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Summary

Involvement in bullying has been associated with a range o f negative effects (e.g., 

Hawker & Boulton, 2000). The present research explores school- and cyber-based 

bullying and aggression at post-primary school level in Ireland. This Thesis contains 

analysis o f the pertinent literature, an account o f  the methodological approaches, the 

findings, and the conclusions regarding two studies. Study 1 was an audit-style study o f 

Irish post-primary school principals' management o f  traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying. A sample o f  45 principals responded to a questionnaire and findings 

revealed that all principals implemented an anti-bullying policy, and in the majority o f  

cases this policy also addressed cyberbullying. It is positive that despite not being 

obliged to do so, many principals were attempting to counter cyberbullying through 

policy, and provision o f training for students in particular. However, it was evident that 

there is a need for further education, and standardised training and resources for the 

whole school community which could be provided by the Department o f  Education and 

Skills. Moreover, there is a need for clarification regarding responsibility o f  school 

persormel and parents to respond to incidents o f cyberbullying which occur inside and 

outside o f  school. Overall, it was concluded that although there is a need for the 

anticipated updated guidelines on countering bullying (Anti-Bullying W orking Group, 

2013) which can provide cyber-specific advice, the Department o f Education and Skills 

already provides guidance regarding best practice for countering peer-victimization 

(Department o f  Education and Science, 1993) and these existing principles can be 

applied to cyberbullying problems.

Study 2 was also conducted using a questionnaire designed to explore 

incidence o f  cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying among Irish post

primary school students (N = 2,474) aged between 12 and 19 years. In addition, 

involvement in all forms o f aggression and bullying was examined in relation to
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potentially related aspects such as bystander attitudes, use o f ICT, empathy, depressive 

symptoms, psychological well-being, and cyber-specific coping styles. It emerged that 

traditional bullying was the most prevalent fonn o f  aggression, followed by cyber 

aggression, and cyberbullying. In fact cyberbullying emerged as having a low incidence 

rate compared with other forms o f aggression. The findings regarding incidence had 

important implications for how researchers and practitioners label, define, and measure 

cyber-based peer-victimization. In addition, respondents with lower empathy were 

more inclined to engage in bullying and aggressive behaviour, and to report pro-bully 

bystander attitudes, whereas those with higher empathy were more inclined to express 

pro-victim bystander attitudes. Moreover, involvement in all forms o f  aggression and 

bullying as a victim or an aggressor / bully was associated with higher levels o f 

depressive symptoms and lower levels o f  psychological well-being. However, 

victimization was more strongly associated with impaired mental health compared with 

perpetration o f  these behaviours. Furthermore, traditional victimization was more 

strongly linked to impaired mental health than cyber-based victimization. When 

assessing respondents' use o f  coping strategies following cyber victimization it emerged 

that close support seeking, assertiveness, and active ignoring were more strongly 

favoured, whilst seeking instrumental advice, helpless coping, and retaliation were less 

favoured. Additionally, all forms o f victimization and helpless coping (i.e., self-blame 

and passive non-responding) emerged as predictors o f impaired mental health, whilst 

assertive coping and close support seeking were identified as weak predictors o f 

increased psychological well-being. Although fiirther research is required to address 

some o f the issues raised by the current research, it is recommended that all forms o f 

aggression and bullying are actively countered by all members o f the school and 

extended community.
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Glossary

The glossary explains many o f the key terms which are used throughout the Thesis, 

whilst also explaining some of the colloquial phrases used by respondents in the 

qualitative data of Study 2.

Banter - Good natured teasing or joking.

Bully - A bully refers to an aggressor who engages in bullying behaviour but is not 

victimized. For the current research a respondent is identified as a bully if they have 

engaged in bullying behaviour with a particular frequency (once a month or more often 

during the previous three months in the case of traditional bullying, once / twice or 

more often in relation to cyberbullying).

Bullying - Traditional bullying involves repeated and intentionally harmful behaviour 

targeting a person(s) who is (or is / are perceived to be) weaker than the bully(ies). This 

can include physical bullying (e.g., hitting), verbal bullying (e.g., name calling), or 

relational bullying (e.g., manipulation of relationships or damage to reputation). 

Cyberbullying is similar to traditional bullying. However, it takes place in a cyber 

setting and is conducted either by creating / sharing electronic content (e.g., humiliating 

pictures, insulting text messages), or by excluding a person (e.g., preventing someone 

from joining an online game).

Bully-victim - A bully-victim refers to an individual who is victimized by bullying 

behaviour but also engages in bullying others. For the current research a respondent is 

identified as a bully-victim if they have experienced victimization and have also 

perpetrated bullying behaviour with a particular frequency (once a month or more often 

during the previous three months in the case o f traditional bullying, once / twice or 

more often in relation to cyberbullying).
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Bystander - Witness o f bullying who is not directly involved as a bully, victim, or bully- 

victim. Bystanders can take active roles such as a defender who supports the victim, an 

assistant who actively joins the bully, or a reinforcer who encourages the bullying in a 

more passive way. Bystanders can also remain passive and leave or stay outside of the 

bullying situation.

Coping - Cognitive and behavioural efforts to manage specific external and / or internal 

demands, including active responses such as advice seeking and passive responses such 

as self-blame.

Cyber aggression - Aggressive behviour conducted using ICT. Cyber aggression 

encompasses a broader range of behaviours than cyberbullying as it is not subject to the 

same criteria as cyberbullying, such as repetition and power imbalance. Fonns of cyber 

aggression include cyberbullying, trolling, and happy slapping.

Cyber aggressor - A cyber aggressor refers to a respondent who engages in cyber 

aggression but is not victimized. For the current research a respondent is identified as a 

cyber aggressor if they have engaged in aggressive online behaviour with a particular 

frequency (once a month or more often during the previous three months).

Cyber aggressor-victim - A cyber aggressor-victim refers to an individual who is 

victimized by cyber aggression but also engages in cyber-based aggressive behaviour. 

For the current research a respondent is identified as a cyber aggressor-victim if they 

have experienced victimization and have also perpetrated aggressive behaviour with a 

with a particular frequency (once a month or more often during the previous three 

months)

Empathy - Encompasses both cognitive empathy and affective empathy. Cognitive 

empathy refers to the ability to intellectually recognise another person's emotional state. 

Affective empathy refers to the experience of an emotional response which is congruent 

with the emotional state of another person.
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Externalising - Response to stress which is characterised by actions which are directed 

outward (e.g., aggressive or defiant behaviour).

Happy Slapping - Behaviour in which a victim is attacked by another individual or a 

group and the assault is recorded using the camera on a mobile phone or Smartphone. 

IC T  - Information and comm unication technology such as mobile phones, Smartphones, 

and computers with Internet access.

Internalising - Response to stress which is directed inwards (e.g., social withdrawal, 

depression).

Mental health - One's state o f well-being, encompassing both positive and negative 

aspects o f  psychological health.

Rat - Colloquial term with negative connotations which is used to refer to a victim o f 

bullying confiding in a teacher / parent / authority figure. This word can be used as a 

verb or a noun.

Short-Term Scientific Mission - Visit to another academic or research institution in 

order to collaborate on research. These visits were funded by the COST IS0801 project 

(https://sites.google.eom/site/costis0801/).

Slagging - Colloquial term which refers to insulting someone. Slagging can be done in a 

playful m anner or in an intentionally hurtful manner.

Trolling - Posting provocative and offensive content on the Internet which can be 

upsetting to others.

Victim - A victim refers to a person who is victimized by bullying or aggressive 

behaviour but does not engage in bullying or aggressive behaviour towards others. For 

the current research a respondent is identified as a victim if  they have experienced 

victimization with a particular frequency (once a month or more often during the 

previous three months in the case o f  traditional bullying and cyber aggression, once / 

twice or more often in relation to cyberbullying).
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1. Introduction.

This Thesis explores aggression and bullying within the context o f Irish post-primary 

schools, in order to specifically advance the cunent knowledge o f  bullying, 

cyberbullying, and cyber aggression with regard to use o f new technologies, sex-related 

differences, bystander attitudes, empathy, mental health, and coping styles and 

strategies. Consistent with the literature, throughout the Thesis the term "traditional 

bullying" refers to bullying and victimization which does not involve the use o f 

technology. The word traditional has been added to bullying in order to distinguish it 

from the more recently emerged "cyberbullying", a term which refers to bullying and 

victimization which occurs through the use o f infonnation and communication 

technology (ICT). In addition, "cyber aggression" indicates a broad range o f  aggressive 

acts conducted using ICT, including cyberbullying. The potentially distinguishing 

features (e.g., repetition o f  behaviour, power imbalance) which may set cyberbullying 

apart from cyber aggression are explored as part o f the current research, as presently 

there is a lack o f  clarity regarding which term is more appropriate to label cyber-based 

peer victimization (e.g., Grigg, 2010). Furthermore, a distinction is sometimes made 

between the "real world" context and "cyberspace", with the former referring to 

interactions which do not involve technology, and the latter referring to interactions 

which occur via ICT. In addition, the Irish Department o f Education has had different 

titles during the past two decades, including the Department o f Education and Science, 

and currently the Department o f  Education and Skills. Therefore, both titles will be 

used where appropriate when referencing the Department o f Education in Ireland.

The current research comprised two separate studies: the first o f  which (Study 

1) was an audit-style study based on Me Guckin and Lewis (2008), which explored the 

management o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying in Irish post-primary schools; and
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the second (Study 2) which examined Irish post-primary school students' experiences o f 

cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying in relation to use o f  ICT, 

bystander attitudes, empathy, psychological well-being, depressive symptoms, and 

coping styles. The work o f  Study 2 partially replicates recent research conducted by a 

team o f psychologists from the University o f Zurich in Switzerland, as it is the most 

advanced in the area o f cyberbullying and coping strategies (e.g., Machmutow, Perren, 

Sticca, & Alsaker, 2012). As part o f  longitudinal research (netTEEN) they also 

explored adolescents' use o f  ICT, empathy levels, bystander attitudes, depressive 

symptoms, and psychological well-being.

The findings from Studies 1 and 2 are presented as a series o f  separate 

Chapters, with each Chapter pertaining to distinct themes, as follows:

1. Introduction;

2. Aggression and Bullying in Irish Post-Primary Schools - The Response from 

School Management (Study 1);

3. Incidence o f Cyber Aggression, Traditional Bullying, and Cyberbullying in Irish 

Post-primary Schools (Study 2);

4. Empathy in Relation to Involvement in Bullying Behaviours and Bystander 

Attitudes (Study 2);

5. Psychological W ell-being and Depressive Symptoms in Relation to Involvement 

in Aggression and Bullying (Study 2);

6. Coping Strategies / Approaches Adopted in Response to Cyber Aggression and 

Cyberbullying (Study 2);

7. Conclusion.
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Each Chapter contains a critical and up-to-date analysis o f the pertinent literature and 

emerging knowledge, the research methods adopted, the findings, and the conclusions 

which are relevant to the central theme o f the Chapter. Finally, the Conclusion Chapter 

provides a critical interpretation o f how the results from the current Thesis contribute to 

the emerging knowledge in the area, and provides insight regarding issues that now 

require further attention within the field o f cyberbullying research.

Chapter 2 'Aggression and Bullying in Irish Post-primary Schools - The 

Response from School Management' provides an overview o f  the literature pertaining to 

the psychology o f  aggression, presenting bullying as a sub-type o f  aggression, and also 

provides a critical review o f  the literature regarding definitions o f  traditional bullying 

and cyberbullying, types o f bullying behaviour, and the cuiTcnt situation with regard to 

policy and management o f  bullying in Irish schools specifically. This Chapter provides 

a clear explanation o f the central concepts and behaviours examined in the current 

Thesis, with a particular focus on the definitional issues, specific behaviours to be 

assessed (i.e., traditional bullying and cyberbullying), and current guidelines in relation 

to addressing bullying in Irish schools. Traditional bullying is characterized by intent to 

cause harm; repetition o f  the behaviour; and an imbalance o f  power between the victim / 

victims and bully / bullies (e.g., O 'M oore & Minton, 2004; Olweus, 1993; Rigby, 

2002), whilst cyberbullying has been defined by Tokunaga (2010) as ". . . any behavior 

performed through electronic or digital media by individuals or groups that repeatedly 

communicates hostile or aggressive messages intended to inflict harm or discomfort on 

others" (p. 278). However, it will become evident that fiarther research is required to 

adequately distinguish between cyberbullying and other forms o f cyber aggression. 

Regarding best practice in Irish schools, the review o f the literature provides analysis o f 

current guidelines for implementation o f  policy and procedures by school management 

to counter bullying. However, in doing so, the review demonstrates that Irish policy in
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relation to countering bullying in schools is currently under review with updated 

guidelines to be available in September 2013 (Anti-Bullying W orking Group, 2013) 

which specifically address the problem o f cyberbullying. Considering the absence o f 

cyberbullying-specific instructions in the current guidelines it is important to assess the 

approaches o f  school management in countering cyberbullying.

The methodological approach for Study 1 is informed by the literature with the 

purpose o f gaining insight into the current situation regarding management o f  bullying 

in Irish post-primary schools. Specifically, principals' attempts to manage bullying are 

examined in the context o f the existing literature, with regard to policy design and 

implementation, provision o f training to the whole school community, provision o f 

directives from the Department o f Education and Skills with regard to cyberbullying, 

use o f resources regarding cyberbullying, and principals' concerns in relation to 

cyberbullying. Ultimately, Study 1 provides insight regarding whether post-primary 

school principals have addressed cyberbullying in their policy and practice whilst 

following the principles o f the existing guidelines (Department o f  Education and 

Science, 1993) as they await updated guidelines from the Department o f  Education and 

Skills in relation to countering cyberbullying.

Chapter 3 'Incidence o f  Cyber Aggression, Traditional Bullying, and 

Cyberbullying in Irish Post-primary Schools' refers to Study 2 exclusively, and provides 

analysis o f the literature regarding the incidence o f  traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying as reported by researchers internationally. The review o f  the prevalence 

o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying examines the international research regarding 

child and adolescent involvement in both traditional bullying and cyberbullying, as a 

perpetrator (bully), a target o f  bullying (victim), and as both perpetrator and target 

simultaneously (bully-victim). In addition to identifying the most robust and 

appropriate measures o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying for use in the current
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research, the review o f the hterature also illustrates the inconsistency regarding 

incidence findings in relation to both traditional and cyber forms o f bullying to date. 

Despite this limitation, incidence findings for the current research are hypothesised. 

Moreover, this review demonstrates that there is substantial overlap between 

involvement in traditional bullying and involvement in cyberbullying, with research 

showing that bullying is fluid and can transfer from one context to another, with, for 

example, an individual being victim ized by or perpetrating bullying both in the real 

world and in cyberspace (e.g., Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Livingstone, Haddon, Gorzig, & 

Olafsson, 201 la; Riebel, Jager, & Fischer, 2009). Therefore, it would be misguided to 

examine cyberbullying in isolation, when there is evidence which shows that it is 

strongly related to traditional bullying. It is evident from this review that it is important 

to gain up-to-date knowledge o f  the incidence o f traditional bullying and cyberbullying 

concurrently among Irish post-primary students as the most recent study o f a large 

sample (n = 2,794) was published in 2009 (O'Moore & Minton, 2009).

Conceptualising bullying as a group process. Chapter 3 also reviews the 

literature which explores bystander behaviour and attitudes, and participant roles in 

relation to traditional bullying and cyberbullying, so as to set the context for the current 

research. The bystanders are those individuals who witness bullying behaviour, but are 

not directly involved as bullies, victims, or bully-victims. The literature review 

illustrates that the different bystander roles in traditional bullying are well-defined and 

established in the literature, and can serve to support the bully, assist the victim, or 

alternatively bystanders can remain passive and somewhat removed from the bullying 

incident (e.g., Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996). By 

contrast, it is evident that there is a dearth o f  research which examines the bystander 

roles involved in cyberbullying incidents. Bystander attitudes and behaviours have 

been examined in terms o f how they relate to other variables such as sex, involvement
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in bullying and victimization, and group nonns. It is important to explore the role o f the 

bystander in order to gain insight regarding how they can play a part in combating 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying in Irish schools. Additionally, the review o f the 

literature for Chapter 3 explores the role o f  ICT use in relation to involvement in cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying. Specifically, an overview o f current ICT use among Irish 

children and young people is provided, in addition to a review o f  the literature which 

examines the relationship between cyber behaviours and exposure to, and involvement 

in cyber aggression and cyberbullying. This is an important consideration as it is vital 

to gain an understanding o f  the relationship between exposure to ICT and experience o f 

risk and harm online, as a better understanding can inform cyber safety education, as 

well as guidelines for best practice in relation to school management.

The findings presented in Chapter 3 relate to the current incidence o f cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying among Irish post-primary school 

students. Additionally, the sample is categorised on the basis o f their aggression / 

bullying and victimization experiences (i.e., non-involved, victims, aggressors / bullies, 

and aggressor-victims / bully-victims) so as to allow for analysis o f  group-related 

differences. Furthermore, bystander attitudes o f the sample are reported with a focus on 

sex-related differences, and in relation to reporting o f  actual involvement in aggression 

and bullying. This research is timely in that four years have passed since the last large- 

scale, robust study o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying in Irish schools (O'Moore 

& Minton, 2009) and cyber technology has continued to evolve rapidly with further 

emergence and development o f devices (e.g.. Smartphones, tablets). Thus it is 

conceivable that the incidence o f cyberbullying might have increased with increased 

access to cyberspace. Indeed, this Chapter examines the role o f ICT use with respect to 

time spent online, use o f  technological devices, and the diversity and frequency o f  cyber
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activities with which children engage. The relationship between ICT use and 

involvement in cyber aggression and cyberbullying is also explored.

Chapter 4 'Empathy in Relation to Involvement in Bullying Behaviours and 

Bystander Attitudes' reviews the literature pertaining to empathy as a correlate o f 

different participant roles in bullying. Consistent with the literature pertaining to 

empathy, a distinction is made between cognitive empathy and affective empathy, with 

the former referring to the intellectual understanding o f  another person's emotional 

state, and the latter referring to the experience o f  an emotional state which is congruent 

with that o f  the other person (Gladstein, 1983). The literature is reviewed, so as to 

present trends with regard to empathy as it relates to males and females, participation in 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying, and as it relates to bystander behaviour and 

attitudes. From this review it is evident that there is a tendency for females to report 

higher empathy levels than males, and for those who engage in perpetration o f 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying and who exhibit negative bystander behaviours 

and attitudes (pro-bully), to exhibit lower empathy levels than others. However, 

considering the unique context o f  cyberspace which is often characterized by physical 

separation o f  the individual who creates online content from those who receive or view 

the content, it is important to explore the role o f empathy with regard to perpetration o f 

cyberbullying and cyber aggression. Specifically, empathy levels in relation to sex, age, 

cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying behaviour, and outsider, pro

bully, and pro-victim bystander attitudes are analysed as part o f  Study 2. Conclusions 

drawn from the current findings have implications for the most appropriate methods o f 

countering traditional bullying and cyberbullying. For instance, empathy training may 

provide a useful approach.

Chapter 5 'Psychological W ell-being and Depressive Symptoms in Relation to 

Involvement in Aggression and Bullying' examines correlates o f traditional bullying and
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cyberbullying with a specific focus on mental health. The literature reviewed in 

Chapter 5 explores the relationships between bullying and depression (i.e., feelings o f 

sadness, absence o f  positive feeling, and worthlessness o f  life) and psychological w ell

being (i.e., happiness and life satisfaction). This Chapter is particularly important, as 

this aspect o f  Study 2 can provide insight regarding the potential detrimental effects 

associated with bullying. Although there is a wealth o f  evidence which indicates that 

increased involvement in bullying and victimization is associated with increasingly 

negative mental health outcomes, it is important to explore this relationship among the 

population o f Irish post-primary school sltudents and to examine whether involvement in 

cyber aggression and cyberbullying also has significant implications for mental health. 

The results present analysis o f the self-reiported depressive symptoms and psychological 

well-being o f  the respondents in relation to involvement in cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying. The results are discussed, highlighting important 

implications regarding the mental health of those involved in and exposed to such 

aggression.

Chapter 6 'Coping Strategies / Approaches Adopted in Response to Cyber 

Aggression and Cyberbullying' provides a review o f the literature which relates to 

young people's coping strategies and approaches in relation to victimization by 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying. C oping has been defined quite simply by Pearlin 

and Schooler (1978) as ". . . the things that people do to avoid being harmed by life 

strains" (p. 2). Following an initial overview of the broader psychological literature 

regarding coping, a review of the literatture pertaining to coping which is specific to 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying is presented. For the current research, the 

concept o f  coping is discussed in terms o f  use o f individual strategies to counter or stop 

bullying, and in terms o f  use o f individual strategies to buffer the negative effects o f 

bullying. This review illustrates the jpaucity o f empirical research which reports



measured effectiveness o f  coping strategies in relation to traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying, thus highlighting the importance o f this aspect o f  Study 2. Furthermore, 

it is evident that the measurement o f coping in relation to traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying has been undertaken using a variety o f  approaches and measures, and 

therefore the review of the literature allowed for selection o f  an appropriate measure o f 

coping regarding cyberbullying. The coping strategies assessed in the current research 

bear particular relevance to cyberbullying and therefore are not examined in the context 

o f traditional bullying. Findings with regard to coping styles are explored as they relate 

to: sex-differences; involvement in cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying; and depressive symptoms and psychological well-being. Effectiveness 

o f coping is interpreted in two ways: perceived effectiveness o f  selected strategies to 

stop or buffer the negative effects o f cyber victim ization (cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying); and measured effectiveness o f recommended coping strategies in 

predicting mental health outcomes. This is perhaps the most crucial aspect o f the 

research, as it has implications regarding how children and adolescents should respond 

following instances o f  victimization in cyberspace. Based on the findings o f Study 2 

that "helpless coping" is associated with negative outcom es regarding mental health, it 

is apparent that empowering young people by equipping them with effective coping 

strategies in response to cyber victimization should be a priority for educators and 

practitioners.

The final Chapter provides an overview and review o f  the current research with 

respect to the findings which emerge and the implications for policy and practice. 

Theoretical implications emerge with regard to definitions, types, and measurement o f 

cyberbullying and related constructs, whilst practical implications emerge in relation to 

coping with cyberbullying both at school-level, and at individual-level. Specifically, 

current findings highlight the need for an effective response from the Department o f

9



Education and Skills in terms o f  pR)vision o f guidance, resources, and training in order 

to assist school management in addressing cyber aggression and cyberbullying. 

Furthermore, considering the findings o f  the current study and the wider literature that 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying are associated with negative mental health 

outcomes, it is important that the Department o f Health and the Health Service 

Executive take measures to provide appropriate training for health care professionals 

regarding signs, symptoms, and responses in relation to peer victimization. In addition, 

there is a need for parents to seek education regarding ICT and for young people to be 

responsible and accountable regarding their conduct when using these technologies. 

Findings from the current research also present a dilemma with regard to the use o f the 

term cyberbullying for both research and practical purposes, as disparity emerged 

between respondents' perceptions o f cyberbullying compared with those o f  researchers. 

Moreover, the current findings highlighted the need to identify the most accurate 

method o f measuring involvement in cyberbullying.

The evidence provided by Study 2 revealed that cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying pose a substantial risk for Irish post-primary school 

students and are also associated with negative mental health outcomes, thus 

demonstrating that it is essential that researchers and practitioners begin providing 

solutions to address all forms o f aggression and bullying in schools. Findings regarding 

ICT use, empathy, and coping strategies in relation to involvement in all forms o f 

aggression and victimization hold signifi'cant implications for taking actions to combat 

such behaviours through education. Specifically, empathy training could have 

important uses in reducing perpetration of aggression and bullying and negative 

bystander behaviours, and in increasing, pro-social bystander behaviours. Education 

regarding safe and responsible use of IC T and effective coping strategies could provide 

young people with the tools to navig;ate cyberspace more safely and to respond
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appropriately when confronted with risk. Moreover, the discussion o f methodological 

strengths and limitations are presented in addition to the recommended direction of 

future research. Although this research makes a contribution to the literature as it 

provides a large-scale study o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying 

in Irish post-primary schools with a particular focus on cyberbullying definitional and 

measurement issues, and provides insight regarding related aspects such as empathy, 

mental health, and coping, there is a need for further research to progress current 

knowledge and to inform efforts to counter all types o f bullying and peer-related 

aggression.
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2. A22ression and Bullying in Irish Post-Primary Schools - The Response from 

School Management. 

2.1. Introduction.

This Chapter serves a dual purpose, in that initially the review o f  the literature sets out 

the major concepts and behaviours to be explored throughout the Thesis (i.e., traditional 

bullying and cyberbullying), and in addition the current Chapter reports the specific 

literature, methods, results, and conclusions relating to Study 1. Specifically, the 

literature review provides an understanding o f bullying as a form o f  social aggression, 

definitional aspects o f traditional bullying and cyberbullying, and types o f traditional 

bullying and cyberbullying behaviours which are explored within the research. 

Following this, a review o f  the literature pertaining to Study 1 is provided, with a 

particular focus on current directives, policy, and practice to counter bullying in Irish 

schools. The methodological approach (i.e., questionnaire design), an account o f  the 

findings, and the major conclusions, with a particular emphasis on practical implications 

for implementation o f anti-bullying policy and procedures in Irish schools, are also 

presented.

2.2. Review of the Literature.

This Section focuses on the nature o f bullying in that it provides a clear understanding 

o f what the term "bullying" refers to and all that it encompasses. Initially, the concept 

o f bullying is contextualised in the wider literature o f  aggressive behaviour. 

Furthermore, a review o f  the literature supports the identification o f bullying as a 

specific form o f  aggressive behaviour which is social in nature. Moreover, this Section 

sets the context for the current research in that the need to differentiate between 

cyberbullying and (in more general terms) cyber aggression is explored in the present
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research. Following this, a critical review o f the literature pertaining to definitions o f 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying is provided in order to evidence the wide 

consensus regarding the definition o f  traditional bullying and the lack o f consensus 

regarding the definition o f cyberbullying. Moreover, this Section serves to justify the 

need to provide a separate definition for cyberbullying, rather than simply adapting the 

existing definitional criteria for traditional bullying. The relevant Section illustrates 

how the absence o f an agreed definition is problematic for researchers. Furthermore, 

this becomes important in relation to Study 2 which explores adolescent perceptions o f 

cyberbullying versus cyber aggression. The definitions for traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying to be used in Study 1 and Study 2 are also introduced. A critical review 

o f  the various forms o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying is also provided. With 

regard to traditional bullying, the categories o f bullying to be examined in the current 

research include physical bullying, verbal bullying, and relational bullying. In relation 

to cyberbullying, the categorisation is less clear. Cyberbullying can be classified on the 

basis o f  the medium used to communicate the abuse, or by the specific type o f 

behaviour. This Section provides a rationale for using both classifications together. In 

addition, a review o f the literature regarding the current situation in Ireland with respect 

to policy and practice which combats bullying at school-level is presented. Such a 

review is particularly relevant to the research conducted in Study 1.

2.2.1. Aggression and Bullying.

The current Section provides an overview o f the m ajor theories o f aggression, so as to

demonstrate the wider context in which bullying is situated. Aggressive behaviour is

discussed in relation to the defining aspects and categories o f aggression, the

psychology which underpins aggression, and the concept o f  bullying as a sub-type o f

aggression. This Section introduces the question o f whether it is necessary to
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differentiate between bullying and aggression in general. This question becomes 

pertinent when attempting to define traditiionai bullying and cyberbullying, and when 

considering how best to cope with bullying and aggression among adolescents. One o f 

the purposes o f  Study 2 is to examine the perception o f  cyberbullying and cyber 

aggression among adolescents, with potential implications for definitions o f  abusive or 

bullying behaviour conducted in cyberspace. Cyber aggression could be considered the 

broad category o f hostile behaviour conducted online, including sexual harassment and 

trolling, whereas cyberbullying could be regarded as a specific sub-category o f cyber 

aggression, if  one is to consider cyberbullying to be the cyber-based equivalent o f 

traditional bullying. Demonstrating that there is in fact a need to differentiate traditional 

bullying from aggression, this section creates the context for the argument as to whether 

it is necessary to make a distinction between cyberbullying and cyber aggression, and 

this is explored further in Chapter 3.

2.2.1.1. Definitions and Categories o f  Aggression.

There have been many attempts to define aggression, as is evidenced in Harre and 

Lamb's (1983) review o f  definitions in "The Encyclopedic Dictionary o f  Psychology". 

Harre and Lamb (1983) discovered over 250 definitions o f aggression in psychological 

literature. However, they highlight the components which are to be found in many of 

the definitions. For instance, aggression was only recognised as behaviour which 

occurs between members o f  the same species. In addition, aggression must result in 

noxious stimuli which are perceived negatively by the target. Intention was also 

considered to be a vital aspect o f  aggression. However, they also identified the 

inclusion o f "intended to harm" and the "hurt experienced by the victim" in many o f  the 

proposed definitions. Berkowitz (1986) who is one o f  the main contributors o f

knowledge to the literature on human aggression, succinctly defines aggression as ". . .

14



the intentional injury o f  another" (p. 307). Adding the perspective o f the recipient, and 

basing their definition on Krebs (1982, as cited in DeLamater & Myers, 2011), 

DeLamater and Myers (2011) define aggression as . . any behavior intended to harm 

another person that the target person wants to avoid" (p. 222). Moyer (1976) provides a 

longer, more detailed definition, defining aggression as

Overt behavior involving intent to inflict noxious stimulation or to behave 

destructively toward another organism. Aggressive behavior may be direct or 

indirect. Under conditions o f  aversive stimulation or frustration, aggressive, 

destructive behavior m ay be directed toward inanimate objects. The important 

variable is the intent or the perceived intent o f the behaving individual. A small 

boy who vigorously attacks but is unable to injure a larger boy is behaving 

aggressively. The poor marksman who shoots at his wife but misses her is 

aggressive, whether she is injured or not (p. 2).

Moyer (1976) emphasises the importance o f  the element o f intent, as it excludes 

accidental acts. It is evident from the various definitions that aggression certainly 

involves an intention to hurt the target o f  the behaviour. However, it is apparent that 

Moyer (1976) does not consider it to be essential that the intended injury or harm is 

achieved, in order for the behaviour to be deemed aggressive. Having constructed a 

definition o f aggression, M oyer (1976) also created a categorisation o f aggressive 

behaviours.

Moyer (1976) contributed to the understanding o f aggressive behaviour, 

through his categorisation o f  aggressive behaviour in animals, including humans, with 

the following sub-types: predatory aggression; inter-male aggression; fear induced 

aggression; maternal aggression; irritable aggression; sex-related aggression; and 

territorial defence. Predatory aggression refers to the attack behaviour that an animal 

engages in against its normal prey, thus contradicting Harre and Lamb (1983), who
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consider aggression to be a behaviour which exists only between members o f the same 

species. M oyer (1976) claims that, similar to humans, in most species o f  animals the 

male tends to be more aggressive than the female, and that the m ost common target o f 

the aggression is another male, with this form o f  aggression termed inter-male 

aggression. Furthermore, fear-induced aggression is described as a behaviour which 

results from the inability to escape the stimulus situation. Maternal aggression is 

exhibited by a female animal with young offspring who reacts aggressively following 

an interpreted threat from an intruder. Irritable aggression is described as an attack 

which is not accompanied by attempts to escape from the object o f  the attack. Moyer 

{1976) claims that the same stimuli which elicit sexual behaviour give rise to sex-related 

aggression. Finally, territorial defence is defined as central home range fighting. The 

central home range refers to the geographical area most frequented by the animal in 

question.

It is evident that aggression, at its core, is characterised by intent to harm 

another person / persons and can take a range o f forms, as highlighted by Moyer (1976). 

W hilst it is important to recognise the various forms o f  aggressive behaviour, it is vital 

to understand the drives which motivate aggression. The next Section provides an 

overview o f  the psychological theories o f aggression.

2.2.1.2. The Psychology o f  Aggression.

Psychologists have attempted to gain an understanding o f  what causes aggression in

humans, and it is apparent that aggressive behaviour can be engaged in for the purpose

o f  achieving a particular goal, or it can constitute a more involuntary reaction

(Berkowitz, 1986). It has been suggested by theorists such as Freud, that aggression is

driven by an irmate instinct (e.g., Feshbach, 1971). However, there is also a body o f

work which supports the view that aggression is a learned behaviour (e.g., DeLamater
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& Myers, 2011). The frustration aggression theory (Berkowitz, 1986; Dollard, Doob, 

Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939) would propose that aggressive behaviour results from 

the frustration of not achieving a particular goal, whereas the concept of "aggressive 

modelling" (DeLamater & Myers, 2011) suggests that humans are conditioned to react 

with aggression when they observe another behaving aggressively with positive results 

for the aggressor. The major theories o f aggressive behaviour are discussed, with the 

purpose o f setting the context for a specific form of aggressive behaviour, namely 

bullying.

There are many theories as to why humans engage in aggressive behaviour. 

Berkowitz (1986) provides an overview o f the various theories related to the motivating 

factors for aggressive behaviour, and suggests that our intention to harm can be actioned 

through psychological abuse or physical abuse. DeLamater and Myers (2011) also 

suggest that aggression can be enacted through social harm, such as the spreading of 

rumours. Furthennore, Berkowitz (1986) claims that there are two main types of 

aggressive behaviour. "Instrumental aggression" is done deliberately in order to achieve 

a particular goal, whereas the nature o f "angry aggression" is more involuntary. 

Berkowitz (1986) refers to Freud and Lorenz who both theorized that aggression is 

instinctive. However, unlike Freud and Lorenz, Berkowitz (1986) views aggression as a 

". . . built-in capacity to react rather than . . .  a spontaneously accumulating drive which 

"pushes out" the behavior" (p. 309), and this can be interpreted to mean that we are not 

slaves to our aggressive impulses.

One theory suggests that aggressive behaviour is a frustrated response to 

unexpected failure to achieve a goal (Berkowitz, 1986), and this can sometimes lead to 

scapegoating as a result of displaced aggression. For instance, an innocent individual 

could be the target of the attack because o f a characteristic he / she possesses, such as a 

particular ethnicity. Berkowitz (1962) summarizes the main elements o f scapegoating
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as follows: firstly aggressive tendencies are stimulated due to obstacles blocking 

achievement o f a goal; secondly the frustrated individual is unable to direct his / her 

aggression towards the source o f the frustration; and finally, the frustrated person 

identifies an innocent target who can be attacked with little risk o f retaliation. 

Aggression may also be a response to an aversive stimulus, but is most likely to occur 

when an appropriate target for the behaviour is at hand,

Berkowitz (1986) claims that certain factors can reinforce aggression. For 

example, a child leams to be aggressive when the behaviour frequently receives a 

positive reception from onlookers. Aggression is also reinforced when it is effective in 

reducing or deterring an unpleasant stimulus. Furthermore, individuals can be primed 

to use aggression when, for example, they are exposed to aggression on television. 

Aggressive modelling refers to the infiuence of watching another individual engage in 

aggressive behaviour with a positive outcome for the aggressor. DeLamater and Myers 

(2011) propose similar cues for aggressive behaviour. They suggest that people often 

leam their aggressive behaviour by witnessing others engage in aggressive acts, and 

then replicating these behaviours. DeLamater and Myers (2011) also highlight the 

importance of behavioural modelling. In this way the model demonstrates opportunities 

for aggressive behaviour, and also informs the onlooker of the appropriateness of 

aggression. Finally, the behavioural model provides further information about the 

potential consequences o f such behaviour, and the potential success in achieving a goal. 

DeLamater and Myers (2011) argue that individuals decide whether it is appropriate to 

use aggression, and which type of aggression he / she should use, based on the different 

aggressive actions he / she has learned, and on the potential cost / reward consequences. 

They believe that there are three types of reward which promote aggression, as follows: 

direct material benefits; social approval; and attention, h would seem rational that 

many individuals engage in aggressive behaviour for personal gain. Perhaps this
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concept that aggressive or non-aggressive behaviour resuhs from an evaluation o f the 

potential cost or rewards could be applied to bullying, which is recognised as a specific 

type o f  aggression (Olweus, 1978; Roland & Idsoe, 2001).

This Section has reviewed the major Psychological theories o f human 

aggression. Although it seems that humans are imbued with an instinct to respond 

aggressively when triggered by certain stimuli, it is also theorized that social learning 

plays a part in developm ent o f  aggressive tendencies. Humans can respond 

aggressively when frustrated or afraid. However, equally they can behave aggressively 

in pursuit o f  a goal. The next Section introduces bullying as a form o f  aggressive 

behaviour.

2.2.1.3. Bullying: A Form o f  Aggression.

The cuiTent Section discusses the type o f aggressive behaviour which has been termed 

"bullying", so as to highlight the possible evolutionary role o f  bullying, which suggests 

that bullying serves a purpose in human society. Furthermore, the need to examine 

bullying as a separate concept from general aggression is examined, supporting the 

concept o f bullying as a distinct form o f aggression.

Citing Lorenz (1966), an ecologist who made substantial contributions to the

understanding o f  animal aggression and introduced the concept o f "mobbing", where

m embers o f a particular species work together to "mob" (or attack) a predator, Rigby

(2002) outlines the potential advantages o f  behaving aggressively towards, or bullying,

m embers o f the same species who are perceived as inferior. Firstly, bullies would have

more m ating opportunities, and in evolutionary terms, this would ensure that those who

were most capable o f subduing or excluding others, would pass on their characteristics

to descendants. Bullying would also impact on the social hierarchy in a group, in that it

would direct other members o f  the group, in terms o f  whom they should follow, such as,
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the one with the strongest will, the power, and the wisdom. In addition, Rigby (2002) 

suggests that this intra-species bullying would mean that members o f the species give 

one another space, ensuring that local resources are not over-exploited. Rigby (2002) 

states that "It is sometimes said that bullying is a natural and indispensible feature o f the 

way nature works. In Darwinian terms, it serves an evolutionary purpose: it ensures 

that the fittest survive" (p. 19). Rigby (2002) also discusses the need to distinguish 

between bullying and aggression in general.

In fact Rigby (2002) argues that many writers choose to use the term 

"aggression", as opposed to "bullying". Bjorkqvist, Ekman, and Lagerspetz (1982) 

consider bullying to be a particular form o f aggression which is social in nature, in that 

it tends to occur in small social groups where members o f the group have regular 

contact, making it difficult for the target o f the bullying to avoid the perpetrators. 

Pepler et al. (2006) describe bullying as " . . .  a form o f aggression that unfolds in the 

context o f  a relationship in which one child asserts inteipersonal power through 

aggression" (p. 376). Rigby (2002) poses the question as to whether we need to make a 

distinction between aggression, relational aggression in particular, and bullying, making 

reference to Randall (1991, as cited in Rigby, 2002) who makes no such differentiation, 

defining bullying as ". . . aggressive behaviour arising out o f  a deliberate intent to cause 

physical or psychological distress to others" (p. 30). Rigby (2002) goes on to justify  the 

use o f  "bullying" as a distinct concept, citing empirical evidence from Farrington's 

(1993) longitudinal study o f  delinquency among 411 males spanning from 8 years to 32 

years o f  age. Farrington's (1993) research showed that when examining bullying 

tendencies at a young age in conjunction with examining aggression in general, 

prediction o f who will engage in bullying later in life becomes more accurate. Thus, it 

is logical to measure bullying as a separate type o f  behaviour.
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The current Section has focused on bullying as a specific form o f  aggression, 

drawing on the literature to support the argument that there is a need to make a 

distinction between bullying and other forms o f  aggression. The motive o f bullying 

behaviour has been outlined with a focus on evolutionary purposes, such as access to 

potential mates and ultimately the survival o f the fittest. In terms o f distinguishing 

bullying from other aggressive behaviour, bullying has been described as being social in 

nature due the tendency for it to occur among members o f the same social groups 

(Bjorkqvist et al., 1982). Rigby (2002) fiirther emphasized the need to examine 

bullying as a separate fonn o f  behaviour by highlighting that, compared with general 

aggression at a young age, bullying at a young age is more predictive o f bullying in later 

life.

2.2.1.4. Summary.

This Section has provided an introduction to the concept o f  bullying, positioning it 

within the broader context o f  aggressive behaviour. In addition, an overview o f  the 

definitions, the categories, and the psychology o f  aggressive behaviour was provided. It 

is evident that many researchers (Bjorkqvist et al., 1982; Olweus, 1978; Pepler et al., 

2006; Roland & Idsoe, 2001) agree that bullying is a specific form o f aggressive 

behaviour. The question o f why there is a need to distinguish between bullying and 

aggression in general is particularly important as Study 2 examines post-prim ary school 

students' perceptions o f  specific forms o f  aggression which researchers would 

comm only term as cyberbullying. The next Section critically reviews the existing 

definitions o f  bullying (both traditional and cyber), thus providing insight regarding the 

unique combination o f defining features which form bullying behaviour.
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2.2.2. Defining Bullying.

The current Section provides a critical analysis o f  the existing definitions for traditional 

bullying and cyberbullying. Initially, a review o f the major definitions o f  traditional 

bullying is provided, which outlines the key elements o f traditional bullying behaviour. 

In addition, the main differences between traditional bullying and cyberbullying are 

discussed, thus highlighting the need for a separate definition for cyberbullying. 

Following this, the existing cyberbullying definitions in the literature are discussed, 

providing an overview o f  the main arguments regarding the debate on defining 

cyberbullying. According to M oyer (1976) " . . .  a definition is never wrong, it is only 

more or less useful" (p. 2). Therefore, in this Section the most appropriate definitions 

for use in the current research are identified, taking into consideration their suitability 

for the population being examined.

2.2.2.1. Defining Traditional Bullying.

The current Section reviews the definitions o f traditional bullying, highlighting the vital 

criteria which characterise bullying, thus providing a clear explanation o f  the concept o f  

traditional bullying, whilst also setting the context for the more recently emerged 

phenomenon o f  cyberbullying. According to Farrington (1993),

. . . there is widespread ag reem en t. . . that bullying includes several key elements: 

physical, verbal, or psychological attack or intimidation that is intended to cause 

fear, distress, or harm to the victim; an imbalance o f  power, with the more 

powerful child oppressing the less powerful one; absence o f  provocation by the 

victim; and repeated incidents between the same children over a prolonged period 

(p. 384).

It is generally accepted among researchers (e.g., O ’Moore & Minton, 2004; Olweus,

1993; Rigby, 2002) that bullying is characterised by three m ajor criteria: intent to cause
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harm (Campbell, 2005; W hitney & Smith, 1993); repetition o f the behaviour over a 

period o f  time (Campbell, 2005; Farrington, 1993; Olweus, 1993; W hitney & Smith, 

1993); and an imbalance o f power between the victim / victims and bully / bullies 

(Campbell, 2005; Farrington, 1993; W hitney & Smith, 1993).

There have been many attempts to define bullying behaviour, and one o f  the 

early definitions o f  bullying (Olweus, 1999) stated that

A student is being bullied when another student, or a group o f students:

• Say mean and unpleasant things or make fun o f him or her or call him or her 

mean and hurtful names;

• Com pletely ignore or exclude him or her from their group o f  friends or leave him 

or her out o f  things on purpose;

• Hit, kick, push and shove around, or threaten him or her;

• Tell lies or false rumours about him or her or send mean notes and try to make 

other students dislike him or her;

• and things like that (p. 31).

Olweus (1993) has also defined . . bullying or victimization in the following way; A 

student is being bullied or victim ized when he or she is exposed, repeatedly and over 

time, to negative actions on the part o f  one or more other students" (p. 9). Making 

reference to the power imbalance, Farrington (1993) defines bullying as . . repeated 

oppression, psychological or physical, o f  a less powerfiil person by a more powerful 

one" (p. 381). However, the term "less powerful person" is somewhat troubling when it 

is used without elaboration on what it refers to, such as, physical size, or social status, 

as this could be construed as suggesting that the victim is in some way inferior.

O'M oore and M inton (2004) provide a more detailed definition o f bullying, 

suggesting ". . . that a student is being bullied when he or she is singled out in an 

unpleasant way by another student or group o f  students. The bullied student is picked
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on again and again, and it is difficult for the person being bullied to defend him self or 

herself It is not bullying when young people o f about the same age and power have the 

occasional fight or quarrel" (p. 72). However, O 'M oore and M inton (2004) argue that 

repetition o f the behaviour is not always essential. They suggest that one particularly 

severe incident can constitute bullying, despite a lack o f repetition. For instance, a 

threat which has the effect o f  creating a sense o f intimidation on an on-going basis 

could be considered bullying. This is supported by research conducted by Guerin and 

Hennessy (2002) who investigated children's own definitions o f bullying. They found 

that, in terms o f defining bullying, children place importance on the negative effect 

experienced by the victim, but place relatively little importance on the intentionality or 

the repetitious aspect o f  the abuse.

O'Moore and Minton (2004) also make an important clarification in their 

definition, emphasizing the importance o f the power imbalance, indicating that it is not 

a bullying incident when there is an argument or fight between two people o f 

approximately the same age and strength. Nansel et al. (2001) argue that the power 

imbalance may be physical or psychological in nature and that the aggressive behaviour 

can be verbal, physical, or psychological, whilst Guerin and Hennessy (2002) found that 

children recognise three main types o f  bullying, including verbal abuse, physical abuse, 

and psychological abuse. W ithin an Irish education context, the Department o f 

Education and Science (1993) also differentiated between the various types o f  

aggression, defining bullying as . . repeated aggression, verbal, psychological or 

physical conducted by an individual or group against others" (p. 2), and in addition, they 

further clarified that isolated incidents o f aggression do not constitute bullying, as the 

nature o f  bullying includes systematic and ongoing behaviour.

This Section has focused on the common elements that can be identified across 

the various definitions, including; repetition o f the behaviour (Campbell, 2005;
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Farrington, 1993; Olweus, 1993; W hitney & Smith, 1993); power imbalance between 

the person who is bullied and the person who perpetrates the bullying (Campbell, 2005; 

Farrington, 1993; W hitney & Smith, 1993); and intent (Campbell, 2005; W hitney & 

Smith, 1993). In addition, the different forms o f  bullying behaviour, including verbal, 

physical, and psychological bullying have been introduced, and will be discussed 

further in Section 2.2.3. For the purposes o f the current research, the definition o f 

traditional bullying provided by the Department o f  Education and Science (1993) will 

be utilised for a study o f  post-primary school principals (Study 1), in light o f the fact 

that it is the definition which was designed specifically for use in Irish schools. 

However, for a study o f  post-primary students (Study 2), an adapted version o f O'Moore 

and M inton's (2004) definition will be used as it is descriptive and uses non-academic 

language, making it easy for a post-primary school student to comprehend.

It is evident that there is a strong consensus in the research community as to 

what constitutes traditional bullying. However, the creation o f  a cyberbullying 

definition has not been a simple case o f  adopting the existing criteria for traditional 

bullying due to the complexity o f the cyber context. The next Section reviews the 

differences between traditional bullying and cyberbullying, providing a rationale for 

creating a separate definition for cyberbullying.

2 . 2 . 2 . 2 . How Cyberbullying Differs from  Traditional Bullying.

DeHue, Bolman, and Vollink (2008) draw comparisons between traditional bullying

and cyberbullying, referring to the repetitious nature o f  the abuse, the psychological

harm it can cause, and the intent behind the behaviour. However, they also indicate that

cyberbullying has some traits which set it apart from traditional forms o f bullying. It is

as a result o f  these different characteristics with regard to repetition, power imbalance,

and access to a targeted individual, that a separate definition is required for
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cyberbullying. The current Section outHnes the characteristics which differentiate 

traditional bullying from cybcrbullying, and in doing so serv'cs to justify the need to 

make a distinction between the two forms in terms o f definitions. The characteristics o f  

cyberbullying which will be elaborated on in this Section are grouped under the 

following categories: the element o f repetition; the power imbalance; and access. 

Although it would be possible to examine others features o f  cyberspace which 

distinguish it from the real world, these specific aspects are particularly relevant in 

relation to the definition debate.

Much o f  the debate around the definition o f cyberbullying has centred on the 

element o f repetition. Some experts have suggested that unlike traditional bullying, 

abuse need not necessarily be repeated on the part o f the bully in order for it to 

constitute cyberbullying (Vandebosch, Van Cleemput, Mortelmans, & W alrave, 2006). 

For instance, a defamatory website need only be created once, but may remain online 

over time and therefore the content might be viewed by many individuals. This in itself 

could be considered a form o f repetition. By contrast, a single verbal attack disappears 

as soon as it is spoken. Therefore, perhaps the repetitious element is still important, but 

may simply take a different form in cyberspace, Shariff (2008) also indicated that 

"Written forms o f communication, especially online, can often be saved and 

reproduced, and have an element o f permanence, whereas the spoken word, if  not 

recorded, is difficult to reproduce" (p. 32). Although Shariff (2008) only makes 

reference to written forms o f communication, the same point could be made in relation 

to photographic or video material.

The power imbalance that is considered a key element o f traditional bullying is 

another aspect which takes on a different form in cyberspace. Vandebosch et al. (2006) 

argue that in terms o f traditional bullying, the power imbalance often refers to physical 

size. However, in the cyber world power can take the form o f  superior technological
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skills or the ability to remain anonymous. However, Juvonen and Gross (2008) argue 

that the anonymity o f  cyberspace does not change the nature o f  bullying, as they found 

that the types o f bullying were similar across the school environment and cyberspace. 

Furthermore, they found that most cybervictims tended to know their bullies. 

Therefore, they suggest that the cyber world in fact acts as an extension o f the real 

world. Although Juvonen and Gross (2008) make an important argument, the great 

potential for anonymity should be considered a distinguishing feature o f  cyberbullying, 

and indeed a potential form o f  power.

"Access" is a term which could be used to describe some o f  the other 

characteristics which set cyberbullying apart from traditional bullying. For instance, 

O 'M oore and M inton (2009) argue that the ability to target (or gain access to) someone 

electronically in virtually any location at any time o f the day or night is another factor 

that differentiates cyberbullying from traditional bullying. The nature o f  cyberspace 

also provides cyberbullies with the capacity to share content with (or gain access to) a 

wide audience (e.g., Kowalski, Limber, & Agatston, 2008). Another unique element of 

cyberbullying is the detachment from the victim, as often the bully cannot see the 

target's reaction to the abuse. The barrier (or restricted access) which often exists 

between the bully and victim in cyberspace can reduce the guilt that a cyberbully will 

feel (Batheja, 2004, as cited in Raskauskas & Stoltz, 2007). This lack o f feedback is 

less common in cases o f  traditional bullying.

This Section has outlined key distinctive features o f  cyberbullying which 

render it a separate phenomenon from traditional bullying. These features include; the 

nature o f  repetition in incidents o f cyberbullying; the potential for a power imbalance to 

be characterized by a different form o f power, such as anonymity; and the different 

ways in which access is characterized in cyberspace, such as access to a targeted victim
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at any time o f  the day or night. It is as a result o f  these components that cyberbullying 

requires a separate definition to traditional bullying.

2.2.2.3. Defining Cyberbullying.

The current Section provides a critical review o f the existing definitions o f 

cyberbullying. Initially, definitions o f  cyberbullying are presented in chronological 

order, in order to illustrate the development since the first proposed definition. 

Following this, the different arguments in relation to the defining aspects o f 

cyberbullying are discussed. Cyberbullying has been defined in many ways, and the ". .

. distinction from other forms o f "deviant" cyber activities . . ." (Vandebosch & Van 

Cleemput, 2008, p. 499) is not always clear. The purpose o f this Section is to 

demonstrate that the debate regarding cyberbullying definitions has not reached a 

conclusion, and that a consensus on this matter has yet to be achieved. However, this 

Section also has the purpose o f selecting appropriate definitions for use in the current 

research in spite o f such limitations.

2.2.2.3.I. Attempts to Define Cyberbullying.

This Section reviews the cyberbullying definitions developed to date, so as to show the 

development o f different aspects o f  the definition over time. This will evidence the 

attempts by some researchers to define cyberbullying as a unique concept, whereas 

others have taken the existing traditional bullying definitions and attempted to adapt 

these in order to create a cyberbullying definition. Moreover, it becomes clear that there 

is a lack o f  consensus on this issue and that there is a need for fiarther development o f  

definitions.
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One o f the earhest definitions o f cyberbullying was provided by W illard 

(2003), defining it as speech which is . . defamatory, constitutes bullying, harassment, 

or discrimination, discloses personal information, or contains offensive, vulgar or 

derogatory comments" (p. 66). However, Willard (2003) ignores a crucial aspect o f 

cyberbullying by failing to m ention the mode o f communication, that is to say cyber 

communication. Acknowledging this defining feature, Shariff and Gouin (2006) 

suggest that

Cyber-bullying consists o f  covert, psychological bullying, conveyed through 

electronic mediums such as cell-phones, web-logs and web-sites, on-line chat 

rooms, "MUD" rooms (multi-user domains where individuals take on different 

characters) and Xangas (on-line personal profiles where some adolescents create 

lists o f  people they dislike). It is verbal (over the telephone or cell phone), or 

written (flaming, threats, racial, sexual or homophobic harassment) using the 

various mediums available (p. 28).

Shariff and Gouin's (2006) definition also highlights some important elements, 

mentioning the potentially "covert" nature o f cyberbullying, as well as the possible 

fonns it can take, such as verbal and written. The description o f cyberbullying as 

"psychological bullying" is o f  particular interest as this excludes other forms o f bullying 

(i.e., physical). Showing similarity to the traditional bullying definitions with the 

inclusion o f  the elements o f intentional and repeated hostility, Belsey (2006) defined 

cyberbullying as behaviour which involves the use o f ICT (e.g., email, cell phone, 

instant messaging, defamatory web sites) on the pail; o f  a group or individual to 

deliberately conduct repeated, hostile behaviour with the intention o f  causing harm to 

others. Although these early definitions have made an important contribution to the 

field o f  cyberbullying research by creating a solid starting point to build from, they are 

somewhat flawed in that they narrow the scope o f  cyberbullying, as they exclude many
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current and future forms o f  cyberbullying as tfte cyber world is evolving and changing 

constantly.

By contrast, Patchin and Hinduja (2006) provide a very concise definition, 

defining cyberbullying as . . wilfiil and repeated harm inflicted through the medium o f 

electronic text" (p. 152). Hinduja and Patchin (2010) believe that this is a usefiil 

definition as it is simple and contains the most important elements, including 

intentionality, repetitious behaviour, perceived as harmful by the target, and conducted 

using electronic communication. However, the inclusion o f  the word "text" rather 

narrows the scope o f cyberbullying and perhaps could be replaced with a broader term 

(e.g., content), so as to include images. Willard (2007a) offers another useful, if  

somewhat limited definition, defining cyberbullying as ". . . being cruel to others by 

sending or posting harmful material or engaging in other forms o f  social aggression 

using the Internet or other digital technologies . . (p. 64). According to Juvonen and

Gross (2008) ". . . cyberbullying is broadly defined as the use o f  the Internet or other 

digital communication devices to insult or threaten someone" (p. 497). Although 

Juvonen and Gross (2008) are m erely providing a broad definition, this is inadequate as 

it is not specific enough to differentiate cyberbullying from other forms o f  aggression 

online, and yet the use o f the terms "insult" and "threaten" exclude other forms o f 

behaviour which may be considered cyberbullying, such as exclusion. Adopting the 

criteria for traditional bullying and adding the element o f new technologies, P. K. Smith 

et al. (2008) provide a definition, which describes cyberbullying as " . . .  An aggressive 

intentional act carried out by a group or individual, using electronic forms o f contact, 

repeatedly and over time against a victim who cannot easily defend him or h e rse lf  (p. 

376). In addition, Li (2008) simply defines cyberbullying as ". . . bullying via electronic 

communication tools such as email, cell phone. Personal Digital Assistant (PDA), 

instant messaging or the W orld W ide Web" (p. 224).
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Arguably the most comprehensive definition has been provided by Tokunaga 

(2010), who produced a definition of cyberbullying which is similar to that o f P. K. 

Smith et al. (2008), by analysing some of the existing definitions (Belsey, 2006; 

Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Li, 2008; Patehin & Hinduja, 2006; Slonje & Smith, 2008; P. 

K. Smith et al., 2008; Willard, 2007a; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004) and taking the main 

elements o f each one. Thus, Tokunaga (2010) defines cyberbullying as ". . . any 

behavior performed through electronic or digital media by individuals or groups that 

repeatedly communicates hostile or aggressive messages intended to inflict harm or 

discomfort on others" (p. 278). Therefore, it seems that in order for behaviour to meet 

the criteria for cyberbullying, it must be communicated using electronic media, it must 

be repeated, it must be aggressive in nature, it must be intentional, and must also cause 

hann to the recipient. It could be argued that Tokunaga's (2010) use of the word 

"messages" is somewhat misleading, and could perhaps be replaced with the word 

"content". This would ensure that certain behaviours would not be excluded from the 

definition because they are not considered to be messages in the everyday sense. 

Tokunaga's (2010) analysis could be criticized on the basis that not all of the definitions 

reviewed, could be considered definitions o f cyberbullying in the strict sense. For 

instance, as Tokunaga (2010) points out, the definition offered by Ybarra and Mitchell 

(2004) refers to Internet harassment, rather than cyberbullying. Furthermore, Slonje and 

Smith (2008) describe cyberbullying as ". . . aggression that occurs through modem 

technological devices and specifically mobile phones or the Internet" (p. 147). 

However, this is not so much a definition as it is a description, which has been preceded 

by a comprehensive overview o f traditional bullying. Also, when referencing Willard's 

(2007a) definition, Tokunaga (2010) does not provide a verbatim quotation; perhaps an 

important consideration when analysing existing definitions. Despite these limitations.
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Tokunaga (2010) makes an important contribution by assimilating the main elements of 

a number o f definitions.

It is evident from the broad array o f definitions reported thus far that 

cyberbullying has been defined in similar, but different ways. Whilst, some researchers 

have taken the elements o f traditional bullying and adapted them to create a definition 

for cyberbullying, others have focused on the aspects which make cyberbullying 

different from other forms of aggression, that is to say, the cyber context. In order to 

provide further insight into the major sources of debate regarding cyberbullying 

definitions, the next Section provides an overview o f the main arguments which relate 

to the defining aspects of cyberbullying.

2 . 2 . 2 . 3 . 2 . Defining Cyherhullying: The Debate.

In order to provide a review of the cyberbullying definition debate, the main arguments 

proposed by a number o f researchers are analysed. The purpose of this is to set the 

context for Study 2, which examines post-primary school students' perceptions o f 

cyberbullying versus acts of cyber aggression. It may be the case that researchers 

perceive certain behaviours as acts o f cyberbullying, when those involved do not 

recognise them as such. The arguments presented centre on the vital, defining features 

o f cyberbullying.

Tokunaga (2010) has highlighted the importance of reaching a consensus on

this issue by suggesting that the inconsistencies across the various definitions have

resulted in researchers examining different phenomena from one study to the next,

although they use the same label (i.e., cyberbullying) for these phenomena.

Furthermore, he suggests that this disparity inhibits the capacity to cross-compare

results. For instance, one researcher might insist on repetition for an experience to be

considered cyberbullying, whereas another will accept just one incident as
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cyberbullying. In addition, Tokunaga (2010) claims that this limits the potential to 

create reliable and valid measures o f  cyberbullying behaviour. Moreover, Vandebosch 

and Van Cleemput (2008) feel that there is a need to develop a clear definition which is 

consistent with the views held by those participating in cyberbullying research.

In an effort to solve this issue, Vandebosch and Van Cleemput (2008) 

conducted 53 focus groups with a sample o f 279 students, aged between 10 and 19 

years (male: 50.9%). W hen asked to describe cyberbullying, many o f  the participants 

considered it to be bullying "via the Internet", or they spoke about Internet behaviours 

which they considered to be cyberbullying examples. However, a number o f 

participants mentioned negative behaviours via mobile phones. W ith regard to the 

defining features o f  cyberbullying, Vandebosch and Van Cleemput (2008) found that 

these mobile phone or Internet-based behaviours must be enacted with the intention to 

hurt the target person, the behaviour must be repetitive in either an online or offline 

context, and the relationship between the perpetrator and the target must involve a 

power imbalance. The participants felt that the intent to hurt differentiated 

cyberbullying from mere teasing. With regard to repetition o f  the behaviour, although 

repetition was a factor that set cyberbullying apart from teasing, it was argued that a 

single act o f  cyberbullying following acts o f traditional bullying could also be 

considered repetition. The element o f power imbalance was complex and multi-faceted. 

For instance, o f those who had engaged in potentially hurtflil acts online, many had 

concealed their identity. Furthermore, negative behaviours which were aimed at those 

who were considered to be "weaker" than the perpetrator in a real world setting, were 

considered by the m ajority o f  participants to be cases o f cyberbullying. W hen the 

targeted person was considered to be an equal o f the perpetrator, the incident was more 

likely to be considered teasing, or arguing. W hen the target was perceived as more 

powerful than the perpetrator in a real-life setting, it seemed that the anonymity o f
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electronic communication together with technical knowledge o f the technology 

empowered those who would not engage in traditional bullying and those who were 

traditionally victimized, to engage in cyberbullying the "more powerful" individual. 

Vandebosch and Van Cleemput (2008) suggest that cyberbullying tends to occur within 

existing social groups and is generally aimed at one individual, a feature which they 

argue, distinguishes it from other forms o f cyber abuse, such as sending viruses or 

paedophilia.

In a similar study, Nocentini et al. (2010) examined the perception o f the term 

"cyberbullying", and the criteria used in its definition. They conducted nine focus 

groups with 70 adolescents across Spain, Italy, and Germany. They focused particularly 

on young people's perceptions o f the criteria o f traditional bullying as they relate to 

cyberbullying (i.e., intention, repetition, power imbalance), while also investigating 

their perceptions o f cyber-specific criteria (i.e., anonymity in cyberspace and public 

access to content). Nocentini et al. (2010) also sought to determine the most 

appropriate terminology within the different countries. Through analysis, they found 

that the imbalance o f  power was connected to the intent to harm, and could not be 

considered in isolation. However, it was also agreed that if the victim was affected by 

the abuse, then it was in fact an act o f  cyberbullying. Intention was found to be an 

important criterion for the definition. However, intention was strongly related to the 

power imbalance. Repetition was identified as an aspect o f cyberbullying which can 

show a distinction between a joke and an intentional act o f abuse. Therefore, repetition 

was found to be related to intent. The elements o f  publicity and anonymity were found 

not to be vital aspects o f the definition.

Nocentini et al. (2010) suggest that, to define something as an act o f 

cyberbullying, adolescents need to know if the action is done with intent to cause harm 

to the victim, the effect o f  the behaviour on the victim, and the repetition o f  the
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behaviour (repetition to be evaluated simultaneously with the publicity). Furthermore, 

Nocentini et al. (2010) found that their results provided some support for the criteria 

used to define traditional bullying (repetition, power imbalance, and intent). However, 

they clarify that their results suggest that intention to cause harm must be considered in 

conjunction with the effect on the victim, whereas repetition o f the negative behaviour 

is necessary, with the exception o f  acts that are carried out in a public domain. With 

regard to terminology, Nocentini et al. (2010) propose that in Germany the term "cyber- 

mobbing" is most appropriate, in Italy "virtual bullying" or "cyber-bullying" should be 

used, and in Spain cyberbullying should be referred to as "harassment" or "harassment 

via Internet or mobile phone"'. Although this research has made a very useful 

contribution to the literature on definitions, it does not provide an "easy answer", in that 

the defining features o f  cyberbullying are complex and inter-related. Furthermore, there 

is a lack o f  investigation o f  definitional perceptions among adolescents within an Irish 

context. Thus, Study 2 investigates post-primary school students' perceptions o f 

cyberbullying and cyber aggression.

Langos (2012) has also made an important contribution, and offers a 

descriptive definition o f  cyberbullying in order to address the issues which are currently 

delaying the achievement o f  a consensus on this definition. Langos (2012) claims that 

the core elements o f traditional bullying (repetition, power imbalance, intention, and 

aggression) are still relevant to cyberbullying. However, she argues that it is essential 

to separate direct and indirect forms o f cyberbullying, explaining that direct 

cyberbullying includes incidents which occur in a private sphere, where the cyberbully 

communicates directly with the intended victim. By contrast, indirect cyberbullying is 

public in nature as it is shared in a public domain (e.g., Facebook post, or a blog). This 

differentiation, it is argued, is important when one comes to address the element o f 

repetition in cyberbullying. For instance, regarding direct cyberbullying, repetition
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would constitute numerous actions on the part o f  ihe cyberbully. However, in the case 

o f indirect cyberbullying, repetition could be achieved by one single action on the part 

o f the cyberbully, due to the fact that content in a public cyber context can be viewed by 

a large cyber audience. In terms o f power imbalance, Langos (2012) suggests that 

power can take many forms in the physical world, such as, physical height, intelligence, 

and popularity. However, referring to existing literature, the author suggests that power 

can take different forms in the cyber world, such as technological skills, anonymity, the 

ability to target someone regardless o f  time or physical restrictions, and the potentially 

enormous cyber audience. All o f  these factors, she argues, can lead to a perceived 

power imbalance. Langos (2012) also reasons that the element o f  "intent" must also be 

incorporated into a definition o f  cyberbullying. Furthermore, she argues that 

intentionality m ay be easier to identify in cases o f  direct cyberbullying, where repeated 

contact may belie one's intentions to cause harm. However, this m ay not be so easy to 

identify in cases o f  indirect cyberbullying, where a single incident could conceivably 

constitute cyberbullying. Thus, Langos (2012) recommends a potential solution, where 

the intentionality is judged based on how a reasonable person would perceive the 

aggressor's conduct.

Based on these criteria, Langos (2012) offers the following descriptive 

definition: "Cyberbullying involves the use o f ICTs to carry out a series o f acts as in the 

case o f  direct cyberbullying, or an act as in the case o f indirect cyberbullying, intended 

to harm another (the victim) who cannot easily defend him or h e rse lf  (p. 288). Langos 

(2012) goes on to further explain the meaning of direct and indirect cyberbullying, 

intention to harm, electronic communication, and harm, as part o f  the descriptive 

definition. Although Langos (2012) has made an important addition to the literature, 

with a unique perspective on the debate, the descriptive definition in its entirety is rather 

longwinded and lacks clarity. However, similar to Nocentini et al. (2010), and
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Vandebosch and Van Cleemput (2008), Langos (2012) offers some support for the 

inclusion o f the criteria which relate to traditional bullying.

Taking a rather different approach, Grigg (2010) has proposed an argument in 

relation to the relevance of the term "cyberbullying", and has done so with a particular 

focus on the elements of power imbalance and repetition. In relation to the power 

imbalance, she suggests there is little evidence to support the argument that cyberbullies 

have superior technological skills compared with their victims. Furthermore, she 

suggests that it is unclear whether the cyberbully or the bystanders are responsible when 

the repetition o f cyberbullying is constituted by repeated views of the content. Grigg 

(2010) highlights the importance o f definition in the case o f policy and punishment, and 

concludes that the term "cyberbullying" may not be satisfactory, and that perhaps we 

should use the term "cyber aggression", given the broad range of negative actions that 

occur in cyberspace. She defines cyber aggression as ". . . intentional harm delivered by 

the use of electronic means to a person or a group o f people irrespective of their age, 

who perceive(s) such acts as offensive, derogatory, harmful, or unwanted" (Grigg, 2010, 

p. 152). It is proposed that this term should encompass a range o f negative acts carried 

out via the Internet or mobile phone, including harassment, stalking, abuse, assault or 

hostility, happy slapping, outing, and flaming. This definition o f cyber aggression does 

not make reference to power imbalance or repetition, which Grigg (2010) suggests may 

be important aspects of cyberbullying specifically. However, it does allow for inclusion 

o f the bystander role. The inclusion of the victim's perception o f the acts as offensive, 

derogatory, harmful, or unwanted, may be problematic as the identification o f cyber 

aggression becomes subjective on the part o f the victim. Therefore, it may be more 

appropriate if the identification o f cyber aggression was based on how a reasonable 

person would perceive the behaviour.
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It is evident from this review o f the debate regarding cyberbuilying definitions 

that a clear, w idely agreed upon definition has yet to be achieved. Tokunaga (2010) has 

highlighted the importance o f  reaching a consensus on this issue, suggesting that 

researchers are in fact examining different phenomena while using the same 

terminology. This has repercussions for the cross-comparison o f studies, and for the 

design o f  a measurement tool. The discussion o f the vital elements o f cyberbuilying 

demonstrates the complexity o f the issue, and whilst Nocentini et al. (2010), 

Vandebosch and Van Cleemput (2008), and Langos (2012) offer some support for the 

criteria for identifying traditional bullying, Grigg (2010) suggests that the term cyber 

aggression m ay be more appropriate for many behaviours. One objective o f the current 

research is to explore these issues.

In spite o f the lack o f  clarity regarding this issue, two definitions have been 

selected for use in the current research. For a study o f post-primary school principals 

(Study 1), cyberbuilying will be defined using a condensed version o f Shariff and 

Gouin's (2006) proposed definition. Although it is imperfect, this adapted definition is 

concise, and gives examples, and avoids restricting the scope to acts which are 

repetitive, or contain a power imbalance, or are intentional; elements o f cyberbuilying 

which are still being debated. For a study o f post-primary school students (Study 2) an 

adapted version o f the P. K. Smith et al. (2008) definition will be used to define 

cyberbuilying, as this is close to the Swiss-German definition used in the original 

netTEEN questionnaire (Machmutow et al., 2012). In this way. Study 2 will closely 

replicate prior research so as to accurately cross-compare findings.

2.2.233. Summary.

This Section o f  the literature review has provided a critical review o f the definitions o f

traditional bullying and cyberbuilying. It is evident from the literature that there is a
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general consensus regarding the criteria which are necessary to define traditional 

bullying, namely repetition, power imbalance, and intent. Following this, the unique 

characteristics o f  cyberbullying were discussed, in order to justify the necessity for a 

specific cyberbullying definition. A review o f the debate regarding cyberbullying 

definitions was presented, with an initial overview o f the main definitions in 

chronological order, followed by a review o f the major arguments surrounding the 

definition. It is evident from this review that further work is required to achieve a 

consensus on the definition o f  cyberbullying. The definitions o f  traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying to be used in the current research have been selected on the basis o f  their 

suitability to the relevant populations being examined, namely post-primary school 

principals and post-primary school students. The study o f students also provides an 

opportunity to examine adolescent and teenage perceptions o f cyberbullying with 

potential implications for definitions. This is possible as involvement in general cyber 

aggression is examined within the sample, whilst experience o f cyberbullying 

specifically is also assessed.

2.2.3. Types o f  Bullying.

The current Section critically reviews the literature regarding different forms o f

traditional bullying and cyberbullying, in order to introduce the various behaviours to be

examined within the present research. Initially the various types o f traditional bullying

are explored, illustrating that researchers tend to make a distinction between different

forms o f bullying, including physical, verbal, and relational bullying (e.g., O 'M oore &

Minton, 2004; Rigby, 2002; Wang, lannotti, & Nansel, 2009). Furthermore, it is

emphasized that there is some overlap with regard to the different terminology, as

researchers refer to indirect, social, and relational aggression / bullying, which all

contain comm on elements. Following this, the approaches to categorising
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cyberbullying are examined, with a focus on the media used to deliver the abusive 

content (e.g., text messaging), and the specific type o f abusive behaviour engaged in 

(e.g., harassment). In addition, the importance o f the student perspective on the forms 

o f  cyberbullying are considered, as there is evidence which suggests that researchers 

and young people who engage with ICT are not always in agreement on what behaviour 

constitutes cyberbullying. Finally, the relevance o f  the literature on this topic to the 

current research is discussed.

2.2.3.1. Types of Traditional Bullying.

Reviewing the various behaviours which are identified as forms o f traditional bullying 

in the literature, this Section introduces the forms o f aggression to be explored within 

the current research. The terminology used by different researchers is discussed, with 

elaboration on the more subtle forms o f  bullying, such as exclusion. The purpose o f  this 

Section is to create a context for the different traditional bullying behaviours to be 

examined within the current research.

In Ireland, the Department o f  Education and Science (1993) categorised the

types o f  traditional bullying in their "Guidelines on Countering Bullying Behaviour in

Primary and Post-Primary Schools", as follows: physical bullying; damage to property;

extortion; intimidation; abusive telephone calls; isolation; name-calling; and slagging

(i.e. mocking). Physical bullying is described as being more common among boys and

involves actions such as pushing, punching, kicking, and tripping people up, and can

entail serious physical assault. Damage to property can include damaging clothes,

school books, and other possessions, as well as interference with another student's

locker or bicycle, and the targeted student's possessions may be defaced, broken, stolen,

or hidden. Additionally, extortion can involve demands for money or lunches under

threat and may also include situations where the victim is forced to steal property which
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is to be delivered to the bully, sometimes purely to incriminate the victim. The 

Department of Education and Science (1993) explain that intimidation can be carried 

out using aggressive body language with " . . .  the voice being used as a weapon" (p. 3). 

A look or facial expression can also convey the same message to the victim. Abusive 

telephone calls are a form of verbal bullying and can be done anonymously, and this is 

an aspect o f traditional bullying which would often be categorised as cyberbullying 

now. Isolation takes place when a particular individual is purposely excluded or 

ignored by others, and can be done in conjunction with other actions such as passing 

around notes about the excluded person. Moreover, name-calling serves to hurt, insult 

or humiliate the targeted individual, and slagging can be considered a form of bullying 

when it involves very personal remarks aimed repeatedly at the same person about 

something such as their appearance, clothes, or personal hygiene. Whilst the 

Department o f Education and Science (1993) outlined the specific behaviours which 

they recognise as bullying, Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, and Lagerspetz (2000) describe 

broader categories o f behaviour.

Based on the "Direct Indirect Aggression Scales" (Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, & 

Kaukiainen, 1992), Salmivalli et al. (2000) describe three forms of aggression: Direct 

Physical Aggression; Direct Verbal Aggression; and Indirect Aggression. Direct 

Physical Aggression includes hitting, kicking, tripping, shoving, taking things, pushing, 

and pulling. Direct Verbal Aggression refers to behaviours such as yelling, insults, 

threatening to hurt the other person, calling the other person names, or teasing the other 

person. Indirect Aggression can involve many different behaviours, including shutting 

the other person out of the group, becoming friends with another person as revenge, 

ignoring, gossiping, saying bad things behind the other person’s back, and trying to get 

others to dislike the person. The term "indirect aggression" has been a source o f debate
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for researchers o f  bullying, and a number o f  different terms have been applied to similar 

fornis o f bullying, as highlighted by Underwood, Galen, and Paquette (2001).

In an essay on gender and aggression in children, Underwood et al. (2001) 

provided a review o f the variety o f terminology applied to similar behaviours. For 

instance, indirect aggression has been defined by Kaukiainen et al. (1999) . . as

noxious behavior in which the target person is attacked not physically or directly 

through verbal intimidation but in a circuitous way, through social manipulation" (p. 

83). Similarly, Underwood et al. (2001) also make reference to Caims, Caims, 

Neckerman, Ferguson, and Gariepy (1989) who describe different forms of, what they 

call, social aggression as . . the manipulation o f  group acceptance through alienation, 

ostracism, or character defamation" (p. 323). Building on this description, Galen and 

Underwood (1997) defined social aggression as being ". . . directed toward damaging 

another's self-esteem, social status, or both, and moy take direct forms such as verbal 

rejection, negative facial expressions or body movements, or more indirect forms such 

as slanderous rumors or social exclusion" (p. 589). This clearly suggests that social 

aggression can be either direct (overt) or indirect (covert). Using different terminology. 

Crick and Grotpeter (1995) proposed the construct "relational aggression" and defined 

this as ". . . harming others through purposeful manipulation and damage o f  their peer 

relationships" (p. 711). Young, Boye, and Nelson (2006) claim that relational bullying 

differs from other forms in that there is often an absence o f tangible evidence when 

compared with, for example, physical bullying. They also provide examples o f 

relational bullying, including threats to stop talking to a friend (silent treatment), 

isolation o f  a peer from his / her friends (social exclusion), or the spreading o f gossip 

and rumours among peers. Furthermore, Young et al. (2006) make a distinction 

between relational and indirect bullying. They argue that indirect bullying is often, as 

the term suggests, indirect or covert in nature (e.g., exclusion, ignoring), and refers to
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social manipulation conducted specifically in an indirect manner. However, relational 

aggression refers to both covert and overt aggression, such as threats to exclude a friend 

if he / she does not behave according to the wishes o f the bully. This is similar to Galen 

and Underwood's (1997) definition o f  social aggression, in that it includes both direct 

and indirect, or covert and overt forms o f aggression. Recognising the overlap and lack 

o f consensus across the various terminology, Underwood et al. (2001) refer to these 

various behaviours as indirect / relational / social aggression. However, for the 

purposes o f  the present research the term "relational bullying" will be used to describe 

these acts.

This Section has reviewed the different forms o f  traditional bullying which 

have been studied in the literature, and it is evident that traditional bullying takes a 

variety o f  forms. W hilst different terms are preferred by different researchers, it is clear 

that bullying can be physical, verbal, or relational in nature. Although bullying can be 

obvious when it is carried out in an overt manner, such as physical assault in a public 

place, it can also take more subtle, covert fonns, such as exclusion. In the current 

research (Study 2), students' experiences o f the various forms o f  traditional bullying are 

examined, including physical, verbal, and relational bullying.

2 . 2 . 3 . 2 . Types o f  Cyherhullying.

This Section provides a review o f the types o f  cyberbullying which are recognised by 

researchers. Two main forms o f  categorisation are explored: one which focuses on the 

medium used to share the abusive content; and the other which focuses on the nature o f 

the abusive behaviour. In addition, adolescents' perceptions regarding forms o f 

cyberbullying are considered, in terms o f how they perceive the forms o f  cyberbullying 

that are recognised within the literature. This is an important consideration, as one
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aspect of the present research (Study 2) is a study of post-primary school students' 

perceptions o f different aggressive acts conducted in cyberspace.

One method of categorising cyberbullying behaviours is to focus on the 

medium used to transmit the bullying content. For instance, P. K. Smith et al. (2008) 

refer to the following types of cyberbullying; receiving or sending nasty text messages; 

sending or receiving hurtful pictures / photos or video clips; making or receiving nasty 

phone calls; sending or receiving nasty emails; behaving abusively or being abused in 

online chat rooms; receiving or sending nasty instant messages; and posting or being the 

subject o f nasty content on websites. Using a similar categorisation system, Olweus 

(2012) refers to five channels or media of cyberbullying, as follows: e-mail; instant 

messaging; chat room; website; and text message. By contrast, Willard (2007b) focuses 

on the behavioural aspects o f the cyberbullying, providing the following categories: 

flaming which refers to offensive, rude, insulting, threatening or vulgar language; 

harassment which involves repeated nasty or insulting messages; denigration which 

involves insulting someone, often through the sending or posting o f gossip or rumours; 

impersonation which refers to using someone's identity in cyberspace in order to cause 

harm or to damage someone's reputation or relationships; outing which relates to 

revealing another person's personal infomiation in a way that will cause humiliation, 

sometimes by making public a message that was sent in confidence; trickery which can 

include persuading someone to do something or to disclose something personal and then 

revealing this publically in cyberspace; exclusion which can involve preventing 

someone from joining an online group or activity; and cyber stalking which refers to 

repeated and intense harassment and denigration that can be threatening or creates 

significant fear. Whilst P. K. Smith et al. (2008) and Olweus (2012) focus purely on the 

media used to attack, Willard (2007b) focuses on the form of aggression used. 

Although, these systems o f categorising cyberbullying are a useful contribution, it is
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important that these behaviours are also recognised as cyberbullying by the young 

participants o f cyberbullying research. If  this is not the case, researchers are labelling 

various acts as cyberbullying, when those involved in the behaviour do not apply the 

same label.

In a study which addressed this issue, Nocentini et al. (2010) condensed the 

various forms o f  cyberbullying into four main categories as follows: written-verbal 

behaviours (e.g., phone calls, emails); visual behaviours (e.g., sharing compromising 

videos); exclusion (e.g., excluding someone from an online group); and impersonation 

(e.g., using another person's name and account). Participating adolescents, aged 

between 11 and 18 years, from Spain, Italy, and Germany were given four 

cyberbullying scenarios to discuss, with each scenario relating to a different form of 

cyberbullying (i.e., written-verbal cyberbullying, visual cyberbullying, exclusion, and 

impersonation). It emerged that the Italian participants all agreed that written-verbal 

and visual abuse constituted cyberbullying but they did not all agree that impersonation 

and exclusion were forms o f cyberbullying, whilst the German participants felt that 

impersonation was in fact a criminal act, as opposed to a cyberbullying act. However, 

the adolescents from Spain did recognise all four behaviours as acts o f  cyberbullying.

It is evident from the literature reviewed in this Section that cyberbullying can 

be categorised either by the specific medium used to com m unicate a message, such as 

text message, or by the specific behaviour involved, such as denigration, or by the 

nature o f  the content, such as visual. However, more research is required to examine 

child and adolescent perceptions o f  what acts constitute cyberbullying, as these are the 

age groups most frequently examined in cyberbullying research. Study 2 explores post

prim ary school students' concepts o f  different aggressive acts conducted via cyberspace, 

as they relate to cyberbullying. A mixture o f both P. K. Smith et al.'s (2008) categories 

and W illard's (2007b) categories are applied with the sample responding to questions
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about the types o f behaviour they have experienced online using different media as 

examples.

2.233. Summary.

It is apparent from the literature which has been reviewed that bullying in the real world 

and the cyber world can take many different forms, and that there is some similarity 

with regard to the behaviours which constitute bullying in both contexts. Parallels can 

be drawn between both forms o f bullying, and P. K. Smith et al. (2008) claim that 

cyberbullying sometimes combines the anonymity found in conventional indirect 

bullying with the targeted attack on the victim found in conventional direct aggression. 

The current research examines bullying behaviours in their broadest categorisation, 

namely traditional and cyber, but will also investigate more specific forms o f bullying, 

such as exclusion in cyberspace and physical traditional bullying, as experienced by 

post-primary school students. Furthennore, the results o f  the research provide insight 

with regard to the types o f  cyberbullying recognised by the research community and 

whether they are consistent with adolescent perceptions.

2.2.4. Countering Traditional Bullying and Cyberbullying at School /  Policy Level. 

The current Section provides an overview o f  the pertinent literature regarding current 

knowledge in relation to countering bullying at school- and policy- level. The Section 

introduces different approaches to countering school bullying problems, but particularly 

explores the philosophy o f the W hole School Approach to countering bullying in 

schools, current policy and guidance in Ireland as provided by the Department o f 

Children and Youth Affairs and the Department o f  Education and Skills, and what is 

known about the implementation o f  such policy in Irish schools. Additionally, this
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Section provides the rationale for the research questions to be addressed in the current 

Chapter.

2.2.4.1. Approaches to Countering School Bullying.

The current Section introduces different programme-based approaches to countering 

bullying problems in schools so as to illustrate that there are many methods o f 

preventing and intervening in peer-aggression. However, ultimately it will be argued 

that the whole school approach offers the most comprehensive approach to countering 

bullying. "A programme is a more or less structured approach that comprises several 

elements to prevent and/or stop bullying" (Roland, Bru, Midthassel & Vaaland, 2010, p. 

42) and different programmes are underpinned by different theories and philosophies. 

Various approaches include promotion o f  positive bystander behaviour (Kiva: Kama et 

al., 2011), a zero tolerance response to bullying (Roland et al., 2010), the Shared 

Concern method (Pikas, 2002), restorative justice (Morrison, 2006b), social skills 

training (DeRosier & Marcus, 2005), and peer support networks (Cowie & Olafsson, 

2000 ).

For instance, designed and implemented in Finland, the Kiva antibullying

programme . . is predicated on the idea that a positive change in the behaviors o f

classmates can reduce the rewards gained by bullies and consequently their motivation

to bully in the first place" (Kama et al., 2011, p. 313). The Kiva programme (Kam a et

al., 2011) is underpinned by research which provides insight regarding the social status

of bullies and the various participant roles in bullying situations, specifically, the

bullies, the victims, and the bystanders (see Section 3.2.2. for review o f  the literature

pertaining to bystanders). Focusing particularly on those students who are neither

bullies nor victims, there is an emphasis on promotion o f  empathy, self-efficacy, and

anti-bullying attitudes o f bystanders; key factors which have been found to impact on
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bystanders defending and supporting victims (Kama et al., 2011). It could be said that 

the Kiva programme has the purpose o f  instilling pro-social values in students which 

could influence behaviour beyond the confines o f the school grounds.

By contrast, the "Zero" programme (Roland et al., 2010) which is based in 

Norway was designed on the basis o f  prior research showing that pro-active (rather than 

reactive) aggression is associated with bullying behaviour and therefore bullying tends 

not to be a response to frustration. Thus, it was theorised that bullying occurs in 

situations where there is an appropriate climate for bullying to flourish as a result o f  

lack o f  teacher control and support. Therefore, Roland et al. (2010) suggest that an 

authoritative classroom leadership approach should be implemented to inhibit 

tendencies such as humiliation o f  peers in order to gam er power, whilst also enhancing 

the social cohesion o f  the group. In this way, the adults are ultimately responsible for 

creating the climate in which bullying will decline. The Zero programme is based on an 

approach in which school personnel set out and monitor expectations regarding positive 

social behaviour, support such behaviour, and address any deviation from the expected 

standards in a respectful manner. Therefore, there is a zero tolerance approach to 

bullying. In addition, there is the expectation that schoolwork will be the focus o f class 

time and that the school property and materials should be treated with respect. It is 

apparent that the Zero programme emphasises discipline and respect for others with a 

particular focus on the role o f  adults. However, it is unclear whether this approach 

serves to instil values and norms which will sustain in the absence o f authoritative 

adults.

Taking a narrow approach, the Shared Concem  method (Pikas, 2002) is 

intended for dealing with group bullying specifically (i.e., driven by group interaction 

rather than a single bully acting alone). A distinction is made due to the differing 

driving forces in both forms o f  bullying, namely personal characteristics versus group
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dynamics. Pikas (2002) suggests that the bond created between the therapist and the 

bully can counteract the undesirable group djnam ics in which the bullies find 

themselves. The Shared Concern m ethod (Pikas, 2002) is a tool with which the 

therapist can break up the bully group using a two-way communication style that elicits 

shared concern in relation to the bullying and in addition facilitates a shared conflict 

solution which is achieved through group discussion with the victim. There are five 

phases to the Shared Concern method (Pikas, 2002) as follows: individual talks with the 

suspected bullies; individual talk with the victim; preparatory group meeting with the 

fonner bullies exclusively; summit meeting with the therapist mediating the discussion 

between the victim and former bullies; and a follow-up o f the results. Unlike other 

approaches, the Shared Concern method has a very specific focus on the bullying group. 

Although this method o f countering bullying is useful in that it offers therapists a clear 

guideline for managing bullying problems which have come to staff attention, there are 

also clear limitations. This approach focuses solely on group-based bullying and 

therefore has a very narrow scope. It seems that the Shared Concern method can be best 

utilised as one aspect o f  a much broader effort to counter bullying.

Explaining what is a somewhat comparable approach to the Shared Concern 

method, Morrison (2002) suggests that

The aim o f  restorative programs is to reintegrate those affected by wrongdoing 

back into the community as resilient and responsible members. Restorative 

justice is a form o f  conflict resolution and seeks to make it clear to the offender 

that the behaviour is not condoned, at the same time as being supportive and 

respectfiil o f  the individual (p. 1).

According to M orrison (2006b), restorative justice seeks to empower those affected by 

harmful behaviour to take responsibility and address the harm done and this can be 

achieved by strengthening mechanisms o f  community support whilst also strengthening

49



mechanisms that enhance healthy shame management. Morrison (2006b) argues that 

there is evidence that restorative justice has been an effective intervention with respect 

to school bullying and other harmful behaviours (e.g., Morrison, 2003, 2005, 2006a). 

The purpose o f  restorative justice, according to Morrison (2006b), is to support 

individuals and communities through creation o f  healthy relationships, whereby citizens 

support one another whilst also holding each other accountable for behaviour. In this 

way, victims, offenders, and communities are empowered to address harmful or 

unwanted behaviours by taking responsibility for themselves and others. The 

Responsible Citizens Program (Morrison, 2002) is grounded in principles o f restorative 

justice such as community building and conflict resolution and contains five main 

principles captured by the term REACT, as follows: Repairing the hann (Principle 4: 

Reparation); Expecting the best from others (Principle 1: Change is possible); 

Acknowledging feelings and harm (Principle 3: Acknowledgment); Caring for others 

(Principle 5: Building communities o f  care); and Taking responsibility lor behaviours 

and feelings (Principle 2: Responsibility for act without denigration). Similar to the 

Shared Concern method, restorative justice approaches offer a guide to resolving 

bullying problems once they have come to the attention o f  staff. Although useful, this 

particular approach is narrow and only deals with one aspect o f bullying problems. 

Thus, there is a need for a broader approach which focuses on preventative measures in 

conjunction with intervention measures.

Focusing on the victims o f  bullying as opposed to the bullies, the Social Skills 

Group Intervention (S.S.GRIN) is ". . . designed to help children with peer relationship 

difficulties learn basic social and cognitive skills with the goals o f enhancing the quality 

o f their social relationships, their confidence in dealing with social situations, and their 

social behavior" (DeRosier & Marcus, 2005, p. 147). Focusing particularly on socially 

marginalized children, specifically those who are rejected, victimized, and socially
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anxious, the Social Skills Group Intervention (DeRosier, 2002, 2004; DeRosier & 

Marcus, 2005) is based on social learning and cognitive behavioural techniques in order 

to develop children's social skills and peer relationships. The purpose o f the programme 

is to improve participants' behavioural and cognitive social skills, to encourage their 

prosocial attitudes and behaviours, and to strengthen adaptive coping strategies in 

relation to social difficulties such as teasing and peer pressure. Although this 

programme may benefit some participants in enhancing their social skills, it is o f 

concern that it may be implemented in isolation, which would place the emphasis 

entirely on the victimized students. This would suggest that all responsibility lies with 

victims rather than bullies as a result o f  their inadequate social skills. For students who 

are already suffering peer rejection, this could potentially intensify the effects o f 

victimization.

Also offering a form o f  support for the victims o f  bullying, the peer support 

network approach (Cowie & Olafsson, 2000) is somewhat similar to the Kiva approach 

in that the peer group is the focus o f the potential solutions to bullying. Cowie and 

Olafsson (2000) suggest that "One effective way o f tapping the potential resource o f  the 

peer group comes from training selected young people in peer support" (p. 80). Making 

reference to Cowie and Sharp (1996), Cowie and Olafsson (2000) recognise three types 

o f  peer intervention approaches as follows: befriending; conflict resolution, and 

counselling-based approaches. Furthermore, they suggest that there are common 

elements to these differing approaches, including: a direct response to a request for help 

in relation to a bullying problem; equipping peer helpers with skills to support victims 

to find resolutions; a role for adults in supporting and supervising the network without 

imposing solutions; and the inclusion o f non-punitive interventions. The development 

o f  a peer support programme requires specialist training for staff and pupils, and 

programmes tend to be one aspect o f an overall anti-bullying policy (Cowie & Olafsson,
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2000). Similar to S.S. Grin, the Pikas method, and restorative justice, peer support 

programmes offer just one facet o f  a broad approach to countering bullying, and 

furthermore tend to rely on a victim seeking help.

It is evident from this Section that there are many approaches to countering 

bullying including broad approaches which target the peer group at large (e.g., Kiva) to 

more specific approaches such as S.S.GRIN which focuses largely on social skills 

training for marginalised children. Although the Kiva programme and the Zero 

programme offer a broad, comprehensive response to bullying problems, social skills 

training, peer support networks, restorative justice, and counselling in response to 

group-based bullying are much more specific and narrow in scope and could 

realistically constitute only a particular element o f  a more expansive anti-bullying 

programme. W hilst Kiva is implemented to instil values o f  pro-social concern for 

others. Zero is based on discipline and respect, and places much of the responsibility 

with the adults in the school environment. Thus, it is unclear whether the Zero 

programme could positively affect behaviour in the absence o f such authority. 

Although Kiva is perhaps more suited to facilitating positive behavioural change in 

participants, there is a particular emphasis on the peers. By contrast, the W hole School 

Approach advocates involving the whole school and extended community to both 

prevent and intervene in bullying problems. The next Section provides a review o f the 

W hole School Approach.

2.2.4.2. The Whole School Approach.

The scope o f this Section will be narrow with a particular focus on the whole school 

approach to combating bullying and the role o f bullying-specific policy within Irish 

schools, so as to set the context for management o f  traditional bullying and
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cyberbullying in Irish schools. According to Rigby, Smith, and Pepler (2004), "It is 

widely accepted that countering bullying requires a 'whole school approach' in which 

the elements and initiatives in a programme are carefully co-ordinated" (p. 2). "The 

whole-school approach is predicated on the assumption that bullying is a systemic 

problem, and, by implication, an intervention must be directed at the entire school 

context rather than just at individual bullies and victims" (J. D. Smith, Schneider, Smith, 

& Ananiadou, 2004, p. 548). The importance o f  involving the whole school community 

in combating bullying has been highlighted indirectly by the literature regarding 

participant roles in bullying beyond the immediate relationships between bullies and 

victims, namely the bystanders (see Chapter 3). The Olweus Bullying Prevention 

Program (OBPP: Olweus, 1993) has been recognised as the first whole school 

intervention programme to be implemented and evaluated on a large scale (J. D. Smith 

et al., 2004). Olweus and Limber (2010) provide an overview o f  the components o f  the 

OBPP at school-level, classroom-level, individual-level, and community-level. School- 

level components include introducing school rules against bullying, involving parents, 

and administering the Olweus Bullying Questionnaire (e.g., Olweus, 1989; Olweus, 

1994) school-wide. Examples o f classroom-level components are holding meetings 

with students' parents and posting and enforcing rules against bullying. At an 

individual-level, student activities would be supervised and staff would be expected to 

intervene immediately upon witnessing bullying. Community-level components include 

helping to spread anti-bullying messages o f best-practice throughout the community. 

However, the full list o f  components is more extensive than this.

A num ber o f school-based anti-bullying programmes have implemented a 

whole school approach to address traditional bullying, and in Ireland The Donegal 

Primary Schools Anti-Bullying Programme (Minton & O'M oore, 2008) is one such 

programme. It includes four main components, as follows: a network o f  professionals
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who have been trained to carry out the implementation o f  the anti-bullying programme 

in the schools which participated; a resource pack for teachers and in-service training 

which was provided by the network o f  professionals; a parent's information pack and 

information evenings for parents and other members o f the community, provided by the 

network; a consultant role among the trained professionals throughout the duration o f  

the anti-bullying programme in the participating schools. The network o f professionals 

received training in relation to definitions o f bullying, characteristics o f bullies and 

victims, signs which may indicate bullying or victimization, negative effects o f 

bullying, whole school approach to counter bullying, methods o f intervention, dealing 

with parents, and presentation skills. The Donegal Primary Schools Anti-Bullying 

Programme was carried out between 1998 and 2000, and a total o f 42 primary schools 

participated in the programme. Through the regional Education Centre, a group o f  11 

teachers were trained to implement the programme in three to five schools each. Pre- 

and post-programme bullying rates indicated that the programme was effective in 

significantly reducing levels o f  victimization (19.6%), frequent victimization (50%), 

bullying behaviour (17.1%), and frequent bullying behaviour (69.2%) during the 

previous three months (O'M oore & Minton, 2005). The impact o f whole school policy 

has been assessed in terms o f  its effects on bullying behaviour and victimization.

For instance, in a meta-analytic review o f  school-based programmes which 

have attempted to reduce bullying, Farrington and Ttofi (2009) examined a range o f 

components across different programmes. A num ber o f  elements were identified as 

being associated with a decline in bullying behaviour, including: parent training / 

meetings; improved playground supervision; disciplinary methods; classroom 

management; teacher training; classroom rules; whole-school anti-bullying policy; 

school conferences; information for parents; and cooperative group work. The total 

number o f  elements and the duration and intensity o f a programme for teachers and
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children were associated with decreased bullying. Furthermore, programmes which 

took their philosophy from Olweus were most successful. Also, those programmes 

which involved older children in large-scale studies showed the best results. The 

elements associated with reducing victimization included: disciplinary methods; parent 

training / meetings; and videos and cooperative work. Although a whole school anti- 

bullying policy was associated with decreased bullying behaviour, it was not regarded 

as an important factor in reducing victimization. This meta-analysis certainly highlights 

the necessity for a multi-layered approach to counter bullying which involves members 

o f  the school and the extended community.

2.2.4.3. The Situation in Ireland - Current Policy and Guidelines.

In Ireland there is an obligation on schools to protect students in relation to bullying. 

The Department o f Children and Youth Affairs (2011) issued guidelines for 

organisations with respect to child protection policy and practice (Children First: 

National Guidance for the Protection and W elfare o f Children). The publication 

provides a definition o f bullying and examples o f different forms o f bullying, including 

racial bullying and cyberbullying. In addition, exclusion criteria are provided, 

clarifying that whilst adults can also perpetrate bullying, generally neglect or sexual 

abuse by an adult do not constitute bullying. The Department o f Children and Youth 

Affairs (2011) state that "It is imperative that school management boards should have a 

policy in place to deal with bullying and that teachers are aware o f this policy and o f 

procedural guidelines to deal with it" (p. 61). Although primary responsibility is 

attributed to school authorities, additional support can be sought from the Health 

Service Executive Children and Family Services when dealing with a particularly severe 

bullying incident. Furthermore, school authorities are directed to consult the
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Department o f Education and Science (1993) "Guidelines on Countering Bullying 

Behaviour in Primary and Post-Primary Schools".

W ithin the guidelines, the Department o f Education and Science (1993) 

recommend a whole school approach to countering bullying and state that the purpose 

o f the guidelines is to

. . . assist schools in devising school-based measures to prevent and deal with 

bullying behaviour and, secondly, to increase the awareness o f bullying behaviour 

in the school community as a whole e.g., school management, teaching and non

teaching staff, pupils and parents/guardians as well as those from the local 

community who interface with the school. It is o f  particular importance that the 

issue o f bullying behaviour be placed in a general community context to ensure 

the co-operation o f all local agencies in dealing appropriately with it (p. 2).

Moreover, the guidelines (Department o f  Education and Science, 1993) 

recommend that every school should have in place a written anti-bullying policy, which 

addresses prevention o f bullying as an integral part o f  a written Code o f Behaviour and 

Discipline. It is also suggested that the policy should include: the creation o f a school 

atmosphere where students feel comfortable reporting bullying; creating awareness 

amongst management, teachers, students, and parents or guardians that bullying is 

considered unacceptable; supervision within all areas o f  the school; provision o f 

methods for recording and reporting bullying, and investigating and addressing 

bullying; development o f  support for those who are involved in bullying; and work with 

local agencies to address all forms o f  bullying and anti-social behaviour in the 

community. Furthermore, it is recommended that the policy should be evaluated in 

terms o f its effectiveness.

W hilst the Department o f Education and Science (1993) guidelines draw on 

international research, and offer schools essential direction regarding bullying, 20 years
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have passed since these guidelines were issued, and the publication has not been 

adapted to specify how school management should address cyberbullying specifically, 

in spite o f the research in Ireland indicating its existence (e.g., O 'M oore & Minton, 

2009). However, the existing guidelines (Department o f  Education and Science, 1993) 

offer an overall philosophy or set o f principles which can assist principals in promoting 

a positive school ethos and a culture in which bullying in any form is not tolerated.

Furthermore, it seems that this issue is currently being addressed (Me Guckin 

& Corcoran, 2013), as in May 2012 the Department o f  Education and Skills and the 

Department o f  Children and Youth Affairs held an Anti-Bullying Forum, so as to 

discuss different approaches to address bullying in schools. Furthermore, an Anti- 

Bullying W orking Group was established with the purpose o f  updating existing 

Guidelines, with a particular focus on addressing homophobic bullying, cyberbullying, 

and racial bullying. An "Action Plan on Bullying" was published by the Anti-Bullying 

W orking Group (2013), and the document explains 12 planned actions, as follows:

1. Development o f new national anti-bullying procedures for both primary and 

post-primary schools, to be ready for implementation by September 2013;

2. A review o f  Teacher Education Support Service provision so as to identify needs 

for training and to aid provision o f an appropriate Continuous Professional 

Development response;

3. Coordinated training and resource development for boards o f  management and 

parents;

4. Current models for evaluation o f SPHE and for whole school evaluations are to 

be adapted in order to provide evidence regarding the effectiveness o f schools' 

actions to create a positive school environment and to prevent and combat 

bullying;
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5. An evaluation o f  bullying in schools to be carried out by the Schools 

Inspectorate;

6. Schools' self-evaluation should also be facilitated in order to allow for 

evaluation o f effectiveness with respect to creation o f  a positive school culture in 

addition to preventing and combating bullying;

7. Establishment o f a new national anti-bullying website;

8. Support from the Department o f Education and Skills for campaigns which 

target homophobic bullying;

9. Facilitation o f  a media campaign which combats cyberbullying as part o f Safer 

Internet Day 2013;

10. Research to be conducted in order to explore effective supports for children with 

special educational needs;

11. Research to be conducted which explores prevalence and effects o f bullying 

associated with social media on the mental health and suicidal behaviour among 

young people to be facilitated by the National Suicide Prevention Office;

12. Measures to be taken in order to raise awareness, including provision o f 

guidelines in relation to all types o f bullying, for those working in the schools 

sector.

Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the current lack o f guidance regarding 

cyberbullying will be addressed, and that guidance will be provided with regard to 

policy and procedures. Furthermore, the Action Plan (Anti-Bullying Working Group, 

2013) includes a specific recommendation that the definition o f bullying should be 

updated to make reference to relational bullying, cyberbullying, sexual bullying, and 

identity-based bullying. There is also recognition o f the problem posed by the inclusion

58



o f  the element o f  repetition in a definition o f bullying, due to the differing nature o f 

repetition in cyberbullying.

In terms o f  tackling cyberbullying specifically, P. K. Smith et al. (2006, as 

cited in O 'M oore & Minton, 2009) recommend that cyberbullying should be addressed 

within the school anti-bullying policy and furthermore that m anagement should be 

responsible for ensuring that teaching staff have sufficient knowledge to cope with 

cyberbullying and to educate children with regard to cyber safety. W hen forming new 

anti-bullying approaches, it is argued that both parents and students should be updated 

and involved in the process. O'Moore and M inton (2009) claim that all members o f the 

school and the wider community have an important role to play and they argue that the 

whole school approach acknowledges that school bullying is a complex and m ulti

layered problem, and therefore requires a sophisticated, multi-level response. 

According to W illiams and Guerra (2007) school ethos has an impact on engagement in 

cyberbullying, as they found that those who reported that they felt attached to their 

school with a trusting, fair, and pleasant environment, were less likely to report that they 

had bullied others on the Internet. Additionally a perception o f  one's friends as 

tmstworthy, caring, and helpful was also associated with lower rates o f  bullying on the 

Internet, thus highlighting the importance o f the school culture.

Almeida et al. (2012) reviewed and analysed the existing guidelines relating to 

combating cyberbullying across Europe, Israel, and Australia. They recommend that in 

order to prevent and combat cyberbullying among young people, there must be a 

collaborative effort from society, schools, teachers, parents, and young people to set 

policy and practice. Furthermore, they highlight the importance o f  young people 

feeling ". . . that their voice is heard when policies and procedures, which are to affect 

them, are being developed" (p. 18). In addition, they argue that it is vital that 

cyberbullying is included within a whole school approach to combat bullying.
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Moreover, Almeida et al. (2012) assert that children must be taught the necessary skills 

to safely utilise cyberspace and to respond and cope in an effective manner w'hen 

confronted with cyber aggression. Again, the importance o f all members o f the school 

community being involved in policy and practice development is emphasized, and in 

addition, adequate training for all individuals is encouraged.

To date there has yet to be a study o f the implementation o f anti-bullying policy 

(traditional or cyber) in Irish schools. However, Me Guckin and Lewis (2008) 

investigated management o f  bullying within schools in Northern Ireland in the absence 

o f  Northern Irish legislation requiring that school authorities implement anti-bullying 

policy. They used an exhaustive sampling frame, encompassing all schools in Northern 

Ireland, 285 o f which participated in the research. They found that the majority o f 

respondents (64.2%; n = 183) indicated that they had received directives from the 

Department o f  Education in Northern Ireland with regard to bullying. Almost all 

principals (97.5%; n = 270) indicated that they implemented a policy with regard to 

bullying, and in most cases this was a part o f the overall Discipline Policy. Principals 

also reported that virtually all members o f the school community, including staff 

(97.8%), pupils (96%), and parents (95%), had received information on the school anti- 

bullying policies and programmes. A majority o f  98.6% o f respondents indicated that 

teaching staff had been instructed to be watchful for bullying behaviours. However, 

only 64.2% reported that non-teaching staff had received the same instruction. Less 

than a third o f principals indicated that teaching staff had reported being bullied (30.7%) 

and around one in ten principals (12.1%) indicated that non-teaching staff had reported 

that they were victims o f bullying. In terms o f sanctions for bullies, 26.8% o f principals 

had used suspension as a punishment for bullying behaviour, whereas 3% had used 

expulsion as a punishment. The authors concluded that the results indicated that school 

principals in Northern Ireland were attempting to manage bullying problems even in the
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absence o f legislative obligations to do so. This research holds particular relevance for 

the current situation in the Republic o f Ireland, where the guidelines on countering 

bullying behaviour are being updated (Anti-Bullying W orking Group, 2013) and there 

is currently no obligation for school policy to address cyberbullying specifically. 

Therefore, it is important that the present research explores school management o f 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying in order to ascertain whether the principles o f  the 

existing guidelines on countering bullying in schools (Department o f Education and 

Science, 1993) are being applied to cyberbullying.

2.2.4.4. Summary.

This Section has outlined the philosophy o f  the whole school approach and has provided 

a brief overview o f  the situation in Ireland regarding anti-bullying policy. The literature 

indicates that the whole school approach is an effective way o f addressing bullying at 

school-level, requiring a concerted effort on behalf o f ail members o f  the school 

community in relation to policy and practice. It is also evident that school authorities in 

Ireland have a responsibility to implement anti-bullying policy within their schools, and 

whilst there are clear guidelines for school personnel in relation to traditional bullying, 

there is a lack o f  guidance with regard to cyberbullying. It is clear from the literature 

reviewed earlier in the Chapter (Section 2.2.2.), that the nature o f cyberspace brings 

different characteristics which are unique to cyberbullying, and therefore principals 

cannot simply adopt the existing anti-bullying policy to combat cyberbullying. There is 

a clear need for revision and adaptation o f  policy and procedures. However, before 

such adaptation can take place, it is necessary to gain insight regarding current policy 

and practice within Irish post-primary schools.

Therefore, Study 1 in the current research explores the m anagement o f

traditional bullying and cyberbullying in Irish post-primary schools. Specifically, Study
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1 examines the implementation o f  a whole school approach to countering both forms o f 

bullying, implementation o f  anti-bullying policy (including cyberbullying), provision o f 

training for the whole school community, use o f available resources, directives issued 

by the Department o f Education and Skills in relation to cyberbullying, and principals' 

concerns regarding cyberbullying. In light o f the absence o f up-to-date policy 

directives, it can be expected that cyberbullying-specific policy will be lacking in Irish 

post-primary schools.

2.2.5. Conclusions.

This Section has provided a review o f the nature o f  traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying in terms of: the broader context o f  aggression; defining aspects o f 

bullying behaviour; different forms o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying; and 

current policy regarding bullying in Ireland. Traditional bullying can be considered a 

specific sub-type o f aggressive behaviour, and it is distinguished from other forms o f 

aggression by the social aspect which applies to bullying incidents and the defining 

elements o f  traditional bullying, namely repetition, intention to cause harm, and a power 

imbalance. However, whilst it is clear that there is a need to make a distinction between 

traditional bullying and general aggression, it is not yet clear whether there is a need to 

separate cyberbullying from general cyber aggression. This issue could be addressed 

more easily if  there was an agreed upon definition o f  cyberbullying. However, there is 

ongoing debate regarding the defining features o f  cyberbullying. The distinction 

between cyber aggression and cyberbullying will be explored further in Chapter 3. 

Included in this Section has been a critical review o f the different forms o f traditional 

bullying and cyberbullying, highlighting that traditional bullying can be categorised 

broadly as physical, verbal, or relational, whereas cyberbullying incidents can be
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categorised based on the medium used to communicate abuse (e.g., email), by the 

specific behaviour o f the perpetrator (e.g., degradation), or by the nature o f  the content 

produced (e.g., visual content). Thus, this review o f the literature has elaborated on the 

major concepts and behaviours to be explored within the current Thesis.

The purpose o f  reviewing the literature pertaining to the whole school approach 

and anti-bullying policy implementation was to set the context for Study 1 o f  the current 

research, which examines management o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying in Irish 

post-primary schools. Specifically, this study assesses whether principals o f post

primary schools are managing bullying by employing the philosophy o f  a whole school 

approach, and also whether they are being adequately supported by the Department o f 

Education and Skills in addressing cyberbullying. This is an important study as there is 

currently no available research regarding management o f bullying at post-primary level 

within the Republic o f Ireland. The hypotheses have been constructed on the basis o f 

the literature reviewed, with a particular focus on the Department o f Education and 

Science (1993) guidelines regarding management o f school bullying, and the absence o f 

directives to guide design and implementation o f  policy and procedures which are 

specific to cyberbullying. Hypothesis 8 is based on the assumption that principals' 

familiarity with ICT use will impact on their policy and practice in relation to 

cyberbullying and cyber safety.

2.2.5.1. Hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1. All school principals will report that they implement an anti-bullying 

policy.

Hypothesis 2. None o f  the principals will report that they include cyberbullying as 

part o f  the anti-bullying policy.
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Hypothesis 3. All principals will report that their policy was designed through 

collaboration involving all members o f the school community.

Hypothesis 4. All principals will report that their policy applies to all members o f  the 

school community.

Hypothesis 5. All principals will report that they provide training for students, 

teachers, and parents in relation to traditional bullying.

Hypothesis 6. None o f  the principals will report that they provide training for

students, teachers, and parents in relation to cyberbullying or cyber 

safety.

Hypothesis 7. None o f  the principals will report that they have received directives

from the Department o f Education and Skills regarding cyberbullying.

Hypothesis 8. Compared with principals who respond to the research by post, online 

respondents will be more inclined to provide training for the whole 

school community in relation to cyberbullying and cyber safety.

2.3. Methodology.

As stated in the literature review, this Chapter explores various aspects o f management 

o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying by post-primary school principals (Study 1). 

Therefore, the literature was reviewed with a particular focus on definitional and 

categorisation aspects o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying, in addition to literature 

pertaining to policy and practice which combats bullying at school-level. The current 

Section provides an account o f  the epistemology and theoretical framework 

underpinning both Studies 1 and 2, whilst also presenting the specific methods which 

were utilised for Study 1 which was an audit-style study o f  management o f bullying in 

Irish post-primary schools.
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2.3.1. Philosophical Assumptions Underpinning the Methods for Studies 1 and 2.

The present research was undertaken with the purpose o f  exploring the issues o f cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying at post-primary school level in 

Ireland. Specifically, this was an endeavour to gain insight regarding the nature o f  these 

behaviours, the role o f  the wider school community (i.e., management, staff, and peers), 

and the individual or personal factors associated with these behaviours, such as 

empathy, mental health, and coping styles. Prior research on bullying has largely been 

conducted from a psychological perspective, and indeed the current research is also 

situated in a psychology framework. Although there is scope for a variety o f  methods 

to be implemented to explore the issues which are o f interest in the current research, the 

psychology frame certainly impacts on the methodological approach. The present 

Section outlines the epistemology and theoretical framework which guide the research 

design whilst also presenting the rationale underpinning the specific methods used, and 

the analysis o f the data collected in both studies.

The current research sits within an objectivist epistemology, which holds that 

objects or things have meaning independently o f  consciousness or experience (Crotty, 

1998). That is to say, that meaningfiil reality exists even in the absence o f human 

experience. Crotty (1998) gives the example o f a tree in a forest which exists whether 

or not anyone is aware o f  its existence. In line with the different epistemological 

approaches set out by Crotty (1998), the objectivist epistemology is in clear contrast 

with, for example, the constructionist epistemology which would suggest that meaning 

does not exist without a mind, that there is no objective reality, and therefore meaning is 

constructed rather than discovered. Also in contrast with objectivism, subjectivism 

would suggest that meaning is imposed on the object by the subject, and therefore the
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object does not contribute meaning. Objectivism implies that meaning can be attained 

through research, and is therefore linked with a positivist theoretical perspective.

According to Crotty (1998), positivism ". . . postulates the objective existence 

o f meaningful reality" (p. 40). The positivist paradigm is considered to be appropriate 

for examination o f the psychological aspects of aggression and bullying as it allows for 

development and testing of hypotheses, isolation of specific variables which are 

measureable, and analysis o f relationships across variables (Thomas, 2009). In 

addition, this allows for comparison of the current research with prior research on 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying. Furthermore, as suggested by 

Thomas (2009), this approach allows the researcher to remain objective and neutral to 

an extent. Thus, a questionnaire design was undertaken for Studies 1 and 2, with the 

questionnaire for Study 2 containing a number o f standardised measures of 

psychological constructs. Statistical tests such as correlation analysis, chi-square test, t- 

test, ANOVA, and multiple regression analysis were conducted so as to explore 

relationships and differences across variables. It is acknowledged that this approach 

cannot be entirely objective as there is a need for the researcher to interpret the 

emergent relationships across variables. In order to avoid misinterpretation of the 

present findings, the researcher endeavoured to remain cautious in interpretation and to 

regard findings as evidence which support or do not support specific hypotheses, as 

opposed to constituting proof o f a particular phenomenon. Interpretation of findings 

was also grounded within the pertinent literature. In this way, the present research 

could be likened to a post-positivist approach (Crotty, 1998) in that it is recognised that 

results are neither entirely objective nor totally certain, and therefore interpretations are 

tentative and qualified.

In recognition o f the different views which frame social-inquiry, the potential 

short-comings of an exclusively positivist approach are acknowledged. Cohen, Manion
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and Morrison (2007) outline some o f  the arguments regarding limitations o f  the 

scientific method as follows:

• science's reductionist view o f nature defines life in measurable terms 

rather than inner experience;

• there is a need to consider one's own relationship to the focus o f  the 

research (i.e., subjectivity);

• quantification can lead to depersonalisation;

• there is over-emphasis on the externalities o f the person as opposed to 

the subjective world;

• and positivism does not consider human capacity to interpret our own 

experiences and represent them to ourselves.

Therefore, in order to pursue a balanced approach to the present research, qualitative 

data was also gathered for both Studies 1 and 2 in order to offer elements o f a 

complementary interpretive approach. In this way the present research acknowledges 

that there are multiple interpretations o f and perspectives on situations and events, that 

reality is complex and multi-layered, and that it is necessary to examine situations 

through participants' eyes (Cohen et al., 2007).

In Study 1, the qualitative data was collected to gain insight with respect to 

m anagement o f  bullying, particularly regarding principals' needs and desires in relation 

to bullying m anagement and concerns in relation to cyberbullying. In Study 2, 

qualitative data was collected to explore respondents' experiences o f  aggression and 

bullying, the effects o f bullying behaviour, aggression, and victimization, and the ways 

in which they coped when faced with aggressive and bullying behaviour. Unlike the 

quantitative data, the qualitative data constituted a more subjective element to the 

research. W hilst the quantitative data underwent statistical analysis, the qualitative data 

for Study 1 and the qualitative data in relation to types o f cyber aggression and
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cyberbullying in Study 2 underwent thematic analysis which is a method for . . 

identifying, analysing and reporting patterns (themes) within data" (Braun & Clarke, 

2006, p. 79).

Braun and Clarke (2006) argue that thematic analysis . . offers an accessible 

and theoretically flexible approach to analysing qualitative data" (p. 77). Qualitative 

data also provided descriptive overviews o f the effects o f  involvement in bullying, 

aggression, and coping strategies. Thematic analysis was conducted in a manner which 

was consistent with the guideline phases described by Braun and Clarke (2006) as 

follows:

1. The researcher became familiar with data by transcribing it, reading and re

reading it, and taking note o f  any ideas.

2. Initial codes were generated by coding interesting features which were apparent 

in the data (1 st, 2nd, and 3rd order coding which is explained further in Section 

2.4.1.). This was done in a systematic manner across the data set, and data 

relevant to each code was collated.

3. Codes were collated into potential themes, with all relevant data gathered to 

each suggested theme.

4. The themes were then reviewed by ensuring that they were appropriate with 

respect to the coded extracts and the entire data set, leading to a thematic map o f 

the analysis.

5. Themes were then defined and named in order to refine the specific aspects o f 

each theme.

6. The findings were then reported, relating the themes to the literature and the 

research questions, and identifying examples for each theme within the data.

The interpretive approach to research is not without criticism, and Cohen et al. 

(2007) summarise some o f  the major criticisms including the potential for subjective
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reports to be incomplete or misleading, and the potential to impose artificial boundaries 

on subjects' behaviours. However, by using a combination o f quantitative and 

qualitative data, the current research provides a level o f  triangulation where both types 

o f  data can offer a type o f  validity check to one another. Creswell and Plano Clark 

(2007) suggest that a researcher can use a triangulation design, collecting both 

quantitative and qualitative data in order to compare and contrast quantitative statistical 

findings with qualitative findings or to validate or to expand quantitative findings with 

qualitative data. This certainly applies to the present research design. Silverman (2010) 

suggests that we should not overstate the opposition between quantitative and 

qualitative methods as a combination o f methods can provide an appropriate response to 

different research questions. Moreover, M ackenzie and Knipe (2006) suggest that many 

researchers regard qualitative and quantitative methods as complementary and choose 

methods based on how appropriate they are for the research questions.

It is evident from this Section that due to the psychological context o f  the 

research, a mainly objectivist and positivist approach is used with statistical analysis o f 

the quantitative data providing much o f  the findings. However, in order to provide a 

more balanced perspective, qualitative data has been collected for an additional, 

subjective element. The next Section describes in detail the methods used in Study 1.

2.3.2. Aim o f  Study 1.

The aim  o f Study 1 was to ascertain how post-primary school principals in Ireland are

managing traditional bullying and cyberbullying. Cyberbullying research to date has

focused on a num ber o f  issues, such as: prevalence o f  cyberbullying in schools; the

m ethods used to cyberbully; sex-related differences; and impact o f  victimization.

However, as was stated in Section 2.2.5., despite such extensive research efforts, there

is an absence o f  research available relating to management o f traditional bullying or
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cyberbullying within Irish schools. This study comprises an audit of Irish post-primary 

principals' approaches to prevent and combat traditional bullying and cybcrbullying 

within their schools, and specifically examines policy implementation for all forms of 

bullying, use o f a whole school approach to counter bullying, provision of training for 

the school community, provision of directives from the Department of Education and 

Skills with regard to cyberbullying, principals' use o f resources regarding cyberbullying, 

and principals' concerns in relation to cyberbullying. Hypotheses for Study 1 were 

presented in Section 2.2.5.1. The current Section provides details of the methods with 

respect to the ethical concerns, the materials used, the pilot study, the data collection 

methods, and the sample o f respondents.

2.3.3. Design o f Study 1.

A  questionnaire design was selected for the current study, as this is the most practical 

method of targeting the entire population of post-primary principals in Ireland, and this 

was also the most appropriate method o f data collection which would allow for testing 

of the hypotheses. The "Cyberbullying Management Questionnaire" (see appendix A) 

is an audit-style questionnaire, which is an adapted version o f a questionnaire created by 

Me Guckin and Lewis (2008) as part o f their exploration of management of bullying in 

Northern Irish schools (see appendix B).

2.3.4. Ethics fo r  Study 1.

The researcher was guided by the Psychological Society o f Ireland (2011) Code of 

Professional Ethics in relation to conducting research. The Code contains four major 

principles as follows: (1) Respect for the rights and dignity of the person; (2) 

Competence; (3) Responsibility; and (4) Integrity. The first principle provides guidance
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which relates to respecting the rights and privacy and maintaining the dignity o f  the 

individual. Principle 2 refers to the requirement that psychologists must remain up-to- 

date regarding professional skills and ethical awareness, recognising their limitations, 

and not exceeding such limitations. The third principle refers to psychologists' 

responsibility to behave in a manner that is trustworthy, reputable and accountable, and 

their responsibility not to cause harm to clients and research participants. Finally, the 

fourth principle offers guidance with respect to psychologists' integrity, specifying that 

there is an obligation to be honest regarding their qualifications. This principle also 

requests that where possible, research participants are not deceived. A number o f 

specific guidelines are o f  particular importance to the present research and the relevant 

ethical considerations are outlined below.

• Consent:

■ When seeking consent, provide research participants with adequate 

information regarding the nature and purpose o f research, concerns, 

potential outcomes, and expected use o f the information generated;

■ Obtain informed consent for research involving invasion o f  participants' 

private lives, or risks to participants;

■ Respect participants' right to discontinue participation at any time.

• Confidentiality:

■ W hen sharing confidential information about individuals, do so in a 

m anner whereby individuals cannot be identified;

■ Store, transfer, and dispose o f records in a m anner that meets individuals' 

needs for privacy;

■ Render anonymous records if  there is no need for them to be personally 

identifiable;
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■ Communicate the measures which will be taken to protect 

confidentiality;

■ Protect the dignity and well-being o f research participants.

• Research methods:

■ Conduct pilot studies to assess the effects o f procedures and techniques 

which may carry risk, prior to using such approaches on a broader scale;

■ Collect only information which is germane to the purposes o f the 

investigation;

■ Remain familiar with current knowledge, research methods, and 

techniques so that research activities and conclusions benefit others and 

do not cause harm;

■ Be sensitive to the needs o f society when considering research questions, 

and interpretation of findings;

• Maintain the highest standards of scientific integrity when carrying out

research;

■ Take actions to minimise the effects o f research activities on participants' 

personality and mental or physical integrity;

■ Carry out research in a manner that reflects a commitment to honest, 

open inquiry.

• Reporting research findings;

■ Act to avoid misuse or misinterpretation of psychological data by others;

■ Avoid misrepresentation, exaggeration, distortion, or errors when 

reporting research findings;

■ When reporting knowledge, findings, and views, ensure that there is 

clear differentiation between facts, opinions, theories, hypotheses, and 

ideas;
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■ Do not act to suppress disconfirming evidence regarding findings and 

views, and acknowledge alternative explanations;

■ Thoroughly discuss the limits o f data.

Prior to commencing data collection, it was necessary to gain ethical approval 

from the Ethics Committee o f the School o f Education, Trinity College Dublin. Ethical 

approval was sought by submitting an application, containing an ethical approval form, 

a copy o f  the research proposal, and a copy o f the email which was to be sent to 

principals (see appendices C, D, and E respectively). The Ethics Committee requested 

that further information should be provided to respondents on the nature and capabilities 

o f the online software used to collect data (Zoomailer: ww w.zoom ailer.net). There was 

also a request for more information on the storage o f the data following collection. 

Therefore, more information was provided regarding the online software, with regard to 

the capabilities o f  the researcher to, for example, monitor who opens the email, who 

clicks the link to the questionnaire, and who answers the questionnaire. Furthermore, 

the ethics committee were infonned that the data would be stored securely in password 

protected files, and physical copies o f  the questionnaires would also be stored securely 

so as to protect the anonymity o f  the respondents. Upon provision o f this additional 

information the Ethics Committee concluded that the study met ethical standards and 

granted approval on February 22nd 2011.

2.3.4.1. Anonymity.

Respondents in Study 1 were assured that their anonymity would be protected and that

neither their names nor the names o f their respective schools would appear in a thesis or

publication (see appendix E). They were made aware that they could withdraw from the

research at any point. It was encouraged that, if  required, respondents should seek

additional information by contacting the researcher via email. Upon collection,
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electronic data was stored in password protected files on the researcher's personal 

computer and data collected on paper was safely stored in a locked, fireproof cupboard 

which was only accessible to the researcher. Each respondent was identifiable in the 

database by a unique identification number, ranging from one to 45. This allowed the 

researcher to identify respondents without compromising their anonymity.

2.3.5. Materials fo r  Study 1.

Me Guckin and Lewis (2008) designed the original questionnaire (see appendix B) for 

the purpose o f  investigating how school principals in Northern Ireland were managing 

bullying prior to the implementation o f  legislation requiring them to have an anti- 

bullying policy. At present, there is no available research which examines management 

o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying problems within Irish post-primary schools. 

Therefore, the Me Guckin and Lewis (2008) questionnaire was adapted for this purpose.

The items o f  the original questionnaire (see appendix B) were selected by the 

researchers on the basis o f a review o f  the literature, together with consultation with 

experts in education. The questionnaire focused on a number o f issues including: the 

components o f anti-bullying programmes; dissemination o f anti-bullying policies 

among the school community; training for staff; reporting and management o f claims o f 

staff victimization; sanctions against bullies; and homophobic bullying. Whilst most 

questions were in a closed format, requiring a categorical response (Yes / No), some 

questions allowed for respondents to provide a qualitative answer.

The adapted questionnaire, used in the current study, examines a number o f

aspects o f m anagement o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying including:

demographic details (e.g., How many teaching staff are currently employed in your

school?; n = ); implementation o f an anti-bullying policy (Do you have an anti-bullying

policy in your school?; Yes / No); implementation o f anti-cyberbullying policy (Does
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your anti-bullying policy incorporate the issue o f cyberbullying?; N/A / Yes / No); 

whole school approach to policy design (e.g., W ho participated in devising your anti- 

bullying policy [e.g. Board o f Management, Parents' Association, students, outside 

specialists in the area o f  bullying, etc.]?; Open question); provision o f training for staff, 

students, and parents in relation to traditional bullying, cyber-safety, and cyberbullying 

(e.g.. Have staff at your school received any training to prevent/deal with traditional 

bullying?; Yes / No); designation o f  a staff member to deal with cyberbullying 

incidents (Have you designated a member/members o f  staff to deal with incidents o f 

cyberbullying?; Yes / No); respondents' encounters with traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying within the school during the previous month (e.g.. In the past month how 

many incidents o f  cvberbullving have come to your attention?; 0 / 1 - 5 / 6 - 1 0  / 11-15/  

16-20 / 20+); dissemination o f directives from the Department o f Education and Skills 

in relation to cyberbullying (e.g., Have you received any directives from the Department 

o f Education regarding cyberbullying?; Yes / No); respondents' use o f available 

resources and materials regarding cyberbullying (e.g.. Have you availed o f  any 

resources/materials in relation to cyberbullying [e.g. the Office for Internet Safety’s free 

resources “Get with IT!”]?; Yes / No); respondents' desire for help from the Department 

o f Education and Skills with regard to cyberbullying (e.g.. Is there anything the 

Department o f  Education could do to help you cope better with cyberbullying?; Yes / 

No); respondents' concerns regarding cyberbullying (e.g.. Have you any specific 

concerns/worries in relation to cyberbullying?; Yes / No); and availability to participate 

in other aspects o f the research programme, such as a study among the students in the 

school. The adapted version o f the questionnaire also contains some closed, categorical 

response options together with open questions to allow for qualitative responses. For 

instance, respondents can indicate if  they have provided training for various members o f
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the school community with Yes / No responses, and can then elaborate on the form that 

the training took tlirough answering an open question.

2.3.6. Pilot Study.

Before commencing data collection a pilot study was conducted with a group o f six 

respondents, four o f whom were working in education and undertaking a Masters of 

Education in Aggression Studies, and two of whom were experts in the area of 

cyberbullying research. The pilot study had the dual purpose of ensuring that the data 

collection tool worked successfully and of gathering feedback from the respondents on 

the appropriateness of the items in the questionnaire. Table 1 displays the feedback 

provided by the respondents to the pilot study and the action taken in response to each 

suggestion. The fmalised questionnaire is exhibited in appendix A.
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Table 1: Respondents' feedback from the pilot study.

Suggested changes

The term "stand alone" threw  me. I'm assum ing it 

m eans that it is a com plete docum ent in itself?

A ction taken

This refers to question 7 and the question was 

rephrased to include the word "separate" (i.e., I f  

yes, is this a separate, stand-alone policy or is it a 

part o f  your schoo l's  Code o f  Behaviour and 

Discipline?)

You might wish to ask who helped devise the anti- 

bullying policy i.e. B oard o f  M anagem ent, Parents 

A ssociation, students, outside specialists in that 

area, etc. (sic)

This was a useful suggestion and a question based 

on this was added to  the questionnaire.

In addition to the definitions o f  traditional and 

cyber bullying, you may wish to define what is 

m eant by internet safety.

there a "?" in question 34 that you probably don't 

need, (sic)

question 26 and 27 could also be open, so you get 

more precise inform ation. (sic)

"Internet safety" was replaced with the term 

"cyber safety" and th is was explained as m eaning 

safe and responsible use o f  m obile phones and the 

Internet,

T his error was corrected.

This referred to questions 27 and 28 in the adapted 

questionnaire (appendix A). These were multiple 

choice questions, in w hich participants w ere asked 

how many incidents o f  traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying had com e to their attention in the 

previous month. These questions were left as



m ultiple-choice as the responses would ultim ately 

have been categorised anyway.

alle questions are m ultiple choice but som e need to 

be single choice, like yes vs. no (m aybe it's 

because it is a pilot?), (sic)

m aybe you could highlight som e keyw ords, 

especially in questions w hich are sim ilar, e.g. 12 

and 16. (sic)

maybe a very short introduction at the beginning 

o f  the questionnaire would m ake it "softer", even 

if  it's only a "w elcom e...blablabla". Or some 

textblocks betw een blocks o f  questions, like "the 

follow ing questions, bla bla bla". (sic)

2.3.7. Sample for Study I.

The target population for the current study was Irish post-primary school principals. 

There are 712 post-primary school principals on the database provided by the 

Department o f Education and Skills. A separate database containing principals' contact 

details including their personal email addresses was obtained from the National 

Association o f Principals and Deputy Principals (NAPD). The NAPD database contains 

contact email addresses for the majority, but not all, o f  the post-primary school 

principals. Permission was also granted by the NAPD to use the database for the
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No action was taken here as the questionnaire 

already included Y es / N o response options.

Zoom ailer did not have this facility. However, 

some w ords w ere underlined in the paper version 

o f  the questionnaire.

Again, Zoom ailer did not allow for this. However, 

the email and letter provided an introduction to the 

study for participants (see appendices E and F).



purposes o f contacting principals to invite them to participate in this research. At stage 

1 of data collection, an invitation email (see appendix E) was sent to all o f the principals 

on the database (n = 584). A second email was sent after a two-week period to thank 

those who had responded, and to invite other principals to do so.

However, following a very low response rate (n = 18) stage 2 (a postal 

campaign) was undertaken in an attempt to obtain a larger, more representative sample. 

The sample for the postal campaign was obtained from the Department o f Education 

and Skills database, which contains 712 schools. Schools were divided into four 

categories; Irish speaking schools; non fee-paying schools; fee-paying schools; and 

schools which cater for post-leaving certificate and core VTOS pupils. These categories 

were partly based on the categorisation system used in the Department o f Education and 

Skills database. However, the database further categorises schools based on whether 

they provide boarding facilities; an aspect which was not considered necessary for the 

purposes o f the current research. This sampling frame is considered to be nationally 

representative. Approximately 12% of schools in each category were randomly selected 

and invited to participate in the research. A total of 87 schools received a letter of 

invitation (see appendix F), and a sample o f 27 principals responded to the 

questionnaire by post. Overall, from both the online and postal campaign a total sample 

of 45 principals participated in Study 1. The demographic details o f the schools are 

displayed in Table 2.
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Table 2: Demographic details o f the sample.

Variables n %

N 45 100

Sex o f students Co-Educational 28 62.22

Male 7 15.56

Female 10 22.22

Category of School Non fee-paying 26 57.78

Fee-paying 8 17.78

Irish speaking 4 8.89

VTOS 6 13.33

Not known 1 2.22

* One principal did not provide a school role number and therefore the school category 

could not be identified.

2.3.8. Procedure for Study 1.

Initially an online data collection campaign was undertaken as there are potential 

advantages to this approach, including: the lack of printing or posting which reduces 

cost and allows for exhaustive sampling; potentially fewer ambiguous responses; and 

convenient storage of data (Madge et al., 2011).

Zoomailer was used as a data collection tool in the initial online phase of the 

study. Zoomailer is an online market research tool which allows users to post a 

questionnaire online and invite potential respondents via an email campaign. The data 

resulting from the campaign is then stored in the user's personal account. Initially an 

email o f invitation (see appendix E) was sent to 584 principals (all members accessible
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via tlie NAPD database). A link to the questionnaire was embedded in the emails to 

allow willing respondents to access the questionnaire. The initial email had the subject 

"Study 1." However, a reminder email with the subject "Cyberbullying Research" was 

sent after a two week period, in an attempt to attract more participation. Zoomailer also 

provides intelligence on responses from the sample (e.g., how many emails were 

successfully delivered). The responses to the initial email (time 1) and the reminder 

email (time 2) are provided in Table 3.
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Table 3: Zoomailer intelligence regarding email campaign.

Email intelligence Time 1 Time 2

n % n %

Emails sent 584 100.00 577 100.00

Emails delivered 516 88.36 507 87.87

Number o f recipients who opened the email 127 21.75 118 20.45

Number o f  recipients who did not open the email 389 66.61 389 67.42

Number o f  recipients who clicked the link to the 

questionnaire

59 10.10 66 11.44

Number o f emails that did not reach the inbox 68 11.64 70 12.13

Number o f recipients who unsubscribed from the 

mailing list

5 0.86 2 0.35

Number o f  recipients who answered the 

questionnaire

11 1.88 7 1.21

It is evident from Table 3 that over 10% o f  emails failed to reach the recipient inbox on 

either occasion. A further 389 recipients did not open the email on either occasion and 

therefore were unable to read the invitation to the research. O f those who did read the 

invitation and clicked the link to the questionnaire (>10%), only 18 principals chose to 

participate in the research. There are various possible reasons for the poor response rate 

which are addressed in the Discussion (Section 2.5).
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Due to the very low response (n = 18) achieved from the online campaign, a 

postal campaign was undertaken. Those targeted by the postal campaign received a 

letter o f  invitation (see appendix F), with a paper copy o f the questionnaire and a 

stamped, addressed return envelope enclosed. Also enclosed with the invitation was a 

form with which principals could indicate that they did not intend to participate in Study 

1 but would like to participate in the follow-up study (see appendix G). The data 

collection was extended to the end o f  the school year in order to allow for the best 

possible response. A higher response percentage was obtained from the postal 

campaign.

2.4. Results.

2.4.1. Introduction.

The current Section provides the results obtained from Study 1, detailing both 

quantitative and qualitative findings. Quantitative data were analysed using SPSS 

(version 18.0: 2010), whilst qualitative data were analysed using thematic analysis 

(Langdridge, 2004). For Study 1, quantitative data is presented in the form of 

frequencies, whilst qualitative findings are presented in the form o f the most commonly 

emerging themes. The percentages reported in the frequency findings refer to 

percentage o f  the overall sample unless otherwise stated. Qualitative data was analysed 

for emerging themes through first, second, and third order coding, followed by thematic 

analysis (Langdridge, 2004). According to Langdridge (2004), coding refers to the 

method o f  assigning labels to chunks o f  textual data, with each order o f  coding 

becoming increasingly interpretive, as opposed to merely descriptive. Following third 

order coding, the major themes or concepts emerging from the data are identified.
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Qualitative data for Study 1 are presented in appendix H. Where respondents 

mentioned an individual by name, the name was replaced with "X" so as to protect 

anonymity.

In relation to the hypotheses presented in Section 2.2.5.1., the results pertaining 

to Study 1 focus on: implementation o f anti-bullying policy; the training provided for 

the whole school community in relation to traditional bullying, cyber safety and 

cyberbullying; principals' awareness o f traditional bullying and cyberbullying among 

students during the previous month; the role o f  the Department o f Education and Skills 

in directing principals with regard to cyberbullying management; use o f relevant 

resources; principals' concerns in relation to cyberbullying; and a comparison o f online 

and postal respondents. In light o f  the small sample size (n = 45), the results should be 

interpreted with caution.

2.4.2. Bullying Policy.

Hypothesis 1 stated that all school principals would report that they implement an anti- 

bullying policy. This was supported, as all o f  the respondents (n = 45; 100.00%) 

reported that an anti-bullying policy was implemented in their respective schools. The 

majority o f principals (n = 33; 73.33%) implemented the anti-bullying policy 

separately from the Code o f Behaviour and Discipline, whereas four principals (8.89%) 

described it as an integral part o f  the code. A further seven respondents (15.56%) 

described it as both a separate policy and yet also an integral part o f the Code o f 

Behaviour and Discipline. One principal (2.22%) indicated that the anti-bullying 

policy was a separate policy but that the school was incorporating it into a revised 

Code o f  Behaviour. Almost half o f  respondents (n = 22; 48.89%) reported that the 

anti-bullying policy was posted on the school website. Hypothesis 2 stated that none
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o f the principals would report that they include cyberbullying as part o f  the anti- 

bullying policy. This was not supported, as 32 respondents (72.73% o f  the 44 who 

responded) reported that they incorporated cyberbullying into this policy. A further 12 

respondents (27.27% o f  those who responded) did not address cyberbullying in their 

anti-bullying policy and one respondent (2.22%) did not answer the question.

2.4.3. Design o f  the Anti-Bullying Policy.

The third hypothesis predicted that all principals would report that their anti-bullying

policy was designed through collaboration involving all members o f  the school

community. It was evident from the 44 responses to question 9 [i.e., Who participated

in devising your anti-bullying policy (e.g. Board o f  Management, Parents' Association,

students, outside specialists in the area o f bullying, etc.).^] that almost all o f  the anti-

bullying policies (n = 42; 95.45%) had been designed using a collaborative approach

involving different members o f the school and sometimes the wider community.

However, as less than 100% o f  principals indicated a collaborative approach,

hypothesis 3 was not supported. The most common participants in the design o f  the

policy were: staff (n = 35; 79.55%); parents (n = 35; 79.55%); the Board o f

M anagement (n = 34; 77.27%); students (n = 32; 72.72%); and outside experts or

outside agencies (n = 10; 22.72%). Many o f  those who indicated that staff participated

in the policy design simply used the broad term o f  "s ta ff . However, some indicated

the members o f staff more specifically (e.g., . . Teachers Non-Teachers" [sic], ". . .

Teaching s ta ff. Principal, Guidance Counsellor, Teachers", "A group o f  staff.

. ."). The role o f  parents was not always clear but often took the form o f  a committee

(i.e., ". . . PTA . . .", ". . . reps from the Parents Association consulted", "Parents

Assoc."). The Board o f M anagement was also commonly referred to by the

abbreviated form "BOM" or "Board". Student participation in policy design was also
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varied (e.g., ". . . Student Council", . . Pupils . . ". . . SRC (Student Council). . .").

Outside expertise and outside agencies refer to a range o f contributors (e.g., . . NEPS

psychologist consulted", ". . . outside specialists", "Cool Schools Anti Bullying . . ".

. . outside help.", ". . . external expertise . . .", ". . . SPHE Support Service"). A number 

o f other participants were also mentioned in the design process. The various categories 

of policy design contributors are displayed in Table 4 and all responses to question 9 

are included in appendix H.

Table 4: Participants in design of anti-bullving policv.

Members of the school community n %

Staff 35 79.55

Parents 35 79.55

Board o f Management 34 77.27

Students 32 72.72

Outside expertise or outside agencies 10 22.72

All stakeholders 1 2.27

Researched policies in other schools, materials from 1 2.27

various sources

SNA Mediation Counsellor 1 2.27

Anti-bullying committee composed o f teachers 1 2.27

All partners in school community 1 2.27

Everybody 1 2.27

Not sure 1 2.27

86



2.4.4. Target o f  the Anti-Bullying Policy.

The fourth hj'pothesis predicted that principals would report that their anti-bullying 

policy applies to all members o f the school community. However, it is evident that 

principals indicated various approaches in terms o f who the bullying policy addressed, 

and therefore the fourth hypothesis was not supported. For instance, in some cases 

only students had to abide by the policy, whereas others policies targeted the whole 

school community. Table 5 below displays the various members o f the school 

comm unity which anti-bullying policies address. It is evident that over one third (n = 

17; 37.78%) o f  principals implement anti-bullying policies which target teaching staff, 

non-teaching staff, and students. Principals also frequently indicated that the policy 

applied only to students (n = 8; 17.78%), or that it applied to teaching staff, non

teaching staff, pupils, and parents (n = 8; 17.78%). In one case, it was reported that the 

policy also applied to visitors to the school, reflecting an authentic whole school 

approach including the wider community.
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Table 5: Members o f the school community to which the anti-bullying policy applies.

Members of the school community n %

Teachers, non-teaching staff, and students 17 37.78

Students 8 17.78

Teachers, non-teaching staff, students, and parents 8 17.78

Teachers and students 5 11.11

Teachers, students, and parents 3 6.67

Teachers 1 2.22

Teachers, non-teaching staff, and parents 1 2.22

Teachers, non-teaching staff, students, parents, and 1 2.22

yisitors

Students and separate staff-staff guidelines from VEC 1 2.22
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2.4.5. Training provided fo r  the Whole School Community.

W hilst hypothesis 5 predicted that all principals would report that they provide training 

for students, teachers, and parents in relation to traditional bullying, hypothesis 6 

predicted that none o f the principals would report that they provide training for 

students, teachers, and parents in relation to cyberbullying or cyber safety (cyber safety 

was described as safe, responsible use o f  mobile phones and the Internet). Neither 

hypothesis was supported, as is evidenced by Table 6.

Table 6: Provision o f training for the school community.

Type o f  training Staff Students Parents

n % n % n %

Traditional bullying 36 80.00 39 86.67 22 50.00*

Cyber safety 18 40.00 32 71.11 23 51.11

Cyberbullying 13 28.89 32 71.11 18 40.00

*M issing data from one respondent to this item

From Table 6 it can be seen that staff were most likely to have received training 

to help them cope with traditional bullying (n = 36; 80.00%). However, less than half 

o f  principals indicated that staff had received training in relation to cyber safety (n = 

18; 40.00%), and even fewer had received training to help them to cope with 

cyberbullying (n = 13; 28.89%). Training for staff took a number o f  forms. In many 

cases principals reported that an invited speaker or expert provided training (e.g., 

"training from outside specialists on two different occasions", "We are part o f the Cool
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School initiative which provided a number o f  staff members with inservice and we also 

had sessions in school for all staff members", "Invited speaker to address students & 

some staff were present"). S taff training was also delivered through seminars and 

workshops (e.g., "Seminar from invited guest . . .", "Seminar & Ongoing workshops 

through SPHE Training"). Other respondents indicated that training was sometimes 

presented through meetings or presentations or discussion involving the staff (e.g., " . . .  

staff session to input on anti bullying policy", "All staff briefed about bullying and 

cyber bullying at staff day at beginning o f  year and during the year" [sic]). Other less 

common types o f training included inservice training, use o f  the Gardai (i.e., police), 

information leaflets, and tools accessed from the website antibullyingcampaign.ie. In 

some cases, respondents indicated that not all staff members had access to training.

Table 6 also indicates that students were the most likely group to receive 

training regarding traditional bullying (n = 39; 86.67%), cyber safety (n = 32; 71.11%), 

and cyberbullying (n = 32; 71.11%). It was apparent that in many cases students 

received training in the form o f  SPHE classes and / or through another aspect o f the 

curriculum (e.g., "SPHE classes at Junior Cycle . . .", "Also dealt with in SPHE", ". . . 

IT class SPHE classes" [sic]). Principals also reported that training had sometimes 

been provided by outside agencies or experts (e.g., "Presentation from ‘Sticks & 

Stones’ Workshop.", . . get outside agencies (ie Gardai) to present info to students." 

[sic]). S taff were often also a source o f  training (e.g., "One o f  our teachers has 

completed a Masters on Cyber Bullying and has taken all years and worked with them 

around this whole area.", "Pastoral care class where class teacher, Year Head and 

Deputy Principal were involved in delivering training", "No formal training but form 

tutors and management discuss it with students"). Awareness raising campaigns were 

also reported as a source o f  training for students (e.g., "Anti-Bullying Awareness 

W eek.", ". . . Dramatic presentation as part o f anti-bullying week for 1st years . . .", ". .
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. M ENTAL HEALTH INITIATIVE" [sic]). Other, less common forms o f  training 

included NCTE resources, Stay Safe On Line, a presentation to all students on 

cyberbullying, and one principal indicated that students had received "advice rather 

than training".

Although parents were the group who were least likely to have had training to 

help them to cope with traditional bullying (n = 22; 50.00% o f  the 44 who responded), 

they were in fact more likely than staff to have received training in relation to cyber 

safety (n = 23; 51.11%) and cyberbullying (n = 18; 40.00%). In many cases principals 

reported that parents received training by way o f  a presentation, often conducted by an 

invited speaker or expert (e.g., "Presentation from an invited speaker", "Presentation 

from invited speaker -  junior cert students parents invited."). Respondents also 

indicated that training took the form o f correspondence and / or sharing o f resources 

and information (e.g., "No fornial training but correspondence and advice given in 

writing from school", ". . . W ritten materials produced by outside agency and 

circulated."). Other forms o f training included a parents' night, training from the 

"Principal at meetings", "advice rather than training given at induction events" (in 

relation to traditional bullying), "Specific training session organised by PTA" (in 

relation to cyber safety), a ". . . Parents’ Evening as part o f ‘Sticks and Stones’ 

W orkshop." (in relation to traditional bullying). Finally, one principal indicated that, 

in relation to traditional bullying, the "Parents Association have the issue address at 1 

m eeting per year annually, ie Anti Bullying policy explained" (sic).

Respondents were also asked if  they had designated a member o f  staff to deal 

with cyberbullying incidents. A total o f  16 (37.21% o f the 43 who responded) 

principals reported that they had designated a member o f  staff for this purpose, and 

eight respondents (21.62% - data missing from 8 respondents for this item) reported 

that the designated staff member had received training for this position.
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2.4.6. Principals' Experiences o f  Cyberbullying in the Previous Month.

W hen asked if  any incident o f  cyberbullying in their schools had come to their 

attention to date, 43 respondents (95.56%) replied in the affirmative. The frequency 

with which traditional bullying and cyberbullying incidents had come to principals' 

attention during the previous month is outlined in Table 7.

Table 7: Traditional bullying and cyberbullying incidents in the previous month.

Type o f bullying Num ber o f  incidents n %

Traditional bullying 0 incidents 6 13.33

1-5 incidents 34 75.56

6-10 incidents 5 11.11

Cyberbullying 0 incidents 13 28.89

1-5 incidents 32 71.11

6-10 incidents 0 0
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2.4.7. Principals' Use o f  Cyberhullying Resources.

Almost half of respondents (n = 22; 48.89%) indicated that they had utilised available 

resources regarding cyberhullying. Although there was no apparent consistency with 

regard to the resources which principals reported using, some principals indicated that 

they had used resources produced in Ireland to be used by schools and parents. For 

instance a number of respondents (n = 5; 11.11%) reported that NCTE resources had 

been used by their schools (e.g., "NCTE guidelines", "NCTE info NCTE guest 

speakers" [sic], "NCTE RESOURCE Disk.", "NCTE Webwise materials for SPHE 

class"). Other principals (n = 5; 11.11%) reported that they had used "Get with IT!" 

materials (e.g., "A guide to Cyberhullying", "Get with it parental Booklets" [sic]). 

Some respondents indicated that they had used resources from Childwatch (n = 2; 

4.44%) or Webwise (n = 2; 4.44%). Furthermore, two principals (4.44%) reported that 

they were not aware o f the resources which had been used (e.g., "Not sure -  Passed 

them on to relevant people", "No - sorry!").

2.4.8. The Role o f  the Department o f  Education and Skills regarding Cyberhullying

Management.

The seventh hypothesis stated that none of the principals would report that they have

received directives from the Department o f Education and Skills regarding

cyberhullying. Whilst this hypothesis was not supported, just three respondents

(6.98% of 43 who responded) indicated that they had received directives from the

Department of Education and Skills in relation to cyberhullying. When asked if they

felt there was anything the Department of Education and Skills could do to help them

cope better with cyberhullying, 30 respondents (69.77% of the 43 who responded) felt

that they would benefit from help from the Department of Education and Skills. A

total of 29 respondents offered suggestions as to how the Department o f Education and
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Skills could help them. Four major themes emerged from these suggestions as follows: 

Training; Resources, Guidance; Information. The most popular theme to emerge was 

"Training". Responses included "Training for staff on the subject courses for 

students", "Provide Work shops for staff + students" (sic), "Target inservice ie. for 

SPHE teachers" (sic), and "Staff training in the form o f practical intro to what exactly 

cyber bullying is" (sic). In terms o f resources, respondents expressed a need for ". . . 

more materials for use in the classroom . . .", and referred to the need for the 

Department of Education and Skills to "Make resources available to schools eg posters, 

booklets Facebook" (sic). Principals also expressed a desire for guidance from the 

Department o f Education and Skills in relation to cyberbullying, (e.g., "Guide-lines 

and directions regarding social networking sites", and ". . . advice on dealing wioth 

cyber-bullying" [sic], "Clear guidelines on how to handle issue . . ." [sic]. Principals 

also indicated that they may benefit from more information from the Department of 

Education and Skills, including "More general information . . .", ". . . whole staff info 

sessions . . .", and one respondent highlighted the need to "Infonti parents in Primary 

school of the dangers." Only one principal expressed a desire for help in the form of 

restrictions on technological devices (". . . allow us to ban mobile phones in school").

2.4.9. Principals' Concerns regarding Cyberbullying.

The majority o f principals reported that they had concerns with regard to cyberbullying

(n = 37; 82.22%). Respondents were prompted to elaborate on any concerns they were

harbouring in relation to cyberbullying. A total of 38 principals responded, and a

number of themes emerged from the various answers including: policing; the home-

school divide; the impact o f technology; and adult intervention. There was some

overlap across the various themes, with, for example, one respondent indicating that

fast-moving technology was making cyberspace difficult to police. Two themes which
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emerged to a lesser extent were concerns regarding the misuse o f  Social Networking 

Sites, and the potential negative impact o f  cyberbullying.

The theme o f "Policing" refers to the difficulties principals encounter in terms 

o f m onitoring activities in cyberspace and the ease with which cyberbullies can abuse 

others and avoid consequences for their actions. One principal stated that it is "Very 

difficult to manage what happens on the internet in school" (sic) whereas another stated 

that it is ". . . insidious and difficult to identify and stop when it happens." Many 

respondents expressed that they found that the technology being used by students 

allowed cyberbullies to avoid punishment (e.g., "The advancing technologies - eg 

smartphones -  make it very difficult to 'po lice’ cyberactivity" [sic], "The anonimity 

associated with the Internet casn make tracking difficult." [sic]). Other respondents 

highlighted the need for outside help in policing cyber activity (e.g., "We need (1) 

Parental supervision and (2) Responsible providers and Internet services", "Lack o f 

control over social networking sites eg bebo, facebook where people appear to be able 

to put up anything without consequence." [sic]).

The them e o f  "The home-school divide" m ainly refers to the confusion about 

whether responsibility lies with the school or the family when an incident o f 

cyberbullying occurs. Respondents referred to the fact that they were often "Dealing 

with issues that originate outside the school", and were sometimes finding an overlap 

betw'een school life and cyber activities (e.g., "Problems from outside school are 

brought into the school"). Other principals felt that they were expected to deal with 

cyberbullying when it was in fact the parents' responsibility (e.g., "Most takes place 

outside school yet school is usually left to handle the consequences", "Managing 

school-hom e distinction (i.e. schools cannot take on responsibility for students use (or 

misuse) o f  Intemet" [sic]). Others simply highlighted the confusion that exists (e.g., 

"The lines between school and family responsibilities can be blurred", and
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cyberbullying "IS OFTEN SEEN AS OUTSIDE JURISDICTION OF SCHOOL." 

[sic]).

In terms o f "Technology" related concerns, many principals felt that the nature 

o f cyberspace was problematic. One respondent admitted to not being " . . .  skilled in 

dealing with the compiter aspect of cyber-bullying . . . "  (sic). Others were more 

worried about the impact on young people. For instance, one principal highlighted the 

fact that electronic content " . . .  goes viral very quickly". Another respondent was 

concerned about the "24/7" nature o f cyberspace providing ". . . no escape or downtime 

for students". One respondent expressed concern about the ". . . technology 

difficulties with blocking such sites in school."

The theme o f "Adult intervention" is rather broad, and refers to adults' (mainly 

parents') lack of monitoring o f children's cyber activity and ignorance in relation to 

cyber communication and the potential impact o f cyberbullying. One principal stated 

that "Parents are for the most part unaware o f what is going on, as are teachers", 

whereas another felt that "Facebook can cause very serious difficulties especially when 

parents do not understand how the teenages can select to use it" (sic). One respondent 

highlighted that fact that there is a ". . . general sense that parents are ignorant of the 

seriousness o f this issue because they themselves are not IT literate." Another 

respondent referred to the "Extent to which students have the freedom -  uncontrolled 

and unsupervised by parents/guardians -  to access internet with all the consequences 

which come with it" (sic). In addition, one principal was concerned that there ". . . is a 

total lack of awareness amongst parents o f the effect it has on young people".
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2.4.10. Online versus Postal Respondents 

Hypothesis 8 predicted that principals who responded to the research online would be 

more inclined to provide training for the whole school community in relation to 

cyberbullying and cyber safety. Underpinning this hypothesis was the assum ption that 

principals who are more familiar with ICT would be more inclined to reply to the 

online research, and as a result o f  their familiarity with ICT would also be more 

inclined to provide training regarding cyber safety and cyberbullying. Principals who 

responded to the online campaign were compared with principals who responded to the 

postal campaign with regard to their responses to a number o f items.

However, as can be observed in Table 8 below there is little difference between 

the two groups and indeed postal respondents were more likely to provide training for 

all groups in relation to cyberbullying and were also more likely to provide training for 

staff and parents with regard to cyber safety. Furthermore, postal respondents were 

more inclined to agree to participate in Study 2, which they were infonned would 

require a sample o f students from each year group to answer a questionnaire. 

However, online respondents were more likely to report that they included 

cyberbullying in their school anti-bullying policy, and were also more likely to report 

that their students had received training in relation to cyber safety. In light o f  the 

overall findings, it would seem that there is no meaningful connection between the 

m ethod o f  response and the implementation o f  policy and practice regarding 

cyberbullying, and therefore the eighth hypothesis was not supported.
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Table 8: Online versus postal responses to items.

Principals' Responses to Items Method o f Response to Research 

Online (n = 18) Postal (n = 27) 

n % n %

Includes cyberbullying in anti-bullying 

policy

16 88.89 16 59.26

Provides staff training in relation to 

cyber safety

5 27.78 13 48.15

Provides staff training in relation to 

cyberbullying

4 22.22 9 33.33

Provides student training in relation to 

cyber safety

13 72.22 19 70.37

Provides student training in relation to 

cyberbullying

12 66.67 20 74.07

Provides parent training in relation to 

cyber safety

8 44.44 15 55.56

Provides parent training in relation to 

cyberbullying

5 27.78 13 48.15

W illing to participate in a follow-up 

study on cyberbullying

12 66.67 17 62.96
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2.4.11. Summary.

This Section has provided the results from Study 1 which examined: the design and 

implementation o f  anti-bullying policies; the provision o f training for the whole school 

community; principals' encounters with bullying among students during the previous 

month; the input o f the Department o f Education and Skills in directing principals in 

relation to cyberbullying management; use o f  relevant resources; and principals' 

concerns in relation to cyberbullying. Table 9 provides an overview o f the outcomes in 

relation to the hypotheses stated in Section 2.2.5.1.
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Table 9: Outcomes o f hypotheses stated in Section 2.2.5.I.

Hypotheses Outcome

6 .

7.

All school principals will report that they implement an 

anti-bullying policy.

None o f  the principals will report that they include 

cyberbullying as part o f  the anti-bullying policy.

All principals will report that their policy was designed 

through collaboration involving all members o f  the school 

community.

All principals will report that their policy applies to all 

members o f  the school community.

All principals will report that they provide training for 

students, teachers, and parents in relation to traditional 

bullying.

None o f  the principals will report that they provide 

training for students, teachers, and parents in relation to 

cyberbullying or cyber safety.

None o f the principals will report that they have received 

directives from the Department o f Education and Skills 

regarding cyberbullying.

Compared with principals who respond to the research by 

post, online respondents will be more inclined to provide 

training for the whole school community in relation to 

cyberbullying and cyber safety.

Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported
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Although all o f  the respondents (n = 45, 100.00%) indicated that an anti-bullying 

policy was implemented in their schools, only 72.72% reported that this policy also 

addressed cyberbullying. The majority o f  respondents implemented the anti-bullying 

policy separately from the Code o f Behaviour and Discipline. Furthermore, almost all 

o f  the principals reported that their policy had been designed using a collaborative 

approach, and parents and staff were the groups most frequently involved in the policy 

design process. Respondents were most likely to report that the anti-bullying policy 

targeted teaching staff, non-teaching staff, and students. Compared with staff and 

parents, students were the most likely group to receive training in relation to traditional 

bullying, cyber safety, and cyberbullying. The majority o f respondents indicated that 

at least one incident o f  traditional bullying and one incident o f  cyberbullying had come 

to their attention during the previous month. Less than half o f  the sample had utilised 

available resources which were relevant to cyberbullying, and a minority reported that 

they had received directives from the Department o f Education and Skills regarding 

cyberbullying. However, more than half o f principals felt that the Department o f 

Education and Skills could provide assistance to help them to cope with cyberbullying. 

The main support that principals desired from the Department o f  Education and Skills 

included training, resources, guidance, and information. Principals also reported a 

variety o f  concerns regarding cyberbullying. These concerns often referred to the 

difficulty o f  policing cyberspace, the home-school divide in relation to cyberbullying, 

the role o f  technology, and the importance o f adult intervention. Furthermore, there 

were no clear trends with regard to the way in which online respondents or postal 

respondents implemented cyber-specific policy and practices. The findings from Study 

1 will be discussed in greater depth in Section 2.5.
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2.5. Discussion.

The current Section discusses the research findings in relation to the pertinent literature 

regarding management o f  bullying and policy implementation at school-level. In 

addition, implications o f the research in relation to current research, practice, and policy 

are explored. Furthermore, the strengths and limitations o f Study 1 are considered and 

recommendations for fiiture research are discussed.

2.5.1. Implementing a Whole School Approach to Counter Bullying. 

Hypothesis 1 was supported, as all respondents indicated that an anti-bullying policy 

was implemented in their respective schools. It is o f note that the majority o f 

respondents reported implementing the anti-bullying policy separately from the Code o f 

Behaviour and Discipline, as the Department o f  Education and Science (1993) 

guidelines advocate that the anti-bullying policy should be an integral part o f  the Code 

o f Behaviour and Discipline in all primary and post-primary schools. Hypothesis 2 

predicted that none o f  the school principals would report that they include cyberbullying 

as part o f the anti-bullying policy. However, this was not supported, as almost three 

quarters o f respondents indicated that they incorporated cyberbullying into this policy. 

It is certainly reassuring that the majority o f principals had addressed cyberbullying at 

policy level, in spite o f a lack o f obligation to do so from the Department o f Education 

and Skills. However, it is unclear how cyberbullying was incorporated into policies in 

the absence o f clear directives as to how it should be addressed.

W ith regard to the whole school approach to countering bullying, the third

hypothesis stated that all principals would report that their policy was designed through

collaboration involving all members o f the school community. This hypothesis was not

supported, as a minority o f  principals had not taken a broad, collaborative approach.

The members o f the school community most likely to be involved in the process were
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staff, the Board o f Management, students, and outside experts or outside agencies. It is 

o f  concern that not all policies involve input from students as a minimum requirement. 

According to recommendations by Almeida et al. (2012) it is vital that young people 

feel ". . . that their voice is heard when policies and procedures, which are to affect 

them, are being developed" (p. 18).

Also in relation to the whole school approach, it was hypothesized that all 

principals would report that their policy applies to all members o f  the school 

community. This was not supported, as a minority o f principals indicated that their 

anti-bullying policy targets teaching staff, non-teaching staff, parents, and students. 

Furthermore, just one respondent reported that the policy applied to teachers, non

teaching staff, students, parents, and visitors. These findings reveal that a genuine 

whole school approach to countering bullying is not implemented in all post-primary 

schools.

With regard to training, it was hypothesized that principals would indicate 

provision o f training for students, teachers, and parents in relation to traditional 

bullying, but would also indicate lack o f  training for students, teachers, and parents in 

relation to cyberbullying and cyber safety. However, it emerged that the majority o f 

respondents reported provision o f training for students with regard to traditional 

bullying, cyberbullying, and cyber safety. Most principals also indicated that staff had 

received training in relation to traditional bullying, but less than half reported that staff 

had been trained with regard to cyber safety, and around one quarter o f  respondents 

reported that staff had been trained in relation to cyberbullying. Parents were the least 

likely group to receive training regarding traditional bullying, but were more likely than 

school staff to have received training regarding cyberbullying and cyber safety. Perhaps 

this reflects a greater desire and demand for information on the part o f parents compared 

with school personnel. W hilst neither hypothesis has been supported with respect to
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provision o f training, it is reassuring that in most cases students are exposed to training 

across all three topics, and a proportion o f staff and parents also receive training.

The types o f training provided were also explored, and a wide variety o f training 

approaches emerged. Students tended to receive training as part o f the curriculum, such 

as Social Personal and Health Education, or from outside agencies or experts. Staff also 

provided a source o f  training in some instances, delivering training in their capacity as a 

class tutor or Year Head, or in the capacity o f  an expert where the individual has 

attained a relevant qualification. Students were also trained as part o f  awareness raising 

campaigns, or through presentations. S taff training included in-service training, training 

conducted by an invited speaker or expert, seminars and workshops, information 

leaflets, meetings, discussions, and presentations. However, it was also evident that 

staff training was not always accessed by the entire staff body. Parents often received 

training by way o f a presentation, provided by an invited speaker or expert, through 

correspondence such as dissemination o f  information and resources, or through parents' 

nights or training sessions. It is evident that training varies widely with respondents 

having differing perspectives with regard to what actions constitute training, and that 

further research is required to examine the content and to assess the effectiveness o f 

such training. W ith regard to designating staff to address cyberbullying incidents, it 

emerged that a minority o f  respondents had done so. Moreover, only half o f designated 

staff had received training for such a position.

2.5.2. Principals' Experiences, Resources, Directives, and Concerns.

The majority o f  respondents reported that at least one incident o f  traditional bullying 

and at least one incident o f cyberbullying had come to their attention during the 

previous month. This indicates that school authorities are called on to intervene in
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instances o f  cyberbullying, which by its nature is not necessarily confined to the school 

environment.

In spite o f  the potential role o f  principals as managers o f  cyberbullying, less 

than half o f  respondents reported that they had used available resources regarding 

cyberbullying. However, where principals reported use o f  resources, they tended to 

indicate that they had used resources which would be appropriate for use in schools, 

particularly those who used materials from the National Centre for Technology in 

Education (NCTE) which was established under the auspices o f the Department o f 

Education in 1998. Such resources included NCTE guest speakers and W ebwise 

materials for SPHE class.

It was hypothesized that none o f  the respondents would report having received 

directives from the Department o f Education and Skills regarding cyberbullying. This 

was not supported, as a minority o f three principals reported having received 

directives. It is likely that this indicates different interpretations o f  the term 

"directives" as the Department o f Education and Skills would be likely to issue the 

same directives to every school in their jurisdiction. Approximately two thirds o f 

respondents reported that they felt that the Department o f Education and Skills could 

assist them in relation to coping with cyberbullying. Following thematic analysis o f 

the qualitative aspect o f  this topic, the four most common forms o f desired assistance 

emerged, including training, resources, guidance, and information. This would 

indicate that principals and staff personally require better education and resources on 

the subject o f  cyberbullying before they are adequately equipped to educate their 

students. It is also noteworthy that respondents primarily desired an educational 

response from the Department o f  Education and Skills as opposed to a restrictive 

response, such as banning technological devices in school.
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Principals were also asked if  they had any concerns regarding cyberbullying, to 

which the majority replied in the affirmative. W hen asked to elaborate on this, four 

themes emerged: policing; the home-school divide; the impact o f  technology; and adult 

intervention. "Policing" refers to the difficulty o f  monitoring cyber activity and 

addressing bad behaviour which occurs in cyberspace. This poses a difficulty for 

principals when students approach them following cyber victimization, thus 

highlighting the need for clear guidance regarding the most appropriate steps that a 

principal can take in responding to such a disclosure from a student. Sufficiently 

explicit detail is required regarding how a principal should react in relation to record 

keeping, gathering o f  evidence, and provision o f ongoing support. The "home-school 

divide" refers to the lack o f  clarity regarding whether responsibility lies with the school 

authorities or the family in relation to cyberbullying. In this regard, there is a need for 

the Department o f Education and Skills to provide clear guidance on this issue in 

relation to the circumstances which dictate that the school must share responsibility 

with the students' families. Furthermore, clear guidance regarding an appropriate 

response from the school authorities would help to address this issue. "Technology" 

refers to the difficulties presented by the nature o f  the devices used to enact 

cyberbullying. This them e included concerns in relation to principal's abilities to 

address cyberbullying, and the potential negative impact for students. This concern 

could be addressed with increased education for the whole school community in order 

to equip all members with the skills to navigate cyberspace with minimal risk. This 

would require a strong understanding o f the technology in conjunction with an 

awareness o f  appropriate and safe conduct online. It is vital that principals and other 

school staff have sufficient familiarity with technology so that they feel empowered to 

taken actions which can prevent and combat cyberbullying problems among students.
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The theme o f  "adult intervention" refers to adults', particularly parents', lack o f 

monitoring o f children's activities in cyberspace and general ignorance with regard to 

cyber communication and the potential effects o f cyberbul lying. A culture o f  open and 

ongoing dialogue between school personnel and parents would help to address this 

particular difficuhy. Indeed, increased cooperation between parents and staff may be 

the most appropriate action that school authorities can take in the absence o f stronger 

guidance from the Department o f Education and Skills. Again, this particular concern 

highlights a need for further education for parents in relation to technology and the 

potential exposure to benefits and risks associated with its use.

It was also hypothesized that principals who responded to the research online 

would be more inclined to provide training for the whole school community in relation 

to cyberbullying and cyber safety. This hypothesis was constructed on the basis o f the 

assumption that, compared with postal respondents, respondents who were more 

familiar with ICT would be more inclined to respond to the questionnaire online, and 

would also be more comfortable with the task o f providing cyber-specific training for 

the school community. However, it was not apparent that online respondents were 

more inclined to provide cyber-specific training.

2.5.3. Practical Implications.

The findings o f  the research indicate that the guidelines for countering bullying in Irish

prim ary and post-primary schools (Department o f  Education and Science, 1993) are

greatly adhered to in Irish post-primary schools in relation to traditional bullying. This

statement is supported by the finding that all respondents reported that an anti-bullying

policy was implemented in their school. In addition, the recommended whole school

approach is implemented with the majority o f principals indicating that a collaborative

approach has been taken to design policy and that the policy applies to various
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members o f  the school community. However, it is evident that further direction is 

required to encourage principals to implement anti-bullying policy which targets all 

members o f the school and extended community, as just one respondent indicated that 

the anti-bullying policy targeted students, teachers, non-teaching staff, parents, and 

visitors, whilst a minority o f  respondents reported that their policy targeted students, 

teachers, non-teaching staff, and parents. Furthermore, it is also apparent that updated 

directives are required in order to assist schools to combat cyberbullying specifically. 

A significant proportion o f respondents reported that they did not address 

cyberbullying as part o f  their anti-bullying policy. Furthermore, there was a desire for 

increased training, resources, guidance, and information from the Department o f 

Education and Skills in relation to cyberbullying. In addition, principals reported a 

number o f concerns regarding cyberbullying, including the difficultly with policing 

cyber activities, the difficult nature o f the technology in question, the lack o f clarity 

regarding adult responsibility at home and at school, and the general ignorance and 

lack o f monitoring on the part o f  adults, in particular parents. Again, this highlights 

the need for clear and concise direction and provision o f  support from the Department 

o f  Education and Skills, and therefore the current Action Plan (Anti-Bullying W orking 

Group, 2013) is a sign o f  much needed progress.

It is essential that updated guidelines are provided which adequately address 

cyberbullying in relation to definitions, and also provide clear directives regarding 

policy and procedures, in conjunction with provision o f  training for the whole school 

community. Perhaps the proposed revised definition o f bullying will help to alleviate 

the challenge o f  ambiguity regarding the role o f  repetition in cyberbullying incidents, 

and therefore, reduce the dilution o f responsibility which can occur when an aggressor 

takes just one negative action to victimize a peer in cyberspace, but in doing so 

initiates a chain o f  victimizing actions to be carried out by others, thus leading to a
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cumulative negative effect on the victim. With respect to cyberbullying which occurs 

outside o f the school environment, directives regarding policy and procedures must 

provide clear guidance regarding where responsibility to respond or intervene lies, as it 

is vital that school personnel feel empowered to respond strongly when confronted 

with cyberbullying problems among students. School management should also receive 

clear directives regarding the behaviours (particularly in cyberspace) which should be 

considered unacceptable in the school's code of behaviour and discipline. Furthermore, 

adequate training should be designed and provided for the whole school community 

(including parents) so that insufficient knowledge o f ICT no longer precludes 

significant adults from providing guidance to young people with regard to safe 

navigation o f cyberspace and appropriate responses when confronted with risk.

Finally, the poor response rate in the current research is concerning in that it 

may reflect a lack of interest in relation to the critical issue o f bullying during a time of 

immense change. Alternatively, the low response rate may be attributable to the 

demands that are currently placed on school management in terms o f increased 

workload.

2.5.4. Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research.

This research provides the first audit o f management of bullying within Irish post

primary schools, providing an important and timely review o f anti-bullying policy 

implementation with regard to traditional bullying and cyberbullying. The strengths of 

the research include the strong methods used to pursue the research questions, drawing 

on the pertinent literature and extending previous research conducted by Me Guckin and 

Lewis (2008). However, Study 1 was also limited by a number o f factors. For instance, 

the small sample size prevented the research from gaining a representative response to

the questionnaire, thus providing only a small "snapshot" o f the current situation in
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Ireland regarding management o f  bullying. Furthermore, whilst the research provided 

insight regarding the implementation o f  anti-bullying policy, it did not provide insight 

into the detailed content o f such policies. In light o f  these considerations, it is 

recommended that fixture research examines the elements o f  anti-bullying policies 

across a larger sample o f post-primary schools and it is also advisable to examine the 

situation in primary schools. It is important that policy and procedures in Irish schools 

are explored following the provision o f updated guidelines from the Department o f 

Education and Skills, so as to ensure implementation o f best practice with respect to 

management o f  bullying.
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3. Incidence of Cyber Aggression. Traditional Bullying, and Cvberbullving in Irish 

Post-Primary Schools.

3.1. Introduction.

The current Chapter focuses on specific aspects o f Study 2, which examine the 

experiences o f cyber aggression and bullying (traditional and cyber) among a sample o f 

Irish post-prim ary school students. The aspects o f Study 2 to be addressed in the 

cuiTent Chapter are: incidence o f  cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying; sex-related differences regarding aggression and bullying; bystander 

attitudes in relation to sex, and involvement in aggression and bullying problems; and 

ICT use in relation to sex, and involvement in aggression and bullying problems. 

Initially a review o f the literature is provided in order to set the context for the aspects 

o f Study 2 which have been outlined. Moreover, the literature review provides a 

rationale for the current research questions and the expected outcomes in the present 

research. However, some o f  the pertinent literarure regarding detinitions and types o f 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying has also been reviewed in Chapter 2. 

Additionally, the methods for Study 2 are reported in the current Chapter and it 

becomes apparent that Study 2 is closely modelled on prior research conducted as part 

o f a longitudinal study o f  Swiss adolescents (i.e., the netTEEN study: M achmutow et 

al., 2012). Results regarding incidence o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying, ICT activity, and bystander attitudes are also presented. Section 3.5. 

provides a discussion o f the major findings in the context o f the pertinent literature and 

this contains important implications for both researchers and practitioners regarding 

appropriate terminology and definitions for cyber-based peer victimization, as well as 

measurement techniques for such behaviour.
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3.2. Review of the Literature.

The current review o f  the literature examines international research regarding child and 

adolescent involvement in both traditional bullying and cyberbullying, as a perpetrator 

(bully), a target o f bullying (victim), and as both perpetrator and target simultaneously 

(bully-victim). This Section provides a basis for expected incidence rates o f traditional 

bullying and cyberbullying in the current research, highlighting the lack o f consistency 

across incidence rates found in relation to both forms o f  aggression. Moreover, this 

review demonstrates that there is an overlap between involvement in traditional bullying 

and involvement in cyberbullying (e.g., Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Livingstone et al., 

2011a). Additionally, bullying is explored as a group process, with a focus on the 

various bystander roles beyond the immediate involvement o f the bullies, victims, and 

bully-victims (Salmivalli et al., 1996). It will be evident following this review that there 

is a strong knowledge base regarding bystander roles in traditional bullying. However, 

it will also be apparent that there is a paucity o f research which examines the bystander 

roles involved in cyberbullying incidents. In addition, the current review o f  the 

literature explores the relationship between ICT use and involvement in cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying. Specifically, an overview o f current trends regarding 

ICT use will be presented, followed by a more narrow focus on the relationships 

between cyber activities and exposure to cyber aggression and cyberbullying. The 

review o f  the literature also allows for identification o f  appropriate measures to be used 

for exploration o f the current research questions (i.e., the adaptation o f measures used in 

the netTEEN study by M achmutow et al., 2012).

3.2.1. The Incidence o f  Traditional Bullying and Cyberbullying.

The current Section reviews the international findings regarding the incidence o f

traditional bullying and cyberbullying. Initially, the literature presented focuses on the

112



incidence o f  traditional bullying across different nations, including the Republic o f 

Ireland, so as to demonstrate that traditional bullying has been found to pose a 

significant problem  among primary and post-primary school students. The review of 

literature regarding incidence o f  traditional bullying will only include key studies which 

have included a large sample o f  post-prim ary school students and have used 

measurement instruments which hold particular relevance to the current research, 

namely the Alsaker and Brunner questionnaire (Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker & Brunner, 

1999) and the Olweus Bully Victim Questionnaire (BVQ: Olweus, 1989). Incidence 

findings in Ireland are also reported regardless o f  the instrument used by the 

researchers, so as to create a broad context for the current research.

Following this, a critical review o f  the international incidence rates o f 

cyberbullying is provided. The studies selected for a review o f  cyberbullying incidence 

are those which have examined a robust sample size and use m easurement instruments 

which replicate the Alsaker and Brunner questionnaire (Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker & 

Brunner, 1999) or BVQ (Olweus, 1989). Similar to the traditional bullying incidence 

review, all studies conducted in the Republic o f  Ireland are reviewed. Furthermore, the 

current Section highlights the common finding in the literature that traditional bullying 

is more prevalent than cyberbullying. Finally, the overlap across traditional bullying 

and cyberbullying is examined, illustrating that the two forms o f aggression are related 

and must be studied in tandem for the purposes o f  the current research.

3.2.1.1. The Incidence o f  Traditional Bullying.

This Section provides a review o f the international incidence o f  traditional bullying, so

as to illustrate that this form o f  aggression affects a significant number o f  primary and

post-prim ary school students. This review focuses on research which uses specific

research instruments so as to minimise the inconsistency o f  incidence findings. Solberg
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and Olweus (2003) provide a comprehensive overview of the possible causes o f varying 

rates of bullying found by researchers. They argue that researchers use different 

methods to collect data, ranging from peer- and teacher-report measures to self-report 

measures. In addition, some researchers provide participants with a clear definition of 

bullying whilst others do not provide this. Solberg and Olweus (2003) also refer to the 

fact that researchers examine bullying using varying time frames. For example, one 

researcher will examine involvement in bullying problems over one school year, 

whereas another will examine experiences during the previous two or three months. In 

addition, response options vary across measurement instruments with some allowing for 

a yes / no response when respondents are asked if they have been victimized or have 

bullied others, whereas others allow respondents to indicate the specific frequency of 

their experiences. Furthermore, Solberg and Olweus (2003) indicate that incidence 

findings are sometimes based on a single item response, and sometimes based on a 

mean or total score o f a scale. Moreover, researchers use differing criteria or thresholds 

for categorising bullies, victims, and bully-victims.

A major cause o f such inconsistencies is the variety of measurement 

instruments used across the literature to explore bullying incidence among school 

students. One o f the earliest instruments developed was the Bully Victim Questionnaire 

(BVQ: Olweus, 1989), which provides respondents with a definition of bullying and 

allows them to self-report victimization or bullying behaviour during the previous 

couple of months, and furthermore it allows them to indicate how frequently they had 

experienced these problems. In addition, the BVQ (Olweus, 1989) examines the 

frequency with which respondents have experienced the various types of bullying, such 

as physical bullying or exclusion during the same time frame. The BVQ has been used 

extensively internationally.
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In addition, the Peer Relations Questionnaire (PRQ: Rigby & Slee, 1993b) was 

developed in Australia to examine peer relationships and victimization. The PRQ 

(Rigby & Slee, 1993b) provides a definition of bullying and asks respondents about 

their experiences of victimization and bullying perpetration during the same year. This 

measure uses a different time frame and frequency categories to the BVQ (Olweus, 

1989). The PRQ (Rigby & Slee, 1993b) consists o f three scales; The Bully Scale; the 

Victim Scale; and the Pro-Social Scale. Although the PRQ (Rigby & Slee, 1993b) is a 

useful scale which has been used extensively, the studies which have used it are mainly 

based in Australia, and therefore do not offer a broad international perspective.

Five years after the development of the BVQ (Olweus, 1989), Neary and 

Joseph (1994) created the Peer-Victimization Scale (PVS). The PVS (Neary & Joseph, 

1994) assesses victimization in a more covert way than the BVQ (Olweus, 1989), in that 

it does not provide respondents with a definition of bullying. The six-item scale 

examines respondents' experiences o f physical and verbal bullying. The Bullying 

Behaviour Scale (BBS: Austin & Joseph, 1996) was designed to complement the PVS 

(Neary & Joseph, 1994) by measuring perpetration o f bullying, and Neary and Joseph 

(1994) also included a peer-report measure of victimization which highlighted a greater 

incidence o f victimization compared with the self-report measure alone. They argue 

that this highlights children's reluctance to report victimization. Although it is usefiil to 

examine bullying and victimization in a less overt manner, and to gather data using both 

self-report and peer-report items, the scales are somewhat limited in that they only 

measure physical and verbal bullying and do not provide a measure of frequency. The 

PVS (Neary & Joseph, 1994) and BBS (Austin & Joseph, 1996) have not been widely 

used in comparison with the BVQ (Olweus, 1989).

The Life in School Checklist (LSC: Arora, 1994, 1996; Arora & Thompson, 

1987) is another self-report measure which examines school-based victimization over a
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period o f one week. The measure consists o f  a Bullying Index and General Aggression 

Index which can alert a school to the level o f  bullying at a given time. Similar to the 

PVS (Neary & Joseph, 1994), the LSC (Arora, 1994, 1996; Arora & Thompson, 1987) 

is covert, in that the items which refer to bullying and aggression are mixed with items 

which examine more neutral experiences, and in this way draws respondents' attention 

away from the main purpose o f  the questionnaire (Arora, 1999). Although, this 

instrument could be a useful "dipstick" for schools to monitor victimization among 

students, it is rather limited by the fact that the bullying-specific items focus solely on 

physical bullying.

Alsaker and Brunner (Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker & Brunner, 1999) developed a 

measure to examine school children's experiences o f  victimization and bullying 

perpetration during the previous two months. Although the measure uses a similar 

time-scale and frequency categories to the BVQ (Olweus, 1989), it does not contain 

items which ask respondents if  they have experienced or perpetrated general bullying. 

Rather, respondent roles in bullying are identified by their responses to items which 

focus on physical, verbal, and indirect bullying. This measure has been used in a small 

selection o f studies. However, it was recently heavily adapted for use in a longitudinal 

study which measured traditional bullying and cyberbullying (i.e., the netTEEN study: 

M achmutow et al., 2012) and therefore holds great relevance for the current research.

Despite the limitations o f  the literature which focuses on incidence o f 

traditional bullying, it is important to explore the international findings, so as to 

highlight the evidence that a significant number o f  school students are involved in 

bullying problems. Therefore, the literature is reviewed with a particular focus on the 

research conducted using two similar instruments: the Alsaker and Brunner measure 

(Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker & Brunner, 1999); and the BVQ (Olweus, 1989). These two 

instruments are particularly useful in that they measure the frequency o f  bullying and
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victimization over the previous couple o f  months, which equates roughly to one school 

term. Furthermore, they allow for measurement o f  specific forms o f bullying, namely 

physical, verbal, and relational. However, other Irish-based studies which have used 

different measures are included in this Section as they can help to give an overview of 

the incidence o f  bullying in Irish schools to date. The purpose o f  this Section is create a 

context for the current research and to provide a guideline as to the incidence o f 

traditional bullying that can be expected in the current research. Although the research 

regarding post-primary school students is o f particular relevance, research which 

examines bullying at primary school level is also presented.

3.2.1.1.1. Incidence o f  Traditional Bullying using the Alsaker and Brunner measure 

(Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker & Brunner, 1999).

The current Section reviews the bullying incidence findings collected using the Alsaker 

and Brunner questionnaire (Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker & Brunner, 1999). This measure 

examines different forms o f bullying and has been used in both Swiss and Norwegian 

research studies. Although the measure has not been widely used the rates o f bullying 

and victimization found in a Swiss context are comparable with the international 

literature (Alsaker & Brunner, 1999).

Alsaker and Brunner (1999) report on incidence o f  traditional bullying,

examined as part o f a study on "Everyday school life and stress in school pupils in

Switzerland and Norway". The study was conducted with two samples o f  Swiss school

students (German speaking: n = 1,262, French speaking: n = 592) and 1,117 Norwegian

students. According to Alsaker and Brunner (1999) all o f  the samples were

approximately half male and half female, between the ages o f 10 and 16 years, and were

students in grades four to nine. The scale used to measure bullying contains six items

and examines both victimization and bullying behaviour. Physical victimization is
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assessed with the item: "I have been pestered, hit, had my hair pulled, kicked, or 

attacked in a mean way at school or on the way to school." Verbal victimization is 

assessed with the following item: "I have been made a fool of, teased in a mean way, or 

someone has said nasty things to me in school or on the way to school." Finally, 

isolation (i.e., indirect bullying) is measured with the question: "Sometimes other pupils 

deliberately keep you out o f things; they refuse to let you take part. Has this happened 

to you?" Questions which assess these three categories o f bullying perpetration were 

formulated in a similar way. Respondents could indicate how often these experiences 

had occured during the previous two months by selecting one o f the following 

responses: Never happened; Happened once or twice; About once a week; Two or three 

times a week; Even more often during the past two months.

Alsaker and Brunner (1999) only considered frequency of at least once a week 

as cases of bullying and victimization. It emerged that, from the Swiss respondents, 

5.3% of males and 2% of females were victims o f physical bullying, 11.2% of males 

and 7.3% of females were victims of verbal bullying, and 7.8% of males and 6.3% of 

females were victims o f indirect bullying. In terms of bullying, 4.7% of males and 

0.9% of females had carried out physical bullying, 12.6% of males and 4.9% of females 

had carried out verbal bullying, and 5.1% of males and 3.1% of females had engaged in 

indirect bullying. It is evident that male respondents showed higher involvement in all 

forms o f victimization and bullying. In fact girls were found to be significantly less 

likely to report being physically or verbally bullied and were also significantly less 

likely to report bullying others by physical, verbal, or indirect methods. In general the 

literature would indicate that females are more involved in relational bullying than 

males (e.g., Crick & Nelson, 2002; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; P. K. Smith & Shu, 

2000). However, the item regarding indirect bullying used by Alsaker and Brunner 

(1999) only focuses on isolation or exclusion which narrows the scope of this form of
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bullying substantially. Similar findings emerged from the Norwegian sample with 4.5% 

o f males and 1.5% o f females reporting physical victimization, 11.3% o f males and 

5.1% o f  females reporting verbal victimization, and 6.6% o f  males and 3.6% o f  females 

reporting indirect victimization. W ith regard to bullying others, 2.7% o f males and 

1.3% o f  females reported physical bullying, 9.7% o f males and 4.2% o f females 

reported verbal bullying, and 3.3% o f  males and 0.8% o f females reported indirect 

bullying. Upon comparison, results also indicated that, compared with their Norwegian 

counterparts, Swiss girls were significantly more likely to report indirect victimization, 

and were significantly more likely to report indirect bullying.

W hen Alsaker and Bam ner (1999) pooled male and female data, it emerged 

that 3.7% o f  respondents were victim s o f  physical bullying, 9.3% were victims o f  verbal 

bullying, and 7% were victims o f  indirect bullying, whereas 2.8% reported bullying 

others physically, 8.8% reported bullying others verbally, and 4.1% reported bullying 

others indirectly. Both Swiss and Norwegian samples were split by age to compare 

younger respondents (4th - 6th grade, 1 0 - 1 3  years) and older respondents (7th - 9th 

grade, 1 3 - 1 6  years). W ithin the Swiss cohort 5.8% o f  younger and 2.3% o f  older 

respondents were victimized physically, 10.8% o f  younger and 8.2% o f  older

respondents were victimized verbally, and 9.5% o f  younger and 5.3% o f  older

respondents were victimized indirectly. In relation to bullying, 3.7% o f  younger and 

2.3% o f  older respondents bullied others physically, 8.3% o f  younger and 9.2% o f  older 

respondents bullied others verbally, and 3.4% o f younger and 4.6% o f older respondents 

bullied others indirectly. Among the Norwegian children, 3.5% o f  younger and 2.4% of 

older respondents were victimized physically, 8.3% o f younger and 8.2% o f older 

respondents were victimized verbally, and 6.6% o f  younger and 3.1% o f  older

respondents were victimized indirectly. W ith regard to bullying others, 2.2% of

younger and 1.8% o f older respondents reported bullying others physically, 4.7% of
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younger and 10% of older respondents reported bullying others verbally, and 1.7% of 

younger and 2.4% of older respondents reported bullying others indirectly.

In a later study Undheim and Sund (2005) used the Alsaker and Brunner scale 

(Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker & Brunner, 1999) to examine traditional bullying in relation to 

aggression and mental health among 12 to 15 year-old students in Norway. However, 

Undheim and Sund (2005) referred to verbal bullying as teasing and also referred to 

indirect bullying as exclusion. Furthermore, they measured bullying experiences over a 

period of the previous six months. Although Undheim and Sund (2005) report 

incidence of victimization, they do not report incidence o f bullying behaviour. Instead 

they examined more general aggressive behaviour. From a sample o f 2,464 respondents 

(female: 50.8%) it emerged that 10% had been victimized once a week or more often. 

More specifically, 8% had been teased (male: 7.4%, female: 8.5%), 3.5% had been 

excluded (male: 3.1%, female: 3.8%), and 1.9% had been physically assaulted (male: 

2.6%, female: 1.3%). Compared with females, male respondents were significantly 

more likely to report physical victimization at least once a week. Although this study is 

useful, Undheim and Sund (2005) restricted the scope o f bullying by reducing verbal 

bullying to teasing and indirect bullying to exclusion. Furthermore, they did not 

measure perpetration of bullying specifically, rather they examined perpetration of 

aggression, and therefore this is not comparable with the victimization scale.

Machmutow et al. (2012) used an adapted version of the Alsaker and Brunner 

scale (Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker & Brunner, 1999) to examine traditional victimization as 

part o f a longitudinal study (netTEEN study). The adapted version contained six items 

which examined different forms of aggression, such as being laughed at, insulted, 

excluded, or hit. Respondents could indicate how often they had experienced these 

behaviours during the previous four months, with responses ranging from "Never" (one) 

to "Almost daily" (five). A mean score was obtained to create an overall victimization
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score, with higher mean scores reflecting higher rates o f victimization. Although 

Machmutow et al. (2012) did not report incidence o f victimization, they did report mean 

scores at time 1 and time 2. At time 1 the mean score for female respondents was 1.33 

and the mean score for male respondents was 1.37, whilst at Time 2 the mean score for 

female respondents was 1.28 and the mean score for male respondents was 1.31, 

indicating that scores tended towards the lower end of the scale.

It is evident from the review of the Alsaker and Brunner measure (Alsaker, 

2003; Alsaker & Brunner, 1999) that it has not been used widely. Furthermore, the 

studies reported above have varied with regard to how the measure has been used and 

how the findings have been reported. In light o f the limited number o f studies which 

report findings using the Alsaker and Brunner measure (Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker & 

Brunner, 1999), international incidence rates obtained with the Bully / Victim 

Questionnaire (BVQ: Olweus, 1989) are reviewed in the next Section.

3.2.1.1.2. Incidence o f  Bullying as measured by the BVQ (Olweus, 1989).

The Bully / Victim Questionnaire (BVQ) was designed by Olweus (1989) as part o f a 

national campaign against bullying in 1983 (Solberg & Olweus, 2003) and has been 

widely used in international research to measure the incidence o f bullying. The current 

Section provides a description of the BVQ (Olweus, 1989) and also reviews the 

international findings using the instrument, including studies from Norway, England, 

Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain, Northern Ireland, and Ireland as well as a cross-national 

study of 40 countries.

The BVQ (Olweus, 1989) is a self-report measure which examines the

frequency o f school-based bullying and victimization during the previous couple of

months (a duration which should encompass the time since the beginning of the current

term). Respondents to the BVQ are provided with a definition of bullying and are asked
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"How often have you been bulhed at school in the past couple o f months?" and "How 

often have you taken part in bullying another student(s) in the past couple o f months?" 

Response options are as follows: I haven't been bullied / bullied other students at school 

in the past couple of months; Once or twice; 2 or 3 times a month; About once a week; 

and Several times a week. This is often measured as a five-point Likert scale. The 

frequency o f the bullying problems can be categorised more narrowly as "sometimes or 

more often" (i.e., bullying which takes place two or three times a month, once a week, 

or several times a week) and "Frequent" (i.e., bullying which occurs once a week or 

several times a week).

Olweus (1997) refers to a survey of over 130,000 Norwegian students, in 

which the BVQ (Olweus, 1989) was used. From this data, Olweus (1997) indicated that 

15% of the students in Norwegian elementary and secondary / junior high schools (ages 

seven to 16 years) were involved in bullying either as bullies or victims with some 

regularity (Autumn 1983). In terms o f roles in bullying behaviour, approximately 9% 

were victimized, 7% engaged in bullying others, and 1.6% were both victimized and 

engaged in bullying others. Overall, 5% were frequently involved in bullying in one 

role or another (i.e., at least once a week). However, Olweus (1997) notes that these 

figures are likely to underestimate the incidence o f bullying problems during an entire 

year as they only refer to part of the Autumn term. Although this is by far the largest 

study of bullying incidence in any particular country, many others researchers have used 

the BVQ to examine bullying and victimization.

For instance, Whitney and Smith (1993) examined the incidence o f bullying 

among English students. They collected data from a sample of 2,623 junior / middle 

school students (male; n = 1,271, female; n = 1,352) aged from eight to 11 years, and 

from a sample o f 4,135 secondary school students (male; n = 2,152, female; n = 1,983), 

aged between 11 and 16 years. From primary schools it emerged that 12% had bullied
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others sometimes or more often (male: 16%, female: 7%) and 4% had bullied others 

frequently (male: 6%, female: 1%) during the current school term. In terms of 

victimization, 27% had been victimized sometimes or more often (male: 28%, female: 

27%), and 10% had been victimized frequently (male: 10%, female: 10%). Among 

secondary school students, 6% had bullied others sometimes or more often (male: 8%, 

female: 4%) and 1% had bullied others frequently (male: 2%, female: 1%). With regard 

to victimization, 10% had been victimized sometimes or more often (male: 12%, 

female: 9%), and 4% had been victimized frequently (male: 5%, female: 4%).

Whitney and Smith (1993) also examined the various types of bullying 

reported by respondents. Respondents were victimized in the following ways: being 

called nasty names relating to colour or race (junior / middle school: 15% [male: 19%, 

female: 13%], secondary school: 9% [male: 10%, female: 9%]); called nasty names in 

other ways (junior / middle school: 50% [male: 51%, female: 53%], secondary school: 

62% [male: 57%, female: 71%]); physically hurt (junior / middle school: 36% [male: 

40%, female: 33%], secondary school: 26% [male: 34%, female: 16%]); threatened 

(junior / middle school: 30% [male: 36%, female: 27%], secondary school: 25% [male: 

26%, female: 24%]); no one would talk to me (junior / middle school: 18% [male: 

12%, female: 25%], secondary school: 7% [male: 4%, female: 12%]); subject of 

rumours (junior / middle school: 26% [male: 24%, female: 29%], secondary school: 

24% [male: 20%, female: 30%]); had belongings taken away (junior / middle school: 

15% [male: 15%, female: 18%], secondary school: 10% [male: 10%, female: 7%]).

Salmon, James, and Smith (1998) also examined rates of bullying in English 

secondary schools. They found that, in a sample o f 904 respondents aged from 12 to 17 

years, 3.4% of respondents reported bullying others "sometimes or more often", and 

4.2% were victimized "sometimes or more often". Salmon et al. (1998) did not provide 

further information on frequency and types o f bullying.
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In another Enghsh study, P. K. Smith & Shu (2000) studied the bullying rates 

in both primary and post-primary schools, examining the experiences o f 2,308 children 

aged between 10 and 14 years (male: n = 1,238, female: n = 1,070). Using an adapted 

version o f  the BVQ (Olweus, 1993; W hitney & Smith, 1993), they found that 32.3% 

had been victimized once or twice in the previous six months (male: 30.5%, female: 

34.3%), 4.3% were victimized two or three times a month (male: 4.9%, female: 3.7%), 

3.8% were victimized once a week (male: 4.0%, female: 3.6%), and 4.1% were 

victimized several times a week (male: 3.8%, female: 4.5%). W ith regard to bullying 

others, 23.7% reported bullying others once or twice (male: 24.1%, female: 23.1%), 

1.3% reported bullying others two or three times a month (male: 1.7%, female: 0.9%), 

1% reported bullying others once a week (male: 1.5%, female: 0.5%), and 0.6% 

reported bullying others several times a week (male: 0.8%, female: 0.4%). Taking a 

frequency o f  two or three times a month or more often. Year 6 (ten-years-old) showed 

the highest reported incidence with 18.7% reporting victimization and 5.3% reporting 

bullying perpetration. Upon examining the types o f bullying reported, P. K. Smith & 

Shu (2000) found that males reported being victimized or bullying others in the 

following ways: called mean and hurtful names, made fun o f  (victim: 75.1%, bully: 

74.7%); had lies or rumours spread about them (victim: 35.4%, bully: 16.2%); were 

excluded or ignored (victim: 27.4%, bully: 21.2%); were hit, kicked, pushed, shoved, 

threatened (victim: 27.4%, bully: 20.2%); had money or other things taken from them or 

damaged (victim: 8.0%, bully: 5.1%); or were called mean names in relation to their 

colour or race (victim: 16.1%, bully: 17.2%). In addition, girls reported being 

victimized or bullying others in the following ways: called mean and hurtfiil names, 

made fun o f  (victim: 74.5%, bully: 65%); had lies or rumours spread about them 

(victim: 40.5%, bully: 18.3%); were excluded or ignored (victim: 35.5%, bully: 41.7%); 

were hit, kicked, pushed, shoved, threatened (victim: 14%, bully: 8.3%); had money or
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other things taken from them or damaged (victim: 7.9%, bully: 0%); or were called 

mean names in relation to their colour or race (victim; 11.5%, bully: 6.7%). Physical 

bullying was found to be more common among boys, whereas social exclusion was 

found to be more common among girls.

M easuring the rates at which students bully others, are victimized by others, 

and both bully others and are victim ized by others, Pateraki and Houndoumadi (2001) 

sampled 1,312 Greek students aged from seven to 11 years (male: 49%, female: 51%). 

They used a revised version o f  the BVQ (Olweus, 1993), and stipulated that a 

frequency o f  once a week or more often was necessary to categorise bullying and 

victimization. Pateraki and Houndoumadi (2001) found that 6.2% reported bullying 

others (male: 9.8%, female: 2.8%), 14.7% reported victimization (male: 15.2%, female: 

14.2%), and 4.8% were bully-victim s (male: 7.5%, female: 2.2%). Pateraki and 

Houndoumadi (2001) found that, "pure" victims (i.e., those who had not bullied others) 

reported being victimized in the following ways: 28.5% were hit, kicked, pushed, 

shoved, or threatened (male: 34%, female: 22.8%); 17.2% had money or other things 

taken from them or damaged (male: 18.1%, female: 16.3%); 18.8% were called mean 

names in relation to their colour, nationality, or religion (male: 22.3%, female: 15.2%); 

42.5% were called mean and hurtful names, made fiin o f (male: 37.2%, female: 47.8%); 

22.6% were isolated or ignored (male: 22.3%, female: 22.8%); and 31.7% had lies or 

rumours spread about them (male: 25.5%, female: 38%). In terms o f  physical bullying 

and theft or damage to property, males were more likely to report victimization. 

However, regarding being called mean names or being the target o f  lies and rumours, 

females were more likely to be victimized. The same behaviours were reported by 

"pure" bullies with the following frequency: 32.1% hit, kicked, pushed, shoved, or 

threatened (male: 38.7%, female: 10.5%); 4.9% took money or other things from 

victims or damaged their belongings (male: 32.3%, female: 10.5%); 18.5% called
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someone mean names in relation to their colour, nationality, or religion (male: 19.3%, 

female: 15.8%); 18.5% called someone mean and hurtful names, made fun of them 

(male: 21%, female: 10.5%); 12.3% isolated or ignored someone (male: 8.1%, female: 

26.3%); and 14.8% spread lies or rumours about someone (male: 14.5%, female: 

15.8%). Males were also more likely to bully others physically, to steal or damage 

someone's belongings, or to call someone mean names. However, females were more 

likely to isolate or ignore someone.

Examining bullying and victimization in Italy, Fonzi et al. (1999) reported 

average findings across five sub-samples of primary and middle school children in Italy. 

The samples included 2,019 primary'-school students (male: n = 1,018, female: n = 

1,001) and 2,672 middle-school students (male: n = 1,432, female: n = 1,240). It 

emerged that 28% of primary school students reported bullying others sometimes or 

more often in the last tw'o or three months (male: 32.8%, female: 22.8%), and 10.8% 

reported bullying others frequently (male: 14.8%, female: 6.4%). Overall 41.6% were 

victimized sometimes or more often (male: 42.9%, female: 40.2%), and 17.5% were 

victimized frequently (male: 20.1%, female: 14.7%). Among middle-school students 

20% had bullied others sometimes or more often (male: 23.4%, female: 16.4%), and 

8.1% had bullied others frequently (male: 10.6%, female: 5.3%), whilst 26.4% were 

victimized sometimes or more often (male: 25%, female: 27.8%), and 9.5% were 

victimized frequently (male: 10.2%, female: 8.7%). These incidence rates would 

indicate a decline in bullying and victimization among older children.

Fonzi et al. (1999) found that respondents had experienced the following forms 

of victimization at primary-school and middle-school: 6.9% of primary (male: 8%, 

female: 5.4%) and 3.4% of middle-school students (male: 3.4%, female: 3.3%) were 

called nasty names about colour or race; 51% of primary (male: 49.7%, female: 52.8%) 

and 45% of middle-school students (male: 44.9%, female: 45.3%) were called nasty
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names in other ways; 42% of primary (male: 52.2%, female: 30.8%) and 20.7% of 

middle-school respondents (male: 27.7%, female: 13.4%) were physically hurt; 19.2% 

of primary (male: 22%, female: 14.6%) and 13% of middle-school respondents (male: 

17.7%, female: 8.4%) were threatened; 17.2% of primary (male: 16.4%, female: 18%) 

and 6.4% of middle-school respondents (male: 6.8%, female: 6.2%) reported that no 

one would talk to them; 27.8% of primary (male: 24.3%, female: 31.4%) and 24.6% of 

middle-school respondents (male: 23.3%, female: 26.3%) had rumours spread about 

them; and 24.4% of primary (male: 25%, female: 23.7%) and 9.3% of middle-school 

respondents (male: 11.5%, female: 7.3%) reported that they have had belongings taken 

away from them. These findings would suggest that being called nasty nam.es was the 

most common fonn o f bullying within both school levels. However, all forms of 

bullying showed some degree of decline in middle-school. There were also sex-related 

differences across types o f bullying with males more likely to report being hit, and 

females more likely to be the subject o f rumours at primary level.

From a Portuguese perspective, Tomas de Almeida (1999) reports on the 

incidence o f bullying among 2,846 primary school students (years 1 - 4) and 3,341 

preparatory school students (years 5 - 6). Frequency o f bullying and victimization 

could be identified with the following response options: Never; Once or twice; Three or 

four times; Five times or more. Only the last two response options were taken into 

consideration for measuring incidence o f bullying. In the primary-school sample it 

emerged that 19.6% had engaged in bullying three times or more often (male: 27.2%, 

female: 11.7%) during that school term and 21.9% had been victimized three times or 

more often (male: 25.7%, female: 18%). In the preparatory school sample, Tomas de 

Almeida (1999) reports that 15.4% had bullied others three times or more often (male: 

20.5%, female: 9.6%), whereas 21.6% had been victimized three times or more often 

(male: 24.2%, female: 18.7%).
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Focusing on types o f bullying, it emerged that among the primary-school 

respondents who had been victimized at some point, 72.3% were victimized by direct 

physical bullying (male: 76.5%, female: 67.6%), 63.9% were victimized by direct 

verbal methods (male: 67%, female: 60.5%), and 54.3% were victimized by indirect 

bullying (male: 47.7%, female: 61.8%). Among the preparatory school sample, 55.2% 

were victimized by direct physical bullying (male: 63.1%, female: 46.7%), 66% were 

victimized by direct verbal methods (male: 65.5%, female: 66.5%), and 41.7% were 

victimized by indirect bullying (male: 29.8%, female: 54.5%). Findings indicated that 

direct physical bullying was the most common form experienced by both males and 

females in primary-school, whereas direct verbal aggression was more common in both 

sexes at preparatory school level. Furthermore, indirect bullying was more prevalent 

among girls.

In Northern Ireland Collins and Bell (1996) examined peer perceptions of 

aggression and bullying among a sample of 118 primary school students aged between 

eight and 10 years (male: n = 58, female: n = 60). Collins and Bell (1996) identified 

24% of the respondents as bullies (male: 18%, female: 6%). However, no further 

information is provided with regard to bullying incidence. Eight years later Collins, 

McAleavy, and Adamson (2004) reported a more representative study of bullying in 

Northern Ireland, sampling 1,079 primary school students from Year 6 and 1,353 post

primary school students from Year 9. There was a 50% male to female balance in both 

samples. Collins et al. (2004) used revised Junior and Senior versions o f the BVQ to 

measure bullying across 120 schools. This research revealed that among primary school 

students, 25.9% of respondents had been bullied once or twice in the past couple of 

months, whereas 5.9% had been bullied two or three times a month, 5.3% had been 

bullied about once a week, and 3.9% had been bullied several times a week. Collins et 

al. (2004) reported that 22% of primary school students had bullied others occasionally
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(i.e., "once or twice" or "two or three times a month"), and 3% had bullied others 

frequently ("about once a week" or more often). With regard to post-primary 

respondents, it emerged that 20.3% had been victimized once or twice, 3.4% had been 

victimized two or three times a month, 3% had experienced victimization about once a 

week, and 3.5% had been victimized several times a week. Whilst 26% of the post

primary school respondents reported bullying others on an occasional basis, just 3% did 

so frequently. The bully-victim groups consisted of 15% of primary school respondents 

and 12% of post-primary school respondents. Due to the reporting style o f Collins et al. 

(2004), which provides all o f the frequency levels for victimization but only occasional 

or frequent percentages for bullying perpetration, it is difficult to get a clear 

understanding o f respondents' engagement in bullying behaviour.

In relation to types of bullying at post-primary level, Collins et al. (2004) found 

that students reported victimization by the following methods: called mean names or 

made fun o f (occasionally; 30.7%, frequently: 11.1%); excluded or ignored

(occasionally: 26.5%, frequently: 5%); hit, kicked, pushed, shoved (occasionally: 

10.8%, frequently: 2.1%); spread false rumours (occasionally: 25.6%, frequently: 

3.5%); took money or other things or damaged belongings (occasionally: 8.2%, 

frequently: 0.9%); threatened or forced to do things (occasionally: 11.3%, frequently: 

1.2%); bullied with mean names, comments about race or colour (occasionally: 7.6%, 

frequently: 2.6%); bullied with mean names, comments or rude gestures (occasionally: 

13.2%, frequently: 3.1%).

Extensive research regarding bullying has also been carried out in the Republic 

o f Ireland, which is particularly pertinent in light o f the location of the current research. 

A nationwide study was conducted by O'Moore, Kirkham, and Smith (1997), examining 

bullying in the same school term among a sample o f 9,599 primary school students aged 

between eight and 12 years (male: n = 5,114, female: n = 4,485) and a sample o f 10,843

129



secondary-school students aged between 11 and 18 years (male: n = 4,210, female: n = 

6,633). Using a modified version of the BVQ (Whitney & Smith, 1993), O'Moore et al. 

(1997) categorised frequency o f bullying as follows: "Occasional" bullying refers to that 

which has only occured once or twice; "Sometimes" refers to moderate bullying; and 

"Frequent" bullying refers to bullying which has occured at least once a week. It 

emerged that among primary school students, 19.9% had engaged in bullying others 

once or twice during that school term, 5.1% had done so moderately, and 1.4% had 

done so on a frequent basis. Additionally, 18.6% of primary school respondents had 

been victimized occasionally, 8.4% were victimized moderately, and 4.3% were 

victimized frequently. Furthennore, 17.9% indicated that they had been victimized 

during the previous five days. At secondary school level it emerged that 11.5% 

reported that they had bullied others once or twice in the same school term, 2.4% had 

bullied others sometimes, and 0.9% admitted to bullying others frequently. 

Furthermore, 10.8% of respondents had been victimized occasionally, whereas 2.9% 

had been victimized sometimes, and 1.9% had been victimized frequently. In addition, 

8.6% reported that they had been victimized in the previous five days.

Upon exploring the various types o f traditional bullying within the sample, 

results indicated that primary and post-primary school students had experienced the 

following forms: being called nasty names relating to colour or race (primary school 

[male: 9%, female: 7%], secondary school [male: 8.1%, female: 4.8%]); called nasty 

names in other ways (primary school [male: 58%, female: 58%], secondary school 

[male: 52%, female: 59%]); physically hurt (primary school [male: 32%, female: I5%], 

secondary school [male: 34.5%, female: 11%]); threatened (primary school [male: 

23%, female: I3%], secondary school [male: 20.8%, female: 20.6%]); no one would 

talk to me (primary school [male: 8%, female: 22%], secondary school [male: 5.3%, 

female: 13.5%]); subject o f rumours (primary school [male: 21%, female: 25%],
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secondary school [male: 20.9%, female: 31%]); and had belongings taken away 

(primary school [male: 9%, female: 10%], secondary school [male: 12.9%, female: 

12.4%]).

In an earlier but smaller-scale Irish study O' Moore and Hillery (1989) 

researched the incidence o f bullying in Dublin primary schools and also focused on the 

frequency with which children were engaging in or experiencing bullying. Using a 

questionnaire previously used by Roland (1989), and from a sample o f 783 students 

(male: n = 285, female: n = 498) aged from seven to 13 years, they found that 54.9% 

were bullied once or twice, whereas 8% were bullied frequently. O f those who reported 

occasional victimization, 42.8% also admitted to bullying others occasionally, and a 

further 3.3% had bullied others frequently. Of those who suffered frequent 

victimization, 40% had bullied others occasionally and 5% had done so frequently. 

From the entire sample, 43.3% had engaged in bullying others occasionally, and 2.5% 

had done so once a week or more.

James, Sofroniou, and Lawlor (2003), examined bullying among Irish 

secondary school students, using a modified version of the BVQ (Olweus, 1993). The 

sample included 1,068 second-year students from schools which were participating in 

the Cool School anti-bullying programme. From the total sample, 120 students were 

identified as having been victimized during the current school term. Overall, 5.6% were 

victimized just once or twice, 3.1% were victimized several times, and 2.4% were 

victimized once a week or more often. O f the victimized students, 73% reported being 

called names (male: 55%, female: 83%), 49% were the subject o f rumours (male: 32%, 

female: 59%), 44% reported having been threatened (male: 39%, female: 37%), 26% 

were physically hurt (male: 41%, female: 17%), 18% reported that no one would talk to 

them (male: 9%, female: 22%), 14% had their belongings taken from them (male: 21%, 

female: 12%), 8% experienced unwanted sexual advances (male: 2%, female: 10%), and
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8% had been called mean names relating to their race or background (male: 5%, female: 

9%).

In order to assess the effectiveness o f  an anti-bullying programme in primary 

schools O ’Moore and Minton (2005) measured incidence o f bullying. They used an 

adapted version o f the BVQ (Olweus, 1989; W hitney & Smith, 1993) to measure 

bullying problems with a sample o f 527 third- and fourth-class students pre

implementation o f  the programme (1998 - 1999) and 520 pupils post-implementation 

(2000). There was a decline in victimization following the intervention as follows: 

victimized once or twice in the last school term (pre-implementation: 18.6%, post

implementation: 17.4%); victimized sometimes (pre-implementation: 10.7%, post

implementation: 8.5%); and victimized frequently (i.e., at least once a week) (pre

implementation: 7.3%, post-implementation: 3.6%). In relation to bullying others, there 

was a decline with the exception o f  bullying enacted just once or twice: once or twice 

(pre-implementation: 17.7%, post-implementation: 18.2%); sometimes (pre

implementation: 6.7%, post-implementation: 3.3%); and frequently (pre

implementation: 2.7%, post-implementation: 0.8%).

In another Irish study, Guerin and Hennessy (2001) reported rates o f bullying 

from a sample o f 940 primary-school pupils in fifth and sixth class aged from 10 to 14 

years (female: 51.5%). Guerin and Hennessy (2001) designed a questionnaire to 

examine frequencies o f  bullying problems which closely resembled those o f the BVQ 

(Olweus, 1989) and indeed groups were categorised replicating the occasional, 

moderate, and frequent groups reported by O'Moore et al. (1997). However, 

percentages o f  various frequencies o f  bully and victimization were not reported in this 

publication. Respondents were identified as bullies, victims, and bully-victims based on 

any involvement in bullying and victimization during the current school term. It 

emerged that 15.6% had been victimized, 6.1% had bullied others, and 9.5% had both
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bullied others and been victimized. Furthermore, bullying problems were more likely to 

occur on an occasional basis.

In a comprehensive study Craig et al. (2009) examined the incidence o f 

bullying among 202,056 schoolchildren across 40 countries including mainly European 

countries but also the USA, Canada, and Israel. Respondents were aged 11, 13, and 15 

years and were required to answer a self-report survey which investigated their 

experiences o f  bullying within the previous two months. Children who had engaged in 

bullying others at least twice or three times a month but had not been victimized, 

children who had been victimized at least twice or three times a month but had not 

bullied others, and children who fell into both categories, were considered to be 

"children who bullied others", children "victimized by bullying", and "bully-victims" 

respectively. It emerged that 10.7% had bullied others, 12.6% had been victimized, and 

3.6% had both bullied and been victimized. From an Irish perspective, 14.8% o f  the 

2,389 male respondents were identified as children victimized by bullying, whereas 

8.9% o f  the 2,357 females respondents were identified as victimized children. The data 

was also split according to sex, and countries were ranked in terms o f incidence rates. 

A num ber o f  countries were notable in that they had particularly high or low incidence 

rates for both sexes. For instance, seven countries had both males and females in the 

top ten for incidence o f victimization, including; Lithuania; Latvia; Greece; Greenland; 

Romania; Turkey; and Ukraine. With regard to bullying others, 9 countries were in the 

top ten for both sexes, including: Latvia; Estonia; Greece; Lithuania; Romania; 

Greenland; Ukraine; Russia; and Austria. By contrast, eight countries had the lowest 

reported rates, with both sexes in the bottom ten countries, including: Hungary; 

Norway; Ireland; Finland; Sweden; Iceland; Czech Republic; and Wales. Craig et al. 

(2009) concluded that countries with low rates o f bullying tended to implement national
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programmes to address bullying, whereas countries which had higher incidence rates 

tended not to implement national programmes.

An overview of the findings regarding incidence o f bullying problems at post

primary school level using the BVQ (Olweus, 1989) is presented below in Table 10. In 

this table "Sometimes or more often" refers to bullying which takes place two or three 

times a month, once a week, or several times a week, whereas "Frequent" bullying 

refers to that which occurs once a week or several times a week.
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Table 10: Traditional bullying incidence among post-primary students as measured by the BVQ.

Authors Location & Sample Size Bullying 

Sometimes or more 

often

Frequent

Victimization 

Sometimes or more Frequent 

often

Whitney & Smith (1993) England (n = 4,135) 6% 1% 10% 4%

Salmon et al. (1998) England (n = 904) 3.4% — 4.2% —

Fonzi et al. (1999) Italy 20% 8.1% 26.4% 9.5%

Collins et al. (2004) Northern Ireland (n = 1,353) 29%* 3% 9.9% 6.5%

O'Moore et al. (1997) Ireland (n = 10,843) 3.3% 0.9% 4.8% 1.9%

James et al. (2003) Ireland (n = 1,068) 2.4%

Craig et al. (2009) Cross-national (n = 202,056) 14.3% — 16.2% —

* Includes those who bullied "once or twice"
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It is clear from the review of incidence o f traditional bullying that it is difficult 

to cross-compare findings in many cases because of the variations across different 

research. Despite the fact that the current review has focused mainly on research 

conducted using the BVQ (Olweus, 1989), there is inconsistency in the incidence rates. 

Table 10 allows for cross-comparison of studies, and taking the frequency of 

"Sometimes or more often", it can be seen that victimization ranges from 4.2% in 

England to 26.4% in Italy, whereas bullying ranges from 3.4% in England to 26% in 

Northern Ireland. Perhaps the variation could be explained by cultural differences. 

Certainly the study by Collins et al. (2004) stands out, in that the rate of bullying is 

higher than the rate o f victimization. However, Collins et al. (2004) include incidents 

which occured "once or twice" when referring to occasional bullying, which would 

create a higher rate o f bullying. It is evident that it is essential to measure frequency of 

bullying behaviour and victimization, in order to provide insight regarding the severity 

of the problem and to allow for comparison of findings across studies. Focusing on the 

Irish findings at post-primary level, it could be expected that the current research will 

reveal an incidence rate o f less than 10% for occasional and frequent bullies and 

victims. However, it is expected that incidence o f victimization will be higher than 

incidence o f bullying perpetration.

It is evident from this review that there is pattern o f males showing greater 

involvement in bullying behaviour and vicfimizafion compared with females, 

particularly in the role o f bully but also in the role o f victim (Alsaker & Brunner, 1999; 

Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; Tomas de Almeida, 1999; Whitney & Smith, 1993). 

However, there are exceptions to this finding (e.g., Undheim & Sund, 2005). In 

addition, there is a wealth o f evidence to suggest that males are more likely than 

females to become involved in physical bullying (Alsaker & Brunner, 1999; Fonzi et 

al., 1999; James et al., 2003; O'Moore et al., 1997; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; P.
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K. Smith & Shu, 2000; Tomas de Almeida, 1999; Undheim & Sund, 2005; Whitney & 

Smith, 1993), whereas females are more likely to become involved in relational 

bullying (Fonzi et al., 1999; James et al., 2003; O'Moore et al., 1997; P. K. Smith & 

Shu, 2000; Tomas de Almeida, 1999). Therefore, it can be expected that the same 

patterns will emerge in the cuirent research. The next Section reviews the incidence of 

cyberbullying.

3.2.1.2. The Incidence o f  Cyherhullying.

The cuiTent Section reviews the international findings regarding incidence of 

cyberbullying, so as to create a context for the cuirent research. Findings vary widely 

from one study to the next as a result o f the inconsistent methods used by researchers, 

and Tokunaga (2010) has indicated that the research which focuses on cyberbullying is 

hampered greatly by the lack o f consensus regarding the definition, and the absence of a 

widely used measure o f cyberbullying. These issues prevent accurate cross-comparison 

of studies, and indeed " . . .  lead scholars to study vastly different phenomena . . . "  

(Tokunaga, 2010, p. 278). Due to these short-comings and the extensive nature o f the 

incidence reports, the current Section focuses on a number of key studies. The selected 

studies are those in which cyberbullying incidence has been examined in a systematic 

way which replicates the BVQ (Olweus, 1989) in that frequency of cyberbullying is 

measured over a set period of time. An exception is made for the EU Kids Online 

study, as this study is the largest, most representative study o f online conduct among 

children and adolescents in Europe to date. In addition, all Irish studies published 

before January 2013 are reported regardless o f the methods used.

Olweus (2012) reports findings from a study assessing bullying in the USA at

different time points with different samples (n = 450,490 students in 1,349 schools), and

these findings are presented in conjunction with comparable longitudinal data from
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Norway (n = approximately 9,000 from 41 schools). According to Olweus (2012), 

since 2005, items measuring cyberbullying (or electronic bullying) were added to items 

measuring traditional bullying (Revised Olweus BVQ: Olweus, 1996). American 

respondents were in grades three to 12, whilst Norwegian respondents were in grades 

four to 10, with a new cohort entering grade four and the grade 10 cohort leaving each 

year. Kowalski and Limber (2007) also reported findings from the American sample.

Initially when items m easuring cyberbullying were added to the questionnaire, 

one general item was used to assess frequency o f  victimization by cyberbullying ("1 was 

bullied with mean or hurtful messages, calls or pictures, or in other ways on my mobile 

phone or over the Internet [computer]. [Please remember that it is not bullying when it 

is done in a friendly and playful way.]"). The response options were the same as those 

used in the BVQ (Olweus, 1996, 1989). Respondents could then also indicate if  the 

cyberbullying had occured by mobile phone or the Internet exclusively, or via both 

media. The cyberbullying items were developed further over time, and in the third 

study the questionnaire contained the definition: "Here are some questions about being 

bullied electronically. When we say ‘bullied electronically’, we mean bullied through e- 

mail, instant messaging, in a chat room, on a website, or through a text message sent to 

a cell phone", and this was followed by a general cyberbullying question ("How often 

have you been bullied electronically in the past couple o f months?"). Respondents also 

answered items which asked specifically about the five channels o f cyberbullying 

provided in the definition (i.e., email, instant messaging, chat room, website, and text 

message). Olweus (2012) states that the use o f the same frequency response options for 

both traditional bullying and cyberbullying is necessary for accurately comparing the 

two forms.

From the American sample, data was collected annually from 2007 to 2010, 

and it emerged that on average over the four years, 4.5% were victims o f cyberbullying
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(two or three times a month or more often), whilst an average o f  2.8% were 

cyberbullying others. From the Norwegian sample, data was collected from 2006 to 

2010, and it emerged that on average over the different time points, 3.4% were victims 

o f cyberbullying, whereas 1.4% were cyberbullying others.

At an early time point in the American data collection, Kowalski and Limber 

(2007) reported the incidence o f  "electronic bullying" among 3,767 students in grades 6, 

7, and 8 in the USA. Overall, 11% were categorised as victims (male: 7%, female: 

15%), 7% were in the bully-victim category (male: 4%, female: 10%), and 4% were 

categorised as bullies (male: 5%, female: 4%). O f those victimized, 66.6% were 

targeted via instant messaging (male: 58%, female: 70.3%), 24.7% were cyberbullied 

via chat rooms (male: 28.4%, female: 23.2%), 23.4% were cyberbullied using websites 

(male: 19.8%, female: 24.9%), 24.2% were cyberbullied by email (male: 19.4%, 

female: 26.2%), and 14.7% were cyberbullied via text message (male: 14.3%, female: 

14.8%). A further 15.5% were cyberbullied by other methods. O f those who reported 

cyberbullying others, 55.5% cyberbullied others by instant messaging (male: 51%, 

female: 58.4%), 23.2% targeted others via chat rooms (male: 27.6%, female: 20.5%), 

16.1% cyberbullied others using websites (male: 19.1%, female: 15.4%), 19.9% 

targeted others using email (male: 21.2%, female: 19.1%), and 17.6% targeted others 

using text messaging (male: 19.2%, female: 16.7%). Additionally 15.9% o f 

cyberbullies had used another method to abuse others. This study would suggest that 

females are more likely to be victims o f cyberbullying compared with males. 

Moreover, the incidence o f  cyberbullying appears to be relatively low even when 

including those who have been victimized or who have bullied others only once or 

twice.

From a European context, P. K. Smith et al. (2008) examined traditional 

bullying and cyberbullying among 92 secondary-school students in England (male: n =
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43; female: n = 49), aged between 11 and 16 years. The measure used by P. K. Smith et 

al. (2008) was partly based on the BVQ (Olweus, 1989) and provided a statement which 

described media used to cyberbully. Two items asked respondents how often they had 

experienced traditional bullying and cyberbullying during the past couple o f months. A 

five-point scale allowed respondents to indicate the following frequencies: Never; Once 

or twice; Two or three times a month; About once a week; and Several times a week. It 

emerged that 14.1% o f  respondents had been victimized by some form o f bullying 

(including cyber) at least two or three times a month, whereas 31.5% had been 

victimized only once or twice. W ith regard to cyberbullying, 6.6% had been victimized 

two or three times a month or more often, whereas 15.6% had only been cyber 

victimized once or twice. Findings also indicated that females were more likely to be 

victims o f  cyberbullying.

Slonje and Smith (2008) used an adapted version o f the questionnaire used by 

P. K. Smith and colleagues (P. K. Smith et al., 2008; P. K. Smith, Mahdavi, Carvalho, 

& Tippett, 2006) to examine the incidence o f general bullying (including traditional and 

cyber) and cyberbullying among a sample o f 360 Swedish students, o f  whom 210 were 

in lower secondary school (male: n = 111, female: n = 99) and 150 were in sixth form 

(male: n = 92, female: n = 58). Respondents were provided with a definition o f 

traditional bullying, and cyberbullying (cybermobbning) was defined as bullying 

through text messaging, email, mobile phone calls or picture / video clip. One item 

asked about bullying experiences (First o f  all, have you been bullied at school in the 

past couple o f  months [any kind o f bullying, including cyberbullying]?). Then 

respondents were asked more specifically about cyberbullying experiences (Now, just 

thinking about cyberbullying, how often have you been cyberbullied at school in the 

past couple o f months?). The measure also included items which focused on the 

different forms o f  cyberbullying and the frequency with which it occured over the last
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two to three months with the typical five-point Likert scale ranging from "Never" to 

"Several tim es a week". W hen asked if  they had experienced general bullying, 6.4% 

reported that they had been victimized once or twice, whereas 3.6% had been victimized 

more frequently. Younger respondents in lower secondary-school (15.2%) were more 

likely to report victimization than their older counterparts in sixth form (2.7%). In 

terms o f cyberbullying which takes place in school, 2.8% had experienced this just once 

or twice, whereas 2.5% had experienced this more frequently. W hilst 9% o f lower 

secondary respondents reported cyber victimization, 0% o f  sixth form students reported 

cyber victimization. However, when examining overall cyberbullying rates (inside or 

outside school) and using a minimum frequency o f "Once or tw'ice", it emerged that 

11.7% were cyber victimized (lower secondary: 17.6%, sixth form: 3.3%) and 10.3% 

had engaged in cyberbullying (lower secondary: 11.9%, sixth form: 8%). Slonje and 

Smith (2008) also reported the specific methods used to cyberbully. In relation to 

cyberbullying via text message, 4.8% were victimized in this way, whilst 4.3% had used 

this method to bully others. Overall, 9% had been cyberbullied via email, whereas 

8.6% had cyberbullied others in this way. With regard to phone calls, 6.7% of 

respondents were victimized using this medium and 4.3% cyberbullied others this way. 

Finally, 8.6% were victimized using pictures or video clips, whereas 3.8% cyberbullied 

others in this way.

Riebel et al. (2009) examined traditional bullying and cyberbullying within a 

sample o f  1,987 German students, aged between six and 19 years (male: 35.7%, female: 

64.3%). Data was collected using an online questionnaire, and sim ilar to P. K. Smith et 

al. (2008), Riebel et al. (2009) asked respondents how often they had been bullied and 

cyberbullied during the previous two months, with answers ranging from "Never" (1) to 

"Several times a week" (5). Respondents who reported a minimum o f  traditional or 

cyber victimization once a week were identified as traditional victims or cybervictims
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respectively. Following this, the questionnaire measured experience o f physical, verbal, 

and relational bullying in detail using the five-point Likert scale. Referring to Willard's 

(2007b) categorisation, Riebel et al. (2009) designed a scale to investigate the different 

forms o f cyberbullying, with the following items: harassment (How often did it occur 

during the past two months, that someone sent you threatening, insulting or other 

discomforting messages in the internet or on your cell phone?); denigration (. . . that 

someone spread rumours or insults about you throughout the internet or on other 

peoples’ cell phones?); outing and trickery (. . . that someone passed on private e-mails, 

chat messages or pictures o f you, in order to expose you?); and exclusion (. . . that your 

classmates excluded you from chats or online games?). These items were also 

answerable using a five-point Likert scale. Results revealed that 5.4% of respondents 

had been cyberbullied and 3.96% had cyberbullied others once a week or more. Riebel 

et al. (2009) found a relationship between involvement in traditional bullying and 

involvement in cyberbullying. Whilst just 3.96% of respondents in the entire sample 

were identified as cyberbullies, 45% of the traditional bullies were identified as 

cyberbullies. Furthermore, although there is a small percentage o f cybervictims within 

the whole sample, 18.29% of traditional victims are recognised as cybervictims.

From an Irish perspective, O’Moore and Minton (2009) explored the rates of 

cyberbullying within a sample o f 2,794 post-primary school students (male: n = 1,884, 

female: n = 907) aged between 12 and 16 years. O'Moore and Minton (2009) designed 

a questionnaire to examine the incidence o f cyberbullying in Irish schools. Respondents 

were asked "How often have you been bullied and bullied others in the past couple of 

months (any kind of bullying, including cyber-bullying)?" In response, 21.7% reported 

that they had been victimized "Once or twice" (male: 21.2%, female: 22.6%), whereas 

8.5% reported more frequent victimization (male: 8.8%, female: 7.8%) ranging from 

"Two or three times a month" to "Several times a week". With regard to bullying
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others, 19.7% reported doing so "Once or twice" (male: 24.3%, female: 10.1%), 

whereas 5.2% reported doing so more often (male: 6.5%, female: 2.4%). When asked 

the same question with a specific focus on respondents' experiences o f cyberbullying, 

11.4% indicated that they had been cyber victimized once or twice (male: 9.7%, female: 

14.9%), whilst 2.8% reported more frequent victimization (male: 2.5%, female: 3.2%). 

A number of respondents reported engaging in cyberbullying others, with 7.1% 

reporting that they had done so once or twice in the past couple o f months (male: 7%, 

female: 7.4%) and 1.6% reporting that they had cyberbullied others on a more frequent 

basis (male: 2.1%, female: 0.6%). Overall, h emerged that 30.2% of respondents had 

been victim.ized at school (male: 30.1%, female: 30.3%), and 24.9% had bullied others 

(male: 30.9%, female: 11.5%). With regard to cyberbullying, overall 14.2% had been 

cyber victimized (male: 12.3%, female: 18.1%), whereas 8.7% had engaged in 

cyberbullying others (male: 9.1%, female: 8%).

O'Moore and Minton (2009) also examined the various forms o f cyberbullying 

experienced by Irish post-primary school students. In relation to abusive text messages, 

16.5% of respondents had received abusive text messages outside school during the 

previous couple o f months, whilst 10.7% had sent abusive texts. This type o f 

cyberbullying was less prevalent inside school, with 8.7% being victimized and 4.8% 

cyberbullying others in this way. In addition, 17.6% were victims of nasty pictures or 

video clips, and 15.9% had taken nasty pictures or video clips o f others. However, only 

7% had sent on these images. A total o f 22.3% reported being victimized by abusive 

phone calls, whilst 10.9% had cyberbullied others in this way. Social networking (SN) 

sites were also a conmion method o f cyberbullying within the sample, with 12.3% being 

the victim o f nasty posts, and 6.1% cyberbullying others via SN sites. Other forms of 

cyberbullying were reported by the respondents, but with less frequency.
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O'Moore (2012) provides flirther findings from the same study with a larger 

sample o f respondents. Overall, 3,004 students aged from 12 to 16 years (male: n = 

1,995, female: n = 1,009) were included in the sample. O'M oore (2012) reported 

incidence rates which take all frequency levels into consideration (ranging from "Once 

or twice" to "Several times a week") when categorising respondents. Regarding cyber

specific groups, it emerged that 9.8% were cybervictims (male: 6.9%, female: 15.6%), 

4.4% were cyberbullies (male: 4.9%, female: 3.5%), and 4.1% were cyber bully-victims 

(male: 3.9%, female: 4.5%). In relation to traditional bullying, O'Moore (2012) 

indicated that 17.5% were traditional victims (male: 14.8%, female: 22.8%), 12.1% 

were traditional bullies (male: 15.3%, female: 5.6%), and 12.3% were traditional bully- 

victims (male: 15%, female: 6.9%). O'M oore (2012) reports an overlap across different 

forms o f bullying and different roles within both forms o f bullying.

Also focusing on Irish post-primary school students, Corcoran, Connolly, and 

O'Moore (2012) examined traditional bullying and cyberbullying in relation to 

personality and self-concept among a sample o f  876 students (male: n = 534, female: n 

= 342) aged between 12 and 16 years. Respondents were asked about their involvement 

in both traditional and cyberbullying during the previous three months. Overall, 6.3% 

o f respondents were identified as "pure" victims o f cyberbullying (had not bullied 

others), 2.6% were "pure" cyberbullies, and 1% were cyber bully-victims. With regard 

to traditional bullying, 8.7% were "pure" victims, 6.7% were "pure" bullies, and 2.6% 

were traditional bully-victims. Corcoran et al. (2012) found that 87% o f cyberbullies 

reported cyberbullying others once or twice, whereas 4.3% reported cyberbullying 

others once a week, and 4.3% had done so almost every day. In terms o f victimization, 

89.1% o f  cybervictims had been victimized "Once or twice", whereas 5.5% had been 

victimized "Almost every week". Although this study provides some useful findings, 

the respondents who were involved in both traditional bullying and cyberbullying were
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excluded to allow for comparison o f specific groups. Therefore, the incidence rates 

cannot be considered as representative.

Cotter and McGilloway (2011) explored the incidence o f cyberbullying among 

122 Irish post-primary school students, between the ages 12 and 18 years (male: n = 51, 

female: n = 71). Data was collected using an adapted version o f the questionnaire 

developed by P. K. Smith et al. (2006), in which the time frame during which 

cyberbullying was experienced by respondents was increased from two months to six 

months. Response options regarding the frequency of involvement in cyberbullying 

ranged from zero ("I haven't been bullied") to four ("several times a week"). However, 

in light o f low rates o f bullying, all positive responses were included in one "has been 

bullied" category. It emerged that 17% of the sample had been the victims of 

cyberbullying, whilst 9% had been perpetrators at least once during the previous six 

months. However, in light o f the small sample size and the six month timeframe, it is 

difficult to relate the findings of Cotter and McGilloway (2011) to other Irish research.

Using a different measure, Walrave and Heirman (2011) researched 

cyberbullying in a sample of 1,318 Belgian secondary-school students (male: 50.5%, 

female: 49.5%) aged between twelve and eighteen years. Walrave and Heinnan (2011) 

provided a definition of cyberbullying for respondents ". . . as bullying over the Internet 

or mobile phone . . . "  (p. 62). The respondents were asked how often they had been 

involved either as a perpetrator or a victim in bullying over the Internet or mobile 

phone, with the opportunity to indicate the following response options: Never; Seldom; 

Once in a while; and Often. The questionnaire also measured five types of 

cyberbullying. When asked about their experiences of cyberbullying 34.2% indicated 

that they had been victimized, whereas 21.2% reported cyberbullying others. However, 

only 2% reported cyberbullying others often, and 2.4% reported being victimized often. 

In terms o f the different types of cyberbullying reported, respondents indicated that they
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had been involved in the following incidents with a frequency ranging from "Seldom" 

to "Often": Sending unwanted emails or text messages (bully: 11.4%, victim: 45.5%); 

excluding others online (bully: 19.1%, victim: 11.9%); uploading embarrassing images 

without consent (bully: 8.8%, victim: 13.3%); breaking into another person's email or 

MSN account and sending messages to their contacts (bully: 11.2%, victim: 17.7%); 

and breaking into someone's email or MSN account and changing the password (bully: 

15.5%, victim: 20.5%).

Wade and Beran (2011) examined the incidence of cyberbullying in Canada 

among a sample of 529 junior high and high school students who participated in the 

study and were aged from 10 to 13 years and 15 to 17 years (male: n = 247, female: n = 

280, unknown: n = 2). Researchers used a self-report measure designed for use in a 

larger study (Mishna, Cook, Gadalla, Daciuk, & Solomon, 2010). One section of the 

questionnaire asks respondents about their experience of different forms of 

victimization. For example, one item asks: "In the past 3 months when you have been 

online, how often has anyone ever called you names or made you feel bad?" Response 

options include: Never; Once or twice; More than once or twice (now and then); About 

once a week; Several times a week; or Every day. If respondents chose an answer other 

than "Never", they answered a number o f follow-up questions. A separate section asks 

respondents about their experiences of bullying others. Results indicated that 21.9% of 

students reported that they were victimized by at least one form of cyberbullying during 

the previous 3 months. Respondents reported being called names (30.3%), being the 

subject o f rumours (22.8%), being impersonated online (16.1%), being threatened 

(13.0%), receiving unwanted sexual content (11.5%), being asked to do something 

sexual (7.3%), and someone sending private pictures of them to other people (3.3%). 

Overall, 29.7% reported engaging in cyberbullying others during the previous three 

months. Respondents admitted to calling people names (20.1%), impersonating
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someone online (13.2%), spreading rumours about someone else online (9.9%), 

threatening someone (3.7%), sending unwanted sexual content (1.6%), and sending 

private pictures o f  someone to others (1.0%). It is noteworthy that this study has 

indicated higher levels o f  cyberbullying compared with cyber victimization.

Although the implications for bullying incidence are limited by the methods 

used, it could be argued that the EU Kids Online project (Livingstone et al., 2011b) 

gives the most comprehensive overview to date o f European adolescents' encounters 

with risk and harm on the Internet. A sample o f  25,142 children who use the Internet 

aged between nine and 16 years across 25 European countries together with one o f  their 

parents were interviewed. The term "bully" was not used in the research, but 

respondents were provided with the following definition. “Sometimes children or 

teenagers say or do hurtful or nasty things to someone and this can often be quite a few 

times on different days over a period o f time, for example. This can include: teasing 

someone in a way this person does not like; hitting, kicking or pushing someone around; 

leaving someone out o f things’" (Livingstone et al., 2011b, p.61). The researchers 

further elaborated on this, explaining that ". . . these activities could refer to events that 

occur in person face-to-face, by mobile phone calls or texts, or on the internet -  e.g. via 

email, social networking sites" (Livingstone et al., 2011b, p. 61). Respondents were 

asked if  someone has acted in this kind o f  nasty way to them during the past 12 months. 

The research indicated that the incidence o f Internet bullying varies widely across 

Europe with online victimization ranging from 2% to 14%. Overall, it was found that 

13% were bullied face-to-face, 6% reported suffering bullying victimization on the 

Internet, whereas 3% experienced victimization via mobile phone. Almost one quarter 

o f  Irish children (23%) were found to have experienced victimization either online or 

offline, with 15% victimized face-to-face, 4% victimized via the Internet, and 4% by 

mobile phone. Although, this research is useful in that it measures a very large sample
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of European children, the measurement of cyberbullying is difficult to compare with 

other research as it does not measure frequency of victimization, and has a duration of 

one year. Furthermore, Livingstone et al. (2011b) split cyberbullying into Internet- 

based and mobile phone-based bullying. Moreover, the term face-to-face may lead 

respondents to exclude incidents which occured indirectly, (e.g., spreading rumours).

A study already mentioned in Section 3.2.1. with respect to measurement of 

traditional bullying, was that conducted by Machmutow et al. (2012) who recently 

examined cyberbullying among a sample of seventh grade students as part of a 

longitudinal study (netTEEN study). Eight hundred and thirty-five students responded 

to the questiormaire at time 1 and 820 responded at time 2. Cyber victimisation was 

measured using a six-item scale (Sticca, Ruggieri, Alsaker, & Perren, 2013), which 

allowed respondents to indicate how frequently they had experienced different forms of 

cyberbullying during the previous four months, with frequency ranging from "Never" 

(1) to "Almost daily" (5). The public / private nature of the type o f cyberbullying was 

varied across items, as follows: private; semi-public; or public. Two items describe a 

private interaction between the bully and the victim (e.g.. Did someone send you nasty 

or threatening messages, i.e., text messages, MSN, Facebook, Netlog, etc.). Two semi

public items ask respondents about experiences where nasty content would have been 

sent to groups o f people (e.g.. Are there adolescents sending nasty or embarrassing 

messages about you to others?). The final two items examined experiences o f public 

cyberbullying in which nasty content would have been uploaded to the Intemet (e.g.. 

Are there adolescents publishing nasty or embarrassing pictures or videos on the 

internet?). Respondents received a mean score on the scale and higher scores indicated 

more frequent victimization. It emerged that at time 1, the average scores for 

victimization was 1.10 for females and 1.06 for males, whereas at time 2 the average 

score was 1.08 for females and 1.06 for males. Although this indicates that the average
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scores were rather low, Machmutow et al. (2012) do not report incidence of 

involvement. The scale used to measure cyber victimization by Machmutow et al. 

(2012) is particularly useful as it measures specific forms o f victimization and also 

varies the severity of the cyberbullying with regard to public access. The incidence of 

cyberbullying, as measured using the BVQ (Olweus, 1989) style frequencies are 

presented below in Table 11.

149



Table 11: Cyherbullying incidence measured using BVQ frequencies

Authors Location & Sample Size Bullying Victimization

Once / Twice Sometimes / 

more often

Frequent O nce/T w ice Sometimes/

more often

P. K. Smith et al. (2008)

Slonje & Smith (2008)

Riebel et al. (2009)

England (n = 92)

Sweden (n = 360)

Germany (n = 1987)

O'Moore & Minton (2009) Ireland (n = 2,794)

Olweus (2012) - 2007 - 2010 US A (n = approx 440,000)

01weus(2012) -2 0 0 6 -2 0 1 0  Norway (n = approx 9,000)

7.1% 1.6% 

2 .8% 

1.4%

3.96%

1%

15.6%

2 .8%*

11.4%

6 .6%

2.5%*

2 .8%

4.5%

3.4%

Frequent

5.4%

1.7%

*Refers to cyherbullying which took place in school



This Section has revealed the varying ways in which researchers have examined 

electonic bullying / cyberbullying incidence. Upon viewing Table 11 it is evident that 

the levels o f cyberbullying are relatively low when frequency o f victimization is taken 

into account. Although P. K. Smith et al. (2008) found high incidence rates, they had a 

small sample size compared with the other studies (n = 92). O'Moore and Minton 

(2009) are the only researchers who have reported percentages for all frequency levels 

o f bullying and victimization. Therefore, taking this into consideration, in conjunction 

with the population sampled (i.e., Irish post-primary school students) this study 

(O'Moore & Minton, 2009) should provide a guideline for the expected incidence rates 

in the current research. Perhaps slighty higher rates could be expected, given the 

evolution o f Smartphones and newer social networking sites in the meantime. 

However, Olweus (2012) has argued that cyberbullying incidence is not increasing over 

time.

Although there is a paucity of evidence regarding sex-related differences in 

cyberbullying perpetration and victimization, this review provides some evidence that 

males are more involved in cyberbullying perpetration (Kowalski & Limber, 2007; 

O'Moore, 2012; O'Moore & Minton, 2009) and that females are more likely to be 

victims o f cyberbullying (Kowalski & Limber, 2007; Machmutow et al., 2012; 

O'Moore, 2012; O'Moore & Minton, 2009). Based on this evidence, it is expected that 

in the current research, males will emerge as more likely to cyberbully others, whilst 

females will be found to report cyber victimization more than males.

Although, many o f the studies discussed in this Section indicated the use of 

strong methodology, which allows for comparison o f findings with existing literature 

pertaining to the incidence o f traditional bullying (e.g., Kowalski & Limber, 2007; 

Olweus, 2012), many o f these studies report only on the media used to cyberbully, such 

as email or text message, and do not provide insight regarding the specific behaviours
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which cyberbulHes engage in. W alrave and Heirman (2011), and Wade and Beran 

(2011) do in fact elaborate on specific behaviours, such as impersonation and exclusion 

in a cyber environement. However, their measurement o f frequency o f involvement is 

not comparable with the "Olweus style" measurement. Thus, the measurement tool 

used by M achmutow et al. (2012), is the most advanced in that it measures frequency o f 

behaviour in a m anner which is similar to the BVQ (Olweus, 1989), whilst also 

m easuring specific behaviours. It could be argued that the behavioural aspect o f  

cyberbullying, such as impersonation, can indicate the potential severity o f  the impact 

more accurately than the medium used to carry out the attack. Machmutow et al. (2012) 

advances this aspect fiirther still, by varying the items for different degrees o f  public 

exposure. The next Section reviews the literature which examines the relationship 

between traditional bullying and cyberbullying, so as to provide a rationale for 

examining both forms o f aggression.

3.2.1.3. The Relationship between Traditional Bullying and CyherhuUying.

The current Section reviews the literaure which has explored the relationship between 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying, so as to highlight the common finding that there 

is extensive overlap between the two forms o f  bullying and that cyberbullying must be 

examined in the context o f  traditional bullying. Given the evidence that the two forms 

o f aggression are interlinked it would be misguided to examine cyberbullying in 

isolation.

It is apparent that in research where traditional bullying and cyberbullying are

both examined, traditional bullying or general bullying (including cyberbullying) tends

to be more prevalent than cyberbullying (e.g., Livingstone et al., 201 lb; O'Moore, 2012;

P. K. Smith et al., 2008). Olweus (2012) has argued that cyberbullying is an over-rated

phenomenon, and is in fact quite low-prevalence. Furthermore, Olweus (2012) suggests
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that the problem o f cyberbullying has been exaggerated for a number o f reasons. 

Firstly, it is suggested that the research which claims that cyberbullying has high 

prevalence tends to examine cyberbullying in isolation, whereas it should be examined 

in conjunction with traditional bullying in order to provide a clear perspective. Olweus 

(2012) also argues that cyberbullying should not include every form o f cyber 

aggression, but its use must be guided by a clear definition. Olweus (2012) also 

proposes that cyberbullying is not increasing greatly over time, and in reference to 

longitudinal research he states that there has been no systematic change in incidence 

from 2006 to 2010. W ith regard to the negative impact o f  cyberbullying, Olweus 

(2012) advocates that researchers also consider victims' exposure to traditional bullying 

given that cyber victimization may not have much effect over and above traditional 

bullying. This is also supported by Gradinger, Strohmeier, and Spiel (2009) who 

believe that it is important to consider both traditional bullying and cyberbullying 

sim ultaneously to identify risk for poor adjustment.

As Olweus (2012) points out, many researchers have found evidence that there 

is an overlap between traditional bullying and cyberbullying with the same individuals 

being involved in both forms (e.g., Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Li, 2007; Livingstone et al., 

2011a; Olweus, 2012; Raskauskas & Stoltz, 2007; Riebel et al., 2009). For example, 

Riebel et al. (2009) found a strong correlation between engagement in traditional 

bullying and engagement in cyberbullying. The same relationship was also identified in 

the case o f victimization, although the relationship was not as strong as the bullying 

relationship. M achmutow et al. (2012) also found that cyber and traditional 

victim ization are positively related to each other. Examining the relationship between 

traditional bullying and electronic bullying, Raskauskas and Stoltz (2007) found that 

involvement in traditional bullying is predictive o f involvement in electronic bullying. 

Indeed traditional bully status was found to be predictive o f  electronic bully status,
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whilst traditional victim status was also found to be predictive o f electronic bullying 

status. In addition, Juvonen and Gross (2008) argue that cyberspace forms an extension 

o f the school grounds with bullying moving fluidly from one context to another. 

Casting doubt on the theory that cyberbullying is often characterized by anonymity, 

Juvonen and Gross (2008) found that the majority o f  cybervictims knew their bullies, 

and cybervictims were more likely to retaliate in the school environment. This would 

certainly suggest that both forms o f bullying are strongly connected in many cases. 

Livingstone et al. (201 la) also argue that online and offline bullying are connected, as ".

. . part o f  a vicious cycle in which perpetrators reach their victims through diverse 

means and victims find it hard to escape" (p. 25). This was supported by the finding 

that 56% o f  those who had engaged in bullying online had also bullied someone face-to- 

face, and 55% o f  those victimized online had been bullied face-to-face. This further 

highlights the importance o f giving equal attention to both forms o f  bullying in the 

current research in order to examine them as different forms o f the same behaviour.

This Section has provided evidence that traditional bullying and cyberbullying 

are strongly connected and that adolescents are often involved in both forms o f 

bullying. Olweus (2012) argues that cyberspace has not ". . . created many "new" 

victims and bullies, that is, children and youth who are not also involved in some form 

o f traditional bullying" (p. 1). Therefore, particularly when examining the impact o f 

perpetration and victimization, one must consider both forms o f bullying in order to 

gain an accurate insight into the effects o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying, with a 

focus on the combined impact, but also the impact o f  both forms independently o f  one 

another.
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3.2.1.4. Summary.

The current Section has provided a critical review o f  the incidence o f  traditional 

bullying and cyberbullying and it is evident that there are inconsistent findings across 

both forms o f bullying. However, this has been minimised in the current Section by 

focusing on specific studies which use strong measurement instruments. W hilst 

findings vary even within Ireland, it is possible to relate the findings o f  O'Moore et al. 

(1997) to the cun'cnt research, given that O'M oore et al. (1997) were examining 

traditional bullying at post-primary school level. Therefore, it can be expected that the 

current research will indicate that less than 10% o f  the sample will be occasional or 

frequent bullies, or occasional or frequent victims. Furthermore, in light o f the sex- 

related differences highlighted it can be expected that males will have greater 

involvement in traditional bullying, and will also be more involved in physical bullying, 

whereas females will be more involved in relational bullying.

It is evident from this review that there is a pattern o f  males showing greater 

involvement in bullying compared with females in the roles o f bully and victim 

(Alsaker & Brunner, 1999; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; Tomas de Almeida, 1999; 

W hitney & Smith, 1993), with some exceptions (e.g., Undheim & Sund, 2005). In 

addition, there is a wealth o f evidence to suggest that males are more likely than 

females to become involved in physical bullying (Alsaker & Brunner, 1999; Fonzi et 

al., 1999; James et al., 2003; O'Moore et al., 1997; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; P. 

K. Smith & Shu, 2000; Tomas de Almeida, 1999; Undheim & Sund, 2005; W hitney & 

Smith, 1993), whereas females are more likely to become involved in relational 

bullying (Fonzi et al., 1999; James et al., 2003; O'M oore et al., 1997; P. K. Smith & 

Shu, 2000; Tomas de Almeida, 1999). Therefore, it can be expected that the same 

patterns will emerge in the current research.
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W ith regard to cyberbullying, a select number o f studies were reviewed as they 

closely replicate the systematic incidence research on traditional bullying. It emerged 

that when taking frequency into account, occasional and frequent involvement in 

cyberbullying is in fact quite low (<10% in many cases for bullies and victims). 

O'Moore and M inton (2009) provide research which examines cyberbullying among a 

sample o f post-prim ary school students, and therefore provides a strong guideline for 

the current research. There is little clarity regarding the sex-related differences in 

cyberbullying, with some researchers finding a greater prevalence o f cyberbullying 

perpetration among males (Kowalski & Limber, 2007; O 'M oore, 2012) and greater 

levels o f  victimization among females (Kowalski & Limber, 2007; O'Moore, 2012; P. 

K. Smith et al. 2008), and these findings will guide expectations for the current 

research.

The review o f  the relationship between traditional bullying and cyberbullying 

has provided a rationale for examining both forms o f  bullying. Firstly, the incidence o f 

traditional bullying can give perspective to the incidence o f cyberbullying, as the 

traditional fonn  tends to be more common. Secondly, the effects o f cyberbullying on 

those involved carmot be fully accounted for without considering their role in traditional 

bullying. Thirdly, many studies have established that there is a great overlap between 

the two forms, with individuals reporting roles in both traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying.

In order to examine the incidence o f  both forms o f  bullying, the scales used by 

Machmutow et al. (2012) will be utilised: an adaptation o f the Alsaker and Brunner 

measure for traditional bullying (Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker & Brunner, 1999); and the 

Cyber Aggression Scale designed by Sticca et al. (2013). These measures are 

particularly useftil as the traditional scale and cyber scale are similar, thus allowing for 

comparison. Both measure frequency o f  bullying and victimization and also assess
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experience o f  the different types o f  both forms o f bullying. Furthermore, the scale used 

to m easure cyber aggression includes different degrees o f  the public nature o f 

cyberbullying, which indirectly includes varying degrees o f  severity.

In light o f  the debate regarding definitions o f  cyberbullying (Chapter 2), a 

distinction will be made in the current research between cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying, with the former referring to more general aggressive behaviours 

conducted in cyberspace (including behaviours which are recognised as cyberbullying 

in the literature), and the latter strictly referring to cyberbullying as defined by P. K. 

Smith et al. (2008).

3.2.2. Bullying as a Group Process.

The cuiTent Section reviews the literature which examines the different roles in

bullying. W hilst some o f the roles are obvious, such as the bully, the victim, and the

bully-victim, other individuals (i.e., bystanders) can also play important roles in the

group process o f bullying. Research has indicated ". . . that how bystanders react is

often crucial to the discontinuation or otherwise o f  bullying behaviour . . ."

(McLaughlin, Arnold, & Boyd, 2005, p. 17). According to Salmivalli (2010) "The

group members are seen as having different roles in the process, driven by diverse

emotions, attitudes, and motivations." (p. 113) The current Section expands on these

roles, such as assistant to the bully and defender o f  the victim, and will provide a critical

review o f the literature which focuses on this topic. Researchers have also examined

different factors which may impact on bystander roles, such as group norms and sex.

W hilst the bystander roles related to traditional bullying have been widely examined,

this Section will illustrate that the bystander roles related to cyberbullying are still

somewhat unclear. However, it is important to gain a better understanding o f  the

relationship between bystander behaviours and attitudes and cyber aggression and
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cyberbullying so as to inform approaches which are implemented to combat 

cyberbullying and traditional bullying.

3.2.2.1. Traditional Bullying and Bystander Behaviours /  Attitudes.

This Section provides a review o f  the literature pertaining to bystander roles associated 

with traditional bullying. Specifically, the different bystander roles are defined and the 

related research which has examined factors which influence bystander behaviour are 

also reviewed. These influential factors include aspects such as sex, attitudes, and 

shame management, and it becomes evident that there are many situational and personal 

variables which affect bystander responses.

Salmivalli et al. (1996) first explored bullying behaviours within a group 

context, as opposed to focusing solely on the bullies or victims. They examined the 

various roles that children often take in the wider context o f the peer group and they 

concluded that bullying is indeed a group process which involves all children who 

witness it (i.e., bystanders). Salmivalli et al. (1996) examined the different 'Participant 

Roles' o f  573 Finnish children in the sixth grade, aged between 12 and 13 years (male: n 

= 287, female: n = 286). The Participant Roles Questionnaire contains five sub-scales, 

as follows: The Bully Scale examines bullying behaviour which is active, initiative- 

taking, and leader-like; The Assistant Scale examines behaviour which is also active but 

more following than leading the behaviour; The Reinforcer Scale examined behaviour 

that could reinforce or encourage bullying, such as watching what happens and 

laughing; The Defender Scale examines behaviour which is supportive and consoling 

towards the victims and is active in trying to stop bullying; and The Outsider Scale 

examines non-responding to bullying or staying away from the bullying situations. 

Using a three-point scale (0 = never, 1 = sometimes, 2 = often), respondents were
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allowed to evaluate each o f their classmates, in terms o f how well they matched 50 

descriptions o f bullying-situation behaviours. Salmivalli et al. (1996) identified specific 

roles in 87% o f the sample, as follows; Victims (11.7%); Bullies (8.2%>); Reinforcers 

(19.5%); Assistants (6.8%); Defenders (17.3%>); and Outsiders (23.7%). Overall, 12.7% 

were not identified as having any particular role. It emerged that females were more 

likely to be Defenders (female: 30.1%, male; 4.5%) or Outsiders than boys (female; 

40.2%, male; 7.3%), whereas males were more likely to be Bullies (female; 5.9%, male; 

10.5%), Reinforcers (female; 1.7%, male; 37.3%), or Assistants (female; 1.4%, male; 

12.2%). However, there was little difference between the sexes in terms o f 

identification as a Victim (male; 11.8%, female; 11.5%).

More recent research conducted by Salmivalli and Voeten (2004) examined the 

importance o f  sex, anti-bullying attitudes, and classroom norms in predicting participant 

roles in bullying situations. From a sample o f  1,220 elementary school students 

(female; n = 600, male; n = 620), aged between nine and 10 years, they assessed the 

importance o f  these factors. Findings revealed that males had more o f a tendency 

towards pro-bullying behaviours, whilst females were more likely to defend the victim 

or withdraw from the bullying situation. In addition, it emerged that pro-bullying 

behaviours such as bullying, reinforcing, and assisting were associated with lower 

scores on the anti-bullying attitude scale, whereas anti-bullying behaviours such as 

defending or withdrawing from the bullying situation were associated w ith high scores 

on the scale. Furthermore, a low level o f  anti-bullying norms within the classroom was 

predictive o f  bullying others or reinforcing bullying.

In a special edition o f  the journal "Pastoral Care in Education" researchers 

presented their findings as part o f The International Bystander Project (Ahmed, 2005; 

Baldry, 2005; McLaughlin et a l ,  2005; Rigby & Johnson, 2005a, 2005b; Rolider & 

Ochayon, 2005). This project involved researchers across six countries replicating the
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methods described by Rigby and Johnson (2005a) in order to examine students' 

preferred responses to verbal bullying, physical bullying, and sexual bullying. 

Bystander attitudes were assessed with the use o f  a video and a questionnaire, and 

respondents were asked to indicate how they would respond to different bullying 

situations.

McLaughlin et al. (2005) conducted their research in England with a sample o f 

416 upper primary and lower secondary school students. When asked how they would 

respond upon witnessing "name-calling", 20.7% said they would ignore it, 30.8% said 

that they would support the victim, and .5% said that they would support the bully, and 

47.1% said they would get a teacher. W ith regard to witnessing "pushing", 18% said 

that they would ignore it, 33.9% said that they would support the victim, 1.4% said that 

they would support the bully, and 45% said that they would get a teacher. Also, in 

relation to witnessing "harassment", 16.6% said that they would ignore it, 35.1% said 

that they would support the victim, 2.4% said that they would support the bully, and 

45.2% said that they would get a teacher. For all types o f bullying, primary school 

students were more likely to get a teacher, and secondary school students were more 

likely to support the victim or to ignore it. Sex-related differences were identified, with 

boys more likely to support the bully in cases o f physical bullying or in cases where a 

boy was harassing a girl. McLaughlin et al. (2005) indicated the main reasons for 

supporting the victim, included: moral disagreement with bullying; empathy for the 

victim(s); sex; and loyalty. M otivations for supporting the bully included supporting 

friends, and avoiding trouble. McLaughlin et al. (2005) identified characteristics in 

those children who tended to object to bullying and to intervene. These individuals held 

pro-victim attitudes and had "fellow feeling" for victims. They also believed that their 

friends would expect them to intervene in bullying. Furthermore, those who had

160



intervened in bullying in the past were more likely to do so again. Primary school 

students were also m ore likely to intervene compared with secondary school students.

Rigby and Johnson (2005b) conducted their research with a sample o f 

Australian students (Primary: n = 200, secondary: n = 200), half o f whom were male. It 

emerged that 79% o f  boys and 88% o f  girls reported that they would help a victim o f 

physical bullying, 57% o f  boys and 91% o f  girls would help a victim o f  verbal bullying, 

and 43% o f  boys and 74% o f girls would help a victim o f indirect bullying. Evidently, 

girls were more likely to indicate that they would help the victim. Primary school boys 

were most likely to report that they would support the victim (46%) following an 

incident o f  verbal bullying, whereas prim ary school girls w'ere most likely to report that 

they would tell a teacher (43%). Moreover, secondary school boys were most likely to 

report that they would ignore an incident o f verbal bullying (52%), whereas secondary 

school girls were most likely to report that they would support the victim (39%). In 

relation to physical bullying primary school boys tended to report that they would 

support the victim (48%), whereas primary school girls were inclined to report that they 

would get a teacher (43%). At secondary school, boys (51%) and girls (38%) were both 

most likely to report that they would ignore the physical bullying incident. At 

secondary level, boys (49%) and girls (62%) were both most likely to report that they 

would support the victim in a case o f sexual coercion. Students who had intervened in 

bullying in the past, who held pro-victim  attitudes, who believed that friends expected 

them to intervene, or who were currently in primary school were significantly more 

likely to directly help the victim. Rigby and Johnson (2005b) examined the motivation 

for different bystander responses. They found that those who helped the victim were 

driven by: a moral view that bullying is wrong; an ability to identify with the victim; 

feelings o f empathy or concern for others; the relationship one had with the victim or 

expectations o f  reciprocity for the future; or the way in which they perceive themselves
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as people. Those who helped the victim indirectly tended to feel that the teachers would 

be more equipped to deal with the problem, whilst those who ignored the bullying 

reported feeling: that it was none o f  their business; that they had a fear o f  repercussions 

if  they intervened; that the victim should stand up for him / herself or was in some way 

responsible; that their action may not be helpful; or that they enjoyed watching bullying. 

In addition, those who would assist the bully tended to be motivated by: their perception 

that this was the safer option; admiration for the bully; and by feelings o f hostility 

towards the victim.

In another study, Ahmed (2005) examined the importance o f adaptive shame 

management among a sample o f  1,452 secondary-school students (female: 49%) in 

grades seven to 10. Specifically, Ahmed (2005) examined the relationship between 

shame acknowledgement or shame displacement and bystander behaviour. Shame 

acknowledgement refers to admitting that one's actions are wrong and feeling remorse, 

whereas shame displacement refers to blaming others for one's own bad behaviour and 

expressing anger towards them. It emerged that females were more inclined to 

intervene in an effort to stop bullying, particularly in cases o f physical bullying. In 

addition, those who were more likely to intervene in bullying incidents were more likely 

to experience feelings o f  shame for wrongdoing, and were also more likely to accept 

responsibility for the harm caused when they act as the aggressor. Furthermore, they 

were more likely to make amends for their bad behaviour. With regard to shame 

displacement, those who reported an inclination to intervene in bullying were less likely 

to blame the victim, to take revenge against the victim, or to hit out at something if  they 

were caught in the act o f  hurting someone. Overall, shame acknowledgement was 

positively and significantly associated with bystander intervention, whilst shame 

displacement was negatively and significantly associated with bystander intervention.
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This possibly has practical implications regarding societal norms and school ethos, with 

bullying being perceived as a shameful act in certain cultural settings.

Baldry (2005) examined bystander behaviour within a sample o f  594 Italian 

children aged between 12 and 16 years (male: 51,9%, female: 48.1%). It emerged that 

girls were more likely than boys to object to bullying, whereas they were less likely to 

ignore it or to support it. W ith regard to physical or sexual bullying, girls were more 

inclined to call a teacher compared with boys. Compared with the other forms o f 

bullying, in the case o f  sexual coercion boys were more likely to support the bullying, 

whereas girls were more likely to object to the bullying. Upon separating bullies and 

victims, results indicated that victims were more likely to report that they would tell a 

teacher about the bullying and less inclined to oppose the bullying (except in the case o f 

verbal bullying). In addition, those who had bullied others frequently in the past were 

more likely to ignore or support the bullying and less likely to support victims or get a 

teacher for help.

Rolider and Ochayon (2005) also examined bystander behaviour in a sample o f 

216 Israeli elementary school students. Similar to the other research Rolider and 

Ochayon (2005) found that girls (71.6%) were more likely than boys (52.6%) to report 

that they would support the victim, and whilst 35.8% o f boys said that they would 

ignore an incident o f  sexual coercion, 6.3% indicated that they would support the bully. 

It appears that secondary school students were more inclined to ignore physical and 

verbal bullying compared with primary school students, whereas prim ary school 

students were more inclined to get a teacher to help. W hilst bullies were more likely to 

indicate that they would support a bully or ignore the victim, they were the least likely 

group to support the victim.

In a more recent study Oh and Hazier (2009) examined the effects o f  personal 

variables and situational variables on bystander responses to bullying. Personal
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variables included sex, grade level, popularity, frequency of witnessing bullying, and 

experiences, whereas situational variables included the type o f bullying, sex o f the bully 

and victim, degree of bullying, presence o f other people, and closeness to the bully or 

victim. Using a retrospective measure Oh and Hazier (2009) examined the past 

experiences of 298 college students aged between 18 and 22 years (female: 89%, male: 

11%). Respondents were asked to recall one specific bullying incident and a variety of 

details about that incident. Most respondents reported that they had stayed outside of 

the bullying situation (59%), whereas 31% had defended the victim, 8% had reinforced 

the bullying, and 2% had been assistants of the bully. Some personal and situational 

factors were identified as affecting bystander behaviour. For instance, females were 

found to be more likely to report positive bystander behaviours. Bystanders who were 

popular and who had witnessed a greater number o f bullying incidents were less likely 

to report positive bystander responses. Furthermore, bystanders who had close 

relationships to the bully were less inclined to report positive bystander behaviour. By 

contrast, bystanders who were close to the victim were more inclined to respond in a 

neutral way (e.g., staying outside o f the situation) or in a positive way (e.g., defending 

the victim). In addition, respondents who had been bullies or bully-victims in the past 

tended to report negative bystander behaviours such as assisting or reinforcing bullying. 

When bystanders witnessed numerous types o f bullying, they were less likely to 

intervene positively compared with bystanders who only witnessed physical bullying. 

Furthermore, those who reported positive bystander behaviour were also more likely to 

display higher levels o f social desirability in their answers. This has important 

implications for the reliability o f self-report measures of bullying involvement and 

bystander behaviours and attitudes.

This Section has indicated that there are distinct bystander roles associated 

with bullying incidents, as follows: assistant to the bully; reinforcer o f the bullying;
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defender o f  the victim; and outsider. The literature indicates that bystander responses 

are influenced by various factors. A common finding is that females are more inclined 

to show defending, positive bystander behaviours and attitudes, whilst males are more 

likely to exhibit pro-bully tendencies. Therefore, it is expected that in the current 

research females will exhibit more positive bystander attitudes compared with males. In 

addition, it is expected that a positive relationship will emerge between pro-bullying 

bystander attitudes and perpetration o f traditional bullying. Furthermore, it is also 

expected that a negative relationship will emerge between pro-victim  bystander 

attitudes and perpetration o f  traditional bullying. The next Section reviews the research 

examining bystander roles in cyberspace.

3.2.2.2. Cyherhttllying and Bystander Behaviours /  Attitudes.

This Section provides a review o f  the literature which examines bystander roles in 

cyberspace, so as to highlight the paucity o f research focusing on this topic. It is 

important to gain a strong insight into bystander behaviour in cyberspace in order to 

inform best practice regarding promotion o f pro-social bystander responses in a 

traditional and cyber setting. For instance, Agatston, Kowalski, and Limber (2007) 

found that middle and high school students lacked awareness o f  ways in which a 

bystander could be helpful having witnessed a cyberbullying incident. Therefore, they 

recommended that students should receive training which teaches them how to be 

helpful bystanders. Encouraging positive bystander behaviours may be an effective 

m ethod for combating cyber aggression and cyberbullying in particular. Implications 

for the current research are explored.

The bystander role in cyberbullying remains unclear at present. However,

research conducted by Li (2010) with a sample o f  269 students in grades seven to 12

(male: n = 148, female: n = 101, unknown: n = 20) has provided some insight regarding
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the bystander in cyberspace (i.e., the cyber bystander). The findings indicated that those 

who witness cyberbullying can respond in a number o f ways. Some respondents 

reported that they jo in  in the cyberbullying (13.3%), some cheer on the cyberbully 

(12.6%), others watch without actively participating (70.2%), some leave the online 

environment (25.8%), some object to others but not to the cyberbully (8.6%), others 

object to the cyberbully (23.2%), some attempt to help or befriend the victim (35.1%), 

whereas others report to someone who might help (9.3%). These responses certainly 

provide a basis with which to compare the bystander role in cyberspace and the real 

world, and it is apparent that some similarities do exist. For instance, those who join in 

with the cyberbully could be considered assistants, those who chcer on the cyberbully 

are similar to reinforcers in traditional bullying, and those who report that they object or 

look for help elsewhere could be considered to be defenders o f the victim.

Trach, Hymel, W aterhouse, and Neale (2010) examined the role o f  grade and 

sex in bystander responses among a sample o f  9,397 elementary school and secondary 

school students (male: 51%, female: 49%) split across grades four to eleven. 

Respondents' experiences o f  physical, verbal, social, and cyber forms o f  bullying were 

examined as both victims and bullies. Respondents who indicated that they had 

witnessed bullying (68%) were requested to indicate how frequently they had engaged 

in different bystander behaviours, ranging from "Never" to "Always" (five response 

options). The various bystander responses included: Told the bully to stop; Talked to 

the bully’s friends; Walked away; Ignored or Avoided the bully; Distracted the bully; 

Helped the victim; Got friends to help solve the problem; Got friends to get back at the 

bully; Stayed home from school; Talked to another teen / youth; Talked to an adult; and 

Did nothing. Sex-related differences emerged from the findings with boys proving 

more likely to report that they got their friends to get back at the bully, whereas girls 

were more likely to have told the bully to stop, talked to the bully’s friends, helped the
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victim, got friends to help solve the problem, and talked to another teen or youth. There 

were no sex differences for the responses: walked away; ignored or avoided the bully; 

or distracted the bully. In addition grade level also impacted on bystander responses, as 

older students were less inclined to tell the bully to stop or to talk to an adult. However, 

older students were more inclined to walk away, to get friends to get back at the bully, 

or to do nothing. There was no significant difference across grade levels in relation to 

the bystander responses: talked to the bully’s friends; ignored or avoided the bully; 

distracted the bully; or stayed home from school. Although this study has provided 

useful examination o f bystander behaviours, it is somewhat limited in that it does not 

examine pro-bully responses.

Machackova, Dedkova, Sevcicova, and Cema (2013) explored the individual 

and contextual factors which influence positive bystander behaviours upon witnessing 

cyberbullying o f a schoolmate, including emotional support and advice. Respondents 

consisted o f 156 children (aged from 12 to 18 years, 53.9% female) who had witnessed 

a schoolmate being victimized. Respondents reported the following positive bystander 

behaviours: telling him or her to ignore it (54.5%); trying to comfort the victim 

(54.2%); telling him or her that whoever was doing this was not worth the worry 

(53.3%); letting the victim know that I was sorry about what had happened (51.3%); 

trying to keep the victim occupied so he or she wouldn't need to think about it (40.3%); 

recommending that he or she tell someone who could help (36.4%); and giving the 

victim technical advice on how to make it stop (34.6%). It is promising that 76.3% of 

respondents reported offering at least one form o f  support. M achackova et al. (2013) 

found that a tendency towards pro-social behaviour was a positive predictor o f positive 

bystander responses. In addition, a good relationship with the victim increased the 

likelihood o f  positive bystander behaviour when compared with no relationship or a bad 

relationship. Compared to a good relationship with the bully, any other type o f
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relationship increased supportive bystander responses. Furthermore, the respondent 

feeling upset by the victim ization was the strongest predictor o f a positive bystander 

response, whilst receiving a direct request for help from the victim also predicted 

positive bystander responses.

Due to the paucity o f  research regarding bystander roles in cyberspace, it is not 

possible to identify patterns in cyber bystander responses. Despite this and based 

mainly on the traditional bullying literature, it is expected that a positive relationship 

will emerge between cyberbullying or cyber aggression and pro-bullying bystander 

attitudes. By contrast, it is also expected that pro-victim bystander attitudes will be 

negatively related to perpetration o f  cyberbullying and cyber aggression.

3.2.2.3. Summary.

This Section has indicated that children who are not directly involved in bullying can 

still play an important role when they witness bullying, hideed, these bystanders can 

actively reinforce bullying, they can actively help or defend a victim, or they can 

passively stay outside o f the situation. A common finding in the literature has been that 

sex influences bystander behaviour, with females displaying more inclination to 

intervene in order to defend or help a victim o f  bullying. However, other factors have 

been found to impact on bystander behaviour and attitudes, including: anti-bullying 

attitudes; group norms; perceived expectations o f  others; relationships with involved 

peers; one's personal experience or involvement in bullying as a bully, victim, or bully- 

victim; pro-social tendencies; and shame management. It is also evident from the 

current review that there is little knowledge on the role o f  bystanders in cyberspace. 

W hilst a number o f studies have examined the frequency with which cyberspace users 

witness cyberbullying (e.g., Huang & Chou, 2010; Vandebosch & Van Cleemput,
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2009), there is an absence o f research which examines specific roles o f  bystanders as 

examined in the traditional bullying literature. Indeed it is unclear if  the roles o f 

defender, reinforcer, assistant, and outsider can be accurately applied to cyber 

bystanders.

Thus, for the current study bystander attitudes will be examined in terms o f 

their relationship to respondents' sex, bully status roles (i.e., traditional bully, traditional 

victim, traditional bully-victim, cyberbully, cybervictim, cyber bully-victim, non

involved), and experiences o f  cyber aggression and cyber aggression victimization 

(cyber aggressor, cybervictim, cyber aggressor-victim, non-involved). Considering the 

literature regarding sex and traditional bystander attitudes, it is expected that females 

will express stronger pro-victim bystander attitudes compared with males, whereas 

males are expected to express stronger pro-bullying bystander attitudes compared with 

females. As stated above, pro-bullying bystander attitudes are expected to relate 

positively to perpetration o f bullying and aggression whereas negative relationships are 

expected to emerge between pro-victim attitudes and perpetration o f  all forms o f 

bullying and aggression.

3.2.3. The Role o flC T  Use in Involvement in Cyber Aggression and Cyberhullying.

This Section reviews the role o f information and communication technology (ICT) use

in relation to involvement in cyberbullying and cyber aggression. Research has

suggested that some people behave differently in cyberspace compared with how they

behave in the real world, as they experience a disinhibition effect online. For instance,

Suler (2004) claims that some individuals engage in self-disclosure or act out more

frequently or with more intensity in cyberspace compared with a real world context.

This would certainly have implications for experience o f  cyberbullying, as increased

self-disclosure could make one vulnerable to exploitative bullies, whereas a tendency to
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"act out" in cyberspace could lead to increased engagement in aggression and bullying. 

However, the current Section focuses specifically on cyber activities among Irish 

children and adolescents and the international literature regarding the relationship 

between involvement in cyberbullying and: frequency of cyber activity; use of ICT 

tools; and risky online behaviour. Implications for the current research are also 

explored in this Section.

Research has provided evidence that cyber activity and use of ICT is now a 

significant part of children's and adolescents' lives. Following a study o f media use 

among children in the USA ranging in age from six months to six years, researchers 

concluded that ". . . very young children today are growing up in a media-saturated 

environment" (Vandewater et al., 2007, p. 1013). Although current post-primary school 

children are likely to have grown up in a less heavily media-saturated world for much of 

their lives compared with the youngest in society, many can still be considered "digital 

natives", having " . . .  spent their entire lives surrounded by and using computers, 

videogames, digital music players, video cams, cell phones, and all the other toys and 

tools o f the digital age" (Prensky, 2001, p. 3). Prensky (2001) refers to those who were 

not bom into the digital world but have adopted many or most aspects o f the new 

technology as "digital immigrants".

In Ireland, the Central Statistics Office (CSO, 2011) indicate that Internet use 

is growing. For instance, 81 % of Irish households have a home computer, which is an 

increase o f 16% since 2007, whilst 78% of home computers have Internet access, which 

is an increase from 57% in 2007. Although the CSO (2011) data does not report on 

children's ICT activity, it does indicate that the 16 to 29 years age-group are the most 

likely to access the Internet everyday or almost every day (77%), and they are also most 

likely to gain access to the Internet using a mobile phone or Smartphone, or a portable 

computer (62% compared with 26% access using mobile phones). In fact, one third of
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the 16 to 29 years age-group were found to access the Internet using a mobile phone or 

Smartphone. The National Centre for Technology in Education (NCTE, 2009) found 

that from data collected in 2003, 2006, and 2008, the age at which children were 

starting to use the Internet was steadily decreasing. In addition, the "Growing Up In 

Ireland" project (Williams et al., 2009) provides some insight regarding ICT use among 

Irish nine-year-old children. It was found that 86% had a computer in their home, 

whilst 8% had a computer or laptop in their bedroom. Although playing games was the 

most common use o f the computer among nine-year-old children, a minority also 

reported using the computer to communicate via chat rooms (13%), email (13%), and 

instant messaging (6%).

The Irish data from EU Kids Online research (O’Neill, Grehan, & Olafsson, 

2011) has indicated the extent of ICT use among Irish children aged from nine to 16 

years. With regard to location of Internet access, they found that respondents were most 

likely to go online in a public room at home (87%), at school or college (66%), at a 

friend's house (64%), at a relative's house (51%), or in a bedroom or another private 

room in the house (37%). Older children (aged from 13 to 16 years) were more likely 

to access the Internet in their bedroom (approximately 50%), allowing greater freedom 

to explore with privacy and flexibility (O’Neill et al., 2011). Whilst a shared PC was 

the most common device used to go online, respondents also reported going online via 

shared laptops (51%), mobile phones (46%), games consoles (44%), TV (32%), one's 

own laptop (28%), or via handheld portable devices or Smartphones (23%). Indeed, the 

average number o f devices used by respondents was 3.1. However, O'Neill et al. (2011) 

state that "Both in terms of daily use and time spent online, Ireland lies below European 

norms." However, among respondents aged above 11 years, Irish children displayed 

considerably higher levels o f excessive Internet use compared with equivalent European 

results. Excessive Internet use was measured by behaviours such as going without
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eating or sleeping because of the Internet, or feeling bothered because one cannot be on 

the hitemet. Almost, contrary to these findings, it also emerged that Irish children had 

lower digital literacy skills than the European average, which included skills such as 

blocking messages and changing privacy settings on a social network profile. Older 

Irish females tended to score higher on digital literacy skills than their male 

counterparts. When asked if they know more about the Internet than their parents, 66% 

of respondents indicated that this was a bit true or very true for them. The potential to 

consult parents or to rely on one's own digital literacy certainly has important 

implications for how one copes when faced with abuse online, in that the inclination to 

seek parental support is likely to be reduced when a young person feels that they have 

stronger digital literacy. From the overall Irish sample, 56% of males and 63% of 

females reported having a profile on a social networking site, whilst 75% of 13 to 14 

year-old respondents and 88% of 15 to 16 year-old respondents reported having a social 

network profile.

The Pew Internet and American Life Project (2007) interviewed 935 American 

children aged between 12 and 17 years and 935 parents in order to investigate, among 

other factors, the role o f social networking sites in relation to involvement in 

cyberbullying. Social networking sites allow users to create personal profile pages and 

facilitate functions such as, posting photos, messaging, file sharing, blogging, and 

discussion groups. From this study it emerged that, compared with non-users o f social 

networking sites, users were significantly more likely to report that they had rumours 

spread about them online, to report that they had received a threatening or aggressive 

email, IM, or text message, to report that they had embarrassing photos o f themselves 

posted online without their permission. Users were also more likely to report that 

someone had shared a private email, IM, or text message that they had sent them. 

Furthermore, it was evident that adolescents who create online content, such as
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authoring blogs, uploading photos, sharing artwork, or helping others to build websites, 

were more frequently victimized by cyberbullies. This would certainly suggest that use 

o f  social networking sites and greater involvement in online activities can lead to 

increased victimization.

Conducting secondary analysis on the data from the Pew Internet and 

American Life Project (2007), M esch (2009) investigated the role o f  online activity with 

regard to cyberbullying. Findings indicated that cyber victimization was linked to 

having an active profile on a social networking site, participation in public chat rooms, 

and participation on YouTube. However, being a victim was not linked to playing 

games online. It also emerged that cybervictims tended to show' greater usage o f  mobile 

phones and the Internet in general and had more o f a tendency to disclose personal 

information in cyberspace. More recently, the EU Kids Online study (Livingstone et 

al., 201 la) also indicated that children who use social networking sites are significantly 

more likely to report receiving bullying messages.

In addition, among a sample o f  1,454 American children aged between 12 and 

17 years (female: 75%), Juvonen and Gross (2008) found that frequent or "heavy" 

Internet use was associated with increased likelihood o f  repeated cyberbullying 

incidents. Those who reported using instant messaging and webcams were more likely 

to report repeated cyber victimization than those who did not report use o f these tools. 

Furthermore, among users o f  message boards, frequent use (i.e., most days o f  the week) 

significantly increased the likelihood o f  victimization.

Examining characteristics associated with perpetrating or being victimized by 

online aggression among 1,501 "regular Internet users" aged from 10 to 17 years 

(female: 48%), Ybarra and M itchell (2004) focused on frequency o f  Intemet use and 

level o f  expertise. In relation to use o f  ICT, it emerged that those who rated themselves 

as having almost expert or expert knowledge o f the Intemet were more likely to report
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being both an aggressor and a victim compared with those who were just victimized. In 

addition, adolescents who used the Internet at least six days per week were more likely 

to be both an aggressor and a victim. Further, unlike those who are only identified as 

aggressors, those who were identified as both aggressors and victims were more likely 

to use the Internet for at least three hours per day or longer rather than fewer hours per 

day.

Analysing the same sample Ybarra (2004) found that for otherwise similar 

males, Internet use for a minimum average of three hours a day compared with one hour 

or less was associated with increased likelihood o f Internet victimization. Moreover, 

compared with otherwise similar females who use the Internet for a maximum of one 

hour per day, Internet use for a minimum of two hours per day was associated with 

increased victimization among females. In addition, more frequent use of the Internet 

for instant messaging or email was related to increased likelihood of reporting 

victimization among female respondents. This research certainly suggests that 

increased use o f the Internet has an impact on involvement in cyber aggression.

In a study of the relationship between risky Internet use and cyberbullying in 

Turkey, Erdur-Baker (2010) sampled 276 children aged from 14 to 18 years (male: n = 

151, female: n = 123, unknown: n = 2). It emerged that frequency of communication 

via the Internet was related to both cyberbullying and victimization. Furthermore, it 

emerged that those adolescents who were inclined to engage in frequent and risky 

Internet use were more likely to experience cyber victimization. Sex-specific 

differences were also apparent as frequent Internet use was identified as a stronger 

predictor o f cyberbullying and victimization among females, whereas risky Internet use 

was identified as a stronger predictor among males.
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3.2.4. Summary.

Although this Section has focused mainly on similar studies conducted in the USA, it 

has provided evidence that more time spent online puts adolescents at increased risk o f 

involvement in cyberbullying as a bully, a victim, or a bully-victim. In addition, certain 

ICT tools have been associated with increased risk, such as webcams and social 

networking sites. However, the EU Kids Online report (Livingstone et al., 2011b) 

emphasizes that "Bullying online appears more common in countries where bullying in 

general is more common (rather than, say, in countries where the internet is more 

established). This suggests online bullying to be a new form of a long-established 

childhood problem rather than, simply, the consequence o f a new technology" (p. 62). 

Therefore, the bullying culture in a particular country may be more predictive o f 

cyberbullying than the rate o f  Internet use. However, considering the evidence 

provided by the literature, in the current research it is expected that increased use o f ICT 

will be positively related to: cyber aggression; cyberbullying, victim ization by cyber 

aggression, and victimization by cyberbullying. It is also expected that having a social 

networking profile will be related to increased involvement in cyberbullying and cyber 

aggression. Thus far the Literature Review has set out the types o f  bullying and 

aggression which will be measured, the incidence rates which can be expected, the 

bystander attitudes which will be measured, and ICT use among adolescents. The next 

Section provides overall conclusions and hypotheses for the current Chapter.
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5.2.5. Conclusions.

This Section has provided a review o f the hterature which explores incidence of 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying, the literature pertaining to participant roles (or 

bystander behaviour) regarding traditional bullying and cyberbullying, and the role of 

ICT use in cyberbullying. Additionally, the review o f the literature in Chapter 2 

provided a rationale for recognition o f traditional bullying as a specific sub-type of 

aggressive behaviour, and it is distinguished from other forms o f aggression by the 

social aspect which applies to bullying incidents and the defining elements o f traditional 

bullying, namely repetition, intention to cause harm, and a power imbalance. However, 

whilst it is clear that there is a need to make a distinction between traditional bullying 

and general aggression, it is not yet clear whether there is a need to distinguish between 

cyberbullying and general cyber aggression. This issue could be addressed more easily 

if there was an agreed upon definition o f cyberbullying. However, there is ongoing 

debate regarding the defining features o f cyberbullying. Therefore, this distinction 

requires further examination and Study 2 explores both cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying, in order to examine the relationship between the two concepts and 

ultimately to draw conclusions regarding the need to distinguish between the two 

concepts. Moreover, it is evident from the current review o f the literature that 

cyberbullying should be examined within the wider context of traditional bullying (e.g., 

Olweus, 2012), and therefore the three forms o f aggression are examined in Study 2, 

namely cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying.

In Chapter 2, a critical review of the different forms of traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying was provided. Traditional bullying can be categorised broadly as 

physical, verbal, or relational, and sex-related differences have been identified in 

relation to the various forms o f bullying. For instance, whilst physical bullying is more

common among males, relational bullying is more strongly associated with females.
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All forms o f  traditional bullying will be examined within the current research and it is 

expected that males will be more inclined to report perpetration of, and victimization by 

physical methods, whereas it is expected that females will be more inclined to report 

involvement in relational bullying behaviour and victimization. Cyberbullying 

incidents can be categorised based either on the medium used to communicate abuse 

such as email (P. K. Smith et al., 2008), or by the specific behaviour o f  the perpetrator 

such as denigration (Willard, 2007b). Based on a prior study (Machmutow et al., 2012), 

the current research will examine cyber aggression using a mixture o f both 

classifications, in that the behaviour o f  the cyber aggressor will be examined with due 

consideration o f the public nature o f  the medium used. Respondents will also be 

allowed to indicate if they have been involved in cyberbullying specifically and to 

indicate which method(s) were used to cyberbully.

The current Section also critically reviewed the literature regarding incidence 

o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying, and in doing so highlighted the inconsistency 

in incidence rates across the literature. However, this review allowed for identification 

o f appropriate measures for assessing involvement in bullying and aggression in the 

current research. Furthermore, methodologically robust studies o f bullying among Irish 

post-prim ary school students have provided a guideline for the incidence which can be 

expected within the current research. Based on this review it is expected that fewer than 

10% o f post-prim ary school students will be involved in traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying or cyber aggression with a frequency o f  once a month or more often 

during the previous three months. In addition it is expected that males will be more 

involved as aggressors or bullies across cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying. However, whilst it is expected that males will be more likely than 

females to emerge as victims o f traditional bullying, it is anticipated that females will be 

more likely to be identified as victims o f cyber aggression and cyberbullying.
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Moreover, based on the literature regarding the overlap between traditional and cyber 

forms o f  bullying, it can be expected that traditional bullying will be positively related 

to cyberbullying and perpetration o f  cyber aggression, whilst traditional victimization 

will be positively related to victimization by cyberbullying and victimization by cyber 

aggression.

The current Section has also highlighted the importance o f  the bystander in 

instances o f bullying, with regard to their capacity to support the bully, to help the 

victim, or to do nothing. This Section also offered insight into the various factors which 

can influence bystander behaviour, such as sex, group norms, and expectations o f  peers 

or parents. In the current Chapter bystander attitudes are assessed and explored in 

relation to sex, involvement in traditional bullying and cyberbullying, and involvement 

in cyber aggression. It is expected that females will score higher in relation to pro

victim attitudes, whereas males will score higher in relation to pro-bully attitudes. 

Furthermore, it is expected that pro-victim attitudes will be negatively related to 

perpetration o f traditional bullying, cyberbullying, and cyber aggression, whilst pro

bully attitudes will be positively related to perpetration o f traditional bullying, 

cyberbullying, and cyber aggression.

This Section has also provided a review o f  the literature which examines the 

relationship between ICT use and involvement in cyberbullying and cyber aggression. 

Based on this review, it can be expected that increased use o f  ICT will be positively 

related to; cyber aggression; cyberbullying, victimization by cyber aggression, and 

victimization by cyberbullying. Furthermore, use o f social networking sites is expected 

to increase the likelihood o f respondents' involvement in cyberbullying and cyber 

aggression. The hypotheses relating to these expectations are presented in the next 

Section.
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Hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 4.

Hypothesis 5.

Hypothesis 6.

Hypothesis 7.

3.2.5.1. Hypotheses.

Fewer than 10% of post-primary school students will be involved in 

cyber aggression either as an aggressor or a victim, on an occasional 

(frequency o f about once a month) or frequent (frequency o f about once 

a week or more often) basis during the previous three months.

Fewer than 10% of post-primary school students will be involved in 

traditional bullying either as a bully or a victim, on an occasional 

(frequency o f about once a month) or frequent (frequency o f about once 

a week or more often) basis during the previous three months.

Fewer than 10% of post-primary school students will be involved in 

cyberbullying either as a bully or a victim, on an occasional (frequency 

o f about once a month) or frequent (frequency o f about once a week or 

more often) basis during the previous three months.

ICT Use scores will be positively related to involvement in cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying as an aggressor / a bully or as a victim. 

Scores across the Cyber Aggression Victim Scale, the Traditional 

Victim Scale, and the victimization by cyberbullying scores will be 

positively related to each other.

Scores across the Cyber Aggressor Scale, the Traditional Bully Scale, 

and the perpetration o f cyberbullying scores will be positively related to 

each other.

Males will be more involved than females as aggressors / bullies, across 

cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying and as victims 

of traditional bullying, whilst females will be more likely to suffer 

victimization by cyber aggression and cyberbullying.
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Hypothesis 8.

Hypothesis 9.

Hypothesis 10.

Hypothesis 11.

Hypothesis 12.

Hypothesis 13.

Hypothesis 14.

W ith regard to bystander attitudes, males will score higher than females 

on the Ignore Scale and the Accomplice Scale, whilst females will score 

higher than males on the Helping Scale.

M ales will be significantly more involved in bullying others by physical 

methods and being victimized by physical methods.

Females will be significantly more involved than males in bullying 

others by relational methods and being victimized by relational 

methods.

Non-involved respondents will score significantly lower on the ICT Use 

Scale compared with other cyber aggression groups and cyberbullying 

groups.

Occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional bullies, and

cyberbullies will score significantly higher on the Ignore Scale 

compared with non-involved groups.

Occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional bullies, and

cyberbullies will score significantly lower on the Helping Scale

compared with non-involved groups.

Occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional bullies, and

cyberbullies will score significantly higher on the Accomplice Scale 

compared with non-involved groups.
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3.3. Methods.

3.3.1. Aims.

This Section provides details o f the methods used in Study 2, which is the focus o f 

Chapters 3 to 6. W hilst providing an overview o f  the methods for Study 2, only the 

measures used in relation to the current Chapter will be elaborated upon in this Section. 

Overall, Study 2 investigated post-prim ary students' use o f  ICT, experience o f cyber 

aggression, experience o f  traditional bullying and cyberbullying, empathy levels, 

bystander attitudes, depressive symptoms, psychological well-being, the coping 

methods used by victims in order to combat cyber aggression and cyberbullying and / or 

to buffer the negative effects o f  cyber aggression and cyberbullying, and attitudes 

regarding coping in hypothetical cyberbullying scenarios. However, the cun'ent 

Chapter focuses specifically on ICT use, involvement in cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying, and bystander attitudes. In addition to examining 

descriptive information regarding the variables assessed, relationships and differences 

across variables were explored. For instance, cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying were compared with potentially related variables, including: age; sex; use 

o f ICT; and bystander attitudes. Bystander attitudes were also assessed in relation to 

age and sex.

It is important to note that there is a clear distinction made between cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying in relation to Study 2. Making such a distinction allows 

for exploration o f  respondents' perceptions o f both forms o f behaviour. Specifically, 

this allows for examination o f whether behaviours which researchers commonly 

consider to be cyberbullying, are recognised as acts o f cyber aggression but not 

cyberbullying by post-prim ary school students.

The present Section provides information with regard to the materials used, the

relevant ethical concerns, the procedures, and the sample o f respondents. Reliability
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scores for the scales used in Study 2 are presented in the current Section and were 

obtained through publications o f the original research (Machmutow et al., 2012) or 

through personal communications with the researchers during a Short-Term Scientific 

Mission (funded visit for the purposes of collaborative research). Cronbach's alpha 

levels presented are specific to the German versions of the scales unless otherwise 

indicated.

3.3.2. Design o f  Study 2.

A questionnaire design was selected for the current study so as to collect data from a 

large sample o f post-primary school students. The questionnaire used for Study 2 (see 

appendix I) was adapted from questionnaires previously used by the netTEEN research 

team in Switzerland (e.g., Machmutow et al., 2012). The netTEEN Questionnaire was 

designed for the purposes o f a longitudinal study which focuses on Swiss adolescents, 

and collects data on various aspects of respondents' lives, including:

• traditional bullying status (bully status and bystander behaviours);

• experience of cyber aggression (perpetration and victimization);

• health and well-being (self-worth, depressive symptoms, anti-social behaviour);

• social cognition (moral justification, attribution);

• socio-moral development (moral values, empathy, moral emotions, feelings o f 

guilt);

• peer relationships (peer support, peer networks, peer rejection, social cluster 

mapping);

• family (parental support, living situation);

• coping methods (regarding cyber victimization);

• and ICT use (number o f Internet hours per week, activities).
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The netTEEN study is conducted onhne, whereas the cun'ent data collection was 

executed using a pen and paper questionnaire booklet.

3.3.3. Ethics fo r  Study 2.

Similar to Study 1, the researcher was guided by the Psychological Society o f Ireland 

(2011) Code o f Professional Ethics in relation to conducting research. Further 

information regarding the aspects of the Code o f Professional Ethics which were 

relevant to Studies 1 and 2 is available in Section 2.3.3. Prior to commencing data 

collection, it was necessary to gain ethical approval o f the Ethics Committee o f the 

School o f Education, Trinity College Dublin. This was achieved by submitting an 

application form to the research committee in conjunction with a copy of the 

questionnaire, a copy o f the research proposal, a copy of the letter o f invitation to 

principals, and a principal consent form (see appendices C, I, J, K, and L). The Ethics 

Committee concluded that Study 2 met ethical requirements and granted approval on 

February 28th 2012.

3.3.3.1. Consent.

For Study 2 only principal consent (see Appendix L) was required in order for students 

to participate in the study. There were two reasons for this: firstly, principals are acting 

in loco parentis, and are therefore capable o f deciding on the best interests of the 

students; and secondly, as suggested by Juvonen and Gross (2008), adolescents who 

may be most at risk of cyberbullying could opt to abstain from the research and not seek 

parental consent for fear of parents monitoring their use o f ICT. However, in schools

183



where it was poHcy to obtain parental consent, this was obtained prior to students 

completing the questionnaire booklet (see Appendix M).

3.3.3.2. Anonymity.

Respondents were assured that their anonymity would be protected and that their 

answers would not be shared with parents, teachers, or principals. Indeed there was no 

possibility of identifying respondents by name. They were also made aware that they 

could withdraw from the research at any point. Upon collection, data was safely stored 

in a locked, fireproof cupboard which was only accessible to the researcher. Each 

respondent was identifiable by a unique code number ranging from 1 to 2,526, allowing 

the researcher to indentify the respondents without compromising their anonymity. 

Additionally, the electronic data was password protected. Where respondents provided 

qualitative data that was o f a particularly sensitive nature, or that contained information 

by which they could be identified, the data was replaced with "Content removed" in 

appendix P.

3.3.4. Materials for Study 2.

3.3.4.1. The Original netTEEN Questionnaire.

For the purposes of the current study, a questionnaire booklet was designed through the 

adaptation o f an instrument used by the netTEEN research team (e.g., Machmutow et 

al., 2012). A number of aspects of the questionnaire were used or adapted for use in the 

current research, including: ICT use; experience of aggression (cyber aggression and 

traditional bullying); bystander behaviour; empathy; depressive symptoms; 

psychological well-being; and coping strategies in relation to cyber victimization. The
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content of the Questionnaire and the adaptations that were made are detailed in the 

current Section.

3.3.4.2. Measurement o f ICT Use.

The netTEEN questionnaire examines adolescents' use o f ICT, including hours spent on 

the Internet and online activities engaged in. A number o f items ask respondents about 

their use of mobile phones (i.e., Do you have a mobile phone?), use of mobile phones 

during school hours (e.g., How often do you use the mobile phone during classes?), 

Internet use, location when online (e.g.. Do you use the Internet at home?), number of 

hours spent on the Internet (i.e., How many hours do you spend on the Internet each 

day?), and activities engaged in while online. The ICT Use Scale asks "When you think 

of the time since the start o f the school year how often have you done the following 

activities?

1. Use the computer;

2. Make phone calls (i.e., Landline, mobile phone);

3. Receive or send text messages with a mobile phone;

4. Receive or send MMS (i.e., pictures or videos) with a mobile phone;

5. Receive or send emails;

6. Communicate with others via chat (e.g., MSN, Facebook, etc.);

7. Post information about yourself or others on websites (e.g., Facebook, blogs, 

forums, etc.);

8. Read others’ news (e.g., Facebook, blogs, forums, etc.);

9. Use a webcam;

10. Watch or download pictures or videos from the Internet;

11. Download music from the Internet;

185



12. Play computer or video games;

13. Play online games (e.g., multiplayer);

14. Look for information on the Internet;

15. Surf the net.

Respondents can answer using a five-point Likert scale, including one (Never), two 

(Once or twice), three (About once a month), four (About once a week), and five 

[(Almost) daily]. A Cronbach's alpha level of .83 was obtained for the ICT Use scale 

(obtained through personal communication during Short-term Scientific Mission).

Furthermore, additional items examine whether adolescents have a Facebook 

profile, if they have their own website, if they have their own blog, or if they are active 

on any other websites (e.g., YouTube, MySpace), to which they can answer "Yes" or 

"No" and specify which websites they are active on.

3 . 3 . 4 . 3 . Measurement of Cyber Aggression.

Prior to the items on cyber aggression an introductory line tells respondents that 

"Sometimes the Internet or mobile phones are used to spread mean or embarrassing 

messages and images". Cyber-victimization in the original netTEEN questionnaire was 

assessed using a six-item scale (The Cyber Aggression Victim Scale). Items examined 

respondents' experiences of a variety o f abusive behaviours. Although the scale could 

be considered to assess cyberbullying victimization, respondents are not provided with a 

cyberbullying definition, and therefore the items are considered to relate to cyber 

aggression in general. The items were intentionally varied systematically in terms of 

levels of public access to the incident. The first two items refer to incidents in which it 

is likely that only the perpetrator and victim are aware of the abuse (e.g.. Did someone

send you nasty or threatening messages [text messages, msn, Facebook, netlog etc.]).

186



By contrast, the third and the fourth items involved the spreading o f nasty content 

throughout the peer group (e.g., Are there adolescents sending nasty or embarrassing 

messages about you to other peers?). In the final two items the abusive content would 

have been published in a very open manner on the Internet (e.g., Are there adolescents 

posting nasty or embarrassing pictures or videos on the internet?). The items were also 

varied across different types o f negative behaviour, such as mean or threatening 

messages, mean or threatening pictures or videos, rumours, and mean or embarrassing 

pictures. Respondents were also asked if anyone had ever used their account login 

details to impersonate them online for malicious purposes, and they could rate how 

often they had experienced these behaviours since the start o f the school year, by 

selecting an answer on a Likert scale ranging from one (Never) to five (Almost daily), 

or they could select "No Answer". In the netTEEN study, respondents' scores across the 

items were averaged to gain an overall mean score of cyber-victimization where a 

higher score indicates a higher level o f victimization. Furthermore, respondents were 

also asked "Was this someone from your school?" and if they had been victimized they 

could respond with "Yes", "No", or "No Answer". Taking two time points in their 

research, Machmutow et al. (2012) report reliability scores for cyber victimisation (a; tl 

/12 = 0 .62/0 .78).

In order to measure levels o f perpetration, respondents answered the Cyber 

Aggressor Scale which asked that they rate the frequency o f their experiences o f the 

same behaviours, however, this time as the perpetrator (e.g.. Have you sent mean or 

threatening messages to anyone [e.g., text messages, MSN, Facebook, etc.]?). In the 

same way, the scores across the various items could be averaged to gain an overall 

score, such that a higher score indicates a higher level of cyber aggression. Those who 

perpetrated cyber aggression were also asked "Was that someone from your school?" 

This allowed the researchers to identify a school-based relationship between the
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aggressor and the victim. W ith regard to the Cronbach's alpha level, a low value was 

obtained in relation to the Cyber Aggressor Scale (a = .32). However, an Italian version 

o f  the scale was used in the Italian speaking region o f  Switzerland, and a higher 

Cronbach's alpha level emerged for that version (a = .73: obtained during Short-term 

Scientific Mission). Thus, it was considered useful to utilise the scales in an Irish 

setting and record reliability values.

3.3.4.4. Measurement o f  Traditional Bullying.

The netTEEN questionnaire assesses traditional bullying involvement with an adapted

version o f  a validated measure (Alsaker, 2003, Alsaker and Brunner, 1999) which is

referred to as the Traditional Victim Scale and the Traditional Bully Scale in the current

research. Prior to the items o f  the Traditional Victim Scale, a definition o f  bullying is

provided which describes it as a behaviour which is repeated and involves a power

imbalance. This definition also mentions different forms o f traditional bullying and

highlights that they can also be perpetrated using the Internet or a mobile phone. The

scale includes six items which address a variety o f  bullying behaviours including being

laughed at, having mean things said or written about you, being excluded, having

rumours spread about you, being forced to do something, being physically hurt, or

having belongings damaged or stolen (e.g.. Have other teenagers deliberately excluded

you, so that you could not jo in  in?). Respondents indicated how often they had

experienced these abuses since the beginning o f the school year, by selecting an answer

on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from one (Never) to five ([Almost] daily). In the

netTEEN research response scores were averaged to obtain an overall score o f

traditional victimization, such that a higher score relates to a higher incidence o f

victimization. The questionnaire also asks if  these behaviours were conducted using a

mobile phone or the Internet, and respondents can answer using a three-point Likert
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scale including one (Never), two (Sometimes), and three (Always), or they can tick "No 

Answer". M achmutow et al. (2012) report reliability scores for traditional victimisation 

at two time points (a: tl / 12 = 0.76 / 0.81).

In order to measure perpetration o f traditional bullying, the questionnaire also 

contains the same items from a bully's perspective in the Traditional Bully Scale (e.g.. 

Have you deliberately excluded other teenagers so that they could not jo in  in?). 

Respondents could indicate how often they had engaged in such behaviour by using a 

five-point Likert scale, ranging from one (Never) to five (Almost daily). Respondents 

could also choose "No Answer". In the netTEEN research scores were averaged to 

obtain an overall score o f traditional bullying perpetration, such that a higher score 

relates to a higher incidence o f  perpetration. The questionnaire also asks if  these 

behaviours were conducted using a mobile phone or the Internet, and respondents can 

answer using a three-point Likert scale including one (Never), two (Sometimes), and 

three (Always), or they can tick "No Answer". An overall score was obtained for 

traditional bullying scores with a Cronbach's alpha value o f  .63 (obtained during Short

term Scientific Mission).

3 . 3 . 4 . 5 . Measurement o f  Bystander Behaviour.

The netTEEN questionnaire also asks respondents about their reaction when they see 

one o f  their peers suffering at the hands o f  bullies. They were asked "How do you 

usually react when you see that a person is being bullied?" The Bystander Scale 

includes three sub-scales: The Ignore Scale (outsider); the Helping Scale (pro-victim); 

and the Accom plice Scale (pro-bully); and items are presented as follows;

1. I do nothing (Ignore);

2. I ask somebody for help (adults or other teenagers) (Helping);
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3. I look the other way or I leave (Ignore);

4. I find it funny and I laugh with them (Accomplice);

5. I pretend that I did not see anything (Ignore);

6. I watch what is happening with interest (Accomplice);

7. I try to comfort the victim  and encourage him or her (Helping);

8. I help to bully that person (Accomplice);

9. I try to help the victim (Helping).

Respondents could indicate how often they respond in a particular way by choosing 

from a five-point Likert scale, ranging from one (Never) to five (Always), or 

alternatively they could select "No answer". Cronbach's alphas were obtained for the 

three bystander subscales as follows: Ignoring a  = .70; Helping a = .78; and 

Accomplice to bully a = .65 (obtained during Short-term Scientific Mission).

The Adapted Questionnaire.

For the purposes o f  the current study, specific sections o f  the questionnaire were 

selected for use (see appendix I), including all o f  those described above. The items 

were translated by two bilingual researchers from the netTEEN team, and items were 

then adapted to be more appropriately worded for Irish post-prim ary students. The 

Bystander Scale remains the same as in the netTEEN questionnaire. However, the 

sections on use o f  ICT, cyber aggression, and traditional bullying underwent adaptation.

3.3.5.1. Adapted Items in M easurement o f  IC T  Use.

The items examining ICT use remained unchanged to a large extent. However, a 

number o f items were adapted for the purposes o f  the current study. For instance, a
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question was added which asked respondents "Do you own a Smartphone?" with an 

option of ticking the box beside either "Yes" or "No". One item which asked 

respondents about their use of their mobile phone during class, was altered to ask "If 

you own a phone, how often do you use it during school hours?", to which they could 

respond using a five-point Likert scale ranging from one (Never) to five (Always). 

Furthermore, a question was added which asked respondents "Do you have a social 

network account, e.g., Facebook?" with a tick the box response option o f "Yes" or "No". 

Items which asked respondents if they have a Facebook profile, their own blog, or their 

own website were removed from the questionnaire for the current research.

3 . 3 . 5 . 2 . Adapted Items in Measurement o f  Cyber Aggression.

The items o f the Cyber Aggression Victim Scale were adapted to apply to perpetrators 

both singular and plural, as opposed to varying for group bullying or one-to-one 

bullying. Therefore, each item began with the words "Has anybody. . ." (e.g.. Has 

anybody posted mean or embarrassing pictures or videos about you on the Internet [e.g., 

Facebook, YouTube, etc.]?). Furthermore, respondents were not asked if the aggressor 

was someone they knew from school. An item, focusing on exclusion was added to 

both the Cyber Aggressor Scale and Cyber Aggression Victim Scale (i.e.. Has anybody 

excluded you [e.g., blocked you on Facebook, or stopped you from joining a game 

online]? / Have you excluded anyone [e.g., blocked someone on Facebook, or stopped 

someone from joining a game online]?). In addition, one item was added to both the 

Cyber Aggressor Scale and Cyber Aggression Victim Scale, asking respondents if they 

had experienced any other form of cyber aggression not previously mentioned (i.e.. Has 

anybody used the Internet or mobile phones to be mean to you in any other way? If yes, 

please describe what happened below and tick the appropriate box / Have you used the
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Internet or mobile phones to be mean to other teenagers in any other way? If yes, 

please describe what happened below and tick the appropriate box.).

Furthermore, this Section o f the questionnaire was adapted to ask respondents 

about their experience of cyberbullying specifically, as opposed to cyber aggression in 

isolation. In the original questionnaire, the researchers did not provide a definition of 

cyberbullying prior to the items on cyber aggression and victimization by cyber 

aggression. Therefore, it could be difficult to justify the inclusion o f the findings under 

the term "cyberbullying". In the adapted version a definition of cyberbullying based on 

the one created by P. K. Smith et al. (2008) was provided for respondents. The 

definition was rephrased in less academic language as follows, "Cyberbullying is when 

a person or a group deliberately tries to hurt someone with nasty or aggressive 

behaviour using a mobile phone, or the Internet. This happens again and again and it is 

hard for the person to defend him or herself. Respondents were then asked about their 

own experiences o f victimization by cyberbullying: "Have you been cyberbullied in the 

last three months?" and could answer using a five-point Likert scale ranging from one 

(Never) to five ([Almost] daily) or alternatively they could select "No answer". Another 

item asked respondents about the methods o f cyberbullying they encountered; "If yes, 

how were you cyberbullied (e.g., pictures on Facebook)? Please answer in the space 

provided" (Open question); and about the impact of victimization "If you were 

cyberbullied, how did it make you feel? Please answer in the space provided" (Open 

question).

Respondents were also asked if they had engaged in cyberbullying: "Have you 

cyberbullied anybody else in the last three months?" and again could answer using a 

five-point Likert scale ranging from one (Never) to five ([Almost] daily) or alternatively 

they could choose "No answer". Those who engaged in cyberbullying were also asked 

about the methods they used: "If yes, how did you cyberbully someone else (e.g.,
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pictures on Facebook)? Please answer in the space provided" (Open question); and the 

emotional impact that their behaviour had on them - "If you cyberbullied someone, how 

did it make you feel? Please answer in the space provided" (Open question).

3.3.5.3. Adapted Items in Measurement of Traditional Bullying.

The definition used in the original questionnaire was replaced with a definition based on 

that created by O'M oore and M inton (2004), and was also adapted to explain the 

difference between cyberbullying and traditional bullying. The adapted questionnaire 

defines traditional bullying as follows, "A student is being traditionally bullied when he 

or she is singled out in an unpleasant way by another student or group o f  students. The 

bullied student is picked on again and again, and it is difficult to defend him self or 

herself It is not bullying when young people o f about the same age and power have the 

occasional fight or argument. Traditional bullying is different from cyberbullying 

because it does not involve mobile phones or the Internet." In this way the items 

examining traditional bullying and cyberbullying were entirely separate, and unlike the 

original questionnaire, respondents were not asked if  the traditional victimization had 

occured using ICT.

The items regarding traditional bullying largely remained the same as in the 

original questionnaire. However, each item o f  the Traditional Victim Scale was adapted 

so that it could refer to either an individual bully or a group o f bullies (e.g., Has 

anybody laughed at you, said or written mean things to you?). An additional item was 

included for both the Traditional Victim Scale and the Traditional Bully Scale which 

asks respondents if  any other bullying behaviour was used in their experience (i.e.. Has 

anybody been mean to you in any other way? If yes, please describe what happened 

below and tick the appropriate box. / Have you been mean to anybody in any other

way? If yes, please describe what happened below and tick the appropriate box.).
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3.3.6. Scoring o f  Scales.

The ICT Use Scale, the Cyber Aggression Victim Scale, the Cyber Aggressor Scale, the 

Traditional Bully Scale, and the Traditional Victim Scale can be scored and analysed 

using various methods. Firstly, a mean score can be obtained for every respondent for 

each scale. Alternatively a total score can be obtained across each scale for every 

respondent. Using either of these methods, each respondent receives an overall score 

for ICT use, perpetration of cyber aggression, victimization by cyber aggression, 

traditional bullying, and traditional victimization, and the scale scores can be cross 

compared through analysis. For instance, analysis could be conducted in order to 

investigate whether there is a significant relationship between ICT use and perpetration 

o f cyber aggression. Similarly, although cyberbullying is measured by just two items: 

one which measures victimization; and one which measures bullying, an overall score 

can be identified for each respondent. Due to the fact that all of the scales (including 

scales which measure empathy, psychological well-being, and coping) in Study 2 have a 

response range of 1 to 4 or 1 to 5, and the cyberbullying items have a response range of 

1 to 5, but the various scales contain differing numbers o f items, there is a rationale for 

calculating mean scale scores as opposed to total scale scores, in order to compare scale 

scores more easily. This also allows for more accurate comparison with the original 

Swiss research where mean scores were computed (Machmutow et al., 2012). 

Therefore, mean scale scores will be calculated where respondents have answered at 

least half o f the scale items.

However, it is also an aim o f the current research to obtain incidence rates for 

involvement in cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying and to group 

respondents as non-involved, victims (occasional or frequent), aggressors or bullies 

(occasional or frequent), and aggressor-victims or bully-victims (occasional or 

frequent). There are two main methods for assessing incidence and identifying
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categories across the Cyber Aggression Victim Scale, the Cyber Aggressor Scale, the 

Traditional Victim Scalc, the Traditional Bullying Scale, and the Cyberbullying items. 

Firstly, it would be possible to calculate total scores for each scale for each respondent, 

and to identify cut-off points which allow for identification o f  non-involvement, 

occasional involvement, and frequent involvement in a particular behavioural role. 

However, the identification o f specific cut-off points could be considered somewhat 

subjective on the part o f  the researcher. Furthermore, a respondent could indicate that 

he / she was being physically bullied almost daily, and yet indicate that he / she had 

never been bullied by any other traditional method. Such a respondent m ay receive a 

low total score overall, and in this way could be placed in a category that is not 

reflective o f  the fact that he / she is experiencing traditional victimization almost daily. 

Therefore, an alternative method has been selected which is based on the respondents' 

highest item response, whereby the respondent need only respond to a minimum o f  one 

item on each scale to receive a categorisation in relation to the relevant behaviour.

Taking the Traditional Victim Scale and the Traditional Bully Scale as an 

example, if a respondent has a highest score o f  three on the Traditional Victim Scale, he 

/ she is identified as experiencing traditional victimization on an occasional basis 

(around once a month). If  the same respondent receives a highest score o f  five on the 

Traditional Bully Scale he / she is identified as having bullied others on a frequent basis 

(almost every day). Moreover, this respondent will be categorised as an occasional 

traditional bully-victim  as he / she bullies others frequently but is victimized only 

occasionally. In this way, the researcher is strictly adhering to the literature with regard 

to determining the frequency o f involvement in a behaviour, where reporting experience 

o f  a behaviour once or twice is not considered sufficiently repetitive to be recognised as 

bullying, reporting experience o f a behaviour once a month is considered occasional
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involvement, and reporting a behaviour once a week or more often is considered to be 

frequent involvement.

Thus, two methods o f scoring will be applied to the Cyber Aggression Scales 

and the Traditional Bullying Scales, with mean scores being calculated in order to allow 

for specific statistical analyses such as correlation. However, the categorisation of 

respondents will also be applied in order to allow for investigation o f differences across 

groups. Responses to the cyberbullying items will be analysed in such a way that a 

score will be identified, ranging from one to five. However, this score will also indicate 

the frequency with which the respondent has been involved either as a victim, a bully, 

or a bully-victim. This dual-scoring approach allows for more in depth analyses o f the 

data, examining findings from two perspectives.

3.3.7. Pilot Study.

A pilot study was conducted with a sample of 28 students prior to commencing data 

collection. It was evident from this pilot that the questionnaire could be completed 

within one class period o f 40 minutes. However, it was also apparent that respondents 

required further instruction on different aspects of the questionnaire. Specifically, a 

clear explanation o f bullying which highlighted the fact that bullying behaviour was 

intentional and was done to cause harm or upset was required, as many respondents 

confused bullying with "playful banter". Furthermore, the word "compassion" was 

explained in the context o f the questionnaire, as this was not a word that students would 

encounter on a day-to-day basis.
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3.3.8. Sample.

From the Study 1 sample, a number o f principals had indicated an interest in allowing 

their students to participate in Study 2. Following further correspondence, a total o f 17 

school principals agreed to allow students to respond to Study 2. Respondents to the 

questionnaire were Irish post-primary school students in schools from Study 1 which 

self-selected their students to participate in Study 2. A total of 2,474 students 

responded to the questionnaire, following the exclusion o f 52 respondents who did not 

answer the questionnaire adequately. The sample consisted o f 1,082 males (43.73%) 

and 1,390 females (56.18%) aged from 12 to 19 years (x = 14.70; SD = 1.60), and the 

majority of the sample were Irish students (n = 2,205; 89.13%), as opposed to 

international students (n = 257; 10.39%). The majority o f the sample were attending 

non-fee paying schools (n = 2,320; 93.78%), and almost half of the sample were 

attending schools located either in Dublin (n = 664; 26.84%) or Limerick (n = 567; 

22.92%). Details o f the sample are provided below in Table 12 below.
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Table 12: Demographic details o f the sample for Study 2.

Variables n %

"N 2,474 1 ^

Sex Male 1,082 43.73

Female 1,390 56.18

Unknown 2 .08

Age Range 12-19 —

Mean 14.70 —

Standard deviation 1.60 —

Nationality Irish 2,205 89.13

International 257 10.39

Unknown 12 .49

School Category Non fee-paying 2,320 93.78

Fee-paying 17 .69

Irish speaking 92 3.72

VTOS 45 1.82

School Location Dublin 664 26.84

Limerick 567 22.92

Kerry 330 13.34

Louth 263 10.63

Wicklow 174 7.03

Longford 143 5.78
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Donegal 105 4.24

Leitrim 94 3.80

Meath 88 3.56

Galway 46 1.86

3.3.9. Procedure.

The researcher was present for administration of the questionnaire in each school. Data 

collection was carried out between March and June of 2012. All respondents answered 

a paper version o f the questionnaire. The research was introduced to the respondents 

and it was explained that the questionnaire would ask them about their experiences of 

aggression and bullying, with a particular focus on cyberbullying, and that furthermore, 

they would be asked about their feelings of psychological well-being and their feelings 

towards others. Respondents also received an explanation o f cyberbullying and the 

difference between cyber and traditional bullying, with a particular emphasis that 

bullying is intentional harm doing and that the questions do not refer to "light hearted 

banter". Respondents were made aware that the final section of the questionnaire 

contained two hypothetical cyberbullying scenarios in which they would have to 

imagine how they would feel and how they would respond. Respondents were also 

encouraged to answer as honestly as possible, taking into consideration that the 

questionnaire was anonymous and that nobody would be able to identify their answers. 

The word "compassion" was also explained in the context of the questionnaire as this 

was not always understood by respondents. Where data collection was conducted 

simultaneously in different classrooms throughout the school, teachers were issued with
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a set of instructions to read to the respondents (see appendix N). Completion o f the 

questionnaire averaged 30 minutes. Respondents were also encouraged to ask questions 

should they find any item confusing. All respondents received a contact sheet (see 

Appendix O) at the end o f the session to guide them towards helpful resources in the 

event that they should require psychological or practical assistance.

3.4. Results.

3.4.1. Introduction.

The current Section provides a detailed account o f the findings o f Study 2 which pertain 

to the current Chapter. Initially, descriptive findings are provided in relation to ICT 

activity, cyber aggression, traditional bullying, cyberbullying, and bystander attitudes, 

and this includes qualitative data which elaborates on the tj^es o f cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying experienced by respondents. Aside from providing an overall view of the 

sample in relation to scale scores, this Section elaborates on the incidence o f cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying, whilst also categorising the 

respondents for further analysis. The sample will be categorised in relation to each 

form of behaviour as victims, bullies (aggressors in relation to cyber aggression), bully- 

victims (aggressor-victims in relation to cyber aggression), and non-involved in that 

specific form of aggression. This allows for comparisons to be made with regard to 

involvement in the aggressive behaviour in relation to age, sex, ICT activities, and 

bystander attitudes. In addition, the groups will be revisited in later Chapters in order to 

explore how they relate to empathy, depressive symptoms, psychological well-being, 

and coping styles. However, relationships across variables are also explored using 

correlation analysis across mean scale scores.
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3.4.2. Frequencies and Reliability o f  Scales.

The current Section provides descriptive information regarding the scales which are 

examined in the present Chapter. In addition to providing an overview o f the sample, 

responses to the various measures, reliability values for the ICT Use Scale, the Cyber 

Aggression Victim Scale, the Cyber Aggressor Scale, the Traditional Victim Scale, the 

Traditional Bully Scale, the Ignore Scale, the Helping Scale, and the Accomplice Scale 

are provided.

3.4.2.1. Descriptive Information regarding ICT Use.

Table 13 below displays respondents' use of various ICT devices.

Table 13: Respondents' reported ICT activities.

ICT Activities n %

Own a mobile phone 2,454 99.31% of 2,471

Own a Smartphone 1,548 62.95% of 2,459

Use a social network 2,211 89.51% of 2,470

Use Internet at home 2,425 98.14% of 2,471

Use Internet in bedroom 1,637 67.04% of 2,442

Use o f phone in school Never 480 19.54% of 2,457

Rarely 737 30.00% of 2,457

Sometimes 691 28.12% of 2,457

Often 361 14.69% of 2,457

Always 188 7.65% of 2,457
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With regard to ICT use, it emerged that, at the time o f the data collection, 2,454 

respondents (99.31% of 2,471) reported that they own a mobile phone, and 1,548 

(62.95% of 2,459) reported that they own a Smartphone. Of the 2,470 who responded 

to the relevant item, 2,211 (89.51%) had a social network account. Furthemiore, 2,425 

(98.14% of 2,471) students reported that they use the Internet at home, and 1,637 

(67.04% of 2,442) used the Internet in their bedroom. With regard to hours spent online 

daily, answers ranged from 0 to 24 hours online both on a school day (x =1.71, SD = 

1.69) and on a day off (x = 3.00, SD = 2.67). Respondents were most likely to report 

that they used their phone rarely (n = 737, 30.00% of 2,457) or sometimes (n = 691, 

28.12% of 2,457) during school hours. A mean score was also generated for 2,469 

respondents who answered the ICT Use Scale. An overall sample mean score o f 3.43 

(SD = .70) was found. A Cronbach's alpha value of .82 was obtained for the ICT Use 

Scale.
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3 . 4. 2 . 2 . Descriptive Information regarding Cyber Aggression, Traditional Bullying, and

Cyherhullying.

Mean scores and reliability values for cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying are displayed below in Table 14.

and cvberbullvine.

Scale n X SD a

Cyber Aggression Victimization Scale 2,453 1.24 .37 .82

Cyber Aggressor Scale 2,441 1.13 .28 .78

Traditional Victim Scale 2,454 1.55 .63 .84

Traditional Bully Scale 2,441 1.28 .41 .75

Cyberbullying victim (1 Item) 2,448 1.18 .52 —

Cyberbully (1 Item) 2,152 1.09 .40 -------

W ith regard to victimization through cyber aggression, a mean score for the overall 

sample o f  1.24 (SD = .37) was obtained, and a Cronbach's alpha value o f .82 was 

obtained for the Cyber Aggression Victimization Scale. In relation to perpetration o f 

cyber aggression, a mean score o f 1.13 (SD = .28) was obtained for the sample. 

Additionally, a Cronbach's alpha value o f  .78 was obtained for the Cyber Aggressor 

Scale. A mean score o f 1.55 (SD = .63) emerged for the sample with regard to 

traditional victimization, and a Cronbach's alpha value o f .84 was obtained for the 

Traditional Victimization Scale. With regard to traditional bullying perpetration, the 

mean score for the sample was 1.28 (SD = .41), and a Cronbach's alpha value o f .75 was 

obtained for the Traditional Bully Scale. Furthermore, a mean score o f  1.18 (SD = .52)
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emerged for the sample with respect to victimization by cyberbullying (single item), 

whilst a mean score o f 1.09 (SD = .40) was obtained for cyberbullying peipetration.

3.4.2.2.I. Incidence o f  Cyber Aggression, Traditional Bullying, and Cyberbullying.

In order to allow for accurate assessment o f incidence o f cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying across the sample, the frequency o f  respondents' 

experiences o f  the three forms o f aggression was examined. It is evident from Table 15 

below that whilst a significant number o f respondents report perpetration of, or 

victim ization by cyber aggression and traditional bullying once or twice during the 

previous three months, relatively fewer report perpetration of, or victimization by either 

form o f  aggression occasionally or frequently. In comparison with cyber aggression 

and traditional bullying, cyberbullying victimization and perpetration have relatively 

low incidence. Figures 1 and 2 below also provide a visual representation o f how 

involvement in different forms o f aggression and bullying compare.
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Table 15: Frequency with which respondents reported victimization or perpetration o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cvberbullving.

Involvement in Aggression / Bullying Never

n %

Once or twice 

n %

About once a month 

n %

About once a week 

n %

(Almost) daily 

n %

Cyber Aggression Victim 

(n = 2,465)

1,056 42.84 1,142 46.33 132 5.36 75 3.04 60 2.43

Aggressor 

(n = 2,449)

1,447 59.09 876 35.77 63 2.57 32 1.31 31 1.27

Traditional Bullying Victim 

(n = 2,462)

598 24.29 1,300 52.80 201 8.16 175 7.11 188 7.64

Bully

(n = 2,450)

1,008 41.14 1,159 47.31 108 4.41 94 3.84 81 3.31

Cyberbullying Victim 

(n = 2,448)

2,115 86.40 278 11.36 25 1.02 16 0.65 14 0.57

Bully

(n = 2,152)

2,009 93.36 119 5.53 9 0.42 5 0.23 10 0.47
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With regard to expectations for the current research, hypothesis 1 stated that 

fewer than 10% of post-primary school students would be involved in cyber aggression 

either as an aggressor or a victim, on an occasional (frequency of about once a month) 

or frequent (frequency o f about once a week or more often) basis during the previous 

three months. As is evident from Figures 1 and 2 above, this hypothesis was not 

supported as, 46.33% of respondents experienced victimization by cyber aggression 

once or twice, and 10.83% reported victimization occasionally or frequently. In 

addition, whilst 35.77% of respondents admitted perpetrating cyber aggression once or 

twice in the previous three months, 5.15%) admitted being a cyber aggressor on an 

occasional or frequent basis.

In addition, the second hypothesis stated that fewer than 10%> of post-primary 

school students would be involved in traditional bullying either as a bully or a victim, 

on an occasional (frequency o f about once a month) or frequent (frequency o f about 

once a week or more often) basis during the previous three months. Hypothesis 2 was 

not supported, as the majority of respondents were victimized by traditional bullying 

once or twice (52.80%), and 22.91%> were victimized occasionally or frequently. Also 

inconsistent with the hypothesis, was the finding that 47.31%> of respondents reported 

traditionally bullying others once or twice during the previous three months, whilst 

11.56% had traditionally bullied others on an occasional or frequent basis.

Furthermore, the third hypothesis predicted that fewer than 10%> of post

primary school students would be involved in cyberbullying either as a bully or a victim 

on an occasional (frequency o f about once a month) or frequent (frequency o f about 

once a week or more often) basis during the previous three months. This was 

supported, as victimization by cyberbullying was relatively rare among respondents, 

with 11.36%) reporting victimization once or twice in the past three months, and 2.24% 

reporting victimization more frequently. Moreover, 5.53%> of the sample reported
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cyberbullying others once or twice during the previous three months, whilst 1.12% 

reported cyberbullying others occasionally or frequently.

Respondents were further categorised in order to identify specific cyber 

aggression groups (see Table 16 below).

Table 16: Respondent categories in relation to cvber aggression.

Cyber Aggression Categories (n = 2,445) n %

Victim Occasional 113 4.62

Frequent 100 4.09

Aggressor Occasional 39 1.60

Frequent 35 1.43

Aggressor-Victim Occasional 26 1.06

Frequent 25 1.02

Non-Involved 2,107 86.18

The majority o f respondents were identified as non-involved in cyber aggression (n = 

2,107, 86.18%), 213 (8.71%) were identified as victims of cyber aggression (frequent 

victims: n = 100, 4.09%), 74 (3.03%) were identified as cyber aggressors (frequent 

aggressors: n = 35, 1.43%), and 51 (2.08%) were identified as cyber aggressor-victims 

(frequent aggressor-victims: n = 25, 1.02%).
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In addition, respondents were categorised based on their involvement in 

traditional bullying groups (see Table 17 below).

Table 17: Respondent categories in relation to traditional bull vine.

Traditional Bullying Categories (n = 2,443) n %

Victim Occasional 150 6.14

Frequent 242 9.91

Bully Occasional 39 1.60

Frequent 72 2.95

Bully-Victim Occasional 83 3.40

Frequent 86 3.52

Non-Involved 1,771 72.49

The majority o f respondents (n = 1,771, 72.49%) were identified as non

involved in traditional bullying, whilst 392 (16.05%) were identified as victims of 

traditional bullying (frequent victims: n = 242, 9.91%), 111 (4.55%) were identified as 

traditional bullies (frequent bullies: n = 72, 2.95%), and 169 (6.92%) were identified as 

traditional bully-victims (frequent bully-victims: n = 86, 3.52%). It is notable that 

respondents were more likely to report frequent involvement in the victim, bully, and 

bully-victim groups compared with occasional involvement.

Finally, respondents were categorised based on their involvement in 

cyberbullying groups. With regard to cyberbullying a lower threshold was used in
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relation to frequency when categorising respondents, with a frequency o f once or twice 

being sufficient to categorise a respondent as occasionally involved in cyberbullying, 

and a frequency o f about once a month or more often being sufficient to categorise a 

respondent as frequently involved in cyberbullying. This action was taken for two 

reasons: firstly the incidence was extremely low for involvement in cyberbullying, 

producing very small groups; and secondly given the unique aspect o f repetition in 

cyberspace whereby one act on the part of the cyberbully can lead to repetitive 

victimization, involvement in cyberbullying once or twice may be considered sufficient 

for categorisation as a victim, bully, or bully-victim. Thus, responses o f once or twice 

were considered to indicate occasional involvement whereas responses o f once a month 

or more often were considered to indicate frequent involvement. Although the same 

argument regarding the nature o f repetition in cyberspace can be made with regard to 

cyber aggression, the incidence rates for cyber aggression allowed for frequency 

categories typical in traditional bullying to be maintained for cyber aggression groups. 

Therefore, this exception was only made for cyberbullying groups. Table 18 below 

presents the participant categories relating to cyberbullying.
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Table 18: Respondent categories in relation to cvberbullying.

Cyberbullying Categories (n = 2,138) n %

Victim Occasional 225 10.52

Frequent 38 1.78

Bully Occasional 65 3.04

Frequent 13 0.61

Bully-Victim Occasional 55 2.57

Frequent 9 0.42

Non-Involved 1,733 81.06

The majority o f respondents (n = 1,733, 81.06%) were identified as non

involved in cyberbullying, whilst 263 (12.30%) were identified as victims o f 

cyberbullying (frequent victims: n = 38, 1.78%), 78 (3.65%) were identified as 

cyberbullies (frequent bullies: n = 13, 0.61%), and 64 (2.99%) were identified as cyber 

bully-victims (frequent bully-victims: n = 9, 0.42%).
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3 . 4. 2 . 3 . Forms o f  Cyber Aggression and Cyberbullying reported by Respondents. 

Table 19 below displays the frequency with which respondents reported involvement in 

specific forms o f cyber aggression either as a victim or as an aggressor.
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Table 19: Forms o f cyber aggression reported by respondents

Form o f Cyber Aggression Role

Sent / received mean or threatening messages (e.g., text message, Victim (n = 2,435)

MSN, Facebook, etc.)? Aggressor (n = 2,425)

Sent / received mean or threatening pictures or videos (e.g., picture Victim (n = 2,438)

message, Facebook, etc.)? Aggressor (n = 2,434)

Sent / received mean messages or spread rumours about you to their Victim (n = 2,432)

friends (e.g., text messages, MSN, Facebook, etc.)? Aggressor (n = 2,429)

Sent / received mean or embarrassing pictures o f you to their Victim (n = 2,412)

fnends (e.g., picture messages, Facebook, etc.)? Aggressor (n = 2,435)

Been the perpetrator / victim o f mean or embarrassing messages or Victim (n = 2,425)

rumours posted on the Internet (e.g., Facebook, YouTube, etc.)? Aggressor (n = 2,433)

Been the perpetrator / victim o f mean or embarrassing pictures or Victim (n = 2,414)

videos posted on the Internet (e.g., Facebook, YouTube, etc.)? Aggressor (n = 2,435)

Been the perpetrator / victim o f username and password (e.g., used Victim (n =  2,428)

O nce/T w ice Occasional Frequent Total

n % n % n % n %

589 24.19

327 13.50

93 3.82

48 1.97

732 30.10

243 10.00

257 10.66

108 4.44

354 14.60

140 5.75

253 10.48

138 5.67

457 18.82

35 1.44

17 .70

5 .21

8 .33

72 2.96

14 .58

26 1.08

7 .29

35 1.44

6 .25

23 .95

8 .33

40 1.65

40 1.64

20 .83

13 .53

5 .21

69 2.84

16 .66

17 .71

10 .41

32 1.32

10 .41

12 .50

5 .21

26 1.07

664 27.27

364 15.03

111 4.56

61 2.51

873 35.90

273 11.24

300 12.45

125 5.14

421 17.36

156 6.41

288 11.93

151 6.21

523 21.54



to break into Facebook or email account) to do mean or 

embarrassing things?

Been the perpetrator / victim o f exclusion (e.g., blocked on 

Facebook, or stopped from joining a game online)?

Aggressor (n = 2,432)

Victim (n = 2,431) 

Aggressor (n = 2,431)
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314 12.91 19 .78 24 .99 357

446 18.35 27 1.11 40 1.65 513

479 19.70 29 1.19 29 1.19 537

14.68

21.11

22.08



It is evident from these findings that the most common form of victimization by cyber 

aggression was being the target o f mean messages or rumours sent via media such as 

text messages, MSN, and Facebook (35.90% of 2,432 respondents), whilst the most 

common form of cyber aggression reported by perpetrators was exclusion via methods 

such as blocking someone via Facebook or online gaming (22.08% of 2,431 

respondents). By contrast, mean or threatening pictures or videos, sent via media such 

as picture messaging or Facebook was the least common method o f cyber aggression 

reported by both victims (4.56% of 2,438 respondents) and aggressors (2.51% of 2,434 

respondents).

3.4.23.1. Qualitative Findings regarding Forms o f Cyber Aggression. 

Qualitative data (see appendix P) was also analysed, as question 13 o f the questionnaire 

was related to victimization by cyber aggression and asked respondents "Has anybody 

used the Internet or mobile phones to be mean to you in any other way? If yes, please 

describe what happened below and tick the appropriate box." A number of themes 

emerged which reflected the forms o f aggression which Willard (2007b) refers to 

including flaming, harassment, denigration, impersonation, outing, exclusion, and cyber 

stalking. The only category recognised by Willard (2007b) which did not emerge was 

trickery. Although there is much similarity between responses which were categorised 

as flaming, harassment, and denigration, distinctions were made across the three 

behaviours.

Denigration was a theme which covered a rather wide array o f behaviours,

including insulting somebody, often through sending or posting gossip or rumours

(Willard, 2007b) but also included embarrassing others or direct insults. Overall, 58

respondents indicated that they had been the victim of denigration. For example,

denigration included being the subject of gossip or nasty rumours (e.g., "my ex friend is
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always trying to cause fights daily with my Close friends ex. me calling my close friend 

weirdos and annoying when I didn't say that." [sic], "when I was being bullied they told 

loads of people rumours that I was gay", "making up lies to give me a bad name (spillit 

- my own fault for making the account)" [sic]). However, denigration also included 

receiving or being aware o f insulting content. For instance, one 14 year-old female 

reported that the cyber aggressors were "Making blog posts directed towards me about 

homosexuality being disgusting (I'm bi)", whilst a 16 year-old male indicated that that 

the aggressors "... would call me a Faggot and Slag me and the girl I like." Other 

examples include "just calling me names" and "They were saying rude stuff about me & 

family." Insults sometimes referred to the victim's appearance, (e.g., "A text slagging 

my appearance.", "Talked about my face + said nobody likes me.", "They say im small 

and i have colly flower ears" [sic], "They were saying mean things like I am fat and 

weird").

A total o f 15 respondents reported that they had been victims of flaming, which 

Willard (2007b) describes as offensive, rude, threatening, insulting, or vulgar language. 

There is clear overlap between flaming and denigration, so for the purposes of analysis, 

flaming was considered to be language which carried a threat or the desire for harm to 

come to the person. For instance, one 14 year-old girl reported that she had been told to 

kill herself, whilst a 16 year-old male indicated that he had been ". . . threatened that I 

would be killed on facebook." Another 14 year-old female indicated that she had 

received ". . . anonymous messages on my blog telling me to kill myself etc". Two 

respondents reported particularly severe experiences which could be considered 

examples o f cyber stalking, as Willard (2007b) describes cyber stalking as repeated and 

intense harassment and denigration which can be threatening and create significant fear. 

One 12 year-old male reported that the aggressor " . . .  rang me first than text me and
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said he would kill me" (sic). These messages could create significant fear for the 

recipient.

A total o f ten respondents indicated that they had been victims of 

impersonation online, which Willard (2007b) describes as using someone's identity in 

cyberspace in order to cause harm or to damage someone's reputation or relationships. 

Some o f the respondents referred to "frape" or "fraping" which is a slang term used to 

define the act o f impersonating someone on their Facebook profile when they remain 

logged into their account but leave the ICT device unattended (e.g., "Fraping my 

facebook . . ."). Other examples o f impersonation include an 18 year-old male who 

reported that " . . .  friends text a load o f girls off my phone when I was asleep.", whilst 

one 12 year-old female reported that "I was talking to my friend and someone broke 

into his account and sent me horrible things like im an idiot + stuff. . ." (sic), and a 15 

year-old male indicated that "They hacked my youtube profile and deleted 2 years 

worth o f videos." One 15 year-old female reported that the aggressor / aggressors 

"made a bebo page pertending to be me to slag me" (sic).

Nine respondents to question 13 reported that they had been victims of 

exclusion either in cyberspace or in the real world via cyber communication. An 

example of the former is an incident reported by a 17 year-old male: "kicked me outta 

lobby, due to my bad language (vulgur)" (sic). However, it was more common for 

respondents to be excluded in the real world and to be alerted to this via cyberspace. 

For instance, one 16 year-old male reported that the aggressors ". . . all went drinking at 

a house party but everyone texted me to "ftick o f f  and not to come", whilst a 16 year- 

old female indicated that "One group o f my friends were doing things, didn't invite me 

and then always posted about how great it was on Facebook." Another 13 year-old 

female was subjected to behaviour which may have caused her to be excluded: "They 

said mean things to People I was going to my try make friends with."
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Nine respondents also indicated that they had been victims of harassment 

which Willard (2007b) describes as repeated, nasty, or insulting messages. In the 

current analysis, actions were considered to be harassment if  the repetitious nature of 

the contact could be interpreted as its most problematic or dominant feature. For 

example, some respondents reported receiving prank calls (e.g., "Prank called my house 

phone in the middle o f the night."), whilst others received abusive calls or messages 

(e.g., "I had a girt in my year send me harassing messages over accidentally excluding 

her." [sic], "they think I'm in the wrong for breaking up with someone and called me all 

sorts o f mean words and they kept ringing me so I had to change my number.", "I had 

people ringing me on private numbers giving abuse.). Nine respondents also reported 

that they had been victimized as part o f a fight or argument. For example, one 16 year- 

old female reported that a "Couple of arguements have occured on facebook on statuses 

+ chat." (sic), whilst a 14 year-old female reported that the aggression included "Just 

texting mean things about eachother" (sic). Moreover, one 13 year-old female indicated 

that she had been outed, reporting that the aggressors were "Showing others private 

conversations." Willard (2007b) describes outing as the act o f revealing another 

person's personal information in a way that will cause humiliation, including actions 

such as making public a message that was sent in confidence.

Exhibiting the potential for overlap across different forms o f aggression, three 

girls reported victimization by a combination of abuses. For example one 14 year-old 

girl reported that "Girls that were bullying me physically somehow got my number & 

kept calling me & they also wrote horrible things about me on Facebook", indicating 

exposure to physical aggression, harassment, and denigration. In addition, a 12 year-old 

female reported that the aggressors " . . .  call me names or they would make a page with 

my name + pics and be abusive and racist!", suggesting a combination of 

impersonation, denigration, and racism.
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Other forms o f victimization included discrimination or prejudice (e.g., "They 

called me names and made fun of my orientation.", "A guy being racist"), and 

criminality ("attempt to get credit card info."). A number o f respondents either did not 

provide enough detail to allow for interpretation of the nature o f their victimization 

(e.g., "Posting things about me."), or they misunderstood the question, particularly 

because they confused aggression with joking or fun (e.g., "just messing with my fb 

account... harmless fun", "Ive been called an ejit but not in a malice way" [sic]).

However, 33 respondents indicated that they had experienced forms o f cyber 

aggression by various media and did not provide further information regarding the 

specific behaviours such as spreading rumours. For instance, Facebook and other social 

network sites were a common sources o f cyber aggression (e.g., "Write stuff on 

facebook + other people see + like + share it.", "Putting up Statuses about me" [sic], 

"sending bitchy texts writing bitchy facebook / BBM statuses.", "Likes on facebook", 

"Said thing indirectly on twitter."). Respondents also indicated that they were 

victimized via phone calls ("Fellas when they ring you"), phone calls ("prank called"), 

"text message", photographs ("Took photo's o f me when I wasn't looking." [sic]), video 

("put a video ur do youtube" [sic]), and anonymous websites ("mean comments posted 

about me on spillit (annoymous page where people write what they think about you on 

facebook) They didn’t say anything too mean but just wasnt nice. It was about my 

personality." [sic]).

Question 18 of the questionnaire asked "Have you used the Internet or mobile 

phones to be mean to other teenagers in any other way? If yes, please describe what 

happened below and tick the appropriate box" (see appendix P). Many respondents (n = 

44) indicated that they engaged in cyber aggression as a response to being attacked in 

some way by somebody else (e.g., "Saying stuff about Me So I gave them abuse and 

they stoped." [sic], "Only when they do something to me I would yeah", "When they are
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mean to me, I have to stand up to myself.", "They did stuff to me so I defended 

myself", "I only mock people if  they mock me first!").

O f the sample, 26 respondents reported denigrating others. For example, a 13 

year-old female reported that she "Texted a girl, called her an emo bitch, but I said it 

was me and apologized.", whereas a 13 year-old female reported that she ". . . called 

them names." Additionally, a 16 year-old female reported that "One guy who had 

called me a name over and over again, I sent him a message on Facebook explaining 

that 1 was hurt and called him an ass." Additionally, a male o f 14 years indicated that 

he sends "hate messages to people 1 dislike, filing complaint", whereas a twelve year- 

old male reported "Insulting people through text messages".

Overall, 14 respondents reported engaging in flaming, specifically 

communicating hostile, vulgar, or threatening messages. For example, one 14 year-old 

female indicated engaging in "threats + slags", whereas a 15 year-old male reported that 

he "Got angry and was mean to a foreign person on a game.", whilst a 13 year-old male 

reported that "A boy kept on slagging me. I tried ignoring him but he didn't stop, so I 

said mean things to him to make him scared." One 15 year-old female reported flaming 

in a more subtle, indirect way: "I write indirect messages without using names on my 

status when I'm angry . . . "

A small proportion o f the sample (n = 9) also reported that they were involved 

in fights or "arguments" via cyberspace (e.g., "I got in an argument with a friend and 

started slagging him and he slagged me back.", "I wouldn't call that cyber-bullying, they 

were just fights with my friends and stuff like that.", "Bitchy teenage fights", "Had a 

fight with another person and things were said both ways."

Seven respondents admitted to impersonating others online, with five of them 

specifying that they did so via Facebook (e.g., "Just going onto their fb... S'only a 

laugh" [sic], "frape on facebook.", "I made a fake facebook profile of someone and said
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untrue mean things about him on it." Sometimes it was unclear if  respondents were 

reporting genuine aggression or joking with friends, as one 15 year-old male reported 

that he was "Just messing around with my "Closest" friends by pretending to be them on 

facebook". However, others (n = 7) clearly reported incidents o f joking with friends as 

opposed to aggression (e.g., "Slagging the lads.", "Friendly Slagging", "Slagging my 

own friends, i's what we do haha" [sic]).

Four respondents indicated their method of cyber aggression, merely referring 

to the media used (e.g., "Sent a text", "Sent mean messages", "Sometimes a put 

unattractive pics of friends up but if they ask me to delete it I do + they do the same to 

me." [sic], "indirect tweeting"). Respondents also reported engaging in trickery (n = 1) 

(e.g., "Tricked friend in to thinking I had other siblings. Accidentally lead her on to 

believe that my brother liked her. However there are no hard feelings."), harassment (n 

= 1) (e.g., "annoy someone i know to fill a hole in my own life." [sic]), and threats to 

out someone (n = 1 ) ("Somebody 2 months ago said that they would tell my friends 

about a secret, but, I told them if they do then I would tell their friends a bigger one 

about them.").

A substantial number o f those who responded to question 18 (n = 44) did not 

provide adequate detail to allow for interpretation of the methods they used to attack 

others. For example, one 16 year-old respondent indicated that he only mocks others if 

they mock him first, whilst a female o f 15 years admitted that "they bullied me so I sent 

mean things back to them which mad it worse" (sic). This provides too little 

information to assess the methods used. In addition, it is unclear whether some o f these 

respondents did in fact attack someone through cyber aggression, or whether they 

merely defended themselves in an assertive manner (e.g., "Just if someone was mean 

with me, I just answered.", "They hacked my page so I told them to stop", "a girl was 

saying things about me so I tweeted her saying it."). Other respondents simply provided
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unclear answers, ("Take there phone" [sic], "Nothing special really they just pissed me 

o ff) .

It is evident that these "other" forms of cyber aggression reported by 

respondents are in fact generally covered by existing items of the Cyber Aggression 

Victimization Scale and the Cyber Aggressor Scale. However, the qualitative response 

option may have allowed for respondents to express their experiences in their own 

words or to express their experiences with a level o f detail that is not permitted by the 

Likert scale.

3 . 4 . 2 . 3 . 2 . Qualitative Findings regarding Forms o f  Cyherbullying.

Question 20 of the questionnaire asked respondents about the types o f cyherbullying 

they experienced ("If yes, how were you cyberbullied [e.g., pictures on Facebook]? 

Please answer in the space provided") (see appendix P). Similar themes emerged to 

those identified regarding open questions about the methods of cyber aggression that 

respondents experienced. For example, 69 respondents reported experiencing 

denigration, which took numerous forms including being the subject o f rumours. One 

14 year-old female stated "We have a group and one partically girl keeps spreading 

rumours and lies to try and break us up." (sic), whilst a 16 year-old male reported 

suffering "Rumors Over facebook, text, freinds backstabbing me & being two faced 

over text" (sic). In addition, one 13 year-old female said "A person that I never talked 

to started saying mean things about me that weren't even true." Other respondents had 

been insulted via cyber communication (e.g., ". . . Calling me ugly and f a t . . .", "Told to 

go away and I was called gay", "people posting links on my wall + writing take a 

shower + stuff with a pic. of a shower under it" [sic], "people commenting on 

everything I said saying that I am a lesbian."). One 18 year-old female reported that an

ex-boyfriend was " . . .  putting status up using "You' to describe what a bitch i was."
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(sic), whereas a 15 year-old female reported that cyberbullies attacked her via posts on 

Facebook . . because 1 was ginger".

Other respondents (n = 31) claimed that they had been cyberbullied by content 

which contained a threat or intense anger. This could be related to W illard's (2007b) 

concept o f flaming. For instance, one 13 year-old female had been cyberbullied "On 

text messages, threatning and name calling, also on facebook people would call me 

names alot." (sic), whilst a 17 year-old male reported that the cyberbully was "Saying I 

was a traviler and saying that he was going to beat m e up" (sic). Additionally, a 13 

year-old female claimed that "On Spillitime people were saying bad things about me 

and on Tumblr.com people were sending me anonymous messages calling me 'retarded', 

unloved + saying 1 should kill m y se lf. One male o f  16 years indicated incidents o f 

joking escalating into cyberbullying ("Im a Man. City fan if  Man. City loose, the united 

fans give me a hard time. You could call it 'a bit o f  banter' but it can get out o f  hand." 

[sic]). Two respondents provided detail o f  more unusual accounts o f  flaming, in which 

they were exposed to the aggression o f  strangers. For instance, one 14 year-old female 

stated "I went to find an online site to help me deal with 'coming out', but the site was 

fake and it was run by Christian extremists who tell me everyday I'll 'bum  in hell'", 

whilst another 14 year-old female indicated that "a homosexual boy told girls to ask him 

if  he thought they were "UGLY" or "beautifiil and I told him it was mean and he 

shouldn't call people ugly. He threatened me, called me ugly and got his 20,000 fans 

after me" (sic).

Overall, 10 respondents indicated that they had been the victim of 

cyberbullying by impersonation, six o f  whom specified that the impersonation had been 

conducted via Facebook (e.g., "FRAPE", "A guy, quite close to me went on to my 

Facebook account and sent embaressing things to a girl I liked." [sic], "People broke 

into my facebook account and said really mean stuff"). In addition, a 14 year-old male

224



reported that "some one put gay picture on my profil pic" (sic), whilst a 17 year-old 

female indicated that "A facebook profile was set up in my name by someone and they 

wrote mean stuff about me on it because they thought it was funny.", and a 13 year-old 

female reported that "Someone hacked into my facebook account and read my personal 

information and sent nasty messages to my friends."

A large proportion o f those who were victimized by cyberbullying (n = 167) 

reported only on the medium used to attack them, rather than elaborating on the specific 

behaviours of the cyberbully / cyberbullies. Many were victimized via social network 

sites (e.g., "Message on Facebook.", "Mailing me on facebook", "facebook: Posting on 

peoples pages about me." [sic], "put bad status on facebook.", "Posts on bebo.", "On 

Tuenti Spanish social network" [sic]), by text messages (e.g., "texts", "Text 

messages."), by images (e.g., "Messages and Pictures", "about a girl i liked and photos 

of pom posted to my wall o f me and sed girl ?" [sic], "People were sending pictures of 

me while in hospital and posted bad comments", "vid. of me on youfube" [sic], "A girl 

in my year took sly pictures of me in pe and at my locker etc and put them on Facebook 

and sent them to people." [sic]), on gaming sites (e.g., "Messages on steam and games", 

"Playstation", "On Xbox ...", "I was bullied on xbox while playing with friends 

online."). Others did not give specific details o f the bullying. For example, one 13 

year-old female stated that she was cyberbullied by "fone + facebook." (sic), whereas 

another 13 year-old female said that she was victimized via "Pictures & People making 

comments about me when they're talking to eachother online" (sic). Other examples 

include "abuse on a YouTube video", "Friends started being really bloody mean over 

the internet by sending me messages.", "messages sent to me.", and "wrote about bad 

things about me". Some respondents referred to Twitter and Blackberry messenger 

specifically as sources o f the cyberbullying (e.g., "Text message and on BBM a 

blackberry group.", "Comments on twitter", "twitter - people talked about me."
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"Through facebook, Twitter and Blackberry Messenger", "On twitter, being tweeted by 

girls") and others referred to the anonymous nature o f the cyberbullying (e.g., 

"Anonymous messages via Tumblr", "Anons on tumblr." [sic]).

Seven respondents indicated that they had suffered cyberbullying via a 

combination o f behaviours. For example, one 13 year-old female indicated that the 

cyberbully had also physically attacked her ("They posted stuff on facebook and hit 

me."), whilst another 12 year old female had suffered both denigration and 

impersonation ("My facebook was hacked and the person was saying I was fat, ugly a 

slut a cow etc." [sic]), and a 15 year-old male reported both flaming and racism 

("Threatening message, racial comments").

Indicating more relational forms o f cyberbullying, two respondents indicated 

that they had been cyberbullied through exclusion tactics ("Being excluded on websites 

eg. Facebook" [sic], "One of my friends deleted me on a video game and said go 

away"). Respondents also reported being tricked or manipulated (n = 2 ) ("Someone 

told me something mean about another person and then they said that I said the mean 

thing and showed the messages to that person.", "two girl where fighting and told me to 

tell them bad things from each other then they lied to each other and said I made 

everything up and then they started both bullying me."), whilst one respondent reported 

that he had been denigrated in a discriminatory fashion (Some random people on PSN 

mocking us because we were Irish.).

Five respondents indicated that they were fighting with someone via 

cyberspace (e.g., "My friend just said bad things to me when we were fighting.", "Got 

Into a fight with someone on facebook that I didn't know personally." [sic], "fought with 

someone and kept getting text messages"). This cannot be considered genuine 

cyberbullying if one is to consider a power imbalance as an integral feature of 

cyberbullying. As O'Moore and Minton (2009) stated in their definition o f traditional
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bullying that "It is not bullying when young people o f about the same age and power 

have the occasional fight or quarrel" (p. 72). Therefore, this may indicate that these 

respondents did not pay attention to the aspect of the definition provided which 

specifies that in cases o f cyberbullying ", . . it is hard for the person to defend him or 

herself."

O f the sample, 20 respondents answered question 20 in such a way that they 

seemed not to fully understand the question or else did not provide an adequate answer 

which would allow for clear interpretation. For example, one 15 year-old male 

indicated that "A name arosed from a (fake) incident" (sic), whereas a 17 year-old 

female stated that she was cyberbullied "Just by hurtful things people say". These 

responses do not provide sufficient detail for analysis. Other respondents seemed not to 

have read the question correctly in spite o f their indication that they had been 

cyberbullied at least once during the last three months (e.g., "I wasnt bullied but I have 

seen photos on facebook where people leave nasty comments" [sic], "There was a chain 

message made up saying Sign your name if you hate her.2 years ago." [sic], "I 

wouldn't call it cyberbullying, but when an embarrassing picture was put up on 

facebook."), or they indicated that they elaborated on a different form o f bullying such 

as traditional bullying (e.g., "Threating me in the school bathroom" [sic], ". . . face to 

face!"), or they indicated that it was just a joke (e.g., "More o f a mess with friends.").

Respondents who admitted cyberbullying someone during the previous three 

months were also asked by question 26 "If yes, how did you cyberbully someone else 

(e.g., pictures on Facebook)? Please answer in the space provided." O f those who 

admitted to engaging in cyberbullying, 122 respondents provided details about the 

actions they had carried out (see appendix P). Nine o f those who specified the types of 

cyberbullying that they had engaged in reported that they were responding to something 

that had been done to them (e.g., "I was sending Mean Messages to my friend who was
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in my Primary & he was doing it aswell but I didn't care." [sic], "Well they did it first so 

1 stood up for myself and did it back").

O f the sample, 19 respondents indicated that they have denigrated others 

through their cyberbullying behaviour. This denigration tended to take the fonn of 

insults (e.g., "I called him gay when he said he got blonde highlights", "Slagged him", 

"gave abuse to a lad on online gaming"). Rumours were also a form of denigration 

(e.g., "spreading a rumor on facebook" [sic], "SPREADING Rumours online" [sic]). 

Incidents of flaming were identified by their threatening or angry nature, and 12 

respondents reported cyberbullying others in this way. For instance, one 16 year-old 

male reported that he "sent mean, threatening messages to few people." (sic), whilst a 

14 year-old female admitted that she cyberbullied someone by threatening her on 

Facebook. Other respondents conveyed anger and an aggressive tone in their behaviour 

(e.g., "I told someone to shutup", "Getting annoyed and mouthing off at them", "Insults, 

stirring up an argument.").

Five respondents admitted to impersonating others online or breaking into their 

account, with four of these responses specifically indicating Facebook as the medium 

used for the impersonation (e.g., "Hacked into their account", "frape on facebook.", "I 

made a fake facebook profile o f someone and posted totally untrue things about him"). 

In addition, three respondents indicated that they had attempted to, or had succeeded in 

excluding others online. For instance, one 14 year-old male claimed that he had ". . . 

filed complaints on Facebook / Xbox live I targeted them while playing in the games", 

whilst a 16 year-old female reported that she ". . . ignored my cousin who I have been 

angry with for a long time . . .", and a 14 year-old male indicated that he "Blocked 

someone from joining my game online." In addition, one 15 year-old male seemed to 

have engaged in outing a girl, as he admitted to sending " . . .  a naked picture of a girl to 

my friend."
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O f the sample, 53 respondents indicated the media that they used to cyberbully 

others, without providing sufficient information to inteipret the forms o f cyberbullying 

behaviour further. Social networking sites were a common source o f cyberbullying, 

particularly Facebook (e.g., "Mail on facebook", "Talking about her behind her back on 

Facebook.", "Write mean things on there wall and comment mean things on there 

pictures on facebook", "Posting mock comments on their statuses", "Setting out a goal 

to make them feal bad, intentionally hurting them through facebook chat etc." [sic]). 

Respondents also indicated that they had victimized others via gaming sites (e.g., "I 

cyber bully them but not in a way of saying bad words or leaving them out. In a way 

that making them feel weak on the MMORPG Game.", "In online games COD MW3", 

"Xbox", "1 cyberbullied people on PSN because they were getting on my nerves"), 

images (e.g., "Posted embarresing pictures" [sic], "I posted pictures days after we 

broke-up of me with another guy he was upset about it.", "Put embarrasing pictures of 

my friends online" [sic]), or via mobile phones (e.g., "I heard one o f my friends was 

spreading rumours about me so I sent a text", "by facebook, mobile phone.", "over 

facebook and textmessaging." [sic], "text message."). Others specifically indicated that 

the cyberbullying was anonymous (e.g., "Sending anons on tumblr." [sic], "too afraid to 

say how i felt in person so i did it anon on tumblr" [sic], "Anonomously posting random 

abuse on peoples spillit pages . . . "  [sic]), whilst some respondents provided vague 

accounts o f their cyberbullying behaviour (e.g., "made a comment", "gang up on 

someone when they make a comment").

O f those who answered question 26, a number o f respondents (n = 27) did not 

provide an adequate response to allow for interpretation. In some cases, the responses 

were simply too vague to interpret (e.g., "its call personal space" [sic], "Abusive over 

stupid things", "annoyed them", "I did what they did to me."), whilst in other cases, it 

seemed that the behaviour was meant in good fun as opposed to aggression (e.g.,
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"probably like as a mess.", "only joking, writing harmful, terrible comments", "Wei it 

wasent Really to hurt them it was a joke and he new" [sic], "Banter on chat"). Indeed 

there were responses which seemed to refer to arguments or assertive actions rather than 

bullying actions (e.g., "I would tell them I didn't trust them anymore, because she spread 

awfiil rumours about me.", "Well they did it first so I stood up for myself and did it 

back", "In response to someone calling me a hacker, I got my friends together and 

challanged him to a private match. He lost." [sic]). Other respondents seemed not to 

have understood the question (e.g., "punching and pushing people", "We posted a video 

from a girl on our class singing because we thought it was funny, but she thought it was 

good so it wasn't bullying anyway.").

3 . 4 . 2 . 3 . 3. Similarities and Differences between Forms o f  Cyber Aggression and

Cyberbullying.

It is evident that there is much similarity between the forms o f cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying reported, with a number o f themes emerging across victimization by and 

perpetration of cyber aggression and cyberbullying, such as flaming, impersonation, 

denigration, and outing. Fighting could only be considered a form of cyber aggression 

as there is an implicit power imbalance in cases o f bullying, and by its nature, fighting 

does not necessarily involve a power imbalance. However, a number of respondents 

reported victimization by cyberbullying as part o f a fight. The themes o f harassment 

and criminality only emerged in relation to cyber aggression, whilst trickery, outing, 

prejudice, cyber stalking, and exclusion emerged as forms o f cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying.
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3.4.2.4. Descriptive Information regarding Bystander Attitudes.

Bystander attitudes were measured across three scales: the Ignore Scale (outsider); the 

Helping Scale (pro-victim); and the Accomplice Scale (pro-bully). O f the sample, 

2,349 individuals received a score for the Ignore Scale, producing a mean sample score 

of 2.21 (SD = .90), whilst 2,356 respondents received a score for the Helping Scale, 

producing a mean sample score o f 3.03 (SD = .99), and 2,365 respondents received a 

score for the Accomplice Scale, producing a mean sample score of 1.41 (SD = .57). 

Cronbach's alpha values were also calculated for each bystander scale, as follows: the 

Ignore Scale (.74); the Helping Scale (.70); and the Accomplice Scale (.53). Therefore, 

the Accomplice Scale requires further development in order to improve reliability.

3.4.3. Relationships across Age, ICT Use, Cyber Aggression, Traditional Bullying, 

Cyherbullying, and Bystander Attitudes.

A series o f Pearson product-moment correlations was conducted in order to examine the 

relationships across the variables which are explored in the current chapter, namely age, 

use of ICT, involvement in aggression and bullying, and bystander attitudes. The 

current Section provides details of the significant correlations. Furthermore, r-values 

which are between .10 and .29 will be regarded as a small correlation, whilst r values 

which are between .30 and .49 will be regarded as a medium or moderate correlation, 

and r values which lie between .50 and 1.00 will be regarded as a large correlation 

(Pallant, 2005). Additionally, a series o f chi-square tests were performed in order to 

explore relationships across categorical variables, namely sex, ownership o f a mobile 

phone, ownership o f a Smartphone, use of a social networking profile, and 

categorisation across cyber aggression groups, traditional bullying groups, and 

cyberbullying groups.
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3.4.3.1. Correlations regarding Age, IC T Activity, Involvement in Aggression and

Bullying, and Bystander Attitudes.

Cross-correlation regarding age, hours spent online, ICT use, involvement in cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying, and bystander attitudes are 

presented in Table 20 below.
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Table 20: Correlations across age. ICT activity, cvber aggression, traditional bullying, cyberbullying. and bystander attitudes.

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1 Age .10*** 21*** -.05** 1 b .01 .01 -.05** .04* .03 -.01 .05*

2 Hrs online school day 35*** 1 ♦♦♦ 20*** j4*** 14*** j2*** -.02 .02 .05**

3 Hrs online day off .07*** 20*** 14*** j g*** j4*** .00 .00 .08***

4 ICT Use ] ] ♦♦♦ IQ*** 25*** 21*** j 7*** .20*** .03 -.01 ] 7***

5 Cyberbullying victim 26*** 27*** 47*** II*** -.03 .04* .06**

6 Cyberbully 21*** ^ j *** j ̂ *** 2Q*** .01 -  08*** 2g***

7 Cyber aggression victim 42*** 60*** 25*** -.06** .05** j4***

8 Cyber aggressor 2Q*** 47*** .04* - 07*** 35***

9 Traditional Victim 37*** -.01 .05** j2***

10 Traditional Bully _ ]2*** .38***

11 Ignore _  27*** 2g***

12 Helping . 20***

13 Accomplice —

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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It is evident that older children tend to show greater online activity with a small positive 

relationship emerging between age and ICT use (r = .21, n = 2,467, p < .001). 

Moreover, positive correlations emerged between hours spent online on a school day 

and: victimization by cyberbullying (r = .11, n = 2,381, p < .001); cyberbullying 

perpetration (r = .09, n = 2,093, p < .001); victimization by cyber aggression (r = .20, n 

= 2,384, p < .001); perpetration of cyber aggression (r = .14, n = 2,373, p < .001); 

traditional victimization (r = .14, n = 2,385, p < .001); and traditional bullying (r = .12, 

n = 2,373, p < .001). Similarly, positive correlations emerged between hours spent 

online on a day off and: victimization by cyberbullying (r = .13, n = 2,375, p < .001); 

cyberbullying perpetration (r = .07, n = 2,088, p < .001); victimization by cyber 

aggression (r = .20, n = 2,380, p < .001); perpetration of cyber aggression (r = .14, n = 

2,370, p < .001); traditional victimization (r = .18, n = 2,381, p < .001); and traditional 

bullying (r = .14, n = 2,369, p < .001). In addition, providing support for h>pothesis 4, 

which stated that ICT Use scores would be positively related to involvement in cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying as an aggressor / a bully or as a victim, ICT use scores 

were found to be positively correlated with: victimization by cyberbullying (r = . 11, n = 

2,444, p < .001); cyberbullying perpetration (r = .10, n = 2,148, p < .001); victimization 

by cyber aggression (r = .25, n = 2,448, p < .001); and perpetration of cyber aggression 

(r = .21, n = 2,436, p < .001). Although not hypothesized, ICT Use was also found to be 

weakly positively related to traditional victimization (r = .17, n = 2,449, p < .001); and 

traditional bullying (r = .20, n = 2,436, p < .001).

Hypotheses 5 and 6 stated that scores across the Cyber Aggression Victim Scale, 

the Traditional Victim Scale, and the victimization by cyberbullying scores would be 

positively related to each other, and that scores across the Cyber Aggressor Scale, the 

Traditional Bully Scale, and the perpetration o f cyberbullying scores would be 

positively related to each other. Both hypotheses were supported in that positive
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correlations emerged across all scales (aggressor and victim) relating to cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and items relating to cyberbullying. For instance, 

victimization by cyberbullying was found to be positively related to: cyberbullying 

perpetration (r = .26, n = 2,138, p < .001); victimization by cyber aggression (r = .61, n 

= 2,428, p < .001); perpetration o f  cyber aggression (r = .27, n = 2,417, p < .001); 

traditional victimization (r = .47, n = 2,429, p < .001); and traditional bullying (r = . 11, 

n = 2,417, p <  .001). It is noteworthy that a large positive correlation emerged between 

victimization by cyber aggression and victimization by cyberbullying. In addition, a 

moderate correlation was found between victimization by cyberbullying and 

victimization by traditional bullying. Furthermore, cyberbullying perpetration was 

found to be positively related to: victimization by cyber aggression (r = .21, n = 2,137, p 

< .001); perpetration o f  cyber aggression (r = .51, n = 2,125, p < .001); traditional 

victimization (r = .15, n = 2,136, p < .001); and traditional bullying (r = .30, n = 2,123, 

p < .001). Cyberbullying behaviour was also positively related to scores on the 

Accomplice Scale (r = .28, n = 2,067, p < .001). Again, it is evident that there is a large 

positive coiTelation between cyberbullying perpetration and cyber aggression 

perpetration.

Victimization by cyber aggression was found to be positively correlated with: 

perpetration o f cyber aggression (r = .42, n = 2,430, p < .001); traditional victimization 

(r = .60, n = 2,436, p < .001); and traditional bullying (r = .25, n = 2,424, p < .001). It is 

apparent from this analysis that there is a moderate relationship between perpetration of, 

and victim ization by cyber aggression, whilst there is a large, positive relationship 

between victimization by cyber aggression and traditional victimization. Additionally, 

a small positive correlation emerged between victimization through cyber aggression 

and pro-bully scores (r = . 14, n = 2,348, p < .001). Perpetration o f  cyber aggression was 

positively related to: traditional victimization (r = .30, n = 2,424, p < .001); traditional
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bullying (r = .47, n = 2,416, p < .001); and scores on the Accomplice Scale (r = .35, n = 

2,338, p < .001). It is evident that a moderate relationship exists between cyber 

aggression and traditional bullying, and between cyber aggression and pro-bully 

attitudes.

Traditional victimization was also positively correlated with traditional bullying 

(r = .37, n = 2,429, p < .001) and pro-bully scores (r = .12, n = 2,352, p < .001). 

Furthermore, traditional bullying scores were found to be negatively related to pro

victim scores (r = -.12, n= 2,332, p < .001) and positively related to pro-bully scores (r = 

.38, n = 2,345, p < .001). W ith regard to bystander attitudes, outsider scores were found 

to be negatively correlated with pro-victim scores (r = -.37, n = 2,323, p < .001) and 

positively correlated with pro-bully scores (r = .28, n = 2,333, p < .001), whilst pro

victim scores were negatively related to pro-bully scores (r = -.20, n = 2,331, p < .001).

3.43.2. Chi-Square Tests Exploring Sex-Related Differences regarding I d  Use and 

Involvement in Aggression and Bullying.

A series o f  chi-square tests were performed in order to explore sex-related differences 

across other categorical variables. For instance a chi-square test was conducted to 

examine the relationship between sex and ownership o f  mobile phones and this revealed 

a significant relationship [X^ (1, N = 2,469) = 3.95, p < .05], as females were marginally 

more likely to own a mobile phone compared with males. Chi-square testing also 

indicated a significant relationship between sex and having a social network profile [X 

(1, N = 2,468) = 8.61, p < .01], with females more likely to have a social network 

account than males. The results are exhibited below in Table 21.
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Table 21: Sex-related differences across mobile phone use. Smartphone use, and social

networking.

Variable Sex Value

Male Female

n % n %

Mobile phone 1,070 98.89 1,382 99.64 3.95*

Smartphone 681 63.41 866 62.62 .13

SN Account 944 87.41 1,265 91.14 8.61**

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

With regard to aggression and bullying groups, chi-square tests revealed 

further significant relationships. Hypothesis 7 stated that males would be more 

involved than females as aggressors / bullies, across cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying and as victims of traditional bullying, whilst females would 

be more likely to suffer victimization by cyber aggression and cyberbullying. Chi- 

square tests were performed to explore this hypothesis (see Table 22 below).
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Table 22: Sex-related differences across groups in relation to cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying.

Variable Sex Value

Male Female

Cyber Aggression

Traditional Bullying

n % n %

Occasional Victim 35 3.28 78 5.68

Occasional Aggressor 27 2.53 12 .88

Occasional Aggressor-Victim 15 1.41 11 .81

Frequent Victim 32 2.99 68 4.96

Frequent Aggressor 17 1.59 18 1.31

Frequent Aggressor-Victim 19 1.78 6 .44

Non-Involved 925 86.45 1,180 85.95

Occasional Victim 60 5.53 90 6.56

Occasional Bully 32 3.00 7 .51

Occasional Bully-Victim 42 3.94 41 2.99

Frequent Victim 90 8.43 152 11.07

36.37***

61.46***



Cyberbullying

Note. *p<.05, *

Frequent Bully 39

Frequent Bully-Victim 61

Non-lnvolved 744

Occasional Victim 59

Occasional Bully 37

Occasional Bully-Victim 24

Frequent Victim 12

Frequent Bully 7

Frequent Bully-Victim 6

Non-lnvolved 756

p<.01, ***p<.001
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3.66 32 2.33

5.72 25 1.82

69.67 1,026 74.73

6.55 166 13.45

4.11 28 2.27

2.67 31 2.51

1.34 26 2.11

.78 5 .41

.67 3 .25

83.91 976 79.03



Significant sex-related differences emerged for the cyber aggression groups 

[X^ (6, N = 2,443) = 36.37, p < .001], Specifically, females were more likely to be 

occasional victims, or irequent victims, whilst males were more likely to be occasional 

aggressors, occasional aggressor-victims, frequent aggressors, frequent aggressor- 

victims, or non-involved in cyber aggression. Chi-square tests also indicated that 

traditional bullying categories were significantly related to sex [X^ (6, N = 2,441) = 

61.46, p < .001], with females more likely to be categorised as occasional victims, 

frequent victims, or non-involved in traditional bullying, and males more likely to be 

categorised as occasional bullies, occasional bully-victims, frequent bullies, or frequent 

bully-victims. A chi-square test could not be performed to examine sex-related 

differences across cyberbullying categories, as there were just three females in the 

frequent cyber bully-victim group, violating one o f the assumptions of the chi-square 

test which requires a minimum expected cell frequency of five. However, trends can 

still be observed, which indicate that females are more likely to be occasional vicfims, 

or frequent victims, whilst males were more likely to be occasional bullies, occasional 

bully-vicfims, frequent bullies, frequent bully-victims, or non-involved in 

cyberbullying. Thus, hypothesis 7 was not supported as females were more likely to be 

victims of traditional bullying.

3.4.4. Categorical Differences across IC T Use, Involvement in Aggression and Bullying,

and Bystander Attitudes.

A series o f t-tests was conducted in order to assess the differences across variables with

regard to sex, use of mobile phones and Smartphones, use of social networking sites,

and use of the Internet both at home and in one's bedroom. These independent variables

were explored in relation to hours spent online, ICT use scores, cyber aggression,

cyberbullying, traditional bullying, and bystander attitudes. Furthermore, a series of
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one-way ANOVA's was conducted in order to compare the groups within cyber 

aggression, the groups within traditional bullying, and the groups within cyberbullying 

with respect to ICT use and bystander attitudes. W here significant differences were 

evident between groups, Tukey HSD tests were carried out in order to identify 

specifically where differences occured.

3.4.4.1. Sex-Related Differences in relation to Hours Spent Online, IC T Use, 

Aggression, Bullying, and Bystander Attitudes.

Males and females were compared across different variables including ICT activity, 

involvement in aggression and bullying, bystander attitudes, and specific forms o f 

traditional bullying. Table 23 below displays sex-related differences regarding hours 

spent online, ICT use, cyber aggression, traditional bullying, cyberbullying, and 

bystander attitudes.
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Table 23: Sex-related differences regarding hours spent online. ICT use, cvber 

aggression, traditional bullying, cvberbullying. and bystander attitudes.

Measure Sex n X SD t score

Hrs online school day Male 1,051 1,71 1.63 -.05

Female 1,352 1.71 1.74

Hrs online day off Male 1,046 2.97 2.80 -0.45

Female 1,352 3.02 2.58

ICT Use Male 1,080 3.50 .73 4.54***

Female 1,387 3.37 .67

Cyberbullying victim Male 1,071 1.13 .49 -3.73***

Female 1,375 1.21 .55

Cyberbully Male 904 1.11 .46 2.55*

Female 1,246 1.07 .33

Cyber Aggression Victim Male 1,077 1.20 .38 -3.96***

Female 1,374 1.27 .36

Cyber Aggressor Male 1,067 1.14 .32 1.92

Female 1,372 1.12 .24

Traditional Victim Male 1,074 1.57 .66 1.42

Female 1,378 1.53 .61

Traditional Bully Male 1,067 1.36 .50 q y^j|c5 |es |«

Female 1,372 1.22 .32

Ignore Male 1,027 2.27 .92 3.30**

Female 1,320 2.15 .87

Helping Male 1,026 2.76 .99 -12 04***

Female 1,328 3.24 .94

Accomplice Male 1,028 1.53 .66 Q 29***

Female 1,335 1.31 .47

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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It is evident from Table 23 above that males (x = 3.50, SD = .73) and females (x = 

3.37, SD = .67) differed significantly for ICT use (t(2215.13) = 4.54, p < .001) with 

males exhibiting a higher mean score. In addition, a significant difference emerged 

between the sexes for victimization by cyberbullying (t(2394.57) = -3.73, p < .001) with 

females (x = 1.21, SD = .55) displaying a higher mean score than males (x = 1 .13 , SD 

= .49). It was also evident that males (x = 1.11, SD = .46) displayed significantly 

higher scores for cyberbullying perpetration compared with females (x = 1.07, SD = 

.33, t( 1530.74) = 2.55, p < .05). Furthermore, females (x = 1.27, SD = .37) displayed 

significantly higher mean scores for victimization through cyber aggression compared 

with males (x = 1.20, SD = .38, t(2254.86) = -3.96, p < .001). In relation to traditional 

bullying perpetration, males (x = 1.36, SD = .50) showed significantly higher mean 

scores compared with females (x = 1.22, SD = .32, t(1715.43) = 7.73, p < .001).

Hypothesis 8 predicted that males would score higher than females on the 

Ignore Scale and the Accomplice Scale, whilst females would score higher than males 

on the Helping Scale. Significant sex-related differences emerged across all bystander 

scales. For instance, males (x = 2.27, SD = .92) scored significantly higher on the 

Ignore Scale compared with females (x = 2 .1 5 , SD = .88, t(2345) = 3.30, p < .01). In 

addition, females (x = 3.24, SD = .95) scored significantly higher than males on the 

Helping Scale (x = 2.76, SD = .99, t(2352) = -12.04, p < .001), whilst males (x = 1.53, 

SD = .66) scored significantly higher on the Accomplice Scale compared with females 

(x = 1 .3 1 , SD = .48, t( 1789.81) = 9.29, p < .001). Therefore, the eighth hypothesis was 

supported.

Sex-related differences were also explored in relation to physical and relational 

forms o f  traditional bullying (see Table 24 below).
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Table 24: Sex-related differences regarding physical and relational forms of traditional

bullying and victimization.

M easure Sex n x SD t score

V ictim ization Physical M ale 1,053 1.64 .95 8 .46***

Fem ale 1,352 1.35 .70

E xclusion M ale 1,070 1.41 .83 _4

Fem ale 1,360 1.56 .87

Relational M ale 1,051 1.66 .95 -2 .75**

(verbal) Fem ale 1,354 1.76 .92

B ully in g  Physical M ale 1,058 1.43 .82 12.38***

Behaviour Fem ale 1,358 1.10 .36

E xclusion M ale 1,059 1.23 .61 2 .36*

Fem ale 1,362 1.18 .43

Relational M ale 1,063 1.44 .75 -.60

(verbal) Fem ale 1,364 1.46 .73

!^ote. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Hypothesis 9 predicted that males would be significantly more inyolyed in 

bullying others by physical methods and being victimized by physical methods. 

Physical bullying was assessed by the items "Has anybody hit you, tripped you up, or 

hurt you in some way?" and "Have you hit or tripped anybody or hurt them in some 

other way?" A significant difference emerged between males and females for 

victimization by physical bullying with males (x = 1.64, SD = .95) scoring significantly 

higher than females (x = 1.35, SD = .70, t(1861.85) = 8.46, p < .001). Males also 

scored significantly higher (x = 1.43, SD = .82) than females (x = 1.10, SD = .36, 

t(1374.01) = 12.38, p < .001) in relation to perpetration of physical bullying. Thus, 

hypothesis 9 was supported.

244



By contrast hypothesis 10 predicted that females would be significantly more 

involved than males in bullying others by relational methods and being victim ized by 

relational methods. Victim ization by relational bullying was measured by two items: 

"Has anybody deliberately excluded you, so that you could not jo in  in?"; and "Has 

anybody said bad things about you (e.g., spreading rumours)?" W ith regard to 

exclusion, females exhibited a significantly higher mean victimization score (x = 1.56, 

SD = .87) than males (x = 1.41, SD = .83, t(2338.54) = -4.19, p < .001). Females also 

displayed a significantly higher m ean score for having bad things said about them (x = 

1.76, SD = .92) compared with males (x = 1.66, SD = .95, t(2403) = -2.75, p < .01). 

Perpetration o f relational bullying was also measured by two items; "Have you 

deliberately excluded anybody so that they could not join in?"; and "Have you spoken 

about anybody in a bad way (e.g., spreading rumours)?" W hilst females had a higher 

mean score (x = 1.46, SD = .73) for verbal forms o f  relational bullying than males (x = 

1.44, SD = .75), the difference was not statistically significant. However, a significant 

difference emerged between the sexes with regard to exclusion o f others students, with 

males (x = 1.23, SD = .61) scoring significantly higher than females (x = 1.18, SD = 

.43, t( 1822.53) = 2.36, p < .05). Overall, hypothesis 10 was not supported as females did 

not score significantly higher than males for perpetration o f  verbal relational bullying 

and males scored significantly higher for excluding others.

3.4.4.2. IC T Activity and Differences in Relation to Hours Spent Online, IC T Use, 

Aggression, Bullying, and Bystander Attitudes.

Initially, variables were also compared across ownership and non-ownership o f mobile 

phones. Table 25 below displays mobile phone ownership and differences in relation to 

hours spent online, ICT use, cyber aggression, traditional bullying, cyberbullying, and 

bystander attitudes.
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Table 25: Mobile phone ownership and differences in relation to hours spent online. 

ICT use, cyber aggression, traditional bullying, cvberbullving. and bystander attitudes.

Measure Mobile phone n X SD t score

Age Yes 2,452 14.71 1.60 2.11*

No 17 13.88 1.54

Hrs online school day Yes 2,386 1.71 1.69 -.21

No 17 1.79 1.40

Hrs online day off Yes 2,381 3.00 2.67 -.95

No 17 3.62 3.20

ICT Use Yes 2,449 3.44 .70 3.68***

No 17 2.81 .62

Cyberbuilying victim Yes 2,428 1.18 .53 16.67***

No 17 1.00 .00

Cyberbully Yes 2,134 1.09 .40 .87

No 15 1.00 .00

Cyber aggression Yes 2,433 1.24 .37 1.42

victim No 17 1.11 .27

Cyber Aggressor Yes 2,421 1.13 .28 .89

No 17 1.07 .18

Traditional Victim Yes 2,434 1.55 .63 .43

No 17 1.48 .55

Traditional Bully Yes 2,421 1.28 .41 .03

No 17 1.28 .36

Ignore Yes 2,330 2.21 .90 -.11

No 16 2.23 .78

Helping Yes 2,336 3.03 .99 -.11

No 17 3.06 .97

Accomplice Yes 2,345 1.41 .57 -.68

No 17 1.50 .68

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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It is evident from the results displayed in Table 25 above that a minority reported not 

owning a mobile phone. In spite o f this, a number of significant differences emerged 

between owners and non-owners o f mobile phones. For instance, those who owned 

mobile phones (x = 14.71, SD = 1.60) were significantly older than non-owners o f 

mobile phones (x = 13.88, SD = 1.54, t(2467) = 2.11, p < .05). Furthermore, owners of 

mobile phones (x = 3.44, SD = .70) exhibited significantly higher mean scores for ICT 

use compared with those who did not own mobile phones (x = 2.81, SD = .62, t(2464) 

= 3.68, p < .001). In addition, owners o f mobile phones (x = 1.18, SD = .53) displayed 

significantly higher mean scores for victimization by cyberbullying than non-owners (x 

= 1.00, SD = .00, t(2427) = 16.67, p < .001).

When comparing variables across owners and non-owners of Smartphones, a 

greater number of significant differences emerged, as is evident from Table 26 below.
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Table 26: Smartphone ownership and differences in relation to hours spent online. ICT 

use, cvber aggression, traditional bullying, cvberbullving. and bystander attitudes.

Measure Smartphone n X SD t score

Age Yes 1,547 14.66 1.59 -1.67

No 910 14,77 1.63

Hrs online school Yes 1,511 1.88 1.87

day No 881 1.43 1.28

Hrs online day off Yes 1,507 3.25 2.89 6.12***

No 881 2.60 2.20

ICT Use Yes 1,546 3.57 .67 12.84***

No 908 3.20 .70

Cyberbul lying Yes 1,533 1.21 .58 4.68***

victim No 902 1.12 .42

Cyberbully Yes 1,352 1.11 .44 2.91**

No 790 1.06 .32

Cyber aggression Yes 1,539 1.27 .41 5.60***

victim No 899 1.19 .31

Cyber Aggressor Yes 1,528 1.14 .28 2  9 1 * *

No 898 1.10 .29

Traditional Victim Yes 1,535 1.57 .67 2.83**

No 904 1.50 .56

Traditional Bully Yes 1,530 1.29 .43 1.91

No 896 1.26 .38

Ignore Yes 1,485 2.20 .89 -.33

No 850 2.21 .91

Helping Yes 1,480 3.05 .99 .89

No 862 3.01 .99

Accomplice Yes 1,487 1.43 .58 2.37*

No 864 1.37 .55

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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For example, owners o f Smartphones (x = 1.88, SD = 1.87) spent a greater number of 

hours online on a school day compared with non-owners (x = 1.43, SD = 1.28, 

t(2330.45) = 7.04, p < .001). Smartphone owners (x = 3.25, SD = 2.89) also spent 

more hours online during a day off school compared with non-owners (x = 2.60, SD =

2.20, t(2229.08) = 6.12, p < .001). In addition, owners of Smartphones (x = 3.57, SD = 

.67) had a higher mean score for ICT use than those who did not own Smartphones (x =

3.20, SD = .70, t(2452) = 12.84, p < .001).

Significant differences also emerged between the two groups with respect to 

scores for cyberbullying, cyber aggression, and traditional bullying. For instance. 

Smartphone owners (x = 1.21, SD = .58) scored higher for victimization by 

cyberbullying compared with those who did not own Smartphones (x =1.12, SD = .42, 

t(2334.72) = 4.68, p < .001). In addition. Smartphone owners (x = 1.11, SD = .44) 

scored significantly higher for perpetration of cyberbullying compared with non-owners 

(x = 1.06, SD = .32, t(2057.65) = 2.91, p < .01). Smartphone owners (x = 1.27, SD = 

.41) also displayed a significantly higher mean score for victimization by cyber 

aggression than non-owners o f Smartphones (x = 1.19, SD = .31, t(2266.60) = 5.60, p < 

.001). Additionally, owners of Smartphones (x = 1.14, SD = .28) scored higher for 

perpetration o f cyber aggression than non-owners (x = 1.10, SD = .29, t( 1836.27) = 

2.91, p < .01). Furthermore, Smartphones owners (x = 1.57, SD = .67) displayed a 

higher mean score for victimization by traditional bullying compared with non-owners 

(x = 1.50, SD = .56, t(2146.23) = 2.83, p < .01). With regard to bystander attitudes, 

owners o f Smartphones (x = 1.43, SD = .59) had a higher mean score on the 

Accomplice Scale compared with non-owners (x = 1.37, SD = .55, t( 1882.14) = 2.37, p 

< .05).
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Table 27 below exhibits the respondents' social networking and differences in 

relation to hours spent online, ICT use, cyber aggression, traditional bullying, 

cyberbullying, and bystander attitudes.

250



Table 27: Social networking and differences in relation to hours spent online. ICT use, 

cvber aggression, traditional bullying, cvberbullving. and bystander attitudes.

Measure SN Profile n X SD t score

Age Yes 2,209 14.78 1.60 7 7 6 * * *

No 259 14.03 1.46

Hrs online school day Yes 2,159 1.80 1.71 9  "76***

No 243 .93 1.26

Hrs online day off Yes 2,149 3.14 2.71 9 22***

No 248 1.85 2.00

ICT Use Yes 2,208 3.53 .65 2 1  4 7 * * *

No 257 2.61 .64

Cyberbullying victim Yes 2,187 1.19 .53 2.94**

No 257 1.10 .42

Cyberbully Yes 1,935 1.09 .41 1.67

No 213 1.05 .34

Cyber aggression victim Yes 2,191 1.26 .38 7  7 4 * * *

No 258 1.11 .28

Cyber Aggressor Yes 2,180 1.14 .29 6 1 7 * * *

No 257 1.05 .20

Traditional Victim Yes 2,192 1.56 .64 2.25*

No 258 1.46 .57

Traditional Bully Yes 2,179 1.29 .41 2.49*

No 258 1.22 .37

Ignore Yes 2,101 2.20 .89 -.91

No 244 2.25 .93

Helping Yes 2,106 3.04 .99 1.42

No 246 2.95 .98

Accomplice Yes 2,115 1.41 .58 2.22*

No 246 1.33 .54

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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It is evident from Table 27 above that the majority o f the sample report that 

they have a social networking (SN) profile. However, in spite of the small number of 

non-users, a number o f significant differences emerged between users and non-users of 

social networking accounts. For example, SN users (x = 14.78, SD = 1.60) tended to 

be older than non-users (x = 14.03, SD = 1.46, t(334.97) = 7.76, p < .001). SN users (x 

= 1.80, SD = 1.71) also spent more time onhne on a school day compared with non

users (x = .93, SD = 1.26, t(351.82) = 9.76, p < .001). Similarly SN users (x = 3.14, 

SD = 2.71) spent more hours online during a day off school compared with non-users 

(x = 1.85, SD = 2.00, t(360.96) = 9.22, p < .001). In addition, SN users (x = 3.53, SD 

= .65) displayed a higher mean score for ICT use compared with non-users (x = 2.61, 

SD = .64, t(2463) = 21.47, p < .001).

A number o f significant differences also emerged between groups in relation to 

involvement in aggression and bullying behaviours. For example, SN users (x =1.19, 

SD = .53) had a higher mean score for victimization by cyberbullying than non-users (x 

= 1.10, SD = .42, t(360.21) = 2.94, p < .01). Similarly, SN users (x = 1.26, SD = .38) 

displayed a higher mean score for victimization by cyber aggression than non-users of 

SN (x = 1.11, SD = .28, t(380.34) = 7.74, p < .001). Additionally, SN users (x =1.14, 

SD = .29) exhibited higher scores for perpetration o f cyber aggression than non-users 

(x = 1.05, SD = .20, t(393.34) = 6.17, p < .001). Significant differences also emerged 

between groups with regard to traditional bullying, with SN users (x = 1.56, SD = .64) 

displaying higher scores for traditional victimization compared with non-users (x = 

1.46, SD = .57, t(2448) = 2.25, p < .05). SN users (x = 1.29, SD = .41) also had a 

higher mean score for perpetration o f traditional bullying than non-users (x = 1.22, SD 

= .37, t(2435) = 2.49, p < .05). With respect to bystander attitudes, SN users (x = 1.41, 

SD = .58) had higher scores on the Accomplice Scale than non-users (x = 1.33, SD = 

.54, t(314.19) = 2.22, p< .0 5 ).
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The majority o f respondents indicated that they use the Internet at home. 

However, a number of significant differences emerged between users o f the Internet at 

home and non-users of the Internet at home, as is evident in Table 28 below.
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Table 28: Use o f the Internet at home in relation to hours spent online. ICT use, cvber 

aggression, traditional bullying, cvberbullving. and bystander attitudes.

Measure Use o f Internet at home n X SD t score

Age Yes 2,423 14.71 1.61 2.06*

No 46 14.26 1.45

Hrs online school day Yes 2,362 1.73 1.68 3.46**

No 41 .81 1.85

Hrs online day off Yes 2.358 3.02 2.66 3 ]4**

No 40 1.69 2.96

ICT Use Yes 2,420 3.45 .69 6.98***

No 46 2.60 .81

Cyberbullying victim Yes 2,399 1.18 .52 -.53

No 46 1.22 .51

Cyberbully Yes 2,109 1.09 .40 -.17

No 40 1.10 .30

Cyber aggression Yes 2,404 1.24 .37 -.62

victim No 46 1.27 .50

Cyber Aggressor Yes 2,392 1.13 .28 .10

No 46 1.12 .27

Traditional Victim Yes 2,405 1,54 .63 -1.30

No 46 1.70 .80

Traditional Bully Yes 2,392 1.28 .41 2.51*

No 46 1.18 .27

Ignore Yes 2,303 2.21 .89 2.14*

No 43 1.92 .92

Helping Yes 2,310 3.03 .99 .09

No 43 3.02 .89

Accomplice Yes 2,320 1.41 .58 1.32

No 42 1.33 .39

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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As can be seen in Table 28 above, students who used the Internet at home (x = 

14.71, SD = 1.61) tended to be older than non-users (x = 14.26, SD = 1.45, t(47.11) = 

2.06, p < .05). In addition, respondents who reported that they use the Internet at home 

(x = 1.73, SD = 1.68) spent more hours online on a normal school day compared with 

non-users (x = .81, SD = 1.85, t(2401) = 3.46, p < .01). Similarly, those who reported 

that they use the Internet at home (x = 3.02, SD = 2.66) also spent more hours online on 

a day off school compared with non-users (x = 1.69, SD = 2.96, t(2396) = 3.14, p < 

.01). Furthermore, those who used the Internet at home (x = 3.45, SD = .69) scored 

higher for use o f ICT than non-users (x = 2.60, SD = .81, t(46.25) = 6.98, p < .001).

In relation to traditional bullying, children who used the Internet at home (x = 

1.28, SD = .41) scored higher than non-users (x =1.18, SD = .27, t(49.16) = 2.51, p < 

.05) for perpetration o f bullying. Those who used the Internet at home (x =2.21, SD = 

.89) also exhibited higher scores on the Ignore Scale compared with non-users (x = 

1.92, SD = .92, t(2344) = 2 .1 4 ,p < .0 5 )

A greater number of significant differences emerged between respondents who 

reported using the Internet in their bedroom and those who reported that they did not 

use the Internet in their bedroom, as is exhibited in Table 29 below.
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Table 29: Use o f  the Internet in one's bedroom in relation to hours spent online. ICT 

use, cyber aggression, traditional bullying, cvberbullving. and bystander attitudes.

Measure Use o f Internet in bedroom n X SD t score

Age Yes 1,635 14.78 1.60 3.65***

No 805 14.53 1.60

Hrs online school day Yes 1,603 2.02 1.79 16.62***

No 777 1.07 .97

Hrs online day off Yes 1,5% 3.43 2.76 12.54***

No 779 2.14 2.14

ICT Use Yes 1,633 3.63 .63 20.13***

No 804 3.05 .68

Cyberbullying victim Yes 1,619 1.21 .58 4.60***

No 797 1.12 .40

Cyberbully Yes 1,429 1.11 .45 4.65***

No 696 1.04 .27

Cyber aggression Yes 1,621 1.28 .41 g 25***

victim No 800 1.16 .29

Cyber Aggressor Yes 1,613 1.15 .30 6.34***

No 797 1.08 .23

Traditional Victim Yes 1,624 1.58 .65 4 ]g***

No 799 1.47 .58

Traditional Bully Yes 1,616 1.31 .44 5.81***

No 793 1.22 .35

Ignore Yes 1,557 2.20 .90 -.58

No 760 2.22 .89

Helping Yes 1,559 3.00 .99 -1.99*

No 765 3.09 .99

Accomplice Yes 1,566 1.44 .61 4 35***

No 768 1.34 .50

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Firstly, children who reported using the Internet in their bedroom (x = 14.78, 

SD = 1.60) tended to be older than those who did not (x = 14.53, SD = 1.60, t(2438) = 

3.65, p <  .001). Additionally, those who reported using the Internet in their bedroom (x 

= 2.02, SD = 1.79) tended to spend more hours online on a school day compared with 

non-users o f the Internet in their bedroom (x = 1.08, SD = .98, t(2347.72) = 16.62, p < 

.001). Similarly those who used the Internet in their bedroom (x = 3.43, SD = 2.77) 

spent more hours online on a day off school compared with non-users (x =2 .14 , SD = 

2.14, t(1935.48) = 12.54, p < .001). In addition, respondents who reported using the 

Internet in their bedroom (x = 3.63, SD = .63) had a higher mean score for ICT use 

compared with non-users (x = 3.05, SD = .68, t(I496.74) = 20.13, p < .001).

Significant differences also emerged between both groups across all o f the 

aggression and bullying scales. For instance, those who used the Internet in their 

bedroom (x =1.21, SD = .58) had higher scores for victimization by cyberbullying than 

those who reported not using the Internet in their bedroom (x = 1.12, SD = .40, 

t(2156.69) = 4.60, p < .001). Additionally, those who used the Internet in their bedroom 

(x = 1 .11 , SD = .45) displayed a higher mean score for perpetration o f cyberbullying 

compared with non-users (x = 1.04, SD = .27, t(2049.09) = 4.65, p < .001). With 

regard to cyber aggression, respondents who indicated that they use the Internet in their 

bedroom (x = 1.28, SD = .41) exhibited a higher mean score for victimization than non

users (x =1.16, SD = .29, t(2141.33) = 8.25, p < .001). Those who used the Internet in 

their bedroom (x =1.15,  SD = .30) also scored higher in relation to perpetration of 

cyber aggression compared with those who did not (x = 1.08, SD = .23, t(2050.38) = 

6.34, p < .001). Furthermore, compared with non-users (x = 1.47, SD = .58) those who 

reported using the Internet in their bedroom had a higher mean score for traditional 

victimization (x = 1.58, SD = .65, t(1766.58) = 4.18, p < .001). Additionally, those

257



who used the Internet in their bedroom (x = 1.31, SD = .44) had a higher mean score 

for traditional bullying than non-users (x = 1.22, SD = .35, t(1936.27) = 5.81, p < .001).

Significant differences between the two groups were also evident in relation to 

bystander attitudes. For example, respondents who reported using the Internet in their 

bedroom (x = 3.00, SD = .99) displayed a significantly lower mean score on the 

Helping Scale compared with non-users (x = 3.09, SD = .99, t(2322) = -1.99, p < .05). 

However, those who reported using the Internet in their bedroom (x = 1.44, SD = .61) 

scored higher on the Accomplice Scale compared with non-users (x = 1.34, SD = .50, 

t(1816.25) = 4.36, p < . 001).

3.4.4.3. Aggression /  Bullying Group Differences regarding ICT Use and Bystander

Attitudes.

A series o f one-way ANOVAs was conducted in order to compare the different 

aggression and bullying groups across use o f ICT and bystander attitudes. Where 

significant differences were evident between groups, the Tukey HSD test was carried 

out in order to identify where differences occured. Initially, group comparisons for ICT 

use are presented, and following this group comparisons regarding bystander attitudes 

are presented.

3.4.4.3.I. Cyber-Specific Group Dijferences regarding ICT Use.

Hypothesis 11 stated that non-involved respondents would score significantly lower on 

the ICT Use Scale compared with other cyber aggression groups and cyberbullying 

groups. Significant differences emerged across cyber aggression groups in relation to 

ICT Use scores [F(6, 2433) = 16.34, p < .001]. Table 30 below displays the mean
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scores across Cyber Aggression groups and Cyberbullying groups in relation to ICT 

Use.

Table 30: Cyber group differences in relation to ICT Use.

Groups Cyber A ggression*** Cyberbullying ***

n X SD n x SD

Occ. Victim s 113 3.70 .60 224 3.50 .63

Occ. Aggressors / Bullies 39 3.93 .54 65 3.82 .62

Occ. A gg-V ictim s / Bully-Victim s 26 3.77 .73 55 3.72 .65

Freq. Victims 99 3.78 .64 38 3.83 .70

Freq. Aggressors / Bullies 35 3.77 .62 13 3.68 .91

Freq. Agg-Victim s / Bully-Victim s 25 3,83 .74 9 3.91 .65

N on-Involved 2,103 3.38 .70 1,731 3.40 .70

Total 2,440 3.43 .70 2,135 3.45 .70

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

The Tukey HSD test indicated that the Non-Involved group (x = 3.38, SD =

.70) had significantly lower ICT Use scores compared with the Occasional Victim

group (x = 3.70, SD = .60), the Occasional Aggressor group (x = 3.93, SD = .54), the

Frequent Victim group (x = 3.78, SD = .64), the Frequent Aggressor group (x = 3.77,

SD = .62), and the Frequent Aggressor-Victim group (x = 3.83, SD = .74).

Significant differences also emerged across cyberbullying groups in relation to

ICT Use scores [F(6, 2128) = 8.80, p < .001]. Specifically, the Non-Involved group (x

= 3.40, SD = .70) had significantly lower ICT Use scores compared with the Occasional
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Bully group (x = 3.82, SD = .62), the Occasional Bully-Victim group (x = 3.72, SD = 

.65), and the Frequent Victim group (x = 3.83, SD = .69). In addition, the Occasional 

Victim group (x = 3.50, SD = .63) had significantly lower ICT Use scores compared 

with the Occasional Bully group. Overall, it is apparent that hypothesis 11 was not 

supported, as not all groups differed significantly from the non-involved respondents 

across cyber aggression and cyberbullying.

3.4.43.2. Aggression / Bullying Group Differences regarding Bystander Attitudes. 

Hypothesis 12 predicted that occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional 

bullies, and cyberbullies would score significantly higher on the Ignore Scale compared 

with non-involved groups. Table 31 below displays the mean scores across groups in 

relation to the Ignore Scale.
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Table 31: Differences across groups in relation to the Ignore Scale.

Groups Cyber Aggression* 

n X SD

Traditional Bullying  

n X SD

Cyberbullying 

n X SD

Occ. Victim s 111 2.14 .79 144 2.20 .87 221 2.09 .93

Occ. Aggressors / 

Bullies

35 2.48 .94 38 2.44 1.00 62 2.24 .98

Occ. Agg-Victim s / 

Bully-Victim s

25 2.16 .87 81 2.36 .88 53 2.34 .96

Freq. Victims 95 1.92 .87 233 2.11 .93 36 2.08 .97

Freq. Aggressors / 

Bullies

35 2.19 1.09 66 2.33 .86 12 2.33 1.10

Freq. Agg-Victim s / 

Bully-Victim s

23 2.27 1.04 85 2.27 .93 9 2.37 1.16

Non-Involved 2,001 2.22 .89 1,680 2.20 .89 1,651 2.22 .87

Total 2,325 2.21 .90 2,327 2.21 .89 2,044 2.21 .89

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

With regard to scores on the Ignore Scale, significant differences were found 

across cyber aggression groups [F(6, 2318) = 2.45, p < .05]. Specifically, post-hoc 

analyses revealed that the Frequent Victim group (x = 1.92, SD = .87) had significantly 

lower scores on the Ignore Scale than the Occasional Aggressor group (x =2.48, SD = 

.94) and the Non-Involved group (x = 2.22, SD = .89). With regard to traditional 

bullying groups, no statistically significant differences emerged for the Ignore Scale 

[F(6, 2320) = 1.58, p > .05]. Similarly, no statistically significant differences were 

apparent across cyberbullying groups [F(6, 2037) = 1.14, p > .05]. However, trends are
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evident for traditional bullying and cyberbullying groups, with victims tending to have 

lower scores on the Ignore Scale. Overall, the twelfth hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 13 stated that occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional 

bullies, and cyberbullies would score significantly lower on the Helping Scale 

compared with non-involved groups. Table 32 displays the mean scores across groups 

in relation to the Helping Scale.

Table 32: Differences across groups in relation to the Helping Scale.

Groups Cyber Aggression Traditional bullying*** Cyberbullying’K*

n X SD n X SD n X SD

Occ. Victims 108 3.15 .97 143 3.20 .91 220 3.31 1.00

Occ. Aggressors / 35 2.75 .93 38 2.68 .90 61 2.80 .96

Bullies

Occ. Agg-Victim s / 23 2.70 .77 80 2.81 1.06 51 2.80 1.00

Bully-Victims

Freq. Victims 97 3.36 1.01 235 3.21 1.00 36 3.18 .99

Freq. Aggressors / 34 2.77 1.10 67 2.70 1.03 11 2.52 1.34

Bullies

Freq. Agg-Victim s / 23 2.53 1.18 86 2.80 .93 9 2.63 1.59

Bully-Victims

Non-Involved 2,011 3.03 .99 1,685 3.04 .99 1,164 3.04 .97

Total 2,331 3.03 .99 2,334 3.03 .99 2,052 3.05 .98

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Significant differences emerged across cyber aggression groups with respect to

the Helping Scale scores [F(6, 2324) = 4.39, p < .001] and Tukey HSD tests revealed

that the Frequent Victim group (x = 3.36, SD = 1.01) exhibited significantly higher
262



scores on the Helping Scale compared with the Occasional Aggressor group (x = 2.75, 

SD = .93), the Frequent Aggressor group (x = 2.77, SD = 1.10), the Frequent 

Aggressor-Victim group (x = 2.53, SD = 1.18), and the Non-Involved group (x = 3.03, 

SD = .99).

Analysis also revealed statistically significant differences across traditional 

bullying groups for scores on the Helping Scale [F(6, 2327) = 5.58, p < .001]. 

Following post-hoc testing it was apparent that the Frequent Victim group (x =3 .21 , 

SD = 1.00) had significantly higher scores on the Helping Scale compared with the 

Occasional Bully group (x = 2.68, SD = .90), the Occasional Bully-Victim group (x = 

2.81, SD = 1.06), the Frequent Bully group (x = 2.70, SD = 1.03), and the Frequent 

Bully-victim Group (x = 2.80, SD = .93). Additionally, the Occasional Victim group 

(x = 3.20, SD = .91) displayed higher scores compared with the Frequent Bully group 

and the Frequent Bully-victim Group.

Statistically significant differences emerged across cyberbullying groups with 

respect to the Helping Scale scores [F(6, 55.16) = 3.95, p < .01]. Tukey HSD tests 

revealed that the Occasional Victim group (x =3.31, SD = 1.00) exhibited significantly 

higher scores on the Helping Scale compared with the Occasional Bully group (x = 

2.80, SD = .96), the Occasional Bully-Victim group (x = 2.80, SD = 1.00), and the 

Non-lnvolved group (x = 3.04, SD = .97). Overall, the thirteenth hypothesis was not 

supported as the aggressor and bully groups tended not to differ significantly from the 

non-involved respondents across cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying.

Hypothesis 14 predicted that occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, 

traditional bullies, and cyberbullies would score significantly higher on the Accomplice 

Scale compared with non-involved groups. Table 33 displays the mean scores across 

groups in relation to the Accomplice Scale.
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Table 33: Differences across groups in relation to the Accomplice Scale.

Groups Cyber A ggression*** Traditional bullying*** Cyberbullying***

n X SD n x SD n x SD

Occ. Victims 111 1.44 .50 142 1.39 .55 220 1.36 .54

Occ. Aggressors / 

Bullies

34 1.88 .76 38 1.98 .76 60 1.92 .77

Occ. Agg-Victim s / 

Bully-Victims

25 1.51 .63 80 1.74 .70 52 1.80 .69

Freq. Victims 94 1.50 .69 232 1.35 .52 35 1.33 .47

Freq. Aggressors / 

Bullies

35 2.21 1.08 69 2.05 .91 13 2.64 1.11

Freq. Agg-Victims / 

Bully-Victims

24 2.25 .90 85 1.76 .81 9 2.50 1.15

Non-Involved 2,018 1.36 .52 1,701 1.34 .50 1,665 1.37 .52

Total 2,341 1.40 .57 2,347 1.40 .57 2,054 1.40 .57

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Significant differences were found across cyber aggression groups in relation 

to the Accomplice Scale [F(6, 98.97) = 10.55, p < .001], Post-hoc tests revealed that the 

Frequent Aggressor group scored significantly higher (x = 2.21, SD = 1.08) than the 

Occasional Victim group (x = 1.44, SD = .50), the Occasional Aggressor-Victim group 

(x = 1.51, SD = .63), the Frequent Victim group (x = 1.50, SD = .69), and the Non- 

Involved group (x = 1.36, SD = .52). In addition, the Frequent Aggressor-Victim group 

(x = 2.25, SD = .90) scored significantly higher than the Occasional Victim group, the 

Occasional Aggressor-Victim group, the Frequent Victim group, and the Non-Involved 

group. Furthermore, the Occasional Aggressor group (x = 1.88, SD = .76) displayed
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higher scores than the Occasional Victim group, the Frequent Victim group, and the 

Non-Involved group.

The traditional bullying groups were found to differ significantly in relation to 

scores on the Accomplice Scale [F(6, 214.34) = 18.08, p < .001]. The Occasional Bully 

group (x = 1.98, SD = .76) exhibited significantly higher scores on the Accomplice 

Scale compared with the Occasional Victim group (x = 1.39, SD = .55), the Frequent 

Victim group (x = 1.35, SD = .52), and the Non-Involved group (x = 1.34, SD = .50). 

Additionally, the Frequent Bully group (x = 2.05, SD = .91) scored significantly higher 

than the Occasional Victim group, the Occasional Bully-Victim group (x = 1.74, SD = 

.70), the Frequent Victim group, the Frequent Bully-Victim group (x = 1.76, SD = .81), 

and the Non-Involved group. Furthermore, both the Occasional Bully-Victim group and 

the Frequent Bully-Victim groups displayed higher scores on the Accomplice Scale than 

the Occasional Victim group, the Frequent Victim group, and the Non-Involved group.

Significant differences were evident across cyberbullying groups with respect 

to the Accomplice Scale [F(6, 58.14) = 11.92, p < .001]. It emerged that the Frequent 

Bully group scored significantly higher (x = 2.64, SD = 1.11) than the Occasional 

Victim group (x = 1.36, SD = .54), the Occasional Bully group (x = 1.92, SD = .77), 

the Occasional Bully-Victim group (x = 1.80, SD = .69), the Frequent Victim group (x 

= 1.33, SD = .47), and the Non-Involved group (x = 1.37, SD = .52). Furthermore, the 

Occasional Bully group displayed significantly higher scores than the Occasional 

Victim group, the Frequent Victim group, and the Non-Involved group. In addition, the 

Frequent Bully-victim group (x = 2.50, SD = 1.15) scored significantly higher than the 

Occasional Victim group, the Occasional Bully group, the Occasional Bully-Victim 

group, the Frequent Victim group, and the Non-Involved group. Moreover, the 

Occasional Bully-victim group scored significantly higher than the Occasional Victim 

group, the Frequent Victim group, and the Non-Involved group. In light o f the findings
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that non-involved respondents scored significantly lower than occasional and frequent 

aggressor / bully groups for cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying, 

the fourteenth hypothesis was supported.

3.4.5. Summary.

This Section has provided the results from Study 2 pertaining to ICT activities, 

involvement in cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying, and bystander 

attitudes. Table 34 below provides an overview of the outcomes in relation to the 

hypotheses stated in Section 3.2.5.1.
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Table 34: Outcomes of hypotheses stated in Section 3.2.5.I.

Hypothesis Outcome

Fewer than 10% of post-primary school students will be Not Supported 

involved in cyber aggression either as an aggressor or a victim, 

on an occasional (frequency o f about once a month) or frequent 

(frequency of about once a week or more often) basis during 

the previous three months.

Fewer than 10% of post-primary school students will be Not Supported 

involved in traditional bullying either as a bully or a victim, on 

an occasional (frequency of about once a month) or frequent 

(frequency o f about once a week or more often) basis during 

the previous three months.

Fewer than 10% of post-primary school students will be Supported

involved in cyberbullying either as a bully or a victim, on an 

occasional (frequency of about once a month) or frequent 

(frequency of about once a week or more often) basis during 

the previous three months.

ICT Use scores will be positively related to involvement in Supported

cyber aggression and cyberbullying as an aggressor / a bully or 

as a victim.

Scores across the Cyber Aggression Victim Scale, the Supported

Traditional Victim Scale, and the victimization by 

cyberbullying scores will be positively related to each other.

Scores across the Cyber Aggressor Scale, the Traditional Bully Supported

Scale, and the perpetration of cyberbullying scores will be 

positively related to each other.
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7. Males will be more involved than females as aggressors / 

bullies, across cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying and as victims o f traditional bullying, whilst 

females will be more likely to suffer victimization by cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying.

8. With regard to bystander attitudes, males will score higher than 

females on the Ignore Scale and the Accomplice Scale, whilst 

females will score higher than males on the Helping Scale.

9. Males will be significantly more involved in bullying others by 

physical methods and being victimized by physical methods.

10. Females will be significantly more involved than males in 

bullying others by relational methods and being victimized by 

relational methods.

11. Non-involved respondents will score significantly lower on the 

ICT Use Scale compared with other cyber aggression groups 

and cyberbullying groups.

12. Occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional bullies, 

and cyberbullies will score significantly higher on the Ignore 

Scale compared with non-involved groups.

13. Occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional bullies, 

and cyberbullies will score significantly lower on the Helping 

Scale compared with non-involved groups.

14 Occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional bullies,

and cyberbullies will score significantly higher on the 

Accomplice Scale compared with non-involved groups.

Not Supported

Supported

Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not supported

Supported
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The current Section provided analysis o f the results pertaining to Study 2 with 

a specific focus on: ICT activities; incidence o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, 

and cyberbullying; and bystander attitudes. Relationships between variables and 

differences across sex, age, and involvement in bullying and aggression were also 

explored. With regard to ICT use, it emerged that the majority of students reported 

having a mobile phone (99.31%), a Smartphone (62.95%), and a profile on a social 

network (89.51%). In addition, almost all of the respondents reported using the Internet 

at home (98.14%), with many also reporting that they use the Internet in their bedroom. 

The average time spent online by respondents on a school day was 1.71 hours and this 

almost doubled (3.00 hours) on a day off school. Mobile phone use tended to be 

infrequent during school hours.

With regard to involvement in cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying, mean sample scores obtained for the Cyber Aggressor Scale, the Cyber 

Aggression Victim Scale, the Traditional Bully Scale, the Traditional Victim Scale, and 

the cyberbullying items, were at the lower end o f the scale (<2.00). Hypothesis I was 

not supported, as more than 10% o f respondents were victimized by cyber aggression 

on an occasional or frequent basis during the previous three months. In relation to 

cyber aggression groups, the majority of respondents were identified as non-involved in 

cyber aggression, whilst 8.71% were victims o f cyber aggression, 3.03% were cyber 

aggressors, and 2.08% were cyber aggressor-victims. The second hypothesis was not 

supported as more than 20% o f respondents had been traditionally victimized 

occasionally or frequently in the previous three months, whilst more than 10% of 

students had traditionally bullied others on an occasional or frequent basis. The 

majority o f the sample was identified as non-involved in traditional bullying, whilst 

16.05% were victims o f traditional bullying, 4.55% were traditional bullies, and 6.92% 

were traditional bully-victims. The third hypothesis was supported as it predicted that
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fewer than 10% of post-primary school students would be involved in cyberbullying 

either as a bully or a victim, on an occasional or frequent basis during the previous tliree 

months. Similar to cyber aggression and traditional bullying, the majority of 

respondents were identified as non-involved in cyberbullying, whereas 12.30% were 

victims o f cyberbullying, 3.65% were cyberbullies, and 2.99% were cyber bully- 

victims. The bystander scales were assessed by obtaining mean scores with the Helping 

Scale (pro-victim) receiving the highest mean score, followed by the Ignore Scale 

(outsider), and the Accomplice Scale (pro-bully) respectively.

Providing support for the fourth hypothesis, correlation analysis indicated that 

ICT Use scores were positively correlated with victimization by cyber aggression, 

perpetration o f cyber aggression, victimization by cyberbullying, and cyberbullying 

perpetration. Furthermore, hypotheses 5 and 6 were supported as significant positive 

correlations were found in all comparisons across the aggression / bully and victim 

scales / items, indicating that those who scored higher in relation to any form of 

aggression or bullying tended to score higher in relation to other forms of aggression / 

bullying and victimization.

With regard to bystander attitudes, perpetration o f cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying behaviour were positively related to scores on the 

Accomplice Scale and negatively related to the scores on the Helping Scale. Cyber 

aggression and traditional bullying scores were also positively related to Ignore Scale 

scores. Additionally, victimization by cyber aggression, victimization by traditional 

bullying, and victimization by cyberbullying were significantly positively related to 

scores on the Helping Scale and the Accomplice Scale, whilst victimization by cyber 

aggression was also negatively related to Ignore Scale scores. Moreover, within the 

bystander scales. Ignore Scale scores were found to be negatively correlated with
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Helping Scale scores, and positively correlated with Accomplice Scale scores, whilst 

Helping Scale scores were negatively related to Accomplice Scale scores.

In relation to cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying groups, 

a number o f sex-related differences emerged. Hypothesis 7 which stated that males 

would be more involved than females as aggressors / bullies, across cyber aggression, 

traditional bullying, and cyberbullying and as victims o f traditional bullying, whilst 

females would be more likely to suffer victimization by cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying was not supported, as there was a tendency for females to be more 

involved than males as traditional victims. However, the other elements o f hypothesis 7 

were consistent with current findings. Consistent with hypothesis 8, males scored 

significantly higher than females on the Ignore Scale and the Accomplice Scale, whilst 

females scored significantly higher than males on the Helping Scale.

In addition, supporting hypothesis 9, males exhibited higher scores for 

perpetration of, and victimization by physical bullying. However, in contrast with 

hypothesis 10, it emerged that with respect to relational bullying and victimization, 

males displayed a higher mean score for excluding others. However, females displayed 

a higher mean score for victimization by exclusion, and they also displayed a higher 

mean score for victimization by verbal forms o f relational bullying.

Regarding the relationship between ICT activity and involvement in aggression 

and bullying, owners o f Smartphones tended to have higher scores for perpetration of, 

and victimization by cyber aggression and cyberbullying, and victimization by 

traditional bullying. Those who reported having a social network profile also tended to 

report higher scores for perpetration of, and victimization by cyber aggression, and 

victimization by cyberbullying, but also displayed higher scores for traditional bullying 

perpetration and victimization. Furthermore, respondents who used the Internet in their 

bedroom tended to score higher with regard to victimization by cyberbullying,
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perpetration of cyberbullying, victimization by cyber aggression, perpetration o f cyber 

aggression, traditional victimization, and traditional bullying behaviour.

Groups were also compared across cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying in relation to ICT Use and bystander attitudes. The eleventh hypothesis 

was not supported as non-involved respondents were not found to score significantly 

lower on the ICT Use Scale compared with all o f the other cyber aggression groups and 

cyberbullying groups. However, those not involved in cyber aggression did display 

significandy lower ICT Use scores compared with all other groups excluding occasional 

aggressor-victims. Those not involved in cyberbullying also exhibited relatively low 

ICT Use scores compared with other groups and a number of statistically significant 

differences were apparent.

Although a number of statistically significant group differences emerged 

regarding the Ignore Scale across cyber aggression groups, hypothesis 12 was not 

supported as occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional bullies, and 

cyberbullies did not emerge as scoring significantly higher on the Ignore Scale 

compared with non-involved respondents. However, a trend was apparent where 

victims tended to score lower in relation to the Ignore Scale. Hypothesis 13 stated that 

occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional bullies, and cyberbullies would 

score significantly lower on the Helping Scale compared with non-involved groups. 

However, this was not supported, although it emerged that victims tended to score 

higher on the Helping Scale compared with other groups. Hypothesis 14 was supported 

as occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional bullies, and cyberbullies scored 

significantly higher on the Accomplice Scale compared with non-involved groups. 

Findings are discussed in Section 3.5 in the context o f the pertinent literature.

272



3.5. Discussion.

The current Section provides discussion of the research findings in relation to the 

pertinent literature regarding incidence of traditional bullying and cyberbullying, 

bystander attitudes, and ICT activity. In particular, implications of the research in 

relation to the current knowledge regarding definitions, measurement, and incidence of 

cyberbullying are explored. Findings which have emerged regarding definitions and 

measurement are discussed in relation to current theory and practice, as these aspects of 

cyberbullying are particularly important in terms of how we conduct research and cope 

with cyberbullying at a practical level. Furthermore, the strengths and limitations of 

Study 2 in relation to the aspects which are examined in the current Chapter are 

considered and recommendations for future research are discussed.

3.5.1. Descriptive Findings.

3.5.1.1. Reliability o f Scales.

One aspect o f the analyses was examination o f the reliability o f the ICT Use Scale, the 

Cyber Aggressor Scale, the Cyber Aggression Victim Scale, the Traditional Bully 

Scale, the Traditional Victim Scale, the Ignore Scale, the Helping Scale, and the 

Accomplice Scale. If .70 is taken as an acceptable score for scale reliability (Pallant, 

2005), then all of the scales can be considered to have achieved acceptable Cronbach's 

alpha values with the exclusion of the Accomplice Scale. Thus the Accomplice Scale 

may require further attention in order to improve reliability.

3.5.1.2. Post-Primary School Students and ICT Activities.

Analysis of ICT activity indicated that almost all o f the respondents reported owning a

mobile phone, whilst the majority also reported owning a Smartphone, and having a
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profile on a social network. Additionally, almost all of the sample indicated that they 

use the Internet at home, and the majority reported using the Internet in their bedroom. 

Across the sample, the average time spent online on a school day was almost two hours, 

whilst the average time spent online on a day off school was three hours. The most 

common frequency of mobile phone use during school hours was "Rarely". 

Furthermore, the percentage o f respondents who reported using the Internet in their 

bedroom is similar to, but higher than the findings reported by the EU Kids Online 

research (O’Neill et al., 2011). In addition, the rate o f use o f social network sites in the 

current research is very similar to the rate o f use o f social networking sites among 15 to 

16 year-olds reported by O'Neill et al. (2011).

3.5.1.3. Incidence o f Cyber Aggression, Traditional Bullying, and Cyberbullying. 

Whilst mean scores were obtained for respondents in relation to victimization by cyber 

aggression, perpetration o f cyber aggression, traditional victimization, traditional 

bullying, victimization by cyberbullying, and cyberbullying perpetration, the primary 

method of assessing incidence of these behaviours was to explore respondents' 

involvement in each form o f aggression as a victim, aggressor or bully, aggressor- 

victim or bully-victim, or non-involved, and furthermore to assess the frequency of their 

involvement during the previous three months. It emerged that traditional bullying was 

the most common form of aggression experienced by the respondents, and this was 

followed by cyber aggression, and lastly by cyberbullying.

3.5.1.3.1. Incidence o f Cyber Aggression.

In relation to cyber aggression, almost half o f the sample had been victimized once or 

twice, whereas around one in ten had been victimized on an occasional or frequent
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basis. Additionally, over one third o f respondents reported perpetrating cyber 

aggression once or twice, whilst approximately one in twenty had perpetrated cyber 

aggression either occasionally or frequently. Overall, the first hypothesis was not 

supported as just over 10% of respondents were involved in cyber aggression as an 

occasional or frequent victim during the previous three months. Respondents were then 

grouped with respect to their involvement in cyber aggression as not involved, victims 

(occasional or frequent), aggressors (occasional or frequent), and aggressor-victims 

(occasional or frequent). This revealed that the largest group to emerge were the non

involved respondents, followed by the victims, the aggressors, and lastly the aggressor- 

victims. The incidence o f victimization by cyber aggression in the current research is 

higher than the incidence o f cyberbullying reported by P. K. Smith et al. (2008), Slonje 

and Smith (2008), O'Moore and Minton (2009), and Olweus (2012). In fact, the 

victimization is approximately five times greater than that reported by O'Moore and 

Minton (2009) who provide the largest study o f cyberbullying among an Irish post

primary school sample. However, the rate o f frequent cyber victimization found by 

Riebel et al. (2009) was almost identical to that found in the current research, whilst 

Riebel et al. (2009) found a slightly higher (but similar) rate o f frequent perpetration of 

cyber aggression (or cyberbullying in the German study). Present incidence of 

perpetration was higher than that reported by O'Moore and Minton (2009) and Olweus 

(2012). In addition, current findings regarding victimization and perpetration of cyber 

aggression once or twice in the previous three months were noticeably higher than other 

studies (O'Moore & Minton, 2009; Riebel et al., 2009; Slonje & Smith, 2008; P. K. 

Smith et al., 2008).
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3.5.1.3.2. Incidence o f  Traditional Bullying.

In relation to incidence of traditional bullying, just over half o f the respondents had 

been subjected to victimization once or twice during the previous three months, whilst 

less than one in ten had been victimized occasionally, and just less than one in six had 

been victimized frequently. Moreover, almost half o f respondents reported bullying 

others once or twice, whilst less than one in twenty had bullied others occasionally, and 

less than one in ten had bullied others frequently. In light o f these findings, the second 

hypothesis was not supported as it predicted that fewer than 10% of post-primary school 

students would be involved in traditional bullying either as a bully or a victim, on an 

occasional or frequent basis during the previous three months. Therefore, the incidence 

rates expected were greatly exceeded in relation to victimization. Respondents were 

also grouped in relation to involvement in traditional bullying in the same way as they 

were grouped in relation to cyber aggression. Whilst there was similarity to cyber 

aggression groups in that respondents were most likely to be non-involved or to be 

victims, the next largest category were bully-victims, followed by bullies. The current 

findings indicate higher incidence o f traditional victimization than those found by many 

of the studies reviewed in Section 3.2. (Collins et al., 2004; Craig et al., 2009; James et 

al., 2003; O'Moore et al., 1997; Salmon et al., 1998; Whitney & Smith, 1993) but lower 

incidence compared with the findings o f Fonzi et al (1999). In fact the rate of 

victimization in the current study was approximately five times higher than that 

identified by O'Moore et al. (1997). With regard to perpetration o f traditional bullying, 

the current findings indicated higher incidence compared with O'Moore et al. (1997), 

Whitney and Smith (1993), and Salmon et al. (1998). Again, the rate o f traditional 

bullying was approximately three times higher than that reported by O'Moore et al. 

(1997), perhaps suggesting an increase in traditional bullying since 1997 among post-
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primary school students. However, engagement in traditional bullying in the current 

study was low in comparison with other research (Craig et al., 2009; Fonzi et al., 1999).

3.5 .1 .33. Incidence o f  Cyberbullying.

In relation to cyberbullying, around one in ten respondents had experienced 

victimization once or twice during the previous three months, whilst approximately one 

in fifty respondents had experienced victimization once a month or more often. With 

regard to cyberbullying perpetration, around one in twenty respondents reported 

cyberbullying others once or twice in the previous three months, whereas approximately 

one in one hundred reported cyberbullying others once a month or more often. The 

third hypothesis was supported as less than 10% of respondents were involved in 

cyberbullying either as a bully or a victim, once a month or more often during the 

previous three months. Incidence o f cyberbullying victimization and perpetration were 

similar to those indicated by O'Moore and Minton (2009). This finding offers support 

for Olweus' (2012) claim that cyberbullying is not becoming increasingly prevalent over 

time, as this indicates that the rate of cyberbullying has remained stable from before 

2009 to 2012. However, the current findings regarding incidence of victimization by 

cyberbullying are low compared with those found by Olweus (2012) and P. K. Smith et 

al. (2008). Riebel et al. (2009) also found higher rates of cyberbullying perpetration 

compared with the present findings, whereas O'Moore and Minton (2009) and Olweus 

(2012) reported similar incidence.

In light of the low incidence o f cyberbullying in conjunction with the

theoretical implication that just one action on the part o f the cyberbully can lead to

repetition o f the abuse through the sharing o f content online (Grigg, 2010; Shariff,

2008; Vandebosch et al., 2006), a frequency o f just "once or twice" was considered to

constitute occasional cyberbullying, whilst a frequency of "about once a month" or

277



more often was considered to constitute frequent cyberbullying. Similar to cyber 

aggression groups, respondents were most likely to be categorised as non-involved in 

cyberbullying, followed by victims, bullies, and bully-victims (in rank order).

With regard to all forms o f aggression and bullying, it is evident that 

involvement as an aggressor / bully or victim once a week or more often was more 

common than involvement with a frequency of around once a month. This is an 

unusual finding and may indicate that bullying behaviour which has a greater frequency 

than once or twice is more likely to become systematic and consistent, as opposed to 

occurring around once a month. The finding that traditional bullying is more common 

than cyberbullying is supported by a number o f studies (Gradinger et al., 2009; 

Livingstone et al., 2011b; O'Moore, 2012; P. K. Smith et al., 2008), indicating that 

traditional forms of bullying still pose a more prevalent threat in Irish post-primary 

schools. If one is to consider the incidence o f cyberbullying in the current research, 

there is support for Olweus' (2012) claim that cyberbullying is in fact a low-prevalence 

phenomenon.

The findings also reveal great disparity between incidence o f cyber aggression 

and incidence of cyberbullying, holding important implications for the way in which we 

define and measure cyberbullying. The measurement o f cyber aggression in the present 

research was conducted in such a way that respondents did not receive a definition prior 

to responding to the relevant items. Additionally, the forms o f cyber aggression 

measured by the Cyber Aggression Victim Scale and the Cyber Aggressor Scale are 

behaviours which are commonly recognised by the research community as forms of 

cyberbullying, such as receiving threatening text messages. However, when provided 

with a definition o f cyberbullying and two items asking respondents if  they have been 

the victim or perpetrator o f cyberbullying during the past three months, many o f those 

who had reported involvement in cyber aggression during the same time frame indicated
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that they had no involvement in cyberbullying. This would suggest incongruence 

between the research perception o f cyberbullying behaviour and the Irish post-primary 

school student perception o f cyberbullying. This is explored fiarther in Section 3.5.2.

However, supporting hypotheses 5 and 6, positive relationships emerged 

between perpetration o f cyberbullying, victimization by cyberbullying, perpetration of 

cyber aggression, and victimization by cyber aggression, potentially indicating that the 

cyber aggression scales and cyberbullying items are in fact measuring the same 

construct. However, the same behaviours were also positively correlated with 

traditional bullying and traditional victimization, thus implying that perhaps the positive 

relationships across the variables can be attributed to a tendency for some respondents 

to become involved in multiple forms and roles within aggression and victimization. 

Indeed the findings support the literature which indicates an overlap between 

involvement in traditional bully and involvement in cyberbullying (e.g., Juvonen & 

Gross, 2008; Livingstone et al., 201 la).

3.5.1.4. Types o f  Cyber Aggression and Cyberbullying reported by Respondents. 

Regarding the forms o f cyber aggression experienced by the sample, it emerged that 

being the subject o f mean messages or rumours sent via media such as text messages, 

MSN, and Facebook was the most common form o f victimization, with over one third 

o f respondents reporting this type o f victimization. Moreover, cyber aggressors were 

most likely to report excluding others in cyberspace, with over one fifth o f respondents 

admitting to this form o f aggression.

In addition to the options provided by the Cyber Aggression Scales,

respondents could also provide details of their experiences qualitatively, and this

allowed for a number o f themes to emerge which were identified using two forms of

categorisation: the first exploring the behaviour of the perpetrator (Willard, 2007b); and
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the second exploring the medium used to attack (Olweus, 2012; P. K. Smith et al., 

2008). The most common forms of victimization by cyber aggression to emerge from 

the qualitative data were denigration, various media, and flaming, whilst denigration 

and impersonation were the most common methods reported by cyber aggressors. With 

respect to victimization by cyberbullying, respondents were most likely to report 

suffering via different media, denigration, and flaming, whilst cyberbullies mainly 

reported attacking others using various media, denigration, and impersonation.

The emergence o f denigration as a common form o f cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying is supported by Wade and Beran (2011) who found that name calling and 

rumours were the most common forms o f cyberbullying reported by victims, whilst 

name calling was also the most common form o f cyberbullying reported by 

cyberbullies. Wade and Beran (2011) also identified the existence o f impersonation, 

threats, and outing (through the sharing of private pictures) in their sample. In addition 

Walrave and Heirman (2011) also reported exclusion and impersonation among 

cybervictims and cyberbullies in their research.

The findings clearly indicate great similarity between the forms o f cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying reported by the sample, with several common themes 

emerging, including denigration, flaming, impersonation, and outing. Whilst fighting 

could be recognised as a form o f cyber aggression, on the basis o f the power imbalance 

which is currently considered by many to be a characteristic o f cyberbullying (Langos, 

2012; Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2008; Vandebosch et al., 2006), fighting cannot be 

considered a form of cyberbullying, as a fight implies a level playing field or a battle of 

equals. Although some o f the forms of cyberbullying described by Willard (2007b) 

could be considered to be outside the domain of bullying behaviour (e.g., stalking and 

harassment), this research lends support to many o f the categories she identifies such as 

denigration, flaming, and impersonation.
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3 . 5 . 1. 5. IC T Activity and Cyber Aggression, Traditional Bullying, and Cyberbullying. 

The relationship between ICT activity and involvement in the different forms of 

aggression was explored, and it was found that the number o f hours spent online both 

on a school day and a day off school, and ICT Use scores correlated positively with: 

victimization by cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying; and 

perpetration of cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying. This provided 

support for hypothesis 4 which stated that ICT Use scores would be positively related to 

involvement in cyber aggression and cyberbullying as an aggressor / a bully or as a 

victim.

In addition, aggression and bullying mean scores were compared across mobile 

phone use. Smartphone use, social networking activity, and use o f the Internet at home 

or in one's bedroom. It emerged that mobile phone owners had higher scores for 

victimization by cyberbullying than non-owners. However, almost the entire sample 

reported owning a mobile phone. Smartphone owners also had higher scores for 

victimization by cyberbullying but in addition displayed higher scores for victimization 

by cyber aggression, perpetration o f cyber aggression, and traditional bullying 

behaviour. Similarly, respondents who reported that they had a profile on a social 

network, tended to score higher for victimization by cyberbullying, traditional bullying, 

and cyber aggression, whilst also scoring higher for perpetration o f cyber aggression 

and traditional bullying. Children who reported using the Internet at home also 

exhibited higher scores for perpetration o f traditional bullying. However, almost all 

respondents indicated that they used the Internet at home. Use o f the Internet in one's 

bedroom revealed a greater number o f significant differences, with those reporting 

Internet use in their bedroom displaying higher scores for victimization by cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying, and also exhibiting higher scores for 

perpetration o f cyberbullying, cyber aggression, and traditional bullying behaviour.
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In addition, hypothesis 11 predicted that those not involved in cyber aggression 

or cyberbullying would score significantly lower on the ICT Use Scale compared with 

other cyber aggression and cyberbullying groups respectively. Although this hypothesis 

was not supported, the non-involved groups had the lowest mean ICT Use scores 

compared with other cyber aggression groups and cyberbullying groups, and the 

differences reached statistical significance in many cases. Although, such findings 

indicate a clear tendency for respondents who are not involved in cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying to engage in less ICT activity, findings should be interpreted with caution 

as there is great disparity in groups sizes, particularly in relation to cyberbullying.

It certainly appears that exposure to cyber forms of aggression and bullying is 

increased with more time spent online, and use of Smartphones and social networking 

sites. Pew Internet and American Life Project (2007) also found that having an active 

social network account increased exposure to and perpetration o f specific forms of 

online abuse, whereas Mesch (2009) found that users o f social networks were at 

increased risk o f victimization. Whilst Mesch (2009) found that increased use of 

mobile phones and the Internet in general was related to increased cyber victimization, 

Erdur-Baker (2010) found that frequency o f communication via the Intemet was related 

to both victimization by, and peipetration o f cyberbullying. Additionally, Ybarra and 

Mitchell (2004) also found that more time spent on the Intemet was associated with 

greater perpetration o f cyber aggression and increased victimization by cyber 

aggression.

In the current research, hours spent online per day, use o f Smartphones, and 

use of the Intemet in one's bedroom were linked to increased exposure to cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying. These activities and technological devices allow for 

increased time spent online in an unsupervised manner, and this may account for the 

increased involvement. However, the increased scores on the Traditional Bully Scale
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and the Traditional Victim Scale may be explained by the tendency for respondents who 

score higher in relation to one form o f aggression or bullying to score higher across all 

forms o f aggression and bullying. Thus, the relationship between online activity and 

traditional bullying may be accounted for by the overlap across traditional bullying 

involvement and involvement in cyber forms of aggression and bullying, as opposed to 

reflecting a direct relationship between ICT activity and traditional bullying. 

Alternatively, it may be that children who are more active in cyberspace are at increased 

risk for involvement in cyber aggression and cyberbullying, with this abuse then 

migrating to the school environment. This would be consistent with the suggestion by 

Juvonen and Gross (2008) that bullying can transition fluidly from one context to the 

next.

3.5.1.6. Sex, Cyber Aggression, Traditional Bullying, Cyberbullying, and Bystander

Attitudes.

Cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying were also explored in relation 

to sex o f respondents and bystander attitudes, whilst bystander attitudes were also 

examined in relation to sex differences. Hypothesis 7 stated that males would be more 

involved than females as aggressors / bullies, across all forms o f aggression and 

bullying and would also be more involved as traditional victims, whilst females would 

be more likely to suffer victimization by cyber aggression and cyberbullying. t-tests 

revealed that females scored higher than males with regard to victimization by 

cyberbullying and cyber aggression, whilst males scored higher than females for 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying perpetration. There was no significant difference 

between males and females for traditional victimization or perpetration o f cyber 

aggression, and therefore the seventh hypothesis was not supported.
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Chi-square tests also indicated significant sex-related differences across cyber 

aggression groups with females more likely to be victims, and males more likely to be 

aggressors, aggressor-victims, or non-involved in cyber aggression. Although 

significant differences were not found in relation to sex across cyberbullying groups, 

similar trends emerged with females more likely to be victims, and males more likely to 

be bullies, bully-victims, or non-involved in cyberbullying. Moreover, a number of 

significant sex-related differences were evident across the traditional bullying groups, 

with females more likely to be categorised as victims or non-involved in traditional 

bullying, and males more likely to be categorised as bullies, or bully-victims. Much of 

the literature would indicate that males are more likely to be involved in traditional 

bullying as bullies or victims compared with females (Alsaker & Brunner, 1999; 

Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; Tomas de Almeida, 1999; Whitney & Smith, 1993). 

Whilst current findings support the literature with regard to sex and traditional bullying 

perpetration, they are in contrast with the literature in relation to sex and victimization. 

However, a number o f studies indicate that males are more involved in perpetration of 

cyberbullying (e.g., Kowalski & Limber, 2007; O'Moore & Minton, 2009) and that 

females are more involved as victims o f cyberbullying (Kowalski & Limber, 2007; 

Machmutow et al., 2012; O'Moore & Minton, 2009). Therefore, the current findings 

that males tend to engage in cyberbullying and cyber aggression whereas females are 

more likely to be victimized are consistent with these studies.

Sex-related differences were also observed in relation to physical and relational 

forms o f traditional bullying. For instance, supporting hypothesis 9, males scored 

higher with respect to victimization by, and perpetration o f physical bullying. However, 

hypothesis 10 was not supported despite females scoring higher than males with regard 

to victimization by relational bullying (i.e., exclusion and verbal forms of relational 

bullying). Such findings were consistent with expectations, as there is a wealth of
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evidence to suggest that males are more involved in physical bullying both as bullies 

and victims (Alsaker & Brunner, 1999; Fonzi et al., 1999; James et al., 2003; O'Moore 

et al., 1997; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; P. K. Smith & Shu, 2000; Tomas de 

Almeida, 1999; Undheim & Sund, 2005; Whitney & Smith, 1993). However, contrary 

to expectations males were found to score higher for exclusion of others students, which 

is in contrast with the common finding that females are more likely to become involved 

in relational bullying (Fonzi et al., 1999; James et al., 2003; O'Moore et al., 1997; P. K. 

Smith & Shu, 2000; Tomas de Almeida, 1999).

Significant sex-related differences were also found in relation to the bystander 

scales. Differences were consistent with hypothesis 8, as males scored significantly 

higher with regard to outsider attitudes and pro-bully attitudes compared with females, 

and females scored significantly higher compared with males on the pro-victim scale. 

The literature supports the finding that males tend to hold stronger pro-bully attitudes 

than females (Baldry, 2005; McLaughlin et al., 2005; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Salmivalli 

& Voeten, 2004), whereas females are more inclined to exhibit pro-victim attitudes 

(Baldry, 2005; Rigby & Johnson, 2005b; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Salmivalli & Voeten, 

2004). Whilst some research suggests that males are more inclined towards outsider 

bystander behaviours and attitudes (Baldry, 2005), other research would indicate that 

females are more inclined towards avoidant or outsider bystander behaviour (Salmivalli 

et al., 1996; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004).

Correlation analyses revealed that pro-bully bystander scores were positively 

related to cyberbullying scores, cyber aggression perpetration scores, and traditional 

bullying scores. However, pro-bully scores were also positively related to victimization 

through cyber aggression scores, and traditional victimization scores. In addition, 

traditional bullying scores were found to be negatively related to pro-victim scores. 

With respect to relationships across the bystander scales, it emerged that outsider
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bystander scores were negatively correlated with pro-victim scores and positively 

correlated with pro-bully scores, whilst pro-victim scores were negatively related to pro

bully scores.

Furthermore, the various cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying groups were compared in relation to bystander attitudes and a number of 

significant differences were revealed across groups by a series o f one-way ANOVAs. 

Hypothesis 12 predicted that occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional 

bullies, and cyberbullies would score significantly higher on the Ignore Scale compared 

with non-involved groups. Although this was not supported, similar trends were 

apparent across the three forms of aggression, with victims tending to exhibit lower 

scores and those involved in bullying tending to score higher on the Ignore Scale. The 

thirteenth hypothesis stated that occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, traditional 

bullies, and cyberbullies would score significantly lower on the Helping Scale 

compared with non-involved groups. Although this was not supported either, it can be 

observed that victims and non-involved groups tended to score higher for pro-victim 

responses, whilst bullies and bully-victims were inclined to score lower. However, the 

fourteenth hypothesis was supported as occasional and frequent cyber aggressors, 

traditional bullies, and cyberbullies were found to score higher on the Accomplice Scale 

compared with non-involved groups.

These findings suggest that victims and non-involved respondents across all 

forms of aggression and bullying tended to feel more inclined to actively defend or 

support the victim upon witnessing bullying, whilst those who engage in bullying others 

feel more inclined to support or reinforce the bullying. It also appears that, in many 

cases, the aggressor-victims hold similar attitudes to the pure aggressors rather than the 

pure victims. Rolider and Ochayon (2005) also found that bullies were most likely to 

support the bullies or to ignore the victim, and were least likely to support the victim.
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Baldry (2005) also found that frequent bullies were less likely support victims and more 

likely to support the bullying or to ignore the situation. Additionally, Baldry (2005) 

found that victims were more inclined to tell a teacher and less likely to oppose non

verbal bullying. From the current findings trends can be observed on the bystander 

scales across cyber aggression groups, traditional bullying groups, and cyberbullying 

groups, with bullies more inclined to ignore the bullying or to support the bully, bullies 

and bully-victims less inclined to help the victim, and the victims more inclined towards 

helping. Whilst parallel findings can be drawn from the three forms o f aggression and 

bullying, interpretations regarding cyber aggression and cyberbullying are limited due 

to the traditional bullying context o f the bystander scales.

3.5.2. Theoretical Implications.

The current research certainly carries implications for how we define and measure

cyberbullying. Whilst positive correlations were evident across perpetration of, and

victimization by cyber aggression and cyberbullying, the incidence findings clearly

indicated great disparity between involvement in the two forms o f aggression, with

cyberbullying emerging as a much rarer phenomenon. In light o f the behaviours which

are identified as cyberbullying in the literature, it is evident that the Cyber Aggression

Victimization Scale and the Cyber Aggressor Scale are measuring the same behaviours

as the items assessing victimization by cyberbullying and cyberbullying perpetration in

the current research, and in this way the former measures the construct using a scale

approach, whilst the latter measures the construct using a single item approach.

However, many respondents indicated involvement in cyber aggression but then

indicated that they had no involvement in cyberbullying. Thus, the different incidence

rates produced by two forms o f measurement seem to refiect that post-primary school

students do not recognise the behaviours in the cyber aggression scales as forms of

287



cyberbullying. Alternatively, it may be that one measure provides a more accurate 

assessment of cyberbullying than the other.

However, it is unlikely that this is the sole cause o f disparity in incidence, as it 

was also evident from the qualitative data that a number o f respondents reported 

involvement in forms of cyberbullying which are in fact measured by the cyber 

aggression scales, such as sharing o f nasty pictures and spreading hurtful rumours. 

Thus, in light o f the qualitative findings and the positive correlations between cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying it appears there is a degree o f overlap between the 

research perception and the adolescent perception regarding what behaviours constitute 

cyberbullying. What is unclear is why some respondents recognise their experience as 

cyberbullying whilst many others do not.

Olweus (2012) and Grigg (2010) offer two opposing arguments which could 

be potential solutions to the difficulties highlighted in the current research. Olweus 

(2012) suggests that we need to be guided by a clear definition of cyberbullying, whilst 

Grigg (2010) proposes that there is a need to focus on cyber aggression as opposed to 

cyberbullying. There is a strong rationale for Grigg's (2010) argument to focus on 

cyber aggression broadly as opposed to persisting with the term "cyberbullying" and 

the reasons for this are outlined below.

First, the use of the term "cyberbullying" carries an implication that this 

behaviour is the cyber equivalent o f traditional bullying, a phenomenon which is 

defined by specific criteria, namely repetition o f the behaviour (Campbell, 2005; 

Farrington, 1993; Olweus, 1993; Whitney & Smith, 1993), power imbalance 

(Campbell, 2005; Farrington, 1993; Whitney & Smith, 1993), and intent to cause harm 

(Campbell, 2005; Whitney & Smith, 1993). However, these criteria are not easily 

applied to cyberbullying for a number o f reasons. For instance, in a cyber context 

abusive behaviour need not be repeated by the aggressor for it to constitute
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cyberbullying (Vandebosch et al., 2006) due to the potential for content to be 

reproduced (or shared) (Shariff, 2008). In addition, the power imbalance can take a 

different form in cyberspace (Langos, 2012; Vandebosch et al., 2006) and indeed it is 

conceivable that through the facility o f anonymity the power imbalance in a real world 

setting could be tipped in the other direction in a cyber setting (Vandebosch & Van 

Cleemput, 2008). Furthermore, intent to cause harm may be difficult to ascertain in a 

cyber context where a lack o f feedback due to physical separation from the victim may 

inhibit insight regarding the consequences of one's actions and reduce the empathy or 

guilt that the aggressor experiences (Batheja, 2004, as cited in Raskauskas & Stoltz, 

2007). Thus an aggressor may continue to engage in negative behaviours directed at a 

peer due to limited understanding o f the psychological effects for the victim. 

Furthermore, as indicated by Langos (2012) intent to cause harm may be evidenced by 

repeated direct contact from the aggressor to the victim (e.g., abusive text messages). 

However, an indirect act o f aggression such as posting a humiliating image o f the 

victim online may be effective in harming the victim and may involve repeated 

victimization in the form o f public access to the content, without conveying intent to 

cause harm on the part o f the instigator who only took a single action. Overall, it is 

apparent that the criteria for identifying traditional bullying cannot be conveniently 

applied to instances o f cyberbullying.

Second, research has been conducted (Nocentini et al., 2010; Vandebosch & 

Van Cleemput, 2008) which has explored young people's perceptions in relation to 

defining cyberbullying, which is a useful approach which could inform creation of 

definitions which are consistent with the views of students. However, it is apparent 

that upon attempting to extract specific defining criteria from such research, the task 

becomes complex and difficult as different elements are regarded as being inter-related 

such as power imbalance and intent to cause harm (Nocentini et al., 2010), and various
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contextual factors become important such as power differential in a real world setting 

(Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2008). This further evidences the difficulty of 

applying the criteria of traditional bullying to cyberbullying and also highlights the 

need to simplify the conceptualisation of peer-victimization in a cyber setting.

Third, as was already suggested the term "cyberbullying" implies inclusion of 

particular characteristics that are specific to the concept o f bullying. One such 

characteristic is the social context o f traditional bullying. For instance, Bjorkqvist et 

al. (1982) suggest that by its nature bullying is social, as it generally occurs in social 

groups in which members have regular contact, making it challenging for the target of 

the bullying to avoid the perpetrators. This has implications for cyber-based abusive 

behaviour in which the victim is a stranger to the perpetrator or where the victim does 

not know the identity of the perpetrator. Based on the identification of bullying as a 

form o f social aggression, the first scenario where the victim and perpetrator do not 

know each other could not strictly be considered cyberbullying. This narrows the 

scope o f cyberbullying to instances where both the bully and the victim are socially 

acquainted, and would exclude for example, an incident of "happy slapping" in which a 

victim is filmed whilst being physically assaulted by a groups of strangers. This has 

important practical implications in that education intended to prevent and combat 

cyberbullying would exclude actions such as "happy slapping" or online abuse of 

strangers.

Fourth, the current research is the first to compare the incidence o f general 

cyber aggression and cyberbullying specifically, and this has shown great disparity in 

the prevalence o f both forms. If it is the case that despite the provision o f a definition 

for cyberbullying, respondents simply did not understand that the items assessing cyber 

aggression could also be considered forms o f cyberbullying, then there is a need for 

education o f students regarding the nature and types o f cyberbullying. However, the
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current research provided an overview of respondents' experiences of specific forms of 

cyber aggression (or cyberbullying) without labelling the behaviour. This suggests that 

the term "cyberbullying" is somewhat redundant and in fact may cause confusion.

Fifth, the under-reporting of victimization by cyberbullying in comparison 

with cyber aggression in the current research may in fact be due to a perception of 

stigma regarding the term "cyberbullying". For instance, a respondent may have been 

willing to acknowledge that they had been the target o f mean or embarrassing 

messages and images online, but may also have felt reluctant to report that they had 

been cyberbullied by peers. This may be attributable to a negative perception o f 

victims o f cyberbullying as weak or rejected by peers. Whilst this argument is 

speculative, it has important implications for the use of terminology in research and 

practice.

Based on these arguments and in light o f the apparent constraints of the term 

"cyberbullying", it is suggested that researchers and practitioners begin to focus on 

cyber-based peer aggression or "cyber aggression" instead. Whilst it will be important 

to adequately define cyber aggression so as to differentiate it from other behaviours 

such as online sexual grooming or commercial exploitation, the term cyber aggression 

would not be confined by the defining characteristics o f bullying in the manner that the 

definition o f cyberbullying is confined. Grigg's (2010) definition o f "cyber 

aggression" as ". . . intentional harm delivered by the use of electronic means to a 

person or a group of people irrespective o f their age, who perceive(s) such acts as 

offensive, derogatory, harmful, or unwanted" (p. 152) could be fiirther developed. The 

inclusion o f the victim's perception of the behaviour is perhaps too subjective and 

therefore it may be appropriate to consider Langos' (2012) suggestion to make a 

judgement based on how a reasonable person would perceive the aggressor's conduct.
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Another important implication o f the current research is that cyber-based 

aggression and victimization is more prevalent than previous research has indicated. 

For instance, current incidence findings regarding cyberbullying were similar to those 

reported by O'Moore and Minton (2009), which initially could be considered to suggest 

that there has been no increase in cyberbullying in recent years as has been suggested 

by Olweus (2012). However, in light o f the incidence of cyber aggression and 

victimization in the current research, it is possible that past research has 

underestimated the incidence o f cyberbullying due to definitional and measurement 

constraints. In fact, whilst the current findings suggest that cyber aggression is less 

prevalent than traditional bullying, findings also suggest that the gap in incidence may 

be smaller than has been previously reported. Thus, cyber victimization may pose a 

greater risk than is currently thought. In this way, Olweus' (2012) argument that 

cyberbullying is a low prevalence phenomenon may be misinformed.

Despite these implications, the present research is supportive o f the literature 

which highlights an overlap across traditional bullying and cyberbullying (Juvonen & 

Gross, 2008; Livingstone et al., 2011a; Riebel et al., 2009) as positive relationships 

were identified across the cyber aggression / victimization, traditional bullying / 

victimization, and cyberbullying / victimization measures. Additionally, the current 

findings highlight consistency across different forms of aggression with males more 

involved in aggressor / bully roles and females more involved in victim roles. 

Furthermore, there is consistency across the different forms of aggression with 

aggressors / bullies and aggressor-victims / bully-victims exhibiting stronger pro-bully 

attitudes than victims or non-involved groups, and victims displaying stronger pro

victim attitudes compared with aggressors / bullies and aggressor-victims / bully- 

victims. Thus, moving away from the term "cyberbullying" and adopting the term 

"cyber aggression" should not cause researchers and practitioners to regard traditional-
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and cyber-based victimization as two disconnected phenomena. Indeed it is important 

to recognise them as variations of the same behaviour, namely peer victimization.

Another important aspect of the current research is that, though usefiil, the 

Cyber Aggression Scales and the Traditional Bullying Scales are not ideal instruments 

for measurement of frequency of involvement in these behaviours. These scales are 

most appropriately used to examine incidence of specific behaviours (i.e., scale items) 

or to attain a mean score which allows for perpetration and victimization to be assessed 

in relation to other variables. However, in order to measure incidence it is vital to be 

able to categorise respondents according to specific bullying or aggression groups. In 

the present study, categorisation was conducted by taking the highest frequency score 

reported by a respondent on a particular scale. For example, if a respondent's highest 

score on the Traditional Victimization Scale was "Never", then he / she was not 

considered to be a traditional victim. Similarly, if a respondent's highest score was 

"(Almost) Daily" then he / she was considered to be a frequent victim of traditional 

bullying. However, this method is somewhat flawed as it does not take into 

consideration the overall frequency with which a respondent is victimized. For 

instance, a respondent who answers "Once or twice" to every item on the Cyber 

Aggression Victimization Scale (nine items), is in fact reporting victimization between 

nine and 18 times in the previous three months, and yet he / she will be categorized as 

being victimized just once or twice. Alternatively, if one is to calculate a total score for 

each respondent on the Cyber Aggression Victimization Scale, the researcher must 

apply specific cut-off points to categorise respondents as non-victims, occasional 

victims, and frequent victims. This method is also flawed, in that the cut-off points will 

be somewhat arbitrary and at the discretion of the researcher. Furthermore, similar to 

the method used in the present study, there is potential for inaccurate categorisation of a 

respondent. For instance, a respondent who indicates a frequency of "(Almost) daily"
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for one item on the Traditional Victimization Scale and "Never" to every other item on 

that scale, will receive a total score which is not reflective o f his / her very frequent 

victimization.

In light o f such limitations, the scales used to measure cyber aggression and 

traditional bullying are useful, yet flawed. These scales are appropriate for calculation 

o f mean scores, and limited for identification o f bullying groups. The same limitation 

did not affect the categorisation of cyberbullying groups, as cyberbullying victimization 

was measured by a single item, as was cyberbullying perpetration. Indeed it may also 

be the case that there was great disparity between the incidence of cyberbullying and 

cyber aggression as a resuh o f the measurement techniques used. However, this is not 

likely as the percentage o f respondents who indicated that they had never been involved 

in cyberbullying was much greater than the percentage o f respondents who reported 

never being involved in cyber aggression. Furthermore, a strength of the method used 

to categorise respondents in relation to cyber aggression and cyberbullying, was that it 

is not possible to over-estimate a respondent's frequency of involvement.

5.5.5. Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research.

A strength of the current research was the unique approach o f exploring aggression and

bullying across three different forms; cyber aggression; traditional bullying; and

cyberbullying. This approach allowed for comparison o f two distinct concepts

(cyberbullying and cyber aggression), which, due to the way in which they are

characterized in the current study, the research community would regard as the same

behaviours. As a result o f this approach, inconsistency in the ways in which the

research community and the adolescent population perceive cyberbullying became

evident. This has important implications for theory and practice and these implications

have been outlined in the previous Section. In addition, the current research findings
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provide insight regarding the relationships between cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, cyberbullying, and ICT use and bystander attitudes within an Irish context.

However, the current research was limited by a number o f factors. For 

instance, interpretation o f findings relating to the comparison o f cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying groups across ICT use and bystander attitudes was limited by the small 

group sizes found in relation to frequent involvement, particularly with regard to 

cyberbullying. Ln addition, the bystander scales had a traditional bullying context and 

therefore the relationships between bystander attitudes and the cyber-specific groups 

must be interpreted with caution. Perhaps the most important limitation to emerge from 

the current research, was the restricted capacity to categorise respondents based on the 

cyber aggression and traditional bullying scales. It may be that the most appropriate 

solution to this problem is to base future measures on the Olweus Bully / Victim 

Questionnaire (BVQ: Olweus, 1989), where one item asks respondents about the 

frequency o f their involvement in bullying / aggression or victimization generally, and 

this is then followed by items which measure the frequency o f their involvement in 

specific forms o f bullying.

It is suggested that future research focuses primarily on establishing a 

consensus regarding a definition o f cyber aggression, in order avoid the confiasion that 

is highlighted by Tokunaga (2010) with researchers exploring different phenomena but 

identifying these phenomena with the same label. Moreover, it is essential that children 

and adolescents also recognise the behaviours that researchers term cyber aggression. 

Thus, it is suggested that more qualitative research is conducted in order to explore 

adolescent definitions of cyber aggression. In addition, it is essential that a stronger, 

more flexible, and more accurate measure o f cyber aggression is established.
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4. Empathy in Relation to Involvement in Bullying Behaviours and Bystander

Attitudes.

4.1. Introduction.

The current Chapter focuses on the role o f empathy in relation to involvement in cyber 

aggression and bullying (traditional and cyber). Specifically, this Chapter provides a 

review o f the pertinent literature regarding empathy as it relates to involvement in 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying, and as it relates to bystander attitudes and 

behaviours. Much of the literature which has focused on empathy in relation to bullying 

has suggested that those who perpetrate bullying are inclined to have lower empathy 

(e.g., Jolliffe & Farrington, 2011; Kaukiainen et al., 1999), whilst there has been little 

evidence o f low empathy among victims o f bullying. In addition, personal 

characteristics such as sex, callousness, and tendency towards anti-social behaviour are 

explored in relation to empathy and bullying, highlighting the need to consider other 

factors. For instance, the research reveals that females are inclined to report higher 

levels o f empathy than males (e.g., Gini, Albiero, Benelli, & Altoe, 2008; Munoz, 

Qualter, & Padgett, 2011; Topcu & Erdur-Baker, 2012), whilst anti-social behaviour has 

been identified as a longitudinal risk factor for cyberbullying perpetration whereas 

empathy has not (Sticca et al., 2013). Therefore, it is apparent that it is important not to 

examine empathy in isolation when exploring characteristics related to bullying.

Two aspects o f empathy will be explored, namely cognitive empathy and 

affective empathy. Thus the role o f empathy in bullying will be assessed with a focus 

on both the intellectual aspect and the emotional aspect. The purpose of the review of 

the literature is to illustrate the relationship between empathy and engagement in 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying behaviour, and in positive or negative traditional 

bystander behaviour, whilst also allowing for identification of an appropriate measure 

o f empathy to be used in Study 2.
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The review o f the literature sets the context for the aspects o f Study 2 to be 

assessed in the current Chapter. The self-estimated empathy levels of the post-primary 

school students who responded to Study 2 are examined in relation to sex, age, 

involvement in cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying, and bystander 

attitudes. Thus, Section 2 of the current Chapter provides details of the methods used to 

collect data, although much o f the information regarding methods has already been 

reported in Chapter 3 (i.e., design, ethical considerations, procedure). Therefore, the 

methods reported in the current Chapter will focus solely on the measure used to assess 

empathy. Furthermore, the results to emerge from Study 2 in relation to empathy are 

reported in Section 4.3. In addition the final Section o f Chapter 4 provides discussion 

o f results in the context of the pertinent literature, theoretical and practical implications, 

and recommendations for further research.

4.2. Review of the Literature.

According to Dadds et al. (2008) "Empathy, and a lack o f it, is an important construct in

explanations of the most appealing and appalling aspects o f human behavior" (p. 111).

Vollm et al. (2006) make a distinction between theory o f mind and empathy, stating that

theory o f mind suggests a capacity to use our own minds to ". . . simulate the mental

processes that are likely to be operating . . . "  (p. 90) in another individual. However,

they suggest that the aspect of emotion sets empathy apart from other types o f social

cognition. Indeed in their study using brain imaging, Vollm et al. (2006) found that

both theory o f mind and empathy are dependent on neuronal networks which allow for

inferences regarding others' mental states. However, empathy was found also to rely on

networks which are involved in emotional processing. Making a distinction between

empathy and social intelligence, Kaukiainen et al. (1999) suggest that empathy is

characterized by a sensitivity towards others' feelings, whereas social intelligence can
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be used without emotion. Therefore, it would seem that empathy requires an emotional 

response combined with an intellectual understanding. Bjorkqvist, Osterman, and 

Kaukiainen (2000) argue that although there is a strong relationship between social 

intelligence and empathy, it is necessary to consider them as separate concepts because 

"Social intelligence is required for all types o f conflict behavior . . . but the presence of 

empathy acts as a mitigator of aggression. When empathy is partialed out, correlations 

between social intelligence and all types o f aggression increase . . (p. 191).

According to Eisenberg and Strayer (1987), empathy is . . an emotional 

response that stems from another's emotional state or condition and that is congruent 

with the other's emotional state or situation" (p. 5). This definition particularly focuses 

on the emotional response to another individual, whilst also implying a certain level of 

intellectual understanding of the person's emotional state, in that the emotional response 

should be congruent with the emotion o f the other individual. Eisenberg and Miller 

(1987a) distinguish empathy from sympathy defining the latter as ". . . an emotional 

response stemming from another's emotional state or condition that is not identical to 

the other's emotion, but consists o f feelings o f sorrow or concern for another . . . "  (p. 

292).

Empathy is often studied as the overall-label for two sub-constructs: cognitive 

empathy; and affective empathy. Providing a simple definition, Gladstein (1983) 

explains that " . . .  cognitive empathy refers to intellectually taking the role or 

perspective o f another person. That is, seeing the world as the other person does. 

Affective empathy refers to responding with the same emotion to another person's 

emotion" (p.468). Therefore, it seems that theory of mind, social intelligence, and 

cognitive empathy are characterized by the ability to cognitively process and identify 

another individual's emotional state, whilst affective empathy or empathy as a global 

construct requires a combination o f the ability to identify another's emotional state and

298



to also experience an emotional response which is consistent with that o f the other 

person.

It has been widely found that females display higher levels o f empathy than 

males (e.g., Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006a), and research has also indicated that there is a 

negative relationship between empathy and: aggression (Richardson, Hammock, Smith, 

Gardner, & Signo, 1994); and anti-social or rule-breaking behaviour (Sticca et al., 

2013). According to Bjorkqvist et al. (2000) "Empathy reduces aggressive behavior" 

(p. 191). Therefore, it could be expected that males, perpetrators o f bullying, and those 

who engage in pro-bully bystander behaviours would exhibit lower empathy levels. 

These implications arc explored in the current Section so as to inform measurement of 

empathy and expected outcomes for the present research.

4.2.1. The Role o f  Empathy in Traditional Bullying.

This Section provides a review of the literature which focuses on the relationship 

between empathy and engagement in aggressive and traditional bullying behaviour as 

well as victimization, so as to demonstrate that bullying perpetration is related to low 

empathy levels. Kaukiainen et al. (1999) conducted a study among 426 Finnish 

adolescents aged between 10 and 14 years (female; n = 274). One purpose o f the study 

was to examine the role o f empathy as an inhibiting factor in aggressive behaviour. 

Kaukiainen et al. (1999) assessed empathy using the Peer-Estimated Empathy Scale 

(Kaukiainen, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, Lagerspetz, & Forsblom, 1995b). Respondents 

rated their same-sex classmates across different aspects of empathy including; helping 

classmates who are in trouble; comforting others when they are sad; feeling happy about 

others' success; avoiding hurting others; understanding how others feel; being upset 

when others are not treated well; being understanding when others feel bad; and quickly 

noticing if others are hurt by a situation. Social intelligence was also assessed using the
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Peer-Estimated Social Intelligence Scale (Kaukiainen, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, 

Lagerspetz, & Forsblom, 1995a) which explores four aspects o f social intelligence, as 

follows: person perception, social flexibility, accomplishment of one’s ow'n social goals, 

and behavioural outcomes. For instance, items allowed for rating others' ability to 

easily notice if others lie, to be aware of others' weak spots, or to be able to persuade 

others to take his or her side. Aggression was explored with a focus on three forms, 

namely physical, verbal, and indirect. It emerged that empathy was strongly related to 

social intelligence. Furthermore, indirect aggression was associated with higher social 

intelligence across all age groups, whilst physical and verbal aggression were not found 

to be related to social intelligence. However, empathy was found to be negatively 

related to all forms of aggression with the exclusion o f indirect aggression among 12- 

year-old students. This study is important in that it highlights the need to distinguish 

empathy from similar or related constructs such as social intelligence. The findings that 

those who engaged in more indirect aggression had higher social intelligence whilst 

empathy was negatively related to almost all forms o f aggression across the sample may 

demonstrate the use of this cognitive skill for malicious purposes in the absence of high 

empathy. According to Bjorkqvist et al. (2000) ". . . social intelligence should be 

expected to correlate more with indirect than with direct forms o f aggression, since 

indirect aggression by definition requires skills at social manipulation" (p. 192).

In the UK, Jolliffe and Farrington (2006b) examined the role o f empathy in 

bullying among school students. Empathy was assessed using the Basic Empathy Scale 

(BES: Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006a); a 20-item scale which assesses both cognitive 

empathy (e.g.. It is hard for me to understand when my friends are sad) and affective 

empathy (e.g., I usually feel calm when other people are scared). In this way they 

explored cognitive empathy (i.e., intellectually understanding another's emotions), 

affective empathy (i.e., an affective trait which allows one to experience the emotions of
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another) and "total" empathy (i.e., the combination of the two). In addition to making 

this distinction, Jolliffe and Farrington (2006b) also separated their participants (720 

adolescents, aged around 15 years old) based upon their sex, their bully / non-bully 

status, the frequency with which they bully, and the types o f bullying which they 

engaged in. They found that among girls, those who bullied scored significantly lower 

on affective and total empathy when compared with non-bullies. Furthermore, females 

who bullied others "sometimes or more often", displayed significantly less affective and 

total empathy than those who reported bullying others only once or twice. Focusing on 

type of bullying, Jolliffe and Farrington (2006b) found that male participants who 

engaged in "violent bullying" showed significantly lower total empathy compared with 

non-bullies, whereas female bullies who used indirect bullying methods (e.g., rejecting 

others) had significantly lower affective and total empathy compared with those who 

did not bully. This study makes a important contribution to the literature as it exhibits 

evidence o f differences which become apparent when distinctions are made across 

different aspects of empathy. Indeed it seems that a deficiency in cognitive empathy is 

not as apparent in bullies compared with affective or total empathy.

Extending the literature to other factors beyond empathy, Jolliffe and 

Farrington (2011) examined the impact o f low empathy on bullying after controlling for 

individual and social background factors, such as socioeconomic status, non-intact 

family, verbal fluency, and impulsivity. Using the BES (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006a) 

to assess empathy, they collected data from 720 Year 10 students aged between 13 and 

17 years (male: n = 376, female: n = 344). The findings indicated that males who 

engaged in bullying tended to have lower cognitive and affective empathy than non

bullying males, and this difference was significant among frequent male bullies. 

Furthermore, males who engaged in indirect and violent bullying displayed low 

affective empathy, whilst males who were violent also had low cognitive empathy (non-
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significant). In addition, females who bullied others exhibited significantly lower 

affective empathy than non-bullying females, and this difference was more pronounced 

when the bullying was frequent. Females who bullied also showed lower cognitive 

empathy but this did not reach statistical significance. Low affective empathy was 

found to be independently related to male bullying, frequent male bullying, indirect 

bullying, and "violent bullying". Moreover, impulsivity was found to be independently 

related to all types o f male bullying. However, cognitive empathy was not found to be 

independently related to bullying by males. Jolliffe and Farrington (2011) proposed that 

this indicates that male bullying could result from lack o f consideration of the 

consequences o f bullying and lack o f  emotional restraint as a result o f impulsivity and 

low affective empathy. Cognitive and affective empathy were not identified as 

independently related to female bullying. In fact, high levels of impulsivity, low 

socioeconomic status and low verbal fluency were found to be independently related to 

bullying. High impulsivity and low socioeconomic status were also found to be 

independently related to name calling, indirect bullying, and violent bullying 

specifically among females. This study highlights the importance o f considering the 

impact of others factors, when exploring the role o f empathy in bullying.

Munoz et al. (2011) also explored other constructs when assessing the 

relationship between empathy and bullying, and they did so by examining the influence 

of callous-unemotional traits in relation to empathy and bullying. They proposed that 

understanding or feeling the emotions o f others may be unimportant when a child 

simply does not care about the feelings of others. Muiioz et al. (2011) studied callous- 

unemotional traits (i.e.. Uncaring, Callousness, and Unemotional), cognitive and 

affective empathy (BES: Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006a), and direct and indirect bullying 

among a sample of 201 children aged between 11 and 12 years (male: n = 100, female: 

n = 101). Muiioz et al. (2011) found that females showed higher levels of affective
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empathy and cognitive empathy. In addition, those who were high on callous- 

unemotional traits showed the lowest levels of affective empathy, the lowest levels of 

cognitive empathy and they were also the highest group in terms o f direct bullying. 

However, this relationship only reached significance with regard to affective empathy. 

Affective empathy was found to be negatively related to all o f the sub-scales of the 

Inventory o f Callous-Unemotional Traits, namely: Uncaring; Callous; and Unemotional, 

whilst cognitive empathy was negatively related to Uncaring and Callous traits, but not 

to Unemotional traits. Although Uncaring and Callous traits were positively related to 

direct and indirect bullying. Unemotional traits were not related to bullying. Also, 

cognitive and affective empathy were only weakly and negatively related to direct 

bullying. Overall, Munoz et al. (2011) found that children who scored high on 

Uncaring traits also show high levels o f direct and indirect bullying, largely 

independently of empathy deficiency. Munoz et al. (2011) suggest, based on the 

finding that children who scored high on callous-unemotional traits did not display 

deficient cognitive empathy, that these children can "talk the talk" of emotions but show 

little care for the feelings o f others. They concluded that being uncaring about others is 

a more important factor for bullying others than recognising or feeling others' emotions. 

These findings suggest that the relationship between empathy and bullying behaviour is 

a complex relationship.

As part of a longitudinal study, Malti, Perren, and Buchmann (2010) examined 

the role of empathy in emotional symptoms relating to peer victimization. Highlighting 

the lack o f research which examines empathy and emotional maladjustment among 

victims, Malti et al. (2010) argue that empathy plays an important role in the quality o f 

interpersonal relationships, and therefore may have a great impact on experiences o f 

victimization. For the purposes o f the research, Malti et al. (2010) followed Eisenberg 

and Strayer's (1987) definition o f empathy which focuses on the affective response.
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One hundred and seventy-five kindergarten children (female: n = 85) with an average 

age o f 6.1 years and their primary care-giver participated in interviews at Time 1 and 

91% of those participated at Time 2. Empathy was assessed by self-report and by 

mother- and teacher- report versions o f a five-item scale (Zhou, Valiente, & Eisenberg, 

2003). For example, an item o f the self-report scale was "when I see another child who 

is being picked on, I feel sorry for him or her" whereas an item o f the mother-report 

scale is "my child feels usually sorry for other children who are being teased". Children 

responded to the items using a three-point Likert scale whereas mothers and teachers 

responded using a six-point scale. The results indicated that peer victimization was 

positively related to emotional symptoms. Furthermore, high empathy levels seemed to 

increase the effect o f victimization on emotional symptoms. Comparing victimized and 

non-victimized children, it emerged that victimized children with moderate to high 

empathy experienced more emotional difficulties than those with low empathy, and yet 

this effect was not apparent among non-victimized children. Malti et al. (2010) suggest 

that victimized children may experience fewer opportunities to empathise with their 

peers who are involved in conflict as they have fewer friends. They also suggest that 

over time, victimized children may begin to feel that others are insensitive to their needs 

and so they become insensitive to the needs of others. Furthermore, peer victimization 

was found to be positively related to aggression. This may be a reflection of Olweus' 

(1978) "provocative whipping boy" who is ". . . hot-tempered and generally irritating, 

and . . . able, in some degree, to change between the whipping boy and bully roles" (p. 

147). Olweus (1978) describes their behaviour as ". . . actively tension-arousing and 

provocative . . . "  (p. 147) with the effect o f inciting aggressive behaviour from other 

students.

This Section has provided a review of evidence that males tend to show lower 

empathy levels (e.g., Muiioz et al., 2011), but also that empathy tends to be negatively
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related to bullying behaviour (e.g., Kaukiainen et al., 1999). However, it was also 

evident that there is more complexity than a simple dyadic relationship between 

bullying and empathy, with other important factors emerging such as impulsivity 

(Jolliffe & Farrington, 2011). With regard to measurement o f empathy, researchers 

have explored empathy in relation to traditional bullying using the Basic Empathy Scale 

(Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006a), the Peer-Estimated Empathy Scale (Kaukiainen et al., 

1995), and the scale which measures empathic concern (Zhou et al., 2003). The next 

Section reviews studies which have also examined traditional bystander behaviour in 

relation to empathy.

4.2.2. The Role o f  Empathy in Traditional Bullying and Bystander Behaviour.

This Section provides analysis o f the studies which examine bystander behaviour (and 

in some cases bullying behaviour) in relation to empathy, most o f which focus on the 

likelihood o f engaging in defending or passive bystander behaviour. It could be 

expected that positive bystander responses will be positively related to empathy as 

research has demonstrated a positive relationship between empathy and pro-social 

behaviour (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987b).

Specifically focusing on bystander empathy, Nickerson, Mele, and Princiotta

(2008) examined the roles o f attachment and empathy in relation to responding as a

defender or outsider in bullying situations. Attachment was explored through

examination of a child's perception that a parent is responsive, available, open to

communication, and reliable for providing help and comfort when needed. Empathy

was assessed using the Olweus Empathic Responsiveness Questionnaire (ERQ: Olweus

& Endresen, 1998); a self-report measure consisting of 12 items that examine a child's

empathic concern regarding bullying and victimization. Respondents can answer the

scale using a 6-point Likert scale ranging from "not true" to "always true" with a mean
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score providing an overall empathy score. The ERQ (Olweus & Endresen, 1998) 

consists of three subscales as follows: Empathic Concern for Girls, Empathic Concern 

for Boys, and Empathic Distress. Only those children in grades six to eight (mean age: 

12.2 years) who self-identified as defenders (n = 72) and outsiders (n = 33) were 

included for analysis. It emerged that with regard to attachment, secure attachment to 

mothers was related to increased likelihood that a respondent would self-identify as a 

defender o f a victim o f bullying. In addition, respondents who reported greater 

empathic concern regarding victimization were more inclined to intervene to try to stop 

it from happening.

Using the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRl: Davis, 1983), Gini, Albiero, 

Benelli, and Altoe (2007) examined the role o f empathy in both bullying and bystander 

behaviour among adolescents. The IRl is constructed with four 7-item subscales as 

follows: Fantasy-Empathy; Perspective Taking; Empathic Concern; and Personal 

Distress. However, Gini et al. (2007) used only the Perspective Taking sub-scale to 

assess the cognitive aspect o f empathy, and the Empathic Concern sub-scale to measure 

the emotional aspect of empathy. Respondents could indicate their answers using a 

five-point Likert scale. In a sample o f 318 Italian adolescents aged between 12 and 14 

years (female: n = 142), the authors compared empathy levels of participants across the 

participant roles identified by Salmivalli et al. (1996). It emerged that, among male 

participants, low empathic responsiveness was associated with bullying behaviour. In 

addition, high empathy scores were associated with defending victims of bullying. The 

same relationship was not identified among the female participants.

In addition, Gini et al. (2008) examined empathy and social self-efficacy in 

relation to bystander responses: specifically defending and outsider responses. This 

study was conducted to test the theory that high levels of perceived social efficacy (i.e., 

perception of competence in social situations and assertiveness in interpersonal
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relationships) would be required to actively intervene in bullying in order to help or 

defend the victim. This suggests that high levels o f empathy alone are not sufficient to 

actively engage in defending behaviour. This research was conducted with a sample of 

294 Italian children (female: 47.2%) with a mean age of 13.3 years using the IRI (Davis, 

1983) to explore empathy. Gini et al. (2008) found that females tended to score higher 

in terms o f empathy and self-efficacy. In addition, independently o f sex, empathy was 

found to be positively related to both defending and outsider responses. However, 

whilst defender behaviour was positively related to both cognitive and emotional 

empathy, outsider behaviour was only associated with cognitive empathy (or 

perspective taking as measured in this study). Social self-efficacy was found to be 

positively related to the defender behaviour and negatively related to outsider responses. 

Gini et al. (2008) concluded that empathising with a victim and desiring to help may not 

be enough to provoke active intervention among bystanders, as it may also be important 

that they feel they can intervene efficaciously.

In a somewhat similar study Caravita, Di Blasio, and Salmivalli (2009) 

examined the interactive effects of empathy (cognitive and affective) and social status 

(social preference and perceived popularity) in relation to bullying and bystander 

behaviours among a sample of 461 primary and secondary school students (male: n = 

234, female: n = 227) aged from eight to 14 years. Social preference referred to how 

well liked one was by other children, whilst perceived popularity referred to how 

popular one was considered to be by other children. Empathy was assessed using the 

How I feel in Different Situations Questionnaire (HIFDS: Bonino, Lo Coco & Tani, 

1998) which explores both affective empathy (e.g.. Seeing a friend crying makes me 

feel as if I am crying too) and cognitive empathy (e.g., I can sense how my friends feel 

from the way they behave). Respondents could indicate their agreement using a five- 

point Likert scale. It emerged that both affective empathy and social preference were
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negatively related to bullying, whereas perceived popularity was found to be positively 

related to bullying behaviour. Moreover, defending behaviour was positively related to 

affective empathy and social preference. Interestingly, cognitive empathy and 

perceived popularity were positively related to bullying. With respect to sex-related 

trends, among boys social preference and affective empathy were found to be negatively 

related to bullying, whereas cognitive empathy and perceived popularity were positively 

related to bullying. Furthermore, among males affective empathy and social preference 

were positively related to defending. However, among girls there was not a clear 

relationship between affective empathy and bullying or defending. Examining social 

preference as a moderator of the relationship between empathy and defending, Caravita 

et al. (2009) found that for males the positive relationship increased when social 

preference increased. It also emerged that among adolescent females, a combination of 

high cognitive empathy and high or average perceived popularity was related to 

bullying behaviour, whereas high cognitive empathy and low perceived popularity had a 

negative relationship with bullying behaviour. This may indicate that some females use 

their cognitive empathy to their advantage and in doing so can attain higher social 

status. This study certainly has implications in terms of the reported empathy levels and 

actual engagement in pro-social behaviour among males and females. In other words 

affective empathy might ". . . not be enough to be able to stand up for the weak child in 

the group" (Caravita et al., 2009, p. 156). Caravita et al. (2009) suggest that social status 

may play an important role in defending behaviour, as well-liked boys may have been 

more likely to defend others as they would be less vulnerable to negative reactions from 

peers.

Whilst the research clearly indicates a positive relationship between affective 

empathy and positive bystander responses and a negative relationship between affective 

empathy and bullying behaviour, it is clear that there are also other important factors to
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consider, such as social self-efficacy and social status. This Section also provided 

further evidence o f the complex relationship between cognitive empathy and traditional 

bullying. Exploring the relationship between empathy and traditional bystander 

behaviour, researchers have utilised the Olweus Empathic Responsiveness 

Questionnaire (Olweus & Endresen, 1998), the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 

1983), and the How I feel in Different Situations Questionnaire (Bonino et al., 1998). 

The next Section analyses the literature examining empathy in relation to cyberbullying.

4.2.3. The Role o f  Empathy in Cyberbullying.

The current Section reviews the research which focuses on the role o f empathy in a 

cyberbullying context. It is apparent that there is a paucity o f research examining 

empathy in relation to cyberbullying. However, it is evident that there exist similarities 

to the research examining empathy in relation to traditional bullying.

Ang and Goh (2010) examined the impact o f sex, affective empathy, and 

cognitive empathy on cyberbullying perpetration among 396 middle and high school 

students from Singapore with an age range o f 12 to 18 years (male; n = 173, female: n = 

219, unknown; n = 4). Empathy was assessed using the BES (Jolliffe & Farrington, 

2006a). Ang and Goh (2010) found that 23.6% of males were involved in 

cyberbullying (infrequent bullies; 19.9%, frequent bullies; 3.7%) and 15.1% of females 

were involved in cyberbullying (infrequent bullies; 14.2%, frequent bullies; 0.9%). 

Compared with males, females displayed higher levels o f both cognitive and affective 

empathy, but the difference was more apparent in relation to affective empathy. Low 

affective empathy was found to be associated with higher levels o f cyberbullying. 

When taking just males and females with low affective empathy, those with low 

cognitive empathy tended to score higher for cyberbullying than those with high
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cognitive empathy. Furthermore, when taking just those with high affective empathy, 

boys with low cognitive empathy scored higher for cyberbullying than boys who had 

high cognitive empathy. By contrast, for females with high affective empathy, 

cyberbullying scores were indistinguishable for those with those with high or low 

cognitive empathy. Based on their findings Ang and Goh (2010) suggest that empathy 

training and education should be provided to counter cyberbullying, and that there 

should be an emphasis on cognitive empathy for boys and affective empathy for girls.

Examining the role o f empathy in both traditional bullying and cyberbullying, 

Steffgen, Konig, Pfetsch, and Melzer (2011) investigated empathy and involvement in 

traditional bullying and cyberbull>dng among a sample o f 2,070 students (female; 

54.5%), aged between 12 and 24 years in Luxembourg secondary schools. Steffgen et 

al. (2011) created three cyber specific items to measure empathy, as follows: (i) I find 

websites that make fun of other people funny / amusing; (ii) Persons being harassed or 

threatened via cell phone or Internet deserve so; and (iii) Everyone should be allowed to 

spread anything he wants via his own website. Cyberbullies were found to display 

lower empathy scores than non-cyberbullies, whilst those who bullied by both cyber and 

traditional methods were also found to have lower empathy levels than non-bullies. 

When compared with non-cyberbullies, both Internet and mobile-phone cyberbullies 

were found to have a greater lack o f empathy. In addition, compared with non

cyberbullies, those who engaged in cyberbullying in school and those who cyberbullied 

outside of school had lower empathy levels. Cyber bully-victims also showed a greater 

lack of empathy compared with cybervictims and children who had no involvement in 

cyberbullying. Although not all o f  these comparisons reached statistical significance, 

these findings certainly indicate similarity regarding the role o f empathy in both forms 

o f bullying.
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Using an adapted version of the BES (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006a) Topcu and 

Erdur-Baker (2012) also examined the role o f affective and cognitive empathy as 

mediators o f sex differences in both cyberbullying and traditional bullying. They 

sought to explain the higher rates o f bullying commonly found among males as a result 

o f the lower empathy levels commonly identified in males compared with females. 

Topcu and Erdur-Baker (2012) examined empathy and involvement in bullying among 

a sample o f 795 Turkish adolescents aged between 13 and 18 years (male: n = 340, 

female; n = 455). As expected, it emerged that females exhibited significantly higher 

levels of affective and cognitive empathy and that males tended to bully others more in 

the physical world and in cyberspace. The combined and specific effects of affective 

and cognitive empathy were examined as mediators for the relationship between sex and 

bullying, and it emerged that the combined effect of both types o f empathy and the 

specific effect of affective empathy were found to be significant mediators in the 

relationship between sex and traditional bullying. The combined effect of both types of 

empathy was also found to be a significant mediator of the relationship between sex and 

cyberbullying. However, the specific effect o f affective and cognitive empathy were 

not found to be significant mediators. Topcu and Erdur-Baker (2012) conclude that 

lower levels o f empathy, as opposed to sex, were a risk factor for engaging in bullying. 

They also highlight the finding that cognitive empathy was not found to be a mediator 

of the relationship between sex and cyberbullying, which sets it apart from traditional 

bullying.

As part o f the netTEEN study, Sticca et al. (2013) explored longitudinal risk 

factors for engaging in cyberbullying, including traditional bullying behaviour, rule- 

breaking behaviour, frequency of online communication, moral disengagement, 

empathic concern, and global self-esteem. The research was conducted over two time 

points which were six months apart, and at the first assessment point 835 seventh grade
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students (female: 49%) with an average age o f 13.2 years responded to the self-report 

questionnaire. At the second assessment point 820 students responded to the

questionnaire. Empathy was measured using a scale designed by Zhou et al. (2003) 

which was adapted and translated into German. The scale included five statements 

about respondents' empathic concern for others who are experiencing a difficult 

situation (e.g., When I see other adolescents who feel bad, I empathize with them). 

Respondents could indicate their agreement with the statements by answering a Likert 

scale ranging from one (Not True) to four (True). Each respondent received a mean 

score for the scale with a higher score indicating a higher level o f empathy. It emerged 

that both traditional bullying perpetration and cyberbullying perpetration were 

negatively related to empathy at both time points. However, when exploring risk 

factors for engaging in cyberbullying behaviour at time 2, traditional bullying, rule- 

breaking behaviour, and frequency o f online communication at lime 1 were risk factors 

for cyberbullying perpetration at time 2, whilst empathy was not found to be associated 

with changes in cyberbullying perpetration over time. Sticca et al. (2013) conclude that 

cyberbullying behaviour is not dependant on prior victimization or personal 

characteristics, rather it can be attributed to one's tendency towards anti-social 

behaviour and the frequency o f online communication.

Although, there is a great need for fiirther research on the role o f empathy 

regarding cyberbullying perpetration, these initial studies indicate that empathy has a 

similar effect in the cyber context with low empathy relating to engagement in 

cyberbullying behaviour (e.g., Steffgen et al, 2011; Sticca et al., 2013). However, it is 

important to acknowledge that whilst Sticca et al. (2013) identified a negative 

relationship between cyberbullying behaviour and empathy, low empathy did not 

emerge as a risk factor for perpetration o f cyberbullying over time. It is also evident 

that researchers are using the same measures to explore empathy in relation to
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cyberbullying as those used in studies of traditional bullying. However, Steffgen et al. 

(2011) designed a cyber-specific empathy scale to examine the relationship between 

empathy and cyberbullying. Perhaps this is a useful approach considering the specific 

context o f cyberbullying.

4.2.4. The Role o f  Empathy in Cyber Bystander Behaviour.

There is a paucity of research which examines the role of empathy in relation to cyber 

bystander behaviour. However, Barlinska, Szuster, and Winiewski (2013) explored the 

role of sex, and cognitive and affective empathy in cyber bystander responses. 

Barlinska et al. (2013) claim that "In the context o f cyberbullying, the role of empathy 

in mitigating negative bystander behaviour is of particular importance" (p. 40), and 

therefore, they conducted three separate studies to test this theory, with a particular 

focus on the bystander's capacity to contribute to cyberbullying perpetration by 

forwarding or posting content.

In their initial study, they explored the likelihood of engaging in negative 

bystander behaviour in both online and fact-to-face settings, whilst also assessing the 

impact o f the public versus private dimension on bystander responses. Among a sample 

o f 760 Polish students (male; n = 380, female: n = 380) aged from II to 18 years, they 

found that negative bystander behaviour is more likely to occur in an online setting as 

opposed to a face-to-face setting. Additionally, the public nature o f the victimization 

was found to decrease negative bystander responses. Moreover, sex o f respondents was 

not found to impact on the bystander responses, whilst past experience of cyberbullying 

others was predictive o f negative bystander responses.

The second study assessed the role o f affective empathy in bystander 

behaviour, and this was achieved by exposing respondents to a manipulation, which was 

a two-minute video recording presenting a case of cyberbullying, the victim’s feelings,
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and the effects o f the victimization. A pilot test using the Positive and Negative Affect 

Schedule (PANAS: Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) ensured that the video had the 

effect o f changing the viewer's emotional state, with increased negative emotions, and 

decreased positive emotions. Amongst a sample of 296 students (male: n = 189, 

female: n = 107) aged from 12 to 18 years, it emerged that compared with a control 

group, those who had experienced the manipulation were less inclined to report that 

they would engage in negative bystander behaviour. In addition, previous experience of 

cyberbullying others was predictive o f negative bystander behaviour, whilst sex and 

previous experience as a victim were not.

Study 3 was conducted in order to assess the impact o f cognitive empathy on 

bystander responses, and this was carried out by activating two types o f cognitive 

empathy, using the same video as was used in the second study. Those in the 

experimental group were given a task which required them to identify the victim's 

emotions or behaviours, whilst the control group were asked to focus on other elements 

of the video. From the sample of 288 students (male: n = 140, female: n = 148) aged 

between 12 and 18 years, Barlinska et ai. (2013) found that, similar to studies one and 

two, sex and previous cyber victimization did not impact significantly on negative 

bystander behaviour, whereas previous experience as a cyberbully was strongly related 

to negative behaviours. Furthermore, exposure to the manipulation was found to reduce 

the likelihood engaging in negative bystander behaviour. Although useful, this method 

o f testing cognitive empathy may also evoke an emotional response from respondents 

and therefore may not test the effect of cognitive empathy in isolation. However, 

Barlinska et al. (2013) conclude that discouraging adolescents from forwarding 

cyberbullying content may have an important role in preventing and stopping 

cyberbullying. Although there is a great need for fiirther investigation of the role of 

empathy in cyber bystander behaviour, this research suggests that there are parallels
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with research examining the role o f empathy in traditional bullying. Furthermore, it 

provides additional evidence that empathy is an important factor in cyber interactions, 

rather than simply influencing face-to-face interactions.

4.2.5. Conclusions.

The current Section has reviewed the relationship between empathy and perpetration of 

bullying and bystander behaviour, and in so doing has highlighted the common finding 

that low empathy is related to increased bullying behaviour (e.g., Jolliffe & Farrington, 

2011; Kaukiainen et al., 1999; Sticca et al., 2013) whilst high empathy is related to 

increased positive bystander behaviour (e.g., Caravita et al., 2009; Gini et al., 2007). 

Furthermore, it has emerged that females tend to show higher empathy levels (e.g., Ang 

& Goh, 2010; Muiioz et al., 2011), which may explain why females are less likely to be 

identified as bullies or to show pro-bully bystander attitudes (see Chapter 3). However, 

it is clear that there are other important factors which influence bullying and bystander 

actions, such as social status, social efficacy, callousness or an uncaring attitude, 

tendency towards anti-social behaviour, and in the case o f cyberbullying increased 

online communication. Furthermore, research has highlighted the importance of 

making a distinction between cognitive and affective empathy. It seems that affective 

empathy is more important in terms o f influencing pro-social behaviour. Indeed if one 

is to regard cognitive empathy as an intellectual quality or competence which is 

somewhat similar to social intelligence or theory o f mind, cognitive empathy could be 

used to manipulate social situations in the absence o f affective empathy. As Kaukiainen 

et al. (1999) suggest

. . .  the coin has two sides . . .  It seems more correct to regard social intelligence as

a neutral tool, which may be used for both prosocial and antisocial purposes. The

demands of the situation, and aspects of one’s personality, i.e., moral standards
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and level o f empathy, determine the goals for which a person will use his/her 

social intelligence (p. 82).

The same could be said of cognitive empathy as its role in bullying remains a little 

unclear. Some research has indicated that cognitive empathy is negatively related to 

bullying perpetration (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2011), whilst other research has indicated a 

positive relationship between bullying and cognitive empathy (Caravita et al., 2009). 

Indeed affective empathy also seems to be more influential than cognitive empathy 

regarding engaging in defending o f victims (Caravita et al., 2009; Gini et al., 2008). 

Therefore, the current research will focus on affective empathy, in that it will examine 

respondents' feelings of empathic concern for others who are experiencing difficult 

situations.

The literature regarding empathy and cyberbullying behaviour is sparse. 

However, there are clear parallels between the traditional and cyber contexts, with 

empathy relating negatively to cyberbullying (e.g., Steffgen et al., 2011; Sticca et al., 

2013). However, Topcu and Erdur-Baker (2012) found differences within their sample 

regarding the traditional bullies and cyberbullies, as cognitive empathy mediated the 

relationship between sex and bullying behaviour in traditional settings but did not do so 

in cyber settings. Another important finding reported by Sticca et al. (2013) was that 

although there is a negative relationship between empathy and cyberbullying, empathy 

is not a longitudinal risk factor for cyberbullying perpetration, whereas traditional 

bullying, rule-breaking, and increased online communication were risk factors. 

However, overall it is expected that both traditional bullies and cyberbullies will display 

similarly low empathy levels. In light of the literature pertaining to sex-related 

differences in empathy, it is also expected that females will exhibit higher empathy 

levels. Whilst there is an apparent absence o f research exploring the relationship 

between empathy and pro-bully bystander attitudes, it can be expected that a negative
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relationship will emerge, in view o f the literature reported in Chapter 3 which claims 

that bullying perpetration is positively related to pro-bully bystander attitudes and 

behaviours. Moreover, it is expected that outsider behaviour will be negatively related 

to empathy and that pro-victim attitudes will be positively correlated with empathy.

The review o f the literature revealed that researchers have used a variety of 

measures to explore empathy in relation to both traditional bullying and cyberbullying 

including: the Basic Empathy Scale (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006a); the Peer-Estimated 

Empathy Scale (Kaukiainen et al., 1995b); Zhou et al.'s (2003) scale which measures 

empathy; the Olweus Empathic Responsiveness Questionnaire (Olweus & Endresen, 

1998); the Interpersonal Reactivity hidex (Davis, 1983); the How I feel in Different 

Situations questionnaire (Bonino et al., 1998); and the Positive and Negative Affect 

Schedule (Watson et al., 1988). Considering the focus on affective empathy in the 

current research, and in order to partially replicate the research conducted as part o f the 

netTEEN longitudinal study from which measures o f traditional bullying and cyber 

aggression / bullying have been selected (Machmutow et al., 2012; Sticca et al., 2013), 

the measure designed by Zhou et al. (2003) has been selected for use in the present 

research. The next Section presents hypotheses for the current Chapter.

4.2.5.1. Hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1. Empathy will be negatively correlated with perpetration o f cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying.

Hypothesis 2. Empathy will be positively correlated with pro-victim bystander 

attitudes.

Hypothesis 3. Empathy will be negatively correlated with pro-bully bystander attitudes.

Hypothesis 4. Empathy will be negatively correlated with outsider bystander attitudes.

Hypothesis 5. Females will exhibit significantly higher empathy levels than males.
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Hypothesis 6. Occasional and frequent cyber aggressors will score significantly lower 

on the Empathy Scale compared with non-involved respondents. 

Hypothesis 7. Occasional and frequent traditional bullies will score significantly lower 

on the Empathy Scale compared with non-involved respondents. 

Hypothesis 8. Occasional and frequent cyberbullies will score significantly lower on the 

Empathy Scale compared with non-involved respondents.

4.3. Methods.

4.3.1. Aims.

The methods for Study 2 have been provided in detail in Section 3 o f Chapter 3. In 

Section 3.3. the design o f Study 2, the relevant ethical issues, the sample details, and the 

procedure have been accounted for. With regard to the measurement materials, an 

account o f the measures for assessing involvement in cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying, and bystander attitudes can also be found in Section 3.3. 

Thus, in the current Section, it is only necessary to provide details of the measure used 

to assess empathy, as the current Chapter focuses on the role o f empathy in relation to: 

age; sex; involvement in cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying; and 

bystander attitudes. The relationships across variables are assessed using a battery of 

statistical tests, namely correlation, t-test, and one-way ANOVA.
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4.3.2. Materials.

4.3.2.1. Measurement o f  Empathy.

In the original netTEEN questionnaire, empathy was measured using a scale by Zhou et 

al. (2003), which was adapted for use in more recent research on bullying (Malti et al., 

2010; Sticca et al., 2013). The empathy items o f the questionnaire explore how 

respondents feel when they see that one o f their peers is suffering (see appendix I). The 

items are displayed below:

1. When I see that someone is bullied I have compassion for him or her;

2. I have compassion for other teenagers who feel sad or who have difficulties;

3. When I see that another teenager is not doing well I have compassion for him or 

her;

4. I have compassion for teenagers who can’t buy many things;

5. I have compassion for teenagers who are excluded.

Responses are selected based on a four-point Likert scale ranging from one (Not True) 

to four (True) with the alternative option of "No answer". In the current research 

response options were altered as follows: one (I definitely don’t agree); two (I probably 

don’t agree); three (I probably agree); and four (I definitely agree); or alternatively "No 

answer". No further adaptations have been made to the Empathy Scale for the current 

research. A Cronbach's alpha value o f .87 was found for the scale by Sticca et al. 

(2013).
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4.4. Results.

4.4.1. Introduction.

The current Section provides details o f the findings o f Study 2 which pertain to the 

theme o f the current Chapter, namely empathy. Initially, details o f the mean score and 

reliability value found in relation to the Empathy Scale are provided. Following this, 

the relationships between empathy and: age; involvement in cyber aggression, 

traditional bullying, and cyberbullying; and bystander attitudes are reported. In 

addition, sex-related differences in empathy levels are explored. Finally, analysis of 

group-related differences in empathy are examined across cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying. The victim, aggressor / bully, aggressor-victim / bully- 

victim, and non-involved groups, which were constructed to allow for analysis in 

Chapter 3 are also used in the present Section.

4.4.2. The Empathy Scale.

Overall, 2,329 respondents received a score for the Empathy Scale, producing a mean 

sample score o f 3.33 (SD = .60). Furthermore, reliability testing was carried out based 

on the 2,117 respondents who answered all items o f the Empathy Scale, and a 

Cronbach's alpha value o f .85 was attained, indicating that the measure is appropriate 

for use with a sample o f Irish post-primary school students.
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4.4.3. Relationships between Empathy and Age, Involvement in Aggression /  Bullying,

and Bystander Behaviours.

Pearson product-moment correlation analysis was conducted in order to explore the 

relationships between empathy and other variables, such as age, involvement in 

aggression and bullying, and bystander behaviours (see Table 35 below).

Table 35: Relationships between empathy and age, cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, cvberbullving. and bystander attitudes.

Variable Relationship with empathy scores

Age J j * * *

Cyberbullying victim .01

Cyberbully

Cyber aggression victim - .0 1

Cyber aggressor J 5 * * *

Traditional Victim . 0 0

Traditional Bully - . 2 0 * * *

Ignore 1 5 + * *

Helping

Accomplice -  24***

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

A number o f significant relationships emerged from this analysis. For example, older

children had significantly higher scores on the Empathy Scale (r = .11, n = 2,327, p <

.001). Furthermore, negative relationships with empathy scores were found for the

Cyber Aggressor Scale (r = -.15, n = 2,300, p < .001), the Traditional Bully Scale (r = -
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.20, n = 2,303, p < .001), and cyberbully perpetration scores (r = -.14, n = 2,042, p < 

.001), which provides support for hypothesis 1 which predicted that empathy would be 

negatively correlated with perpetration of cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying. Moreover, with regard to the bystander scales, offering support for 

hypothesis 2, it emerged that empathy scores were moderately positively correlated with 

the Helping Scale (r = .35, n = 2,243, p < .001). In addition, hypotheses 3 and 4 were 

supported as empathy scores were negatively correlated with the Ignore Scale (r = -.15, 

n = 2,235, p < .001) and the Accomplice Scale (r = -.24, n = 2,246, p < .001).

4.4.4. Sex-Related Differences and Group-Related Differences in Empathy.

A t-test was conducted to assess sex-related differences with regard to empathy scores. 

In addition, a series o f one-way ANOVAs was carried out so as to compare the cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying groups in relation to empathy levels. 

With respect to the ANOVA analysis, Tukey HSD tests were conducted in order to 

identify where specific differences occured.

4.4.4.1. Sex-Related Differences in Empathy Scores.

Hypothesis 5 predicted that females would exhibit significantly higher empathy levels 

than males. T-test analysis supports this hypothesis as females (x = 3.47, SD = .53) 

scored significantly higher than males (x = 3.15, SD = .64) with regard to empathy 

levels (t(1927.75) = -12.55, p < .001). Details are also provided below in Table 36.
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Table 36: Sex-related differences in empathy scores.

Variable Sex n X SD t score

Empathy Male 1,007 3.15 0.64 -12.55***

Female 1,320 3.47 0.53

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

4.4.4.2. Aggression and Bullying Group Differences in Empathy Scores.

A series of one-way ANOVAs was carried out so as to compare the different aggression 

and bullying groups with regard to empathy scores. Where significant differences 

emerged between groups, Tukey HSD tests were carried out in order to identify where 

differences occured.

Hypothesis 6 stated that occasional and frequent cyber aggressors would score 

significantly lower on the Empathy Scale compared with non-involved respondents. 

Table 37 below displays the mean scores across cyber aggression groups in relation to 

empathy levels.
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Table 37: Differences across cyber aggression groups in relation to empathy.

Cyber Aggression

n

Empathy**

X SD
Occasional Victims 106 3.38 .48

Occasional Aggressors 35 3.06 .73

Occasional Aggressor-Victims 25 3.18 .64

Frequent Victims 94 3.48 .61

Frequent Aggressors 32 3.02 .79

Frequent Aggressor-Victims 23 2.81 .89

Non-Inyolyed 1,989 3.34 .59

Total 2,304 3.33 .60

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Significant differences emerged across cyber aggression groups in relation to empathy 

scores [F(6, 97.12) = 4.23, p < .01], Post-hoc tests indicated that the Frequent 

Aggressor group (x = 3.02, SD = .79) and the Frequent Aggressor Victim group (x = 

2.81, SD = .87) had significantly lower empathy scores compared with the Occasional 

Victim group (x = 3.38, SD = .48), the Frequent Victim group (x = 3.48, SD = .61), 

and the Non-Inyolved group (x = 3.34, SD = .59). Furthermore, the Occasional 

Aggressor group (x = 3.06, SD = .73) scored significantly lower on the Empathy Scale 

than the Frequent Victim group. Thus, hypothesis 6 was not supported as the 

Occasional Aggressor group did not score significantly lower than non-involved 

respondents with regard to empathy.
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Hypothesis 7 predicted that occasional and frequent traditional bullies would 

score significantly lower on the Empathy Scale compared with non-involved 

respondents. Significant differences were found across traditional bullying groups [F(6, 

219.64) = 5.23, p < .001], Table 38 below displays the mean scores across traditional 

bullying groups in relation to empathy levels.

Table 38: Differences across traditional bullying groups in relation to empathy.

Traditional Bullying

n

Empathy***

X SD
Occasional Victims 146 3.36 .58

Occasional Bullies 39 2.91 .83

Occasional Bully-Victims 81 3.21 .65

Frequent Victims 225 3.41 .59

Frequent Bullies 68 3.06 .81

Frequent Bully-Victims 86 3.18 .62

Non-lnyolyed 1,660 3.36 .57

Total 2,305 3.33 .60

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Tukey HSD testing revealed that the Occasional Bully group (x = 2.91, SD = 

.83) and the Frequent Bully group (x = 3.06, SD = .81) scored significantly lower on 

the Empathy Scale compared with the Occasional Victim group (x = 3.36, SD = .58),
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the Frequent Victim group (x = 3.41, SD = .59), and the Non-Involved group (x = 

3.36, SD = .57). Therefore, the seventh hypothesis was supported. In addition, the 

Frequent Bully-Victim group (x = 3.18, SD = .62) scored significantly lower than the 

Frequent Victim group. It is o f note that the Occasional Bully group displayed a lower 

mean empathy score than the Frequent Bully group, and that the Frequent Victim group 

had the highest mean score.

Hypothesis 8 stated that occasional and frequent cyberbullies would score 

significantly lower on the Empathy Scale compared with non-involved respondents. 

Table 39 below displays the mean scores across cyberbullying groups in relation to 

empathy levels.

Table 39: Differences across cyberbullying groups in relation to empathv.

Cyberbullying

n

Empathy***

x SD
Occasional Victims 212 3.43 .51

Occasional Bullies 61 3.04 .88

Occasional Bully-Victims 53 3.06 .63

Frequent Victims 35 3.50 .59

Frequent Bullies 13 2.67 .88

Frequent Bully-Victims 9 2.93 .91

Non-Involved 1,645 3.35 .58

Total 2,028 3.33 .60

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Analysis revealed significant differences across cyberbullying groups [F(6, 58.39) = 

5.66, p < .001]. Furthermore, post-hoc testing revealed that the Occasional Bully group 

(x = 3.04, SD = .88), the Occasional Bully-Victim group (x = 3.06, SD = .63), and the 

Frequent Bully group (x = 2.67, SD = .88) scored significantly lower with regard to 

empathy scores compared with the Occasional Victim group (x = 3.43, SD = .51), the 

Frequent Victim group (x = 3.50, SD = .59), and the Non-Involved group (x = 3.35, 

SD = .58). Therefore, both bully groups scored lower than the non-involved 

respondents, providing support for the eighth hjT5othesis. However, as was stated in 

Chapter 3 caution should be taken when interpreting results due to the small numbers in 

some of the cyberbullying groups (e.g., frequent bullies and frequent bully-victims).

4.4.5. Summary.

The current Section provided details of the findings o f Study 2 which relate to empathy. 

The outcomes o f hypotheses 1 to 8 are presented in Table 40.
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Table 40: Outcomes of hypotheses stated in Section 4.2.5.I.

Hypothesis Outcome

1. Empathy will be negatively correlated with perpetration o f Supported 

cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying.

2. Empathy will be positively correlated with pro-victim Supported

bystander attitudes.

3. Empathy will be negatively correlated with pro-bully bystander Supported

attitudes.

4. Empathy will be negatively correlated with outsider bystander Supported

attitudes.

5. Females will exhibit significantly higher empathy levels than Supported

males.

6. Occasional and frequent cyber aggressors will score Not Supported 

significantly lower on the Empathy Scale compared with non

involved respondents.

7. Occasional and frequent traditional bullies will score Supported

significantly lower on the Empathy Scale compared with non

involved respondents.

8. Occasional and frequent cyberbullies will score significantly Supported

lower on the Empathy Scale compared with non-involved 

respondents.

With regard to reliability o f the Empathy Scale a Cronbach's alpha value of .85 was 

attained, which suggests that the scale is suitable for use in an Irish post-primary school
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context. Correlation analysis revealed that older children tended to score higher on the 

Empathy Scale. Furthermore, consistent with hypothesis 1, empathy was found to be 

negatively related to scores on the Cyber Aggressor Scale, the Traditional Bully Scale, 

and cyberbully perpetration scores. In addition, and also congruent with hypotheses 2, 

3, and 4, a positive relationship was established between empathy scores and scores on 

the Helping Scale, whilst negative correlations were found between empathy and scores 

on the Accomplice Scale, and the Ignore Scale. With regard to sex-related differences, 

females scored significantly higher than males on the Empathy Scale, providing support 

for hypothesis 5. Differences in empathy scores also emerged across cyber aggression 

groups with frequent aggressors and frequent aggressor-victims scoring lower than the 

victim groups and the non-involved respondents. Occasional aggressors also scored 

lower than frequent victims on the Empathy Scale but did not score significantly lower 

than non-involved respondents. Therefore, hypothesis 6 was not supported. Moreover 

significant differences were evident across traditional bullying groups with the bully 

groups exhibiting lower empathy levels than the victim groups and the non-involved 

groups, thus supporting hypothesis 7. Furthermore, frequent traditional bully-victims 

displayed lower empathy scores compared with frequent victims. Finally, 

cyberbullying groups also differed significantly with regard to empathy levels. 

Providing support for hypothesis 8, the bully groups and the occasional bully-victims all 

scored significantly lower on the Empathy Scale compared with the victim groups and 

the non-involved respondents. The findings reported in the current Section are 

discussed in relation to the pertinent literature in the Section 4.5.
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4.5. Discussion.

The present Section provides discussion o f the results presented in Section 4.4. in the 

context o f the reviewed literature pertaining to the relationship between empathy and 

involvement in traditional bullying and cyberbullying, and bystander behaviours. 

Moreover, the implications o f the findings in conjunction with the wider literature are 

discussed with a particular focus on the consistency regarding the relationship between 

empathy and bullying across both traditional and cyber settings. In addition, the 

strengths and limitations o f the research presented in the current Chapter are discussed, 

whilst recommendations for ftiture research are provided. For instance, it is 

recommended that future research allows for assessment of both cognitive empathy and 

affective empathy in relation to cyberbullying with due consideration also given to the 

cyber-specific context o f cyberbullying which may potentially mediate the relationship 

between the variables.

4.5.1. Interpretation o f  Findings.

Analysis revealed that the Empathy Scale had high reliability, and therefore appears to 

be an appropriate measure o f empathy for use among a sample of Irish post-primary 

school students. Consistent with hypothesis 1, a negative relationship emerged between 

empathy and perpetration o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying behaviour, and 

cyberbullying behaviour. This finding is supported by a number o f studies. For 

instance, many researchers have indicated that traditional bullying is negatively related 

to empathy, including affective empathy, and empathy as a general construct 

encompassing both the affective and cognitive elements (e.g., Jolliffe & Farrington, 

2006b, 2011; Kaukiainen et al., 1999). Additionally, researchers have provided 

evidence that perpetration o f cyberbullying is associated with low empathy (e.g., Ang &

Goh, 2010; Steffgen et al., 2011; Sticca et al., 2013; Topcu & Erdur-Baker, 2012).
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Group comparisons across cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying were revealing with regard to empathy as it relates to different aggression 

/ bullying roles. For example, although hypothesis 6 was not supported, upon 

comparing cyber aggression groups, it emerged that frequent aggressors and frequent 

aggressor-victims scored lower on the Empathy Scale compared with all "pure" victims 

(i.e., no involvement in perpetration o f cyber aggression) and those not involved in 

cyber aggression. Additionally, occasional aggressors scored lower than frequent 

victims of cyber aggression. Supporting hypothesis 7, similar trends emerged in 

relation to the traditional bullying groups with both occasional and frequent traditional 

bullies displacing low scores regarding empathy compared with victims and non

involved respondents. Furthermore, frequent bully-victims exhibited lower empathy 

scores compared with frequent victims. Hypothesis 8 was also supported as, in relation 

to cyberbullying groups, it emerged that the bully groups and the occasional bully- 

victims displayed low scores in comparison with both victim groups and the non

involved groups. It is notable that for all forms of aggression, the occasional and the 

frequent victims displayed the highest empathy scores. This finding is in contrast with 

the suggestion posited by Malti et al. (2010) that victimization is negatively related to 

empathy levels. Moreover, there was a lack o f consistency among bully-victims (or 

aggressor-victims) across the three forms o f bullying. However, where bully-victims 

were significantly different from other groups, they tended to exhibit lower empathy 

scores. The inconsistent findings regarding bully-victims and aggressor-victims may be 

attributable to the small numbers of frequent cyber aggressor-victims and frequent cyber 

bully-victims. Indeed, occasional cyber bully-victims (n = 53) displayed significantly 

lower empathy compared with victims and non-involved respondents, whilst frequent 

cyber bully-victims (n = 9) did not differ significantly from any other groups,
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suggesting that the small number in the frequent group may not adequately represent the 

population.

Supporting the fifth hypothesis, the current research also revealed that females 

scored higher than males on the Empathy Scale, and this is supported by other studies 

(e.g., Ang & Goh, 2010; Gini et al., 2008; Munoz et al., 2011; Topcu & Erdur-Baker, 

2012). This result may also provide some explanation for the findings reported in 

Chapter 3 that females were less likely to be categorised in bully (or aggressor) and 

bully-victim (or aggressor-victim) groups compared with males and were also more 

inclined to report pro-victim bystander attitudes compared with males.

With respect to bystander attitudes, the current study provided support for 

hypotheses 2, 3, and 4, revealing that empathy scores were positively related to pro

victim attitudes, whilst empathy was negatively related to outsider or pro-bully 

attitudes, and this finding is strongly supported by the existing literature. For example, 

Nickerson et al. (2008) found that those with higher empathic concern were more 

inclined to intervene in bullying situations. In addition, Gini et al. (2007) reported that, 

among males, high empathy scores were associated with defending victims of bullying. 

Gini et al. (2008) also reported that empathy was found to be positively related to 

defending the victim. However, in contrast with current findings, Gini et al. (2008) also 

found that empathy was positively related to outsider responses. More specifically, 

Gini et al. (2008) found that although pro-victim behaviour was positively related to 

both cognitive and emotional empathy, outsider behaviour was only associated with 

cognitive empathy. However, the Empathy Scale (Sticca et al., 2013; Zhou et al., 2003) 

in the current research focuses on affective empathy which may provide explanation for 

the different findings in the two studies. Caravita et al. (2009) also reported that 

affective empathy was positively related to pro-victim behaviour. Furthermore, 

Barlinska et al. (2013) also reported that when respondents in a study are manipulated in
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order to heighten affective or cognitive empathy, they are less likely to engage in 

negative bystander behaviour in relation to cyberbullying incidents.

4.5.2. Theoretical and Practical Implications.

The current findings with regard to empathy are generally consistent with the body of 

literature. For instance, it is well established that females tend to report higher 

empathy levels compared with males. Furthermore, empathy tends to be negatively 

associated with engagement in bullying perpetration and pro-bullying bystander 

attitudes, whilst it tends to be positively associated with pro-victim bystander attitudes. 

At present there is a paucity o f research which focuses on victimization in relation to 

empathy levels. However, the current findings would suggest that victims of cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying tend to display relatively higher 

empathy levels when compared with other respondents. Also, there is a paucity of 

studies which examine empathy in relation to cyberbullying and cyber aggression. 

However, current findings and existing literature indicate that similar trends emerge 

across traditional and cyber settings with bullies in particular, but also bully-victims to 

an extent, emerging as exhibitors o f low empathy. Providing support for this 

suggestion, Steffgen et al. (2011) also identified low empathy among both traditional 

bullies and cyberbullies. However, interpretation o f current findings should be 

tempered by the finding reported by Sticca et al. (2013) that although empathy is 

negatively related to cyberbullying perpetration, low empathy does not emerge as a 

longitudinal risk factor. Furthermore, past research has also indicated the numerous 

variables which are important to consider when exploring the relationship between 

empathy and bullying, such as callousness, and impulsivity.

The overwhelming evidence both in this study and in the wider literature 

suggests that higher empathy levels are associated with lower bullying perpetration and
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lower levels o f negative bystander behaviour. Although a number o f studies have 

found that other factors such as feelings of efficacy impact on the actions o f the 

bystander, there can be little doubt that empathy has a significant relationship with 

bullying perpetration. Furthermore, it seems that affective empathy, as opposed to 

cognitive empathy is particularly important with regard to pro-social behaviour 

(Caravita et al., 2009). Thus, those implementing anti-bullying initiatives which 

incorporate empathy training should be cognisant o f the potentially greater importance 

o f  this specific aspect of empathy.

4.5.3. Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research.

The current research provided a unique examination o f empathy in that it was explored 

in relation to cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying, as well as 

bystander attitudes in an Irish context. In this way, the present findings make a 

contribution to the current knowledge as the results provided evidence o f commonalities 

across the three forms o f aggression in relation to empathy. This progresses the 

knowledge of cyber aggression and cyberbullying in particular as there is building 

evidence that cyber and traditional forms of bullying are in fact rather similar in some 

respects and inter-related, with the same individuals becoming involved in both forms 

(e.g., Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Livingstone et al., 201 la).

However, the exploration o f empathy levels in the current study was also

limited by a number of factors. For instance, for practical reasons regarding the volume

o f  data collected from each respondent, the Empathy Scale selected for use in the

present research focused on empathic concern exclusively, and therefore did not provide

insight regarding the role o f cognitive empathy in relation to the forms of aggression

and bullying which were examined. In addition, interpretation of findings was

somewhat limited by the small numbers in some groups (e.g., frequent cyber bully-
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victims). Furthermore, the bystander scale in the current research is rather specific to 

traditional bullying incidents, as the bystander role in cyberspace is unique in that it is 

often characterised by the sharing of content (Barlihska et al., 2013). Therefore, it is 

difficult to generalise the current findings regarding bystander behaviour and empathy 

to incidents of cyber aggression and cyberbullying.

Thus, it is suggested that future research should focus on assessing both 

affective and cognitive empathy in relation to cyber aggression, cyberbullying, and 

cyber bystander attitudes and behaviours in conjunction with traditional bullying and 

bystander attitudes and behaviours. It is important to gain a clearer understanding o f the 

effects of empathy levels in relation to cyberbullying, as there is a fine line between 

negative cyber bystander responses and engagement in cyberbullying. Furthermore, it 

has been suggested that the nature of cyber interaction may reduce the guilt (or 

empathy) that a cyberbully will feel (Batheja, 2004 as cited in Raskauskas & Stoltz, 

2007) as the perpetrator may not see or hear the victim's reaction to the abuse. The 

same could be said of the cyber audience who have the potential to greatly increase the 

severity of the cyberbullying. Therefore, it may be that a novel approach is required to 

teach empathy and promote empathic responses in a cyber context.
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5. Psychological Well-being and Depressive Symptoms in Relation to Involvement

in Aggression and Bullying 

5.1. Introduction.

Presently, there is a focus on the promotion of mental health among school students in 

Ireland, with the publication o f "Well-Being in Post-Primary Schools: Guidelines for 

Mental Health Promotion and Suicide Prevention" by the Department o f Education and 

Skills, the Health Service Executive, and the Department o f Health (Grogan et al., 2013) 

and the publication o f the "Action Plan on Bullying" (Anti-Bullying Working Group, 

2013). Mental health can be defined . . as a state of well-being in which every 

individual realizes his or her own potential, can cope with the normal stresses of life, 

can work productively and fruitfully, and is able to make a contribution to her or his 

community" (World Health Organization, 2011). In a publication provided for 

members of the Irish Parliament, the Oireachtas Library and Research Service (2012) 

highlights the risk factors and protective factors for children's well-being, and in doing 

so refer both directly and indirectly to involvement in bullying. Risk factors include: 

bullying; absenteeism; alienation; disengagement; isolation; low academic achievement; 

and violence. As was highlighted in Chapter 2, alienation, isolation, and violence can 

be forms of bullying, whilst absenteeism (Dake, Price, & Telljohann, 2003), social 

withdrawal (Fox & Boulton, 2005), and low academic achievement (Dake et al., 2003; 

Glew, Fan, Katon, Rivara, & Kemic, 2005) are problems which have been found to be 

related to bullying. Protective factors for mental health include: positive relationships 

with peers; feelings of positive regard; opportunities and skills for communication; and 

a sense o f security. Similarly, this can be related to bullying, as victimization is 

characterized by interpersonal conflict with peers, and is also associated with low self

esteem (O'Moore & Kirkham, 2001), social anxiety (Craig, 1998), and fear (Platt,

Proyer, & Ruch, 2009). Moreover, bullying has been found to be associated with
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suicidal ideation and suicidal behaviours (Hay & Meldrum, 2010; Hinduja & Patchin, 

2010). Thus, it could be hypothesised that a culture o f bullying is counterproductive 

when attempting to promote mental health and prevent suicide, and therefore the current 

research has important implications for the promotion of mental health in schools.

Furthermore, the My World Survey conducted by Headstrong (Dooley & 

Fitzgerald, 2012) sampled 14,306 Irish adolescents and young adults aged between 12 

and 25 years, and revealed that compared with non-bullied adolescents, adolescents 

(i.e., those aged between 12 and 19 years) who had been bullied at some point were 

more likely to report moderate to severe depressive symptoms, and moderate to severe 

anxiety. Overall, in light o f the current situation in Ireland, specifically with regard to 

the focus on mental health o f young people and the redrafting of bullying policy at 

government level (Anti-Bullying Working Group, 2013), an examination o f the 

relationship between a "new" form o f bullying (i.e., cyberbullying) and mental health is 

timely.

Therefore, the current Chapter focuses on the relationship between aggression 

and bullying and mental health. Initially, an overview o f the pertinent literature 

regarding these relationships is provided, focusing on both traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying. The review o f the literature demonstrates that impaired mental health is 

more prevalent among bullies, victims, and bully-victims compared with those not 

involved. In the current Chapter, two aspects o f mental health are explored: depressive 

symptoms; and psychological well-being. Considering that the term "psychological 

well-being" encompasses a broad range o f constructs, its scope in the current research is 

limited to happiness, life satisfaction, and positive emotions so as to focus on the more 

positive aspects o f psychological well-being. In addition to a review o f the literature, 

the methodological approach selected to explore the issues outlined above is presented. 

Furthermore, the findings regarding the relationship between mental health and
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involvement in aggression and bullying are presented. In addition, implications of the 

current findings are discussed with a particular focus on assessment o f the relationship 

between the variables, and the importance o f cyber-based victimization regarding 

mental health independent o f traditional victimization.

5.2. Review of the Literature.

The current Section reviews the literature pertaining to depressive symptoms and

positive aspects o f psychological well-being in relation to both traditional bullying and

cyberbullying. Researchers refer both to "depression" and "depressive

symptomatology" when reporting findings, and therefore both terms are used in order to

accurately report the findings o f each study being reviewed. However, with regard to

the current research, the term "depressive symptoms" is used. Although this review

highlights the consistency across studies regarding the use o f self-report measures to

ascertain depressive symptoms and psychological well-being, it is also apparent that a

variety o f different measures have been used to assess these aspects of mental health.

This has implications for the comparability o f findings across different studies,

particularly with regard to studies of the relationship between bullying and positive

aspects o f psychological well-being where there is a paucity of existing research. It is

also evident that there is a paucity o f research which explores these particular aspects of

mental health in relation to cyberbullying. Furthermore, due to the cross-sectional

nature o f the studies reviewed in the current Section, it is not possible to ascertain the

cause and effect relationship between involvement in bullying and mental health.

However, despite these limitations it can be deduced that involvement in traditional

bullying and cyberbullying, particularly as a victim, is associated with impaired mental

health. Therefore, the literature review sets the context for the current research and

provides a rationale for the appropriate methodological approach and expected
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outcomes. Initially, the review focuses on depressive symptoms, and this is followed by 

attention to aspects o f psychological well-being, such as happiness, life satisfaction, and 

positive emotions.

5.2.1. The Relationship between Bullying and Depressive Symptoms. 

According to Perren, Dooley, Shaw, and Cross (2010) "It is well established that 

students who are bullied by their peers are at higher risk for internalizing problems" (p. 

1). The current Section provides a critical analysis of the literature examining the 

relationship between involvement in bullying and depression, so as to demonstrate that 

involvement in such problems is related to depressive symptoms, and that this 

relationship exists across bullies, victims, and bully-victims. Furthermore, it is evident 

that where victims are concerned, there is consistency in depressive symptoms across 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying. Although cross-sectional studies cannot provide 

insight regarding cause and effect, it is important to gain an understanding o f how 

involvement in bullying is related to mental health. Initially, a review of depressive 

symptoms in relation to traditional bullying is provided, and this is followed by a review 

of depressive symptoms in relation to cyberbullying.

5.2.1.1. Traditional Bullying and Depressive Symptoms.

The current Section provides a critical review o f the literature which reports on the 

relationship between depression and traditional bullying roles. Despite limitations in 

the literature such as an absence o f longitudinal studies which might provide insight 

regarding cause and effect, and the inconsistency in relation to the instruments used to 

measure depression, the current Section provides evidence that children who are
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involved in bullying are more likely to show increased levels of depression compared 

with non-involved children.

One o f the earliest studies of depressive symptoms in relation to peer 

victimization was conducted by Neary and Joseph (1994) with a sample o f 60 Irish 

female students aged between 10 and 12 years. Depression was measured using the 

Depression Self Rating Scale (DSRS: Birleson, 1981); an 18-item scale developed for 

use with children aged from 7 to 13 years. An example o f a DSRS scale item is "I feel 

like crying" and respondents can answer using a three-point scale ranging from "Never" 

to "Most of the time", with higher scores indicating higher levels o f depression. A score 

o f 11 allows for a distinction to be made between children who are depressed and 

children who are not depressed. Neary and Joseph (1994) found that both self- 

identified and peer-identified victims of bullying scored significantly higher in relation 

to depression. Furthermore, self-identified victims scored significantly higher in 

relation to depression compared with other respondents (both non-victimized girls and 

peer-identified victims). In addition, peer victimization scores were found to be 

positively related to depression. In fact, victimized respondents were found to score 

above the cut-off point which separates depressed from non-depressed individuals.

One year later Slee (1995) reported upon the relationship between bullying and 

depression among a sample of 353 Australian schoolchildren (male: n = 188, female: n 

= 165) with an average age o f 10.3 years. Also using the DSRS (Birleson, 1981), Slee 

(1995) found that the tendency to bully others and the tendency to be victimized were 

both significantly related to depression for both sexes. Upon separating those who were 

victimized "most days or more frequently" from those who were not victimized with 

this frequency, it emerged that the more victimized group displayed increased 

depressive symptoms across 16 o f the 18 items o f the DSRS.
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Research by Salmon et al. (1998) examining the relationship between bullying 

and anxiety, depression, and self-esteem also provided some of the earliest insights into 

this issue. Depression was assessed using the Short Moods and Feelings Questionnaire 

(SMFQ: Angold et al., 1995); a brief, self-report measure o f childhood and adolescent 

depression which was designed for use in epidemiological studies to enable quick 

assessment o f core depressive symptoms. Respondents could answer the SMFQ using a 

three-point scale ranging from "True" to "Not true" (e.g., I cried a lot). From a sample 

o f 904 children aged from 12 to 17 years, Salmon et al. (1998) found a positive 

relationship between bullying behaviour and depression. However, in contrast with the 

findings o f Neary and Joseph (1994) and Slee (1995), high levels of depression were not 

identified among victimized children.

Craig (1998) also explored depression and social anxiety in relation to 

bullying, victimization, and aggression among a sample o f 546 school students in 

grades five to eight (male: n = 254, female: n = 292) with a mean age o f 11.24 years. 

Depression was assessed with the Children's Depression Inventory (CDI: Kovacs, 

1985); a 27-item self-report scale which allows respondents to indicate how frequently 

they have experienced different depressive behaviours (e.g., sadness, crying, loss of 

appetite) during the previous two weeks using a three-point scale ranging from 0 (never) 

to 2 (always) in the direction of increasing symptom severity (Cohen & Mannarino, 

2000). Although victims of bullying exhibited higher levels o f depression than those 

who had no involvement in bullying, it emerged that bullying and victimization across 

different forms o f aggression, namely physical, verbal, and relational, were not 

predictive o f depression. Based on this finding, Craig (1998) suggests that depression 

may be a ftinction o f more general ftinctioning, and is therefore not directly related to 

bullying or victimization.
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In Finland, Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpela, Marttunen, Rimpela, and Rantanen 

(1999) examined the relationship between bullying and depression and suicidal ideation 

among 16,410 adolescents aged from 14 to 16 years (female: n = 8196, male: n = 8214). 

Depression was measured with a 13-item version o f the Beck Depression Inventory 

(Beck & Beck, 1972; Beck, Rial & Rickels, 1974) allowing for students to be 

categorised as having no depression, mild depression, or moderate to severe depression. 

One item of the BDI focuses on thoughts of self-harm, and in addition respondents were 

categorised as having severe suicidal ideation if they indicated having definite plans to 

commit suicide or if they reported that they would kill themselves if they had the 

chance. Kaltiala-Heino et al. (1999) found that depression and severe suicidal ideation 

were more prevalent among those who reported bullying others or being victimized. 

Whilst depression was found to be equally common among bullies and victims, it was 

most prevalent among bully-victims. Having controlled for age and sex, Kaltiala-Heino 

et al. (1999) found that bully-victims still emerged as being at greatest risk for 

depression, and victimized respondents were identified as the next most at-risk group.

Roland (2002) explored the relationship between bullying, depressive 

symptoms, and suicidal thoughts. A sample o f 2,088 students with an approximate age 

o f 14 years, from grade eight in secondary schools in Norway was examined. 

Respondents answered an 8-item scale on which they could indicate whether they had 

experienced emotional problems with a four-point scale ranging from "Not suffered" to 

"Very much suffered". Factor analysis revealed two factors which were depressive 

symptoms and psychosomatic problems whilst suicidal thoughts was a one-item scale. 

Findings indicated that children who were not involved in bullying displayed 

significantly lower levels o f depressive symptoms and suicidal thoughts compared with 

bullies and victims. This pattern persisted even upon separating males and females.
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Furthermore, victims showed significantly higher levels o f depressive symptoms 

compared with bullies.

Pursuing a different approach, Kumpulainen, Rasanen, and Puura (2001) 

examined the psychiatric disorders and the use o f mental health services among Finnish 

children who were involved in bullying. Data collection took place in the form of 

screening in 1989 and interviews in 1990. The children answered the CDI (Kovacs, 

1992) in order to measure depression. Kumpulainen et al. (2001) found that the 

majority o f children involved in bullying had a psychiatric disorder o f some sort, 

including, for example, anxiety, depression, and attention deficit disorder. Furthermore, 

bully-victims were the most likely of the groups to exhibit depression (17.7%), followed 

by bullies (12.5%), victims (9.6%), and non-involved children (5.1%).

Providing an overview o f the relationship between victimization and mental 

health. Hawker and Boulton (2000) conducted a meta-analysis o f cross-sectional studies 

(includes Neary & Joseph [1994] and Slee [1995]) which were published between 1978 

and 1997, and focused on peer victimization and psychosocial maladjustment. Aspects 

o f maladjustment included: loneliness, depression, anxiety, self-esteem, and social self- 

concept. Hawker and Boulton (2000) found that depression was positively related to 

victimization by peer aggression, and that compared with non-victims, victims had a 

tendency to be more depressed. Moreover, the analysis indicated that victimization is 

most strongly associated with depression and least strongly associated with anxiety.

This Section has reviewed the literature regarding the relationship between 

involvement in traditional bullying and depression. It is evident that depression has 

been assessed using a variety o f measures including: The Depression Self-Rating Scale 

(Birleson, 1981); the Short Moods and Feelings Questionnaire (Angold et al., 1995); the 

Children's Depression Inventory (Kovacs, 1985); and the Beck Depression Inventory 

(Beck & Beck, 1972; Beck et al., 1974) which is somewhat restrictive when attempting
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to compare findings. However, it is also clear that there is consistency with regard to 

the tendency for researchers to administer self-report measures in order to explore 

depression in relation to bullying.

Although the use o f various instruments to measure self-reported depression 

has implications for the comparability o f findings, and the lack o f longitudinal research 

limits the capacity to identify whether bullying involvement contributes to depression, 

there exists strong evidence that traditional bullying is positively related to depressive 

symptoms, particularly with regard to victims (Hawker & Boulton, 2000). However, 

research (Kaltiala-Heino et al., 1999; Kumpulainen et al., 2001) also indicated that 

bully-victims suffer the highest levels o f depressive symptoms. This finding is in 

keeping with the suggestion by Cook, Williams, Guerra, Kim, and Sadek (2010) that 

bully-victims experience ". . . the worst o f both worlds" (p. 78). However, there is 

inconsistency regarding whether bullies or victims are more vulnerable to depression. 

Although Roland (2002) indicated that victims are more strongly linked to depressive 

symptoms, Salmon et al. (1998) identified a relationship between bullying behaviour 

and depression, but did not identify the same relationship between victimization and 

depression. However, overall it can be expected that in the current study, those 

involved in bullying as a victim, bully, or bully-victim will exhibit increased depression 

compared with those not involved. The next Section provides analysis o f the literature 

regarding cyberbullying and depressive symptoms.

5.2.1.2. Cyberbullying and Depressive Symptoms.

This Section provides a review o f the relationship between cyberbullying and

depressive symptoms, so as to demonstrate the common research finding that students

who are victims of cyberbullying are more likely to show increased depressive

symptoms compared with non-involved students. The literature regarding the
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relationship between cyberbullying involvement and depression is also hampered by a 

reliance on cross-sectional studies, and inconsistency in measurement o f depression. 

Furthermore, it is apparent that there is a paucity o f research which provides insight 

regarding whether cyberbullies report increased symptoms o f depression. Despite such 

limitations the current Section serves to inform hypotheses and appropriate methods for 

the present research.

In a study o f 1,501 regular Internet users aged between 10 and 17 years 

(female: 48%), Ybarra (2004) identified a link between Internet harassment and 

depressive symptomatology. Depressive symptoms were assessed using a measure 

consisting o f nine variables which represent the symptoms presented in the Diagnostic 

Statistical Manual-IV o f the American Psychiatric Association (1994). Respondents 

could respond to items with "Yes" or "No" and were asked about symptomatology 

during the previous month excluding dysphoria, which referred to all day, nearly every 

day, during the previous two weeks. Respondents were also asked if feeling down has 

presented functional challenges during the previous month, such as difficulties in 

personal hygiene, problems with school work, and reduced feelings o f self-efficacy. 

Based on responses, respondents were identified as having major depressive-like 

symptomatology, minor depressive-like symptomatology, or mild or no depressive 

symptoms. Ybarra (2004) found that 13.4% of victims reported major depressive 

symptoms, compared with 4.6% of non-victimized respondents. However, minor 

depressive symptoms were found with similar frequency among victims (16.5%) and 

non-victims (14%). Among males, respondents who indicated major depressive 

symptomatology were eight time more likely to report victimization, compared with 

those who reported mild depressive symptoms or no symptoms. Furthermore, minor 

depressive symptoms were also associated with increased reporting of victimization 

among males. Among females, depressive symptomatology, whether major or minor,
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was not associated with Internet victimization. Overall these findings may demonstrate 

that cyber-based victimization is more strongly associated with risk o f major 

depression, whilst the non-victimized population may be at equal risk o f minor 

depressive symptoms. However, it is also apparent that there are sex-related differences 

which have an important role in the relationship between victimization and depression.

Gradinger et al. (2009) sought to identify the traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying groups at risk for adjustment problems among a sample of 761 students 

aged from 14 to 19 years (male: n = 367, female: n = 392, unknown: n = 2). Depressive 

symptoms were measured using seven items from the Youth Self-Report (Achenbach, 

1991), including "I feel sad, unhappy and depressed." With regard to victims, it 

emerged that combined victims (cyber and traditional) exhibited more depressive 

symptoms compared with non-victims. In addition, being a bully-victim was positively 

related to depressive symptoms. Compared with non-involved students and traditional 

bully-victims, Gradinger et al. (2009) found that combined bully-victims (cyber and 

traditional) displayed greater depressive symptoms. Furthermore, traditional bully- 

victims displayed greater depressive symptoms compared with non-involved students.

In an attempt to examine whether cyber victimization is related to depressive 

symptoms, independently o f traditional victimization, Perren et al. (2010) carried out a 

cross-national study o f Swiss and Australian students. The Swiss sample included 374 

children in grades seven to nine with a mean age o f 14.3 years (female: 53.2%), whereas 

the Australian sample included 1,320 adolescents in grades eight to ten with a mean age 

of 13.7 years (female: 52.8%). Australian respondents answered a sub-scale o f the 

Depression Anxiety Stress Scales (DASS: Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995) containing 14 

items, whilst Swiss respondents answered an 8-item scale focusing on depressive 

symptoms (Alsaker, 1992; Holsen, Kraft, & Vitterso, 2000). Although the two datasets 

were obtained using different measurement tools both instruments measured the same

346



constructs (i.e., sad / depressed feelings, lack o f positive feeling, lack of motivation / 

energy, worthlessness o f life) and therefore were deemed to be comparable. With 

regard to traditional victimization, bully-victims showed the highest levels of depressive 

symptoms, followed by victims, then bullies, and finally by non-involved respondents. 

In relation to cyberbullying, it emerged that victimization was significantly predictive of 

depressive symptoms, and depressive symptoms increased with increased frequency o f 

victimization. The hypothesis that cyber victimization is independently related to 

depressive symptoms over and above traditional victimization was supported by the 

research.

In Turkey, Erdur-Baker and Tanrikulu (2010) examined depression in relation 

to cyberbullying and cyber victimization among 165 secondary-school students (male; n 

= 71, female; n = 94) with an age range o f 10 to 14 years. Depression was measured 

using a Turkish translation of the CDI (Kovacs, 1985) and it emerged that cyber 

victimization was significantly positively related to depression. However, 

cyberbullying perpetration was not positively related to depression. Furthermore, cyber 

victimization was found to significantly predict depressive symptoms over and above 

age and sex.

Wang, Nansel, and lannotti (2011) examined the relationship between 

depression and different forms o f bullying, namely physical, verbal, relational, and 

cyber. They examined these relationships among a sample of 7,313 American students 

in grades six to ten (male; 48%) with a mean age o f 14.2 years. Depressive feelings and 

behaviours during the previous 30 days were measured using six items, as follows; very 

sad; grouchy, irritable, or in bad mood; hopeless about the future; felt like not eating or 

eating more than usual; slept a lot more or a lot less than usual; and had difficulty 

concentrating on school work. Respondents could indicate that they had experienced 

these feelings and behaviours "Never", "Seldom", "Sometimes", "Often", or "Always".
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Wang et al. (2011) found that, compared with the non-involved group, respondents who 

reported involvement in any form of bullying either as a bully or victim exhibited 

higher levels o f depression. In relation to the traditional forms o f bullying (i.e., 

physical, verbal, and relational), those who were frequently involved displayed higher 

levels o f depression compared with those occasionally involved. However, with regard 

to cyberbullying, differences only emerged between occasional and frequent victims. 

Focusing on verbal and relational bullying, victims and bully-victims exhibited higher 

levels of depression compared with bullies, and this was consistent for both occasional 

and frequent involvement. Regarding cyberbullying, frequent victims displayed higher 

levels o f depression compared with frequent bullies. This research makes an important 

contribution as it reveals that both victimization by, and perpetration o f cyberbullying 

are associated with increased depression, with frequent cyber victimization associated 

with higher depression than frequent cyberbullying. The finding that cyberbullying 

perpetration is related to depression is in clear contrast with the findings o f Erdur-Baker 

and Tanrikulu (2010).

Additionally, Olenik-Shemesh, Heiman, and Eden (2012) explored the 

relationship between victimization (traditional and cyber) and loneliness and depressive 

symptoms. Depression was measured using the CDI (Kovacs, 1985). Among a sample 

of 242 Jewish Israeli children aged from 13 to 16 years (male: n = 117, female: n = 

125), they found that cybervictims reported significantly higher levels o f depressive 

symptoms compared with non-cybervictims. However, significant differences in 

depressive symptoms were not identified when comparing traditional victims with those 

not traditionally victimized. This is an unusual finding as traditional victimization has 

generally been found to be related to higher depression (e.g., Slee, 1995). However, 

this study adds additional evidence that cyber victimization is associated with 

depressive symptoms.
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The current Section provided a review of the literature which deals with the 

relationship between cyberbullying and depression. With regard to Internet harassment 

and cyberbullying specifically, depression has been measured using a variety of 

measures including: variables representing the symptoms presented in the Diagnostic 

Statistical Manual-IV o f the American Psychiatric Association (1994); the Youth Self- 

Report (Achenbach, 1991); the Depression Anxiety Stress Scales (Lovibond & 

Lovibond, 1995); the Children’s Depression Inventory (Kovacs, 1985); and a depressive 

symptoms scale (Alsaker, 1992; Holsen et al., 2000). However, again it is apparent that 

researchers have a preference for administering self-report measures in order to assess 

depressive symptoms. The depressive symptoms scale (Alsaker, 1992; Holsen et al., 

2000) used by Perren et al. (2010) has relevance for the current research as it is the 

depressive symptoms scale which has been used in the netTEEN study (Machmutow et 

al., 2012) and with respect to this aspect of the netTEEN study, specific findings 

regarding cyber victimization and coping methods which reduce depressive symptoms 

will be provided in Chapter 6 (Section 6.2). Similar to the literature on traditional 

bullying, there is evidence that victimization by cyberbullying or Internet aggression is 

related to depressive symptoms (Erdur-Baker & Tanrikulu, 2010; Ybarra, 2004). 

However, there is evidence to suggest that engagement in cyberbullying, either as a 

cyberbully (Wang et al., 2011) or a cyber bully-victim (Gradinger et al., 2009) is 

positively related to depressive symptoms. The current research seeks to provide 

further insight with respect to this issue. Section 5.2.2. provides a review o f the 

literature regarding the relationship between bullying and positive aspects of 

psychological well-being.
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5.2.2. The Relationship between Bullying and Psychological Well-Being.

There are many ways of measuring psychological well-being, including examination of: 

happiness and satisfaction; life satisfaction; positive emotions; anxiety; depression; or 

self-esteem. In fact, it is difficult to give a concise overview of the relationship between 

bullying and psychological well-being as the term has been used to refer to many 

different constructs. However, for the current Section psychological well-being is 

reviewed with a focus on specific positive aspects o f well-being. Rigby (2002) suggests 

that "Happiness is perhaps the simplest and most widely used concept suggested by 

'psychological well-being'" (p. 105). Therefore, in this Section only studies which 

report the relationship between bullying and happiness, life satisfaction, and positive 

emotions are included for review. Due to the paucity o f studies which explore these 

aspects of well-being in relation to cyberbullying, the current Section focuses mainly on 

traditional bullying. The paucity of research regarding cyberbullying in relation to these 

positive aspects o f psychological well-being highlights the importance o f the current 

research in examining this relationship.

"Happiness and Satisfaction" among those involved in bullying has been 

examined in a number of studies which explore the relationship between bullying and 

self-concept. For instance, O'Moore and Kirkham (2001) examined different aspects of 

self-concept among 8,249 Wsh primary and post-primary school students aged from 

eight to 18 years. Self-Concept was measured using the Piers-Harris Self-Concept 

Scale (Piers, 1984); a self-report questionnaire which assesses how children and 

adolescents feel about themselves. The measure contains six sub-scales as follows: 

behaviour; intellectual and school status; physical appearance and attributes; anxiety; 

popularity; and happiness and satisfaction (indicating general feelings o f happiness and 

satisfaction), with a higher score reflecting a more positive self-concept. With regard to 

happiness and satisfaction, it emerged that victims of bullying did not show
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significantly different scores compared with other students. However, primary school 

students who bullied others most often and children who engaged in bullying at post

primary level had significantly lower levels of happiness and satisfaction compared with 

those who did not bully others. Furthermore, at primary-school level, children who 

were identified as "pure bullies" (that is those who were not victimized) also displayed 

significantly lower levels of happiness and satisfaction compared with non-bullies. 

However, compared with pure bullies, bully-victims rated themselves as less happy and 

satisfied. With increased victimization, bully-victim scores dropped ftirther regarding 

happiness and satisfaction.

Using a more recent version of the Pier-Harris Self-Concept Scale (Piers-Harris 

2: Piers & Herzberg, 2002), Corcoran et al. (2012) examined self-concept in relation to 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying roles among a sample o f 876 Irish post-primary 

school students aged between 12 and 16 years (male: n = 534, female: n = 342). 

Despite differences emerging across groups (i.e., cyberbully, cybervictim, cyber bully- 

victim, traditional bully, traditional victim, traditional bully-victim) in relation to some 

of the sub-scales (e.g., freedom from anxiety, popularity), with regard to happiness and 

satisfaction none o f the groups differed significantly from respondents who had no 

involvement in any form of bullying.

In an Australian context, Forero, McLellan, Rissel, and Bauman (1999) 

examined psychosocial health as it relates to bullying among Australian school students 

in grades six, eight, and 10. Mental health was examined with respect to happiness, 

loneliness, and confidence. Specifically, using an adapted questionnaire (Bauman et al., 

1998) respondents were assessed in relation to self-reported involvement in bullying, 

experiences o f psychosomatic symptoms, mental health, and school and social contact. 

Mental health was assessed by four items and happiness was assessed by students 

indicating how they felt about life at present in general with responses categorised as
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happy or unhappy. No significant relationship was found between happiness and 

involvement in bullying. However, victimized students ("pure victims") were more 

likely to be lonely.

In addition, Rigby and Slee (1993a) examined psychological well-being in 

terms of self-esteem, liking for school, and overall happiness among a sample of 1,162 

Australian school students aged between 12 and 18 years (male: n = 604, female; n = 

558). Happiness was assessed using The Delighted-Terrible Faces Scale (Andrews & 

Withey, 1976); pictorial representations of seven faces reflecting a high degree of 

happiness (7: a broad smile) to extreme unhappiness (1: a heavy frown). They found 

that children who scored high on pro-social tendencies were inclined to report a higher 

degree o f happiness, whereas victimized children showed lower levels of happiness. In 

addition, children who engaged in bullying were inclined to be less happy than most 

other children.

Flaspohler, Elfstrom, Vanderzee, Sink, and Birchmeier (2009) explored the 

relationship between quality o f life (or life satisfaction) and involvement in bullying. 

From a sample o f 4,331 students in grades three to eight (male: n = 2,200, female: n = 

2,131), Quality of life or life satisfaction was assessed with the Brief Multi-dimensional 

Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale (BMSLSS: Seligson, Huebner, & Valois, 2003); a six- 

item self-report questionnaire which examines five aspects of life satisfaction including: 

family; friends; school; self; and living environment, as well as providing a global 

score. For instance, one item begins "I would describe my satisfaction with my school 

experiences as . . ." and respondents could select one of seven responses (terrible, 

unhappy, mostly dissatisfied, mixed [about equally satisfied and dissatisfied], mostly 

satisfied, pleased, or delighted). Flaspohler et al. (2009) found that bullies showed 

lower life satisfaction compared with non-bullies, and victims exhibited lower life 

satisfaction compared with non-victims. Moreover, bully-victims displayed the lowest
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life satisfaction and lowest social support from both peers and teachers compared with 

all other students and were found to ", . . consistently fare the worst" (Flaspohler et al., 

2009, p. 646). Flaspohler et al. (2009) certainly demonstrate the negative associations 

between involvement in bullying and psychological well-being.

Reporting findings from the 2008 and 2009 data o f the Kids Life and Times 

Surveys conducted in Northern Ireland, Me Guckin, Cummins, and Lewis (2010) 

focused on 11 year-old primary school students and included a sample of 3,340 

respondents in 2008 and a sample o f 3,699 respondents in 2009. Using the 

KIDSCREEN (Ravens-Sieberer et al., 2005), Me Guckin et al. (2010) assessed well

being (in terms o f physical well-being, psychological well-being, autonomy and parent, 

peer and social support, and school environment) as it relates to bully-victim problems. 

The Psychological Well-being sub-scale o f the KIDSCREEN (Ravens-Sieberer et al., 

2005) focuses on positive emotions and satisfaction with life. It emerged that 

psychological well-being was significantly negatively related to both physical and 

relational victimization in both years. Moreover, bullying behaviour was also 

significantly negatively related to psychological well-being both years. This study 

provides fiarther evidence that involvement in traditional bullying is associated with 

impaired psychological well-being.

Due to the paucity of research which examines the relationship between 

bullying and positive aspects o f psychological well-being such as happiness and 

positive emotions, and the range of instruments used to measure these aspects (i.e., the 

Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale [Piers, 1984]; the Piers-Harris 2 [Piers & Herzberg, 

2002]; The Delighted-Terrible Faces Scale [Andrews & Withey, 1976]; the Brief Multi

dimensional Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale [Seligson et al., 2003]; and the 

Psychological Well-being sub-scale o f the KIDSCREEN [Ravens-Sieberer et al., 

2005]), the capacity to identify trends in the literature is limited. With regard to
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cyberbullying Corcoran et al. (2012) provide the only findings regarding the 

relationship between happiness and satisfaction and involvement in bullying, and this 

study is limited for the purposes o f the current review as happiness and satisfaction was 

measured using an instrument which focuses on self-concept. However, the current 

review o f the literature does provide a rationale for expectations o f reduced 

psychological well-being among victims, bullies, and bully-victims, when compared 

with non-involved respondents (Flaspohler et al., 2009; Me Guckin et al., 2010; 

O'Moore & Kirkham, 2001; Rigby & Slee, 1993a). For the present study, the 

Psychological Well-being sub-scale o f the KIDSCREEN-52 instrument (Ravens- 

Sieberer et al., 2005) is the most appropriate option as it measures feelings o f happiness, 

positive emotions, and life satisfaction. Moreover, it has been used within an Irish 

context (Keenaghan, Kilroe, Health Service Executive, & The KIDSCREEN Group 

Europe, 2008) and has been used in relation to bullying problems on the island of 

Ireland (Me Guckin et al., 2010), and therefore offers scope for comparison with 

previous research. Furthermore, the Psychological Well-being sub-scale o f the 

KIDSCREEN-52 instrument (Ravens-Sieberer et al., 2005) is one o f the battery of 

instruments used as part o f the netTEEN longitudinal study.

5.2.3. Conclusions.

It is apparent from this review that there is evidence to suggest that traditional and cyber

victimization are associated with depressive symptoms (e.g., Neary & Joseph, 1994;

Perren et al., 2010). Moreover, although there is a paucity o f research reporting on the

relationship between involvement in both bullying behaviour and victimization (i.e.,

bully-victims) and depressive symptomatology, some evidence suggests that bully-

victims are the group most strongly associated with depression (e.g., Kaltiala-Heino et

al., 1999). Additionally, a number o f studies have found that traditional bullying
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behaviour is positively related to depressive symptoms (e.g., Salmon et al., 1998). Due 

to the cross-sectional nature of the studies reviewed, it is difficult to identify whether 

depressive symptoms are a result o f involvement in bullying or a pre-cursor for 

involvement. However, it is evident that there is increased risk of depression among 

children who are involved in bullying in one role or another. Therefore, the current 

research will examine the relationship between depressive symptoms and involvement 

in cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying. It is hypothesised that 

those involved in any form of aggression or bullying will display greater depressive 

symptomatology compared with non-involved respondents. The broad array of 

measures used to explore the relationship between bullying involvement and depression 

has implications for the comparability o f findings across different studies, and therefore 

it is important that there is some consistency in the selection of measures. Based on the 

use o f the depressive symptoms measure (Alsaker, 1992; Holsen et al., 2000) to 

examine the relationship between depression and both traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying by Perren et al. (2010), it is an appropriate measure for use in the current 

research. Furthermore, it also allows for further replication o f the netTEEN study 

(Machmutow et al., 2012). For the purposes o f the current research, this scale will be 

referred to as the Depressive Symptoms Scale.

The current Section has also examined the relationship between bullying 

involvement and happiness or life satisfaction and positive emotions. It is clear that 

there is a lack of research examining this specific aspect of psychological well-being as 

it relates to bullying. Therefore, it is difficult to identify a clear pattern from the 

literature, particularly considering that the measures used vary from one study to the 

next. Moreover, there is little evidence of a significant relationship between 

cyberbullying and happiness or life satisfaction, with the only reported research 

measuring happiness and satisfaction using an instrument specific to self-concept
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(Corcoran et al., 2012). However, despite the limited literature available on this topic, it 

appears that children who are involved in bullying as bullies, victims, and bully-victims 

are likely to experience lower levels o f psychological well-being compared with non

involved children (e.g., Flaspohler et al., 2009; Me Guckin et al., 2010). Upon 

consideration o f the current paucity o f research regarding the relationship between 

cyberbullying and specific positive aspects of psychological well-being (i.e., happiness 

and positive emotions), the Psychological Well-being sub-scale o f the KIDSCREEN 

(Ravens-Sieberer et al., 2005) is an appropriate measure for use in the current study due 

to its inclusion in the netTEEN longitudinal study, and also due its prior use in relation 

to bullying in a similar context (Me Guckin et al., 2010).

5.2.3.1. Hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1. Depressive symptoms will be positively correlated with victimization by 

cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying.

Hypothesis 2. Depressive symptoms will be positively correlated with perpetration of 

cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying.

Hypothesis 3. Psychological well-being will be negatively correlated with victimization 

by cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying.

Hypothesis 4. Psychological well-being will be negatively correlated with perpetration 

o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying.

Hypothesis 5. Respondents not involved in cyber aggression will exhibit significantly 

lower depressive symptoms compared with aggressors, victims, and 

aggressor-victims.

Hypothesis 6. Respondents not involved in cyber aggression will exhibit significantly 

higher psychological well-being scores compared with aggressors,

victims, and aggressor-victims.

356



Hypothesis 7. Respondents not involved in traditional bullying will exhibit significantly 

lower depressive symptoms compared with bullies, victims, and bully- 

victims.

Hypothesis 8. Respondents not involved in traditional bullying will exhibit significantly 

higher psychological well-being scores compared with bullies, victims, 

and bully-victims.

Hypothesis 9. Respondents not involved in cyberbullying will exhibit significantly 

lower depressive symptoms compared with bullies, victims, and bully- 

victims.

Hypothesis 10. Respondents not involved in cyberbullying will exhibit significantly 

higher psychological well-being scores compared with bullies, victims, 

and bully-victims.

5.3. Methods.

5.3.1. Aims.

The methods for Study 2 has been provided in detail in Section 3 o f Chapter 3. In 

Section 3.3. the design o f Study 2, the relevant ethical issues, the sample details, and the 

procedure have been accounted for. With regard to the measurement materials, an 

account o f the measures for assessing involvement in cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying, can also be found in Section 3.3. Thus, in the present 

Section, it is only necessary to provide details o f the measures used to examine 

depressive symptoms and psychological well-being. The relationships across variables 

are assessed through exploration o f qualitative data and quantitative data (correlation, t- 

test, and ANOVA).
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5.3.2. Materials.

5.3.2.1. Measurement o f Depressive Symptoms.

In the original netTEEN questionnaire depressive symptoms were examined using an 8- 

item scale, which according to Perren et al. (2010) and Machmutow et al. (2012) has 

been validated by longitudinal research (Alsaker, 1992, Holsen et al., 2000). Holsen et 

al. (2000) used a seven-item version o f the scale (Seven-Item Depressed Mood Scale) to 

examine stability o f depressed mood over time among a sample of 538 adolescents aged 

from 13 to 19 years as part o f a longitudinal study. Respondents could answer using a 

Likert scale ranging from one (does not apply) to six (applies exactly). Holsen et al. 

(2000) reported that high Cronbach's alpha values were attained across four years o f the 

research: 1990 (a = .83); 1992 (a = .87); 1995 (a = .90); and 1996 (a = .91).

The Depressive Symptoms Scale (see appendix 1) used in the current research 

and the netTEEN longitudinal research (Machmutow et al., 2012) is slightly adapted 

with one additional item and a four-point response scale. The Depressive Symptoms 

Scale investigates feelings o f sadness and depression, absence o f positive feeling, 

absence o f motivation, and worthlessness of life, and contains 8 items as follows:

1. Sometimes I think everything is so hopeless that I do not feel like doing 

anything;

2. Sometimes I am so down / depressed that I want to stay in bed all day;

3. I think my life is kind o f sad;

4. I have thought a lot about death in the last while (not in the Seven-Item

Depressed Mood Scale: Holsen et al., 2000)

5. I often feel sad but I cannot find the reason why;

6. Sometimes 1 think my life is not worth living;

7. I often feel down / depressed without knowing why;
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8. I think I have nothing to be happy about.

Respondents could agree or disagree with an item using a four-point Likert scale, 

including one (1 don’t agree), two (1 probably don't agree), three (1 probably agree), and 

four (I agree). For those respondents who answered at least four items, a mean scale 

score was calculated for depressive symptoms. The scale was scored so that higher 

scores reflected higher levels o f depressive symptoms. With regard to depressive 

symptoms, Machmutow et al. (2012) reported reliability scores at two time points over a 

six-month period (a: tl / 12 = .86 / .88).

5 . 3 . 2 . 2 . Measurement o f  Psychological Well-being.

Positive aspects of psychological well-being were also assessed and the scale used for 

measurement was obtained from the KIDSCREEN-52 instrument (Ravens-Sieberer et 

al., 2005). The KIDSCREEN-52 instrument measures health-related quality o f life with 

regard to ten dimensions, as follows: physical well-being; psychological well-being; 

moods and emotions; self-perception; autonomy; parent relations and home life; social 

support and peers; school environment; social acceptance / bullying; and financial 

resources.

The Psychological Well-being Scale (see appendix I) contains six items and

examines the psychological well-being o f children and adolescents with regard to

positive emotions and life satisfaction. More specifically, this scale indicates how often

a child experiences feelings o f joy, happiness, or cheerfiilness (e.g., Have you been in a

good mood?) (Keenaghan et al., 2008), and respondents can indicate their answer using

a five-point Likert scale, ranging from one (Never) to five (Always). The

KIDSCREEN-52 instrument has been used in Ireland among a sample o f 1,265 children

aged from eight to 17 years (Keenaghan et al., 2008). Although the Irish study does not
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provide information regarding the reliabihty o f the sub-scales of the KIDSCREEN-52, 

research by Ravens-Sieberer et al. (2008) assessed the reliability o f the instrument 

among a sample of 22,827 children and adolescents across 13 European countries, 

including Ireland and a Cronbach's alpha value o f .89 was obtained for the 

Psychological Well-being Scale.

Within the netTEEN study the same scale was used. However, the items were 

posed as statements rather than questions, as follows:

1. I’m often in a good mood;

2. I have a lot of fun;

3. 1 like my life;

4. I am happy to be alive;

5. I am happy with my life;

6. I am often happy.

Respondents could indicate their agreement using a four-point Likert scale including the 

following response options; one (1 don't agree); two (I probably don't agree); three (I 

probably agree); and four (I agree). There was also the option to select "No Answer". 

Neither the Depressive Symptoms Scale (Alsaker, 1992; Holsen et al., 2000) nor the 

Psychological Well-being Scale (Ravens-Sieberer et al., 2005) required further 

adaptation for use in the present research.
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5.4. Results.

5.4.1. Introduction.

The current Section provides details of the findings o f Study 2 pertaining to depressive 

symptoms and psychological well-being. Initially, qualitative data is presented with 

regard to the effects o f cyber aggression and cyberbullying on victims and cyberbullies. 

Following this, details o f the mean scores and reliability values found in relation to the 

Depressive Symptoms Scale (Alsaker, 1992; Holsen et al., 2000; Machmutow et al., 

2012) and the Psychological Well-being Scale (Ravens-Sieberer et al., 2005) are 

provided. Additionally, the relationships between depression and psychological well

being and involvement in cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying are 

reported. Furthermore, analysis o f group-related differences in depression and well

being are examined across cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying. 

The victim, aggressor / bully, and aggressor-victim / bully-victim groups which were 

constructed to allow for analysis in Chapter 3 are also used in the present analysis.

5.4.2. Qualitative Data Regarding the Effects o f Cyber Aggression /  Cyberbullying. 

Question 14 o f the questionnaire used in the current research (see appendix I) asked 

respondents who had been victimized by cyber aggression "If any o f these things 

happened to you, how did it make you feel?" The present Section provides 

representative quotes from the qualitative data (see appendix P). It was apparent that 

some o f those targeted by cyber aggressors were not particularly bothered by the abuse 

(e.g., "Really don't Care, none of that Stuff bothers me. I don't let it get me down!" 

[sic], "Nothing. I laughed.."). However, other respondents indicated a range o f negative 

emotions, such as: sadness or upset ("Very upset - didn't want to go and face those 

people.", "it was not nice I feh very sad and hurt . . . "  [sic]); loneliness or exclusion
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(e.g., "Sad, unwanted, angry, alone", "Alone and that I am the friend that nobody 

actually wants around"); fearfulness (e.g., "Unwanted & embarrased, scared in your 

own skin." [sic], "Scared and wondering why it happened"); anger (e.g., "enraged and 

angry", "feh annoyed and angry and didn't understand why because I did nothing."); and 

embarrassment or humiliation (e.g., "Angry, upset, humiliated.", "Really Embarrassed, I 

wanted them to take the picture down but they wouldn't" [sic]). A number of 

respondents also indicated more severe effects, such as lack o f self-worth (e.g., 

"worthless, horrible like everyone was turning against me and that I was hated.", "It 

made me feel really bad and worthless. AS IF I have nothing to live for!" [sic]) or even 

feelings of depression and suicidal thoughts (e.g., "Sad, embarassed, ashamed and 

down" [sic], "I felt like I had no purpose in being alive. Like the world would be okay 

without me as if I didn't matter at all."). It is evident that some respondents were not 

bothered by cyber aggression whilst other respondents reported negative emotions of 

varying severity.

In addition, respondents who reported victimization by cyberbullying could 

indicate how they were affected emotionally by responding to Question 21 (If you were 

cyberbullied, how did it make you feel?). It was apparent that victims of cyberbullying 

had similar emotional responses to those who experienced cyber aggression, with a 

number o f victims indicating that they were not bothered by the cyberbullying (e.g., "I 

didnt take much notice." [sic], "Not too bad as the people doing it did not even know 

me"), whilst others indicated feeling o f sadness or upset (e.g., "It made me feel sad and 

different. It made me fell lonely distraught and not happy." [sic], "Very, very self 

concious + quite upset" [sic]); loneliness or isolation (e.g., "Really depressed, helpless, 

lonely, felt like I couldn't talk to anyone because I thought they hated me.", "isolated 

and helpless."); fear (e.g., "I felt really frustrated and annoyed and slightly paranoid 

because facebook is so public.", "Scared to sign in to facebook in case what I might
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see." [sic]); anger (e.g., "Annoyed, Angry.", "Like I need to do something about it, I feel 

like hurting someone but I know it's the wrong thing to do, I feel so sad and angry."); 

and embarrassment or humiliation (e.g., "Very humiliated and sad and embarrassed", 

"Ashamed, Embarassed" [sic]). Again it was apparent that some victims of 

cyberbullying felt that they were less confident (e.g., "I felt disgusting, they had me 

convinced it was a choice and I hated m yself I cried almost every night at the start.", "It 

made me feel im ugly and no-one whants anything to do with me." [sic], "Crap, 

worthless. Self hating." [sic]) or were experiencing depression or suicidal thoughts (e.g., 

"sad lonely i felt hated and suacidal" [sic], "It made me feel depressed for few day . . ." 

[sic]). It is evident that the emotional responses to cyber victimization by cyberbullying 

are consistent with those reported by those victimized by cyber aggression.

Those who had engaged in cyberbullying others were also asked how their 

behaviour had caused them to feel. Question 27 asked respondents "If you cyberbullied 

someone, how did it make you feel?" Whilst a number of respondents reported that 

they regretted their behaviour or felt bad or guilty about it (e.g., "I feh guilty. I knew it 

wasn't right, but I was angry when I did it.", "In the end it made me feel bad and I still 

do feel bad.", "annoyed with myself when I realised how bad it hurt the person" [sic]), 

others attempted to justify it, sometimes indicating that the target o f the cyberbullying 

deserved it (e.g., "I din't feel good but at least they would learn their lesson." [sic], "It 

made me feel better cause I told Him to stop cause my girlfriend was getting upset over 

the messages" [sic]). A number o f those who had cyberbullied others reported that it 

was fiin or made them feel good (e.g., "superior", "it's funny because you dont know 

him" [sic], "made me feel better that I can stand up for m yself), whereas others felt 

nothing in relation to their behaviour (e.g., "Grand, felt nothing", "Not bad at all", "The 

same", "didnt bother me" [sic]). Some respondents had mixed feelings about their 

cyberbullying behaviour (e.g., "happy + sad", "excited, A bit woiried" [sic]). Although
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respondents who had engaged in cyberbullying others reported a range o f emotions, it is 

apparent that they tend not to report extreme negative emotions such as humiliation or 

depression. Analysis o f scores on the Depressive Symptoms Scale (Alsaker, 1992; 

Holsen et al., 2000; Machmutow et al., 2012) and the Psychological Well-being Scale 

(Ravens-Sieberer et al., 2005) in relation to involvement in aggression and bullying 

allowed for fiirther insight.

5.4.3. The Depressive Symptoms Scale and the Psychological Well-being Scale. 

Overall, 2,422 respondents received a score for the Depressive Symptoms Scale, 

producing a mean sample score o f 1.85 (SD = .74) and a Cronbach's alpha value o f .88 

was attained. In addition, 2,431 respondents were given a score for the Psychological 

Well-being Scale, producing a sample mean score of 3.48 (SD = .58) and a Cronbach's 

alpha value of .89 was attained.

5.4.4. Relationships across Cyber Aggression, Traditional Bullying, Cyberbullying, 

Depressive Symptoms, and Psychological Well-being.

Pearson product-moment correlation analyses were conducted in order to explore the 

relationships between depressive symptoms and psychological well-being across other 

variables, including age, ICT activity, and involvement in aggression and bullying (see 

Table 41 below).
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Table 41: Correlations across depressive symptoms, psychological well-being, age. ICT 

activity, cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying.

Variable Depressive Symptoms Psychological well-being

Depressive Symptoms —

Psychological well-being -.63*** —

Age .06** -.05*

Hrs online school day _ Q9***

Hrs online day off ] 9*** 1 J ***

ICT Use j 1 *** -.02

Cyber aggression victim .36*** 33***

Cyber aggressor 1 g*** j j ***

Traditional Victim 3*7***

Traditional Bully J 5*** . Q'7**

Cyberbullying victim 29*** _  2g***

Cyberbully 1 Q*** -.07**

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Hypotheses 1 and 2 stated that depressive symptoms would be positively 

related to victimization by, and perpetration o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, 

and cyberbullying, whilst hypotheses 3 and 4 predicted that psychological well-being 

would be negatively correlated with victimization by, and perpetration of cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying. It emerged that the four hypotheses 

were supported.

For instance, as is evident from Table 41 above, with regard to cyber 

aggression, it emerged that victimization was moderately positively associated with
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depressive symptoms (r = .36, n = 2,405, p < .001), and moderately negatively 

associated with psychological well-being (r = -.33, n = 2,413, p < .001). Moreover, a 

small positive correlation was identified between perpetration o f cyber aggression and 

depressive symptoms (r = .16, n = 2,391 , P < .001), whilst perpetration bore a small 

negative relationship with psychological well-being (r = -.11, n = 2,400, p < .001).

The same patterns were evident for traditional bullying, as victimization was 

moderately positively related to depressive symptoms (r = .39, n = 2,409, p < .001), and 

moderately negatively related to psychological well-being (r = -.37, n = 2,416, p < 

.001). Again, there was a small positive relationship between perpetration and 

depressive symptoms (r = .15, n = 2,397, p < .001), whilst traditional bullying also bore 

a small negative relationship with psychological well-being (r = -.07, n = 2,404, p < 

.001).

In relation to cyberbullying, victimization and perpetration were found to be 

positively related to depressive symptoms (victim o f cyberbullying: [r = .29, n = 2,398, 

p < .001], cyberbullying perpetrator: [r = .10, n = 2,155, p < .001]) and negatively 

related to psychological well-being (victim o f cyberbullying: [r = -.28, n = 2,407, p < 

.001], cyberbullying perpetrator: [r = -.07, n = 2,122, p < .01]). Again it is apparent that 

victimization bears a stronger relationship with both scales compared with perpetration.

Although not hypothesized, it is evident in Table 41 above that there is a 

tendency for increased ICT activity (i.e., time spent online during a school day or a day 

off school and scores on the ICT Use Scale) to correlate positively with depressive 

symptoms and negatively with psychological well-being.

5.4.4.1. Relationships between Specific Forms o f Victimization and Mental Health.

Considering the positive correlations between different forms of victimization found in

Chapter 3 and the potential overlap in involvement in different forms o f aggression and
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bullying, partial correlation analyses were conducted to explore the relationships with 

mental health across the different forms o f victimization (cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying) individually whilst controlling for the effects o f the other 

forms of victimization.

As stated earlier, victimization by cyber aggression was moderately positively 

associated with depressive symptoms (r = .36). However, controlling for victimization 

by traditional bullying, the strength of this relationship was reduced (r = .17, n = 2,389, 

p < .001), whilst controlling for victimization by cyberbullying had less impact on the 

strength o f the relationship (r = .25, n = 2,379, p < .001). Controlling for both 

traditional victimization and victimization by cyberbullying, a small correlation 

emerged between cyber aggression and depressive symptoms (r = .12, n = 2,365, p < 

.001). In addition, victimization by cyber aggression was found to be moderately 

negatively associated with psychological well-being (r = -.33). Again, the strength of 

this relationship declined upon controlling for victimization by traditional bullying (r = - 

.15, n = 2,396, p < .001). Controlling for victimization by cyberbullying was not found 

to have such a strong effect (r = -.22, n = 2,387, p < .001). Controlling for victimization 

by both traditional bullying and cyberbullying a small negative correlation was evident 

between victimization by cyber aggression and psychological well-being (r = -.10, n = 

2,372, p < . 001).

For traditional bullying, it emerged that victimization was moderately 

positively related to depressive symptoms (r = .39). Upon controlling for victimization 

by cyber aggression, this relationship was weakened (r = .24, n = 2,389, p < .001), as it 

was when controlling for victimization by cyberbullying (r = .31, n = 2,382, p < .001). 

Controlling for victimization by both cyber aggression and cyberbullying, a small 

positive relationship emerged between traditional victimization and depressive 

symptoms (r = .23, n = 2,365, p < .001). Moreover, traditional victimization was also
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found to be moderately negatively related to psychological well-being (r = -.37). Again, 

the relationship became weaker when victimization by cyber aggression (r = -.23, n = 

2,396, p < .001) and cyberbullying (r = -.28, n = 2,389, p < .001) were controlled for. 

Controlling for both forms of cyber victimization, a small negative relationship was 

evident between traditional victimization and psychological well-being (r = -.22, n = 

2,372, p < . 001).

With respect to cyberbullying, it emerged that victimization was positively 

related to depressive symptoms (r = .29). However, when controlling for victimization 

by cyber aggression, the strength o f the correlation was reduced (r = .09, n = 2,379, p < 

.001). Similarly, when controlling for traditional victimization, the strength of the 

relationship declined (r = .13, n = 2,382, p < .001). Controlling for victimization by 

traditional victimization and cyber aggression, a small positive relationship emerged 

between victimization by cyberbullying and depressive symptoms (r = .06, n = 2,365, p 

< .01). Furthermore, victimization by cyberbullying was also found to be negatively 

related to psychological well-being (r = -.28). This relationship was found to be weaker 

upon controlling for victimization by cyber aggression (r = -.10, n = 2,387, p < .001) 

and traditional victimization (r = -.13, n = 2,389, p < .001). When victimization by both 

traditional bullying and cyber aggression were controlled for, a small negative 

relationship emerged between victimization by cyberbullying and psychological well

being (r = -.07, n = 2,372, p < .001).

Overall, it is apparent that there is overlap across the different forms of 

aggression with regard to their relationship with mental health. However, statistically 

significant relationships are still evident in the partial correlations reported above. 

Despite this it seems that traditional victimization is most strongly associated with 

impaired mental health.
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5.4.5. Sex- and Group-Related Differences in Depressive Symptoms and Psychological

Well-being.

A t-test was conducted in order to assess sex-related differences in depressive 

symptoms and psychological well-being. Furthermore, a series of one-way ANOVAs 

was carried out so as to explore group differences (i.e., victims, aggressor / bully, 

aggressor-victim / bully-victim) in mental health across cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying. Where significant differences emerged, post-hoc testing 

(Tukey HSD test) was conducted for further analysis so as to explore emerging patterns 

across the various groups.

5.4.5.1. Sex-related differences in relation to Depressive Symptoms and Psychological

Well-being.

Although not hypothesised, differences regarding mental health were explored in 

relation to sex o f respondents, t-test analysis provided insight regarding the sex-related 

differences in depressive symptoms and psychological well-being. Males and females 

were compared across mental health variables (see Table 42 below), and it emerged that 

there was a significant difference between the sexes for depressive symptoms 

(t(2378.25) = -10.56, p < .001) with males (x = 1.68, SD = .68) scoring significantly 

lower than females (x = 1.99, SD = .76). Similarly, significant differences were 

apparent for psychological well-being scores (t(2363.69) = 5.24, p < .001) with males 

displaying a higher mean score (x = 3.54, SD = .55) compared with females (x = 3.42, 

SD = .60).
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Table 42: Sex-related differences in depressive symptoms and psychological well

being.

Variable Sex n X SD t score

D epress Sym ptom s M ale 1,060 1.68 .68 -10 .56***

Fem ale 1,360 1.99 .76

Psych W ell-being M ale 1,061 3.54 .55 5 2 4 * * *

Fem ale 1,368 3.42 .60

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

5.4.5.2. Group differences in relation to Depressive Symptoms and Psychological Well

being.

The current Section provides analysis of the differences across groups for cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying in relation to depressive symptoms 

and psychological well-being. Table 43 below displays the mean scores across cyber 

aggression groups in relation to depressive symptoms and psychological well-being.
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Table 43: Differences across cyber aggression groups in relation to depressive

symptoms and psychological well-being.

Cyber Aggression Depressive Symptoms*** Psych Well-Being'

n X SD n X SD

Occ. Victims 109 2.31 .79 109 3.21 .71

Occ. Aggressors 38 2.14 .90 38 3.43 .61

Occ. Aggressor-Victims 25 2.06 .85 25 3.28 .75

Freq. Victims 98 2.64 .82 98 2.82 .83

Freq. Aggressors 34 2.09 .77 34 3.36 .73

Freq. Aggressor-Victims 23 2.10 .86 23 3.06 1.05

Non-Involved 2,069 1.78 .69 2077 3.53 .52

Total 2,396 1.85 .74 2404 3.48 .58

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Hypothesis 5 stated that respondents not involved in cyber aggression would 

exhibit significantly lower depressive symptoms compared with aggressors, victims, 

and aggressor-victims. Significant differences emerged across cyber aggression groups 

in relation to depressive symptoms [F(6, 99.79) = 25.71, p < .001], Tukey HSD tests 

revealed that the Frequent Victim group (x = 2.64, SD = .82) exhibited a significantly 

higher mean score compared with the Occasional Victim group (x =2 .31 , SD = .79), 

the Occasional Aggressor group (x = 2.14, SD = .90), the Occasional Aggressor-Victim 

group (x = 2.06, SD = .85), the Frequent Aggressor group (x =2.09, SD=.77), the 

Frequent Aggressor-Victim group (x =2.10, SD = .86), and the Non-Involved group (x 

= 1.78, SD = .69). Additionally, the Non-Involved group displayed significantly lower

scores than the Occasional Victim group and the Occasional Aggressor group.
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Although significant group differences are apparent, hypothesis 5 was not supported as 

the Non-Involved group did not differ significantly from all other groups.

The sixth hypothesis stated that respondents not involved in cyber aggression 

would exhibit significantly higher psychological well-being scores compared with 

aggressors, victims, and aggressor-victims. With regard to psychological well-being, 

significant differences were apparent between groups [F(6, 99.12) = 15.74, p < .001]. 

Post-hoc testing indicated that the Frequent Victim group (x = 2.82, SD = .83) 

displayed significantly lower scores than the Occasional Victim group (x =3.21, SD = 

.71), the Occasional Aggressor group (x = 3.43, SD = .61), the Occasional Aggressor- 

Victim group (x = 3.28, SD = .75), the Frequent Aggressor group (x = 3.36, SD = .73), 

and the Non-Involved group (x = 3.53, SD = .52). Furthermore, the Non-Involved 

group displayed significantly higher levels of psychological well-being compared with 

the Occasional Victim group and the Frequent Aggressor-Victim group. However, as 

the Non-Involved group only differed significantly from three other groups, the sixth 

hypothesis was not supported.
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Table 44 below displays the mean scores across traditional bullying groups in relation to 

depressive symptoms and psychological well-being.

Table 44: Differences across traditional bullying groups in relation to depressive 

svmptoms and psychological well-being.

Traditional Bullying Depressive Symptoms*** Psych Well-Being***

n X SD n x SD

Occ. Victims 149 2.12 .74 150 3.30 .61

Occ. Bullies 39 1.72 .62 39 3.51 .49

Occ. Bully-Victims 81 2.18 .80 81 3.19 .72

Freq. Victims 238 2.41 .84 237 3.00 .82

Freq. Bullies 71 1.98 .83 72 3.49 .61

Freq. Bully-Victims 83 2.07 .72 84 3.36 .69

Non-Involved 1,737 1.73 .67 1,742 3.58 .47

Total 2,398 1.85 .74 2,405 3.48 .58

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Hypothesis 7 stated that respondents not involved in traditional bullying would

exhibit significantly lower depressive symptoms compared with bullies, victims, and

bully-victims. Significant differences emerged across traditional bullying groups in

relation to depressive symptoms [F(6, 222.30) = 34.03, p < .001]. Specifically, Tukey

HSD tests indicated that the Frequent Victim group (x = 2.41, SD = .84) displayed a

higher mean score for depressive symptoms compared with the Occasional Victim

group (x = 2.12, SD = .74), the Occasional Bully group (x = 1.72, SD = .62), the

Frequent Bully group (x = 1.98, SD = .83), the Frequent Bully-Victim group (x = 2.07,
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SD = .72), and the Non-Involved group (x = 1.73, SD = .67). Furthermore, the Non- 

Involved group displayed significantly lower depressive symptoms than the Occasional 

Victim group, the Occasional Bully-Victim group (x = 2.18, SD = .80), and the 

Frequent Bully-Victim group. Furthermore, the Occasional Bully group displayed 

significantly lower depressive scores than the Occasional Victim group and the 

Occasional Bully-Victim group. Despite significant differences emerging, hypothesis 7 

was not supported.

The eighth hypothesis predicted that respondents not involved in traditional 

bullying would exhibit significantly higher psychological well-being scores compared 

with bullies, victims, and bully-victims. A number of significant differences emerged 

between traditional bullying groups in relation to psychological well-being [F(6, 

220.36) = 26.27, p < .001]. For instance, the Frequent Victim group (x = 3.00, SD = 

.82) displayed a lower mean score for psychological well-being compared with the 

Occasional Victim group (x = 3.30, SD = .61), the Occasional Bully group (x = 3.52, 

SD = .49), the Frequent Bully group (x = 3.49, SD = .61), the Frequent Bully-Victim 

group (x = 3.36, SD = .69), and the Non-Involved group (x = 3.58, SD = .47). 

Furthermore, the Non-Involved group displayed a higher mean score than the 

Occasional Victim group, the Occasional Bully-Victim group (x =3.19, SD = .72), and 

the Frequent Bully-Victim group. Also, the Occasional Bully-Victim group exhibited a 

lower mean score than the Occasional Bully group and the Frequent Bully group. 

However, overall the eighth hypothesis was not supported.

Table 45 below displays the mean scores across cyberbullying groups in 

relation to depressive symptoms and psychological well-being.
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Table 45: Differences across cvberbullving groups in relation to depressive symptoms

and psvchological well-being.

Cyberbullying Depressive Symptoms *** Psych Well-Being’

n X SD n X SD

Occ. Victims 217 2.29 .76 218 3.19 .67

Occ. Bullies 63 1.91 .72 63 3.55 .55

Occ. Bully-Victims 53 2.34 .73 54 3.18 .74

Freq. Victims 35 2.84 .86 34 2.53 .98

Freq. Bullies 13 1.87 .75 13 3.37 .77

Freq. Bully-Victims 8 3.12 .88 8 2.92 .88

Non-Involved 1,712 1.77 .70 1,718 3.53 .52

Total 2,101 1.86 .74 2,108 3.47 .58

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Hypothesis 9 stated that respondents not involved in cyberbullying would

exhibit significantly lower depressive symptoms compared with bullies, victims, and

bully-victims. Among the cyberbullying groups, it was apparent that there were

significant differences with regard to depressive symptoms [F(6, 2,094) = 37.84, p <

.001], Post-hoc testing revealed that the Frequent Victim group (x = 2.84, SD = .86)

displayed a higher mean score for depressive symptoms compared with the Occasional

Victim group (x = 2.29, SD = .76), the Occasional Bully group (x = 1.91, SD = .72),

the Occasional Bully-Victim group (x = 2.34, SD = .73), the Frequent Bully group (x =

1.87, SD = .75), and the Non-Involved group (x = 1.77, SD = .70). Furthermore, the

Frequent Bully-Victim group (x = 3.12, SD = .88) displayed a higher mean score for

depressive symptoms compared with the Occasional Victim group, the Occasional
375



Bully group, the Frequent Bully group, and the Non-Involved group. In addition, the 

Non-Involved group had lower depressive levels than the Occasional Victim group, and 

the Occasional Bully-Victim group. Finally, the Occasional Bully group exhibited 

lower depressive symptoms compared with the Occasional Victim group, and the 

Occasional Bully-Victim group. Considering the results o f the post-hoc testing, it is 

apparent that the ninth hypothesis did not receive support.

Finally, the tenth hypothesis predicted that respondents not involved in 

cyberbullying would exhibit significantly higher psychological well-being scores 

compared with bullies, victims, and bully-victims. Similarly, there were significant 

differences across cyberbullying groups in relation to psychological well-being [F(6, 

54.64) = 16.11, p < .001]. For instance, the Frequent Victim group (x = 2.53, SD = .98) 

displayed a lower mean score for psychological well-being compared with the 

Occasional Victim group (x = 3.19, SD = .67), the Occasional Bully group (x = 3.55, 

SD = .55), the Occasional Bully-Victim group (x = 3.18, SD = .74), the Frequent Bully 

group (x = 3.37, SD = .77), and the Non-Involved group (x = 3.53, SD = .52). In 

addition, the Non-Involved group displayed a higher mean score than the Occasional 

Victim group, the Occasional Bully-Victim group (x = 3.18, SD = .74), and the 

Frequent Bully-Victim group. Also, the Occasional Bully group exhibited a 

significantly higher mean score than the Occasional Victim group, the Occasional 

Bully-Victim group, and the Frequent Bully-Victim group. It is evident that hypothesis 

10 was not supported.

5.4.6. Summary.

The current Section provided analysis o f the data pertaining to depressive symptoms 

and psychological well-being. Table 46 below provides an overview o f the outcomes in

relation to the hypotheses stated in Section 5.2.3.1.
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Table 46: Outcomes of hypotheses stated in Section 5.2.3.I.

Hypothesis Outcome

1 Depressive symptoms will be positively correlated with Supported

victimization by cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying.

2 Depressive symptoms will be positively correlated with Supported

perpetration o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying.

3 Psychological well-being will be negatively correlated with Supported

victimization by cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying.

4 Psychological well-being will be negatively correlated with Supported

perpetration o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying.

5 Respondents not involved in cyber aggression will exhibit Not

significantly lower depressive symptoms compared with supported

aggressors, victims, and aggressor-victims.

6. Respondents not involved in cyber aggression will exhibit Not

significantly higher psychological well-being scores compared supported

with aggressors, victims, and aggressor-victims.

7. Respondents not involved in traditional bullying will exhibit Not

significantly lower depressive symptoms compared with supported

bullies, victims, and bully-victims.

8. Respondents not involved in traditional bullying will exhibit Not

significantly higher psychological well-being scores compared supported

with bullies, victims, and bully-victims.
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9. Respondents not involved in cyberbullying will exhibit Not

significantly lower depressive symptoms compared with supported

bullies, victims, and bully-victims.

10. Respondents not involved in cyberbullying will exhibit Not

significantly higher psychological well-being scores compared supported

with bullies, victims, and bully-victims.

Analysis o f qualitative data indicated a variety o f responses regarding the 

effects o f cyber aggression / cyberbullying. Whilst some victims o f cyber aggression 

and cyberbullying reported that they were not bothered by the abuse, others reported a 

range o f negative emotions, such as sadness, loneliness, anger, and depression. 

Furthermore, a number o f those who had engaged in cyberbullying attempted to justify 

their behaviour, whilst others indicated feeling bad or guilty about their behaviour. 

Moreover, some of those who had cyberbullied others indicated that it was fiin, or that 

they felt nothing as a result o f their conduct.

Reliability testing indicated acceptable Cronbach's alpha values for both the 

Depressive Symptoms Scale (Alsaker, 1992; Holsen et al., 2000; Machmutow et al., 

2012) and the Psychological Well-being Scale (Ravens-Sieberer et al., 2005). 

Furthermore, offering support for hypotheses one to four, scores on the Cyber 

Aggression Victimization Scale, the Cyber Aggressor Scale, the Traditional Victim 

Scale, the Traditional Bully Scale, and scores for victimization by cyberbullying and 

perpetration of cyberbullying were found to correlate positively with depressive 

symptoms and to correlate negatively with psychological well-being. It was evident 

that victimization by cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying was more
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strongly related to depressive symptoms (positive relationship) and psychological well

being (negative relationship) than perpetration.

Partial correlations allowed for analysis o f the relationships between specific 

forms o f victimization and mental health whilst controlling for the effects o f other forms 

of victimization. This revealed that there is overlap across the different forms of 

victimization with regard to their relationship with mental health. However, statistically 

significant relationships were still evident for each form o f victimization when other 

forms o f victimization were controlled for in the analysis. Overall, traditional 

victimization emerged as being most strongly related to impaired mental health, 

followed by victimization by cyber aggression, and then victimization by cyberbullying.

Hypotheses five to 10 were not supported as it was predicted that the non

involved groups in each fonn of aggression would score significantly lower than all 

other groups for depressive symptoms and significantly higher than all other groups for 

psychological well-being. Although significant group differences were evident, the 

non-involved respondents did not differ significantly from all other groups for either 

depression or well-being across any form o f aggression. However, a consistent trend 

across cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying groups indicated that 

frequent victims tend to display higher depressive symptoms and lower psychological 

well-being compared with other groups, whilst the opposite is true for non-involved 

respondents. In addition, the occasional aggressors / bullies for all forms o f aggression 

tended to show relatively low depressive symptoms and relatively high psychological 

well-being compared with other groups. Whilst the bully-victims / aggressor-victims 

exhibited inconsistent indicators o f mental health across the ANOVA analyses, the non- 

involved respondents consistently displayed positive mental health indicators compared 

with other groups, although not always reaching statistical significance. The next 

Section provides a discussion and conclusions in relation to the current findings.
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5.5. Discussion.

In the current Section, results are discussed in the context o f the relevant literature 

regarding depression, psychological well-being, and involvement in traditional bullying 

and cyberbullying, thus highlighting findings which are consistent with prior research 

and those which are inconsistent. Furthermore, theoretical and practical implications of 

the present research are discussed, with a particular focus on the measurement of 

psychological well-being, the need for longitudinal research to explore the causal 

relationship between aggression / bullying and mental health, and the relationship 

between cyber-based victimization and mental health independent o f traditional 

victimization. Moreover, the strengths and limitations of Study 2 in relation to the 

aspects which are examined in this Chapter are considered, and recommendations for 

future research are discussed.

5.5.1. The Emotional Impact o f  Cyber Aggression and Cyberbullying.

It was evident from the qualitative data that respondents were affected by cyber 

victimization in different ways, with some indicating that they were not particularly 

bothered by the aggression. However, others reported feeling a range o f negative 

emotions with differing levels of severity. Whilst it is of concern that some o f those 

victimized reported feeling sad, lonely, afraid, and angry, it is apparent that other 

respondents experienced more severe distress, indicating feelings o f worthlessness and 

suicidal thoughts. This variety o f responses may be a reflection o f the differing levels 

o f severity o f abuse experienced by respondents, or alternatively, may indicate other 

contextual or personal factors which impact on resilience, or this may also be a 

reflection o f the approach used to explore the emotional effects o f victimization (i.e., 

one open question). O f those who admitted to cyberbullying others, there was a
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tendency to justify the behaviour, indicating that they were retahating to abuse that they 

had suffered, or that the victim deserved it in some way. However, other cyberbulHes 

reported that they regretted the behaviour or felt guilty about it. The findings that some 

o f those who engaged in cyberbullying reported that they did not feel bothered, that it 

was fijn, or that it made them feel good, may be a reflection o f the lower empathy levels 

identified in cyberbullies in Chapter 4. This lack o f remorse may also be attributable to 

the reduced guilt a cyberbully may feel (Batheja, 2004 as cited in Raskauskas & Stoltz, 

2007) as a result of the nature o f cyber communication which often limits visual or aural 

feedback from a victim.

5.5.2. Involvement in Aggression /  Bullying and Depressive Symptoms.

It was evident following reliability testing that the Depressive Symptoms Scale

(Alsaker, 1992; Holsen et al., 2000; Machmutow et al., 2012) achieved acceptable

Cronbach's alpha levels in the current study, indicating that it is appropriate for use

among a sample o f Irish post-primary school students. Consistent with hypothesis 1 it

emerged that victimization across cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and

cyberbullying was positively related to depression, providing support for previous

research which revealed that traditional and cyber victimization are associated with

depressive symptoms (e.g., Neary & Joseph, 1994; Perren et al., 2010). The second

hypothesis was also supported as perpetration o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying,

and cyberbullying were also positively related to depressive symptoms. Research has

suggested that both traditional bullying and cyberbullying perpetration are related to

increased depression (e.g., Gradinger et al., 2009; Salmon et al., 1998; Slee, 1995;

Wang et al., 2011). However, it was evident that victimization was more strongly

related to depression than perpetration, which may indicate that victimization has a

stronger negative impact than aggressive behaviour. Furthermore, cyberbullying

381



victimization scores were weakly related to depression in comparison with cyber 

aggression victimization and traditional victimization scores. This may be a reflection 

of the definitional and measurement issues highlighted in Chapter 3.

In addition, partial correlation analyses revealed that there was overlap across 

the different forms o f victimization with regard to the relationship with depression, 

highlighting that respondents' involvement across different forms o f aggression and 

bullying is an important consideration with respect to mental health outcomes. In line 

with this is Gradinger et al.'s (2009) finding that combined victims (cyber and 

traditional) displayed more depressive symptoms compared with non-victims whilst in 

comparison with non-involved children and traditional bully-victims, combined bully- 

victims (cyber and traditional) displayed greater depressive symptoms.

Further testing was conducted in order to explore differences across bullies (or 

aggressors), victims, bully-victims (or aggressor-victims), and non-involved 

respondents for each form o f aggression. Hypotheses 5, 7, and 9 predicted that non- 

involved respondents would score significantly lower on the Depressive Symptoms 

Scale than other groups across cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying 

respectively, and although none o f these hypotheses were supported, patterns emerged 

across all three forms of aggression, with non-involved respondents tending to report 

the lowest levels of depression. The finding that children who were not involved in 

bullying exhibited lower depression levels has been supported by the literature 

(Kumpulainen et al., 2001; Roland, 2002).

It also emerged that frequent victims tended to exhibit high levels of depressive 

symptoms across all forms o f aggression and bullying, and these levels were higher than 

those o f occasional victims. The research supports the common finding that traditional 

victims (Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Kaltiala-Heino et al., 1999; Neary & Joseph, 1994; 

Roland, 2002; Slee, 1995) and victims of cyberbullying (Erdur-Baker & Tanrikulu,
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2010; Olenik-Shemesh et al., 2012; Perren et al., 2010) tend to display higher 

depression. Similar to current findings Slee (1995) found that depression levels 

increased with more frequent traditional victimization, whilst Wang et al. (2011) found 

that in relation to traditional bullying, more frequent involvement was related to higher 

levels o f depression compared with occasional involvement. Also, with regard to 

cyberbullying, Perren et al. (2010) found that victimization was significantly predictive 

o f depressive symptoms, and that as frequency o f victimization increased, so too did 

depression. Also consistent with current findings, Wang et al. (2011) and Roland 

(2002) reported that victims reported higher levels o f depression than bullies whilst 

Craig (1998) found that victims o f traditional bullying exhibited higher levels of 

depression than non-involved children. By contrast, Olenik-Shemesh et al. (2012) 

found no significant differences in depressive symptoms when comparing traditional 

victims and non-victims, whilst Salmon et al. (1998) found that traditional victimization 

was not positively related to depression. However, overall the findings regarding 

victims are consistent with much of the literature.

Although perpetration o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying were found to be positively related to depressive symptoms, analysis 

revealed that aggressors and bullies tended to exhibit low or moderate levels of 

depressive symptoms compared with other groups. Other research has also indicated 

that traditional bullj^ng behaviour is associated with increased depression (Kaltiala- 

Heino et al., 1999; Salmon et al., 1998; Slee, 1995). For instance, contrary to current 

findings, Kaltiala-Heino et al. (1999) found that depression was equally prevalent 

among bullies and victims, whereas Kumpulainen et al. (2001) also found that bullies 

were more likely to display depression than victims. By contrast, Erdur-Baker and 

Tanrikulu (2010) reported that cyberbullying perpetration was not positively related to 

depression. Current findings are conflicting in that perpetration o f cyber aggression,
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traditional bullying, and cyberbullying are positively correlated with depressive 

symptoms whilst pure aggressor and bully groups exhibited relatively moderate or low 

depression. Perhaps the positive correlations are reflective o f the respondents in the 

aggressor-victim and bully-victim groups as opposed to the pure aggressor or pure bully 

groups.

Findings regarding aggressor-victims / bully-victims were inconsistent across 

different forms o f aggression and bullying. However, frequent cyber bully-victims 

exhibited the highest depressive scores compared with other groups, whilst occasional 

and frequent traditional bully-victims had higher depressive symptoms than non

involved respondents. However, there were just eight respondents in the frequent bully- 

victim group of the cyberbullying category who received a score for the Depressive 

Symptoms Scale, and therefore interpretation o f the findings is limited. The literature 

tends to show that bully-victims display the worst effects o f aggression and 

victimization (Cook et al., 2010), as past research has indicated that bully-victims 

display the greatest risk of depression (Kaltiala-Heino et al., 1999; Kumpulainen et al., 

2001). For instance, Perren et al. (2010) found that in relation to traditional 

victimization, bully-victims showed the highest levels o f depressive symptoms, 

followed by victims, then bullies, and finally by non-involved respondents. Although 

the aggressor-victims and bully-victims generally did not fare the worst in the current 

research, they did tend to display higher depressive symptoms than non-involved 

respondents. Consistent with this, Gradinger et al. (2009) found that bully-victims 

(traditional, and combined cyber and traditional) exhibited greater depressive symptoms 

compared with non-involved children.
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5.5.3. Involvement in Aggression / Bullying and Psychological Well-being.

In the present research, psychological well-being was measured with a narrow scope, 

encompassing happiness, life satisfaction, and positive emotions. Thus, there is a 

paucity of research with which to compare current findings. Consistent with hypothesis 

3, scores for psychological well-being decreased as victimization by cyber aggression, 

traditional bullying, and cyberbullying increased. Other research has indicated a 

negative relationship between victimization and positive aspects o f psychological well

being (e.g., Flaspohler et al., 2009; Me Guckin et al., 2010; Rigby & Slee, 1993a). 

Supporting hypothesis 4 it emerged that psychological well-being was negatively 

related to perpetration o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying. 

Prior research has revealed that traditional bullying is associated with impaired 

psychological well-being (e.g., Flaspohler et al., 2009; Me Guckin et al., 2010). Whilst 

Corcoran et al. (2012) did not find that cyberbullies exhibited reduced happiness and 

satisfaction, they were exploring aspects o f self-concept and therefore findings are not 

easily comparable with the current research. Similar to the findings regarding 

depressive symptoms, it emerged that victimization by cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying tended to be more strongly negatively correlated with 

psychological well-being compared with perpetration of these behaviours. Furthermore, 

victimization by cyber aggression and traditional bullying was more strongly negatively 

associated with psychological well-being compared with victimization by 

cyberbullying. Again, this inconsistency may be attributable to the different approaches 

to measurement o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying.

Partial correlations also revealed that there was overlap across victimization by 

different forms of aggression and bullying regarding the relationship with psychological 

well-being. However, although relationships were weakened by controlling for other 

forms o f victimization, significant relationships with psychological well-being persisted
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for cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying. In order to further explore 

the relationships which came to light through the correlation analysis, group 

comparisons were made across cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying 

with regard to psychological well-being. However, findings regarding the frequent 

cyberbullies and frequent cyber bully-victims must be considered with caution in light 

o f the small groups populations.

Hypotheses 6, 8, and 10 predicted that non-involved respondents would score 

significantly higher for psychological well-being than other groups across cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying. Although none of these hypotheses 

were supported, patterns emerged across all three forms o f aggression, with non

involved respondents exhibiting the highest scores for psychological well-being across 

all forms of aggression.

Furthermore, frequent victims consistently exhibited the lowest scores for 

psychological well-being. Researchers generally indicate that victims are inclined to 

report lower levels o f psychological well-being (e.g., Flaspohler et al., 2009; Me Guckin 

et al., 2010; Rigby and Slee, 1993a). However, in contrast with present findings, 

O'Moore and Kirkham (2001) and Forero et al. (1999) did not find that victims reported 

lower levels o f happiness.

Aggressors and bullies tended to exhibit relatively high scores on the 

Psychological Well-being Scale which were not significantly lower than those o f the 

non-involved respondents. In contrast with current group comparison findings. Me 

Guckin et al. (2010) reported that bullying perpetration was negatively related to 

psychological well-being. Additionally, Flaspohler et al. (2009) reported that bullies 

showed lower life satisfaction compared with non-bullies. Also inconsistent with 

current findings, Rigby and Slee (1993a) found that those who engaged in bullying 

behaviour were inclined to be less happy than most other children. Similarly O'Moore
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and Kirkham (2001) found that bullies at post-primary level reported significantly lower 

levels o f happiness and satisfaction compared with non-bullies, whilst at primary school 

level, pure bullies had lower levels of happiness and satisfaction compared with non

bullies. Providing some support for present findings, Corcoran et al. (2012) found that 

there were no significant differences in the happiness and satisfaction aspect o f self- 

concept when comparing non-involved respondents with traditional bullies and 

cyberbullies, whilst Forero et al. (1999) also found that bullies were not significantly 

less happy than others.

Those who were categorised as aggressor-victims or bully-victims tended to 

score lower than bullies but higher than frequent victims with respect to psychological 

well-being. Somewhat consistent with the current research, O'Moore and Kirkham 

(2001) found that among primary school students, traditional bully-victims rated 

themselves as less happy and satisfied than pure bullies. They also reported that with 

increased victimization, bully-victims reported lower levels of happiness and 

satisfaction. Whilst this is consistent with regard to findings in relation to cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying groups in the current research, occasional traditional 

bully-victims scored lower than frequent traditional bully-victims in the present study. 

Moreover, Flaspohler et al. (2009) found that bully-victims exhibited the lowest life 

satisfaction compared with other students. Although bully-victims tended to score 

relatively low compared with bullies and non-involved respondents in the present 

research, frequent victims consistently showed the lowest levels of psychological well

being.

5.5.4. Theoretical and Practical Implications.

Although the current research was conducted using a cross-sectional approach, and

therefore cannot provide insight regarding the direction o f the relationship between
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aggression / bullying and mental health in terms o f cause and effect, important 

implications emerge from the current findings with regard to theory and practice. For 

instance, an important issue which emerged in the review of the literature is the 

assessment o f mental health in relation to traditional bullying and cyberbullying. 

Firstly, depression is measured using a variety of instruments, limiting comparability of 

findings across studies. Secondly, there is a paucity of research which reports findings 

regarding the relationship between traditional bullying and (in particular) cyberbullying 

and positive aspects of psychological well-being. Furthermore, o f those studies which 

do report such findings, the materials used to measure psychological well-being vary 

from one study to the next. Overall there is a great need to conduct research which is 

longitudinal so as to examine the relationship between mental health and bullying 

involvement over time. In addition, it is important that both depressive symptoms and 

psychological well-being are assessed in terms of how they relate to involvement in 

both traditional and cyber forms of peer aggression, using reliable instruments.

The current study demonstrates that involvement in cyber and traditional forms 

of aggression and bullying, particularly as a frequent victim, is related to impaired 

levels o f mental health with increased depressive symptoms and reduced levels of 

happiness, positive emotions, and general life satisfaction. Moreover, it is also evident 

from current findings that similar patterns are apparent across cyber aggression, 

traditional bullying, and cyberbullying groups, with frequent victims tending to display 

the lowest levels o f mental health and non-involved respondents tending to display 

strong mental health indicators relative to other groups. The implication that traditional 

and cyber forms o f aggression and bullying bear the same relationships with mental 

health is worthy o f consideration as this has important implications for the need to 

address cyber-based peer victimization when attempting to counter bullying in schools 

and to promote positive mental health among Irish students.
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However, the results reported in Chapter 3 revealed positive relationships 

across involvement in the various forms of victimization and aggression, whilst other 

research has also indicated a substantial overlap across traditional and cyber forms of 

bullying (Livingstone et al., 2011a; Olweus, 2012). Furthermore, results presented in 

the present Chapter revealed considerable overlap across different forms o f aggression 

as the cyber aggression groups, traditional bullying groups, and cyberbullying groups 

were not necessarily mutually exclusive. Partial correlation analyses allowed for 

exploration o f the relationships between each individual form of victimization and 

depressive symptoms and psychological well-being whilst controlling for other forms of 

victimization. This revealed that traditional victimization bears the strongest 

relationship with impaired mental health, followed by victimization by cyber 

aggression, and then victimization by cyberbullying. This suggests that traditional 

bullying should remain a priority for policy makers, educators, and parents when 

attempting to counter peer-victimization. Despite the emergence o f traditional bullying 

as the most concerning form o f victimization with regard to mental health implications, 

this is not to say that cyber-based peer victimization is no longer o f concern. As has 

been highlighted by the analysis o f related variables, the combined effect of traditional 

and cyber victimization is greater than that o f traditional victimization alone, and this is 

supported by previous research (Gradinger et al., 2009). Furthermore, although the 

relationship between cyber victimization and impaired mental health becomes 

comparatively weaker upon controlling for traditional victimization, a statistically 

significant relationship still persists. Also, it is important to consider that current 

findings certainly suggest that not being involved in aggression and bullying either in 

cyberspace or in a traditional setting is associated with more robust mental health, 

whilst victimization on a frequent basis may be a risk factor for reduced mental health. 

Therefore, no form o f victimization should be tolerated.
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Contrary to much o f the existing literature (e.g., Me Guckin et al., 2010; 

Salmon et al., 1998), it was apparent that both occasional and frequent aggressors / 

bullies exhibited relatively robust mental health, with occasional bullies / aggressors in 

particular showing low levels o f depression and high levels o f psychological well-being 

which were close to those o f the non-involved respondents. Indeed with regard to 

cyberbullying group differences for psychological well-being, occasional bullies had the 

highest mean score. However, occasional cyberbullying groups included incidents with 

a frequency o f once or twice, which may dilute results to an extent. Such results are 

certainly in contrast with existing literature which reports that bullies tend to exhibit 

reduced mental health (Flaspohler et al., 2009; Kaltiala-Heino et al., 1999; Me Guckin 

et al., 2010; Rigby & Slee, 1993a; Salmon et al., 1998; Slee, 1995).

Although researchers have claimed that bully-victims are prone to the worst 

outcomes in terms o f well-being (Cook et al., 2010; Flaspohler et al., 2009), the present 

research did not support this claim. In fact, there was inconsistency in terms of how the 

bully-victim / aggressor-victim groups fared with respect to depression and 

psychological well-being. There were clear indications that across all forms of 

aggression and bullying, occasional bully-victims and aggressor-victims tended to have 

better outcomes than frequent "pure" victims. However, they consistently exhibited 

worse outcomes compared with those not involved with traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying; a pattern which did not emerge for cyber aggression comparisons.

With respect to frequent bully-victims / aggressor-victims, highly inconsistent 

patterns were evident across the different forms o f aggression and bullying. For 

instance, regarding traditional bullying, frequent bully-victims scored lower for 

depressive symptoms and higher for psychological well-being than occasional bully- 

victims. However, frequent traditional bully-victims showed better mental health than 

frequent victims, whilst also displaying worse mental health than non-involved
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respondents. In relation to cyberbullying, frequent bully-victims had the highest 

depressive levels, and the second lowest psychological well-being levels (after frequent 

victims) which is in congruence with the implications o f the literature. However, this 

finding must be interpreted with caution in light o f the extremely small cell numbers for 

frequent cyber bully-victims. Also, in relation to cyber aggression, frequent aggressor- 

victims did not differ significantly from non-involved respondents with regard to 

depression, whilst they exhibited significantly lower psychological well-being 

compared with non-involved respondents.

Overall, this research carries important theoretical and practical implications, 

as it suggests that cyber forms o f aggression are similar to traditional bullying with 

respect to how they relate to mental health. However, as was already stated, upon 

distinguishing between different forms o f aggression and bullying it emerged that 

traditional victimization bore the strongest relationship with impaired mental health. 

Although it appeared that bullies and bully-victims were somewhat less affected than 

frequent pure victims, it was the non-involved group that emerged as having the 

strongest indicators of positive mental health. In addition, despite the evidence that the 

pure aggressors and bullies did not exhibit particularly negative effects, it is important 

to consider that those occasionally involved in perpetrating bullying and aggression may 

become more frequently involved over time, and therefore should also be a cause for 

concern. Furthermore, they were generally inclined to show slightly worse mental 

health indicators than non-involved respondents. It is also important that further 

research is conducted in order to ascertain the effects o f being a bully-victim / 

aggressor-victim, as current findings were highly inconsistent.

With regard to practice, in light o f the current efforts to promote psychological 

well-being in post-primary school and to prevent suicide (Grogan et al., 2013), it is in 

the interests of school management to deal with all forms o f aggression and bullying in
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a manner that shows that it is unacceptable and to take measures to deter such 

behaviour, as current findings provide evidence that there is a significant relationship 

between frequent exposure to cyber aggression and traditional and cyber forms of 

bullying and reduced mental health.

5.5.5. Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research.

The current research contributes to the literature as it reports on the depressive 

symptoms and psychological well-being among hish post-primary school students. 

Indeed, the aspect o f psychological well-being examined in the current research, 

specifically happiness and positive emotions, is one which has received little attention 

within the bullying literature in general, as most studies have concentrated on negative 

aspects of psychological well-being such as depression and anxiety. In this way, it 

could be argued that the present study allows for examination of aggression and 

bullying in relation to both ends o f the mental health spectrum. Furthermore, the 

present research allowed for comparison across three forms of aggression, highlighting 

common patterns.

However, the current findings should be interpreted with due consideration o f a

number o f limitations. For instance, although non-involved, occasional, and frequent

groups were differentiated from one another, it is likely that there was considerable

overlap across cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying, as analysis

revealed that upon controlling for traditional victimization, the relationship between

cyber-based victimization and impaired mental health was reduced. Therefore, the high

levels o f depressive symptoms found consistently among frequent victims may be

attributable equally to all three forms of aggression, or alternatively may be a reflection

of frequent traditional bullying over and above the cyber forms (Olweus, 2012).

Consistent with the findings o f Perren et al. (2010), although the correlations were
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weak, cyber forms of victimization were related to depressive symptoms independently 

o f traditional victimization. In addition, the small cell number in some of the 

cyberbullying groups reduces the capacity to draw conclusions regarding groups 

differences.

It is important that future research assesses the relationship between traditional 

and cyber form o f peer aggression / bullying using a longitudinal approach, which could 

allow for insight regarding the causal relationship between the variables. In addition, it 

is advisable that cyberbullying groups are more adequately represented in terms of 

group size, in order to make more accurate comparisons with regard to mental health. 

Perhaps this can be achieved by attaining a larger sample size. However, as was stated 

in Chapter 3 it may be that researchers need to now focus on cyber aggression as 

opposed to cyberbullying. The next Chapter focuses on cyber-specific coping styles / 

approaches to counter victimization.
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6. Coping Strategies / Approaches Adopted in Response to Cyber Aggression and

Cvberbullying.

6.1. Introduction.

Recent findings within an Irish context (Dooley & Fitzgerald, 2012) have highlighted 

that among others risk factors, victimization by bullying increases the likelihood of 

symptoms of distress among young people which are outside o f the normal range. With 

regard to coping strategies, problem-solving, seeking social support, and avoidance 

were explored. It emerged that whilst the perception of high availability o f a special 

adult in times of need is a protective factor for depression and anxiety, by contrast the 

perception o f low availability of such an adult is a risk factor for symptoms o f stress. 

Furthermore, talking about one's problems was found to be associated with lower levels 

o f distress. It was evident however, that compared with males, females were more 

inclined to seek social support and engage in help seeking behaviours. This is an 

example of research which highlights the need to gain a strong understanding o f the 

effectiveness o f coping in relation to cyberbullying, as there may be serious 

repercussions for mental health. The present research is particularly necessary as the 

Irish government currently attempts to implement improved policy and practice in 

relation to school bullying (Anti-Bullying Working Group, 2013) and the mental health 

o f post-primary students (Grogan et al., 2013).

The purpose o f this Chapter is to explore coping strategies at an individual

level in relation to cyber victimization. Initially, an overview o f the literature pertaining

to the psychology o f coping is presented, and this is followed by a review o f the current

knowledge o f coping in relation to bullying. In comparison with the study of general

coping strategies, coping strategies specific to cyberbullying are a relatively new issue,

and research into coping with cyberbullying has only begun recently (Perren et al.,

2012a, 2012b; Sleglova & Cerna, 2011). In the current research, coping is assessed in
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terms of countering / stopping victimization, and also in terms o f buffering the negative 

impact o f victimization. Although coping among adolescents will be assessed in the 

current research with a particular focus on cyber victimization, it is essential to review 

the literature regarding coping in relation to traditional victimization, as both the current 

research (Chapter 3) and prior research has consistently demonstrated that there is a 

strong relationship between the two forms of victimization (e.g., Juvonen & Gross, 

2008; Livingstone et al., 201 la). The review of coping highlights the need for extensive 

further research, as presently there is a dearth o f empirical evidence regarding the 

success o f different coping strategies (Perren et al., 2012a, 2012b). Despite such 

limitations, the hypotheses for the current research are proposed based on the literature 

review, whilst the most appropriate methodological approach for exploring coping 

strategies in relation to cyber-based victimization is identified. Specifically, based on 

the existing knowledge presented in the review of the literature, the most appropriate 

self-report measure for assessing cyber-specific coping strategies is identified.

The current research will advance the knowledge regarding coping styles and 

approaches among adolescents in a cyber-specific context by exploring qualitative 

accounts of coping strategies used in response to actual victimization, whilst also 

measuring preferred coping styles in response to hypothetical cyber victimization 

scenarios. Emerging results are presented and discussed in relation to their implications 

for the measurement o f coping in relation to cyberbullying, and implications for the 

mental health of Irish post-primary school students, thus providing important insight 

regarding the most appropriate next steps for researchers, policy makers, educators, 

parents, and students.
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6.2. Review of the Literature.

The current Section critically reviews the literature pertaining to coping, in order to set 

the context for the present research and to identify hypotheses. Initially, an overview of 

the literature regarding the psychology o f coping is provided as this pre-existing 

knowledge base has informed the research regarding coping strategies in relation to 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying. Following this, the literature which focuses on 

coping strategies specific to traditional bullying is explored. Although the present study 

focuses on coping with cyber victimization, it is important to consider current 

knowledge of traditional coping in light of the relationship between the two forms of 

aggression (e.g., Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Livingstone et al., 2011a). Although coping 

with school- and cyber-based victimization has received much attention during the past 

20 years, there are in fact relatively few studies which provide insight regarding the 

effectiveness o f different strategies to either stop the victimization or to buffer its 

negative impact. Despite the limited empirical findings in relation to the successful 

outcomes of coping strategies, analysis o f the existing literature can provide a better 

understanding o f which coping responses are desirable.

6.2.1. The Psychology o f Coping.

The current Section provides an overview o f the literature pertaining to the psychology 

of coping, so as to introduce the major concepts which are explored in relation to coping 

with bullying. Coping can be broadly categorised as solution-focused, emotion- 

focused, or avoidance-focused (Carr, 2011; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), or alternatively 

it can be categorised as approach versus avoidance (Roth & Cohen, 1986). These 

categories comprise more specific strategies such as social support seeking, problem

solving, crying, and disengaging. Whilst sex-related differences in coping have been

reported by various researchers, findings are conflicting, which may be due in part to
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societal changes during recent years leading to changing roles among males and 

females. This Section also illustrates that similar concepts have been explored in 

research which focuses on coping with bullying specifically.

Pearlin and Schooler (1978) defined coping as ". . . the things that people do to 

avoid being harmed by life strains" (p. 2). They examined normative coping reactions 

to normal life-strains, with coping responses referring to any response to life strains in 

an attempt to prevent, avoid, or control emotional distress. Pearlin and Schooler (1978) 

make a distinction between social resources, psychological resources, or coping 

resources, with coping resources including behaviours, cognitions, and perceptions, 

which people engage in when faced with problems. Therefore, they regarded coping 

responses as things people do when attempting to address life strains. In a study of 

American adults, Pearlin and Schooler (1978) identified three main types of coping, as 

follows: strategies which alter the situation which produced the stress; strategies which 

control the meaning of the experience after it occurs and before stress emerges; and 

strategies which may control the stress following its emergence. The first type of 

coping attempts to alter the source o f the strainful experience, whereas the second type 

o f coping can be an attempt to neutralize the strain cognitively, and the third type of 

coping helps one to deal with stress in such a way that it is not overwhelming.

Providing a somewhat more elaborate definition, Lazarus and Folkman (1984) 

define coping as . constantly changing cognitive and behavioural efforts to manage 

specific external and / or internal demands that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the 

resources of the person" (p. 141). This definition includes a number o f implications as 

highlighted by Lazarus and Folkman (1984). Firstly, coping is process-orientated as 

opposed to trait-orientated. Secondly, coping is limited to conditions o f psychological 

distress following demands which exceed an individual's resources, thus excluding 

automatic thoughts and behaviours. Third, coping refers to efforts to manage the
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demands, which places no importance on the effectiveness o f the coping strategies. 

Furthermore, it is highlighted that "to manage" can indicate efforts to minimize, avoid, 

tolerate, accept the demands, or master the circumstances.

According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984), the definition o f coping is 

dependent on the relevant theoretical framework, and they claim that coping functions 

defined in relation to specific situations are more situation-specific and less general 

compared with those which are defined in relation to broad theoretical perspectives. 

This highlights the importance o f examining coping in relation to cyberbullying 

problems in a situation-specific manner, rather than using a more general approach. 

According to Folkman and Lazarus (1980), ". . . coping efforts serve two main 

functions: the management or alteration of the person-environment relationship that is 

the source o f stress (problem-focused coping) and the regulation o f stressful emotions 

(emotion-focused coping)" (p. 223). Appraisal theory suggests that emotion-focused 

coping is more likely to be employed following an appraisal o f the situation which 

indicates that little or nothing can be done to modify the situation, whereas problem- 

focused coping is more likely to be used following an appraisal that the situation can be 

modified (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Emotion-focused 

coping strategies are appropriate in response to stresses which are beyond one's control, 

such as bereavement, whereas problem-focused strategies are appropriate for stresses 

which are controllable, such as exams (Carr, 2011). Emotion-focused coping includes 

strategies such as avoidance, distancing, minimization, selective attention, positive 

comparisons, and perceiving positive aspects of negative experiences, whilst solution- 

focused coping includes strategies such as defining a problem, creating alternative 

solutions, assessing costs and benefits o f different responses, selecting a strategy, and 

acting on it (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). In their study o f adult coping in relation to 

recently experienced stressftil encounters, Folkman and Lazarus (1980) found that both
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problem-focused and emotion-focused coping were used in almost every encounter. 

Moreover, they found that problem-focused coping pertained more to work associated 

stress, whereas emotion-focused coping pertained more to health-related stress.

Carr (2011) recognises avoidance-focused coping as a separate construct; a 

third coping style which is utilised when . . time-out from active coping is required to 

marshal personal resources before returning to active coping . . (p. 254). Avoidance-

focused coping can include strategies such as engaging in distracting activities and 

relationships, or mentally disengaging from the stressor. Furthermore, Carr (2011) 

suggests that all of the coping styles include strategies which are either functional or 

dysftinctional. For instance, an example o f functional problem-focused coping is 

developing a realistic action plan, whereas an example o f dysfunctional problem- 

focused coping is not following through on plans. Whilst, physical exercise is an 

example of functional emotion-focused coping, aggression is an example of 

dysfunctional emotion-focused coping. Furthermore, temporary engagement in 

distracting activities is a fiinctional form o f avoidance-focused coping, whereas long

term engagement in distracting activities is a dysfunctional form o f avoidance-focused 

coping.

Carver, Scheier, and Weintraub (1989) argue that, whilst important, the 

emotion-focused / problem-focused distinction is too simple, as the strategies contained 

in each construct are so diverse. In their development o f a theory-based measure of 

coping (The COPE Inventory: Carver et al., 1989), they designed 13 scales, as follows:

• Active coping which entails taking active steps to remove the stressor, to 

get around it, or improve its impact;

• Planning refers to development o f an appropriate coping strategy;
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• Suppression o f competing activities refers to putting aside other 

distractions so that one can address the source o f the stress;

• Restraint coping means waiting for the right opportunity to respond;

• Seeking social support can take the form o f seeking advice or assistance, 

and it can also take the form of seeking moral support or sympathy;

• Focusing on and venting of emotions entails concentrating on one's distress 

and expressing those feelings;

• Behavioural disengagement means that one is making fewer attempts to 

address the stressor and may include ceasing one's attempts to achieve 

goals with which the source of the stress interferes;

• Mental disengagement refers to various activities which distract the 

individual from behavioural aspects or from the goal with which the source 

of the stress interferes;

• Positive reinterpretation and growth is a form of emotion-focused coping 

which involves perceiving a stressful situation in a positive light;

• Denial is the refusal to acknowledge the reality o f a stressor;

• Acceptance by contrast refers to acceptance o f the reality o f a situation;

• and finally turning to religion may provide one with emotional support, it 

may provide a catalyst for positive reinterpretation and growth, or it may 

allow active coping.

It is apparent that these 13 scales are problem-focused and emotion-focused, and denial 

and disengagement could also be categorised as avoidance-focused.

Carr (2011) also elaborates on more specific coping strategies, including:

problem solving; social support; catharsis; crying; faith; meditation; relaxation;

exercise; reframing; humour; and distraction. Problem solving refers to dividing a
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problem into smaller, more specific problems, which appear solvable, identifying and 

assessing the possible solutions, implementing the selected action(s), and assessing the 

effectiveness of the solution, and possibly repeating the process with perspective from 

the previous attempt. Supportive relationships are described as dyadic social bonds 

which provide emotional or instrumental aid when needed. Catharsis is a strategy 

which can be described as protracted exposure to traumatic memory, such as talking 

about a trauma in detail, in such a way that the incident can be re-experienced. Crying 

may be beneficial in terms o f providing emotional relief and reduced tension in the 

short-term, however, various factors may impact on its effectiveness, such as the 

setting, the provision o f social support at that moment, and the nature o f the distressing 

event. Crying can also be distressing to the individual and may not always be 

beneficial. Faith related coping includes both positive strategies such as seeking 

support from clergy, and negative strategies such as interpreting the stressful situation 

as an act o f the devil. Meditation is the act of sitting quietly with no distraction for a 

period of time, and focusing on the moment or a fixed stimulus such as one's breath, 

while observing or being aware o f one's own thoughts. Relaxation can take the form o f 

muscle relaxation, breathing exercises, or visualisation, in order to bring about a 

physically and psychologically relaxed state. Evidence suggests that physical exercise 

is beneficial in both the short-term and the long-term both physically and 

psychologically. Reframing is a coping strategy which requires one to observe and 

assess the problem through an alternative frame which lowers the emotional effects or 

enhances one's ability to find a solution. Reframing places importance on the way one 

frames or appraises a situation, rather than the specific problem. Humour can be used 

as a coping strategy which allows one to see the fiinny side of a problem and has been 

shown to be very effective in terms o f coping with stress. However, to be effective 

long-term, humour must be used in a way which is sensitive to the psychological needs
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of oneself and others. Distraction is a form of repressive coping in which one avoids 

the source of the stress, and whilst distraction may be effective in the short-term it is 

less likely to be effective long-term.

Taking a different perspective from the problem-focused / emotion-focused 

distinction in coping styles (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980), Roth and Cohen (1986) 

propose an approach-avoidance model o f coping, whereby "Approach and avoidance 

are shorthand terms for the cognitive and emotional activity that is orientated either 

toward or away from threat" (p. 813). For example, repression refers to avoidance of 

anxiety-arousing stimuli and therefore involves orientation away from threat, whereas 

sensitization refers to approach towards the anxiety-arousing stimuli and therefore 

involves orientation towards the threat (Roth & Cohen, 1986). They argue that 

avoidance can serve a purpose initially when one has limited emotional resources. In 

addition, showing similarity to the notion that solution-focused and emotion-focused 

coping are selected following appraisal (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984), Roth and Cohen (1986) argue that avoidance is appropriate when the 

situation is beyond one's control, whereas approach is appropriate when there is the 

potential for controlling the stressor. Outlining the potential costs and benefits of 

approach-avoidance responses, Roth and Cohen (1986) claim that approach can lead to 

appropriate action, can allow for ventilation of affect, and can also facilitate assimilation 

and resolution o f trauma. However, it can also lead to increased distress, and worry 

which is not productive. By contrast, avoidance can reduce stress, allows for dosing, 

and can increase hope and courage. However, avoidance can also interfere with 

appropriate action, can lead to emotional numbness, intrusions of threatening material, 

disruptive avoidance behaviours, and maintain lack of awareness o f the relationship 

between trauma and symptoms.
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According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984) "Coping behavior is multi- 

determined . . . "  (p. 169) and they discuss how coping is influenced by an individual's 

available resources, which can be physical such as health and energy, psychological 

such as positive beliefs, or can take the form o f personal competencies such as problem

solving skills and social skills. They also consider the different constraints which 

restrict one's use of coping resources, including personal constraints such as one's 

internalized values, environmental constraints such as the amount of competition for the 

same resources, and the level of threat that the individual is exposed to as more severe 

threat can impact on how one copes. For instance, when threat is severe, information 

processing can be impaired which in turn affects one's problem-solving competence. 

Moreover, emotion-focused coping can become primitive during times o f great threat. 

However, Lazarus and Folkman (1984) suggest that some o f these restrictive responses 

may be adaptive. For example, primitive emotion-focused coping strategies such as 

denial may allow an individual to retain their emotional equilibrium, in order to 

effectively engage in problem-solving coping strategies.

With regard to sex-related differences in coping, findings are conflicting. 

Although Folkman and Lazarus (1980) found that men use more problem-focused 

coping strategies, this was only evident in a work-related context. Furthermore, men 

appeared to persist with problem-focused coping in situations which required 

acceptance. In addition, no difference was found between the sexes with regard to use 

o f emotion-focused coping strategies. Pearlin and Schooler (1978) found that women 

tend to engage in selective ignoring and generally selected ineffective strategies 

compared with males, whilst more recently, Matud (2004) reported that compared with 

men, women score higher in relation to emotional coping and avoidance coping, and 

lower on rational and detachment coping. However, Felsten (1998) found that women 

are more inclined to seek social support, but also found that men and women do not
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differ with regard to problem solving or use o f avoidance. Thus it is difficult to identify 

clear sex-related patterns regarding selection of coping strategies. Moreover, Matud 

(2004) and Felsten (1998) highlight the changes in recent years with respect to social 

changes in gender roles and constraints, which may impact on the coping approaches 

reported by males and females as a result o f having to cope with different stressors. The 

coping literature which is specific to bullying among children and adolescents 

highlights sex-related differences with more consistency, with females emerging as 

more inclined towards social support seeking (e.g., Hunter & Boyle, 2004) and males 

more inclined towards retaliation (e.g., P. K. Smith & Shu, 2000).

Overall, it is clear that coping can take many forms and this will be evidenced 

in the literature presented in the current Chapter which is specific to coping with 

bullying. However, coping can broadly be categorised as problem-focused, emotion- 

focused, and avoidant. Furthermore, it is apparent that coping strategies are often 

selected based upon appraisal of the situation and that successful coping is dependent on 

correct selection of coping strategies and sufficient resources with which to carry out 

the strategies. The literature regarding coping strategies in response to bullying also 

demonstrates that a variety o f coping responses are utilised by victims, and that the 

selection o f strategies is often dependent on appraisal of the overall situation including 

contextual factors, such as expectations of teacher support. Moreover, Hunter and 

Boyle (2004) found that appraisal o f bullying as either a challenge or a threat impacted 

on the coping strategies which were selected to cope with victimization. To elaborate 

further on these matters, the next Section provides a critical review o f the literature 

pertaining to coping with traditional bullying.
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6.2.2. Coping with Traditional Victimization at an Individual Level.

This Section provides a critical analysis o f the research regarding individual coping in 

relation to traditional victimization. The Section will be divided into two parts: one 

examining coping strategies which help to counter or stop traditional victimization, and 

another reviewing coping strategies which help to buffer the negative impact of 

traditional victimization. This Section also highlights the variety of ways in which 

researchers have explored victims' coping styles in relation to victimization, with some 

studies focusing on coping which is specific to bullying experiences (e.g., Frisen, 

Hasselblad, & Holmqvist, 2012), and others taking a different approach such as 

assessment o f victims' coping in response to daily stress (e.g., Escobar, Femandez- 

Baena, Miranda, Trianes, & Cowie, 2011). Research has also included retrospective 

accounts of coping (e.g., Frisen et al., 2012), interviews (e.g., P. K. Smith, Talamelli, 

Cowie, Naylor, & Chauhan, 2004), observational studies (Mahady Wilton, Craig, & 

Pepler, 2000), and self-report questiormaires (e.g., Murray-Harvey, Skrzypiec, & Slee, 

2012). Furthermore, a variety of instruments have been used to assess coping styles 

(e.g., the Coping with Bullying Questionnaire [Murray-Harvey et al., 2012], and the 

Self-Report Coping Measure [Causey & Dubow, 1992]). These different approaches 

create difficulties when comparing results o f different studies. It is also evident that 

there is a paucity of research which measures the effectiveness of coping strategies in 

relation to both desired outcomes. However, despite these limitations, this review 

provides current knowledge o f the different ways in which students respond to bullying 

(e.g., social support seeking, internalising, externalising, avoidance, problem-solving, 

and retaliation) and provides insight regarding the effectiveness of coping styles.
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6.2.2.1. Countering Traditional Bullying.

This Section critically reviews the literature pertaining to coping strategies which 

children use in order to counter, stop, or escape traditional victimization. Studies 

reviewed examined coping from different perspectives, including the specific actions 

taken to stop the victimization such as asking an adult to help, but also including more 

general coping styles, such as externalising (e.g., taking one's angry or upset feelings 

out on others). In addition, this Section reports the factors which have been found to be 

associated with coping styles, such as age, sex, participant role in bullying, types of 

victimization experienced, and appraisal o f bulljang as a threat or a challenge. 

Although it is difficult to identify common findings in the literature due to the variety of 

methodological approaches pursued by different researchers, emerging patterns are 

presented at the end o f this Section.

A number o f studies have reported on the reactions of victims to instances of 

bullying. For instance, P. K. Smith and Shu (2000) found that 66% of victims ignored 

it, 26% told the bully to stop, 23% asked an adult for help, 23% fought back, 18% cried, 

17% asked friends for help, and 10% ran away. In relation to sex differences, P. K. 

Smith and Shu (2000) report that females were significantly more likely than males to 

engage in crying or asking friends for help, but were significantly less likely to have 

fought back. This would suggest that females are more inclined towards support 

seeking, whilst males are more inclined to cope aggressively through retaliation.

Similar to P. K. Smith and Shu (2000), Pateraki and Houndoumadi (2001) 

examined responses or coping strategies in relation to victimization among Greek 

students. Victims and bully-victims reported coping in the following ways: I cried 

(victims: 21.1%, bully-victims: 14.5%); I ran away (victims: 12.6%, bully-victims: 

16.3%); I ignored them (victims: 43.4%, bully-victims: 25.4%); I told them to stop 

(victims: 33.7%, bully-victims: 30.9%); I asked friends for help (victims: 26.5%, bully-
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victims: 23.6%); I asked an adult for help (victims: 27.7%, bully-victims: 21.8%); and I 

retaliated (victims: 25.9%, bully-victims: 32.7%). It is noteworthy that bully-victims 

are more likely to have reported that they retaliated as opposed to other responses. This 

would seem to be indicative o f the aggressive victim (e.g., Pellegrini, Bartini, & Brooks, 

1999). In addition, victims were most likely to report ignoring the bullying, which is 

indicative o f avoidance or distancing oneself from the problem.

Providing particularly insightftil research, Mahady Wilton et al. (2000) 

explored emotional regulation and coping styles o f classroom victims of bullying. Data 

was collected through videotape o f classroom interaction, and a sample o f 120 children 

were selected to be included in the study from grades one to six based on self-, peer-, 

and teacher-nominations o f involvement in bullying from a larger sample. The sample 

was comprised of 60 males and 60 females with a mean age o f 10.1 years. Coping 

styles were categorised as instrumental coping (constructive action, problem-solving), 

instrumental support (talking to someone in order to find the solution), instrumental 

intervention (asking others for help), emotional intervention (crying for help), emotional 

support (talking to others so as to elicit support), physical aggression, verbal aggression, 

venting (emotional outburst), cognitive restructuring (view the situation more 

positively), avoidance, ignoring / distraction, and denial. Mahady Wilton et al. (2000) 

found that victims' emotional expression and coping behaviours have an impact on the 

course and outcome o f classroom bullying incidents. Victims tended to begin 

interactions displaying interest and joy, which was likely to engage the bully and signal 

approval, thus reinforcing their own present and future victimization. Considering that 

bullying is characterised by repetition, this would seem to indicate a lack of ability to 

adapt one's behaviour or to identify potential threat. Mahady Wilton et al. (2000) refer 

to prior research which suggests that emotional feeling states may overwhelm the 

coping processes, perhaps explaining some of the poor coping strategies exhibited by
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victims, and indeed partly may explain how the cycle of victimization begins. Mahady 

Wilton et al. (2000) reported that victims' coping could be broadly categorised as 

aggressive or problem-solving. Aggressive strategies such as verbal and physical 

aggression and venting constituted 43% of victims' coping styles. However, aggressive 

coping was found to be 13 times less likely than problem-solving to de-escalate a 

bullying incident. In fact, Mahady Wilton et al. (2000) argue that this type of behaviour 

engages an already hostile bully and therefore serves to prolong bullying episodes. 

Furthermore, they conclude that aggressive victims are at increased risk o f depression as 

they are likely to internalise peers' negative perceptions o f them.

Problem-solving strategies constituted 52% of the coping styles observed by 

the researchers, and by contrast, were related to de-escalation and resolution of bullying. 

However, problem-focused coping included both passive and active strategies, and the 

majority were passive in nature (84%), including strategies such as avoidance or 

acquiescence. Although the passive strategies were effective in terms o f de-escalating 

and resolving bullying, Mahady Wilton et al. (2000) warn that they may place the 

victim at risk in the future, and they warn of short-term and long-term risk of low self

esteem and depression. Active problem-solving was more desirable in that it tended to 

be effective and also allowed the victims to exercise assertive behaviour. However, 

according to Mahady Wilton et al. (2000), such a strategy requires strong social skills 

and supportive peers.

Naylor, Cowie, and del Ray (2001) examined the differences between victims 

o f bullying who reported victimization to other people and those who did not. From a 

sample o f 1,835 respondents aged from 11 to 14 years (male: n = 890, female: n = 945), 

the coping responses o f 324 victimized individuals were analysed. They found that 

86.1% of the sample told an adult, a parent, a friend, or a peer supporter about the 

bullying, whilst 27% ignored or endured the victimization, 8.6% reported that they were
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not coping (i.e., having difficuhy or feeling upset), 6.8% engaged in physical or verbal 

retaliation, 4.6% attempted to manipulate the situation, and 1.5% were planning 

revenge. With regard to reporting the problem to others, older females were more 

inclined to report to an adult or a peer compared with males. Compared with females, 

more than double the number o f males reported that they did not tell anyone about the 

victimization, and this pattern was reported to be more pronounced with age. Among 

males and females who indicated that they had not told anyone, the majority indicated 

that they had selected to ignore or endure the problem, whilst a small proportion o f 

males had made an attempt to manipulate the social context so as to avoid being left 

with bullies.

Focusing on more general coping styles, Andreou (2001) examined the 

relationship between bullying and favoured coping strategies ("Social Support Seeking" 

such as talking to someone about the problem; "Problem Solving" such as thinking o f 

different ways to solve it; "Distancing" such as telling oneself it does not matter; 

"Internalizing" such as worrying; and "Externalizing" such as taking it out on others) 

using the Self-Report Coping Measure (SRCM: Causey & Dubow, 1992) among a 

sample of 408 Greek primary-school children aged from nine to 12 years (male: n = 

197, female: n = 211). Andreou (2001) suggests that problem-solving is an example of 

approach coping, whereas distancing is a form o f avoidance, whilst internalising and 

externalising are emotional responses to stress. Respondents indicated their preferred 

coping styles in response to a hypothetical peer argument. It emerged that both males 

and females who scored higher with regard to peer victimization also scored higher with 

regard to Internalizing strategies, and for males (but not females) a positive relationship 

was identified between peer victimization and Social Support Seeking. Additionally, 

among males, higher scores in relation to bullying perpetration were linked with lower 

scores on Problem Solving and higher scores on Extemalising. Andreou (2001)
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suggests that this difference between males and females may be a result o f the tendency 

for boys to suffer physical bullying whilst girls tend to suffer indirect bullying. Perhaps 

then males are quicker to seek social support in order to protect against a physical 

attack. It may also be the case that because females tend to be subjected to relational 

victimization such as exclusion, they cannot rely on social support from peers.

Kristensen and Smith (2003) assessed coping strategies in response to 

hypothetical victimization scenarios taking into consideration respondents' roles in 

bullying. A sample of 305 Danish children aged from 12 to 16 years (male: n = 142, 

female: n = 163) completed questionnaires. Whilst children were identified as bullies, 

victims, bully-victims, and non-involved, coping was assessed in relation to 

hypothetical scenarios and included the following strategies: Seeking Social Support; 

Self-Reliance / Problem-Solving; Distancing; Internalizing; and Externalizing (SRCM: 

Causey & Dubow, 1992). It emerged that Self-Reliance / Problem-Solving was the 

most used strategy, followed by Distancing and then Seeking Social Support, whereas 

Internalizing and Externalizing were the least used coping strategies. In terms of sex- 

related differences, females were more inclined to use social support seeking and 

Internalizing compared with males, and males were more likely to use Externalizing. 

Bully-victims were more inclined to engage in Externalizing compared with victims and 

non-involved children. In addition, compared with older children, younger children 

were more inclined to engage in Social Support Seeking, Distancing, and Internalizing. 

Upon differentiating between different forms of victimization, Kristensen and Smith 

(2003) found that Seeking Social Support was selected more often following abuse of 

property when compared with verbal bullying, exclusion, and indirect bullying. By 

contrast. Distancing was selected less often in relation to abuse o f property, compared 

with verbal bullying, exclusion, physical bullying, and indirect bullying. This study 

revealed that coping strategies may not only be dependent on factors such as sex and
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participant role in bullying, but may also be influenced by the type o f victimization 

experienced.

Research by P. K. Smith et al. (2004) provided insight regarding the coping 

strategies used by non-victims, escaped victims, continuing victims, and new victims. 

Revisiting a sample involved in research conducted by Naylor and Cowie (1999) after a 

two year period, P. K. Smith et al. (2004) recruited 204 respondents who had been 

identified as victims by Naylor and Cowie (1999) and 209 respondents who had been 

identified as non-victims. Conducting structured interviews, P. K. Smith et al. (2004) 

asked respondents how they cope with bullying, and if they were no longer a victim 

they were asked why they think things have changed. Coping strategies reported by 

victims included: talking to someone; ignoring it; sticking up for yourself; avoiding or 

staying away from the bully; having more or different friends or being more popular; 

fighting back; and engaging in different behaviour or having a different attitude. P. K. 

Smith et al. (2004) concluded that the most popular response was talking to someone 

which was reported by two thirds of the escaped victims. By contrast fewer than half of 

the new and continuing victims indicated talking to someone about a bullying incident. 

However, they were inclined to attempt to ignore the problem. Escaped victims were 

also more inclined to report trying to become more popular or to have more or different 

friends and were more likely to cite seeking social support. P. K. Smith et al. (2004) 

claim that the research supports the value o f social support seeking as an effective 

response. With respect to adjustment and school functioning, P. K. Smith et al. (2004) 

found that non-victims exhibited the best levels o f adjustment, followed by escaped 

victims, new victims, and finally continuing victims, highlighting the importance of 

young people not being exposed to ongoing victimization.

Hunter and Boyle (2004) explored appraisal and coping strategies among 

victims of school bullying in a study involving 459 children (male: 48%, female: 52%)
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aged from nine to 14 years. Coping strategies were measured using the Ways o f Coping 

Checklist (Halstead, Johnson, & Cunningham, 1993) which included four factors: 

wishful thinking (wishing things were better or fantasising about a different reality); 

seeks social support (confiding in someone for emotional or instrumental support), 

problem focused (pro-active coping showing assertiveness, composure, positive 

perspective, or ability to adapt or make a plan and follow it through), and avoidance 

(ignoring the problem or acting as though nothing happened). Victims were asked how 

they had coped with victimization, whilst non-victims were asked how they had coped 

with a recent argument or disagreement with a friend or peer. Respondents' appraisal of 

the situation either as a threat or a challenge was assessed with challenge appraisals 

indicating that the respondents could see some potential for a positive outcome from the 

situation. It emerged that females reported greater use o f social support than males. 

Younger children were also more inclined to use social support more than older 

children, whilst those who had been victimized for a duration o f more than four weeks 

were less inclined to seek social support compared with those who were bullied for up 

to four weeks. Moreover, wishfiil thinking and avoidance were utilised more by 

children who were victimized more frequently than those victimized less frequently. 

Appraisal o f the bullying as a threat or a challenge was associated with different coping 

selection. For instance, those who felt there would be a positive outcome to the 

situation were more inclined to engage in solution-focused coping than those who felt 

there would not be a positive outcome. The ambivalent group were most likely to seek 

social support, whilst they were the least likely group to engage in wishful thinking. It 

is noteworthy that respondents who were certain that there would be no positive 

outcome were least inclined to engage in problem-focused coping or social support 

seeking. Wishful thinking was also related to perceived lack of control.
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Camodeca and Goossens (2005) explored children's perceptions of effective 

coping strategies whilst also taking participant role into consideration. With a sample 

of 311 Dutch students with a mean age o f 11 years (male: n = 155, female: n = 156), 

they designed the Effective Interventions Questiormaire (EIQ: Camodeca & Goossens, 

2005) in which they asked respondents to rate the effectiveness of retaliation, 

nonchalance (ignoring the problem or pretending it is not that serious), and 

assertiveness in relation to stopping bullying. Respondents had to imagine a variety of 

verbal, physical, and relational victimization scenarios and their role varied across bully, 

victim, and witness in each scenario. Based on this they had to rate the effectiveness o f 

various coping responses. Respondents were also identified as bullies, supporters o f 

bullies, defenders of victims, outsiders, victims, and non-involved children through 

peer-reports. Assertiveness emerged as the most popular strategy, whilst victims tended 

to recommend retaliation ahead of nonchalance, and the opposite was true for bullies. 

Bullies tended to recommend retaliation more often than other children, whereas victims 

also recommended retaliation ahead of non-involved children. Compared with bullies 

and supporters of bullies, defenders, outsiders, victims, and non-involved children were 

more inclined to recommend assertiveness.

When students took the victim or witness perspective in a victimization 

scenario they were more inclined to retaliate compared with when they adopted the 

bully perspective. This was also more prevalent among victims compared with 

witnesses. Those who took the bully perspective recommended nonchalance and 

assertiveness more often than victims and witnesses and these responses were more 

common among witnesses compared with victims. Taking the bully perspective, 

victims, defenders, outsiders, and non-involved children were more likely to choose 

assertiveness compared with bullies and bully supporters. Moreover, compared with 

bullies and bully supporters, victims and defenders recommended nonchalance more
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frequently when assuming the bully role. Assuming the victim role, bullies and bully 

supporters were more likely to recommend retaliation compared with other respondents. 

Bullies and victims also displayed higher rating for retaliation when considering the 

witness perspective. In relation to sex, females were more likely to recommend 

assertiveness compared with males, whereas regarding age, older children were more 

inclined to retaliate than younger children, and younger children were more inclined to 

recommend nonchalance. This research demonstrates that coping styles can be related 

to real-life participant roles in bullying, and in addition can be related to perspective 

taking of different participant roles.

Kanetsuna, Smith, and Morita (2006) examined how students cope with 

bullying at school as part o f a cross-national study involving English and Japanese 

children. A sample o f 61 Japanese children (male: n = 31, female: n = 30) and 60 

English children (male: n = 26, female: n = 34) aged from 12 to 15 years responded to 

structured interviews. Kanetsuna et al. (2006) found that respondents from both 

countries suggested a range o f possible coping responses to deal with bullying. Seeking 

help and challenging the bully / bullies either physically or verbally were popular 

strategies. Avoiding bullies was only suggested in relation to physical bullying, whilst 

ignoring was recommended with regard to verbal bullying, and doing nothing was 

suggested in relation to social exclusion and rumour spreading. Additionally, "denying 

it" was a recommended coping strategy in response to rumour spreading, whereas 

reflecting on oneself or trying to make new friends was recommended when faced with 

social exclusion. Again it is apparent that coping responses tend to be selected based on 

appraisal of the situation.

As part o f a longitudinal study based in Sweden Frisen et al. (2012) examined 

the effectiveness o f coping strategies in terms of stopping traditional bullying. Overall, 

715 18-year-olds participated in the fourth wave of the research, o f whom 273 had been
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/ictimized at some point during their school years. Those victimized students were 

ncluded in the reported analysis (male: n = 119, female: n = 154). Perceptions of why 

victimization came to an end included the following: 25% indicated support from 

school personnel (male: 24%, female: 27%); 23% reported transition to a new school 

evel (male: 20%, female: 25%); 20% indicated change of coping strategy (male: 26%, 

remale: 15%); 12% indicated parent support (male: 8%, female: 15%); 12% changed 

their way o f being or their appearance (male: 8%, female: 14%); 11% indicated 

deliberate change o f school or class (male: 12%, female: 10%); 11% reported that they 

made new friends (male: 9%, female: 12%); 8% reported that the bullies changed their 

attitude (male: 9%, female: 8%); 5% reported that the bullying stopped for no particular 

reason (male: 6%, female: 5%); and 4% indicated support from peers (male: 3%, 

female: 4%).

Frisen et al. (2012) also examined the relationship between coping and sex, 

age, and frequency of victimization. A sex difference was only identified in relation to 

the coping strategy - the victim changed his or her way o f coping when being bullied, 

which was more common to males. In relation to age differences, compared with those 

who were last victimized in grades seven to nine and upper secondary school, those 

respondents who were last victimized in grades one to six were more likely to report 

that victimization ended due to parent support. With regard to frequency of 

victimization, compared with those who had been victimized less frequently (i.e., less 

than once a week), those who had been victimized frequently (i.e., at least once a week) 

were more likely to report that parental support contributed to ending the victimization. 

Perhaps this suggests that parental support is in fact an effective coping strategy, but 

children may not seek parental support until the problem becomes more severe. Whilst 

only 12% indicated that parental support helped to stop the victimization, it may be that 

very few sought parental support, particularly among older children. However, it is
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difficult to draw any definite conclusions from this research as it only measures the 

perceived effectiveness o f coping strategies, as opposed to measured effectiveness.

This Section reviewed the literature in relation to coping strategies used to 

counter traditional victimization. It is difficult to compare results and to identify 

common findings from one study to the next due to the various methods used to explore 

this topic (e.g., retrospective accounts o f coping [e.g., Frisen et al., 2012], structured 

interviews [e.g., Kanetsuna et al., 2006], observation [Mahady Wilton et al., 2000], and 

self-report coping measures [e.g., Andreou, 2001]), and due to the lack of empirical 

evidence regarding the effectiveness o f the coping strategies (e.g., Frisen et al., 2012). 

Although Kristensen and Smith (2003) provide a useful approach in relation to 

assessment o f coping; exploring coping responses in relation to hypothetical bullying 

scenarios, they assess coping using a general coping scale (i.e., SRCM: Causey & 

Dubow, 1992). As was highlighted in Section 6.2.1. it is important that coping is 

assessed in a manner which is situation specific (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Therefore, 

for the current research, the coping scale used will be specific to cyberbullying.

Despite the limitations regarding the literature on coping strategies in response 

to bullying, a number o f conclusions can be drawn from this Section in relation to 

preferred coping styles and their perceived effectiveness. For instance, it would seem 

that participant role affects coping styles with bully-victims more inclined to use 

aggressive or retaliatory coping responses (Camodeca & Goossens, 2005; Pateraki & 

Houndoumadi, 2001). By contrast, it seems that victims are inclined towards avoidance 

strategies (Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001). Younger children appear to seek social 

support more often than older children (Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Kristensen & Smith, 

2003). Moreover, factors such as type o f victimization (Kanetsuna et al., 2006; 

Kristensen & Smith, 2003) and appraisal of the situation (Hunter & Boyle, 2004) seem 

to influence selection o f coping strategies. Whilst Frisen et al. (2012) have contributed
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to the Hterature by exploring the coping styles which former victims perceive to have 

been effective, there is no empirical evidence that the strategies were in fact effective.

With respect to sex-related differences, it emerged that females are more 

inclined to seek social support (Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Kristensen & Smith, 2003; 

Naylor et al., 2001; P. K. Smith & Shu, 2000). However, Andreou (2001) found that 

peer victimization was associated with social support seeking among males but not 

females. According to P. K. Smith et al. (2004) social support seeking seems to be 

effective. In addition, males may be more prone to Externalizing coping strategies 

(Kristensen & Smith, 2003), whilst females may be more prone towards Internalizing 

(Kristensen & Smith, 2003). Males were also found to be more inclined to retaliate (P. 

K. Smith & Shu, 2000). However, Mahady Wilton et al. (2000) argue that aggressive 

coping escalates and prolongs bullying and may increase risk o f depression (Mahady 

Wilton et al., 2000), whereas problem solving appears to contribute to de-escalation of a 

bullying incident (Mahady Wilton et al., 2000). Avoidance and passive coping 

strategies are not recommended (Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Mahady Wilton et al., 2000), 

whereas active problem-solving is considered to be effective and desirable (Mahady 

Wilton et al., 2000). The next Section focuses on coping strategies which are used in 

order to buffer the negative effects of traditional victimization.

6.2.2.2. Buffering the Negative Impact o f  Traditional Bullying.

This Section provides a critical analysis o f the literature which reports on coping

strategies which buffer the negative psychological impact of traditional victimization.

Although there is limited empirical evidence regarding the effectiveness o f coping

strategies which buffer the negative effects, a number of studies actually measure

effectiveness. Research will be reviewed which explores: the relationship between

victimization, coping strategies, and subsequent adjustment; the relationships between
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emotional responses to victimization and the coping styles selected; and other factors 

related to coping such as sex, and type o f victimization. Similar to the literature 

regarding coping strategies which counter traditional victimization, the variation in 

methodological approaches limits the capacity to compare findings. However, 

emerging patterns across the literature are presented at the end of the Section.

For instance, Olafsen and Viemero (2000) examined coping responses to stress 

in school in relation to the different roles in bullying, namely: bully; victim (victim of 

direct and / or indirect bully); bully-victim; and non-involved. The sample was 

comprised o f 510 students aged from 10 to 12 years (male: n = 248, female: n = 262). 

Respondents were asked how they tend to cope with stressful encounters in school and 

coping strategies were assessed using the Life Events and Coping Inventory (LECI: 

Dise-Lewis, 1988). This measure assessed: aggression (e.g., hit or hurt someone, shout 

or curse at someone, get in a fight, take someone's things); self-destruction (e.g., do 

something dangerous, self-harm, smoke cigarettes, think about suicide); distraction 

(e.g., exercise or do a hobby); endurance (e.g., hold it in, try to forget it, think about it 

alone, clench my teeth, watch tv); and stress-recognition (e.g., get advice, cry, scream, 

write to someone else about it). Respondents tended to use the more positive responses 

(as recognised by Olafsen & Viemero [2000]), such as distraction, endurance, and 

stress-recognition, rather than negative responses. In relation to sex differences, 

females were more likely to use stress-recognition compared with males, such as crying 

or getting advice from someone. By contrast, males were more inclined to engage in 

self-destructive coping responses, such as smoking or doing something dangerous. In 

addition, bully-victims were more inclined to use aggression in comparison with victims 

and non-involved respondents. They were also more likely to engage in self-destructive 

strategies compared with other children. Victims of indirect bullying used significantly 

more strategies o f self-destructive coping compared with victims of direct bullying.
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Upon separating males from females, it emerged that this relationship was only 

significant among females. Again evidence is presented which links bully-victims to 

aggressive and hostile responses. Self-destructive behaviour was also identified among 

males, whereas females were more inclined towards social support and acknowledging 

the stressor. The self-destructive tendencies among bully-victims may reflect an 

inability to cope with negative peer relations, whereas self-destructive coping in female 

victims of indirect bullying may reflect the difficulty of dealing with this form of 

bullying.

Using a longitudinal approach, Kochenderfer-Ladd and Skinner (2002) 

examined the moderating role o f coping strategies in the relationship between peer 

victimization and adjustment, within a sample o f 356 children aged from nine to ten 

years (female: n = 177, male: n = 179). The data presented were collected as part of a 

longitudinal study that began when children first started kindergarten. Coping strategies 

were assessed using the SRCM (Causey & Dubow, 1992) in relation to problematic 

peer relationships and coping strategies included: social support; internalizing; 

externalizing; problem solving; and distancing. Adjustment was examined with respect 

to: loneliness; peer preference; and teacher reports of anxiety, depressive, and social 

problems. Peer victimization was found to be positively related to loneliness, anxious- 

depressed behaviours among males (not females), social problems, and was found to be 

negatively related to peer preference. With regard to sex differences in relation to 

coping strategies, males were likely to report utilising more externalizing coping. In 

terms o f the relationship between coping strategies and victimization, it emerged that 

among both males and females, internalizing and externalizing coping were positively 

related to peer harassment, whilst among males distancing was positively related to 

victimization. With regard to the relationship between coping and adjustment, it 

emerged that among both sexes, distancing, internalizing, and externalizing coping were
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linked to loneliness. With respect to males but not females, distancing and internalizing 

were related to anxious-depressed scores, whilst among females but not males, 

externalizing was found to negatively relate to peer preference. In addition, the coping 

strategies of distancing and externalizing were both positively related to social problems 

scores among females but not males.

Kochenderfer-Ladd and Skinner (2002) found that distancing and externalizing 

moderated the relationship between victimization and anxious-depressive scores among 

males. Whilst at infrequent levels o f victimization, distancing and externalising were 

associated with lower anxious-depressed levels, at higher frequency o f victimization, 

these coping strategies were associated with higher anxious-depressed levels. They 

argue that this may indicate that distancing and externalizing may intensify the negative 

effects of peer victimization. However, it could also be the case that low distancing and 

low externalizing provide a buffer against the negative effects among males. It also 

emerged that among males, problem solving, social support seeking, distancing, and 

internalizing were found to moderate the relationship between victimization and peer 

preference. However, having taken coping styles into consideration, victimization was 

still related to peer preference among males. More severe negative relationships were 

exhibited among those who frequently engaged in problem solving, seeking social 

support, and internalizing coping, and among those who infrequently utilised distancing. 

In other words, with increased victimization, those who used these coping styles, were 

at increased risk of low peer preference. However, Kochenderfer-Ladd and Skinner 

(2002) suggest that the weaker negative relationships that were evident for infrequent 

problem solving, seeking social support, and internalizing, and frequent distancing may 

be indicative o f a buffering effect from low peer preference.

Based on the findings in relation to females, Kochenderfer-Ladd and Skinner 

(2002) suggest that problem solving coping may moderate the relationship between
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victimization and peer preference only among females who were already disliked by 

peers. They argue that problem solving strategies may place already highly rejected 

females at even greater risk. They also found that among females, internalizing and 

social support seeking strategies moderate the relationship between victimization and 

social problems. With increased victimization, social problems increased more quickly 

among females who tended not to seek social support and among females who showed 

high internalizing. In addition, they suggest that low internalizing and high social 

support seeking possibly buffer the effects o f victimization on social problems.

This research provides evidence that distancing and externalizing may intensify 

the negative impact of peer victimization. However, low distancing and low 

externalizing may provide a buffer against the negative effects of victimization among 

males. For males, more frequent use o f problem solving, social support seeking, and 

internalizing, were associated with worse peer relationships compared with infrequent 

use of distancing. In addition, it is important to recognise the cautionary point from 

Kochenderfer-Ladd and Skinner (2002) that problem solving strategies may place 

already highly rejected females at even greater risk. This study highlights the difficulty 

o f accurately interpreting the significant relationships identified between victimization, 

coping styles, and well-being. In addition, it highlights the danger o f providing poor, 

unsupported advice to adolescents with regard to coping with traditional bullying.

Kochenderfer-Ladd (2004) also examined the impact of emotions on selecting 

coping strategies in relation to peer victimization, and the subsequent experiences of 

victimization and internalizing problems. Therefore, this research examined coping 

strategies in relation to both countering traditional bullying and buffering its negative 

effects. A sample o f 145 children aged from five to 11 years (male: n = 79, female: n = 

66) participated in interviews at two time-points in the Autumn and Spring o f the school 

year. Variables measured included: peer victimization; internalizing symptoms (anxiety
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and depression); emotional responses (i.e., angry, scared, upset, embarrassed, and feel 

like crying); and coping responses (i.e., advice and support seeking, cognitive 

distancing, conflict resolution, and revenge). Emotional and coping responses were 

assessed in relation to hypothetical scenarios, using a questionnaire designed by 

Kochenderfer-Ladd (2004) called When Bad Things Happen in School (WBTH). 

According to Kochenderfer-Ladd (2004) " . . .  victimized children not only experience 

more intense negative emotional reactions to peer aggression, but the type of emotional 

response is linked to their selection o f adaptive or maladaptive coping strategies" (p. 

344).

It emerged that respondents who reported emotions of fear or embarrassment in 

relation to victimization were more inclined to seek advice, whereas those who reported 

feelings o f anger were less inclined to seek advice and more inclined to seek revenge. 

A direct pathway was identified from victimization to distancing, which may indicate 

that irrespective o f the emotional responses, children are inclined to ignore the problem 

or pretend that it had not happened. Kochenderfer-Ladd (2004) reports that anger was 

the most frequent emotional response to victimization, and that this is unfortunate 

because anger was found to reduce the likelihood of effective coping. Conflict 

resolution and advice seeking were found to be related to decreased subsequent 

victimization and internalizing problems. Although no direct path was identified 

between victimization and revenge, a correlation was identified which was completely 

mediated by anger and embarrassment. Conflict resolution was found to be related to 

decreased victimization, whilst conflict resolution and advice seeking were predictive of 

lower internalizing problems. There was a direct link between advice seeking and lower 

internalizing problems, whereas reduced victimization in relation to conflict resolution 

had a knock-on effect on internalizing symptoms. In addition, cognitive distancing was 

found to be predictive of increased victimization, which in turn put children at increased
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risk for internalizing problems. A direct path between distancing and internalizing 

problems was not identified.

This research provided evidence that emotional responses to victimization 

affect the selection of coping strategies. For instance, anger was found to be the most 

common emotional response to victimization, but unfortunately contributed to choosing 

ineffective coping strategies. Conflict resolution and advice seeking appear to be 

effective coping strategies in terms of reducing subsequent victimization and reducing 

subsequent internalizing symptoms. By contrast cognitive distancing was found to be 

ineffective in that it predicted increased victimization, putting individuals at greater risk 

for internalizing problems. This research provides a very important contribution to the 

literature on coping with peer victimization as it provides insight regarding the factors 

which influence coping strategies and the effectiveness o f coping strategies regarding 

subsequent victimization and anxious-depressive symptoms.

Focusing on a somewhat different population, Grennan and Woodhams (2007) 

conducted a study of the bullying experiences, psychological distress, and coping 

strategies of young offenders, assessing a sample o f 99 males aged from ages 18 to 21 

years. Within the self-report questionnaire, coping styles were examined in relation to 

how respondents typically responded to stress (Coping Styles Questionnaire: Roger, 

Jarvis, & Najarian, 1993), and coping styles included rational coping (e.g., taking action 

to change things), detached coping (e.g., see the problem as something separate from 

myself so I can change things), emotional coping (e.g., become miserable or depressed), 

and avoidant coping (e.g., sit tight and hope it all goes away). It emerged that all types 

o f psychological distress (depression, anxiety, and stress) were positively related to the 

total number o f bullying behaviours experienced by victims. Furthermore, emotional 

and avoidance coping strategies were positively related to depression, anxiety and
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stress, and Grennan and Woodhams (2007) conclude that a greater reliance on these 

strategies was related to increased psychological distress.

In a retrospective study of coping strategies, Mora-Merchan (2006) tested the 

hypothesis that more assertive coping strategies at the time o f the victimization would 

be associated with lower stress levels in later life, whereas avoidance strategies would 

be associated with higher stress levels as an adult. Respondents were 219 Spanish 

college students (male: n = 73, female: n = 146) aged from 18 to 40 years. In 

conjunction with retrospective assessment of bullying problems, respondents were 

asked about coping strategies used to counter bullying, perceived effectiveness of such 

strategies, perceived impact o f the bullying, feelings of self-efficacy at the time in 

relation to victimization, and present feelings of stress. Talking to the bully, ignoring 

the problem, and seeking social support were considered to be relatively effective. 

Moreover, avoidance, joking about the situation, fighting the bully, and absenteeism 

were not considered to be very effective. There were some differences between 

elementary school victims compared with high school victims. For instance, high 

school victims were more likely to consider family support to be effective, and 

elementary school victims were likely to perceive ignoring the problem as effective. In 

summary, active coping responses were considered by participants to be more effective 

than aggressive or avoidance responses. None o f the individual coping strategies used 

at the time of the bullying were found to be predictive of stress levels in adult life. 

However, it emerged that those who felt more control over the bullying situation at the 

time displayed lower stress levels in adulthood. Furthermore, those who perceived the 

bullying as a challenge, rather than a threat, also exhibited lower stress levels. Although 

useful, this research lacks empirical evidence regarding effective coping strategies.

Building on the work o f Kochenderfer-Ladd (2004), Spence, De Young, Toon, 

and Bond (2009) carried out a longitudinal study of the relationships between emotional
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dysregulation, coping responses to peer provocation, and victimisation among students. 

Although, the coping assessment does not specifically focus on buffering negative 

effects, the findings regarding emotional dysregulation have clear implications for 

mental health. Spence et al. (2009) describe emotional regulation as the capacity to 

manage feelings and emotion-related physiological states in order to achieve goals and 

desirable outcomes. A sample of 255 students aged from 11 to 14 years (male: n = 119, 

female: n = 136) responded to the research at two time points which were separated by 

three months. Respondents' ability to regulate feelings of anger, fear, and sadness was 

assessed by the Children's Emotional Dysregulation Questiormaire which was designed 

by Spence et al. (2009), whilst the SRCS (Causey & Dubow, 1992) was administered to 

measure five aspects o f coping, namely avoidance, social support seeking, problem 

solving, internalising coping, and aggressive coping. Coping was assessed in relation to 

a specific situation in which the respondent experienced verbal and physical 

provocation from a peer.

Spence et al. (2009) found that females who exhibited greater dysregulation of 

anger were likely to report increased victimization. Furthermore, girls who experienced 

higher rates of victimization also reported increased internalising coping and aggressive 

coping. Moreover, emotional dysregulation of anger was related to avoidant coping, 

internalising, and aggressive coping regarding peer provocation. Additionally, 

emotional dysregulation of fear and sadness were related to increased internalising 

among females. With respect to males, dysregulation of sadness was associated with 

increased victimization, whilst avoidant coping, and internalising were also related to 

victimization. For males, emotional dysregulation of anger was negatively correlated 

with problem-solving, and social support seeking, and positively related to aggressive 

coping. Emotional dysregulation of sadness was found to be related to avoidant coping
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and internalising, whilst dysregulation o f fear was found to be related to internalising 

and social support seeking for males.

At time 2, emotional dysregulation o f anger was found to be a predictor of 

victimization, whilst none of the coping strategies emerged as predictors of 

victimization at the second time point. Compared with those who had experienced 

victimization at either or both time points, those who were not victimized exhibited 

lower use o f internalising and aggressive coping when confronted with provocation by 

peers. Moreover, the non-victimized group displayed lower emotional dysregulation of 

sadness when compared with those victimized at the first or both time points.

Overall, Spence et al. (2009) found that among females, coping responses did 

not mediate the relationship between dysregulation of emotions and victimization. In 

fact for females, both dysregulation o f anger and aggressive coping were directly related 

to victimization. Among males, dysregulation o f sadness was related to victimization in 

that it affected responses which communicate distress and so in turn this was related to 

victimization indirectly. Emotional dysregulation was found to impact on coping and 

therefore decrease the reporting of constructive coping responses and increased the 

reporting o f maladaptive coping. For both sexes, difficulty regulating anger was 

associated with increased victimization over time when compared with respondents who 

reported no such difficulty. An important finding was that coping at time 1 did not 

predict changes in victimization at time 2, nor was coping found to mediate the 

relationship between emotional dysregulation on victimization. Spence et al. (2009) 

concluded that emotional dysregulation of anger and aggressive reactions or expression 

of emotional distress in response to peer provocation may increase risk of future 

provocation, perhaps reflecting that " . . .  aggressive responses to provocation are likely 

to increase . . . continuation of provocation by children who bully" (p. 152).
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Research by Flaspohler et al. (2009) has already been mentioned with regard to 

the association between victimization and reduced hfe satisfaction. However, another 

aspect of this research was the assessment of peer and teacher support as moderators of 

the relationship between victimization and life satisfaction. It emerged that perceived 

social support from peers and teachers impacted the relationship differently, in that 

respondents who reported high peer-support and low teacher-support exhibited a weaker 

association between victimization and life satisfaction compared with those who 

reported low levels of both peer-support and teacher-support. Also, those who reported 

high levels o f teacher-support and low levels o f peer-support did not exhibit the same 

effect. This implies that peer-support may buffer the negative effects o f traditional 

victimization, whilst teacher-support may not have this effect. However, respondents 

who indicated high levels of both peer- and teacher-support also demonstrated the 

weakest relationship between victimization and life-satisfaction, suggesting that the 

combination of both forms o f social support ". . . provides the strongest buffer against 

the negative effects o f bullying" (Flaspohler et al., 2009, p. 646).

Focusing on coping more broadly, Escobar et al. (2011) examined the 

relationships between low peer acceptance, emotional / behavioural maladjustment, 

daily stress, coping and sex among a sample of 392 students aged from nine to 12 years 

(male: n = 205, female: n = 187). Coping was assessed using the Adolescent Coping 

Scale (Frydenberg & Lewis, 1993), which examines three major aspects o f coping: 

Problem-focused (i.e., focusing on solving the problem, seeking relaxing diversions, 

physical recreation, working hard and achieving, and focusing on the positive); 

Reference to others (i.e., seeking social support, investing in close friends, seeking 

spiritual support, seeking professional help, seeking to belong, and social action); and 

Non-productive coping (i.e., worry, wishful thinking, not coping, ignoring, tension 

reduction, keeping to self, and self-blame). Emotional and behavioural adjustment were
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examined in terms o f emotional symptoms such as anxiety and social stress, school 

maladjustment which is characterised by negative attitudes regarding teachers, clinical 

maladjustment which is characterised by an external locus o f control, personal 

adjustment including self-reliance and good relationships with parents. It emerged that 

low peer acceptance and high daily stress increased risk o f poor emotional and 

behavioural adjustment compared with those who have low peer acceptance but also 

have low daily stress. However, problem-focused coping appeared to moderately 

predict personal adjustment. Escobar et al. (2011) concluded that problem-focused 

coping may improve the well-being of children who experience low peer acceptance 

and high daily stress. By contrast, they found that non-productive coping responses such 

as wishful thinking or ignoring the issue is linked to negative emotional adjustment 

among those who experience low peer acceptance and high stress. Furthermore, it 

emerged that males with low acceptance and high daily stress were more inclined to 

engage in externalising behaviour, whilst the highest levels o f personal adjustment were 

exhibited by males who reported high peer acceptance, low levels o f daily stress, and 

who engage in problem-focused coping such as involvement in physical recreation and 

working towards achievement. These findings certainly offer support for active 

problem-focused coping, rather than avoidant coping.

In a recent Australian-based study, Murray-Harvey et al. (2012) examined the 

coping strategies adopted by 1,223 bullied high school students aged from 12 to 16 

years (male: n = 666; 54.5%) and the effectiveness o f such strategies as recommended 

by 82 informed professionals (researchers: n = 37, practitioners: n = 43). Murray- 

Harvey et al. (2012) designed the Coping with Bullying questionnaire based on the pre

existing Adolescent Coping Scale (Frydenberg & Lewis, 1993). The items of the 

questionnaire were reworded to make them more applicable to coping with bullying 

(e.g., "Keep fit and healthy" was rephrased to become "Keep fit and healthy so the
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bullying doesn't get me down too much"). A further six items were added to the 

questionnaire as follows: use of the school peer support programme; fight back; stick up 

for myself; show the bully you are an ok sort o f person; tell the bully to stop what they 

are doing; and ask a friend to tell the bully to stop what they are doing. Confirmatory 

factor analysis revealed five factors which were: Productive Other-Focused; Productive 

Self-Focused; Nonproductive Avoidance; Relationship Improvement; and Aggressive / 

Assertive Response. Sex-related differences were apparent as seriously bullied females 

were more inclined to stay away from school to avoid the bullying, and to get support 

from others such as parents or friends when compared with seriously bullied males. 

Moreover, Murray-Harvey et al. (2012) identified under-use o f productive other- 

focused strategies and reliance on self-focused strategies, which perhaps suggests a 

feeling o f personal responsibility to cope with the problem alone rather than confiding 

in parents, teachers, or a professional. In fact this was a strategy which was mainly 

never used by the students who reported being seriously bullied, whilst it was an 

approach that was considered effective by informed professionals. According to 

Murray-Harvey et al. (2012) the professionals suggested that it was important that 

teachers would have the necessary skills in order for reporting bullying to a teacher to 

be considered an effective response. In addition, the professionals indicated that 

nonproductive avoidance was not an effective coping style, which is important 

considering that it was apparent that those students who were seriously bullied 

sometimes reported "hoping that the bullying would sort itself out". This research 

highlighted the need to consider the effectiveness o f coping strategies for bullying in the 

context o f the school environment (i.e., teachers' ability to respond to reports of bullying 

appropriately) and the type o f victimization (i.e., overt bullying or covert bullying). 

However, in general all o f the informed professionals tended to agree that the same 

coping responses were regarded as effective and ineffective for all types o f bullying.
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This Section has provided a review of the hterature which pertains to coping 

strategies which buffer the negative psychological effects of traditional victimization. 

Again it is evident that researchers have used various methods to explore coping 

strategies in relation to bullying, such as self-report questionnaires (Olafsen & Viemero, 

2000), interviews (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004), retrospective accounts o f coping (Mora- 

Merchan, 2006), and longitudinal research (e.g., Spence et al., 2009). Moreover, 

different instruments have been used to assess coping such as the Life Events and 

Coping Inventory (Dise-Lewis, 1988) and the Coping Styles Questionnaire (Roger et 

al., 1993). Although limited, there is some research which provides empirical support 

for the effectiveness o f various coping strategies. From this, it is evident that one's 

ability to regulate emotions impacts on selection of coping strategies 

(Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004), with emotional dysregulation related to lower levels of 

constructive coping and higher levels o f maladaptive coping (Spence et al., 2009).

Similar to the previous Section regarding coping strategies which counter 

traditional victimization, this review would indicate that bully-victims are more inclined 

towards aggressive responses (Olafsen & Viemero, 2000). In addition, they tend to 

engage in self-destructive behaviour more often, as do female victims o f indirect 

bullying compared with female victims of direct bullying (Olafsen & Viemero, 2000). 

Perhaps bully-victims engage in self-destructive coping as a result o f difficult peer- 

relations reducing their access to peer-support, whilst indirect victimization may be 

particularly difficult to cope with effectively due to its often covert and subtle nature.

Findings by Kochenderfer-Ladd and Skinner (2002) indicated the difficulty of 

accurate analysis o f relationships across different variables. However, this research was 

important as it highlighted the potential dangers o f directing children to cope with 

victimization using strategies which are not empirically supported with regard to their 

effectiveness. They suggest that distancing and externalizing may intensify the negative
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impact of peer victimization. Among males, frequent use o f problem solving, social 

support seeking, and internalizing, seemed to impact negatively on relations with peers, 

whereas this did not seem to be the case with infrequent use o f distancing. Furthermore, 

they found evidence that problem solving strategies increase risk for females who are 

already suffering high levels o f rejection.

With regard to sex-related differences, females were found to be more inclined 

towards stress-recognition strategies, crying, advice seeking (Murray-Harvey et al., 

2012; Olafsen & Viemero, 2000), and acknowledging the stressor (Olafsen & Viemero, 

2000), whilst males were more inclined to engage in self-destructive behaviours 

(Olafsen & Viemero, 2000) and externalising coping (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 

2002).

Responses such as avoidance, distancing, and wishful thinking were not found 

to be desirable (Escobar et al., 2011; Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Mora- 

Merchan, 2006; Murray-Harvey et al., 2012). In fact, distancing increased the risk of 

victimization (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004), whilst avoidance (like wishful thinking) was 

related to increased psychological distress (Grennan & Woodhams, 2007). This review 

has also included evidence (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004) that whilst conflict resolution 

and advice seeking were effective in reducing victimization and negative effects on 

well-being, cognitive distancing was likely to have the opposite effect. Flaspohler et al. 

(2009) indicated that peer-support and teacher-support moderate the relationship 

between victimization and life satisfaction, with peer-support appearing to provide a 

stronger buffer against negative effects than teacher-support. hi addition, according to 

Escobar et al. (2011) problem-focused coping (i.e., focusing on solving the problem, 

seeking relaxing diversions, physical recreation, working hard and achieving, and 

focusing on the positive) may help those who suffer low peer acceptance. The next
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Section provides a summary o f the key findings to emerge from the review of coping 

strategies in relation to countering traditional bullying and buffering its negative effects.

6.2.2.3. Summary.

The current Section provided a review o f the literature which explores coping in relation 

to countering traditional bullying and buffering its negative effects. It is evident that 

coping is measured using different approaches (such as retrospective accounts of coping 

with victimization, observational studies, self-report questionnaires, and interviews) and 

measures (such as the Self-Report Coping Measure [Causey & Dubow, 1992]). For 

instance, some researchers have explored victims' coping styles in relation to coping 

with daily stress (e.g., Escobar et al., 2011), whereas others explored coping with 

hypothetical scenarios (e.g., Andreou, 2001), and others focused on how victims coped 

with incidents of victimization (e.g., Frisen et al., 2012). Coping was examined in 

many different ways but in a number o f studies was assessed using a questionnaire, such 

as the Ways o f Coping Checklist (Halstead et al., 1993) or Life Events and Coping 

Inventory (Dise-Lewis, 1988). It was also apparent that selection o f coping styles is 

dependent on different factors including the types of bullying (Kanetsuna et al., 2006; 

Kristensen & Smith, 2003; Murray-Harvey et al., 2012), appraisal of the situation as a 

threat or challenge (Hunter & Boyle, 2004), contextual factors such as the school 

environment (Murray-Harvey et al., 2012), and personal factors such as ability to 

regulate emotions (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; Spence et al., 2009). Such variations 

make it more difficult to identify major themes in the literature, and this is not helped by 

the proportion o f studies which do not assess the effectiveness o f coping strategies.

However, a number of patterns emerged from the literature. For instance, it is

apparent that most researchers agree that females are more inclined to seek social

support than males (Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Kristensen & Smith, 2003; Murray-Harvey
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et al., 2012; Naylor et al., 2001; Olafsen & Viemero, 2000; P. K. Smith & Shu, 2000), 

and it seems that social support may be an effective strategy (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; 

P. K. Smith et al., 2004). Females were also more inclined to engage in internalising 

coping (Kristensen & Smith, 2003), whereas males were more likely to engage in 

externalising coping (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Kristensen & Smith, 2003) 

and retaliation (P. K. Smith & Shu, 2000). Not surprisingly, bully-victims also tend to 

favour retaliation (Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001) and externalising strategies 

(Kristensen & Smith, 2003).

Retaliation and aggressive coping were not found to be desirable strategies as 

they tend to escalate and prolong victimization (Mahady Wilton et al., 2000; Spence et 

al., 2009) and may lead to negative psychological repercussions such as depression 

(Mahady Wilton et al., 2000). Victimization was related to avoidance (Pateraki & 

Houndoumadi, 2001), and it emerged that researchers did not find avoidance, 

distancing, or passive coping to be strategies which should be recommended (Escobar et 

al., 2011; Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Mahady Wilton 

et al., 2000; Murray-Harvey et al., 2012). In fact, passive coping may lead to 

depression (Mahady Wilton et al., 2000), whilst distancing was found to increase risk o f 

victimization (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004).

Problem solving was found to de-escalate an incident o f bullying (Mahady 

Wilton et al., 2000) and Mahady Wilton et al. (2000) argue that active problem-solving 

(rather than passive) was effective and desirable as it allowed for assertive behaviour. 

Escobar et al. (2011) also found problem-focused coping such as focusing on solving 

the problem, or seeking relaxing diversions, to be potentially helpful to those who 

experience low peer acceptance. O f particular importance was the finding that conflict 

resolution and advice seeking were linked to decreased victimization and internalising 

problems (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004). Research by Kochenderfer-Ladd and Skinner
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(2002) also highlights the importance o f remaining cautious when interpreting the 

effects o f coping strategies, as poor selection o f coping can increase risk. The next 

Section provides a review o f the literature which is specific to coping strategies in 

response to cyberbullying. This has particular relevance for the current research which 

focuses on coping strategies in relation to cyber-based victimization, and therefore 

provides a rationale for this aspect o f the current research as well as informing the most 

appropriate methods with which to explore the research questions.

6.2.5. Coping with Cyber Victimization at an Individual Level.

The current Section provides a review of the literature which examines coping strategies 

regarding cyberbullying, so as to create the context for the current study o f coping with 

cyber victimization. Perren et al. (2012b) distinguish between three domains of coping 

within the literature, as follows: reducing risk / preventing; countering the problem; and 

buffering the negative effects. The current Section will address only the latter two 

domains o f coping. Furthermore, individual or personal coping will be the focus of the 

Section, and therefore, research examining coping at programme or policy level will be 

excluded. Firstly, the review will address coping methods which are used to counter or 

stop cyber victimization, and secondly it will address coping methods which are used to 

buffer the negative psychological impact of cyberbullying. Mason (2008) argues that 

"Students need specific guidelines on how to prevent and stop cyberbullying" (p. 336). 

However, it is evident that although there are a number of studies which examine 

coping in relation to cyberbullying, there is a paucity of studies which measure the 

effectiveness o f different coping responses. Therefore, there is little evidence to inform 

accurate guidance o f students towards appropriate responses in relation to 

cyberbullying. Thus, the current research is o f particular importance as it seeks to

provide evidence of effective and ineffective coping in a cyber-specific context.
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6.2.3.1. Countering Cyberbullying.

This Section provides a critical review of the research regarding individual coping 

strategies which aim to counter (or stop) cyberbullying. Broadly, coping strategies 

which counter cyberbullying can be categorised as problem-focused, emotion-focused, 

or mixed, and include technical coping strategies (the use o f ICT tools), reactions 

directed towards the bully, avoidance or emotion-focused strategies, or support seeking 

(Perren et al., 2012b). Similar to the research regarding coping strategies in response to 

traditional bullying, analysis o f the literature regarding coping strategies in response to 

cyber victimization is hampered by the variety o f methods used to explore coping styles 

(e.g., questionnaire, retrospective accounts, focus groups, and interviews). Although 

Shelley and Craig (2010) measure coping and provide empirical evidence regarding the 

effectiveness of coping strategies through longitudinal analysis, other research tends to 

report perceived effectiveness as opposed to measured effectiveness (e.g.. Price & 

Dalgleish, 2010). Thus, the current Section indicates that there is a paucity of research 

which provides evidence of the effectiveness o f coping strategies in terms o f bringing 

victimization to an end. Whilst the review includes those studies which only report 

coping strategies used, or perceived effectiveness o f coping strategies, there will also be 

a focus on research which has measured the effectiveness o f coping strategies which 

counter traditional bullying and cyberbullying.

With a focus on cyber safety, Yilmaz (2011) examined coping strategies in 

relation to cyber victimization among a sample of 756 Turkish children in the 7th grade 

(male: n = 393, female: n = 363). O f those who reported cyber victimization, 38.4% 

reported that they told an adult. Most students were not aware o f effective safety 

strategies in cyberspace, and of those who were aware o f safety strategies, about half 

claimed to be self-taught. Whilst this does not provide much insight into the 

effectiveness of coping, it provides evidence that there may be a lack o f education
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regarding cyber safety. The need for education has also been highlighted by other 

researchers (e.g., Almeida et al., 2012). In another Turkish study, Aricak et al. (2008) 

examined coping strategies among 269 students in grades six to eight (male: n = 134, 

female: n = 135) who were aged from 12 to 19 years. Coping strategies which 

respondents reported they would use included: blocking either the message or the 

person (30.6%); telling the person to stop (16.4%); changing usernames (8.1%); telling 

friends (15%); telling parents (10%); telling teachers (1%); and ignoring the situation 

and not telling anyone (3.4%).

In similar research o f 1,454 children aged from 12 to 17 years, Juvonen and 

Gross (2008) conducted an online survey to examine the methods employed by 

respondents to counter cyberbullying. The majority (90%) o f cybervictims did not tell 

an adult about cyber victimization. The main reason for this was that they felt they 

needed to leam to deal with it themselves (50%). However, 31% did not tell because 

they were worried that parents might restrict their Internet access. Among 12 to 14 

year-old respondents, fear o f getting in trouble with parents prevented one third from 

telling an adult about cyber victimization. In terms of preventing cyberbullying 

incidents, 67% of participants had blocked a contact, 33% had restricted screen names 

from their friend list, approximately one quarter (26%) had changed their screen name 

and sent a warning message (25%). However, these tactics were reported by the entire 

sample, rather than by cybervictims alone. Juvonen and Gross (2008) identified under

use of these strategies by those who had experienced cyberbullying via instant 

messaging, highlighting the fact that one in four victims o f intimidation via instant 

messaging had never blocked a screen name.

DeHue et al. (2008) also explored adolescent coping responses following cyber 

victimization among 1,211 final-year primary-school students and first-year secondary- 

school students with a mean age of 12.7 years (male: n = 601, female: n = 589). They
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found that respondents reported that they: pretend to ignore it (7.2%); talk to others 

about it (3.2%); ignore it (6.9%); bully the perpetrator (5.7 %); or delete all o f the 

bully's messages (3.1%). When victims were asked if  they have talked about their 

victimization, 7.1% reported that they had not talked about it, 8.9% reported that they 

talked about it to a parent or caregiver, 3.5% reported that they talked to a sibling about 

it, 6.4% indicated that they had told friends at school, 6.4% reported having talked 

about it with friends outside o f school, and 1.7% indicated that they had talked with a 

teacher at school about it.

Focusing more on broad coping styles, Riebel et al. (2009) examined coping 

styles in relation to traditional and cyber victimization through administration of a 

questionnaire among a sample o f 1,987 German students. They identified four coping 

styles in relation to physical and verbal forms of traditional bullying, including: social 

coping; aggressive coping; helpless coping; and cognitive coping. Social coping 

referred to involving a third party and utilising social resources. Aggressive coping 

referred to responding in a retaliative or confrontational manner. Helpless coping 

included behaviours which were passive, emotion-focussed, and inclined towards 

avoidance. Cognitive coping involved an assertive element on the part of the victim, 

where they attempt to deal with the problem constructively without becoming 

aggressive. For instance, they may attempt to understand the bully's motive. In relation 

to cyber victimization, Riebel et al. (2009) identified aggressive, helpless, and cognitive 

coping. However, rather than social coping, technical coping was identified as a fourth 

style. Riebel et al. (2009) emphasize that Technical coping was simply a reflection of 

the structuring of the questionnaire which did not include social items. Technical coping 

included the items: I switch off my computer; I change my email address or nickname 

and only give them to people I can trust; and I show the messages to a grown-up. These 

coping responses were reported by all respondents and not victims exclusively. In spite
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of this limitation, this research highlighted similar coping styles used in relation to both 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying.

In Australia, Price and Dalgleish (2010) assessed coping strategies among 584 

self-identified cybervictims aged between five and 25 years. However, the majority o f 

the sample were aged from 10 to 18 years. Respondents were required to recall a time 

when they had suffered cyber victimization, and it emerged that cyberbullying was most 

common among children aged from 13 to 14 years. In relation to coping strategies a 

number of key themes emerged, including: speaking out; ignoring; avoiding; being 

positive; and retaliating. Offline coping strategies were reported with the following 

frequencies: Told a friend (39.4%); Told a parent / carer (29.4%); Stayed offline 

(32.3%); Told teacher / principal (24.6%); Told Kids Helpline (9.1%); Stopped looking 

(29.7%); Told another adult (6%); Retaliated (16.1%); Told a sibling (11.7%); Did 

nothing (27%); and Confronted bully (44.2%). In addition, online coping strategies 

were reported with the following frequencies: Blocked bully (71.4%); Removed from 

friend list (45.9%); and Changed own avatar / mobile number (23.2%). When asked 

about the effectiveness o f the coping strategies (including ratings as sort of helpfiil and 

very helpful), Told a friend emerged as the most effective response offline, whereas 

Blocked bully was identified as the most effective online response. However, it is not 

entirely clear if these strategies are helpfiil in terms o f stopping cyberbullying or 

buffering its negative impact.

Hoff and Mitchell (2009) also examined coping strategies using retrospective 

reporting o f cyber victimization. Respondents were 351 college undergraduates (male: 

40%, female: 60%) with a mean age o f 19.9 years, who were asked about their 

experiences of cyberbullying prior to starting college. With regard to responding to 

cyber victimization, 65.3% reported that they felt cyberbullying would stop without 

them doing anything about it. However, a number of students reported that
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cyberbullying had in fact increased, highhghting that avoidance is likely to be 

ineffective and may allow cyberbullying to increase to a harmful degree. Sex 

differences were identified with males more inclined to respond actively and in a 

physical retaliatory fashion, and females more inclined to respond passively and in a 

more verbal retaliatory fashion. In relation to reporting victimization to an adult, 

females displayed greater inclination to do so. However, even among females, 

cyberbullying was likely to become severe or dangerous before they would confide in 

an adult. It emerged that 35.9% reported their victimization at home. Reasons for not 

telling parents included: not wanting to worry them; fear o f sanctions; loss of access to 

ICT; and fear of parents finding out about something which could be embarrassing, 

such as a sexual relationship. Only 16.7% reported cyberbullying to a school official, 

and reasons for not doing so included: belief that it would not be taken seriously; fear 

that it would not be dealt with confidentially; and belief that nothing would be done 

about it. O f those who did report cyber victimization to a school official, 70.7% 

claimed that the officials "rarely" or "never" did anything about it. Li (2006) also refers 

to perceptions about involving adults in cyberbullying incidents. From a study o f 264 

students in grades seven to nine (male: n = 130, female: n = 134), Li (2006) found that 

just 64.1% of the students believed that adults in schools attempted to stop 

cyberbullying upon being informed. Furthermore, among cybervictims, females were 

more likely to tell an adult compared with males.

Taking a qualitative approach, Wright, Burnham, Inman, and Ogorchock 

(2009) conducted focus groups with 20 middle-school students aged from 12 to 14 

years. The students were from two schools, where School A was high poverty and 

School B was low poverty. Results indicated that students from School B tended to be 

more computer savvy. Children from both schools reported strategies such as "ignore 

it". However, the high poverty school reported more confrontational coping strategies
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such as "Get, Hke, 50 people and try to get them scared" or "To confront them about it". 

By contrast, the low-poverty students were more support seeking with responses such as 

"I'd go to my parents and like a school counsellor". There was also reluctance to 

provoke the bully. Students at the high poverty school reported that they would turn to 

friends for support, and in the case of informing an adult they would be most likely to 

approach a school counsellor. Students from the low poverty school were most likely to 

report the incident to their mother, or a school counsellor. Both schools suggested a 

necessity for adults to be better educated on the subject o f cyberbullying and how to 

assist students in terms o f coping with the problem.

In other qualitative research, Parris, Varjas, Meyers, and Cutts (2011) 

conducted interviews with 20 high school students aged from 15 to 19 years (male: n = 

13, female: n = 7). They identified three main coping styles in relation to cyberbullying 

among high school students, as follows: Reactive coping; Preventive coping; and No 

way to prevent cyberbullying. Respondents were asked what coping strategies they felt 

could be enacted by themselves or others. Reactive coping included four sub

categories: Avoidance; Acceptance; Justification; Seeking social support. Preventive 

coping was divided into two sub-categories: Talk in person; and Increased security and 

awareness. However, some o f the participants believed that there was no way to 

prevent cyberbullying. These participants felt that cyberbullies could avoid punishment 

or continue to cyberbully others.

Avoidance was a coping style which involved avoiding the cyberbully or the 

cyberbullying situation, in order to protect oneself Different avoidance strategies 

included deleting messages, blocking contact with the bully, or ignoring the issue. 

Acceptance refers to accepting cyberbullying as a part o f life and focusing on positive 

things. The coping style Justification is a method where following a cyberbullying 

problem, the victim can rationalise why the cyberbullying should not cause them upset.
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These participants often expressed that cyberbullying, as opposed to face-to-face 

bullying, was not to be taken seriously (e.g., because it was not a courageous way of 

behaving). Seeking social support could take the form of seeking advice from others, or 

approaching someone in a position of authority and asking them to stop the 

cyberbullying. These social supports included other students, parents, or the police.

Preventive coping styles involved attempts to minimise the chances of being 

targeted by cyberbullies. Talk in person referred to speaking to someone in a real world 

context as opposed to cyberspace. Talking in person was considered to be an effective 

strategy for avoiding misperceptions which can result from the absence of verbal 

intonation and non-verbal cues often experienced in cyberspace. Additionally, it was 

suggested that arguments could be intercepted before they deteriorate into cyberbullying 

if the issue is discussed in person. Increased security and awareness is another 

Preventive coping strategy which requires individuals to be more cautious online (e.g., 

limit how much personal information they share), and to be more aware of security 

(e.g., awareness o f unsafe websites). This research gives insight into the strategies that 

high school students believe to be effective, but it does not provide empirical evidence 

of which methods are in fact successful.

P. K. Smith et al. (2008) also explored children's perceptions about effective 

methods of countering traditional bullying and cyberbullying. In relation to traditional 

bullying respondents recommended: telling someone (e.g., parent or teacher) (73.3%); 

making new friends (46.9%); sticking up for yourself without engaging in fighting 

(44.1%); ignoring it (40.0%); avoiding the bullies (34.3%); keeping a record o f bullying 

incidents (34.1%); reporting it to the police or other authorities (32.9%); fighting back 

(32.9%); asking them to stop (26.9%); and staying away from school (5.5%). With 

regard to cyberbullying, respondents recommended: blocking messages or identities 

(74.9%); telling someone (e.g., a parent or teacher) (63.3%); changing one's email
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address or phone number (56.7%); keeping a record o f offensive emails or text 

messages (46.5%); ignoring it (41.3%); reporting the cyberbullying to police or other 

authorities (38.5%); contacting a service provider (31.1%); asking them to stop 

(21.4%); and fighting back (19.6%). O f those who had experienced cyber victimization, 

43.7% said they had told nobody, and o f those who had told somebody, 26.8% had told 

friends, 15.5% had told a parent or guardian, 8.5% had told a class teacher, 8.5% had 

told another adult at school, and 1.4% had told someone else. From a separate study 

(reported in the same publication), students who had experienced traditional or cyber 

victimization at some time were asked if they had told anyone. It emerged that victims 

o f traditional bullying were significantly more likely to tell someone compared with 

victims o f cyberbullying. Perhaps this is due to the fear o f loss of Internet access which 

Juvonen and Gross (2008) discovered.

Comparing findings from the Safety, Awareness, Facts and Tools (SAFT) 

survey (Staksrud, 2005, 2008), and the UK Children Go Online (UKCGO: Livingstone 

& Bober, 2004) projects conducted in Norway, Ireland and the UK, Staksrud and 

Livingstone (2009) examined children's and adolescents' responses following 

encounters with risky online content and contact. Among respondents who reported 

having received a message that bothered or frightened them, many reported deleting the 

message. Other common responses included attempting to block the sender, or telling a 

friend. In all countries, younger females were most likely to report the problem to an 

adult. Children from Norway and the UK were more likely to tell a friend than Irish 

children (excluding younger Irish boys). Staksrud and Livingstone (2009) suggest that 

this reflects a stronger peer-oriented coping strategy among these children.

Stacey (2009) reports on Australian students' perceptions o f coping with 

cyberbullying. Discussions with 74 students aged from 10 to 17 years were analysed 

and findings are reported in relation to three age groups, as follows: younger (10 to 13
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years); middle (13 to 15 years); and older (16 to 17 years). Among younger students a 

range o f cyber-safety strategies were reported including dealing with the problem by 

oneself, telling someone about it, deleting someone, or confronting a known harasser. 

Teacher intervention was also regarded as a potential solution. However, many were 

more open to the concept of a mediating peer group to counter cyberbullying, and 

technical solutions were also well-regarded. The middle group were more in favour of 

dealing with a problem oneself and tended to express confidence in their ability to do so 

with the potential to seek help from friends where needed. Peer support was also 

considered to be a useful strategy, particularly in relation to consulting older peers. 

Parent and teacher intervention were not favourable strategies among this group, hi 

addition, there was a lack of desire to see punishment or restrictions regarding cyber 

activities, which may be similar to the fear of reduced access to cyberspace reported by 

Juvonen and Gross (2008). Among older students there was greater independence in 

relation to coping strategies. Parental support was considered not to be necessary unless 

circumstances were exceptional. There also appears to have been a greater awareness of 

preventative strategies among this group.

Taking a more narrow focus in relation to coping, Top?u, Erdur-Baker, and 

Capa-Aydin (2008) reported on help-seeking behaviours from those who had been 

cyber victimized among a sample of 183 students (male: n = 102, female: n = 81) aged 

from 14 to 15 years. Respondents were from both private and public schools. Those 

who had experienced victimization reported seeking help from: nobody (private school: 

29.5%, public school: 23.8%); a friend (private school: 43.6%, public school: 28.6%); a 

parent (private school: 15.4%, public school: 13.3%); siblings (private school: 12.8%, 

public school: 17.1%); a relative (private school: 6.4%, public school: 10.5%); an 

acquaintance (private school: 5.1%, public school: 14.3%); a school counsellor (private 

school: 1.3%, public school: 6.7%); a teacher (public school: 5.7%); or a school
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(co)principal (public school: 1.9%). It is important to note that respondents were most 

likely to tell a friend, and appeared to be relatively reluctant to tell a parent, and 

particularly reluctant to confide in school personnel. It is also of concern that around 

one quarter did not confide in anybody.

Coyne, Chesney, Logan, and Madden (2009) examined coping in relation to 

griefing among 86 users o f Second Life with an average age of 37.1 years (male: 46%). 

Griefmg is a term used by residents o f online communities in relation to more general 

aggressive behaviour. In relation to coping as an individual, respondents indicated what 

they felt one should do to counteract griefmg. The following individual coping 

strategies were suggested: ignore the perpetrator (23%); report the griefmg (19%); 

participate in training relating to dealing with griefmg (19%); technical response (12%); 

and ban abusive avatars and share their names with others (12%). Chesney, Coyne, 

Logan, and Madden (2009) also suggest that a potential coping strategy to deal with 

griefmg in Second Life or similar virtual worlds is for residents to use the available 

controls to collectively address the avatars who are causing the problem. However, this 

would require a cooperative approach.

Shelley and Craig (2010) made an important contribution to the literature by 

exploring the role o f attributions and coping styles in reducing victimization over time. 

Specifically, in relation to attributions they examined two forms o f self-blame: 

characterological; and behavioural. Characterological self-blame involves attributing 

cause to one's character and is related to a view that one is deserving o f the negative 

outcome. However, behavioural self-blame attributes cause to one's behaviour and 

therefore provides the possibility that behaviour can be adjusted in order to avoid future 

negative experiences. Coping was assessed using a modified version of the SRCS 

(Causey & Dubow, 1992), in conjunction with the scales developed by Kochenderfer- 

Ladd (2004), and coping was assessed in terms of: seeking social support; self-reliance;
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distancing; internalizing; externalizing; conflict resolution; and revenge. Shelley and 

Craig (2010) examined attributions, coping styles, and bullying among 220 children at 

two time periods over a six-month period. Bullying included physical, verbal, social, 

and "electronic" bullying.

With regard to direct relationships between coping styles and victimization, it 

emerged that among boys, externalizing, internalizing, revenge, and social support 

coping were predictive o f higher levels o f victimization at time 1. In relation to girls, 

externalizing, internalizing, and distancing coping were related to higher levels of 

victimization at time 1. The same results were found at time 2. Externalizing coping 

was the only style found to mediate the relationship between attributions and 

victimization. Among both males and females, increased externalizing and internalizing 

and characterological self-blame were significantly predictive o f higher victimization 

scores. Among males, increased revenge and social support seeking were predictive of 

increased victimization, whereas among females, increased distancing and depressive 

attributions were predictive o f higher victimization. Exploring the longitudinal aspect 

of the data, Shelley and Craig (2010) found that none of the coping styles emerged as a 

significant mediator between attributions and victimization over time. However, among 

males, characterological self-blame and internalizing and distancing coping styles were 

predictive of increased levels of victimization over time. Among females, 

characterological self-blame and depressive attributional style, and lower social support 

coping were predictive of increased victimization over time. Whilst no coping style 

was related to decreased victimization over time among males, social support was 

associated with decreased victimization over time among females. Shelley and Craig 

(2010) suggest that males may not receive the emotional support that they require when 

they seek social support. If accurate, this highlights a need for peers, parents, and 

educators to receive guidance in relation to provision of support to young males.
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This Section has provided a review of the hterature which assesses coping 

strategies to counter cyberbullying. Similar to the literature pertaining to coping 

strategies for traditional bullying, a number o f methodological approaches have been 

used including questionnaires (e.g., DeHue et al., 2008; P. K. Smith et al., 2008) and 

web-based surveys (e.g., Juvonen & Gross, 2008), retrospective accounts (Hoff & 

Mitchell, 2009; Price & Dalgleish, 2010), focus groups (Wright et al., 2009), and 

interviews (Parris et al., 2011), whilst Shelley and Craig (2010) measured coping using 

the Self-Report Coping Measure (Causey & Dubow, 1992). Moreover, coping was 

assessed with a narrow scope in some studies, with Coyne et al. (2009) focusing on 

coping with griefmg in Second Life, and Topcu et al. (2008) exploring help seeking 

behaviours specifically.

Despite these inconsistencies, a number o f coping strategies in response to 

cyber victimization emerged. For instance, it was evident that there was a reluctance to 

tell adults about victimization (Li, 2006). Whilst some children and adolescents 

recommend telling a parent, others report that they would not tell a parent for fear of 

this strategy backfiring (e.g., loss o f access to ICT) or because this strategy would be 

ineffectual (e.g., Hoff & Mitchell, 2009; Juvonen & Gross, 2008). Telling a school 

official seemed not to be regarded as worthwhile among those who used this strategy, 

and among those who did not use this strategy there was a common belief that this 

would be ineffective (Hoff & Mitchell, 2009). Females were more likely to report to an 

adult (Staksrud & Livingstone, 2009) but there was reluctance even among females 

(Hoff & Mitchell, 2009). In addition, more independent coping increased with age, and 

the likelihood o f reporting cyber victimization to an adult was reduced (Stacey, 2009). 

P. K. Smith et al. (2008) found that victims o f traditional bullying were significantly 

more likely to tell someone compared with victims o f cyberbullying. Interestingly, 

telling a parent or teachers was highly recommended with regard to cyberbullying (P. K.
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Smith et al., 2008). However, reporting o f coping following actual cyber victimization 

did not reflect this recommendation, as almost half told nobody, and o f those who had 

told somebody, they were most likely to tell friends (P. K. Smith et al., 2008). Price and 

Dalgleish (2010) and Top^u et al. (2008) also found that reporting the experience to a 

friend was considered to be more worthwhile. In addition, Shelley and Craig (2010) 

found that amongst males, social support seeking was a predictor o f increased 

victimization, whereas social support was associated with decreased victimization over 

time among females.

Technical coping strategies refer to the use o f ICT to counter cyberbullying, 

and examples include blocking either the message or the person, changing usernames, 

changing phone numbers, and removing someone from a friend list. DeHue et al. 

(2008) found that a number of respondents reported deleting all of the bully's messages, 

which is of concern as it removes the possibility o f retaining evidence of abuse. 

However, this may serve to minimise the impact of the victimization as it would prevent 

the victim from revisiting the content. Price and Dalgleish (2010) found that 

respondents recommended blocking a bully as the most effective online strategy. Other 

coping strategies include cognitive coping or assertive coping such as telling the bully 

to stop, aggressive coping such as retaliation, avoidance or ignoring such as staying 

offline or not looking at content, and helpless coping. Hoff and Mitchell (2009) found 

that doing nothing in response to victimization could lead to increased victimization. 

With regard to effective use of technical coping strategies, it seems rational that a higher 

level o f IT expertise or cyber safety knowledge would be beneficial. However, research 

indicates that many students lack effective safety strategies in cyberspace (Yilmaz, 

2011) or that they under-use technical strategies (Juvonen & Gross, 2008).

In relation to sex differences, Hoff and Mitchell (2009) found that males had a 

greater tendency to respond actively and to retaliate physically, whereas females were
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more inclined to respond passively and retaliate verbally. None o f the coping styles 

measured by Shelley and Craig (2010) were found to be related to reduced victimization 

for boys. However, some were connected to increased victimization over time, again 

highlighting the need to provide accurate guidance to young people regarding coping. 

Shelley and Craig (2010) found that among males, higher victimization was related to 

social support and revenge-seeking coping, which may indicate ineffective strategies. 

They suggest that males may not receive the emotional support they need when they 

seek social support. Revenge seeking was also found to be ineffective in terms of 

reducing victimization. In contrast with males, social support was related to lower 

levels of victimization over time among females, whereas avoidance was associated 

with increased victimization. Hoff and Mitchell (2009) also suggest that avoidance is 

likely to be ineffective.

This Section has also highlighted the major limitations o f the literature in terms 

o f the paucity o f studies which measure effectiveness of coping strategies to counter 

cyberbullying. The next Section reviews the literature pertaining to coping strategies 

which buffer the negative impact of cyberbullying.

6.2.3.2. Buffering the Negative Impact o f  Cyberbullying.

The current Section provides a critical analysis o f the literature examining coping 

strategies which buffer the negative psychological impact o f cyberbullying. This 

Section highlights that there is a limited amount of research conducted in relation to this 

issue, and in addition there is a dearth o f studies which empirically measure the 

effectiveness o f coping strategies used to buffer negative effects. However, a number of 

studies do report effectiveness of coping (e.g.. Hay & Meldrum, 2010; Machmutow' et 

al., 2012) and give important insight regarding the relationship between coping

strategies and mental health (e.g.. Hay & Meldrum, 2010; Machmutow et al., 2012;
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Vollink, Bolman, Dehue, & Jacobs, 2013). Although these studies provide a necessary 

addition to the literature, the researchers have used different methods to measure coping 

and this restricts the capacity to compare findings. Similar to previous Sections 

regarding coping, there is a tendency for researchers to report perceived effects of 

coping strategies as opposed to measured effects, and the EU Kids Online Project 

(Livingstone et al., 201 lb) is one such study.

As was stated in Chapter 2, the EU Kids Online study (Livingstone et al., 

2011b) surveyed a large sample o f European children and found that 6% had been 

bullied online and 3% had been bullied by mobile phone during the previous 12 months. 

O f those bullied online, 85% reported being upset, ranging from a bit upset to very 

upset. When asked how they coped with the problem 36% reported that they tried to 

"fix the problem", whereas 24% "hoped the problem would go away", and 12% said that 

they "felt guilty". In terms of confiding in others, 77% told someone about the bullying, 

and respondents were most likely to tell a friend (52%), or a parent (42%). However, 

they also reported that they confided in a sibling (14%), another trusted aduh (9%), a 

teacher (7%), or someone whose job it is to help children (2%). In relation to technical 

coping strategies, respondents indicated which strategies they used and if  they found 

them helpful. For instance, 46% reported blocking the person and 35% did so and 

found it helpful, 41% reported deleting nasty messages and 23% found that this helped, 

20% stopped using the Internet and 13% reported that this was helpful, 18% reported 

that they changed their filter or contact settings and 12% did this and found it helpfial, 

and 9% reported the problem to the Internet Service Provider and 5% found this helpful. 

However, it is not clear how these methods were helpful. It may be that they helped to 

end the victimization or it may be that they made the respondents feel better 

psychologically. Livingstone et al. (201 lb) report that the majority of respondents who 

were bullied online (62%) reported that they "got over it straight away". However, 31 %
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felt the same way for a number o f days afterwards, 6% felt the same way a few weeks 

later, and just 2% were affected for at least a couple of months. Based on the finding 

that most children claimed to get over the victimization quickly, Livingstone et al. 

(201 lb) concluded that either the bullying tends not to be very severe, or that children 

are using effective coping responses. Whilst it is reasonable to make such a suggestion, 

this research does not provide empirical evidence regarding the severity of the bullying 

in terms of frequency or content, nor does it measure the effectiveness of the coping 

strategies.

Through online interviews using instant messaging, Sleglova and Cerna (2011) 

explored the coping styles o f 15 Czech adolescents, aged from 14 to 18 years, who had 

been victimized through cyberbullying (male: n = 2, female: n = 13). Coping was 

explored in relation to both stopping the problem and buffering its harmful effects. 

They found that cyberbullying often led to changes in online behaviour with victims 

becoming increasingly cautious with regard to further communication and general 

Internet activity. This was evident in adolescents' increased ability to recognise 

aggressors online, their limited engagement with risky online sources of threat, and their 

cautious approach. This illustrates an ability to adapt one's online conduct in response 

to threat, in order to avoid similar threat in the future. However, not all respondents 

reported significant changes in their online behaviour.

Five major coping styles were identified by Sleglova and Cerna (2011), as 

follows: technical coping; avoidance; defensive strategies; social support; and activity 

directed at the aggressor. Technical coping mechanisms were commonly used in order 

to prevent further communication from the cyberbully, and methods included contacting 

administrators, reporting the bully, blocking the bully, and contacting the bully using a 

different account. However, this coping style was not always successfiil as
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administrators sometimes disregarded reports of bullying, whilst cyberbullies could also 

create a new account.

Avoidance o f the stressor in cyberspace took various forms including; not 

replying; not answering or ending a phone call; deleting or temporary disabling o f the 

online sources of the stressor; and creating an account at a different server, whilst 

offline avoidance included waiting for the bully to stop; not dwelling on the problem, 

not reacting, and not contacting the cyberbully.

Defensive strategies were often diversion tactics such as excessive 

consumption o f food or giving attention to hobbies, sports and exercise in order to 

distract from the problem. Sport was also considered to be an opportunity to let off 

steam, and one respondent indicated that her sporting ability gave her a sense of comfort 

because it allowed her to defend herself A safe social environment was also considered 

by Sleglova and Cerna (2011) to be a distraction method. Some respondents also 

engaged in trivialising, where they did not regard the cyberbullying as something 

particularly stressful or problematic, whilst others generalised it, regarding 

cyberbullying as something that can happen to anybody.

Social support was often characterized by confiding in someone and receiving 

positive feedback and help. Sometimes social support took the form o f reassurance, 

psychical support, or discussing a shared experience. Social support could also take the 

form of trivialising and making ftin o f bullying. Supporters also helped by dealing with 

the bully in some cases. However, some o f the respondents did not confide in anyone 

about the cyberbullying.

Activity directed at the cyberbully was sometimes conducted through threats to 

report the incident to the authorities. In addition, defensive feedback involved 

emphasising one's lack of interest or desire to end communication. Aggression was also 

sometimes expressed in an open manner towards the cyberbully. However, Sleglova
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and Cerna (2011) also refer to inside (or hidden) aggression whereby the victim labels 

the cyberbully in a derogatory way (e.g., "the biggest pig of the century"). Overall, they 

concluded that victims perceive and cope with cyberbullying in very different ways and 

this could be a result o f many different factors. This research is a useful addition to the 

literature, but with such a small sample may not provide a representative overview, and 

similar to other research does not provide empirical evidence o f effective coping.

Previously mentioned in Section 2.5, Machmutow et al. (2012) reported 

findings from two time points in a longitudinal study o f Swiss adolescents. One aspect 

of this study focused on the relationship between victimization and depressive 

symptoms and the moderating effects o f different cyber-specific coping strategies. The 

coping strategies examined include: Distant Advice; Close Support; Assertiveness; 

Retaliation; and Helplessness. Whilst Distant Advice refers to informational and 

instrumental forms of support, Close Support refers to more emotional support such as 

getting help from friends. Assertiveness includes behaviours which are used to defend 

oneself without harming others, such as technical responses to cyberbullying, whereas 

retaliation includes aggressive and revenge-seeking behaviours. Additionally, 

Helplessness refers to responses such as self-blame, or feelings of low self-efficacy to 

stop the problem. Coping was assessed using a hypothetical cyberbullying scenario, 

and scenarios of differing severity and public access were randomly assigned to 

different respondents. Respondents indicated the usefiilness of different coping 

strategies in relation to their assigned scenario using a Likert scale ranging from 

"Definitely not" (1) to "Definitely" (4).

It emerged that higher levels o f traditional victimization and higher levels of 

cyber victimization were predictive o f depressive symptoms. Furthermore, higher 

levels o f cyber victimization were predictive o f increased depressive symptoms over 

time. This was not found to be the case in relation to traditional bullying. Machmutow
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et al. (2012) suggest that this indicates that online victimization may be more predictive 

o f depression than traditional victimization. The coping strategies Close Support and 

Helplessness were also found to predict depressive symptoms at time 2. Specifically, 

Close Support was predictive o f reduced depressive symptoms, whereas Helplessness 

was predictive o f increased depressive symptoms. Close Support and Assertiveness 

were the most commonly recommended strategies among the sample. It also emerged 

that males were more likely to recommend Retaliation compared with females. 

Furthermore, Retaliation scores were positively related to depressive symptoms. The 

moderating impact of recommended coping strategies on depression was assessed only 

in relation to cyber victimization due to the cyber-specific nature of the coping 

strategies. No significant interaction effects were identified at time 1. However, at time 

2 it emerged that recommendation of Assertiveness strengthened the positive 

relationship between cyber victimization and depressive symptoms. In addition, a 

stronger positive association between cyber victimization and depressive symptoms was 

identified at time 2 among students who indicated low Close Support. Machmutow et 

al. (2012) suggest that increased social support acts as a buffer in relation to the 

negative impact o f cyber victimization, and that assertive responses may exacerbate the 

negative effects. Although this research makes an important contribution in that it 

provides the first cyber-specific measure o f coping with victimization, the limitations of 

assessing coping in relation to a hypothetical scenario are acknowledged.

Drawing on the literature pertaining to General Strain Theory, Hay and 

Meldrum (2010) hypothesized that victimization by traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying would be positively associated with self-harm, and that this relationship 

would be mediated by negative emotions such as depression and anxiety. In addition, 

they hypothesized that experience of pro-social, authoritative parenting and high levels 

o f personal self-control would reduce the impact o f victimization with regard to self-
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harm. Authoritative parenting was characterized by warm and respectful 

communication with the child, limiting behaviours, and awareness of the child's 

whereabouts, whilst high self-control was characterized by deliberation on a situation 

and responding in a manner that is pro-social and constructive, as opposed to impulsive 

and emotional. From a sample o f 426 students, aged between 10 and 21 years (evenly 

split between males and females), it emerged that victimization was associated with 

increased reporting of self-harm and suicidal ideation. This relationship was partially 

mediated by negative emotions. However, having controlled for negative emotions, the 

relationship persisted. In terms o f coping strategies, they found that authoritative 

parenting and high levels of self-control, reduced the effect of victimization on self- 

harm and suicidal ideation. The authors concluded that cognitive behavioural therapy 

could benefit vulnerable adolescents, by helping them to acknowledge their maladaptive 

coping and to change their behaviour.

In a recent study, Vollink et al. (2013) explored the relationship between 

coping strategies to deal with general daily stressors and the use o f coping strategies in 

response to cyberbullying specifically, whilst also examining the effects o f coping on 

depression and health complaints among cyber victims. From a sample of 325 English 

students aged from 11 to 12 years (male: 47.7%, female: 53%), they administered 

measures to assess cyber victimization, coping styles, depression, and health 

complaints. Coping in relation to general stress was measured using the Utrecht Coping 

List for Adolescents (UCL-A: Bijstra, Jackson, & Bosma, 1994; Schreurs, van de 

Tellegen, & Brosschot, 1993) which assesses five aspects of passive coping, including: 

avoidance (e.g. "I’ll try to avoid the problem as much as 1 can"); optimistic coping (e.g. 

"1 say to myself that it’s not as bad as it seems"); emotional expression (e.g. "I show that 

I am angry about the person who is causing the problem"); depressive coping (e.g. "1 

am going to sit somewhere on my own"); and palliative coping (e.g. "I go out to try to
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forget my worries for a while and do something else"), and two aspects of active 

coping: social support seeking (e.g. "I share my worries with somebody"), and 

confrontation (e.g. "I look at the problem from different sides"), hi order to assess 

cyber-specific coping, they designed a scale which was based on the sub-scales of the 

UCL-A with an additional scale which measured aggressive coping. Vollink et al. 

(2013) found that victims of cyberbullying, bully-victims, and children with no 

involvement in cyberbullying respond to daily stressors with different coping strategies. 

For instance, bully-victims were more inclined to engage in emotional expression such 

as getting irritated, and were less inclined to engage in palliative coping such as 

concentrating on something else, compared with non-involved children. Vollink et al. 

(2013) suggest that this reflects a tendency for bully-victims to respond aggressively 

when confronted with general stress and not just when victimized. Moreover, victims 

o f cyberbullying exhibited the highest scores for depressive coping, internalizing their 

problems. Vollink et al. (2013) suggest this passive coping is ineffective and can leave 

victims vulnerable to future victimization. The victim, bully-victim, and non-involved 

groups did not appear to differ with regard to social support seeking and confrontation. 

With regard to well-being, it emerged that emotional expression, avoidance, and 

depressive coping in response to general stressors were indicators for employment of 

depressive coping as a response to cyberbullying. Not surprising was the finding that 

use o f depressive coping was associated with increased depression and health 

complaints.

In their review of the literature regarding coping with cyber victimization, 

Perren et al. (2012a) also recognise the existence of a category of unhealthy coping 

strategies, such as self-harm (Hay & Meldrum, 2010), suicidal ideation and suicide 

attempts (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010; Price & Dalgleish, 2010), and other self-destructive 

behaviours such as drinking alcohol, smoking cigarettes, and problematic behaviour
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(Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004). These strategies may be used to protect oneself from the 

emotional hurt of cyber victimization, but could not be recognised as healthy buffering 

responses.

This Section has provided a critical review o f the literature examining coping 

strategies which buffer the negative impact of cyberbullying. It is clear from this 

review that there is a paucity o f research pertaining to this very important aspect of 

coping with victimization. Furthermore, within the existing literature there is a dearth 

o f empirical evidence in relation to the effectiveness of coping strategies to buffer 

negative impact. Whilst some research (e.g.. Hay & Meldrum, 2010; Machmutow et 

al., 2012; Vollink et al., 2013) provides insight regarding the capacity o f coping 

strategies to buffer the negative impact o f victimization, there is little consistency across 

studies. In fact each study includes varying concepts of coping including self-control 

(Hay & Meldrum, 2010), passive / active coping (Vollink et al., 2013), and cyber- 

specific coping (Machmutow et al., 2012). Thus it is difficult to make comparisons 

across studies.

However, a number o f salient points can be observed within the review. For 

instance, technical coping strategies were reported by young people (Livingstone et al., 

2011b; Sleglova & Cerna, 2011) but were not always successful (Sleglova & Cerna, 

2011), due to the bully's capacity to create new accounts or lack of support from 

administrators, thus providing insight regarding the limitations of technical coping. 

Furthermore, avoidance may be a useful strategy in cyberspace when it is characterised 

by behaviours which limit contact with the bully, such as not answering a phone call, 

deleting or temporary disabling o f the online sources o f the stressor, not reacting, and 

not contacting the cyberbully (Sleglova & Cerna, 2011). Perhaps a cyberbully would 

become bored when he / she cannot maintain contact with the victim and thus the 

impact o f victimization could be minimised if it is ended more quickly. However,
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further research is needed to explore this theory. Vollink et al. (2013) claim that passive 

coping is ineffective and can leave victims vulnerable to future victimization, whilst 

depressive coping such as isolating oneself was found to be associated with increased 

depression.

Evidence has suggested that close social support may be effective in 

minimising the relationship between cyber victimization and depressive symptoms 

(Machmutow et al., 2012). Furthermore, there is evidence that authoritative parenting 

style and high levels of self-control reduce the positive relationship between 

victimization and self-harm and suicidal ideation (Hay & Meldrum, 2010). By contrast 

helpless coping was found to predict depression whilst assertive coping was thought to 

exacerbate the negative effects of victimization, and retaliation was positively linked to 

depressive symptoms (Machmutow et al., 2012). However, it is clear that further 

research is required to strengthen the knowledge base in this regard.

In the current research, an adapted version o f the Coping Scale used by 

Machmutow et al. (2012) will be used. This is a particularly appropriate measure in that 

it was designed with a specific focus on cyber victimization and therefore does not 

require use o f general coping styles to be interpreted in relation to cyberbullying, which 

is in line with Lazarus and Folkman's (1984) recommendation that coping should be 

defined in a situation-specific manner rather than in relation to broad theoretical 

perspectives. Partly replicating the Swiss study by Machmutow et al. (2012), coping 

strategies will be examined with regard to how they relate to cyber victimization and 

mental health.
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6.2.3.3. Summary.

The current Section has provided a critical review of the Hterature pertaining to coping 

strategies which counter cyber victimization and buffer its negative effects, and despite 

the methodological limitations (such as use of different approaches including self-report 

questionnaires and interviews, and the use o f different coping measures such as the 

UCL-A [Bijstra et al., 1994; Schreurs et al., 1993) and the SRCS [Causey & Dubow, 

1992]) which hamper the capacity to compare studies and indeed to identify effective 

coping strategies, a number of important conclusions can be drawn from this review. 

For example, there is clear reluctance to report cyber victimization to adults (Hoff & 

Mitchell, 2009; Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Li, 2006; P. K. Smith et al., 2008). Whilst 

there is evidence to suggest that social support may benefit cybervictims (Machmutow 

et al., 2012), it seems that social support may worsen the situation for males, but may 

benefit females over time (Shelley & Craig, 2010).

Technical coping strategies are reported in many studies and may be effective 

in reducing a cyberbully's access to the victim. However, deleting online content 

without saving it may impact negatively on a victim's capacity to provide evidence of 

abuse. Blocking contact from a bully was considered to be a useful response as Price 

and Dalgleish (2010) found that respondents recommended blocking a bully as the most 

effective online strategy. Research suggests that increased education in relation to 

cyber safety may be advantageous (Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Yilmaz, 2011). 

Furthermore, the success o f technical strategies is also dependent on other factors such 

as support from administrators (Sleglova & Cerna, 2011).

Revenge seeking and retaliation were not found to be effective either in terms 

o f reducing victimization (Shelley & Craig, 2010) or countering depression 

(Machmutow et al., 2012). Passive coping, depressive coping (Vollink et al., 2013), 

avoidance (Hoff & Mitchell, 2009), and helpless coping (Machmutow et al., 2012) also
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seem not to be effective strategies. However, it could be argued that in a cyber-specific 

context, particular forms of avoidance could reduce contact with the bully (Sleglova & 

Cerna, 2011). At present, insight provided by the literature is limited by the lack of 

empirical evidence regarding effectiveness o f coping and the inconsistencies regarding 

the methods used to explore coping strategies in relation to cyberbullying.

6.2.4. Conclusions.

This Chapter has provided a review o f the literature in relation to coping with traditional 

bullying and cyberbullying. Initially coping was examined in relation to the individual 

perspective of coping with traditional victimization, and this was followed by a review 

o f coping in relation to cyber victimization. Specifically, this focused on coping which 

counters victimization, and coping which buffers the negative impact o f victimization. 

Although coping will not be assessed in relation to traditional bullying in the current 

study, it was vital to review the literature in order to adequately inform the current 

research as the same coping strategies may be applied across different forms of 

victimization, and research has shown the substantial overlap across different forms of 

bullying (e.g., Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Livingstone et al., 201 la).

In the review o f individual coping strategies it was emphasized that there is a 

paucity o f research which measures the effectiveness o f coping in countering 

victimization and buffering its impact. In addition, a variety of methods and measures 

were used to examine coping, making it difficult to identify concurrent themes across 

the literature. However, this review did serve to provide evidence o f children's 

preferred coping responses and also provided evidence o f effectiveness o f specific 

strategies.

It is evident that there is a tendency for females to seek social support more

readily than males (Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Kristensen & Smith, 2003; Murray-Harvey
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et al., 2012; Naylor et al., 2001; Olafsen & Viemero, 2000; P. K. Smith & Shu, 2000), 

and it seems that social support may be an effective strategy in relation to traditional 

bullying (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; P. K. Smith et al., 2004) and cyberbullying 

(Machmutow et al., 2012). However, it is apparent that many young people feel 

reluctant to report cyber victimization to adults (Hoff & Mitchell, 2009; Juvonen & 

Gross, 2008; Li, 2006; P. K. Smith et al., 2008) and in fact the urge to confide in adults 

about traditional victimization is reduced when the victimization moves to cyberspace 

(P. K. Smith et al., 2008).

Retaliation and aggressive coping were not found to be desirable strategies 

(Shelley & Craig, 2010) as they tend to escalate and prolong victimization in relation to 

traditional victimization (Mahady Wilton et al., 2000; Spence et al., 2009) and 

retaliation has negative implications regarding depression in both traditional and cyber 

settings (Machmutow et al., 2012; Mahady Wilton et al., 2000).

Victimization was related to avoidance (Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001), and 

it emerged that researchers did not find avoidance, distancing, or passive coping to be 

strategies which should be recommended (Escobar et al., 2011; Hunter & Boyle, 2004; 

Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Mahady Wilton et al., 2000; Murray-Harvey et 

al., 2012). In fact, passive coping may lead to depression (Mahady Wilton et al., 2000), 

whilst distancing was found to increase risk o f victimization (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 

2004). Such strategies have not been found to be effective in a cyber context either 

(Hoff & Mitchell, 2009; Machmutow et al., 2012; Vollink et al., 2013). However, it 

could be argued that in a cyber-specific context, particular forms of avoidance could 

reduce contact with the bully (Sleglova & Cerna, 2011).

Problem solving and problem-focused coping have been found to be desirable 

coping responses in respect to traditional victimization (Escobar et al., 2011; Mahady 

Wilton et al., 2000). Conflict resolution and advice seeking were linked to decreased
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victimization and internalising problems with regard to traditional victimization 

(Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004). However, it is unclear if such strategies would be usefiil in 

a cyber-setting. For instance, Machmutow et al. (2012) found that assertive actions 

such as asking the bully why he / she is doing this, telling the bully to stop, and taking 

technical precautions such as changing one's email address, may make the situation 

worse in terms of exacerbating the effects of victimization. One might expect that 

considered, calm responses should be effective in reducing negative outcomes. 

However, such a finding highlights that the effectiveness o f coping strategies may not 

be consistent with "common-sense" expectations, particularly in the context of 

cyberspace. As was stated already in relation to research by Kochenderfer-Ladd and 

Skinner (2002), poorly judged selection o f coping strategies can increase risk in relation 

to victimization.

With respect to cyberbullying, there is the potential for alternative coping in 

the fonn o f technical responses. Technical coping strategies are reported in many 

studies and may be effective in reducing a cyberbully's access to the victim. However, 

deleting online content without saving it may impact negatively on a victim's capacity to 

provide evidence of abuse. For instance, blocking contact from a bully was considered 

to be a useful response (Price & Dalgleish, 2010). However, it seems that young people 

do not always use technical coping to its full potential (Juvonen & Gross, 2008) and this 

may be a result of insufficient cyber safety training (Yilmaz, 2011). However, due to 

the nature o f cyber communication there are limitations to the use of technical strategies 

(Sleglova & Cerna, 2011) and therefore this approach should not be considered by 

researchers and practitioners in isolation.

The purpose o f the current Chapter is to explore coping with regard to 

cyberbullying specifically, and therefore the Coping Scale designed and used by 

Machmutow et al. (2012) will be used in the current research. This is the most
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appropriate measure as it has been designed for assessment of cyberbullying-specific 

coping. As was highhghted by Lazarus and Folkman (1984), coping functions defined 

in relation to specific situations are more situation-specific and less general compared 

with those which are defined in relation to broad theoretical perspectives. Therefore, it 

is rational to measure coping in relation to specific cyber incidents. Furthermore, the 

design of the Coping Scale has been both theory and data driven (personal 

communication during Short-term Scientific Mission). Hypotheses for the current 

Chapter are outlined in the next Section.

6.2.4.1. Hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1. Instrumental support (i.e., Distal Advice) seeking will be negatively 

correlated with depressive symptoms and positively correlated with 

psychological well-being.

Hypothesis 2. Assertive coping will be positively correlated with depressive symptoms 

and negatively correlated with psychological well-being.

Hypothesis 3 .Helpless coping will be positively correlated with depressive symptoms 

and negatively correlated with psychological well-being.

Hypothesis 4. Actively ignoring cyberbullying will be positively correlated with 

depressive symptoms and negatively correlated with psychological well

being.

Hypothesis 5 .Retaliation will be positively correlated with depressive symptoms and 

negatively correlated with psychological well-being.

Hypothesis 6. Social support seeking will be negatively correlated with depressive 

symptoms and positively correlated with psychological well-being.

Hypothesis 7. Females will score higher for social support seeking compared with 

males.

462



Hypothesis 8. Males will score higher for retaliative coping compared with females.

6.3. Methods.

6.3.1. Aims.

The methods selected for Study 2 have already been presented in detail in Section 3.3. 

with sufficient detail regarding the design of Study 2, the relevant ethical issues, the 

sample details, and the procedure. With regard to the measurement materials, an 

account o f the measures for assessing involvement in cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying can also be found in Section 3.3. Furthermore, an account 

of the materials used to assess mental health (i.e., depressive symptoms and 

psychological well-being) in Study 2 is provided in Section 5.3. Thus, in the current 

Section, it is only necessary to provide details o f the measures used to assess coping 

with cyber victimization. The focus of the present Chapter is to explore recommended 

coping styles in response to cyber victimization, and to explore relationships between 

mental health and cyber victimization and coping styles. The relationships across 

variables were assessed using a battery o f statistical tests, namely correlations, t-tests, 

and multiple regression. The information in the current Section regarding the Coping 

Scale has been acquired through personal communication with the authors (Machmutow 

et al., 2012) during a Short-Term Scientific Mission except where otherwise stated.

6.3.2. Materials for Study 2.

6.3.2.1. Measurement o f  Coping.

The Coping Scale in the netTEEN questionnaire has been developed during the

longitudinal research and it examines the role o f coping in relation to cyber
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victimization. The first version o f the Coping Scale was designed based on data 

collected from 127 adolescents (Age: x = 15.4; female: 46%). Respondents answered 

four open questions in relation to coping strategies. Specifically they were asked how 

they (i) have reacted or (ii) would react following cyber victimization, (iii) what they 

would recommend one should do, (iv) and what reactions they believe would make the 

situation worse. Responses were analyzed using exploratory content analysis and five 

categories were established including: "React towards Bully" (two items); "Technical 

Solutions" (two items); "Support" (five items); "Emotion-focused Reactions" (four 

items); and "Ignoring" (one item). Two open questions were also included which asked 

the respondents "Is there anything else you would recommend that the victim should 

do?" and "Is there anything you would warn the victim not to do?"

The measure was used at assessment point 2, and investigated which coping 

strategies were favoured depending on specific, contextual aspects of a cyberbullying 

situation. This measured the perceived effectiveness of different coping strategies in 

specific (hypothetical) cyberbullying scenarios. A total o f 32 different cyberbullying 

scenarios were designed by the researchers, varying for sex of the victim (i.e., male / 

female), the public or private nature o f the situation (i.e., public / semi-public / private / 

impersonation), the severity o f the scenario (not severe / severe), and prior experience 

of traditional victimization (victim / non-victim). All o f the cyberbullying scenarios 

included one o f the following methods: embarrassing videos on YouTube; nasty 

pictures sent by email; insulting text messages; or impersonation on Facebook. Having 

read a particular scenario the respondent could rate the effectiveness of 14 different 

coping strategies, considering whether they would recommend the strategies in this 

specific situation. This measure records what respondents would recommend if such a 

case should occur and thus it is not possible to assess the real effectiveness of these 

strategies. This scale was used with both adolescents and teachers. Students received
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one of the 32 scenarios at random which they had to rate, whereas teachers received a 

set of four scenarios to rate. Students could rate the effectiveness of each of the 14 

coping strategies using a four-point Likert scale which contains four choices ranging 

from one (Not recommended) to four (Highly recommended). Respondents were also 

asked if they considered the scenario to be severe and were asked if they had 

experienced something similar.

The original coping measure was revised because: the factor structure was not 

as strong as expected; the situational specific coping strategies were no longer of 

interest to the researchers and; the researchers wanted a stronger theoretical background 

to the items of the measure, rather than relying on data driven items. Following the 

second assessment point and based on empirical (factor analysis) and theoretical 

considerations, six subscales were built: "Distal Advice", "Close Support",

"Assertiveness", "Helplessness", "Retaliation", and "Active Ignoring". One item 

("Avoiding Negative Feelings") received inconsistent ratings and was therefore 

eliminated. Based on the third assessment point of the netTEEN study, the following 

Cronbach's alpha levels were reported: Distal Advice (a = .70); Assertiveness (a = .65); 

Helplessness (a = .65); Active Ignoring (a = .64); Retaliation (a = .74); and Close 

Support (a = .77).

The revised coping measure examines the perceived success of different coping 

strategies in response to just one hypothetical cyberbullying scenario (Machmutow et 

al., 2012). Having imagined the scenario, the respondent can rate the usefulness of 18 

different coping strategies (3 items per sub-scale) based on whether they would 

recommend the strategies in this specific situation. The respondents rated the 18 coping 

strategies using a 4-point Likert scale including one (Definitely not), two (Probably 

not), three (Probably), and four (Definitely), or alternatively they could choose "No 

Answer". As this version only contained one cyberbullying scenario, there was no
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variation across sex, public nature of the incident, prior victimization, or severity of the 

bullying.

Machmutow et al. (2012) describe the meaning o f five subscales. Distal 

Advice and Close Support make up two dimensions of help seeking behaviour. Distal 

Advice refers to informational and instrumental help, whereas Close Support refers to 

the more emotionally supportive help. Assertive coping refers to defending oneself 

without harming others, as opposed to Retaliation which refers to reacting aggressively 

or seeking revenge. The Helplessness scale is formed by three items which focus on the 

different attributions which can be made following an incident of victimization, such as: 

internalising (e.g., self-blame), globality (withdrawal, e.g., because the bullying is 

everywhere) and stability (ignoring, e.g., because bullying is beyond your control and 

there is nothing that one can do to stop it).

63.2.2. Adapted Coping Items.

Both versions of the coping measure are somewhat restrictive in that, they examine 

what students (and teachers) would do if a hypothetical cyberbullying case should 

occur. Thus it is not possible to assess the real effectiveness o f these strategies in terms 

o f countering cyberbullying. Therefore, a number o f adaptations were also made to the 

coping aspects of the questionnaire. Additional questions were inserted after the items 

which address actual victimization by cyber aggression, and the items which address 

victimization by cyberbullying. Respondents were asked the following three questions:

1. "If any o f these things happened to you, what did you do about it (i.e., what 

action did you take)?", or in the case of cyberbullying "If you were cyberbullied, 

what did you do about it (i.e., what action did you take)? Please answer in the

space provided." These were open questions.
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2. "Did this action help to stop the problem?" or "Did this action help to stop the 

cyberbullying?" Possible responses were Yes / No / No answer.

3. "Did this action help to make you feel better?" Again, possible responses were 

Yes / No / No answer.

In this way, respondents who had been victims o f cyber aggression or cyberbullying 

could indicate if they used any coping strategies, what strategies they selected, and if 

this helped to stop the victimization and / or to buffer the negative impact o f the 

victimization.

Furthermore, the hypothetical scenarios were adapted for the purposes o f the 

current study, in order to make them more relatable to Irish students and to categorise 

them in terms of severity. It was decided that there would be two scenarios to allow for 

different levels o f severity, as follows:

1. Less severe - private and more moderate content (i.e.. Imagine that for the last 

few days you frequently received text messages telling you that everyone in 

school thinks that you are a total loser);

2. More severe - very public and strong content (i.e.. Imagine that yesterday a 

friend told you that he or she saw a YouTube video o f you from the last school 

trip. In this video you are seen in an embarrassing state of undress for several 

minutes while changing your clothes).

The different scenarios allow for examination o f which coping strategies are selected for 

incidents of varying severity. Following each scenario, respondents are asked:
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• "How bad would you feel if this happened?" Reponses could vary across a four- 

point Likert scale, ranging from one (Not bad at all) to four (Very bad). There is 

also the option to choose "No answer".

• "Have you ever experienced something like this?" Respondents could choose 

Yes / No / No answer.

The next question asked "What would you do in this situation? Please answer all o f the 

possible actions and rate how likely you are to use them." Respondents were presented 

with the 18 coping strategies o f the Coping Scale (see appendix I) as follows:

1. I would go to the police (Distal Advice);

2. 1 would seek professional advice (Distal Advice);

3. I would inform a teacher or the principal (Distal Advice);

4. I would ask the bully why he / she is doing this (Assertiveness);

5. I would tell the bully to stop it (Assertiveness);

6. I would take technical precautions (e.g., block the bully, change my number, 

etc.) (Assertiveness);

7. I would think that it is my fault (Helplessness);

8. I would not know what to do (Helplessness);

9. I would accept the situation as it is because there is nothing you can do to stop 

bullying (Helplessness);

10. I would avoid any fiirther contact with the bully (Active Ignoring);

11 .1 would ignore all messages / pictures so that the bully would lose interest 

(Active Ignoring);

12 .1 would pretend that it does not bother me at all (Active Ignoring);

13. I would write mean and threatening things to the bully (Retaliation);
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14. I would get back at him personally (Retaliation);

15. I would encourage my peers (e.g., my group of friends) to exclude the bully 

(Retaliation);

16 .1 would go to someone who accepts me the way I am (Close Support);

17. I would spend time with my friends to take my mind off it (Close Support);

18. I would go to someone who listens to me and comforts me (Close Support).

Respondents could rate how likely they would be to use each strategy by using a four- 

point Likert scale including one (Definitely not), two (Probably not), three (Probably), 

and four (Definitely), or alternatively "No answer". In addition, an open question was 

created which asks participants "Is there anything else you would do that was not 

mentioned above?" No further adaptations were made regarding the measurement of 

coping. The Coping Scale used in the current research is presented in appendix I.

6.4. Results.

6.4.1. Introduction.

The current Section provides a detailed account o f the findings o f Study 2 pertaining to

the current Chapter. Initially, representative quotes from the qualitative data are

reported in order to provide an overview of the coping responses of respondents

following actual experience of cyber-based victimization. Following this, descriptive

findings are provided in relation to the coping sub-scales with details o f how

respondents recommended one should cope with two hypothetical scenarios o f cyber

victimization with varying levels o f severity. Additionally, the relationships between

involvement in cyber aggression, traditional bullying, cyberbullying, coping styles, and
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mental health are explored. Group differences are examined in relation to coping, with 

a particular focus on sex-related differences and prior experience o f cyber victimization. 

Finally, victimization and coping styles will be examined as predictors o f depressive 

symptoms and psychological well-being.

6.4.2. Qualitative Findings Regarding Coping Styles.

Coping was also assessed qualitatively by asking respondents who were victimized by 

cyber aggression and cyberbullying what action they took in response to the 

victimization. These respondents were also asked if they felt that their coping strategies 

were effective in terms of stopping the victimization and reducing its negative impact. 

Question 15 of the current questionnaire (see appendix P) asked respondents who had 

been victimized by cyber aggression "If any of these things happened to you, what did 

you do about it (i.e., what action did you take)? Please answer in the space provided." 

O f those who reported suffering some form o f victimization, 922 answered question 15. 

The coping strategies could be broadly categorised as active or passive, however, more 

specific categories were also identified. In many cases respondents reported using a 

combination o f strategies.

A number o f respondents reported seeking instrumental advice consistent with 

the Distal Advice scale in the current research, and this included reporting the problem 

to school staff or seeking other professional help (e.g., "I told the vice princepal . . . "  

[sic], "Yes I have emailed a help line", "The people who were doing it also attacked me 

so I went to the police.").

Many respondents also reported using technical coping strategies and included

changing settings, blocking contact, reporting inappropriate contact to administrators,

and removing identification (e.g., "Changed password on Facebook", "I unfriended and

blocked the girl from my page and made sure my privacy setting was friends only.",
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"Untagged myself in the pictures."). Some respondents also reported changing their 

phone number and saving content as evidence whereas others deleted content. One 

respondent seemed to exhibit very strong digital literacy skills, claiming to have 

"hacked my facebook back".

Close support seeking was also reported, particularly involving friends (e.g., "1 

would ask my friends about this and I would listen to what they would say.", ". . . and 

had a laugh with my Close Friends." [sic]) and family ("1 told my family & Friends and 

asked their advice" [sic], "I spoke to people I could trust i.e. Friends, family, teachers . . 

." [sic]).

Ignoring, avoidance, and distancing were also evident among the coping 

strategies reported. Although some responses indicated more active or purposeful 

ignoring (e.g., "I just ignored them and pretend I didn't care" [sic], "I just ignored them 

so they didn't seem the point to keep going." [sic]) others seemed more passive (e.g., ". .

. Just let it blow over.", "I just left the game and waited till he went offline so I could 

play with my friends" [sic]). Ignoring or avoidance was also associated with leaving the 

environment either real or virtual (e.g., "My sister told me to ignore it. So I'm moving 

school.", "I'm leaving my football team as I don't enjoy playing anymore.", "I did 

nothing just ignored her and came off facebook and went on to twitter.").

A number of those who had been victimized also reported responding in an 

aggressive or retaliatory manner (e.g., "lashed out at them.", "ignored it at first then 

threatened the person the stop") and the aggression was not always directed at the bully 

("1 didn’t want to go to school & I took my anger ou on my Mam" [sic]).

Assertive or cognitive coping was also apparent as respondents attempted to 

confront the problem in a non-aggressive way ("e.g., I replied to the message in the 

most civil form that I could and attempted to solve things . . .") or to deal with the issue
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in a problem-focused manner ("Told everyone the rumours weren't true . . " . . .  I

would try to make everything fine between me and the bully.").

Others reported passive responses (e.g., "Nothing, I just kept it to myself. . . ") 

and this was sometimes a result of helplessness (e.g., "when it happened to me I kept 

quiet because it hurt too much to bring it up.", "not much what could you do", Nothing 

they Where too strong and powerful." [sic], "None. I would only take action if it was 

really upsetting me.") and sometimes a result of appraisal of the situation (e.g., 

"Nothing, they weren't big instances.", "nothing really just wait it out and they will 

stop"). Some respondents also reported emotional coping (Grennan & Woodhams, 

2007) as they became upset or depressed (e.g., "got mad, not so much to the person.", 

"cry my self to sleep." [sic], "I got depressed.").

Appraisal o f the problem was evident in relation to a number of respondents. 

For instance, one victim of cyber aggression did not tell parents for fear of having 

Internet privileges taken away (". . . 1 did not want to tell my mam or dad because they 

would not let me go on facebook again.") whereas another respondent did not respond 

to the aggressors because they felt this would lead to fiirther victimization (e.g., 

"ingroned them just didn't let it bother me because if I did they'd keep doing it" [sic]). 

Reporting victimization to parents may have been a last resort in some cases (e.g., " . . .  

But if it gets worse i'd tell my parents." [sic]).

To examine respondents' perceptions o f the effectiveness o f their coping 

strategies in terms o f stopping cyber aggression and buffering its effects, question 16 

asked "Did this action help to stop the problem?" and question 17 asked "Did this action 

help to make you feel better?" It emerged that 56.62% (n = 522) o f respondents to 

question 15 reported that their action had helped to stop the aggression, whilst 54.66% 

(n = 504) felt that their strategy had helped to make them feel better.
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Question 22 asked respondents who had been victimized through cyberbullying 

"If you were cyberbullied, what did you do about it (i.e., what action did you take)? 

Please answer in the space provided." O f those who were victimized, 306 respondents 

answered the question. Similar to coping with cyber aggression, victims of 

cyberbullying often reported a combination o f coping strategies.

However, technical coping was a common response, including reporting or 

flagging inappropriate conduct or content, blocking contact, deleting content, deleting 

someone as a friend, deactivation of an account, changing a password, (e.g., "I Flagged 

the picture & it was taken down" [sic], "I unfriend and blocked the person and made 

sure she couldn’t see my page." [sic], "Deleted the cominents.", "I deactivated by 

Facebook for a while and ignored it so the people behind it would get bored." [sic], 

"change my password block user" [sic], "I block the person straight away and untagged 

myself" [sic]). One respondent highlighted a difficulty when attempting to report 

misconduct to site administrators ("Ignore as best I can, maybe report etc (facebook) 

(this difficult because if the convo is private they will know it was you and harass, you 

more in person." [sic]).

Retaliation or aggressive behaviour was also a common response with victims 

of cyberbullying reporting threatening, insulting, and aggressive responses (e.g., "I 

slagged the person back.", "threatned people too take the pic down and get into a lot of 

fights." [sic], "told them they were crap at the online game", "Said worse things back to 

come out on top and made them look soft . . ."). Aggression also took the form of 

externalising or acting out one's anger (e.g., "Broke random things in my room").

Assertive coping was also identified in the responses, and this took different 

forms, including asking or telling the bully to stop (e.g., "I just ignored it at first but 

soon mailed the people doing it asking them to stop."), explaining how they felt to the 

bully (e.g., "I saw that the same thing that the person was doing to me was happening to
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her and I saw how it made her feel and I told her that was how she made me feel.") or 

confronting the bully to address the issue (e.g., "Confronted the person about it to try

and sort things out."), to ask the bully why they are doing this (e.g., "I asked my friend

what to do and to ask them why were they doing it to me."), or to stand up for oneself

(e.g., "Stand up to them!").

Some respondents also reported a problem-focused approach to the 

victimization. For instance, one respondent had changed their hair colour in response to 

getting teased about it, whereas another improved their gaming performance ("I become 

better at that game . . ."), and another respondent ". . . Found out what there problem 

was and sorted it out" (sic).

Some strategies were characterised by avoidance or active ignoring and similar 

to coping with cyber aggression, this was sometimes purposeful (e.g., "Nothing, when 

you leave it and ignor it, they will stop . . ." [sic], "I ignored any attempt to let them get 

in my head.") and sometimes passive (e.g., ". . . kept off the Internet"). This was not 

always a successful tactic ("I just walked away and ignored them but it just got 

worse."). There was also a sense of helplessness about some responses (e.g., "Beg for it 

to be removed . . .", "Nothing. There was nothing I could do about it because they were 

annoymouse." [sic], "nothing really cause you can't, because you'd be ratting on 

people."). Additionally, some respondents seemed to engage in emotional coping, 

feeling miserable or upset (e.g., "Nothing Just cried" [sic], "just sat in my room. Crying" 

[sic]).

Questions 23 and 24 also asked respondents about the effectiveness of their 

coping strategies with regard to ending victimization and buffering the negative impact 

respectively (23: "Did this action help to stop the cyberbullying?", 24: "Did this action 

help to make you feel better?"). Overall, 56.54% (n = 173) of those who answered 

question 22 indicated that the action they chose had helped to stop the victimization,
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whilst 53.92% (n = 165) reported that their coping strategy had helped to buffer the 

negative impact.

6.4.3. Descriptive Information regarding Coping Styles.

Table 47 below displays the mean scores and Cronbach's alpha values for each coping 

sub-scale across scenarios one and two.

Table 47: Mean scores and reliabilitv values for coping styles in relation to scenarios 1

and 2.

Coping Sub-Scale Scenario n X SD a

Distal Advice 1 2,388 1.89 .69 .74

2 2,276 2.14 .84 .76

Assertiveness 1 2,388 2.98 .70 .56

2 2,273 2.96 .83 .70

Helplessness 1 2,360 1.86 .72 .69

2 2,251 1.74 .70 .65

Active Ignoring 1 2,358 3.03 .75 .67

2 2,247 2.78 .88 .72

Retaliation 1 2,347 2.16 .88 .78

2 2,247 2.19 .94 .80

Close Support 1 2,333 3.37 .67 .78

2 2,229 3.34 .78 .87
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As can be seen from Table 47 above, despite the differing severity o f scenarios one and 

two, similar trends emerged in relation to recommended coping styles for both 

scenarios. For instance, close support seeking, actively ignoring, and responding in an 

assertive manner received higher mean scores, whereas seeking instrumental or distal 

advice, helpless coping, and retaliating received lower mean scores by comparison. 

With regard to reliability, the Cronbach's alpha values reached acceptable levels, with 

the exception o f the Assertiveness sub-scale for scenario 1 (a = .56), Helplessness in 

relation to both scenarios ( a l : .69; a2: .65), and Active Ignoring for scenario 1 (a = .67). 

This suggests that further development of the sub-scales is required. However, it is 

noteworthy that the Cronbach's alpha values for Helplessness and Active Ignoring are 

marginally lower than .70.

6.4.4. The Relationship between Coping Styles and Involvement in Cyber Aggression, 

Traditional Bullying, and Cyberhullying, and Mental Health.

A series of Pearson product-moment correlations was conducted in order to examine the 

relationships across the variables which are explored in the current Chapter, 

specifically, involvement in aggression and bullying, mental health, and coping styles 

(see Table 48 below). Traditional victimization and traditional bullying behaviour were 

not included in the correlation analysis in light o f the cyber specific nature of the coping 

strategies.
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Table 48: The relationships across age. ICT use, involvement in cyber aggression, cvberbullying. mental health, and coping styles.

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

1 Age .21*" .01 .01 -.05” -.04’ -.05’ .06" -.08 '” .03 .04* .00 .08’” .06" -.03 .06” .01 -.0 8 " ' .08*“ .02

2 ICT Use — .25’” .21**’ .11*” .10’” -.02 .11’” -.11*” .06” .04* -.04* .23’” -.01 -.13*" -.02 -.00 -.12’” .18*" -.05”

3 Cyber agg. victim — . . . .42’” .61’” .21*” -.33*” .36’” -.09*** -.05’ .21’” .01 .06” -.06” -.04’ -.04* .19*** -.04’ .04* -.07”

4 Cyber aggressor — . . . . . . .27’” .51*" -.11*” .16’" -.10*” -.04* .09**’ -.09*** .24’” -.09"* -.08*** -.04* .06” -.07” ’ .1 7 "’ -.12’”

5 Cyberbullying victim . . . . . . . . . — .26’” -.28’” .29*” -.06** -.07** .19*” .01 -.00 -.01 -.01 -.04* .15” ’ -.02 -.05’ -.06”

6 Cyberbully — . . . . . . . . . — -.07” .10’” -.02 -.04* .06** -.05* .17’” -.07** -.02 -.03 -.00 -.04* .12” ’ -.09***

7 Psych Well-Being — — — — . . . . . . -.63"* .10’” .16*" -.30*” .02 .01 .17*” .02 .10*” -.26*’* .02 -.01 .13’”

8 Depressive — — . . . . . . — — — -.06" -.05** .41*” .07*’ .06” .01 .00 -.02 .32” * .01 .06” -.02

9 Distal Advice (Sc 1) — — — — — . . . . . . . . . .31*" -.04* .09” * -.15*” .21*” .61*” .22’” .01 .16*" -.13” ’ .24’”

10 Assertiveness (Sc 1) — — — — — . . . . . . . . . — -.11’” .13’” .08*’* .35"* .22” * .60’” -.07’” .13*" .07’” .30” ’

11 Helplessness (Sc 1) — — — — . . . . . . — .-- . . . . . . .20’” -.05** .04* -.02 -.05** .64*" .12*” -.04’ .04

12 Active Ignoring (Sc 1) — . . . — — — . . . . . . . . . — . . . . . . -.10*" .37*" .10*" .20*” .14*” .58*" -.05” .31’”

13 Retaliation (Sc 1) . . . . . . . . . — — — — . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -.03 -.2 0 "’ .01 -.05” -.11*" .76*** -.13’”

14 Close Support (Sc 1) — — . . . — . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .22*" .36” * .02 .29*” -.01 .70’”

15 Distal Advice (Sc 2) . . . . . . . . . — — — -.- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .36**’ .01 .15’” -.08*” .32” ’

16 Assertiveness (Sc 2) — — — — ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ -.01 .26*** .14” ’ .48” ’
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17 Helplessness (Sc 2)

18 Active Ignoring (Sc 2)

19 Retaliation (Sc 2)

20 Close Support (Sc 2)

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

.20*** -.01 .07**

.01 .40***

.....................................  .09***



It is evident from Table 48 above that ICT Use held statistically significant 

relationships with a number o f coping sub-scales. However, ICT Use was most strongly 

positively correlated with retaliation for scenarios one [r = .23, n = 2,342, p < .001] and 

two [r = .18, n = 2,242, p < .001].

Upon observing the relationship between coping and involvement in cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying, specific patterns emerge. For instance, victimization by 

cyber aggression bears a stronger positive relationship with Helplessness (Scenario 1 [r 

= .21, n = 2,341, p < .001], Scenario 2 [r = .19, n = 2,236, p < .001]) than with other 

coping styles, as does victimization by cyberbullying (Scenario 1 [r = .19, n = 2,336, p 

< .001], Scenario 2 [r=  .15, n = 2,228, p < .001]).

Furthermore, perpetration o f cyber aggression was most strongly related to 

Retaliation compared with other coping styles (Scenario 1 [r = .24, n = 2,318, p < .001], 

Scenario 2 [r = .17, n = 2,224, p < .001]), and this was also apparent with regard to 

cyberbullying perpetration (Scenario 1 [r = .17, n = 2,053, p < .001], Scenario 2 [r = .12, 

n =  1,969, p < . 001]).

As can be seen in Table 48 above, large positive correlations emerged when 

examining the relationship between the same coping sub-scale across both scenarios. 

For instance. Close Support for scenario 1 bore a large positive correlation with Close 

Support for scenario 2 [r = .70, n = 2,204, p < .001]. However, a number of statistically 

significant positive correlations emerged across the various coping sub-scales, with 

some reaching moderate strength. For example. Close Support for scenario 1 was 

moderately positively correlated with Assertiveness for both scenarios (Scenario 1 [r = 

.35, n = 2,319, p < .001], Scenario 2 [r = .36, n = 2,237, p < .001]), and Active Ignoring 

for scenario 1 [r = .37, n = 2,317, p < .001]. Close Support in response to scenario 2 

was also moderately positively correlated with Assertiveness for both scenarios 

(Scenario 1 [r = .30, n = 2,213, p < .001], Scenario 2 [r = .48, n = 2,217, p < .001]),
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Active Ignoring for both scenarios (Scenario 1 [r = .31, n = 2,210, p < .001], Scenario 2 

[r = .40, n = 2,209, p < .00IJ), and Distal Advice for scenario 2 [r = .32, n = 2,208, p < 

.001]. In addition, Distal Advice for scenario 1 was moderately positively related to 

Assertiveness for scenario 1 [r = .31, n = 2,371, p < .001], whilst Distal Advice for 

scenario 2 was moderately positively related to Assertiveness for scenario 2 [r = .36, n = 

2,254, p < . 001]).

Moreover, the relationships between mental health and coping styles were also 

explored and a number of statistically significant relationships emerged. Hypothesis 1 

predicted that Instrumental support (i.e., Distal Advice) seeking would be negatively 

correlated with depressive symptoms and positively correlated with psychological well

being. This was not supported, as Distal Advice bore a small positive correlation with 

psychological well-being for scenario 1 [r = .10, n = 2,374, p < .001], and a small 

negative correlation with depressive symptoms for scenario 1 [r = -.06, n = 2,369, p < 

.01] but these relationships were not evident with respect to scenario 2.

Hypothesis 2 stated that assertive coping would be positively correlated with 

depressive symptoms and negatively correlated with psychological well-being. This 

was not supported as Assertiveness was negatively related to depressive symptoms for 

scenario 1 [r = -.05, n = 2,367, p < .01] and positively related to psychological well

being for both scenarios (Scenario 1 [r = .16, n = 2,373, p < .001], Scenario 2 [r=  .10, n 

= 2,259, p < . 001]).

The third hypothesis predicted that helpless coping would be positively 

correlated with depressive symptoms and negatively correlated with psychological well

being. This was supported as Helplessness was moderately positively correlated with 

depressive symptoms for both scenarios (Scenario 1 [r = .41, n = 2,345, p < .001], 

Scenario 2 [r = .32, n = 2,237, p < .001]) and moderately negatively related to
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psychological well-being for both scenarios (Scenario 1 [r = -.30, n = 2,349, p < .001], 

Scenario 2 [r = -.26, n = 2,240, p < .001]).

Hypothesis 4 predicted that coping by Active Ignoring would be positively 

correlated with depressive symptoms and negatively correlated with psychological well

being. This was not supported, as the only statistically significant relationship to 

emerge was a small positive relationship between depressive symptoms and Active 

Ignoring for scenario 1 [r = .07, n = 2,341, p < .001].

Hypothesis 5 stated that Retaliation would be positively correlated with 

depressive symptoms and negatively correlated with psychological well-being. 

Although depressive symptoms scores were weakly positively coirelated with 

Retaliation for both scenarios (Scenario 1 [r = .06, n = 2,330, p < .01], Scenario 2 [r = 

.06, n = 2,229, p < .01]), this form o f coping was not significantly related to 

psychological well-being. Therefore, the fifth hypothesis was not supported.

The sixth hypothesis predicted that social support seeking would be negatively 

correlated with depressive symptoms and positively correlated with psychological well

being. However, this was not supported, as although close support seeking was found 

to be positively correlated with psychological well-being for both scenarios (Scenario 1 

[r =.17, n = 2,323, p < .001], Scenario 2 [r = .13, n = 2,218, p < .001]), it bore no 

statistically significant relationship with depressive symptoms.

6.4.5. Differences across Groups in Relation to Coping Styles.

A series o f t-tests was conducted in order to assess the differences in coping styles with 

regard to sex, and previous experiences which are similar to the hypothetical scenarios.

The seventh hypothesis predicted that females would score higher for social

support seeking compared with males, whilst hypothesis 8 stated that males would score

higher for retaliative coping compared with females. Upon observation o f Table 49
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below it is evident that females tend to score significantly higher across all coping styles 

for both scenarios including Close Support for scenario 1 (t(1895.30) = -10.45, p < 

.001) and scenario 2 (t(1754.86) = -11.06, p < .001), with the exclusion of Assertiveness 

for scenario 1 where the difference did not reach statistical significance (t(2384) = - 

1.65, p > .05), and for Retaliation for both scenario 1 (t(1981.17) = 15.10, p < .001) and 

scenario 2 (t(1906.90) = 12.87, p < .001) where males scored significantly higher. 

Therefore, overall hypotheses 7 and 8 were supported.
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Table 49: Sex-related differences in recommended coping styles.

Coping Style Sex n X SD df t score

Distal Advice (Sc 1) Male 1035 1.82 .69 2384 -4.26***

Female 1351 1.94 .69

Assertiveness (Sc 1 ) Male 1032 2.95 .70 2384 -1.65

Female 1354 3.00 .69

Helplessness (Sc 1) Male 1022 1.68 .64 2330.15 -11.07***

Female 1336 2.00 .75

Active Ignoring (Sc 1) Male 1016 2.88 .80 2015.92 -8 19***

Female 1340 3.14 .70

Retaliation (Sc 1) Male 1011 2.47 .91 1981.17 15.10***

Female 1334 1.93 .78

Close Support (Sc 1) Male 988 3.20 .72 1895.30 -10.45***

Female 1333 3.50 .59

Distal Advice (Sc 2) Male 982 1.94 .83 2272 -10.33***

Female 1292 2.30 .81

Assertiveness (Sc 2) Male 983 2.82 .89 1938.20 -6.83***

Female 1288 3.06 .77

Helplessness (Sc 2) Male 977 1.61 .66 2,247 -7.34***

Female 1272 1.83 .71

Active Ignoring (Sc 2) Male 974 2.66 .92 2001.43 -5.32***

Female 1271 2.86 .85

Retaliation (Sc 2) Male 973 2.48 .98 1906.90 12.87***

Female 1272 1.97 .84

Close Support (Sc 2) Male 962 3.13 .86 1754.86 -11.06***

Female 1265 3.50 .67

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Upon examining the differences in recommended coping styles between those 

who reported having a similar experience to scenario 1 and those who did not, 

statistically significant differences emerged, as is evident in Table 50 below. For 

instance, those who had experienced a similar incident to scenario 1 scored significantly 

higher for Helplessness (t(402.39) = 7.56, p < .001) and Active Ignoring (t(2,344) = 

2.02, p < .05) and significantly lower for Distal Advice (t(2,373) = -2.82, p < .01) 

compared with those who had not.

Table 50: Differences in coping styles between those who had similar experience to 

scenario 1 and those who had not experienced something similar.

Coping Style Experienced Sc 1 n X SD df t score

Distal Advice (Sc 1) Yes 335 1.79 .72 2373 -2.82**

No 2,040 1.90 .69

Assertiveness (Sc 1) Yes 337 2.93 .79 423.38 -1.23

No 2,038 2.99 .68

Helplessness (Sc 1) Yes 333 2.18 .86 402.39 7.56***

No 2,015 1.81 .68

Active Ignoring (Sc 1) Yes 334 3.11 .73 2344 2.02*

No 2,012 3.02 .76

Retaliation (Sc 1) Yes 330 2.09 .91 2333 -1.56

No 2,005 2.17 .88

Close Support (Sc 1) Yes 332 3.33 .70 2321 -1.15

No 1,991 3.38 .66

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Moreover, it is evident from Table 51 below that those who reported having a 

similar experience to scenario 2 scored significantly lower than those who did not with
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regard to Distal Advice (t(66.43) = -4.38, p < .001), Assertiveness (t(66.06) = -2.46, p < 

.05), and Close Support (t(64.02) = -2.94, p < .01).

Table 51: Differences in coping styles between those who had similar experience to 

scenario 2 and those who had not experienced something similar.

Coping Style Experienced Sc 2 n X SD df t score

Distal A dvice (Sc 2) Yes 64 1.67 .87 2265 -4 54***

N o 2,203 2.15 .83

Assertiveness (Sc 2) Yes 65 2.63 1.11 66.06 -2.46*

N o 2,199 2.97 .82

H elplessness (Sc 2) Yes 64 1.90 .79 2240 1.88

No 2,178 1.73 .69

A ctive Ignoring (Sc 2) Yes 65 2.57 .99 2236 -1.92

No 2,173 2.78 .88

Retaliation (Sc 2) Yes 65 2.21 1.05 2237 .19

No 2,174 2.19 .93

Close Support (Sc 2) Yes 63 2.96 1.03 64.02 _2 94**

No 2,158 3.35 .77

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

6.4.6. Victimization and Coping Styles as Predictors o f  Mental Health.

Multiple linear regression analyses were also conducted in order to determine 

independent predictors of positive and negative aspects o f mental health; specifically 

psychological well-being and depressive symptoms. In light o f the findings in Chapter 

5 which indicated that victimization by cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and 

cyberbullying were more strongly correlated with these aspects o f mental health, 

compared with perpetration o f the same behaviours, only victimization scores were
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explored as potential predictors o f mental health outcomes. Furthermore, considering 

the overlap across different forms of aggression that was evident in Chapter 5, only one 

form o f victimization is explored in each analysis. In addition, due to the strong 

positive relationships which were evident between the coping sub-scales across both 

scenarios, the pairs o f coping strategies (e.g.. Distal Advice for scenario 1 and Distal 

Advice for scenario 2) remain separate across different analyses.

486



6.4.6.1. Predictors o f  Psychological Well-Being.

6.4.6.1.1. Model 1.

The first model explored victimization by cyber aggression and the coping sub-scales 

pertaining to scenario 1 as predictors o f psychological well-being. Multiple regression 

indicated that the first model explained 20% of the variance (R^ = .20, F(7, 2301) = 

81.45, p < .001). Victimization by cyber aggression (p = -.27, p < .001, 95% Cl = -.48 - 

-.36), and Helplessness (P = -.24, p < .001, 95% Cl = -.22 - -.16) were significantly 

predictive o f reduced psychological well-being, whereas assertive coping (P = .07, p < 

.01, 95% Cl = .02 - .09), and close support seeking (P = .13, p < .001, 95% Cl = .08 - 

.15) were predictors of increased psychological well-being. It is evident that all o f the 

statistically significant relationships were weak (i.e., P = .00 - .30). Table 52 below 

provides an overview o f model 1.

styles for scenario 1 on nsvcholoeical well-beine.

R adfYL"- t P P

.45 .20

Cyber Agg Victimization -14.13 -.27 .000***

Distal Advice (Sc 1) 1.11 .02 .269

Assertiveness (Sc 1) 3.12 .07 .002**

Helplessness (Sc 1) -12.14 -.24 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 1) .40 .01 .687

Retaliation (Sc 1) .94 .02 .349

Close Support (Sc 1) 6.27 .13 .000***

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.4.6.1.2. Model 2.

The second model explored victimization by cyber aggression and the coping sub-scales 

pertaining to scenario 2 as predictors o f psychological well-being. Multiple regression 

mdicated that the seven predictors explained 17% of the variance (R = .17, F(7, 2195) 

= 64.67, p < .001). Findings revealed that victimization by cyber aggression (P = -.29, p 

< .001, 95% Cl = -.50 - -.38), distal advice seeking (p = -.05, p < .05, 95% Cl = -.06 - - 

.01), and helpless coping (P = -.22, p < .001, 95% Cl = -.21 - -.15) were weak predictors 

o f reduced psychological well-being. By contrast, assertive coping (p = .05, p < .05, 

95% Cl = .01 - .07) and close support seeking (P = .11, p < .001, 95% Cl = .05 - .12) 

were weak predictors o f increased psychological well-being. Table 53 below provides 

an overview o f model 2.

styles for scenario 2 on osvcholoeical well-beine.

R adJR^ t P P

.41 .17

Cyber Agg Victimization -14.31 -.29 .000***

Distal Advice (Sc 2) -2.35 -.05 .019*

Assertiveness (Sc 2) 2.24 .05 .025*

Helplessness (Sc 2) -10.62 -.22 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 2) .18 .00 .856

Retaliation (Sc 2) -1.18 -.02 .240

Close Support (Sc 2) 4.75 .11 .000***

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.4.6.1.3. Model 3.

The third model explored traditional victimization and the coping sub-scales pertaining 

to scenario 1 as predictors of psychological well-being. Multiple regression indicated 

that seven predictors explained 22% of the variance (R^ = .22, F(7, 2301) = 91.05, p < 

.001). It was found that traditional victimization was a significant moderate predictor of 

reduced psychological well-being scores (p = -.31, p < .001, 95% Cl = -.32 - -.25) 

whilst helpless coping was a significant weak predictor o f reduced psychological well

being (P = -.23, p < .001, 95% Cl = -.22 -  -.15). By contrast, assertive coping (P = .06, 

p < .01, 95% Cl = .02 - .08), and seeking close support (P = .13, p < .001, 95% Cl = .08 

- .15) weakly predicted increased psychological well-being. Table 54 below provides 

an overview o f model 3.

scenario 1 on Dsvchological well-beinti.

R adJR" t P P

.47 .22

Traditional Victimization -16.07 -.31 .000***

Distal Advice (Sc 1) 1.16 .02 .247

Assertiveness (Sc 1) 2.86 .06 .004**

Helplessness (Sc 1) -11.70 -.23 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 1) .46 .01 .648

Retaliation (Sc 1) 1.20 .02 .232

Close Support (Sc 1) 6.37 .13 .000***

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.4.6.1.4. Model 4.

The fourth model explored traditional victimization and the coping sub-scales 

pertaining to scenario 2 as predictors of psychological well-being. Multiple regression 

indicated that the seven predictors explained 19% of the variance (R^ = .19, F(7, 2195) 

= 74.52, p < .001). It emerged that assertive coping (P = .05, p < .05, 95% Cl = .00 - 

.06) and close support seeking (P = .11, p < .001, 95%> Cl = .05 - .12) were weak 

predictors of increased psychological well-being, whilst traditional victimization (P = - 

.32, p < .001, 95% Cl = -.33 - -.26) was a moderate predictor of decreased well-being, 

and distal advice seeking (P = -.05, p < .05, 95% Cl = -.06 - -.00), and helpless coping 

(P = -.21, p < .001, 95% Cl = -.21 - -.14) were weak independent predictors of reduced 

psychological well-being. Table 55 below provides an overview of model 4.

scenario 2 on Dsvcholoaical well-beins.

R adjK^ t P P

.44 .19

Traditional Victimization -16.35 -.32 .000***

Distal Advice (Sc 2) -2.19 -.05 .028*

Assertiveness (Sc 2) 2.00 .05 .045*

Helplessness (Sc 2) -10.52 -.21 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 2) .61 .01 .545

Retaliation (Sc 2) -.95 -.02 .345

Close Support (Sc 2) 4.63 .11 .000***

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.4.6.J.5. M odel 5.

The fifth model explored victimization by cyberbullying and the coping sub-scales 

pertaining to scenario 1 as predictors o f  psychological well-being. M ultiple regression 

indicated that the model explained 17% o f the variance (R^ = .17, F(7, 2301) = 70.11, p 

< .001). Victimization by cyberbullying (P = -.22, p < .001, 95% Cl = -.29 - -.20) and 

Helplessness (P = -.26, p < .001, 95% Cl = -.24 - -.18) were weak independent 

predictors o f  lower psychological well-being, whilst Assertiveness (P = .06, p < .01, 

95% Cl = .01 - .08), and Close Support (P = .15, p < .001, 95% Cl = .09 - .17) were 

weakly predictive o f increased psychological well-being. Table 56 below provides an 

overview o f  model 5.

stvles for scenario 1 on Dsvcholoeical well-beinc.

R adJB? t P P

.42 .17

Cyberbullying Victimization -11.42 -.22 .000***

Distal Advice (Sc 1) 1.38 .03 .167

Assertiveness (Sc 1) 2.61 .06 .009**

Helplessness (Sc 1) -12.94 -.26 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 1) .26 .01 .797

Retaliation (Sc 1) .11 .00 .917

Close Support (Sc 1) 6.93 .15 .000***

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

491



6.4.6.1.6.Model6.

The sixth model explored victimization by cyberbullying and the coping sub-scales 

pertaining to scenario 2 as predictors o f psychological well-being. Multiple regression 

indicated that the sixth model explained 15% of the variance (R^ = .15, F(7, 2195) = 

54.30, p < .001). It emerged that victimization by cyberbullying (P = -.24, p < .001, 

95% Cl = -.30 - -.22), distal advice seeking (P = -.04, p < .05, 95% Cl = -.06 - -.00), 

helpless coping (P = -.24, p < .001, 95% Cl = -.23 - -.16), and Retaliation (P = -.05, p < 

.05, 95% Cl = -.05 - -.00) were weak predictors o f reduced psychological well-being, 

whilst assertive coping (P = .05, p < .05, 95% Cl = .00 - .07), and close support seeking 

(P = .12, p < .001, 95% Cl = .05 - .12) were weakly predictive o f increased well-being. 

Table 57 below provides an overview o f model 6.

Table 57: Standard multiple regression of victimization bv cvberbullving and coping 

styles for scenario 2 on psychological well-being.

R adjYfJ- t P P

.38 .15

Cyberbullying Victimization -11.79 -.24 .000***

Distal Advice (Sc 2) -2.03 -.04 .042*

Assertiveness (Sc 2) 2.17 .05 .030*

Helplessness (Sc 2) -11.59 -.24 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 2) .48 .01 .634

Retaliation (Sc 2) -2.24 -.05 .025*

Close Support (Sc 2) 4.90 .12 .000***

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.4.6.2. Predictors o f  Depressive Symptoms.

6.4.6.2.L Model 7.

The seventh model explored victimization by cyber aggression and the coping sub

scales pertaining to scenario 1 as predictors of depressive symptoms. Multiple 

regression analysis indicated that the seventh model explained 25% of the variance (R^ 

= .25, F(7, 2301) = 112.12, p < .001). Victimization by cyber aggression (P = .28, p < 

.001, 95% Cl = .49 - .63) emerged as a weak independent predictor of depression, as did 

Retaliation (P = .06, p < .01, 95% Cl = .02 - .08), and Helplessness was a moderate 

predictor of depression (P = .36, p < .001, 95% Cl = .33 - .41). Table 58 below provides 

an overview o f model 7.

stvles for scenario 1 on depressive svmptoms.

R adjR' t P P

.50 .25

Cyber Agg Victimization 15.20 .28 .000**

Distal Advice (Sc 1) -.67 -.01 .504

Assertiveness (Sc 1) -.11 -.00 .915

Helplessness (Sc 1) 18.70 .36 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 1) -.05 -.00 .960

Retaliation (Sc 1) 3.41 .06 .001**

Close Support (Sc 1) .84 .02 .402

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.4.6.2.2. Model 8.

The eighth model explored victimization by cyber aggression and the coping sub-scales 

pertaining to scenario 2 as predictors of depressive symptoms. Multiple regression

'y
indicated that the seven predictors explained 20% of the variance (R = .20, F (7, 2195) 

= 80.00, p < .001). Victimization by cyber aggression was a moderate predictor of 

depressive symptoms (P = .31, p < .001, 95% Cl = .53 - .69), whereas helpless coping (P 

= .27, p < .001, 95% Cl = .25 - .34), and Retaliation (p = .05, p < .01, 95% Cl = .01 - 

.07) emerged as weak independent predictors o f depressive symptoms. Table 59 below 

provides an overview o f model 8.

styles for scenario 2 on depressive symptoms.

R aJ/R^ t P P

.45 .20

Cyber Agg Victimization 15.74 .31 .000***

Distal Advice (Sc 2) 1.37 .03 .172

Assertiveness (Sc 2) -.24 -.01 .811

Helplessness (Sc 2) 13.78 .27 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 2) -1.57 -.03 .116

Retaliation (Sc 2) 2.62 .05 .009**

Close Support (Sc 2) -.61 -.01 .540

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.4.6.2.3. Model 9.

The ninth model explored traditional victimization and the coping sub-scales pertaining 

to scenario 1 as predictors of depressive symptoms. Multiple regression indicated that 

seven predictors explained 27% of the variance (R^ = .27, F (7, 2301) = 121.35, p < 

.001). Traditional victimization (P = .31, p < .001, 95% Cl = .32 - .41) and 

Helplessness (P = .35, p < .001, 95% Cl = .32 - .40) were moderate predictors of 

depressive symptoms, whilst Retaliation (P = .06, p < .01, 95% Cl = .02 - .08) was a 

weak independent predictors of depressive symptoms. Table 60 below provides an 

overview of model 9.

scenario 1 on deoressive symptoms.

R adjR- t P P

.52 21

Traditional Victimization 16.86 .31 .000***

Distal Advice (Sc 1) -.74 -.01 .461

Assertiveness (Sc 1) .20 .00 .838

Helplessness (Sc 1) 18.36 .35 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 1) -.10 -.00 .917

Retaliation (Sc 1) 3.21 .06 .001**

Close Support (Sc 1) .81 .02 .418

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.4.6.2.4. Model 10.

The tenth model explored traditional victimization and the coping sub-scales pertaining 

to scenario 2 as predictors o f depressive symptoms. Multiple regression indicated that 

the tenth model explained 22% of the variance (R^ = .22, F (7, 2195) = 90.23, p < .001). 

It emerged that traditional victimization (P = .34, p < .001, 95% Cl = .36 - .44) was a 

moderate predictor of depression, whereas helpless coping (P = .27, p < .001, 95% Cl = 

.25 - .33) and Retaliation (P = .05, p < .05, 95% Cl = .01 - .07) were weakly predictive 

o f increased depression, and Active Ignoring was also a weak predictor o f reduced 

depression (P = -.04, p < .05, 95% Cl = -.07 - -.00). Table 61 below provides an 

overview o f model 10.

scenario 2 on depressive svmotoms.

R adjR^ t P P

.47 .22

Traditional Victimization 17.65 .34 .000***

Distal Advice (Sc 2) 1.18 .02 .238

Assertiveness (Sc 2) .05 .00 .960

Helplessness (Sc 2) 13.77 .27 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 2) -2.06 -.04 .039*

Retaliation (Sc 2) 2.40 .05 .017*

Close Support (Sc 2) -.45 -.01 .652

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.OOI
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6.4.6.2.5. M odel I I .

The eleventh model explored victimization by cyberbullying and the coping sub-scales 

pertaining to scenario 1 as predictors o f  depressive symptoms. M ultiple regression 

indicated that the model explained 22% o f the variance (R^ = .22, F (7, 2301) = 94.34, p 

< .001). Findings revealed that victimization by cyberbullying (p = .21, p < .001, 95% 

Cl = .25 - .36), and retaliative coping (p = .08, p < .001, 95% Cl = .04 - .10) were weak 

predictors o f  increased depressive symptoms, whilst Helplessness (P = .38, p < .001, 

95% Cl = .35 - .43) was a moderate predictor. Table 62 below provides an overview of 

model 11.

stvles for scenario 1 on depressive svmotoms.

R adJR' t P P

.47 .22

Cyberbullying Victimization 11.36 .21 .000***

Distal Advice (Sc 1) -1.00 -.02 .315

Assertiveness (Sc 1) .37 .01 .714

Helplessness (Sc 1) 19.55 .38 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 1) .08 .00 .933

Retaliation (Sc 1) 4.23 .08 .000***

Close Support (Sc 1) .04 .00 .970

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.4.6.2.6. Model 12.

The twelfth model explored victimization by cyberbullying and the coping sub-scales 

pertaining to scenario 2 as predictors of depressive symptoms. Multiple regression 

indicated that the model explained 17% of the variance (R^ = .17, F (7, 2195) = 64.47, p 

< .001). It emerged that victimization by cyberbullying (P = .24, p < .001, 95% Cl = .29 

- .40) and Retaliation (P = .07, p < .001, 95% Cl = .03 - .09) were weak predictors of 

depressive symptoms, whereas Helplessness (P = .30, p < .001, 95% Cl = .28 - .36) was 

a moderate predictor. Table 63 below provides an overview o f model 12.

Table 63: Standard multiple regression o f victimization by cvberbullving and coping 

stvles for scenario 2 on depressive symptoms.

R adJR^ t P P

.41 .17

Cyberbullying Victimization 12.31 .24 .000***

Distal Advice (Sc 2) 1.04 .02 .301

Assertiveness (Sc 2) -.18 -.00 .857

Helplessness (Sc 2) 14.83 .30 .000***

Active Ignoring (Sc 2) -1.88 -.04 .060

Retaliation (Sc 2) 3.72 .07 .000***

Close Support (Sc 2) -.86 -.02 .389

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.4.7. Summary.

The current Section primarily focused on the data pertaining to coping strategies and the 

relationships across cyber victimization, coping styles, and mental health. Table 64 

below provides an overview o f the outcomes in relation to the hypotheses stated in 

Section 6.2.4.1.
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Table 64: Outcomes of hypotheses stated in Section 6.2.4.1.

Hypothesis Outcome

1 Instrumental support (i.e., Distal Advice) seeking will be Not supported

negatively correlated with depressive symptoms and

positively correlated with psychological well-being.

2 Assertive coping will be positively correlated with depressive Not supported

symptoms and negatively correlated with psychological well

being.

3 Helpless coping will be positively correlated with depressive Supported 

symptoms and negatively correlated with psychological well

being.

4 Actively ignoring cyberbullying will be positively correlated Not supported

with depressive symptoms and negatively correlated with 

psychological well-being.

5 Retaliation will be positively correlated with depressive Not supported

symptoms and negatively correlated with psychological well

being.

6. Social support seeking will be negatively correlated with Not supported 

depressive symptoms and positively correlated with 

psychological well-being.

7. Females will score higher for social support seeking Supported

compared with males.

8. Males will score higher for retaliative coping compared with Supported

females.
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Qualitative data were presented with respect to the coping strategies reported 

by those who had experienced victimization by cyber aggression and cyberbullying. 

Many respondents reported using a combination o f coping responses, and common 

strategies were identified in relation to both forms o f victimization, including; seeking 

instrumental advice; technical coping strategies; ignoring, avoidance, or distancing; 

close support seeking; aggressive coping or retaliation; assertive or cognitive coping; 

helplessness; passivity; or emotional coping. Around half o f respondents considered 

their coping responses to be effective in terms of stopping victimization or buffering its 

negative effects for both forms of aggression.

In relation to recommendation of coping strategies for both scenarios. Close 

Support, Active Ignoring, and Assertiveness were more popular strategies, whereas 

Distal Advice, Helplessness, and Retaliation received lower mean scores by 

comparison. Cronbach's alpha values of the coping sub-scales reached an acceptable 

level in most cases. However, lower reliability scores were evident in relation to 

Assertiveness for scenario 1, Helplessness for both scenarios, and Active Ignoring for 

scenario 1.

Correlation analyses revealed a number o f statistically significant relationships 

across the variables. For instance, victimization by cyber aggression and cyberbullying 

were found to be most strongly positively correlated with Helplessness, whilst 

perpetration of cyber aggression and cyberbullying were most strongly associated with 

Retaliation. Hypotheses 1 to 6 stated expected outcomes regarding the relationships 

between coping strategies and depressive symptoms and psychological well-being. 

However, only hypothesis 3 which stated that helpless coping would be positively 

correlated with depressive symptoms and negatively correlated with psychological well

being was supported. Other emerging relationships include the positive relationship 

between Assertiveness and psychological well-being for both scenarios which was not
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anticipated. Furthermore, Retaliation was found to be positively correlated with 

depressive symptoms, whilst close support seeking was found to be positively 

correlated with psychological well-being.

Also, consistent with hypotheses 7 and 8 were the findings that males scored 

significantly higher than females in relation to Retaliation, whereas females received 

significantly higher scores than males for Close Support. Prior experience of a similar 

scenario was found to be related to significant differences with regard to coping 

strategies selected. For instance, those who had a similar experience to scenario 1 were 

more inclined to engage in helpless coping or active ignoring, and less inclined to seek 

instrumental advice. In addition, those who reported experiencing a similar incident to 

the second scenario were less inclined to seek instrumental advice, to engage in 

assertive coping, or to seek close support.

Finally, 12 multiple regression analyses were conducted so as to ascertain the 

variables which were independent predictors of psychological well-being and 

depressive symptoms. Analyses were split in order to separate the three forms of 

aggression and in order to separate the coping styles across the two scenarios. For 

psychological well-being, the third model which included the independent variables of 

traditional victimization and coping strategies for scenario 1 was the best fit as it 

accounted for 22% o f the variance. For each of the first six models, the three forms of 

victimization and helpless coping were the strongest predictors of reduced 

psychological well-being. In addition close support seeking and assertive coping 

consistently emerged as weak independent predictors of increased psychological well

being. The strongest predictor to emerge from the first six models was traditional 

victimization, which reached moderate strength in models 3 and 4.

In relation to depressive symptoms, model 9 which included the independent 

variables o f traditional victimization and coping strategies for scenario 1 provided the
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best fit, accounting for 27% of the variance. However, across all o f the models, 

victimization in all forms, helpless coping, and retaliative coping independently 

predicted increased depressive symptoms. The strength of the relationship between 

traditional victimization and depressive symptoms reached moderate strength, whilst 

Helplessness was a moderate predictor o f depressive symptoms in models 1, 9 , 11, and 

12, whereas the relationship between Retaliation and depression was weak in all six 

cases. The results are discussed in the context of the pertinent literature in Section 6.5.

6.5. Discussion.

In the present Section the findings are discussed in the context o f the relevant literature.

It is evident that the current findings support much of the literature with qualitative data

offering support for the coping strategies identified in previous research. A number of

variables including victimization by cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and

cyberbullying, helpless coping, and retaliation have emerged as predictors of impaired

mental health. This has important implications for practice at a time when the

Department of Education and Skills is attempting to improve policy and practice in

relation to management of bullying (Anti-Bullying Working Group, 2013) and

promotion of positive mental health at post-primary school level (Grogan et al., 2013).

Thus despite the limitations o f the current research, results carry clear implications

regarding these issues. Therefore, recommendations are made with regard to ftiture

research, in relation to the assessment of coping strategies in response to cyber

victimization. Recommendations are also made regarding practice with respect to

equipping young people with an array o f coping strategies which can help to address

cyber victimization, in light o f the findings that technical coping strategies may not be

sufficient and that inaction and self-blame are particularly ineffective strategies.
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6.5.1. Descriptive and Qualitative Findings in Relation to Coping with Cyber 

Aggression and Cyberbullying.

Regarding the coping sub-scales, strong reliability scores emerged, with a number of 

exceptions. For instance, the Assertiveness sub-scale for scenario 1, the Helplessness 

sub-scale for both scenarios, and the Active Ignoring sub-scale for scenario 1 received 

Cronbach's alpha values which were lower than expected. This may indicate a need for 

further development of the scales for use in an Irish context. However, the alpha levels 

reported for these sub-scales are only marginally lower than .70.

Upon examining the trends regarding selection of coping strategies with 

respect to scenarios 1 and 2, it was evident that the same strategies tended to be 

favoured in both cases, despite the differing severity of the scenarios. For both 

hypothetical scenarios, close support seeking, actively ignoring, and responding in an 

assertive manner were the more popular strategies, whilst distal advice seeking, helpless 

coping, and retaliating against the bully were less popular strategies. This may suggest 

that young people tend not to adapt their coping responses in view o f differing 

contextual factors, or that both scenarios presented similar challenges. Alternatively 

this may suggest that the respondents did not perceive that the two scenarios differed 

with respect to severity. Therefore, fiiture research could be improved by involving 

post-primary school students in the design of the hypothetical scenarios.

Observation of qualitative data highlighted that the respondents tended to cope 

with cyber aggression and cyberbullying using the same responses as those that 

emerged in both the traditional bullying and cyberbullying literature. For instance, 

victims reported seeking instrumental assistance (e.g., Machmutow et al., 2012; Mahady 

Wilton et al., 2000) from various sources, including the school personnel, help lines, 

and the police. Technical coping (e.g., Perren et al., 2012b; Riebel et al., 2009; Stacey, 

2009) was also utilised and this involved responses such as changing settings,
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passwords, or phone numbers, blocking contact from the aggressor, reporting 

inappropriate contact or conduct to website administrators, deleting or removing 

content, and saving evidence of abusive behaviour. The drawback o f reporting 

misconduct to site administrators was highlighted by one respondent who was afraid 

that it would be obvious to the perpetrator that he had registered a report. Previous 

research has also highlighted the limitations of technical responses (Sieglova & Cerna, 

2011 ).

Seeking close support (e.g., Machmutow et al., 2012; Naylor et al., 2001; P. K. 

Smith & Shu, 2000) was also a popular response and this was used both to seek advice 

and to gain comfort or support. Ignoring, avoidance, or distancing (e.g., Andreou, 

2001; Kristensen & Smith, 2003; Machmutow et al., 2012; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 

2001) were coping strategies which were also reported, and it was apparent that these 

responses were sometimes chosen in order to achieve a particular outcome such as not 

giving the perpetrator any satisfaction, and sometimes constituted a passive response 

due to low feelings o f efficacy or desire to avoid the aggressor. By contrast, others who 

had been victimized responded in a retaliatory or aggressive manner (e.g., Camodeca & 

Goossens, 2005; Machmutow et al., 2012; Mahady Wilton et al., 2000; Pateraki & 

Houndoumadi, 2001) and this included aggression directed at the perpetrator and 

externalizing behaviours such as breaking belongings or taking one's anger out on 

someone else. There was also evidence of assertive coping (e.g., Machmutow et al., 

2012) which was often problem-focused (e.g., Escobar et al., 2011; Hunter & Boyle, 

2004) and sometimes involved non-aggressive contact with the bully. This was 

somewhat similar to the cognitive coping described by Riebel et al. (2009). Whilst the 

problem-focused aspect of coping could be considered positive when it involved 

improving one's performance in a game, it is concerning that one respondent changed 

hair colour as a response to insults.
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Passive coping strategies (e.g.. Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Mahady Wilton et al., 

2000; Riebel et al., 2009) such as keeping the problem to oneself or doing nothing were 

also common, and sometimes this was due to a sense of being helpless or incapable 

whilst other times it was as a result of not feeling the need to respond actively. Feelings 

of helplessness were sometimes due to the nature o f the abuse (i.e., anonymity) or the 

perception of social norms (i.e., it is not ok to "rat" on people). Helpless coping has 

also been identified in other cyberbullying research (e.g., Machmutow et al., 2012; 

Riebel et al., 2009). Emotional coping (e.g., Grennan & Woodhams, 2007) was also 

evident with reactions such as crying or feeling depressed or angry.

Although the trends in coping with scenarios 1 and 2 were consistent, the 

qualitative data showed evidence o f coping being informed by appraisal of the situation. 

For example, similar to findings by Juvonen and Gross (2008), one respondent indicated 

not telling parents about cyber victimization for fear o f having Internet privileges taken 

away, whereas another reported that parents would be consulted if the situation became 

worse. This is similar to findings which indicate that children who were traditionally 

bullied more frequently were more inclined to indicate that parental support brought 

bullying to an end (Frisen et al., 2012), and that an adult would be told if cyberbullying 

was likely to become more severe or dangerous (Hoff & Mitchell, 2009).

It also emerged that with regard to countering cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying, and buffering the negative impact, just over half of victims who provided 

details o f their coping responses felt that their strategies had been effective. Although 

further analysis o f the qualitative data is required to gain insight regarding the 

relationship between the coping strategies reported and the perceived effectiveness of 

coping, some tentative conclusions can be drawn from the literature. For instance, 

research suggests that seeking close support (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; Machmutow et 

al., 2012; P. K. Smith et al., 2004), and problem-focused coping (Escobar et al., 2011;
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Mahady Wilton et al., 2000) may be effective, whereas retaliation and aggressive 

coping (Machmutow et al., 2012; Mahady Wilton et al., 2000; Spence et al., 2009), 

avoidance and distancing (Escobar et al., 2011; Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Kochenderfer- 

Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Mahady Wilton et al., 2000; Murray-Harvey et al., 2012), 

passive coping (Mahady Wilton et al., 2000), assertive coping (Machmutow et al., 

2012), and helpless coping (Machmutow et al., 2012) are likely to be ineffective.

6.5.2. Relationships across Involvement in Aggression and Bullying, Coping Styles, and

Mental Health.

Although it was not hypothesized, it emerged that Helplessness was the coping strategy 

which was most strongly correlated with victimization by cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying. In the current research Helplessness was characterised by self-blame, 

not knowing what to do, and passive inaction. Past research has also suggested that 

victimization is related to avoidance (Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001), and that 

avoidance, distancing, and passive coping are not recommended (Escobar et al., 2011; 

Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Mahady Wilton et al., 

2000; Murray-Harvey et al., 2012). Mahady Wilton et al. (2000) found that the 

majority of non-aggressive responses from victims o f traditional bullying were passive 

problem-solving strategies, and whilst these responses were effective in de-escalating 

the situation in the immediate sense, Mahady Wilton et al. (2000) warned that in the 

long-term, passive coping may lead to depression, whilst distancing has been found to 

increase risk of victimization (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004). In addition, perpetration of 

cyber aggression and cyberbullying were most strongly related to Retaliation compared 

with other coping styles. This finding was supported by Camodeca and Goossens 

(2005) in relation to traditional bullies who were also more inclined to show preference 

for retaliation.
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The first six hypotheses focused on the relationships between coping strategies 

and mental health. The first hypothesis was not supported as Distal Advice was not 

found to be negatively correlated with depressive symptoms and positively correlated 

with psychological well-being for both scenarios. These relationships were only 

identified in relation to scenario 1. However, the finding that Distal Advice was related 

to positive mental health outcomes for scenario 1 is consistent with Kochenderfer- 

Ladd's (2004) appraisal that advice seeking was found to be related to decreased 

subsequent anxiety and depression.

In addition, the second hypothesis was not supported as assertive coping was 

not positively correlated with depressive symptoms and negatively correlated with 

psychological well-being. In fact, it emerged that Assertiveness was negatively related 

to depressive symptoms for scenario 1 and positively related to psychological well

being for both scenarios. This is in contrast with Machmutow et al.'s (2012) findings 

that Assertiveness may increase the negative effects of victimization on depressive 

symptoms. In the present research assertive coping is characterised by non-aggressively 

confronting the cyberbully or taking technical precautions, and this had relatively 

positive implications in terms of its relationship with mental health. It could be 

compared with problem- or solution-focused coping, and within the literature problem- 

focused coping is considered to be a more effective strategy for traditional bullying 

(Escobar et al., 2011; Mahady Wilton et al., 2000).

The third hypothesis predicted that helpless coping would be positively 

correlated with depressive symptoms and negatively correlated with psychological well

being. This was supported as Helplessness was moderately positively correlated with 

depression for both scenarios and moderately negatively related to psychological well

being for both scenarios. The relationship between Helplessness and depressive 

symptoms is consistent with findings from the research by Machmutow et al. (2012).
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As was already stated, Helplessness is characterized by self-blame and lack o f action, 

and therefore could be compared to passive coping which is not generally considered to 

be an effective strategy (e.g., Vollink et al., 2013).

The fourth hypothesis was not supported as Active Ignoring was not found to 

be negatively correlated with psychological well-being, whilst it was found to bear a 

small positive relationship with depressive symptoms. Considering that Active Ignoring 

is characterized by a purposefiil tactic, such as pretending not to care and ignoring the 

conduct so that the bully will lose interest, it is not comparable with Helplessness. 

However, there is an obvious element o f avoidance, and this is not a coping strategy 

which has been found to be particularly effective and can allow a cyberbul lying 

situation to escalate (Hoff & Mitchell, 2009). However, perhaps when combined with 

others strategies. Active Ignoring could prove to be effective.

Although the fifth hypothesis was not supported, a small positive correlation 

was found between Retaliation and depression. This is supported by the literature 

which suggests that retaliation and aggressive coping are not desirable strategies as, 

with respect to traditional victimization, they tend to escalate and prolong victimization 

(Mahady Wilton et al., 2000; Spence et al., 2009), and this form of coping also has 

negative associations with regard to cyberbullying (Machmutow et al., 2012).

Furthermore, the sixth hypothesis was not supported. However, a small 

positive relationship was found between close support seeking and psychological well

being. Social support seeking has been found to be effective with respect to coping 

with traditional bullying (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; P. K. Smith et al., 2004) and 

cyberbullying (Machmutow et al., 2012). Indeed, Machmutow et al. (2012) found that 

Close Support tends to buffer the negative effects o f cyber victimization on depressive 

symptoms. In light o f the positive potential of seeking social support, it is of concern 

that both in the literature and in the current research (qualitative data) it is apparent that
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there is a reluctance among some young people to confide in parents (e.g., Hoff & 

Mitchell, 2009; Juvonen & Gross, 2008). Although it is still possible to confide in 

siblings and friends, reporting victimization to parents may be the only option for 

children who suffer peer rejection both in school and cyberspace.

6.5.3. Group Differences in relation to Coping Styles.

The current research revealed that females scored higher than males across all coping 

sub-scales (except for Assertiveness for scenario 1 where the difference was statistically 

non-significant), with the exclusion o f the Retaliation sub-scale on which males had 

higher scores, thus providing support for the seventh hypothesis which predicted that 

females would score higher for social support seeking compared with males, and the 

eighth hypothesis which stated that males would score higher for retaliative coping 

compared with females. These findings are strongly supported by the literature 

regarding social support seeking (Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Kristensen & Smith, 2003; 

Murray-Harvey et al., 2012; Naylor et al., 2001; Olafsen & Viemero, 2000; P. K. Smith 

& Shu, 2000), and retaliation (Hoff & Mitchell, 2009; Machmutow et al., 2012; P. K. 

Smith & Shu, 2000).

In addition, upon comparison o f those who had a similar experience to scenario

1 with those who had not, the former group reported higher scores for Helplessness and

lower scores for seeking instrumental advice in relation to the first scenario compared

with the latter group. Moreover, those who reported having a similar experience to

scenario 2 were less inclined to recommend Distal Advice, Assertiveness, and Close

Support for scenario 2 compared with those who had not reported a similar experience.

These coping styles may be more reflective o f genuine responses as they are based on

similar experiences. In fact, P. K. Smith et al. (2008) found that young people's

recommendations o f how one should respond to cyber victimization were not reflective
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of the rates o f reporting to adults following actual victimization by cyberbullying. 

Therefore, this should be considered when interpreting the results attained using the 

Coping Scale.

6.5.4. Independent Predictors o f  Mental Health.

Multiple regression analyses were conducted to explore the independent predictors of 

psychological well-being and depressive symptoms. In light of the overlaps across 

different forms o f victimization identified in Chapters 3 and 5 and the large correlations 

which were apparent between the same coping sub-scales across both scenarios, the 

independent variables (i.e., victimization scores and coping sub-scales for scenarios 1 

and 2) were split across separate analyses. Therefore, each test included one form of 

victimization (i.e., cyber aggression, traditional bullying, or cyberbullying) and the six 

coping sub-scales for either scenario 1 or 2 as independent variables, and psychological 

well-being or depressive symptoms as the dependent variable. Therefore, 12 analyses 

were conducted; six regarding psychological well-being, and six in relation to 

depressive symptoms.

With respect to psychological well-being, the third model which included 

traditional victimization and scenario 1 coping strategies as independent variables 

provided the best fit, accounting for 22% of the variance in psychological well-being 

scores. However, a number of trends emerged across the first six models, with 

victimization by any form o f aggression / bullying and Helplessness emerging as the 

strongest independent predictors of reduced psychological well-being. However, 

traditional victimization was the only predictor to reach moderate strength. Close 

Support and Assertiveness also emerged as significant predictors o f increased 

psychological well-being. However, these relationships were weak by comparison with 

the negative predictors.
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With regard to predictors o f depressive symptoms, the ninth model provided 

the best fit, accounting for 27% of the variance in depressive scores. Again, patterns 

were evident across all six models pertaining to depressive symptoms, with 

victimization across all forms of aggression and bullying and helpless coping emerging 

as the strongest predictors o f depressive symptoms. Although Retaliation was also an 

independent predictor across all six models, the relationship was weak in comparison to 

victimization and Helplessness. The strength o f the relationship between Helplessness 

and depression reached moderate strength for four o f the models, whilst cyber 

aggression in model 8, and traditional victimization for models 9 and 10, were moderate 

predictors of depression.

Across both psychological well-being and depressive symptoms, it was evident 

that, with regard to victimization, traditional victimization was most strongly predictive 

of negative mental health outcomes, and this was followed by cyber aggression, and 

then by cyberbullying. This is consistent with the findings reported in Chapter 5 which 

revealed that traditional victimization was most strongly related to negative mental 

health outcomes when controlling for other forms of victimization. Helplessness was 

also remarkable in that it was the only coping strategy which was in some models as 

strong or stronger than victimization with regard to predicting negative mental health 

outcomes. Whilst Close Support and Assertiveness were consistendy predicting 

increased psychological well-being, and Retaliation was consistently predicting 

increased depressive symptoms, these relationships were weak, and therefore must be 

interpreted with caution.

6.5.5. Theoretical and Practical Implications.

The current findings have a number of theoretical and practical implications which must

be considered. Firstly, the scale used to measure coping consisted of six sub-scales and
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strong reliability was found in relation to each scale, with the exception o f the 

Assertiveness, Helplessness, and Active Ignoring sub-scales which may require further 

development. However, overall the Cronbach's alpha values found in the present 

research tended to be higher than those reported by the authors o f the Coping Scale 

(Machmutow et al., 2012). Overall, it could be argued that currently this is the best 

measure available with respect to assessing coping in relation to cyber victimization, as 

other researchers have opted either not to measure coping quantitatively or tend to use 

measures which are not specific to the cyberbullying context and require adaptation or 

interpretation of non-cyber-specific coping (e.g., Shelley & Craig, 2010; Vollink et al., 

2013). The current coping scale items are also relatable to the current qualitative 

findings regarding coping strategies, and therefore it could be argued that the Coping 

Scale accurately reflects the broad spectrum of coping responses following a cyber 

victimization incident. However, it is suggested that further developments o f the coping 

scale could be undertaken in order to improve reliability o f some sub-scales, and in 

order to adapt the scale for use in relation to actual experience o f cyber victimization. 

Additionally, when using the Coping Scale in relation to hypothetical scenarios it is 

recommended that input is received from students regarding the design of the 

hypothetical scenarios in order to achieve varying levels of severity. The findings that 

coping strategies tend to remain similar for scenarios of differing severity and differing 

contextual elements may suggest that respondents did not perceive scenario 2 to be 

more severe than scenario 1. This may also reflect a lack of adaptation o f coping on the 

part o f the respondents. However, it may be that both hypothetical scenarios (i.e., 

direct, private derogatory texting, and indirect, public posting o f a humiliating video) 

present the same challenges.

Furthermore, building on the findings o f the previous Chapter, it was found 

that the three forms o f victimization measured in the current study were independently
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predictive o f more negative mental health outcomes, and that in order o f strength, 

traditional victimization was the strongest predictor, followed by cyber aggression, and 

cyberbullying. Therefore, in light o f the greater prevalence o f traditional bullying found 

both in the current research and in previous research (O'Moore & Minton, 2009), and 

the relationship with mental health, it seems that traditional bullying poses a greater 

threat to Irish post-primary school students.

The findings that close support seeking and assertive coping were popular 

recommendations is reassuring in light o f the predictive relationship found between 

both strategies and psychological well-being. In addition, it is positive that distal advice 

seeking, helpless coping, and retaliating were less highly recoinmended, as Helplessness 

emerged as a risk factor for poor mental health outcomes, instrumental advice seeking 

predicted lower psychological well-being in three o f the models, and Retaliation was a 

significant predictor o f depressive symptoms. Therefore, this may indicate that 

respondents with better coping skills are reaping the rewards with respect to mental 

health. Alternatively, it is possible that mental health is impacting the coping skills 

selected by young people, with for example, students who experience lower 

psychological well-being and higher depression, engaging in helpless coping due to 

feelings o f low efficacy. Indeed, Helplessness may follow failed attempts to cope with 

bullying in a more active manner. It is impossible to confirm either interpretation 

without conducting longitudinal research which could provide greater insight regarding 

the effectiveness o f strategies.

The finding that approximately half of respondents reported that their use of 

coping strategies in response to cyber victimization was effective in either stopping the 

abuse or reducing its negative effects is of concern, as this illustrates that almost half of 

students are responding in ways which they perceive to be ineffectual and so they are 

exposed to ongoing victimization and may continue to feel the negative emotional
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effects o f victimization. This highlights the need for students to be equipped with 

effective coping strategies. In addition, the emergence of Helplessness as a risk factor 

for impaired mental health ftirther supports this argument, in that it may be the case that 

when one feels that nothing can be done to improve a situation, mental health begins to 

suffer. Thus, when appraising an incident o f cyberbullying, a victim who feels 

efficacious in their capacity to defend or protect themselves may be buffered against the 

negative effects to an extent, and the findings o f Mora-Merchan (2006) offer some 

support for this.

Although there is a need for provision o f education for young people regarding 

cyber-safety skills (e.g., Almeida et al., 2012; Yilmaz, 2011), it is also important that 

young people are equipped with a range o f coping strategies in light of the limitations of 

technical coping (Sleglova & Cerna, 2011). Furthermore, education for parents with 

regard to technical and non-technical coping responses is greatly needed considering the 

reluctance to confide in parents which has been indentified both in the present research 

and in past research (Perren et al., 2012a). This is of particular importance as research 

has indicated the benefits o f social support (Flaspohler et al., 2009; Machmutow et al., 

2012; P. K. Smith et al., 2004), particularly in relation to close or special adults (Dooley 

& Fitzgerald, 2012). It is vital that young people are using appropriate strategies and do 

not resort to retaliation and aggressive coping or passive avoidance as evidence in 

current and prior research (Escobar et al., 2011; Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Kochenderfer- 

Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Machmutow et al., 2012; Mahady Wilton et al., 2000; Murray- 

Harvey et al., 2012; Spence et al., 2009) suggests that such responses are likely to be 

ineffective. Moreover, the finding that females are more inclined to seek close support 

is widely supported (e.g., Dooley & Fitzgerald, 2012; Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Kristensen 

& Smith, 2003; Murray-Harvey et al., 2012; Naylor et al., 2001; Olafsen & Viemero, 

2000; P. K. Smith & Shu, 2000) and therefore there is a particular need to encourage
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young males to share their problems with others. Indeed it is also important to educate 

young people, parents, teachers, and other professionals to respond appropriately when 

a young male confides in them, as Shelley and Craig (2010) suggest that males may not 

receive the emotional support they need when they seek social support.

Overall, this is an important study with practical implications at a time when 

the Irish government is attempting to address policy reform in relation to both bullying 

(Anti-Bullying Working Group, 2013) and promotion o f positive mental health and 

prevention of suicide at post-primary school level (Grogan et al., 2013). Considering 

the findings in Chapters 5 and 6 that traditional victimization is most strongly associated 

with impaired mental health, but that victimization across all forms is associated with 

the strongest degree o f impaired mental health, it is recommended that all forms of peer- 

victimization are addressed. It is vital that all members of the school and extended 

community accept responsibility in dealing with both traditional and cyber forms of 

peer aggression, so that lack of knowledge or guidance is no longer an acceptable 

excuse for allowing bullying to continue. In this way, there is a need for the 

Department o f Education and Skills to provide clear guidance for school management in 

the revised guidelines which are due in September 2013. However, the responsibility 

lies with school personnel, students, and parents to actively foster a culture o f respect 

and inclusion in Irish schools; a culture which does not tolerate bullying and 

victimization.

6.5.6. Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research.

The current research has a number o f strengths and limitations. In terms o f strengths, 

this is the first study to be carried out in an Irish context which looks specifically at 

victimization by cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying in relation to
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mental health, and cyber-specific coping strategies. Furthermore, the current research 

has built upon existing knowledge of the strengths and flaws o f prior research 

conducted to explore coping in relation to cyberbullying (Perren et al., 2012a, 2012b); 

measuring coping and providing empirical evidence regarding its relationship with 

mental health. In addition, the methods used to assess mental health and coping allow 

for cross-national comparison with Swiss research (Machmutow et al., 2012), 

illustrating commonalities between Irish and Swiss students.

However, there are also limitations which must be considered. For instance, 

although coping strategies were explored qualitatively with respect to real life 

experiences of victimization, coping was measured quantitatively in relation to 

hypothetical scenarios. Therefore, this limits the capacity to interpret the findings 

emerging from the coping scale as reflecting real life experience. Indeed a number o f 

significant differences were found in relation to coping between those who had a similar 

experience to the hypothetical scenarios and those who did not. In addition, the cross- 

sectional nature o f the research restricts interpretation of the relationships which 

emerged across the variables as attempts to identify cause and effect are based on 

previous literature.

Therefore, it is recommended that future research should continue to develop 

the Coping Scale used in the current research in order to improve reliability o f sub

scales, and to adapt it for use in relation to actual experience of victimization rather than 

hypothetical scenarios. In addition, fiirther longitudinal research, similar to that of 

Machmutow et al. (2012) could provide greater insight regarding the effects of coping 

skills to counter cyberbullying and to buffer its impact over time. The next Section 

provides an overview of the main findings and conclusions to emerge from Studies 1 

and 2.
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7. Conclusion.

This Thesis has presented the findings o f two studies which were conducted so as to 

explore different aspects o f post-primary school-based aggression and bullying, 

including:

• Principals' management o f traditional bullying and cyberbullying at school 

level;

• The incidence o f traditional bullying and cyber aggression / cyberbullying 

among students;

• The relationships between students' ICT use and involvement in cyber 

aggression and cyberbullying;

• The relationships between bystander attitudes and involvement in all forms of 

aggression and bullying;

• The role o f empathy in perpetration o f all forms o f aggression and bullying;

• The relationship between empathy and bystander attitudes;

• The relationships between involvement in aggression and bullying and 

depressive symptoms and psychological well-being;

• The coping strategies used by students in response to cyber victimization;

• Victimization and coping strategies as predictors o f mental health outcomes.

The findings have been reported and discussed in great detail in each Chapter. In the 

current Chapter the major findings are discussed in relation to their implications for 

both theory and practice. Theoretical implications pertain mainly to the terminology 

used to label cyber-based peer-victimization and definitional issues, appropriate 

measurement of cyber aggression / cyberbullying, measurement of coping strategies 

which are specific to cyber victimization, and the capacity to identify cause and effect
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relationships across variables (e.g., the relationship between involvement in bullying / 

aggression and impaired mental health). Practical implications refer mainly to 

countering bullying and aggression among Irish post-primary school students at policy 

level, societal level, school level, and individual level. In addition, based on current 

conclusions, recommendations for future research are also presented.

7.1. Policy and Procedures to Counter Traditional Bullying and CvberbuHviiig at 

Post-Primary School Level.

The aim o f Study 1 was to explore Irish post-primary school principals' management of 

traditional bullying and cyberbullying among students. This audit-style study 

specifically examined approaches used to prevent and counter traditional bullying and 

cyberbullying with a particular focus on anti-bullying policy implementation, use o f a 

whole school approach to counter bullying, and provision of training for the school 

community regarding traditional bullying, cyberbullying, and cyber safety.

It emerged that all principals implemented an anti-bullying policy in line with 

the Department o f Education and Science (1993) guidelines, and the majority o f these 

policies addressed cyberbullying specifically. It is a positive indication that principals 

are attempting to counter cyberbullying in advance o f the publication o f cyberbullying- 

specific directives from the Department o f Education and Skills. In addition, the 

majority of principals reported that collaborative efforts of different members o f the 

school community had been utilised in relation to policy design, which is also consistent 

with official guidelines. However, when asked which members of the school 

community were targeted by the policy, generally a whole school approach was not 

evident as in many cases the anti-bullying policy did not apply to all o f the members of 

the immediate school community (i.e., students, teachers, non-teaching staff) and the

extended community (i.e., parents, visitors).
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Another positive finding to emerge was that the majority o f principals reported 

that they had provided training for students in relation to traditional bullying, 

cyberbullying, and cyber safety, and that staff had received training in relation to 

traditional bullying. However, staff were less likely to have received training for cyber 

safety and cyberbullying. In fact, parents were more likely than school staff to have 

received training regarding cyberbullying and cyber safety, perhaps reflecting a greater 

personal motivation to access cyber-specific training. Training was not standardised 

and took many forms, including curriculum-based content for students, invited speakers, 

and correspondence from the school. A minority o f principals reported having accessed 

resources in relation to cyberbullying and among those who had, resources took many 

forms such as guest speakers and teaching materials.

When asked how they felt the Department of Education and Skills could help 

them to cope with cyberbullying, respondents highlighted a need for training, 

resources, guidance, and information, which suggests that school personnel wish to 

progress their knowledge o f cyber safety strategies and appropriate responses for 

cyberbullying, and to be supported in providing training to students. Principals also 

indicated a number of concerns with respect to cyberbullying. Specifically, they felt 

that there was a difficulty in policing cyberspace due to the nature of the technology. 

Others reported that there was a lack of clarity regarding who should take 

responsibility for cyberbullying incidents among students, as there was often an 

overlap between the home environment and the school environment. Concern was also 

expressed by respondents in relation to adults (particularly parents) being ignorant of 

the new technologies or the potential risk o f harm, and not monitoring ICT use 

adequately. Furthermore, the nature o f the technology also emerged as a concern for 

respondents, specifically in relation to students' exposure to risk, the potential for 

situations to escalate, and principals' own lack o f familiarity with ICT.
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Overall, it is evident that many principals are pro-active in attempting to 

address both traditional bullying and cyberbullying among students, and therefore it is 

likely that many schools will already have policy regarding cyberbullying in place 

when the updated guidelines are introduced by the Department o f Education and Skills 

in September 2013. Although the current research did not provide insight regarding 

the specific content o f anti-cyberbullying policy, it was evident that there was 

inconsistency in relation to provision of training and use o f resources by principals. 

Therefore, the directives contained in the updated guidelines will be valuable in terms 

of guiding principals' methods for addressing cyberbullying in particular in relation to 

policy design, training methods, and appropriate resources.

Although there is currently a lack of guidance regarding how principals should 

manage cyberbullying, the existing guidelines (Department o f Education and Science, 

1993) offer clear direction concerning the principles of countering peer aggression and 

victimization through policy, procedures, and fostering a positive school ethos. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that although cyber-specific instruction will be an 

advantage, principals are already equipped to address the issue of cyberbullying. 

Indeed Study 1 provides evidence that some principals are doing so. Therefore, it is no 

longer acceptable that parents or teachers should abdicate responsibility for addressing 

cyberbullying on the grounds that they are not familiar with the technology or that the 

responsibility may lie elsewhere. Thus the Department o f Education and Skills must 

support students, teachers, and parents through education, and by empowering them to 

act when confronted with cyber-based conflict. The Department of Education and 

Skills can establish the standard for best practice in relation to preventing and 

countering traditional bullying and cyberbullying. However, the responsibility lies not 

just with the Department o f Education and Skills, but also with school management, 

teachers, students, and parents, as they hold the power to create schools and
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communities which are imbued with an ethos o f respect, fairness, and inclusion where 

it is not acceptable for any individual or group to suffer persecution. It is 

recommended that a follow-up study is undertaken following the publication of 

updated guidelines to examine their implementation in Irish schools. However, it is 

important that future audit-style studies involve a larger sample and gather more 

detailed information regarding content o f anti-bullying policy and procedures.

7.2. Incidence of A2gression and Bullying in Irish Post-Primary Schools.

Chapter 3 presented the findings in relation to incidence o f cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying at Irish post-primary level, whilst also reporting sex-related 

differences, differences regarding ICT activity, and findings regarding bystander 

attitudes. The findings have implications for terminology, definitions, and measurement 

approaches regarding cyber-based aggression and bullying.

With regard to incidence o f aggression and bullying it emerged that traditional 

bullying was the most prevalent form with over one in five respondents reporting 

victimization and more than one in ten reporting perpetration of traditional bullying 

once a month or more often. Cyber aggression was less prevalent with over one in ten 

reporting involvement as a victim and more than one in twenty reporting perpetration of 

cyber aggression once a month or more often. However, cyberbullying incidence was 

comparatively low with around one in 50 respondents indicating victimization and 

around one in 100 reporting perpetration of cyberbullying once a month or more often.

The disparity in cyber aggression incidence and cyberbullying incidence was

given further consideration as both the cyber aggression scales and cyberbullying items

were regarded as different methods of measuring the same constructs, and yet they

produced different results. This may reflect incongruence between the research

perception o f behaviours that constitute cyberbullying and the post-primary school
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student perception o f cyberbullying, as many respondents reported involvement in cyber 

aggression but not cyberbullying. It is apparent from the findings that respondents 

tended to make a distinction between specific incidents o f cyber aggression and 

experiences of cyberbullying. It may also be that one measurement approach provides a 

more accurate assessment of cyberbullying than the other. However, the qualitative 

data revealed that respondents' experiences of cyberbullying included behaviours which 

are in fact measured by the cyber aggression scales. Therefore, there is some overlap 

between the research perception o f cyberbullying and the post-primary school student 

perception. However, it is problematic that in many cases the perceptions appeared not 

to match. Overall, the current research suggests that the incidence attained using the 

cyber aggression scales offers a more accurate reflection o f cyber-based peer-aggression 

than the incidence attained using the items which assess cyberbullying. Therefore, this 

provides a rationale for researchers to avoid labelling the behaviour as cyberbullying, 

and to provide a description o f cyber-based peer-aggression as opposed to a definition 

o f cyberbullying, when measuring students' involvement in such behaviours.

Grigg (2010) has proposed that there is a need to focus on cyber aggression as 

opposed to cyberbullying, and reasons for supporting Grigg's (2010) suggestion were 

outlined as follows:

• The term "cyberbullying" carries an implication that this behaviour is 

the cyber equivalent of traditional bullying, which in turn implies a specific set of 

criteria (i.e., repetition of the behaviour, a power imbalance, and intent to cause harm). 

However, the nature o f cyberspace means that it is difficult to apply these criteria to 

cyberbullying;

• Researchers (Nocentini et al., 2010; Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 

2008) have explored young people's perceptions o f cyberbullying, which has revealed
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great difficulty in identifying specific criteria which are defining aspects of 

cyberbullying;

• Bullying is considered to be a form o f social aggression (e.g., 

Bjorkqvist et al., 1982) and therefore cyberbullying would exclude instances in which 

the aggressor and victim are strangers (e.g., happy slapping). This carries practical 

implications in that education intended to prevent and counter cyberbullying would 

exclude actions such as happy slapping or online abuse of strangers;

• The lack of compatibility between the research perception of 

cyberbullying and the student perception which was highlighted in the present study 

may indicate a need to educate post-primary school students on the meaning of 

cyberbullying. However, considering that the cyber aggression scales provided insight 

regarding incidence o f the specific forms of what researchers recognise as 

cyberbullying, it seems that the term "cyberbullying" is redundant and may in fact 

cause confusion;

• It is possible that the low incidence o f cyberbullying reported in the 

present research is due to stigma associated with the term cyberbullying, which if 

accurate should be a deterrent for using this terminology.

Thus, it is recommended that rather than persist with the term cyberbullying, 

researchers should begin to focus on cyber-based peer-aggression or "cyber 

aggression". Grigg (2010) defines cyber aggression as ". . . intentional harm delivered 

by the use o f electronic means to a person or a group of people irrespective o f their 

age, who perceive(s) such acts as offensive, derogatory, harmfiil, or unwanted" (p.

152). This could be adapted further to focus on cyber aggression which is directed at 

peers in particular so as to make it comparable to school-based aggression and 

bullying. Furthermore, it is recommended that the aggression need not be perceived as
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offensive, derogatory, or harmful by the victim, but that cyber aggression should be 

identifiable on the basis that a reasonable person would perceive the cyber aggressor's 

conduct as harmful (Langes, 2012).

Another important implication of the current research is that cyber-based 

aggression and victimization is more prevalent than previous research has indicated 

(e.g., O'Moore & Minton, 2009). The disparity between cyber aggression incidence 

and cyberbullying incidence suggests that it is possible that the definitional constraints 

outlined above have led to under-reporting o f involvement in cyberbullying. 

Therefore, cyber-based peer aggression may not be a low prevalence phenomenon 

(Olweus, 2012). However, consistent with the broader literature, the current research 

revealed overlap across traditional and cyber-based peer aggression. Thus, cyber 

aggression should still be recognised as a behaviour which is strongly associated with 

traditional bullying.

Measurement o f cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying also 

emerged as issues which require further attention. It was highlighted that the 

traditional bullying scales and the cyber aggression scales could be scored in different 

ways. In order to attain a score for each respondent on each scale, either a total score 

or a mean score could be calculated, thus allowing for comparison o f scale scores 

across different variables. Furthermore, the scales could be used to identify 

respondents as victims, bullies, bully-victims, or not involved. This could be done by 

identifying cut-off points regarding total scale scores. Alternatively the highest score 

that a respondent reports for any item on a scale could be regarded as a reflection of 

their involvement in bullying or aggression. For the current research mean scores were 

generated in order to allow for comparison of different variables, whilst the highest 

score on any item within a cyber aggression / traditional bullying scale was used to 

identify non-involvement, occasional involvement, and frequent involvement in
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different behaviours. This method o f identifying groups was regarded as the most 

appropriate method and offered an approach which did not allow for over-estimation of 

incidence rates. However, it was recognised that there was potential for a respondent 

to be placed in a group which underestimated his / her involvement in aggression / 

bullying. The same issues did not present a problem for the measurement of 

cyberbullying as victimization and perpetration were measured using a single-item 

approach. However, as has been discussed, the measurement o f cyberbullying is also 

problematic in that the definition and terminology provided may have caused under

reporting of involvement. Therefore, there is a need for further development o f the 

measures used to assess traditional bullying and cyber aggression, perhaps requiring 

the development o f a scale similar to the Olweus Bully / Victim Questionnaire (BVQ: 

Olweus, 1989) which contains a "global" item which assesses overall involvement in 

bullying / aggression and victimization, followed by additional items which assess 

involvement in specific behaviours.

Additionally, analysis of qualitative data revealed consistencies between 

methods of cyber aggression and cyberbullying, and also provided support for Willard's 

(2007b) categorisation o f abusive behaviours in cyberspace, namely flaming, 

harassment, denigration, impersonation, outing, trickery, exclusion, and cyber stalking. 

In addition, a variety o f media were also used to victimize which is consistent with the 

categorisation approach used by Olweus (2012) and P. K. Smith et al. (2008).

With regard to sex-related differences, females scored higher than males for 

victimization by cyberbullying and cyber aggression, whilst males scored higher than 

females for perpetration of traditional bullying and cyberbullying. In relation to specific 

groups, female respondents were more likely to be categorised as victims whilst males 

were more likely to be identified as aggressors / bullies, and aggressor-victims / bully- 

victims. Furthermore, sex-related differences were also found in relation to bystander
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attitudes with males scoring higher with regard to outsider attitudes and pro-bully 

attitudes compared with females, and females scoring significantly higher compared 

with males on the pro-victim scale. Group comparisons also revealed that victims and 

non-involved respondents across all forms of aggression / bullying were more inclined 

to defend victims of bullying whereas those who perpetrate bullying were inclined to 

support or reinforce the bullying. However, considering the traditional context of the 

bystander scales, conclusions regarding cyber-based groups and bystander attitudes are 

limited. Therefore, it is important that future research explores cyber bystander 

behaviours with a cyber-specific approach.

7.3. The Role of Empathy in Cyber Aggression. Traditional Bullying, and 

Cyberbullying.

Chapter 4 explored the role o f empathy in perpetration o f cyber aggression, traditional 

bullying, and cyberbullying, and with respect to bystander attitudes. Empathy was 

measured with a particular focus on affective empathy or empathic concern, as opposed 

to cognitive empathy or "global" empathy. It emerged that lower empathy was 

associated with increased perpetration of cyber aggression, traditional bullying 

behaviour, and cyberbullying. Group comparisons (i.e., victims, aggressors / bullies, 

aggressor-victims / bully-victims, and non-involved) were also conducted across cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying. This revealed that aggressors and 

bullies across different forms of aggression and bullying tended to score lower on the 

Empathy Scale compared with victims and non-involved respondents. It also emerged 

that across all forms o f aggression, the occasional and the frequent victims displayed the 

highest empathy scores. Although aggressor-victims / bully-victims exhibited 

inconsistent scores across different forms of aggression and bullying, they tended to

display lower empathy scores when they differed significantly from other groups.
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Female respondents were found to score higher for empathy compared with males; a 

finding which may partly explain the results presented in Chapter 3 which revealed that 

males were more likely to be identified as aggressors / bullies or aggressor-victims / 

bully-victims and were also likely to display higher pro-bully bystander attitudes 

compared with females. Regarding bystander attitudes, pro-bully and outsider attitudes 

were negatively related to empathy, whereas pro-victim attitudes were positively related 

to empathy.

Current findings in conjunction with existing literature suggest that empathy 

has a similar role regarding traditional bullying and cyberbullying with bullies in 

particular, but also bully-victims to a lesser extent, displaying lower empathy levels 

compared with other groups. Although research has consistently provided evidence of 

this relationship, it is important that more longitudinal studies are conducted as research 

(Sticca et al., 2013) has shown that low empathy may not be a longitudinal risk factor 

for engagement in cyberbullying behaviour. Furthermore, prior research (e.g., Jolliffe 

& Farrington, 2011) has suggested that empathy alone may not explain why some 

children and adolescents perpetrate peer-aggression. Therefore, it is important not to 

focus on empathy to the exclusion o f other factors when attempting to counter bullying 

and aggression. However, the current research together with the wider literature 

provides evidence that higher empathy levels are associated with lower bullying 

perpetration and lower levels of negative bystander behaviour. Thus, establishing 

strong affective empathy in particular can help to prevent peer-victimization. 

Moreover, there is great potential for bystanders to prevent and counter traditional 

bullying and cyberbullying, and current and prior research has shown that heightened 

empathy is related to positive bystander behaviours. However, research (Gini et al., 

2008) has also shown that high empathy in isolation is not always sufficient for 

intervening in bullying incidents as bystanders may need to feel higher levels of social
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self-efficacy before they will defend a victim, whilst Caravita et al. (2009) also 

suggested that well-liked males may have felt empowered to defend victims as they 

were likely to have social support from others. Therefore, it is important that at 

management level a positive school ethos is fostered which does not accept or tolerate 

bullying and aggression, so as to encourage and empower all members o f the school 

community to respond to incidents o f bullying both in traditional and cyber settings 

with confidence that they will be supported in their action.

Although fiirther research is required, the current findings suggest that the 

relationship between empathy and perpetration of bullying or aggression is similar in 

both traditional and cyber contexts. Considering the nature o f cyberspace where there is 

limited feedback from a victim of abuse due to the tendency for physical separation of 

bullies / aggressors from victims, there may be a need for education regarding the 

emotional and psychological effects o f victimization. In this way, children and 

adolescents could be sensitised to the potentially detrimental effects of cyber 

victimization and therefore may be less inclined to engage in cyber aggression and 

cyberbullying. Research regarding cognitive empathy in a cyber setting could also 

provide insight about cyber aggressors' and cyberbullies' understanding o f the emotional 

responses o f cybervictims. As in the case with traditional bullying, it may be that 

affective empathy is more important than cognitive empathy in relation to reduced 

bullying perpetration. Moreover, it may be that higher cognitive empathy in a cyber 

setting can inform bullies and aggressors o f the cyber-based abuse that will particularly 

affect a victim. Furthermore, Barlinska et al. (2013) provide evidence that increased 

cognitive and affective empathy regarding cyberbullying is associated with reduced 

negative bystander behaviour in the form o f sharing humiliating content. Thus, it is 

important to consider the role o f empathy when working towards countering all forms 

o f peer-aggression.
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7.4. Involvement in Cyber and Traditional Aggression and Bullying - The

Implications for Mental Health.

Chapter 5 reported findings regarding the relationship between involvement in cyber 

aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying, and depressive symptoms and 

psychological well-being. Qualitative data revealed that those who experience cyber 

victimization reported a range of emotional responses, with some respondents indicating 

that they were not negatively affected by the cyber-based abuse, and others reporting a 

variety of negative emotions ranging from upset or anger to depressed mood and 

feelings of worthlessness of life. The varying levels o f distress may be attributable to 

the severity o f the abuse experienced by victims, or it may reflect respondents' 

resilience. Alternatively the method o f collecting this qualitative data (one open 

question) may capture a broader range of responses with little scope for further 

elaboration. Respondents who reported cyberbullying others, tended to report that they 

were retaliating or that there was justification for their behaviour. Although some 

cyberbullies reported negative emotions such as guilt, others reported that they were not 

bothered or that they enjoyed cyberbullying others. Analysis o f depressive symptoms 

and psychological well-being allowed for insight regarding the relationship between 

involvement in bullying and mental health.

Results revealed that all forms o f victimization and aggression / bullying 

perpetration were related to increased depressive symptoms and reduced psychological 

well-being. However, victimization was consistently more strongly associated with 

impaired mental health compared with perpetration of aggression and bullying. 

Furthermore, involvement in traditional bullying and cyber aggression were more 

strongly associated with impaired mental health than involvement in cyberbullying. 

Analysis revealed that there was overlap across different forms of victimization with 

respect to mental health outcomes. However, traditional victimization was most
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strongly related to increased depressive symptoms and reduced psychological well

being, and this was followed by victimization by cyber aggression, and then 

victimization by cyberbullying. Although this may suggest that traditional bullying is 

of greatest concern, it is important to recognise that the strongest relationships with 

impaired mental health emerged when no form o f victimization was partialed out of 

analysis. Thus, the combination o f different types of victimization appears to be 

associated with more problematic psychological health.

Group comparisons were also conducted in order to explore the mental health 

o f victims, aggressors / bullies, aggressor-victims / bully-victims, and non-involved 

respondents. It was apparent that non-involved respondents tended to exhibit the lowest 

levels o f depressive symptoms and the highest levels o f psychological well-being across 

cyber aggression, traditional bullying, and cyberbullying. Although the aggressor / 

bully groups were inclined to exhibit somewhat more negative mental health scores, 

they displayed relatively little difference from the non-involved respondents. Despite 

the literature (e.g.. Cook et al., 2010; Kaltiala-Heino et al., 1999; Kumpulainen et al., 

2001) generally indicating that bully-victims exhibit the worst outcomes in terms of 

mental health, there was little clarity or consistency across different forms o f aggression 

and bullying regarding the mental health o f the aggressor-victims / bully-vicitms in the 

present research. In fact it was the frequent victim groups who consistently showed the 

highest depressive symptom levels and the lowest levels o f psychological well-being 

compared with other groups.

Although the current research carries important implications regarding the 

mental health outcomes associated with involvement in aggression and bullying, the 

findings must be interpreted with caution. The cross-sectional approach to the present 

research can only provide insight regarding the relationships between variables and 

cannot provide insight regarding the causal relationship between bullying and
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psychological health. Therefore, it is important that future research includes 

longitudinal studies which can illustrate the relationship between involvement in peer- 

related aggression and mental health over time. Chapter 5 also highlighted the broad 

variety o f instruments used to assess depression and positive aspects o f psychological 

well-being in relation to bullying involvement. It is important that there is a level of 

consistency regarding the methods used in future research so as to allow for 

comparability of findings, thus providing a clear overview of the existing relationships. 

There is also a need for more research which explores the effects of involvement in 

cyber-based aggression on mental health, as there is currently a paucity o f such 

research. Furthermore, it is advisable that future research explores group differences 

whilst also recognising involvement in multiple roles across multiple forms of 

aggression so as to give a more comprehensive overview o f respondents involvement in 

traditional and cyber peer-related aggression. Perhaps longitudinal research which 

addresses these recommendations would reveal that frequent victimization in a 

traditional or cyber context impacts on depressive symptoms and psychological well

being. Alternatively it may become evident that impaired mental health puts children 

and adolescents at risk for increased victimization or aggressive behaviour. In either 

case, this research provides evidence that there are consistently emerging relationships 

between these variables, and therefore it is important that the Department of Education 

and Skills continue their efforts to address bullying problems at school-level (Anti- 

Bullying Working Group, 2013) and to promote mental health and suicide prevention at 

post-primary school level (Grogan et al., 2013).

7.5. Coping with Cyber Victimization.

Chapter 6 reported the outcomes o f Study 2 in relation to coping strategies which post

primary school students use in response to cyber victimization. It emerged that in
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response to victimization, students indicated that they had utihsed various coping 

strategies including, retaliation, avoidance or ignoring, technical strategies, assertive 

contact with the aggressor / bully, and support seeking. Although some o f those who 

had been victimized reported confiding in a parent, it was also evident that some 

students are reluctant to tell an adult. With respect to ignoring or avoiding the issue, 

some respondents indicated that they did not respond as they felt this was the best 

strategy or because they did not care to, which is similar to active ignoring, whilst 

others did not respond because they did not know what to do or felt that there was 

nothing they could do, which is similar to helpless coping. Overall, approximately half 

of those who had utilised coping strategies following victimization reported that the 

strategies had helped to stop the problem or to make them feel better. With regard to 

hypothetical cyber victimization scenarios, respondents tended to recommend close 

support seeking, actively ignoring the aggressor, and assertive responding as useful 

coping approaches.

Cyber-based victimization was most strongly associated with helpless coping 

compared with other sub-scales o f the Coping Scale. Thus as cyber victimization 

increases, helpless coping scores increase, perhaps reflecting feelings of low efficacy as 

a result of repeated victimization. It may be that helpless coping follows unsuccessfiil 

use o f other coping strategies. Helpless coping in the current research was characterised 

by self-blame and passivity; responses which are not associated with positive outcomes 

(e.g., Escobar et al., 2011; Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Mahady Wilton et al., 2000). 

Furthermore, retaliation was the sub-scale most strongly associated with perpetration of 

cyber aggression and cyberbullying, indicating that those who engage in aggression and 

bullying in a cyber context are more inclined to respond to victimization aggressively. 

It is notable that this could begin a cycle o f abuse and victimization experienced by 

aggressive victims or bully-victims which has been associated with negative outcomes
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for mental health (Kaltiala-Heino et al., 1999; Kumpulainen et al., 2001), social 

adjustment, and academic performance (Cook et al., 2010). Retaliation has not been 

found to be an effective coping strategy in traditional or cyber settings (e.g., 

Machmutow et al., 2012; Mahady Wilton et al., 2000).

It was also apparent that females were more inclined to seek social support 

compared with males, whilst males were more inclined to retaliate compared with 

females. Considering the negative potential o f retaliation and positive potential of 

social support seeking (e.g., Dooley & Fitzgerald, 2012; Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; 

Machmutow et al., 2012), it is important that males are encouraged to share their 

problems and to seek advice and support. With regard to mental health outcomes in the 

current research, assertive coping and close support seeking emerged as weak predictors 

o f increased psychological well-being, whereas victimization by cyber aggression, 

traditional bullying, and cyberbullying, and helpless coping emerged as weak to 

moderate predictors o f reduced psychological well-being and increased depressive 

symptoms.

Therefore, it is positive that close support and assertiveness were more highly 

recommended strategies whereas helpless coping was not highly recommended. It may 

be that those with more robust mental health are inclined to seek social support or to 

respond to abuse assertively, whilst those with impaired mental health may be more 

inclined towards helpless coping due to feelings of low efficacy. Alternatively, 

selection o f ineffective coping strategies may have repercussions for mental health 

depending on the success o f those strategies. This causal relationship can only be 

clarified through longitudinal research. Considering the findings that victimization and 

helpless coping are risk factors for impaired mental health, and that just half of those 

victimized perceive their coping strategies to have been effective, it is vital that students 

receive training and education so as to equip them with a variety of effective strategies
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to stop victimization and to counter the potential negative effects. Given the recent 

finding, that among Irish adolescents, availability o f a special adult in times of difficulty 

is a protective factor for depression and anxiety (Dooley & Fitzgerald, 2012), it is 

essential that teachers and parents are also equipped with the skills to communicate 

effectively with children and adolescents and to respond to cyber victimization, so that 

the reluctance to confide in adults which has been evidenced by current and previous 

research (e.g., Juvonen & Gross, 2008) is addressed. The current initiative to update the 

guidelines on countering bullying at school (Anti-Bullying Working Group, 2013) 

offers a valuable opportunity for the Department of Education and Skills to introduce 

training for the whole school community in relation to safe and responsible use o f ICT 

tools.

With regard to future research, the Coping Scale used in Study 2 is the 

strongest instrument currently available to assess cyber-specific coping. However, it 

could be progressed further through adaptation for use regarding actual experience of 

victimization as opposed to hypothetical scenarios. Furthermore, the Assertiveness sub

scale in particular should be developed further in order to increase reliability values. 

Moreover, when using the Coping Scale in relation to hypothetical scenarios it is 

advisable to involve students in the design of the scenarios so as to provide examples 

which are realistic and where the degree of severity is accurately perceived by 

respondents. In addition it is important that longitudinal research is conducted which 

can provide insight regarding the effectiveness o f coping strategies over time for 

countering cyber victimization and buffering the negative effects.

7.6. Conclusion.

It is evident that the current Thesis has contributed a number of important implications

for both research and practice. With regard to research, fiirther attention is required
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regarding the conceptualisation o f cyber-based peer-aggression and regarding its 

measurement. Furthermore, clarification regarding the role of empathy in a cyber 

context is of particular importance as empathy training could play an important role in 

prevention of cyber aggression and promotion o f positive bystander behaviour. In 

addition, future research could provide important insight regard the relationships 

between involvement in traditional and cyber aggression and bullying, mental health, 

and coping styles. Although the current research highlighted emerging relationships 

across variables, longitudinal research using a cyber-specific coping measure can 

demonstrate the causal relationships across variables. This can also improve current 

knowledge regarding the effectiveness of coping strategies in countering victimization 

and buffering its negative effects over time. From a practical perspective, the current 

research highlights the need for the Department o f Education and Skills to communicate 

to educators and parents how they can best collaborate to combat all forms o f peer- 

related aggression. The promotion o f a culture in which all members o f the school and 

extended community feel valued and respected, and where all members are supported in 

opposing all forms of aggression and victimization can potentially provide a cure for 

this societal malady.
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Appendices.

Appendix A: The Cvberbullving Management Questionnaire.

1 What is your school’s roll number?

2 How many students are currently 
registered in your school?

n=

3 How many male and female 
students are currently registered in 
your school? (i.e. Male N = ; 
Female N = )

Male: n= 

Female: n=

4 How many teaching staff are 
currently employed in your school?

n=

5 How many non-teaching staff are 
currently employed in your school?

n=

6 Do you have an anti-bullying policy 
in your school?

□ Yes

□ No

7 If yes, is this a separate, stand-alone 
policy or is it a part of your school’s 
Code of Behaviour and Discipline?

□ N/A

□ It is a separate policy

□ It is an integral part of the school’s Code 

of Behaviour and Discipline

□ Other
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8 Is your anti-bullying policy posted 
on your school website?

□ N/A

□ Yes

□ No

9 Who participated in devising your 
anti-bullying policy (e.g. Board of 
Management, Parents' Association, 
students, outside specialists in the 
area o f bullying, etc.)?

10 Does your anti-bullying policy 
apply to any of the following 
members of your school 
community? (Tick all relevant 
answers):

□ N/A

□ Teaching staff

□ Non-teaching staff

□ Pupils

□ Parents

□ Other:

11 Does your anti-bullying policy 
incorporate the issue of 
cyberbullying?

□ N/A

□ Yes

□ No

12 Have staff at your school received 
any training to prevent/deal with 
traditional bullvine?

□ Yes

□ No

13 Have staff at your school received 
anv trainina on cvber safety fi.e. 
safe, responsible use of mobile 
phones and the Internet)?

□ Yes

□ No

14 Have staff at vour school received 
any training on procedures for 
dealing with cvberbullvine 
incidents?

□ Yes

□ No
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15 If staff did receive training, what
form did this take (e.g. seminar, 
presentation from an invited 
speaker, etc)?

16 Have vour students received anv □ Yes
training to prevent/deal with

□ Notraditional bullvine?

17 Have vour students received anv □ Yes
training on cvber safety (i.e. safe.

□ Noresponsible use o f mobile phones
and the Internet)?

18 Have vour students received anv □ Yes
training to prevent/deal with

□ Nocvberbullvina?

19 If students received training, what
form did this take (e.g. presentation 
from an invited expert, SPHE 
curriculum, etc.)?

20 Have the parents of vour students □ Yes
received any training to help

□ Noprevent/deal with traditional
bullvina?

21 Have the parents of vour students □ Yes
received anv training on cvber

□ Nosafety (i.e. safe, responsible use of
mobile phones and the Internet)?

22 Have the parents of vour students □ Yes
received any training to help

□ Noprevent/deal with cvberbullvina?
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23 If parents received training, what
form did this take (e.g. seminar,
presentation from an invited
speaker, etc)?

24 Have you designated a □ Yes
member/members o f staff to deal

□ Nowith incidents of cyberbullying?

25 If yes, have they received training □ N/A
for this position?

□ Yes

□ No

26 Are you aware o f any incident of □ Yes
cyberbullying in your school to

□ Nodate?

27 In the past month how many □ 0
incidents o f traditional bullvine
have come to your attention? □ 1-5

□ 6-10

□ 11-15

□ 16-20

□ 20+

28 In the past month how many □ 0
incidents of cvberbullving have
come to your attention? □ 1-5

□ 6-10

□ 11-15

□ 16-20

□ 20+
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29 Have you received any directives 
from the Department o f Education 
and Skills regarding cyberbullying?

□ Yes

□ No

30 Have you availed o f any 
resources/materials in relation to 
cyberbullying (e.g. the Office for 
Internet Safety’s free resources 
“Get with IT!”)?

□ Yes

□ No

31 If yes can you mention the 
resources you used?

32 Is there anything the Department of 
Education and Skills could do to 
help you cope better with 
cyberbullying?

□ Yes

□ No

33 If yes please make a suggestion.

34 Have you any specific 
concerns/worries in relation to 
cyberbullying?

□ Yes

□ No

35 If yes please expand on this.
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Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. The second stage o f our 
research will look at the prevalence o f cyberbullying in Irish schools. This will require a 
sample of students from each year group to answer a questionnaire anonymously. We 
can provide you with feedback on your school if  you wish to participate.

36 Would you be willing to participate in □ Yes
the next stage of our research?

□ No

If you are willing to participate in study 2, please provide contact details for the staff 
member who should be contacted regarding this.
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Appendix B: Questionnaire designed by Me Guckin & Lewis.

About Your School.

Type o f school (circle) Nursery Primary

Secondary Grammar

Special Further
Education

Total number o f pupils currently enrolled in your 
school

Total number o f teaching staff currently employed 
by the school

What is the age range o f the pupils in your school

What is the gender make-up of the pupils in your % Male
school

% Female

What is the religious make-up of the pupils in your % Catholic
school

% Protestant

% Other

Can you tell us the absenteeism rate for the school %
(per year)

Which Education Board does your school belong 
to?
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Do you receive any directives from the Department 
o f Education regarding bullying in school?

Yes No

If yes, what are they?

Does your school have a “Discipline Policy”, or 
other policy related to bullying ?

Yes No

If yes, what is it?

If yes, have you included the anti-bullying program 
within the Discipline Policy?

Yes No

If yes, when did it start

If no, do you have separate arrangements for an Yes No
anti-bullying program?

If yes, when did it start
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Can you tell us briefly about your anti-bullying program?

If you do not have an anti-bullying program, are you 
considering implementing one in the fiature?

Yes No

If yes, can you give us an indication of when and what this 
might entail ?

If you have an anti-bullying program, is this communicated 
to all:

Staff Yes No

If yes, how is this done, and by whom?
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Pupils Yes No

If yes, how is this done, and by whom?

Parents

If yes, how is this done, and by whom?

Yes No

About Your Staff

Have your teaching staff been alerted to be watchful of 
bullying behaviours among pupils?

Yes No

If yes, how?

How many of your teaching staff does this apply to ? %
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Have any of your other staff (e.g., lunch-time staff, 
caretakers) received any formal training or guidance with 
regards to what constitutes bullying behaviour among pupils 
and how to deal with it if it occurs?

If yes, can you briefly describe how this is done.

Yes No

Have any of your teachers ever reported a bullying incident 
in which they felt they were the victim?

Yes No

If yes, approximately how many o f your teachers would 
have reported such behaviours (as far as you are aware) ?

If they reported who the bully was, can you tell us who it 
was -  e.g., other teacher, student, parent

If such behaviour was reported, can you tell us what the 
outcome was?

Have any of your other staff ever reported a bullying Yes No
incident in which they feel they are the victim?
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If yes, approximately how many of your these staff would 
have reported such behaviours (as far as you are aware)?

If they reported who the bully was, can you tell us who it 
was -  e.g., other colleague, teacher, student, parent

If such behaviour was reported, can you tell us what the 
outcome was?

About Your Pupils.

Have you ever suspended a pupil for bullying within the last Yes No
5 years?

If yes, how many pupils would you have suspended for this 
reason ?

Have you ever expelled a pupil for bullying within the last 5 Yes No
years?

If yes, how many pupils would you have expelled for this 
reason ?

Is the issue o f bullying communicated to the pupils? Yes No
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If yes, can you briefly describe how this is done, for example, through a particular class, 
a school handbook etc.

Other Information

Is the issue o f bullying communicated to the parents? Yes No

If yes, can you briefly describe how this is done.

We are also interested in homophobic bullying in schools.

Has your school received a copy of the ‘Homophobic 
Bullying Shatters Lives' poster which has been facilitated 
by The Rainbow Project and supported by most political 
parties in Northern Ireland? Ygg

If yes, have any of your pupils reported such bullying 
behaviours due to their sexuality?

No

If yes, have you displayed it in your school? Yes No

Yes No
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If you have not displayed it in your school can you tell us why you chose not to display 
it?

Request For Further Information

In order to compile as much information as possible on the current response to bullying 
in schools, the following would be o f great use to the researchers:

• any literature available from \ produced by your school, including any materials 
published \ statistics \ work plans \ policy statements dealing with the issue of 
bullying in your school.

• any other relevant materials or information which you feel ought to be included 
as part of this project.

If you could furnish the researchers with any of the above information, we would 
be most grateful. You may be assured that this and any other information will be 
treated in the strictest of confidence by the researchers.

Can you offer any further information that you believe would be helpful to the 
research?

Thank-you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Any further 
comments or suggestions you may wish to make in relation to responding to the 

issue of bullying in your school or other schools are very welcome.

Once again, thank-you for your time and co-operation with this research.
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Appendix C: School of Education Ethical Approval Form

E th ics  F o rn i

UWVERStTY OF DUBLIN, TWMTTY COLLEGE 

SCHOOL OF EDUCATKUM

Ethics Review Ct«»cKi8t

ctecklfel shouKl be camp«€fted by Die sie&earoner (with txe adt̂ ice or tlie research 
supewsor f  releMantl, for e’i'ery fes«afcM project wtitels invotves human partlDlpanIs,

Project title:

Re^earc^efisystudent:

Supervtsa- i>vt)ere r»evarrti:

Prograrme of study jmrtwre feievant;.;

Part One

Yes ND

1. Does tie  sludy invtKve pairtJclpanSs iMrto are partoularty I’ulnerabte 
or unaOte io ̂ ve Infccmed consent (tbc e«ample. ct̂ ltdren wim special 
drasaittes;!?

2. WM Itie s)ydy nequ)r& 11% oo-c îerattixi of an advtKats for initial access 
tD tt% groups or indrMt AiSs iw  exatnp^, cntidren with d^DHtttes; adults 
with 3 ctentenia)?

3. Coi«d n>e research Indues psychologlcai stress or araclety, cause 
harm or hav̂ e n^tlM e cons«iuence« tor He parUctpanlB 0eyoiTd tt?e 
rtsts encourrtEfed their normal IBfeslytes’ )

66
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4.. Will deception of participants be necess^* Otirlrtg itie &tui!y iTor 
e*ampie, covert (Jbse^vaion of peopte)?

5. Wll tne sitdy In’i^tve dsoisElon oc Icplcs «vtlch tie  participants wsxjtt 
flna se n s lw  (fbr exampte, sexual actlvtty, i i iq  u sep

6. WII tl5e siHJy inralMe pfotonged or repeBtJve tesHrq or pUjfSJcal testing 
ilbr eaamote, the use of siKits'eqilprTWfl sucft as a trealmli i, and «ll a 
t«a(tft qiesBonnare &e needed?

7. WII iie  researcfi invs^^e medteaf p rasdw es ^ r  example, are divgs, 
paceoos or otDer s ^ b ^ c e «  Et»cti as foods, MRamlns & &e aM ni&^red 
Id tt«  parflclpaniE or wll the s&itfy nwj^ve nvasi^e, intrusive a- 
potefilall)' liamful pracedues of any Umlp

8. WII Wiancial ^ducetnents (ottief than rsasonaBe expenses or 
coTOensatlon for Hire) bs Dffei«f tB aarttejpaitE’

9. WII f x  be a^le ^  o&taln permlsstcm tram ttie school and parents to 
InwtMe children unK r si)%en m tt»  stu;!)''̂  Please aiso seek s^t^liien's 
penmsson.

IQ. Are tt«re orobleras '«tth participants' nght to remain anonyrrious or to 
have the infwrnallon they give not ItKnilftebfe as theirs?

11. is the ngtrt to freely n^fidrar* Ita r  the study S  any Hme made 
exptlctt?

If you h » e  answened NO to a l of Bie questions, please forwam tfifs 
completeo ttorm Id the Chair of B>e Emtcs Ccrnmlltee, Dr, Aiaati Seery 
i&e â îcd.ie).

If jfiou Have ans*6»iesl YES Id any of tfte quesOons, please compJete Part Two of tils 
IbiTP ssow , and send tf^etonnto Dr. Seerj'.
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PartTWD

For eacti Bsni apsl̂ ê ■ed YES, please gve a sanroaiy o? Bte Iwue arjd actksfi to &e M en  to 
address t.

Stgtiei

(Resê ioJKPSImlentj

Dsit:
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T6 b€ coTOtetefl by the syperi'lscir (h the case a stuifent applcaiton}

(PLEASE TCKO hei

i‘apiop«tate acCon taten io ma^italn elWcai sJattdanfe -  no ftjrlher acdan necessary. 

H e  Issues !te  guiaanoe sf if»  Sciksqi of Educattori’s ESfiiai commttee.

Comfnefits:

Signed iŝ iperi'BoO:

Date;
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Appendix D: Study 1 - Research proposal.

The current study is the first o f three studies which focus on cyberbullying prevention 
and intervention in secondary schools. This initial study is an investigation o f the 
existence and quality o f cyberbullying policies in Irish schools. The design o f study 1 is 
an online questionnaire. All secondary school principals in the Republic o f Ireland will 
be invited to participate in the research. Data will be collected using the online 
marketing tool Zoomailer.net. Zoomailer.net will allow me to post my questionnaire 
online and invite principals via email to participate in the research. It will also allow me 
to collect data from those who choose to answer the questionnaire and to monitor how 
well my research is being received. Upon collection, the data will be stored in an excel 
file on my personal computer. The file will be password protected and will not be 
available to anyone but myself. No individuals’ names or the names of their respective 
schools will be available in the data. Each participant will be identifiable by an ID 
number.

Participation will require principals to answer a questionnaire consisting o f items which 
focus on the following issues:

• Details o f the school, e.g. number of pupils, number of teaching staff etc.;
• The existence of an anti-bullying policy;
• The existence of a cyberbullying policy;
• The implementation o f a whole-school approach (i.e. where all members o f the 

school are involved in addressing bullying);
• Training for staff, parents and teachers in addressing traditional bullying;
• Training for staff, parents and teachers in addressing cyberbullying;
• Training for staff, parents and teachers which deals with safe, responsible 

Internet use;
• The methods used for training on these issues (where applicable);
• Principals’ awareness of available resources to aid education on cyberbullying 

and Internet safety.

It is hoped that the data collected will shed light on the preparedness of schools to cope 
with cyberbullying incidents. This study in conjunction with a follow-up study on 
prevalence and correlates o f cyberbullying will help to inform the design and evaluation 
of a cyberbullying intervention programme. At the end o f the questionnaire, participants 
can self-select to participate in study 2.
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Appendix E: Study 1 - Invitation email.

Dear Principal,

By way of introduction, my name is Lucie Corcoran and I am studying for my PhD in 
The School o f Education, Trinity College Dublin. I wish to invite you to participate in 
my research exploring the management o f cyberbullying in Irish schools (the link to the 
questionnaire is XXXX).

Should you choose to participate, the information you provide will be anonymous and 
no information which could identify you or your school will be published in any thesis 
or publication. You can also opt out o f the research at any time if you wish to. If you 
have any questions regarding the questionnaire do not hesitate to contact me by email at 
corcorl@tcd.ie.

The software used in this research (Zoomailer) will allow me to store data from those 
who choose to answer the questionnaire. It will also allow me to monitor how well my 
research is being received. For instance I will be able to see how many recipients of this 
email: open the link to the questionnaire; fully answer the questionnaire; partly answer 
the questionnaire; and who forwards the email to someone else. In this way I can send 
reminders to those who have not participated in the research after a two week period.

Many of the questions are multiple-choice. Simply tick the appropriate box/boxes. If a 
question does not apply to your school, tick the N/A box. Where necessary please type 
your answer in the space provided. The questionnaire should take 10 to 15 minutes to 
complete.

Kind regards,

Lucie Corcoran.
Prof Mona O ’Moore 
Dr. Conor Me Guckin

Traditional Bullying is repeated verbal, psychological or physical aggression, enacted 
by one individual or a group against others (Dept, o f Education and Skills, 1993).

Cyberbullying is “ ...psychological bullying, enacted using electronic communication 
tools, such as mobile phones, blogs, websites, and chat rooms” (Shariff & Gouin, 2005).
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Appendix F: Study 1 - Invitation Letter.

Lucie Corcoran.
Anti-Bullying Ce nt re
School  of  Educa t ion
Arts a n d  Social Sc iences  Building
Trinity College Dublin
Dublin 2.

D ear  Principal,

By w a y  of  in t rodu c t ion ,  my  n a m e  is Lucie Corcoran  a n d  I a m  cur re n t ly  s tudying  for  my 
PhD in The  School  of  Educa t ion ,  Trinity College Dublin. I have  prev ious ly c o n d u c t e d  
r e s e a r c h  o n  a d o l e s c e n t s '  e x p e r i e n c e s  of  cyberbul lying in s e c o n d a r y  schools  in re la t ion  
t o  per sona l i ty  t ra i t s  a n d  se lf - image.  I a m  c ur ren t ly  explor ing  t h e  m a n a g e m e n t  of  
cyberbul lying in Irish p o s t - p r i m a ry  schools  a n d  you a re  invited t o  p a r t i c ip a te  in my 
initial s tudy .  The  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  a n d  a r e tu rn  e n v e l o p e  a re  en c lo se d .  It is vital t h a t  w e  
g e t  a g o o d  r e s p o n s e  t o  th is  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  a s  t h e  d a t a  co l lec ted  will he lp  to  in form a 
cyberbul ly ing p r e v e n t i o n / i n t e r v e n t i o n  mode l .  Th e re fo re ,  yo u r  p ar t ic ipa t ion  w o u ld  be 
g rea t ly  a p p re c ia te d .

Should  you c h o o s e  t o  par t ic ipa te ,  t h e  in format ion  you provide  will b e  a n o n y m o u s  and  
no  informa t io n  which  could  ident i fy you or  y o u r  school  will b e  pub l i s he d  in any  thes i s  
o r  publ icat ion.  You can  a lso o p t  o u t  of  t h e  r e sea rch  a t  any  t i m e  if you  wish to.  If you 
have  q u e s t i o n s  regard in g  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  do  no t  he s i t a te  t o  c o n t a c t  m e  by emai l  a t  
corcor l@tcd . ie  o r  by  t e l e p h o n e  a t  0 8 7  965  4748.

M a n y  of  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  mul t iple -choice .  Simply tick t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  bo x/ boxe s .  If a 
q u e s t i o n  d o e s  n o t  apply  t o  y o u r  school ,  t ick t h e  N/A box. W h e r e  n e c e s s a ry  p le a s e  ty p e  
y o u r  a n s w e r  in t h e  s p a c e  provided .  The  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  sh ou ld  t a k e  10 to  15 m i n u t e s  to  
c o m p l e t e .

Kind regards ,

Lucie Corcoran  
Prof. M o n a  O ' M o o r e  
Dr. Co nor  Me Guckin

• Trad i t iona l  bu l ly ing  is r e p e a t e d  verba l,  psychological  o r  physical  aggress ion ,  
e n a c t e d  by o n e  individual o r  a g r o u p  aga ins t  o t h e r s  (Dept ,  of  Educa t ion  a n d  
Skills, 1993).

• Cyberbullying is "... covert  psychological bullying, conveyed through the electronic 
mediums" (Shariff & Gouin, 2005).
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Appendix G: Invitation to participate in a later study.

If you do not wish to participate in the current questionnaire, but feel you 
might like to be involved in further studies, including the upcoming study 
on cyberbullying prevalence in secondary schools, please provide contact 
details for the relevant member of staff below. It will be possible to provide 
individual feedback for schools involved in the prevalence study.

School Name: _  

School Address:

Name o f relevant person:

Email A ddress:________

Phone Number:
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Appendix H; Study 1: Qualitative data.

Responses to Question 9.

1 BOM, Parents Assoc, Staff etc.

2 Board, teachers. Parents’ Council, Students’ council

3 staff, parents consulting group, Board o f Management

4 All stakeholders

5 Board, staff, parents. Student Council

6 I’m not sure. Before my time at the college

7 Students Staff Parents Board o f Managemant NEPS psychologist consulted

8 Staff, PTA, Students and BOM

9 Students, parents, teachers

10 Parents, Students, Teachers, BOM

11 Staff BOM

12 BOM Parents Council Student Council Teachers Non-Teachers

13 BOM, Parents, student, X, staff.

14 Board and teachers

15 Students, parents, teachers and BoM

16 Staff, parents, students, BOM. Researched policies in other schools, materials from various 
sources which published materials on the subject.

17 Staff, students, parents. Board of Management

18 Board o f Management, Parents’ Association, Teaching staff; Pupils, outside specialists

19 TEACHERS Students For Charter

20 All o f  these

21 Principal, Deputy Principals, Parents Council, Staff Students Council.

22 Parents / Students / SNA mediation counsellor

23 Staff, BOM, parents Student Council.

24 Board o f Management. Teachers + Students + parents.

25 BoM PTA SRC (Student Council) Outside agencies

26 Cool Schools Anti Bullying BoM, Students, Teachers Parents

27 Board, staff (currently reviewing with PTA, BOM, Staff + Students)

28 BOM, Parents Students outside.

29 All parties -  BOM P.A/students/staff. + outside help.
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30 B.O.M. Parents Ass. STUDENTS, Teachers.

31 Staff, pupils, external expertise, B.O.M

32 Staff, Students, Parents’ Association, Board o f Management

33 Staff, Students, Parents, & B.O.M.

34 We have an anti-bullying committee composed o f teachers

35 all partners in school community

36 BOM, Parents Association, Principal, Guidance Counsellor, Teachers

37 BOM Parents Staff Students

38 BOM, Parents, Students, Staff, SPHE Support Service

39 Everybody

40 Staff, parents, BOM

41 A group o f s ta f f -  reps from the Parents Association consulted.

42 BOM/Parents/Students Council/Teachers

43 Board, Parents Assoc., Student Council, Staff

44 Bom / Students / Teachers Parents
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Responses to Question 15

Note: Italicised text refers to relevant information which was provided outside o f  

question 15.

1 Seminar plus invited speaker.

2 Presentation asnd discussion

3 Seminar

4
We are part o f the Cool School initiative which provided a number o f  staff members with 
inservice and we also had sessions in school for all staff members

5 by discussion at staff meetings,

6
Seminar from invited guest In-house info session for staff NCTE info leaflets HSCLC info 
leaflets for staff & parents

7 presentation by speakers tools o f website antibullyingcampaign.ie

8
All staff briefed about bullying and cyber bullying at staff day at beginning o f  year and during the 
year

9 training from outside specialists on two different occasions

10 PRESENTATION FROM AN INVITED SPEAKER

11 1. Invited Speaker 2. Gardai

12 12 + 13. Invited speaker at Staff Day

13 Staff meeting + cool schools facilitator

14 Seminar

15 Invited speaker.

16

Seminar at Conference + Work shop

*Not ye t except Principal (in relation to cyber safety) *

17

•  Seminar
• Inservice

*(NOT ALL STAFF) (in relation to cyber safety)*

18

Seminar & Ongoing workshops through SPHE Training 

*Work in Progress since [?] 2011 (in relation to cyberbullying)*

19 Seminar -  invited speaker

20 N/A

21 Semimar with principal

22
Invited speaker to address students & some staff were present. Also staff session to input on anti 
bullying policy.

23 N/A

592



Responses to Question 19

Note: Italicised text refers to relevant information which was provided outside o f  

question 19.

1 SPHE curric plus Tutors.

2 No formal training but form tutors and management discuss it with students

3 SPHE

4 Part o f curriculum and by Class tutors

5
Pastoral care class where class teacher. Year Head and Deputy Principal were involved in 
delivering training

6 SPHE classes at Junior Cycle Year head presentations at senior cycle

7 Sphe

8 Subject Teachers — IT class SPHE classes

9

One of our teachers has completed a Masters on Cyber Bullying and has taken all years and 
worked with them around this whole area. We also incorporate such info into SPHE and get 
outside agencies (ie Gardai) to present info to students.

10 SPHE curriculum

11 SPHE curriculum teachers. Principal

12 Presentation from invited speakers

13 SPHE curriculum; part o f our Bullying Awareness Day

14 SPHE Curriculum, invited experts

15 SPHE Health Promotion Theme weeks

16 SPHE ICT Visiting speaker

17 SPHE. Anti-Bullying Awareness Week. Invited speakers.

18 SPHE. + NCTE RESOURCES.

19 *advice rather than training (in relation to cyberbullying)*

20

SPHE

*Friendship days in school, (in relation to trad, bullying)*

21 SPEAKER + SPHE. curriculum

22

see above

The issues are addressed as part o f SPHE + plans are in place to bring in a theatre group to help 
address issue

from  X  has spoken to all groups at 2 year intervals (in relation to traditional bullying and  
cyber safety) *

*Xhas (in relation to cyberbullying)*
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23

• Presentation from Longford Youth Service
• S.P.H.E
• Curriculuum
• Cross curricular activities

24 Presentation from ‘Sticks & Stones’ Workshop. Also dealt with in SPHE

25 Presentation from an invited expert.

26 presentation from invited expert SPHE.

27 Presentation from Childwatch

28 SPHE -  invited expert

29 SPHE Curriculum

30 SPHE Curriculum

31 SPHE Presentations Assemblies

32

as above.

*Tutor time allocated to the issue annually, (in relation to traditional bullying) *

*but local Liason Garda due to speak to Junior end o f  school (ie V  + 2"^ years) in M ay on this 
topic and alcoholism, (in relation to cyber safety). *

*As above (in relation to cyberbidlying). *

33 'Stay Safe On Line'

34

• SPHE curriculum
• Dramatic presentation as part o f anti-bullying week for 1*' years
•  Presentation to all students on cyber-bul lying.

35 EXPERT / MENTAL HEALTH INITIATIVE
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Responses to Question 23

Note; Italicised text refers to relevant information which was provided outside o f  

question 23.

1 Presentation.

2 No formal training but correspondance and advice given in writing from school

3 presentation from invited speaker

4 Special talk by expert

5 Have had talks organised in the school but no formal training

6 Presentation from an invited speaker to the AGM o f the PTA

7 Presentation Information leaflets

8 Presentation by invited speaker

9 n/a

10 Principal at meetings

11 Presentation from an invited speaker

12 PRESENTATION FROM AN INVITED SPEAKER

13 Invited speaker “Get with it”

14 Provision of Internet safety materials

15 Invited speaker

16 Parents' night & presentation plus guest speaker

17

(1) Presentation, invited speaker (2) Written materials produced by outside agency and circulated. 

*advice rather than training given at induction events (in relation to trad, bullying)*

*Specific training session organised hy PTA (in relation to cyber safety) *

*As above (in relation to cyberbullying) *

18 Cool schools speaker

19 Presentation by speaker

20 INVITED SPEAKER.

21

As above

*Lecture at AG M  + X fo llow  up fo r  parents 2 years ago. (in relation to traditional bullying)* 

*Only as part o f  lecture (in relation to cyber safety) *

22
* Invited to attend Parents' Evening as part o f  ‘Sticks and S tones' Workshop. 6 parents (5 fam ilies  
o f 240) in attendance, (in relation to traditional bullying). *

23 Seminar Presentation from an invited speaker.
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24 Invited speaker

25 N/A

26 Seminar Presentation Speaker

27
*Parents Association have the issue address at I  meeting p er  year annually, ie Anti Bullying 

policy explained (in relation to Trad, bullying). *

28 Seminar - from one o f the parents

29 Presentation from invited sp eak e r-ju n io r cert students parents invited.

30 N/A
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Responses to Question 31

1 NCTE guidelines

2 NCTE info NCTE guest speakers

3 A guide to Cyberbullying

4 N/A

5 SPHE.IE Phoebe Prince DVD from RTE. Facebook spoke to Parents

6 Get with it parental Booklets

7 Office for Internet Safety & Meath VEC Resources

8 NCTE RESOURCE Disk.

9 No - sorry!

10 Get with IT

11 NCTE.

12 Not sure -  Passed them on to relevant people.

13 Posters in Computer Room.

14 Internet Safety

15 Esafety -  website Get with IT.

16 Get With It

17 Childwatch

18 NCTE Webwise materials for SPHE class

19 Gardai were informed.

20 Surfwise

21 Childwatch website and presenter
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Responses to Question 33

1 R esources plus speakers.

2 G uide-lines and directions regarding social netw orking sites

3 Staff in-service

4 Seminars

5 Provide training

6
Training sessions for staff/w hole s ta ff info sessions Student Council T raining Parents A ssociation 
Training

7 Put on inservice around this w hole area

8 Specific training

9

Inservice alw ays helps. People interested can then set up support group in the school to  advise and 
support s ta ff and students.Parents are giving too much tim e and freedom  to their children on 
social sites and are not m onitoring content w hich can som etim es be inappropriarte.

10 provide training, raise aw areness am ong students, teachers, parents

11
M ore general inform ation, m ore m aterials for use in the classroom , advice on dealing wioth 
cyber-bullying

12 FU RTH ER TRA IN IN G  A ND  IN FORM A TION

13
A lot o f  cyberbullying happens outside o f  school so [?] is our legal responsibility this needs 
clarification.

14 M ake resources available to schools eg posters, booklets Facebook

15 Clear guidelines on how to handle issue, suggested supports and resources

16 Inservice training for schools.

17 Inservice training and ongoing support.

18
Ensure N CC A  m aintains SPHE curriculum , current and up-to-date, w ith appropriate resources in 
this area

19 Training for staff on the subject courses for students

20
Provide W ork shops for staff + students. At present, it is very much up to  individual school to go 
solo at som e financial cost.

21 Target inservice ie. for SPHE teachers.

22 A module on cyberbullying to be designed specific to second level -  Sim ilar to R.SE etc.

23 Staff training in the form o f  practical intro to what exactly cyber bullying is

24 Issue guidelines on how  to deal with it. Inform  parents in Prim ary school o f  the dangers.

25 Include m odule in SPHE - allow  us to ban m obile phones in school

26 Circular outlining

27
Issue guidelines, ie who do parents go to when they are concerned about m aterial [?] by another 
student in the school on their daughters Facebook??
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The problem is the expectation o f parents that the school is obliged to do something about it. This 
is a very grey area where the bullying is happening on home computer

28
As part o f  SLSS (or PDST), provide suitable inservice for whole staff so that as a school, we do 
not have to pay for this service.

29

DESIGNATED ANTI-BULLYING DAY 

AWARENESS DAY
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Responses to Question 35

1 All students are very vulnerable and m ay not divulge the problem .

2 Parents are for the most part unaw are o f  what is going on, as are teachers. Students have a 
dim inished understanding o f  personal privacy, a fact I find truly worrying. Students are to some 
extent addicted to Facebook etc yet som e are unable to cope with cyberbullying and try to live 
with it.

3 isolation o f  students -  or indeed o f  staff possibility  (not yet proven) o f  feelings o f  suicide amongst 
students

4 K eeping up to date. D ealing w ith issues that originate outside the school.

5 The advancing technologies - eg sm artphones -  make it very difficult to ‘po lice’ cyberactivity. 
This is particularly true in our boaridng context.

6 That students can do it so easily, w ithout parents or school m onitoring Facebook etc

7 Lack o f  control over social netw orking sites eg bebo, facebook w here people appear to be able to 
put up anything w ithout consequence. ‘F orm spring’, w hich has becom e an anonom ous bullying 
site.

8 Cyberbullying is very difficult to deal with and often involves groups o f  students and even 
som etim es their parents. Facebook can cause very serious difficulties especially when parents do 
not understand how the teenages can select to use it

9 Can be difficult to ‘pin dow n’ when it goes outside the building. The lines betw een school and 
fam ily responsibilities can be blurred. The anonim ity associated with the Internet casn make 
tracking difficult.

10 A general sense that parents are ignorant o f  the seriousness o f  this issue because they them selves 
are not IT literate. A general sense that young people are unaw are o f  the dangers associated with 
‘cyberw orld’ and that nothing is private!

11 Face book etc. is problem atic and beyond the control o f  the school — how ever we are still 
expected (by parents etc) to deal with situations as they arise.

12 The difficulty o f  policing it and dealing w ith it w hen access is not possible due to “privacy” o f  
pages The hugely detrim ental effect w hich it has on self-esteem  and the fear o f  exposure 
experienced by anybody targeted

13 Very difficult to manage w hat happens on the internet in school. M ondays can be difficult with 
face book activity over w eekends

14 That it happens and is insidious and difficult to  identify and stop when it happens.

15 It is on the increase. Very hard to get parents & students to rem em ber to print offensive material 
im m ediately as evidence.

16 M ost takes place outside school yet school is usually left to handle the consequences.

17 I am not skilled in dealing w ith the com piter aspect o f  cyber-bullying (although other staff are).

18 The legal situation as [?] above

19 The aspect o f  it that concerns me m ost is the lack o f  (1) Parental supervision (2) Students lack o f  
understanding o f  the consequences

20 *mainly occurs outside school - but im pacts on what happens in sch. *Lack o f  K now ledge & 
support from Gardai

21 B eginning to invade students lives in school w hile m ost o f  tee cyberbullying take place outside
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school. The overflow  and im pact in school is growing.

22 W e need (1) Parental supervision and (2) R esponsible providers and Internet services

(1) M anaging schoo l-hom e distinction (i.e. schools cannot take on responsibility  for students use 
(or m isuse) o f  Internet

(2) Internet providers have dodged responsibilities on this for too long.

23 becom ing more prevalent.

24 V ery difficult to deal with ie youtube facebook- goes viral very quickly.

25 N eed to  provide more training for the school com m unity

26 IS O FTEN  SEEN AS O U TSID E JU R ISD ICTIO N  O F SCHOOL.

27 It is very pervasive and increasing all the tim e and stats aren’t there yet as to the awful outcom es 
that m ay be occuring.

28 •  Students “com plete” lack o f  aw areness o f  legal im plications
•  Students lack o f  “sense” in this area

29 24/7 no escape or dow ntim e for students

30 Extent to w hich students have the fi'eedom — uncontrolled and unsupervised by parents/guardians 
-  to access internet with all the  consequences which com e with it.

31 The dam age it is doing to children’s lives long after the event. Students may well be destroying 
their future careers. Pow erlessness!

32 • W e need to explore the fully the im pact w hich it is having on students
•  There is a total lack o f  aw areness am ongst parents o f  the effect it has on young people
• Lack o f  supervision by parents with regard to the use o f  m obile phones and com puters by 

their children

33 It’s going to be a major problem as technology increases and parents unfortunately are not aware 
enough.

34 The w hole area is m oving so fast it could prove difficult to police

35 Problem s from outside school are brought into the school

36 Only 2 incidents in last 6 years. Both resolved

37 Re: R esponsibilities as outlined above.

It is my experience that there are a lot o f  issues now in relation to 'Facebook' w here the [?] 
language used is very often vulgar and provocative. V. difficult for a school to deal with 
‘offended’ parents on this issue.

38 The challenge o f  dealing with incidents that take place outside o f  school. T he technology 
difficulties with blocking such sites in school.
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Appendix I: Questionnaire for Study 2.

TRINITY COLLEGE DUBLIN
COLAISTE NA TRIO N O ID E

THE 
UNIVERSITY 
OF DUBLIN

This ques t ionnaire  will ask you a b o u t  your use of mobile phon es  and th e  Internet,  your 
experience  of aggression,  your feelings toward s  o thers,  and your  feelings of well-being. 
You will also be asked to imagine w h a t  you would do if you found yourself in different 
si tuat ions online.

Your participation in this research is opt ional  and you have t h e  right to s top a t  any 
t ime. Your anonymity will be protec ted .  This m eans  th a t  your  answers  will not be 
shared with your teachers ,  principal or  parent s  and your n a m e  will not  appe ar  
anyw here  in t h e  research.  To give your consen t  to  participate in this s tudy please tick 
t he  box at  the  bo t tom of page 2.

Many of th e  quest ions will offer a n u m b er  of possible (tick t h e  box) answers .  In this 
case you should tick t h e  box bes ide the  a ns wer  you want  to  choose .  However,  in o the r  
cases you can write your own answer.  With s o m e  of the  ques t ions  you can tick "No 
answer",  if you do not  wan t  to  give an answer.  If t h e re  is anything tha t  you are not 
sure about ,  please feel free to ask the  researcher.

Thank you for your participation.

Lucie Corcoran 

Stephen Minton 

Conor Me Guckin 

Mona O'Moore
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Part 1: Some questions about you.

1. What age are you? □  12

□  13

□  14

□  15

□  16

□  17

□  18

2. What is your sex? □  Male

□  Female

3. What county do you live in?

4. What is your nationality? □  Irish

□  Other

I  consent to participating in this research study □
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Part 2: Your mobile phone and Internet activity.

Yes No

5. Do you own a mobile phone? □ □

Yes No

6. Do you own a Smartphone? □ □

Never Rarely
Some
times

Often Always

7. If you own a phone, how often 
do you use it during school 
hours?

□ □ □ a □

Yes No

8. Do you have a social network 
account, e.g., Facebook?

□ a

Yes No

9. Do you use the Internet at 
home?

□ □

Yes No

10. If yes, do you use the Internet in 
your room?

□ □

11. How many hours do you spend on the Internet each day? (Please write a number 
in the space provided)

a. On a normal school day I spend  hours online.

b. On a day off (e.g., Sunday) I spend  hours online.
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12. How often have you done the following activities during the last three months?

Never Once or twice About once a 
month

About once a 
week

(Almost) dally

Use the computer □ □ □ □ □

Make phone calls (i.e., Landline, mobile phone) □ □ □ □ □

Receive or send text messages with a mobile phone □ □ □ □ □

Receive or send MMS (i.e., pictures or videos) with a mobile phone □ □ □ □ □

Receive or send emails □ □ □ □ □

Communicate with others via chat (e.g., MSN, Facebook, etc.) □ □ □ □ □

Post information about yourself or others on websites (e.g., Facebook, blogs, 
forums, etc.)

□ □ □ □ □

Read others' news (e.g., Facebook, blogs, forums, etc.) □ □ □ □ □

Use a webcam □ □ □ □ □

Watch or download pictures or videos from the Internet □ □ □ □ □

Download music from the Internet □ □ □ □ □

Play computer or video games □ □ □ □ □

Play online games (e.g., multiplayer) □ □ □ □ □

Look for information on the Internet □ □ □ □ □

Surf the net □ a □ □ □
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Part 3: Your experience of aggression.
Sometimes the Internet or mobile phones are used to spread mean or embarrassing messages and images. 
13. Have any of the following things happened to you in the last three months?_____________________

Never Once or About once About once (Almost) No answer
twice a month a w eek daily

Has anybody sent you mean or threatening messages (e.g., text message, IVISN, 
Facebook, etc.)?

□ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody sent you mean or threatening pictures or videos (e.g., picture 

message, Facebook, etc.)?
□ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody sent mean messages or spread rumours about you to their friends 

(e.g., text messages, MSN, Facebook, etc.)?
□ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody sent mean or embarrassing pictures o f you to their friends (e.g., 
picture messages, Facebook, etc.)?

□ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody posted mean or embarrassing messages or spread rumours about you □ □ □ □ □ □
on the Internet (e.g., Facebook, YouTube, etc.)?

Has anybody posted mean or embarrassing pictures or videos about you on the 
Internet (e.g., Facebook, YouTube, etc.)?

□ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody used your username and password (e.g., breaking into your Facebook □ □ □ □ □ □
or email account) to do mean or embarrassing things?

Has anybody excluded you (e.g., blocked you on Facebook, or stopped you from  
joining a game online)?

□ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody used the Internet or mobile phones to be mean to you in any other
way? If yes, please describe w hat happened below and tick the appropriate box.

□ □ □ □ □ □



14. If any of these things happened to 
you, how did it make you feel?
Please answer in the space provided.

15 if any of these things happened to you, 
what did you do about it (i.e., what 
action did you talte)? Please answer in 
the space provided.

Yes No 1 didn't take 
any action.

16. Did this action help to stop 
the problem?

□ □ □

Yes No
1 didn't take 
any action.

17. Did this action help to make 
you feel better?

□ □ □
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18. Have you done any of the following things during the last three months?

Never Once or About About (Almost) No
twice once a 

month
once a 
week

daily answer

Have you sent mean or threatening messages to anyone (e.g., text messages, MSN, 
Facebook, etc.)?

a □ a □ a □

Have you sent mean or threatening pictures or videos to anyone (e.g., picture 
messages, Faceboolc, etc.)?

□ □ □ □ □ □

Have you sent mean or embarrassing messages or spread rumours about anyone □ □ □ □ □ □
to your friends (e.g., text messages, MSN, Facebooi<, etc.)?

Have you sent mean or embarrassing pictures or videos of anyone to your friends 
(e.g., picture messages, Facebool<, etc.)?

□ □ □ □ □ a

Have you posted mean or embarrassing messages or spread rumours about □ □ □ a □ □
anyone on the Internet (e.g., Facebook, YouTube, etc.)?

Have you posted mean or embarrassing pictures or videos of anyone on the 
Internet (e.g., Facebook, YouTube, etc.)?

□ □ □ □ □ □

Have you used anyone's username and password (e.g., breaking into someone's □ □ a □ □ □
Facebook or email account) to do mean or embarrassing things?

Have you excluded anyone (e.g., blocked someone on Facebook, or stopped 
someone from joining a game online)?

a □ □ □ a □

Have you used the Internet or mobile phones to be mean to other teenagers in any
other way? If yes, please describe what happened below and tick the appropriate 
box. a □ □ a a □



Cyberbullying is when a person or a group deliberately tries to hurt 
someone with nasty or aggressive behaviour using a mobile phone, or 
the Internet. This happens again and again and it is hard fo r the person 
to defend him or herself.

Never Once
or

twice

About 
once a 
month

About 
once a 
week

(Almost)
daily

19. Have you been cyberbullied □  
in the last three months?

□ □ □ □

20. If yes, how were you cyberbullied (e.g..
pictures on Facebook)? Please answer in
the space provided.

21. If you were cyberbullied, how did it make 
you feel? Please answer in the space 
provided.

22. If you were cyberbullied, what did you do 
about it (i.e., what action did you take)?
Please answer in the space provided.
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Yes No
1 didn't take 
any action.

23. Did this action help to stop the 
cyberbullying?

□ □ □

Yes No
1 d idn 't take 
any action.

24. Did this action help to make you 
feel better?

□ □ □

Never Once or About About (Almost)
twice once a 

month
once a 
week

daily

25. Have you cyberbullied □  
anybody else in the last 
three months?

□ □ □ □

26. If yes, how did you cyberbully someone 
else (e.g., pictures on Facebook)? Please 
answer in the space provided.

27. If you cyberbullied someone, how did it 
make you feel? Please answer in the 
space provided.
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A student is being traditionally bullied when he or she is singled out in an unpleasant way by another student or group of 
students. The bullied student is picked on again and again, and it is difficult to defend himself or herself. It is not bullying 
when young people o f about the same age and power have the occasional fight or argument. Traditional bullying is different 
from cyberbullyina because it does not involve mobile phones or the Internet.

28. Have the following things happened to you in the last three nnonths?

Never Once or 
twice

About 
once a 
month

About 
once a 
week

(Almost)
daily

No
answer

Has anybody laughed at you, said or written mean things to you? □ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody deliberately excluded you, so that you could not join in? □ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody said bad things about you (e.g., spreading rumours)? □ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody threatened you or forced you to do something? □ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody hit you, tripped you up, or hurt you in some way? □ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody hidden, broken, or stolen your belongings? □ □ □ □ □ □

Has anybody been mean to you in any other way? If yes, please 
describe what happened below and tick the appropriate box.

□ □ □ □ □ □
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29. Have you done any of the following things in the last three months?

Never Once or 
twice

About 
once a 
month

About 
once a 
week

(Almost)
daily

No
answer

Have you laughed at anybody, or did you say or write bad things to 
them? □ □ □ □ □ □

Have you deliberately excluded anybody so that they could not join in? □ □ □ □ □ □

Have you spoken about anybody in a bad way (e.g., spreading rumours)? □ □ □ □ □ □

Have you threatened anybody or forced them to do something? □ □ □ □ □ □

Have you hit or tripped anybody or hurt them in some other way? □ □ □ □ □ □

Have you hidden, broken or stolen anybody's belongings? □ □ □ □ □ □

Have you been mean to anybody in any other way? If yes, please 
describe what happened below and tick the appropriate box.

□ □ □ □ □ □



Part 4: Your feelings towards others.

30. How do you usually react when you see that a person is being bullied?

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always No answer

1 do nothing □ □ □ □ □ □

1 ask somebody for help (adults or other 
teenagers) □ □ □ □ □ □

1 look the other way or 1 leave □ □ □ □ □ □

1 find it funny and 1 laugh with them □ □ □ □ □ □

1 pretend that 1 did not see anything □ □ □ □ □ □

1 watch what is happening with interest □ □ □ □ □ □

1 try to comfort the victim and encourage him or 
her □ □ □ □ □ □

1 help to bully that person □ □ □ □ □ □

1 try to help the victim □ □ □ □ a □
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31. Do you agree with these sentences?

1 definitely don't 
agree

1 probably 
don't agree

1 probably agree 1 definitely agree No answer

When 1 see that someone is bullied 1 have 
compassion for him or her □ □ □ □ □

1 have compassion for other teenagers who 
feel sad or who have difficulties

□ □ □ □ □

When 1 see that another teenager is not doing 
well 1 have compassion for him or her □ □ □ □ □

1 have compassion for teenagers who can't buy 
many things □ □ □ □ □

1 have compassion for teenagers who are 
excluded

□ □ □ □ □



Part 5: Your feelings of well-being.

32. When you think about the last weeks, do you agree with the following 
statements?

1
definitely

don't
agree

1
probably

don't
agree

1
probably

agree

1
definitely

agree

No
answer

I'm often In a good mood a □ □ a □

Sometimes 1 think everything is so
hopeless that 1 do not feel like doing 
anything

□ □ □ □ □

1 have a lot of fun a a a □ □

Sometimes 1 am so dow^n/depressed 
that 1 want to stay in bed all day

□ □ □ □ a

1 like my life □ □ □ □ a

1 think my life is kind of sad □ □ □ □ □

1 have thought a lot about death in the 
last while

a □ a a □

1 am happy to be alive □ □ □ □ □

1 often feel sad but 1 cannot find the 
reason why

a □ a □ a

Sometimes 1 think my life is not worth 
living

□ □ □ □ □

1 am happy with my life □ □ □ □ □

1 often feel down/depressed without 
knowing why

□ □ □ □ □

1 am often happy □ □ □ □ □

1 think 1 have nothing to be happy 
about

□ □ □ □ a
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Part 6; Your opinion.

The final section asks you to imagine yourself experiencing two different 

types of situations in cyberspace. For each situation you will be asked 

how you think you would react. Please rate each action in terms of how 

likely you would be to use it.

Scenario 1: Imagine that fo r the last few  days you frequently 
received text messages telling you that everyone in school 
thinks that you are a total loser.

Not Not Bad Very No
bad at too bad answer

all bad

33. How bad would you feel if this 
happened?

□ □ □ □ □

Yes No

34. Have you ever experienced 
something like this?

a a
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35. What would you do in this situation? Please answer all of the possible actions and 
rate how likely you are to use them.

Definitely
not

Probably
not

Probably Definitely No answer

1 would go to the police a □ a a □

1 would seek professional advice □ □ □ a □

1 would inform a teacher or the principal a □ □ □ □

1 would asl< the bully why he/she is 
doing this

□ □ □ □ □

1 would tell the bully to stop it □ □ □ a □

1 would take technical precautions (e.g..
make my password more secure, □ □ □ □ □
change my mobile phone number
and/or email address, etc.)

1 would think that it is my fault □ a a a a

1 would not know what to do □ □ □ □ □

1 would accept the situation as it is
because there is nothing you can do to a □ □ a □
stop bullying

1 would avoid any further contact with 
the bully

□ □ □ □ □

1 would ignore ail messages/pictures so □ □ a □ □
that the bully would lose interest

1 would pretend that it does not bother 
me at all

a □ □ □ □

1 would write mean and threatening 
things to the bully

a □ □ □ a

1 would get back at him/her personally □ □ □ □ □

1 would encourage my peers (e.g., my
□ a □ □ a

group of friends) to exclude the bully

1 would go to someone who accepts me 
the way 1 am

□ □ □ □ □

1 would spend time with my friends to 
take my mind off it

□ a □ a □

1 would go to someone who listens to 
me and comforts me

□ □ □ □ □
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36. Is there  anything 
else you would do 
in this situation that 
was not mentioned 
above?
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Scenario 2. Imagine that yesterday a friend told you that he 
or she saw a YouTube video o f you from  the last school trip. 
In this video you are seen in an embarrassing state o f 
undress fo r several minutes while changing your clothes.

Not Not Bad Very No
bad at too bad answer

all bad

37. How bad would you feel if this 
happened?

□ □ □ □ □

Yes No

38. Have you ever experienced □ □
something like this?
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39. W hat would you do in this situation? Please answer all of the possible actions and 
rate how likely you are to use them.

Definitely
not

Probably
not

Probably Definitely No answer

1 would go to the police □ □ □ □ □
1 would seek professional advice □ □ □ □ □
1 would Inform a teacher or the principal □ □ □ a □
1 would ask the bully why he/she is 
doing this □ □ □ □ □
1 would tell the bully to stop it a □ a □ □
1 would take technical precautions {e.g.,
make my password more secure, □ □ □ □ □
change my mobile phone number
and/or email address, etc.)

1 would think that it is my fault a □ □ □ □
1 would not know what to do □ □ □ □ □
1 would accept the situation as it is
because there is nothing you can do to □ □ □ □ □
stop bullying

1 would avoid any further contact with 
the bully □ □ □ □ □

1 would ignore all messages/pictures so □ □ □ □ □that the bully would lose interest

1 would pretend that it does not bother 
me at all □ □ □ □ □
1 would write mean and threatening 
things to the bully □ □ □ □ □
1 would get back at him/her personally □ □ □ □ □
1 would encourage my peers (e.g., my □ □ □ □ □
group of friends) to exclude the bully

1 would go to someone who accepts me 
the way 1 am □ □ □ □ □
1 would spend time with my friends to 
take my mind off it □ □ □ □ a
1 would go to someone who listens to 
me and comforts me □ □ □ □ □
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40. Is there  anything else 
you would do in this 
situation that  was not 
m entioned above?

l y  y o - m ^ e 4 h A y * ^  I f -  yĉ <, y o t ^  c a ^
wiriAty kA' fK ^ h'€tcn/\r.

XWoui^^ ycruy v tr y  m-u-C/K̂  /ior yoiMr
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Appendix J: Study 2 Proposal.
Proposal - Study 2.

Purpose of the research.

The purpose o f this study is to investigate Irish second-level students' experience of 

traditional and cyber bully/victim problems, and their attitudes towards coping with 

cyberbullying following victimization. At present a number of studies exist which 

examine the coping methods employed by victims o f cyberbullying. However, there is 

a paucity of research which assesses the effectiveness o f coping methods used by 

cybervictims. This study will attempt to shed some light on effective coping methods in 

cyberspace.

Materials

A questionnaire design was selected for the current study so as to collect data from a 

large sample o f second-level students. The questionnaire which will be used for this 

research is an adapted version of a questionnaire designed by the netTEEN research 

team in Switzerland (Machmutow, Perren, Sticca, & Alsaker, Under Review). This 

study will give a comprehensive overview o f coping with cyberbullying in Ireland while 

also allowing for cross-cultural comparison with Swiss adolescents. The netTEEN 

study has been conducted online, whereas the current data collection will be executed 

using a pen and paper questionnaire booklet. The adapted questionnaire will examine 

Irish adolescents' media use, experiences o f cyber aggression and bully/victim 

problems, traditional bully/victim problems, bystander behaviour (i.e., how participants 

behave when they witness bullying), coping methods in relation to cyberbullying, 

empathy levels, depressive symptoms, and happiness and satisfaction.

Sample

Participants will be recruited from an initial study which was conducted in 2011 to 

investigate second-level principals' management of cyberbullying problems within Msh 

schools. These principals were required to respond to a questionnaire which included a 

final item asking them to indicate their willingness to participate in a follow-up study 

involving a sample o f students from each year group. A total of 30 principals agreed to 

allow students to participate in study 2 and these principals provided contact details for 

the appropriate member o f staff Therefore, these schools will be contacted in the 

coming weeks. If necessary additional schools will be recruited to obtain a
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representative sample. The sample will comprise both male and female second-level 

students ranging in age from 12-18.

Ethical Issues

An initial pilot study will be conducted with two sets of adolescents to ensure that the 

data can be collected within the allotted class time of 40 minutes and also to ensure that 

the questionnaire is understandable and appropriate for all age groups. Active consent 

will only be sought from principals, whereas parental consent will only be sought if the 

school request it. The consent o f principals acting in loco parentis within the school is 

sufficient for a study which poses minimal psychological risk to participants. 

Furthermore, as pointed out by Juvonen and Gross (2008) adolescents who may be most 

at risk of cyberbullying could opt to abstain from the research for fear of parents 

monitoring their use o f new media. Respondents will give their consent by ticking a 

box at the beginning o f the questionnaire. Respondents' anonymity will be protected 

and they will be assured that their names will not appear anywhere in the research or in 

any publication. Furthermore, they will be assured that their parents and school staff 

will not have any access to the data or to the individual results. All participants will be 

advised that they can withdraw from the research at any time. In addition it will be 

encouraged that, if required, respondents should seek additional information by asking 

the researcher. Following completion o f the questionnaire, respondents will receive a 

contact sheet directing them to help should they suffer victimization by bullies. Upon 

collection, data will be safely stored in a locked cupboard which will only be accessible 

to the researcher. Electronic data will also be accessible only to the researcher via 

password and each participant will be identifiable by a unique code number.
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Appendix K: Covering Letter for Study 2.

27th February 2012

Dear

Your principal participated in a study in Spring 2011 which explored second-level 
principals' management o f cyberbullying problems. In this study it was indicated that 
your school is willing to participate in a follow-up study and that I should contact you in 
relation to this. I am now writing to seek your assistance in relation to this study which 
also focuses on cyberbullying. Enclosed is a letter and a consent form for all o f the 
participating principals containing further information.

I should be most grateful if you would facilitate this follow-up study, as I am aware of 
the heavy workload o f school staff. I intend to travel to all participating schools to 
administer the questionnaire, which should minimise the disruption for the staff 
assisting the research. All participating schools will receive an individual report on the 
levels of bullying and cyberbullying within the school.

Kind regards 

Lucie Corcoran.
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Appendix L: Principal Consent Form.

Principal Consent Form,

Your students are invited to be a part o f the research study 'Coping with Cyberbullying'. 
We hope to include a sample from each year group within all participating schools. 
However, this is not essential in order for a school to take part. This is a very important 
study which will help to create a better understanding o f how teenagers cope with cyber 
aggression and cyberbullying. Participants will be required to answer a questionnaire 
with a duration of between 20 and 40 minutes. The questionnaire will examine the 
following:

• use of new media (mobile phones, Smartphones, the Internet);
• experiences o f cyber aggression and cyberbullying;
• experiences o f traditional bullying;
• behaviour when they witness bullying (bystander behaviour);
• coping methods in relation to cyberbullying;
• empathy levels, depressive symptoms, and happiness and satisfaction.

Due to the sensitive nature of the subject matter, there is a risk that some students may 
experience mild discomfort or upset. Please be assured that any risk is extremely small. 
Participation is completely voluntary. Your students do not have to participate in the 
research and they may withdraw at any time. Furthermore their anonymity will be 
protected as no names will be recorded. The data will be stored safely and nobody will 
have access to it other than the researcher. In addition, students will be provided with 
contact information for Childline and Reachout. This research has been approved by the 
Ethics Committee in the School of Education, Trinity College Dublin.

For this study we require only principal consent and student consent. Students will 
provide consent by ticking a box at the beginning o f the questionnaire. Parental consent 
is not necessary for two reasons;

1. Principals are acting in loco parentis;
2. Students who are concerned about parents monitoring their technology use may 

choose to abstain from the research.

However, if  it is school policy to seek parental consent then it will be obtained (for 
students under the age of sixteen) prior to commencing data collection. If you have any 
questions please contact Lucie Corcoran by email at corcorl@tcd.ie, or by telephone at 
0879654748. You can also contact Dr Stephen Minton at mintonst@tcd.ie.

Consent

I declare that I have read and understood the above information sheet. I also give 
permission for my students to be involved in the Research Project.

Principal’s name:__________________________________________________

Signature:________________________________  Date:_______________
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Appendix M: Parental Consent Form.

Dear Parent or Guardian,

My name is Lucie Corcoran and I am a PhD student in the School of Education, Trinity 
College Dublin. My supervisors are Dr Stephen Minton, Dr Conor Me Guckin, and 
Prof Mona O'Moore (founder and co-ordinator of the Anti-Bullying Centre: 
www.abc.tcd.ie), all o f whom are highly regarded, both nationally and internationally, 
for their work in countering bully/victim problems in schools. I would like to seek your 
consent for your child / children to participate in a research study called 'Coping with 
Cyberbullying'. Cyberbullying refers to bullying which takes place through the medium 
of mobile phones and the Internet.

This is a very important study and the results should help to create a better 
understanding o f how young people cope with cyberbullying. If you are happy for your 
child / children to participate in the study, they will be asked to answer a questionnaire 
which will examine the following aspects o f their lives:

• Use of new media (mobile phones. Smartphones, the Internet);
• Experiences o f cyber aggression and cyberbullying;
• Experience of ‘traditional’ bullying (bullying which is done without the use of 

technology);
• Coping methods in relation to cyberbullying; and
• Other factors, such as feelings of psychological health and well-being.

Due to the sensitive nature of the subject matter, there is a risk that some students may 
experience mild discomfort or upset. Participation in the study is completely voluntary 
- your child / children do not have to answer the questionnaire and may withdraw from 
the study at any time (even if  they begin completing the questionnaire). The 
anonymity of everyone who participates will be protected as no names will be 
recorded. In addition, contact information for Childline and Headstrong will be 
provided. This research has been approved by the Ethics Committee in the School of 
Education, Trinity College Dublin.

I should be most grateftil if you would allow your child / children to participate in this 
research. If you have any questions please contact me by email at corcorl@tcd.ie.

Consent

By returning this form, I declare that I have read and understood the above information 
sheet. I also give permission for my child / children to be involved in the Research 
Project.

(Please Print) My child’s name is:_____________________Y ear:_______________

Tutor’s nam e:__________________________

(Please Print) My name is:____________________________

Signature:_________________________________________________ D ate:________
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Appendix N: Instruction Sheet.

Please give each student a questionnaire and a sheet with contact details before 
reading out the instructions below.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR STUDENTS

• This questionnaire will ask you about your experiences of aggression, with a 
particular focus on cyberbullying. You will also be asked about your feelings of 
psychological well-being and your feelings about others.

• The questionnaire is anonymous. Please do not write your name on it. Nobody, 
including the researcher will know how you have answered the questions. So 
you can be completely honest when answering. You do not have to answer the 
questionnaire if you feel strongly that you do not wish to.

• On page 8 there is a definition of cyberbullying which says that "Cyberbullying 
is when a person or a group deliberately tries to hurt someone with nasty or 
aggressive behaviour using a mobile phone, or the Internet. This happens again 
and again and it is hard for the person to defend him or herself.

• On page 10 there is a definition of traditional bullying. This is bullying which 
takes place without the use o f technology.

• It is important to remember that both cyber and traditional bullying refer to 
intentionally hurting or upsetting someone. It does not refer to playful banter 
with friends.

• On page 13 the word 'compassion' refers to feelings of sympathy and care for 
others.

• Finally, the last section o f the questionnaire, beginning on page 15, asks you to 
imagine yourself in two different cyberbullying situations. There are two 
different scenarios - and you will be asked the same questions about both. Please 
carefully read the scenarios on pages 15 and 17.

• Most of the questions require 'tick the box' answers. But with some questions 
you can write your own answer.

• Read each question carefully - none o f the questions are repeated.
• The sheet with contact details is for you to keep.
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Appendix O: Contact Sheet.

CONTACT DETAILS.

The number for Childline is 1800 66 66 66 and the website is www.childline.ie.

Reachout.com is another helpful website.

Some useftil sites about cyberbullying are:

• www.kidscape.org.uk
• www.bullving.co.uk
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Appendix P: Study 2: Qualitative data

Responses to Question 13.

1 Fellas when they ring you

2
my ex friend is alw ays trying to  cause fights daily with my C lose friends ex. me calling my 
close friend w eirdos and annoying when I didn't say that.

3 C alling me nam es and threatning me.

4 Told m e to kill m yself

5 threats + slags

6 w hen I w as being bullied they told loads o f  people rum ours that I w as gay

7
Told by som eone I thought w as my friend, that my friends didn't like me and w ere using me. She 
lied.

8 a girl sent m essages about me slagging me o ff  a couple o f  times.

9
M ade fake facebook account o f  me. W hen I'm  not on facebook. I once was on facebook but 
cam e off.

10 just m essing with m y fb account... harm less fun

11 Posting things about me.

12 M aking blog posts directed tow ards me about hom osexuality being disgusting (I'm  bi)

13 they text me saying mean things

14 They Called me names

15
Thay w ould call me a Faggot and Slag me and the girl I like. Its realy  useting cuz i never do it ta 
any one

16 discrim inated

17 just calling me names

18 They called me names and m ade fun o f  my orientation.

19
I was talking to my friend and som eone broke into his account and sent me horrible things like 
im an idiot + stu ff but I told my dad + he sorted it out for me.

20 Prank calls

21 C alling me a handy cap

22 Show ing others private conversations.

23

W hen I was in Prim ary I was alw ay's called fat which I wasn't but I thought I was so I kept 
dieting and not eating and getting sick and when I got a m sg I didn't eat for about 2 days. I was 
very depressed when I saw my friends so skinny.

24 Yes, R um ours

25 call m e nam es

26
T here was this guy beating a sm aller kid and I told him  stop your lousy and he said no. I will 
beat you up aswell Shut up. and then he posted an em barrasing p icture o f  me w hen I was young.

27 said she hated me and w ished I would die.

28 Show  people em barrasing photos and post them  online w ithout my consent

29 com m ent on my pictures on facebook

30 Just had a fight with a friend

31
O ne group o f  my friends w ere doing things, didn't invite me and then alw ays posted about how 
great it w as on Facebook.

32 G ot threatened that I w ould be killed on facebook

33 T old me they'd kill me

34 Slagging each other.

35 They hacked my youtube profile and deleted 2 years worth o f  videos.

36 Likes on facebook

37 Prank called my house phone in the m iddle o f  the night.

38 attem pt to get credit card info.

39 Friends starting a fight for no reason and started sending me awful m essages slagging me. I think
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it was because I was becoming friends with all her friends and she was trying to push me away.

40 Write stuff on facebook + other people see + like + share it.
41 Saying that I'm not wanted.

42 yes she said something about my family

43 A text slagging my appearance.

44 Ive been called an ejit but not in a malice way

45 facebook statuses about me.

46 Putting up Statuses about me

47 Leaving me out

48
Girls that were bullying me physically somehow got my number & kept calling me & they also 
wrote horrible things about me on Facebook

49 a person ticked a questionare on face book claiming I had a bit junk in my trunk

50
girls didn't like me because their boyfriends said things to them like I was really pretty and they 
didnt like it.

51 sending bitchy texts writing bitchy facebook / BBM statuses.

52 blamed for something that I never did / excused me o f saying something I never said.

53 To put up embarrassing photo aftera night out.
54 My friends text a load o f  girls off my phone when 1 was asleep.

55 kicked me outta lobby, due to my bad language (vulgur).

56 yes but only messing , calling you names.

57 Insulting texts

58 I had a girt in my year send me harassing messages over accidentallv excluding her.

59 Twitter - not directly

60
Making friends online with a group o f people and having one o f  them called me an abusive 
offensive names, tried to manipulate me.

61
I was blamed for keeping one girl from talking to another She text me because she didnt have the 
courage to confront me I was being bullied by her for being "a bully"

62
My friends post links but their joking and I get that and I love it its just banter but for people 
who dont know the private joke they may get the wrong impression o f know

63 friends rang me in middle of night pretending to be drug-dealing knackers who want me dead.
64 My friend used my name and my e-mail to create a facebook page for me without my permission

65 They spread false rumors about me having a relation ship with a boy from primary school

66 They took My Fone.
67 Only when I was in a fight.

68 Just a bit o f slaging nothing serious.
69 rang me and started talking to me for a prank call

70 Content removed
71 added me to a chat on msn with their friends and slagged me.

72 fights with friends

73 Pretend they have a text, show everyone the text but not me
74 Fraping my facebook I don't take offence though.

75 made a fake account

76
my cousin sent text messages to me and messages on facebook, made up lots o f rumours etc. I no 
longer talk to her.

77 Couple o f arguements have occured on facebook on statuses + chat.

78 A guy being racist

79 Said that there was something wrong with me .DC.

80 made a bebo page pertending to be me to slag me.

81 called me names

82 Sent mean messages.

83 Calling names.
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84 send text (jokes)

85 Frapping

86 Starting fights! Sadacts!!

87 just a word fight

88 Spread rum our that was not true on instant m essaging (B lackberry).

89 Said they w ould break my nose.

90 Yes, I was "X" on a facebook picture o f  me.

91

people get pictures o ff  people, bad pictures or it could be a picture that the person who ows the 
picture regrets it very m uch eg. I f  a girl likes a lad and m aybe sends her a picture in her bra or 
knickers som e people get the picture and send it to  everyone.

92 m outhing

93 They called m e small

94 Just m outhing saying I'm dead

95 threatening to beat me up.

96 W hen I was on facebook a girl that I know  started annoying me, She threatened me!

97 To send anonym ous m essages on my blog telling me to kill m yself etc.

98
the person has about 20,000 "fans" on facebook and he threatened me because I com m ented on 
his post calling people ugly.

99 use mean nam es, make reference to me in a mean way.

100 Just som e fun with my best friends I know  there jocking

101 N am e Calling

102 W rote about me on facebook. (m ean things) or joke about me

103 prank called

104 Sarcastic/hurtful com m ents on a picture o f  me

105 being excluded from my group for no reason none

106 V ia facebook

107 They said mean things to People I was going to my try m ake friends with.

108
They put up a picture o f  me sitting down on the grass but it looked like I was falling flat on my 
face in the picture.

109 T alked about my face + said nobody likes me.

110 Just texting mean things about eachother.

111 Sent m ean m essages.

112 tw eeted mean things to me for everyone to see

113 M outhing.

114 w rote things about me on facebook + calling me names.

115 Said thing indirectly on tw itter.

116
A FR IEN D  M O TH ER  BLA M ED  ME ON C Y B ER  B ULLIN G  M Y  FRIEN D  because I did'nt 
invited her to a sleepover

117 argum ents betw een me & friends.

118 text m essage

119 M ocking me

120 M y old friend excluded me.

121
they think I'm in the w rong for breaking up with som eone and called me all sorts o f  m ean words 
and they kept ringing me so I had to change my num ber.

122 Just nasty  w ords about me

123 I had people ringing me on private num bers giving abuse.

124 I just called them  a keyboard warrior.

125 Just saying stu ff like that I am a backstaber.

126 put a video ur do youtube

127 He rang me first than text m e and said he w ould kill me.
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128 Putting up facebook statueses about what I did

129 Send hatefull m essages claim ing I "hacked" the gam e to beat a person on-line m ulti-player

130 making ilin o f  my by saying things about my mum

131 threat for fight

132 Som eone called me and said he w ant's to fight me.

133 m ake up mean statuses up on facebook and point them  at me.

134 face book m essages

135 Sending mean texts.

136 Called me that they were going to beat me up

137 calling nam es and ju s t saying things that are not true.

138 got text saying if  I dont leave a friend alone his girlfriend w ould hurt me

139 was blam ed for a page I never made.

140 tell me Im  a Bully

141
A boy I was friends with w as older and my mam seen our Texts and took it as perverting or 
Bullying.

142 called me m ean things

143 They were saying rude stu ff about me & family.

144 They said I have a brain problem  and that I need a doctor!

145 C om m enting on the w ay i look

146 Just texting ya mean stu ff

147 Just things about m y fam ily

148 calling me nam es and saying stu ff on facebook and texting

149 Said I was Spearding R um ours she w as going to tell principal

150 She said that hardly no one like me in the class.

151 to say som ething mean about me to one o f  their friends

152 People who 1 thought were my 'friends' were m aking fun o f  me.

153 prank phone calls

154 They call me nam es or they w ould m ake a page with my nam e + pics and be abusive and racist!

155 She was fighting w ith me.

156 They w ere nast

157 I play Farm  V illa on Facebook and one o f  my friends called me a baby for doing so

158 Som eone sent me a mean m essage on facebook

159 tw eeting about me

160 m aking up lies to give me a bad nam e (spillit - my own fault for m aking the account)

161 Prank calls.

162 They say im small and i have colly flow er ears

163 facebook - messing

164 prank calls

165 Sent bad texts

166 Took photo 's o f  me when I wasn't looking.

167 N am e-calling, prank calls.

168 I w ould tex them  every 30mins.

169
I got blocked o ff  Facebook because som eone changed my passw ord. I had to  make a new  page 
and I was really angry.

170 They w ere saying m ean things like I am fat and w eird

171 Com m ented on a photo

172 They called me mean names.

173 Got abuse on online G am ing

174 Sent mean Texts
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175 Sending mean messages.

176 They all went drinking at a house party but everyone texted me to "fuck o f f  and not to come

111

mean comments posted about me on spillit (annoymous page where people write what they think 
about you on facebook) They didn’t say anything too mean but just wasnt nice. It was about my 
personality.
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Responses to Question 14.

1 Got over it didnt B other me

2 It m ade me feel upset and unw anted as i f  She w as trying to get me out o f  the group.

3 I didn't care

4 V ery upset and scared and m ostly confused and angry.

5 It makes me feel upset, lonely, left out and find it really akw ard around these people

6 it never really happened but if  I was fighting with som eone I might get nasty txts

7 I felt paranoid for the result but nothing happened

8 I felt really upset and w as thinking about doing stuff.

9 Sad and unw anted

10 I felt annoyed + upset.

11 Em barressed and upset

12 U pset N ot wanted

13 upset, hurt, scared & hum iliated; angry, asham ed, confused.

14 Bad N ot w anting to Com e to School

15 Bad

16
I felt terrified o f  my sake & my friends I dont feel com fortable in the sam e place as this people 
are in

17 It made me feel upset, I had no confidence.

18 Em barrased and left out.

19 It would m ake me feel crappy, unliked and a waste o f  a life.

20 Like crap, but she's a liar. I got over it and she's out o f  my life. I'm happy now.

21 M y friend put up an em barracing pic o f  me once.

22 I didn't feel too bad, just a small bit upset, and w anted her to stop sending the bad messages.

23 not very good sad

24 som etim es people text me horrible things

25 upset hurt thing som e one could say som ting bad behind your Back.

26
Upset, dislike the person there cool and I'm weird. U nhappy and in bad form  and take it out on 
fam ily

27 fine, I do it back / first anyway!

28 It made me feel bad and it m ade me feel lonely

29 I would feel bad

30 A ngry because people were judging me for som ething I didn't do.

31 excluded sad angry

32 I would try ignore them . O r stand up for m y-self

33 Q uite em barrassed.

34 w ondered why they did it, and also felt upset.

35
I felt like I had no purpose in being alive. L ike the world w ould be okay w ithout me as i f  I didn't 
matter at all.

36 Sad

37 getting m ocked every day

38 It mad me feel like w asnt w anted som etim es

39 awful, upset, w orried

40 It made me feel bad about m yself

41 M ade me feel sad like I had no friends it got in the w ay o f  m y school w ork and home.

42 angry!

43
I felt pitty for the person because som ething might have happened to them  that m ade them  do 
what it did.

44 It made me be m ad at them m aybe not talk to them  tell them  to stop.
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45 It m ade me annoyed + bad because It did 'nt happen and they w ould be lyeing.

46 It m ake m e feel left out and lonely. M ostly I think this is how people got their tem per.

47 I would be really upset and scared I would also be embarressed.

48 Sad lonely left alone IT made me Feel hated and i had suasidel thoughts

49

when som eone hacked my facebook account before. Changed my email and passw ord so I 
couldn't get into it, but they were still using my page I was so annoyed H aving to start a w hole 
entire page again

50 A little hurt and let down by friends.

51 sad, angry, annoyed

52 Sad, low  in se lf confidence

53 I took it as a joke because thats all it was

54 Bad scared unwanted

55 I w ould feel upset and unw anted by som e people

56 I felt B ad. But I didn't care, its the other Person with the Problem  Not me.

57 It w ould make m e upset and feel nobody cares about me

58 upset + I didn't believe it at first.

59 U pset, W orthless, Angry

60 A ngry aggrisive

61 A bit em barrassed, but I didn't let it bother me I laughed it o ff

62 It m ade me feel like I'm different

63
W hen som eone used my email & Passw ord on my facebook I felt upset. I knew  who it w as but I 
never confronted them because it was only 1 tim e

64 Sad.

65 It w ould make me feel unw anted like none wants to be around me

66 I w ouldn't care. I would just ignore them.

67 It m ade me feel sad, accused, angry, confused.

68
I felt like there wasn't many people I could trust & I learned to be m ore careful about who I tell 
th ings to.

69 Lost, Lonely. That no-one liked me & that they w ere all taking her side

70 They m ade me feal sad.

71 It m akes me feel sad in side.

72 V ery angry, upset, felt like sm ashing there heads in

73 Sad and lonely

74 Sad and em baresed

75 i w ouldn't care that much

76 It was only a joke so we laughed about it

77 I w ould feel U pset, like no-one liked you and you had no friends, isolated, lonely

78 H urt and leftout, felt like not alot o f  people liked me.

79
O nce som eone who I taught was my friend started bullying me and saying things about me that 
w ere m ean. It m ade me feel sad.

80 It m ade me feel angry.

81 mad

82 It m ade me feel very uncom fortable and very unhappy about what Just happened.

83 N ot bad because because it was only once or twice

84 felt bad

85 I w ould be very em brassed, upset and angry at the person who did it.

86 I w ould feel left out not wanted.

87 Sad, lonely, nobody want to talk to me

88
It m ade m e feel like my heart was really hurting me I was really sad. and som etim es cryed in my 
bedroom  afraid to tell on the person because he'd do it again.
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89 A nnoyed

90 A ngry

91 I felt sad lonely, depressed

92 U nw anted & em barrased, scared in your own skin.

93 sad, upset and angry

94 anoyed.

95 N ot at all different

96
em barrassed, I would want to m ove school, & never go back to school again. It w ould probably 
ruin my life!

97 sad and upset.

98 angry, pist o f f

99 A lone and that I am the friend that nobody actually w ants around

100 Prank call num erous. Survey about on bebo. in 6th.

101 It made me feel a bit upset.

102 Sad, angery, Em barased, Lonely, a freak. Coward,

103 Bad

104 It made me feel hated & angry

105 A ngry and depressed

106 Like there is som ething wrong w ith me for being excluded. It always ruined my day.

107
I was very upset at first but then I got over it and ignored the person doing it and ju s t made new 
friends

108 M ake me feel sad and depressed

109 Didn't pay it attention

110 feel w orried, watched my back, w ondered what I did wrong.

111 Em brassed, consience.

112 VERY A NG RY

113 I would be very upset and angry if  it happened to me.

114 annoyed.

115 If  any o f  this was to happen, I w ould feel em barressed and disrespected.

116 These things made me feel about m yself because I began to believe som e stu ff that was said.

117
At that tim e I was m ortified about a certain picture but the person didn't realise I felt that way. 
It's still up on facebook and I have no w ay o f  taking it down.

118 good

119
They made me feel terrible, I was 'traditionally ' bullied in prim ary school everyday for 5 years 
and "cyber bullying" only m ade it worse.

120
Confused as to why it was happening. D esperate for help and some form o f  explaination and it 
also made me feel very alone and m iserable

121 I felt hurt and upset, and as if  their w as no w ay to end it at all.

122 Sad + Lonely. U nwanted

123
It made me feel self-concious. I began w ondering if  it was true and was questioning m yself about 
who w ere m y real friends.

124
the cybe bullying wouldn't bother me, it w ould be the try ing to steal from  me or get info that 
w ould make me feel threatned

125 very upset & Angry.

126 It didn't bother me at all

127 Felt like the world w as againest me and no one liked me.

128 absolutley terrible.

129 It made me feel A ngry and annoyed at how  som eone could be so bad and do that to someone.

130 Em barrassing.

131 depressed

132 Bad
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133
norm al, cause it happens to everyone but i don't want som eone to send an em baressing photo o f 
me around.

134 Tis' great craic

135 It made m e feel upset and alone like everybody m aking fun o f  me

136 N ot bad but em barrising (pictures on facebook)

137
It feels terrible to know  that your disliked and / or people are talking about you behind your 
back.

138 feel a bit angry, what to know  why they 're doing this.

139
none o f  them  have happened, except for stopping me from jo in ing a gam e online but I didn't 
care.

140 Really Em barrassed, I w anted them  to take the picture dow n but they wouldn't

141 Em barassed, se lf concious

142 It didn't really  make any difference to me because everyone knew  they w ere joking.

143 laughed

144 occupied about thinking about it all the tim e

145 angry

146 It didn't bother me.

147 I didn't care

148 excluded and upset with that person.

149 Upset and angry or em barrased.

150 Pisses you o ff when people say things that are not true and people believe rum ours

151 Sad, em baressed

152 I felt em brassed and upset because most o f  them w eren't true.

153 It made m e feel em barrassed and hurt

154 A little annoyed but it was only small.

155
I would feel distraught. I would feel left out. I w ould feel different. I w ould feel lonley. I 
w ould feel weak. I would feel sad. I w ould feel abused.

156 Sad

157 It will m ake me feel sad and mad.

158 I'd feel left out, unwanted, no one asking me to join activities. I would feel sad.

159 Lonely, Sad, D on't not what to  do.

160 Bad, angry, annoyed

161 Upset

162 It m ade m e feel very very se lf concious

163 It made m e feel a bit hurt, and angry.

164 I just deleted it

165 annoyed

166 sad

167 It w ould m ake m e feel sad and I would go and look for revenge against the person who started it

168 W hen I received a text saying fuck you! It m ade me feel unhappy.

169 sad ?

170 I felt annoyed and wanted to go to them  and say som ething

171 Upset.

172 Sad

173 A ngry

174 I felt em barassed and upset.

175 I felt em baressed about the picture that w as put up but my friend eventually took it down

176 I felt hurt

177 It made me feel bad

178 Sad, em barassed, asham ed and down
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179 Confused.

180 Sad, hurt, Upset

181 Don't care

182 Started Laughing

183 hurt and angry

184 I felt left out.

185 upset

186 Embarrassed but normally my friends do it for the laugh.

187 It made me feel unwanted and hurt.

188 Sad, annoyed, worried about what people would think of me.

189 sad, hurt

190 Angry.

191 Sour.

192 Sad and upset

193 sad, angry

194 upset, leftout, angry

195 embarresed, upset

196 Sad, depressed

197 It made me feel upset & hurt. I was also very angry.

198 stupid
199 Upset + angry

200 it made me feel like I did something bad but I didnt and they just hated me all the time

201
Pretty ok because the people who did it were people I didn't know over the internet and I got 
plenty o f  revenge

202
It made me feel really upset and I feel like a freak inside o f school because no body likes me 
apart from the few friends I have

203 Sad + upset.

204 Hurt and upset.

205 I felt embarrased. The person however was unaware that he had hurt me.

206 left out

207 inRaged

208 It made me feel very angry and upset.

209 Yes, I felt upset

210 upset, less confident.

211 It made me feel Extremely angry and really upset.

212 makes me feel embarrased that some people might actually believe about rumours said about me

213 excluded fi'om things.

214 Embarrised

215 annoyed

216 left out, angry, upset

217 annoyed, wish they didn't do that.

218 hurt / depressed

219 Embarressed.

220 It made me feel embarrest

221 Made me feel that I needed to talk to people. Tell them my feelings.

222 Blocked on Facebook didnt care laughed

223 My friend 'fraped' me but it was only for a laugh and I was able to delete the comments.

224 Angry & Upset

225 A bit upset but not too bad.
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226 Tw as only a laugh sure!

227 Sad

228 It m akes you feel singled out, like nobody likes you. Even if  you have done nothing wrong.

229 I was em brassed

230 H onestly, I don't acknow ledge it. I can poke fiin at myself, so them  joining in doesn't bother me

231 A w kw ard, it was a stranger trying to add me as a friend.

232
w hen i got blocked over a girl that i stopped talking to i didn't care i w anted her to or i was going 
to do it.

233 sad, upset

234 a bit em barrassed

235 not bothered!

236 E m barrassed, depressed, angry, hurt.

237
Just disappointed that people would spread a rum our. It didn 't upset m e personally but I was ju s t 
d isappointed for that person to know they w ould do such a thing

238
It w ould m ake you feel hurt and em barressed. Annoyed at the person when you did nothing to 
upset them .

239 a bit shocked at first, but after 20 seconds you just laugh about it.

240 sad, annoyed

241 Frustrated, Em barressed

242 V ery upset - didn't want to go and face those people.

243 It m ade m e feel really bad and w orthless. AS IF I have nothing to live for!

244 R eally dow n in m yself

245 A ngry for a while but their entitled to their opinions

246 D egraded and slightly selfconcious

247 feel low , m isrebel m isunderstood, down, depressed judged.

248 Poor self-esteem  Bad

249 It m ade me angry that som eone would try to bully / be mean to anyone

250 U pset, angry. Confused, Betrayed

251 like Shit!

252
M ade m e feel wrotten and w orthless and I felt really low because I felt pressured and not w anted 
and felt it w as all my fault

253 D isgusted, S elf loathing, I w anted to cry it made me frustrated and angry

254 Ignore it.

255 Sending on pictures via chat that I look weird in

256
alone, upset and confused I felt if  it had been face to face she w ouldnt have said anything or I 
w ould have explained m yself

257 Scared Shitless until I found out it was a joke

258 It m ade m e think about it but then my M am  found out

259

I w ould m ake me fell upset, scared and em beressing. U pset because they are all lies. Scared 
because I don't know w hat can happen next. Em beressed no one wants to  be my fi-iend and 
asham ed.

260 really  angry  and very short tem pered But m aybe em baressed a little Bit. never sad.

261 I felt so angry and I felt like I couldn't trust anyone.

262 R eally  bad and left out o f  gam es

263 I'd feel am used by looking at the em barrassing pictures and upset hearing the rum ours.

264 I'd feel sad and upset

265 It m ade m e feel really bad and that no one liked me but only a few  friends w ould stick around.

266 A ngry

267 It m ade m e feel used.

268 W ell it was my sister so I didn't care

269 I w ould feal Pushed away.
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270 Makes me sad.

271 It made me want to find out who they are and see why they hacked my facebook account.
272 It made me angry and sad.

273 It made me feel sad and If one o f the popular people said it all the other people would.
274 It made me feel sad and worried

275 Not bad I knew it wasn't true and so did my friends.

276
I was grand because I know they were just messing because We are just friends and I did it back 
to her anyway.

277 anoyed

278 Somebody posted a picture on facebook it was embarassing but I found it funny anyway.

279 A little bit sad

280
If any o f  my friends done dis there were only messing and then would take the photo/post down 
from facebook/bbm etc. (They never done it to hurt me)

281 It made me feel like I should keep private things to m yself

282 I just ignore them, but it barely ever happens.

283
Said mean things about me. It made me feel bad about m yself It made me sad and angry. It 
made me loose my confedience.

284 Sad

285 It would make me feel upset and excluded.

286 upset
287 Betrayed

288 It made me feel hurt & unwanted, as if life wasn't worth living in that very moment
289 Lonely, upset, hurt.

290 I felt so scared. Content removed
291 Upset and angry.
292 embarrssed. lost self respect.
293 I didn't like it, made me feel a bit sad.

294
It was a fake rumour spread by my fi'iend messing, I didn't take it seriously and just said it wasn't 
true.

295 Not so good.

296 embarrased and intimidated
297 pictures were shared on the internet o f me that I didn't know were taken

298 embarrassed, self-conscious, upset.

299 sad + upset, hurt

300 A bit pissed off but not super angry

301 I laugh it off, I don't care. Its only for the laugh.

302 Angry, embarresed, seeking revenge, upset.

303 Not good.

304 upset

305 Embaressed and afraid to tell anyone or think about it

306 Very sad, betrayed.

307 Left Out

308 Never really happened, annoyed when I was fraped but I took it as a joke

309 I didn't really take any notice o f it.

310 like poo

311 Scared and wondering why it happened

312 didn't pay attention to it.

313 the thought saddened me.

314 irritated

315 Angry.
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316 Slightly embarassed but not threatened or upset

317 Bit sad but most o f the time I don't care.

318
I felt annoyed that someone could say stuff about me that were mean and I didn't even know that 
it was going on

319 self concous

320 embarrassed

321 It made me feel excluded and not happy the way I was.

322
I didnt really care after a while because I realized they only have confidence when on the internet 
& they didnt have the courage to do it in person so I laughed it off.

323 Upset, frustrated, angry, curious about why they did it. Lonely.

324 I laugh in their face. I am the way I am. Nobody will change me.

325 Really Shitty & upset.

326 Unhappy, sad and knocked your confidence and made me feel really low.

327 Ok

328 Just angry that someone would spread a rumour. No need

329 Alone and sad

330 Annoyed, hurt, upset.

331 I felt embaressed

332 annoyed, upet.

333 Didn't really care

334 bad
335 Annoyed that said person could not be trusted, or that they would bring it up again

336 It made me feel excluded and threatened in my own safe environment.

337 Irritated and bad about m yself

338

Not that bothered, a few people have blocked me on facebook but it's nobody I'd care about 
enough to mind, usually it's after an argument and we just feel we can't be bothered with each 
other anymore.

339 unsafe, sad

340 Annoyed.

341 Angry

342 fine because my mate deleted the pic when I asked him to

343 annoyed + hurt.

344 Sad

345 Want them to say it to your face.

346 Sad, upset, embarrsed, Unhappy.

347 Annoyed.

348 Nothing, just joined another game

349 I ignored it and it went away it doesn't make sense to get upset about it.

350
When rumours were spread I was embarressed and most people believed them so I was angry + 
hurt.

351 It doesn't effect me, People take the piss on facebook. Don't take it too seriously

352 I was annoyed

353 Felt sad

354 Embarrassed but I got over it because they have nothing else to do then make up rumors

355 Angry at first. Then I wasn't bother because it means the person feels insecure about themselve

356 Upset

357 Upset

358 depressing.

359 bad

360 it made me feel down and unable to think or study created hatred and paranoia.
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361 Mak me feel bad

362
Upset because they get a laugh out o f an embarrasing picture but when the picture is o f you its 
upsetting

363
When people were mean I felt like crying. I really just want to be included and for people to not 
be mean.

364 a bit angry but picture was taken away very fast

365 I felt alone and wanted to get away from everyone.

366 You feel like what people are saying about you are true, you feel left out and sad.

367 Excluded and don't wan't to show yourself in public plaes

368 it didn't make me feel very bad because i Just think their pathetic

369 upset and annoyed

370 it would made me Feel sad

371 It made me feel sad and unwanted.

372 It wasn't serious, it was only my friends doing some funny stuff for a laugh.

373 A little bit angry and upset but I got over it.

374 Not too bad because I know it was a joke

375 Annoyed, embarrased and upset.

376 Shit

377 bad not wanted like I had no mates

378 1 felt Sad because they were lieing about me and people hated me for something 1 didn’t do.
379 They made me feel angry and sad.

380 makes me fell angry.

381 upset, annoyed, fustrated and self-hating.
382 upset that they blocked me on facebok because I didn't do anything to them.

383 It made me feel very sad as it happend to me and lost alot o f confidence in m yself

384 It would make me feel un happy.

385 sad, annoyed

386 When someone did this I felt embarrased and annoyed at the person.
387 I'd feel like a loser that no one likes me ad I'd put myself down.
388 Really bad about m ysef Not bothered to do anything.
389 Sad, upset

390 Iscolated

391 embarrised

392 annoyed because they were not true (rumors)

393 Annoyed Upset

394 hurt and unLoved.

395 Stronger than they are

396 Upset, ashamed

397 Sad

398 Sad, lonely

399 embarrassed but I took it as a joke

400 Angry.

401 Upsett and excluded from everyone else. Like everyone was talking about me behind my back.

402 Sad, annoyed, lonely, left out, embarressed, really angry.

403 Sad

404 Really don't Care, none o f that Stuff bothers me. I don't let it get me down!

405 Very upset, angry.

406 Sad, Lonely.

407 Sad
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408 upset angery

409 Annoyed, Angry.

410 U pset and em barrassed.

411 I dont care about it!

412 Angry.

413 It was ok at first but when they did it again I was tick!

414 Sad, lonely didnt want to talk about it i didnt do my H om ew ork, eat, drink or sleep

415 I just got on with life and forgot about them .

416 U pset and annoyed that the person had spread a rum our that wasn't even true.

417 Sad, anoyed and helpless.

418 annoyed and em baressed

419 Sad

420 Annoyed.

421 Som etim es A Little bit Anoy

422 som e people I know  blocked me on blackberry m essenger and X box live.

423 It w ould made me Feel annoyed!

424 It made me feel bad about m y se lf

425 angry i hit them a box

426 Em barresed.

427 I w ould feel Bad or sad.

428 Annoyed

429 U pset I would feel left out

430 I didnt really care.

431 upset.

432 Sad em barresed

433 M ade me feel down in myself, d issapointed in my friends.

434 Suicidle

435 Pissed off!

436
A nnoyed that som eone feels the right to try  and hurt me. Even if  I never let s tu ff like that get at 
me.

437 Em barressed

438

It never really happened to m e before, ju s t one tim e when I was little I did som ething I regret 
doing and people bring it up the odd tim e it fustrates me but I have to ju s t get on with it I 
suppose.

439 not very happy.

440 Sad + angry.

441 It didn't really affect me because I am stronger than m ost people

442 It didn't bother me.

443
It made me feel nobody liked me and I d idn ’t w ant to com e to school incase everyone w ould 
laugh at me.

444
eh m ... W ell I stand up for myself, I don 't ju s t let people w alk all over me like im a piece o f  dirt, 
so i'd feel angry & mouthy.

445 Bad

446 Som eone spread a rum our that I was going out with a girl I didnt even know

447 I would fell upset and angry

448 Inbarrased

449 A ngry

450 Sad & unhappy but forgot about it after a w hile

451 I felt em barrassed.

452 It happend to me it didn't really m ake me feel bad because she blam ed me o f  w riting about her in
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a park but I didn't so it didn't bother me. She was my best friend.

453 It only happend once but I got annoyed
454 Sad

455
yes some one kicked me out o f online/i was playing with 2 of my Friends and one o f  my Friends 
Friend that i didn't know me kicked me OFF the game

456 a bit sad.

457 I Just laughed at them

458 angry, the I wanted to fight back but I knew Id be the bigger one if I didn't.

459
Annoyed, that I have to deal with this childish nonsence! Basicly if  your going to say something 
to me, say it to my face! I'm still not going to care but I'd rather you say it to my face!

460 Sad

461 A bit down but I never usually care what other people think o f me.

462 I felt angry and upset.

463 Really upset & vunerable

464 None of them were serious so they didn't effect me

465 I wasn't threatened, this happened about a week ago, and he hasn't done anything.

466 once my friend spread rumours about me It made me feel alone.

467 It would make me feel sad and embarresed of myself and make me less confident o f  m yself

468 Sad

469 It made me feel very bad

470 I felt a bit excluded but it didn't affect me greatly
471 I was embarrassed by a picture put up on facebook.
472 Embarrassed.
473 Somewhat excluded and distraught at said times, it didn't take long to get over it though.

474 embarassed.

475 Not happy, down.
476 Angry, sad Isolated.
477 Depressed, lonely, like no one actually give a dam about me regardless.

478
Depending on the person who did it I mightn't care too much. If I didn't like someone and they 
said something I wouldn't be TOO bothered.

479 mad, upset
480 It was embarrassing but funny at the same time so I didn't mind.

481 annoyed

482 It made me feel alone. Scared what was going to happen next.

483 not great, like I was a bad person

484 not too bad

485 Like I wasn't cared about, no-one liked or needed me. I felt useless, and like a waste o f space.

486 Bad

487 Upset, very little self-esteem, felt intimated

488
None of those things has happened to me apart from my friends logging in to my facebook 
account pretending to be me, which didn't bother me as I knew they were messing

489 Hurt and useless

490 OK

491 Upset, alone, feels like nobody is there for you.

492 Really really upset and kind of lonely. As if people were always laughing behind my back.

493
they didn't happen an I get blocked from games by randum people because I anoy them for the 
fun o f it

494 upset, annoyed, stupid.

495 I felt embaressed and kind of Angry

496 Sad, V Bad.

644



497 Horrible

498 Terrible, broken + left out

499 Annoyed

500 angry

501 Not bad at all.

502 For no. 3 , 1 didn't really care when I found out it was a joke but at the start I hated it.

503 well a lot o f the time its joking so not too bad.

504 I wouldint care I'D Just Block them OR treathen them

505 Never happepened but it would make me feel sad angry and annoyed.

506 I did'nt really take much notice

507 Sad.

508 Worried, Sad

509 Sad left out

510 Sad and upset

511 It would damage my self-confidence and hurt my feelings if someone purposely tried to hurt me.

512 I was a small bit embarrased.

513 Embarrased, Upset.

514 I felt awful.

515 Sad.

516 Upset, betrayed, depressed

517 annoyed, worried

518 It made me really embarassed and I thought everyone would make fun o f me.

519 Angry

520 didn't really care, sometimes angry and upset but got over it.

521
I felt betrayed and used. I have never done anything to hurt peoples feeling yet my 'friends' do it 
to me.

522 Upset

523 Sad and wondered what I did

524 lonely, mad, upset, un-noticed, helpless.

525 Not very happy. I laughed.

526 Bad.

527 It would make me feel sad, and angry.

528 It makes me angry sad stupid ect, and I end up takeing it out on others

529 Annoyed and embarrased.

530
When I was in primary these 2 girls bullied me and they lived down the road from me. They 
used to wait across the road for me and hit me and call me names.

531 It made me feel annoyed to know that my best friend would do that to me.

532 To let them go on Facebook book ever again because that’s where she put up that picture

533 left out, nobody.

534 It made me feel unwanted, like I would never be good enough.

535
I wouldn't feel really good about myself and I'd think everyone hated me even if it was just a few 
people doing it, but then again it would only make me stronger.

536 Annoyed.

537 Embarrassed and self-conscious

538 embarrassed self-conscious

539 annoyed

540
a little bit annoyed that people could do these things, but I just got on and didn't let them bother 
me.

541 embarrased, hurt

542 the person who hacked my Facebook was a friend and although being 'Fraped' is a little
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em barressing, it w as a jo k e  and I did not take offence.

543 It didn't really happen. I f  it did, it was just annoying, but I knew  that it wasn't that bad.

544 Isolated and hated

545 Sad, angry, left out.

546 it made me fee! em barassed

547 upset

548 Sad, upset, unuanted.

549 I laughed, it was funny, people know  they are not true.

550 Roum ours are alw ays spread. People (girls) think its funny to shout abuse at you, but get over it.

551 upset.

552 It made me feel upset, and angry because I've never done anything to that person.

553 funny

554
I don't recall any o f  these things happening to me but if  it did I'd be pretty fast to  act on standing 
up for myself.

555 sad, very lonely, no one to talk to and I still feel very insecure about m yself

556 Left out o f  groups o f  friends, like people didn't like me.

557 it was funny, just a joke.

558
i get very paranoid and worry what people will think and that they will slag me becaue o f  my 
flaws.

559 Angry, upset I'd really want to do som ething about it.

560 upset.

561 w orthless, horrible like everyone was turning against me and that I was hated.

562 Annoyed, upset, angry alm ost betrayed. Fearful

563 Didn't really care cause she isn't the brightest so I just deleted her comment.

564 annoyed

565 felt bad.

566 It annoyed me.

567 annoyed but I argued back.

568 I kind o f  just brushed it o ff  and didnt pay attention to it their old enough to cop on.

569 I didnt care because they w ere not worth arguing with

570 sad, hurt, useless

571 Em barased

572
M y facebook got hacked once and they w rote som ething small but mean. I w as upset but it 
m ade feel like i was mean and i felt abit insecure.

573 M ade me feel like people were purposely out to get me for no reason.

574 Lonely, by yourself all the time.

575 em barassed.

576 horrible

577 Sad, Angry, Lonely.

578 It makes you feel w orthless lonely and se lf consious

579 It made me feel upset and angry.

580 wortless ... Sucidal...

581 Sad, helpless, alone. L ike no one cared about me.

582 It made me feel really upset when I heard that m y friends w ere spreading rum ours about me.

583
Helpless. Y ou can report abuse on a picture, but it doesn't m ake it taken dow n that second which 
means m ore people see it before facebook takes it down.

584 hurt and felt very left out

585 kinda hurt and let down by my "friends).

586
W hen people gang up on you over text, they w ould be with other people and you feel like 
everyone's turned on you and you don't want to face people
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587
Well when it happened it made me feel sick and like I had done something wrong to the people 
who were bullying me.

588 made me feel unwanted and disliked

589 Someone was sending me mean text messages and called me, when I anwsered there was silence.

590
It made me feel sad and angry because the girl took a photo + said she deleted it but then my 
friend said she saw it on facebook.

591 Like Shit.

592
It made feel really angry, depending on what it was it might make me feel hurt, I often react to 
things like this out o f anger.

593 Didnt listen

594 angry, embarresed, annoiyed, furious!

595 Dont care

596 Sad angry and lonely

597
Once Somebody wrote "I like men" on My Facebook while logged into my account I felt O.k. 
No biggie.

598 Not good

599 Feel the Same things like that Don’t let Me down.

600 Sad angrey

601 I did not mind because then my da answered.

602 I felt bad when he broke into my facebook

603 It had me feel bad and angry at the person

604 I feel ok because they are just my friends

605 I don't listen when people say bad things about me.

606 It made me feel insecure.

607 I would feel sad and angry.

608 Embarresed.

609
The only kind o f "hate-mail" I get is on X-box afer a good game. It makes my victory extra 
sweet

610 a bit bad.

611 Angry

612 Annoyed

613 I Didnt really care.

614 Sad, lonely upset.

615 I would feel embarrassed and depress

616 These things would make feel upset and have a small ego

617 Yes, threatened by ex and her current boyfriend via phonecall

618 not too bad as none happen to often and not too serious when they do.

619
Well someone put an embarassing Photo Up of me from a night out. I was fine with it but I've 
see others who don't take it so nicely and get upset

620 Didn't bother me

621 Took the pictures as banter

622 Netting like this happened that made me feel bad.

623 I always feel afraid and very embarrassed

624 I Fell So good.

625 It would make me feel sad

626 A bit embarrassed.

627 Normally if I'm blocked its from people I don't like.

628
It made me mad and sometimes I didn't want to go to school Because she would be their waiting 
for me. So I went to the teacher.

629 Horrible, and 1 just want to cry...

630 None o f them happend to me barly
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631 Bad

632 upset because I had done nothing to the girls.

633 It made me feel like I couldn't tell anyone because I was to embarrest and shy.
634 It made me feel sad & deppresd about m yself

635 I felt annoyed, angry and a little hurt.

636 Scared, hatred for myself unable to trust anyone unhappy all the time

637 Sad.

638 sad and angry

639 annoyed, upset.

640 when you get hatful messages its upsetting and hurts.

641 didnt really matter

642 Sad

643 Not too bad. Haters gonna hate

644 It made me upset and I didnt no how to feel.

645 Like crap.

646
It made me feel sad and as if I had done the wrong thing, even though it wasn't me that had 
caused it.

647 made me feel like shit

648 I felt sad and angry that some people could be so mean for no good reason
649 it made me feel annoyed because I didnt know why they were doing it to me
650 It made me annoyed and angry at the person who did it

651 It rarely occurred, it didn't bother me too much.

652 It makes you feel left out when a friend blockes you on chat websites.

653 It made me feel sad an upset.
654 I bit bad but then I didn't care becuse they have the problum not me.

655 friends wrote things on my facebook page as a joke. I Didn’t take it serious.
656 I know they were only messing

657 I was annoyed because some one Hacked into my profile and liked random pages.
658 Made me feel like I was a nobody

659
made me angry to know one o f my so called 'friends' hacked my facebook and changed my 
password on me.

660 made me feel upset because I also have depressin witch makes it worse.

661 Annoyed, upset!
662 ragin!

663 upset, angry!

664 unhappy, sad, lonely

665 Sad

666 upset.

667 it made me feel upset and hurt lik I dont have the right to have fi-iends.

668 Sad, annoyed and angry.

669 i laughed it wasnt hurtful

670 never happened

671 really upset

672 It never happened but it would make me feel concious

673 Confiised, upset, worried

674 Scared sad lonely I felt useless and like it was all my fault...
675 crap

676
It made me feel left out and unhappy about myself I started to doubt myself like I always 
wondered wheater I was a nice person to people and stuff
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677 Nothing. I laughed..

678 Made me feel miserable, sad, angry. I was really moody all the time at everyone and stressed.

679 I would fee! sad.

680 annoyed

681 It made me feel annoyed

682 I feel excluded and bad about myself

683 I feel upset I dont no who to trust is it my friends spreading rumours or is it me is it my fault.

684 Annoyed and out for revenge. Which I still haven't gotten.

685 I would feel upset, angry and annoyed.

686 It would make me feel sad + angry.

687 Didn’t happen to me.

688 Embrassed

689 nothing happened

690 Nothing, I laughed and made up.

691 It would make me feel upset and embarrassed afraid.

692 I felt annoyed that someone would something mean to my friends about me.

693 it made me feel embarassed and not very confident in m yself

694 Nothing

695 1 felt like because they did that no one would talk to me and think different o f me.

696 Bad, Sad
697 Sad.
698 bad, worthless

699 Sad angry and annoyed.

700 Horrible, scared, angry, depressed.

701 Sad, upset. No confidence
702 Awful and unliked
703 I didnt care, we didnt get along anymore
704 Told them to stop

705 It made me fell Scared, that i didn't want to go outside or see anyone.

706 Id feel really bad and really hurt

707 Sad.

708 It made me feel sad and a bit angry
709 annoyed

710 angry and sad.

711 Annoyed + Angry but not sad

712 Sad and unhappy

713 Sad anNoyed angry

714 Sad

715 It would make me feel scared and like 'crap'.

716 Sad & depressed.

717 Sad embarassed

718 Sad and ugly bad about m yself

719 Sad and lonley

720 Sad

721 annoyed

722 7

723 I wouldn't care because they're saying behind my back because they're afraid to say it to my face

724 I felt sad and embarrassed.
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725 Bad

726 I didn't mind because it was embarrasing but I told them that they could put it up

727 it was not nice I felt very sad and hurt and was so imbarssed.

728 Mad at the people, upset.

729 I would feel left out and not wanted and sad, angry.

730 Sad and scared because I didn't know how to react so I unfriended her.

731 Sad and lonely and excluded, unappreciated, worthless

732 They make me feel unwanted. Sad. angry sometime.

733 it made me feel hurt, sad and anrgy because I thought they were my friends.

734 It has never happened to me before.

735 It would make me feel, sad, angry, sarceed

736 Sad, annoyed, lonely and really stupid

737 Sad, unwanted, angry, alone

738 Sad, upset, embarrassed

739 Sad, like a fool.

740 I felt really bad and sad and I dont no wat I did wrong

741 I felt bad about my self.

742 it didn't happen to me

743 1 felt upset because my friend did this and if we are friends they shouldn’t do that to me.

744 it didn't happen to me

745 Made me feel sad lonely angry makes me to cry

746 Sad, scared, lonely, uncomfortable
747 Upset & angry.

748 Most for fun, they were messing.

749 it was just for fun I felt happy.

750 I would fell embrassded but then again scared but I would stand up for m yself

751 Sad and angry

752 It made me feel sad, upset and annoyed

753 I mad me feel angry and betrayed

754 annoyed and angry and a bit sad.

755
a girl on facebook called me a Foster cow I felt angry and just came off facebook all together and 
went on to twitter.

756 didn't happen

757 embarrased

758 Like Shite!

759 Annoyed

760 up set

761 felt annoyed and angry and didn't understand why because I did nothing.

762 made me feel down

763 They didnt happen.

764 It made me feel low in m yself

765 Angry as I thought these people were my friends

766
hurt, angry, annoyed that people were getting involved in situations that had nothing to do with 
them

767
little, Made out to be "comon" or "slutty" I do be annoyed becouse People who dont know me 
could judge me but I know family & friends know the truth

768 It made me feel awful

769 Embarrassed and angry.

770 Angry + Sad.
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771 I would feel bad about myself.

772
When a person hacked Into my facebook account I Felt really annoyed and Sad but I deleted My 
Account Set up another one.

773 annoyed and angry.

774 isolated, unwanted sad.

775 embarrased

776 It didn't really bother me, I wasnt any thing serious.

111 They weren't bad so I laughed it off

778 upset & annoyed

779 Annoyed.

780 Upset & mostly Angry.

781

The mean thing was said on spillit so it was anonymous. I felt curious as to who it was. I only 
received one mean post on spillit. I expected / was ready for truthful answers. Hurt + 
embarrassed

782
I would feel hurt and annoyed. But people who say stuff like that are only trying to make 
them.selves feel good.

783 embarrased. Hurt.

784 didnt feel anything i didnt give a fuck or do care what people say or do about me

785 Wouldn't give a fuck!

786 people blocking me on facebook, abuse on spillit, - I dont care

787 like I'm nothing to anyone I felt like I was weird, odd and a loser.

788 embarrased.
789 embarresed
790 Never happened to me.

791 Sad.
792 enraged and angry

793 Embarrased, sad, angry.
794 It never happened

795
I would feel embarrased if someone sent stuff around on the internet about Me that was not true. 
It did not happen so it's all good.

796 Sad and lonely.

797 Im not getting offended easily so don't really care much.

798 I would feel angry and sad at the same time
799 I feel unconfortable and sad

800 Hurt and Upset

801 Bate the younfella.
802 Sad and excluded

803 It made me feel different to everyone else

804 Upset

805 I would feel embarressed and upset. I would be angry with the person who did it

806
A rumour was spread about me and while it was slightly embarrasing I don't think it was 
intended to be a maliscious act. I got over it fairly quickly

807 I would feel insulted depending on the severity, embarassed if I knew lots o f people found out.

808 I didn't mind. I didn't bother me.
809 lonely and excluded

810 Angry

811 Mad, Sad, unwanted

812 It made me feel sad and hurt

813 embarrising photo: I was a bit annoyed.

814 M ade me feel a bit crap about myself, angry because I didn't do anything wrong.
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815 It wasn't serious, people knew it was a joke I wasn't hurt by it

816 alone and a bit o f a loser

817 Did'nt get any

818 It made me feel that I wasn't any good and it made me annoyed

819 grand.

820 Sad, Angry, annoyed

821 It didn't really bother me

822 A bit annoyed.

823
Made me feel more annoyed than insulted. I would never have thought that the person who did 
it to me would do it.

824 didn't really mind

825
I got bullied in first year. It was the worst experience I ever had. It was not on the internet but 
verbal. I felt like killing myself

826
So far, I have been blocked about approximatly 10 times on facebok due to me uploading 
constant videos. I felt regretful

827 They do anything mean they just changed my password but I retrieved it again.

828 Sad and alone

829 I took it as a joke.

830
1 felt allright because I didn't and don't take them Seriously even though they were meant in that 
manner

831 Nothing the Times it did happen it was only people (friends) messing

832 Good

833 Dont mind
834 Sad.

835 It had me crying and It made me feel like nobody is my fi-iend.

836
One or two romurs were spread between 1 or 2 people - 1 didnt rele care because they ment 
nothing to me them people.

837 Sad and want to cry

838 Sad

839 I feelt grand. Because I did give a crap about them

840 didn't think much o f it

841 I didn't really mind because It was for a joke.

842 None of theese things happened to me.

843 Hurt - that my friends would do that to me.

844 Fine nothing to worry about

845
I didnt give it much thoughts, there are ways to block them and they would never say things to 
my face.

846 Disappointed

847 upset

848 upset, angry

849 Embarrased.

850 Sad

851 Depressed left out

852 Betreaded

853 Angry, upset, humiliated.

854 Betrayed, Upset, Embarrassed.

855 embarresed, sad, betrayed, angry.

856 It made me feel horrible. Like I was a waste o f space and nobody cared.

857 embaressed

858 It made me feel sad and upset.

859 worried, scared, nervous
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860 They would make me feel scared, sad and alone

861 Embaressed, but not badly.

862 upset.

863 It only happend once because o f a former girlfriends friend thought I was messing her around

864 OK

865 It would make me feel Lonely, embarrised, unliked Like im not good enough.

866 Upset

867 Ignored it

868 Excluded, depressed
869 Didnt care

870 Never happened to me

871 I didn't feel anything.

872 It was embrassing and enraging.

873 Excluded.

874 It would make me scared and upset

875 hurt

876 It didn't really matter!

877 I wasn't too upset when someone blocked me because I didn't know her well anyway

878
Just a small bit embarrased, over the embarrasing pictures online, but I did not take it to heart 
because I know they were only messing.

879 I would feel that there are people who are Just Jealos o f me so they try to scale me down

880 embarrised

881 Emarrised

882 Upset and angry.

883 Sad. I felt like 1 had no friends. Or at the very least that my friends didn’t care about me.

884 Upset and angry.

885 Annoyed, slightly upset, but got over it

886 left out, embarrased, angry, betrayed.
887 Hurt and sad that my friends would do that.

888 It made me feel really upset
889 Sad, excluded, alienated, depressed and Angry

890 Bad but ok.

891 It only happened once or twice.

892 Couldn't care. Facebook isn't real.

893 made the person apologise

894 sad

895 It would make me feel upset and cautious o f what people think o f me and lack o f confidence

896 angry betrayed sad Neglected

897 like I DON’T Belong

898 hurt

899 Not nice at all.

900 Really bad and depressed

901 Never!

902 Grand

903 Angry, worried, upset

904 upset because the rumours were not true

905 Embrassed,

906 upset

907 embarring upset
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908 angry

909 Angry and upset Wanting to find out who did it

910 Angry

911 It would make me feel scared and treatened. I'd be embarressed. - scared in my own home.

912 Sad & upset. & excluded

913 Id feel upset and think about what I may have done to make that person want to do this

914 It made me feel timid.

915 When my friend hacked me on facebook it was embarassing but funny.

916 Annoyed Scared

917 Didn't happen to me.

918 Didn't happen.

919 Sad felt like crying some times

920 sad

921 Embarressed & annoyed & cross.

922 Embarassed

923 bad, angry

924 Bad

925 Hurt, to kill myself.

926 Bad

927 Dissappointed, upset

928 awfull
929 I took no notice o f it.

930 Bad, sad

931 I felt hurt in a way but we made up

932 Upset and kind o f angry at the person.

933 Embarrassed, upset

934
fought with someone because o f difference of opionions I felt excluded then because we hung 
around with the same people.

935 It made me feel upset

936 Threatened, sad

937

If people spreading rumours about me i would be feeling very low as i think it can lead to 
depression and sometimes people commit suicide or they don't appreciate themselves because 
they received a negative comment.

938 Nothing

939 It might sometimes feel like I shudn't be using internet or get involved. I would blame m yself

940 grand it didnt really bother me.

941
made me feel kinda bad about myself but I didnt do anything about it because its who I am and 
im not going to let a website change me.

942 I feel really sad inside me and feel embarrased and hurt.

943 Rumours been spredd. I guess it hurtful but it more made me annoyed then anything.

944 Really bad, I could cry if it happend

945 It make me sad, i'm nearly go to cry.

946

Once someone blocked me on Tuenti (Spanish social network) and at the beginning I was a bit 
upset but then it was ok. I'm not bothered. Once a boy sent a message to my brother and he was 
worried and annoyed, (message with bad language).

947 Not that bad, could not really care.

948 Embarresed.

949 grand
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Responses to Question 15.

1 Get over it

2 I told the vice princepal, he sorted it and I ignored her and had a laugh with my Close Friends.

3 Just said Ya ok and sarcasticly giving them compliments hurts um the most

4
I would Just say Leave me alone and wouldnt talk to that person, or I would tell My older sister 
to help me sort it out.

5 I would tell my parent's or if  it got out o f control i would go to the principal.

6 ignored the texts

7 no action

8 told a parent but mostly keep it to myself

9 Told my teacher and principle

10 changed my password

11 Asked them to take down the photo

12 Nothing -

13 told a parent + teacher after awhile o f ignoring it.

14 IGNored it & stuck to a group I knew I Could trust.

15
when i got the message i told my friend staight away because I was afaid She told them to "leave 
me alone she did nothing"

16 I told them to stop.

17 Tell them too go away. And threaten to fight them if they kept doing it.

18 Content removed

19
I hate fighting, but we all fought with her after my friends found out what she said. I needed to 
stand up for myself and I did.

20 Nothing, it wasn't a big deal.

21 I told my parents and they rang the school and got it sorted.

22 approached the person and talked to them.

23 I just ignored it
24 told some one and got it sorted.

25
Well in primary school I told at home and they sorted it. In secondary no thing Just let it blow 
over.

26 Nothing, it's only a laugh...

27 Was mean back to her. Then we just left each other alone.

28 Sometimes I told if it was getting too bad or I would treaten them.

29 tell principal or get even

30 I prooved to everyone that I was right.

31 said it to the person and asked why they did it.

32 stand up for my self

33 Asked them to take down the picture.

34 Told mother, then vice principal.

35
I went to principal but they did nothing about it. They didn't believe me even though I took 
screencaps and showed it to them. They just sent me to counselling

36 I told my family & Friends and asked their advice

37 tryed finding who did it

38 Did nothing I just forgot about it

39 Tell my friends & mother

40 I told them to stop
41 I took it to the principal but it was not sorted for months and is still going on.

42 give them abuse. Stand up for m yself

43 I told people that the person was harrasing also and made the person go away non violently.
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44 I would tell the teacher or som el at hom e or som eone I could trust

45 I'd stand up for m yself + fight back thats what I did

46 I would sort out our problem  and try and co-operate with them .

47 I told my parents

48 i never have or did

49 Ignored it.

50 got mad, not so much to the person.

51 Told real friends

52 I left it

53 ingroned them  ju s t didn't let it bother me because i f  I did they'd keep doing it

54 I would o f  told my parents or told my friends

55 I didnt do anything. I told a friend, but thats it.

56 I would tell what you doin and shout in their faces

57 Told my parents (i alw ays do) and they sorted it out

58 I told my Dad

59 Tell a teacher or my m other

60 Nothing

61 I would sort it out m y se lf at school and ask them  why

62 I didn't do anything. I just told my mom and she said if  it happens again then we'll do som ething

63 telling som eone.

64 N one

65 I would either block them  from talking to me or just ignore. They w ould just get tired and stop.

66
I told my aunt because I was with her at the time, she com m ented on it saying it wasn't me who 
said that and I was with her when som ebody w rote the sentence.

67 I blocked the people that were hurting me out o f  my life

68 I talked to the girl but that seem ed to make things worse so now we just ignore each other

69 Y es I have em ailed a help line

70 I say it to  som e one in my fam ily

71 I gave them  a belt into the face and cryed and told my friends

72 I didn't do anything except change m y passw ords again

73 W ouldn't care and m ove on

74 tell them to  Go A w ay? or som e thing and tell People

75 N othing he / she w as only m essing

76 I told my friends about it and they really helped me.

77 I just told my parents and they told me not to be friends with this person i f  they are bullying you.

78 I told my parents and teachers.

79 tell them  that it w asn't me

80 I would ask m y friends about this and I w ould listen to what they would say.

81 Yes, and N one

82 I told teachers and parents that som one has been spreading rum ours about me.

83 I would get my best ft'iend and we will stand up to them

84 I would not talk to  the people that called me names.

85

W hat I did about it is nothing m uch? I got sick o f  him bullying me but after a w hile told him  to 
go away and he tryed to punch me but he m issed and got caught by a adult w alking beside us and 
then he left me.

86 Stood up for m yself

87 I told a friend but I told that friend not to  tell anyone

88 W ell nothing bad happened to me just arguem ents with friends. I just told my close ft'iends.

89 I said 'Im not w asting my tim e talking or fighting with you!'
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90 I told them  to stop.

91 Ignored it

92 Tell som ebody I trust, see if  they can help me in anyw ay.

93 hacked my facebook back

94 Ignored it

95 I told my parents and friends

96 told som e one I was closet tow

97 Told my friends

98 spoke to my fi-iend & sorted it out

99 Ignore them  and the m essages

100
I talked to them and told them  I wasn't going to put up with that and that I didn't w ant to be their 
friends. O ne o f  the girls who had been especially m ean, I just started ignoring

101
I ju s t ignored it and eventually got over it. I ju s t told m yself it w as their loss and I didn't want to 
be friends with them  anyway.

102 I replied on facebook to them

103 stood up for myself.

104 I stuck up for m yself fight back. Or just left it.

105 I would either tell a parent, friend or a teacher, but the school doesn't care so I'd sort it m yself

106 I told anyone who asked it was just a rum or.

107
I approached anyone who I thought w as doing it. I spoke to them  about it and dem anded them  to 
apologise.

108
I kept asking them  to take it down but they laughed and said it was fine and that nobody cares 
anyway.

109 go to sleep because I dont care.

110
I learned to defend m yself both physically and verbally and also let my principal know about all 
the bullying going on.

111
I replied to the message in the most civil form  that I could and attem pted to solve things as I had 
been through the exact sam e thing several tim es before. It didn't work.

112 I acted ignorant and any (m inor) problem  dissolved quite fast.

113 I told m y friends, and my parents.

114 N othing at first. T old my parents as it w asn't just online. They talked to the teachers.

115 Ignored it

116 I'd get back at them.

117
I cancled the credit card o ff  the account, and tried to the best o f  m y ability to m ake them  suffer 
the consequences.

118
Stopped being friends w ith one girl. But to get her to stop I had to get my m om  involved. And 
another girl theatening me o f  facebook that I didnt even know. I had to  block her.

119 Nothing

120 I confronted the person as w hy they did that, but they w ere obvilious and thought it was funny.

121 when it happened to me I kept quiet because it hurt too much to bring it up.

122 I didn't do anything I Left it alone the first tim e because it didn't happen again.

123 TO LD  TH EM  TO  STOP / TAK E IT  D O W N

124 A sked the person who put up the picture to take it down

125 tell a friend

126 K nocked his lights out.

127 Piss m yself laughing

128 I just ignored them and pretend I didn't care

129 Tell him  to take the picture down from facebook because he was only joking

130
N othing, I ju s t kept it to m y se lf I don't expect other people to do anything or get them selfs 
involved

131 I w ould keep it to m yself but if  they keep on doing it then I w ould tell.

132 I just forgot about it.
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133 Told my mam & friends, deleted my account.

134 N othing

135 I asked my friend to take dow n the photo

136
W hen I got hacked I changed all my passw ords and security questions and apologised to  anyone 
w ho's feeling were hurt, when I was hacked.

137 Talk to friends and fam ily to ask whats best.

138 N othing

139 delate the comm ent

140 I ignored it.

141 told him to take it dow n

142 Tell a friend or if  it w as sirious a parent

143 forgot about it.

144 D enied the rum ours w ere true contantly.

145 N othing, I just got on with it.

146
He pushesed me and I punched him and m ade his nose bleed. He told his m am  and she rang my 
mam. Then I told her what happened and he got in lots o f  trouble.

147 I didn't do anything

148 T old my mam.

149
I w ould try to tell an adult, teacher or guardian. I w ould try to make everything fine betw een me 
and the bully.

150 I fought that person

151 I would tell my m um  if  it at hom e, i f  it is in school I will do nothing about it.

152 I just ignored. I won't listen to what they say about me.

153 Nothing, pretend to egnore them

154 Nothing

155 N othing - 1 deleted the things on facebook

156 I ignored it at first but my older sister found out and helped me

157 I either told them to stop it, or done som ething to them.

158 delete their com m ents

159 Dont think about it

160 ignore the person

161 Tell som eone

162 I would find the person who started it and knock them  around

163 N othing

164 I told them  to stop or I w ould tell on them

165 slag them

166 Said it to them , asked what do they think they 're doing.

167 I was mean back to  her.

168 get them back

169 Say stu ff back to them .

170 Told som eone and they delt w ith it.

171 I told my mam and she told m e to calm  dow n and ask my friend to rem ove the picture.

172 I got anger and told them  not to  do it again and i was not friends with them  anym ore

173 It wasnt bad so I didnt do anything

174 I tell to  my parents and and som e my true friends.

175 I told parents and year head

176 Told my friends, they helped m e sort it out.

177 I told a close friend about it and also confronted the person who sent the text message.

178 Block them  or Don't reply
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179 Joke with the person

180 I told other friends.

181 nothing.

182 I told my parents or good friend

183 Nothing.

184 Tell my friends and Family, go to our guidance counciler

185
I would tell somebody and I would stand up to whoever was bullying me or trying to spread 
rumours about me.

186 said nothing and act like it never happened.

187 I asked the person to stop using my account or to stop spreading rumours.

188 nothing.

189 told my parents and they sorted it out

190 Went to the guidance counceiler

191 let it happen.

192 told my parents, they told the principal o f the school.

193 nothing, might talk to my mam about it.

194 The people who were doing it also attacked me so I went to the police.

195 tell your friends it wasn't you and they're only making up rumours.

196 told my parents

197 We went to our guidence counciler

198 I got them banned from Facebook and Xbox live for 20 days

199
I told my parents and eventually it all stopped. I just ignored them so they didn't seem the point 
to keep going.

200 None.

201 Ignored it.

202 Ask the person to remove the picture.

203 ignored them & told my parents about it
204 Confront them. Possibly fight them.

205 I went and told my year head Mrs. X  and Mr. X and they dealt with it.

206 nothing, kept it to myself

207 Confrunted the person and asked them why they did it

208
I didn't do anything I was scared to tell anyone and when I did tell someone that person said it 
was my own fault.

209 egnore those people and things they did because it's just not worth my time

210 Didn't be friends with them anymore.

211 Private message them to delete it.

212 got over it

213 Tried to Ignore them

214 Nothing, they weren't big instances.

215 talked to my bestfriend about it and she helped

216 Ask the person to Remove it and they did!

217 ask them to take them down.

218 I spoke to my parents.

219 Nothing

220 I ignored the person who sent the message and still do

221 Nothing

222 Talked to the person in question

223 Made them take down the pics

224 No
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225 I kept it to m yself for ages, but one o f  my friends told her m am  and she told m ine.

226 I tried to get it deleted and just laughed it o ff

227 Nothing. M aybe laughed about it, but no direct course o f  action though

228 I just kept on deleting the m essages and reported abuse on her page.

229
Ah i confronted her and told her i was glad that she blocked m e cause i didnt w ant anything to do 
with her.

230 Sit it out. It w ould pass over, som ething else will happen people will m ove on.

231 I said sorry to the girls who the lads texted.

232 join another lobby, sim ple as that!

233
W ell, I f  It got out o f  hand I w ould try tell my parents or I w ould ju s t ask the people doing it to 
stop. I w ouldn't want people to know  I told my parents.

234 I did nothing my close friends knew the truth and I believe it w as an act o f  jealousy

235 N othing.

236 made a sad face and said 'thanks a lot, your som e friend!', (joking)

237 told som eone

238
Get the video rem oved from youtube, threatned to take legal action for uploading video w ithout 
my consent to do so

239 C ontronted them  myself!

240 1 did nothing about it and let It go.

241 It depends on who it was. Som etim es you would ask them  w hy they did it

242 Ignored It.

243 cry my se lf to sleep.

244 Blocked the num ber T alked to friends

245 I talked it over and resolved the problem  .

246 I fought back until things got out o f  hand and the problem  had to  get solved in the end

247 I cried for a day or two and got over it and move on until it happens again

248 I did nothing Just spoke about it too my nana and bestest friend

249 Close m yself o ff  from the source delete my tum bir (blogsite) A ccount on facebook

250 Try not let it get to me.

251 Ignore it

252

I called her and tried to explain. W hen she began to tw ist m y w ords I was w orried - I got 
stom ach ulsers - I decided to cut her out o f  my life as best I could as it m ade me upset to be 
near her.

253 Nothing

254 N othing until my M am  saw it

255 I would tell my parents and report it to principal if  it is som eone in my school.

256 Hurt them even m ore Do what they D id to you But worse.

257
I spoke to people I could trust i.e. Friends, fam ily, teachers. I then took action and stood up for 
myself.

258 N othing they W here too strong and pow erful.

259 I said the rum ours w eren't true.

260 I'd tell my parants

261 I would go up to who I was fight and talk to them  even if  w e w ere roaring.

262 M aby fight him  or send him it back.

263 I told my friend to stop.

264 I changed my passw ord

265 I would try to get N ew  friends

266 Just leave it and enjoy life cause you only live once.

267
M y friend started talking to the person pretending to be me and scared them  so much that they 
gave me back my G m ail and facebook passw ords so then I changed them.

268 Nothing
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269 I didn't do anything about it.

270 I ingnored them  and did my own thing.

271 N othing

272 I Put a picture o f  her w hen she was younger up.

273 Just ignored them .

274 N othing I didn 't care.

275 W ell I just T alked back untill he/she got o f  me

276 I asked and they said they  wer messing

277 I forgot about it and m oved on.

278
It som etim es happens in an online gam es, but theres a lot o f  idiots on it. I f  it happens, I usually 
block them.

279
I told my friends and m y sister. I didn't .say anything mean back I ju s t said thanks for m aking me 
feel bad and I left it.

280 T alked to an adult or friend.

281 I'd tell the teacher, my parents, friends.

282 Fight back, told friends

283 C onfronted the people w ho did it.

284 Took a w hile to com pose m yself and then sorted out the situation with w hoever done it.

285 C onfronted the person or som etim es nothing.

286 N othing .... I just sat in my room  and cried.

287 Talk to som eone.

288 Talked to close friends + my sister

289 nothing

290 Said it was not true.

291 Ignored it.

292 leave it until it's forgotten about. R em ove post or delete message

293
got them  taken down never spoke to  the people who took them  again They are still around 
though

294 tell a friend, not go to an adult because it w as only one time.

295 left it and w ent aw ay or fought back.

296 I just walked o f f  to som eone else

297 laugh.

298 C onfronted the people who spreaded it, but it took a w hile to get the courage to do so.

299 W rite back to  them

300 ignored it.

301 M ost o f  the tim e nothing

302 I to ld  my parents

303 N othing

304 N othing, it didn 't bother m e that much to react.

305 They got laughed at

306 N othing

307 Just blocked the person and told my parents

308 nothing.

309 nothing.

310 depends on the situation

311 B lock people online

312 A sked to take the picture down

313 N otting  really

314 I did nothing
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315 untagged m yself from photo

316 ignored it

317 Left It and It passed over

318 Ignored it as it was only minor!

319 Confronted the person. Told someone.

320 Stand my ground and go against the other person.

321 Tell my friends.

322
W ent and talked to the person but they ju s t went o ff  laughing with their friends and m ade me 
feel even worse

323
I Got 'Fraped' (Facebook raped) when they were done I deleted what they did. It w as harm less 
though it was only my friends messing.

324 N othing

325 I got in contact w ith the people involved and cleared my nam e o f  the rum our

326 Tell som ebody.

327 Tried to forget and blocked the person out, just didn't think about it

328 told a friend

329 A sked them  to take it down

330 Stood up for m y se lf

331 N othing

332 W ent and talked to that person

333 C onfronted them  about it, and told  them  to stop

334 I just ignored it.

335 ignored it

336 None. I would only take action if  it was really upsetting me.

337 Told parents

338 I talked to them

339 get them back.

340 asked my mate do delete it

341 Tryed to m ake up.

342 Get revenge in any way possible

343 N othing ... Let it sort itself out.

344 Just let it blow  over.

345 N one

346 I ignored it

347 I ignored what was going on in the hope it w ould blow  over as soon as possible.

348 I don't take arguem ents on fb too seriously. I didn't take any action.

349 N othing it was only a joke

350 N one

351 Ignored them

352 nothing just sent him  back a m essage laughing

353 H ad an arguem ent w ith the person

354 Found out who did it and gave them a piece o f  my mind

355 talk to a friend that you trust (m aybe cry First)

356 nothing

357 confront the person.

358 notting

359 N othing. I'm scared

360 ask them  to take it down

361 I d idn 't want to go to school & I took my anger ou on my M am
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362 Tell a parent about what was happening.

363 See w hats the source o f  m aking this happen

364 I blocked him and stopped being Friends w ith him . .DC.

365 tell them  to stop

366 tell

367 T old my M am or Dad or my bestm ate.

368 slag them  back

369 not seriously, so I didnt tell anyone

370 T old my brother.

371 nothing

372 nothing really

373 I told people that it was'nt true but I didnt tell my parents about it.

374 Ignored It

375 Asked them  to delete it.

376 nothing

377 N othing, isolated m yself in my room.

378 it depends what situation I am in.

379 I told them  not to do it becaus it's not good for me and I don't enjoy it.

380 tell a teacher I trust and definately tell 1 fam ily member.

381 N othing really, talked to the person once or twice.

382 Ignore the people who did these things

383 Talk with a friend

384 Laugh it o f f

385 nothing.

386 I told m y parents.

387 Talked to them

388 like I w as not wanted.

389 Took m atters into my own hands

390 just ignore them , don't care

391 nothing

392 N othing

393 take it as a joke

394 I deleted Facebook.

395 Tell a friend or som eone you trust

396 Told my brother. A sked them  to stop.

397 N othing

398 laughed at them! B roke a few Noses! Let karm a take action

399 Ignored them  but talked to close friends about it

400 I would be very offended and rem ove that friend o ff  facebook. & block all C ontact w ith them.

401 Ignore it

402 noting

403 C hanged my facebook passw ord

404 Stop being friends w ith them  excluded them  from my life.

405 N othing, I ju s t lef^ it.

406 I dont take any action

407 I broke his nose he got me so thick and we fought.

408 I just told my cousin and she just said to change my passw ord and don't tell anyone w hat it is.

409 Tell my parent.
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410 I would hit them  ( if  I know them ) or do som ething really bad to them .

411 I told my parents.

412 told the teachers.

413
N othing much I told my friends 1 did not want to tell my m am  or dad because they w ould not let 
me go on facebook again.

414 Tell my Parents

415 Say som ething to  the Person.

416 I W ill Stand up for my S elf and my friends alw ays Stand up for me

417 Nothing. 1 d idn’t care.

418 I would have deffm itly  told my Parents and they W ould have done Som ething

419 Told my friends and parents

420 brok there nose

421 Told them  I don't care Tell my friends.

422 I would C onfront the person

423 Talk to the person who did it about it.

424 just leave it see i f  it w ould go away

425 Nothing

426
Told my parents and they asked the girl's parents to get the girl w ho tagged me "X" to take it 
down o ff  facebook as it was upseting me

427 nothing really just wait it out and they will stop

428 Ignored it hoping that it w ould just stop and then it did

429 Nothing

430 1 confronted them , and said to cope on cause there not that big in real life

431 Block the person, report them

432 Said it to the person

433 just played along, there's nothing I can do really.

434 lets just say they wont do it again

435 I got depressed.

436 I wouldn't take any action because I wouldn't feel threathened

437 Nothing

438 I told a teacher and my friend stod by me threw  it.

439 I stood up for m yself, I alw ays have done that & I alw ays will, w either its for m e or my friends

440 I told everyone I dont know who She Is.

441 I'm leaving my football team as I don't enjoy playing anym ore.

442 I told my m ad and dad

443 Show people who w ere sending m essages and em ails that your not afraid o f  them

444 Kept it to my se lf

445 I told my mam and she said just egnore it.

446 I stood up to them  and it stopped.

447 Som eone hacked m y face book Page but I changed my passw ord and it was ok again.

448 I just left the gam e and w aited till he went offline so I could play with my friends

449 I blocked them.

450 nothing

451 Ignored them.

452
I ju s t got w ith life, kept my head held high because if  I was to  do som ething it w ould mean 
stooping down to their level, w hich is som ew here I don't go!

453 tell som e one

454 N othing because it only happens seldom ly

455 I told my parents and principel.
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456 Tried to ignore what they said & not let it hurt me

457 I reported the person's fan page.

458 I w ould just keep ignoring them  until they w ent away. But i f  it gets w orse i'd tell my parents.

459 tell m y mam r dad

460 I talked to  the person excluding me and sorted the problem.

461 I told the girl to take it down.

462 A sked them  to rem ove the picture.

463 Sim ply ignored the instigator and if  they persisted I would confront them  calm ly.

464 Ignore, not make a big deal about it

465 D eleted the messages, blocked the person on Facebook.

466 Ignore to  the best o f  my abilities (not really possible i f  they in contact w ith you daily  in school.

467 nothing

468 deny it

469 Told people that my friend hacked m y account.

470 confront the people that did it to arrange an agreenm ent

471 I confronted the abuser, I wasn't going to let haters hate.

472 Told my parents, my O lder Sister and the School!

473 nothing

474 K icked them  out o f  it and changed passw ord

475 N othing

476 nothing

477 R em oved them from my friends.

478 N othing

479 tell a friend

480 I would tell a trusted friend and ask nicley for the person to stop.

481 N othing, I didn't want to tell anyone and I didn't.

482 I taught about it and relised that the best thing to do was to tell my parents about it and move on.

483 Tell them  to shut up and walk away.

484 parents (found out)

485 Say nothing

486 N othing really

487 Fight

488 Ignored it

489 Ignore it

490 I would hit them in the face a couple o f  times

491 never happened. But I would tell som eone I trust.

492 Told a parent.

493 N othing

494 Tell m y best friend + they helped me along

495 I told M y Parents and friend

496 Tell a good friend.

497 Block Them  on Facebook and do som ething Back.

498 None.

499 I told m y mam or figured it out on my own.

500 Told a friend

501 asked the person to stop.

502 told parent & friends

503 I told the person to take down the photo o f  me and they did.
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504 Fight back. Return aggression & hurtful com m ents. C onfronted them  in person.

505 nothing - told my mam.

506 I asked them  what I had done w rong and the all started sending me nasty m essages

507 Told my parents and talked about it

508 I left it

509 tell my friends. Stand up to the bully

510 told them  to stop.

511 N othing.

512 Tell my mum.

513 I reported them .

514 N othing really. Laughed it off.

515 I told the teacher in the school and my mam

516 I didnt take any action It stop, it only happened once

517
I didint do anything because I wasant on facebook at the tim e I only saw It when my Friend w as 
on facebook.

518 N ever done anything.

519 I told my parents and they sorted it out with the school.

520
It happened to me once by one person and I just ignored him and he got bored and o f  texting me 
abuse and said sorry.

521 I changed my usernam e and password

522 I didn't do anything.

523 ask to rem ove the picture

524 I didnt retaliate as that w ould have given the other person satisfaction

525 I ignored them  until they realised they w eren't bothering me so they w ere w aisting their time!

526 Nothing.

527 I changed my Facebook passw ord after I was fraped.

528 None.

529 Tried to ignore it, then I m oved school

530 tried to ignore them.

531 I didn't take any action because it only happened once, but I talked to my friends about it.

532 fight with them

533 I didn't do anything, w aited for it to blow  over.

534 Gave out to  the persons face.

535 M y sister told me to  ignore it. So I'm m oving school.

536 D efended m y se lf

537 I didn't do anything about it.

538 Laughed

539
I don't think any o f  those things actually happened to  be so serious that I w ould need to take 
action.

540 Didn't do anything except block them  on facebook

541 I ignored them  and just carried on as usual

542 nothing.

543 I asked the girl to rem ove the pictures from  facebook and delete them  from her phone.

544 I told a teacher my parents and my friends

545 nothing. Just deal w ith it.

546 Talked about it with my friends and m y m um  and sister.

547 Did not reply, delete/report and block sender

548 I deleted her com m ents and forgot aobut it.

549 Texted back + tried to  resolve it
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550 blocked + R eported them

551 Ignored it.

552 argue back.

553
R eplied but not in a horrible way, I ju s t stood up for m yself which they didnt expect and then 
backed o f f

554 I just ignored it.

555 told m y parents, stopped being friends with the person

556 Just ignored it

557 I just deleted the m essages and didn't take any notice.

558 T old  everyone the rum ours w eren't true and eventually people believed me.

559 say mean things back to them.

560 Ignore it or ask them  to take it down.

561 Ignored it.

562 N othing.

563 I didn't say or do anything until one day I stood up for m yself and got new  friends

564 I told my parents

565 B locked them  from  facebook and changed my number.

566 T old my man and a teacher and it got fixed.

567 I just told people it wasn't true.

568 R eport A buse.

569
Report abuse' on facebook and talk to them ask w hy they did. They might be brave behind a 
com puter but they w ouldnt say it to your face.

570
I went to som e other friends and they told me to ignore them & laugh it off, soon enough people 
apolagized.

571 W ell I have tried to stand up for m yself but if  never really works. I have told my parents.

572 I didnt do anything

573
I told my mum. And I knew w ho it w as and I talked to the persone If  they have a problem  with 
me, to say it to my face.

574 I told her to  take it down but she never did. Or I w ould report it if  it happened again.

575 N one

576
react badly, like do it back, if  its bad but if  not say som ething and w alk away, I once or tw ice hit 
som eone over being bullied.

577 if  it keept happening I'd fight or stand up for m yself

578
C onfronted them  I would'nt let anyone get away with it but they em barresed me on the web and I 
never see the person, theres not much you can do!

579 called them  "keyboard W arriors"

580 N oting

581 I told my mam.

582 N otin

583 noting

584 I didnt take any action because he apoligized

585 I block the person from Facebook

586 I just leave it

587 T alk  to them .

588 I w ould tell m y friends about it

589 stay has far as aw ay from the bullies.

590 I did N othing

591 Send them  back a m essage saying "Y ou mad bro?"

592 ignored it. It stoped

593 G o after the person and punch there face in

594 ignored it at first then threatened the person the stop
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595 N othing

596 Stopped com m unicating with those people e.g. block them .

597 N othing because their just im m ature like a baby and everything w ent fine as months past by.

598
I w ould ignore it and wait for a turning point, not so m uch Revenge but probably do the sam e 
back

599 ignored them

600 nothing, just kept on eye to m ake sure o f  no reacurrance.

601 Block them

602 N othing

603 Laughed

604 N one, didn't need to

605 I always try to avoid everybody, it very hard for me when they start laughing at me

606 Problably fight

607 No

608 Just told them  not to do it again.

609 Nothing, I don't care.

610 I told my year head what happened and she sorted everything out.

611 princeble, teacher mum.

612 It wore o ff

613 Told m um  and teacher

614 I did nothing.

615 I T old them to stop & leave m e alone. Then i got the teachers involed.

616 I didn't really do anything. I just w aited until it had passed.

617 tried to forget about it and m ove on.

618 Didnt do anything.

619 N othing

620 Ignored it. M y boyfriend stopped them  doing it.

621 Told my friends. G ot upset.

622 N othing it didnt bother me that much

623 Told them  to stop

624 W ouldn't care

625 I didnt do anything I just kept the m essages incase 1 had to prove that the person sent it.

626 nothing.

627 I talked to my m um  about it and she helped me with it.

628 take m atters into my own hands and do anything to get back at them

629 I tried to work things out with that person but it didnt w ork so now I just ignore them

630
I would first delete w hatever w as put up or rem ove it and then I w ould consult the person who 
did it.

631 I didn't take action.

632 I told m y other friends about it.

633 I did nothing becuse it didn't bo ther me really.

634 I ju s t took it as a harm less joke

635 I didn't care

636 I changed m y passw ord

637 I w ould Start a fight w ith that person

638 I got som e help and sorted it out.

639 I said som thing to the person.

640 ignored it.

641 said it to her.
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642 Fight with them .

643 tell principal or teacher

644 tell som eone

645 tell som eone.

646 H ide w hat I felt and walk away.

647 tell a friend or som eone I trust!

648 lashed out at them .

649 Sent it back

650 never happned

651 I told my mam straight away.

652 I would tell som eone I trust

653 N othing

654 I just confronted the person and told them  that I w as sorry for w hatever I did to antaganize them

655 told people

656
I went up to them  asked them  w hy they excluded me and w hy they w ere being so mean to me 
they said nothing so I left it and they never bothered me since.

657 I E jnored the problem

658 gave them  abuse back

659 Told my mum + dad and told my vice principal

660 I ignorded them

661 Tell my parents/friends

662 I tryed to sort things out with the person.

663 I ignore it

664
I say to them no I never did such a thing our Believe w hat you w ana believe I don’t care 
anym ore.

665 I haven't finished plotting revenge

666 Tell a friend or parent.

667 Tell my parents.

668 tell som eone or stand up to them  and tell them  to go away.

669 N othing

670 nothing happened

671 I laughed and done it back.

672 I w ould keep as calm  as I could and tell an adult close to me that could sort it out.

673 I just told my friend it wasn't true.

674
I asked the friend w as it ju s t m eant to be a jo k e  that I m issunderstood, and I asker them  to 
rem ove the com m ent

675 N othing

676 N othing

677 Cry

678 Die

679 Tell them  to stop.

680 Just said okay back like I didn't care

681 I fought back and give abuse.

682 acc dunno tbh.

683 C hanged passw ord, talked to the person that did it

684 Told a parent.

685 N othing

686 I didnt speak to them  again since.

687 N othing really because it rarely happens
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688 I told my parents as soon as it had started.

689 Tell M s X and she can sort the problem  out.

690 It did happen to me.

691 It only happend once I told my friends.

692 nothing, ignored her

693 Told them to stop and go away.

694 Ignore it

695 tell my M am  + D ad or teachers.

696 tell my parents + friends

697 told a friend.

698 I would tell som ebody.

699 I let it lie I was afraid to get teachers Involved

700 ignore the person that did it to me

701 Stud up for my S elf I Said N othing will happen.

702 I forget

703 nothing

704 punch their face in

705 None.

706 Ignore it or say it to their face.

707 I ju s t ignored it.

708 Nothing, ignored him

709 I posted 'Lol EM B A R R A SIN G ' but I didn't care

710 I told my mam and Dad

711 I Don't know.

712 tell the Person and ask W hy and Just not talk to them.

713 I unfriended her.

714 Told them  to stop

715 I told M um & dad and if  I didn't tell them I told my brother or just stood up for m yself

716 I told my mam and dad and they told my old school and they sorted it out.

717 I would proble tell my mam.

718 Nothing, I've told my mam about some things and she did noth ing about it

719 Tell an adult or a teacher.

720 N othing

721 added them back

722 I would tell my mam + dad or a teacher in school I trusted.

723 I went to the Principle or deputy Princeple.

724 It d idn’t happen to me.

725 I told them  to leave me alone but they didn't

726 tell som eone

727 tell an adult I trust

728 I fought back for a while and then told my teacher.

729 Stood up for m yself and pertended like I didn't care.

730 Tell som eone, ignore them , fight back.

731 i fought back

732 I would take it serious I would tell my mam and dad and I w ould fight back.

733 I would send them  mean thing 's back.

734 Told me perants and they sourted it

735 I unfriended and blocked the girl from my page and made sure my privacy setting was friends
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only.

736 answered them back or sent them a message. And asked them why they did that the next day.

737 I did nothing just ignored her and came off facebook and went on to twitter.

738 didn't happen

739 told them to take it down

740 IGNored it.

741 ignored it.

742 said it to the person

743 told my parents and friends
744 If they did happen. I'd report it.

745 I just deleted the message and passed no remarks.

746 I did nothing

747 nothing

748
Deleted post once the Drama was over so no one new would come across it, but waited long 
enough for the person saying the bad things not to notic.

749 Try to put it in the past and move on myself.

750 Talk to them and Sort It out.

751 Got upset + angry + fought with them.

752 Don't really know Tbh.

753 deleted them as a friend or give out to them.
754 Told my mam + talked to friends

755 delete my account

756 Had an argument with someone

757 I just deleted the message

758 block them from my page

759 Tell my parents

760 talk to someone about it or anser back.

761 I joked about it to see others reaction and thoughts.

762 If it happened I would Tell my Mum or Dad. Tell my best friend. Ask for advice.

763 changed my Facebook password.

764 Confronted them about it

765 laugh and brush it o ff

766 It effected me and I stopped eating

767 Told person to stop

768 talk to someone about it.

769 Told a parent or teacher

770 Sad.

771 Confronted the person in question

772 I'd confront the person.

773 Nothing Happened

774 It depends who it is to be honest. I would tell one o f my mates.

775 nothing

776 If it had happen to me I would just answer back in a same manner.

777
I would probably go the person that did it and tell him/her few words and might snap if it would 
be him and hit him.

778 Just trie to dont worry much about it.

779 Id Bully them, back and Start a fight.

780 I'd ask the person why are they trying to bully me

781 I dunno.
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782 tell som eone

783 I said nothing at the start but they kepted slagging me so I foght them .

784 Told som eone.

785 T ry to end the rum ours, or take the photo down etc. Confront the person behind the action.

786 I asked the person to stop the rum our

787 I didn't do anything because I didn't know  the person.

788 go after who ever did it and bate the head o ff them

789 C onfronted the person about there behavour and tryed to sort things out and stop it.

790 Leave it be, it alw ays sorts itself out. School seem s to be unhelpful.

791 I didn't do anything about it.

792 I asked the person w ho put it up to untag me from the photo and take it dow n

793 I Ignored them

794 I tried to avoid everyone for the next day

795 The only tim e it happened w as a m ess, as in I did'nt care and they're m y frieds

796 Tell them to stop.

797 1 would go to a teacher/m y parents/or my principal or vice principal.

798 Notting, Just left it.

799 I told my parents and I stuck up for m yself

800 I asked why they w ere doing this and then I sorted it out and now w ere friends.

801 bulled bak

802 Deleted the things they did. Then went to them  and told them  what I thought.

803 I changed my passw ord start aw ay after I found out they got on it

804 Told my Dad and then w ent to the yearhead.

805 Did nothing

806 1 had a lot o f  inform ation was w as able to get back my page.

807 Tell parents

808 Laughed.

809 tell my friends

810 I had a Confrentation w ith the person a few slaps were thrown but we resolved it after

811 Nothing

812 laughed.

813 i would care if  they Dont w ant me leave them

814 told the principle

815 I blocked the person on Facebook and I got a new  number.

816 I did nothing about it. it went aw ay because everyone knew it was m ade up.

817 I told my mom

818 Told

819 not much what could you do

820 Just asked them  why? But there w as no reason. So were friends on fb again.

821 if  one o f  those things happened to  me I would block that person and report them

822 Nothing.

823 N othing.

824 N othing, just let it p lay out and go with the flow.

825 C hange my password.

826 N othing

827 Ask people why

828 tell som eone

829 left it alone
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830 Ignored it.

831 Told them to stop and grow up. Told closer friends what happened Told parents

832 ignore the person and they got sick o f doing it.

833 Told one o f my friends she told mom and mom told the V.P.

834 asked to take the picture down

835 Told my sister

836 I would tell my parents

837 I went to a close friend who helped me

838 None.

839 I told my pamets/teachers.

840 OK

841 Tell someone. Deal with it m yself

842 Say its not true

843 not much
844 If it was bad, Id Stop talking to that person
845 Didnt do anything ignored it

846 Nothing.

847 Beat the crap out o f the smuck who posted it.

848 Nothing.

849 Blocked them from seeing my account.

850 Nothing ever really happened me

851 gave abuse back

852 Untagged myself in the pictures.

853 I taught them a lesson. Haha

854 left it go

855 left it go

856 Confronting the person

857 I Questioned their actions. They later apologised but continued the action

858 ignore it

859 Ignored it

860 Didn't talk to this person again.
861 I just tried to forget about it.

862 I told my parents

863 Told them to stop & Told the teachers + my parents.

864 Talk my way through it. Talk to the person.

865 Laughed. Why would I care about people on Facebook? They aren't real

866 told my parents

867 told other friends and they told them to stop

868 Nothing I just sorted it out with the person and set things straight.

869 ignored it confided in other friends.

870 Nothing

871 try to talk to them

872 Told my mum

873 went to teacher

874 Never Happened!

875 nothing

876 I gave out to the person

877 I talked to my friends
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878 I gave out.

879 deleated the message.

880 noting only happend onnce

881 got pissed off.

882
Stand up for m yself tell som eone you can trust. I f  som e Black m ailed you with an offencive 
picture I would report it to Gardai

883 Tell som ebody and delete him /her from friends.

884 No

885 Id ask the person to delete the picture/video/post

886 Nothing

887 changed my facebook password

888 Nothing

889 N othing happened me.

890 Didn't happen

891 Don't react to the person/people

892 beat them up

893 Ignored it.

894 Told them  to cop on.

895 Ignored it, then went to principal.

896 found the person and fought them

897 talked teachers, parents

898 beat the living face o ff  them  after you find them  (hunt them  down)

899 None

900 None

901 Nothing.

902 Nothing

903 I told them  to stop

904 I stood up for myself, and m essaged the person back.

905 talk to them , ask them  to stop, talk to my friends about it

906 Just got over it. Let it go. W e got over it.

907 I confi-onted the person via facebook and sorted it out

908 Ignored it.

909
I w ould try to tell my m om  or any elderly people that could help me to understand why people 
gossips about you.

910 Nothing

911 Block them  or try to talk to my friends about it and find a solution.

912 I asked my friends w hat the thought.

913
N othing. People have their own oppions so, i f  som eone doesnt like m e thats fine, your not going 
to like everyone.

914 I try to ignore them  and move on. with life.

915 just told the person that told me the rum our it was a lie, guessing she would tell that back.

916
I would say som ething to that person, depends on the thing that he makes, if  is so bad I'w ould 
call the police but first, talk w ith m y parents.

917 I talk to their persons, w hy they did that, etc.

918

W hen this boy sent it to my little brother, we discovered that he wasn't even from our city. M y 
mum said him to stop, because he sent to and she adviced him to say it to the police, then, 
everything was finished.

919 alm ost all o f  the tim e it is just having a laugh so nothing.

920 Changed passw ord on Facebook

921 say it to them
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922 I laugh because to us its only abit o f  Crk
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Responses to Question 18.

1 Saying s tu ff about M e So I gave them  abuse and they stoped.

2 Only when they do som ething to me I w ould yeah

3 W hen they are mean to me, I have to stand up to m yself

4 I w asent mean I was just telling them  how I felt and they gave out to me for that

5 threats + slags

6 They spread rum ours about me So I fought back

7 T exted a girl, called her an em o bitch, but I said it was me and apologized.

8 one tim e a girl was being mean to me and I said to Fuck o ff  and som e mean things.

9 I f  I m ay have done I didn't mean it. I deleted photoes W hen the person said it.

10 Just going onto their fb... S'only a laugh

11 A girl was saying stu ff bout me so i text her calling her a m isfotune and she needs to  get a life

12
I was only saying mean things to them  because the person w as saying mean th ings to me. It was 
self defense

13 I called them  names.

14
A boy kept on slagging me. I tried ignoring him but he didn't stop, so I said mean things to  him 
to m ake him scared.

15 They hacked my page so I told them  to stop.

16 I used it because they w ere bullying me.

17 They called me nam es and I called them  nam es back.

18 They spread rum ours about me so I fought back.

19 I got in an argum ent with a friend and started slagging him and he slagged me back.

20
O ne guy who had called me a nam e over and over again, I sent him a m essage on Facebook 
explaining that I was hurt and called him an ass.

21 To reply back to a threat

22 I f  they w ere being mean to me I was mean back.

23 I wouldn't call that cyber-bullying, they w ere just fights with my friends and stu ff like that.

24 upset my fi-iend + I replied threatening the person who did

25
N ot really to be mean, my friend and I were having a hacking war so I photo shopped som e o f  
his profile pics.

26 Slagging the lads.

27 Got angry and was mean to a foreign person on a game.

28

A friend that was slagging me for no reason and she brought up fam ily stu ff that happened in the 
past, s tu ff that really got to be and I w as really upset for days so I was saying m ean stu ff back to 
her.

29 W e w ere just joking

30 I used bag language in texts because they w ere slagging me.

31 my friend w as mean to  me so I was mean back

32 hate m essages to people I dislike, filing com plaint

33 they bullied me so I sent mean things back to them  which m ad it worse.

34 only in reply to any texts / statuses sent / aim ed at me

35 W as m aking fun o f  them  to my friends

36 Friendly Slagging

37 frape on facebook.

38 m ade up a joke about him, actually about 10 jokes!

39
Som ebody 2 m onths ago said that they w ould tell my friends about a secret, but, I told them  if  
they do then I w ould tell their friends a bigger one about them .

40 we edited a photo to bring out som e boys spots

41 Take there phone

42 Only when they w here mean back.
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43 N othing special really they just pissed me o ff

44 It was m ore o f  a joke, and that person laughed. I sent a p icture o f  a shop. LON G  STORY

45
They called m e nam es and I called her names. W e both did the sam e thing, but the nam es she 
called me hurted more.

46 I call a girl 'fat fucking sm elly whore' once

47 just had a fight

48 B itchy teenage fights

49 I told my friend he was wierd

50 Slagging my own friends, i's w hat we do haha

51 H ad a fight w ith another person and things w ere said both ways.

52 Sent a text

53 1 changed her relationship status to" interested in girls"

54 Sent mean m essages

55
Som etim es a put unattractive pics o f  friends up but i f  they ask me to delete it I do + they do the 
sam e to me.

56 I made a fake facebook profile o f  som eone and said untrue m ean things about him  on it.

57 They started a fight.. B asically I finished it.

58 I treated a lad because I was sticking up for my brother

59 called them nam es

60 Insulting people through text m essages

61 I Said He was dead

62 1 don’t get involved in that

63 I've only ever done it if  I was mad at the person for doing som ething bad.

64
I hate mean people, Im against mean, nasty people, they lack com passion therefore the can not 
be called "hum an Beings"

65 They w here Saying mean things to me so I told them to go aw ay

66 not intentionally but I'm sure I have at som e point

67 Just messing around w ith my "Closest" friends by pretending to be them on facebook

68 If  a freind o f  mine was being bullied i got the persons num ber and scared them , threatened them

69 I called the person nam es on tw itter

70 Telling them to back o ff  in a harm fil way

71 I broke my sisters iphone by accident

72 If  sum one started first id be m ean Back

73 Said som ething bad about people as I was hurt

74 Confronted an attention seeker and told her to grow  up

75 I w asnt mean, I w as just defending m y se lf I didnt say anything hurtful

76 I stood up for m yself when som eone said som ething mean

77
I only did it back once cause i wasn't going to sit there saying nothing but then I realised that the 
better thing to do was to ignore.

78 people mouthing.

79 I write indirect m essages w ithout using nam es on my status w hen I'm angry if  that counts.?

80 Facebook frape. O nly a bit o f  banter though.

81 argum ents.

82
This guy I knew  fi-om holidays was kind o f  getting stalkery and scaring me a bit so I to ld  him to 
leave me alone/ stop talking to me.

83 annoy som eone i know  to fill a hole in my own life.

84 a girl was saying things about m e so I tw eeted her saying it.

85 I wouldn't, because I know what it feels like to be the person recieving the m essages

86
I was being mean to one o f  my friends for saying mean things and spreading rum ours about me 
to others.

87 O nly if  I get a bad m essage first or anything
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88 Slagging each other trying to get one over each other

89 Slagged him  for acting like an idiot

90 I was fighting with them .

91 I was threatned so I threathned the girl back.

92 yes because they were being mean to me.

93 I was m ean to a girl I knew and I called her really bad things on Faceboook

94
I have used the internant and the girl was calling me nam es so I fough back and threened her so 
she left me alone.

95 if  they be m ean to me i be mean to them

96 indirect tw eeting

97 Had an argum ent w ith som eone

98 O nly doing it to friends as in once or tw ice usual scream er with hidden link.

99 Yes because he w as sending dirty m essages to my girlfriend so I told him  to stop in a m ean way.

100 They w ere slaging m e so I said I would bate them.

101 T alked + insulted them  behind their backs to my friends

102 I have insulted people on forums.

103 It was to my friend, w e laughed about it

104 Confronted a girl for doing som ething to me

105 Steal passw ord throw  rem berance

106
Tricked friend in to thinking I had other siblings. A ccidentally lead her on to believe that my 
brother liked her. H ow ever there are no hard feelings.

107 She started rum ors about me.
108 They did stu ff to me so I defended m yself

109 I don’t think its appropriate

110 I only mock people if  they mock me first!

111
I do gossip about som e people and say if  som eones annoying me, so if 'b itch ing ' counts then yes, 
I have.

112 Just if  som eone was mean with me, I just answ ered.
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Responses to Question 20.

1
telling lies about me. Saying I did nasty stu ff but I didn't. C alling me ugly and fat. So I stopped 
eating and my m om s giving out.

2
On text m essages, threatning and nam e calling, also on facebook people w ould call me nam es 
alot.

3 W e have a group and one partically girl keeps spreading rum ours and lies to try and break us up.

4 M essage on Facebook.

5 m essages

6 M ailing me on facebook

7 threats through Chat

8 Threatening m essages through Chat.

9 It resived a m essage o f  a girl saying she w ould put me in a hospital.

10 Told to go away and I was called gay

11
An ex-friend tried to turn m e and my friends against each other. She tried reading me to my best 
friend.

12 put bad status on facebook.

13 M y friend just said bad things to me when we w ere fighting.

14 M essages and Pictures

15 posts about me.

16
I went to find an online site to help me deal with 'com ing out', but the site was fake and it was 
run by Christian extrem ists who tell me everyday I'll 'bum  in hell'

17 som e one put gay picture on my profil pic

18 facebook m essage & text message

19 A person that I never talked to started saying mean things about me that w eren't even true.

20
I am playing this M M O R PG  and people say bad w ords because I have no m ore health for a fight 
or som ething (G am e nam e is X)

21 They posted stu ff on facebook and hit me.

22 about a girl i liked and photos o f  pom  posted to my wall o f  me and sed girl ?

23 m essages to my phone.

24 nam e calling.

25 people threating me

26 People were sending pictures o f  me w hile in hospital and posted bad com m ents

27 people put up pictures o f  me when I asked them  not to

28 Facebook

29 People broke into my facebook account and said really mean s tu ff

30 fone + facebook.

31 text m essaging and alot o f  R um ours

32 O ne o f  my friends deleted me on a video gam e and said go away

33 1. By pictures 2. The people I was friends with.

34
Som e guy edited one o f  my videos on facebook with a pop up scary face with a sentence saying 
That I look like that and stuff.

35 Status' on Facebook

36 They w rote stu ff on my wall on facebook

37
Em barresing pictures o f  me being posted on facebook and when I asked if  they w ould take them 
dow n they taunted me more

38 Bad status.

39 People posting things on my facebook page and com m enting on my pictures

40 Posts on bebo.

41 Threatening text m essages and threatening me on facebook chat.

42 statuses on facebook.
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43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51
52

53

54

55

56

57

58
59

60

61
62

63
64

65
66

67

68
69

70
71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

Pictures being posted about me or directed towards me.______________________________________

facebook: Posting on peoples pages about me.______________________________________________

I wouldn't call it cyberbullying, but when an embarrassing picture was put up on facebook.______

A name arosed from a (fake) incident______________________________________________________

Likes on facebook_______________________________________________________________________

Messages on steam and games____________________________________________________________
Threatening messages on xbox____________________________________________________________

people posting links on my wall + writing take a shower + stuff with a pic, o f  a shower under it

people commenting on everything I said saying that I am a lesbian.___________________________

Pictures & People making comments about me when they're talking to eachother online.________

Facebook_______________________________________________________________________________

mean names____________________________________________________________________________

People commenting on facebook statuses writeing on my wall sarcastic comments on pictures

Mean text once or twice._________________________________________________________________

I was cyberbullied on the internet by people posting mean hurtful thing on my wall.____________

a person slaged me______________________________________________________________________

People post status about me. Put ugly pictures up o f me._____________________________________
Someone hacked into my facebook account and read my personal information and sent nasty 
messages to my friends.__________________________________________________________________

Comments on facebook__________________________________________________________________
My facebook was hacked and the person was saying I was fat, ugly a slut a cow etc.____________

someone called me a hurtful name on my Ipod._____________________________________________

They tell to me "You are a ? friend And I hate you". 'You are ? and stupid’.____________________

Messages fi~om people through xbox live___________________________________________________

People sent me mean messages giving out to me.____________________________________________

one o f friends put up a really bad picture that I did not like and wouldn't take it down.___________

Text message and on BBM a blackberry group._____________________________________________

an embaressing post up on facebook once.__________________________________________________

statuses about me on fb.__________________________________________________________________

pictures on facebook + statuses on facebook________________________________________________

People writing horrible status'es about me & commenting on my pictures._____________________

people got on my facebook page and said mean stuff to my other friends.______________________

one group o f girls posted lots o f stuff about me and my friends_______________________________

Nasty comments on a picture on facebook._________________________________________________

People saying things about you but not actually saying your name.____________________________

facebook chat.___________________________________________________________________________

"friends" sending bitchy texts or writing facebook / BBM statuses aimed at me_________________

some one sent me a threatening message on facebook________________________________________

putting bad pictures on facebook when I told them not to.____________________________________

I wasnt bullied but I have seen photos on facebook where people leave nasty comments_________

Someone publicly made up a rumour about me on facebook__________________________________

people putting mean comments under pictures.______________________________________________

Anonymous messages via Tumblr_________________________________________________________

People called me mean names!____________________________________________________________

embrassing photo's_______________________________________________________________________

Ex-boyfriend putting status up using "You' to describe what a bitch i was.______________________

Threating me in the school bathroom_______________________________________________________
well a girl did put up an embarrassing photo on facebook, I asked her to take it down straight 
away. 2 hours later she took it down._______________________________________________________
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90 The use of pictures o f me on facebook.

91 Facebook Chat.

92 Insulting texts were sent to me.

93 "People" send and post things about me that are not nice

94 Just horrible messages but it was only from one person pressurising me.

95 Inappropriate pictures of me were posted on facebook, some status's were directed at me

96 Sometimes on facebook after nights out, pictures of me drunk, but I don't take it too seriously

97 Mean comments on Facebook

98 My friend made my facebook page with my name and e-mail but never asked permission to me.

99 hacking my account and saying stupid things like i'm smelly or Gay!!!

100 People saying things to try to make me jelous or trying to piss me o ff

101 they would always chat to me saying means things so I said it back to defend m yself

102 An ex-fi'iend sent me a few messages calling me names e.g. whore two faced bitch.

103 Making fun o f my name.

104 It was just an arguement

105 Text messages.

106 Being threatened by people that they would do stuff via Facebook to embarass me.

107 Content removed

108 text messages
109 Pictures or links of hurtful context

n o people messaging me, and being mean, talking about me over wall posts

111 My cousin put on Facebook a very rude comment, called me names, for everyone to see.

112 Facebook Messages.

113 Vulgar pictures

114 More o f a mess with friends.

115 Facebook, messages

116 Under a status I wrote on people started ganging up on me

117 People posting up embarrasing things such as pictures and tagging me in them.

118
A facebook profile was set up in my name by someone and they wrote mean stuff about me on it 
because they thought it was funny.

119 Pictures

120
Someone put a picture o f me when I was younger as their profile picture on facebook and was 
making fun o f it.

121 facebook

122 facebook.

123 Facebook posts with embarressing knicknames were up on two peoples walls.

124 Threatening message, racial comments

125
People sent me mean, sly and nasty chat messages and commented on my photos calling me
"gay"

126 This girl emailed me horrible stuff & threathned to hop on me.

127 mean comments

128 Just people making up rumours. .DC.

129 just slagged about the way I look (headsize, foot size etc.)

130 Called nasty names on facebook and was excluded in alot o f application e.g.tiny chat.

131 people posting an embarring picture on facebook but they were nice to delete it.

132 Mean picture was posted.

133 messages on Facebook

134 Comment on a picture

135 I was called names "Et" and publicly embrassed by them sending links to each other
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136 Comments on Pictures. Threatning messages. Embaressing pictures.

137 pictures on fb.

138 Just make links about me family

139 texts

140 Text messages.

141 pictures.
142 a picture on facebook

143 Text

144 pictures

145 picture on facebook

146 Yes

147 Insulted through text messages

148 I was bullied on facebook because somone spred a rumor about me and everyone beleved it
149 there was a girl on face book and I put up a picture and she put mean stuff on it

150 I was called names like small boy and things like that.

151 People Spred things that wasnt true about me

152 messages

153 facebook

154 it was just people saying stuff about me that wasnt true

155 fightin wit my friends.

156 Comments on facebook

157 Friends started being really bloody mean over the internet by sending me messages.

158

a homosexual boy told girls to ask him if  he thought they were "UGLY" or "beautiful and I told 
him it was mean and he shouldn't call people ugly. He threatened me, called me ugly and got his 
20,000 fans after me.

159 In Person and on Facebook.

160 People putting up facebook status about me.

161 Someone mouthing at me over facebook
162 phone

163 Pictures, posts on fb.

164
People annoying me, asking me random questions to see my response in order to mock me. To 
mock me about things I did or didint do.

165 Mean messages

166 Comments on certain pictures & videos

167 FRAPE

168 Rumors Over facebook, text, freinds backstabbing me & being two faced over text

169 Fraped.

170 Comments on twitter

171 name calling in facebook chat.

172 The Person just said some really horible things to me via facebook.

173 wrote about on facebook

174 Some Lads say Im small/miget. once a week.

175 called names But like id say sumthing Back or Block them

176 Message posted on Facebook

177 Text messages

178 Given out to on Facebook chat.

179 My "friend" was being really mean on facebook and prank called me a lot.

180 They were calling me name but thats over now, it was over ages ago.

181 Told nobody like me, I was annoying & they hated me.
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182 Rumours.

183 People posted horrible things on my wall, because Im gay and people  dont like that

184 Picture on facebook, rum ours spread on sites.

185 tw itter - people talked about me.

186 Com m ent on facebook

187 W riting about m e so I could see

188 On tw itter, being tw eeted by girls

189 Anons on tum blr.

190 M ean, bitchy com m ents about me and friends sent from a 'friend'.

191 Chat m essages

192
A girl in my year took sly pictures o f  me in pe and at my locker etc and put them  on Facebook 
and sent them  to people.

193 ON FA CEB O O K

194 mean text m essages from people I thought w ere my friends

195 M ean com m ents on facebook.

196 text

197 Got Into a fight w ith som eone on facebook that I didn't know  personally.

198
Som eone told m e som e thing mean about another person and then they said that I said the mean 
thing and showed the m essages to that person.

199 they sent me m essages on facebook calling me nam es and everything.

200
Some people were calling me nam es jearing  me, and taking thing too farr! A nd put up indirect 
status' and tw eets up.

201
Well there was rum or about me going around in a different school and so I asked a girl that goes 
there do you know  who started the rum or and then she just started  being bitchy to me.

202 just post's on facebook because I was ginger

203 facebook status's

204 Playstation

205 On Xbox (M ostly  the French)

206 vid. o f  me on youfube

207 I was bullied on xbox w hile playing with friends online.

208 M ostly in school calling bad w ords and things

209 Pictures on facebook

210 They kept on saying by clothes w ere ugly on facebook and they w rote it in many pictures.

211 Just once

212 C om m ents under my pictures etc. W riting on m y wall on FB etc.

213 On Tuenti Spanish social netw ork

214 Threat

215
I Put a pic o f  me and my friends on facebook and one o f  them  told me they w ould block me i f  I 
didn't take it dow n, but I didn't

216 The Bullie use to send me m essages calling me nam es and she use to ring me

217 pictures on facebook. statuse's

218 G etting hurtful texts and messages.

219 By text m essage and on facebook.

220 rum ours spread. Bad things being said about me. People tring  to break me & my boyfnend  up

221 Text messages.

222
A photo o f  a girl and my boyfriend hugging when he w as passed out drunk, to annoy me. (the 
girl who rang me)

223 Likes m ade about me

224 text

225 Through mean text messages.

226 Som eone zoom ed in on a pic o ff  my girlfriends arse and said it was her bare naked arse even tho
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its not.

227 Picture o f fbook

228 people saying they would hit me if they saw m e...

229 A girl put pitures up o f me that I didn’t like at all!

230 facebook.

231 bad comments, chatting badly to people.

232 They Texted me a mean message.

233 rumours.

234 Through facebook, Twitter and Blackberry Messenger

235 facebook messaging

236 message on facebook

237
A girl I've known 10 years we were like sisters, she found a new friend and her new mate is into 
fighting now my (old) bestfriend is turning against me and threatning me.

238
My friend are fighting and I tryed sort it out but it isnt working and I feel like I have to choose 
between them. I Jus want us to talk again

239 Being excluded on websites eg. Facebook

240 people say I did something wich I never and people are annoying me I cant make it stop.

241 Facebook Messages

242 Ehmm pictures & pm's on bbm.

243 Message, Serious name calling

244
People made up roumours about me and started texting me about it and told other people and 
made it worse.

245 Friends! Being mean 2 me.

246 I was talked about and had mean comments about me.

247 by Texted

248 yes pictures and messages on Facebook
249 Facebook

250 There was Status' Saying how they were gonna 'kill' me' & calling me rude names.

251
two girl where fighting and told me to tell them bad things from each other then they lied to each 
other and said I made everything up and then they started both bullying me.

252 Comments up on other peoples pages about me.

253 Just by hurtful things people say
254 I was being threatened about my family.

255 Yea a face book picture

256 Girls texting me and other people mean things and rumours about me.

257 Messages + facebook things that hurt me talking to my family in inapproiate ways.

258 Status on facebook Constant name calling

259 BBM.

260 Giving out to me on facebook

261 messages?

262 Facebook chat and texting

263 BBM

264
On Spillitime people were saying bad things about me and on Tumblr.com people were sending 
me anonymous messages calling me 'retarded', unloved + saying I should kill myself

265 being bbmed

266
I was on FB and a girl was annoying me and calling me names so I did it back and I threated her 
and she left me alone.

267 This person said that i spreded Roumor's about this girl and I didnt.

268 It was only a few nasty message. I stop it before it got too far.

269 On BBM

270 a girl text me a name Foster Cow.
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271 Ringing me, threatning me.

272 Statuses going up on facebook, texting me calling me names.

273 write mean things in instant messaging while I was online.

274 twitter, facebook public conversations

275 Messages

276 abuse on a YouTube video

277 Texts.

278 talking

279 people sending messages to my mobile phone.

280 Saying I was a traviler and saying that he was going to beat me up.

281 Offensive comments towards me in the facebook chat.

282 They took a picture of me and put mean stuff around it

283 Threathnig messages.

284 Through Facebook statuses aimed at me.

285 Statuses on facebook written about me/aimed towards me.

286 Texts making me look bad.

287 pictures, mail + statuses on facebook

288
A guy, quite close to me went on to my Facebook account and sent embaressing things to a girl I 
liked.

289
5 months ago, I made a fool o f myself by giving people funy insults. Then 2 people bombarded 
me with hate messages

290 There was a chain message made up saying Sign your name if you hate her.2 years ago.
291 picture on facebook

292 Name-calling, rumours spread.

293 Facebook

294
I was playing call o f Duty online and some guy accused me of hacking. I beat him, left the game 
and joined a different lobby.

295 Pictures of a person to friends

296 messages sent to me.

297 pictures on facebook

298 I've been texted mean things about me
299 Rumors were spread.

300 go Abuse because I too good at MW3 and the Send messages

301 Some random people on PSN mocking us because we were Irish.

302 friends in corradoor hitting me but just messing but they don't relise when to stop

303 A person was texting me.

304 text message

305 picture on Facebook

306 Mean texts

307
Im a Man. City fan if  Man. City loose, the united fans give me a hard time. You could call it 'a 
bit o f  banter' but it can get out o f hand.

308 rumours & comments.

309 wrote about bad things about me

310 talked means things about m yself

311 pictures

312 in real life

313 fought with someone and kept getting text messages

314 In facebook, I was been tagged into some inappropriate pictures.

315 On Spillit someone anonimsly posted on my page saying they hated me + stuff

316 Spillit (Facebook) People said mean things about me, other people could see it.
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317 I In the front o f me, face to face!
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Responses to Question 21.

1 It made me feel ill. I wanted to move schools.

2
Like I need to do something about it, I feel like hurting someone but I know it's the wrong thing 
to do, I fee! so sad and angry.

3 It made me feel lonely, like no one wanted to be friends with me. It didnt feel nice at all.

4 I didnt take much notice.

5 upset

6 Upset

7 scared but I laughed.

8 Bad, depressed.

9 Content removed

10 Sad and left out.

11 Bad for a while, but she wasn't worth being upset over.

12 unhappy. Sad,

13 Bad, Upset, lonely.

14 It made me feel bad upset and lonely.

15 upset.

16
I felt disgusting, they had me convinced it was a choice and I hated myself. I cried almost every 
night at the start.

17 annoyed

18 worried, upset

19 I felt insulted and started to question if everyone else thought that.

20 I'll be sad and just log off the computer.

21 Really upset and scared

22 sad lonely i felt hated and suacidal

23 upset.

24 annoyed.

25 scared

26 It really put me down

27 I felt like I couldn't trust them

28 made me feel left out no body in school likes me and different

29 Sad, scared. Alone

30 Sad.

31 upset + sad

32 Rotten I didnt like it at all.

33 Not Bad ?

34 Sad, I did not know what to do.

35 It made me feel im ugly and no-one whants anything to do with me.

36 Annoyed

37 Hurt

38 Useless and that I had no friends.

39 Bad, felt like I wasn't liked.

40 sad,incecure
41 Annoyed, Angry.

42 not very nice.

43 Didn't take much notice to it.

44 I felt really frustrated and annoyed and slightly paranoid because facebook is so public.

45 embarrassed.
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46 Take a guess. It stung.

47 crap

48 Not too bad as the people doing it did not even know me
49 Not bad at all

50 shit.

51 Unwanted.

52
Really depressed, helpless, lonely, felt like I couldn't talk to anyone because I thought they 
hated me.

53 Awful

54 angry

55 Bad

56 Ugly Sad embaressed

57 Angry and sad

58 It made me feel sad and different. It made me fell lonely distraught and not happy.
59 angery

60 Scared to sign in to facebook in case what I might see.

61 It felt horrible because my friends thought it was me but it wasn't

62 angry

63 Very, very self concious + quite upset

64 I was a bit angry, and wanted to get them to stop.
65 It make me feell sad and emberising.

66 Annoyed and insulted

67 Sad and lonely.

68 upset, you wouldnt want to go on the Internet for a while.
69 It didnt make me sad but I was worried.

70 annoyed, sad.
71 hurt.

72 upset, embarresed

73 Upset, hurt & angry

74 Mad because they were saying to my friends.

75 Sad

76 Really upset.

77 upset.

78 upset.
79 not great but I got over it, wasn't that big a deal

80 bad

81 terrible.

82 Angry

83 isolated and helpless.

84 Depends on what was said, for the most part I wasn't affected.

85 Sad

86 embrassed and ashamed

87 Did bother me saw his true side

88 Stupid + embarrised

89
I was upset first. I hated the picture. I was frustrated also because she said her internet 
connection was low so the pic. remained up.

90 irritated, anrgy

91 Wasn't too bothered.

92 It made me feel bad about m yself
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93 like Shit

94 Awful

95 Crap, worthless, S e lf hating.

96 A sham ed, Em barassed

97 I didn't know w hat to do

98 It m ade me feel bad because it was my own friend who bullied me.

99 BAD!!!

100 I was surprised that they w ere trying to make me je lous for no reason.

101 Bad but 1 was fine then cause I was with my real friends

102 it w asn't that bad because o f  who the person was because she isn't one o f  my favoarite people.

103 A ngry

104 N ot so good

105 It m ade me feel like I had no friends and everyone w as against me.

106 It made me feel upset & worried

107 Scared and bewilderd.

108 upset + angry.

109 vunerable

110 sad

111 Sad, like the world was against me.

112 not really  bothered.

113 angry and annoyed

114 lonely, bad.

115 The fact they couidnt say it to my face m ade me em barassed for them.

116 Angry, upset, confused, lonely.

117 Shit!! - makes you feel so upset and annoyed that som eone can do that.

118 Sad, down.

119 angry

120 Sad

121 Dunno

122 A nnoyed

123 Sad, I cried, hurt, angry, frustrated and confused as to why it was happening.

124 Sad

125 A bit scared, but I got over it.

126 Sad, depressed, lonely

127 Scared & hurt.

128 It made me feel that what they were saying w as true.

129 It made me a bit anoyed but I really didn't care

130 A bit upset and angry

131 V ery hum iliated and sad and em barrassed

132 em barrassed.

133 Excluded and helpless

134 upset

135 Sad

136 Sad

137 R eally se lf concious and upset.

138 U pset + em barrassed + shamed.

139 Thick like I could kick there heads in.

140 didn't feel any different from the day before
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141

142

143
144

145

146

147

148
149

150

151

152

153

154

155

156

157

158
159

160

161

162

163

164

165

166

167

168

169

170

171

172

173

174

175

176

177

178

179

180

181

182

183
184

185

186

Upset

anoyed and embarressed________________________________________________________________

annoyed_______________________________________________________________________________

Threatened____________________________________________________________________________

embarressed___________________________________________________________________________

Sad___________________________________________________________________________________

not very bad___________________________________________________________________________

I felt Noone liked me anymore and found it hard to make friends____________________________

It made me feel un wanted or I had no friends_____________________________________________

Angry Upset.__________________________________________________________________________

Sad___________________________________________________________________________________

Sad & unhappy________________________________________________________________________

Angry, because It means the bully is a coward not to say it to your face______________________

A bit down but I didn't care_____________________________________________________________

Really bad about myself________________________________________________________________
I actually found it quite amusing. There's no point letting a coward hiding behind a computer 
screen scare or harm me.________________________________________________________________

It made me feel angry that somebody would bully you and you never did anything on them.

Sad___________________________________________________________________________________

Tik.___________________________________________________________________________________

Dono_________________________________________________________________________________

Not well.______________________________________________________________________________
Annoyed, angry, upset, Because if 1 block them etc. They'll tell, people and harass me. (in 
person)________________________________________________________________________________

Sad, as if I had no Friends, alone and angry._______________________________________________

not great_______________________________________________________________________________

Didnt really care_______________________________________________________________________

Like I couldn't trust anyone______________________________________________________________

Bad___________________________________________________________________________________

Angry.________________________________________________________________________________

It made me feel concious o f the way I looked and made me feel bad about myself_____________

Really really Horrible.__________________________________________________________________

bad___________________________________________________________________________________

upset and angry.________________________________________________________________________

I DiDint care___________________________________________________________________________

Sad___________________________________________________________________________________

Sad.___________________________________________________________________________________
silly, I laughed at the person because they were making a fool o f themselves. We're friends 
again._________________________________________________________________________________

again Angry Sad used.__________________________________________________________________

Upset and I felt I wasent good enough.____________________________________________________

hurt, like I ment nothing to nobody._______________________________________________________
I didn't really care, just for the fact that it was someone who always made up rumours. Karma 
got her back!___________________________________________________________________________

Sad.___________________________________________________________________________________

Upset, angry___________________________________________________________________________

badly._________________________________________________________________________________

Like the world hated me_________________________________________________________________

Bad.__________________________________________________________________________________

It made me upset_______________________________________________________________________
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187

188

189

190

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

198

199

200
201
202
203

204

205

206

207

208

209

210
211

212

213

214

215

216

217

218

219

220
221

222

223

224

225

226

227

228

229

230

231

232

Like they w ere never really our friend and they never really  liked us.__________________________

w orthless used upset_______________________________________________________________________
i felt ugly and paranoid and i thought everyone w ould slag me cause o f  how  awful the pictures 
were._______________________________________________________________________________________

IT M ADE M E FEEL U PSET AND A NGRY.________________________________________________
H orrible, it ju s t makes the person that is bullying you a cow ard because they have to hide 
behind a screen._____________________________________________________________________________

D idn't effect m e she is small m inded and I ignored her com m ents______________________________

annoyed____________________________________________________________________________________

No different because I didn't know them______________________________________________________

alone and em barrised________________________________________________________________________

sad and angry_______________________________________________________________________________

that they were hiding be hind their laptop and m ade me feel upset._____________________________

upset & angry & depressed.__________________________________________________________________

Y ou just feel turned on like everyone hates you.______________________________________________

it m ade me feel stupid like I couldn't do anything. I also felt left out.__________________________

Dyed my hair because o f  it but am changing back because they think they won!________________

Angry, em barresed, hum iliated______________________________________________________________

Dont care___________________________________________________________________________________

Its funny because there Just Sitting in there room thinking there better than you.________________

enbarrased__________________________________________________________________________________

It m ade me feel bad and it put me in a bad mood and didnt want to play xbox any more.________

It didnt make me feel in anyw ay bad I ju s t ignor them and dont listen to them __________________

1 feel like I want to do the sam e to them______________________________________________________

sad_________________________________________________________________________________________

Em barresed_________________________________________________________________________________

A ngry, upset, but it happened to me before so it was ok._______________________________________

Bad________________________________________________________________________________________

nothing_____________________________________________________________________________________

I didn't mind since the pic had been up for ages and I can stand up for m yself__________________
I didn't use my phone and after a w hile I changed my num ber so she wouldn't ring or text me. I
felt sad...____________________________________________________________________________________

U nw anted like an 'Outsider'._________________________________________________________________

Really upset and scared to tell anyone________________________________________________________

It m ade my life Hell. I hate it, because its not nice for anyone to get called names e tc . ..._______

Sick, unhappy and confused about life________________________________________________________

Sad_________________________________________________________________________________________

hurt________________________________________________________________________________________

Shit.________________________________________________________________________________________

M ade me feel sad and annoyed that it happened.______________________________________________

seriously bad!! never felt so bad in my life____________________________________________________

Didnt really take it seriously_________________________________________________________________

small and kinda Scared______________________________________________________________________

Angry, A ggresive and sad.___________________________________________________________________

Sad_________________________________________________________________________________________

awful.______________________________________________________________________________________

Sad.________________________________________________________________________________________

really upset and hurt.________________________________________________________________________

worried, upset, confused_____________________________________________________________________
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233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280

Scared, alone + w orthless

useless, hated, awful._______________________________________________________________________

I laughed...________________________________________________________________________________

Sad th ink ing ...w hats the Point living?...____________________________________________________

It mad me feel, angry upset and annoyed. I want thing back to normal!!!_______________________

Slightly angry and excluded_________________________________________________________________

Terrible, upset._____________________________________________________________________________

Awful and very angry_______________________________________________________________________

I laughed.__________________________________________________________________________________

I felt confused as I didn't do anything wrong_________________________________________________

like I did som ething wrong._________________________________________________________________

like I wanted to cral in a hole and die________________________________________________________

So depressed_______________________________________________________________________________

bad, worthless______________________________________________________________________________

didnt care__________________________________________________________________________________

V ery unhappy______________________________________________________________________________

it made me feel unwanted and a waste o f  space.______________________________________________

It made me feel like I could go over and smack their heads against the lockers._________________

Upset, sad. No cofidence____________________________________________________________________

Really bad like I had no friends______________________________________________________________

Very scared.________________________________________________________________________________

It made me feel terrible._____________________________________________________________________

pissed me o ff_______________________________________________________________________________

Sad, angry, annoyed, aditated_______________________________________________________________

I wanted to cry everyday.____________________________________________________________________

Sad________________________________________________________________________________________

I forget_____________________________________________________________________________________

Sad________________________________________________________________________________________

upset lonely and worthless and that they didn't feel like they could say it to my face.____________

SAD_______________________________________________________________________________________

Let's just say I cried m yself to sleep nearly every night for a few months.______________________

Sad________________________________________________________________________________________

Not wanted by I wouldn't care I would stand up for m yself___________________________________

angry w anting to get them  back._____________________________________________________________

It mad me feel angry and betrayed___________________________________________________________

Sad________________________________________________________________________________________

Sad & angry._______________________________________________________________________________

Like shit.___________________________________________________________________________________

Annoyed.___________________________________________________________________________________

like crap.___________________________________________________________________________________

angry, sad__________________________________________________________________________________

depressed.__________________________________________________________________________________

I fet bad at first but after a while I didn't care_________________________________________________

A nnoyed___________________________________________________________________________________

bad________________________________________________________________________________________

It made me fell real depressed and annoyed.__________________________________________________

angery, sad,_________________________________________________________________________________

Perfectly fine since I do not pay much o f attention to what people that are not close to me say
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281
282
283
284
285
286

287

288
289
290
291
292

293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312

313
314

315
316

about me. (O nce if  its not behind m y back.)

A ngry, em barrassed_________________________________________________________________________

U pset scared._______________________________________________________________________________

Paranoid____________________________________________________________________________________

A ngry with the person.______________________________________________________________________

A ngry______________________________________________________________________________________

angry_______________________________________________________________________________________
It m ade me feel annoyed as I knew that I w ould have to explain to the girl and he should've
know  when to quit.__________________________________________________________________________
Felt really  angry. A lm ost got upset. N othing like that has ever happened since, but it was my 
w orst internet expierience___________________________________________________________________

V ery upset._________________________________________________________________________________

sad, em barressed____________________________________________________________________________

Sad, lonely, angry, depressed.________________________________________________________________

Sad_________________________________________________________________________________________
T o be honest I found it funny. It only m eans that I was playing my role in the gam e better than 
they were.__________________________________________________________________________________

sad, angry.__________________________________________________________________________________

depressed, down, angry, em baressed_________________________________________________________

N ot happy, upset, annoyed.__________________________________________________________________

em barrised._________________________________________________________________________________

hurt________________________________________________________________________________________

I felt normal and Just started to do the sam e to them Even!____________________________________

sore________________________________________________________________________________________

V ery sad, em barressed, paranoid.____________________________________________________________

Bad________________________________________________________________________________________

sad H orrible________________________________________________________________________________

awful_______________________________________________________________________________________

Furious, but laughed a bit at their attem pt to make me feel bad.________________________________

icsolated____________________________________________________________________________________

excluded____________________________________________________________________________________

angry_______________________________________________________________________________________

hurt, to kill myself.__________________________________________________________________________

depresed____________________________________________________________________________________

great_______________________________________________________________________________________

Excluded because we hung around with sam e people_________________________________________
It m ade me feel depressed for few  day, I w as alw ays thinking about what the others w ould think 
about me after seeing me tagged in it.________________________________________________________

didnt bother me.____________________________________________________________________________
K inda bad about m yself didnt bother that much though because i f  they cant say it to my face
and only on facbook well, kinda cowarldy____________________________________________________

It made me sad, I was crying, and thinking about what did I wrong in my life.__________________

693



Responses to Question 22.

1 told my parents, princepal and vice princepal. She got caught out and had to m ove Schools

2 I Just Text back ’K ' and dont text anything else and leave it till it gets worst.

3
I waited aw hile to see if  i would get any text m essages (facebook) I did, so I told my parents and 
they rang the school and it w as sorted out.

4 deleted them  as a friend.

5 none

6 Told som eone

7 laughed + went to  the people that said it to hurt them

8 IG nored it.

9 Told them not too call me gay again.

10 C onfronted her. She acted innocent. She lied, w e're not friends. R eal-life and facebook

11 tell som e one you can trust.

12 Said bad things back.

13 I just left it and ignored it.

14 told vice principal.

15 I didn't do anything.

16 find out how did it

17 told my friends & m other

18
I saw that the sam e thing that the person was doing to me was happening to her and I saw how it 
m ade her feel and I told her that was how she m ade me feel.

19 I becom e better at that gam e and m ake people stu ff saying bad words.

20 I told my mom

21 never have taken action

22 nothing.

23 nothing really cause you can't, because you'd be ratting on people.

24 ingroned them

25 I went up to the person and fought him

26 I reported the pics to facebook And they got the person to take them down

27 I would go up to them  ask them  why and if  they continue I would probely get in a fight

28 Block the person.

29 I did nothin.

30 I told my friends who I know  I can trust.

31 I did not take action

32 Told, a friend + my mum.

33 I didnt do anything about it but an adult caught him  and he never done it again.

34 I deleted what they put on my wall

35 None.

36 Told my friends, sam e thing was happening to them

37 Got over it

38 Ignore them.

39 fought back but saw  it was stupid, i deleted it.

40 R eported to Facebook.

41 I just ignored it at first but soon m ailed the people doing it asking them  to stop.

42 confronted the person but that didn't work.

43 I ignored any attem pt to let them  get in my head.

44 C ontacted teachers because it w asn't just online

45 Ignored it
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46

47

48

49

50

51
52

53
54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66
67

68
69

70
71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86
87

88

89

90
91

92

I took not actions____________________________________________________________________________

nothing._____________________________________________________________________________________

I didn't do anything.__________________________________________________________________________

N othing, I asked my friend did she hate me and it lead to a big Fight so I left it.__________________

N othing_____________________________________________________________________________________

nothing______________________________________________________________________________________

N othing it stoped by itself.____________________________________________________________________

N othing_____________________________________________________________________________________

I just let this one go bye and hopefully it wont happen again soon.______________________________

I confronted that person______________________________________________________________________

N othing. R eport Pictures but nothing happens_________________________________________________

Nothing._____________________________________________________________________________________

N othing_____________________________________________________________________________________

I ignored it but m y sister found out and helped me stop it______________________________________

I told the to stop, and go away.________________________________________________________________

I tell the m om  or dad.________________________________________________________________________

blocked them  from sending bad messages_____________________________________________________

I told my parents_____________________________________________________________________________

I tried to deal with it m yself but then told my parents and friends.______________________________

Told m y friends and Fam ily and w ent to the guidance counciler._______________________________

I got back the person who did it. ._____________________________________________________________

nothing._____________________________________________________________________________________

didn't do anything____________________________________________________________________________

I blocked the people who w ere doing it._______________________________________________________

N othing really m y parents just found out through the other person parents______________________

N othing_____________________________________________________________________________________

Told my friends._____________________________________________________________________________

Ignored it.___________________________________________________________________________________

nothing, kept it to m yself____________________________________________________________________

didn't bother m e so moved on and let them o ff________________________________________________

told them  to fuck o f leave me alone and blocked them._________________________________________

Talked to my boyfriend.______________________________________________________________________

N othing_____________________________________________________________________________________

N othing except give back sm art answers.______________________________________________________

NONE_______________________________________________________________________________________

Asked for it to be deleted and kept o ff the Internet_____________________________________________

Blocked him_________________________________________________________________________________

Told m y mum._______________________________________________________________________________

I rang and texted her. I told my other friend too and she rang her also.__________________________

I blocked the person__________________________________________________________________________

N othing. It m ay be about me but i f  I don't care then no action is needed.________________________

B locked num ber and spoke to friends._________________________________________________________

N othing Just cried___________________________________________________________________________
N othing R eally ju s t took it. and spoke about it w ith fam ily - Nana and M am but didnt leave
them do anything____________________________________________________________________________

deleting my account is the easiest form  o f  getting away from it_________________________________

Ask them to take photos down._______________________________________________________________

N othing_____________________________________________________________________________________
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93
I haven't done any action because my friend prom ised me to delete the page that she created on 
facebook about me but if  she doesn't do that I will be taking action

94 N othing

95 I asked my friend what to do and to ask them  w hy w ere they doing it to me.

96 I tried to ignore them  but got so sick I stud up for m yself and it w ould stop.

97
I called her nam es back and I talked to close friends about it. And ju s t stayed aw ay from that 
person.

98 Fight him or bully him  bach

99 I just ignored it

100 I didn't reply to the message.

101 Ignored the com m ents.

102 just sat in my room . C rying

103 told close friends. + sister.

104 Beg for it to be rem oved or delete it.

105 nothing

106 I told my parents.

107 N othing

108 nothing

109 Nothing, told them  to go away.

110 let it blow  over

111 couldn't find out exactly who did it but I went to my year head but they had no control over it.

112 Told som ebody

113 stood up for m yself and said she was a creep for doing that.

114 told parents

115 told them  to stop

116 I deactivated by Facebook for a while and ignored it so the people behind it w ould get bored.

117 Nothing

118 Blocked the sender and got on with my life

119 Nothing

120 I blocked them & ignored them

121 I told a parent

122 N OTHinG

123 slag them back

124 N othing

125 told my friend to take it down o ff  facebook and she was nice to.

126 talked to the person about it

127 kept it to m yself

128 N othing

129 told my brother

130 tried to ignore it all and ju s t had a talk with close friends to m ake me feel better.

131 Didn't take any action.

132 H ad a fight w ith one o f  me friends.

133 I fought the case cheif

134 Told my parents

135 N othing

136 asked the person to take dow n the picture

137 N othing really

138 com m ented and m ade a show a the person

139 Cry ...........
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140 nothing

141 I told my parents and they sorted it.

142 my mam w ent on my page and U nfriended her.

143 I left m y football team

144 told my mam

145 I took no A ction

146 deck them

147 I didnt take any action

148 N othing

149 N othing really.

150 I reported them

151 I just w alked aw ay and ignored them but it just got worse.

152 tel my m other R  father

153 nothin Just Laughed at her.

154 Ignore.

155
Ignore as best I can, maybe report etc (facebook) (this difficult because if  the convo is private 
they will know  it w as you and harass, you m ore in person.

156 Told them  to leave me alone and they did.

157 nothing

158 Said things Back to them

159 Nothing

160 change m y passw ord block user

161 Ignored it.

162 I told the person very nicley to leave me alone.

163 Nothing.

164 parents found out

165 Didnt do anything.

166 id get them  and hit them  outside school if  they didint stop

167 told a parent.

168 N othing.

169 N othing

170 told friends, stood up to her.

171 I C oudn’t do anything!

172 I didint take any action but I have learned a lesson the next tim e I will certanly take action.

173 N othing

174 Say som ething back or Ignore them.

175 talked to my sister and m y mam

176 Ignored it

177 nothing

178 Blocked the person

179 M ade N ew  facebook

180 I didn't do anything about it

181 D efend m yself + not answ er them.

182 Stopped being friends with them , ignored them  and blocked them  from FB.

183 absolutiy nothing

184 I asked her to stop and rem ove them and stop saying thing about me.

185 I TOLD  TEA C H ER S PA REN TS AND FRIEN D S.

186 Talked about it with my real friends and m y fam ily
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187 Deleted the com m ents.

188 blocked and deleted her on facebook

189 I would say stu ff back to them , (defend myselO

190 Told parents

191 N othing.

192 Stood up for myself. Found out what there problem  was and sorted it out

193 I just left it and let things cool down.

194 dyed hair + fight

195
Said worse things back to com e out on top and made them  look soft because there key board 
worriers

196 Scream ed back at them.

197 Shouted M ean things back at them.

198 went and kicked his head in

199 I didnt take any action.

200 Told the teachers

201 leave it

202 Ignore them

203 Nothing

204 Deleted my Facebook! Bunch o f  Low  Lifes!!!

205 N othing.

206 just let it go

207 Nothing, told my mum but I w ouldn't exactly call it bullying.

208 I changed my number.

209 tell prineble teacher, parents.

210 Told perents + Princeable

211 I did'nt really do anything it just kinda sloped as tim e went by.

212 nothing

213 Text back

214 N othing about the picture

215 nothing.

216 Talked to my mum.

217 threatned people too take the pic dow n and get into a lot o f  fights.

218 No action

219 N othing, I did nothing

220 I delted the picture o f  my page but the person didnt take it o f  theres they w ont I asked.

221 Nothing

222 w alked away.

223 Stand up to them!

224 Told my mam and show ed her the message.

225 nothing

226 I confronted her + said sorry

227 told som eone

228 gave the person abuse back.

229 Told a parent or kept it to m yself

230 N othing

231 Ignore it try  m ake it stop.

232 I ju s t ignored that person

233 I gave it back.
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234
I asked the person who send me the messages to stop and then I loged off, but she was my friend 
so the next day, it was forgotten

235 Deleted the people of my facebook and BBM.

236 Cry, nothin else

237 I cried to my mom.

238 Ingored it and it stopped

239 nothing

240 I did nothing

241 I told my mum and year head.

242 I told my head teacher.

243 Told a parent

244 Nothing

245 Told my parents.

246 I told Ms X

247 Nothing

248 tell parents + friends

249 I told my parents

250 I stop texting Her.

251 I blocked her

252 nothing

253 Told them to stop and ignored them

254 Tell my sister

255 Nothing.

256 tell the school

257 I would beat them back to tell them im not afraid I would take actions.

258 i didnt take any action.

259 I unfriend and blocked the person and made sure she couldn’t see my page.

260 I defended M yself

261 Came o f facebook.

262 IGNored it

263 Just ignored them.

264 told my parent

265 nothing, blocked the person

266 fought with them.

267 Ignored it

268
I wouldnt let them get away with it! Cyberbullying is horrible and no one should have to 
undergo it.

269 Tell someone

270 When it happens I often tell my two big brother's and they try do something to help me.

271 nothing.

272 I slagged the person back.

273 I Flagged the picture & it was taken down

274 Told me Ma.

275 Told parents and councellor in school.

276 Confronted the person about it to try and sort things out.

277 Ignored, didn't give a reaction.

278 nothing

279
Deleted the things as quickly as possible. Talked to girl, explaining what happened. Then went 
to the guy and told his how I thought.
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280 B roke random  things in m y room

281 N othing,

282 none

283 I blocked the person on Facebook.

284 N one no action

285 I Ignored them , left the lobby once the gam e was over and joined another.

286 told my mam.

287 asked the person to take dow n the Picture kindly

288 told dad.

289 I told my friend and we storted it out.

290 told them  they w ere crap at the online game

291 I did what they did to me.

292 told them  to stop because they were takeing it two far

293 Told.

294 Talk to the people

295 ignored it

296 texted back mean things

297 didn't respond

298 N one

299 went to principal

300 stopit, talked to parents, teachers.

301 turn o ff m y com puter

302 W e just got over it. I forgave her.

303 I block the person straight aw ay and untagged myself.

304 asked my friends had I changed or anything.

305 N othing. There was nothing I could do about it because they w ere annoymouse.

306
N othing, when you leave it and ignor it, they will stop (But not everytim e) Or talk to them  and 
ask why they did that etc. In my way it helped!

700



Responses to Question 26.

1 If  They annoyed me or started it

2 I would tell them  I didn't trust them  anym ore, because she spread awful rum ours about me.

3 M ail on facebook

4 threats.

5 Talking about her behind her back on Facebook.

6 said mean things to make them  feel angry + upset

7 Just saying they are m isfortunes ect.

8
I cyber bully them  but not in a way o f  saying bad w ords or leaving them  out. In a w ay that 
m aking them  feel w eak on the M M ORPG  Game.

9 I wrote up one mean thing sayin he is a fat jolly fucker and a fagit

10 I heard one o f  my friends was spreading rum ours about m e so I sent a text

11 spreading a rum or on facebook

12 Posted em barresing pictures

13 by facebook, m obile phone.

14 I called him gay when he said he got blonde highlights

15 H acked their facebook page.

16 I sent mean, threatening m essages to few people.

17 In online gam es COD  MW3

18 T hreatening m essages on xbox

19 Spread rum ours, hack their facebook and post mean things. They took it the right way.

20 I said once or tw ice because the person / people maybe taught I have but I w ould do it delibritly.

21 H acked into their account

22 W rite stu ff about that person

23 probably like as a mess.

24 Slagged him

25 Slagged them

26 Com m ent

27 I filed com plaints on Facebook / Xbox live I targeted them  w hile playing in the gam es

28 over facebook and textm essaging.

29 m ade fun o f  my friend's girlfriend

30 I posted pictures days after we broke-up o f  me w ith another guy he w as upset about it.

31 Pics

32 frape on facebook.

33 Facebook.

34 By being m ean back

35 its call personal space

36 text message.

37 A busive over stupid things

38 R um ours

39 Slagged them , Posted videos

40 I posted a mean com m ent

41 posted a funny picture on facebook.

42 Posting mock com m ents on their statuses

43 I told som eone to shutup

44 Slag them

45 I made a fake facebook profile o f  som eone and posted totally untrue th ings about him

46 Said mean thing about them  because they w ere w eird and annoying
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47 pictures

48 annoyed them

49 pictures.
50 Well they did it first so I stood up for myself and did it back

51 mouth in

52 Setting out a goal to make them feal bad, intentionally hurting them through facebook chat etc.
53 Just saying stupid things

54 post hurtful statuses

55 Nasty comments on Facebook

56 Wei it wasent Really to hurt them it was a joke and he new

57 Said things on chat on Facebook.

58 Told them off on Facebook

59 Saying stuff to them on Facebook.

60 I just laughed at them once or twice but I stopped because it was a stupid thing to do.

61 sending mean comments to them, uploaded a picture.

62
I ignored my cousin who I have been angry with for a long time. He started talking with me 
again, I responded but then I remembered I was still angry at him.

63 Sending anons on tumblr.
64 too afraid to say how i felt in person so i did it anon on tumblr

65 I Was In a fight so I defended myself
66 Write mean things on there wall and comment mean things on there pictures on facebook

67 Getting annoyed and mouthing off at them

68 Status's
69 In chat on Facbook

70 Xbox
71 Just messing around with my friends
72 I threatened them by doing something really mean.

73 I did what they did to me.
74 message and facebook.

75 Text message.

76
thretned them too take the pic o f my girlfriends arse down. Even tho it was her tanned reebok 
trousher she was wearing

77 Facebook Messages

78 Facebook mail

79 Putting up picuter's o f people

80 threanted her on facebook

81 Said something Bad and shouted at them.
82 threated her.

83 Just to people I'm good friend with so they know I'm Jocking

84
I was sending Mean Messages to my friend who was in my Primary & he was doing it aswell but 
I didn't care.

85 I said mean things to an annoying girl.

86 I comment on a picture I was texting the person.

87 i said nasty thing's.

88 They sent me mean messages so I sended on back.

89 Just being mean and threatening.

90 Sent Him a message on Facebook
91 Texting people on Facebook.

92 Facebook
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93

94

95

96

97

98

99

100

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

118

119

120

121

Facebook.____________________________________________________________________________
Anonomously posting random abuse on peoples spillit pages, nothing againts these people, but 
their reaction to it is funny, I know its wrong though._______________________________________

Insults, stirring up an argument._________________________________________________________

I posted a status, which I w ill never do again because karma came back at me, and I didn't like it.

made a comment______________________________________________________________________

Slag them back________________________________________________________________________

Slag them back._______________________________________________________________________

Comment on someones status___________________________________________________________

Facebook_____________________________________________________________________________
In response to someone calling me a hacker, I got my friends together and challanged him to a 
private match. He lost._________________________________________________________________

Embaressed___________________________________________________________________________

Link on Facebook telling a guy he talks shit. Always!______________________________________

Sent a naked picture o f a girl to my friend.________________________________________________

gave abuse to a lad on online gaming_____________________________________________________

I cyberbullied people on PSN because they were getting on my nerves________________________

punching and pushing people____________________________________________________________

SPREADING Rumours online__________________________________________________________

I changed their facebook status as a joke._________________________________________________

Banter on chat_________________________________________________________________________

Blocked someone from joining my game online.___________________________________________

text messages_________________________________________________________________________

gang up on someone when they make a comment__________________________________________

Put embarrasing pictures o f my friends online_____________________________________________

write mean messages___________________________________________________________________

pictures______________________________________________________________________________

only joking, w riting harmful, terrible comments___________________________________________

I dona________________________________________________________________________________

Spillit. posted on there page just saying they had changed and stu ff nothing to bad._____________
We posted a video from a girl on our class singing because we thought it was funny, but she 
thought it was good so it wasn't bullying anyway.__________________________________________
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Responses to Question 27.

1 made me feel better that I can stand up for myself

2 I didnt feel right, because when I think back, I should have sorted it out proprerly.

3 angry

4 bad.

5 I felt guilty. I knew it wasn't right, but I was angry when I did it.

6 over-powering

7 Grand, felt nothing

8 I din't feel good but at least they would learn their lesson.

9 It made me feel happy and sad

10 Not much better

11 I dont know

12 Not very good

13 happy + sad

14 Bad

15 Happier.

16
It made me feel better, because I've never cyber-bullied an innocent person, just people whom I 
had fights with.

17 it's funny because you dont know him

18 Not bad
19 It was great craic.

20 I don't know

21 Not very good.

22 7

23 Bad

24 bad

25 Didn't make feel any better

26 melancholic

27 In the end it made me feel bad and I still do feel bad.

28 Twas only a laugh

29 It felt good because he taught it was ok to hurt me.

30 Not bad at all

31 it was funny as she was right beside me telling me what to say. she wanted to be fraped.

32 At the time It was just for a 'laugh' with my friends. But I would say I do regret It.

33 Mean sometimes but I was treating them the way they did to me.

34 Good

35 After a while I regreted it.

36 Funny at the time but when you thought about it mean.

37 Good, but Now that I think It Was Very Bad And Im Annoyed At myself

38 The same

39 I regret it now.

40 I took it as a joke so - funny.

41 superior

42 bad

43 Nothing

44
I felt like it was the right thing to do at first but now that I realise how serious it was, I regret ever 
doing it.

45 Good when I did it, then I felt guilty a few hours later.
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46 d id n t bo ther me

47 H appy

48 1 on ly  do it to people i f  the did it first so 1 d idn’t really  feel anything

49 good

50
T h e  idea is usually to hurt them , I would have done th is as sort o f  a revenge tactic. So when it was 
done  I didn't feel bad no.

51 I feel nothing

52 H appy

53 B etter, because I was targeted first.

54 I D unno I havnt cyberbullied

55 A nnoyed.

56 R eally  bad, that I shouldn't have done it

57 annoyed & mad at m yself

58 M ade m e feel like I w as a 5 year old and really  stupid for doing that

59 annoyed with m yself when I realised how  bad it hurt the person

60 I was angry

61 H alairious, i Just w anted to  see there answer.

62 better.

63 no com m ent

64 cool at first, but once reliezed that i am not that kind o f  person, sad and sorry.

65 I regreted it after and felt mean and said sorry.

66 better, letting anger out

67 They brought it on them selves

68 It was kinda weird

69 I feel alright, because they 're just my friends

70 Before it made me feel good about m yself but now I feel really stupid about doing it.

71 Sad.

72 It made me feel bad but I kinda had to do som ething about it.

73 Bad

74 A lot better and more aggressive.

75 Upset

76 happy

77 bad, mean

78 feel really bad

79 I dont know.

80 angry + sad.

81 funny

82 didn't care because he deserved it!

83 I felt fine with it because they  used to bully me.

84 I felt bad and guilty.

85 a little better because I go t back at them

86 Awful and guilty

87 It happens all the tim e its nothing new.

88
It made me feel better cause I told Him to stop cause my girlfi'iend was getting upset over the 
messages

89 Not that bad at the start bu t after a while I felt Bad.

90 Bad

91 Bad.

92 A bit guilty but I w ouldnt consider it bullying, it was a once off, I laugh about it now.
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93 A feeling o f  amusement/maybe laughter

94 Stupid and upset a few day later.

95 I didn't see it as cyberbulling

96 Grand

97 good

98 Grand.

99 Bad after it and made you feel ashamed

100 Crack.

101 I proved my point, it made me feel good to make him eat his words.

102 Bad.

103 Bad.

104 good

105 I found it funny

106 I felt bad afterwards

107 Bad, DISGRACEFUL

108 It was a joke they did the same to me the day before.

109 No different

110 mean.

111 excited, A bit worried
112 GOOD

113 Didn't take much notice
114 Like a Boss

115 great
116 good.

117 I dona

118 They hate me so no different really.
119 It wasn't really mean, so I did not feel anything.
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