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Cyberbullying: A New Dimension to an Old Problem. 

Lucie Corcoran. 

Abstract. 

Shariff and Gouin (2005) describe cyberbullying as psychological bullying, enacted using 
electronic communication tools such as; mobile phones, blogs, websites, and chat rooms. 
The aim of this research was to examine the prevalence, the methods and the impact of 
cyberbullying among Irish secondary school students. Another objective of the study was to 
investigate personality traits and self-concept patterns of the different participants involved 
in the research. The final analysis included 876 participants aged 12 to 16 (x =14.22, 
SD=l.224), of whom 61% were male and 39% were female. A questionnaire design was 
selected for the current study. Participant s completed the Cyberbullying Questionnaire 
(Corcoran, Connolly & O' Moore, 2008) which investigated experience of traditional 
bullying and cyberbullying, the Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (Eysenck & 
Eysenck, 1975) which examined personality, and the Piers-Harris 2 (Piers & Herzberg, 
2002) which examined self-concept Analysis revealed that 23 (2.6%) participants admitted 
to cyberbullying others on at least one occasion, and 55 (6.3%) participants had been cyber 
victimized at least once. The rates of cyberbullying found in the current research are low 
compared to other studies, particularly research from the UK (e.g. Smith, Mahdavi, 
Carvalho & Tippet, 2006). This begins the investigation of cyberbullying in Ireland. A

great deal more investigation is needed to tackle the problem. 
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Introduction. 

1.1. What is bullying? 

In the last twenty-five years bullying has been a popular topic of investigation among 

researchers. A number of studies have been carried out within an Irish context. The 

literature has focused on issues such as; the prevalence of bullying, the frequency of 

bullying, the types of abuse that bullies engage in, the personalities of bullies and victims, 

and self-esteem of bullies and victims. The Department of Education and Science (1993) 

defines bullying as repeated verbal, psychological or physical aggression, enacted by one 

individual or a group against others. 0' Moore and Minton (2004) also describe bullying. 

They say ''that a student is being bullied when he or she is singled out in an unpleasant way 

by another student or group of students. The bullied student is picked on again and again, 

and it is difficult for the person being bullied to defend himself or herself. It is not bullying 

when young people of about the same age and power have the occasional fight or quarrell" 

(p. 72). In their study of homophobic bullying Minton, Dahl, O' Moore and Donnelly 

(2008) asked participants to provide their own definition of bullying. One participant 

offered the definition "Maliciously hurting others for little or no reason." Guerin and 

Hennessy (2002) investigated children's definitions of bullying. They found that children 

report that bullying can take the form of verbal abuse, physical abuse or psychological 

abuse. Children also consider the negative impact of bullying on a victim to be an important 

factor in defining bullying. However, children did not place much importance on the 
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intentionality of the bullying, nor did they consider repetition of the behaviour to be an 

important aspect of defining bullying. The Department of Education and Science ( 1993) 

refer to 5 types of bullying; verbal, physical, gesture, exclusion, and extortion. Verbal abuse 

can be directed at the child's family, culture, race or religion. Malicious rumours are a 

common form of verbal bullying. Physical bullying is associated more with boys, but can 

involve males and females. It can precede violent physical assaults. Gesture bullying can be 

a gesture or a �look' which is threatening to the victim. Exclusion bullying alienates the 

child from his/her peers. Extortion bullying can involve demands for money, or 

possessions. Victims are usually threatened or intimidated into cooperating. The 5 types of 

bullying stated by the Department of Education and Science are forms of traditional (i.e. 

face-to-face) bullying. 

However, since the birth of the Internet a new form of bullying has emerged. Shariff and 

Gouin (2005) suggest that cyberbullying is psychological bullying, enacted using electronic 

communication tools such as; mobile phones, biogs, websites, and chat rooms. According 

to Willard (2003) cyberbullying is defined as speech which is "defamatory, constitutes 

bullying, harassment, or discrimination, discloses personal information, or contains 

offensive, vulgar or derogatory comments" (p. 66). In short, cyberbullying is bullying 

which is enacted using an electronic communication device, i.e. mobile phone, computer 

with Internet access. This has become a problem that plagues young people around the 

world (Crosbie, 2003). Leishman (2002) describes it as a modem menace for children in 

school. Willard (2006) believes that, through cyberbullying, intimidation is now heightened 

with gossip, slander, virtual taunts, and destructive messages. King (2006) believes that 
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cyberbullying is particularly dangerous because it can be enacted without any 

confrontation. Cyberbullies do not need to be strong or fast. All that is necessary is access 

to an electronic communication device and a desire to terrorize. Although cyberbullying is 

essentially a modem form of bullying, cyberbullies hold certain advantages over traditional 

bullies. Ybarra and Mitchell (2004) identify the fact that the Internet provides cyberbullies 

with a degree of anonymity to hide behind. They report that only 31 % of cybervictims 

know their bully personally, whereas 84% of cyberbullies know their victim. Kowalski, 

Limber and Agatson (2008) suggest that cyberbullies are imbued with a sense of power by 

their ability to remain anonymous, communicate very hurtful messages to a wide audience, 

and cyberbully a victim in any place and at any time. Willard (2007) indicates that 

cyberspace can be perceived by young people as an environment free from adult 

supervision. She points out that if an abusive act cannot be detected and dealt with, then 

threatening with punishement will do little to counteract the bad behaviour. There are also 

very few rules regarding content which can be created on the Internet (Paulson, 2003) and 

so it is very difficult to remove destructive material. Willard (2006) also points to the fact 

that web posts are often irretrievable once posted. This can cause the victim to suffer 

prolonged torment. Researchers are generally in agreement that cyberbullying can have 

very destructive consequences. 
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1.2. The importance of the present study. 

With Internet access becoming increasingly available to Irish society it is reasonable to 

assume that cyberbullying will become more of an issue in this country. In 2006 the 

National Council for Technology in Education carried out a survey with 848 children aged 

from nine to sixteen. The vast majority of participants had used the Internet (96%). The 

most common places for Internet use were in school or in the home. The Statistical Office 

of the European Communities, Eurostat, conducted a study in 2006. This revealed that in 

Ireland, 44% of the population were using the Internet at least once a week. In 2008 49.6% 

of the Irish population are using the Internet (Internet World Stats, 2008). According to the 

Central Statistics Office, in February of 2007 a total of 865,500 households had Internet 

connection and 65 % of Irish homes had a home computer, which was an increase from 

58% in 2006. This growth in Interent access can only exacerbate the problem of 

cyberbullying. At present there is a paucity of research on cyberbullying in Ireland. 

However, stories of cyberbullying are cropping up in the media on a regular basis. It is 

essential to establish the seriousness of this issue in an Irish context and to investigate the 

different factors involved. Research would provide a better understanding of the Irish 

cyberbu11ying problem so that legislation and school policies could be put in place to deal 

with this emerging threat. 
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Review of the Literature. 

2.1. Introduction. 

This chapter will provide an overview of the literature on bullying to date. Specifically it 

will address the nature of cyber and traditional bullying, the personality types and the self. 

image of those involved in bullying, factors which influence cyberbullying, and the effects 

of bullying on those involved. 
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2.2. The nature of bullying. 

Harris, Petrie and Willoughby (2002) observe that traditional bullying occurs when there is 

an imbalance in power. However, cyberbullies may have a sense of power and control that 

they would lack in a face-to-face encounter. It has not yet been established whether or not 

there are causal links between cyber and traditional bullying. Research on the relationship 

between the two forms can help us to understand the reality and growth of cyberbullying 

(Patchin & Hinduja, 2006). Many researchers have investigated the prevalence of 

cyberbullying in their society. Although the numbers vary from study to study, it is clear 

that cyberbullying is affecting many young people, and can be enacted using a variety of 

methods. The literature would indicate that those who engage in cyberbullying are using 

every form of electronic communication available to them. 

According to research conducted in Ireland by the Anti-Bullying Research and Resource 

Centre (2008), 14.2% of participants reported that they had been cyberbullied during the 

previous couple of months and 8.7% of participants had engaged in cyberbullying others. It 

was reported that 11 % of cybervictims had been victimized once or twice, where as just 3% 

said that it was a regular occurrence. 16.5% of participants had received a nasty text 

message outside of school, 17 .6% had a humiliating photo or video clip taken of them, and 

22.3% had been threatened during a phone call. Another 12.3% of the sample had 

something abusive posted about them on a website, 6.2% had received nasty emails, 9.5% 

had been bullied in an online chat room and 12.9% had received abusive instant messages. 
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Another 15.9% of participants had taken humiliating photos or video clips of someone. 

However, only 7% had sent the images on to others. 10.7% had sent someone a nasty text 

message in the previous couple of months, 10.9% of participants had conducted threatening 

phone calls towards someone, 3% of participants had sent someone a nasty email, 7 .3% had 

made a nasty comment to somebody in a chat room and 8.4% had sent abusive instant 

messages. Of the overall sample 30.2% of students had been traditionally bullied in school 

in the previous couple of months, which would suggest that traditional victimization in 

Ireland is approximately twice as prevalent as cyber victimization. 

British studies have indicated higher rates of cyberbullying. In 2002 the National 

Children's Home (NCH) conducted a study of cyberbullying among children in Britain 

aged between eleven and nineteen. The finding was that one in four participants had been 

cyberbullied. A study by NCH/Tesco (2005) investigating cyberbullying revealed that 

approximately one in five teenagers had been bullied by text message, email or in a chat 

room. Of the sample 14% had suffered cyberbullying by text, 5% had been victimized in 

chat rooms, and 4% had received abusive emails. Another 10% reported that at some point 

they had their picture taken by someone using a mobile phone camera and it had caused 

them to feel uncomfortable, embarrassed or even threatened. Smith, Mahdavi, Carvalho & 

Tippet (2006) found that 22% of participants bad been cyberbullied. However, only 6.6% 

had been cyberbuHied on a frequent basis in the previous two months. Phone cafls, emails 

and text messages were the most popular methods of cyberbullying reported by 

participants. Of the overall sample approximately 46% of participants had suffered bullying 

in school during the previous two months. Similar to the study conducted in Ireland by the 
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Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre (2008) this suggests that there are roughly 

twice as many traditional victims as there are cybervictims. 

Tomazin and Smith (2007) cite a study by the National Coalition against Bullying (NCAB) 

in 2004 which revealed that 42% of Australian girls had been intimidated or degraded 

either on the Internet or by mobile phone. This is an extremely high rate of victimization. 

Campbell and Gardner (2005) found much lower rates of cyberbullying in Australia with 

11% of participants admitting to cyberbullying others and 14% reporting cyber 

victimization. Over half of the participants felt that cyberbullying was on the rise. Campbell 

(2005) suggests that the increasing numbers of youths accessing cyberspace may lead to 

increased incidents of cyberbullying. In Canada, Li (2005) investigated the relationship 

between cyber and traditional bullying. Over half of the participants were traditional bully

victims and more than a quarter had been cyberbullied. Of those who reported being bullied 

in school, around 33% had been cyberbullied and 16.7% had cyberbullied others. 

Traditional bullies were more likely to cyberbully when compared to non-bullies. Also, 

cyberbullies were more likely to be cybervictirns than non-cyberbullies. The research also 

revealed that 22.7% of cybervictims had been attacked by email only, 36.4% only in chat

rooms, and 40.9% had been abused by a number of methods. Nearly one in ten cyberbullies 

only used email to harass, 36.4% claimed they used chat-rooms only and most had used a 

number of methods to bully. 
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In Canada a study by Beran and Li (2005) indicated that approximately one third of 

students were not aware of any incident of cyberbullying. Of the sample 23% had been 

cyber victimized at ]east a few times, and 35% had been victimized once or twice. 22% of 

participants admitted to cyberbullying peers once or twice, and 4% reported cyberbullying 

several times or more often. They reported that the frequency of cyberbullying was similar 

to the frequency of traditional bullying found in other studies (e.g. Farrington, 1993). Beran 

and Li found that e-mail, instant messaging and the Internet in general were the most 

common methods used to abuse others. In other research conducted in Canada by Patchin 

& Hinduja (2006), 11 % admitted to cyberbullying others, and over 29% reported cyber 

victimization. Chat rooms were the most common form used to cyberbully. Computer text 

messages and e-mail were also popular methods. The previous year Hinduja and Patchin 

(2005) carried out a study with 1,500 adolescents, in which 34.4% had experienced 

cyberbullying. Over half of these incidents occurred in chat rooms, 48.9% occurred via 

computer text messages and 28% had been cyberbullied via e-mail. Hinduja and Patchin 

(2005a) also found that almost 80% of respondents reported that bullying does happen in 

cyberspace and 16. 7% admitted to cyberbullying others. 

When comparing cyberbul1ies to those who had no involvement in cyberbul1ying, Ybarra 

and Mitchell (2004) found that cyberbullies were more likely to be victims of traditional 

bullying. Adolescents who bullied others face-to-face were more likely to be victims of 

online bullying. Three quarters of those who had cyberbullied people online have been 

victims of traditional bullying, and less than one quarter of traditional bullies have never 

been cyber victimized. Ybarra and Mitchell found that being hit or picked on by another 
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adolescent in the previous year was a predictor of engaging in cyberbullying. Raskauskas 

and Stoltz (2007) found high levels of cyberbullying with 48.8% of participants reporting 

that they were victims of cyberbullying and 21.4% reporting that they were perpetrators. 

Of the cybervictims in their sample 85% were also victims of traditional bullying and 94% 

of cyberbullies were also involved in traditional bullying. Internet cybervictims tended to 

be victims of teasing, rumours, texts and picture phone bullying and they were also 

commonly found to be traditional bullies at school. Cybervictims of text messaging were 

associated with victimization by teasing, Internet, and picture phones. They were also 

associated with bullying others by teasing and exclusion. 

A study by Pew Internet and American Life Project in 2007 revealed that 15% of 

participants had an email, instant message or text that they had sent privately to someone, 

forwarded to others or posted where others could see it. Another 13% had a rumour spread 

about them online, 13% had also been threatened or had received an aggressive email, 

instant message or text. Also 6% had an embarrassing picture of them posted without their 

permission. The majority of participants (67%) believed that more bullying occurred 

offline, whereas 29% said that bullying was more common online and 3% felt it happened 

equally online and offiine. Victims of cyberbullying were more likely to believe that more 

bullying occurs online than offiine. However, 57% of cybervictims stiH believe that 

bullying occurs more offline. In 2000 Finkelhor, Mitchell and Wolak conducted a study 

with children in grades six to ten. They found that 6% of participants who used the Internet 

had been harassed in the previous year. One third were bullied by instant messaging, 32% 

had been bullied in chat rooms, and 19% had been bullied via email. In another study in the 
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USA, Kowalski and Limber (2007) found that 11 % of their sample were cybervictims, 4% 

were cyberbullies and 7% were bully-victims. Of the participants not involved in traditional 

bullying, 6.4% were cybervictims, 2.4% were cyberbullies and 2.4% were cyber bully

victims. The most common method used to cyberbully in this study was instant messaging. 

In 2008 a study was conducted by Harris Interactive in conjunction with the National Crime 

Prevention Council (United Press International, 2008). This indicated that 40% of teens in 

the USA had been victimized by cyberbullying but only 10% of victims report the incident 

to a parent. Half of the participants believed that people cyberbully others because there are 

no real consequences in cyberspace. Similar to the previous study, i-SAFE.org (2004) 

found that 42% had been cyberbullied at some point and 25% had been cyberbullied more 

than once. These figures are very high. 

It is evident from the literature that researchers are finding extreme variations in the 

prevalence of cyberbullying. There are a number of possible reasons for this. Firstly, 

varying rates of Internet and mobile phone access may exist across different countries and 

also across different regions of a particular country. The differing levels of cyberbullying 

reported may also be due to inconsistencies among researchers. For instance, the quality of 

research may vary with regard to the definitions of cyberbullying and the samples involved. 

This would certainly impact on the levels reported. Also, cyberbuHying is still a new and 

evolving phenomenon and therefore it may be some time before rates of cyberbullying 

level off. 
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Over the years many researchers have investigated the prevalence of traditional bullying in 

schools. In Ireland O' Moore (1988) and Byrne (1987) found that approximately 5% were 

bullying others and approximately 5% were victims. 0' Moore and Hillery (1989) 

researched the prevalence of bullying in Dublin schools. They found that over half of the 

children in their study were occasionally bullied and 8% were bullied frequently. 

Approximately 40% of the victims of bullying reported that they had also bullied others 

occasionally and 5% had bullied others frequently. More than half of the overall sample 

admitted to bullying someone at school. However, only a small percentage did so 

frequently. In 1997 O' Moore, Kirkham and Smith found that 15.6% of secondary school 

students had been traditionally bullied during the previous three months. Minton (2006)

refers to a nationwide survey carried out in 2005 by Minton and 0' Moore, which 

investigated bullying among primary school children. They found that 25.8% of girls and 

31.4% of boys had been victims of bullying during the previous three months. In a more 

recent study by Minton and O' Moore (2008) 22.9% of secondary school students had been 

victims of traditional bullying during the previous three months. Minton, Dahl, O' Moore 

and Donnelly (2008) investigated homophobic bullying in Irish society. They found that 

17 .8% of participants were frequently victimized during the previous three months and 

15% had been victimized at least three times during the previous five school days. Almost 

two thirds of victims had been experiencing bullying for over a year. 

According to research conducted in the UK by Lowenstein ( 1978, 1978a), 11 % of seven to 

eleven year olds and 2.9% of eleven to sixteen year olds were bullying others. Furthermore)

Smith (1991) found that on average around 20% of British students are victims of 
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traditional bullying and around 10% are traditional bullies. Roland (1989) suggests that it is 

generally accepted that in Scandinavian countries a minimum of 5% of school children, 

aged between 7 and 16 are victims of bullying. Other researchers suggest that 

approximately 20% of victims also engage in bullying (Olweus, 1978; Mykletum, 1979; 

Roland, 1980, 1987). Rigby and Slee ( 1991) found that a minimum of one in ten Australian 

children were being buJlied by their peers. Another study by Rigby and O' Brien (1992) 

found higher rates of bullying with 18% of boys and 12% of girls being bullied once a 

week. These figures are quite low compared with Slee (1995a) who found that 23.8% of 

participants were bullied 'seriously' at least once a week, and of the victims 24.9% reported 

that bullying continued for anything from a few months up to six months. 20% of these 

participants considered their school to be a source of anxiety. A more recent study by Rigby 

(1997) indicated that one in six Australian children were being bullied every week in 

school. In the USA Harris et al. (2002) found that 10% of participants were victimized a 

minimum of once a week, whereas 11% were bullied less than once a week. In 2001 Nansel 

et al. carried out a study with 15,686 participants. Approximately 11 % were victims, 13% 

were bullies, and 6% were bully-victims. Although the percentages vary, it is evident from 

the literature that bullying is an issue which affects children across cultures. 

It is difficult to generalise findings from traditional bul1ying to cyberbullying. The nature of 

cyberbullying is very different as it allows bullies to act without any confrontation. The 

lack of confrontation, anonymity, and absence of supervision in cyberspace may lead to 

different personalities becoming involved in cyberbullying compared to those involved in 

traditional bullying. It may also be the case that victims of traditional bullying are those 
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who are engaging in cyberbullying in order to regain some sense of power or revenge. It is 

necessary to gain a better understanding of factors affecting cyberbullying and the 

personalities involved before the two forms of bullying can be compared accurately. 
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2.3. Personality. 

Olweus (1984) felt that buUying could be explained mainly by personality. Carver and 

Scheier (2000, p.5) define personality as "a dynamic organisation, inside the person, of 

psychophysical systems that create the person's characteristic patterns of behaviour, 

thoughts, and feelings." A number of researchers have investigated the type of personalities 

involved in traditional bullying. Olweus (1978) suggests that many pupils have 

characteristics which predispose them to either be a bully or a victim. A potential bully may 

display the characteristic of aggressive self-assertion. Olweus found that victims were 

unpopular with boys and girls, they were non-aggressive, and were often the target of 

aggression. Bullies on the other hand, were judged by peers to be popular with both sexes 

and aggressive. Bullies showed a more positive attitude to violence and the use of violent 

means. Victims and controls usually had a normal temperament, strong control of 

aggressive tendencies when activated, and a negative attitude to violence. Certain 

characteristics can give bullies a sense of power, e.g. popularity, strength, social skills, 

quick wit, extraversion, confidence, intellect, age, sex, race, ethnicity, or socio-economic 

status (Olweus, 1978, 1993, 1999; Rigby & Slee, 1993; Roland, 1980; Slee & Rigby, 

1993). 

Victims of bullying can be targeted for numerous reasons, such as; appearance, sexual 

orientation (Jubran, 2002), clothing, accent, for being capable, or for having special needs 

(Glover, Cartwright & Gleeson, 1998). Stephenson and Smith (1989) found that victims 
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were viewed as being unconfident, unpopular, physically weaker than other children and 

they tended to perform poorly academically. Schwartz, Dodge and Coie (1993) describe 

victims as lacking social skills, being moved to tears easily, and as having trouble 

defending themselves. They may also have issues such as, hyperactivity or impulsivity (e.g. 

Schwartz, Proctor & Chien, 2001). According to research by Mouttapa, Valente, Gallher, 

Rohrbach, and Unger (2004) bully-victims also tend to have weak social and academic 

skills and often suffer peer rejection. A number of studies have found that victims of 

bullying are more anxious than non-victims (e.g. Craig, 1998; Fekkes, Pijpers, & Verloove

Van-Horick, 2004; Juvonen, Graham & Schuster, 2003, Olweus, 1978). Sato, Ito, Morita, 

Akaboshi et al. (1987) found a link between victimization and symptoms of neuroses along 

with; symptoms of hysteria and poor social relationships. Victims have also been found to 

be more depressed than other children (e.g. Craig, 1998; Fekkes et al. 2004; Hodges & 

Perry, 1996; Juvonen et al., 2003, Olweus, 1978). Reid (1989) found that victims often 

exaggerate and have anxiety about what they perceive to be threats. Reid suggested that 

victims attract negative attention through their own temperament and in rare cases through 

their own aggressive behaviour. 

Victims of cyberbullying show similar characteristics. Ybarra, Mitchell, Wolak et al. 

(2006) reported that those who were cybervictims also tended to show poor social skills. 

Wolak, Mitchell and Finkelhor (2003) found that children who had poor parental 

relationships, who suffered with depression and who were victimized or had troubling life 

experiences were more commonly engaging in intimate online friendships. This online 

behaviour would leave them more open to exploitative bullies. Engaging in instant 
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messaging, using chat rooms and having online journals or contributing to biogs have all 

been linked to cyber victimization (Ybarra et al., 2006). It has been claimed that 

behavioural problems are linked to cyberbullying and victimization (Ybarra, Diener-West 

& Leaf, 2007). Li (2005) found that 50% of cybervictims had above average academic 

results, but less than 35% of cyberbullies had above average academic results, which may 

indicate that cybervictims tend to be more successful academically than cyberbullies. Being 

a cybervictim has been associated with cyberbullying others (Berger, 2007; Smith, Cowie, 

Olufsson et al., 2002). 

According to Olweus (I 993) bullies are dominant and enjoy asserting themselves, they are 

impulsive and quick tempered, and they have trouble obeying rules. Stephenson and Smith 

(1989) investigated bullying among children in their last year of primary school. Bullies 

were considered to be the strongest physically, they were also seen as assertive and easily 

drawn into aggression and seemed to enjoy that. Rigby, Cox and Black (1997) found that 

bullies and to a lesser extent frequent victims displayed low levels of cooperativeness. One 

study revealed that bullies generally perceive hostility in others' actions, they react more 

quickly to anger, they resort to using force more quickly, they stick rigidly to their beliefs, 

they perceive image as a route to power, and they are more inclined to resort to aggression 

to maintain their image (Hazier, Carney, Green, Powell & Jolly, 1997). Bullies often have 

an oppositional attitude towards adults, they are antisocial and are also more inclined to 

break school rules (Batsche & Knoff, 1994; Olweus, 1993, 1996). Olweus (1997) describes 

bullies as being impulsive and having a need to dominate others. Bullies are more likely to 

display conduct problems in adulthood, such as; criminal activity and domestic abuse of a 
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spouse or parent (Gini, 2004; Olweus, 1993). Bullies try to control others through verbal 

and physical aggression and they lack empathy for victims (Hazier, Carney & Granger, 

2006). Olweus (1997) also found that bullies tend not to show empathy for victims. 

According to Walls (2000) bullies seem to enjoy bullying the same individuals for 

prolonged periods of time. 0' Moore and Minton (2004) suggest that teaching a child to 

empathise with others may counteract bullying behaviour. 

Pellegrini and Bartini (2000) cJaim that bullying is a tactic used by a low-ranking person to 

increase their status, when they are new to a social group. This would suggest that the 

bullying behaviour will diminish once dominance has been established. Hawley (1999) also 

feels that bullying may act as an attempt at achieving social status. Freedman (2002) 

believes that many bullies simply bully because they lack social skills and therefore are not 

capable of communicating with peers in a positive way. In contrast, Mouttapa et al. (2004) 

found that peer ratings for bullies were higher on sociability and leadership scores 

compared to other children. Slee (1995a) also reports that boys who bully seem to be 

relatively well supported by peers. According to 0' Moore and Hillery (1989) both bullies 

and vitims were more prevalent in full-time special classes. O' Moore and Hillery (1991) 

also found that bullies considered themselves to show worse behaviour, lower levels of 

popularity and poorer academic status compared to those not involved in bullying. 

Bhat (2008) suggests that an impulsive nature may contribute to cyberbullying among 

adolescents. Cyberbullying may be an impulsive reaction to something that is perceived as 
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a slight. Roberts, Smith and Pollock (2000) found that socially anxious people tend to be 

more comfortable communicating by electronic means rather than a real world context. 

Kowalski and Limber (2006) investigated cyberbullying in relation to social anxiety. They 

found that the most socially anxious individuals in the sample were cyberbullies in the 

eighth grade who had bullied twice a month or more. As the frequency of cyberbu11ying 

increased so did the level of anxiety. Williams and Guerra (2007) found that beliefs which 

morally support bulJying and negative bystander behaviour are linked to perpetrating 

cyberbullying. They also report that the more participants believe themselves to be tied to 

their school, with a trusting, fair, and pleasant environment, the less likely they are to 

engage in Internet bullying. There was an also an association between perceiving one's 

friends as trustworthy, caring and helpful and lower rates of Internet bullying. 

Ybarra and Mitchell (2004a) identify high levels of delinquent behaviour among 

cyberbullies. They also found that 6% of cyberbullies and 1 % of non-bullies report physical 

or sexual ill-treatment. 32% of cyberbullies compared with 10% of non-bullies claim to 

engage in frequent substance abuse. Interestingly, 20% of cyberbullies maintained that they 

also were cyberbullied in the previous year. The researchers also derived from their 

findings, that cyberbullies were more likely to consume alcohol, smoke tobacco and fight. 

They demonstrate poor academic results which may result in early school drop-out. The 

majority of cyberbullies use the Internet at least four days per week. Cyberbullies also 

tended to have poor parental relationships. 44% of cyberbullies claim to have poor 

emotional attachment to their caregivers, whereas just 16% of cyberbullies report strong 

attachment. Therefore, the researchers suggest that a weak relationship between child and 
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caregiver is a significant trait in cyberbullies. Ybarra and Mitchell (2004) found that 

cyberbullies (compared to those who were neither cyberbullies nor cybervictims) were 

significantly more likely to engage in problematic behaviour, to have poor commitment to 

school, and to smoke cigarettes and consume alcohol. Apart from school involvement, the 

same significant differences existed when comparing those who were both a cyberbully and 

cybervictim to those who had no involvement at all. 

2.3. l. Aggressive/ Anti-social behaviour: 

Olweus (1993, 1978) claimed that bullies tend to be aggressive and also display a lack of 

empathy, and regard violence with a positive attitude. Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Berts and 

King (1982) also found that bullies held positive attitudes towards aggressive behaviour. 

Children who display aggressive characters do not experience anxiety regarding aggressive 

acts and do not feel guilt, and these are key factors in curbing aggressive behaviour 

(Megargee, 1971; Staub & Conn, 1973). Aggressive children also tend to have friends who 

enjoy breaking rules (Bagwell & Coie, 2004). According to Slaby and Guerra (1988) social 

cognition is predictive of children's aggressive behaviour. Children who display an 

aggressive temperament tend to find fewer solutions to hypothetical social disagreements 

(Richard & Dodge, 1982). This was supported by Slee (1993) who found that bullies and 

victims came up with fewer solutions to a hypothetical aggressive act compared with 

controls. The bullies in Slee's study suggested a non-aggressive response as their first 

option. However, their second choice of response was less likely to be non-aggressive when 
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compared with victims and controls. Slee found that children who were not involved in 

bullying either as a victim or a bully tend to attribute aggression to temperament rather than 

circumstances. Victims of bullying believed that aggressive behaviour is brought about by 

both temperament and circumstances equally. However, bullies attributed aggressive acts 

mainly to circumstances. Slee suggests that bullies may be more tuned into the fact that 

circumstances can impact on one's behaviour, e.g. when attempting to gain the support of 

peers (Rigby & Slee, 1991). According to Slee bullies and victims had different ideas about 

the outcomes of reacting to aggressive acts with aggression. Bullies felt their behaviour 

would "get them into trouble" with teachers for instance. Victims on the other hand, 

believed that such retaliation would cause the aggression to intensify. Perry, Williard and 

Perry (1990) believe that this reluctance to retaliate can act as a sign of weakness and invite 

further victimization. 

The theory of anti-social behaviour (Eysenck, 1977) has been applied to bullying by a 

number of researchers. This theory suggests that an individual who has high levels of 

psychoticism, extraversion and neuroticism will be more prone to engaging in anti-social 

behaviour. A person who shows high levels of psychoticism tends to be aggressive, 

uncaring, troublesome, inhumane, and lacking empathy. Extreme extraverts are sociable, 

impulsive, optimistic and they crave excitement. Someone who is neurotic is generally 

anxious, moody, emotional, irrational and often depressed. A number of studies have tested 

this theory in relation to bullying. According to Connolly and O' Moore (2003) bullies 

show higher levels of psychoticism, extraversion and neuroticism, when compared with 

those not involved in bullying. Slee and Rigby (1993) found high levels of psychoticism in 
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children who bully. Mynard and Joseph (1997) found that the bullies in their study were 

more extraverted than bully-victims and victims. They also found that bullies displayed a 

disposition which tended to have higher levels of psychoticism and neuroticism. Victims 

scored lower on the extraversion scale, and bully-victims scored higher on the neuroticism 

and psychoticism scales than children who were classified as not involved in bul1ying. 

Other research has indicated a link between victimi7.ation and introversion (Slee & Rigby, 

1993). Byrne ( 1994) investigated the bullying characteristics of children up until the end of 

the jW1ior cycle. He found that bullies showed higher levels of hostility and aggression and 

lower levels of restraint than victims. Bullies tended to act on impulse and were not 

concerned with social rules. Victims showed higher levels of neuroticism than bullies. 

However, bullies displayed higher neuroticism levels than the control group. 
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2.4. Self-concept / Self-esteem. 

Cornell et al. ( 1990) describe self-concept as a fairly stable evaluation of one's strengths 

and wealmesses. Global self-concept and global self-esteem are broad and refer to one's 

general self-perception. Specific aspects of self-concept or self-esteem refer to evaluation 

of particular domains of one's character and behaviour. Salmivalli (1998) cites Epstein 

(1973), stating that self-concept is formed by interpersonal experiences and also suggests 

that during adolescent years one's peers are a vital part of this interaction. Many studies 

have found a link between victimization and poor self-esteem (e.g. Eagen & Perry, 1998; 

Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Hodges & Perry, 1996; Olweus, 1978). Card (2003) suggests 

that low global self-worth is a clear precursor for victimization. 

O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) found that children who had been bullied showed lower 

global self-esteem when compared to those who had never been bullied. As the frequency 

of victimization increased the level of self-esteem dropped. Victims considered themselves 

to be less well behaved, more anxious, less popular, less attractive, and as having worse 

academic performance compared with non-victims. According to Roland (1989), low self

esteem seems to be a common characteristic among victims of bullying. Grills and 

Ollendick (2002) also link victimization with lower self-esteem. Victims of bullying tend to 

be rejected by their peers, and compared to non-victims they are less likely to make friends 

during their time at school (Hodges, Boivin, Vitaro & Bukowski, 1999; Hodges, Malone & 

Perry, 1997). Victims generally have negative perceptions of themselves regarding most 
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domains, with the exception of their relationships with parents (Olweus 1978). Byrne 

(1994) found that victims had the lowest self-esteem. Victims were found to be more 

withdrawn and more depressed compared with bullies. Slee ( 1995a) found that victims 

often spend break time alone compared with bullies and sociable children and they consider 

themselves unhappy. Victims tend to have more interpersonal probJems and also often feel 

socially ineffective (Craig, 1998; Forero, McLellan, Rissel & Baum, 1999). Salmivalli 

( 1998) found that victims of bullying had negative self-perception on the physical and 

social domains. However, they did rate themselves positively with regard to behavioural 

conduct. Bjorkqvist, Ekman and Lagerspetz (1982) found that victims of bullying perceived 

themselves to be depressed, physically unattractive and weak intellectually. This was in 

contrast with bullies who perceived themselves to be dominant. According to Kochenderfer 

and Ladd (1996) victims of bullying had a negative perception of school. Victimization has 

also been associated with loneliness (Newman, Holden & Delville, 2005), and anxiety 

(Cammack-Barry, 2005). Callaghan and Joseph (1995) found that victims are often 

depressed and show extremely low global self-concept. They also have negative 

perceptions of their academic ability and physical appearance. Matsui, Tsuzuki, Kakuyama 

and Onglatco (1996) found that victims of bullying in school were linked with low self

esteem as college students. This indicates the long-term effects of victimization. 

Rigby and Slee (1992) claimed that bullying may act as a way of raising self-esteem. Rigby 

and Cox ( 1996) found that low self-esteem was associated with bullying among teenage 

girls. Mynard and Joseph ( 1997) found a link between bullying behaviour and lower global 

self-esteem, poor academic performance, poor social skills, and bad behaviour. O' Moore 
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and Hillery (1991) found that children who bullied perceived themselves to be significantly 

less well behaved, less popular, and to have lower intellectual and school status, when 

compared to those not involved in bullying. They also found that bullies showed 

significantly lower global self-esteem compared to those who had never bullied others. 

Freedman (2002) explains that some bullies have fragile self-esteem and evoking negative 

emotions in others makes them feel superior and powerful. 

By contrast, Olweus (1993) stated that bullies do not display low self-esteem. Salmivalli, 

Kaukiainen, Kaistaniemi and Lagerspetz ( 1999) suggest that bullies tend to have self

esteem levels which are above average, and also display narcissistic and self-aggrandising 

attitudes. Some research has revealed that bullies have low self-esteem in some domains 

and high self-esteem in other domains. Salmivalli (1998) found that bullies rated 

themselves highly, regarding attractiveness and popularity but also rated themselves poorly 

regarding behavioural and family-related domains. According to O' Moore and Kirkham 

(2001) post-primary school bullies regarded themselves as being less well behaved, less 

popular, less happy, and having poor academic perfonnance. However, they tended to rate 

themselves as more physically attractive and less anxious than those who did not bully. 

Those who bullied frequently and were not victimized were the least anxious. According to 

Stephenson and Smith (1989) bullies did not lack confidence and were not unpopular with 

others. However, they did receive low ratings on concentration and academic achievement. 
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Bully-victims are those who both engage in bullying and are also victims of bullying. A 

study by Austin and Joseph (1996) revealed that bully-victims consider themselves the least 

socially acceptable group, and also display the highest levels of neuroticism. When 

comparing bully-victims and pure bullies, bully-victims see themselves as more 

troublesome, as having lower intellect and school status, as being less physically attractive, 

more anxious, less popular and more dissatisfied and unhappy. The more frequently they 

were victimized the less adequate they felt in these domains and the lower their global self

esteem was. On measures of behavioural conduct and self-esteem bully-victims have lower 

scores than pure bullies and pure victims. According to O' Moore ( 1995, 1997) bully

victims felt less adequate than pure bullies. Also, bully-victims who were frequently 

victimized considered themselves to be more anxious, less popular and less happy than 

bully-victims who were only occasional victims. O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) found that 

compared with pure bullies, bully-victims consider themselves to be less well-behaved, to 

have worse academic status, to be less physically attractive, less popular, less happy and to 

have more anxiety. Stephenson and Smith ( 1989) found that teachers rated bully-victims as 

being the least popular group. 
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2.5. Factors affecting cyberbullying. 

Numerous studies have attempted to establish the reasons behind cyberbullying. 

Researchers have investigated the role of disinhibition in cyberspace. It has been suggested 

that anonymity can reduce a perpetrator's sense of responsibility (Teich, Frankel, Kling & 

Lee, 1999). McKenna and Bargh (2000) believe that the ability to conceal or alter one's 

identity may encourage individuals to say abusive things online that they would never say 

in person. Cyberbullies may also be emboldened by the fact that it talces less energy and 

courage to express offensive sentiments electronically than it does face-to-face. Ybarra and 

Mitchell (2004) point out that cyberbullies are physically removed from their victims and 

the effect of their bullying. Perhaps this causes them to be more aggressive and to have less 

empathy for victims. Batheja (2004) supports this by claiming that the anonymity and non

physical context of cyberbullying can cause detachment between bullies and victims and 

therefore reduce the guilt that cyberbullies will feel. According to Suler (2004) some people 

self-disclose or act out more often or more intensely when online compared with how they 

would behave in person. Electronic communication "not only fosters playful disinhibition 

.. . but reduces social accountability, making it easier for users to engage in hostile, 

aggressive acts" (Herring, 2001, p. 212). Willard (2003) highlights five factors which she 

believes promote disinhibition. Firstly, cyberbullies feel that they cannot be identified. 

Also, in cyberspace there is no visual or aural responce from the victim, and this may 

reduce empathy towards the victim. Cyberbullies can often justify their actions because 

they see others cyberbullying and come to perceive online abuse as the norm. Another 

factor in disinhibition is the phenomenon of creating different personas in cyberspace. This 
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may allow cyberbullies to reduce feelings of personal responsibility, as they can attribute 

their behaviour to their online character. Finally, the fact that some individuals are more at 

ease communicating in the cyber world, may mean they act out more online than they 

would in a real world context. 

Social networking sites may also be a factor in the occurence of cyberbullying. Examples 

of social networking sites include Bebo and Facebook. They are websites which aJlow users 

to create personal profile pages. Some of the functions these websites facilitate are� posting 

photos, messaging, email, adding videos, file sharing, blogging, and discussion groups. But 

are users of these sites more vulnerable to cyberbullying? A study by Pew Internet and 

American Life Project (2007) found that 39% of those who used social networking sites 

reported harassment compared to 22% of online teenagers who did not use social 

networking sites. Of those who used social networking sites 16% reported that rumours had 

been spread about them on line, compared to 8% of those who did not use social networking 

sites. 17% of social networking site users had private messages forwarded to others or 

posted online, compared to 12% of those who did not use social networking sites. Also, 9% 

of social networking site users and 2% of non-users had embarrassing photos posted online 

without their permission. Those who did post embarrassing photos of others were more 

likely to report having the same thing happen to them. Individuals who create Internet 

material e.g. authoring blogs, uploading photos, sharing artwork, or helping others build 

websites, were more frequent victims of cyberbullying. Although further research is 

required in this specific area, it would seem that social networking sites would be a 

convenient tool for cyberbullies to harass their victims. 
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Hinduja and Patchin (2005a) examined the motivation behind cyberbullying. They found 

that half the participants believed that cyberbullying is done for fun and 22.2% reported 

that it is done to teach the victim something. Some participants (13%) believed that it was 

done to make the victim stronger. However, it is important to note that these opinions 

represent the entire sample, and not the opinions of cyberbullies alone. Raskauskas and 

Stoltz (2007) found that 38% of the cyberbullies in their sample claimed that they 

cyberbullied others for fun, 25% believed that they cyberbullied to get back at somebody 

they were mad at, 6% felt that they did it because they feel bad about themselves, and 31 % 

did not know why it was done. Raskauskas and Stoltz found these explanations to be 

consistent with motivations for traditional bullying. 

Gender is another factor in cyberbullying which has been investigated. Yates (1997) claims 

that there are a number of groups and institutions which suggest that cyber communication 

is free from the gender inequality which exists in other forms of communication. 

McConnell (1997) feels that females are at Jess of a disadvantage in cyberspace than they 

are in the real world. Others argue that gender inequality exists even in cyberspace 

(Herring, 1993; Li, 2002, 2002a; Yates, 1997). Dietrich (1997) feels that the Internet is 

male dominated and that electronic communication is only reinforcing gender inequality. 

Biber, Doverspike, Baznik, Cober, and Ritter (2002) found that misogynistic comments are 

interpreted as more threatening and offensive online than in a face-to-face situation. This 

would suggest that online communication actually exacerbates harassment. Kiester, Siegel 

and McGuire (1984) claim that computer mediated communication encourages the worst 

male behaviour in terms of gender relations. 
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Research varies in assessing the role of gender in cyberbullying. Ybarra and Mitchell 

(2004a) claim that males and females are equally involved in cyberbullying. However, 

Blair {2003) feels that girls could play more of a part in cyberbullying than boys because 

they email and text more frequently. Nelson (2003) agrees that cyberbullying is generally 

preferred by females. Finkelhor, Mitchell and Wolak (2000) identify that females are 

targets for cyber harassment about twice as often as males. Research conducted by the 

Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre (2008) indicated that 8% of female 

participants and 9.1% of male participants had engaged in cyberbullying, whereas 18.1% of 

girls and 12.3% of boys reported being victims of cyberbullying. Ipsos-Reid (2001) 

claimed that as many as one quarter of female Internet users have been frightened or upset 

as a result of things said to them in chat rooms. Approximately one in five males and 

around one in ten females were cyberbullies, whereas one quarter of males and marginally 

more females reported being cyberbullied. Interestingly this study also indicated that 

female victims of cyberbullying were more likely to report their victimization. This could 

be related to gender differences in communication. According to Tannen (1994) "men are 

more likely to be aware that asking .... for any kind of help, puts them in a one-down 

position" (p. 24). 

Li (2005) carried out a study in Canada and found that nearly 60% of cybervictims are 

female, whereas over half of aggressors are male. Smith et al. (2006) found that girls tended 

to be victimized through both traditional and cyber bullying more often than boys. Girls 

were also victimized more often than boys on most of the forms of cyberbullying. The only 

categories where boys were more likely to be victims were website and picture/video clip 
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cyberbullying. A study was carried out by Pew Internet and American Life Project in 2007 

which examined gender differences regarding cyberbullying. This indicated that girls were 

more likely to be targets of cyberbullying. 38% of girls who used the Internet reported 

being cyberbullied compared with 26% of boys who used the Internet. Girls were shown to 

be at more risk from every aspect of cyberbullying in this study. 15% of girls and I 0% of 

boys had received threats or aggressive emails, instant messages or texts. 16% of girls and 

9% of boys had a rumour spread about them online. 7% of girls and 5% of boys had 

embarrassing pictures of them posted without their permission. Girls aged 15 to 17 were 

found to be most Jikely to be targets of threatening messages with 19% of girls receiving 

threats or aggressive messages. 

Other researchers report that females are more likely to perpetrate cyberbullying. For 

instance, Kowalski et al. (2005) found that although 25% of girls and 11 % of boys had 

been cyber victimized, 13% of girls compared with 9% of boys had cyberbullied someone 

else. It has been suggested that girls might prefer to use the Internet as a method of 

bullying, because female bullies tend to engage in indirect bullying (Bowie, 2007; Murray

Close, Ostrov & Crick, 2007). Shariff and Gouin (2005) claim that females who are non

confrontational in face-to-face situations might feel liberated in cyber communication. 

Ponsford (2007) investigated the specific types of cyberbullying which girls engaged in to 

harass other girls. She identified five categories of attack; gossip, attacks on sexuality, 

attacks on appearance, disloyalty and untrustworthiness, and desire for physical violence. 

Gossip can include both true and untrue claims about someone in order to socially exclude 

them. Attacks on sexuality include suggestions about sexual acts a person has engaged in, 
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derogatory slang terms about females, or claims about a person's sexual orientation. 

Attacks on appearance involve any conceivable insult about a person's appearance. 

Disloyalty and untrustworthiness can involve referring to someone as "a liar," "fake," or "a 

gossiper." This can affect an individual's ability to form new friendships. Desire for 

physical violence is a less common form of bullying among females. However, Ponsford 

(2007) suggests that with the anonymity of cyberspace, communication becomes more 

direct and threatening. Galen and Underwood ( 1997) identify a unique form of 

communication used by female cyberbullies. They use direct, aggressive language, which is 

generally preferred by males. 
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2.6. The effects of bullying: 

Bhat (2008) feels that there is a paucity of work which concentrates on the psychological 

impact for victims of cyberbullying. It is suggested by Fleming, Greentree, Cocotti-Muller, 

Elias and Morrison (2006) that it is reasonable to assume that cybervictims would suffer 

many of the effects that traditional victims suffer. Although the impact of cyberbullying 

requires further research, Campbell (2005) suggests that it may be even more detrimental 

than traditional bullying. Research has indicated that the long-term effects of verbal and 

psychological bullying could be worse than other forms of bullying (Reid, Monsen & 

Rivers, 2004). This possibly has interesting indications about the negative potential of 

cyberbullying. Adolescence is a stage in life where individuals become increasingly self

aware, independent and insecure (Boyd, 2000). For adolescents, healthy relationships with 

one's peers are linked to fonning an individual identity, valuing one's self, having good 

self-esteem, and developing romantic relationships later in life (Gavazzi, Anderson & 

Sabatelli, 1993; Hightower, 1990; Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990). 

Campbell (2005) suggests that prolonged victimization can generate depression along with 

other physical and mental repercussions. British courts now categorize bullying as a health 

problem, thus recognising the potential for emotional and physical harm (Shariff, 2003). 

Various researchers have noted that suicide as a result of bullying is becoming more 

common (e.g. DiGuilio, 2001). Teenagers belong to a very impressionable and volatile age 

group and such harassment can lead to violence, injury and in some cases even death (e.g. 
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Meadows et al., 2005). Mesch (2001) claims that isolated [ntemet users may seek out peer 

support via websites, which sometimes encourage violence towards their buJJies 

(Markward, Cline & Markwarcl, 2002). Ybarra et al. (2007) found that young people who 

were cyberbullied were eight times more likely to admit to carrying a weapon to school 

during the previous 30 days. According to Li (2005) cybervictims are at risk of poor 

psycho-social adjustment. Cyberbullying can evoke strong emotions in victims. Ybarra 

(2004) reported a relationship between cyber victimization and depressive symptoms. 

Research from the Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre (2008) revealed that 

around 25% of cybervictims had been made to feel either angry or upset. However, a 

quarter of the cybervictims in their study claimed not to be bothered by the harassment. [n 

a study by Patchin and Hinduja (2006) 42.5% of victims reported that they felt frustrated, 

almost 40% were angry and over 27% reported that they felt sad. As a result of 

cyberbul1ying almost one third felt they had been affected at school, 26.5% were affected at 

home and approximately one fifth of victims were forced to stay offline. However, in an 

earlier study by Hinduja and Patchin (2005) 35% reported that they were not bothered by 

their cyber victimization. According to Beran and Li (2005) most of the victims in their 

sample said that they had felt angry at times as a result of the harassment. Many had been 

made to feel sad and hurt and others said that at times they felt angry, anxious, sad, or 

fearful and reported that it may have had a negative impact on their ability to concentrate 

and their academic success. According to a study by Finkelhor et al. (2000) 32% of 

cybervictims reported at least one symptom of stress following harassment, whereas 31 % 

reported being very or extremely upset, 19% claimed to be very or extremely afraid, and 
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18% were very or extremely embarrassed by the incident. Raskauskas and Stoltz (2007) 

found that 93% of cybervictims reported that they had been negatively affected by their 

victimization. More than half of the victims claimed to feel sad, hopeless or depressed and 

others felt afraid to attend school. Of those who did not know who was cyberbullying them, 

almost half said that they felt suspicious of others. Wolak:, Mitchell and Finklehor (2007) 

found that repeated harassment, and cyberbullies asking for pictures were factors in 

whether a victim would be distressed or not. 

Wolak et al. (2007) also investigated cyberbullying and the impact of being buJlied by a 

'known peer' or an 'online-only contact.' A 'known peer' refers to someone who the victim 

knows in the real world. An 'online-only contact' is someone who they only communicate 

with in cyberspace. They discovered that those cyberbullied by a 'known peer' were more 

likely to engage in cyberbullying others that they were mad at, compared to non-victims. 

They were also more likely to have conflict with parents, to report physical or sexual abuse, 

to be victimized in the real world, and to display aggression and social difficulties. Not 

surprisingly, those who were cyberbullied by 'online-only contacts' were more likely to 

talk with people in cyberspace who they did not know personally. These participants were 

also more likely to be clinically significant or borderline for depression and social 

difficulties. 'Known peers' were more likely than 'online-only contacts' to post messages 

or to send them for others to see. Those cyberbullied by 'known peers' were also more 

likely to suffer numerous episodes of victimization with the same cyberbully. Of 'known 

peer' cyberbullies, 45% were female compared to only 16% of 'online-only contacts.' Of 

those who were cyberbullied by 'online-only contacts,' 79% had never communicated with 

35 



their cyberbully prior to the incident. On the other hand, 15% reported that the cyberbully 

had become like a friend prior to the harassment It proved easier for victims of 'onJine

only contacts' to end the harassment than it was for those cyberbullied by 'known peers.' 

Cyberbullying by a 'known peer' was more likely to involve numerous bullies and to be 

terminated by a parent or teacher. 

Many studies have investigated the effects of traditional bulJying. Chronic victims of 

bullying often have very negative outcomes. Victims display maladaptive responses such 

as; suicidal ideation, eating disorders, chronic illness, and running away from home (Borg, 

1998; Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpela, Marttmunen, Rimpela & Ranteanen, 1999; Striegel-Moore, 

Dohm, Pike, Wilfley & Fairburn, 2002). Victims have been associated with problems 

forming friendships, loneliness, physical and psychological anguish, subservience, 

depression, anxiety and low self-esteem (Eslea et at., 2004; Grills & Ollendick, 2002; 

Haynie et al., 2001; Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004; Nansel et al., 2001; Olweus, 1993; 

Schwartz, 2000; Storch, Brassard, & Masia-Wamer, 2003). Some victims deal with 

bullying by engaging in physical assault, homicide or suicide (Patchin, 2002; Vossekuil, 

Fein, Reddy, Borum, & Modzeleski, 2002) e.g. Columbine High school. Craig and Peplar 

(1996) suggest that victimization can bring about isolation and eventually lead to school 

dropout. Victims can be excluded by their classmates (Juvonen et al., 2003) as peers may 

fear being victimized if they associate with victims (Nansel et al., 2001). Peer acceptance 

and rejection are generally considered to be important factors for further development 

(Ollendick, Weist, Borden, & Greene, 1992; Prinstein & La Greca, 2004). Rejection by 

one's peers can put an adolescent at increased risk of poor social adjustment (Schaeffer, 
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Petra, Ialongo, Poduska, & Kellam, 2003; Buhs & Ladd, 2001; Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990; 

Rubin, Bukowski & Parker, 1998), disruptive behaviour and physical aggressiveness 

(Newcomb, Bukowski, & Pattee, 1993), as well as loneliness, anxiety, depressive 

symptoms and poor self-image (Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990; Parker & Asher, 1987; Rubin et 

al., 1998). 

In a study by Minton et al. (2008) victims reported that bullying caused them to feel angry 

(56.9%), humiliated (43.1%), ashamed (30.1%), embarrassed (39.8%), isolated (42.3%) and 

in some cases indifferent (13%). A number of studies have Jinked victims of bullying to 

symptoms of post-traumatic stress disorder (Flannery, Wester, & Singer, 2004; Matthiesen 

& Einarsen, 2004; Rivers, 2004). In 2004 Bebbington et al. studied interviews from the 

British National Survey of Psychiatric morbidity. They noted that just under half the group 

identified as psychotic had experienced bullying. Bullying was the second most common 

form of victimization reported by those in the psychosis group. Campbell and Morrison 

(2007) investigated the relationship between victimization through bullying and 

predisposition to hallucination, paranoia, and dissociation among children aged between 14 

and 16. They found that participants who considered themselves to have been bullied 

during the present school term had a stronger predisposition to hallucinations, paranoia and 

dissociation than participants who did not perceive that they had been victims of bullying. 

Bullying can have a knock on effect on other parts of one's life. Harter (1993) claimed that 

feelings of inadequacy can lead to low self-esteem, hopelessness and depression. Also, poor 
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scholastic competence and behavioural conduct resulting from victimization can lead to 

reduced parental support. This can provoke depressed effect. These reactions are very 

predictive of suicidal ideation. According to the social dominance theory, the motive for 

harassing others is to force the victim into submission (Pellegrini & Long, 2002). This can 

lead to feelings of depression and helplessness (Price, Sloman, Gardner, Gilbert & Rohde, 

1994), and this can intensify the problem. Victimization has been linked to psychological 

distress and poor psychosocial adjustment (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Nansel et

fil,_, 2001). Victims of bullying have been found to suffer from low self-esteem, social 

isolation (Slee & Rigby, 1993), unhappy experience at school (Slee & Rigby, 1993a), 

extreme anxiety (Slee, 1994; Faust & Forehand, 1994) and depressive symptoms (Slee, 

1995). 

Mills, Guerin, Lynch, Daly, and Fitzpatrick (2004) investigated the relationship between 

bullying, depression and suicidal thoughts or behaviour among 12 to 15 year olds in Irish 

secondary schools. They found that 34.5% of participants had experienced bullying. 

Victims were more likely to be sent for psychiatric treatment and were diagnosed with a 

psychiatric disorder in 44.4% of cases. Those who had been victimized by bullies were 

more likely to suffer from a depressive disorder and were also more likely to have made a 

suicide attempt. James, Sofroniou, and Lawlor (200 I) found that approximately half of 

victims who are bullied at least once a week feel suicidal. Roland (2002) also linked 

depression and suicidal ideation to victims of bullying. Webb (1989) refers to statistics 

from the Swedish National Institute of Occupational Health which showed that various 

forms of bullying lead to 200-400 suicides in Sweden each year. Depression is common 
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among victims (Hawker & Boulton, 2000) and often remains in adulthood (Olweus, 1994). 

Olweus (1994) carried out a follow-up study with 87 men up to the age of 23. Participants 

who had been bu)Jjed as children were well-adjusted in many aspects oflife. However, they 

suffered lower self-esteem and depression more than the non-victims in the study. 

Some researchers have suggested that victims of bullying show higher levels of 

psychosomatic symptoms ( e.g. Kumpulainen et al., 1998). Rigby (2005) claimed that 

victims of bullying were more often suffering from low levels of mental health compared to 

others. This included depression, anxiety and suicidal ideation. According to Nishina, 

Juvonen and Witkow (2005), when victims internalise their depression, loneliness and 

feelings of anxiety they tend to withdraw from school and as a result their academic 

achievement is negatively affected. Olweus (1978) found that victims had a tendency to be 

more anxious, insecure, and nervous than other boys. They were often bothered by feelings 

of poor adjustment and inadequacy. These boys tended to be more nervous of specific 

situations, e.g. speaking up in class, being home alone. According to Hawker and Boulton 

(2000) victims tend to suffer from anxiety, low self-esteem, depression, and loneliness. 

Card (2003) associates victimization with avoiding school, poor academic performance, 

low school enjoyment, few friendships and poor quality friendships. Byrne (1994) found 

that over a quarter of victims were in remedial classes. Salmivalli and Isaacs (2005) 

discovered an association between victimization and increasingly negative perceptions of 

one's peers over time. This included perceiving one's peers as being hostile and having bad 

intentions. This negative perception of peers can lead to loneliness (Ladd & Troop-Gordon, 
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2003) and depression (Rudolph & Clark, 2001). Elliott (1986) found that 38% of children 

had been buJlied and had described their victimization as terrifying. 

It is evident from the literature that victims of bullying suffer negative consequences, but 

what about the bullies? It has been suggested that aggressive children often have a positive 

self-evaluation (Salmivalli et al., 1999). Some researchers have found that bullies become 

increasingly popular as they age (Graham, Bellmore & Juvonen, 2003; Graham & Juvonen, 

1998; Rodkin, Farmer, Pearl & Van Acker, 2000). Farrington (1993) also found that bullies 

enjoy average or above average levels of popularity. According to Boulton and Smith 

( 1994) bullies possibly form small cliques in order to gather social support. Olweus ( 1978) 

found that bullies appeared to be secure, not to suffer from anxiety, and to have a positive 

attitude about themselves generally. 

Other researchers argue that bullies actually do suffer negative effects of their behaviour. It

has been claimed that bullies and victims are equally likely to suffer anxiety and depression 

(e.g. Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpela, Rantanen & Rimpela, 2000). Olweus (1978) found that 

bullies showed a slightly more negative attitude towards school work and teachers. In a 

three year follow up, Olweus found a high degree of stability despite high levels of 

environmental variation. Rigby and Slee (I 992) reported that bullies were less happy and 

liked school less compared with those who were uninvolved in buJlying. Other studies 

have found a link between bullying behaviour and low levels of popularity (Stephenson & 

Smith, 1989; Glow & Glow, 1980). Bullies have also been linked to academic difficulties, 
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poor psychosocial adjustment, externalising problems, and delinquency in later life 

(Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990; Nansel et al., 2001; Perren & Hornung, 2005). Slee (1995) 

identified a link between depression and a tendency to bully. Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Berts 

and King (1982) found that bullies were unpopular among peers. This was also found to be 

the case by Glow and Glow (1980). Rigby (2005) reports that bullies are at increased risk 

of depression and suicidal ideation. Mitchell and O' Moore (1987) and Byrne (1987) found 

that children in remedial classes were more likely to bully than children who were not in 

remedial classes. Bullies have been linked to greater difficulties with rules and school 

conformation (Kaltiala-heino, Rimpela, Rantanen & Rimpela, 2000; Nansel et al., 2004; 

Olweus, 1993). According to Byrne (1994) bullies were often identified as rule breakers 

and showed more dependence on social groups than victims. 

Studies have revealed that bullies generally do not show positive prospects for the future. 

Olweus (1979) indicated that the type of aggression which is manifested by bullying in 

childhood tends to persist into adult life. Lewis (1988) conducted a long-term study in 

America and found that those who bully in the first grade are quite likely to become 

aggressive, anti-social adults. They experienced less satisfactory marriages than children 

who had not bullied at that age, they were more likely to be violent with their children, they 

had poor relationships, they had fewer friendships and they were more likely to encounter 

trouble with the law. Olweus (1999) found that 60% of the bullies identified in grades six to 

nine had a criminal conviction at the age of 24. Of those who were neither bullies nor 

victims, only 23% had criminal convictions. 
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Juvonen et al. (2003) describe bully-victims as having the ''worst of both worlds" (p. 1235). 

It has been claimed that bully-victims are bullied more frequently and report more types of 

bullying over time (Olweus, 2001; Furlong, Sharma & Rhee, 2000). Bully-victims have 

also been considered the most likely to suffer from psychosocial problems such as poor 

social skills (Nansel et al., 2001), psychological disturbance (Kumpulainen et al., 1998), 

isolation (Juvonen et al., 2003; Veenstra et al., 2005), elevated anxiety (Kaltiala-heino et 

al., 2000), behavioural difficulties (Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004) and personality 

disturbances (Kaltiala-heino et al., 2000). Nansel et al. (2001) claim that bully-victims are 

at particularly high risk. Haynie et al. (2001) found that when compared with other 

children, bully-victims display worse behaviour, poor self-control, weak social skills, poor 

school adjustment and depression. Juvonen et al. (2003) found that bully-victims were the 

least popular and most avoided group of individuals. Teachers rating showed them to be 

extremely unpopular. According to Kim, Koh and Leventhal (2005) they are the most likely 

group to report suicidal behaviours. Kokkinos and Panayiotou (2004) conducted a study of 

Cypriot junior high school students. They discovered that bully-victims showed the highest 

levels of conduct disorder. Unnever (2005) found that they are most at risk of aggressive 

behaviour. It has also been found that bully-victims tend to perfonn poorly in exams 

compared to others, and also show poor school adjustment (Nansel et al., 2004; Schwartz, 

2000). Stein, Dukes and Warren (2007) found that bully-victims were at more risk than 

other groups. The bully-victims in their study displayed more behavioural problems. They 

had the greatest psychological difficulty, and the worst attitude towards school. Bully

victims were also more likely to carry a weapon. 
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The literature on the impact of traditional bullying suggests that the effects can be 

tremendously damaging for the victim. However, some researchers believe that 

cyberbullying is even more destructive. Willard (2006) feels that cyberbullying is more 

detrimental than traditional bullying, resulting in low self-worth, anxiety, anger, poor 

school attendance, poor academic performance, increased inclination to violate others, 

depression, and even suicide. Campbell (2005) feels that traditional bullying is not as 

damaging as cyberbu11ying because taunts become vague and fade. However, the written 

word can cause the cybervictim to be tormented repeatedly. Underwood (2003) also 

suggests that cyberbullying is possibly even more damaging than verbal abuse in a face-to

face setting because of its prolonged psychological harm and the difficulty for cybervictims 

to end cyberbullying. Smith et al. (2006) compared the perceived impact of traditional and 

cyberbullying. Photos, video footage and phone calls were considered more harmful for the 

victim than traditional bullying. Abuse on web pages and text messages were perceived to 

be equally as damaging as traditional bullying. Chat room, email and instant messaging 

attacks were perceived as less damaging than traditional bullying. A study by msn.uk 

(2006) found that 11 % of participants considered cyberbullying to be more harmful than 

physical aggression. By contrast Hinduja and Patchin (2005a) found that over two fifths of 

participants felt that cyberbullying is not as bad as traditional bullying. 
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2.7. Conclusion: 

Much of the cyberbul1ying research to date has focused on the prevalence of cyberbuJlying, 

gender differences, the most common methods used, and the impact of cyberbullying. 

However, the majority of the research on bullying has investigated traditional methods. 

Researchers have investigated the personalities of those involved in traditional bullying. 

Although findings vary, studies have found that victims of bullying are often anxious (e.g. 

Craig, 1998; Fekkes et al., 2004). Victims have also been linked to symptoms of neuroses, 

symptoms of hysteria and and poor social relationships (Sato et al., 1987). Victimization 

has also been associated with depression (e.g. Juvonen et al., 2003; Olweus, 1978) and poor 

social skiJls (Ybarra et al., 2006). By contrast bullies have been found to have dominant, 

assertive, and impulsive temperaments with a lack of empathy for victims (Olweus, 1993; 

1997). Although few studies have investigated the personalities involved in cyberbullying, 

cyberbulties have been linked to an impulsive, anxious personality (Bhat, 2008; Kowalski 

& Limber, 2006), and Ybarra and Mitchell (2004a) have identified delinquent behaviour 

among cyberbullies. 

Many studies have found a link between victimization and poor self-esteem ( e.g. Eagen & 

Perry, 1998; Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Hodges & Perry, 1996; Olweus, 1978). O' Moore 

and Kirkham (2001) found that victims considered themselves to be inadequate across a 

variety of domains. By contrast, Salmivalli et al. (1999) suggest that bullies tend to have 

above average self-esteem. Other studies have found that bullies display high self-esteem 
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with regard to certain domains but poor self-esteem in other areas (O' Moore & Kirkham, 

2001; Stephenson & Smith, 1989). Studies have linked bully-victims to very poor self

esteem (e.g. Austin & Joseph, 1996). Victimization has also been linked to negative effects 

such as; depressive symptoms, feelings of sadness and hopelessness, suicidal ideation, 

eating disorders, chronic illness, and running away from home (Ybarra, 2004; Raskauskas 

& Stoltz, 2007; Borg, 1998; Kaltiala-Heino et al., 1999; Striegel-Moore et al., 2002). 

Although some researchers have suggested that aggressive children often have a good self

image (Salmivalli et al., 1999), other researchers argue that bullies and victims are equally 

likely to be anxious and depressed (e.g. Kaltiala-Heino et al., 2000). Lewis (1988) and 

Olweus (1999) found that bullies showed negative long-term outcomes in adulthood. Bully

victims possibly have the worst outcomes of any group (e.g. Juvonen et al., 2003; Olweus, 

2001; Furlong et al., 2000; Kaltiala-heino et al., 2000; Nansel et al., 200 l ). 

The literature indicates that bullying can have extremely damaging effects. Although most 

of the research has focused on traditional bullying, a number of researchers believe that 

cyberbullying is even more destructive. Very different findings have emerged from 

different studies. However, there is no doubt that cyberbullying is a significant problem 

affecting the youth of the 21st century. It impacts on both males and females. Cyberbullies 

will attack their victims using every form of electronic communication, and the 

repercussions of cyberbullying can vary from mild distress to fatality. It is essential that 

cyberbullying is now examined in Irish society. 
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2.8. Research Questions. 

There is a paucity of research on cyberbullying in Ireland. This study will investigate the 

different aspects of cyberbullying. The research goals are partly based on the existing 

literature. The main aspects of cyberbullying which are addressed in the literature to date 

are; prevalence of cyberbullying, the frequency of traditional bullying and cyberbullying, 

the most common methods used for cyberbullying, and the emotional impact of 

cyberbullying. 

The main research questions for the current study are as follows: 

• An examination of the prevalence of cyberbul1ying among Irish secondary school

students.

• An examination of the prevalence of traditional bullying among Irish secondary

school students.

• An investigation of the frequency of cyberbullying in secondary schools.

• An investigation of the cyberbullying methods favoured by cyberbullies.

• An investigation of the effects of cyberbullying on perpetrators and victims.
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Personality: 

• Levels of Psychoticism will be compared across the cyberbully group, the

traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the

cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the control group.

Hypothesis l : There will be a difference in Psychoticism scores across the groups. 

• An investigation of gender for Psychoticism levels across the cyberbully group, the

traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the

cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bu1ly-victim group, and the control group.

Hypothesis 2: Gender will affect Psychoticism levels across the groups, 

• Levels of Extraversion wilJ be compared across the cyberbully group, the traditional

bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the cyber bully

victim group, the traditional bully-vic6m group, and the control group.

Hypothesis 3: There will be a difference in Extraversion levels across the groups. 
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• An investigation of gender for Extraversion levels across the cyberbully group, the

traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the

cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the control group.

Hypothesis 4: Gender wilJ affect Extraversion levels across the groups. 

• Neuroticism scores will be compared across the cyberbully group, the traditional

bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the cyber bully

victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the control group.

Hypothesis 5: There will be a difference in Neuroticism levels across the groups. 

• An investigation of gender for Neuroticism levels across the cyberbuJJy group, the

traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the

cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the control group.

Hypothesis 6: Gender will affect Neuroticism levels across the groups. 
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Se! f-Concept: 

• 'General Self-Concept' levels will be compared across the cyberbully group, the

traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the

cyber bul1y-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the control group.

Hypothesis 7: There will be a difference in 'General Self-Concept' levels across the 

groups. 

• An investigation of gender for 'General Self-Concept' across the cyberbully group,

the traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the

cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the control group.

Hypothesis 8: Gender will affect 'General Self-Concept' levels across the groups. 

• 'Behavioural Adjustment' levels will be compared across the cyberbully group, the

traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the

cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bu1ly-victim group, and the control group.
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Hypothesis 9: There will be a difference in 'Behavioural Adjustment' levels across the 

groups. 

• 'Intellectual and School Status' levels will be compared across the cyberbully

group, the traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim

group, the cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the

control group.

Hypothesis 10: There will be a difference in 'Intellectual and School Status' levels across 

the groups. 

• 'Physical Appearance and Attributes' levels will be compared across the cyberbuUy

group, the traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim

group, the cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the

control group.

Hypothesis 11: There will be a difference in 'Physical Appearance and Attributes' levels 

across the groups. 
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• 'Freedom from Anxiety' levels will be compared across the cyberbully group, the

traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the

cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the control group.

Hypothesis 12: There will be a difference in 'Freedom from Anxiety' levels across the 

groups. 

• 'Popularity' levels will be compared across the cyberbully group, the traditional

bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the cyber bully

victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the control group.

Hypothesis 13: There will be a difference in 'Popularity' levels across the groups. 

• 'Happiness and Satisfaction' levels will be compared across the cyberbully group,

the traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the

cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the control group.

Hypothesis 14: There will be a difference in 'Happiness and Satisfaction' levels across the 

groups. 
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Methodology. 

3.1. Obiectives of the current research. 

The cyberbullying research to date has focused on a number of issues; the most common 

forms of cyberbullying, the impact on the victim, reporting of victimization to 

parents/teachers, the prevalence of cyberbullying, the relationship between traditional 

bu1lying and cyberbullying, and gender differences with regard to cyberbullying. Presently, 

there is a paucity of research available on cyberbullying in Ireland. The current study 

investigates the existence of cyberbullying in Irish secondary schools and examines the 

personality types and self-concept of those involved in cyberbullying. In the past, various 

researchers have assessed the personality types (e.g. Connolly & O' Moore, 2003) and self

esteem (e.g. O' Moore and Kirkham, 2001) of those involved in traditional bullying. 

The main objectives of this study are to est.Jblish: 

• the prevalence of cyber and traditional bullying in Irish secondary schools

• the frequency of cyberbullying

• the most common methods used for cyberbullying

• the emotional impact of cyberbullying

• the personality types of perpetrators and victims of cyberbullying

• the self-concepts of perpetrators and victims of cyberbullying
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3.2. Design. 

A questionnaire design was selected for the current study. This consisted of three 

questionnaires; the Cyberbullying Questionnaire (Corcoran, Connolly & 0' Moore, 2008) 

(see Appendix A), the Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975) 

(see Appendix B), and the Piers-Harris 2 (Piers & Herzberg, 2002) (see Appendix C).The 

Cyberbullying Questionnaire gathers data on; the prevalence of cyber and traditional 

bullying, the frequency of cyberbullying, the most popular methods used by cyberbullies, 

and the emotional impact of cyberbullying. The Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire was 

selected as a part of the research to measure three dimensions of personality; Psychoticism, 

Extraversion, and Neuroticism. The Piers-Harris 2 is the second edition of the Piers-Harris 

Children's Self-Concept Scale and it measures self-concept. The questionnaire is 

constructed with a 'General Self-Concept' (TOT) scale and six subscales, i.e. 'Behavioural 

Adjustment' (BEH), 'Intellectual and School Status' (INT), 'Physical Appearance and 

Attributes' (PHY), 'Freedom from Anxiety' (FRE), 'Popularity' (POP), and 'Happiness 

and Satisfaction' (HAP). 

Participant group was identified as the independent variable for analysis. There were seven 

categories of this variable; the cyberbully group, the traditional bully group, the 

cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the cyber bu11y-victim group, the 

traditional bully-victim group, and the control group. The dependent variables were the 

participants' Psychoticism scores, Extraversion scores, Neuroticism scores, TOT scores, 
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BEH scores, INT scores, PHY scores, FRE scores, POP scores, and HAP scores. Gender 

was recognised as a potential confounding variable. Therefore, this was taken into account 

when designing the hypotheses. 

54 



3.3. Ethical Approval. 

Prior to commencing data collection, it was necessary to gain ethical approval from the 

Department of Learning Sciences Ethics Committee (formerly Psychology Applied To 

Information Technology Ethics Committee) in the Institute of Art, Design and Technology 

in Dun Laoghaire. The Department of Learning Sciences Ethics Committee (DOLSEC) 

abides by the code of ethics for the Psychological Society of Ireland and the British 

Psychological Society. The application for ethical approval involved answering a DOLSEC 

form (see Appendix D) and providing copies of the parental, teacher and principal consent 

fonns (see Appendices E, F and G), a copy of the Cyberbullying Questionnaire (see 

Appendix A) and a detailed definition of cyberbullying. It was important to ensure that the 

research adhered to all ethical criteria, as bullying is such a sensitive issue. The committee 

concluded that the study was ethically sound and granted ethical approval. 

Participants received parent/guardian consent forms, and only those who returned signed 

forms were permitted to participate in the study. The principals in the schools and the 

relevant teachers were also required to sign consent forms. Participants gave their personal 

consent by ticking a box at the beginning of the Cyberbullying Questionnaire. They were 

assured that their answers would be completely confidential, and that their names would not 

be attached to the research. All of the participants understood that their teachers would not 

see individual results. It was made very clear what would be required of participants. They 

were made aware that they could withdraw from the research at any point. It was 
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encouraged that participants should seek clarification on any confusing elements of the 

questionnaire. Participants were also provided with contact details should they have any 

concerns with regard to bullying. The contact sheet (see Appendix H) was a method of 

ensuring participants' well-being folJowing completion of the research. 
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3.4. Pilot Study. 

Before commencing data collection a pilot study was conducted with a group of 18 

participants. The participants were a group of mixed gender secondary school students. 

Each participant had access to a computer. Once seated in the room, they received an 

information sheet explaining the difference between traditional bullying and cyberbullying 

(see Appendix I). They were encouraged to answer absolutely honestly and to keep their 

answers private. Participants were then instructed to type the link 

http://www.surveyconso1e.com/consoJefTakeSurvey?id=314599 into their web browser. 

This link brought them directly to the first page of the research (see Appendix J). The full 

questionnaire was available to participants. This included the Cyberbullying Questionnaire, 

the Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire, and the Piers-Harris 2. The 18 participants 

completed the questionnaire. No problems with the methodology were reported during the 

pilot study. 
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3.5. Participants. 

The target population for the current study was Irish secondary school students. It was 

important that the sample would be as representative of this population as possible. 

Therefore, a total of 1184 participants were selected from both urban and rural areas. 

Although this study involved 1184 participants, only 876 were included in the final 

analysis. Unfortunately 308 of the participants had to be excluded from analysis due to 

incomplete or incorrectly answered questionnaires. In spite of the researcher's best efforts, 

it was not possible to check that every questionnaire was answered correctly and 

completely before accepting it. This was partly due to the fast departure of participants 

upon completion of the questionnaire, and also due to the guaranteed confidentiality of their 

answers. The participants were male (61 %) and female (39%) secondary school students 

with an age range of 12 to 16 (M=l4.22, SD=l.224). Of the sample, 64.2% of the 

participants were from urban areas and 35.8% of the participants were from rural areas. 

Both urban and rural schools were involved in order to gather data which would represent a 

broad spectrum of the population. Both single sex and co-educational schools were 

included. A method of random sampling was adopted as schools were selected from a 

database of Leinster schools. 90 schools received an invitation to take part in this study, of 

which 20 accepted. Participants were gathered from Dublin, Wicklow and Wexford. Irish 

nationals comprised 90.9% of the sample, whereas 9.1% were international students. The 

demographic details are contained in table 3 .1. 
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Table 3.1. Demographic Details of the Participants. 

Variables N: % 

N 876 100% 

Gender Male 534 61% 

Female 342 39% 

Age Range 12-16 ----

Mean 14.22 ----

Standard deviation 1.224 ----

Urban/Rural Urban 562 64.2% 

Rural 314 35.8% 

Nationality Irish 796 90.9% 

International 80 9.1% 
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3.6. Materials. 

A questionnaire design was used for this research. Participants answered three 

questionnaires; the Cyberbullying Questionnaire (Corcoran, Connolly & O' Moore, 2008) 

(see Appendix A), the Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975) 

(see Appendix B), and the Piers-Harris 2 (Piers & Herzberg, 2002) (see Appendix C). 

3.6.1. The Cyberbullying Questionnaire. 

The Cyberbullying Questionnaire is an adaptation of a questionnaire used by Smith et aL 

(2006). The Smith questionnaire was comprised of 88 questions. It gathered information 

on; demographics, victims of traditional and cyber bulJying, perpetrators of traditional and 

cyber bullying, awareness of others being involved in cyberbullying, most popular methods 

of cyberbu1Iying, gender differences, the duration and frequency of cyberbuJJying, 

reporting of cyber victimization (e.g. to a parent), how participants felt cyberbullying could 

be combated, and the identity/anonymity of cyberbullies. Smith et al. used this 

questionnaire to research 92 participants. They found that 45.7% had suffered traditional 

bullying in the previous 2 months, whereas 22.2% had been cyberbullied. Phone calls, 

emails and text messages were the most common forms of cyberbullying reported by 

participants. Participants deemed cyberbullying via video clips or pictures to be the most 

detrimental form for the victim. Girls tended to be victimized through both traditional and 
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cyber bullying more often than boys. Girls were also victimized more often than boys on 

most of the forms of cyberbullying. The only categories where boys were more frequent 

victims were website and picture/video clip cyberbullying. For the most part cyberbullying 

had only endured for a week or two. However, sometimes it did last for up to a year. Those 

who reported their victimization tended to tell friends or parents. However, a significant 

percentage did not tell anyone about their problem. 

The Cyberbullying Questionnaire used in the current research was designed by Corcoran, 

Connolly and O' Moore. It gathers information on; Internet and mobile phone usage, cyber 

and traditional victimization, cyber and traditional bullying, and participants' opinions on 

how to combat cyberbullying. The main aim of this questionnaire is to provide information 

on; the prevalence of cyber and traditional bullying, the frequency of cyber and traditional 

bullying, the most common methods used for cyberbullying, and the emotional impact 

attached to cyberbullying. There are 40 questions in the Cyberbullying Questionnaire and it 

is comprised of four sections. Part 1 is called 'Internet Usage,' and asks participants about 

their use of the Internet and mobile phones. Questions 11 to 25 fall into the section 

'Traditional Bullied/Cyberbullied (Victimized).' This section asks participants about their 

experience of being a victim of cyber or traditional bullying. If participants have been 

bullied they are required to answer questions which investigate the details of their 

victimization. For example they are asked what method was used to harass them. The next 

section 'Traditional Bultying/Cyberbullying' is comprised of questions 26 to 35. This 

section looks at participants' harassment of others either through cyber or traditional 

bullying. As in the previous section, those participants who have bullied others are asked to 
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provide further detail of their experiences. The final section of this questionnaire is called 

'Prevention of Cyberbullying'. This section simply asks participants if they think 

cyberbullying is worse than traditional bullying and also asks how they feel one can combat 

cyberbullying. 

Participants were provided with instructions on how to answer the questionnaire. Each 

question gives a choice of multiple answers. The participants must choose the answers that 

are appropriate for them. Whether participants answered the Cyberbullying Questionnaire 

online or on paper, branching occurred throughout the questionnaire. This branching guided 

participants so that they answered specific questions depending on the previous answers 

they had given. From the researcher's perspective, the branching ensured that participants 

were only answering the questions that were relevant to them. The primary purpose of the 

Cyberbullying Questionnaire was to categorize participants into seven groups; the 

cyberbully group, the traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim 

group, the cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, and the control 

group. 
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3.6.2. The Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire. 

According to Carver and Scheier (2000, p.5) personality can be defined as "a dynamic 

organisation, inside the person, of psychophysical systems that create the person's 

characteristic patterns of behaviour, thoughts, and feelings." The Jr. Eysenck Personality 

Questionnaire is used to measure personality traits of children. It is comprised of 81 items. 

The items form four separate scales; Psychoticism (P scale), Extra version (E scale), 

Neuroticism (N scale), and Lie (L scale). Each item is a statement about one's character 

and offers two possible answers. Participants must choose which answer is appropriate for 

them. To agree with a statement a participant ticks a box beside the word "yes," and to 

disagree with a statement a participant ticks a box beside the word "no." The instructions at 

the beginning of the Jr. EPQ explain how the questionnaire should be answered. The 

instructions also suggest that there are no right or wrong answers and no trick questions. 

Participants are urged to work quickly and not to dwell on any question for too long. Each 

participant's questionnaire is then scored using a template. Each scale is scored by placing 

the appropriate section of the template over the questionnaire and counting the number of 

ticked boxes. Each ticked box counts as one point. The total number of points for each scale 

is then noted. A higher score suggests a more prominent characteristic. 

Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) describe the extremes of the three scales. A person who gets a 

high score on the P scale is likely to be isolated from others, uncaring, and badly behaved. 

They may be cruel and tend to lack empathy and sensitivity. An extreme example of 
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psychoticism is someone who can be aggressive, has little regard for danger, and enjoys 

upsetting others. These characteristics are similar in children as well as adults who score 

highly on the P scale. They are unfeeling in their treatment of other people and animals. 

They can also be hostile and aggressive. Pervin (1993) describes the trait of psychoticism 

as a tendency to be callous, uncaring towards others, isolated and against social custom. 

Zuckerman (1991, 1991a, 1994) feels that psychoticism is closely related to sensation 

seeking. Zuckerman prefers to use the term 'impulsive unsocialized sensation seeking' 

rather than psychoticism. 

Extreme extraverts are sociable, enjoy excitement, take risks, and act on impulse. They can 

be aggressive and lose their temper. An extreme extravert is not always reliable. They are 

likely to be optimistic. On the other hand, the extreme introvert is quiet, conservative, 

introspective, and likes things to be orderly. They keep their feelings in check and are often 

pessimistic. An extreme introvert is likely to consider ethical standards to be very 

important. Many studies claim that extraversion either remains stable or increases 

throughout early adulthood (Roberts, Caspi & Moffitt, 2001; Vaidya, Grey, Haig & 

Watson, 2002). 

Someone who scores very highly on the Neuroticism scale tends to be anxious, moody and 

often depressed. They may experience psychosomatic problems. They are extremely 

emotional, and find it hard to recover after a particularly emotional experience. A more 

neurotic individual may be irrational at times. In contrast, an extremely stable personality 
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responds slowly in terms of emotion and responds with weaker emotions. A stable person 

recovers quickly from an emotionally arousing experience and is generally calm, even

tempered and quite free from worry. Different combinations of these traits result in 

different personality types. For example, an extravert who is highly neurotic will display 

different behaviour to an extravert with low levels of neuroticism. The development of all 

three characteristics has a very strong genetic base. Genetics seem to play a more important 

part in development of these characteristics than environmental factors (Eysenck, 1973). 

Shields ( 1962) found that, even when raised separately, identical twins showed very high 

correlations in neuroticism and extraversion levels. 

The Jr. EPQ was selected as part of the questionnaire because it examines the 

characteristics of Psychoticism, Extraversion and Neuroticism. Eysenck's theory of anti

social behaviour (1977) suggests that an individual who shows high levels of Psychoticism, 

Extraversion and Neuroticism will be more likely to develop anti-social behaviour. These 

characteristics have been examined in relation to traditional bullying in the past ( e.g. 

Connolly & O' Moore, 2003). One of the aims of this research was to investigate the 

similarities and differences of the personalities involved in traditional bullying compared 

with those involved in cyberbullying. The Jr. EPQ allows comparison between those 

involved in cyberbullying and those involved in traditional bullying while also allowing 

comparison between findings of the current study and findings from previous studies. 

Further information regarding the Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire can be found in 

Appendix L. 
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3.6.3. The Piers-Harris 2. 

The Piers-Harris 2 (Piers & Herzberg, 2002) (see Appendix C) is an instrwnent used to 

examine an individual's self-concept. According to Piers and Herzberg's definition (2002, 

p.3), self-concept is a "relatively stable set of attitudes reflecting both description and

evaluation of one's own behaviour and attitudes." Salmivalli (1998) differentiates between 

self-concept and self-esteem. She describes self-concept as "one's perception of one's 

unique attributes and traits" (p.334). She claims that self-concept refers to self-related 

beliefs, whereas self-esteem refers to self-related feelings. Salmivalli suggests that self

concept can be broken down into seperate domains such as academic or social, but self

esteem indicates a general perception of oneself. On the other hand, Salmivalli cites 

Heatherton and Polivy (1991) who differentiate between performance, social and 

appearance based self-esteem in the State Self-Esteem Scale. Lewis and Knight (2000) 

address the differences between self-image, self-concept and self-esteem as these three 

terms are often used as though they have identical meanings. They refer to Demo (1992) 

and Falk and Miller (1998) who describe self-image as changeable self-perception which 

exists for short periods of time and can be affected by rote or situation. Self-concept is 

described as a more stable perception of oneself which develops as a child gets older 

(Demo, 1992; Falk & Miller, 1998; Harter, 1990). Self-esteem can be defined as a kind of 

judgement or value that a person places on the different aspects of him/herself (Beane & 

Lipka, 1984; Falk & Miller, 1998). In the current study the Piers-Harris 2 is essentially 

used to measure how positively or negatively each participant perceives his/her traits and 

behaviours to be. 
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Global self-concept refers to a person's overall perception of the qualities that he or she 

possesses. Self-concept can also be broken down into specific domains, such as physical 

appearance, morals or intellect. There are 60 questions in the Piers-Harris 2 (Piers & 

Herzberg, 2002). The questionnaire is constructed with a 'General Self-Concept' (TOT) 

scale and six subscales, i.e. 'Behavioural Adjustment' (BEH), 'Intellectual and School 

Status' (INT), 'Physical Appearance and Attributes' (PHY), 'Freedom from Anxiety' 

(FRE), 'Popularity' (POP), and 'Happiness and Satisfaction' (HAP). The validity scales for 

the Piers-Harris 2 are the Inconsistent Responding Index (INC) which identifies random 

response patterns, and the Response Bias Index (RES) which measures tendency to respond 

either "yes" or "no" regardless of the question. 

The items of the Piers-Harris 2 are a set of statements which range from the general to the 

specific. A more general statement on the BEH scale would be 'I cause trouble to my 

family,' whereas an example of a specific statement is 'I am well behaved in school.' 

Participants answered the questionnaire by either agreeing or disagreeing with each 

statement. They were instructed to circle the word "yes" if a statement was true or mostly 

true for them, and to circle "no" if a statement was false or mostly false for them. 

Participants were encouraged to answer honestly and were reassured that there was no right 

or wrong answer. The Piers-Harris 2 includes an auto-score form. When the participant 

circles an answer, their answer is then transferred onto the auto-score form through carbon 

paper. The INC score is calculated by ticking a box for each time an inconsistency 

condition is met. The raw INC score is calculated by counting the number of checked 

boxes. The raw RES score is calculated by counting the number of circled "yes" answers. 
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The TOT raw score is calculated by counting one point for every time the participant's 

answer translates to a circled 1 on the auto-score sheet. Each sub-scale scores one point 

when a 1 is circled on the auto-score sheet which corresponds with that sub-scale. A higher 

TOT or subscale score indicates a more positive self-evaluation. Raw scores are converted 

to T scores using a scoring worksheet. 

The 'General Self-Concept' (TOT) scale indicates one's overall self-image. A high score 

reflects confidence in one's ability. A person who gets a high score on the TOT scale will 

often be open to attempting new things and is able to take on a challenge with a motivated 

attitude. Typically, these individuals can also acknowledge a number of short comings 

along with the many skills they perceive. A person who receives an average TOT score is 

often well-balanced in his/her evaluation and can objectively evaluate both positive and 

negative aspects of the self. A low score on this scale tends to be indicative of an individual 

who regards him/herself as lacking talent and competence compared to others. They are 

unlikely to be keen to attempt new tasks, and are likely to lack determination if a task 

proves difficult. These individuals tend to be anxious and unhappy. 

The 'Behavioural Adjustment' (BEH) scale examines acknowledgement or denial of 

behavioural difficulties. A high scorer on the BEH scale considers him/herself to show 

good behaviour and compliance with rules in the home and the school. In rare cases, a high 

score reflects denial of existing bad behaviour. An average score is a reflection of positive 

evaluation of one's behaviour in some areas with acknowledgement of poor behaviour in 
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other areas. A very low score on this scale indicates that an individual regards him/herself 

as frequently engaging in poor behaviour and being unable to comply with rules. Low 

scores can be linked to conduct disorder. 

The 'Intellectual and School Status' (INT) scale looks at a participant's self-evaluation of 

his/her intellectual and academic competence. It also looks at overall satisfaction with 

school and expectations for achievement in these areas in the future. A high scorer on the 

INT scale is showing confidence with regard to his/her intellect and also considers 

him/herself to be competent on specific scholastic tasks. An average score indicates a 

satisfactory performance in school with some difficulty on specific tasks. A low score 

however, is a sign of an individual who perceives numerous academic problems, a negative 

perception of overall intellect and a feeling of not "fitting in." For some children, a low 

score is evidence of unrealistic academic expectations, rather than a realistic reflection of 

their ability. 

The 'Physical Appearance and Attributes' (PHY) scale investigates participants' 

perceptions of their physical appearance, leadership qualities and self-expression. Higher 

scores on this scale can have slightly different meanings for males and females. However, a 

high score generally reflects positive appraisal of one's appearance and popularity. 

Children who show high scores on the PHY scale tend to consider themselves to be clever, 

strong and naturally take the role of leader in games. An average score indicates a mixture 

of positive and negative evaluations of appearance and attributes. Those who have Jow 
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scores on this scale have poor self-evaluation with regard to their appearance and physical 

strength. They consider themselves unpopular among peers. 

The 'Freedom from Anxiety' (FRE) scale allows participants to rate their levels of anxiety 

and depressed mood. The statements look at anxiety, nervousness, sadness, fear and a 

feeling that one is not a part of things. Individuals with a high FRE score are indicating that 

they do not suffer from anxiety, sadness, or low mood. This can be genuine, but similar to 

the BEH scale high scores may also reflect denial of existing problems. Individuals with 

average scores are indicating a mixture of positive and negative evaluations of their 

emotional well-being. Low scores suggest substantial difficulties with mood or anxiety. 

Compared to the other scales, this one is more sensitive to psychological problems such as 

anxiety disorder. For example, a child with an eating disorder might receive a low score on 

this scale. 

The 'Popularity' (POP) scale looks at a participant's perception of his/her social skills. 

Specifically, it looks at participants' popularity, friendships, and feelings of inclusion. 

Those with high scores on the POP scale perceive themselves as popular with others, and as 

having numerous friendships, of good quality. Average scores reflect a perception of a 

satisfactory social life, while also acknowledging some unsatisfactory aspects of peer 

relations. A low scorer may feel that he/she has no real friends. They may also display 

characteristics which bring about social isolation. 

70 



The 'Happiness and Satisfaction' (HAP) scale indicates general feelings of happiness and 

satisfaction. A high score on the HAP scale indicates that a person is generally satisfied 

with life, and they have an overall sense of happiness. An average score is indicative of 

mixed feelings about one's life. This is quite normal. Low scorers are generally unhappy 

and dissatisfied with life. Low scores on this scale have strong associations with emotional 

disturbance. Low scores are often found with children who have psychiatric disorders, e.g., 

eating disorders. Further information on the Piers-Harris 2 is available in Appendix M. 
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3. 7. Procedure.

The researcher was present for administration of the questionnaire in each school. 

Administration was carried out between April and December of 2007. The research was 

completed online by 188 participants, whereas the other 688 participants completed a paper 

version of the research. The method used was determined by the school facilities available. 

The website surveyconsole.com was used for the online version of the research. 

surveyconsole.com is a research tool which allows users to post their research on a 

webpage. The research is then remotely accessible to participants. Participants accessed the 

questionnaire by typing the link 

http://www.surveyconsole.corn/console/f akeResearch?id=3 l 4 599 into their web browser. 

This link brought them directly to the first page of the research (see Appendix J). The 

researcher could then view each participant's answers by Jogging into the account. AU 

information was kept confidential and anonymous. 

For the online version of the questionnaire participants answered questions by clicking on a 

box beside the appropriate answer (see Appendix K). For the paper version, participants 

answered questions by ticking a box beside the appropriate answer. They were encouraged 

to answer as honestly as possible and to keep their answers private. Completion of the 

questionnaire averaged 40 minutes. Participants were debriefed upon completion of the 

research. It was suggested that anyone with questions or worries with regard to either the 
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research or the issue of bullying should use the information on the contact sheet to contact 

the researcher and/or the other contacts provided. 
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Results. 

4.1. Introduction. 

This chapter provides an account of the findings through statistical analysis of the data. The 

data were analysed using SPSS (version 15.0) (2006). This chapter will cover; the 

prevalence of both cyber and traditional bullying in secondary schools, the frequency of 

cyberbullying ( over a three month period) reported by those who had cyberbullied others 

and also those who had been cyber victimized, the most common methods of cyberbullying 

(e.g. text, email), and the impact of cyberbullying for both the perpetrators and the victims. 

The results chapter will also provide; a comparison of male and female involvement in 

bullying, a comparison of urban and rural participants' involvement in bullying, and a 

comparison of Irish and international participants' involvement in bullying. These aspects 

of bullying were investigated by observing the trends. 

The results chapter will also examine any differences in personality traits across the 

participant groups (the cyberbully group, the traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, 

the traditional victim group, the cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim 

group, and the control group). Two-way analysis of variance (AN OVA) was conducted to 

investigate the impact of gender and participant group on levels of Psychoticism, 

Extraversion, and Neuroticism. The results chapter will also examine any differences in 

self-concept across the participant groups. Two-way analysis of variance (ANOV A) was 
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conducted to investigate the impact of gender and participant group on levels of 'General 

Self-Concept.' One-way analysis of variance (ANOV A) was used to investigate any 

differences between the participant groups with regard to 'Behavioural Adjustment,' 

'Intellectual and School Status; 'Physical Appearance and Attributes; 'Freedom from 

Anxiety,' 'Popularity' and 'Happiness and Satisfaction.' 
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4.2. The prevalence of cyber and traditional bullying. 

A total number of 876 participants were analysed. The Cyberbullying Questionnaire 

(Corcoran, Connolly & O' Moore, 2008) (see Appendix A) revealed that of these, 23 

(2.6%) participants admitted to cyberbullying on at least one occasion, and 55 (6.3%) 

participants had been cyber victimized at least once. An examination of traditional bullying 

revealed that 59 (6.7%) participants had engaged in traditional buJlying on at least one 

occasion, and 76 (8.7%) participants had been victimized by traditional bullying at least 

once. 
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4.3. Participant Groups. 

Participants were categorized into seven groups based on the scoring of the Cyberbullying 

Questionnaire. Of the total sample 1.6% of participants were placed in the 'Cyberbully' 

group. The cyberbully group consists of those who engage in cyberbullying only and are 

not victimized either by traditional or cyber bullying. Another 4.1 % of participants were 

categorized as the 'Traditional Bully' group. The traditional bully group is made up of 

participants who engage only in traditional bullying but are not victims. Of the overall 

sample 5.3% of participants were categorized as the 'Cybervictim' group. The cybervictim 

group is strictly those who are victims of cyberbullying but are not victims of traditional 

bullying and do not bully others. Analysis also revealed that 6.1 % of participants belonged 

in the 'Traditional Victim' group. The traditional victim group are those who are bullied by 

traditional methods only and do not bulJy others. Analysis of the data indicated that 1 % of 

participants should be grouped as the 'Cyber Bully-Victim' group. The cyber bully-victim 

group are those individuals who engage in cyberbuJlying and are also cyber victimized but 

do not play any part in traditional bullying. Another 2.6% were categorized as the 

'Traditional Bully-Victim' group. The traditional bully-victim group are those individuals 

who engage in traditional bullying and are also traditional victims but do not play any part 

in cyberbullying. Finally, 79.3% of participants had no involvement in any form of 

victimization or bullying, either cyber or traditional. They comprised the 'Control' group. 

Table 4.1 summarizes the numbers and percentages of participants in each participant 

group. 
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Table 4.1: Numbers and percentages of each participant group. 

Major Grouu: Grou12: N: %: 

Bully CyberbulJy 14 1.6% 

Traditional bully 36 4.1% 

Victim Cybervictim 46 5.3% 

Traditional victim 53 6.1% 

Bully-Victim Cyber bully-victim 9 1% 

Traditional bully-victim 23 2.6% 

Control Control 695 79.3% 
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Observing the percentages it is evident that males were more likely than females to be 

categorized as part of the cyberbully group, the traditional bully group, the traditional 

victim group, and the traditional bully-victim group. On the other hand a higher percentage 

of females than males were grouped as part of the cybervictim group, the cyber bully

victim group, and the control group. Table 4.2 displays the number and percentages of 

males and females for each participant group. 

Table 4.2; Numbers and percentages of males and females across groups. 

Groups: Males: Females 

N: %: N: %: 

The Cyberbully Group: 11 2.1% 3 .9% 

The Traditional Bully Group: 31 5.8% 5 1.5% 

The Cybervictim Group: 26 4.9% 20 5.8% 

The Traditional Victim Group: 38 7.1% 15 4.4% 

The Cyber Bully-Victim Group: 3 .6% 6 1.8% 

The Traditional Bully-Victim Group: 17 3.2% 6 1.8% 

The Control Group: 408 76.4% 287 83.9% 
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The data also indicates that there was a higher percentage of rural participants than urban 

participants in the cyberbully group, the traditiona) bully group, the traditional victim group 

and the cyber bully-victim group. The urban category had higher percentages of 

participants than the rural category in the cybervictim group, the traditional bully-victim 

group, and the control group. The numbers and percentages of urban and rural participants 

in each group are presented in table 4.3. 

Table 4.3: Numbers and percentages of urban/rural participants across e:roups. 

GrouQs: Urban; Rural: 

N: %: N: %: 

The Cyberbu1ly Group: 7 1.2% 7 2.2% 

The Traditional Bully Group: 19 3.4% 17 5.4% 

The Cybervictirn Group: 34 6% 12 3.8% 

The Traditional Victim Group: 29 5.2% 24 7.6% 

The Cyber Bully-Victim Group: 5 0.9% 4 1.3% 

The Traditional Bully-Victim Group: 17 3% 6 1.9% 

The Control Group: 451 80.2% 244 77.7% 
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Irish participants had higher percentages of participants in all of the participant groups (the 

cyberbully group, the traditional bully group, the cybervictirn group, the traditional victim 

group, the cyber bully-victim group) excluding the traditional bully-victim group and the 

control group where international students had a higher percentage. Table 4.4 displays the 

numbers and percentages of Irish and international participants in each group. 

Table 4.4: Numbers and percentages of Irish/international participants across groups. 

Grou�s: Irish: International: 

N: %: N: %: 

The CyberbulJy Group: J3 1.6% 1 1.3% 

The Traditional Bully Group: 33 4.1% 3 3.8% 

The Cybervictim Group: 43 5.4% 3 3.8% 

The Traditional Victim Group: 50 6.3% 3 3.8% 

The Cyber Bully-Victim Group: 9 1.1% 0 0% 

The Traditional Bully-Victim Group: 19 2.4% 4 5% 

The Control Group: 629 79% 66 82.5% 
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4.4. Frequency of cyberbullying. 

Freguency reported by cyberbullies: 

The CyberbuIJying Questionnaire allowed those who had cyberbullied to report how 

frequently they had harassed others. 87% of those who had cyberbullied others reported 

engaging in cyberbullying just once or twice in the previous three months, and 4.3% 

admitted to cyberbullying others almost every day. Further answers were provided by the 

participants. All of the answers reported by cyberbullies are displayed in table 4.5. 

TabJe 4.5: Frequency of Cyberbullying. 

Freguency of cyberbullyjng during :grevious 3 months: .(N1 (%): 

Once or twice 20 87% 

Almost every day 1 4.3% 

Rarely 1 4.3% 

Once a week 1 4.3% 
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Frequency reported by cybervictims: 

Question 16 of the Cyberbullying Questionnaire asked those who had been cyber 

victimized "How often have you been cyberbullied in the last three months?" An 

examination of the frequency of cyber victimization revealed that 89.1 % of cybervictims 

had been cyberbullied only once or twice in the previous 3 months, and 5.5% reported 

being cyberbullied almost every week. Cybervictims also provided other answers. All of 

the answers reported are displayed in table 4.6. 

Table 4.6: Frequency of Cyber Victimization. 

Freguency of cyber victimization during Qrevious 3 months: ili.t (%): 

Once or twice 49 89.1% 

Almost every week 3 5.5% 

Every day until about May I 1.8% 

Just for a week 1 1.8% 

Once or twice for about two weeks at a time l 1.8%
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4.5. Methods of cyberbullying. 

Those participants who had either cyberbullied others or had been cyber victimized were 

asked to report the methods of cyberbullying which they personally had experienced. 

Methods reported by cyberbullies: 

Abuse via a website (52.2%) or abusive instant messaging (52.2%) were the most popular 

methods reported by those who had engaged in cyberbulJying. The third most common 

method reported by cyberbullies was the text message, with 30.4% engaging in this form of 

abuse. The majority of cyberbullies had engaged in multiple forms of cyberbullying. All of 

the answers reported by cyberbullies are displayed in table 4.7. 
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Table 4. 7: Methods of Cyberbullying Reported by Cyberbullies. 

Method of crberbullying: ili1 (%): 

Website 12 52.2% 

Instant message 12 52.2% 

Text 7 30.4% 

Phone call 5 21.7% 

Chat room 2 8.7% 

Picture message 1 4.3% 

Email 1 4.3% 

Voicemail 1 4.3% 
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Methods reported by cybervictims: 

The most common method of cyberbullying reported by cybervictims was abuse on a 

website. 36.4% of the cybervictims had been bullied in this way. This was closely followed 

by phone calls (3 2. 7% ), and text messaging (29 .1 % ). Many cybervictims had been harassed 

using more than one method. Table 4.8 displays the numbers and percentages being 

victimized by the various forms of cyberbullying. 

Table 4.8: Methods of Cyberbullying Reported by Cybervictims. 

Method of C):'.berbullying: ® (%):

Website 20 36.4% 

Phone call 18 32.7% 

Text 16 29.1% 

Instant message 15 27.3% 

Chat room 9 16.4% 

Voicemail 5 9.1% 

Email 4 7.3% 

Video clip 4 7.3% 

Picture message 4 7.3% 
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4.6. The impact of cyberbullying. 

Those who reported that they were involved in cyberbullying either as a bully or a victim 

were allowed to express how the cyberbullying caused them to feel. 

The impact on cyberbullies: 

Those who had engaged in cyberbullying reported that their bullying behaviour made them 

feel regretful (34.8%), ashamed (30.4%), in control (26.1%), satisfied (26.1%), powerful 

(21.7%), excited (13%), sad or upset (13%), depressed (13%), and angry (13%). A number 

of cyberbullies reported mixed emotions and seemed to experience both positive and 

negative feelings regarding their cyberbullying of others. Cyberbullies also provided further 

feelings that they had experienced. All of the answers reported by those who had 

cyberbullied are displayed in table 4.9. 
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Table 4.9: Feelings Reported by Cyberbullies. 

Feelings reQorted b}'. cyberbullies: lli1 (%): 

Regretful 8 34.8% 

Ashamed 7 30.4% 

In control 6 26.1% 

Satisfied 6 26.1% 

Powerful 5 21.7% 

Excited 3 13% 

Sad or upset 3 13% 

Depressed 3 13% 

Happy 3 13% 

Angry 3 13% 

Annoyed 2 8.7% 

Nothing 1 4.3% 

Got him back 1 4.3% 
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The impact on cybervictims: 

Victims of cyberbullying also reported how their victimization caused them to feel. 

Analysis of the data revealed that they felt angry (60.8%), sad (27.5%), ashamed (13.7%), 

and frightened (11.8%) as a result of their experience. Cybervictims were also allowed to 

express emotions that were unique to them. Many reported experiencing a range of 

emotions following their victimization. Table 4.10 displays all of the answers reported by 

cybervictims. 
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Table 4.10: Feelings Reported by Cybervictims. 

Feelings re�orted by cybervictims: ili1 (%): 

Angry 31 60.8% 

Sad 14 27.5% 

Ashamed 7 13.7% 

Frightened 6 11.8% 

Annoyed 2 3.9% 

Indifferent 2 3.9% 

Confused 2 3.9% 

Happy 2 3.9% 

Guilty and helpless 1 2% 

Found it funny l 2% 

Emotional 1 2% 

Worried l 2% 

Statement about my family upset my brother 1 2% 

Didn't care l 2% 

Forgot it and moved on I 2% 
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4.7. Personality. 

The Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (Eysenck and Eysenck, 1975) (see appendix B) 

was used to investigate three personality traits; Psychoticism (P), Extraversion (E), and 

Neuroticism (N). A higher score on any of the three scales indicates a more dominant 

personality trait Eysenck's theory of anti-social behaviour (1977) claims that an individual 

who shows high scores on all three scales will be at greatest risk of developing anti-social 

behaviour. 
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4. 7 .1. Psychoticism scores and the effect of gender.

Those who score highly on the Psychoticism scale tend to be solitary, uncaring, 

troublesome, cruel, and lacking empathy and sensitivity. A two-way ANOVA at the .05 

level of significance was conducted to explore the impact of participant group and gender 

on P scores. 

Hypothesis 1 stated that there would be a difference in Psychoticism scores across the 

groups. A statistically significant difference was found in Psychoticism levels across the 

participant groups [F (6, 862) =3.68, p=.00]. The actual difference between the mean scores 

was quite small (partial eta squared= .03). The mean P scores and standard deviations for 

the groups are presented in table 4.11. 

The Tukey HSD post-hoe analyses revealed where the significant differences between 

groups occurred. The traditional bully group (i =5.86, SD=3.704) displayed significantly 

higher Psychoticism levels than the cybervictim group (x =3.04, SD=2.773), the traditional 

victim group {x =2.89, SD=2.035), the cyber bully-victim group {x =2.44, SD=2.506) and 

the control group (x =3.04, SD=2.572). The traditional bully-victim group {x =4.61, 

SD=2.776) displayed significantly higher P scores than the control group {x =3.04, 

SD=2.572). 
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However, many of the groups did not differ significantly in terms of Psychoticism levels. 

The P scores of the cyberbully group (i =4.79, SD=3.468) were not significantly different 

from the traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the 

cyber bully-victim group (x =2.44, SD=2.506), the traditional bully-victim group (i ;;;;;;4.61, 

SD=2.776) or the control group. Although the differences were non-significant, observing 

the means a trend suggests that the cyberbully group did display P scores which were 

higher than the traditional victim group and the cyber bully-victim group. The traditional 

bully group did not display significantly different P scores compared to the traditional 

bully-victim group. The Psychoticism scores of the cybervictim group were not 

significantly different from the Psychoticism scores of the traditional victim group, the 

cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group or the control group. There 

was no significant difference in the Psychoticism scores of the traditional victim group 

compared to the cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group or the control 

group. The cyber bully-victim group did not display significantly different Psychoticism 

scores compared to the traditional bully-victim group or the control group. However, a 

trend suggests that the P scores of the traditional bully-victim group were higher than the P 

scores of the traditional victim group and the cyber bully-victim group. 
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Table 4.11: Group Means and Standard Deviations for P Scores. 

GrouQ: N: x: S.D.: S./N.S.: 

Cyberbully 14 4.79 3.468 N.S. 

Traditional Bully 36 5.86 3.704 S. 

Cybervictim 46 3.04 2.773 s. 

Traditional Victim 53 2.89 2.035 s. 

Cyber Bully-Victim 9 2.44 2.506 s. 

Traditional Bully-Victim 23 4.61 2.776 s. 

Control 695 3.04 2.572 S. 

Note: 

*S = Significant Difference 

**N.S. = Non-Significant Difference 
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Hypothesis 2 stated that gender would affect Psychoticism levels across the groups. The 

two-way ANOV A revealed that there was a statistically significant interaction between 

participant group and gender [F (6, 862) = 2.6, p=.02]. Therefore, gender did interact with 

participant group to impact on Psychoticism scores. The actual effect size was small ( eta 

squared = .02). There was not a significant main effect for gender [F (1, 862) = 3.555, 

p=.06]. The means for male and female P scores across groups are displayed in figure 4.1. 

Observing the mean P scores, the trend suggests that males have higher P scores than 

females. Males in the traditional bully group (i =6.42, SD=3.649) displayed higher P scores 

than females in the traditional bully group (x =2.4, SD=l.673). The males of the 

cybervictim group (x =4.04, SD=3.039) had higher levels of Psychoticism compared to 

females of the cybervictim group (i =1.75, SD=l.713). Males in the traditional victim 

group (x =3.03, SD=2.199) displayed higher P scores than females in the traditional victim 

group (x =2.53, SD""l.552). The males of the traditional bully-victim group (x =4.88, 

SD=2.891) also showed higher levels of Psychoticism than females in the traditional bully

victim group (x =3.83 , SD=2.483). The males in the control group (x =3.71, SD=2.679) 

displayed higher P scores than the females in the control group (x =2.08, SD=2.07). By 

contrast, the females in the cyberbully group (x =6.67, SD=7.024) displayed higher 

Psychoticism scores than the males in the cyberbully group (x =4.27, SD=2. l02). The 

females of the cyber bully-victim group (x =2.83, SD=2.787) also show higher P scores 

than males in the cyber bully-victim group (x =l.67, SD=2.082). 
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Figure 4.1. Group Means of P Scores for Males and Females. 
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4.7.2. Extraversion scores and the effect of gender. 

Individuals with high Extraversion scores are likely to be sociable, and they crave 

excitement, take risks, and act on impulse. A t\vo-way ANOV A at the .05 level of 

significance was conducted to explore the impact of participant group and gender on E 

scores. Hypothesis 3 stated that there would be a difference in Extraversion levels across 

the groups. A statistically non-significant difference in Extraversion scores was found 

across groups [F (6, 862) = .816, p=.56]. Therefore, the third hypothesis was not supported. 

The group means and standard deviations for Extraversion scores are presented in table 

4.12. 

Observing the group means and standard deviations for E scores, it is evident that there is 

very little difference between the groups; the cyberbully group (x =19.5, SD=2.l39), the 

traditional bully group (x =20.53, SD=2.803), the cybervictim group (x =19, SD=3.621), 

the traditional victim group (x =18.53, SD=3.719), the cyber bully-victim group (x ==20.44, 

SD=2.92), the traditional bully-victim group (x ==18.96, SD=4.311) and the control group 

(x =19.3, SD=3.372). 
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Table 4.12: Group Means and Standard Deviations for E Scores. 

Grou12: N: � S.D.: S./
N

.S.: 

Cyberbully 14 19.5 2.139 N.S. 

Traditional Bu11y 36 20.53 2.803 N.S. 

Cybervictim 46 19 3.621 N.S. 

Traditional Victim 53 18.53 3.719 N.S. 

Cyber Bully-Victim 9 20.44 2.92 N.S. 

Traditional Bully-Victim 23 18.96 4.311 N.S. 

Control 695 19.3 3.372 N.S. 

Note: 

"'S = Significant Difference 

**N.S. = Non-Significant Difference 
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Hypothesis 4 stated that gender would affect Extraversion levels across the groups. The 

two-way ANOV A indicated that there was not a statistically significant interaction between 

participant group and gender [F (6, 862) = .952, p=.46], nor was there a significant main 

effect for gender [F (1, 862) = .759, p=.39]. Therefore, hypothesis 4 was not supported. The 

mean E scores are presented in figure 4.2. 

It is evident that there are no major differences in the extraversion levels of the maJes and 

females of each participant group. The males of the cyberbully group (x =19.82, SO=2.136) 

displayed higher E scores than the females of the cyberbully group (x =18.33, SD=2.082). 

The males of the traditional bully group (x =20.61, SD=2.883) also showed higher 

Extraversion levels than the females of the traditional bully group (x =20, SD=2.449). The 

males of the traditional bully-victim group (x =19.65, SD=4.015) displayed elevated E 

scores compared with the females of the traditional bully-victim group (x =I 7, SD=4.899). 

Also, the males of the control group (x = 19 .64, SD=3 .239) had higher Extraversion scores 

compared with the females of the control group (x =18.82, SD=3.502). By contrast, the 

females of the cybervictim group (x =19.1, SD=3.259) showed higher E scores than the 

males of the cybervictim group (x =18.92, SD=3.939). The females oftbe traditional victim 

group (i =19.27, SD=4.605) also displayed higher Extraversion scores than the males of 

the traditional victim group (x = 18.24, SD=3.332). Finally, the females of the cyber bully

victim group (i =20.67, SD=3.266) showed higher E scores than the males of the cyber 

bully-victim group (x =20, SD=2.646). Although there are differences between the males 

and females of the various groups, it is evident that the differences in mean scores are 

minimal. 
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4.7.3. Neuroticism scores and the effect of gender. 

Someone who scores very highly on the N scale tends to be anxious, moody, depressed and 

often extremely emotional. A two-way AN"OV A at the .05 level of significance was 

conducted to explore the impact of participant group and gender on Neuroticism levels. 

Hypothesis 5 stated that there would be a difference in Neuroticism levels across the 

groups. Analysis supported this hypothesis [F (6, 862) = 4.855, p=.00]. However, the 

difference between the mean scores was small (partial eta squared= .03). The means and 

the standard deviation for N scores across the groups are displayed in table 4.13. 

The Tukey HSD test was used to indicate where the differences between groups occurred. 

Multiple comparisons revealed that the control group (x =9.48, SD=4.839) had significantly 

lower N scores than the cybervictim group (x =12.57, SD=4.569), and the traditional victim 

group (x=ll.75, SD=4.l64). 

A non-significant relationship was found across some groups. For instance the cyberbully 

group (x =10.79, SD=S.25) did not have significantly different N scores compared to the 

traditional bully group (x = 10.14, SD=5 .094), the cybervictim group, the traditional victim 

group, the cyber bully-victim group (x =9.89, SD=5.711), the traditional bulJy-victim group 

(x =I 1.48, SO=4.842), or the control group. The N scores of the traditional bully group 

were not significantly different from the N scores of the cybervictim group, the traditional 

victim group, the cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group, or the 
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control group. The cybervictim group did not display significantly different N scores 

compared to the traditional victim group, the cyber bully-victim group; or the traditional 

bully-victim group. However, observing the means a trend suggests that the cybervictim 

group had higher N scores than the cyberbully group, the traditional bully group, and the 

cyber bully-victim group. The Neuroticism levels of the traditional victim group were not 

significantly different from the Neuroticism levels of the cyber bully-victim group, or the 

traditional bully-victim group. Although the difference was non-significant the Neuroticism 

levels of the traditional victim group appeared to be a lot higher than the Neuroticism levels 

of the cyber bully-victim group. The N scores of the cyber bu1ly-victim group were not 

significantly different from the N scores of the traditional bully-victim group, or the control 

group. However, a trend suggests that the N scores of the cyber bully-victim group were 

lower than the N scores of the traditional bully-victim group. Although the difference was 

non-significant, observing the means a trend suggests that the traditional bully-victim 

group displayed N scores which were higher than the N scores of the control group. 
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Table 4.13: Group Means and Standard Deviations for N Scores. 

Groug: N: x: S.D.: S./N.S.: 

Cyberbully 14 10.79 5.25 N.S. 

Traditional Bul1y 36 10.14 5.094 N.S. 

Cybervictim 46 12.57 4.569 s. 

Traditional Victim 53 11.75 4.164 s. 

Cyber Bully-Victim 9 9.89 5.711 N.S. 

Traditional Bully-Victim 23 11.48 4.842 N.S. 

Control 695 9.48 4.839 s. 

Note: 

*S = Significant Difference

**N.S. = Non-Significant Difference 
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Hypothesis 6 claimed that gender would affect Neuroticism levels across the groups. The 

two-way ANOV A indicated that there was not a statistically significant interaction between 

participant group and gender [F (6, 862) = .849, p=.53]. However, there was a statistically 

significant main effect for gender [F (1, 862) = 4.954, p=.03]. The actual effect size was 

very small (partial eta squared = .01). This indicates that gender does directly affect N 

scores. Figure 4.3 displays the contrast between male and female mean N scores across 

groups. 

Observing the mean N scores the trend suggests that females display higher levels of 

Neuroticism than males. Females in the cyberbully group (x =12, SD=3) showed higher N 

scores than males in the cyberbully group (x =10.45, SD=5.786). Within the traditional 

bully group, females (x =13.8, SD=3.l 14) had higher Neuroticism scores than males (x 

=9.55, SD=5.137). Also within the cybervictim group, females (x =13.8, SD=4.396) 

displayed higher N scores than males (x =11.62, SD=4.553). The females in the traditional 

victim group (x =12.2, SD=4.074) had higher Neuroticisrn levels compared with the males 

(x =11.58, SD=4.24). The females in the cyber bully-victim group (x =10.33, SD=5.854) 

also showed higher N scores compared to the males in the cyber bully-victim group (x =9, 

SD=6.557). Within the traditional bully-victim group, females (x =11.5, SD=S.505) 

displayed a marginally higher mean N score compared to males (x = 11.4 7, SD=4. 771 ). The 

females of the control group (x = 11.21, SD=4.66) also showed higher N scores compared to 

males (x =8.25, SD= 4.588). 
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4.8. Self-Concept. 

Self-concept was measured using the Piers-Harris 2 (Piers & Herzberg, 2002) (see 

Appendix C). Self-concept refers to self-evaluation of the different aspects of oneself. The 

Piers-Harris 2 comprises an overall scale; 'General Self-Concept' (TOT), and six subscales; 

'Behavioural Adjustment' (BEH), 'Intellectual and School Status' (INT), 'Physical 

Appearance and Attributes' (PHY), 'Freedom from Anxiety' (PRE), 'Popularity' (POP), 

and 'Happiness and Satisfaction' (HAP). A higher score on any of the Piers-Harris 2 scales 

indicates a more positive self-evaluation. Analysis of the data was conducted to examine 

possible differences in self-concept between groups. 
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4.8.l. 'General Self-Concept' scores and the effect of gender. 

'General Self-Concept' refers to one's overall perception of one's attributes and traits. It is 

also referred to as global self-concept. A two-way ANOV A at the .05 level of significance 

was conducted to explore the impact of participant group and gender on 'General Self

Concept' levels. The seventh hypothesis stated that there would be a difference in 'General 

Self-Concept' levels across the groups. Analysis revealed that there was a significant 

difference in 'General Self-Concept' (TOT) scores across the groups [F (6, 862) = 3.79, 

p=.00]. The effect size was quite small (partial eta squared= .03). The means and standard 

deviations for 'General Self-Concept' scores across the groups are displayed in table 4.14. 

The Tukey HSD test was used to indicate where the differences between groups occurred. 

Post-hoe comparisons indicated that the mean TOT score for the control group (x =50.12, 

SD=8.967) was significantly higher than the mean TOT score for the traditional bully 

group (x = 45.64, SD=8.432), the cybervictim group (x =46.11, SD=S.439), and the 

traditional victim group (x =45.6, SD=8. I 84). This was the extent of the significant 

differences across groups for 'General Self-Concept.' 

The cyberbully group (x = 50.79, SD= 8.763) did not display significantly different 

'General Self-Concept' scores compared to the traditional bully group (x: 45.64, 

SD=8.432), the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the cyber bully-victim 
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group (x = 48, SD= 8.646), the traditional bully-victim group (x =44.83, SD=9.109) or the 

control group. Although the differences were non-significant a trend suggests that the 

cyberbully group displayed higher 'General Self-Concept' scores compared to the 

traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, and the 

traditional buUy-victim group. There was also no significant difference in the 'General 

Self-Concept' scores of the traditional bully group, compared with the 'General Self

Concept' scores of the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the cyber bully

victim group, or the traditional bully-victim group. However, observing the means a trend 

indicates that the traditional bully group displayed TOT scores which were lower than the 

cyber bully-victim group. The cybervictim group did not show significantly different TOT 

scores compared to the traditional victim group, the cyber bully-victim group, or the 

traditional bully-victim group. The traditional victim group did not display significantly 

different TOT scores compared with the cyber bully-victim group, or the traditional bully

victim group. However, observing the means, it is evident that the traditional victim group 

displayed TOT scores which were low compared with the cyber bully-victim group. The 

'General Self-Concept' scores of the cyber bully-victim group were not significantly 

different from those of the traditional bully-victim group or the control group. Although the 

difference was non"significant the means indicate that the 'General Self-Concept' scores of 

the cyber bully-victim group were higher than those of the traditional bully-victim group. 

Although the difference was non-significant the traditional bully-victim group displayed 

low 'General Self-Concept' scores compared with the control group. 
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Table 4.14: Group Means and Standard Deviations for TOT Scores. 

GrouQ: N: 
-

� S.D.: S./N.S.: 

Cyberbully 14 50.79 8.763 N.S. 

Traditiona] Bully 36 45.64 8.432 S. 

Cybervictim 46 46.11 8.439 s. 

Traditional Victim 53 45.6 8.184 S. 

Cyber Bully-Victim 9 48 8.646 N.S. 

Traditional Bully-Victim 23 44.83 9.109 N.S. 

Contro] 695 50.12 8.967 S. 

Note: 

*S = Significant Difference 

**N.S. = Non-Significant Difference 
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Hypothesis 8 stated that gender would have an effect on 'General Self-Concept' levels 

across groups. The two-way ANOV A indicated that there was not a statistically significant 

interaction between participant group and gender [F (6, 862) = 1.085, p=.37], nor was there 

a statistically significant main effect for gender [F (1, 862) = 2.762, p=.10]. Therefore, the 

eighth hypothesis was not supported. Figure 4.4 allows comparison of the male and female 

mean TOT scores across groups. 

Although gender was not found to have a significant impact on TOT scores, in two of the 

groups males displayed much higher scores than females. For instance the males in the 

cyberbully group (x =53.27, SD=7.322) displayed higher TOT scores than the females in 

the cyberbully group (x =41.67, SD=S.505). Also, within the cyber bully-victim group, 

males (x =52, SD=3.606) displayed higher TOT scores than females (x =46, SD=IO). 

Although the difference was less extreme, males of the cybervictim group (x =46.46, 

SD=8.99) and the males of the control group (x =51.3, SD=9.132) displayed higher 

'General Self-Concept' scores than the females of the cybervictim group (x =45.65, 

SD=7.869) and the females of the control group (x =48.44, SD=8.462) respectively. By 

contrast the females of the traditional bully group (x =46.4, SD=8.62), the females of the 

traditional victim group (x =46.13, SD=S.476), and the females of the traditional bully

victim group (x =45.83, SD=l 1.754) displayed higher TOT scores compared with the males 

of the traditional bully group (x =45.52, SD=S.54), the males of the traditional victim group 

(x =45.39, SO=8.172), and the males of the traditional bully-victim group (x =44.47, 

SD=8.39) respectively. 
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4.8.2. 'Behavioural Adjustment.' 

The 'Behavioural Adjustment' scale measures self-evaluation of one's behaviour. 

Hypothesis 9 predicted that there would be a difference in 'Behavioural Adjustment' levels 

across the groups. A one-way ANOVA at the .05 level of significance supported this [F (6, 

869) = 7.351, p=.00]. The difference in mean scores was moderate (partial eta squared=

.05). The means and standard deviations of 'Behavioural Adjustment' scores for the sample 

are displayed in table 4.15. 

The Tukey HSD test was used to indicate where the differences between groups occurred. 

The 'Behavioural Adjustment' scores of the traditional bully group (x =39.67, SD=8.071) 

were significantly lower than the 'Behavioural Adjustment' scores of the cybervictim group 

(x =46.59, SD=9.244), the traditional victim group (x =48.83, SD=9.675), and the control 

group (x =49.12, SD=S.861). 

However, a non-significant relationship was observed in many of the group comparisons. 

The cyberbully group (x =47.43, SD=l0.158) did not display significantly different BEH 

scores compared to the traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, the traditional victim 

group, the cyber bully-victim group (x =47.33, SD=l 1.358), the traditional bully-victim 

group (x =45.13, SD=9.211) or the control group. Although the difference was non

significant a trend suggests that the traditional bully group displayed much lower BEH 

scores than the cyberbully group (x =47.43, SD=l0.158), the cyber bully-victim group (x 
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=47.33, SD=l 1.358), and the traditional bully-victim group. The BEH scores of the 

cybervictim group were not significantly different from the traditiona1 victim group, the 

cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group or the control group. However, 

the BEH scores of the cybervictim group were low compared with the control group. The 

traditional victim group did not display significantly different BEH scores compared to the 

cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group or the control group. However, 

observing the means it is evident that the BEH scores of the traditional victim group were 

high compared to the traditional bully-victim group. The 'Behavioural Adjustment' scores 

of the cyber bully-victim group were not significantly different from the traditional bully

victim group or the control group. Although the difference in mean BEH scores was non

significant, the means suggest that the traditional bully-victim group displayed low BEH 

scores compared to the control group. 
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Table 4.15: Group Means and Standard Deviations for BEH Scores. 

GrouQ: N: L S.D.: S./N.S.: 

Cyberbully 14 47.43 10.158 N.S. 

Traditional Bully 36 39.67 8.071 s. 

Cybervictim 46 46.59 9.244 s. 

Traditional Victim 53 48.83 9.675 s. 

Cyber Bully-Victim 9 47.33 11.358 N.S. 

Traditional Bully-Victim 23 45.13 9.211 N.S. 

Control 695 49.12 8.861 S. 

Note: 

*S = Significant Difference

**N.S. = Non-Significant Difference 
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4.8.3. 'Intellectual and School Status.' 

The 'lnteliectual and School Status' (INT) scale examines a participant's self-assessment of 

his/her intellectual and academic ability. Hypothesis 10 claimed that there would be a 

difference in 'Intellectual and School Status' levels across the groups. A one-way ANOVA 

at the .05 level of significance was conducted to investigate INT scores across the groups. 

This indicated that there was a statistically significant difference across groups [F (6, 869) 

= 2.813, p=.01]. However, despite reaching statistical significance the actual difference 

between mean scores was small (partial eta squared = .02). The means and standard 

deviations for 'Intellectual and School Status' scores for the groups are displayed in table 

4.16. 

The Tukey HSD test was used to indicate where the differences between groups occurred. 

The control group (x =47.35, SD=S.455) had significantly higher INT scores than the 

traditional bully group (x =42.19, SD=7.822). This was the only significant difference 

across groups for !NT scores. 

Post-hoe tests also revealed a number of non-significant relationships between groups. The 

cyberbully group (x =48.21, SD=7.638) did not display significantly different INT scores 

compared with the traditional bully group, the cybervictim group (x =45.3, SD=8.21 l), the 

traditional victim group (x =46.72, SD= 8.811), the cyber bully-victim group (i =47.44, 

SD=8.819), the traditional bully-victim group (x =44.61, SD= 9.094) or the control group. 
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However, observing the means a trend suggests that the cyberbully group displayed INT 

scores which were high compared with the traditional bully group, the cybervictim group, 

and the traditional bully-victim group. The traditional bully group did not display 

significantly different 'Intellectual and School Status' scores compared to the cybervictim 

group, the traditional victim group, the cyber buHy-victim group, or the traditional bully

victim group. Although the differences were non-significant, observing the means it is 

apparent that the INT scores of the traditional bully group were low compared to the 

cybervictim group, the traditional victim group and the cyber bully-victim group. The INT 

scores of the cybervictim group were not significantly different from the TNT scores of the 

traditional victim group, the cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group or 

the control group. The 'Intellectual and School Status' scores of the traditional victim group 

were not significantly different from other groups. However, examining the means it is 

evident that the INT scores of the traditional victim group were high in comparison with the 

traditional bully group. The cyber bully-victim group did not display significantly different 

INT scores compared to the traditional bully-victim group or the control group. However, 

the means indicate that the INT scores of the cyber bully-victim group were high compared 

with the traditional bully-victim group. Although the difference was non-significant, the 

INT scores of the traditional bully-victim group were lower than the INT scores of the 

control group. 
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Table 4.16: Group Means and Standard Deviations for INT Scores. 

Groug: N: � S.D.: S./N.S.: 

Cyberbully 14 48.21 7.638 N.S. 

Traditional buUy 36 42.19 7.822 s. 

Cybervictim 46 45.3 8.211 N.S. 

Traditional victim 53 46.72 8.811 N.S. 

Cyber bully-victim 9 47.44 8.819 N.S. 

Traditional bully-victim 23 44.61 9.094 N.S. 

Control 695 47.35 8.455 S. 

Note: 

*S = Significant Difference

**N.S. = Non-Significant Difference 
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4.8.4. 'Physical Appearance and Attributes.' 

The 'Physical Appearance and Attributes' (PHY) scale investigates participants' self

appraisal of physical appearance, leadership qualities and self-expression. The eleventh 

hypothesis claimed that there would be a difference in 'Physical Appearance and 

Attributes' levels across the groups. A one-way ANOVA at the .05 level of significance 

was conducted, and did not support hypothesis 11 [F (6, 869) = 1.521, p=.17]. The means 

and standard deviations of PHY scores, for the overall sample, are displayed in table 4.17. 

Although a statistically non-significant difference was found between the groups, observing 

the means a trend suggests that the cyberbully group (x =51.64, SD=7.448) displayed a 

higher mean PHY score compared with the cybervictim group (x =47.41, SD=8.079), the 

traditional victim group (x =45.74, SD=8.847), the traditional bully-victim group (x 

=47.43, SD=l 1.118) and the control group (x =48.97, SD=9.309). Examining the means a 

trend suggests that the traditional bully group (i =49.33, SD=l0.181) also showed a more 

positive self-evaluation on the PHY scale compared with the traditional victim group. 

Although the differences were non-significant, the cyber bully-victim group (i =50.22, 

SD=8.899) displayed higher PHY scores compared with the cybervictim group, the 

traditional victim group and the traditional bully-victim group. 
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Table 4.17: Group Means and Standard Deviations for PHY Scores. 

Groun: N: � S.D.: S./N.S.: 

Cyberbully 14 51.64 7.448 N.S. 

Traditional Bully 36 49.33 10.181 N.S. 

Cybervictim 46 47.41 8.079 N.S. 

Traditional Victim 53 45.74 8.847 N.S. 

Cyber Bully-Victim 9 50.22 8.899 N.S. 

Traditional Bully-Victim 23 47.43 11.118 N.S. 

Control 695 48.97 9.309 N.S. 

Note: 

*S = Significant Difference

**N.S. = Non-Significant Difference 
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4.8.5. 'Freedom from Anxiety.' 

The 'Freedom from Anxiety' (FRE) scale rates participants' levels of anxiety and depressed 

mood. Hypothesis 12 stated that there would be a difference in 'Freedom from Anxiety' 

levels across the groups. A one-way ANOV A at the .05 level of significance provided 

support for this hypothesis, as it revealed a statistically significant difference across groups 

[F (6, 869) = 5.767, p=.00]. The actual difference in mean scores was quite small (partial 

eta squared= .04). The group means and standard deviations for 'Freedom from Anxiety' 

scores are displayed in table 4.18. 

The Tukey HSD test was used to indicate where the differences between groups occurred. 

The control group (x =50.99, S0=9.634) displayed significantly higher FRE scores than the 

cybervictim group (x =45.76, SD=l0.246), and the traditional victim group (x =45.38, 

S0=7.794). 

A non-significant relationship was observed in some of the comparisons. The cyberbully 

group (x =50.07, SD=7.966) did not display significantly different 'Freedom from Anxiety' 

scores compared to the traditional bully group (x =49.69, SD=l 1.336), the cybervictim 

group, the traditional victim group, the cyber bully-victim group (x =48, S0=9.46), the 

traditional bully-victim group (x =45.13, S0=9.988), or the control group. Although the 

differences were non-significant, a trend indicates that the cyberbully group (x =50.07, 

SD=7 .966) did display high 'Freedom from Anxiety' scores compared to the cybervictim 
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group, the traditional victim group, and the traditional bully-victim group. The FRE scores 

of the traditional bully group were not significantly different from the cybervictim group, 

the traditional victim group, the cyber bully-victim group, the traditional buJly-victim 

group, or the control group. However, observing the means a trend indicates that the 

traditional bully group (x =49.69, SD=l 1.336) also showed high FRE scores compared with 

the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, and the traditional bully-victim group. 

The cybervictim group did not display significantly different FRE scores compared to the 

traditional victim group, the cyber bully-victim group, or the traditional bully-victim group. 

The traditional victim group was not significantly different from the cyber bully-victim 

group, or the traditional bully-victim group. The cyber bully-victim group did not display 

significantly different 'Freedom from Anxiety' scores compared to the traditional bully

victim group, or the control group. Although the differences were non-significant a trend 

suggests that the cyber bully-victim group showed high 'Freedom from Anxiety' scores 

compared to the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group and the traditional bully

victim group. Although the difference was non-significant, the FRE scores of the traditional 

bully-victim group were a lot lower than the FRE scores of the control group. 
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Table 4.18: Group Means and Standard Deviations for FRE Scores. 

Grou�: N: 
-

S.D.: S./N.S.: 

Cyberbully 14 50.07 7.966 N.S. 

Traditional Bully 36 49.69 11.336 N.S. 

Cybervictim 46 45.76 10.246 s. 

Traditional Victim 53 45.38 7.794 s. 

Cyber Bully-Victim 9 48 9.46 N.S. 

Traditional Bully-Victim 23 45.13 9.988 N.S. 

Control 695 50.99 9.634 S. 

Note: 

*S = Significant Difference

**N.S. = Non-Significant Difference 
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4.8.6. 'Popularity.' 

The 'Popularity' (POP) scale looks at a participant's evaluation of his/her social skills. 

Specifically, it looks at perceived popularity, ability to make friends, and feelings of 

inclusion in activities. Hypothesis 13 suggested that there would be a difference in 

'Popularity' levels across the groups. A one-way ANOVA at the .05 level of significance 

was conducted to investigate 'Popu]arity' scores across the groups. This revealed that there 

was a statistically significant difference between groups [F (6, 869) = 8.725, p=.00]. The 

actual difference between group mean scores was moderate (partial eta squared = .06). The 

means and standard deviations for 'Popularity' scores of the sample are displayed in table 

4.19. 

The Tukey HSD test was used to indicate where the differences between groups occurred. 

This revealed that the 'Popularity' scores of the cyberbully group (x =56.36, SD=S.741) 

were significantly higher than the traditional victim group (x =46.04, SD=l0.368), and the 

traditional bully-victim group (x =46.78, SD=9.95). The POP scores for the traditional 

bully group (x =52.81, SD=l0.564) were also significantly higher than the traditional 

victim group. The control group (x =53.72, SD=9.057) displayed significantly higher 

'Popularity' scores than the traditional victim group, and the traditional bully-victim group. 
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However, the 'Popularity' scores of the groups did not differ significantly in other 

comparisons. Although the differences were non-significant, examining the means a trend 

suggests that the POP scores of the cyberbully group were a lot higher than the POP scores 

of the traditional bully group, the cybervictim group (x :::;::49.59, SD=l0.228), the cyber 

bully-victim group (x =52.11, SD=7.322) and the control group. The 'Popularity' scores of 

the traditional bully group were not significantly different from the 'Popularity' scores of 

the cybervictim group, the cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group or 

the control group. However, examining the means a trend suggests that the 'Popularity' 

scores of the traditional bully group were a lot higher than the 'Popularity' scores of the 

cybervictim group and the traditional bully-victim group. The POP scores of the 

cybervictim group were not significantly different from the POP scores of the traditional 

victim group, the cyber bully-victim group, the traditional bully-victim group or the control 

group. However, a trend suggests that the cybervictim group displayed low POP scores 

compared with the cyber bully-victim group and the control group. Observing the means it 

is evident that the cybervictim group also displayed high POP scores compared with the 

traditional victim group and the traditional bully-victim group. The traditional victim group 

did not display significantly different 'Popularity' scores compared to the cyber bully

victim group, or the traditional bully-victim group. Although the difference was non

significant examination of the means suggests that the traditional victim group displayed 

low 'Popularity' scores compared to the cyber bully-victim group. The 'Popularity' scores 

of the cyber bully-victim group were not significantly different from the 'Popularity' scores 

of the traditional bully-victim group or the control group. However, examining the means it 
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is evident that the 'Popularity' scores of the cyber bully-victim group were much higher 

than the 'Popularity' scores of the traditional bully-victim group. 
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Table 4.19: Group Means and Standard Deviations for POP Scores. 

GrouJ::!: N: 
-

x: S.D.: S./N.S.: 

Cyberbully 14 56.36 8.741 S. 

Traditional Bully 36 52.81 10.564 s. 

Cybervictim 46 49.59 10.228 N.S. 

Traditional Victim 53 46.04 10.368 s. 

Cyber Bully-Victim 9 52.11 7.322 N.S. 

Traditional Bully-Victim 23 46.78 9.95 s. 

Control 695 53.72 9.057 S. 

Note: 

*S = Significant Difference

**N.S. = Non-Significant Difference 
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4.8.7. 'Happiness and Satisfaction.' 

The 'Happiness and Satisfaction' (HAP) scale allows a participant to indicate his/her levels 

of happiness and satisfaction with life. According to the fourteenth hypothesis there should 

be a difference in 'Happiness and Satisfaction' levels across the groups. A one-way 

ANOVA at the .05 level of significance was conducted to explore the 'Happiness and 

Satisfaction' scores across groups. This revealed that there was not a statistically significant 

difference in HAP scores between groups [F (6, 869) = 1.715, p=.l I]. Therefore, the 

fourteenth hypothesis was not supported. The means and standard deviations for 

'Happiness and Satisfaction' scores for all of the groups are displayed in table 4.20. 

Observing the mean HAP scores, it is evident that there is very little difference across the 

seven groups; the cyberbully group (x =50.79, SD=7.319), the traditional bully group (x 

=49.97, SD=S.269), the cybervictim group (x =48.39, SD=8.788), the traditional victim 

group (x =47.42, SD=8.824), the cyber bully-victim group (x =49.56, SD=9.422), the 

traditional bully-victim group (x =48.22, SD=9.881) and the control group (x =50.36, 

SD=7.698). 
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Table 4.20: Group Means and Standard Deviations for HAP Scores. 

Grou:g: N: 2Ll. S.D.: S./N.S.: 

CyberbuUy 14 50.79 7.319 N.S. 

Traditional Bully 36 49.97 8.269 N.S. 

Cybervictim 46 48.39 8.788 N.S. 

Traditional Victim 53 47.42 8.824 N.S. 

Cyber Bully-Victim 9 49.56 9.422 N.S. 

Traditional Bully-Victim 23 48.22 9.881 N.S. 

Control 695 50.36 7.698 N.S. 

Note: 

*S = Significant Difference

**N.S. = Non-Significant Difference 
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4.9. Summary. 

The statistical analysis of the data revealed some very interesting findings. It is apparent 

from the analysis that cyberbullying does in fact exist within the population of Irish 

secondary school students, with 2.6% admitting to cyberbullying others and 6.3% 

reporting cyber victimization during the previous 3 months. Analysis also revealed that 

6.7% of participants had engaged in traditional bullying and 8.7% of participants had been 

victimized by traditional bullying. The majority of both cyberbullies and cybervictims 

revealed that the abuse had occurred only once or twice. However, a number of participants 

were experiencing cyberbullying on a more regular basis. Those who had engaged in 

cyberbullying reported that abuse via websites and instant messaging were the two most 

common methods that they had used to harass others. Victims of cyberbullying also 

reported bullying on a website to be the most common method of abuse that they had 

experienced. When asked how their behaviour had caused them to feel, the most popular 

answer reported by cyberbullies was 'regretful.' Those who had been cyber victimized 

most commonly reported feeling angry as a result of the abuse. 

A number of personality differences between the participant groups were evident following 

analysis. The traditional bully group displayed significantly higher Psychoticism levels 

compared to the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group, the cyber bully-victim 

group and the control group. The traditional bully-victim group displayed significantly 

higher P scores than the control group. Analyses of gender differences indicated that males 
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tended to score higher on the P scale compared with females. There were no significant 

differences in Extraversion levels across the groups. Analyses revealed that gender did not 

significantly affect E scores. The cybervictim and the traditional victim groups showed 

significantly higher Neuroticism scores compared to the control group and females tended 

to score higher on the N scale compared with males. 

Examination of patterns in self-concept revealed that the traditional bully group and the two 

victim groups displayed significantly lower 'General Self-Concept' scores than the control 

group. Analyses did not reveal any significant effect of gender on 'General Self-Concept' 

levels. The traditional bully group had a more negative evaluation of their 'Behavioural 

Adjustment' compared to the cybervictim group, the traditional victim group and the 

control group. The traditional bully group also had significantly lower 'Intellectual and 

School Status' levels compared to the control group. There were no significant differences 

in 'Physical Appearance and Attributes' scores across groups. The control group displayed 

a significantly more positive evaluation of their 'Freedom from Anxiety' levels compared 

with the cybervictim group and the traditional victim group. There were also a number of 

differences between groups regarding 'Popularity' scores. The cyberbully group showed 

significantly higher 'Popularity' scores than the traditional victim and the traditional bully

victim groups. The traditional bully group bad significantly higher 'Popularity' scores 

compared to the traditional victim group. Also the control group had significantly higher 

'Popularity' scores than the traditional victim or the traditional bulJy-victim groups. 

Finally, there were no significant differences in 'Happiness and Satisfaction' levels across 

groups. 
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When analysing the findings it is necessary to mention the imbalance in group sizes. For 

instance there are 695 participants in the control group, compared to just 9 participants in 

the cyber bully-victim group. Also, when the groups were split by gender to analyse 

personality differences and 'General Self-Concept' differences, this created further 

imbalance in the groups and resulted in very small groups in some cases. For example, 

when the traditional bully group was split by gender this resulted in two very imbalanced 

groups with 31 males and just 5 females. This must be taken into account when reflecting 

on the statistical findings. These findings will be discussed in greater depth in the 

discussion chapter. 
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Discussion. 

5.1. Introduction. 

This chapter will discuss the results of the current study. These results will be discussed in 

relation to the existing literature on traditional and cyber bullying. Specifically this chapter 

will examine the personality traits, i.e. Psychoticism, Extraversion and Neuroticism of the 

groups in the present research in comparison with the existing literature. The findings 

regarding the general and specific areas of self-concept of the groups will also be discussed 

in relation to the literature. The current research will be evaluated and suggestions for 

future research in the area will be made. 
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5.2. The Cyberbullying Questionnaire. 

5.2.l. The prevalence of bullying. 

In the current study 2.6% of participants had engaged in cyberbullying on at least one 

occasion, and approximately one in twenty participants had been cyber victimized at least 

once. The literature varies hugely with regard to the prevalence of both traditional and 

cyberbullying. However, there are a number of studies which support the moderate levels 

of cyberbuUying found in the current study. Research conducted by the Anti-Bullying 

Research and Resource Centre (2008) revealed that 14.2% of participants reported that they 

had been cyber victimized during the previous couple of months and 8.7% admitted to 

cyberbullying others. Australian research by Campbell and Gardner (2005) indicated 

similar levels of cyberbullying and cyber victimization to the levels reported by the Anti

Bullying Research and Resource Centre. Research conducted in the USA by Kowalski and 

Limber (2007) indicated moderate levels of cyber victimization but very few participants 

had engaged in cyberbullying others. By contrast a number of studies have indicated much 

higher rates of cyberbullying and cyber victimization. For instance, in Britain research 

conducted by the National Children's Home (NCH) (2002) indicated that one in four 

participants had been cyberbullied. The NCH in conjunction with Tesco conducted a follow 

up study in 2005 which revealed similar levels of cyber victimization to those found in the 

previous study. Smith et al. (2006) also found that approximately one in five participants in 

their study had been cyberbullied. A number of studies found extremely high rates of 
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cyberbullying in their research. Tomazin and Smith (2007) cite research from the National 

Coalition against Bullying (2004) which found much higher rates of cyber victimiz.ation 

than the current study, with over 40% of Australian girls being cyberbullied by mobile 

phone or online. Several studies in the USA revealed extremely high levels of cyber 

victimization, including; Harris Interactive (United Press International, 2008), i-SAFE.org 

(2004), and Raskauskas and Stoltz (2007). In Canada, Hioduja and Patchin (2005; 2005a; 

2006) also indicated that cyberbullying was much more prevalent than the current research 

revealed. 

There may be numerous explanations for the low levels of cyberbullying found in the 

current research compared to other research. There is little consistency in cyberbullying 

rates reported in the literature. Even within the same country findings can vary hugely. As 

was suggested in the review of literature, this may be due to varying levels of access to 

cyberspace and may also be a result of inconsistencies in the various studies. There were a 

number of methodolgical inconsistencies throughout the studies. For example, the age 

groups of the participants varied from one study to the next. The age range in the study 

conducted by the Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre was 12 to 19. This is in 

contrast with research by Li (2005a) which focused on grade 7 students only. Sample sizes 

also vary greatly across studies. Raskauskas and Stoltz (2007) had a sample of 84 

participants compared to the 13,000 participants in the research conducted by the NCAB 

(2004) in Australia. There is also the fact that cyberbullying is a new phenomenon and is 

still evolving. This may contribute to the inconsistent rates of cyberbullying found in 

different studies. Cultural factors may also influence the prevalence of cyberbullying in a 
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particular country. To date British research has indicated higher levels of cyber 

victimization than Irish research. This may be a result of different attitudes to bullying 

behaviour. In recent years the U.K. has experienced a wave of reality television 

programmes which involve participants being evicted or voted off. In many cases this can 

be humiliating for the individual involved. This type of behaviour being normalized may 

impact on a young person's perception of bullying. Based on the research to date the rates 

of cyberbullying among Irish secondary school students appear to be moderate. The 

prevalence of cyberbullying may rise as we see increasing access to broadband Internet in 

Ireland. Also, social networking sites are becoming increasingly popular among Irish 

adolescents. This also may lead to increased rates of cyberbu1lying in Irish society. 

The present study also revealed low rates of traditional bullying. These moderate levels of 

traditional bullying are supported by a number of studies. For example, O' Moore et al. 

(1997) found that approximately one in six secondary school students had been traditionally 

bullied during the previous three months. Minton et a]. (2008) investigated homophobic 

bullying in Irish society and found similar rates of victimization. In the USA Harris et al. 

(2002) found that one in ten students were traditionally bullied once a week, whereas 

slightly more were bullied less often than this. In 2001 Nansel et al. reported very similar 

percentages of bullies and victims and also indicated that slightly fewer participants fell 

into the category of bully-victim. In Australia a number of researchers have also indicated 

moderate levels of traditional bullying (e.g. Rigby, 1997; Rigby & Slee, 1991; Rigby & O' 

Brien, 1992). 
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However, the rates of traditional bullying found in the current study are modest compared 

with some research. According to Smith ( 1991 ), on average around one fifth of British 

students are victims of traditional bullying. Slee (1995a) found that an even higher 

percentage of participants were bullied 'seriously' at least once a week. 0' Moore and 

Hillery (1989) found that more than half of their participants had been traditionaHy bulJied 

occasionally and more than half of the sample reported that they had bullied someone at 

school. More current research conducted by the Anti-Bullying Research and Resource 

Centre (2008), Minton and O' Moore (2008), and Mills et al. (2004) indicated that the level 

of traditional bullying in Ireland may have decreased somewhat since 1989. However, these 

studies indicated much higher levels of traditional bullying than the current study. 
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5.2.2. Freguency of cyberbullying. 

In this study the majority of cyberbullies reported cyberbullying others just once or twice in 

the previous three months, and a very small percentage admitted to cyberbullying others 

almost every day. Most cybervictims admitted that they had been cyberbullied once or 

twice in the previous 3 months. A small number reported being cyberbullied almost every 

week. This would suggest that the majority of cyberbullying incidents are once off 

situations. Although there is little research available which investigates the frequency of 

cyberbullying, this finding is generally supported in the literature. A recent Irish study 

(Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre, 2008) revealed that 11 % of cybervictims 

had been victimized once or twice, whereas very few said that it was a regular occurrence. 

Beran and Li (2005) found that approximately one third had experienced cyber harassment 

once or twice and a smaller group had experienced it at least a few times. The majority of 

cyberbullies admitted to harassing peers electronically once or twice, compared to a very 

small percentage who reported doing so several times or more often. According to Smith et 

al. (2006) very few of the cybervictims in their study had actually been cyberbullied for a 

long time during the previous two months. The research which has ]ooked at cyberbullying 

supports the current findings that quite often cyberbullying is not prolonged. However, 

there are a minority of cases where the harassment is more persistent. 
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5.2.3. Methods of cyberbullying. 

In the current research the most popular method of cyberbullying was via a website. This 

was reported by both cyberbullies and cybervictims. It is possible that some participants 

were referring to social networking sites, such as bebo.com. Research by Pew Internet and 

American Life Project in 2007 found that participants who used social networking sites 

were more likely to report harassment than participants who did not use social networking 

sites. Perhaps this is a factor in the high percentage of cyberbullies and cybervictims in the 

current study reporting websites as the method used to cyberbully. Cyberbullies also 

reported harassing others using instant messaging and text messaging. Cybervictims were 

also commonly harassed with phone calls, and text messaging. The Anti-Bullying Research 

and Resource Centre (2008) also found abuse via a website to be a common form of 

cyberbullying. Their findings indicated that a number of participants had something abusive 

posted about them on a website. Instant messaging is often found to be a popular form of 

cyberbullying by researchers (e.g. Beran & Li, 2005; Pew Internet and American Life 

Project, 2007). According to the Anti6Bullying Research and Resource Centre (2008) some 

participants had received aggressive instant messages and others had sent abusive instant 

messages to others. Kowalski and Limber (2007) found that the most common method used 

to cyberbully in their study was instant messaging. Finkelhor et al. (2000) also found abuse 

via instant messaging to be prevalent, with approximately one third of cybervictims being 

harassed in this way. Other researchers have also found abusive phone calls to be a 

common form used to cyberbully (e.g. Smith et al., 2006). For instance the Anti-Bullying 

Research and Resource Centre (2008) found that over one fifth of participants had been 
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threatened during a phone call and a number of participants had conducted threatening 

phone calls towards someone else. The current study' s finding that texting was a popular 

method of abuse used by cyberbullies has also been supported in the literature (e.g. Pew 

Internet and American Life Project, 2007; Smith et al., 2006). According to the Anti

Bullying Research and Resource Centre (2008) numerous participants had either received a 

nasty text message outside of school or had sent someone a nasty text message in the 

previous couple of months. In the UK researchers found that many teenagers had been 

bullied by text message (NCH Tesco, 2005). 

Other studies have found different methods of cyberbuUying to be prevalent, such as email, 

video clip, or chat room. Although these were not the most common methods found in the 

current study, all of these methods were reported by at least one participant. Some 

researchers have found abuse via video clip or picture to be a common form of bullying 

(e.g. Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre, 2008; NCH/Tesco, 2005). In the current 

study, very few cyberbullies reported using picture message to harass others and none of 

them used video clip. A small number of cybervictims had been harassed using video clip 

or picture messaging. Some studies have indicated that email is a popular method used by 

cyberbullies (e.g. Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre, 2008; NCH/Tesco, 2005; 

Smith et al., 2006; Li, 2005; Finkelhor et al., 2000; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Pew Internet 

and American Life Project, 2007). In the present research a small percentage of 

cybervictims and cyberbullies reported either receiving or engaging in abuse via email. 

Other studies have reported that chat rooms are commonly used as a method of 

cyberbullying (e.g. Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre, 2008; NCH/Tesco, 2005; 

139 



Li, 2005; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Finkelhor et al., 2000). In the current study a minority 

of cyberbullies reported enagaging in cyberbullying using chat rooms, where as slightly 

more cybervictims had been harassed in chat rooms. Although the percentages for different 

methods of cyberbuHying vary across studies, it is clear that cyberbullying is conducted 

using every form of electronic communication available. It would seem likely that 

cyberbullies will use the methods of cyber communication which are most accessible to 

them at a given time. It is also possible that they opt for the method that is most convenient 

to reach a particular victim. 
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5.2.4. The impact of cyberbullying. 

Bhat (2008) feels that there is a paucity of work which concentrates on the psychological 

impact for victims of cyberbullying. It is suggested by Fleming et al. (2006) that it is likely 

that cybervictims would suffer many of the same negative effects reported by traditional 

victims. This research revealed that cyberbullies reported both positive and negative 

emotions as a result of their bullying behaviour. Many cyberbullies reported positive 

feelings such as; satisfied, powerful, excited, and in control. However, others reported that 

their behaviour made them feel sad or upset, ashamed, angry, regretful, and depressed. A 

number of cyberbullies reported a mixture of positive and negative emotions. The majority 

of cybervictims claimed that they felt angry, and many also reported feeling sad, ashamed, 

and frightened as a result of their experience. 

The literature generally supports the negative impact reported by the cybervictims in the 

current study. The Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre (2008) found that many 

cybervictims had been made to feel either angry or upset. A study in Canada by Patchin and 

Hinduja (2006) indicated that cybervictims felt frustrated, angry and sad. Beran and Li 

(2005) reported that vicitms in their sample tended to feel angry following their 

victimization. Many also reported feeling sad and hurt. Others were caused to feel angry, 

anxious, sad, or fearful. According to Finkelhor et al. (2000) almost a third of cybervictims 

reported experiencing at least one symptom of stress following victimization. Cybervictims 

also reported feeling very or extremely upset, very or extremely afraid, and very or 
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extremely embarrassed. Raskauskas and Stoltz (2007) found that the large majority of 

cybervictims had been negatively affected by cyberbullying. Many victims claimed to feel 

sad, hopeless or depressed and some were afraid to attend school. Elliott (1986) found that 

many UK participants who had suffered traditional bullying described it as ''terrifying." 

This indicates the impact that bullying can have on victims. A study by Ybarra et al. (2007) 

revealed that young people who were cyberbullied were more likely to admit to carrying a 

weapon to school during the previous 30 days. This finding is indicative of the fear that 

cyberbullying can induce. It is also important to note that not all of the cybervictims in the 

current research reported the negative impact of cyberbullying. Participants also reported 

that regarding their cyber victimization they felt indifferent, didn't care, found it funny, felt 

happy and forgot it and moved on. This is in contrast with most of the existing literature 

which tends only to report negative impact. However, the Anti-Bullying Research and 

Resource Centre (2008) also found that a number of the cybervictims in their study claimed 

not to be bothered by the harassment. Hinduja and Patchin (2005) also revealed that some 

cybervictims in their study reported that they were not bothered by their cyber victimization 

either. The impact of cyberbullying on those who perpetrate cyberbullying is something 

which requires more investigation, as there is absence of information available on this. 
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5.3. The Eysenck Personality Questionnaire. 

The Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire was included in th.is researcb to investigate th.e 

personality types of the different groups. Three scales were focused on; the Psychoticism 

scale, the Extraversion scale, and the Neuroticism scale·. A higher score on a particular 

scale suggests a more dominant characteristic. 
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5.3.1. Psychoticism. 

According to Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) a very high score on the P scale indicates that an 

individual may be solitary, uncaring, troublesome, or inhumane. This person may be 

lacking empathy and sensitivity. He/she is likely to be aggressive at times and may enjoy 

upsetting other people. The cyberbully group in the current study did not display higher 

Psychoticism levels compared to the other groups. However, the traditional bully group 

displayed higher psychoticism levels than both of the victim groups, the cyber bully

victims and the controls. In general the literature would support the finding that traditional 

bullies display higher levels of psychoticism compared to other groups. For example, Slee 

and Rigby (1993) and Mynard and Joseph (1997) found that bullies tended to have higher 

levels of psychoticism. In a 2003 study Connolly and O' Moore also found that bullies 

showed higher levels of psychoticism, when compared with those not involved in bullying. 

Although many researchers have not used the term 'psychoticism,' they have found 

personality traits which are consistent with higher levels of psychoticism. According to 

Walls (2000) bulJies seem to take pleasure in bullying the same individuals for prolonged 

periods. Olweus (1993; 1997) claimed that bullies are often aggressive and tend to lack 

empathy. Hazier et aL (2006) also found that bullies often lack empathy and attempt to 

contro] others through verba] and physical aggression. They are often domineering and 

regard violent behaviour with a positive attitude (Olweus, 1978). Olweus (1993) suggested 

that bullies are also assertive and quick tempered. Stephenson and Smith (1989) found that 

bullies were perceived as being easily drawn into aggression and seemed to enjoy it. Bullies 

have been found to react more quickly to anger, they will resort to using force more 
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quickly, and are more likely to use aggression to maintain their image (Hazier et al., 1997). 

Lagerspetz et al. ( 1982) also found that bullies had positive attitudes regarding aggressive 

behaviour. These attitudes are in keeping with a more dominant characteristic of 

psychoticism. 

On the other hand cyberbullies did not show elevated P scores. Lack of research in this area 

does not allow comparison with the literature. However, this finding may suggest that 

cyberbullies display different personality traits compared with traditional bullies. Herring 

(2001, p. 212) suggests that electronic communication ''not only fosters playful 

disinhibition but reduces social accountability, making it easier for users to engage in 

hostile, aggressive acts." This may explain the actions of cyberbullies. Perhaps those who 

engage solely in cyberbullying lack the aggressive personalities of those who engage in 

traditional bullying. 

The cybervictirn group and the traditional victim group displayed lower P scores compared 

with the traditional bully group. Although the literature tends not to focus on the 

psychoticism levels of victims, there is some support for this finding. Olweus (1978) found 

that victims tend to be very much in control of aggressive urges and tend to have a negative 

perception of violence. The cyber bully-victim group displayed lower psychoticism levels 

than the traditional bully group. However, the traditional bully-victim group displayed 

higher P scores than the control group. Again there is a paucity of literature on the 

psychoticism levels of bully-victims. However, Mynard and Joseph (1997) claim that bully-
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victims display higher P scores than children who have no involvement in bullying. This 

was supported by the current findings on traditional bully-victims but not by the findings 

on cyber bully-victims. 
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5.3.2. Extraversion. 

A person who gets a very high score on the E scale tends to be sociable. They are 

impulsive, they can be aggressive, and they are likely to be optimistic. In the current study 

neither of the bully groups displayed dramatically different Extraversion levels compared to 

other groups. This is countered by much of the literature which generally suggests that 

bullies have more extraverted personalities. For instance, Mynard and Joseph (1997) found 

bullies to be more extraverted compared with victims and bully-victims. Connolly and O' 

Moore (2003) also indicated that bullies display higher levels of extraversion, compared to 

those with no involvement in bullying. Although Olweus (1997) does not use the term 

'extraversion' he does characterize bullies as being impulsive and impulsiveness is a 

characteristic associated with extraverted personalities. Bhat (2008) also suggests that 

impulsiveness may be a factor in cyberbullying among adolescents. She suggests that 

cyberbullying may be an impulsive reaction to a perceived insult. However, this does not 

explain the actions of cyberbulJies in the current study who are not more extraverted than 

others. The cybervictims and the traditional victims in the present research did not display 

different levels of Extraversion compared with others. Other researchers have associated 

victimization with an introverted personality (Slee & Rigby, 1993; Mynard & Joseph, 

1997). However, this was not supported by the current findings. By contrast, other research 

suggests that victims sometimes suffer from problems such as impulsivity (e.g. Schwartz et 

al., 1993; Schwartz et al., 2001). This was not supported by the current study either as the 

victim groups did not display more extraverted personalities than other groups. Neither of 
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the bully-victim groups showed different levels of Extraversion compared to others. Lack 

of research regarding bully-victims does not allow comparison with the literature. 
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5.3.3. Neuroticism. 

Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) describe someone who scores very hjgh]y on the Neuroticism 

scale as generally anxious, moody, depressed and at times irrational. Extremely neurotic 

individuals tend to be very emotional and may suffer from psychosomatic problems. The 

two bully groups in the current study did not show more or less neurotic characters than 

other groups. This is in contrast with the literature. For example, Byrne (1994) found 

bullies to be more neurotic than controls. Mynard and Joseph (1997) and Connolly and 0' 

Moore (2003) also found that bullies displayed more dominant characteristics of 

neuroticism. 

In the present research, both the cybervfotims and the traditional victims were more 

neurotic than the control participants. This finding is supported by the literature. Byrne 

(I 994) found that victims displayed higher neuroticism levels than bullies. Sato et al. 

(1987) associated victimization with symptoms of neuroses. Victims of bullying have also 

been associated with psychological distress and poor psychosocial adjustment by numerous 

researchers (e.g. Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Nansel et al., 2001). Some studies 

have revealed that victims display higher levels of psychosomatic symptoms ( e.g. 

Kumpulainen et al., 1998). Li (2005) believes that cybervictims in particular are at risk of 

poor psycho-social adjustment. Rigby (2005) claimed that victims of bullying were more 

often suffering from low levels of mental health compared to others including depression, 

anxiety and suicidal ideation. Ybarra (2004) suggests that young people who suffered from 
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depressive symptoms were more likely to report cyber victimization. Campbell and 

Morrison (2007) associate victimization during the present school term with a stronger 

tendency towards hallucinations, paranoia and dissociation. In 2004 Bebbington et al. 

studied interviews from the British National Survey of Psychiatric morbidity. Just under 

half of the group identified as psychotic had been exposed to bullying. Reid (1989) 

suggests that victims tend to exaggerate and worry about what they understand to be 

threats. Reid believes that they attract negative attention through their own temperament 

and in rare cases through their own aggressive behaviour. This would imply that victims' 

neurotic characters encourage bullying behaviour in others rather than their neuroticism 

being a result of victimization. 

Neither of the bully-victim groups displayed different Neuroticisrn levels compared with 

other groups. This finding is very much in contrast with the literature in general. For 

instance Austin and Joseph (1996) found that bully-victims were actually the most neurotic 

group of all. Mynard and Joseph (1997) also found that bully-victims were more neurotic 

than cru]dren who were classified as having no involvement in bullying. It has also been 

suggested that bulJy-victirns must endure the greatest psychological difficulty of any group 

(Kumpulainen et al., 1998; Stein et al., 2007). 
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5.4. Piers-Barris 2. 

The Piers-Harris 2 (Piers & Herzberg, 2002) examined participants' self-concept. The 

literature would suggest that bullying does impact on an individual's self-esteem. Peer 

rejection increases an adolescent's risk of poor social adjustment (Schaeffer et al., 2003; 

Buhs & Ladd, 2001; Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990, Rubin et al., 1998), disruptive behaviour 

(Newcomb et al., 1993), along with loneliness, anxiety, depressive symptoms and poor self

image (Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990; Parker & Asher, 1987; Rubin et al., 1998). 
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5 .4 .1. 'General Self-Concept.' 

The 'General Self-Concept' scale investigates one's overall self-evaluation. In the present 

study the cyberbullies did not display very different 'General Self-Concept' scores 

compared with other groups. However, the traditional bully group had low TOT scores 

compared with controls. This indicates a difference between the two types of bully. A 

number of researchers suggest that children who bully often suffer from low self-esteem. 

For instance, O' Moore and Hillery (1991) found that bullies had lower self-esteem 

compared to non-bullies. Mynard and Joseph (1997) also suggest that bullying behaviour is 

associated with lower global self-worth. The more frequently participants engaged in 

bullying, the lower their global self-esteem. In a study by O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) 

bullies showed slightly more negative self-image. These studies support the current finding 

on traditional bullies. By contrast, Olweus (1978; 1993) found that bullies appeared to have 

a positive attitude about themselves generally. Stephenson and Smith (1989) also found that 

bullies did not lack confidence. Salmivalli et al. ( 1999) suggest that aggressive children are 

generally confident. They claim that bullies have high self-esteem and a narcissistic, self

aggrandising attitude. These studies support the finding that cyberbullies do not suffer from 

low self-concept but are in contrast with the current finding on the self-concept of 

traditional bullies. 

The 'General Self-Concept' levels of both victim groups were lower than the controls. This 

finding is widely supported by the literature which generally indicates that victimization 
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has a negative impact on self-worth. Grills and Ollendick (2002) found that victims tended 

to have lower self-esteem. Roland (1989) along with Hawker and Boulton (2000) claim that 

low self-esteem seems to be a consistent characteristic of victims of bullying. O' Moore 

and Kirkham (2001) found that victims displayed significantly lower global self-esteem 

when compared to non-victims. Slee and Rigby (1993) also found that victims of bullying 

have low self-esteem. Stephenson and Smith (1989) found that victims were perceived by 

others as being unconfident. Olweus (1978) suggests that victims tend to have negative 

perceptions of themselves in most domains. Byrne (1994) found victims to have the lowest 

self-esteem of any group. Callaghan and Joseph ( 1995) linked victims to extremely low 

global self-concept. Matsui et al. (1996) found that victims of bullying in school were 

linked with low self-esteem as college students. This would suggest that the negative 

experience of bullying victimization can have long-term effects on self-esteem. Willard 

(2006) believes that cyberbullying can also lead to low self-esteem. Card (2003) believes 

that low self-esteem is a clear precursor for victimization. This is open to debate as it is just 

as easy to argue that low self-esteem is a result of victimization and not an antecedent for 

bullying. The 'General Self-Concept' scores of the two buUy-victim groups did not differ 

greatly from other groups. This finding is very much in contrast with the literature. The 

general consensus is that bully-victims have poor self-esteem. According to Austin and 

Joseph (1996) bully-victims suffer from lower self-esteem compared with pure bullies and 

pure victims. O' Moore (1995, 1997) also suggests that bully-victims feel less adequate 

than pure bullies. 

153 



5.4.2. 'Behavioural Adjustment.' 

The 'Behavioural Adjustment' scale investigates one's self-evaluation of his/her behaviour. 

The 'Behavioural Adjustment' scores of the cyberbully group were not very different from 

the other groups. However, the 'Behavioural Adjustment' scores of the traditional bully 

group were lower than the victim groups, and the controls. It is worth noting that the 

cyberbuJly group and the traditional bully group differed on this scale, with the traditional 

bully group displaying a more negative self-evaluation of their behaviour. This suggests a 

difference in self-concept of those engaging in traditional versus cyber bullying. The 

finding that traditional bullies regard their behaviour negatively has been widely supported 

by other researchers. According to Byrne (1994) bullies are often perceived as 'rule 

breakers.' O' Moore and Hillery (1991) also found that bullies considered themselves to be 

badly behaved compared to non-bullies. A study by O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) also 

revealed that secondary school bullies perceived themselves as being more troublesome 

than other children. Mynard and Joseph (1997) associated higher scores on a Bullying 

Behaviour Scale with lower scores on behavioural conduct. A number of researchers have 

claimed that bullies have problems conforming to school rules (Kaltiala-heino et al., 2000; 

Nansel et al., 2004; Olweus, 1993). Bullies have also been found to behave in a way that is 

oppositional to adults and they are more inclined to disobey school rules (Batsche & Knoff, 

1994; Olweus, 1993, 1996). Salmivalli (1998) also found that bullies rated themselves 

poorly regarding behaviour. Rigby et al., (1997) found that bullies are often uncooperative. 

The literature on cyberbullies and behavioural issues is in contrast with the current findings. 

Ybarra et al. (2007) have linked cyberbullies to behavioural difficulties. Ybarra and 
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Mitchell (2004) found that when compared with children who were uninvolved in 

cyberbullying, cyberbullies were significantly more likely to display poor behaviour. 

Ybarra and Mitchell (2004a) also recognise high levels of delinquency among cyberbullies. 

The cybervictim group and the traditional victim group did not display very different 

behavioural competence compared with other groups, except for the traditional bully group 

which showed lower BEH scores. This finding is in contrast with a number of studies that 

suggest that victims often display poor behaviour. For instance Ybarra et al. (2007) 

associate cybervictims with conduct problems. O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) also found 

that traditional victims consider themselves to be more troublesome than those who had not 

been bullied. Rigby et al. (1997) found that frequent victims tended to be uncooperative. 

The 'Behavioural Adjustment' scores of the two bully-victim groups were not very 

different from other groups. This finding is countered by much of the literature which 

generally indicates that bully-victims are a troublesome group. Bully-victims have been 

found to be the most likely individuals to suffer from psychosocial problems such as 

behavioural difficulties (Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004). Stein et al., (2007) found that 

bully-victims in their study displayed more behavioural difficulties than others. According 

to Austin & Joseph (1996), bully-victims have lower scores on measures of behavioural 

conduct compared with pure buHies and pure victims. O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) found 

that compared with pure bullies, bully-victims consider themselves to be less wel1-behaved. 

Haynie et al. (2001) found that bully-victims display worse behaviour compared with other 

children. 
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5.4.3. 'Intellectual and School Status.' 

The 'Intellectual and School Status' scale examines a participant's satisfaction with his/her 

status in the school environment and scholastic competence. The cyberbullies in the current 

study did not display different 'Intellectual and School Status' scores compared with other 

groups. However, the traditional bullies had lower INT scores than the control group. This 

is another area of self-concept where the cyberbuJly group differ from the traditional bully 

group, with the traditional bully group rating themselves more negatively. The finding that 

the traditional bu1ly group rated themselves poorly regarding their academic status is 

widely supported within the literature. Numerous researchers have linked bullies to 

academic difficulties (e.g. Kupersmidt & Coie, 1990; Nansel et al., 2001; Perren & 

Hornung, 2005). According to a study by Olweus (1978) bullies showed a slightly more 

negative attitude towards school work and teachers. Rigby and Slee (1992) reported that 

bullies disliked school more than children who were uninvolved in bullying. O' Moore and 

Hillery (1991) also found that bullies had lower scores for 'Intellectual and School Status' 

compared to non-bullies. According to O' Moore and Hillery (1989) bullies were most 

commonly found in full-time special classes. This was supported by Mitchell and O' Moore 

(1987). Byrne (1987) also found that children in remedial classes were more likely to bully 

than other children. Mynard and Joseph ( 1997) claimed that higher scores on a Bullying 

Behaviour Scale were associated with poorer scholastic competence. O' Moore and 

Kirkham (2001) found that bullies rated themselves as having lower 'Intellectual and 

School Status.' Stephenson and Smith (1989) also linked bullies with low ratings on 

concentration and academic success. These :findings are supported by the current study. 
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Some researchers have suggested that cyberbullies tend to have poor academic results. 

Williams and Guerra (2007) found that when participants perceive themselves to be tied to 

their school, with a fair and pleasant environment, they are less likely to engage in 

cyberbullying. This would suggest that cyberbullies may have a negative perception of 

school life. According to Ybarra and Mitchell (2004), compared with those who were 

uninvolved in cyberbullying, cyberbullies were more likely to display low school 

commitment. Ybarra and Mitchell (2004a) linked cyberbullies to poor academic results. Li 

(2005) found that less than 35% of cyberbullies had above average school grades. These 

studies are not supported by the current findings. 

Neither of victim groups displayed different INT scores compared with other groups. This 

finding is countered by much of the literature, which tends to suggest that traditional 

victims' school performances are negatively affected. For example, Stephenson and Smith 

( 1989) found that victims of traditional bullying often had poor academic performance. 

Slee and Rigby (1993a) found that victims of bullying often suffer from negative 

experience at school. O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) also found that victims perceived that 

they had poor 'Intellectual and School Status' compared with non-victims. According to 

Nishina et al. (2005) victimization can have a knock on effect and eventually academic 

achievement is negatively affected. O' Moore and Hillery (1989) indicated that victims 

were often in full-time special classes. This implies that students who are bullied are weak 

academically to begin with, rather than their performance in school declining after 

victimization. Byrne (1994) also found that over a quarter of victims were in remedial 

classes. According to Kochenderfer and Ladd (1996) victims of bullying had a negative 
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perception of school. Craig and Peplar (1996) suggest that victimization can potentially 

lead to isolation and even school dropoul Card (2003) associates victimization with 

avoiding school, low academic success and low school enjoyment. Callaghan and Joseph 

(1995) also found that victims tend to perceive their academic ability in a negative light. 

Bjorkqvist et al. (1982) found that victims of bullying considered themselves to be weak 

intellectually. The :findings on academic competence in these studies are very much in 

contrast with the current finding. On the other hand Li (2005) found that half of 

cybervictims displayed above average school grades. However, Willard (2006) believes 

that cyberbullying often results in poor academic performance. The current study found that 

the cybervictim group displayed neither very high nor very low INT scores compared with 

others. 

The bully-victim groups did not display very different evaluations of their academic ability 

compared to the other groups. This is in contrast with much of the literature. Bully-victims 

have generally been found to have poor self-evaluations of their academic performance. For 

example, Stein et al. (2007) found that bully-victims had the worst attitude towards school. 

It has also been found that buHy-victims tend to have poor exam results, and poorer school 

adjustment compared to others (Nansel et al., 2004; Schwartz, 2000). Mouttapa et al. 

(2004) also found that bully-victims tend to have weak academic skills. O' Moore and 

Kirkham (2001) found that compared with pure bullies, bully-victims consider themselves 

to have worse academic status. Austin and Joseph (1996) also found that bully-victims have 

lower 'Intellect and School Status' levels compared with pure bullies. Haynie et al. (2001) 

found that bully-victims display poor school adjustment. 
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5.4.4. 'Physical Appearance and Attributes.' 

The 'Physical Appearance and Attributes' (PHY) scale investigates participants' self

evaluation of physical appearance, leadership qualities and ability to express themselves. 

Neither of the bully groups displayed very different attitudes regarding their physical 

attributes compared with other groups. A number of studies have found that bullies rated 

themselves highly, regarding attractiveness (e.g. Salmivalli 1998). O' Moore and Kirkham 

(2001) also found that bullies tend to rate themselves positively regarding their physical 

attributes. Stephenson and Smith ( 1989) found that bullies were perceived as being 

physically strong. The current study does not support these findings. The cybervictims and 

traditional victims in the present research did not have different PHY scores compared with 

other groups either. This is in contrast with O' Moore and Kirkham's (2001) finding that 

victims see themselves as being less physically attractive, when compared with non

victims. Stephenson and Smith (1989) found that victims were perceived as being 

physically weaker than other children. According to Salmivalli (1998) victims of bullying 

had negative evaluations of their physical attributes. Bjorkqvist et al. (1982) also found that 

victims see themselves as physically unattractive. Callaghan and Joseph (1995) found that 

victims have negative perceptions of their physical appearance. These studies are not 

supported by the current findings. The bully-victim groups did not display very different 

PHY scores from the other groups either. O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) found that 

compared with pure bullies, bully-victims consider themselves to be less physically 

attractive. This was also found to be the case in research conducted by Austin and Joseph 

(1996). This was not supported by the current study. 
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5.4.5. 'Freedom from Anxiety.' 

The 'Freedom from Anxiety' scale allows participants' to evaluate their levels of anxiety 

and depression. Neither the cyberbully group nor the traditional bully group displayed 

different 'Freedom from Anxiety' scores compared to others. This finding is supported by a 

number of studies. Olweus (1978) found that bullies appeared not to suffer from anxiety. In 

a study by O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) bullies rated themselves as being less anxious 

than non-bullies. However, in contrast with the present study other researchers argue that 

bullies and victims are equally likely to suffer anxiety and depression (e.g. Kaltiala-Heino, 

Rimpela, Rantanen & Rimpela, 2000). For instance, Kowalski and Limber (2006) found 

that the most socially anxious group were eighth grade cyberbullies who had bullied at least 

twice a month. As the frequency of cyberbullying increased so did the level of anxiety. In 

the present study both of the victim groups had higher anxiety levels compared to the 

control group. This finding is generally supported by the literature which tends to indicate 

that victims have higher levels of anxiety. A number of studies have found that victims of 

bullying are more anxious than non-victims (e.g. Craig, 1998; Fekkes, Pijpers, & Verloove

Van-Horick, 2004; Juvonen, Graham & Schuster, 2003; Faust & Forehand, 1994; Grills & 

Ollendick, 2002; Cammack-Barry, 2005). In 1978 Olweus found that victims are generally 

more anxious, insecure, and nervous than other children. In a study by O' Moore and 

Kirkham (2001) victims considered themselves to be more anxious than those who had not 

been bullied. Hawker and Boulton (2000) also claim that victims tend to suffer from 

anxiety, and Slee (1994) suggests that victims' anxiety can be extreme. Willard (2006) 

believes that cyberbullying can also result in anxiety for victims. The cyber bully-victims 
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and the traditional bully-victims in the current study did not show very different anxiety 

levels compared to the other groups. This goes against much of the literature. Kaltiala

heino et al. (2000) consider bully-victims to be the most likely group to suffer from 

psychosocial problems such as elevated anxiety. O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) found that 

compared with pure bullies, bully-victims consider themselves to have more anxiety. 

Austin and Joseph (1996) found that bully-victims see themselves as being more anxious 

than pure bullies. 
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5.4.6. 'Popularitv! 

The 'Popularity' (POP) scale allows a participant to evaluate his/her popularity, ability to 

make friends, and feelings of inclusion. The 'Popularity' scores of the cyberbully group 

were much higher than the traditional victims, and the traditional bully-victims. The POP 

scores of the traditional bullies were higher than those of the traditional victims. These 

elevated 'Popularity' scores of the bully groups are widely supported by other studies. 

According to Olweus' 1978 study, bullies were popular with both sexes. Slee (1995a) 

reported that male bullies are often relatively well supported by peers. Similarly, Mouttapa 

et al. (2004) found that bullies received higher peer ratings on sociability and leadership 

scores compared to other children. Some studies have revealed that bullies become 

increasingly popular as they get older (Graham et al., 2003; Graham & Juvonen, 1998; 

Rodkin et al., 2000). Boulton and Smith (1994) suggest that bullies possibly form social 

cliques in order to gain support. Bagwell and Coie (2004) found that children who are 

aggressive tend to have more friends who enjoy breaking rules. So perhaps this indicates 

that bullies attract likeminded allies. This would account for the popularity of the bullies in 

the current study. Farrington (1993) also found bullies to have average or even in some 

cases above average popularity. Salmivalli ( 1998) found that bullies consider themselves to 

be popular. This was supported by Stephenson and Smith (1989). Byrne (1994) found that 

bullies showed more dependence on social groups than victims. Perhaps this need for social 

support is a motivating factor in bullying behaviour. 
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By contrast, other researchers have linked bullying behaviour with low levels of popularity 

(Stephenson & Smith, 1989; Glow & Glow, 1980). Lagerspetz et al. (1982) found that 

bullies were unpopular with their peers. According to O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) 

bullies regard themselves as being less popular than others. Mynard and Joseph (1997) 

claimed that bullying behaviour is associated with low social competence. Freedman (2002) 

suggests that many bullies engage in bullying because they lack the social skills which 

would allow them to communicate with peers in a positive way. Bullies have also been 

described as anti-social (Batsche & Knoff, 1994; Olweus, 1993, 1996). 0' Moore and 

Hillery ( 1991) found that bullies considered themselves to be less popular when compared 

to those who had never bullied. Williams and Guerra (2007) indicate an association 

between perceiving one's friends as trustworthy, caring and helpful and lower rates of 

Internet bullying. This would suggest that good social relationships are uncommon among 

cyberbullies. These findings do not support the current study. 

The cybervictim group did not display very different POP scores compared to other groups. 

However, the traditional victim group displayed much lower 'Popularity' scores than the 

cyberbullies, the traditional bullies, and the controls. This difference in the 'Popularity' 

evaluations of the cybervictim group compared to the traditional victim group possibly 

suggests that traditional victims feel more rejected by their peers because they are harassed 

face-to-face. It may also indicate that different personalities are targeted in cyberspace 

compared to a face-to-face context. The finding that traditional victims regard themselves 

as less socially accepted is very much supported by other researchers. Victims of bullying 

have been linked with peer rejection, and compared to other children they are less likely to 
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have friends throughout school (Hodges et al., 1999; Hodges et al., 1997). Schwartz et al. 

(1993) also describe victims as lacking social skills. Victims are sometimes excluded by 

their classmates (Juvonen et al., 2003). This may be due to their peers' fear of being bullied 

themselves if they associate with victims (Nansel et al., 2001). Hawker and Boulton (2000) 

and Slee and Rigby (1993) also link victimization to social isolation. Hawker and Boulton 

suggest that victims tend to suffer from loneliness. This is supported by Newman et al. 

(2005). Salmivalli (2005) discovered an association between victimization and increasingly 

negative perceptions of one's peers over time. This negative perception of peers can lead to 

loneliness (Ladd & Troop-Gordon, 2003). According to O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) 

victims considered themselves to be less popular than those who had not been bullied. Sato 

et al. ( 1987) found a link between victimization and poor social relationships. Stephenson 

and Smith (1989) found that victims were regarded as being unpopular. According to 

Olweus (1978) victims were unpopular with both boys and girls. Salmivalli (1998) found 

that victims of bullying had a negative perception of their social skills. Card (2003) 

associates victimization with few friendships and poor quality of friendship. It has been 

suggested that cybervictims often have interpersonal problems and tend to feel socially 

ineffective (Craig, 1998; Forero et al., 1999). Ybarra et al. (2006) reported that those who 

were cybervictims displayed poor social skills. These findings are not supported by the 

'Popularity' scores of the cybervictim group in the current study. 

The 'Popularity' scores of the cyber bully-victim group were not much different from the 

other groups. However, the traditional bully-victim group did display much lower 

'Popularity' scores than the controls and the cyberbullies. Again there is a difference 
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between the cyber group and the traditional group, and the traditional group appears to be 

more negatively affected. The finding that traditional bully-victims experience lower levels 

of popularity is supported by the literature. For instance, Austin and Joseph (1996) claimed 

that bully-victims consider themselves to be the least socially acceptable group. Compared 

with pure bullies, bully-victims see themselves as less popular. Bully-victims have been 

linked to poor social skills (Nansel et al., 2001) and social isolation (Juvonen et al., 2003; 

Veenstra et al., 2005). Mouttapa et al. (2004) also found that bully-victims suffer peer 

rejection, possibly as a result of poor social skills. 0' Moore and Kirkham (2001) found 

that compared with pure bullies, bully-victims regard themselves as being less popular. 

Haynie et al. (2001) found that when compared with other children, bully-victims display 

weaker social skills. In a study by Juvonen et al. (2003) bully-victims were the most 

avoided group of individuals. Teachers' ratings showed them to be extremely unpopular. 

Stephenson and Smith (1989) also found that teachers rated bully-victims as being the least 

popular group. 
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5.4.7. 'Happiness and Satisfaction.' 

The 'Happiness and Satisfaction' (HAP) scale examines one's happiness and satisfaction 

with life. Low scores have strong associations with emotional disturbance. The two bully 

groups did not display different HAP scores compared to other groups. This finding differs 

from the literature to date. Rigby and Slee (1992) reported that bullies were less happy than 

children who were uninvolved in bullying. In a study by O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) 

bullies appeared to be less happy and satisfied. Slee (1995) identified a link between 

depression and a tendency to bully. Rigby (2005) reports that bullies are at increased risk of 

depression and suicidal ideation. 

The cybervictims and the traditional victims did not display different levels of 'Happiness 

and Satisfaction' compared to other groups. This contrasts with much of the literature. In 

other studies victims have been found to suffer from depressive symptoms (e.g. Slee, 1995; 

Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Bjorkqvist et al., 1982; Callaghan & Joseph, 1995; Craig, 1998; 

Fekkes et al., 2004; Hodge & Perry, 1996; Juvonen et al., 2003, Olweus, 1978). In a study 

by Byrne (1994) victims were found to be more withdrawn and more depressed compared 

with bullies. According to Slee (1995a) frequent victims play alone and consider 

themselves unhappy. The subordination experienced by victims has been linked to 

depression and helplessness (Price et al., 1994). Olweus (1994) carried out a follow-up 

study with 87 men up to the age of 23. Victims were more prone to low self-esteem and 

depression compared with non-victims in the study. 
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Other studies have linked victimization with suicide. Mills et al. (2004) investigated the 

relationship between bullying, depression and suicidal thoughts or behaviour among Irish 

secondary school students. Victims were more likely to suffer from a depressive disorder 

and were also more likely to have attempted suicide. James et al. (2001) found that 

approximately half of those who were bullied a minimum of once a week felt suicidal. 

Roland (2002) also associated depression and suicidal thoughts with victimization. Webb 

(1989) refers to statistics which showed that bullying results in 200-400 suicides in Sweden 

every year. Willard (2006) states that cyberbullying can result in depression and even 

suicide. These studies are not supported by the current findings on HAP scores. 

The bully-victim groups did not display significantly different HAP scores compared to 

other groups. This counters the literature to date. For example, O' Moore and Kirkham 

(2001) found that compared to pure bullies, bully-victims see themselves as more 

dissatisfied and unhappy. O' Moore and Kirkham also found that bullies who were frequent 

victims were less happy than bullies who were only occasionally victimized. Austin and 

Joseph (1996) also found that bully-victims consider themselves to be less happy than pure 

bullies. Haynie et al. (2001) found that bully-victims often suffer from depression. 

According to Kim et al. (2005) bully-victims are the most likely individuals to report 

suicidal behaviours. 
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5.5. Gender differences in cyberbullying. 

There are a variety of opinions on the effect of gender on cyberbullying. In this study an 

equal percentage of males and females had engaged in cyberbullying, whereas a smaller 

percentage of males than females had been cyber victimized. Much of the research suggests 

that females are more likely to be cybervictirns and males are more likely to be 

cyberbullies. Ipsos-Reid (2001) claimed that males were more likely to be cyberbullies 

whereas marginally more females reported being cyberbullied. According to research 

conducted by the Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre (2008) in Ireland females 

were more likely to have been cyber victimized, and males were more likely to have 

engaged in cyberbullying. Finkelhor et al. (2000) also agree that females are targeted for 

cyber harassment more often than males. Smith et al. (2006) found that girls tended to be 

victimized through both traditional and cyber bullying more often than boys. Li (2005) 

carried out a study in Canada and found that nearly 60% of cybervictims are female, 

whereas over half of aggressors are male. Studies by Pew Internet and American Life 

Project in 2007 and Kowalski et al. (2005) found that girls were more often cyberbullied 

than boys. These studies support the current finding that females are more likely to be cyber 

victimized than males. However, the current study indicates that males and females are 

equally likely to cyberbully others. This is supported by Ybarra and MitcheU (2004a) who 

claim that males and females are equally involved in cyberbullying. In contrast to the 

present findings Blair (2003) feels that girls may be more involved in cyberbullying than 

boys because they email and text more frequently. Nelson (2003) also agrees that 
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cyberbullying is often preferred by females. According to Kowalski and Limber (2007) 

girls are more likely to be victims and perpetrators of cyberbullying. 

In the current research gender differences were investigated across groups for 

Psychoticism, Extraversion, Neuroticism and 'General Self-Concept.' It was found that 

gender did impact on Psychoticism scores with males tending to have higher P scores. 

Within their standardization data for the EPQ, Eysenck and Eysenck found that males 

displayed higher P scores than females. This is consistent with the current finding. Gender 

did not appear to impact on Extraversion levels. According to Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) 

within the over 50 age group women are more extraverted than men. However, in the 

younger age groups males are more extraverted. Eysenck ( 1965) found that boys often have 

higher E scores than girls. This was not supported by the current study. Gender did have an 

effect on Neuroticism scores. Females displayed higher N scores than males across all of 

the groups. Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) state that females tend to have higher N scores. 

This was supported by the current findings. 'General Self-Concept' scores were not 

significantly affected by gender. Research has generally not supported gender differences 

regarding self-concept (Hattie, 1992; Wylie, 1979; Piers & Harris, 1964). However, 

according to Grossman and Grossman (1994) it is not completely clear if gender 

differences exist in global self-concept and self-esteem. A number of studies have reported 

a decline in girls' self-esteem as they mature into adolescents (e.g. Reis & Callahan, 1996). 

Several studies have reported that males display higher global self-concept levels (e.g. 

Tong & Yewchuk, 1996). 
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5.6. Strengths and limitations of the current research. 

A significant strength of the current research was the large sample size of 876 participants. 

This large sample provided a representation of the population being investigated. 

Therefore, the rates of bullying found in the current research may be a more accurate 

reflection of society than those found in other studies. Another strength of the methodology 

was the fact that both urban and rural schools were included in the research. This allowed 

for a comparison of the two areas, which is something that has not been looked at in 

previous cyberbullying studies. However, the research did also face some difficulties. For 

instance, initially 1184 individuals participated in the study but 308 questionnaires could 

not be included in the statistical analysis. This was due to questionnaires being either 

incomplete or answered incorrectly. This became a problem because of the need to allow 

participants to answer the questionnaires in very large groups. In some cases there were 70 

participants in one sitting. Although the researcher attempted to check that the 

questionnaires were answered correctly, the fast departure of the students and the 

confidentiality of the research made it difficult to check that questionnaires were fully 

completed in every case. At the outset of this research project, it was intended that all of the 

data collection would be conducted online, using the website, www.surveyconsole.com. 

However, the majority of participants answered a paper version of the questionnaire. This 

was due to the fact that many of the schools lacked the technological facilities required for 

large groups of students to answer an online questionnaire. The disparity in participant 

group sizes must also be mentioned. As stated in the results chapter, there was an 

imbalance in group sizes and in some cases group sizes were very small. The major 
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strength of this study was the large sample size and the greatest limitation was the small 

participant groups. This has an impact on confidence in the findings when comparing group 

characteristics. However, it must be remembered that the small groups are an accurate 

reflection of the occurence of specific bullying behaviours within the sample. 
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5. 7. Future research.

This is the first investigation of the personality and self-concept of those involved in 

cyberbullying in Ireland. Further research is required in this area. It is important to establish 

why some individuals are cyberbullying and others are being victimized. It would also be 

very worthwhile to examine effective methods of tackling cyberbullying and the effect of 

educating young people on Internet safety with regard to cyberbullying. Another potential 

area of research is cyberbullying in the workplace. It is equally important to identify 

whether this is an issue in the adult world. This study has important implications for 

secondary school students, their parents and teachers. It is clear that cyberbullying is a 

significant problem among secondary school students, and that it generally has a negative 

impact on cybervictims. It is extremely important that the existence of cyberbullying is 

officially acknowledged by school administrators and that the Department of Education and 

Science include it in their bullying policy. Students need to be made aware that 

cyberbuIJying is considered to be a serious violation. It is also essential that teachers, 

parents and in particular, students receive information on effective methods of preventing 

and combating cyberbullying. This could take the form of a national cyberbullying 

intervention programme. 
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5.8. Conclusion. 

This is one of the first and largest research projects to investigate cyberbullying in Ireland. 

Cyberbullying has become a major topic in the media and it particularly affects teenagers at 

second level education. This research has indicated that cyberbullying does in fact exist 

within the population of Irish secondary school students. In many cases cybervictims 

reported that their victimization caused them to feel angry, sad, ashamed and frightened. It 

appears that cyber victimization can affect one's mood with cybervictims displaying higher 

levels of Neuroticism. Cybervictims also displayed significantly poorer global self-esteem 

and higher anxiety levels. Cyberbullies on the other hand show relatively high self-concept 

levels with regard to general self-concept, behaviour, academic ability, physical 

appearance, anxiety levels, popularity and general happiness. However, in many cases 

cyberbullies did report that their behaviour had caused them emotional upset. Cyberbullies 

seem to differ from the stereotypical bully, as they appear to have a positive self-image in 

all domains. Therefore, teachers should be made aware that they may be dealing with 

different personalities when it comes to cyberbullying. It is hoped that the results of this 

study will be published as an addition to the existing literature. Further research is required 

to gain a clear perspective on the issue of cyberbullying in Ireland. 
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Cyberbullying Questionnaire 

Dun Laoghaire Institute of Art. Design & Technology 

r 

iadt"-) 
Cyber Bullying: A New Dimension to an Old Problem. 

My name is Lucie Corcoran and I am researching cyberbullying. This survey is a part of 
research from the Department of Learning Sciences, Institute of Art, Design & Technology, 
Dun Laoghaire. The title of this study is 'Cyber Bullying: A New Dimension to an Old 
Problem.' 

There will be questions about your experience of bullying and cyberbullying. There will 
also be some other questions about your personality and how you feel about yourself at 
the moment. For each question you will have the option of which answer you want to 
choose. In order to begin the survey you must give your consent by ticking the box beside 
the statement of consent. 
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What age are you? 
□ 12

□ 13

□ 14

□ 15

D 16 

What is your gender? 
□ Male

What county do you 
live in? 

What is your 
nationality?

□ Female

□ Dublin

□ Wicklow

□ Meath

□ Wexford

□ Louth

□ Kilkenny

□ Other:__ _______ _

□ Irish

□ Other-________ _
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I consent to participating in this research study □ 
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Part 1: Internet Usage. 

1 Do you have a 
a□ Yes 

computer at home? 

b□ No 

2 Do you use a mobile 
a□ Yes 

phone? 

b□ No 

3 Are you allowed to use 
a□ Yes 

a mobile phone in 
school? 

b□ No 

4 How often do you use 
a□ I don1t use it** 

the Internet? 

b□ Once a day 

c□ Several times a day 

d□ Once a week 

e□ Several times a week 

f□ Once a month 

g□ Other: 

**If you answered a, then skip on to number 10. 
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5 Do you have a profile 
a □Yes 

on any popular 
websites like 
www .youtube.com or b□ No** 

www.bebo.com? 

**If you answered b, then skip on to number 7. 

6 What websites are you 
a□ Bebo 

a member of? (You 
may tick more than 
one) b□ Myspace 

c□ Youtube 

d□ Other: 

7 On average how long 
a□ 0-5 hours 

do you spend on the 
Internet each week? 

b□ 5-10 hours 

c□ 10-15 hours 

d□ 15-20 hours 

e□ 20 or more hours 
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8 Where are you most 
a□ At home 

likely to use the 
Internet? 

b□ In my bedroom 

c□ At school 

d□ My friend's house 

e□ Internet cafe 

f□ other: 

9 What do you usually 
a□ Surf the net 

use the Internet for? 
(You may tick more 
than one). b□ Chat rooms 

c□ Send emails 

d□ Instant messaging 

e□ Schoolwork 

f□ Online shopping 

g□ Games 

h□ Other: 
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10 How would you rate 
a□ Very poor 

your ability to use 
computers? 

b□ Poor 

c□ Okay 

d□ Good 

e□ Very good 
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Part 2: Traditionally Bullied/Cyberbullied (Victimized). 

11 Have you been 
bullied (traditional 
bullying) in school 
since the start of last 
term (since Easter)? 

a□ Yes 

b□ No** 

**If you answered b, then skip on to number 15. 

12 How often have you 
a□ It has happened once or twice 

been bullied in 
school since the start 
of last term ( since 
Easter)? 

b□ It has happened almost every week 

c□ It has happened almost every day 

d□ Other: 

13 Did you tell anyone 
a□ Yes 

you were being 
bullied? 

b□ No** 

**If you answered b, then skip on to number 15. 
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14 Who did you tell you 
a□ A parent/s 

were being bullied? 

b□ A teacher 

c□ A friend/friends 

d□ Other: 

15 Have you been 
a□ Yes 

cyberbullied since 
the start of last term 

(since Easter)? 

b□No ** 

**If you answered b, then skip on to number 24. 

16 How often have you 
a□ It has happened once or twice 

been cyberbullied 
since the start of last 
term (since Easter)? b□ It has happened almost every week 

c□ It has happened almost every day 

d□ Other: 
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17 How were you 
a□ Text 

cyberbullied? (You 
may tick more than 
one). 

b□ Email 

c□ Instant messaging 

d□ Chat room 

e□ Website 

f□ Video clip 

g □ Picture message 

h□ Phone call 

i□ Voice mail 

j□ Other: 
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18 Did you know the 
a□ Yes 

cyberbully/ 

cyberbullies? 

b□ No** 

c□ One of them 

d □ Some of them 

**If you answered b, then skip on to number 21. 

19 How many people 
were you cyberbullied 
by? 

a□ I don't know 

b□ Mainly 1 person 

c□ By 2 or more people 

d□ How many people? 
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20 How do you know the 
a□ The cyberbully/cyberbullies are in my class 

cyberbully / 
cyberbullies? 

b□ The cyberbully/cyberbullies are in my 

school 

c□ Other: 

21 Did you tell anyone 
a□ No I did not tell 

about the 
cyberbullying? 

b□ I told my parents** 

c□ I told a teacher** 

d□ Other:** 

**If you answered b, cord then skip on to number 23. 
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22 Why did you nottell 
a□ I was afraid 

anyone about the 
cyberbullying? (You 
may tick more than 
one). 

b□ I thought the problem would get worse 

c□ I didn't think it would help to tell someone 

d□ I didn't think anyone would care 

e□ I didn't think anyone would understand 

f□ Other: 

23 If you were 
a□ Angry 

cyberbullied how did it 
make you feel? (You 
may tick more than 
one). 

b□ Sad 

c□ Ashamed 

d □ Frightened 

e□ Other: 
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24 Do you know other 
a□ Yes 

students who have 
been cyberbullied? 

b□ No** 

**If you answered b, then skip on to number 26. 

25 How did you find out 
a□ I witnessed it online 

he/she was being 
cyberbullied? 

b□ I witnessed it in school 

c□ I got texts about it 

d □ I got emails about it 

e□ I heard about it 

f□ Other: 
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Part 3: Traditional Bullying/Cyberbullying. 

26 Have you bullied 
(traditional 
bullying) others in 
school since the 
start of last term 
(since Easter)? 

a□ Yes 

b□ No** 

**If you answered b, then skip on to number 28. 

27 How o�en have you 
a□ It has happened once or twice 

bullied others since 
the start of last 
term (since 
Easter)? 

b□ It has happened almost every week 

c□ It has happened almost every day 

d□ Other: 

28 Have you 
a□ Yes 

cyberbullied others 
since the start of 
last term (since 
Easter)? 

b□ No** 

**If you answered b, then skip on to number 36. 
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29 How often have you 
a□ It has happened once or twice 

cyberbullied others 
since the start of 
last term ( si nee 
Easter)? 

b□ It has happened almost every week 

c□ It has happened almost every day 

d□ Other: 
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30 How did you 
a□ Text 

cyberbully? (You may 
tick more than one) 

b□ Email 

c□ Instant messaging 

d□ Chat room 

e□ Website 

f □ Video clip 

g □ Picture message 

h□ Phone call 

i□ Voice mail 

jO Other: 
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31 Where are you usually 
a□ At home 

when you cyberbully? 

b□ In school 

c□ With friends 

d□ Other: 

32 Did you know the 
a□ Yes 

person/people you 
cyberbullied 
personally? 

b□ No 

c□ Some of them 
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33 How many people 
a□ 1-5 

have you cyberbullied 
since the start of last 
term ( si nee Easter)? 

b□ 5-10 

c□ 10-15 

d□ 15-20 

e□ 20-30 

f□ 30-40 

g□ How many? 
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34 If you cyberbullied 
a□ Satisfied 

others how did it make 
you feel? (You can tick 
more than one). 

b□ Powerful 

c□ Excited 

d D In control 

e□ Sad/upset 

f□ Ashamed 

g□ Angry 

h □ Regretful 

i □ Depressed 

jO Other: 
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35 If you cyberbullied 
a□ I did it for fun 

others why did you do 
it? (You can tick more 
than one). 

b□ I did it to get back at somebody 

c□ I did it to teach somebody a lesson 

d□ I did it because my friends wanted me to 

e □ I did it to impress my peers 

f □ I did it because I felt jealous of the person 

g□ I did it because the other person didn't 

know it was me 

h □ I did it because I felt bored 

i□ Other: 
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Part 4: Prevention of Cyberbullying. 

36 Do you think banning 
a□ Yes 

Internet use in school 
would help stop 
cyberbullyi ng? 

b□ No 

37 Do you think banning 
a□ Yes 

mobile phone use in 
school would help stop 
cyberbullying? 

b□ No 
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38 What do you think is 
the best way to 
combat cyberbullying? 
(You may tick more 
than one). 

a□ Block messages/identities 

b□ Report abuse to police/other authorities 

c□ Ask them to stop 

d D Fight back 

e□ Ignore it 

f□ Keep a record of nasty texts/emails 

g□ Tell someone (a teacher or parent) 

h□ Change email address and/or phone 

number 

i □ Contact service provider 

j□ Other: 
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39 Do you think 
a□ Yes 

cyberbullying is worse 
than traditional 
bullying? 

b□ No** 

c□ I don't know** 

**If you answered b or c then skip on to section B of the survey. 

40 Why do you think 
a□ Cyberbullies make more severe threats 

cyberbullying is 
worse than 
traditional bullying? b□ You don't know for sure who is bullying 

(You may tick more 
than one) you 

c□ It is more frightening 

d□ More people get to hear about it 

e□ Cyberbullies say nastier things than 

traditional bullies 

f□ It is harder to stop cyberbullies 

g□ Other: 
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Appendix B: The Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire. 
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Part B. 

1. Do you 1 i ke plenty of excitement going on

around you?

2. Are you moody?

3. Do you enjoy hurting people you like?

4. Were you ever greedy by helping yourself to

more than your share of anything?

5. Do you nearly always have a quick answer

when people talk to you?
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

0 No 

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No



6. Do you easily feel bored?

7. Would you enjoy practical jokes that could

sometimes really hurt people?

8. Do you always do as you are told at once?

9. Would you rather be alone instead of meeting

other children?

10. Do ideas run through your head so that you

cannot sleep?
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

D Yes 

D No 



11. Have you ever broken any rules at school?

12. Would you like other children to be afraid of

you? 

13. Are you rather lively?

14. Do lots of things annoy you?

15. Would you enjoy cutting up animals in

science class? 
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No



16. Did you ever take anything (even a pin or

button) that belonged to someone else? 

17. Have you lots of friends?

18. Do you ever feel "just miserable" for no good

reason? 

19. Do you sometimes I ike teasing animals?

20. Did you ever pretend you did not hear when

someone was calling you? 
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□ Yes

0 No 

D Yes 

0 No 

□ Yes

0 No 

□ Yes

□ No

0 Yes 

□ No



21. Would you Ii ke to explore an old haunted

castle? 

22. Do you often feel that I ife is very du 11?

23. Do you seem to get into more quarrels and

scraps than most children? 

24. Do you always finish your homework before

you play?

25. Do you like doing things where you have to

act quickly? 
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□ Yes

0 No 

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No



26. Do you worry about awful things that might

happen? 

27. When you hear children using bad language

do you try to stop them? 

28. Can you get a party going?

29. Are you easily hurt when people find things

wrong with you or the work you do?

30. Would it upset you a lot to see a dog that has

just been run over? 
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No



31. Do you always say you are sorry when you

have been rude?

32. Is there someone who is trying to get their

own back for what they think you did to them?

33. Do you think that water skiing would be fun?

34. Do you often feel tired for no reason?

35. Do you rather enjoy teasing other children?
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No



36. Are you always quiet when older people are

talking?

37. When you make new friends do you usually

make the first move?

38. Are you touchy about some things?

39. Do you seem to get into a 1ot of fights?

40. Have you ever said anything bad or nasty

about anyone?
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

D No 



41. Do you Ii ke tel Ii ng jokes or funny stories to

your friends?

42. Are you in more trouble at school than most

children?

43. Do you generally pick up papers and rubbish

others throw on the classroom floor?

44. Have you many different hobbies and

interests?

45. Are your feelings rather easily hurt?
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No



46. Do you Ii ke playing pranks on others?

47. Do you always wash before a meal?

48. Would you rather sit and watch than play at

parties?

49. Do you often feel "fed-up"?

50. Is it sometimes rather fun to watch a gang

tease or bully a small child? 
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□ Yes

□ No

0 Yes 

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No



51. Are you always quiet in class, even when the

teacher is out of the room?

52. Do you Ii ke doing things that are a bit

frightening?

53. Do you sometimes get so restless that you

cannot sit still in a chair for long?

54. Would you like to go to the moon on your own?

55. At prayers or assembly, do you always sing

when the others are singing?
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No



56. Do you like mixing with other children?

57. Are your parents far too strict with you?

58. Would you like parachute jumping?

59. Do you worry for a long while if you feel you

have made a fool of yourself?

60. Do you always eat everything you are given

at meals?
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□ Yes

0 No 

0 Yes 

0 No 

□ Yes

0 No 

□ Yes

0 No 

0 Yes 

0 No 



61. Can you let yourself go and enjoy yourself a

lot at a lively party? 

62. Do you sometimes feel that life is just not

worth living? 

63. Would you feel very sorry for an animal

caught in a trap? 

64. Have you ever been cheeky to your parents?

65. Do you often make up your mind to do things

suddenly?
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

0 No 

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

0 No 

D Yes 

□ No



66. Does your mind often wander off when you

are doing some work?

67. Do you enjoy diving or jumping into the sea

or a pool? 

68. Do you find it hard to get to sleep at night

because you are worrying about things? 

69. Did you ever write or scribble in a school or

Ii bra ry book? 

70. Do other people think of you as being very

lively? 
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□ Yes

0 No 

□ Yes

0 No 

D Yes 

0 No 

D Yes 

0 No 

□ Yes

0 No 



71. Do you often feel lonely?

72. Are you always specially careful with other

people's things? 

73. Do you always share all the sweets you have?

74. Do you like going out a lot?

75. Have you ever cheated at a game?
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No



76. Do you find it hard to really enjoy yourself at

a lively party? 

77. Do you sometimes feel specially cheerful

and at other times sad without any good 

reason? 

78. Do you throw waste paper on the floor when

there is no waste paper basket handy? 

79. Would you call yourself happy-go-lucky?

80. Do you often need kind friends to cheer you

up? 
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D Yes 

0 No 

D Yes 

D No 

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

0 No 



81. Would you like to drive or ride on a fast motor

bike?
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□ Yes

□ No



Appendix C: The Piers-Harris 2. 
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Part C. 

□ Yes

1. My classmates make fun of me.

□ No

□ Yes

2. I am a happy person.

□ No

□ Yes

3. It is hard for me to make friends.

□ No

□ Yes

4. I am often sad.

□ No
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D Yes 

5. I am smart.

□ No

D Yes 

6. lam shy.

□ No

□ Yes

7. I get nervous when the teacher calls on me.

□ No

□ Yes

8. My looks bother me.

□ No

□ Yes

9. I am a leader in games and sports.

□ No
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0 Yes 

10. I get worried when we have tests in school.

0 No 

□ Yes

11. I am unpopular.

0 No 

□ Yes

12. I am well behaved in school.

D No 

0 Yes 

13. It is usually my fault when something goes wrong.

D No 

D Yes 

14. I cause trouble to my family.

□ No
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□ Yes

15. I am strong.

□ No

□ Yes

16. I am an important member of my family.

0 No 

□ Yes

17. I give up easily.

□ No

□ Yes

18. I am good in my schoolwork.

□ No

□ Yes

19. I do many bad things.

□ No
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□ Yes

20. I behave badly at home.

□ No

□ Yes

21. I am slow in finishing my schoolwork.

□ No

□ Yes

22. I am an important member of my class.

□ No

□ Yes

23. I am nervous.

□ No

□ Yes

24. I can give a good report in front of the class.

□ No
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□ Yes

25. In school I am a dreamer.

□ No

□ Yes

26. My friends like my ideas.

□ No

□ Yes

27. I often get into trouble.

0 No 

□ Yes

28. I am lucky.

□ No

□ Yes

29. I worry a lot.

□ No

253 



□ Yes

30. My parents expect too much of me.

□ No

□ Yes

31. I like being the way I am.

□ No

□ Yes

32. I feel left out of things.

□ No

□ Yes

33. I have nice hair.

□ No

□ Yes

34. I often volunteer in school.

□ No
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35. I wish I were different.

36. I hate school.

37. I am among the last to be chosen for games and

sports.

38. I am often mean to other people.

39. My classmates in school think I have good ideas.
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

0 No 

□ Yes

□ No

0 Yes 

0 No 

□ Yes

□ No



□ Yes

40. I am unhappy.

□ No

□ Yes

41. I have many friends.

□ No

□ Yes

42. I am cheerful.

□ No

□ Yes

43. I am dumb about most things.

□ No

□ Yes

44. I am good-looking.

□ No
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□ Yes

45. I get into a lot of fights.

□ No

□ Yes

46. I am popular with boys.

□ No

□ Yes

47. People pick on me.

□ No

□ Yes

48. My family is disappointed in me.

□ No

□ Yes

49. I have a pleasant face.

□ No
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□ Yes

50. When I grow up, I will be an important person.

□ No

□ Yes

51. In games and sports, I watch instead of play.

□ No

□ Yes

52. I forget what I learn.

□ No

□ Yes

53. I am easy to get along with.

□ No

□ Yes

54. I am popular with girls.

□ No
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55. I am a good reader.

56. I am often afraid.

57. I am different from other people.

58. I think bad thoughts.

59. I cry easily.
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□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

0 No 

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No

□ Yes

□ No



□ Yes

60· 1 am a good person. 

□ No
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PSYCHOLOGY APPLIED TO INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

ETHICAL APPROVAL FORM 
* 

Title of project 

Name of researcher(s) 

Name of supervisor 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in 

advance, so that they are informed about what to expect? 

Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary? 

Will you obtain written consent for participation? 

If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their 

consent to being observed? 

Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research 

at any time and for any reason? 

With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting 

questions they do not want to answer? 

Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full 

confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs? 

Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation (i.e., 

give them a brief explanation of the study)? 

Will your project involve deliberately misleading participants in any 

way? 

Is there any realistic risk of any participants experiencing either 

physical or psychological distress or discomfort? 

Does your project involve work with animals? 

Do participants fall into any of 

the following special groups? 

Schoolchildren (under 18 years 

of age) 
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Yes No NIA 



People with learning or 

communication difficulties 

Patients 

People in custody 

People engaged in illegal 

activities (e.g., drug-taking) 

If you have ticked Yes to any of questions 9 to 12 you should refer to the PSI Code of 

Professional Ethics and BPS Guidelines. 

There is an obligation on the lead researcher to bring to the attention of the Psychology 

Applied to Information Technology Ethics Committee (PAITEC) any issues with ethical 

implications not clearly covered by the above checklist. 
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Please tick either box A or box B below and provide the details required in support of 

your application. Then sign the form. 

A. I consider that this project has no significant ethical implications to be brought
before the PAITEC.

If you ticked box A, 

Give a brief description of participants and procedure (methods, tests to be 
used, etc.) in up to 150 words. 

This form (and any attachments) should be submitted to the PAITEC where it will be 

considered by the chair before it can be approved. 

B. I consider that this project may have ethical implications that should be brought
before the PAITEC, and/or it will be carried out with children or other vulnerable
populations.

If you ticked box B, 

Please provide all the further information listed below in a separate attachment. 
A copy of your project proposal is sufficient if it contains the following: 

1 . Title of project. 
2. Purpose of project and its academic rationale.
3. Brief description of methods and measurements.
4. Participants: recruitment methods, number, age, gender, exclusion/inclusion

criteria.
5. Consent and participant information arrangements, debriefing.

Please attach intended information and consent forms 

6. A clear but concise statement of the ethical considerations raised by the
project and how you intend to deal with them.

7. Estimated start and duration of the project.

This form should be submitted to the PA/TEC for consideration. 

If any of the above information is missing, your application will be returned to 

you. 
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□

□ 



I am familiar with the PSI Code of Professional Ethics and BPS Guidelines (and have
discussed them with the other researchers involved in the project}. 

Signed ________ Print Name _________ Date _____ _ 

Applicant 

Signed ________ Print Name _________ Date _____ _ 

Supervisor 
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Appendix E: Parental Consent Form. 
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Dear Parent or Guardian, 

My name is Lucie Corcoran and I am currently a postgraduate Psychology student with the 
Department of Learning Sciences at Dun Laoghaire Institute of Art, Design & Technology. My 
supervisors are Dr. Irene Connolly of Dun Laoghaire Institute of Art, Design & Technology and 
Prof. Mona 0' Moore of Trinity College Dublin. This research has been approved by the 
Psychology Applied to Information Technology Ethics Committee. Your child is invited to be a part 
of my research study 'Cyber Bullying: A new Dimension to an Old Problem.' 

This is a very important survey that aims to gain a better understanding of cyberbullying in Ireland. 
Cyberbullying refers to harassment via text messages, photos or video clips, nasty or silent phone 
calls, email, Internet chat rooms, instant messaging, or websites. 

The survey gathers information on each child's experience of traditional bullying, their experience 
of cyberbullying, their self-image and personality type. The survey will be administered during your 
child's class. It will take between 20 and 40 minutes to answer. 

Due to the sensitive nature of the subject matter, there is a risk that some students may experience 
mild discomfort or upset. Please be assured that any risk is extremely small. Participation is 
completely voluntary. Your child does not have to take the survey. Participants may withdraw 
from the study at any time. There will be absolutely no penalty for withdrawing from the study. 
Participation is also completely anonymous. No names will be recorded or attached to the survey 
forms or data. The data will be stored safely and nobody will have access to it other than the 
researcher. Furthermore, students will be provided with contact information for the Anti-Bullying 
Centre in Trinity College Dublin and Childline. 

If you have any questions about this survey, or about your rights, you can contact Luci.e Corcoran at 
lucie.corcoran@iadt.ie or contact Dun Laoghaire Institute of Art, Design & Technology school 
office at 2144723. Do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. Also the website of the Anti
Bullying Centre in Trinity College Dublin is www.abc.tcd.ie. The contact number is 018962573. 

Consent 

By returning this form, I declare that I have read and understood the above information sheet. I also 
give permission for my child to be involved in the Research Project. 

(Please Print) My child's name is: _____________ Year: _____ _ 

Tutor's name: ___________ _ 

Signature: _____________________ �Date: _____ _ 
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Appendix F: Teacher Consent Form. 
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Dear Teacher; 

My name is Lucie Corcoran and I am currently a postgraduate Psychology student with the 
Department of Learning Sciences at Dun Laoghaire Institute of Art, Design & Technology. My
supervisors are Dr. Irene Connolly of Dun Laoghaire Institute of Art, Design & Technology and 
Prof. Mona O' Moore of Trinity ColJege DubJin. This research has been approved by the 
Psychology Applied to Information Technology Ethics Committee. Your students are invited to be 
a part of my research study 'Cyber Bullying: A new Dimension to an Old Problem.' 

This is a very important survey that aims to gain a better understanding of cyberbu11ying in Ireland. 
Cyberbullying refers to harassment via text messages, photos or video clips, nasty or silent phone 
calls, email, Internet chat rooms, instant messaging, or websites. 

The survey gathers information on each child's experience of traditional bullying, their experience 
of cyberbullying, their self-image and personality type. The survey will take between 20 and 40 
minutes to answer. 

Due to the sensitive nature of the subject matter, there is a risk that some students may experience 
mild cliscomfort or upset. Please be assured that any risk is extremely small. Participation is 
completely voluntary. Your students do not have to take the survey. Participants may withdraw at 
any time. There will be absolutely no penalty for withdrawing from the study. Participation is also 
completely anonymous. No names will be recorded or attached to the survey forms or data. The 
data will be stored safely and nobody will have access to it other than the researcher. Furthermore, 
students will be provided with contact information for the Anti-Bullying Centre in Trinity College 
Dublin and Childline. 

If you have any questions about this survey, or about your rights, you can contact Lucie Corcoran at 
lucie.corcoran@iadt.ie or contact Dun Laoghaire Institute of Art, Design & Technology school 
office at 2144723. Do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

Consent 

By returning this form, I declare that I have read and understood the above information sheet. I also 
give permission for my students to be .involved in the Research Project. 

Teacher's name: _____________ _ 

Signature: ______________________ .Date: ___ _ 
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Appendix G: Principal Consent Form. 
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Dear Principal, 

My name is Lucie Corcoran and I am currently a postgraduate Psychology student with the 
Department of Learning Sciences at Dun Laoghaire Institute of Art, Design & Technology. My 
supervisors are Dr. Irene Connolly of Dun Laoghaire Institute of Art, Design & Technology and 
Prof. Mona O' Moore of Trinity CoUege Dublin. This research has been approved by the 
Psychology Applied to Information Technology Ethics Committee. Your students are invited to be 
a part of my research study 'Cyber Bullying: A new Dimension to an Old Problem.' 

This is a very important survey that aims to gain a better understanding of cyberbullying in Ireland. 
Cyberbullying refers to harassment via text messages, photos or video clips, nasty or silent phone 
calls, email, Internet chat rooms, instant messaging, or websites. 

The survey gathers information on each child's experience of traditional bullying, their experience 
of cyberbullying, their self-image and personality type. The survey will take between 20 and 40 
minutes to answer. 

Due to the sensitive nature of the subject matter, there is a risk that some students may experience 
mild discomfort or upset. Please be assured that any risk is extremely small. Participation is 
completely voluntary. Your students do not have to take the survey. Participants may withdraw 
from the. There will be absolutely no penalty for withdrawing from the study. Participation is also 
completely anonymous. No names will be recorded or attached to the survey forms or data. The 
data will be stored safely and nobody will have access to it other than the researcher. Furthennore, 
students will be provided with contact information for the Anti-Bullying Centre in Trinity College 
Dublin and Childline. 

If you have any questions about this survey, or about your rights, you can contact Lucie Corcoran at 
lucie.corcoran@iadtie or contact Dun Laoghaire Institute of Art, Design & Technology school 
office at 2144723. Do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

Consent 

By returning this form, I declare that I have read and understood the above information sheet. I also 
give permission for my students to be involved in the Research Project. 

Principal's name: _____________ _ 

Signature: ______________________ Date: ___ _ 
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Appendix H: Contact Sheet. 
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CONTACT DETAILS. 

My email address is lucie.corcoran@iadt.ie. 

The number for Childline is 1800 66 66 66 and the website is 

www.childline.ie. 

The number for the Anti-Bullying Centre in Trinity College Dublin is 01-896 

3488 and the website is www.abc.tcd.ie. 

Some other helpful sites about cyberbullying are 

www.cyberbullying.org 

www .cyberbullying.ca 
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Appendix I: Explanation of Traditional Bullying and Cyberbullying. 
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Traditional bullying refers to bullying which takes place in a face to 

face situation. 

There are 5 different types of traditional bullying: 

► Physical - e.g. hitting, kicking, punching.

► Mental - e.g. excluding someone or gossiping about them

► Verbal - e.g. calling names, making threats.

► Gesture - e.g. using threatening body language, using

aggressive gestures.

► Exclusion - e.g. isolating somebody, cutting them out of the

conversation, excluding them frotn games.

Cyberbullying is bullying which takes place through the Internet or 

mobile phones. Examples of cyberbullying include: 

► sending nasty emails or texts

► silent or nasty phone calls

► saying mean things to someone in a chat room or in instant

messaging

► saying mean things about someone on a website or setting up

a hurtful online poll about somebody

N.B. Both traditional and cyberbullying are done to hurt or upset 

somebody. 
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Appendix J: First page of questionnaire onwww.surveyconsole.com. 
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iadtC) 
DUN LAOGHAIRE 

'" 

My name is Luci& Corcoran and I am researching cyberbu!lying. This survey is a part of 
researeh from the Department of Learning Sciences lnetitute of Art, Design & 
Technology, Dun L�oghaire. There will be questions aboUl your experience of bullying 
and cyberbullying. There will also be some other questions about your personality and 
how you feel about your�elf at the moment. For each question you will have the option 
of which answer you want to choose. In order to begin the survey you must give your 
consent by clicking on the box beside the s13tement of consent. 
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Appendix K: Extract from the questionnaire posted on www.surveyconsole.com. 
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Appendix L: Further information on the Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire. 
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The Eysenck Personality Questionnaire evolved from a number of preceding personality 

questionnaires. Eysenck (1952) developed a questionnaire which measured neuroticism. 

This was called the Maudsley Medical Questionnaire. Subsequently Eysenck (1962) 

developed the Maudsley Personality Inventory (MPI). The MPI measured Neuroticism and 

Extraversion/Introversion. This was replaced by the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI) 

(Eysenck & Eysenck, 1968) which added a 'Lie' scale. The EPI provided two seperate 

forms (A and B) for repeated testing on the same participants. It was also written in more 

simple language to accommodate participants with varying levels of literacy. In the EPI the 

Neuroticism scale and the Extraversion scale were completely independent. In the MPI they 

had been slightly correlated. The reliability was also slightly higher in the EPI. The new 

questionnaire included a third scale; Psychoticism. Eysenck (1965; 1965a) constructed the 

Jr. Eysenck Personality Inventory. The experimental form of the Jr. E.P.l. was administered 

to 6,760 school children aged between seven and sixteen. It was concluded that the 

characteristics of neuroticism and extraversion can be identified as dimensions of 

personality as early as seven years of age, and both dimensions are consistent into 

adulthood. 

H.J. Eysenck has been a major vioce in the literature surrounding personality psychology. 

However, much of his work has been challenged by other researchers. Around 1970 

Eysenck conducted a review of the literature and suggested that there are two dimensions of 

personality which are outstandingly important. These were Extraversion-Introversion and 

Neuroticism. When Eysenck first made this claim in 1947, there was a lot of opposition. 

However, other major studies have since given rise to very similar conclusions (e.g. Cattell 
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& Scheier, 1961). The Eysenck Personality Inventory examined a third and independent 

factor as a major dimension of personality. This dimension was Psychoticism. In 1972 

Royce conducted a major review of existing research on personality. This review identified 

three major dimensions which were very similar to the factors measured by the Eysenck 

Personality Questionnaire. The P, E and N scales were developed over numerous factorial 

studies which were changed slightly each time by using different items. Changes were 

made to the EPQ in order to; reduce correlations between factors, eliminate items which 

had meaning for more than one factor, and to increase scale reliability. 

Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) claim that psychoticism is a trait which is present in all people 

to varying extents. If it is a marked characteristic in an individual, they may have a 

predisposition to develop psychiatric abnormalities. However, a high P score does not 

guarantee that a person will develop psychosis. In fact a very small percentage of those 

with high scores will develop psychosis. It is argued that psychosis is an exaggeration of 

high levels of this trait. Individuals with psychopathic tendency are often very impulsive, 

which involves sensation seeking behaviour and avoidance of monotony (Moeller, Barratt, 

Dougherty, Schmitz & Swann, 2001). Af Klintberg, Humble, and Schalling (1992) 

suggested that psychopathy among males is Jinked to anxiety, in particular the physical 

characteristics of anxiety. Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) explain that the P scale has been 

validated using two main methods. The first method used was to test it on criterion groups. 

For example, psychotic individuals should have higher P scores than most. Eysenck and 

Eysenck show that both male and female psychotics score higher on the P scale when 

compared with neurotic and normal individuals. The other method used to validate the P 
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scale correlates P scores with other variables, which theoretically should have either 

positive or negative correlations with P scores. For example, Penrose and Wilson (1942) 

found that controls show less dispersion on a dotting test when compared with psychotic 

individuals. A number of studies investigating the P scale in relation to alcoholism ( e.g. 

Sher, Trul1, Bartholow & Vieth, 1999; Larkins & Sher, 2006) have found that individuals 

who have a family history of alcohol abuse tend to score higher on the P scale. 

Eysenck and Eysenck (1973) investigated the personality dimensions of female prisoners 

and compared them with female controls, male prisoners and male controls. They found 

that female prisoners had higher Psychoticism levels than female controls. Male prisoners 

also had higher Psychoticism levels compared with male controls. Male controls showed 

higher Psychoticism levels than female controls. Female prisoners had higher E scores than 

any control group, but they had lower E scores compared with male prisoners. Female 

prisoners also had higher N scores than female controls. Interestingly, female prisoners had 

higher mean P scores than male prisoners. Eysenck and Eysenck attribute this finding to the 

theory that criminality is so unusual in women that they need to be extremely 

psychiatrically ill to overcome the social barriers. 

The Lie Scale measures a respondent's tendency to give socially desirable answers. A high 

score suggests that an individual is concerned with social expectations. A low score 

suggests that a respondent is unconcerned with social expectancies and this can be 

construed as an indication of weak socialization. The Lie Scale has been investigated in a 
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number of studies. Eysenck (1965) found that L scores decrease as participants get older. 

Gibson (1964) investigated the L scale of the Jr. MPI, and found correlations between the L 

and N scores of0.54 in girls and 0.28 in boys. According to Michaelis and Eysenck (1971) 

the L Scale measures dissimulation. However, the L scale requires further investigation as 

there are a number of uncertainties about it. Reliability of the L scale does not decrease 

when there is little dissimulation, nor does it increase when there is high dissimulation. 

Therefore, there must be a stable personality function which the scale measures. However, 

there is little known about this function. Michaelis and Eysenck investigated the motivating 

conditions for dissimulation. They found that when conditions provide a lot of motivation 

to dissimulate there is a relatively high correlation between the N and L scores. When there 

is little motivation to dissimulate this correlation is negative or almost totally vanishes. 

When there is high motivation to dissimulate, the L scale can be used to remove 

dissimulators from the data, e.g. the top 5% ofL scorers. 

In order to gather standardization data for the EPQ, Eysenck and Eysenck used the 

questionnaire to gather data on males and females of various social backgrounds. Most 

participants were from urban areas. Gender and age differences were observed. 2,312 men 

and 3,262 women participated in the P, E and N scales, whereas only 1,624 men and 2,462 

women answered the L scale. Males showed higher P scores than females. Both sexes had 

decreasing P scores with age, but the rate of decline was faster in males. This could be 

explained though, by the fact that they have higher P scores to begin with. Both sexes have 

a decline in Extraversion as they get older, but this decline is at a faster rate in males. Both 

males and females show a decline in Neuroticism with age, and females tend to have higher 
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N scores. Both genders have a marked increase in L scores as they get older and females 

generally show higher L scores. In the over 50 age group women are more extravert than 

men. However, in the younger age groups males are more extraverted. In the 

standardization sample the correlations between the L and the N scale are low which 

indicates that there was little motivation to dissimulate (Michaelis & Eysenck, 1971 ). 

Eysenck (1965) found that boys tended to have higher E scores than girls. She also found 

that lie scores tend to decrease with age, which could be taken as an indication of maturity. 

Standardization data was also collected with various abnormal groups, such as, psychotics, 

neurotics, depressives and prisoners. Psychotics and prisoners displayed the highest P 

scores. Individuals with drug addiction, personality disorders, sex problems and alcohol 

addiction also showed higher P scores. The Psychiatric groups were extremely introverted. 

All of the groups had higher N scores, but neurotics and those with personality disorders 

had particularly high N scores. The psychiatric groups had higher L scores than normal. 

The scales have been tested for reliability using test-retest reliability and internal 

consistency reliability. Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) provide data of several reliability 

studies. In one test-retest study it was found that most reliabilities lie between .8 and .9. 

They claim that this test-retest reliability does not appear inferior to any other pub1ished 

inventories. Eysenck and Eysenck also conducted test-retest reliabilities with children. A 

one month test-retest study showed very low reliability, ranging from .55 to .89. Another 

test-retest study was carried out over a period of six months, which would allow for actual 

changes in personality to occur. Reliabilities for children aged between seven and nine were 

very low, whereas children aged ten and older frequently had reliability values above .7. 
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These values are similar to the values available with other scales. Internal consistency 

reliability is an indication of the extent to which a scale covers a specific area. Consistency 

reliabilities are adequately high for all groups. Values for the N and L scales are 

particularly high. Values for the P and E scales are lower but are still satisfactory. E scores 

tend to increase with age, and females show a more marked increase. N scores increase for 

females only. L scores decrease for both males and females as they get older. Males have 

higher P and E scores, whereas females score higher on the N and L scales. Eysenck and 

Cookson (1969) suggest that among primary school children Extraversion correlates 

positively with IQ. However, this relationship is reversed in secondary school students with 

introverted individuals displaying higher IQ scores. Ingles, Hidalgo and Mendez (2005) 

carried out a study which involved the use of the Jr. Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (Jr. 

EPQ). The participants included 538 students who ranged in age from 12 to 18. 

Participants were selected at random from a public and a private school in Spain. All of the 

participants under the age of 16 were administered the Jr. EPQ. The alpha coefficients for 

the Jr. EPQ were .77 on the N scale, and .65 on the E scale. Internal consistency fell 

between .65 and .82. Test-retest reliability over a time span of six months fell between .61 

and .88. 

There has been much research using the EPQ which supports the validity of the E and the N 

scales. However, there has been opposition to the validity of the P scale (e.g. Bishop, 1977; 

Block, 1977). The Eysencks have been adamant in their support for the use of the P scale as 

a method of evaluating latent characteristics of Psychoticism in normal populations. Goh, 

King and King (1982) investigated the validity of the EPQ. The main aims of their study 
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were to; gain normative values for the scales and to compare them with those found in 

Britain by Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) and those found in Canada by Loo (1979), to 

investigate internal consistencies and intercorrelations among the scales, and to evaluate 

factorial validity. The participants were introductory psychology students, of whom 245 

were male and 430 were female. Goh et al. found that males tended to score higher on the P 

scale compared with females, and that females scored significantly higher on the L scale. 

The normative data was consistent with the nonnative data found by Eysenck and Eysenck 

(1975) and by Loo (1979). The P scale showed weak internal consistency reliability. This 

supports the findings of other studies (Bishop, 1977; Block, 1977). This repeated low 

reliability could indicate that individuals cannot be placed reliably along a psychoticism 

scale. Goh et al. (1982) ran intercorrelations on the scales and found only 7 significant 

correlations. However, the scales showed very little common variance. Taking the males 

and females separately and then the total sample, the average was 4.46% common variance. 

The highest correlation was between the N and the E scale for female participants and this 

showed only 5.66% of shared variance between the two scales. Goh et al. concluded that 

the lack of common variance was a more important consideration than the significant 

correlations. 

A factor analysis was also run on the scales. Goh et al. (1982) found that factors I, 2 and 3 

could be clearly identified as items belonging to the E, N and L scales respectively. This 

supports the findings of Eysenck and Eysenck (1972). However, the P scale was not so 

straight forward, as the items most highly weighted on the P scale were not only from the P 

scale. This fourth factor is added evidence for the low internal consistency reliability of the 
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Psychoticism scale. Only six items correlated with factor 4 above .30, and one of these was 

an item from the Lie scale. The Eysenck theory of personality puts forward four distinct 

factors, i.e. the E, P, N and L scales. Goh et al. do not support this with their higher order 

analysis. Goh and his colleagues concluded that the E, N and L scales were relatively 

consistent measures, but that the precision of the P scale was in doubt. They felt that factor 

validity was problematic. 

Caruso, Witkiewitz, Belcourt-Dittloff and Gottlieb (2001) carried out a reliability 

generalization study of the EPQ using 69 samples from 44 different research studies. 

Eysenck, Eysenck and Barrett (1985) identify three problems with the P scale scores. These 

were; low reliability, low range, and highly skewed distributions. To counteract these 

issues, Eysenck et al. created the EPQ-R which was a revised version of the EPQ. The 

internal consistency of the scores of the standardized sample on the revised version fell 

between .66 (male participants on the P scale) and .86 (male and female participants on the 

N scale). Eysenck and Eysenck (1994) defend these low reliability values by claiming that 

they are caused by the fact that the P scale covers a number of characteristics, e.g. cruelty, 

empathy. In contrast the E scale is more restricted in the qualities it covers. Taking this 

into account Caruso et al. suggest that the P scale could be broken down into two or three 

subscales, to counteract this problem. Caruso et al. carried out separate analyses of 

reliability of the P, E, N and L scales. As in other studies, scores for the E and N scales 

were found to be most reliable, displaying medians of .82 and .83 respectively. The P and L 

scale scores showed lower reliability, with medians of .66 and .77 respectively. P scale 

scores often showed very poor reliability, the minimum being .36 and the interquartile 
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range being between .55 and .77. Caruso et al. concluded that the E, N and L scales 

generally showed good reliability, and that the P scale tended to show poor reliability. They 

also felt that revision of the EPQ did not result in a more statistically sound P scale. The 

mean and median reliability values for the P scale were less than .70 which is generally the 

lowest acceptable score for personality questionnaires. 

Eysenck's anti-social behaviour hypothesis claims that an individual who shows high 

scores on the P, E and N scales and a low score on the L scale will be at greatest risk of 

developing anti-social behaviour. Eysenck (1997) suggests that an individual with a high P 

score has a predisposition to developing anti-social behaviour. Those with high P and high 

E scores are prone to anti-social and aggressive behaviour. When this is further combined 

with a high N score, behaviour will also become emotional and irrational in nature. The 

theory also suggests that those who engage in anti-social behaviour are likely to have low L 

scores, as they are less influenced by social expectations (perhaps an indication of poor 

socialization). Sal<lofske (1977) also found that boys whose behaviour was generally bad 

had lower L scores than well behaved boys. Mynard and Joseph (1997) found that children 

who bullied showed lower L scores than children who were not involved in bullying. 

Eysenck suggests that those who score highly on the E scale are less susceptible to 

conditioning and so have more trouble inhibiting anti-social behaviours. Individuals who 

show extreme neuroticism tend to demonstrate repetitive anti-social behaviour. The theory 

behind this is that anxiety is a driving force behind habit and so it increases a person's most 
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dominant drives. Highly neurotic individuals will also have more intense emotional 

responses. Those who score highly on the P scale lack empathy and sensitivity, and 

therefore are more inclined to demonstrate anti-social behaviour. Eysenck (1976) also 

developed the morality hypothesis. This suggested that individuals who show low scores on 

the E and N scales are likely to exhibit good conduct. These characteristics would allow for 

development of behavioural inhibitions. In essence Eysenck claims that these 

characteristics make for an individual who is more susceptible to conditioning or 

socialization. 

A number of studies have linked anti-social behaviour in children to the characteristic of 

Psychoticism and have also established a relationship between risk of anti-social behaviour 

and high scores on the E and N scales (e.g. Allsopp & Feldman, 1974). Other research has 

used the Anti-social Behaviour scale in conjunction with the Jr. EPQ to investigate 

Eysenck's theory. Several of these studies confirmed a link between children displaying 

anti-social behaviour and high scores on the P, E and N scales (e.g. Powell, 1977). Eysenck 

(1981) found that high E and P scores had a positive relationship with anti-social 

behaviour. Research has also established a link between Psychoticism and juvenile 

delinquency (e.g. Eysenck & Gudjonsson, 1989; Perez, 1986; Rutter & Giller, 1983). 

Gabrys et al. (1988) carried out research on a group of American children who were 

diagnosed with conduct disorder. The findings fully supported Eysenck's theory of anti

social behaviour. Burt (1965) obtained teacher's ratings of 763 children. 15% of the 

children later became habitual offenders, and 18% went on to become neurotics. Teachers' 

assessment referred to the children's levels of emotionality and Extraversion. 63% of those 
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who later became habitual offenders were rated as highly emotional and 54% were rated as 

extraverted. 59% of neurotics were rated as highly emotional, and 44% were rated as 

introverted. There have also been studies which fail to support Eysenck's theory of anti

social behaviour. Fonseca (1995) investigated the hypothesis with a group of delinquents 

and a control group of non-delinquents. No significant differences were found between the 

two groups with regard to the Psychoticism, Extraversion and Neuroticism scales. It was 

particularly unusual to find no difference on the P scale. In a second study, Fonseca 

compared a control group to a group of children displaying conduct disorder. Conduct 

disordered children showed significantly higher scores on the N scale. However, no 

significant differences were found on the P and E scales. 

The theory of anti-social behaviour can also be applied to criminality. Eysenck, Rust and 

Eysenck ( 1977) claim that criminality can be linked to Psychoticism, Extraversion and 

Neuroticism. They also believe that this connection is evident in adults (Eysenck & 

Eysenck, 1970), in adolescents (Foggit, ] 974) and children (Allsopp, 1975). This would 

suggest that anti-social behaviour in children and adolescents may be a predictor of adult 

criminality. Sinclair and Chapman (1973) investigated the personality dimensions of 

prisoners. They found that prisoners under 30 scored high on Extraversion but did not show 

high N scores. Older prisoners showed higher N scores and scored low on the E scale. 

Marriage ( 1975) studied the personalities of 228 long-term prisoners. This study revealed 

that the characteristics of prisoners varied according to the type of crime they committed. 

Violent offenders and sex offenders tended to have high P scores, whereas prisoners who 

had committed fraud showed lower P scores. Eysenck, Rust and Eysenck (1977) supported 
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this finding. They found that conmen had low P scores, high E scores, and low N scores. 

Each category of prisoner showed different combinations of characteristics, but conmen 

were the only prisoners to show low levels of Psychoticism. Blackburn (1971) and 

Megargee (1966) have claimed that even within a particular group of offenders (e.g. 

murderers), clearly defined sub-groups can be identified in terms of their characteristics. 

Researchers have used the EPQ to study a wide variety of topics. Knibb et al. (1999) 

carried out a study on the personality types of people with perceived food intolerance. All 

participants answered the revised version of the EPQ (EPQ-R). The control group included 

both males and females who did not suffer from perceived food intolerance. Of the control 

participants men were found to score higher on the P scale and lower on the N scale when 

compared to women. Within this group, higher rates of social deprivation were linked to 

increased P scores and increased N scores in both males and females. Males showed higher 

scores on the L scale as social deprivation increased. Connolly and O' Moore (2003) used 

the Jr. EPQ to investigate the personalities of bullies. They reported that bullies showed 

higher scores on the Psychoticism, Extraversion and Neuroticism scales compared with 

non-bullies. 
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Appendix M: Further information on the Piers-Harris 2. 
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The Piers-Harris 2 is the updated version of the original Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale, 

which was developed in the 1960's. It was intended as a research instrument to help with 

evaluation in both clinical and educational situations (Piers, 1984). Piers and Herzberg 

(2002) explain that the original version was developed on the theory that people's self

evaluations tend not to change over time. These self-evaluations develop throughout 

childhood and together they make up an individual's self-concept. Self-concept can be 

altered by environmental or developmental changes, or changes in focus and values. 

Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton (1976) claim that the social aspect of self-concept is 

hierarchically organised, i.e. it comes from very general evaluations of one's social 

relations and also from very specific behaviours in different situations. According to Piers 

and Herzberg (2002) evaluations can be a result of internalized judgements of others. Self

concept is both experienced and expressed differently by children through the different 

phases of development. It can impact hugely on behaviour as people often behave in a way 

that they perceive as being consistent with their self-image. 

The original content of the Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale was developed using research 

by Jerslid (1952). Jerslid investigated what aspects of themselves children liked and 

disliked. Content validity was established by pooling 164 items as a tdal instrument. The 

items which children responded to positively or negatively in a consistent pattern were 

dropped. The items which seemed to distinguish between those with extremely high or 

extremely low scores were kept. The norms for the original Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale 

were derived from 2 samples. The sample used to gather norms for the TOT score consisted 

of 1,183 school children from Pennsylvania. The sample used to gather norms for the 
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subscales included 485 school children. In revising the original Piers-Harris Self-Concept 

Scale the main aim was to improve the test's normative data and item set. The Piers-Harris 

2 used normative data gathered from 1,387 students. The first items to be altered were the 

ones which affected the TOT score only and did not affect any of the individual domain 

scores (Benson & Rentsch, 1988). Deleted items included those which contained words that 

would no longer be a part of children's vernacular, those that seemed gender specific, and 

those that often required further explanation. The newer version also reduced 

administration time. Variables such as age, sex or ethnicity can have an impact on scores of 

psychological tests. However, the Piers-Harris 2 sample has a wide representation in its 

demographic which is an advantage in this respect. 

A number of theories claim that significant changes in self-concept occur throughout 

different stages of development. Ethnicity does not seem to determine self-concept 

However, some cultures might not be inclined to say positive things about themselves as it 

is considered boastful. Individuals from some cultures may feel disinclined to respond in a 

socially desirable manner. These factors can result in spuriously low scores. In general, 

studies have not found a significant relationship between socio-economic status and self

concept (Hattie, 1992). However, some studies have found a relationship. For example, 

Osborne and Le Gette (1982) found that participants of lower socio-economic status were 

more likely to have low self-concept scores. Researchers have found moderately positive 

correlations between academic achievement and self-concept scores. Shavelson et al. 

(1976) suggest that this correlation is a result of specific aspects of self-concept rather than 

general self-concept. Findings of the Piers-Harris 2 normative sample show that children 
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who are strong academically tend to have above average scores on the 'Intellectual and 

School Status' scale but not on other subscales or on the TOT score. To summarise, it was 

concluded that non-stratified normative data could be used for examining Piers-Harris 2 

scores. 

In general, research has not supported gender differences with regard to self-concept 

(Hattie, 1992; Wylie, 1979). Early studies using the Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale to 

investigate general self-concept (e.g. Piers & Harris, 1964) did not find gender differences. 

However, Lewis and Knight (2000) point to the fact that a number of studies have indicated 

gender differences in specific areas of self-concept (e.g. Harter, 1983; Piers, 1984). 

According to Grossman and Grossman (1994) it is not absolutely clear if gender differences 

exist in students' global self-concept and self-esteem. A number of studies have reported a 

decline in girls' self-esteem as they mature into adolescents (e.g. Reis & Callahan, 1996). 

Several studies have reported that males display higher global self-concept levels (e.g. 

Tong & Yewchuk, 1996). Other researchers have indicated gender differences in the 

specific domains of self-concept. Osborne and LeGette ( 1982) report that females have 

higher BEH scores. On the other hand, Wolf, Sklov, Hunter, Weber and Berenson (1982) 

indicated that males perceive their behaviour in a more positive light than females. 

Richman, Clark and Brown (1984) identified higher popularity levels in males and Ryan 

and Morrow (1986) reported higher scores for males on the PHY scale. Lewis and Knight 

(2000) used the Piers Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale (Piers & Harris, 1969) to 

investigate self-concept levels of intellectually gifted children. Males regarded themselves 
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as less anxious, whereas females rated themselves more positively regarding behavioural 

and academic competence. 

Mitchell (1985, p.961) described the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale as "the 

best children's self-concept measure" available at the time. Piers (1989, p.57) claimed that 

the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale was "a highly reliable instrument" and 

referred to test-retest reliability coefficients between .42 and .96 and internal consistency 

values falling between .88 and .93. The cluster scales (BEH, POP etc.) have been 

established with different racial and ethnic backgrounds (Wolf et aL, 1982) and with 

children of varying ages (Michael, Smith & Michael, 1975). According to Piers (1984) 

reliability is high for global self-concept scores for internal consistency tests (>.88) and 

test-retest measures (x = . 73). 

In 1988 Cooley and Ayres investigated the reliability of the Piers-Harris Children's Self

Concept Scale. The main aim of the study was to establish whether the questionnaire could 

accurately score the specific aspects of self-concept as opposed to global self-concept. Wolf 

et al. ( 1982) found very similar subscales in their research. Intercorrelations between the 

subscales ranged from .21 to .59 (i =.42) (Piers, 1984). Piers suggested that these values 

may be slightly higher due to the fact that some items make up more than one subscale. 

Cooley and Ayres (1988) studied how the removal of overlapping items affected the 

intercorrelations. The Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale was administered to 155 

participants. Half of the participants were engaged in special education services, whereas 
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the other half were taken from normal classrooms. There were an almost equal number of 

males and females. Cooley and Ayres initially computed the intercorrelations and 

coefficient alphas for the subscales. They then removed any item overlap. After this the 

intercorrelations and coefficient alphas were calculated again. Coefficient alphas for all of 

the subscales dropped from over .70 (to .67 for Intellectual and School Status) after 

overlapping items were removed. Intercorrelations decreased from .54 to .44. A coefficient 

alpha of .92 was found for the TOT score. Cooley and Ayres suggest that researchers 

should be cautious when using the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale to 

investigate specific aspects of self-concept. Internal consistency of the subscales was found 

to be relatively high, and internal consistency for the 'General Self-Concept' scale was very 

high ( .92). This figure supported the findings of Piers ( 1984) and the findings of Franklin, 

Duley, Rosseau .and Sabers (1981). The fact that there are nwnerous intercorrelations 

between subscales which are above .50 and .60 would give backing to the argument that the 

subscales are not entirely independent of one another, and therefore do not accurately 

measure specific elements of self-concept. However, the removal of items which 

overlapped on scales had a significant effect on intercorrelations with the mean correlation 

decreasing to .44. Cooley and Ayres claimed that this was a sufficient reason to 

permanently remove these overlapping items. The drop in scale reliabilities would be 

countered by increased independence of subscales. 

The Piers-Harris 2 has been used in numerous studies on a variety of topics. It has been 

used to evaluate psychological and educational interventions, and to investigate the 

relationship between self-concept and other factors, such as drug abuse. August and Felker 
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(1977) investigated the learning syles of black and white children. They found that white 

children with high self-concept scores were better at recalling nouns which they liked 

compared to nouns that they disliked, whereas black children with high self-concept scores 

showed better recall of nouns which they disliked. Wagner, Kilcrease-Fleming, Fowler and 

Kazelskis (1993) used the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale in a study which 

investigated counselling of sexually abused girls. At the end of the treatment program 

Wagner et al. found a significant improvement in clients' self-concept. More specifically 

they rated themselves as more attractive, less anxious, more popular and happier in general 

than they had at the beginning of the treatment. Sallade (1973) used the Piers-Harris 

Children's Self-Concept Scale to investigate the self-concept of obese children. It was 

found that obese children have significantly poorer self-concept levels than children who 

are of normal weight. The Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale has been used to 

investigate the relationship between bullying and self-concept. O' Moore (1997) found that 

bullies and victims shared feelings of lower self-worth, unlike children who were 

uninvolved in bullying behaviour. According to O' Moore and Kirkham (2001) children 

who bully showed significantly lower global self-concept when compared to those who 

have never bullied. 
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