To identify relevant articles on the relationship between
parental factors and bullying victimization, a literature
search was conducted on March 12, 2021, and updated on
November 1, 2023, in the PubMed, PsycInfo, Scopus, and
Web of Science electronic databases, using the follow-
ing search string: (((((parent* OR family* OR caregiv*
OR mother* OR father* OR maternal OR paternal) AND
(child* *bully* *victim*) OR (child* *bulli* *victim*)
OR (adolescent* *bully* *victim*) OR (adolescent*
*bulli* *victim*))))). Searches were conducted without
limitations on language, country, or publication date. Fur-
thermore, the bibliographies of the included articles in this
review, as well as the references cited in prior systematic
reviews and meta-analyses, were scrutinized to identify
any additional pertinent studies.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Studies were eligible for inclusion if they: (1) examined the
relationship between at least one parental factor and bullying
victimization; (2) assessed the parental factors with a vali-
dated instrument; (3) reported quantitative data necessary
to calculate effect sizes; (4) were cross-sectional, case—con-
trol, longitudinal, or intervention studies (studies involving
interventions and longitudinal design were eligible only
if baseline/first wave data were available); (5) had a sample
consisting of children and adolescents < 18 years old; (6)
were peer-reviewed; (7) were written in English, German,
or French. Studies were excluded if they: (1) assessed forms
of victimization other than bullying victimization; (2) meas-
ured sibling bullying victimization; (3) measured bullying
victimization outside the school context; and (4) measured
traditional and cyberbullying victimization combined. In
addition, as they are more prone to biases due to a less rig-
orous review process, we excluded dissertations, letters to
the editor, and conference abstracts.
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Study Selection

After completing the electronic search, duplicates were
removed, and all the titles and abstracts were screened by
two independent reviewers using EndNote. Irrelevant arti-
cles were excluded. The remaining articles were full-text
screened by the two researchers according to the inclusion
and exclusion criteria. All discrepancies were discussed
with a third researcher and resolved by consensus.

Data Extraction

Two researchers independently used a standardized spread-
sheet to extract the data from all eligible articles. Any
disagreements between the coders were reviewed and
corrected using the source text of the respective primary
study, and unclear situations were resolved by consulting a
senior researcher. The following data were extracted from
each included study: the identification data (authors, publi-
cation year); the data necessary to calculate effect sizes (i.e.,
r and sample size); the sample characteristics (i.e., mean age/
age range/grades, gender, sample size, country); the type of
parenting variable, the specific scales used to measure the
parental factors, as well as the informant (i.e., self or others);
the type of bullying victimization (i.e., traditional or cyber),
the specific scales used to measure bullying victimization,
the informant (i.e., self or others), as well as the reference
time frame for bullying victimization.

Coding

Given the heterogeneity of parenting constructs, Yap
et al.’s (2014) conceptual model of parenting was used as
a framework for our data. It is based on two broad dimen-
sions: rejection and control (Maccoby, 1994), each includ-
ing several subdimensions that have been outlined before
by McLeod et al. (2007): rejection comprises withdrawal,
aversiveness, and warmth; control includes over-involvement
and autonomy-granting. Yap et al. (2014) formulated four
more categories for variables that did not fit the ones stated
above: inter-parental conflict, monitoring, encouraging
sociability, and discipline. Discipline was further divided
into permissive parenting, authoritarian parenting, authori-
tative parenting, and inconsistent discipline (for definitions
see Appendix A). Thus, parental factors linked to bullying
victimization were coded and included in the meta-analysis
according to the model described above. Each parental fac-
tor was coded by two independent reviewers. Discrepancies
were resolved through discussion, and further disagreements
were discussed with a third researcher.
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Meta-analytical Procedure

We used the software packages Comprehensive Meta-
Analysis (CMA v. 2.2.064) for computing study-level
effect estimates and Stata SE 16.0 (STATA Corp., Inc.,
College Station, TX) packages Meta (Wilson, 2022) for
pooling, Metabias (Harbord et al., 2009) for testing small
study effects, Hetergi (Orsini et al., 2006) for computing
the 95% ClIs of I?, and Confunnel (Palmer et al., 2008)
for visualization. The Pearson correlation coefficient (r)
was employed in combination with the sample size (N)
of each study to determine the pooled effect size (ES). To
enable comparability and facilitate subsequent analyses,
the overall effect sizes (r) were transformed into Fisher's z
scores. For presentation, the z scores were converted back
to correlation coefficients. When r correlation coefficients
and sample sizes were not available, we asked authors to
provide the data, and in cases of no response, the effect
sizes were estimated based on other available data (i.e.,
t-value and sample size; unadjusted odd ratio and confi-
dence interval). The magnitude of the associations was
interpreted based on the guidelines provided by Cohen
(1988), with values of .10, .30, and .50 indicating small,
medium, and large effect sizes, respectively. Meta-analyses
were conducted to estimate the magnitude of the associa-
tion between each parental factor and bullying victimiza-
tion (i.e., traditional and cyber), as well as between the
broader categories of parental factors (i.e., risk and pro-
tective) and traditional and cyberbullying victimization,
respectively. Given the diversity of parental variables, we
expected a high degree of between-study heterogeneity.
Thus, a random effects model was conducted. The het-
erogeneity of the effect sizes was estimated using the I°
index, which reflects the percentage of variation across
studies that is due to heterogeneity rather than chance
(Higgins & Thompson, 2002). I2 values around 25%, 50%,
and 75% indicate low, moderate, and high heterogeneity,
respectively (Higgins, 2003). A series of sensitivity analy-
ses were also performed. Firstly, we excluded outliers by
identifying those studies whose confidence interval did
not overlap with the confidence interval of the pooled
effect. We also computed the effect size for fair and good-
quality studies that reported on the association between
parental risk and protective factors and traditional and
cyberbullying victimization, respectively. Finally, separate
effect sizes were calculated for the relationship between
maternal and paternal factors (i.e., risk and protective)
and bullying victimization (i.e., traditional and cyber). For
assessing the impact of continuous moderators, we used
meta-regression analysis and a restricted maximum like-
lihood model. We tested whether there was a significant
relationship between the mean age and the percentage of
girls, respectively, and the main effect sizes (i.e., parental
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risk and protective factors associated with traditional and
cyberbullying victimization). When the mean age was not
available, we computed it based on the reported age range
or the grades the students were in, considering the country
in which students were studying.

Quality Assessment

Quality assessments for the eligible studies were carried
out using the NIH Quality Assessment Tool for Observa-
tional Cohort and Cross-Sectional Studies (NIH, 2014).
It consists of 14 items that address the major components
of the articles, such as the research question (e.g., “Was
the research question or the objective of this paper clearly
stated?””) or the study population (e.g., “Was the study
population clearly specified and defined?”). Items were
answered with "yes”, “no”, or “cannot determine/not appli-
cable”. A quality score was provided for each study based
on the items rated with an affirmative answer: > 75% = good,
50-75% = fair, < 50% = poor. The overall quality of each
included study was assessed by two independent review-
ers. The degree of agreement between the two reviewers
was evaluated by computing Kappa (Munoz & Bangdiwala,
1997). All disagreements concerning the methodologi-
cal quality of the articles were discussed and resolved by
consensus.

Publication Bias

A recurring issue in meta-analyses is that research with non-
significant findings may remain unpublished, whereas stud-
ies with significant findings have a better chance of being
published (Song et al., 2010). As a result, the sample of
included studies in our meta-analyses could be incomplete
and not representative of the population of research, causing
us to overestimate or underestimate the effects of parental
factors on bullying victimization. As such, first, we created
funnel plots for the broader categories of parental factors
(i.e., risk and protective) and each type of bullying victimi-
zation (i.e., traditional and cyber), in which the effect sizes
were plotted against their standard errors, and we visually
inspected whether data points were spread symmetrically
within the funnel. In addition, we constructed contour-
enhanced funnel plots with contour lines indicating regions
where the association was significant at 90, 95, and 99%
statistical significance levels (Peters et al., 2008). Second,
Egger’s test was used to examine whether there is a tendency
toward selectivity in publishing studies based on their nature
and direction of results. In the linear regression analysis,
the intercept value is an indicator of asymmetry; the larger

its deviation from zero, the higher the degree of asymmetry
(Egger et al., 1997).

Results
Selection and Inclusion of Studies (Fig. 1)

A total of 13,171 records were identified through databases.
4062 duplicates were removed, and the remaining 9109 arti-
cles were screened by title and abstract. 8129 records were
further excluded, yielding a total of 980 studies that were
full-text assessed for eligibility. 260 studies met the inclu-
sion criteria, and 145 studies had enough data to calculate
the effect size. For studies with missing data, authors were
contacted. 13 authors provided the data necessary to calcu-
late the effect size. Finally, 158 studies were included in the
systematic review and meta-analysis (see Fig. 1).

Characteristics of Included Studies (Table 1)

The 158 studies included in the systematic review and meta-
analysis were published between 2001 and 2023. The com-
bined sample of all included studies consisted of 1,095,468
participants. Of those, 50.6% were girls. Five studies did
not report on the gender of their sample, and one study had
a sample consisting only of boys. Based on 119 studies, the
mean age was 12.95 years. Studies that did not report the
mean age provided either the age range (4 to 18 years old)
or the grade the students were in (kindergarten to grade 12),
except for one study. Out of the 158 included studies, 109
reported associations with traditional bullying victimization,
30 assessed associations with cyberbullying victimization,
and 19 reported associations with both. 89 studies indicated
a time frame of reference for bullying victimization that
varied from 1 week (4 studies) to 12 months (16 studies).
Additionally, one study assessed lifetime bullying victimi-
zation. Bullying victimization was self-reported in most of
the studies. Five studies measured bullying victimization by
peer nominations, and one study used both peer nominations
and self-report measures. One study used exclusively teacher
reports, and two studies used both teacher and self-reports to
assess bullying victimization. Only one study assessed bully-
ing victimization through parent reports. The most analyzed
parental factor was warmth (reported in 110 studies), fol-
lowed by aversiveness (reported in 30 studies). On the other
hand, only one study reported on the association between
inconsistent discipline and bullying victimization, and no
study reporting on the association between encouraging
sociability and bullying victimization was found. In 19 stud-
ies, the parental factor was reported by parents themselves.
One study assessed the parental factor through both child
and parent reports, and another study assessed the parental
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Fig. 1 PRISMA diagram
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factor through clinician reports. The remaining studies relied
on child-report measurements (see Table 1).

Quality Assessment of Included Studies (Fig. 2,
Table A.1)

Out of the 158 studies that reported on the association
between parental factors and traditional as well as cyberbul-
lying victimization, 102 were rated as having “inadequate”
quality, 50 were rated as having “fair” quality, and 6 were
rated as having “good” quality. The most frequent caveats
were the lack of sample size justification (N =136), not
specifying the inclusion and exclusion criteria (N=116),
and not controlling for confounding variables (N =92).
Given that most studies were cross-sectional, exposure was
not repeatedly assessed (N =144), nor assessed prior to the
outcome (N =129), therefore, there was no sufficient time
to see an effect (N=129) (see Fig. 2 and Table A.1). The
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inter-rater reliability for the overall quality of the studies was
high (Kappa=0.88).

Main Effects and Sensitivity Analyses

Parental Protective Factors and Traditional Bullying
Victimization (Table 2, Fig. 3)

The effect sizes of the association between each parental
factor and traditional bullying victimization are presented
in Table 2. The overall association between parental protec-
tive factors and traditional bullying victimization was small
with a large level of heterogeneity (k=111, r=- .12, 95%
CI[- .14; — .09], Iz=99). When sensitivity analyses were
performed by excluding the outliers (k=71, r=-.12, 95%
CI[-.13;—.11],’=82) or by considering only the studies
with good and fair quality (k=37,r=-.12,95% CI [- .17;
-.07], = 99), the overall effect size remained unchanged,
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and the level of heterogeneity decreased only in the case of
good and fair quality studies. The effect size of the associa-
tion between authoritative parenting (k=13, r=10,95% CI
[— .18; —.02], I*=85), warmth (k=92, r=— .14, 95% CI
[— .17, — .12], 12=99), and monitoring (k=17, r=— .06,
95% CI[-.11; —.02], = 88), respectively, and traditional
bullying victimization was small and significant with high
levels of heterogeneity. Small and significant effect size was
also found for the association between autonomy granting
and traditional bullying victimization but with low levels
of heterogeneity (k=8, r=— .16, 95% CI [- .20; — .12],
1>=25). All the associations were negative, meaning that the
more parents exhibit warmth, autonomy granting, monitor-
ing, or authoritative parenting, the less likely their children
are to be victims of traditional bullying.

Parental Risk Factors and Traditional Bullying Victimization
(Table 2, Fig. 4)

The overall effect size of the association between paren-
tal risk factors and traditional bullying victimization was
small and with a high level of heterogeneity (k=55,r=.19,
95% CI [.17; .22], ’=82). After removing the outliers, the
effect size slightly increased and the heterogeneity level
decreased to a moderate level (k=41, r=.21,95% CI [.19;
22], ’=41). When we considered only the studies with fair
and good quality, the effect size also increased, but the level
of heterogeneity remained high (k=20, r=.21,95% CI [.19;
241, ’= 81). A significant and small effect size was found
for the association between authoritarian parenting (k=12,
r=.14, 95% CI [.07; .21], 12=81), aversiveness (k=27,
r=.20,95% CI [.16; .23], Iz=78), over-involvement (k= 15,
r=.17,95% CI [.11; .23], I2=83), and permissive parent-
ing (k=9, r=0.12,95% CI [.03; .20], I’ =86), respectively,
and traditional bullying victimization with a high level of
heterogeneity. A significant and small effect size was also
found for the association with inter-parental conflict (k=7,
r=.21,95% CI [.14; .29], 12=68) and parental withdrawal
(k=5,r=.18,95% CI [.09; 0.28], I*=72), but with moder-
ate to high levels of heterogeneity. All the effect sizes were
positive, meaning that the more parents exhibit authoritarian
parenting, aversiveness, inter-parental conflict, over-involve-
ment, permissive parenting, and withdrawal, respectively,
the more likely it is for their children to be victims of tradi-
tional bullying.

Parental Protective Factors and Cyberbullying Victimization
(Table 3, Fig. 5)

The effect sizes of the association between each parental
factor and cyberbullying victimization are presented in
Table 3. The overall effect size of the association between
parental protective factors and cyberbullying victimization
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was small (k=45,r=—.11,95% CI [- .15; — .08], I>=99),
accompanied by a high level of heterogeneity. When outli-
ers were excluded, the effect size was similar and the level
of heterogeneity remained high (k=31,r=- .11, 95% CI
[—.13; —.09], 12:96). When only studies with fair and
good quality were considered, the effect size and the hetero-
geneity level decreased, although slightly (k=15, r=— .10,
95% CI [— .17; — .04], P= 88). A small and significant effect
size was found for the association between warmth (k =36,
r=—.14,95% CI [- .17; — .10], ’*=99) and cyberbullying
victimization, with a high level of heterogeneity. The asso-
ciation was negative, meaning that the more parents exhibit
warmth, the less likely it is for their children to become
victims of cyberbullying victimization. No significant asso-
ciation was found between authoritative parenting (k=35,
r=.01, 95% CI [- .07; .09], 12:70), autonomy granting
(k=7,r=-.09,95% CI [- .21;.03], = 92), and monitor-
ing (k=7, r=— .04, 95% CI [— .10; .02], ?*=89), respec-
tively, and cyberbullying victimization.

Parental Risk Factors and Cyberbullying Victimization
(Table 3, Fig. 6)

The overall effect size of the association between parental
risk factors and cyberbullying victimization was small and
with a high level of heterogeneity (k=21, r=.16, 95% CI
[.10; .21], I>=95). When outliers were excluded, both the
effect size and the level of heterogeneity decreased (k= 14,
r=.15,95% CI[.12; .18], 12:66). However, when only stud-
ies with fair and good quality were considered, the effect
size slightly increased, and the level of heterogeneity was
similar to the initial value (k=13,r=.17,95% CI [.10; .24],
I’=94). A small and significant effect size was found for
the association between parental aversiveness (k=9,r=.17,
95% CI[.14; .21], I*=80) and cyberbullying victimization,
with a high level of heterogeneity. Similarly, a small and
significant effect size was found for the association between
parental withdrawal (k=2, r=.14, 95% CI [.09;.19]) and
cyberbullying victimization. The effect sizes were positive,
meaning that the more parents exhibit aversiveness and
withdrawal, the more likely it is for their children to be bul-
lied in the online context. No significant association was
found between authoritarian parenting (k=35, r=.23, 95%
CI [- .05; .50], Iz=97), permissive parenting (k=2, r=.01,
95% CI [- .16; .15], 2= 88), and parental over-involvement
(k=5,r=.05,95% CI [ .03; .12], I>=85), respectively, and
cyberbullying victimization.

Maternal and Paternal Factors and Traditional/
Cyberbullying Victimization

Small and significant effect sizes were found when we
considered the differential association between maternal
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(k=24,r=—.12,95% CI [- .19; — .05], ?*=98) and pater-
nal (k=11, r=— .14, 95% CI [~ .24; — .03], I*=98) pro-
tective factors and traditional bullying victimization, with
high levels of heterogeneity in both cases. Similarly, small
and significant associations were found between maternal
(k=20, r=.21, 95% CI [.18; .25], 12=78) and paternal
k=9,r=.17,95% CI [.10; .23], = 91) risk factors and tra-
ditional bullying victimization, with high levels of heteroge-
neity. Furthermore, small and significant associations were
identified between maternal (k=6, r=— .09, 95% CI [— .14,
—.05], ’=69) and paternal (k=6, r=— .08, 95% CI [ .12;
—.04], I=60) protective factors and cyberbullying victimi-
zation, with moderate to high levels of heterogeneity in each
case. Finally, small and significant associations were found
between maternal (k=3, r=.16, 95% CI [.07; .24], I>=80)
and paternal (k=3, r=.13, 95% CI [.08; .17], I?=39) risk
factors and cyberbullying victimization, with high and low
to moderate levels of heterogeneity, respectively.

Meta-regression Analysis

Meta-regression analysis indicated that the association
between parental protective factors and traditional bullying
victimization was not significantly moderated by the per-
centage of females (fp=.002, p=.236) or by the mean age
(B=-.002, p=.728). Similarly, regarding the effect size of
the association between parental risk factors and traditional
bullying victimization, neither the percentage of females
(p=.002, p=.339) nor the mean age (f=.—-002, p=.798)
was a significant predictor. The effect size of the association
between parental protective factors and cyberbullying vic-
timization was also not significantly moderated by the per-
centage of females (f=.003, p=.104), but was significantly
moderated by the mean age (f=— .02, p=.029). Finally,
neither the percentage of females (f=.002, p=.444) nor the
mean age (f=— .008, p=.491) was a significant predictor
of the effect size of the association between parental risk
factors and cyberbullying victimization.

Publication Bias

Regrading the studies examining the association between
parental protective factors and traditional bullying vic-
timization, the Egger test indicated an estimated slope
of pb; =0.28, with a standard error of 0.529, giving a test
statistic of z=0.52 and a p-value of 0.602, indicating no
signs of publication bias. A similar result was found for
studies that examined the association between parental risk
factors and traditional bullying victimization: the Egger test
indicated an estimated slope of fb; =0.39, with a standard
error of 0.574, giving a test statistic of z=0.69 and a p-value

of 0.492. Likewise, for studies that examined the associa-
tion between parental protective factors and cyberbullying
victimization, the Egger test indicated an estimated slope
of pb, =—0.77, with a standard error of 0.808, giving a test
statistic of z=— 0.95 and a p-value of 0.341. Furthemore, for
studies that assessed the association between parental risk
factors and cyberbullying victimization, the Egger test indi-
cated an estimated slope of fb; =2.65, with a standard error
of 1.945, giving a test statistic of z=1.36 and a p-value of
0.172, suggesting no evidence of small study effects. These
results were consistent with the visual inspection of the fun-
nel plots and the contour-enhanced funnel plots, which indi-
cated no asymmetry.

Discussion

The role of parental factors in bullying victimization has
been previously documented in several systematic reviews
(Elsaesser et al., 2017; Nocentini et al., 2019) and meta-anal-
yses (e.g., Chen et al., 2017; Cook et al., 2010; Guo, 2016;
Kowalski et al., 2014; Lereya et al., 2013; Ward et al., 2018).
However, these syntheses have focused either on traditional
or cyberbullying victimization, often assessing the role of
distinct parental factors for each, or on both, treating them
as interchangeable phenomena. Therefore, a research ques-
tion that arises is whether the same set of parental factors
is concurrently associated with both types of bullying vic-
timization. The present meta-analysis aimed to fill this gap
in the literature by exploring the role of modifiable parental
factors in relation to bullying victimization occurring in the
school context and using technology. Specifically, it primar-
ily aimed to determine which parental factors are protective,
which are those that may put children at risk for traditional
and cyberbullying victimization, and the magnitude of these
associations.

The Effects of Parental Factors on Traditional
and Cyberbullying Victimization

Overall, results indicated significant and small associations
between the broader categories of parental risk and protec-
tive factors and traditional and cyberbullying victimization,
suggesting that parental factors do matter regardless of
the context in which bullying victimization occurs. When
we narrowed the glance and looked upon specific paren-
tal dimensions and styles, results indicated that parental
warmth, autonomy granting, authoritative parenting, and
monitoring were all protective factors against traditional bul-
lying victimization. Still, for cyberbullying victimization,
only parental warmth emerged as a protective factor. Fur-
thermore, parental aversiveness, withdrawal, over-involve-
ment, authoritarian parenting, permissive parenting, and
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Fig.2 Quality assessment of included studies (N=158)

inter-parental conflict were identified as predisposing factors
for being bullied at school. In contrast, for cyberbullying vic-
timization, only parental aversiveness and withdrawal were
found to be significant risk factors. These results point to the
ongoing debate over whether traditional bullying and cyber-
bullying are similar or distinct phenomena, with a focus on
their shared or unique relationship with predictor and out-
come factors. One perspective argues that cyberbullying
is just an extension of traditional bullying, sharing similar
features and correlates (e.g., Casas et al., 2013), while the
other perspective emphasizes their distinct characteristics
and related factors (e.g., Barlett et al., 2024). Our findings
support the latter perspective, as they depict few commonali-
ties and many differences in how parental factors are related
to traditional and cyberbullying victimization. Specifically,
all parental factors examined were significantly related to
being bullied in the school context, and only three paren-
tal factors emerged as related predictors of cyberbullying
victimization: warmth, aversiveness, and withdrawal. These
parental factors represent distinct dimensions of the same
construct (i.e., parental rejection); therefore, it is not surpris-
ing that each of them was a significant related predictor. This
pattern of results could also be seen in the remaining paren-
tal categories: parental control (i.e., autonomy granting and
over-involvement) and parenting styles (i.e., authoritative,
authoritarian, and permissive). Specifically, all the dimen-
sions and styles within these broader categories were all sig-
nificantly related to traditional but not to cyberbullying vic-
timization, acting like a cohesive set of parental factors. This
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could be due to the association between the dimensions or
styles within each of these parental categories (e.g., DeSmet
etal., 2021; Ye et al., 2022; Wright, 2016), as they represent
different, and sometimes opposite (e.g., over-involvement
and autonomy granting), facets of the same construct.

Our results revealed that only the dimensions of parental
rejection were relevant in protecting or putting children at
risk of being bullied in the online context and are in line
with those previously reported in a systematic review,
where parental warmth was shown to be a protective factor
(Elsaesser et al., 2017), and with those reported in a recent
meta-analysis, where parental aversiveness, in the form of
parental offensive communication, was found to be a risk
factor (Lozano-Blasco et al., 2023). A parent child-relation-
ship characterized by a warmth and affection may create
an environment in which children are more likely to dis-
close bullying incidents (Liu et al., 2020). At the same time,
within such enviroment parents also have the means to guide
their children in navigating online social interactions. On
the other hand, from a compensatory perspective, children
who feel rejected by their parents may find their comfort
in the online world, which, in turn, could lead to unhealthy
Internet use and an increased risk of cyberbullying victimi-
zation (Bonniel-Nissim & Sasson, 2018). However, except
for the facets of parental rejection, all other parental factors
investigated were found to be unrelated to cyberbullying vic-
timization. Although these results might seem unexpected,
they could suggest that cyberbullying victimization is related
to other contextual factors. It is possible that parents face



Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review

Table 2 Effect sizes of the
associations between parental
protective and risk factors
and traditional bullying
victimization

Outcome k N “ LCI UCI F LCI UCI

Parental protective factors 111 711776  -012 -014 -0.09 99 99 99

Excluding outliers® 71 610094 -0.12 -0.13 -011 82 84 99
FAIR and GOOD quality studies® 37 140280 -0.12 -017 -007 99 98 99
Authoritative parenting 13 7129 -010 -018 -002 8 75 90
Autonomy granting 8 6 556 -016 -020 -012 25 O 66
Monitoring 17 63 649 -006 -011 -002 88 82 92
Warmth 92 995897 -014 -017 -012 99 98 99
Parental risk factors 55 73314 0.19 0.17 0.22 82 78 86
Excluding outliers 41 66 693 0.21 0.19 0.22 41 67 83
FAIR and GOOD quality studies® 20 29572 0.21 0.19 0.24 81 72 87
Authoritarian parenting 12 7149 0.14 0.07 0.21 81 68 89
Aversiveness 27 50170 0.20 0.16 0.23 78 68 85
Inter-parental conflict 7 4819 0.21 0.14 0.29 68 29 86
Over-involvement 15 25791 0.17 0.11 0.23 83 73 89
Permissive parenting 9 6 450 0.12 0.03 0.20 8 76 92
Withdrawal 5 2158 0.18 0.09 0.28 72 30 89

k number of studies, N number of participants, LCI lower confidence interval, UCI upper confidence inter-
val, I percentage of heterogeneity, NA not applicable

#All results are reported with r correlation (significant results are marked with italic)

®Outliers were defined as studies in which the 95% CI was outside the 95% CI of the pooled studies: Alcan-
tara et al. (2017), Alikasifoglu et al. (2007), Arabiat et al. (2018), Bartolomé Gutiérrez and Diaz Herraiz
(2019), Beran and Violato (2004), Boniel-Nissim and Sasson (2018), Charalampous et al. (2019), Cho and
Norman (2019), Cho et al. (2019), Elledge et al. (2019), Fanti et al. (2012), Garaigordobil and Machim-
barrena (2017), Georgiou et al. (2018), Gofin et al. (2012), Havewala et al. (2021), Healy et al. (2015a,
b), Heerde et al. (2019), Herraiz et al. (2016), Hong et al. (2021a), Ioannidou et al. (2021), Kokkinos and
Panayiotou (2007), Krisnana et al. (2021), Li et al. (2019), Marraccini et al. (2022), Olenik-Shemesh et al.
(2017), Owusu et al. (2022), Papadaki and Giovazolias (2015), Rinaldi et al. (2023), Serra-Negra et al.
(2015), Stavinidre et al. (2015), Strohmeier et al. (2022), Tang et al. (2023), Vannucci et al. (2021), Vargas
and Monjardin (2019), Veenstra et al. (2005), Wang et al. (2019), Wright (2018), Wright et al. (2021),
Zhang et al. (2022a), Zhou et al. (2023)

“Fair and good studies were defined as studies which had less than 50% (respectively 75% for good quality)
risk of bias accordingly to NIH Quality Assessment Tool for Observational Cohort and Cross-Sectional
Studies NIH (2014) detailed in Table A.1

dBeran and Violato (2004), Chen et al. (2022), Chui et al. (2022), Garaigordobil and Machimbarrena
(2017), Georgiou et al. (2018), Hokada et al. (2006), Hong et al. (2021a), Ioannidou et al. (2021), Kokki-
nos and Panayiotou (2007), Krisnana et al. (2021), Lardier et al. (2016), Papadaki and Giovazolias (2015),
Veenstra et al. (2005), Xiao et al. (2023)

more challenges in addressing cyberbullying victimization
given its several distinct characteristic, such as anonymity
or easiness to spread among a wider audience. Furthermore,
it has been reported that victims of cyberbullying tend to
hide online incidents from their parents more than those of
traditional bullying, as they fear they could lose their auton-
omy and Internet privilages (Agatston et al., 2007; Dooley
et al., 2010). Therefore, parents who have limited knowl-
edge of their child’s online experiences are deprived of the
chance to intervene and offer help. In light of this possible
explanation, a particularly surprising result would appear
to be the non-linear association between parental monitor-
ing (i.e., knowledge of child activities, whereabouts, and
friends) and cyberbullying victimization, as opposed to the
negative and significant association reported by Kowalski

et al. (2014) in a previous meta-analysis. In interpreting our
finding, it is important to consider that the majority of the
included studies relied on measures that assessed children’s
perception of parental knowledge or parental control as a
way to gain knowledge and not children’s voluntary disclo-
sure. This could be relevant since it has been reported in a
meta-analysis that child disclosure is the strongest predic-
tor of parental knowledge, while parental monitoring, in the
form of parental solicitation or control, is a marginal source
(Liu et al., 2020).

Taken together, our results suggest that parents may have
a greater impact on bullying victimization occurring in the
offline context. All parental factors directed at the child (i.e.,
parental rejection, control, parenting styles, and monitor-
ing) and the relationship between parents (i.e., inter-parental
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Fig. 3 Forest plot—parental protective factors and traditional bully-
ing victimization
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conflict) were relevant in protecting or putting children at
risk of being bullied at school. Of these, the dimensions of
parental rejection have been previously examined through a
meta-analysis, showing that parental warmth, in the form of
communication and trust, reduced the risk of being bullied,
while parental rejection, in the form of alienation, increased
the risk (Ward et al., 2018). In the present meta-analysis,
parental risk factors had slightly higher associations (rang-
ing from .12 to .21) than parental protective factors (ranging
from — .06 to — .16), suggesting that negative influences
may have a stronger impact than positive ones. However,
associations were small, indicating that parental factors are
likely to have an indirect effect on bullying victimization
through more proximal factors. In the bullying victimiza-
tion literature, factors linking parenting to bullying victimi-
zation are more often inferred, and studies testing specific
mechanisms are relatively scarce, although they could offer
valuable insight into the pathways through which bullying
victimization occurs.

Existing empirical findings have indicated that parental
rejection dimensions act as risk or protective factors in bul-
lying victimization primarily through child’s emotional dif-
ficulties (Kaufman et al., 2020; Shin et al., 2016), regulation
skills (Chen et al., 2022; Samper-Garcia et al., 2021), and
bullying perpetration (Kaufman et al., 2020), while parental
control (i.e., over-involvement) impacts the risk of being bul-
lied through child’s self-control (Li et al., 2015) and basic
psychological need satisfaction (Peng et al., 2023). Further-
more, parenting styles (i.e., authoritative and authoritarian)
have been shown to indirectly predict bullying victimiza-
tion through peer alienation (Charalampous et al., 2018) or
locus of control (Georgiou et al., 2017). Parental monitoring
has been found to predict academic performance, risky peer
influence, and school belongingness, which, in turn, predict
bullying victimization (Wu et al., 2024). It is worth noting
that parental factors directed at the child and child’s bully-
ing victimization experiences are likely to have transactional
associations through child’s emotional and behavioral dif-
ficulties. For instance, Kaufman et al. (2020) have found
longitudinal spillover effects from bullying victimization
to parental rejection via children’s social anxiety, depres-
sive symptoms, conduct problems, and bullying perpetra-
tion. This is concerning since the spillover effect may get
children stuck in a pattern of negative interactions. Further-
more, it is generally hypothesized that children exposed to
inter-parental conflicts learn negative patterns of interac-
tion through observation and replicate them in their peer
context. Empirical findings indeed suggest that children liv-
ing in high-conflict homes are likely to exhibit lower social
competence (Azam & Hanif, 2011), which further predis-
poses them to bullying victimization (Cook et al., 2010).
Inter-parental conflicts may also leave children with elevated
levels of anxiety and depression (Yap et al., 2014), which
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Fig.4 Forest plot—parental risk Effectsize  Weight
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Table 3 Effect sizes of the
associations between parental
protective and risk factors and
cyberbullying victimization

Outcome k N r LCI UCI P  LCl ucCl
Parental protective factors 45 756960 -0.11 -015 -0.08 99 99 99
Excluding outliers® 31 706263 -0.11 -013 -0.09 9 58 87
FAIR and GOOD quality studies® 15 17 132 -010 -0.17 -004 88 82 92
Authoritative parenting 5 3946 0.01 -0.07 0.09 70 24 88
Autonomy granting 7 5089 -009 -021 0.03 92 87 96
Monitoring 7 14 370 -0.04 -0.10 0.02 89 80 94
Warmth 36 751321 -014 -017 —-010 99 99 99
Parental risk factors 21 24734 0.16 0.10 0.21 95 94 96
Excluding outliers! 14 16849 0.15 0.12 0.18 66 56 88

FAIR and GOOD quality studies® 13 17 510 0.17 0.10 0.24 94 91 96

Authoritarian parenting 5 4724 0.23 -0.05 050 97 95 98

Aversiveness 9 10 662 0.17 0.14 0.21 80 63 89

Over-involvement 5 5421 0.05 -0.03 0.12 85 66 93

Permissive parenting 2 4235 0.01 -0.16 0.15 88 NA NA
2

Withdrawal 4312 0.14 0.09 0.19 0 NA NA

k number of studies, N number of participants, LCI lower confidence interval, UCI upper confidence inter-
val, I percentage of heterogeneity, NA not applicable

4 All results are reported with r correlation (significant results are marked with italic)

®QOutliers were defined as studies in which the 95% CI was outside the 95% CI of the pooled studies: Chang
et al. (2015), Escario et al. (2023), Espino et al. (2023), Garaigordobil and Machimbarrena (2017), Holfeld
and Baitz (2020), Katz et al. (2019), Navarro et al. (2013), Strohmeier et al. (2023), Tao et al. (2023), Tian
et al. (2023), Tobias et al. (2016), Vannucci et al. (2020), Wright (2017), Zhang et al. (2022b)

“Fair and good studies were defined as studies which had less than 50% (respectively 75% for good quality)
risk of bias accordingly to NIH Quality Assessment Tool for Observational Cohort and Cross-Sectional
Studies NIH (2014), detailed in Tabel A.1

CIChang et al. (2015), Charalampous et al., (2018), Garaigordobil and Machimbarrena (2017), Katz et al.

(2019), Navarro et al. (2013); Ye et al. (2023), Zhou et al. (2021)

make them easy targets for bullies (Christina et al., 2021;
Reijntjes et al., 2010).

The Impact of Maternal and Paternal Factors
on Bullying Victimization

The second objective was to examine whether maternal and
paternal (i.e., risk and protective) factors are differently
associated with bullying victimization (i.e., traditional and
cyber). Overall, our results indicated that the practices of
both parents impact a child’s risk of being bullied and are
supported by previous studies that have reported similari-
ties in how mothers’ and fathers’ relationships with their
children influence traditional (e.g., Chen et al., 2022; Freitas
et al., 2022) or cyberbullying victimization (e.g., Larrafiaga
et al., 2016; Garaigordobil & Navarro, 2022). Furthermore,
our results indicated that maternal and paternal factors were
common predictors of traditional and cyberbullying victimi-
zation, showing associations of similar magnitude. These
results confirm previous findings that investigated the asso-
ciations between parental factors and bullying victimization
while taking into account parents’ gender and the type of

@ Springer

bullying victimization (e.g., Boniel-Nissim & Sasson, 2018;
Wong & Konishi, 2021).

The Impact of Age and Gender on the Main Effects

We also examined whether age and gender had a moderat-
ing effect on the association between parental factors (i.e.,
risk and protective) and bullying victimization (i.e., tradi-
tional and cyber). Our results indicated that gender did not
moderate the main effects, suggesting that parental factors
may equally impact boys’ and girls’ risk of being bullied.
Furthermore, our findings indicated that age was not a
significant moderator, except for the association between
parental protective factors and cyberbullying victimization,
which became weaker as age increased. These findings are
consistent with those reported in previous meta-analyses.
Specifically, Guo (2016) found no moderating effect of age
and gender for the association between negative home envi-
ronment and cyberbullying victimization, and Cook et al.
(2010) found no moderating effect of age for the association
between positive home environment and traditional bully-
ing victimization. The negative age effect on the associa-
tion between parental protective factors and cyberbullying



Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review

Fig.5 Forest plot—parental Effect size Weight
protective factors and cyberbul- Study with 95% ClI (%)

lying victimization

Akkurt Nurtan, 2022
Boniel-Nissim, 2018

-0.03[-0.09, 0.03] 2.36
-0.16[-0.22, -0.10] 2.35

B

Chang, 2015 -0.03[-0.06, 0.01] 247
Chen, 2020 B -0.18[-0.22, -0.14] 245
Cho, 2019 (a) -0.11[-0.15, -0.07] 247
DeSmet, 2021 -0.17[-0.23, -0.11] 2.36
Doty, 2018 -0.14[-0.22, -0.06] 2.21
Escario, 2023 El -0.39[-0.40, -0.38] 2.55
Espino, 2023 B -0.20[-0.26, -0.15] 2.40
Fanti, 2012 2 -0.18[-0.23, -0.13] 2.41
Garaigordobil, 2017 - | -0.02[-0.07, 0.03] 243
Garaigordobil, 2022 .‘ -0.06 [-0.10, -0.03] 2.48
Gofin, 2012 . -0.01[-0.10, 0.07] 2.19
Hellheldt, 2019 -} -0.18[-0.23, -0.13] 2.43
Holfeld, 2020 a -0.33[-0.38, -0.28] 2.40
Hong, 2016 - | -0.09[-0.11, -0.07] 2.53
Hsieh, 2020 R -0.04[-0.11, 0.03] 2.31
llevbare, 2023 1 -0.06 [-0.17, 0.04] 2.03
Jiang, 2021 N -0.03[-0.10, 0.04] 227
Katz, 2019 —&a— 0.22[ 0.08, 0.36] 1.75
Kokkinos, 2016 -0.15[-0.28, -0.02] 1.82
Larranga, 2016 -0.07[-0.14, -0.01] 2.30
Navarro, 2013 - ] -0.01[-0.05, 0.04] 244
Olenik-Shemesh, 2016 —a— -0.27 [-0.40, -0.14] 1.84
Ortega-Baron, 2018 -0.15[-0.22, -0.09] 2.32
Ozdemir, 2014 -0.12[-0.23, -0.02] 2.02
Perasso, 2020 -0.09[-0.12, -0.06] 2.49

Sarhangi, 2023
Sasson, 2017
Strohmeier, 2022

-0.04[-0.16, 0.09] 1.83
-0.13[-0.21, -0.04] 2.17
0.04[-0.01, 0.08] 245

Tao, 2023 0.02[-0.03, 0.07] 2.41
Tian, 2023 0.03[-0.04, 0.10] 2.30
Tobias, 2016 -0.39[-0.61, -0.18] 1.2
Vannucci, 2020 0.21[-0.26, -0.16] 2.40
Wang, 2009 0.16[-0.23, -0.09] 2.30
Wang, 2019 0.12[-0.12, -0.12] 2.56
Wang, 2022 -0.09[-0.09, -009] 2.56
Wong, 2016 0.14[-0.25, -0.04] 1.9
Wong, 2020 0.01[-0.11, 0.09] 2.10
Wright, 2017 0.35[-0.50, -0.20] 1.65
Wright, 2018 0.30[-0.47, -0.13] 1.52
Wright, 2020 0.25[-0.42, -0.08] 1.53
Wu, 2022 (b) -0.11[-0.15, -0.07] 247
Ye, 2022 0.04[-0.11, 0.03] 2.27

Zhang, 2022 (b) 0.00[-0.08, 0.08] 2.22

Overall -0.11[-0.15, -0.08]
Heterogeneity: 7° = 0.01, I* = 99.16%, H* = 119.47

Test of 8, = 8;: Q(44) = 4324.67, p = 0.00

Testof 8 =0:z=-6.80, p =0.00

Random-effects REML model

@ Springer



Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review

Fig.6 Forest plot—parental

risk factors and cyberbullying Study
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victimization is concordant with our expectations, since
older children tend to seek independence from their parents
(Levpuscek, 2006). However, the non-significant moderating
effect of age for the remaining associations was surprising.
It is possible that the cumulative effects of parenting across
time make older children equally likely to experience bully-
ing victimization as their younger counterparts, especially
in the offline context.

Implications

This is the first meta-analysis that examined the concurrent
impact of multiple parental factors on traditional and cyber-
bullying victimization, as well as the differential impact of
maternal and paternal factors on bullying victimization (i.e.,
traditional and cyber). From a theoretical standpoint, these
results could be used to better understand the role of parents
in bullying victimization among children and adolescents.
First, our findings indicated that all parental factors exam-
ined were significantly associated with traditional bullying
victimization, suggesting the greater influence parents have
upon bullying victimization occurring in the offline context.
Second, our findings indicated few commonalities between

@ Springer

0.16[ 0.08, 0.24] 4.66
0.16[ 0.10, 0.22] 4.90
0.19[ 0.10, 0.28] 4.55
-0.03[-0.05, -0.01] 5.18
0.04[-0.12, 0.20] 3.64
0.05[ 0.00, 0.09] 5.04
0.18[ 0.11, 0.25 4.81
0.10( 0.06, 0.13] 5.11
0.12[ 0.05, 0.19] 4.84
0.57 [ 047, 0.67) 4.43
0.13[ 0.06, 0.20] 4.83
0.14[ 0.03, 0.24] 4.36
0.01[-0.03, 0.05] 5.06
0.07 [-0.02, 0.16] 4.59
0.20[ 0.11, 0.30] 4.54
0.31[ 0.24, 0.37] 4.85
0.15[ 0.09, 0.22] 4.85
0.27[ 0.20, 0.34] 477
0.01[-0.04, 0.06] 4.97
0.15[ 0.09, 0.21] 4.89
0.22[ 0.19, 0.25] 5.14

0.15[ 0.10, 0.20)

traditional and cyberbullying victimization, challenging the
extension perspective, which assumes cyberbullying is just
another form of bullying with similar correlates. Third, our
findings indicated that fathers were as likely as mothers to
impact a child’s risk of being bullied.

From a methodological point of view, our meta-analysis
demonstrated that the conceptual model of Yap et al. (2014)
used as a framework for our data was suitable for exploring
multiple facets of parenting in relation to bullying. Specifi-
cally, only two parental factors (i.e., inconsistent discipline
and encouraging sociability) out of eleven did not seem to be
represented either in the traditional or in the cyberbullying
victimization literature. However, this could be due to our
inclusion and exclusion criteria (e.g. validated measures for
parental factors) that limited the number of included studies.

From a practical point of view, the present findings could
shape the current practices used in developing anti-bully-
ing programs. Most of the prevention and/or intervention
programs follow the paradigm of “one size fits all” and, in
general, their efficacy is modest in the most optimistic cases
(e.g., Gaffney et al., 2019a, 2019b), highlighting that not all
children benefit from a universal approach. In addition, there
is evidence showing that children who display high levels of
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internalizing symptoms and poor parent—child relationships
report the lowest level of bullying victimization decrease
after such interventions (Kaufman et al., 2018). Therefore,
a personalized approach could better fit children’s needs.
The current results revealed key parental factors that could
serve as screening variables for creating customized inter-
ventions. However, due to the generally small effect sizes,
we advise against fully incorporating parents into these pro-
grams. Instead, we recommend including targeted modules
for parents to improve the overall effectiveness of interven-
tions. Therefore, for children facing bullying at school, we
suggest including modules to educate parents about the
importance of a warm and supportive family environment
where children feel comfortable sharing their experiences
and seeking help when overwhelmed. Modules could also
emphasize parental encouragement of children autonomy
that is appropriate to their developmental stage and parental
behaviors that convey a proper balance between warmth and
control. Promoting parental practices that meet the particu-
lar needs of children (i.e., warmth and autonomy) would
strengthen their resilience in the face of bullying incidents.
Furthermore, for those dealing with online bullying, we
propose modules that emphasize recognizing and accepting
children’s behaviors that are appropriate to their develop-
mental stage, as well as modules that target motivating par-
ents’ active involvement and understanding of their children
online activities. Additionally, we suggest that these mod-
ules be made accessible to both mothers and fathers, given
that our findings indicated no noticeable difference between
parents' impact on bullying victimization.

Limitations

The present meta-analysis has several limitations. First, the
results were based on cross-sectional data, thus no conclu-
sion related to the direction and causality could be drawn.
While parental factors have mostly been conceptualized
as predictors of bullying victimization, it is also possible
that bullied children elicit specific parental behaviors, as
suggested by several longitudinal studies (e.g., Kaufman
et al., 2020; Peng et al., 2023; Stavrinides et al., 2018).
Second, when interpreting the results regarding non-shared
predictors, it is important to consider that the primary avail-
able data was larger for traditional bullying victimization,
leading to more stable effect sizes compared to those that
were observed for cyberbullying victimization. In contrast,
the most frequently studied parental factors in relation to
both types of bullying victimization were the shared dimen-
sions of parental rejection (i.e., warmth and aversiveness),
yielding more reliable results. Additionally, no effect size
could be computed for inter-parental conflict and cyberbul-
lying victimization due to the lack of primary available data;
therefore, no comparison could be made in regard to this

dimension. Third, the majority of included studies examin-
ing maternal and paternal factors measured facets of paren-
tal rejection (i.e., warmth and aversiveness). Interpreting
these findings beyond this dimension should be made with
caution. Fourth, the included studies mostly had samples
drawn from the community population of children and ado-
lescents, and we did not perform separate analyses for those
having emotional and behavioral difficulties (e.g., anxiety
disorders, conduct disorder, ADHD) or developmental dis-
abilities (e.g., autism) that might increase vulnerability to
bullying victimization. This could be a topic to consider in
future systematic reviews and meta-analyses. Finally, most
of the analyses were accompanied by high heterogeneity
between studies that could not be reduced through sensitiv-
ity analyses or explained by the proposed moderators (i.e.,
age and gender). The high level of heterogeneity could be
due to the variety of measures used to evaluate both bullying
victimization and parental factors. Furthermore, the included
studies had samples consisting mainly of preadolescents and
adolescents; therefore, it is possible there was not enough
variability in ages (i.e., fewer children under ten years old)
to detect significant age effects.

Conclusions

Despite the mentioned limitations, this meta-analysis
examined for the first time the differential impact of mul-
tiple parental factors on traditional and cyberbullying vic-
timization. Based on the amount of primary available data,
stronger evidence was found for the association between
parental risk (i.e., authoritarian parenting, aversiveness,
inter-parental conflict, over-involvement, permissive par-
enting, and withdrawal) and protective (i.e., authoritative
parenting, autonomy granting, warmth, and monitoring)
factors, respectively, and traditional bullying victimization.
Of these, only parental warmth, aversiveness, and with-
drawal were significantly related to cyberbullying victimi-
zation. We believe the effectiveness of interventions could
be increased by tailoring parent-focused components based
on a prior assessment of these factors. Furthermore, this
meta-analysis was the first to examine the differential impact
of maternal and paternal factors on traditional and cyber-
bullying victimization. Our findings indicated that mothers
and fathers were equally likely to protect or put children at
risk of being bullied, thus parents should foster a positive
parent—child relationship while minimizing negative par-
ent—child interactions.
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