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COVID-19 This study investigated the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic school closures on peer victimization in Mexico
Bullying and Russia. In addition to effects on academic performance and attendance, the lockdowns interfered with
Victimization usual peer socialization experiences and interactions. We examined the effects on the problem of bullying
Mexico victimization. Since all measures were originally in English, factorial invariance was established at the
Russia outset. Comparisons by country for frequency of victimization, type of victimization, harmfulness of the
Lockdown victimization experiences, location of the victimization, and relationships to the perpetrator, were calculated.
Cross-cultural Although the countries were similar in many ways, significant differences were detected on several items; one
Online-victimization notable difference was the relationship to the perpetrator. In Mexico, the most common bully was siblings,
Perpetrator while in Russia, the highest rank was for parents. Significant differences reflected the cultural contexts of each

country; these cultural influences are discussed.

Un estudio comparativo de la victimizacion en jovenes durante
el confinamiento por COVID-19 en México y Rusia

PALABRAS CLAVE RESUMEN

COVID-19 Este estudio investigd como el cierre de escuelas por la pandemia de COVID-19 impacté en la victimizacion
Acoso entre pares en México y Rusia. Ademas de los efectos en el rendimiento académico y la asistencia, la
Victimizacion cuarentena interfirié con las interacciones comunes de socializacion entre pares. Se examinaron los efectos
Meéxico en la victimizacion por acoso escolar. Debido a que todas las medidas estaban originalmente en inglés, se
Rusia establecio la invariancia factorial de las medidas. Se calcularon comparaciones por pais para la frecuencia
Confinamiento de la victimizacion, el tipo de victimizacion, lo dafiino de las experiencias de victimizacion, el lugar de la
Transcultural victimizacién y la relacion con el perpetrador. Aunque los paises eran similares en muchos aspectos, se
Victimizacion en linea detectaron diferencias significativas en varios elementos; una diferencia notable fue la relacion con el
Perpetrador perpetrador. En México, los acosadores mas comunes fueron los hermanos y hermanas, mientras que en Rusia

fueron los progenitores. Las diferencias significativas reflejaron los contextos culturales de cada pais; estas
influencias culturales son discutidas.
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Impact of the pandemic on schools

The rapid spread of COVID-19 around the world in 2020
affected all aspects of everyday life. Education was suddenly
disrupted: in-person classes in schools for more than 1.57 bil-
lion students from 190 countries were canceled (Giannini et
al., 2020). In the past, there have been school closures due
to localized disasters (Marcotte & Hemelt, 2008; Thamtana-
jit, 2020), but the transition to distance learning in 2020 was
unmatched in scale. Although the intent was to continue edu-
cation while in-person classes could not be held, the impact
of the shift was uneven, due to inequities in access to digital
devices and to the internet, and the unavailability of adequate
study spaces at home (Dietz & Mateos, 2020).

In spring 2020, the authors of this paper provided online
access to student questionnaires, investigating the impact of
the pandemic lockdowns on peer aggression and psychosocial
functioning. For this study, two countries were selected: Mex-
ico and Russia. They are on opposite sides of the globe, speak
different languages, have different cultures, governmental
structures, and educational systems. Both countries had large
samples and the researchers had established professional rela-
tionships. By examining two such diverse cultures, we sought
to identify commonalities and differences in children’s vic-
timization during lockdowns. Health officials expect that
this pandemic will not be the last (Plump, 2021; Smitham
& Glassman, 2021), so knowledge gained from studying the
COVID-19 pandemic may be useful in the future.

The abrupt transition to online education did not allow
sufficient time to prepare schools and students. This change
affected students in many ways; academic engagement and
performance declined (e.g., Zierer, 2021), as did attendance
(Dorn et al., 2021). Children and adolescents spent more time
at home when many usual activities that provided enjoyment
and socialization were not available. The current study exam-
ined the prevalence and dynamics of victimization during
lockdowns in Mexico and Russia.

There is consensus among researchers that being involved
in bullying puts youth at elevated risk for negative outcomes,
including symptoms of mental health disorders (Arsencault et
al., 2010; Copeland et al., 2013). Although bullying has been
studied world-wide, the focus has largely been on bullying in
school. Most bullying occurs in school because of the continu-
ous contact with peer groups (e.g., Costa et al., 2015). What is
less often investigated is bullying within the family. The stand-
ard definition of bullying applies repeated deliberate harmful
acts toward an individual with less power. We hypothesized
that bullying within the family would be prevalent during the
pandemic because youth were isolated from peer groups and
had increased contact with family.

Pre COVID-19, data from the 2018 PISA database found
that self-reports of frequent victimization were 22.9% for
Mexico and 36.2% for Russia (Hosozawa et al., 2021). Other
studies (e.g., Smith et al., 2019), using HBSC 2013-2014 and
EUKO data, listed Russia among the countries with highest
rates of bullying. During COVID-19 Vaillancourt et al. (2021)
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reported that in a sample of Canadian students in grades
5 - 12, rates of student-reported victimization were signifi-
cantly higher prior to the lockdowns, although the decline was
not as great for cyberbullying as for other forms.

Impact of the pandemic on families with children

The pandemic presented many families with novel chal-
lenges. The economic and social changes increased risks of
depression, anxiety, suicidal ideation, and other mental health
problems (Baird et al., 2020; Tamarit et al., 2020). Increased
financial stress, disrupted routines, lack of control, ongoing
frustrations, social distancing rules, substance misuse, and lack
of access to community supports contributed to an increasing
level of interpersonal aggression and child maltreatment (Grif-
fith, 2020). The data from different countries show an increase
in demand for domestic violence services during the pandemic
(Poate, 2020), as well as an increase in domestic abuse callouts
(Cappa & Jijon, 2021; Usher et al., 2020).

Parental stress, high anxiety, and depressive symptoms are
associated with higher risk of child abuse by parents (Brown
et al., 2020). For children from vulnerable or hostile family
environments, not attending school is a risk factor for violence
from family members (Bradbury-Jones & Isham, 2020; Usher
et al., 2020). The lockdown restricted contact between chil-
dren and protective adults, such as teachers and school coun-
selors, who most commonly report cases of suspected child
maltreatment (Kang & Jain, 2020).

Although schools may be the locus of bullying for some
youth, others may find schools to be safe havens (Haleemun-
nissa et al., 2021). Wolke and Skew (2012) found that nearly
50% of their participants reported that a sibling had bullied
them or had both bullied and been bullied by a sibling each
month. Furthermore, whereas peer victimization declines
over adolescence, sibling bullying stabilizes between age 10
and 15. Children who are bullied at home and at school have
significantly higher prevalence of emotional and behavioral
problems than those who are victimized in either context (Sis-
ler & Ittel, 2015). When members of a family share a living
space, the increased contact makes it difficult for the victim to
avoid or evade the perpetrator (Berry & Adams, 2016).

Cultural contexts

In March 2020, classes in Russian schools were switched
to distance formats using several online platforms, or by pro-
viding paper-and-pencil assignments at the beginning of the
week and collecting them at the end of the week (Ozornina
et al., 2022). Similarly, in Mexico, all schools were closed
in mid-March 2020 and changed to a distance learning pro-
gram called Aprende en Casa (Learn at Home), delivered via
television (Dietz & Mateos, 2020), and supported on some
digital platforms. Note that in 2018, prior to the pandemic,
about 10% of school students in Russia and 25% in Mexico
reported that they did not have access to a quiet place to study
(OECD, 2020).
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Figure 1
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Applying the bioecological model (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007) to the pandemic

Indirect influences. (e.g. parent
employment) over which
individual has no control: Covid-
related vnemployment. changed
work locations (e.g.. work from
home). community resources
difficult to access

Primary Processes: Interpersonal
interactions with peers, family,
schoolmates, teachers:. Distupted by
Covid restrictions. Separation from
extended family, reduced contact with
friends and classmates Increased time
with family

Theoretical framework

To compare these countries, we consider Bronfenbrenner’s
bioecological theory (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007) to be the
most relevant. We conceptualize youth adjustment and well-be-
ing in the context of the significant changes associated with the
pandemic in all systems. Figure 1 describes the overlapping
systems that affect individual functioning and identifies some
ways in which that system was impacted by the pandemic.

As seen in Figure 1, the macrosystem is the layer that con-
tains cultural values and practices that exert an indirect influ-
ence on individuals through their effect on the broader social
system. We examine a global event (chronosystem) as it was
experienced in two different cultural contexts (macrosystem).
The components of the macrosystem set the stage for how the
pandemic affected each country.

Although the Hofstede & Bond (1984) model of cultural
dimensions is frequently cited in cross-cultural studies, we
found the Inglehart-Welzel World Cultural Map (Haerpfer et
al., 2022) to be more relevant. The model conceptualizes cul-
tures along two dimensions: Traditional vs. Secular Values and
Survival vs. Self-Expression values. Russia is higher on secu-
lar values, whereas Mexico is closer to the traditional pole, but
on survival vs. self-expression, Mexico is in the mid-range of
countries on self-expression while Russia is closer to the sur-
vival pole (Haerpfer et al., 2022).

Research questions

From these theoretical perspectives, we investigated the fol-
lowing research questions, with each analysis including com-
parisons by country. First, what is the prevalence of various
forms of violence against children during the period of lock-
down? Second, how does the subjective experience of harm
from the bullying experience differ by country? Third, which

Mesosystem

Chronosystem
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neighborhood disrupted by pandemic:
lockdowns, social distancing, hospitalization.
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relationships to the perpetrator are most frequently reported?
Fourth, how prominent was online victimization compared to
victimization in other locations? Lastly, how do the cultural dif-
ferences contribute to our understanding of the findings?

Methodology
Participants

The participants from Mexico, primarily from state of Son-
ora (n = 657) were 307 females (46.7%), 206 males (31.4%), one
non-binary (0.2%), two unspecified (0.3%) and 141 missing
(21.5%). The Russian sample, from several areas (Krasnoyarsk
and Voronezh), as well as Moscow (n = 427), comprised 190
females (44.5%), 126 males (29.5%), 15 non-binary (3.5%), three
unspecified (0.3%), and 93 were missing (21.8%). The age of
participants from Mexico ranged from 12 to 17 years (M = 14.8
years, SD = 1.9). Russian respondents’ ages ranged from 10 to
18 years (M = 15.4 years, SD = 1.92).

Measures

All measures were originally in English. They were trans-
lated into Spanish or Russian using standard practice for trans-
lation: the English version was translated into the new language
by a bilingual translator, and back-translated by another bilingual
translator who did not view the original English version. The
original version and the back-translations were compared, and
any differences were resolved via discussion among the trans-
lators (Geisinger, 1994; Maneesriwongul & Dixon, 2004). In all
cases, modifications to the surveys were made as needed to con-
form to the local language conventions and the cultural context.

We used the eight-item victimization scale from the Stu-
dent Aggression and Victimisation Questionnaire (SAVQ)
(Skrzypiec, 2015) When a participant answered a question While
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in lockdown, I was... [type of victimization] with yes, they were
asked follow-up questions to assess frequency, level of harm, per-
sons involved, and location of the experience. Response options
for the frequency items were on a 7-point scale from 0 (never)
to 7 (more than three times a week). The harmfulness item had
response options from (1) not harmful at all to (5) extremely
harmful. Reliability coefficients for these scales were acceptable
in the development sample (Menin et al., 2021); for the current
sample, a = .7 for the frequency scale, and a = .77, for the harm-
fulness scale. For the item inquiring about the respondent’s rela-
tionship to the victim, eight dichotomous options were provided
(best friends, classmate / peer, parent(s), friends, brother(s) / sis-
ter(s), teacher, no relationship, and other).

Because our data were from two countries, it was necessary
to test for factorial invariance to ensure the same construct was
being measured across countries (e.g., Samara et al., 2019). For
the main scale, we considered the questions While in lockdown,
I was... [type of victimization] to comprise a general scale of
victimization and tested a unifactorial model. A multi-group
confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using the Lavaan
package (version 0.6-10 in R version. 4.1.1) (Rosseel, 2012). We
used the weighted least squares means, and variance adjusted
(WLSMYV) estimator for modeling categorical or binary data.
We tested for configural, metric, and scalar invariance and
obtained good fit indices for all models (see Table 1). These
results demonstrated partial invariance of the scale across Rus-
sian and Mexican participants.

Procedures

Permission to conduct the research was obtained from appro-
priate entities in both countries; parental consent was obtained,
and youth assent was required. Using non-probabilistic snow-
ball sampling through the networks of the research groups, an
online questionnaire was distributed in Mexico and Russia dur-
ing June and July 2020. An invitation to participate was sent
through social networks to researchers of education, authorities
of schools, teachers, directors, and parents of students aged 12
to 18. This invitation provided information about the aim of the
study, privacy and data protection, a contact to resolve concerns,
clarification of parental consent, a link to the online parent con-
sent form, and another link to access the questionnaire for the
student once parental consent had been obtained.
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Data analysis

The statistical analyses were conducted in R v. 4.1.1. (R
Core Team, 2020). Chi-squared analysis was used to compare
categorical data and the Mann-Whitney test was used to com-
pare the ordinal data. A t-test was used to compare prevalence
rates for victimization. Preliminary analyses revealed that gen-
der differences were significant on only one item: spreading
rumors, with females having higher numbers in both countries.
Gender by country interactions were not significant. Therefore,
we did not include gender in subsequent analyses.

Results

First, we determined the prevalence of victimization expe-
rienced by participants during lockdown conditions 73% (95%
CI [69.61; 76.39]) of Mexican and 47% (95% CI [42.27; 51.73])
of Russian participants indicated they had not experienced any
of the eight types of bullying during the lockdown; an addi-
tional 12.5% (95% CI [9.97; 15.03]) and 21.1%, (95% CI [17.23;
24.79]) respectively reported experiencing only one type. Thus,
overall prevalence was marginally less than that found in the
PISA 2018 data (OECD, 2019). The total prevalence was calcu-
lated by summing responses (0 = no, 1 = yes to descriptions of
eight types of bullying and responding to the question. To com-
pare the prevalence the total rates by country, a #-test for inde-
pendent samples was conducted (equal variances not assumed):
¢ (753.71) =7.018, p > .001, d = .46. The mean of the total rate for
Mexican participants was 0.56 and for Russia, 1.16.

To determine how the types of bullying vary between the
two countries, %’ values were calculated using the mean scores
for each item on the questionnaire. Adolescents from Russia
reported significantly higher values on the three items shown
in bold in Table 2.

The frequency of being bullied showed significant differ-
ences by country on three items, How often were you teased
or laughed at? () =22.278, p = .002), How often were you hit,
kicked, or pushed around?

The differences between the frequencies of the different
types of bullying were tested using the Mann-Whitney U Test.
The greatest difference was on the item, How often were you
left out by another person? (U= 1906.5, p = .004). For all items,
the frequencies were higher in Russia (see Table 3 for details).

Table 1
Fit indices and factor loadings for victimization scale
Models Ve CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
General model 106.08, df = 20* .95 93 .06 [.05, .08] .09
Configural 61.92, df=40 .99 .98 .03 .01, .05] .07
Metric 63.23, df =48 .99 99 .02 [0, 0.4] .09
Scalar 146.84, df = 47* .94 93 .06 [.05, .07] .09

Note. y° = chi-square test; df = degree freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of

Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual.
*
p<.001.
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Table 2
Types of bullying experienced

When I was in lockdown... Response Mexico (%) Russia (%) Ve
Yes 61 (9.28) 35(8.2)

I was teased or laughed at 0.379
No 596 (90.72) 392 (91.8)

. Yes 45 (6.85) 27 (6.32)

I was picked-on 0.116
No 612 (93.15) 400 (93.68)
Yes 58 (8.83) 64 (14.99)

I was called names. 9.833*
No 599 (91.17) 363 (85.01)
Yes 45 (6.85) 117 (27.4)

I was left out by another person(s) 85.99**
No 612 (93.15) 310 (72.6)

. Yes 73 (11.11) 35(8.2)

Another person(s) spread rumors (lies) about me 2.45
No 584 (88.89) 392 (91.8)
Yes 14 (2.13) 28 (6.56)

I was threatened 13.615%*
No 643 (97.87) 399 (93.44)

o Yes 27 (4.11) 17 (3.98)

I got hit, kicked, or pushed around 0.011
No 630 (95.89) 410 (96.02)
Yes 42 (6.39) 171 (40.05)

Someone was mean to me 185.65%*
No 615 (93.6) 256 (59.95)

Note. y° = chi-square test.
*p<.0l. *p<.001.

Table 3
Bullying Frequency

When I was in lockdown... Response Mexico (%) Russia (%) ’©
Yes 61 (9.28) 358.2)

I was teased or laughed at 0.379
No 596 (90.72) 392 (91.8)

. Yes 45 (6.85) 27 (6.32)

I was picked-on 0.116
No 612 (93.15) 400 (93.68)
Yes 58 (8.83) 64 (14.99)

I was called names. 9.833*
No 599 (91.17) 363 (85.01)
Yes 45 (6.85) 117 27.4)

I was left out by another person(s) 85.99**
No 612 (93.15) 310 (72.6)

. Yes 73 (11.11) 35(8.2)

Another person(s) spread rumors (lies) about me 2.45
No 584 (88.89) 392 (91.8)
Yes 14 (2.13) 28 (6.56)

I was threatened 13.615%*
No 643 (97.87) 399 (93.44)

o Yes 27 4.11) 17 (3.98)

I got hit, kicked, or pushed around 0.011
No 630 (95.89) 410 (96.02)
Yes 42 (6.39) 171 (40.05)

Someone was mean to me 185.65%*
No 615 (93.6) 256 (59.95)

Note. > = chi-square test.
*p<.0l. *p<.001.
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The same test was used to compare scores of perceived
harmfulness and detected significant differences for three
types of victimization as shown in Table 4. Russian participants
had higher scores on being physically bullied while the Mexican
students reported that being threatened was most harmful.

Because many experts predicted an increase in cyberbully-
ing when face-to-face contact was curtailed due to lockdowns
(e.g., Almeida et al., 2022), we considered the location of the
victimization. In both countries, fome was the most common
location, as expected (see Table 5 for details). Results regard-
ing victims’ relationship to the perpetrators of violence showed
that Russian adolescents named parents as the main aggressors
most often, while Mexican participants most often chose their
siblings (Table 6).

Discussion

Violence against children is a public health problem, and bul-
lying is one form of violence. OECD determined rates of expo-

Table 4

Relative harmfulness of victimization

Psychology, Society & Education

sure to bullying in school in 2015 for countries around the world.
The percentage of students reporting any kind of bullying act at
least a few times per month was 20.2% in Mexico and 27.5% in
Russia. The average rate in OECD countries was 18.7% (OECD,
2017). Since peer interactions at school were curtailed during
the pandemic, it is reasonable to expect that bullying would be
reduced or modified due to restricted access to schoolmates.
However, many experts expressed concern that cyberbully-
ing would increase when in-person opportunities for bullying
decreased. We found that the location of bullying shifted from
school, which decreased significantly from 2019-2021 (Martinez
& Temkin, 2021) to home, and the main perpetrators were the
closest people to the children —their parents and siblings.

This study examined bullying during the COVID-19 lock-
downs. Because bullying is considered to be a universal prob-
lem, we were interested in comparing findings from two dif-
ferent cultural contexts: Mexico and Russia. We anticipated
that although the pandemic and the shift to online education
occurred in both countries, the cultural contexts would affect

Mexico Russia
Item
During the lock-down, how harmful n Mdn M (SD) n Mdn M (SD) Mann-Whitney
was 1t to you...
To be teased or laughed at? 61 1 0.77 (0.72) 35 1 1.11 (0.99) 882
Picked on? 42 1 0.9 (0.8) 27 1 1.37 (0.69) 368.5*
To be called names? 58 1 1.12 (1.04) 64 1 0.95 (0.93) 2013
Being left out? 44 1 1.18 (1.04) 117 1 0.97 (1.02) 2918.5
To have rumours (lies) spread about you? 72 1 1.15 (0.94) 35 1 1.31 (1.1) 1183
To be threatened? 14 2 1.86 (0.77) 28 1 0.96 (1.04) 294.5%
To be hit, kicked, or pushed around? 24 1 0.96 (0.96) 17 1 1.41 (1.28) 164.5
To be treated meanly? 42 1 1.5 (1.11) 171 1 0.8 (0.9) 4896**
Note. n = number of participants who responded to each item; M = median; SD = standard deviation.
*p <.0l. ¥ p<.001.
Table 5
Locations of victimization experience by country
During the lockdown, where were you... Mexico (%) Russia (%)
At home
Teased or laughed at? 55.7 65.7
Picked on 62.2 63
Called names 65.5 73.4
Threatened 429 46.4
Hit, kicked, or pushed around 74.1 76.5
Treated meanly 64.3 67.3
Online
Having rumors or lies spread 42.5 40
Left out 31.1 67.5

Note. Other locations (at school, to / from school, elsewhere) had low rates and are not included in this table.
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Table 6

Percentages of relationship of perpetrator to victim

. . . . Havi . Being hit .
Being teased Being Being called Being aving Being emns At Being treated
Item . rumours (lies) kicked or Total
or laughed at picked on names left out threatened meanly
spread pushed around
MX RU MX RU MX RU MX RU MX RU MX RU MX RU MX RU MX RU
n=61 n=35 n=45 n=27 n=58 n=64 n=45 n=117 n=73 n=35 n=14 n=28 n=27 n=17 n=42 n=171 n=177 n=226
best friend(s) 8.2 14.3 2.2 7.4 1.7 14.1 13.3 28.2 6.8 11.4 0 3.6 0 59 7.1 11.1 10.2 221
classmate/peer 6.6 14.3 6.7 14.8 6.9 20.3 20 31.6 15.1 20 0 17.9 0 11.8 4.8 12.9 14.1 27.4
parent(s) 23 54.3 24.4 66.7 32.8 46.9 17.8 23.9 5.5 8.6 71 39.3 111 41.2 31 45.6 23.7 46.0
Friend(s) 16.4 20 6.7 14.8 241 14.1 222 34.2 12.3 14.3 0 7.1 11.1 23.5 16.7 12.9 22.0 27.0
brother(s)/sister(s) 443 37.1 46.7 22.2 41.4 359 17.8 13.7 4.1 2.9 28.6 0 59.3 29.4 357 28.1 35.6 279
Teacher(s) 1.6 2.9 0 7.4 1.7 1.6 0 10.3 0 5.7 0 3.6 0 59 0 35 0.6 8.8
no relationship 13.1 229 15.6 11.1 19 9.4 11.1 9.4 45.2 25.7 28.6 25 37 59 11.9 12.9 31.6 21.7
other 16.4 114 11.1 7.4 13.8 10.9 33.3 8.5 28.8 22.9 35.7 7.1 18.5 0 50 11.1 34.5 16.8

Note. MX = Mexican students; RU = Russian students; n = number of participants who responded to that item.
Since a respondent could select several persons, the sum may be greater than 100.
Significant differences (at the level p < .05 according to Chi-square test) are in bold font.
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the dynamics of the victimization. The bioecological theory
aptly conceptualized these influences as overlapping layers of
influence, all of which were features encompassed within the
chronosystem. See Figure 1 for examples.

Our findings revealed that there were significant differences
on many of the variables (types and frequency of victimization,
perceived harmfulness of the victimization) in our analyses,
with almost all showing higher rates in Russia than Mexico,
which is consistent with pre-pandemic research. In both coun-
tries, the location of bullying was primarily at home, which was
expected. A notable and unexpected finding was that Russian
participants more often identified their parents as perpetrators,
while the Mexican sample selected siblings.

Theoretical explanations

The Inglehart-Welzel World Cultural Map (Haerpfer et al.,
2022) described above shows Russia is higher on secular values
whereas Mexico is closer to the traditional pole; Mexico is in
the mid-range of countries whereas Russia is closer to the sur-
vival pole. The greater focus on survival needs in Russia implies
competition for scarce resources. Those with more power and
higher social status (or those seeking those) may find that bul-
lying others is a survival mechanism, providing more access to
necessities. These explanations are of course speculation, and
future research is needed to test these hypotheses.

Our finding that Russian adolescents in this study were
victimized more by parents, whereas Mexican participants
identified siblings as the most common perpetrators might be
explained by the different traditions in two countries. Russian
families are more hierarchical and authoritarian, and rely on
harsher disciplinary measures (Lyubchenko et al., 2012) while
Mexican parents are more lenient and expressive.

A qualitative study of Russian immigrants to Mexico related
their perceptions of differences between the two countries
(Lyubchenko et al., 2012). The participants agreed that both
cultures place a high value on families. The Russian subjects
considered Russian teachers and parents to be stricter and more
demanding, while from their perspective, Mexican teachers and
parents are more lenient. The participants noted that strict dis-
cipline for misbehavior at home might include spanking, which
they see as sometimes necessary to impart the importance of
respect and teach the children the difference between good
and bad. We speculate that this more authoritarian approach
to child-rearing may account for our finding that Russian par-
ticipants identified parents significantly more often than their
Mexican counterparts for being teased or laughed at, being
picked on, being threatened, and being hit, kicked, or pushed
around. Furthermore, the authoritarian and punitive style of
parental discipline has been associated with bullying behavior
in children and adolescents (Dickson et al., 2019).

In Mexican families, with more children per family (PRB,
2022; Nation Master, n.d.) and perhaps a more lenient parent-
ing style, siblings may develop a hierarchical system, often
with older siblings having more power than younger ones.
Older siblings are sometimes parentified, and expected to dis-
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cipline younger children, which increases their power differ-
ential (Cicirelli, 1994). Skinner and Kowalski (2013) noted that
sibling bullying is very common and normative; 58% of their
participants reported that bullying by siblings is acceptable and
85% believed it is expected. They observed that bullying by sib-
lings has been associated with internalizing, externalizing, and
behavioral problems. Importantly, a large proportion of their
participants reported that parents were present when the bully-
ing occurred. Note that children often replicate their roles with
siblings in their interactions with peers. Furthermore, engaging
in sibling bullying increases the likelihood of involvement in
school bullying, often as bully / victims.

Our finding that parents and siblings are part of the bully-
ing dynamic in Russia and Mexico during the lockdowns does
not mean that such interactions do not occur when school is
in-person. Within-family bullying influences peer bullying and
victimization (Wolke & Skew, 2012). This suggests that school
personnel should consider family factors when attempting to
reduce bullying in schools.

Our results correspond with the pre-COVID-19 data, accord-
ing to which the level of bullying victimization in Mexico was
much lower than in Russia (OECD, 2019). We suggest that the
characteristics of the proximal processes (Bronfenbrenner &
Morris, 2007) occurring in (Wolke & Skew, 2012) microsys-
tems of both countries are affected by cultural differences, but
the specific processes have yet to be identified.

Limitations

Although the sample sizes were adequate for most analyses,
they were convenience samples that may not be representative
of the populations. It is impossible to determine what proportion
of invitees chose to participate; there may be systematic differ-
ences between those who accepted and declined participation.
Furthermore, although the overall sample sizes were adequate,
when examining variables related to victims, the sample size is
reduced, and some cell sizes are quite small, making it difficult
to detect significant differences.

Conclusions

In addition to the academic function of schools, they provide
opportunities and experiences to interact with peers, develop
friendships, practice teamwork, receive support from non-fa-
milial adults, and hopefully experience a sense of belonging.
The lockdowns interfered with these activities, and it is impor-
tant to understand how the restrictions impact youth around the
world. One phenomenon that is a source of concern is victim-
ization. Our study examined aspects of victimization in two
diverse cultures; although some participants in both countries
experienced victimization, the cultural context played a role in
the dynamics of those events. This knowledge might assist edu-
cators in addressing the needs of students during lockdowns.
It will be useful for future research to examine the psycholog-
ical resources —sources of strength, emotional support, resil-
ience, which were protective to children during the lockdown.
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Our finding that bullying occurs within families suggests that
when children are involved in school bullying, the family situa-
tion should be considered when designing interventions. Other
agencies serving families should also be mindful that bullying
and violence at home places children at greater risk for engag-
ing in bullying at school, and every effort should be made to
provide families with information and strategies for curtailing
violence and bullying at home.

Acknowledgments

The authors wish to acknowledge the leadership and efforts
of Dr. Grace Skrzypiec from Flinders University in Adelaide,
Australia who designed the questionnaire and organized inter-
national researchers.

Conflict of interest, statements and declarations

All research was approved by the Ethical Standards entity
at their respective institutions. Parental consent was obtained
for all minor participants; student assent was also obtained. The
authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.

References

Almeida, M., Challa, M., Ribeiro, M., Harrison, A. M., & Castro,
M. C. (2022). Editorial Perspective: The mental health impact of
school closures during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Child
Psychology and Psychiatry, 63(5), 608-612. http:/doi.org/10.1111/
jepp.13535

Arseneault, L., Bowes, L., & Shakoor, S. (2010). Bullying
victimization in youths and mental health problems: ‘Much ado
about nothing?’ Psychological Medicine, 40(5), 717-729. https:/
doi.org/10.1017/S0033291709991383

Baird S., Seager J., Sabarwal S., Guglielmi S., & Sultan M.
(2020). Adolescence in the time of COVID-19: Evidence from
Bangladesh. World Bank. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/
handle/10986/34801

Berry K., & Adams, T.E. (2016). Family bullies. Journal of Family
Communication, 16(1), 51-63. http:/doi.org/10.1080/15267431.201
5.1111217

Bradbury-Jones, C., & Isham, L. (2020). The pandemic paradox: The
consequences of COVID-19 on domestic violence. Journal of
Clinical Nursing, 29(13-14), 2047-2049. https:/doi.org/10.1111/
jocn.15296

Bronfenbrenner, U., & Morris, P. A. (2007). The bioecological model
of human development. In W. Damon & R. M. Lerner, Handbook
of child psychology, Vol 1 (pp. 795-828). Wiley. https:/doi.
org/10.1002/9780470147658.chpsy0114

Brown, S., Doom, J., Lechuga-Pefia, S., Watamura, S., & Koppels
T. (2020). Stress and parenting during the global COVID-19
pandemic. Child Abuse & Neglect. 110(2), 104699 https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104699

Cappa C., & Jijon L. (2021). COVID-19 and violence against children:
A review of early studies. Child Abuse & Neglect, 116(2), 105053.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.105053

Cicirelli, V. (1994). Sibling relationships in cross-cultural perspective.
Journal of Marriage and Family, 56(1), 7-20. https:/doi.
org/10.2307/352697

46

Psychology, Society & Education

Copeland, W., Wolke, D., Angold, A., & Costello, E. (2013). Adult
psychiatric outcomes of bullying and being bullied by peers in
childhood and adolescence. JAMA Psychiatry, 70(4), 419-426.
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2013.504

Costa, M., Coelho, C., de Souza, A., Augusto, F., & Teixeira, W. (2015).
Bullying among adolescents in a Brazilian urban center - ‘Health
in Beagd’ study. Revista de Saude Publica, 49, 1-10. https:/doi.
org/10.1590/S0034-8910.2015049005188

Dickson, D., Laursen, B., Valdes, O., & Stattin, H. (2019). Derisive
parenting fosters dysregulated anger in adolescent children
and subsequent difficulties with peers. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 48, 1567-1579. http://doi.10.1007/s10964-019-01040-z

Dietz, G., & Mateos, L. (2020): Mexican intercultural education in
times of COVID-19 pandemic Intercultural Education. http://doi.]
0.1080/14675986.2020.1843895

Dorn, E., Hancock, B., Sarakatsannis, J., & Viruleg. E. (2021)
COVID-19 and education: The lingering effects of unfinished
learning. McKinsey & Co.

Geisinger, K. (1994). Cross-cultural normative assessment: Translation
and adaptation issues influencing the normative interpretation of
assessment instruments. Psychological Assessment, 6(4), 304-312.
https:/doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.6.4.304

Giannini, S., Jenkins, R., & Saavedra, J. (2020). Reopening schools:
When, where and how? UNESCO.

Griffith, A. (2020). Parental burnout and child maltreatment during
the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Family Violence, 37, 725-731.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00172-2

Haerpfer, C., Inglehart, R., Moreno, A., Welzel, C., Kizilova, K., Diez-
Medrano J., Lagos M., Norris P., Ponarin E., & Puranen E. (Eds.)
(2022). World Values Survey: Round Seven - Country-Pooled
Datafile Version 4.0. Madrid, Spain & Vienna, Austria: JD Systems
Institute & WVSA Secretariat. https:/doi.org/10.14281/18241.18

Haleemunnissa, S., Didel, S., Sawmi, M., Singh, K., & Vyas, V.
(2021). Children and COVID-19: Understanding impact on
the growth trajectory of an evolving generation. Children and
Youth Services Review, 120(105754). https:/doi.org/10.1016/].
childyouth.2020.105754

Hofstede, G., & Bond, M. (1984). Hofstede’s culture dimensions: An
independent validation using Rokeach’s value survey. Journal
of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 15(4), 417-433. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/0022002184015004003

Hosozawa, M., Bann, D., Fink, E., Elsden, E., Baba, S., Iso, H.,
& Patalay, P. (2021). Bullying victimisation in adolescence:
Prevalence and inequalities by gender, socioeconomic status and
academic performance across 71 countries. EClinicalMedicine,
41, 101142. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2021.101142

Kang K., & Jain, N. (2020). Child abuse and neglect in the COVID-19
era: A primer for front-line physicians in British Columbia.
British Columbia Medical Journal, 62(7), 238-240. https://doi.
org/10.1503/cmaj.75780

Lyubchenko, J., Saparova, A., & Platt, J.J. (2012). Russian mothers in
Mexico: Perceptions on immigration, acculturation and family
adjustment. In N.A. Kravtsova (Ed.), Detstvo i sem’ia v sovremennom
mire [Childhood and the family in today’s world] (pp. 27-38). Morskoi
Gosudarstvennyi Universitet [Maritime State Uniiversity].

Maneesriwongul, W., & Dixon, J. K. (2004). Instrument translation
process: A methods review. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 48(2),
175-186. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1365-2648.2004.03185.x

Marcotte, D., & Hemelt, S. (2008). Unscheduled school closings and
student performance. Education Finance and Policy, 3(3), 316-
338. https://doi.org/10.1162/edfp.2008.3.3.316



http://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13535
http://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13535
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291709991383
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291709991383
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/34801
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/34801
http://doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2015.1111217
http://doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2015.1111217
https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.15296
https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.15296
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470147658.chpsy0114
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470147658.chpsy0114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104699
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104699
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.105053
https://doi.org/10.2307/352697
https://doi.org/10.2307/352697
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2013.504 
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0034-8910.2015049005188
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0034-8910.2015049005188
http://doi.10.1007/s10964-019-01040-z
http://doi.10.1080/14675986.2020.1843895
http://doi.10.1080/14675986.2020.1843895
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.6.4.304
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00172-2
https://doi.org/10.14281/18241.18
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105754
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105754
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002184015004003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002184015004003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2021.101142
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.75780
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.75780
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2004.03185.x
https://doi.org/10.1162/edfp.2008.3.3.316

Bochaver et al.

Martinez, M., & Temkin, D. (2021, October 27). School bullying has
decreased during the COVID-19 pandemic, but schools should
prepare for its return. Child Trends. https:/www.childtrends.

Psychology, Society & Education

Skrzypiec, G. (2015). The Student Aggression and Victimization
Questionnaire. School of Education, Flinders University. https:/
doi.org/10.1037/t76256-000

org/blog/school-bullying-has-decreased-during-the-covid-19-
pandemic-but-schools-must-be-prepared-for-its-return

Menin, D., Guarini, A., Mameli, C., Skrzypiec, G., & Brighi, A. (2021).
Was that (cyber) bullying? Investigating the operational definitions
of bullying and cyberbullying from adolescents’ perspective.
International Journal of Clinical and Health Psychology, 21(2),
100221. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.ijchp.2021.100221

Economy stats (n. d.). Compare key data on Mexico and Russia.
NationMaster.

Nguyen, L. C. (2021). Calculating the impact of COVID-19 pandemic
on child abuse and neglect in the U.S. Child Abuse & Neglect, 118,
105-136. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.105136

OECD (2017). Bullying. In PISA 2015 Results (Volume III):
Students’  Well-Being. = OECD  Publishing.  https:/doi.
org/10.1787/9789264273856-12-en

OECD (2019). PISA 2018 Results (Volume I11): What school life means
for students’ lives. OECD Publishing. https:/doi.org/10.1787/

Smith, P.K., Goring, A., & Robinson, S. (2019) Cyberbullying
in schools: Cross-cultural issues. In G. Giumetti & R. M.
Kowalski (Eds.), Cyberbullying in schools, workplaces, and
romantic relationships: The many lenses and perspectives of
electronic mistreatment (pp. 49-60). Routledge. https:/doi.
org/10.4324/9781315110554-4

Smitham, E., & Glassmsan, A. (2021). The next pandemic could come
soon and be deadlier. Center for Global Development.

Tamarit, A., de la Barrera U., Monaco, E., Schoeps, K., & Montoya-
Castilla, 1. (2020). Psychological impact of COVID-19 pandemic
in Spanish adolescents: Risk and protective factors of emotional
symptoms. Revista de Psicologia Clinica con Nifios y Adolescentes,
7(3), 73-80. http://doi.org/10.21134/rpcna.2020.mon.2037

Thamtanajit, K. (2020). The impacts of natural disaster on student
achievement: Evidence from severe floods in Thailand. The
Journal of Developing Areas, 54(4), 129-143. https:/doi.
org/10.1353/jda.2020.0042

acd78851-en

OECD (2020). Learning remotely when schools close: How well are
students and schools prepared? Insights from PISA. OECD.

Ozornina, N., Efimova, P., Timoshenko, N., Bochaver, A. (In press).
Shkola v period samoizoljacii: chto meshaet i chto pomogaet
podrostkam uchit’sja? [School during the period of self-isolation:
What prevents and what helps teenagers to learn?] Obrazovaniye
i samorazvitiye.[Education and Self Development].

Patchin, J. W. (2021, September 29). Bullying during the COVID-19
pandemic. Cyberbulling Research Center. https://cyberbullying.
org/bullying-during-the-covid-19-pandemic

Poate, S. (2020, March 31). 75% increase in domestic violence searches
since Coronavirus. NBC New.com.au. https://www.nbnnews.com.
au/2020/03/31/dvsearches-coronavirus/

Plump, A. (2021, May 18). Lock is not a strategy: The world needs
to start preparing now for the next pandemic. Stat. https:/www.
statnews.com/2021/05/18/luck-is-not-a-strategy-the-world-needs-

UNESCO (2019). Behind the numbers: Ending school violence and
bullying.

Usher, K., Bhullar, N., Durkin, J., Gyamfi, N., & Jackson, D. (2020).
Family violence and COVID-19: Increased vulnerability and
reduced options for support. International Journal of Mental
Health Nursing, 29, 549-552. https:/doi.org/10.1111/inm.12735

Vaillancourt, T., Brittain, H., Krygsman, A., Farrell, A., Landon, S., &
Pepler, D. (2021). School bullying before and during COVID-19:
Results from a population-based randomized design. Aggressive
Behavior, 47(5), 557-569. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21986

World Health Organization (2020). Countries failing to prevent
violence against children, agencies warn. Global status report on
preventing violence against children calls for more government
action and warns of ‘dramatic impact’ of COVID-19. WHO.

Wolke, D., & Skew, A. J. (2012). Bullying among siblings. International
Journal of Adolescent Medicine and Health, 24(1), 17-25. https://
doi.org/10.1515/ijamh.2012.004

to-start-preparing-now-for-the-next-pandemic/

PBS (2022). 2021 World population data sheet. https://interactives.prb.
org/2021-wpds/

Putnam, S., & Gartstein, M. (2017). Aggregate temperament scores
from multiple countries; Associations with aggregate personality
traits, cultural dimensions, and allelic frequency. Journal of
Research on Personality, 67, 157-170. https:/doi.org/10.1016/].
jrp.2016.07.009

R Core Team (2020). R: 4 Language and Environment for Statistical
Computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing.

Rosseel, Y. (2012). Lavaan: An R Package for structural equation
modeling. Journal of Statistical Software, 48, 1-36. http://doi.
0rg.10.18637/jss.v048.102

Sisler, A., & Ittel, A. (2015). Siblings in adolescence: Emerging
individuals, lasting bonds. Psychology Press.

Samara, M., Foody, M., Gobel, K., Altawil, M., & Scheithauer, H.
(2019). Do cross-national and ethnic group bullying comparisons
represent reality? Testing instruments for structural equivalence
and structural isomorphism. Frontiers in psychology, 10, 1621.
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsye.2019.01621

Skinner, J., & Kowalski, R. (2013). Profiles of sibling bullying.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 28(8), 1726-1736. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/0886260512468327

47

Zierer, K. (2021). Effects of pandemic-related school closures on
pupils’ performance and learning in selected countries: A rapid
review. Education Sciences, 2021(11), 252. https://doi.org/10.3390/
educscill060252



https://www.childtrends.org/blog/school-bullying-has-decreased-during-the-covid-19-pandemic-but-scho
https://www.childtrends.org/blog/school-bullying-has-decreased-during-the-covid-19-pandemic-but-scho
https://www.childtrends.org/blog/school-bullying-has-decreased-during-the-covid-19-pandemic-but-scho
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijchp.2021.100221
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.105136
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264273856-12-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264273856-12-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/acd78851-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/acd78851-en
https://cyberbullying.org/bullying-during-the-covid-19-pandemic
https://cyberbullying.org/bullying-during-the-covid-19-pandemic
https://www.nbnnews.com.au/2020/03/31/dvsearches-coronavirus/
https://www.nbnnews.com.au/2020/03/31/dvsearches-coronavirus/
https://www.statnews.com/2021/05/18/luck-is-not-a-strategy-the-world-needs-to-start-preparing-now-fo
https://www.statnews.com/2021/05/18/luck-is-not-a-strategy-the-world-needs-to-start-preparing-now-fo
https://www.statnews.com/2021/05/18/luck-is-not-a-strategy-the-world-needs-to-start-preparing-now-fo
https://interactives.prb.org/2021-wpds/
https://interactives.prb.org/2021-wpds/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.07.009
http://doi.org.10.18637/jss.v048.i02
http://doi.org.10.18637/jss.v048.i02
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01621
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260512468327
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260512468327
https://doi.org/10.1037/t76256-000
https://doi.org/10.1037/t76256-000
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315110554-4
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315110554-4
http://doi.org/10.21134/rpcna.2020.mon.2037
https://doi.org/10.1353/jda.2020.0042
https://doi.org/10.1353/jda.2020.0042
https://doi.org/10.1111/inm.12735
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21986
https://doi.org/10.1515/ijamh.2012.004
https://doi.org/10.1515/ijamh.2012.004
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11060252
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11060252

	_Hlk91062011
	_Hlk99954192

