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Abstract

The lack of a wellaccepted definition of cyberbullying has beccamne
serious issue for the field of research. | surveyesisbddents, parents, and
teachers to determine how thegscribed bullieand cyterbulliesandwhether
they appliedacademic definitioal criteriato thar conceps of traditional bullying
andcyberbulying. Datawereanalysed using analysis of varianpgncipal
components analysiandthematic analysistaken together, the findings
indicated thaparticipants (ayenerallydescribebullies and cyberbullies
similarly, and(b) endorseacadent definitional criteriato their personal notion of
abullyandacyberbulff hese findings support using Ol w
to create a unified definition of cyberbullying that reflects the views of those who

most often experience cyberbullying.
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Introduction



2

Cyberbullying can have devastating effects on its victims. Megan Meier
was one of théirst and mostvell-knownvictims of cyberbullying. Her
cyberbully was Lor.i Drew, the mother of on
created a false identity on MySga@ 16yearold boy named Josh who
befriended her, gathered information about
message Writt enYobareabadrpérsomanckeweryboay hdtes
you. Have a shitty rest of your life. The world would be a bettexephathout
you"Megan respvodéde wihd Kind of boy a girl
over." Twenty minutes later, thE3-yearold was found in her bedroom closet;
she had hanged herself with a belt.

(http://mwww.meganmeierfoundation.org/megastsry.htm)

Online bullyingis an issue not only for scheagje children, but also
anyone with an online presence like celebrities, businesses and restaurants;
however, determining which behaviours are truly cyberbullying is not always as
simple as it seem@art ofthe reason why the Megan Meier suicide was so widely
publicissdwas due to the clearolation, whichhad taken place. Lori Drew was
an adult who acted anonymously, repeatedly, and ioteily to hurt a thirteen

yearold. Many acts of cyberbullying aret asclearcut

On a recent episode of FBoaaglo A" Kitchen N
owner of Amyds Baking Company, said that r
up lies complaining about the quality of the food and causing the restaurant to

lose businesgSeehttp://www.buzzfeed.com/ryanhatesthis/tiligshemostepic



brandmeltdownon-facebookeverfor a timeline of the events or
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=J84QTe2JEtQthe full episode of Kitchen

Nightmareg In the episode, the owner and heisband, Samwre shown

reacting poorly to criticispresponding with screaming, swearing, threats, and

even physical shoving when customers complain about the food or service. After

the episode aired, peopl e begambockp mmenti ng
and Amy and Samy began responding to the comments on their Facebook page.

The Facebook updates became more frequent, and a screen capture of the

meltdown was posted to thiek-sharingsite Reddit, which brought more

attention to the Facebook padefew days later, the couple complained that their

page was hacked and they had not made the raving posts.

This fAbrand meltdowno rancepefs many quest
cyberbullying. Are negative online reviews cyberbullying? What if the reviews
arebased on real experiences? If the original insults are considered cyberbullying,
are insulting retaliatory comments also cyberbullying? Despite the fact that
cyberbullying has been the subject of scientific inquiry for over eight years, there
is no defintion of cyberbullying that is recognized and agreed upathéy
majority ofresearchers, and many point to this lack of consistency as the most

pressing concern in the field of study.

AEl ectronic aggression, or cyberbullyin
As such, consistency in how the construct is defined and operationalized has not

yet been achieved, inhibiting a thorough understanding of the construct and how it
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related to devel opment al outcomeso (Law,
2012, p. 22k The lack of a consistent definition of cyberbullying creates serious
problems within the field of study. Prevalence ratesyberbullyingvary wildly

from 9% (Ybarra, Michell, Wolak, & Finkelhor, 200G0 as high as 58% (Beran

& Li, 2005). The differances in these rates can be due to populations studied, time
periods included, and cohort effects, but the lack of a unified definition is one of

the most fundamental problems in the field today.

Numerous researchers have commented on the multiple teedga
describe the behaviour of cyberbullying including, electronic bullying,
cyberbullying, internet bullying, online bullying, internet harassment, online
harassment (Campbell, 2010; Da¥drdon & Hertz, 2007; Klomek, Souraner &
Goul d, 201 Clarke®Péarksene2D1d; Tékunaga, 2010). Some
researchers use these terms synonymously, while others view each as describing a
separat e phenome n-Paarson,Q@LK) .eThefnailtipieity®f ar k e
terms is difficult enough in one languadget cyberbullyng is a global
phenomenon and researchers must also compare terms and translations used in

international studies (Akbulut, Sahi& Erisi, 2010;Nocentini et al., 2010).

With so many terms i n wuasemyltipet 6s not s

definitionsof cyberbullying actively used in this topic of study. These

inconsistencies are extremely problematic to the field of cyberbullying research

S

r

and Al ead scholars to study vastly differe

(Tokunaga, 2010, p. 278). Davieerdan andHertz describe the problems



5

pl aguing the field perfectly: fAThe variety
standardized operational definition makes it extremely difficult to pool results and

draw conclusions across the limited studies. The problem efurbmpounded

by the |l ack of a gold standard to measur e
Can academics look to the people most often affected by cyberbullying; students,

parents, and teachers, to determine a more universal definition of cyberlfullying

In the remainder of this chapter | give a detailed description of the
academic definition of traditional bullying, show all of the ways that
cyberbullying is similar to traditional bullying, and follow that with a thorough
look at the fundamental ways\vhich cyberbullying is different from traditional
bullying. | then describe the differences betweendéfnitionsof bullying for
lay people and for academidsnally, | describe the study that motivated this

thesis as well as the study that will corapdhe thesis itself.

Can We Usethe Definition of Bullying to Define Cyberbullying?

The termdullying andtraditional bullyingwill both be used to describe
any type of bullying activity that does not involve an electronic aspect). Many
traditional bullying researchers use Ol weu
1997; Boulton, Bucci, & Hawker, 1990; Huang & Chou, 2010; Naylomyig,
Cossin, Bettencourt, & Lemme, 2006; Vaillancourt et al., 2008ich is
characterized by three criteria A" ( a) aggressive behaviour or
6harmdoingd (b) which is carried out O&érepe

interpersonal relationshipahr act eri zed by a@993, mbal ance of
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1173).0l weus o6 definition wiHbwevehieshauldlee basi s

noted that even the more established field of traditional bullying has not
unanimously agreed upon a single definition ofghenomenon and the
definitions of traditional bullying are always evolvidgny further analysis of

traditional bullying is beyond the scope of this thesis.

Usi ng OI we u ktraditidnal bullyng isaisemsible gtarting point

because of the sitarities between the two phenomena.

Demographic Qorrelates of Bullying and Cyberbullying Are the Same

Various personal characteristics of bullying and cyberbullying are similar.
Correlates of traditional bullying like family conflict and acadefaiture are also
correlates of cyberbullying (Hemhill et al., 2012). Traditional bullies are
significantly more likely to cyberbully than those not involved in bullying.
(Dehue, Bolman, & Vollink, 2008; Dooley, Pysalski, & Cross, 2009; Erudur
Baker, 2010Gradinger, Strohmeier, & Spiel, 2009; Hemhill et al., 2012; Li,

2007; Raskauskas & Stoltz, 2007; Riebel, Jager, & Fischer, 2009; Steffgen et al.,
2011; Williams & Guerra, 2007). This was especially true for traditional bullies
who preferred to use relatiahaggression (Hemhill et al., 2012). One study even
found a predictive link between being a traditional bulliade7 and a

becoming a cyberbully two years later (Hembhill et al., 2012). Likewise, victims of
traditional bullying are significantly moréely to be victims of cyberbullying as
well (Beran & Li, 2005; Dehue et al., 2008; Erentaite, Bergman, & Zukauskiene,

2012; Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Katzer, Fetchenhauer, & Belschak, 2009; Li,

of
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2007; Ortega, Elipe, Morilerchan, Calmaestra, & Vega, 206®skauskas &

Stoltz, 2007; Riebel et al., 2009,; Schneid
Tokunaga, 2010; Twyman, Saylor, Taylor, & Comeau, 2012; Vandebosch & Van

Cleemput, 2009). Victims of both types of bullying also tend to have similar

experiencesOne study found that the most common type of bullying behaviour
mentioned by victims was fAbeing threatened
cyberbullying behaviour mentioned was al so
Chou, 2010). Developmental patterns ollyang and cyberbullying are also

similar: Both bullying and cyberbullyingremuch more common in lower

secondary (equivalent to north American junior high schools) than sixth form

colleges (equivalent to north American high schools) (Slonje & Smith,)2008

Participants Say Bullying and Cyberbullying Are the Same

When asked outright, some participants
much the same, just over the interneto. Th
cyberbullying activities like spreadimgmours, making threats, and derogatory
comment so (Mishna, Saini, & Solomon, 2009)
believe that the impact of cyberbullying is similar to that of traditional bullying
(Smith et al., 2008;). aSamdcbnassbtoddnnar i

bull yingo (Slonje & Smith, 2008, p.152).

| found similar results during my undergraduate theesearcli{Welker,
2009) when | surveyed studentsGmnades 6, 8, and 10 and spoke with them in

brief, structured interviews. | askecetim , AWhat 1 s your definitio
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followed a series of prompts to clarify their thoughts on bullying. A significant
majority stated in brief structured interviews neither bullying nor cyberbullying is
worse than the other. This response was fonmdales and females, as well as
students of aljrades. When probed for further responsestnstudents who

stated that bottypes of bullying were similacited the fact that both types

involve the same behaviours and deliver the same results, whether bullying online
or i n AWheraakkedvhktheftheir. personal definitions of bullying

included both traditional and cyber behavio80% said that kb types of
behaviours should be defined as bullying. Three quarters of participants believed
that a single occurrence of aggression should be defined as bullying or
cyberbullying. Nearly all students said that they would personally classify an
adult beingaggressive with a child as bullying; however, less than half said that a
child being aggressive to an adult should be defined as bulkinglly, 80% of
participantelieved that mistreating anyone, even if you have never met that

person in real lifeshould be defined as bullying or cyberbullying.

Why We Should be Cautious Applying Bullying Definitions to

Cyberbullying

Clearly traditional bullying and cyberbullying are very similar. Can we
then use Ol weusd wel | ac crgpotdefide def i ni ti on
cyberbullying? The two types of bullying are obviously related, but as some have

stated, Aconsidering cyberbul-toyaceng mer el vy

bull ying may overl ook intricacies of these
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There are many ways that cyberbullying is qualitatively different from traditional

bullying: the nature of cyber communication; differences in personal

characteristics of bullies, bully victims, cyberbullies, and cybervictims; and lastly
theverynatureofth cri teri a that are so i mportant t

traditional bullying can be significantly different in cyberbullying.

Nature of Cyber Communication

Cyber victims can often simply delete the offending message; this is not
an option availabletotadi t i onal victims. One participa
ignore than something that happened in a s
Another study found that email and text bullying were seen as less harmful than
traditional bullying because enharas seen as less persofilbnje & Smith,
2008). In 2007 Wolak, Mitchell,andFinkelhor said that online interactions,
unlike instances of traditional bullying, could be easily terminated. But in 2007,
the same authors backpedalled and stated that @#hersome instances of online
victimization, such as uploaded imagevioleos, whichare not easily terminated

(as cited in Dooley et al., 2009).

Asynchronicity, the notion that online communication doedala place
in real time but can involve delsypetween repliess also an issue unique to
cyberbullying. Some suggest that the asynchronous nature inherent in electronic
communication may stimulate cyberbullying (Suler, 2004; Valkenburg & Peter,
2011).Not seeing the face of the victim malgomake it easier for bullies to

continue or escalate their behaviodiader, Amado, Matos, & Pessoa, 2010;
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Steffgen, Konig, Pfetsch, &lelzer 2011; Suler, 20040n the other hand, some
researchers specul ate that geforing the vict
cyberbullying is less reinforcing than traditional bullying (Dooley et al., 2009).

Some focus groups of students have suggested that the indirect nature of

cyberbullying leads to bullies that are boltlean they would be offlinéMishna

et al., 2@9; Smith et al. 2008).

Potential for constant contact between bully and victimOne of the
biggest differences between these bullying and cyberbullying is that
cyberbullying can happen in the relative safety of the home; harassment can take
place at any time, not juduringschool hours (Grigg, 2010; Klomek et al., 2010;
Law et al.,2012; Li, 2008; Mishna et al., 2009; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006;
PujazonZazik & Park, 2010; Slonje & Smith, 2008; Smith et al., 2008). One
participant stated fAitds constant all the
2008), anot heatcybeabullginginbst dften kcain kewversetfon the
victim [compared to traditional bull ying]é
outside school, in other words when the victimtis@me. Home is usually a
sanctuary for most people. But the bullies take thisrsc t uar y awayo (Sl onj
Smith, 2008 p. 151). Some studies have found that the majority of cyberbullying
takes place outside of school hours (Smith et al., 2008; Slonje & Smith, 2008).
The potential for inescapable harassment also changes the natunesof po

imbalance for cyberbully victims compared to traditional bully victims.
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Large Potential Audience.Acts of g/berbullyingcan havea larger
audience that can be reachedrequickly than acts of traditional bullying
(Huang & Chou, 201QJager et al2010; Li, 2008; Nocentini et al., 201®atchin
& Hinduja, 2006 Smith et al.2008 Valkenburg & Peter, 201)1A participant of
one study st atceadn fisleoea dist oiff pietodpsl eo n

2008, p.381).

Legal/Jurisdiction Issues.While laws vary around the world, and are
constantly evolving, generally cyberbullying is out of the jurisdiction of most
schools, so it cannot be dealt with until harassment reaches criminal levels (Li,
2008). Additionally, many students think that adalts unaware of most
cyberbullying, so children are less likely to report victimization (Slonje & Smith,

2008). One participant stated fAYou

no one really knows whatdéds gd@nothey on.

study found that found that students felt that teachers were far more likely to
prevent face to face bullying than cyberbullying (Tangen & Campbell, 2010).
Additionally, there is much less adult supervision online (Patchin & Hinduja,

2006).

t

he

i nt

canot t

0

Cybebullying can spread a perfect copy of a file (photo, video, etc.) to be

shared with others and can never be permanently deleted (Li, 2008; Slonje &

Smith, 2008; Valkenburg & Peter, 2011), however the electronic file may also act

as evidence of cyberbullyg and could aid in prosecution or punishment.

( Mi s
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DemographicCorrelates and Other Research Findings

Other studies found that certain demographic correlates differed for
bullying and cyberbullying. For example, one study found a significant decrease
in traditional bullying fromGrades 9 to 12, but no such decrease in cyberbullying,
suggesting that the twzhenomena are different (Schneider et al., 20429ther
study foundhat having more friends was related to an increase in bullyirig

not cyberbullying perpetration (Wang, lannotti, & Nansel, 2009).

Other studies found that a factor analysis ofylmd) experiences broke
down across by bullying type (relational/verbal, physical, overt, and cyber)
suggesting that the types of bullying are more different than they are similar
(Dempse, Sulkowski, Nichols & Storch, 2009; Hunt, Peters, & Rapee, 2018). Th
finding is bolstered by another study which found that traditional bullying concept
factors tended break down by role (bully, victim, bystander) while cyberbullying
concept factors were broken down by mode of aggression such as sending mean

messages @osting embarrassing photos (Law et al., 2012).

When asked outright, many students said that certain cyberbullying
behaviours like picture/video clip bullying were more severe than traditional
bullying (Dooley et al., 20095lonje & Smith, 2008Smith et al., 2008 Other
studies found that most of their participa

from face to face bullying (Cassidyackson& Brown, 2009).
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Differences in Definition Criteria

Even themost fundamental criterihat Olweus uses to define bullying are

qualitatively different with electronic communication

Imbalance of power and anonymity As difficult as it is to assess the
imbalances of power at play in instances of traditional bullying, it can be even
more difficultto assess them in cyberbullyinggmpbell, 2010Dooley et al.,

2009; Klomek et al., 2010). In traditional bullying, power can be squigsical

or agebasedput which factors create power in instances of cyberbullying? Some
studies suggest that powarcyberbullying can be interpreted as advanced
technological skills (Dooley et al., 2009; Grigg, 2010; Vandebosch &
VanCleemput, 2009; Menesini & Nocentini, 2009; Nocentirdle 2010; Law et

al., 2012). Gher studies operationalized imbalance of poweayberbullying as
having more than one harasser or asking for adult intervention (Wolak, Mitchell,

& Finkelhor, 2007).

While it is possible in the context of traditional bullying, anonymity is a
more common problem in cyberbullyingang &Chou, 2010]Jager et al.,
2010;Klomek et al.201Q Li, 2008;Mishna et al.2009; Patchin & Hinduja,
2006;Spears et al2009 Steffgen et al.2011; Suler, 2004/alkenburg & Peter,
2011).Many studies suggestat the anonymyt of online interactionsllows
people to becomeyberbullies who otherwise would not be so aggressive in
person Dooley et al., 2009; Hoff & Mitchell, 200%lishna et al., 200Pujazon

Zazik & Park, 2010; Stauffer, Heath, Coyne & Ferrin, 2012; Tokunaga, 2010;
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Vandebosch & Van@ e mput , 2008; ). Another study ecl
anonymity of the internet and mobile phone and knowledge of ICT applications

indeed seemed to empower those who were unlikely to become real life bullies or

who were even victims of traditional bullyipg ( Vandebosch & VanCl eem
2008, p. 502). In a study assessing forum posts, cyberbullying comments were

significantly more likely to be anonymous than neutral comments (Moore,

Nakano, Enomoto & Suda, 2012). In some studies, those that admitted to

cyberhullying said that they used anonymity to disguise themselves when they

bullied someone they knew (Vandebosch & VanCleemput, 2008). Other studies

stated that anonymous bullies made victims feel even more powerless; revealing

how important the aspect of anwnity can be (Dooley et al., 2009; Grigg, 2010;

Hoff & Mitchell, 2009; Vandebosch & VanCleemput, 2008). However, it should

be mentioned that many studies have found that the majority of incidents of

cyberbullying do not happen anonymously (Dehue et ab82Dooley et al.,

2009;Huang & Chou, 2010; Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Kowalski & Limber, 2007;

Mishna et al., 2009Price & Dalhleish, 2010

Repetition and Intention. Repetition is a difficult issue that plagues
definitions of cyberbullying. Some cyberbullying is direct (text messages or
emails) and individual instances can easily be quantified; however, much of
cyberbullying is indirect (posts on a public Facebook wallking embarrassing
photos public, or mass texts/emails) and determining repetition is much more
di fficult. Dooley et al. summarize the 1iss

uploading and embarrassing picture to the internet can result in continued and
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widespread ridicule and humiliation for the victim. Whereas the aggressive act is
not repeated, the damage caused by the act is relived through the ongoing
humiliationo (p. 183, 2009) . Many research
nature of repetitiomvhen it comes to cyberbullying definitions (Campbell, 2010;
David-Ferdon & Hertz, 2007; Dooley et al., 2009; Grigg, 2010; Law et al., 2012;
Nocentini et al., 2010; Vandebosch & VanCleemput, 2008; Vandebosch &
VanCleemput, 2009). Some researchers suggasif th single instance of
cyberbullyingvictimizationfollows a history of traditional bullyingictimization,

that singlecyberbullyinginstance should be considered repetition (Vandebosch &
VanCleemput, 2008). Other researchers said that repetitiomécessary for a
definition of cyberbullying and is not an important criterion (Coyne, Chesney,
Logan & Madden, 2009Grigg, 2010). The permanence and innumerable copies
of publicly posted videos and photos should also be taken into account when
considerimgy repetition and cyberbullying (Dooley et al., 2009; Law et al., 2012,
Menesini & Nocentini, 2009). Repetition also plays into the nature of
intentionality and cyberbullying: the participants of one study stated that if a
behaviour was repeated it mustibeentional, while other participants in that

same study disagreed (Nocentini et al., 2010).

Because of the differences listed above, it would be irresponsible to
superimpose the definition of bullying onto cyberbullying without further study
and analysi®f how these definition criteria are used by those most often affected

by cyberbullying
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Self-Created Definitions versus Academic Definitions

Many researchers have found differences between academic definitions
andthoseof lay-personsvhen defining bulfing and cyberbullyingSome
researchers have found that when asked for definitions of bullying and
cyberbullying, participants will give example behaviours of bullying instead of
listing criteria as an academic definition would (Spears, Slee, Owens &alghn
2009;Vandebosch & VanCleempu2008). Law et al. summarize the issue well:
ACommon definitions emphasize power differ
Spontaneous lay definitions of bullying by both educators and youth do not
typically recognize t he ulptmegtodetermins o (2012,
what cyberbullying Al ooked | i ked and fisoun
simply filled with examples of cyberbullying behaviours and the technologies
used to perform the behaviours (Spears et al., 2Q@R)d the use of exam@as
definitions be minimized if participants are asked about bullies instead of

bullying?

Discussions of bullying and cyberbullying made by lay persons also tend
to include the reasons why bullies behave the way they do. Some of the reasons
suggested byapticipants include lack of confidence, desire for control, for fun, to
demonstrate power, envy of relationships or achievements, to feel better about
themselves, to look cool, and because they have family problems (Hoff &
Mitchell, 2009;Li, 2010; Smithet al. 2008; Steffgen, Konig, Pfetsch & Melzer,

2011).
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Other researchers have found that some participants say that a specific
bullying behaviour has happened to them, however when those participants are
asked the general quesedibonhéhaaeaswyeu é&wepo

(Walker, Sockman, Rajan, & Koehn, 2011).

It is unclear if the differences between academic reseadudedisitions
and spontaneous lgy e r sdefmiodsare due to fundamentally different
concepts osimply different ways of thinkg about the phenomena. If students,
parents, and teachers are presented with academic definitibrisey endorse

the same definitical criteria intheir descriptions of bullies and cyberbullies?

Developing Research Questions

The purpose of this thissis toinform aunified, evidence basediefinition
of cyberbullying bydiscovemg how participantslescribebulliesand
cyberbullesfor themselvesearningwhetherparticipantsendorsehe academic
criteria of bullyingin their descriptionsanddeterminingwhetherdifferent groups
give significantly differentlescriptionsNot only will this information inform
academic definitions, but it will also inform future interventions aimed at
students, parents, and teachers by giving the creators efitlies/entions a clear

idea of howthesepopulatiors view bullying and cyberbullying.

Upon completing my undergraduate thesis, | wanted a more detailed look
at personal definitionsotionsof bullying and cyberbullying. | wanted to know
whetherparticipantsusedOl we us 6 d e f intheirtownoconceptf i t er i a

bullying and cyberbullyingPrevious research has found that these criteria are
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rarely used by laypeople when they define traditional bullying in theirvoerds;
however these studielsd notpresent participants with academic definition
criteriato determine which criteria applied tieeir personatonceptgNaylor et
al., 2006 Vaillancourt et al., 2008). No current research lookspalication of

Ol weusd def i ni tybeobnllyirgdefiritiens of laypeoplel t h e

Related to the analysis application ofOl weus 6 def i nition crit
not onlyinterested iroverallapplication but alsadifferences impplicationacross
demographic groups (age; sex; student, parent, or teadnelgrstanding
developmental differensén conceptavould helpdeterminevhetherthe use of
academic definition criterigs the result of a more mature way of thinking and is
thereforemore likely in older students and adultSroup differences would also
revealwhetherchildren, adolescents, and adukhsk of bullying and
cyberbullying in differentvays, informing future interventions that might target
these groupsNumerous studies hademonstrated differences in cyberbullying
experiences across gender (Akbulut et al., 2010; Aricak, 2009; Card, Sawalani,
Stucky & Little, 2008; Calvete, Orue, Estevez, Villardon, & Padilla, 2010;
Dempsey, Sulkowski, Nicols, & Storch, 2009; Devine & Llo2612; Erdur
Baker, 2010; Goebert, Else, Matsu, Chibmy & Chang, 2011; Gradinger et al.,
2009; Hoff & Mitchell, 2009; Huang & Chou, 2010; Kowalski & Limber, 2007;
Li, 2006; Mesch, 2009; Mishna, KhouKassabri, Gadalla, & Daciuk, 2012;
Ortega et al., 20 Price & Dalgleish, 2010; Schneider et al., 2012; Slonje &
Smith, 2008; Smith et al., 2008; Varjas, Henrich, & Meyers, 2009; Wang,

lannotti, & Nansel, 2009; Williams & Guerra, 2007; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2007;
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Yilmaz, 2011), and some have also shown geddfarences in attitudes toward
cyberbullying (Agaston, Kowalski, & Limber, 2007; Gini, Pozzoli, Borghi, &
Franzoni, 2008Welker, 20@). A number of studies have also shown age
differences in cyberbullying experiences (Bauman, 2010; Dehue et al., 2008;
Kowalski & Limber, 2007; Ortega et al., 2009; Schneider et al., 2012; Slovak &
Singer, 2011; Smith et al., 2008; Tokunaga, 2010; Varjas et al., 2009; Wang et al.,
2009; Williams & Guerra, 2007), and again, one study showed age differences in
attitudes towarayberbullying (Gini et al., 2008), though these studies all looked

at student populations, with no research on adult experience with or attitudes
towards cyberbullying. Because of the clear indication that gender and age can
af fect oneods andattpudes towandcyderbullyingt iths sensible to
assume that age and sex comaepbfal so have

cyberbullyingand description of cyberbullies

Given the lack of comparative research and different definitions of
cyberbullying, | was interested in how academic definition criteria weee in
thedescriptions obothbullies and cyberbulliegeneratedyy students, parents,
and teachers. Do partigptsthink of bulliesand cyberbulessimilarly or
differently? In other words, would an analysis of the application of definition
criteria reveal patterns indicating bullying and cyberbullying are separate
constructs, or would patterns show that theega vary together because the two
constructs are quite similaralso wondereavhetherpatternsvould differacross
demographic groups. MenesamdNocentini (2009) suggested that future

researchers should look at group differences to determine auinsttigity and
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invariance across groups; we must be sure that stugletdsseOl weus 6 cr i teri a
in the same way as their parents and their teachers, or at least have full knowledge
of the differences amongst groupsaid in the creation of a unified cyibellying
definition and to inform future interventioo search for these differences Law
et al. (2012) and MenesiandNocentini (2012) both recommesdithe use of
factor analysis to determine h@application ofOl weus d definition brea

acrosgype of bullying and definition criteria.

In addition toapplication ofOl weus 6 definition criteria,
interested in how laypersodsscribedullies and cyberbulliesm their own
words. ACommon [academi c] defrepetittnj ons emph
and intention. Spontaneous lay definitions of bullying by both educators and
youth do not typically recogni227gl t hese com
wanted to ask students, parents, and teachers howdkesibed bullies and
cyberblliesto seewhethet hey woul d ursaspor@anesssly, saritocr i t e
see whethethere were developmental or demographic differences in their use of
the academic criteria. MenesamdNocentini found that there were age
differences in how participgns descr i bed cyberbull ying: #Yc
broad distinction between aggressive acts and nonaggressive acts, whereas
adolescents and adults tend to be more discriminative and concerned with power
differences, repetition of actions, and physic@laonrp hy s i c a | actso (20009
231) |wanted to sewhetherthese findings were borne out in my sample as
well. | was also interested how participants wadgdcribe bulliegn other ways

that did not include examples or definition criteria. What kirnfdb@mes would
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emerge? Would thdescriptionf cyberbulleshave similar additional themes as
thedescriptionof traditional bulies? While some studies have looked at how

students and teachers define bullying or cyberbullying themselves, | havemot see

a study comparing the person@scriptiondetween these two types of bullying

Direct comparisons will be helpfulshet er mi ni ng i f Ol weusd bull

be applied t@n evidencdased definition of cyberbullying

With all of the previous literature in mind, | formulated these research

guestions:

1. Do participantendorseO| we u s 0in their desceptiansof bullies
and cyberbullie?
2. Are there age or s applicatlon6@lewewns® s i n stu
criteriato ther descriptions of bullies and cyberbulfes
3. Are there group difference$¥ students, parents, and teachers differ in
theirapplication ofO1 we u s 0to thar desceptionsaof bullies and
cyberbullie®
4. Doesparticipantapplicationof O | w edefsiton criteriafor bulliesvary

togethemwith the definition criteridor cyberbullie® If so, how?

For this research question there were bompetinghypotheses:

a.Bullies and cyberbulliearedescribedlifferently, anddefinition

criteria will group together by type of bullying
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b. Bullies and cyberbulliearedescribedsimilarly, anddefinition
criteria will group together bgefinition criteriainstead of type of
bullying.
5. How do participantsonceptualize bullies @ncyberbulliesn their own
words?

a. Dotheseconceptai s e Ol weusd bullying definiti

b. Are theconcepts of bullies and cyberbulligisnilar? How are they
different?

c. What other themes emerge from thesacept® Are the emerging

themes similar fobothbullies and cyberbulliés

Development of Method

Sample

To answer these questions, | chose to survey studentsGrades 4 to 11,
their parents, and their teachers. While developmental trends in cyberbullying are
not clear, the general trend seemgoint to middle school and/or junior high
(Grades 69) as the age when cyberbullying behaviours are most frequent
(Bauman, 2010; Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Kowalski & Limber, 2007; Mishna et
al., 2012; Ortega et al., 2009; Price & Dalgeish, 2010; Schneigs., 2012;
Worthen, 2007Slovak & Singer, 2011Smith et al., 2008; Tokunaga, 2010;
Varjas et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2009; Williams & Guerra, 2005hose to
survey children starting iGrade4 in order to be sure | captured the

developmental begnings of this behaviour and because | believedGnatie4
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would be the earliest that children would be given unsupervised access to the

internet. | was interested in any developmental differences between children and

adults and therefore followed thevack of Dehue et al., who stated that studies

Ashould therefore be aimed not only at you
their soci al environment, including teache

children inGrades 411 but their parents andéchers as well.

Measures

Informed by my research questions, | created a suhtegk the advice of
VandebostandVanCleempu{2009)wh o s ai d: AMuch of the exis
with regard to cyberbullying is based on quantitative, cross sectional
researchéTherefore, future -depteearch shoul d
information about the phenom&fPandiby using
createcdh survey which began withtwoopenn ded fAcompl et e the sent
guestions. The questions read fAa bully iso
survey designed byaillancourt et al. (2008)hen they studied traditional

bullying definitions in students.

For the next section of the survey | listed six definition criteria and for
each item | askedhetherthe criterion was not true of any bullies, was true for
some bullies, or was true foll &lllies. The next section of the questionnaire
followed the same format, but asked about cyberbullies. The last section of the

guestionnaire asked for the participantso
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Knowing all of the background of the issueishadefining cyberhllying,

it is little wonder that a restaurant owner like ABguzaglomight see negative
reviews of her business as examples of cyberbullying. Reviews can hold great
power over the success of a business, especially when negative reviews begin to
outnumbelpositive reviews, and it is impossible to determine the true intentions
of bl ogger s a Ard AniyandISamy eorrdttantsayingstitat what
happened to them was cyberbullying®uld students, parents, and teachers tend

to agree with them?



Chapter 2
Method& Results
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Participants

Participants were recruited frosix schools: two elementary schools
(Grades 1-6), one junior highschool(Grades 7-9), one high schod|Grades 10
12), one junior high / high schooGfades 7-12),and one K12 school (see Table
1 for student participant summary and Table 2 for overall participant sumimary
Edmonton and Vermilion, Alberta. Principals were contacted and given
information about the study. Some principals offered us access to all of their
Grade4 - 11 students; others offered specific classrooms for our stiny.
parents recruited were the parents of the students studied. The teachers worked at
the school from which the students were recruited, though were not necessarily

the studentsd teachers.

Three hundred three students participated: 122 males and 179 females (2
unspecified). Participation betwegrades was not equgkee Table 1)Two
hundred and ten parents participated: 183 mothers and 27 fathietg.two

teachers (7 male, 24 femaleunspecifiedl participated.

Materials

All procedures and materials received ethical approval from the university
research ethics board in accordance withTteCouncil policy concerning

ethical conduct for research involving humans.

Materials consigld of a foupart questionnaire given to students, parents,

and teachers (see Appendix 1). Part one (page 1) described the purpose of the
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study, gave general instructions for theestionnaire andthical information
about the study. This page was readidlto all participants before the

guestionnaires were distributed.

Part two contained an open ended statement asking students to describe a
bully and a cyberbully by completing the s
is:0 at the toe, 8Wiit X 1H® paperofavail abl e
followed the example of Vandebosh et al. and asked about bullies and
cyberbullies instead of bullying and cyberbullying, in hopes of getting deeper
answers and avoiding a list of example behaviours when askitigjgents to

complete the phrase ABullying iso.

Part three of the questionnaligted six criteria found in many academic
definitions of bullying and cyberbullyind he first three criteriaefer tothe
importance of an aggressive action, intentionality, and repetition. The last three
criteria explorean imbalance of powen various formsphysical, social, and age
These three types of power imbalance were selected to bring context to the
somewhav ague term fAipower i mbalanceo. | also e
less important with cyberbullyingcach criterion was followed by three options:
this is not true of any bullies, this is true for some bullies, and this is true for all
bullies. The partipants selected one option for each criteridhe next page
began with a very basiAcybaelmlyasestheWebon of cyb

a cell phone, or any other kind of electronic communication



Table 1

Numbers of Student Participants by Sex, School Type, and Location

28

School Type Location

Grade Males Females K-6 7-9 7-12 K-12 Vermilion Edmonton Total
4 13 15 20 0 0 8 4 24 28
5 25 29 46 0 0 8 24 30 54
6 22 26 37 0 0 11 25 23 48
7 22 28 0 12 17 21 17 33 50
8 23 33 0 12 23 21 23 33 56
9 10 24 0 9 10 17 10 26 36
10 5 14 0 0 10 9 10 9 19
11 2 10 0 0 0 12 0 12 12

Total 122 179 103 33 60 103 113 190 303
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Table 2

Numbers of Participants @roup, Sex, and Location

Sex Location

Group Males Females Rural Urban Total

Students 122 179 113 190 303

Parents 27 183 81 133 210

Teachers 7 24 0 32 32

Again, the definition criteriaverepresented in a table with each criterion
on the | eft, under the heading AA cyberbul
the right with the headings fAiThis is not t

some cyberbulliesoybamduidThiesois true for

Thequestionnaire concluded wittemographic information including date

of birth and sexandtook approximately 15 minutes to complete.

The task ordewasfixed for all participantsThe overall purpose of the
study was to find if the definitioariteriaof bullying couldbe applied to
cyberbullying; the task order diescribing bullies first and cyberbullisscond
seems to be a logical ordérecognizel that there may be a fatigeffect,
makingcyberbully descriptionshorter and less detailed. However, at the time of

survey design andata collectionthe termficyberbullyo was not as ubiquitous
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and | wanted to ease participants into the survey by asking théescdbethe

more Bmiliar term

Procedure

The researcharisitedschoolstwice. On the first visitshebriefly
described the study to the students and handedfoutnation letters (see
Appendix 2)consent formgsee Aopendix 3) and parent questionnaires. Teacher

guestionnaires wermdistributedvia staff mailboxesluring the first school visit

Approximately one week later, the researcher returned for the second
school visit.On the return visjtstudents with a signed conseotrh were given a
student questionnaire to complete duriihgclass time devoted to the studior
students irGrades 4 and5, the researcheead the questions aloud to the class.

The researcher read the instructions on the first page of the questionnaire aloud to
all participants.After the student questionnaires were completed they were
collected in an envelope together with the correspontbngent form and parent
guestionnak (if completed).Completed teacher questionnaires were collected

during the return visit.

EndorsementData

Data Entry and Coding Procedures

Data were entered by one researcher. Participants were assigned a code
based on their school, grade, and grotgppd@nt, parent, or teacher). This code

was used to maintain anonymity in the data entry and analysis procedure.
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Responses to the firshdorsementheck box questions on page four were coded
numerically: Athis i s not hig$istweforesdmeany bul |
bulliesd was coded as 2, and Athis is true

Responses to the secoendorsementheck box questions on page five were

coded identically to the previous question
was coded as 1, Athis is true for some cybe
true for all cyberbulliesd was coded as 3.
Analyses

Analyses began with visual inspection of criteria means, as well as
criteria means by group. Following that, | perforna@dANOVA to determine
whetherstudents should teeated as a single group or whetageand/or sex
differences were present. Next, an ANOVA was pentd to determinehether
there wergroupdifferences in ratingbetween students, parents, and teachers
Differences that appeared to be statistically sigaifiavereevaluated according
to partial eta squaresffect size (small > 0.01, medium > 0.06gea> 0.14;

Cohen, 1969; Robinson, 2011 pastly, | performeddata reductiomnalyses to
examine relationships between ratings for types of bullying and bullying criteria;

these analyses were performed for the entire saofplesponses.

Do Participantsend or s e Ol we u Jheir Oescriptioas of Ballies n

and Cyberbullies?

Means, standard deviations, and modes for all criteria o\ardbly group are

displayed in Table 3vleansof all definition criteriafor both bullesand
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cyberbullesar e bet ween 2 (ATrue for some bullies
bulliesd), indiendorséOnh gvetuls @t dmed ilothétrdeii pantcg i t e
for at least some bullieend cyberbulliesModal scores indicatearticipants most

commonlyfelt thatthe criteria ofperforming an aggressive action on purpose and

repeatedly were true of all bullies and cyberbullies, while abusing different forms

of a power imbalance were only true of some bullies and cyberbullies. This high

level of application indicake t hat partici pants tend to end

criteria when describing both bullies and cyberbullies.

Are There Age or Sex Differences in Studen

Definition Criteria for Their Descriptionsof Bulliesand Cyberbullies?

Before | could begin more in depth analyses | wanted to determine whether there
were age or sex differences among students or whether students could be treated
as a single group in later analyses. There were not enough students from each
grade to analyse byadividual grade; instead, students were divided into three age
groups: elementary (Gradess} junior high (Grades-9), and high school

(Grades 10 and 11). Additionally, there were not enough male parents or teachers
to use an overall ANOVA with all grogpInstead, sex differences were tested

amongst students only.

A mixed-design ANOVA with sex (male, female) and age groups (elementary,
junior high, high school) as betwesnbjects variables and type of bullying
(traditional, cyber) and definition criter(hurt, purpose, repeat, strong, popular,

young) as withirsubjects variables revealed no main effects of sex or age groups.
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There was a significant interaction between definition criteria and@gyp,
however the effect size was sm&l(10, 1395) = 261,p= 0.013,(le2 =0.016,

see Table 4 for means and standard deviations). There was also an interaction
between type of bullying and sex, however the effect size was $#(BII279) =
4714 p= O.O31,clp2 =0.017, see Table 5 for means and standard deviations).
Based on these findings, | treated students as a single group for all remaining

analyses, and sex differences were not studied further

Are There Group Differences? Do Students, Parents, and TeacheDiffer in
Their Appl i c abDefindgion Cotéria © [Theie eschptions of

Bulliesand Cyberbullies?

A mixed-design ANOVA with groups (student, parent, or teacher) as the
betweersubjects variable and type of bullying (traditional, cyber) @efthition
criteria (hurt, purpose, repeat, strong, popular, young) as vgtiojects variables
revealed a main effect of criteria, with a large effect $£5,(2540) = 125.445

< 0.000,d,° = 0.198).

| also found a significant main effect of groinmwever the effect size was
small (2, 508) = 9.546p < 0.000,de = 0.036). | found a significamtteraction
between group and criteria, however the effect size was also &ifidll 540) =

3.285,p < 0.000,d,° = 0.013, see Table 6).



Table 3

Means, Standard Deviations, and Modes for Bully and Cyberbully Definition Criteria by Groups

Overall Students Parents Teachers
Bully Criteria Mean Std Mode Mean Std Mode Mean Std Mode Mean Std Mode
Dev Dev Dev Dev

SomethingHurtful 28 0.44 2.8 047 2.8 042 2.8 040 3
On Purpose 27 048 27 052 28 0.39 26 0.50 3
More Than Just Once 2.6 0.54 26 055 26 052 27 0.46 3
Power Imbalance

Not As Strong 24 0.50 2.3 047 25 051 22 045 2

Not As Popular 2.2 0.46 22 045 23 049 21 034 2

Younger 21 0.39 21 037 22 042 21 0.30 2
Cyberbully Criteria
Something Hurtful 28 042 28 045 29 0.39 28 042 3
On Purpose 27 0.46 27 049 28 0.39 26 0.50 3
More Than Just Once 2.6 0.55 25 055 26 055 26 050 3

Power Imbalance
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Not As Strong 2.2 049 2 21 045 2 24 051 2 22 040 2
Not As Popular 2.2 045 2 22 043 2 23 047 2 21 0.30 2
Younger 2.2 0.40 2 21 0.38 2 22 044 2 21 0.25 2

Note.Total sample includes 303 students, 210 parents, and 32 teachers.

Survey responses were coadaey dslilolelsows: 1it fitdiissisotrureué oof
bullieso = 3
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.Table 4

Student Means and Standard Deviations for Definition Criteria by Student Age
Groups

Elementary Junior High High School
Criteria Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev
Something Hurtful 2.7 0.43 2.8 0.33 2.8 0.40
On Purpose 2.6 0.50 2.8 0.38 2.8 0.34

More Than Just Once 2.5 0.54 2.6 0.46 2.5 0.53

To Someone Who is:

Not As Strong 2.2 0.40 2.2 0.40 2.2 0.40

Not As Popular 2.2 0.40 2.2 0.36 2.2 0.35

Younger 2.2 0.36 2.1 0.29 2.0 0.26
Table 5

Student Means and Standard Deviations for Type of Bullying by Student Sex

Males Females

Type Mean StdDev Mean Std Dev

Traditional Bullying 2.4 0.26 2.4 0.27

Cyberbullying 2.4 0.26 2.4 0.27
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Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations for Definition Criteria by Group

Students Parents Teachers
Criteria Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev
Something Hurtful 2.8 0.39 2.8 0.37 2.8 0.40
On Purpose 2.7 0.44 2.8 0.36 2.6 0.48

More Than Just Once 2.6 0.50 2.6 0.50 2.7 0.46

To Someone Who is:

Not As Strong 2.2 0.40 2.4 0.46 2.2 0.41
Not As Popular 2.2 0.38 2.3 0.45 2.1 0.30
Younger 2.1 0.32 2.2 0.41 2.1 0.26

| also found a significant interaction between group and type of bullying,
however the effect size was sma&l(%, 2540) = 2.903p = O.Ol:%,o[p2 = 0.006, see
Table 7). Therefore, it would seem that the only important difference from this
ANOVA is the criteria main effect. Table 8 shows the means and standard error
for each criterion averaged across bullying and cyberbullying. The means show
that the criterion most often judged as true of all bullies is a hurtful action;
indicating that a hurtfuhction is the most essential part of a description of bullies.
This criterion was followed (in decreasing order of mean galéh each
successive criterioseen as | ess fAtrue of al/l bull i eso

intentional action, a repeated actiong @m imbalance of power in the form of
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strength, popularity, and age differenPesth oc t ests ( Tukeyds hones
significant difference test) revealed that all definition criteria were significantly
different from one anotheHSD= 0.0708p < 0.05). The findings of the
ANOVA and posthoc tests further reinforce the conclusion that while individual
criteria differ in their importance in a description of bullies, the type of bullying

does not significantly influence the description.

Table 7

Means and Standard Deviations for Type of Butjyag Group

Students Parents Teachers
Type Mean StdDev Mean Std Dev Mean Std
Dev

Traditional Bullying 2.4 0.26 2.5 0.29 2.4 0.22

Cyberbullying 2.4 0.27 2.5 0.30 2.4 0.24

Does Participant Application m$vapl weusd De

Togetherwith the Definition Criteria for Cyberbullies? If So, How?

| was interested in how the definition criteria in descriptions of bullies and
cyberbullies varied with each other and used a principal components analysis to
answer this research question. As described in the introduction, | considered two

hypotheses: (éBulliesand cyberbulesare defined differently, and bullying
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criteria will form one factor while cyberbylng will form a second factognd

(b) Bulliesand cyberbuilesare defined similarly, and individual criteria from

both types of bullying will fom separate factorghis hypothesis would result in

a six factor solution if the three power imbalance criteria each formed separate
factors, or a four factor solution if the power imbalance criteria all varied together

and formed a single factor.

Table8

Overall Criteria Mean ScoreAveraged Across Type of Bullying

Criteria Mean Standard
Deviation
Something Hurtful 2.80 0.38
On Purpose 2.74 041
More Than Just Once 2.57 0.50

To Someone Who is:

Not As Strong 2.29 044
Not As Popular 2.23 041
Younger 2.14 0.36

To determine how théefinition criteria anddescriptiongelated to each
other, | performed a principal components analysis on the entire sample of

responses as suggested by Menesini and Nocentini (2009). | used a principal
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components analysis as the method of factor extraaetoia varimax rotation

becausdt is the most common extraction method aice for orthogonal

rotationrespectively and will create solutions that ar@re easily interpretable. |

used an orthogonabtation to look for discrete categories; to determine whether

ol

cyberbullying.The eigenvalues and explained variance are displayed in able

weus?©O
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Because the purpose of the principal components analysis was

from

o

exploratory, | chose a factor loading cut off of 0.400 (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, &

Black, 1998). This meant that any factor loading greater than or equal to 0.400

indicated acceptable contributitmthe factor.

Table9

Eigenvaluesnd Variance Explained by Factdigr Principal Components
Analysiswith Varimax Rotation

Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Component Total % of Variance | Cumulative % Total % of Variance | Cumulative %

1 4.008 33.398 33.398 3.511 29.259 29.259

2 1.944 16.200 49.598 1.696 14.132 43.390

3 1.323 11.025 60.623 1.595 13.288 56.679

4 1.110 9.247 69.869 1.583 13.190 69.869

5 781 6.505 76.374

6 599 4.989 81.363

7 531 4.423 85.786

8 502 4.181 89.967

9 .357 2.974 92.941

10 .303 2523 95.464

11 288 2.403 97.867

12 256 2.133 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

n

e
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To determine the number of factors for my final solution | used both the
Kaiser criterion and a scree plot. The Kaiséterion is the most common means
of determining the number of factors in a factor analysis (Zwick & Velicer, 1986).
The scree plot is displayed in Figure 1,
of this plot is difficult; there is a bend after the setéarctor, but the remaining
factors simply show a linear decrease. Because of the lack of a clear cut off, |

thoroughly explored both two factor and four factor solutions.

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

Component Number

Figure 1 Scree PlotEigenvalues by component number for a principal
componentsnalysis with a varimax rotation including all participants. Determine
t he visual fel bowo of the plot.

Two factor solution. The two factor solution is supported by the slight
elbow in the scree plot, however the Kaiser criterion suggests that there are more

factors available to extract. The two factor solution divides the power imbalance
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criteria into a single factor and colkgs the remaining definition criteria of
aggressive action, repetition, and intentionality into a single factor (see Table 10
for factor loadings). To further review the two factor model, | created a
component plot which is displayed in Figure 2. The Zofiasolution plot clearly
shows the separation of the power imbalance criteria; however the remaining
criteria appear to also be clustering within the factor, suggesting that more factors

would be useful.

Table 10

Factor Loadings Two Factor Solution Pripal Components Analysis

Rotated Component Matrix?

Component

1 2
hurt -.044 581
purpose .094 652
repeat 262 561
strong 690 131
popular 718 195
young .736 071
Churt -.054 648
Cpurpose 101 679
Crepeat 338 552
Cstrong 776 .067
Cpopular 807 077
Cyoung .790 .010

Extraction Method: Principal
Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax
with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 3
iterations.
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The two factor model is a conservative estimate supported by the scree

plot. It shows the imbalance of power criteria of both bullying and cyberbullying

collapsing into a single factor and the remaining definition criteriartuhu

action, intentionality, and repetition, for both bullying and cyberbullyilsg

collapse into a single factor. While this solution does not perfectly align with my

second hypothesis, the factors clearly do not divide by typelbying, instead

they divide by criteria; specifically, imbalance of power criteria and remaining

definition criteria.

Component Plot in Rotated Space

0.59

0.0
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four factor solution collapses alkof the power imbalance criteria into a single
factor. The remaining definition criteria are each collapsed into individual factors
containing the definition criteria from both the bully and cyberbadédigcriptions

The first factor that emerged from tfeur factor solution (see Tablel for factor
loadings) was power imbalance. This factor included the strength, popularity, and
age variables from both the bully and cyberbdigcriptionsThe second factor
included the repetition variables from botle thully and cyberbullgescriptions

The third variable included the intention variables from both the bully and
cyberbullydescriptionsFinally, the fourth variable included the aggressive action

variables for both traditional bully and cyberbullgscrptions

Table 11

Factor Loadings of Four Factor Solution Principal Components Analysis

Rotated Component Matrix?

Component
1 2 3 4
hurt .053 .001 .088 875
purpose .088 112 873 .084
repeat 128 .900 127 .061
strong 697 140 -.030 149
popular 721 123 155 077
young .745 .031 113 -.009
Churt .025 106 123 .863
Cpurpose .097 134 .851 134
Crepeat 207 .883 134 .054
Cstrong 779 118 -.033 .065
Cpopular .800 121 .063 -.020
Cyoung .790 .037 .087 -.087

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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To further explore the four factor solution | created component plots to
visually plot the factorsThe four factor solution requires more than three
dimensions to display, so there are a series of component plots to give a graphical
representation of this solution (See Figuseg). Three of the four component
plots beautifully illustrate the structuoé the model while the fourth plot is
somewhat difficult to differentiate due to the three dimensional graph being

displayed ironly two dimensions.

Component Plot in Rotated Space
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Figure 3 Component Plot 1 of 4 for a Four Factor Principal Components
Analysis
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Component Plot in Rotated Space
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Figure 6 Component Plot 4 of 4 for a Four Factor Principal Components
Analysis

The use of the four factor modslsupportedy the Kaiser criterioranda
thorough review othe factor loadings and graphical representatiomsulfiple
models. The final four factor model that emergex$ consistent with my second
hypothesisBulliesand cyberbuiesaredescribedsimilarly, and individual

definition criteria from both types of bullyinfprm separate factors.

Thoughl previously found that there were no significant group or sex
effects, | ran a four factor principal components analysis with varimax rotation for
students, parents, teachers, as well as males and females to confirm the invariance
of concepts across these groups as suggested by MearetiNocentini (2009)
(see Tables 216 for factor loadings). The factor structure for all groups

remained the same, with only slight variations in factor order; however, power
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imbalance was always the Factor 1, indicating that it explained the most variance

in the data.

Taken togethehoth thetwo factor and the foutactors solutiongndicate
that thedescriptionsf bulliesand cyberbulesare more similar than they are
different because individual criteria vary together when applied to the two
different types of bullying. The aggressive antcriteria for traditional bullying
varies with the aggressive action criteria for cyberbullying, and the repeated
action criteria for cyberbullying varies with the repeated action criteria for
traditional bullying. In other words, the variance is expdibest by the
definition criteria being used, not by the type of bully badegcribedTherefore
my second hypothesis (division across criteria) is accepted and the first

hypothesis (division by type of bullying) is rejected.

Open-endedData

Data Entry and Coding Procedures

Responses to the questions AA bully iso
entered by a researcher. Spelling errors were correeiggrighting to writing).
lllegible responses were read by multiple researchers and, if possible gadssst
was entered i n bApResdgdu fmeet)erotme canpuentpat e ,
can take personal information and call you bad things. You can start a (fight) with
a cyberbullp Openendedresponses were transferred from Excel to Nvivo 9.2.
These rgponses were coded into multiple nodeaboratively by the researcher

and the research assistant Usi ng Ol weus6 criteria and the
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of the questionnaire, four nodes were created for bullying and four for
cyberbullying: Aggressive étion, Intentional, Repeated, and Power Imbalance.
Any response mentioning these criteria was highlighted and coded into the
appropriate node. Aggressive Action examples were subdivided into recurring
themes and coded into thematic nodes. Power Imbalaaséunther subdivided

into four nodes: General or Unspecified, Physical Power Imbalance, Social Power
Imbalance, and Age Difference. In this thesis, node titles will be capitalized and
node hierarchy will be identified by a slash. For example, Bullyingnidiein
CriteriadAggressive Action/Threaten or Intimidate indicates that Threaten or
Intimidate is a sub node of Aggressive Action, which is a sub node of Bullying

Definition Criteria

Because thendorsement datnalyses revealed that there were no
significant group or sex differences, tbpenendedresponses were only analysed

for themes, not for differences between groups.

The Same

Researchers found that many participatgscribedccyberbullesby
referring back to their bullgescriptionforexamplgil t 6 s | i ke bul Il yi ng,
computero. To track these responses, the n
115descriptionsoded as The Same. Later, an additional Nvivo file was created
where these responses were analysed. In this additional blerbely responses
coded as The Same were assigned identical criteria as the bully response to which

they referred. For example, perhaps a bdégcriptionrmentioned an aggressive
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action, repetition, and a social power imbalance, and the cybedagtyption

stated Aitdos | i ke bullying, but i1t happens
Nvivo file, this cyberbullyingdescriptiorwould be coded into the nodes for

Aggressive Action, Repetition, Power Imbalance, and Power Imbalance/Social

Power Imbalance

If the cyberbullydescriptionreferred back to the bullyescription but
mentioned additional criteria, the coding was not repeated. For example, a
cyberbullydescriptioomi ght state Aitdéds | i ke bullying,
names on MSN or post something embarrassin
case, the cyberbullgescriptionmentions an aggressive action and also refers
back to the bullyescription To avoidduplication and overrepresentation of
criteria, a response like this would be highlighted and coded into all nodes
mentioned in the bullgescriptionexceptAggressive Action because the
aggressive action of #Acall yowsinganmes on MS

your Facebook wall 6 woul defailion@riteilay be i n th

Aggressive Action node.

Node structure, hierarchy, and common example phrases can be Tabteify.
Because the The Same node simply repeated bullying definrttenia listing
examples of common responses is irrelevant. However, the number of references

in each critewn node is listed iMable 17.
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Definition Criteria

Aggressive ation. Most descriptionf bothbullies and cyberbullies focused on
listing example of the behaviourthata bullyor cyberbullymight exhibitor

broadly described something that a bully or cyberbully mighfTdere were 518
references to aggressive actions for traditional bullying and 396 references for

cyberbullying. Some comon examples of traditional bullying behaviours

included fimakes fun of someoneo, fihurts ot
to youo while common examples of cyberbul]l
you something nastyo, At Hrmpeatkesn o ny e opv er

Because these nodes contained such a broad range of examples, the node was
broken down into thematic subnodes. First
shared between the two types of bullying, followed by the themes whieh wer

unigue to one type of bullying only.

Shared subthemes of aggressive action.

Verbal or written.This subnode contained any reference to using words to
hurt someone. There were 259 references for bully descriptions, 231 references

for directly stated cybéully descriptions and 275 references for descriptions

calling cyberbullying AThe Sameo as bull yi

examples that were coded under the Verbal subtheme.

For bullying this subtheme included calling names, teasing, swearing,
insulting, being rude, putting down, belittling, degrading, demeaning, criticizing,

ridiculing, or making fun. This node also included any mention of using words,

o
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Node Structug, Hierarchy, and Common Example Words and Phrases
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Bully Cyberbully
Example Words and Example Words and The Same
Criteria References Phrases Criteria References Phrases References
email you something
makes fun of someone, nasty, threatens you ove
Aggressive hurts others, physically o Aggressive the internet, picks on
Action 518 verbally, mean to you Action 396 people online 396
using words, phrases,
language, writing, making
statements, talking, using
speech, telling someone writing bad stuff to you,
somethingsaying calling you names,
something, verbal, Verbal or emails, hate comments
Verbal 259 verbally Written 231 hurt with words 275
hurt, hurtful, mean, pick
on, make people feel bac mean, hurt, pick on, not
Non- mistreat, harmunkind, do nice, harm, hostile
Specified bad things, bother, inflict behaviours, bad stuff,
"Mean" or pain, make life miserable  Non-specific and hurtful things were
"Hurt" 148 or targets someone Hurt 95 coded in this node 126
Threaten 100 threaten, intimidate, bos:  Threaten, 96 threaten, intimidate, 111
or around, scare, fear, Frighten, frighten, blackmail,



Intimidate

Rumour
Spreading

Stealing

Harass

Physical
Abuse

Repeated

pressure, blackmail,
manipulate, control, exer
will, impose, coerce, use
dominance

rumour, gossip, spreadin
truths that were told in
13 confidence

stealing money or
13 personal items

10 Harass, harassment

Physical hurt, physical
212 harm, physical abuse

32 abuser, abusive

repetitive,
40 continuous

and
Blackmail

Social

Personal
Information

Hack and
Viruses

Repeated

55

24

10

scare, scare tactics,
manipulate, and use of
force

embarrass, bad picture:
creating a
humiliate, for others to
see, spreading, showinc
and reputation

personal information,
phone number, name,
address, find you, know
more about you, accoun
password, username, ar
identity

like virus, hack, delete
files, spamand junk
mail

repeated and more thal
once

55

24

10

18

53



Intentional

Power
Imbalance

Social
Physical
Age

61

86

14
30
19

on purpose, deliberate,

knowingly Intentional
Power
We a k , wo n 6t Imbalance

less popular Social
Physically weak, smaller  Physical

Younger Age

25

on purpose, knowingly,
intentionally,
purposefully

weakness

younger

35

22

54
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phrases, language, writing, making statements, being vocal, talking, using speech,

telling someone something, saying something, or the wandl or verbally.

Table 18

Aggressie Action/VerbaSubnode Examples

Bullying

(259 references)

Bullies make fun of people, call them
names, tease them, and other things
like that(Grade4)

Someone who insults, teases, hurts «
makes fun of either someone or more
than ongrerson(Grade?7)

Someone who repeatedly teases,
physically, verbally (in words) either
in person or written another which
hurts, or makes them uncomfortable
anyway(Parent)

Someone who asserts their power o\
someone else (by gossip, physical
force orthreats, verbal abuse, gtc
(Teacher)

Cyberbullyin

(231 references)

| think that it is when someone is
writing bad stuff to you and like
calling you names and making you fe
bad in the insidéGrade6)

Emails hate comments to you. A
cyberbully isnét
upfront bully. He likes to hurt more
with words Grade7)

A bully who uses the computer or
other electronics (Facebook oroiR
etc.) and the written word and/or
pictures to knowingly aggravate
embarrass or intimidate another pers
(Parent)

Someone who purposefully write
negative comments, rumours or three
against another pers¢heacher)

For cyberbullying, this subnod®ntained calling names, swearing,

insulting, making fun, putting down, or bringing down. It also included any

mention of using words, language, writing, messages, stating, comments, saying,

stories, verbal, or typing. Because text messages and posisntaim also

photos, simply

referri

ng to Atextingo or

ot
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in this node under cyberbullying. Instead, the participant needed to mention

writing, comments, or messages to be included.

For both bullying and cyberbullyinglescriptions of verbal or written
aggression were the most frequently listed example of behaviour. Both types of
bullying included written words, swearing, calling names, insulting, making fun,

and putting down.

Nonspecific hurt Any mention of hurtig that was ambiguous or
was not clarified as physical or emotional hurt was placed in this node. There
were 148 references for bultiescriptions95 references for directly stated
cyberbullydescriptionsand 126 references for definitions callieyperbullying
AThe Same o Table 19%asd summary gf examples that were coded

under the NofSpecific Hurt subtheme.

For bullying, this subtheme included words and phrases like hurt, hurtful,
mean, pick on, make people feel bad, mistreat, hankind, do bad things,
bother, inflict pain, make life miserable, or targets someone. Words with an
obvious physical or verbal connotation, lielittle or insult, were not included in

this node, and were instead coded under the physical or verbal sabthem

For cyberbullying, this subtheme contained words and phrases like mean,
hurt, pick on, not nice, harm, hostile behaviours, bad stuff, and hurtful things. In
the same way as the bullying subtheme, words with an obvious verbal or written
connotation, ke insult, were not included here. For both bullying and

cyberbullying, vague statements |i ke

ibei
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common. Both types of bully descriptions included hurt, hurtful, mean, and pick

on.

Table 19

Aggressie Action/NorSpeific Hurt Examples

Bullying Cyberbullying
(148references) (95 references)

Somebody who does mean stuff to  Someone who makes fun of people ¢
another persofGrade4) the computer and they do it on the
internet. They hurt people on the
Someone who goes out of their way 1 computer or any electronic device
make another person's life miserable (Grade5)
(Gradel0)
Someone who does something hurtft
A mean person(Parent) to anoher person electronicallfzrade

11
Someoneavho repeatedly targets )

another person in a negative way  Someone who can do something

(Teacher) hurtful to another using electronic
technology and has a chance to rem:
nameless/facele¢Rarent)

All the things a bully is, but uses
technology to carry out hurtful things
or otherqTeaher)

Threaten or intimidateThis node included any reference to threats or
intimidation. There were 100 references for balgscriptions96 references for
directly stated cyberbullglescriptionsand 111 references fdescriptionsalling
cyberbul |l ying nTTHhable 2Blasreesommaryg of éxaniplesythain g .

were coded under the Threaten or Intimidate or Blackmail subtheme.
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Table 20

Aggressie Action/Threaten or Intimidate Examples

Bullying Cyberbullying
(100references) (96 references)

Someone that threatens others into  Sends you threatening emails and/or
doing or giving them something blackmails you Grade6)

(Gradeb)
Someone that threatens people by

Someone who harms (intimidates)  usingtechnology(Grade9)

someone physically, mentally,

emotionally or psychologically. They A cyberbully uses social networking
might even just threaten someone sites to intimidate. He or she may po:

(Gradel0) messages online to threaten, intimide
and humiliate his or her victims

Someone who intimiates others (Parent)

through real or implied/ threatened

force or harm or assayParent) Being 'mean’ to someone else using
technology. Want tembarrass

Bully uses power to intimidate, intimidate, stalk, threaten or emotiona

threaten, minimize the victim abuse another person/gro{ieacher)

(Teacher)

For bullying, this subtheme included words and phrases like threaten,
intimidate, boss around, scare, fear, pressure, blackmail, manipulate, control,
exert will, impose, coerce, and userdoance. For cyberbullying, this subnode
contained words and phrases like threaten, intimidate, frighten, blackmail, scare,

scare tactics, manipulate, and use of force.

Interestingly, this was one of the only subthemes where the number of
references for b bullying and cyberbullying were approximately equal. It
would appear that in setfreateddescriptionsthreats and intimidation are equally

salient forbothtypes of bullying.
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Stealing.This node covered references to stealing both physical items for
traditional bullying and personal information for cyberbullying. There were 13
references for bullgescriptionsaand 24 references for directly stated cyberbully
descriptionsTable 21has a summary of examples that were coded under the

Stealing subtheme.

For bullying, this subtheme included words like steal, stealing, and taking.
All of these references referred to stealing money or personal items, and not
something more abstract like dignity (which would be placed in the unspecified
hurt node). For cybbeullying, the subtheme included words and phrases like
personal information, phone number, name, address, find you, know more about

you, account, password, username, and identity.

Because the two subthemes focused on two rather different types of
stealing the additional references that would come from the descriptions that
called cyberbullying AThe Sameo wer e
additional references, thenas almost double the numh#rreferences in the
cyberbully descriptions than the butlescriptions. It would seem that when
students, parents, and teachers think of bullying and stealing they no longer think
of a traditional bully stealing your lunch money, but a cyberbully stealing your

passwords.
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Table 21

Aggressie Action/Stealingexamples

Bullying Cyberbullying
(13references) (24 references)

Someone who picks on you and stea They could take yaupersonal

your money and calls you names information quickly without you

(Graded) knowing. They can make up to say
they were a little girbut they could be

Someoe that is mean who noone  someone older and they could hurt y

likes, steals, lie®2 does things on (Grade4)

purpose to see if they get in trouble
(GradelO) A cyberbully can say mean things or
ask personal information like your
Someone who does things to hurt  address, phone number, or name wh
people on purpose like yelling at theil can lead them to finding you and
victim, & stealing, and damaging the hurting you(Grade5)
things(Parent)
Uses scare tactics to obvtgrivate
information(Parent)

Social. This subnode contained any references to social aggression for
traditional bull ying as well as references
There were 13 references for bullgscriptionsand 55 referencdsr directly
stated cyberbullgescriptionsFordescriptionghatc al | ed cyberbul |l ying
Sameodo as bul |l yi ng, referénees addediable Zhasad addi ti ona

summary of examples that were coded under the Social subtheme.
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Table 2

Aggressie Action/Social Examples

Bullying Cyberbullying
(13references) (55 references)
Start rumours about ydiGrades) Wants a big group of people to know

something Grade6)
Physical and emotional hurting peopl

Abuse. Gossip and rumouiGradel0) People may post stuff about you that
not true and they know yauight find

Usually a combination of intimidation jt embarrassingGrades)

and humiliation is used®uch as name

calling, stating that the victim is Cyberbullying can be a powerful tool

useless at whatever they do and or for a bully as the bully's audience is

spreading gossip and rumours, etc. amplified through how many people

(Parent) can watch or be privy to knowing the
bullied and/or bullyParent)

A person who does something that w
ridicule another person and many
people see it on the internet and will
laugh at thenf{Teacher)

For bullying, this subtheme included words and phrases like rumour,
gossip, and spreading truths that were told in confidence. For cyberbullying, the
subtheme inoded words and phrases like creating a hate page, for others to see,
spreading, showing others, reputation, rumour spreading and gossip as well as

mentioning the large audience available online.

The Social subtheme was the only one where the numbefiecémees
from cyberbullydescriptionsvas more than four times greater than the number of

references from traditional bulfjescriptionsClearly, participants feel that the



62

social aspect of bullying is far more potent when it comeybebullying than

with traditionalbullying.

Non-shared subthemes.

Physical.This subnode was found in 2@i2scriptionf traditional bulies
and contained any reference to using physiadéwice against someonkgable 23

had a summary of examples that were coded under the Physical subtheme.

This subtheme included hitting, kicking, pushing, fighting, beating,
poking, using violence, using force, and using strength. The theme also included
any mention of the word physical physicality. The words hurt, harm, and abuse
had to be accompanied by the word physical to be coded in this node, as these

words could also be applied to a more emotional hurt or abuse.

Hack or virus.This subtheme was unique to cyberbullying and deedri
how cyberbullies may attempt to hack into their victims computers or give their
victims a computer virus. There were 10 references from cyberbully descriptions.
Table 2 has a summary of examples that were coded under the Hack or Virus

subtheme.

This subtheme contained words like virus, hack, delete files, spam, and

junk mail, and it was unique to cyberbully descriptions.
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Table B

Aggressive Action/Physical Examples

Bullying

(212references)

Someone who says mean things, mig
hit or kick people steals your stuff,
and doesn't do anything to you but
threatens yo(Gradeb)

Bullying can include physical and/or
verbal(Gradel0)

Someone who intentionally hurts
(either physically or emotionally)
another person (or ndmuman animal).
Many ways of doinghis: Physical
hitting, kicking, any hurt to the
physical beingParent)

Someone who intentionally physically
or emotionally hurts another repeater
(Teacher)

Intentional.. This node contained references that mentioned the
intentionality of a bullybés actions. There
25 references for directly stated cyberbully descriptions, and 35 references for
descriptions cal ISamgocwabke biRHadyayingg dTabé e

summary of examples that were coded under the Intentional theme.
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Table 2

Aggressive Action/Hack or Virus Examples

Cyberhullying

(10references)

Hackers (when they find a username
and password, they go on your accot
and rob it) Grade4)

A person who sends junk mail to
people with a computdGraded)

[ A cyberbully] wi
nasty virus that will make your
computer crash (Parent)

For bullying, this theme contained word
Adel i berated, and Aknowingl yo. For cyberbu
phrases like on purpose, knowingly, intentionally, and purposefully. Interestingly,

6 traditional bully descriptions and one cyberbully description discussed how

someone mighbully someone unintentionally, and that, whether by accident or

on purpose, it was still bullying/cyberbullying. Examples of this type of thinking

i nc | kisreotalwdys on purpose, but sometimesatis( Gr ade 5 student) ,
bully] intentionallyoreni nt enti onal ly hurts another pers

does not matterifitis nt enti onal or noto (teacher).
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Table B

Intentional Examples

Bullying Cyberbullying
(61references) (25references)

Someone who intentionally hurts or A bully (someone who insults on
intimidates someonelse(Grade8) purpose and refuses to say sorry) the

uses the internet or texting in order tc
Someone who intentionally makes yc accomplish this(Grade9)

feel like garbage, or bugs you or mak
fun of you or threatens you or beats A type ofbully. Just like a nhormal
you up(Gradell) bully, a cyberbully purposely hurts

people(Gradel0)
Someone who is intentionally

emotionally and/or physically hurtful Using cell phone, text, internet and/o

to othergParent) social network tools to purposely
harass and humiliate another individt

Someone imposingis/her will upon  (Parent)

someone else. Intentional use of hari

whether physical, emotional, or verbé Someone who purposefully writes

(Teacher) negative comments, mours or threats
against another pers¢heacher)

Repeated.This theme focused on how frequently a bully needed to
perform aggressive actions for participants to considered them a bully. There were
40 references for bullgescriptions8 references for directly stated cyberbully
descriptionsand 18 references fdescriptions al | i ng cyberbull ying i
as bullying.Table 26has a summary of examples that were coded under the

Repeatedheme.
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Repetition Examples

Bullying

(40references)

If a person is hurting your feelings
repeatedly{Gradeb)

Someone who repeatedly hurts other
by using verbal, emotional, or physici
abusgGradel0)

A person who demonstrates an
unacceptable behaviotepeatedly
towards other people but most
especially to his/her peefBarent)

Someone who intentionally and
repeatedly imposes unwanted
behaviour over another person
(Teacher)

For bullying,

words
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Cyberbullying

(8 references)

A person using media to inflict menta
pain on another person. This is
repeatedso it happens more than onc
(Grade)

Someone who repeatedly hurts
someone else through the internet or
other electronic communication
devicegGradel0)

A person who uses means of electroi
communication to hurt another perso
repeatedly and often inmemeditated

manner(Parent)

Someone who uses technology to
repeatedly target another personin a
negative way{Teacher)

and phrases |

were used. Somaescriptionsuggested weekly and evdaily repetition. For

cyberbulles words and phrases like repeated and more than once were used

frequently in this theme. Unlike the bulliescriptionsno frequency of repetition

was specified in any of the cyberbutlgscriptions

A few traditional bullydescriptionspecifically stated that if something

happened | ust

someone who pi

once it

cks

woul d not

on you G@Grade7ydny ,

be

k e,

consi

not j

repe

de

ust
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A[lthey] never occur as one time attacks, b
One person said, Alt must happen in some 't
out bursts. Unless the outbursts happen in

Powerimbalance This thane focussed on the nature of the relationship
between the bully and the victim. There were 86 references fordrsbyiptions
4 references for directly stated cyberbulBscriptionsand 22 references for
descriptiongalling cyberbullyingh T h e  Ssebullging. Table 27has a

summary of examples that were coded under the Power Imbalance theme.

For both bullying and cyberbullying, most participants focused on the
weakness of the victim, but a few described the power of the bully. To be
included in ths node, garticipanthad to describe the relationship or power
di fferenti al bet ween the bully and the vic

for power would not warrant inclusion.

Because power imbalance was broken down into social power, physical
power, and age difference in part three of the questionnaire, it was also broken

down in theopenendedanalysis.

Age This node looked at an imbalance of power as a result of an age
difference. There were 19 references for bully descriptions, onlyedee=nce for
directly stated cyberbully descriptions, and 9 references for descriptions calling
cyberbull ying @Th ble28hasreesommaryg of éxaniplesythain g. T a

were coded under the Power Imbalance/Age subtheme.
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Table 27

Power Imbalance Exanhgs

Bullying Cyberbullying
(86 references) (4 references)

Someone who igiteatening/hurting  Finds vulnerable people online
the public. Preys on people who are (especiallychildren) (Parent)

weaker. (Grade8)
They feel brave in saying the things

Finds someone else who is weak anc they do to others because they only
wonoét f iGoadke®) b ac k needtotype. They prey on the weak

(Teacher)
Uses their strength to hurt someone

else(Parent)

Someone who picks on someone
weaker than themselves, it most ofte
involves the bully forcing, in one way
or another, the victim do something
they don't want to do. The victim feel:
powerless(Teacher)

Table 28

Power Imbalance/Age Examples

Bullying Cyberbullying

(19references) (1 reference

Someone who picks dads who are  Someone who does something hurtft
younger and are more easy to tease to someone who is younger than thel

pick on(Grade4) by usingelectronic communication
(Parent)

Someone who picks on younger kids

(Gradel0)

Usually directed at someone
younger ét han the
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Social powerThis subtheme contained references to an imbalance of
social power or popularity. There were 14 references for blegriptionsO
references for directly stated cyberbulgscriptionsand 8 reference®f
descriptiongalling cyberbullyingi Th e Same 0 Table2%masd | yi ng.

summary of examples that were coded under the Social Power subtheme.

Table 29

Power Imbalance/Social Power Examples

Bullying

(14 references)

Someone who hurts mentally or
verbally someone whoés not as
popular or someone they don't like
very much(Grade6)

Harasses someone who may be
considered less populaGiade7)

Someone who chooses to pick on
others that might seem weaker, less
popular, and those that might not figt
back(Parent)

Physical powerThis node focused on the imbalance of power that
emerges from differing physical strength. There were 30 references for bully
descriptionsand O references for directly stated cyberbd#gcriptionsTable D
has a summary of examples that were coded under the Power Imbalance/Physical

Power subtheme.
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Table D

Power Imbalance/Physical Power Examples

Bullying

(30references)

Someone who likes to pick on smalle
people to give them powéGraded)

When someonteels bigger than
someone else and uses that on
someone smaller to make themselve
feel powerful and bigggiGradell)

A person who pushes small kids
around asking them for their lunches
spare money, et¢Parent)

Whil e many examples cited that victims
researchers concluded that weaker could possibly be interpreted as something
other than physical weakness; therefdescriptionghat simply mentioned
weakness were only includedtire general Power Imbalance node. While there
were 5 references falescriptionc al | i ng cyberbull ying AThe S
they should not be applied to thescriptionof cyberbullying due to itsnherently

non-physical nature.

While some participast used Ol weusd definition crit
repetition, and power imbalance whiescribingoulliesand cyberbules the

majority did not. Insteggersonablescriptiondended to focus on listing
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examples of aggressive actions performed bydsiind cyberbullies. Some
participantdescribedulliesand cyberbuiesusing criteria and themes not

proposed by Olweus. Those themes are summarized below.

Additional Nodes

While coding the definition criteria nodes, the researcher and research
assisant independently noted certain trends indpenendeddescriptionghat
were not covered by the previous definition criteria nodes. These trends were
coded into four nodes which are visibleTiable 31 Motivation and Emotional
State of Bully. The adtlii on a |l nodes described were not

node.

Bully/Cyberbully Motivation. These nodes contained any references to

whysomeone would become or act like a bully.

Shared subthemes

To feel better, emotional copinghis subtheme contained references
describing emotional motivations of bullies. The most common example in this
subt heme was fito make themselves feel bett
bully descriptionsand 13 references for ogtbully descriptionsTable 2 has a

summary of examples that were coded under this Emotional subtheme.

For bullydescriptionsthis subtheme included either the negative feeling
experienced by the bully before bullying a victim (angry, insecure, lack ef self

confidence, low dé-esteem, troubled, helpless, inadequate, inferior) or the



Table 3

Node Structure, References, and Examples for Additional Nodes

Bully Cyberbully
Motivation References Examples Motivation References Examples
Feel better,
powerful, big,
To Feel superior, angry,
Better, insecure, troubled,
Emotional helpless, To Feel Better, Better, good, superior,
Coping 69 inadequate, inferioi  Emotional Coping 13 empowered, gratification
Power, powerful,
over power,
empower, control,
dominancerespect,
cool, popular,
impress, important
Powerand group, peers, Power and Power, powerful, popularity,
Popularity 51 friends Popularity 4 popular
Fun, funny,
enjoyment,
Enjoyment or satisfaction, Cowardly, dor
For Fun 11 pleasure, Cowardly 3 you
Scare, anger, feel
Hurt Victim 10 bad, hurt, belittle
Attention 9 Get attention, like

72



Emotional
State

Feel Bad

Family
Issues

Victim of
Bullying

Jealous

42

17

14

audience

Feel bad, low self
esteem, hurting,
ashamed,
loved, noself-
worth, miserable,
inadequate

Family issues,
siblings, problems
at home, family
members, parent
are bullies, no
family love them

Bullied, victim

Jealous, jealousy

Emotional State

Low SelfEsteem

Jealous

2

Low self esteem

Jealous at times
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positive feeling experienced by the bully after they victimize someone (better,
good, strong, powerful, big, superior). For cyberbullying descriptions, the most
common motivation was tie@el better. This node contained words and phrases

like beter, good, superior, empowered, and gratification.

Table 32

Motivation/Feel Better, Emotional Coping Examples

Bullying Cyberbullying
(69 references) (13 referencs
A bully is someone whpicks on Someone whouds other people down

someone either calls them names or to make themselves feel better but th
hurts them or just makes them feel b: are too afraid to do it face to face so
usually bullies are mean because the they use the computer and stuff like
feel bad about themselves and to fee that(Grade6)
better they pick on someone. Not
good! (Grade4) A cyberbully is someone who hurts
others and/or makes them feel inferic

Someone that picks on other kids to by using various technologiés make
makethemselves to feel bett@Brade themselves feel bettéGrade9)
11

) Someone who uses any means by w
Someone who makes himself/herself of an electron device to belittle or
feel better by putting others down degradesomeone else to make
(Parent) themselves feel superi¢fParent)

Bullies usually pick on people who A person who feels better about
appear weaker in order to make themselves when they can hurt other
themselves feel better about their ow people(Teader)
inadequaciegTeacher)

Interestingly, unlike the bullying motivation node, no participants

mentioned the negative feeling of the cyberbully before they bully a victim, only
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the positive feelings after the victimization were noted. However, those positive

feelings were ver similar for both types of bullying.

Power or popularityThi s subt heme contained referer
cyberbullyds desire for power or popularit
descriptionand 4 references for cglbully descriptionsTable 3 has a summary

of examples that were coded under the Power or Popularity subtheme.

Table 3

Motivation/Power or Popularity Examples

Bullying Cyberbullying
(51 references) (4 reference

Or a person who beats you up in an Someone that uses technology to hu
effort to try to be cool or makige or others to gain power and popularity
she feel better about themselves (GradeB)

(Gradeb)
The bully can feel more powerful

A person who uses their powerto ~ when he/she thinks no ogan see
physically or mentally hurt someone (Parent)

else. They gain power from other

people's sufferingGrade9)

A bully is also someone who thinks
bullying other people makes them
stronger and coolgParent)

A bully is someone who often feel
power by trying to overpower someol
else(Teacher)

Many participants believed that a common motivation for traditional
bullies was gaining power over people, getting respect from peers, or becoming

more popular. This node contained words like friends, power, respect, powerful,
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cool, popular, ovespower, impress, popularity, empower, important, control,

group, peers, and dominance.

In terms of power, this subtheme was separate from the imbalance of
power criteria described above which described a power difference between bully
and vidim; this subtheme simply speaks to a general desire for power over
another. Likewise, this subtheme was not used to describe an imbalance of social
power between bully and victim; instead it described gaining more social power

as the motivation for bullyig others

There were enough references in the traditional ldbcriptiongo
separate the power and popularity themes. Unfortunately, there were very few
references in the cyberbultiescriptionstherefore, for the purposes of
comparison between the avtypes of bullying, the two themes were combined.
The words and phrases used in cyberbddigcriptionsvere quite similar, just

used less frequently.

EnjoymentMany participants suggested that bullies simply enjoy bullying
their victims. There were 11 references for bdgcriptionsaand 3 references for
directly stated cybrbully descriptionsTable 3t has a summary of examples that

were coded under the Enjoyntesubtheme.

The most common description was A[ They
think its funo. This subtheme contained wo

satisfaction, pleasure, and gratification.
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There were very few references to cyberbullyingfém or enjoyment,
however there was an overall trend for ldstiled descriptionsf cyberbulies

compared to bulkks, and this lack of references fits with that trend.

Table &

Motivation/Enjoyment Examples

Bullying Cyberbullying
(11 references) (3 referencep

Someone who picks on people either A person who uses internet, texting
for fun or because they think it's cool things like that to bully yo& they're
(Gradeb) probably just bullying yodior fun but

don't want to face yo(Grade5b)
Someone who makes you mad or sa

someone who will tease you and Someone who emotionally hurts

sometimes beats you uprfiuin (Grade someone through technology like a

5) bully they enjoy people's misfortunes
(Gradeb)

They are enjoying inflicting emotiona
or physicalpain on a person. They like Enjoys hurting other people, someon
to control peopléParent) who might think they are funny

(Parent)
Someone who works to intimidate

others in order to get personal pleast
or gratification(Teacher)

Non-shared subthemes

Attention.Some participants believed that the main motivation for some
traditional bullies was the attention that comes with bullying others. The most
common phrase was fA[] TheyGrhded )l ,y boutth efrlsi]k etso a
audienceo (parent) was also used. There we

this theme was not reflected in cyberbuBscriptions
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Cowardly.This subtheme was unique to cyberbullying. It suggested that
participants believed thaeople choose cyberbullying over traditional bullying
because they are too cowardly to bully their victims face to face. One participant
said Al think that it is for cowardly bul/l
face, so t heyGrada7). Thyeedgsoriptioreeiield thisasa  (

motivation to become a cyberbully.

Emotional state These subthemes contained references to how a bully or
cyberbully feels or the general emotional issues that are part of their lives. While
it could be extrapotad that these issues are part of the motivation to bully others,
the references contained in these nodes did not explicitly state that the feelings
and issues were the motivation, simply that these feelings and issues were part of

~

whata bullyoracybetbl | vy Ai s 0.

Shared subthemes.

Feel bad.This node described the general negative feelings that
participants believe are a part of a bully
descriptionsand only two for cybrbully descriptionsTable 3 has a summary of

examples that were coded under the Feel Bad subtheme.

While many of the Motivations/Feel Better, Emotional Coping references
were placed in this section, not all references to negative emotions indicated that
those feelings were the madition behind the behaviour. Additionally, this node

does not contaidescriptions hat only stated that bullying
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better 6, as we did not want to assume t hat

explicitly stated in thelescriptia.

Table

Emotion/Feel Bad Examples

Bullying Cyberbullying
(42references) (2 references

They are troubled inside and they bri A cyberbully is usually someone that'

it out on you(Grade7) not as strong or confident to bully
someone in person and might have &

Someone that is mad at something a |ow self esteeniGradel1)

wants to show everyone how hurt

he/she is by hurtinggaying mean Someone who has low sedteem

things, offending, and threatening (Parent)

other people around theifParent)

Someonavho has low selesteem
(Parent)

They are people who have a low self
esteem and feel bigger when they
make someone feel small@reacher)

This subtheme contains any reference to negative emotions. For the bully
descriptions this node contained words and phrases like feel bad, lovesteém,
hurting, hurt on inside, insecure, troubl e
selfworth, no selconfidence, inner turmoil, personal issues, miserable,
inadequate, andwmotional or physical problems. There are only two references
from the cyberbullydescriptoneand bot h wuse the phrase Al ow

participantsdescribeda cyberbully as someone who feels bad about himself.
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Interestingly, there were also threeer@ices from the bullgescriptions
that stated that sometimes the s=feem of bullies ®o high A bBully is
someone with either a really low self esteem level or a really high self esteem

levelo Griaded).

Family IssuesMany participants felt that part of being a bully was having
issues at home or being bullied by family members. There were 17 references
from bully descriptionsand ondrom acyberbully description Table & has a

summary of examples that were coded unlder~amily Issues subtheme.

Table

Emotion/Family Issues Examples

Bullying Cyberbullying
(17 references) (1 reference

A bully is a person who takes out his Someone who picks qreople becaust
anger on people at school because tl they have been exposed to violence
might be from a bad family that bullie their family, neighbourhood, school
him or her(Grade5) which caused them to be a bully

(Gradeb)
They love putting people down,

hurting people, and they're usually
people who have a tough lifiee.
Family issuegGrade8)

| think bullies are those that have no

friends or family that love them) they
are lonely (Parent)

This subtheme contains many references to a troubled home life including

family issues, bullying by siblings, bad familygblems at home, learned
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behaviours from home, troubles at home, family members, bad family situation,
family problems, parents are bullies, bullying at home, and no family that love
them. Again, there are distinctly fewer references to these additioshes har

cyberbullydescriptionsand the Family Issues subtheme is no exception.

Jealous The final shared emotional subtheme was jealousy. There were 4
references from the bullyescriptionsand only 1 refeence to cyberbuls Table

37 has a summary of examples that were coded under the Jealous subtheme.

Table 37

Emotion/Jealous Examples

Bullying Cyberbullying
(4 references) (1 reference

They pick on kids because they coulc Has others notice his actions when
be jealous of the other kiGrade4) he/she namecalls, put down others,

build himself up. Jealous at times.
They might also bgealous of the (Parent)

person they are bullyin@arent)

This subtheme was sparsely populated for both bullying and

cyberbullying.
Non-sharedsubthemes.

Victim of bullying.Another common aspect of thdescriptionsof
traditional bullesfrom my participants was the notion that bullies are victims of

bullying themselves. There were 14 references from tHg descriptionsonly.
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Table 38has a summary of examples that were coded under the Victim of

Bullying subtheme.

Table38

Emotion/Victim of Bullying Examples

Bullying

(14 references)

Sometimes this bully could be havinc
troubles at home or they could be
being bullied themselve§Grade8)

Someone who makes you mad or sa
someone who will tease you and
sometimes beats you up for f(@rade
8)

A bully is also someoneho may be
bullied at home by older/younger
siblings(Parent)

As stated above, songescriptionspecificallymentioned the bully was
being bullied by his/her family. Theskescriptionsvere doubly coded in both the
previous node and this node. This node contained all references to being bullied,
or any references to being a victim currently or previously. Istegy, there

were nodescriptionof cyberbuliesthat referred to cyberbullies being victims

themselves.
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General Observations onOpen-endedResponses

Participants tended to answer the quest
of actions that a bullynight do. The same response pattern was given for the
guestion AA cyberbully iso. Cleaffaly the be
bully or a cyberbullyMany of the listed behaviours were the same for both types
of bullying (mean, calling namegyreaten, rumoursgxcept for some logical
exceptions like hitting or pushing.any cyberbullydescriptiongelated directly
back to the bullyescriptions t at i ng mfel tags btuhd ysasg, but onl
possible that relating back to the bullgsciption is due to the fixed task order
for all participants (describe bigdkfirst, describe cyberbu#issecond), however
bully is also a much more commonly used term, and at the time this survey was

designed cyberbully was a relatively new phenomenon.

The fixed task order may have resulted in less detd#sdriptionsf
cyberbullying causing the large differences in the number of references of some
subthemes (such as Motivation/Feel Better, Emotional Coping and
Motivation/Power or Popularity). The dgsis of numerical differences wpen
endedresponses is beyond the scope of this thesis. Future researchers should vary
task order to test if this result is due to an issue with the survey instrument or is a

valid reflection of participantlescriptions
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Taken together, the findings from tbperrendedandendorsementesults
indicate tha(a) students, parents, and teachers generally considersauit
cyberbullesto besimilar, and(b) participantsappliedacademic definition criteria
to their personal notion of a bully and a cytingly. This gives us evidendeased
reasons to use Ol weusd6 definition criteria
definition of cyberbullying, but also a definition that reflectsvleavs of those

who most closely experience cyberbullying.

Bullying And Cyberbullying Are The Same

Endorsementesultssuggest that bullies and cyberbullies are described
and thought oin the same way. Our analysis of variance did not reveal a
significart main effect of type of bullying. At the very least this finding shows
that bullesand cyberbulesare notdescribedsignificantly differently, and the
finding lends evidence to the idea that participants define bullying and

cyberbullying similarly.

Conclusions from the ANOVA results were bolstered by the overall
principal components analysishich showed that factors broke down by criteria
and not by bullying type. This adds further evidence to the notion that bullying
and cyberbullying arethe same at | east where Ol weusd6 defin
concernedWhen factor analyses for individual groups w&redied variables
broke into different factors than during the overall analysis, but factors always
divided in a similar structure separated by criteria. These resuiteastother

studiesthatfound that a factor analysis of bullying victimization experiences
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tended to form factors broken down by type of bullying (relational/verbal, cyber,
physical, overt) (Dempsey et al., 2069int et al., 2012)This could indicate the
difference betweehow definition criteria vary together and how victimization
experience vary togetherAnother study found that when asked about their
involvement with bullying, students define themselves by their role in bullying
(bully, victim, bystander) instead of by the type of bullying (traditional or
cyberbullying) they are involveid (Law et al., 2012)suggesting that students

feel little need to separate traditional and cyberbullying wiestribingtheir

personal involvement.

The pattern of bukksand cyberbulesbeingdescribpech s At he s ameo
continued in th@penendedportion of the analysis. Some of the most important
evidence for bullying and cyberbullying being the same thing is the fact that when
asked tadescribeax y ber bul | y, participants very commi
asabul Il yo. Out of b5 digantsdneitatedithat ayberbudlying 1 15 part i
was fithe sameo as bullying. Other than | is
stating t hat abullywasshe fdstcenmsrawayai@scribesa
cyberbully. Similarly, Mishna, SaingndSolomon(2009)found that all of their
participants defined cyberbullying as simply another form of bullying. One 10
yearold girl seemed exasperated at the thought that the two types of bullying
were different, saying fcyberbuyubtl ying oh m

over the computero (Mishna et al., 2009, p
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Other studies have also found that cyberbullyindeiscribeca s fit h e
sameo as traditional bullying. Researchers
behaviours are rated by participants as compatalifaditional bullying
behaviours (Mishna et al., 2009; Slonje & Smith, 2008; Smith et al., 2008). These
studies found that behaviours like spreading rumours, phone calls, making threats,
website bullying, derogatory comments, and chatroom bullying Werated as
equally harmful compared to traditional bullying. This is especially significant
because the most common way of defining both traditional and cyberbullying is

by listing example behaviours.

In a broader sense, a multitude of studies have fthatdullying and
cyberbullying are very similar becautbe perpetrators and victims of one type of
bullying also tend to be the perpetrators and victims of the other type of bullying
(Beran & Li, 2005; Dehue et al., 2008; Dooley et al., 2009; ERhke, 2010;
Erentaite et al., 2012; Gradinger et al., 2009; Hemhill et al., 2012; Hinduja &
Patchin, 2008; Katzer et al., 2009; Li, 2007; Ortega et al., 2009; Raskauskas &
Stoltz, 2007; Riebel et al., 2009; Schneider et al., 2012; Smith et al., 2008;
Steffgenet al., 2011; Tokunaga, 2010; Twyman et al., 2012; Vandebosch &
VanCleemput, 2009; Williams & Guerra, 200Mf).other words, a traditional
bully is far more likely to also be a cyberbully than an uninvolved peer, just as a
traditional victim is more liksl to also be a cyberictim than an uninvolved peer;

the two types of bullying are clearly closely related to one another.
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Some studies found that this relationship was especially strong for the
victims of verbal and relational traditional bullying (but far physical
traditional bullying) suggesting a stronger similarity between those types of
bullying and cyberbullying (Erentaite et al., 2012). Some studies have found that
the link is even predictive; student roles in traditional bullying predict tbkis
in cyberbullying (Raskaus & Stoltz, 2007) even two years later (Hemhill et al.,
2012). Another study found that the most common experience of victims of
traditional bullying was being threatened and the most common cyberbullying
experience was alsaimg threatened, so at the very least the basic experiences of

victims is very similar for both types of bullying (Huang & Chou, 2010).

When Presented with Ol weus O Bdlevédthati t i on Cr i

they Described Most Bullies

Inspection of gestionnaire means shows that participants believe that
Ol weusd6 definition criteria are true of ©be
Additionally, definition criteria were equally as accepteddescriptionsof
bullies as they were fatescriptionf cyberhullies. My finding mirrors the
findings of other authors who found that cyberbullying descriptions and
definitions used Ol weusd bullying criteria
Mishna et al., 2009; Moore et al., 20Bhears et al., 2009; Vandeboscén

Cleemput, 2008;)

However, other authors found the very opposite, stating that the criteria

t hat are so i mportant to Ol weus6é definitio
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on the definition of cyberbullying. Some authors stated that intention was not
required for a definition of cyberbullying (Menesini & Nocentini, 2009; Nocentini

et al., 2010; Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2008; Vandebosch & Van Cleemput,
2009); some said that repetition was not required (Campbell, 2010; Coyne et al.,
2009; DavidFerdon& Hertz, 2007; Dooley et al., 2009; Grigg, 2010; Law et al.,
2012; Menesini, & Nocentini, 2009; Nocentini et al., 2010; Vandebosch & Van
Cleemput, 2009; Wolak et al., 2007); and some stated that an imbalance of power
was not required (Campbell, 2010; Ceyet al., 2009; Grigg, 2010; Law et al.,
2012).More research is clearly required to determine if general populations

would agreewitt ndor si ng Ol we us adefindibniofni ti on criter
cyberbullying, and if there are differences between specifialptipns in this

regard

Creating PersonalDescriptionsVersus Endorsing Academic Definition

Criteria Resulted in Different Results

Analysis of operended responsasiowed that when creatinigscriptions
on their own, some participardescribebulliesand cyberbuiesu s i ng Ol weus 6
criteria, but most do not. How then, do we reconcile this finding thiglcheck
box dataZEndorsingdefinition criteriais far different than trying to construct an
independent descriptioVhenaskedo describebulliesor cyberbulieson their
own, most participants list examples of what bullies do (list aggressive actions
This fits with a study by Grigg (2010) who found that during focus groups and

interviews, both young people and adults tended to spend a loteof tihn a mi n g
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and identifying Imtergsangly, hesama studysby Griggp . 148) .
also mentions that intention was found as a minor subtheme in thgerelfated
descriptions of cyberbullying, though repetition and imbalance of power were not

mentoned.

Motivations

Although the purpose of the survey was to fiviietherstudents, parents,
and t eac her definitienerideriaQvhendescrbiagoulliesand
cyberbulles like other researchers, we found that participants often included

motivations and emotional states when describing cyberbullies.

Cowardly

In our study, cowardice was only mentioned as a motivation for
cyberbullying, and was not mentioned in al@scriptionsf traditional bullying.
Previously, other researchers found thatip@dnts stated that cyberbullies used
computers because they lacked confidence, or were cowards, and the anonymity
of cyberbullying provided a comfort to say things they would not otherwise say
(Hoff & Mitchell, 2009; PujazofZazik & Park, 2010). Some ganipants related:
Abullying on computer is quite cowardly, b
themsel veso, fApeople are too scared to do

fear of getting caughto (Smith et al., 200
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For Fun

Eleven participants stated that traditional bullies found bullying enjoyable
or they they Adid it for funo. Previous st
that cyberbullying is fun for cyberbullies (Li, 2010; Pujaztawik & Park, 2010;
Smith et al, 2008). Other studies found that the cyberbullies themselves stated
that they cyberbullied others Afor funo (C
Raskaus & Stoltz, 2007) or fibecause they w

Cleemput, 2008).

To Hurt Victim

Some of my participants suggested that people bully because they want to
hurt their victim. This motivation was also found by other studies where the
cyberbullies themselves stated that they cyberbullied others because they did not
like the victim, becase the victim upset them, or because they had had an
argument (Cassidy et al., 2009; Dooley et al., 2009; Raskaus & Stoltz, 2007,
Vandebosch & VanCleemput, 2008; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2007). One study found
that bullies gain satisfaction from hurting othé@samanduros, Downs &

Jenkins, 2008).

BecauseThey Were Bullied First

We found that many participants stated that a common motivation for
becoming a bully was actually being a victim of bullying oneself, perhaps

explaining a bul lthers ©then stueies havefouhdsttssh out at o
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explanation given by participants defining bullying. One study found that the best
predictor of cyberbullying was cybervictimization (Bauman, 2010). Additionally,
cyberbullies themselves indicated that being a victitoutlying was part of the
reason they were aggressive online (Cassidy et al., 2009). Some cyberbullies even
stated that they specifically targeted people who had bullied them or someone
they knew (Vandebosh & VanCleemput, 2008; Diamanduros et al., 2008yDo
et al., 2009; Konig, Gollwitzer, & Steffgen, 2010). This finding is also
corroborated by the multitude of studies showing that bullies and victims tend to
be the same peoplve,ctrieniseor r(eBde rtaon a& LAib,ul2 0y0 5
Diamanduros et al., 200Behue et al., 2008; Dooley et al., 2009; ErBaker,

2010; Erentaite et al., 2012; Gradinger et al., 2009; Hemhill et al., 2012; Hinduja
& Patchin, 2008; Katzer et al., 2009; Li, 2007; Mishna et al., 2012; Ortega et al.,
2009; Raskauskas & Stoltz, 2007eBel et al., 2009; Sahin, 2012; Schneider et

al., 2012; Sevcikova & Smabhel, 2009; Smith et al., 2008; Steffgen et al., 2011,
Tokunaga, 2010; Twyman et al., 2012; Vandebosh & VanCleemput, 2009; Wang
et al., 2009; Williams & Guerra, 2007; Ybarra & Mitch@004; Ybarra &

Mitchell, 2007; Ybarra et al., 2006; Yilmaz, 2011). One study looked at
cyberbullies who explained that their behaviour was merely a reaction to the
aggression of others (reactive), by contrast, they described the behaviour of those
that agiressed against them as intentional (proactive). Even when describing
scenarios that were examples of both proactive and reactive aggression,
adolescents tend to justify their own behaviour as a reaction to the aggression of

others (Law, Shapka, Comene Gagne, 2012).
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Respect or Popularity

We found that some participants believed that one of the main motivations
for bullies was to fit in with their peers or to gain popularity. Other studies found
that participants believed that cyberbullies are motivatgd a need t o be fAco:
(Li, 2010). In previous studies, some cyberbullies did admit to cyberbullying
because their friends were doing it (Cassidy et al., 2009), and cyberbullies tend to
havea lack ofpeer support (Williams & Guerra, 2007). Some reseasdhave
found that cyberbullies tend to have poor peer relations, few friends, and have
clinically significant social problems, so seeking popularity might be even more
of a draw (Card et al., 2008; Diamanduros et al., 20@8debosch &
VanCleemput, 200¥barra et al., 2006). On the other hand, when youth feel their

school has a climate of fairness, trust, and support, students report less

involvement in bullying (Williams & Guerra, 2007).

To Show Their Power

Many of my participants said that showing mver dominance in a
situation was one of the main motivations of bullies. This motivation was actually
echoed by participants who admitted to cyberbullying behaviours to display
power and technological skills (Diamanduros et al., 2008; Dooley et al., 2009

Law, Shapka, Comene et al., 20V¥2ndebosch & VanCleemput, 2008).
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Self Esteem/To Feel Better

The most commonly mentioned bully motivation and emotional state
focused on negative feelings. Other studies also found that feeling better or acting
outtob o o st ocesteetn sveresaetiorfs commonly associated with
cyberbullies (Hoff & Mitchell, 2009; Li, 2
student reported that it helps people o6try
Mitchell, 2009, p.656). Bulliethemselves have even admitted to bullying
because of low selisteem (Raskauskas & Stoltz, 2007). Many other researchers
have found that bullies tend to have higher depressive, hyperactivity, conduct, and
somatic symptoms than uninvolved peers (Aricak®2@radinger et al., 2009;
Sourander et al., 2010; Ybarra & Mitchell, 200arra & Mitchell, 2007;).
Those involved in cyberbullying also had more suicidal thoughts and attempted
suicide significantly more than uninvolved peers (Klomek et al., 2018rOt
researchers found that anyone involved in cyberbullying (as bully or victim) had a
significantly lower seHesteem than uninvolved peers (Patchin & Hinduja, 2010).
Those involved in cyberbullying feel disconnected in school, have below average
gradesare more likely to have police contact, steal, and consume or abuse
cigarettes or alcohol (Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Vandebosch & VanCleemput,

2009; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004).

Interestingly, a few participants stated the exact opposite; thestedm

of bullies is too high. Some researchers can support that statement, finding that
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proactively aggressive children (traditional bullying) are often seposisve

leaders with high seksteem (Dooley et al., 2009).

Family Issues

Many of our participantmentioned that bullies likely have family issues
that cause them to act out. Participants in other studies also believe that
cyberbullies tend to have family issues (Li, 2010). This hypothesis is borne out in
the literature. Researchers have found thaedyddlies tend to have parents who
are less involved with their internet use and they are more likely to damage
property, have contact with police, steal, and to physically assault others (Hinduja
& Patchin, 2008; Vandebosch & VanCleemput, 2009; Ybarraiginll, 2004).
Cyberbullies also tend to come from homes where physical punishment is used
(Diamanuros et al., 2008). Other studies found that high parental support was
negatively related to aggression, and poor emotional bonds with caregiders
family conflict increased cyberbullying (Hemhill et al., 2012; Wang et al., 2009;

Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004Ybarra & Mitchell, 2007).

Jealousy

Some of our participants mentioned that jealousy is part of the emotional
makeup of bullies. This point of view was@lshared by participants in other
studies who stated that most incidents of cyberbullying emerge from relationship
problems, envy of relationships, as well as jealousy over characteristics or
achievements. These r esearllgdeamedunadlai d,

to cope with the relationship envy, and resorted to cyberbullying as a way to vent

Al

n
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frustrationo (Hoff & Mitchell, 2009, p.
that high academic achievers were more likely to be cyberbullies aaswell
cybervictims, so perhaps the relationship between achievement, jealousy, and

cyberbullying is not so clear (Yilmaz, 2011).

Limitations of This Study

One of the issues | came across during the analysis eht@sement
data was the division of the pewimbalance criteria by types of power. For
future studies | would suggest creating a general power imbalance item and
followed by additional items divided by type of power. With this small change, it
becomes easier to interprehetherparticipants viewa power imbalance as an
important part of a bullying definition overall, as well as which types of power

imbalance are more important to different types of bullying.

Survey interpretation might also be simplified by chagdhe rating scale

fromathreegpoi nt scale to a dichotomous scal e:

bull yo and AThi s i s notAltematigseb,thesael t o my
could be expanded to a figwint scale to determirigit is the small, thregoint

scaleor the nature of thquestions thaeads to ceiling effectAsking about

criteria which are not part of an academic definition (e.g. Performing an

aggressive action in front of other peqgpie performing an aggressive action on
someone who whmoyeusarpbould dtsa determine which criteria are

truly essential the participant notions of bullying and cyberbullyimgerms of

theopenendedportion of the survey, interpretability could be enhanced by

65

)]
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directly asking for a definition of bullyingnd cyberbullying, and giving a brief

description of what a definitioshould involve

Another issue with the survey was the fixed task order. Wigiig |
anticipate that there could be a fatigue effect which lesthtwoter and less detailed
description®of cyberbulies the effect was quite pronounced and future studies

should be mindful to vary the task order.

Future Directions

As stated earlier, | would recommend changisgects ofhe survey that
were described in Limitations of This Study. These changes include: (a) changing
the task order of open ended questions so that fatigue effects to not affect the level
of detail given by respondents, (kating a general power imbalarwéerion to
make results easier to interpret, and (c) changing the response scale to a
di chotomous scale: AThis is essential to m
essential t o ,ongfivepdietacal®vhileaddingiadditignal

criteria D the survey.

While short survey questions asking about specific aggressive actions are
easy to use and analyse, | would suggest that these brief questions are overly
simplistic and ignore the context that the definition criteria require. For example,
Altnhe | ast 12 months has anyone posted a ph
not trulya question about cyberbullying because there gasoriptionof
intentionality, repetition, or an imbalance of power. Any question referring to

cyberbullying must ats ask about the intentional and repeated targeting of the
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victim as well as the imbalance of power involved. These questions become more
complex to clearly write, answer, and even analyse, but this specificity is essential

to determine the true prevaleraed demographic trends of cyberbullying.

Moreover, | would recommend the use of focus groups for these types of
Aper sonal concepto studies. Focus groups w
group personal concept of bullying and cyberbullying. Groupslvwing different
demographics could provide interesting insights into sex and developmental
differences in definitions. This live format would also allow researchers to
determine group agreement with academic definition criteria one at a time and to
gueston the group for a more thorough understanding of how they define
bullying. Would the group agree that imbalance of power is an essential part of

bullying? Under what circumstance might it not be essential?

Additionally, many researchers in the past heegarated types of
cyberbullying by listing technologies used to perform the aggressive action
(David-Ferdon & Hertz, 2007; Law et al., 2012; Spears et al., 2009; Steffgen et
al., 2011). In my opinion, this is a losing battle. Popular websites and electron
devices will constantly change, and type of technology used is irrelevant to the
definition, causes, and effects of cyberbullying. More important aspects of an
aggressive action include whether the action was made public or kept private,
whetherthere vas a previous incident of traditional, offline bullying involved,
and the relationship between cyberbullying and victther researchers agree

that differentiating acts of cyberbullying by type of technology used is unwise
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(David-Ferdon & Hertz, 2007; Enesini & Noventini, 2009), and one study of
cyberbullying and empathy found that there was no differeniexats of
empathy whether a cyberbully used the internet or a mobile phoggesting no

differences in type of technology us@leffgenet al., 2011).

Using a unified definition, vigorous research methods, and validated
measures, cyberbullying researchers can create an extensive knowledge base and
begin proposing and testing theories of cyberbullying and creating interventions

to begin b stop this problem from affecting vulnerable children.

Conclusiors

My study found that Ol weusd criteria ar

describing cyberbullies, so | propose the following definition of cyberbullying:

fiElectronica g gr es si on hoarr mdnotienngtéi,o nwahli céh i s car
repeatedly and over time, in an interpersonal relationship characterized by

an imbalance of power @nonymityo.

This new definition loses none of the definition criteria of Olvdeusd e f i ni t i on, bu
adds the words electronic and anonymity to denote cyberbullying and its change

to power dynamics.

In October 2010, an International Cyberbullying Think Tahknany

cyberbullying researchevgas convened in Arizona.

The objectives of th meeting were: (a) to discuss definitional issues and

come to consensus regarding the construct of cyberbullying, (b) to discuss
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methodological issues (sampling, research design, statistical analyses) that
could increase the quality and consistency aofaesh in this area, (c) to
examine and evaluate existing measures and identify promising measures
that could be piloted and subjected to rigorous psychometric analyses in
different countries, (d) to identify substantive research questions that
should be adressed to advance this field of inquiry, and (e) to plan future
collaborative projects to address these questigmzrnational Cyber

Bullying Think Tank, 2010)

The Think Tank tentatively concluded that the teyheraggression
should refer to Aintentional harmful behayv
t ec hnol ocgylyedullyingshauld refer to cyberaggression, also involving
a specific target, and an imbalance of power. They also stated that cyberbullying
i s h o u bednfemeal from the reaction of the victim, but should be inferred

from the édoutsided perspective as much as

Examples of i mbalances of power include
perpetrator is known: technological knoovh of perpetrator (compared to the)
victim; relationship to offline situation of victim (compared to the) perpetrator,
e.g. status, friends; race, disability, sexual orientation, genenadisginalized

group positiono (Jarra2022, 2010) .

Repetition was damowledged as a difficult criterion, however it was
determined that the larger potential audience and rapid dissemination of bullying

messages should not affect the definition of cyberbullying, and repetition was
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instead maintained as a subsidiary criteramd not a core criterion. Additionally,
theydecided that any study that did not include aggression against a specific
target and an imbalance of power, were actually studies of cyberaggression, not
cyberbullying (Jarra2022, 2010yVhile my study is notlesigned to rule out any
specific criteria, | did find that, overall, there was more variability in the
respases to the repetition criteridor cyberbullying than for any other criteria.
Additionally, repetitionwas rarely offered in the opeanded desgstions of both

bullies and cyberbullies.

With this new, unified definition of cyberbullyindinally agreed upon by
top researchers in the field, creating a solid body of knowledge about
cyberbullying and cyberaggression is more probable than Anexxdting next
step for researchers might involfreding evidence to support the notion that
cyberbullying and cyberaggression are separate concepts, and educating students,

parents, and teachers, about how to handle both types of scenario.

Although it was very clear that what happened to Megan Mesr
cyberbullying (an intentional, repeated aggressive action performed by an adult
upon a child), what happened with Amy and Samy is far less app@aeshaps
Acyberaggressieamo fiog twhetp drofo&kctpltace bet we
Company and the internet in May 2013. There was no imbalance of power
between the two groups; Amy and Samy did not feel that they were incapable of
defending themselves fromfendiveandonl i ne hate

retaliatory comments are what caused the incidebétome such a viral
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sensation. Il n any case, neither the Arizon
evidencebased definition of cyberbullying would recognize the incident as

cyberbullyingSor r y Amy, y o u 0 rtie chefpyou ctaimed tovbe.ct i m ( or
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Table 12

Factor Loadings ofFour FactorPrincipal Components Analysisr Students

Appendix 1- Additional Tables

Rotated Component Matrix?®

Component
1 2 3 4
hurt .045 -.060 .788 210
purpose .047 225 178 771
repeat .044 .864 .065 197
strong .690 .067 230 -157
popular 597 223 283 -112
young 627 -.035 -134 265
Churt .026 184 .769 183
Cpurpose .018 174 246 .761
Crepeat A79 .862 .056 185
Cstrong .764 .009 .012 .040
Cpopular 696 217 .062 -.052
Cyoung .700 -.029 -.256 264

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. parorteach =0

b. Rotation converged in 7 iterations.

116



Table 13

Factor Loadings oFour FactorPrincipal Components Analysier Parents

Rotated Component Matrix?®

Component
1 2 3 4
hurt 027 .040 .018 925
purpose 101 .013 914 .019
repeat 201 .893 .095 .016
strong 618 378 .094 .048
popular .796 173 .268 .004
young 873 .043 120 .050
Churt .010 .011 .059 925
Cpurpose 150 .164 .878 .064
Crepeat 217 877 .083 .032
Cstrong .763 .309 -.078 .062
Cpopular .890 131 .068 -.050
Cyoung .896 .053 .079 -.009

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. parorteach =1

b. Rotation converged in 4 iterations.
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Table 14

Factor Loadings ofour FactorPrincipal Components Analysisr Teachers

Rotated Component Matrix?®

Component
1 2 3 4
hurt 150 978 -.057 -.024
purpose .046 -.038 -.013 918
repeat 144 -124 934 -.001
strong .784 236 .095 -.015
popular 816 .076 199 -.186
young .748 .016 -.023 192
Churt 150 978 -.057 -.024
Cpurpose .046 -.005 .032 .948
Crepeat 136 .015 .961 .022
Cstrong .784 236 .095 -.015
Cpopular 923 .035 125 -.029
Cyoung 875 -.016 .054 224

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. parorteach =2

b. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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Table 15

Factor Loadings of Four Factor Principal Components Analysis for Males



