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Abstract: This article constructs a comprehensive theoretical model that outlines bystanders’ emo-
tional and behavioral responses to the mistreatment of adolescent peers. The model captures
bystanders’ risk and health risk behaviors, which have been overlooked in the context of their re-
actions; when addressed at all in connection with bystanders of bullying among adolescents, they
have been treated separately. Here, we present bystanders’ emotional and cognitive reactions and
their impact on bystanders’ responses including a set of responses that demonstrate risk and health
risk behaviors that are directed to the bystander as a victim by proxy. The theoretical framework is
the conservation of resources theory, which posits that personal resources (i.e., potency and moral
disengagement) and social resources impact the process that leads to bystanders’ reactions. Previous
models have overlooked the integrative viewpoint of bystanders, and comprehensive models that
explain bystanders’ behavioral and emotional responses have received little attention especially
with regards to adolescents. Two recent models overlooked core features embedded in the current
model, including the risk and health risk behaviors that it integrates. The proposed model presents
a novel and more comprehensive view of bystanders’ reactions and the process underlying these
reactions. It integrates existing knowledge embedded in other existing models. At the same time, this
perspective indicates the centricity of potency as a key resource that dictates the emotional response
and behaviors of bystanders. This potentially allows for new applications in the mitigation of adverse
impacts that follow the witnessing of mistreatment. The article discusses these applications, which
are based on previous findings, their implications for practice, and directions for future empirical
research necessary to validate the model.

Keywords: theoretical model; bystanders’ responses; mistreatment; adolescents’ risk and health risk
behaviors; conservation of resources theory; potency; moral disengagement

1. Introduction

Bullying among adolescents in schools has been widely addressed [1]. The plethora
of research on the subject [2], however, has focused mainly on the dyadic interplay be-
tween bullies and victims [3,4]. As bullying rarely occurs without others observing it, a
comprehensive viewpoint for the study of bullying should include bystanders, who are
the largest group impacted by bullying, by either directly observing acts of bullying or by
being exposed to bullying mediated by technology [5–7].

One approach to the study of bystanders of bullying considers bystanders as victims by
proxy. This line of research has focused on how witnessing bullying acts impacts the well-
being and psychological health of bystanders [7]. It has demonstrated a correlation between
witnessing an act of bullying and suicide ideation [8], symptoms of depression among
bystanders [9–11], especially among those who were exposed to bullying [12], repression of
empathy of bystanders [13], and increased feelings of guilt [4]. The underlying assumption
of this research approach is that, in the act of bullying, bystanders are passively victimized.
Thus, although bystanders are not part of the dyadic conflict between the perpetrator and
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the victim, they are passively exposed to mistreatment through their observation in a way
that may damage their sense of self. To date, no existing model describes the triggers of
bystanders’ emotional and behavioral responses, as victims by proxy.

The antecedents of bystanders’ victimization have been scantly addressed [14]. Inter-
estingly, it has been highlighted that victims and bystanders share some antecedents for
victimization, whether directly as targets or indirectly as bystanders. Indirect victimization
was found to be associated with social resources, such as household socioeconomic status
and parental efficacy. It is also associated with personal attributes, such as self-perceived
ability to avoid violence and former experiences with bullying [15]. However, there is
not yet any theoretical model suggesting a framework for understanding the process of
bystanders’ victimization.

Other researchers have adopted a wider perspective, as noted by [16], noting that
bystanders are not merely victims by proxy. The underlying assumption of this approach is
that bystanders’ behaviors and actions can have pronounced effects on all elements of the
bullying process and, more specifically, on the continuation or inhibition of bullying [17].
These impacts consist of various emotional and behavioral responses of the bystander, some
of which are constructive (either active or passive), driven by the bystander’s willingness
to help the victim because of a sense of responsibility [7,17].

Other reactions are destructive [7,18]. Although active-destructive behaviors are
driven by a belief that the victim deserves to be mistreated and thus bystanders actively
become part of the perpetration, passive-destructive behaviors are avoidance reactions that
enhance the offender’s sense of control, power, and position. In this sense, especially when
adolescents shaping their identity are involved, the audience (i.e., passive bystanders) are
needed and used by the perpetrator, and, as such, they also shape their own identity as a
mere audience (the sheep role).

Apart from a small number of attempts to adopt a broader perspective on the roles of
bystanders, such as the study by Chen et al. [18], which mentions all six roles of bystanders
(including as victims), these two viewpoints namely ‘victim by proxy’ and ‘bystander
as part of the victimization process’ have for the most part been addressed separately.
Moreover, the focus on bystanders as victims, beyond the mental implications noted, has
resulted in a neglect of the behavioral responses of witnesses directed toward himself
or herself [19,20]. Conceptually, looking at risk and health risk behaviors as bystanders’
reactions to bullying can bridge the gap between the two separate perspectives mentioned
above. It allows the integration of the view of bystanders as victims by proxy with the
alternative view that bystanders are part of the process under a unified set of behaviors.

Looking at the complete portfolio of reactions raises two profound questions concern-
ing the determinants of the different perspectives and the process that directs them. The
first question focuses on the nature of the factors that determine the bystander’s choice,
and the second concerns the process underlying this choice.

In response to the first question, scholars have focused on different determinants,
although none have provided a complete model that addresses multiple antecedents. In
this regard, Gaete et al. focused on former experience as an antecedent for substance
abuse among bystanders [5]; Hutchinson focused on the social context of bystanders and
the psychological costs of bystanding [4]; Knauf et al. focused on various determinants
such as moral disengagement, empathy and self-efficacy, and feelings of responsibility as
antecedents of bystanders’ reactions [6]; and Espelage et al. focused on age, gender, social
context (i.e., norms), willingness to intervene, and attitudes toward bullying [17]. There
remains a need to adopt a more comprehensive viewpoint that takes full account of these
antecedents and more importantly, their underlying triggers.

The second question concerns the process that directs the different perspectives. Thus
far, various studies have adopted the model proposed by Latané and Darley [21], which
sets out a five-step orbit for bystander intervention: (1) noticing an event, (2) recognizing
the need for action, (3) taking personal responsibility, (4) choosing an intervention, and
(5) implementing the intervention. This model has been utilized in social abuse situations,
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namely bullying [6], and it was recently applied to bystanders’ roles [22]. Nonetheless,
as noted by Knauf et al. [6], there remains a need for a profound understanding of the
affective and cognitive process underlying bystanders’ decisions.

In this respect, two models have been proposed concerning bystanders’ reactions to
workplace bullying that have the potential to address this gap and that integrate different
responses into a single model [23,24]. These models provide a more integrative view of
bystanders’ reactions by seeing them in terms of active and passive or constructive and de-
structive responses based on the work of Paull et al. 2012 [16]. In a recent study [24], Niven
et al. answered Knauf et al.’s call [6], outlining a cognitive-emotional process triggered by
witnessing acts of bullying and igniting a set of active–passive–constructive–destructive
responses driven by emotions. Although this illuminating approach captures a broader
range of reactions, it has three lacunas. First, the authors overlook the dynamic nature
of emotions as a trigger to a dynamic set of responses, as described by Dolev et al. [25].
Second, they neglect the implications of these reactions for future events beyond the re-
peated bully–perpetrator interaction, including hypervigilance of the bystander in future
unrelated events. Lastly, their model ignores the behaviors of the bystander that affect the
bystander himself or herself, namely risk and health risk behaviors. Ng et al. presented
a different model based on this approach. The authors proposed a dynamic model that
considers the transformation of behaviors over time in a continuous bullying episode [23].
Their groundbreaking model embedded Bandura et al.’s conceptualization of moral dis-
engagement [26], as suggested by Knauf et al. [6]. However, it fails to capture behaviors
directed toward the self, namely the risk and health risk behaviors of bystanders [20,27],
overlooking the role of emotions in the ongoing process and the impact on bystanders’
future hypervigilance in future distinct episodes of bullying.

Thus, to address these gaps, the present article presents a wider view of bystanders’ re-
actions and the underlying process, with the goal of providing a comprehensive model that
includes risk and health risk behaviors as representations of the victims-by-proxy approach.

The proposed model will also illustrate an ongoing process that follows bystanders’
reactions in a continuous circular process. Unlike its predecessors, the model considers the
dynamic nature of emotions, and the dynamic nature of behavior over time, respective to
changes in individuals and occurrences.

Although classic models completely overlook the recurrent nature of bullying [28]
current enlightening models [23,24] account for the dynamic nature of witnessing an act of
bullying, and its implications. However, even they overlook a broader perspective that
extends beyond the dyadic or triadic equation of a particular recurrent act. The proposed
model is in line with findings demonstrating that the passive experience of bystanders’
victimization increases their likelihood for future observation of unrelated incidents. This
finding is also supported by other theoretic models that explain violation of psychological
contracts [29]. The work of Salin and Notelaers [30], for example, shows that being a
bystander to bullying can be seen as a violation of a psychological contract.

Additionally, these models view of emotions is based on the notion that specific
emotions elicit specific behaviors [24], yet our view is more dynamic in line with recent
proposed dynamic view of emotions [25].

The current model integrates knowledge embedded in existing models, allowing a
wider view of bystanders’ motivations and behaviors. It also indicates the centricity of
potency and social resources as key resources that dictate the emotional responses and
behaviors of bystanders. This allows for novel applications in mitigating the adverse
impacts after witnessing mistreatment, especially among adolescents, as informed by
similar contexts. Previous findings of studies among adolescents-at-risk indicate that
strengthening potency, especially the two factors of belief in a just society and social support,
serve as a buffer against drug abuse [31]. No previous model describes the triggers of the
emotional and behavioral responses of bystanders as victims by proxy. By doing so, the
proposed model addresses the notion raised in Paull et al. [16], emphasizing that effective
prevention and intervention strategies should recognize bystanders’ multiple roles.
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Additionally, other existing models focus on explaining the phenomenon of witnessing
bullying in work settings. In contrast, the current model is designed to explain bystanders
who are adolescents. Despite their commonalities, it seems that being a bystander elic-
its higher levels of distress and greater emotional impact on adolescents than on adult
employees [16]. Thus, a separate model is needed to account for the process and its impli-
cations among adolescents. Moreover, other models utilize various antecedents to explain
bystanders’ reactions, some of which are explanatory variables focusing on situational
traits, such as the time course of the act. Thus, despite their explanatory contribution,
they contribute less to mitigation. Using the conservation of resources (COR) theory as a
framework to explain bystanders’ reactions to bullying can help mitigate adverse impacts,
by enhancing the resources that are key features in the current model.

In summary, looking at these processes from a COR perspective enables the develop-
ment of a dynamic view of bystanding, present and future implications beyond recurrent
triadic interplay, a comprehensive view of the phenomenon, and directions for mitigation
of risk and health risk behaviors.

2. The Framework of the Proposed Model

The conservation of resources (COR) theory, used here as a theoretical framework,
proposes a dynamic model of stress that helps us to understand how individuals’ coping
resources function in the process of reducing their exposure to stressors [32–35]. Studies
have consistently shown that individual psychological differences lead to the adoption
of different coping strategies and other emotional and regulatory resources in the face of
difficult situations [25]. In 30 years of research, COR has been used in a wide array of
stress-related situations, mostly in organizations [33], but also to explain social rejection
among adolescents [36].

The underlying assumptions of COR make it appropriate for understanding the
drivers and underlying process of bystanders’ reactions based on individual responses to
a complicated sequence of stressful conditions that occur over time [33]. In that sense, it
takes into account the dynamicity of stress and the process underlying it.

Thus far, previous models have used frameworks that highlight various facets of by-
standing, either centered on the cognitive facet [23], on cognitive and emotional facets [24]
or merely on the typology of bystanders’ reactions [16] as summarized in Table 1.

COR is utilized as the framework of the current model for two main reasons. First, it
focuses on an ongoing dynamic process that accounts for the impact of current resources
and coping on future resources and coping beyond a specific event. Second, since it focuses
on resources, it points to possible interventions. Thus, if resources or lack of resources dictate
behavior, cultivating deficient resources will allow for future extinction of adverse behaviors
once these scarcities are addressed, as shown by previous findings in similar contexts [31].

COR theory is based on four underlying assumptions. First, it recognizes that people
are motivated by resource loss more than they are motivated by resource gain. Second, it
postulates that people must invest resources to protect against resource loss, recover from
loss, or gain resources. Third, it emphasizes that resource gain is more prominent in the
context of resource loss. Fourth, it notes that when their resources are overstretched or
exhausted, individuals enter a defensive mode to preserve the self, and that this is often
defensive or aggressive in form, and may become irrational [33]. Moreover, the authors
stress that, over time, loss of resources impacts the level of resources in hand that could be
used in future stressful events, thus illustrating both the dynamicity of processes and their
predictive power.

Although COR was initially used in organizational settings, it has been embraced
by scholars to explain social rejection among adolescents [36]. In this respect, potency (a
personal resource) and social support (a social resource) have been considered as resources
that buffer the interrelations between social rejection, depression, and post-traumatic stress
drivers. In the framework of the current model, these resources will explain bystanders’
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral reactions.
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Table 1. Existing models of bystander behavior, following the terminology used by Paull et al. (2012) [16], of passive, active, constructive, and destructive responses.

Source Purpose Theoretical Framework Main Contributions Shortcomings

Niven et al.
(2020) [24]

To describe the cognitive-emotional
process triggered by witnessing an act of

bullying that ignites a set of
active/passive constructive/destructive

responses driven by emotions.

Classic theory of action readiness (Frijda,
1986) [37]/Appraisal theory of emotions

(Lazarus, 1982) [38]

Identification of the conditions under which particular
types of bystander responses emerge.

Identification of various personal and situational factors
that influence how bullying incidents are appraised and

the extent to which emotional reactions determine
bystander behavior.

The model is focused on workplace bullying.

The authors overlooked the dynamic nature of
emotions as a trigger to an active set of responses,

as described by Dolev et al. (2020) [25].
The authors overlooked the possible implication

of bystanding on future events beyond the
bully-perpetrator repeated interaction, namely

hypervigilance of the bystander in future
unrelated events.

The model is centered on some factors such as
the time course of bullying and culture that can’t

be addressed in mitigation processes.
The model does not incorporate risk and health

risk behaviors of bystanders.

Ng et al.
(2020) [23]

To describe the sensemaking process of
bystanders leading to four behavioral
response types, inspired by Paull et al.

(2012) [16].

Sensemaking
(Weick et al., 2005) [39] and moral

disengagement (Bandura et al., 1996) [26]

The model contributes to the existing literature by
providing a dynamic perspective on bystander behavior.

Prediction of conditions under
behavioral responses are enacted,

accounting for moral disengagement mechanisms.
Accounting for change in bystander behaviors over time.

Accounting for social contextual factors.
Accounting for bystanders’ efficacy.

The authors overlooked emotions in their model.
The authors overlooked the possible implication

of bystanding on future events beyond the
repeated bully-perpetrator interaction, namely

hypervigilance of the bystander in future
unrelated events and different social contexts.

The model does not incorporate risk and health
risk behaviors of bystanders.

Paull et al.
(2012) [16] To create a typology of bystander roles. No framework was suggested–based on

qualitative data from two separate studies.

The model contributes to the existing literature by
providing a framework of bystanders’ reactions.

The model is based on empirical data while other models
are theoretical.

The model is focused on adolescents while other models
focused on employees.

The authors overlooked emotions in their model.
The authors overlooked the possible implication

of bystanding on future events beyond the
repeated bully-perpetrator interaction.

The model does not incorporate risk and health
risk behaviors of bystanders

The model does not have predictive
mechanisms–it provides a typology.
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The ability of individuals to achieve specific goals is conditioned by their personal
resources, which are defined as traits that enable them to deal with adverse life events
and stressful situations [40–42]. These traits include potency [43], which is defined as self-
control, self-confidence, and as trusting in society and social support. Unlike self-efficacy,
self-esteem, and resilience, which refer mainly to a person’s intrapersonal resources and
are manifested through a sense of mastery, the concept of potency beyond its self-centered
focus concerns the individual’s commitment to a social environment that is perceived
as basically meaningful, predictable, and moral [41]. In addition, the concept of moral
disengagement explains risk and health risk behaviors as part of the model.

Moral disengagement (MD) theory focuses on the processes by which self-regulatory
mechanisms are deactivated to maintain a moral image of oneself, eliciting unethical
behaviors without violating internal standards of morality [44], and without producing
feelings of remorse, guilt, or shame [45]. As ethical and unethical behaviors are products
of the reciprocal interplay between personal and social influences and are, thus, socially
embedded [44], it is to be expected that once MD is activated it will be socially learned by
others. Bandura has argued that the relationship between moral reasoning and action is me-
diated by MD, a self-regulatory process that enables moral agency and helps individuals to
reduce tensions associated with unethical behaviors [44]. In particular, Bandura suggested
eight mechanisms that enhance MD by distortion of moral judgment: moral justification,
euphemistic language, advantageous comparison, distortion of consequences, diffusion
of responsibility, displacement of responsibility, attribution of blame, and dehumaniza-
tion [44]. We suggest that bystanders may use some of these mechanisms to justify their
reactions toward the victim and perpetrator, and their self-risk and health risk behaviors
in connection with their inventory of resources. Indeed, former studies identified MD as
a rationalization mechanism that is used by bystanders to explain their pro-aggressive
behavior [46,47] or their inaction [48]. Utilizing COR as a conceptual framework sheds light
on the underlying logic of using MD as specified as part of the presentation of the model.

Figure 1 provides an overview of our model, which starts with the suggestion that
the observation of bullying triggers a process leading to bystanders’ responses. Once
bullying is observed, a cognitive appraisal process is triggered [23,24], followed by an
emotional response [24]. Emotions provide invaluable self-information and information
about various interactions between individuals and their environments [49], and the
cognitive appraisals underlying emotions and emotional responses are crucial to the study
of emotional experiences [50]. According to Lazarus’s theory of the cognitive appraisal
of emotions [42], cognitive appraisal is a process by which individuals assess why and to
what extent social encounters are stressful. At the same time, coping is the processes by
which individuals manage the demands of person–environment relationships and their
emotions [50]. According to Lazarus and Folkman [42], psychological stress occurs when
individuals appraise relationships with their environments as potentially damaging to their
well-being. In particular, it has been argued that negative appraisals of an experience (i.e.,
observing an act of bullying) induce negative emotions that trigger bystander reactions.

In this respect, active emotions such as anger, which are based on high levels of
personal resources, have been found to lead to actions aimed at supporting the victim,
while passive emotions such as fear can lead to avoidance [25]. Other scholars have
emphasized that fear can lead to withdrawal behavior, and that anger can lead to active
support for the victim. Niven et al. [24] also noted that schadenfreude may lead to the
re-victimization of the victim and that sympathy may lead to passively helping the victim.
Passive and active emotions may coexist as part of a single reaction and change over
time [25]. Thus, based on Ng et al. [23], we can view emotions in a way that recognizes
appraisal as an ongoing dynamic process.

The existing models, as described in Table 1, explain the process, its cognitive appraisal,
and the emotional response elicited. Although they account for antecedents of the cognitive
appraisal [23,24], some of the antecedents they account for, such as the timeline of the
bullying, cannot be modified, and, thus, have limited contribution as potential mitigators.
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Other antecedents such as moral values and relative power of the bystander are reflected
through potency. Potency is composed of high self-confidence, a heightened sense of
control (i.e., relative power), and belief in the existence of a just and supportive society (i.e.,
moral values). These resources can be impacted, and indeed have been utilized to reduce
risk and health risk behaviors [31].
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Thus, the COR framework can contribute to the theory of the cognitive appraisal
of emotions in three ways [50]. First, it can deepen understanding of the process that
underlies the decision concerning a coping strategy. Second, it enables the prediction
of future behavior based on current perceived stress and correspondence with future
implications for the individual’s resource inventory [33]. Third, since these resources are
dynamic and can be obtained or developed, utilizing COR can point to the application of
the model in mitigating adverse reactions among bystanders’.

In terms of COR, a cognitive appraisal is focused on both the current threat to one’s
resources and the implications that any reaction has for these resources [32,33]. On the one
hand, witnessing the act of bullying itself threatens two components of potency, namely
the personal perception of self-control and the belief in a just and ordered society [36].
Thus, it calls for action to defend these resources. On the other hand, any future reaction by
the bystander may have implications for these and other components of potency, such as
individual self-confidence and the individual’s perception of his or her relationship with
society. In this sense, we posit that four types of responses can be elicited from the cognitive
evaluation and emotional stimuli following it, all of which depend on the inventory of
personal and social resources, namely potency and social support. In line with the work
of Paull et al. [25], these reactions can be divided into four categories of responses on two
dimensions: active–passive and constructive–destructive.

Individuals with high potency (i.e., high self-confidence, a heightened sense of control,
and belief in the existence of a just and supportive society) will be motivated and cogni-
tively tuned to supporting the victim actively. Such support is shaped by their potency [41],
will help them to maintain their future potency, especially in relation to their view of society,
and will presumably restore peace, plausibly identified as a resource [32]. In this regard,
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especially if individuals have social support, they can actively confront the perpetrator
or call for external assistance [17]. This notion leans on the social setting and personal
resources nourished from the social environment [32]. Previous research has identified var-
ious antecedents of active support toward the victim, including empathy [51], willingness
to intervene [17], gender (which is considered to be an antecedent of empathy) [17,51], and
taking responsibility [2], all of which can be regarded as embedded within potency.

When individuals cognitively evaluate that active confrontation with the perpetrator
will jeopardize some of their resources, they can still support the victim passively [23]. In
such cases, they can maintain their potency, regarding their commitment to society and their
belief in a just world, without jeopardizing other potency components, such as their self-
confidence, that might be required and challenged when confronting a strong perpetrator.

The two other types of reactions suggested in our model can be categorized as de-
structive. First, bystanders can actively support the bully in a set of responses identified
in the literature as reinforcers [2]. We posit that such behavior is more prevalent among
individuals with low potency, who do not believe in a just world or in an orderly, just
society [36], as well as in their own ability to make the world just. Additionally, that these
individuals have a low inventory of social resources, such as family and neighborhood
social resources [14,15], becomes a risk factor for engaging in perpetration of bullying [36].

However, we believe that the understanding of MD above and beyond accounting for
low resources (i.e., potency and social resources) are needed to explain the willingness to
help the perpetrator and to overlook the feelings and overall experience of the victim.

We stress that individuals who ignore an act of bullying are likely to develop feelings
of guilt and remorse. These will impact their future self-esteem resources, which are part
of their potency [49]. This notion relies on the work of Hutchinson [4], who found that
bystanders’ feelings of guilt about their inaction challenge their self-esteem. Alternatively,
actively helping the perpetrator may be rationalized and normalized by bystanders who
sympathize with the perpetrator [52] to defend their self-perception as moral individuals
and to protect their social resources in terms of their place in their community, as informed
by socio-ecological theory [53]. Thus these individuals may use MD as a defensive shield,
although for different reasons. Indeed, findings from various studies indicate a connection
between moral disengagement and destructive reactions of bystanders, whether passive or
active, as explained through MD [54]. Although these findings help us to understand the in-
terrelations among MD and bystander reactions, they are not grounded in a comprehensive
theoretical framework that accounts for the interrelations between individual resources
and MD as predictors of bystander’s appraisal, emotional response, and reactions.

The difference between active– and passive–destructive behavior may depend on the
use of different mechanisms of disengagement. Attribution of fault to the victim (“Some
kids get bullied because they deserve it”) or cognitive restructuring (“It’s okay to join in
when someone you don’t like is being bullied”) can allow the bystander to cooperate with
the bully. Avoiding the victim may depend on a distortion of the negative consequences
(“Getting bullied helps to make people tougher”) or on a minimization of agency (“Adults
at school should be responsible for protecting kids from bullies”) [54] (p. 5).

Using COR and MD allows us to explore a further set of passive–destructive bystander
behaviors, namely risk and health risk behaviors. Incorporating risk behaviors into a
unified model of bystanders’ reactions makes it possible to encompass two complementary
viewpoints that have so far been addressed only separately, namely the bystander as a
victim by proxy, and the bystander as a player in the act of bullying and a part of its process.

3. Health and Risk Behaviors of Bystanders in the Framework of COR and
Moral Disengagement

In our proposed model, we suggest another set of bystander responses to bullying that
have so far been overlooked. These reactions can be categorized as passive–destructive,
although they are in some respects distinct from other responses in that category. Unlike the
other passive–destructive behaviors presented here, these behaviors are directed toward
the bystander himself or herself.
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Studies have found a link between bullying behaviors and substance use among
adolescents [55–57]. Specifically, findings indicate a strong association between legal
substance use and being a victim of bullying [58], which is in line with studies that have
identified the use of illegal drugs, such as marijuana, as a reaction to victimization from
bullying [59]. Although the line of research focusing on bystanders’ risk and health risk
behaviors is scantly addressed [60], some studies found that exposure to violence, either
directly as victims or indirectly as bystanders, equally increases internalization of suicidal
ideation, substance abuse, and self-directed violent behavior (e.g., attempted suicide)
among adolescents [14]. Similarly, scholars found that bystanders and victims to bullying
had similar risks for cigarette smoking, alcohol consumption, and cannabis use. [5]

It has been established that victimization triggers a similar emotional and physical
impact both on victims and on bystanders of bullying. In particular, repetitive abuse can
affect bystanders and victims when the events occur later in life [13]. Thus, it can be
assumed that bystanders may also consume substances after exposure to bullying. Indeed,
Gaete et al. observed that bystanders used legal and illegal substances following their
bullying experience [5], and they concluded that distress and helplessness are rooted in
these risk and health risk behaviors. Supporting evidence is found in the interrelation of
bullying with suicidal ideation [8].

In the COR framework, although low potency makes these bystanders reluctant to
defend victims of bullying, they still have to deal with their helplessness and feelings of
sympathy toward the victim. They are morally distressed, as they feel the need to help but
lack the ability (or courage) to do so [5]. Despite their empathy for the victim, their lack of
social self-efficacy resources serves to elicit feelings of fear and empathy combined [61].
Byers argues that bystanders tend to use MD due to anxiety and frustration as a coping
mechanism [61]. Yet, our model indicates that, to cope with the frustration, they may
engage in substance use and justify that use in terms of MD in order not to lose more
resources. This claim finds support in the work of Basharpoor and Ahmadi, who found
MD to be a compelling factor in predicting a tendency toward high-risk behaviors among
students [62].

In the framework of COR, we see two additional paths that enable a developmental
view of the process. Once risk and health risk behaviors are employed, self-confidence
and self-perception are damaged, as Hutchinson implied [4], noting that the inaction is, by
itself, enough to trigger the bystander’s shame. In terms of resources, we expect that the
chances of such bystanders taking constructive action in recurrent experiences of bullying
by standing are reduced, as their resource inventory in terms of their place in society and
a sense of worth are reduced, with an impact on subsequent cognitive evaluation that
together elicit irrational behaviors when resources are overstretched or exhausted [33].
Specifically, in low potency conditions, individuals feel less capable of helping the bullying
victim, and thus their sense of shame triggers risk behaviors that are irrational but directed
towards protecting the self.

Furthermore, as COR is an ongoing process, it can also account for future events
unrelated to the current bullying incident. Recently, Salin and Notelaers have shown that
being a bystander to bullying can be seen as a violation of a psychological contract [30].
Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the process underlying psychological contract violation
will explain a bystander’s future reactions. In her illuminating model, Rousseau suggests
that, once the contract has been violated, hypervigilance is triggered in the individual
whose contract was violated [29]. This, in turn, triggers future bystanding according to the
individual’s level of sensitivity to future violence, and, thus, observation of more incidents
are to be expected.

4. Applications of the Model

Our model and its underlying mechanisms offer directions to scholars and others
seeking to intervene and reduce the destructive implications of bystanding, especially on
adolescent bystanders. Increasing individuals’ potency and social resources buffers the
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potential impact of external demands that are confronted by bystanders, such as individual
helplessness and social alienation.

Potency is a cluster of the following traits: self-control, self-esteem, belief in personal
ability, belief in the existence of a social order and in society as being just and signifi-
cant [31,36]. Social resources are sources of perceived support from others [31]. Increasing
potency and perceived social support were found to reduce risk behaviors among ado-
lescents, [31]. One potential application drawn from Lev-Wiesel’s work [31] is based on
the following principles of social learning (as described on page 385), which are primarily
designed to enhance potency and perceived social support as resources:

(1) The development of personal attributes, as learned in social situations;
(2) The tendency of youth to use their imaginations to manage their stress;
(3) Physical activity intended to increase self-confidence and self-esteem;
(4) Enhancement of traits that prevent drug abuse and facilitate socialization, such as

positive self-image, self-esteem, internal locus of control, and commitment to society;
(5) A rehabilitative and focused treatment program that inculcates skills, problem solving

and an anti-criminal model of behavior to bring about a reduction in criminal behavior.

The author developed a workshop focusing on the individual and social resources re-
lated to various tasks the participants performed. Her findings revealed that strengthening
potency, especially the two factors of belief in a just society and social support, served as a
buffer against drug abuse. The last principle in Lev-Wiesel’s application, which is focused
on modeling moral behavior and the problem-solving competencies that can enhance it,
indicates another potential route of application of the model.

Many intervention programs addressing school violence and bullying are based on
skill enhancement and cultivating moral judgments and codes of conduct among students.
These are integral parts of values education that have been highlighted as an essential
aspect in violence-prevention programs [63].

One of its applications, the values and knowledge education (VaKE) approach, is an
intensive training session, which can be employed as a violence prevention strategy. As
a learning method, it combines constructivist learning and values education to develop
moral judgment competencies [64].

Briefly, during a VaKE learning process, learners face a moral dilemma that raises
questions about various solutions. The discussion about the dilemma triggers questions
about what is vital to know (i.e., knowledge questions) in order to come up with a solution.
In the next step, learners seek answers in relevant sources available.

In a complete two-stage VaKE process, the learners seek: (1) ethical justification in
favor or against moral values in the given dilemma situation, and (2) empirical evidence
necessary for their argumentation. Thus, they discuss the dilemma in terms of understand-
ing it, build an evidence-based argumentation, and justify it morally [65].

The values involved in the moral dilemma presented to the learners should reflect
the participants’ level of moral development to engage them and promote their moral
judgments to higher moral levels. The VaKE approach has been implemented in formal
and non-formal settings. The literature on VaKE provides support for the argument that
VaKE can be used as a prevention strategy against school violence and bullying. Similar
to Lev-Weisal’s intervention plan, VaKE emphasizes the development of problem-solving
and socio-emotional skills, and, thus, it can also cultivate potency and perceived social
resources, key elements in the model [65].

5. Discussion

Our model offers an additional perspective on bystander reactions. It accounts for all
types of bystander reactions, including those typically not discussed as part of bystanders’
responses, namely risk and health risk behaviors that were scantly addressed. Thus far,
no theoretical model accounts for these behaviors. This is the first model to account for
these behaviors and to provide a wider perspective that accounts for bystanders’ reactions
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beyond the triadic interplay and specific recurrent bullying incidents all in the framework
of COR.

As a framework, COR allows us to account for various types of responses and the
process of bystanding, suggesting a rationale for the different reactions and a developmen-
tal viewpoint of the process as a whole. Although Latané and Darley also used COR as a
framework for understanding bystander reactions [21], their model had a limited ability to
explain the underlying rationale of the various types of responses, and it overlooked the im-
plications of bystanding beyond the current incident. Our proposed model explains the risk
and health risk behaviors of bystanders that have received little attention, incorporating
them into a model that illustrates the complete range of bystanders’ behaviors. This is also
the first time that the two-dimensional typologies of reactions commonly used in workplace
bullying research have been used to describe bullying in educational settings [16,23].

Our model also takes account of the dynamic nature of bullying and the dynamic
nature of emotions and reactions. Only one previous model has attempted this [24], yet
it overlooked risk and health risk behaviors that are one of the main contributions of our
model. There has been little exploration of bystanders and health and risk behaviors [5];
the few studies that have addressed the subject lacked an integrative framework.

The COR framework is founded on individuals’ continuous quest for resources. Specif-
ically, the resources outlined in the current model can teach us about potential future
measures for prevention, and intervention of bullying acts. Following this model, the
enhancement of potency and social resources are key resources. Cultivating these resources
can reduce the adverse implications of bullying on bystanders and other parties involved.
Although applications of the model for prevention, and intervention should be tested em-
pirically, the model indicates ways to navigate the long road ahead of us toward reducing
the costly implications of bullying.

6. Future Directions and Research Limitations

It should be noted that while our model provides a broad perspective on bystanding,
it is theoretical. Future research should therefore seek to validate its components and
their interrelations.

Another direction for future research is utilization of the model in workplace settings.
Implications of witnessing bullying, including but not limited to risk and health risk behav-
iors among employees who are bystanders to bullying, are scantly addressed, although the
implications on victims of bullying are widely addressed. In this regard, focusing on risk
and health behaviors among employees can take a parallel route, such as the implications
on accident rates or risky driving when commuting. Such research has been done, but not
on bystanders [65]. This is one of many potential routes of research which can draw on
Paull et al. [16], who noted that although “ . . . important differences between school and
workplace bullying, these commonalities suggest organizational bystander research can
benefit from school studies,” (p. 353).

7. Conclusions

Bystanders are the largest population experiencing bullying, although by proxy. As
they are highlighted as pivotal players in the mitigation of bullying, it is highly important
to understand their underlying dynamics in diverse contexts, to increase the ability to
intervene in acts of bullying. Our article offers a broad viewpoint highlighting the dynamic
nature of the act and its impact on future unrelated acts, while accounting for an overlooked
facet in current models—bystanders’ own victimization.

Focusing on resources (i.e., potency and social resources) allows us to suggest theory-
based and evidence-based mitigations of risk and health risk behaviors. For the first time,
these have been integrated in a model that explains bystanders’ reactions and motivations.

We call upon future researchers to utilize this model to address the issue of bullying,
and especially risk and health risk behaviors of bystanders. We conclude with the hope
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that applications of our model will increase bystanders’ inclination toward constructive
participation in the future, and make them better equipped to oppose bullying.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Y.I. and E.B.; Methodology, Y.I.; Validation, Y.I. Investi-
gation, Y.I., E.B. and R.L.-W.; Resources, Y.I., E.B. and R.L.-W.; Writing—Original Draft Preparation,
Y.I., E.B. and R.L.-W.; Writing—Review & Editing, Y.I; Visualization, Y.I. and E.B.; Supervision, Y.I.,
E.B. and R.L.-W.; Project Administration, Y.I. and E.B. Authors contributed to the conceptualiza-
tion; writing—original draft preparation; writing—review and editing; visualization, was mainly
done by the corresponding author. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

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

References
1. Pozzoli, T.; Gini, G. Active defending and passive bystanding behavior in bullying: The role of personal characteristics and

perceived peer pressure. J. Abnorm. Child Psychol. 2010, 38, 815–827. [CrossRef]
2. Pozzoli, T.; Gini, G. Why do bystanders of bullying help or not? A multidimensional model. J. Early Adolesc. 2012, 33, 315–340.

[CrossRef]
3. Cowie, H. Understanding the role of bystanders and peer support in school bullying. Int. J. Emot. Educ. 2014, 6, 26–32.
4. Hutchinson, M. Exploring the impact of bullying on young bystanders. Educ. Psychol. Pract. 2012, 28, 425–442. [CrossRef]
5. Gaete, J.; Tornero, B.; Valenzuela, D.; Rojas-Barahona, C.A.; Salmivalli, C.; Valenzuela, E.; Araya, R. Substance use among

adolescents involved in bullying: A cross-sectional multilevel study. Front. Psychol. 2017, 8, 1056:1–1056:14. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
6. Knauf, R.K.; Eschenbeck, H.; Hock, M. Bystanders of bullying: Social-cognitive and affective reactions to school bullying and

cyberbullying. Cyberpsychol. J. Psychosoc. Res. Cybersp. 2018, 12, 3:1–3:17. [CrossRef]
7. Midgett, A.; Doumas, D.M.; Peralta, C.; Bond, L.; Flay, B. Impact of a brief, bystander bullying prevention program on depressive

symptoms and passive suicidal ideation: A program evaluation model for school personnel. J. Prev. Health Promot. 2020, 1, 80–103.
[CrossRef]

8. Rivers, I.; Noret, N. Potential suicide ideation and its association with observing bullying at school. J. Adolesc. Health 2013, 53,
32–36. [CrossRef]

9. Rivers, I.; Poteat, V.P.; Noret, N.; Ashurst, N. Observing bullying at school: The mental health implications of witness status. Sch.
Psychol. Q. 2009, 24, 211–223. [CrossRef]

10. Emdad, R.; Alipour, A.; Hagberg, J.; Jensen, I.B. The impact of bystanding to workplace bullying on symptoms of depression
among women and men in industry in Sweden: An empirical and theoretical longitudinal study. Int. Arch. Occup. Environ. Health
2013, 86, 709–716. [CrossRef]

11. Midgett, A.; Doumas, D.M. The impact of a brief bullying bystander intervention on depressive symptoms. J. Couns. Dev. 2019,
97, 270–280. [CrossRef]

12. Nielsen, M.B.; Einarsen, S. Can observations of workplace bullying really make you depressed? A response to Emdad et al. Int.
Arch. Occup. Environ. Health 2013, 86, 717–721. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Janson, G.R.; Hazler, R.J. Trauma reactions of bystanders and victims to repetitive abuse experiences. Violence Vict. 2004, 19,
239–255. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Zimmerman, G.M.; Posick, C. Risk factors for and behavioral consequences of direct versus indirect exposure to violence. Am. J.
Public Health 2016, 106, 178–188. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Huang, Z.; Liu, Z.; Liu, X.; Lv, L.; Zhang, Y.; Ou, L.; Li, L. Risk Factors Associated with Peer Victimization and Bystander
Behaviors among Adolescent Students. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2016, 13, 759. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Paull, M.; Omari, M.; Standen, P. When is a bystander, not a bystander? A typology of the roles of bystanders in workplace
bullying. Asia Pac. J. Hum. Resour. 2012, 50, 351–366. [CrossRef]

17. Espelage, D.; Green, H.; Polanin, J. Willingness to intervene in bullying episodes among middle school students: Individual and
peer-group influences. J. Early Adolesc. 2012, 32, 776–801. [CrossRef]

18. Chen, L.M.; Chang, L.Y.; Cheng, Y.Y. Choosing to be a defender or an outsider in a school bullying incident: Determining factors
and the defending process. Sch. Psychol. Int. 2016, 37, 289–302. [CrossRef]

19. Giorgi, G. Workplace bullying partially mediates the climate–health relationship. J. Manag. Psychol. 2010, 25, 725–737. [CrossRef]
20. Nielsen, M.B.; Gjerstad, J.; Frone, M.R. Alcohol use and psychosocial stressors in the Norwegian workforce. Subst. Use Misuse

2018, 53, 574–584. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-010-9399-9
http://doi.org/10.1177/0272431612440172
http://doi.org/10.1080/02667363.2012.727785
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01056
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28701974
http://doi.org/10.5817/CP2018-4-3
http://doi.org/10.1177/2632077020942959
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2012.10.279
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0018164
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-012-0813-1
http://doi.org/10.1002/jcad.12267
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-013-0868-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23543007
http://doi.org/10.1891/vivi.19.2.239.64102
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15384457
http://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302920
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26562101
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph13080759
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27472354
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7941.2012.00027.x
http://doi.org/10.1177/0272431611423017
http://doi.org/10.1177/0143034316632282
http://doi.org/10.1108/02683941011075274
http://doi.org/10.1080/10826084.2017.1349797


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 5552 13 of 14

21. Latané, B.; Darley, J.M. The Unresponsive Bystander: Why Doesn’t He Help? Appleton-CenturyCroft: New York, NY, USA, 1970.
22. Jenkins, L.N.; Nickerson, A.B. Bullying participant roles and gender as predictors of bystander intervention. Aggress. Behav. 2017,

43, 281–290. [CrossRef]
23. Ng, K.; Niven, K.; Hoel, H. “I could help, but . . . ”: A dynamic sensemaking model of workplace bullying bystanders. Hum.

Relat. 2020, 73, 1718–1746. [CrossRef]
24. Niven, K.; Ng, K.; Hoel, H. The bystanders of workplace bullying. In Bullying and Harassment in the Workplace: Theory, Research

and Practice; Einarsen, S.V., Hoel, H., Zapf, D., Cooper, C.L., Eds.; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2020; pp. 385–408.
25. Dolev, N.; Itzkovich, Y.; Fisher-Shalem, O. A call for transformation: EVLN in response to workplace incivility. Work 2020, in

press.
26. Bandura, A.; Barbaranelli, C.; Caprara, G.V.; Pastorelli, C. Mechanisms of moral disengagement in the exercise of moral agency. J.

Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1996, 71, 364–374. [CrossRef]
27. Giorgi, G.; Leon-Perez, J.M.; Arenas, A. Are bullying behaviors tolerated in some cultures? Evidence for a curvilinear relationship

between workplace bullying and job satisfaction among Italian workers. J. Bus. Ethics 2015, 131, 227–237. [CrossRef]
28. Latané, B.; Nida, S. Ten years of research on group size and helping. Psychol. Bull. 1981, 89, 308. [CrossRef]
29. Rousseau, D. Psychological Contracts in Organisations: Understanding Written and Unwritten Agreements; Sage Publications: Thousand

Oaks, CA, USA, 1995.
30. Salin, D.; Notelaers, G. The effects of workplace bullying on witnesses: Violation of the psychological contract as an explanatory

mechanism? Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2020, 31, 2319–2339. [CrossRef]
31. Lev-Wiesel, R. Enhancing potency among male adolescents at risk to drug abuse: An action research. Child Adolesc. Soc. Work J.

2009, 26, 383–398. [CrossRef]
32. Hobfoll, S.E. The influence of culture, community, and the nested-self in the stress process: Advancing conservation of resources

theory. Appl. Psychol. 2001, 50, 337–421. [CrossRef]
33. Hobfoll, S.E.; Halbesleben, J.; Neveu, J.P.; Westman, M. Conservation of resources in the organisational context: The reality of

resources and their consequences. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 2018, 5, 103–128. [CrossRef]
34. Lev-Wiesel, R.; Sarid, M.; Sternberg, R. Measuring social peer rejection during childhood: Development and validation. J. Aggress.

Maltreat. Trauma 2013, 22, 482–492. [CrossRef]
35. Lev-Wiesel, R. Coping with the stress associated with forced relocation in the Golan Heights, Israel. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 1998, 34,

143–160. [CrossRef]
36. Beeri, A.; Lev-Wiesel, R. Social rejection by peers: A risk factor for psychological distress. Child Adolesc. Ment. Health 2012, 17,

216–221. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
37. Frijda, N.H. The Emotions; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1986.
38. Lazarus, R.S. Thoughts on the relations between emotion and cognition. Am. Psychol. 1982, 37, 1019–1024. [CrossRef]
39. Weick, K.; Sutcliffe, K.; Obstfeld, D. Organizing and the process of sensemaking. Organ. Sci. 2005, 16, 409–421. [CrossRef]
40. Ben-Sira, Z. Zionism at the Close of the Twentieth Century: A Dilemma; Edwin Mellen Press: Lewiston, NY, USA, 1993.
41. Goldner, L.; Lev-Wiesel, R.; Schanan, Y. Caring about tomorrow: The role of potency, socio-economic status and gender in Israeli

adolescents’ academic future orientation. Child Indic. Res. 2019, 12, 1333–1349. [CrossRef]
42. Lazarus, R.S.; Folkman, S. Stress, Appraisal, and Coping; Springer Publishing: New York, NY, USA, 1984.
43. Ben-Sira, Z. Potency: A stress-buffering link in the coping-stress-disease relationship. Soc. Sci. Med. 1985, 21, 397–406. [CrossRef]
44. Bandura, A. Selective moral disengagement in the exercise of moral agency. J. Moral Educ. 2002, 31, 101–119. [CrossRef]
45. Martin, S.R.; Kish-Gephart, J.J.; Detert, J.R. Blind forces: Ethical infrastructures and moral disengagement in organisations. Organ.

Psychol. Rev. 2014, 4, 295–325. [CrossRef]
46. Bjärehed, M.; Thornberg, R.; Wänström, L.; Gini, G. Mechanisms of moral disengagement and their associations with indirect

bullying, direct bullying, and pro-aggressive bystander behavior. J. Early Adolesc. 2020, 40, 28–55. [CrossRef]
47. Sjögren, B.; Thornberg, R.; Wänström, L.; Gini, G. Bystander behaviour in peer victimisation: Moral disengagement, defender

self-efficacy and student-teacher relationship quality. Res. Pap. Educ. 2020, 1–23. [CrossRef]
48. Obermann, M.L. Moral disengagement among bystanders to school bullying. J. Sch. Violence 2011, 10, 239–257. [CrossRef]
49. Ben-Ze’ev, A. The Subtlety of Emotions; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2001.
50. Lazarus, R.S. Emotion and Adaptation; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 1991.
51. Waasdorp, T.E.; Bradshaw, C.P. Examining variation in adolescent bystanders’ responses to bullying. Sch. Psychol. Rev. 2018, 47,

18–33. [CrossRef]
52. Samnani, A.K. “Is this bullying?” Understanding target and witness reactions. J. Manag. Psychol. 2013, 28, 290. [CrossRef]
53. Thomas, H.J.; Connor, J.P.; Scott, J.G. Why do children and adolescents bully their peers? A critical review of key theoretical

frameworks. Soc. Psychiatry Psychiatr. Epidemiol. 2018, 53, 437–451. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
54. Hymel, S.; Rocke-Henderson, N.; Bonanno, R.A. Moral disengagement: A framework for understanding bullying among

adolescents. J. Soc. Sci. 2005, 8, 1–11.
55. Freeman, L.N.; Mokros, H.; Poznanski, E.O. Violent events reported by normal urban school-aged children: Characteristics and

depression correlates. J. Am. Acad. Childadolesc. Psychiatry 1993, 32, 419–423. [CrossRef]
56. Brezina, T.; Agnew, R.S.; Cullen, F.T.; Wright, J.P. The code of the street: A quantitative assessment of Elijah Anderson’s subculture

of violence thesis and its contribution to youth violence research. Youth Violence Juv. Justice 2004, 2, 303–328. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21688
http://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719884617
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.2.364
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2266-9
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.89.2.308
http://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2018.1443964
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10560-007-0099-4
http://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00062
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
http://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2013.785456
http://doi.org/10.1177/0021886398342002
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-3588.2011.00637.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32847282
http://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.37.9.1019
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0133
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-018-9587-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/0277-9536(85)90220-5
http://doi.org/10.1080/0305724022014322
http://doi.org/10.1177/2041386613518576
http://doi.org/10.1177/0272431618824745
http://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2020.1723679
http://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2011.578276
http://doi.org/10.17105/SPR-2017-0081.V47-1
http://doi.org/10.1108/02683941311321196
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-017-1462-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29167925
http://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199303000-00025
http://doi.org/10.1177/1541204004267780


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 5552 14 of 14

57. Agnew, R.S. Experienced, vicarious, and anticipated strain: An exploratory study on physical victimization and delinquency.
Justice Q. 2002, 19, 603–632. [CrossRef]

58. Vieno, A.; Gini, G.; Santinello, M. Different forms of bullying and their association to smoking and drinking behavior in Italian
adolescents. J. Sch. Health 2011, 81, 393–399. [CrossRef]

59. Tharp-Taylor, S.; Haviland, A.; D’Amico, E.J. Victimization from mental and physical bullying and substance use in early
adolescence. Addict. Behav. 2009, 34, 561–567. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

60. Durand, V.; Hennessey, J.; Wells, D.S.; Crothers, L.M.; Kolbert, J.B.; Lipinski, J.; Hughes, T.L. Bullying and substance use in
children and adolescents. J. Addict. Res. Ther. 2013, 4, 1–6.

61. Byers, D.S. Recognition of social pain among peers: Rethinking the role of bystanders in bullying and cyberbullying. Smith Coll.
Stud. Soc. Work 2016, 86, 335–354. [CrossRef]

62. Basharpoor, S.; Ahmadi, S. Predicting the tendency towards high-risk behaviors based on moral disengagement with the
mediating role of difficulties in emotion regulation: A Structural Equation Modeling. J. Res. Psychopathol. 2020, 1.1, 32–39.

63. Gini, G.; Thornberg, R.; Pozzoli, T. Individual moral disengagement and bystander behavior in bullying: The role of moral
distress and collective moral disengagement. Psychol. Violence 2020, 10, 38. [CrossRef]

64. Weinberger, A.; Patry, J.L.; Weyringer, S. Improving Professional Practice through Practice-Based Research: V a KE (Values and
Knowledge Education) in University-Based Teacher Education. Vocat. Learn. 2016, 9, 63–84. [CrossRef]

65. Turgeman-Lupo, K.; Biron, M. Make it to work (and back home) safely: The effect of psychological work stressors on employee
behaviour while commuting by car. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2017, 26, 161–170. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/07418820200095371
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2011.00607.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2009.03.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19398162
http://doi.org/10.1080/00377317.2016.1222771
http://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000223
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12186-015-9141-4
http://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2016.1228628

	Introduction 
	The Framework of the Proposed Model 
	Health and Risk Behaviors of Bystanders in the Framework of COR and Moral Disengagement 
	Applications of the Model 
	Discussion 
	Future Directions and Research Limitations 
	Conclusions 
	References

