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Abstract
This chapter provides a review of the research knowledge in the area of cyberbullying. We first explore the important debate as to whether there is an overlap between traditional face-to-face (f2f) bully/victim problems and cyberbullying, or whether cyberbullying is a separate but linked phenomenon. From this, we explore the argument for an alternative approach to naming the issue we have been researching – that is, that a focus on ‘cyber aggression’ may be more appropriate. The wealth of useful research and applied knowledge is considered and conclusions are made regarding the need to move away from worrying about technology and to help children and young people develop coping skills. 
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Introduction
As we often remark to colleagues, just when we were getting towards a better understanding of ‘traditional’ face-to-face (f2f: Mc Guckin, Cummins, and Lewis 2010) bully/victim problems among school pupils, along came cyberbullying! At this point in the history of aggressive behaviour among school pupils, there exists a wealth of literature regarding the phenomenon of school bullying (see Smith 2014, for a recent introduction and review). Whilst we have known about the insidious bullying behaviours of Flashman in Hughes’ (1857) novel ‘Tom Brown’s School Days’, Bauman (2011) reports that whilst the first reported use of the term cyberbullying is often ascribed to Bill Belsey (2003), earlier uses of the term can be found in a New York Times article about cyber addiction in 1995.

And so, that’s the historical scope of our canvas in this area of human behaviour. We could probably even trace incidences of bully/victim problems among children back to the start of time and the early cave paintings of the Cro Magnon (Corcoran, Mc Guckin, and Prentice 2015; Drogin and Young 2008). At a theoretical and conceptual level, much of the work in this area can be considered within the broader field of human aggression. A review of the theories, or the genetic determinants, of aggression is beyond the scope of this chapter. However, one theoretical proposition remains with us and will not go away: are we not born aggressive and with Freud’s “Thanatos” death drive (Freud & Hubback, 1922) – should we not just accept that we are animals and are born with aggressive tendencies – and that the society we have constructed is a ‘gilded cage’ where we convince ourselves that we are truly free, have free-will, and are not aggressive? Could it be that by ignoring and denying our biology, are we beached on the shores of dogma, believing that good will win out against evil? Are research efforts and applied practice in the area of cyberbullying futile? As we progress through this chapter, whilst we remain cognisant of this theoretical possibility, we are adamant that it would be even more futile to ignore the very real issues that children and young people (CYP) are confronted with, both in and out of school. In fact, as adult members of an ethical society, we see it as our responsibility to ameliorate the insidious effects of cyberbullying. There is a useful quote from Linda Sanford (1991) that guides us in our work as educators and researchers, and it serves as our alarm clock every morning: it is possible not to be responsible for a problem yet still to be responsible for its solutions.

With this, it is our hope that you will enjoy reading and learning about the issues that have enthused us as educators and researchers, yet have saddened us as adults who are concerned about the happiness and educational attainment of CYP. This chapter provides a review of the research knowledge in the area of cyberbullying, from the first study in 2003 (Zych, Ortega-Ruiz, and del Rey 2015) to the state of the knowledge at the end of 2015 (Smith and Berkkun 2016) and through 2016. In doing this, we explore the issues that have intrigued the research and applied communities, and we attempt to ‘stop and stand and stare’ into the future – to identify what we think are the crucial developments that are just over the horizon.

Setting the Scene: From f2f bully/victim problems to cyberbullying
Following the early and important examination of school-based victimization in Scandinavia by Dan Olweus during the 1970’s (Olweus 1978), the issue of bully/victim problems among CYP quickly became an important focus for researchers, educators, psychologists, and policy makers. What had been previously ignored or mislabelled (e.g. character building, part of growing up) was now an important area of focused attention. The locus of much of this early work was in northern and western European countries, with other important work being conducted in Australia, and a smattering of activity in other countries (see Smith et al. 1999, for an important cross-national review).

[bookmark: _GoBack]Only much later did we see a significant increase in the attention paid to this type of ‘low level aggression’ by our colleagues in the US. A question we always pose to students is: was the US focused on a much higher level of aggression in schools (e.g. guns, knives) and only became more focused on bully/victim problems after the events that unfolded at Columbine High School on April 20th, 1999? Whilst this question is complex, it does help us to understand and appreciate the multiple factors that have to be considered when we think about bully/victim problems among CYP in schools.  There are often so many myths about this topic that the reality sometimes gets lost in the ‘noise’ of popular notions – for example, that “sticks and stones may break my bones, but words will never hurt me” (The Christian Recorder 1862, or that girls are made of “…Sugar and spice and all things nice…” (Opie and Opie 1977: 100-101). One thing that we have certainly learnt from the area of f2f bully/victim problems is that girls and boys aggress to the same extent; it is just that they prefer different methods from each other – boys preferring more ‘direct’ and physical approaches, and girls favouring more ‘indirect’ and subtle approaches (e.g. rumours).

In our research we always seek to explore the personal factors that might lead to someone becoming a bully, a victim, a bully/victim (i.e. both bully and victim at the same time), or a bystander (i.e. knowing that bullying is happening but choosing, perhaps because of fear, not to intercede). We categorise all pupils in a classroom or school into one of these four behavioural categories, and sometimes sub-divide the categories depending upon whether their experiences occurred ‘sometimes or more often’ or ‘more frequent’. Indeed, some researchers use different and more detailed categorisation approaches (e.g. participant role approach: Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, Österman, and Kaukiainen 1996). Sometimes we are asked by journalists why we categorise all pupils into these categories. The reason is because bully/victim problems happen in close knit social groups that meet regularly; like classrooms, workplaces, work teams, and social groups. As well as this, we seek to understand the differences between boys and girls in terms of involvement and types of bullying behaviours, effects of being involved (e.g. self-esteem, physical health, psychological health, educational attainment), and issues like culture, level of community aggression and violence, the law, school climate and ethos, school policies, and parental and community variables. For example, whilst most children report attitudes that are against bullying behaviours, they do not seem to use their potential to intervene – even in hypothetical situations – as “upstanders and not bystanders” (Salmivalli, 2010). This is perhaps because, like many of us, these bystanders fear that any action by them will either reinforce the bullying behaviour, or that they themselves will become a victim. Only by paying attention to all of these issues can we plan appropriately for evidence-informed prevention and intervention programmes (Mc Guckin and Minton 2014) that are community-wide and expand upon the notion of a Whole School Approach (Farrington and Ttofi 2009; Minton, O’Mahoney, and Conway-Walsh 2013; Smith, Pepler, and Rigby 2004). An interesting and successful  intervention approach that really helps CYP develop an “upstander” approach is the KiVa program developed by Cristima Salmivalli and colleagues at the University of Turku in Finland (www.kivaprogram.net). At it’s very basis is a useful three-step self-efficacy strategy that can be readily adapted to any educational process. At the first level, CYP learn about the issues and develop an attitude of “I know” (i.e. I know that bullying is wrong and people should stand up for victims). At the next level, the issue is made more salient and, through examples and hypothetical situations, the CYP move from “I know” to “I can” (i.e. I could do that in a real situation). At the final level, the CYP move from the hypothetical to the real – “I do”. Results demonstrate reductions in bullying behaviour and more positive attitudes from bystanders.  

Traditional f2f bully/victim problems: A useful ‘jumping-off point’?
A logical question that we often get asked by educators and parents is whether cyberbullying is just an extension of f2f bullying. When we started to research cyberbullying, neither we nor our international colleagues were sure of the answer. In the previous research regarding f2f bullying, the main researchers were from the fields of psychology and education. With the role of technology and the fact that cyberbullying was a 24/7 phenomena, the input of other disciplines was required (e.g. law, technology, sociology, communications). For the early research into cyberbullying, the main researchers extended their knowledge of f2f bullying by amending their definitions and measurement tools to talk of bully/victim issues that were mediated through the internet, text messages, and smartphones. Whilst this was an obvious start, it was only later that we started to understand the real nuances associated with cyberbullying and the limitations of an ad hoc approach to researching a social and educational issue like cyberbullying. For example, whilst legal and school policy approaches were traditionally limited to the boundary of the school perimeter, cyberbullying events were mainly occurring outside of school hours and outside of school property, thus requiring a new understanding of home-school-community responsibilities (Purdy & Mc Guckin, 2015). For parents and educators, they had no previous personal knowledge of this type of aggressive behaviour, growing up before the advent of much of Web 2.0 capabilities and new social media platforms. Also, initial hypotheses about those involved in cyberbullying incidents were later found to be limited – e.g. the “revenge of the nerd” hypothesis (Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2009). Whilst well-meaning, and a welcome start, we have to remember that these early studies became the ‘evidence base’ for the initial prevention and intervention programmes in the area. However, as professional educators and researchers, we must remember that we have a moral responsibility to ensure that such work is theoretically informed, methodologically robust, and tested thoroughly (Mc Guckin and Corcoran 2016a). If not, we are building upon quicksand, and that is simply not acceptable when we are dealing with the real issues that confront CYP, families, schools, and communities. For an interesting (and unresolved) debate on whether cyberbullying is indeed a new phenomenon or just an extension of f2f bullying, we would encourage you to consider the debate between the two most important and influential researchers in the area (Olweus 2012; Smith 2012).  Both of these giants of the literature develop arguments about the relative merits of each side of the debate. Whilst Olweus argues that cyberbullying is an ‘overrated phenomenon’ on what basis does he argue this? Smith contends that cyberbullying presents ‘challenges and opportunities’ for a research programme.  Regardless of whether or not one is more ‘right’ than the other, the central issue remains – that CYP are experiencing the insidious effects of f2f and cyberbullying. Thus, we would encourage you to not be naïve in thinking that one or other of Olweus or Smith is correct. Rather, we would encourage you to see both arguments as co-existing, providing us with a richer and deeper understanding of the topic. COMMENT: The chapter sets out to explore the important debate as to whether there is an overlap between traditional face-to-face (f2f) bully/victim problems and cyberbullying, or whether cyberbullying is a separate but linked phenomenon. However, in this paragraph (above), it says it’s unresolved by the giants in the field, and to look outside the chapter at their work. It would be helpful to give a little more detail in the chapter itself, leading to the appropriate conclusion. 

The early cyberbullying research agenda and current collections of knowledge
Whilst there have been some issues with the initial research into cyberbullying, these are typical of any new research into an issue that we confront as educators and researchers. However, the thorough grounding in f2f research and knowledge that had been accrued at the start of the explorations into cyberbullying led to some very valuable outputs from EU sponsored projects and networks. For example, the CyberTraining Project (funded by the EU Lifelong Learning Programme: [Project No.142237-LLP-1-2008-1-DE-LEONARDO-LMP] http://cybertraining-project.org) check referencing style has provided a well-grounded, research-based training manual on cyberbullying for trainers. The manual includes background information on cyberbullying, its nature and extent in Europe, current projects, initiatives and approaches tackling the cyberbullying problem, best practice Europe-wide, as well as practical guidance and resources for trainers working with the target groups of: (a) pupils, (b) parents, and (c) teachers, schools, and other professionals it would be helpful to learn more about what, specifically, the manual says about the issues covered here e.g. what is the nature, extent, what is best practice etc. The manual concludes with a comprehensive compilation of supporting references, internet links, and other resources for trainers. As above. The newer project, CyberTraining-4-Parents (Project number: 510162-LLP-1-2010-1-DE-GRUNDTVIG-GMP) check referencing style has provided specific advice, guidance, As above, what is the specific guidance, advice? and resources for parents/carers. The outputs from the EU supported research network (COST Action IS0801) check referencing style have been incredibly useful in providing a solid foundation for research and action in the area (see Smith and Steffgen 2013, and http://sites.google.com/site/costis0801) check referencing style. This network has been responsible for much of the contemporary knowledge regarding cyberbullying, with members of the network still collaborating on new projects and seeking to develop critically informed prevention and intervention programmes. At an international level, there have been significant updates from projects such as EU Kids Online, Global Kids Online, and Net Children Go Mobile.

At this point, there have been a few notable special issues of journals regarding cyberbullying, including the free and open access volume from Societies (2015, 5[2]), Journal of Community and Applied Social Psychology (2013, 23[1]), Emotional & Behavioural Difficulties (2012, 17[3-4]), European Journal of Developmental Psychology (2012, 9[2]), School Psychology International (2012, 33[5]), Australian Journal of Guidance and Counselling (2010, 20[2]), Zeitschrift fur Psychology/Journal of Psychology (2009, 217[4]). There have also been some important research based books: Bauman, Cross, and Walker (2013), Mc Guckin and Corcoran (2016b), Mora-Merchán and Jäger (2011), Navarro, Santiago, and Larrañaga (2016), Smith and Steffgen (2013), and Völlink, Dehue, and Mc Guckin (2016). This list of journals and books on cyberbullying in the text could be integrated more or removed – it feels a little odd at the moment. Or it could be framed much more as a historical view, given that the journals will age, to ‘futureproof’ the chapter. 

Cyberbullying 101: Trying to define the area
For any researcher in the social sciences, but especially in education, the first task that is of fundamental importance is to ‘operationally define’ the area of concern. By this we mean that we need to define the key terminology in sufficient detail that, at a scientific level, we can test the issue of concern. That is, we need to know what we are including (inclusion criteria) and excluding (exclusion criteria) from the definition. Whilst this sounds relatively easy, it is a lot more complex than it first appears. The biggest hurdle for us is that we are often using words that are common everyday words that everyone else uses – albeit that we probably mean something a bit more scientific by them. If we take ‘bullying’ as an example, you would soon find out that there is no ‘agreed’ definition that researchers, teachers, parents, and CYP can converge upon. So, how did we get to an agreement that we were researching and talking about cyberbullying – that word did not just fall from the sky above. How did we decide that it was one word and not two, or that there was no hyphen in the word? 

Of crucial importance here is whether the word and subsequent definition came from a group of ‘all knowing adults’ or from the CYP that were involved in such ‘adult assumed’ behaviours. In educational research, we value the notion of ‘inclusion’ as conceptualised in The Salamanca Statement and the Dakar Framework (UNESCO 1994, 2000) and ‘pupil voice’ methodologies (Noyes 2005) that allow CYP to participate in issues that affect them and, crucially, to be heard. We even develop novel methodological approaches so as to engage various groups of CYP (Carr-Fanning & Mc Guckin in press if this has now been published please amend details), and develop models (Lundy 2007) that allow us to move beyond a simplistic notion of the inclusion of CYP and their ‘voice’ so that we are fully conceptualising Article 12 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (United Nations 2010).

From f2f definitions to cyberbullying definitions
Despite some differences between researchers regarding the most apt definition for f2f bully/victim problems, the general consensus is that it is a form of social aggression characterised by: (a) an intention to cause harm, (b) a repetition of the behaviour, and (c) a power imbalance between the perpetrator(s) and victim(s). As a straightforward and logical extension to this definition, we might assume that the same characteristics, with the addition of the electronic context, would constitute the defining components of cyberbullying. However, there is still a lack of consensus regarding the terminology to be used and the core parts of a definition for cyberbullying (see Bauman, Cross, and Walker 2013; Corcoran et al. 2015). Take a second to consider the enormity of this – we have been researching the prevalence, involvement, correlates, and developing prevention and interventions in an area that still does not have an agreed definition.

Whilst repetition refers to repeated actions on the part of the perpetrator(s) in a f2f setting, a victim of cyberbullying can experience repetitive victimization through ‘liking’, ‘sharing’, and ‘commenting’ on content by other users. Indeed exposure to aggression can be amplified in a cyber context with the possibility for abusive content to be accessed and created globally rather than restricted to the school grounds.  Moreover abuse can occur after school hours with the remote access to victims facilitated by various internet enabled devices. Intent to cause harm is also difficult to assess when the individual(s) creating or perpetuating the bullying content may not fully appreciate the emotional impact for the targeted person(s) as, in many cases, there is a physical separation at the time of the behaviour. Minton (2016) urges us to consider the importance of proximity (or lack thereof) in contributing to acts of such abuse. For example, Minton (2016) highlights advanced weaponry in warfare as a form of technological ‘progress’ which creates distance from an enemy/target, thus making violent acts more tolerable and likely. In the realm of cyberbullying, any one of the numerous social media platforms may be the weapon of choice. Some argue that such ease of access as well as the capacity to hide one’s identity offers a form of power which is unique to the cyber context. Menesini (2012) argues that public access to content and anonymity should be considered important, but not defining, features of cyberbullying. In considering these differing characteristics, there is a case for considering an alternative approach to labelling and defining the area. For instance, whilst Olweus (2012) regards cyberbullying as a subtype of bullying (see above regarding our discussion of Olweus and Smith), others (including us: Corcoran et al. 2015; Grigg 2010) feel that a focus on ‘cyber aggression’ may be more appropriate. Why might ‘cyber aggression’ be more appropriate? Maybe this comes later.

Is it cyberbullying…or cyber aggression?
Although we cannot overlook the well documented overlap between victimization in schools and victimization online, it is perhaps time to recognise cyber aggression as a distinct, but related concept; one that encompasses a range of behaviours that extend beyond what would strictly fall within the parameters of bullying. Grigg (2010) has previously recommended a broader focus than simply cyberbullying which includes abuses such as ‘happy slapping’ and ‘stalking’. In addition to the association between f2f and cyber aggression, research has shown that similar outcomes are predicted by both forms of aggression. Involvement as an aggressor, victim, or both in either the physical or cyber world has been found to predict reduced psychological well-being in terms of depressive symptoms, self-esteem, anxiety, suicidal thoughts and behaviours, as well as many other markers of ill-being (Wolke, Lereya, and Tippett 2016).  Extending Grigg’s (2010) recommendation, our research (Corcoran and Mc Guckin 2014) among 2,474 Irish second-level students aged between 12 and 19 years showed that the way in which we label and measure cyber-based abuse (as either cyber aggression and cyberbullying) can lead to marked differences in the reporting of victimization and perpetration of such behaviours. Specifically, measurement of ‘cyber aggression’ in the sample revealed much higher levels of involvement than measurement of ‘cyberbullying’, even though the two approaches were essentially measuring the same phenomenon. From this research, we have argued that it is perhaps time to regard cyber-based and school-based peer-to-peer aggression as similar and related, but distinct concepts.

From definitions to the law and to a better solution: Coping skills 
The ongoing research and debate regarding the definitions of cyberbullying and cyber aggression are more than mere academic squabbles. Until agreed upon, there will continue to be problems for research that attempts to estimate the prevalence of the issue and the relationship between involvement in such problems and the variables that we are concerned with – from happiness to health and well-being to educational attainment. Indeed, whilst many educators and concerned adults call for legislation in the area, we can now see that if seasoned researchers find the issue difficult to define, what hope is there for a legal remedy? Indeed, we would always question the need for a legal solution to cyber based aggression among CYP as it could lead to many vexatious claims – claims that could take a long time to progress through the legal system and weigh heavily for too long on the vulnerable shoulders of CYP. Also, with a focus on a legal solution, we argue that many adults and educators would move quickly towards this ‘nuclear option’ rather than a more considered attempt to help CYP ‘cope’ with the pressures associated with cyber aggression. With the rate of development of the technologies that can be used in this type of aggression among CYP, a legal solution would end up being out-of-date almost as quickly as it is developed, with the reality being that we would inadvertently criminalise many CYP. Unfortunately, many CYP unwittingly cross the line between the normal explorations and testing of adult boundaries associated with being young and the canon of criminal law that can seem outdated, yet still very real (Purdy and Mc Guckin 2015). The forms of aggression that we are concerned with may spring from either malice or normal developmental challenges (e.g. poor decision making). Although legislation relating to cyberbullying has been developed in some jurisdictions as a deterrent (e.g., some examples of this in the USA), in many regions there is in fact often existing legislation which already addresses specific cyberbullying behaviours such as stalking and harassment. We concur with Szoka and Thierer (2009) that we should advocate for an ‘educate first’ approach, rather than prosecute first approach.  As one of the most important variables in the study of cyber aggression among CYP, let’s take a look at what is known about coping. Comment for consideration – there’s no information about how the law currently relates to cyberbullying or about what specific changes to the law are being suggested.  

Coping with cyber based aggression: Moving from worrying about the technology to helping children and young people cope
In our recent review of the literature regarding coping with cyberbullying, we queried why it seems like every phase of human and societal advancement brings with it a mix of both excitement and anxiety (Corcoran and Mc Guckin 2016). Whilst the experiences and feelings of CYP are real and should not be diminished, we wonder whether the issues related to cyberbullying have been contextualized in such a way that many adults and teachers feel out of their depth when confronting with the issue. Whilst the technological gap between CYP and adults may have created a perceived barrier in knowledge, we argue that this has blindsided many adults to the skills that they already have to counter the insidious behaviours associated with cyber based aggression.  Specifically, whilst some of the solutions to the issue are definitely technological in nature, most of the solutions are to be found in good parenting skills, basic communication skills, differentiated teaching and teaching methodologies, and other non-technical approaches to coping. When we talk with parents about the issues, we often pose the rhetorical question: ‘What would your granny have advised?’ – with the notional answer being that her advice would probably still be pertinent today. The continual and increasing development of consumer technology, and the fears associated with it, are not new. Whilst our parents could not work out how to use the VHS video cassette recorder when we were younger to record television programmes, and worried for our safety with the development of the SONY Walkman® portable audio cassette, player can we reference something specific like this or should we amend to make more general? we all survived to tell the tale. However, with these more modern approaches to interpersonal communication, the issues have become more focused, dangerous, and problematic.

The types of concerns that are expressed about today’s CYP meeting with physical and psychological harm as a result of online interactions, or anxiety about hindered academic attainment or psycho-social growth as a result of cyber activity, are somewhat different from the worries of past generations in relation to the technological developments of their day. This does then raise important questions in relation to how society copes with the risks associated with the cyber world. For instance, can we learn from the coping skills we employed in other aspects of life when faced with different challenges? It seems logical that we should be able to identify the types of strategies that tend to prove adaptive or maladaptive; those techniques which improve the situation, do little to help, or escalate an already difficult situation. If we are able to recognise successful coping styles relating to the physical world, then surely we should be able to assimilate these responses to a cyber context – shouldn’t we? In other words, we may not need to go back to the drawing board when confronted with a cyber-based risk. We have blueprints that can be easily edited and updated. Of course, and as highlighted above, an important principle of prevention and intervention is that we decide upon a course of action based on theory and the research evidence where possible. For this reason, it is essential that we take a thoughtful and considered approach to countering cyber victimization. So, although we can build on some of the knowledge applied to coping with life’s stressors, and more specifically, coping with f2f bully/victim problems, it is also important to consider the ways in which cyber-based aggression may differ and present context-specific challenges. In this way, the most adaptive and advantageous strategies can be identified. We also highlighted the particular vulnerabilities associated with the group most likely to be involved in f2f and cyber based aggression.

Recognizing successful coping styles
The coping strategies of CYP are not always well-informed as they are at a particular developmental juncture where their thinking and decision making is driven more by emotion and pleasure seeking than it is by analysis and foresight of potential consequences. Life experience and a more developed pre-frontal cortex will enhance decision making and, in turn, coping strategies over time. Unfortunately, we know that social distance and rash responses to victimization only provoke and escalate the cycle of victimization. Considering the challenges of adolescence with the onset of puberty, the focus on peer acceptance and shift away from reliance on parents, the sometimes intense focus on the self and developing identity, victimization may be particularly tough psychologically. Despite such vulnerability, it is also important to remember that risk does not always amount to harm. The adolescents of previous generations also faced risks in the form of early sexual activity, teenage pregnancy, exposure to alcohol and drugs, and other physical risks such as driving too fast or under the influence of alcohol. However, it must be recognized that the current generation live (at least) a portion of their lives online. As a result, their risky behaviours may be more public and may be recorded and reproduced. Similarly, their humiliation may be more public and permanent. So, whilst the same developmental principles apply, the risk of harm to CYP in the modern and contemporary world is somewhat predicated on the severity of the incident, the public nature of it, how others respond to it, and how the young person copes.

Theories about coping
Before we review the research findings regarding how CYP cope with cyber based aggression, we want to take this opportunity to set out the main theories about how we cope with life’s challenges. Considering that our topic is just one of many that CYP will have to cope with, it is useful for us as adults and educators to understand the underlying principles and thoughts about coping.

There are a variety of perspectives on coping with life’s strains and stresses (see Lazarus and Folkman 1984; Pearlin and Schooler 1978; Roth and Cohen 1986).  Although definitions of coping are varied, there are commonalities across definitions.  Coping is generally regarded as a response to an experience which is taxing on the resources of the person; something that can potentially cause some degree of harm.  Indeed, coping can be regarded as the response (or lack thereof) which may prevent or reduce harm to the person. This is a broad concept which can include both thoughts and behaviours. The coping style used by the person can serve to reduce the emotional distress (emotion-focused coping) of the experience or to bring about a solution to the source of the stress (solution-focused coping). A variety of coping strategies can be used at the same time, and strategies can be adapted over time to respond to the changing nature of a situation. Theorists provide differing terms and conceptualizations of coping. However, a number of important factors are consistent across various theories (e.g. see Hill’s ABC-X model: 1949, 1958). Firstly, the event or experience itself will be a central component which affects the person’s response. Secondly, it is important how the event or experience is perceived or ‘framed’ by the person. Whilst one person may regard an online insult as hurtful and frightening, another person may find it amusing. Thirdly, the person’s ability or resources to deal with the event or experience when it occurs will be an influential factor. These three aspects of an experience in combination will decide the nature of the crisis the person is met with.  When deciding how adaptive a particular coping style or strategy is, we could argue that effectiveness is based upon the psychological well-being of the individual and their ability to overcome or solve the stressful situation. So, we might say that no single coping style is necessarily maladaptive; only more or less adaptive depending on its appropriateness to the current situation. According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984) we should examine coping from a situation-specific perspective. Therefore, not only should we evaluate the coping strategies of the victim(s) in relation to cyber aggression specifically, but we should also assess strategies on a case by case basis, taking Hill’s ABC-X model into account. Currently, there is a wealth of literature about coping in response to f2f bully/victim problems, but little evidence in relation to effective coping styles.

Research on coping with cyber aggression
The research on coping with cyberbullying has focused mainly on two aspects of coping; buffering the negative impact of victimization, and stopping the victimization (see Perren et al. 2012a, 2012b). We have highlighted (Corcoran and Mc Guckin 2016) the difficulty of identifying a set of adaptive coping strategies for CYP in this area. We argue that prevention and intervention attempts can be likened to conducting chemistry experiments with ‘dirty test-tubes’ – that is, a variety of factors (intra-personal, inter-personal, situational) will dictate whether a coping strategy will be effective or ineffective – we do not live in a sterile world. Specifically, situational factors such as other concurrent stressors, self-related factors such as maturity, supports such as availability of family, and strategies such as preferred coping responses (Schlossberg, Waters, and Goodman 1995) will shape how successfully one copes with an incident of cyber based aggression. Therefore, it is possible to provide evidence that an intervention/strategy will benefit some individuals, but virtually impossible to prove that a particular response will work for any specific individual. However, an important first step is to identify which coping strategies tend to be successful and which strategies tend to be ineffective or harmful. With just some knowledge of these, educators would be better prepared and more confident in their ability to help CYP in their care.

Research has identified a number of effective strategies in response to f2f bully/victim problems, what are these? with many studies having examined general coping styles in relation to hypothetical scenarios. What did this research show? However, some researchers have also looked at responses to actual victimization. Aggressive coping and retaliation are not found to be adaptive strategies, as such responses tend to contribute to further victimization and reduced psychological well-being. Furthermore, avoidant coping or passive inaction are also found to be unsuccessful styles. By contrast, adaptive coping strategies, including active (as opposed to passive) problem solving strategies have been shown to be successful. Conflict resolution and advice seeking have also been found to be related to reduced victimization and internalizing thoughts. Related to the previous comment, it would be helpful to see some examples – and what makes them successful (or not)? Maybe this comes next.
  
Considering the unique contextual aspects of cyberbullying, researchers have also examined coping strategies in relation to this phenomenon. This is crucially important, in that we need to build upon the existing knowledge of f2f coping, without indiscriminately applying lessons learned from the traditional context to the cyber world. In reviewing the relevant literature in this area, it is evident that there is a reluctance among many CYP to report victimization to parents or teachers, due to fear of losing technology-related privileges or receiving inadequate support. This is an important and consistent finding as this strategy by CYP removes an important social resource. Dooley and Fitzgerald (2012) have identified the availability of ‘one good adult’ as a protective factor for good psychological health among CYP. One of the consistent findings from all of the f2f and cyber literatures is that an appropriate and authentic response from any ‘appropriate adult’ to a request for help is one of the best interventions available (e.g. parent, sibling, relative, teacher, other school personnel).  Interestingly, the need to be cautious in making recommendations for appropriate coping strategies is highlighted by the finding by Shelley and Craig (2010) that social support seeking may in fact be a harmful coping strategy for males but not females. Why this gender difference? Explain a little further. Online social support seeking by CYP, whilst anecdotally interesting and somewhat intuitive, requires a lot more research examination why?. Technical coping strategies can also allow a victim of cyberbullying to create social distance from an aggressor through blocking or reporting. Furthermore, technical strategies, such as saving content, allows for the preservation of evidence of the abuse. However, we have continually argued (Corcoran and Mc Guckin 2016) that technical strategies are not necessarily a solution; rather they are a step towards a solution why?. Like Medusa’s hair of living venomous serpents, cutting off any technological development or social media platform may lead us to an even less welcome set of replacement developments; with us left staring at Medusa and being turned to stone, waiting to be rescued by a hero. Unlike the myth, the cavalry are not coming to help us. We are the cavalry for our CYP. I don’t think this mythical reference is helpful – consider removing it. What are the limitations to technical strategies? What is the complimentary role for adults? 

Reporting abuse to a service provider or sharing evidence of abuse with the police is an important step; Perhaps these are two steps: (i) reporting to service provider; (ii) reporting to police. Which one should CYP/supporting adult advise? Why? but a helpful response is still required from the service provider or the police. By contrast, maladaptive responses to cyberbullying include avoidance, retaliation, and aggression.  Considering the social distance (physical and temporal), what has often been witnessed has been an escalation of the aggression. In relation to which ones? Avoidance, retaliation or aggression? From the safety of a bedroom, an aggressive retaliation may seem okay, but all this serves to do is increase the chance of a similar response. Hence, we are always encouraging teachers and adults to teach CYP about emotions and the difference between ‘responding’ and ‘reacting’. What is the difference between these two? As technological developments follow Moore’s Law (1965), in that the development and availability of connected communication devices approximates an exponential graph, the emotional development of CYP still rises on the graph with modest incremental changes – the same rate as when we were children. It is the gap between these two lines on the graph that we are concerned with. The development of CYP will never match Moore’s Law. Rather, we need to accept that this gap is there and is very real, but can be usefully addressed with appropriate and useful repetition of useful – sometimes old-fashioned – coping skills. Such as? Also, similarly to f2f coping, passive or avoidant coping are found to be ineffective in a cyber context. Why?  Effective coping at an individual level seems to be characterised by gaining social support Evidence for this? and focusing on possible non-aggressive solutions such as advice seeking and technical strategies.

Future directions 
And so, here we are. But, where is ‘here’? ‘Here’ is a very temporal concept. By the time that you have made it to the end of this chapter, we will be at a different ‘here’.  Having spent our time in this chapter considering the state-of-the-art literature in this fast moving area of modernity that our CYP live in, let us take time to do that very thing that we discussed and hankered for at the start of the chapter – the time to stop-and-stand-and-stare.
Comment regarding the below paragraphs (please address/amend the below) – much of it feels ‘overwritten’ and the ideas could perhaps be distilled and presented more gently e.g.: “At the start of this chapter we jested that just when we were getting to an understanding of f2f bully/victim problems, along came cyberbullying.  We hope that this chapter has wiped the smile from this smug wisecrack, demonstrating the seriousness of trying to understand a fast moving social and educational target.  Two of the bastions of humanity - world literature and scientific progress - keep reminding us to be careful in our work and that we are building knowledge upon the shoulders of giants (e.g., Newton).  Inferno is the first part of Dante Alighieri’s 14th-century epic poem, commencing this classic of world literature with the words on the gate of hell: “Lasciate ogne speranza,voi ch’intrate” (“Abandon all hope, ye who enter here”).  “At this point, having reviewed the evidence and the ever shifting sands of cyberbullying / cyber aggression, should we abandon all hope for an understanding of an issue that is constantly in flux?  We believe not.  As M. L. King reminds us, we should retain hope - even in the most apocalyptic of circumstances: “Even if I knew that the world would end tomorrow, I would still plant my pear tree today”.  Hope.  We live for hope - hope for us, for society, for the future, for the CYP we work for, and for those yet to be born.” Maybe reduce this section – I don’t think it would damage the narrative of the chapters. The sections that follow this read well, conveying key ideas in a nuanced fashion.   

At the start of this chapter we jested that just when we were getting to an understanding of f2f bully/victim problems, along came cyberbullying. We hope that this chapter has wiped the smile from this smug wisecrack, demonstrating the seriousness of trying to understand a fast moving social and educational target. Two of the bastions of humanity – world literature and scientific progress – keep reminding us to be careful in our work and that we are building knowledge upon the shoulders of giants (e.g. Newton). Inferno is the first part of Dante Alighieri’s 14th-century epic poem, commencing this classic of world literature with the words on the gate of hell: “Lasciate ogne speranza,voi ch’intrate” (“Abandon all hope, ye who enter here” check referencing style – page number required?). At this point, having reviewed the evidence and the ever shifting sands of cyberbullying/cyber aggression, should we abandon all hope for an understanding of an issue that is constantly in flux? We believe not. As M. L. King reminds us, we should retain hope – even in the most apocalyptic of circumstances: “Even if I knew that the world would end tomorrow, I would still plant my pear tree today” reference and page number?. Hope. We live for hope – hope for us, for society, for the future, for the CYP we work for, and for those yet to be born.

In the chapter we outlined the movement from initial definitions of cyberbullying to perhaps a more nuanced definition based upon cyber aggression. A serious question that we now consider in our research and practice is whether we have, in trying to help CYP, inadvertently researched the wrong set of issues. We might have been close to the nub of the issue, but surely this is not good enough when we are working with CYP? This should remind us to remain humble in our work with CYP, cognisant and chastened by our previous failures to protect these most vulnerable citizens, and seek to see ourselves as being ‘as good as, but no better than’ these cherished co-researchers and citizens. In the age of the internet and social media, children acquire digital footprints before they are born, with gleeful parents posting the neo-natal scan to social media for all to see.  Despite what we may think, we are only at the start of the digital revolution. It is both exciting and fearful for each and every one of us. Should we be using iPads and Android tablets in the classroom – even before the research has matured, and when we have 600 years of experience with the printed word since the Guttenberg Press?  

Humanity has survived the agricultural revolution and the industrial revolution – why can’t we survive this new revolution? Going back to an earlier point – what would be different now, in a generic way, from the advice of our grandmother at the start of any of these previous revolutions? Probably nothing – it always comes back to the issue of helping CYP cope with the vices of modernity. Society learns. Theory and research learn. We learn. We were not born perfect, and we will not die perfect.
 
In education, we often assert that we cherish CYP, and we all attempt to do our best for them. However, we should remember the wise words of the Roman poet, Juvenal: Quis custodiet ipsos custodes? (“Who will guard the guards themselves?”) check referencing style and include page number. As we move forwards with educational research, we need to constantly challenge each other and our conceptions about the lives and capacities of the CYP that we seek to help. 

At the end of 2015, we were actively planning a new book in this area. The premise of the book was that even though we had learnt a lot about f2f bully/victim problems from thirty years of international research and applied practice in schools and education, we were, largely, unprepared for the huge issues that would come along with the internet and Web 2.0 technologies – never mind the internet of things (IoT), and the rapid developments in Artificial Intelligence (AI) and robotics. We had planned ‘the’ book of 2020 – the one that would predict and plan for the interplay between (a) CYP and their pseudo-cyborg status, (b) emerging technology, (c) AI and robotics, (d) aggression, (e) new coding abilities of CYP and the “dark web”, and (f) the advances of issues (e.g. eugenics, ectogenesis) and movements (e.g. transhumanism).

At the end of 2015, as often happens to researchers in the fields of psychology, education, and the social sciences, world events overtook us and our research agendas. The events at the Bataclan Theatre in Paris on 13th November, 2015, where 89 people were killed in a coordinated terrorist attack in the theatre, served to remind us all that the world is getting smaller and more local. Since the end of World War II, we have been aware in psychology and education that we are often seen to be reactionary disciplines, whereby society sees our duties as being about understanding these new social issues and the development of appropriate educational responses for our younger generations. For example, see the response to issues regarding influence, conformity, and compliance, after the events of World War II. Since the events of Paris at the end of 2015, our research and social agenda has seen further development of the research community, the initial psychologist/educator dyad interested in f2f bully/victim problems to the now incredibly wide family of disciplines and researchers trying to understand the processes regarding the radicalization of CYP in relation to fundamentalist religious groups. 

We have arrived at a very opportune point in our knowledge of cyberbullying. From the initial ‘rabbit in the headlights’ position that we were in just a few years ago, knowledge regarding definitions, involvement, correlates, and prevention and intervention strategies are at a more mature stage. I can remember a recent lecture where I had drawn the typical pyramid structure of Maslow’s hierarchical theory for the students. Upon returning from our mid-lecture coffee break, I found it funny to see that my chalkboard representation of Maslow’s theory had acquired a new base – one much more important than the theoretical ‘food, water, and shelter’ – labelled ‘Wi-Fi’ – such is the importance of access to Wi-Fi and the continual developments arising from the phrophetic and parsimonious Moore’s Law for these post-Millenial ‘Generation Z’ citizens.

To conclude with, we reiterate that the central message from the research in this area is that CYP are vulnerable and will continue to be vulnerable to any new developments in inter-personal communication technology. The cheapest and best preventative method that we have in this area is something that all adults and educators have knowledge and experience of – the development of children’s emotions and the strategies that can help them to cope with the issues they confront on a daily basis. Which particular aspects of emotional development are important for coping with cyber-bullying? Moreover, there’s very little information about what future directions are in cyber-bullying research and interventions.  

General comment: It would be useful to have a more explicit section discussing the idea that those who are most at risk of bullying online, are also  ‘vulnerable’ in real life [or not]. This might help examine the link in a way that would satisfy the reviewers [and readers like them] in terms of examining the link between f2f and virtual in more 'concrete' detail.

General comment: Just for consideration – it might be useful to have the definitions of cyberbullying discussion before the debate as to origins of the term and its relationship with f2f  

Contact address: conor.Mc Guckin@tcd.ie
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