
Computer Mediated Interpersonal Crimes:  

A Study of Cyber Bullying among College Students in               

Cosmopolitan Cities 
 

THESIS 

Submitted to the Manonmaniam Sundaranar University in partial 

fulfillment of the requirements for the Award of the Degree of 

 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY  
 

BY 

R. SIVAKUMAR, M.Sc., 

(REG. NO: 2457) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Manonmaniam Sundaranar University 

Tirunelveli – 627 012 

Tamil Nadu, India 

 

August - 2013 



 
Dr. K. Jaishankar, M.A., Ph.D. 

Senior Assistant Professor and Member Syndicate - MSU 

Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Manonmaniam Sundaranar University 

Tirunelveli – 12. Tamil Nadu, India 

 

CERTIFICATE 

 

 This thesis entitled “Computer Mediated Interpersonal Crimes: A 

Study of Cyber Bullying among College Students in Cosmopolitan Cities”, 

submitted by R. Sivakumar for the award of Degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

submitted to Manonmaniam Sundaranar University, Tamil Nadu is a record of 

bonafide research work done by him and it has not been submitted for the award 

of any degree, diploma, associateship, fellowship of any University / Institution 

 

 

 

 

       Signature of the Supervisor  

 

Place: Tirunelveli  

Date: 

 



R. Sivakumar M.Sc., 

Bureau of Police Research and Development Research Fellow 

Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Manonmaniam Sundaranar University 

Tirunelveli – 12. 

Tamil Nadu. 

 

DECLARATION 

 I hereby declare that the thesis entitled ‘‘Computer Mediated 

Interpersonal Crimes: A Study of Cyber Bullying among College Students in 

Cosmopolitan Cities”, submitted for the award of the Degree of Doctor of 

Philosophy is the result of my original and independent research work carried out 

under the guidance of Dr. K. Jaishankar, Senior Assistant Professor and 

Member Syndicate - MSU, Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice, 

Manonmaniam Sundaranar University, Tirunelveli, Tamil Nadu and it has not 

been submitted for award of any degree, diploma, associateship, fellowship of any 

University / Institution. 

 

 

       Signature of the Candidate 

 

Place: Tirunelveli 

Date: 



 

 

 

 

 

This thesis is dedicated to  

my Father (Late) Mr. V. Rajagopal and Mother Mrs. R. Thamil Mozhi 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 i

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 

 
At the very first outset, my heartfelt thanks and sincere gratitude are due to my 

respected Mentor and Supervisor Dr. K. Jaishankar, Senior Assistant Professor and 

Member Syndicate - MSU, Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice, 

Manonmaniam Sundaranar University. Without his rich experience and guidance, it 

would not have been possible to successfully complete my thesis.   

My sincere and earnest thanks are due to Bureau of Police Research and 

Development (BPR&D), Ministry of Home affairs, Government of India, New Delhi, 

for providing fellowship, with which I could meet all my expenditure incurred in 

connection with my research work.  

My teachers at the Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice, MSU, 

Professor P. Madhava Soma Sundaram (HOD), Dr. Beulah Shekhar, Associate 

Professor, Dr. Syed Umarhathab, Assistant Professor were very much supportive and 

always inspired, encouraged and motivated me to complete my research work. I will be 

grateful to them. Especially, Professor P. Madhava Soma Sundaram significantly helped 

me from the starting of my research work.  

Also teachers from other departments, Dr. S. Samuel Asir Raj, Associate 

Professor, Department of Sociology, MSU, Dr. R. Jayachandran, Associate Professor, 

Department of Hindi, MSU, Dr. M. Kanmani, Assistant Professor, Department of 

Education, MSU were highly supportive and I am greatly indebted to them.  

Many people assisted me in the data collection of my research work.                

Prof. Dipika Halder, Mr. Prajjal De, and Mr. Binodhbhai, supported me in my data 

collection in Kolkata, Ms. S. Jennifer Shanthini, and Ms. S. Sharmila assisted me in 

data collection in Mumbai and Mr. Mohanraj, Assistant Professor, Department of 

English, Vivekananda College, Chennai, helped me in data collection in Chennai. I am 

grateful to all these individuals, who were pillars of support.  



 ii

I would like to convey my sincere thanks to Dr. Jaiprasad, Assistant Professor 

Department of Education, St. Xavier’s College, Palayamkottai, Tirunelveli, for his 

valuable assistance in the data analysis.  

 I owe a deep sense of gratitude to my well wishers, Dr. S. Karthikeyan, 

Superintendent, Narcotic Control Bureau, Hyderabad, Dr. G. S. Venumadhava, 

Assistant Professor, Department Criminology and Forensic Science, Karnatak University, 

Dharward, Karnataka, and Dr. Debarati Halder, Managing Director, Centre for Cyber 

Victim Counseling (CCVC), Tirunelveli. Their motivation and encouragement greatly 

helped me to complete my research work.  

 I would also like to express my sincere thanks to my beloved friends and research 

colleagues, S. Anantha Ambeth Selvi, N. Sofia, M. Kalavathy, T. Ranjith Kumar,    

S. Anandaraj, Dr. S. Anantharamakrishnan, Dr. D. Rufus, E. Enanalap Periyar,     

G. Shunmuga Sundaram, A. Subbulakshmi, L. Xavier, Amit Gopal Thakre,           

A. Abdul Saleem, B. Mariadoss, S. Selvakumar, A. Rajagopal, A. Vijayanand and  

A. Meenakshi who were tirelessly providing moral support to me.  

I am deeply indebted to my family members. My Uncle Mr. V. Murugesan, 

Former Sr. Manager, Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd of India, Chennai and my 

brothers Mr. M. Shankarkumar Superintendent, Customs & Central Excise, Bengaluru, 

Mr. R. Sureshkumar, PG Assistant, Government Hr.Sec.School, Manur, Tirunelveli, 

and Mr. Berlinkumar B.E, and my grand mother Smt. S. Lakshmi Ammal. They 

devoted much care and attention and rendered moral and emotional support in pursuing 

my research work. 

 Last but not the least, I offer my sincere gratitude to my beloved friend                

Mr. A. Ravisankar, Owner, Sun Graphics, Tirunelveli, who provided great assistance in 

printing and binding the thesis in time. 

 

 
     R. Sivakumar 

 



 iii

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

 Acknowledgements i-ii 

 List of Tables v-vi 

I INTRODUCTION 1 

1.1 Introduction 1 

1.2 Ragging: The alternative term for bullying? 5 

1.3 Bullying and School Shoot outs: Cases and Recent Trends 7 

1.4 Bullying and Information Technology 9 

1.5 Selected Cases of Cyber bullying in India 13 

1.6 Cyber Bullying among Young Adults: Need and Significance of the 
Present Study  

16 

1.7 Innovations of the present research 18 

1.8 Organization of the Thesis 18 

II REVIEW OF LITERATURE 20 

I Literature on Bullying 20 

II Literature on Cyber Bullying 36 

III METHODOLOGY 67 

3.1 Introduction 67 

3.2 Objectives of the Study 67 

3.3 Research Questions 68 

3.4 Definition of Concepts used in the present study  69 

3.5 Operational Definitions 71 

3.6 Variables of the Study     71 

3.7 Population and the sample for the study 72 

3.8 Research Tool 73 



 iv

3.9 Data collection 73 

3.10 Pilot Study  74 

3.11 Main Study: Sample Size 75 

3.12 Data Processing 75 

IV RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  76 

4.1 Introduction 76 

4.2 Socioeconomic characteristics 76 

4.3 Internet Usage 78 

4.4 Cyber Bullying - Victimization Pattern 82 

4.5 Cyber Bullying – Perpetration Pattern 110 

4.6 Cyber Bullying – Bystander Pattern 114 

4.7 Attitude towards Cyber Bullying 117 

4.8 Relationship Between Cyber Bullying Dimensions and Other 
Variables 

120 

4.9 Solutions to Prevent Cyber Bullying 131 

V SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 133 

5.1 Summary  133 

5.2 Summary of major findings 134 

5.3 Conclusion 148 

5.4 Recommendations 150 

5.5 Limitations of the Study 152 

 REFERENCES 
 

154 

 APPENDIX vii 

 
 
 



 v

LIST OF TABLES 
 
 

1 Socio- economic characteristics of the study participants 76-77 

2 Internet Usage of the respondents  78 

3 Frequency of Bullying Victimization through mobile phones 82 

4 Modes of Bullying Victimization through Internet 86 

5 Types of Bullying Victimization through Internet 90 

6 Frequency of Bullying Victimization through Internet 91 

7 Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 

internet bullying victimization) among Male and Female Students 

93 

8 Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 

internet bullying victimization) and various age group of students 

94 

9 Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 

internet bullying victimization) and marital status of students 

96 

10 Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 

internet bullying victimization) and year of study of students 

98 

11 Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 

internet bullying victimization) and Educational background of 

students 

99 

12 Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 

internet bullying victimization) and Economic background of 

students 

101 

Fig: 1 Level of Cyber Bullying Victimization in cosmopolitan cities 102 

13 Reporting Behaviour / Coping methods of the Victims 105 

14 Impact of Victimization 108 



 vi

15 Bullying others through Internet 110-111 

16 Seen others being a victim of online bullying 114 

17 Methods of protecting cyber bullying victim 115 

18 Attitude towards Cyber Bullying 117 

19 Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions and age 120 

20 Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions and gender 122 

21 Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions and marital status 124 

22 Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions and year of study 126 

23 Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions and Educational 

background 

127 

24 Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions and Economic 

background 

129 

25 Solutions to prevent Cyber Bullying 131 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Introduction 
Chapter I 



 1

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Bullying is neither a new concept nor a new word in the Indian Context. 

This is an age old issue that occurs between friends, relatives and others both in 

formal and informal contexts. Bullying is a part of many cultures in India. In 

anthropological parlance, a relationship is called as “joking relationship” 

(Radcliffe-Brown, 1940), where the persons in such relationship can throw 

abuse and banter against each other. Bullying is done in many forms. It is mild 

in some cases and severe in some cases. Some take bullying lightly, whereas, 

some may take it seriously as they may have been wounded. There are various 

mentions of bullying in ancient texts like Ramayana1 and Mahabarata2 

(Jaishankar, 2009). 

Bullying also forms a part of castiest structure in India. The so called 

upper caste people bully their children and wives using words of abuse 

mentioning abusive (low caste) names. Earlier, bullying was predominantly a 

rural phenomenon. Now bullying is a part of Indian urban culture. Bullying is 
                                                 
1 "Maricha, a demon emerged as a golden deer and enchanted Sita and She was allured by the beauty of 
the deer and requested ram to catch it for her. “Cognizant of Maricha’s deception, Rama decided to go 
after the deer and kill him. Rama firmly ordered Lakshmana to stay behind with Sita. He then pursued 
the deer. It became elusive, and even invisible. Rama shot one deadly shaft which entered Maricha’s 
heart like a flaming snake. His counterfeit guise gone, Maricha in the hideous form of a huge demon 
now rolled upon the ground. With his last breath, he cried out loudly, “Alas Sita! Alas Lakshmana!” 
Waiting with Lakshmana in their cottage, Sita heard the cries and believed it was Rama, and that He 
was in some danger. She told Lakshmana to go at once and help Him. Lakshmana dismissed the idea 
that Rama could be in danger. Besides, he knew his duty was to remain and protect Sita. But Sita, in 
great anxiety over Rama, began to bully Lakshmana with harsh words. She accused Lakshmana of not 
going to help Rama out of lust for her. Lakshmana could not bear to hear such unfair words and left to 
seek out Rama”. (Retrieved on 25th July 2013 from 
http://www.utahkrishnas.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=280&Itemid=363)  
2 Young Karna, who was the adopted son of a chariot driver, was bullied by the Pandavas when he 
wanted to take part in an armoury show. Similarly, Pandavas were also several times teased, bullied 
and physically hit by their Kaurava cousins during the martial training, under Guru Dronacharya. 
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called in various names in the urban set up. It is called as Ragging in cases 

where senior students bully the junior students, Eve Teasing, in cases where 

girls are bullied by boys, both with sexual or without sexual connotations. In 

this modern era, bullying is getting new dimensions. Earlier, bullying was 

restricted to schools or colleges/universities but now bullying has entered even 

the workplaces (Branch, Ramsay, & Barker, 2007). In older times, bullying is 

considered as a form of ‘socialization’ where the persons where given 

opportunity to abuse each other and get to know each other. Now, this has 

become a menace. Modern day bullying involves severe attacks on the ‘psyche’ 

and emotions of individuals. Also bullying has turned violent and it has taken 

away innocent lives. In the current school and college life, bullying has become 

more dangerous than before (Jaishankar, 2009).    

Even though school bullying or college bullying is prevalent by the 

name of ragging,3 the connotation of bullying is not present in the Indian 

context. In spite of new laws regarding ragging in schools and colleges, 

bullying per se has not been condoned. School bullying is inclusive of verbal 

bullying and physical abuse by the stronger school children to their weaker 

class mates or school mates. The term “physical abuse” for school bullying can 

be understood in its broader terms. It may amount to simple patting, slapping, 

and simple hurt to even grievous attack even leading to murder (Jaishankar, 

2009).  

                                                 
3Ragging includes teasing, bullying, usage of abusive words; physical harm including hitting, kicking, 
inflicting grievous harm and mental torture which may even lead the victim to death or total mental 
imbalance. 
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In comparison to developed countries the gravity of the problem of 

school / college bullying has been less understood in India. Indian schools, has 

witnessed such bullying incidents and it is accepted as a common behaviour of 

school students. Unfortunately, in India, parents and even teachers fail to 

understand the graveness of bullying. Most of the bullying incidences are 

mediated by the teachers and they die down within a short gap. At the most, the 

case of bullying is settled by the parents or elders or in some other cases it may 

be reported to the teachers, and they take steps like warning the bully with 

serious consequences. Very rarely they are reported outside the immediate 

family of the victim and the traumatized victim is labelled as a poor student 

who lacks the power of concentration. 

While bullying by adults are considered as a serious infringement of 

constitutional right, viz., right to lead a dignified life and may also be 

punishable under the penal laws attracting provisions relating to defamation, 

school / college bullying is a much neglected issue in India. Bullying in the 

schools by the classmates is considered as a very normal behaviour of 

childhood. The perpetrator is treated as “spoilt child”, “arrogant” and even 

“funny” when he constantly makes fun of others on their physical appearance 

or response to the teacher or other friends, but never “hostile” (Jaishankar, 

2009).  

The reason behind bullying is believed to be mainly due to exposure of 

the children to the violence, bullying, dirty jokes etc in the television shows. It 

is further believed that economic disparities and home environment also plays a 
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major role in making the child a perpetrator. In some cases the bullies are hero 

worshipped and are encouraged to venture more in continuing the game of 

“bossing over” over the comparatively shy or weak children. However, the 

victim who often becomes withdrawn or traumatized is always considered as 

“introvert', “coward”, “shy” or “mentally disturbed” child. Bullying makes the 

bullied victims withdrawn or even revenge takers.  

Majority of schools in India, declare their school norms in the student's 

handbook which highlights discipline, punctuality, cleanliness and proper dress 

code. A student can be “expelled” from the school due to “bad behaviour” or in 

consequence of “bad academic report”. The term “bad behaviour”, may grossly 

include, truancy, mischievous activities like repeatedly avoiding the home 

works or given assignments, smoking or drinking alcohol inside the school 

premises, showing disrespect to the teachers and school staffs and in some 

extreme cases, fighting with classmates causing severe physical harm. Even so, 

expulsion from the schools due to bad behaviour is again very rare in 

comparison to that of bad academic reports. However, bullying does not appear 

as any kind of offence in these handbooks.  

Much has been talked about the reasons of bullying, mental state of the 

children who are being bullied and even the need of school counselling. But 

nowhere the need to create an anti bullying law or uniform school policies is 

mentioned. As a result the problem of school bullying had grown to a 

dangerous extent (Jaishankar, 2009).  
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Researches related to bullying are extensively done in western countries, 

whereas, in India there are less studies related to bullying. This is because the 

word ‘bullying’ is not a focused term in India and it is dominated by words 

such as Ragging or Eve Teasing or just teasing. Even though researches are 

less, the issue of ragging and eve teasing was keenly watched by the 

Government due to the seriousness of its occurrences which have caused death 

to many. Governments have enacted special laws or policies to mitigate 

ragging and eve teasing.      

 

1.2. Ragging: The alternative term for bullying? 

The dangers of School bullying were first noted by the Raghavan 

Committee, which was constituted to prevent ragging in the educational 

institutions. The committee had included schools narrowly to its definition of 

educational institutes' while discussing and defining ragging. The committee 

understood that ragging starts from the very base i.e., from the schools and 

residential hostels in the form of bullying. The residential hostels for the 

children who are about to write the school leaving exams are particularly 

vulnerable as the sexual abuse, physical harassment and verbal teasing 

becomes a standard norm for the hostel life for these children. However, even 

though this committee discusses about school bullying as the birth point of 

ragging, it does not discuss any preventive measures for such school 

incidences. 
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Ragging can be called as the offspring of school bullying. In comparison 

to school bullying cases, ragging reports are more in number and policy 

guidelines are being made to prevent ragging in India.  

 

According to a Supreme Court judgement in India, Ragging is:  

Any disorderly conduct whether by words spoken or written or by an act which 

the effect of teasing, treating or handling with rudeness any other student, 

Indulging in rowdy or undisciplined activities which causes or Is likely to cause 

annoyance, hardship or psychological harm or to raise fear or apprehension 

thereof in a fresher or a junior student or asking the students to do any act or 

perform something which such student will not do in the ordinary course and 

which has the effect of causing or generating a sense of shame or embarrassment 

so as to adversely affect the physique or psyche of a fresher or a junior student. 

  

Counsellors and psychologists had shown that the perpetrator of ragging 

may have been either severely bullied by others in school and at home, or he 

may have got into this habit of bullying since his school days. Since there is no 

law or school policy guidelines to curb bullying in the Indian schools, the 

perpetrators after coming to the college become more vigorous in their act. 

Strict school environment and dispute resolutions by the elders and teachers are 

almost nil in higher educational institutes and campuses. It becomes more open 

and the feelings of maturity, independence and grown up human being help the 

young adults to act and behave the way they wish. Nevertheless, mostly college 

students are over 18 and hence when they commit any nuisance by the name of 

ragging, they are immediately held under the Penal laws. 
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After an overwhelming response to stop ragging in the educational 

institutes, many state governments came up to enact ragging prevention laws. 

The final death nail to the ragging activities was the recommendations of 

Raghavan committee, which has minutely analyzed various aspects of ragging, 

reasons of ragging and the responsibility of educational institutes in the 

prevention of ragging.  

 

1.3. Bullying and School Shoot outs: Cases and Recent Trends 

Bullying is rampant in Indian schools and has already started gaining the 

needed recognition from the teachers, educationists, medical and health 

professionals and parents as well. The Times of India (2005) reported some 

cases of school vandalism which amounted to simple bullying or teasing words 

in some elite schools in Kolkata (Banerjee, 2005). Banerjee (2005) reported 

that bullying is rampant even in schools like South point or the Heritage school 

which are known as the most elite schools of the country. Sehggal (2004) in a 

newspaper report (The Tribune) revealed that “about 20 to 30 per cent of 

children are regularly involved in incidents of bullying, either as bullies or as 

victims”. Sehggal (2004) emphasized that it is not only boys but even the girls 

are also perpetrators. Truly, school bullying not only paves way to ragging in 

higher educational institutions; it also changes a child into a hard core criminal, 

which is evident by the following examples.  

1. The American style of school shoot out had entered India in December 

2007. India's first school shooting took place in early December, 2007, 
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in an elite school named Euro International school at Gurgaon (near 

New Delhi) where Abhishek Tyagi, a VIII class student was shot from 

point blank range by two of his school mates. This incidence was a 

planned murder provoked by bullying of the victim. The Gurgaon Police 

Commissioner Mohinder Lal said that “the two boys allegedly killed 

Abhishek Tyagi as he was physically stronger than both and been 

beating them up for the past two months, and the two carried a grouse 

against Abhishek as he used to "tease them" at every opportunity so the 

decided to take "revenge" (TOI, Dec, 2007). 

2. On 3rd January, 2008 a student of VIIIth standard was shot dead by an 

Xth standard student in Chorbari village, Satna district of Madhya 

Pradesh. They both had heated arguments and bullied each other. The 

elder student had shot the junior in a spate of anger (Staff 

Correspondent, The Hindu, Jan, 04, 2008). It is quite similar to the 

previous school shoot out case in Gurgaon. 

3. It occurred in Bengaluru, where a school student shot two students of 

class 10 with an airgun near the school premises. The victims suffered 

minor injuries. The perpetrator was found to be a brilliant student and he 

was upset at being bullied by the victims (Special Correspondent, The 

Hindu, Feb, 03, 2008).  

4. In another case, a 12th standard student was shot dead by two of his 

classmates at an inter college near Ghaziabad inside the inter college at 

Metnara village in this district. The offender wanted to take revenge on 
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the victim as he had eve teased the former's sister (Kumar, 17, February, 

2008). 

 

1.4. Bullying and Information Technology: Evolution of Cyber Bullying in 

India 

In the 21st Century even a school student (read an intelligent adolescent) 

considers Internet and Mobile phones as indispensable part of his daily 

existence. The usage of modern technologies such as Internet and mobile 

phones has increased the prevalence of bullying by school and college students. 

Now most of the bullies have taken refuge in the cyberspace and also new 

bullies have joined to create a new form of bullying called cyber bullying 

which is aptly defined by Jaishankar (2009) as “Cyber Bullying is 

abuse/harassment by teasing or insulting, victim’s body shape, intellect, family 

back ground, dress sense, mother tongue, place of origin, attitude, race, caste, 

class, name calling, using modern telecommunication networks such as mobile 

phones (SMS/MMS) and Internet (Chat rooms, emails, notice boards and 

groups)” (p. 30).   

Cyber bullying is now considered as a form of cyber crime (Jaishankar 

& Shariff, 2008). 'Cyber is a prefix meaning "computer" or "computer 

network;' and it is the electronic medium in which online communication takes 

place' (Humphrey & Petta, 2011, para 1) and the crime that occur in cyber 

space or online space is called cyber crime. Halder and Jaishankar (2011) 

defines cyber crimes as: "Offences that are committed against individuals or 
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groups of individuals with a criminal motive to intentionally harm the 

reputation of the victim or cause physical or mental harm to the victim directly 

or indirectly, using modern telecommunication networks such as Internet (Chat 

rooms, emails, notice boards and groups) and mobile phones (SMS/MMS)" (p. 

15).  

The trend of sending bullying messages and dirty jokes to rival groups 

in the class and eventually to children of rival schools has become a new 

fashion in India. “Certain paranoia over Internet usage (and the resulting free 

speech it brings along with it) has gripped India. This is affecting students 

from participating in meeting places on the Internet like Orkut as well as 

writing blogs” (Nita, 2007). Lack of uniform school / college policy guidelines, 

lack of anti-bullying law and weak IT act has made the situation even more 

serious. 

If u think they r hot...Well, let me tell u they're not They're ugly, they're 

fat, they look like ratz!!!! Even alienz look better dan dat!!!!! This was an email 

sent out by the 10th standard class students of a respected Mumbai school, 

about the students of a rival school (Jaishankar 2008). While this may seem to 

be more of a playful prank than a serious offence, it is only the beginning of a 

trend that can escalate into a serious problem. In this case, the teachers 

intervened and the problem was eventually resolved. In India, cyber bullying 

has already started trapping Indian teenagers in its insidious Web (Kapoor, 

2003; Jaishankar & Shariff, 2008).   
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A cursory look in to www.orkut.com (a social networking site) will 

show how much cyber bullying is happening in India.  Orkut came to India 

only in February 2006 with a mission statement claiming to help people to 

create a closer, more intimate network of friends and hoping to put them on the 

path to social bliss. It is apparent from the mission statement that it was 

established to enable people to interact with each other across the globe by 

bridging geographical distances (Jaishankar & Shariff, 2008). However it has 

since been used for superfluous activities leading to moral degradation and 

upheaval (Rahul, 2007). A nineteen-year-old student has been accused of 

making a fake account of a girl. A management student from Mumbai was 

arrested by the police following a girl’s complaint about tarnishing her image 

in the public forum - Orkut. The boy was trying to entice the girl for some time. 

He threatened her with dire consequences when she resisted his advances. 

Later, he posted an obscene profile of her on the Orkut portal along with her 

mobile number. The profile has been sketched in such a way that it draws lewd 

comments from many who visited her profile. Later, the boy was arrested under 

section 67 of Information Technology Act, 2000 (India has no separate law for 

cyber bullying). A brief search in the Orkut profile will reveal many such 

profiles with pictures of beautiful girls (Sengupta, 2006). 

In another case of orkut cyber bullying, a malicious profile of a Delhi 

schoolgirl was uploaded on the site. The mischief mongers have actually posted 

obscene photographs and contact details such as her home address and 

telephone numbers on the profile, using suggestive names like ’sex teacher’ for 
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her. The matter became known after the girl’s family started receiving vulgar 

calls; thereafter her father contacted the Cyber Cell of Delhi Police’s Economic 

Offences Wing. According to the Delhi police sources, the girl is a student in a 

South Delhi school. Her father told the police that somebody has misused the 

social networking website to fake her profile and circulate obscene stuff on her 

profile. The family received the first call almost a month back where the caller 

wanted to speak to her, following a series of similar calls, referring to Orkut. In 

addition, two strangers knocked at the girl’s door, telling that the girl had 

invited them for sex through Internet (Jaishankar & Shariff, 2008). This is the 

second incident demonstrating Orkut’s misuse in New Delhi. Earlier, an 

airhostess alleged that someone has opened an account in her name on the 

website, in which she was described as a “sex struck woman” (Jaishankar, 

2008). 

In another interesting case of school cyber bullying in Mumbai, a few 

students from Bombay Scottish School, angered over a few things, started a 

discussion, “All those who hate DPN” (DPN here are the initials of the 

Principal DPN Prasad). Many students seem to have a grouse against the 

authorities and the post flourished with quite uncharitable comments. The 

school authorities noticed and the students were made to apologize and delete 

their offensive posts. Quite on the heels of this incident, another similarly 

unpleasant incident was reported in the papers in Mumbai. A few students of 

MMK college in Mumbai started a forum, ‘Give your opinion about the 

principal’ on Orkut. In the forum, reportedly, five students posted comments 
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that were not only uncharitable but also derogatory and slanderous in nature. 

This time as well, the college authorities made the students apologize and edit 

their posts. These are only tip of the iceberg of orkut cyber bullying in India. 

There are hundreds of communities involving hate against student, teachers, 

actors, politicians etc (Jaishankar & Shariff, 2008; Jaishankar, 2009).  

 

1.5. Selected Cases of Cyber bullying in India 

a) The MMS case: 

One of the earliest cases of cyber bullying happened in Delhi in 2004. A 

17 year old boy student from Delhi Public school, a prestigious school, 

captured video clippings of his amorous activities with his girl classmate and 

circulated through multi-media service (MMS) on cell phones to his friends. 

The clippings later reached other children of different schools. Even though 

both the students were expelled from the school, the boy joined some other 

school while the girl left the country (Indianinfo.com, 2004). 

 

b) Bullying teachers -1 

Bullying teachers through the Internet is most common in India. One 

such case was highlighted when some students of Hiranandani Foundation 

School, Powai, Mumbai posted derogatory remarks on the new Principal and 

some teachers. The comments were posted on the school’s community sub-

group on the highly popular social networking site, orkut (Staff reporter, Planet 

Powai.com, 2007). 
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c) Bullying teachers -2 

The other famous case of cyber bullying is the Bombay Scottish school 

bullying. Angered over a few things, one of the students, started a discussion, 

“All those who hate DPN” (DPN here are the initials of the principal D.P.N. 

Prasad). Many students seem to have a grouse against the authorities and the 

post flourished with quite uncharitable comments. The school authorities 

noticed and the students were made to apologize and delete their offensive 

posts (Chaturvedi, 2007).  

 

d) Creation of fake profile 

In the case of fake profile of a Delhi school girl, the mischief mongers 

have posted obscene photographs and contact details of a school girl of South 

Delhi. They had displayed her home address and telephone numbers on the 

profile, using suggestive names like ‘sex teacher’ for her. Two strangers visited 

the girl’s house and asked whether she is available for ‘sex’ and also the girl 

started receiving telephonic calls of sexy nature. The cyber cell of Delhi police 

registered a case under the IT Act (Rediff.com, 2007). 

 

e) Taking revenge through Internet 

The Air Force Balbharati School case is a landmark case of cyber 

bullying for revenge. A student of the Air Force Balbharati School, Delhi, was 

teased by all his classmates for having a “pockmarked face”. The student was 

fed up with teasing and bullies and finally found a unique way to take revenge. 
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He scanned photographs of his classmates and teachers, morphed them with 

nude photographs and put them up on a website that he uploaded on to a free 

web hosting service. It was only after the father of one of the class girls, who 

was featured on the website, objected and lodged a complaint with the police, 

the matter came to limelight (Joshi, 2003). 

 

f) Cyber bullying, kidnapping and murder: 

A Mumbai teenager named Adnan Patrawala, son of a businessman was 

trapped on Orkut and later he was murdered. It was revealed that he came in 

contact with Angel, a profile created by someone by utilizing the name of a 

girl. Scrapbooks of Adnan and Angel revealed that they were continuously 

talking to each other. According to scrapbooks, Angel was continuously 

insisting Adnan to meet her, but Adnan wanted Angel's photograph first, which 

was never sent by her. Finally, Adnan replied that he wanted to meet her, and 

he left his home on the same day to meet the Angel. The next day, Adnan's 

parents got a call from his mobile itself and the person on the other side told 

them that they had abducted Adnan, and they wanted Rupees two crores as 

ransom. Even Adnan talked with his parents and told them that he was fine. 

 Earlier Adnan's parents believed that it was a prank but after few hours 

next call came, this time the abductors said strongly that they were not joking 

and demanded Rupees two crores. After getting the call, Adnan's parents 

registered a case of abduction in the nearby police station; eventually, the 

police started the investigation. Immediately, after that the boy was found 
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murdered some where in Mumbai. The police investigated the case and held 

three persons all of whom are aged about 17 to 19 years and all of whom were 

virtual net friends of Adnan whom he never met in real life. Various online 

discussions, blogs and even on line condolence messages which were shown in 

the Orkut profile of Adnan Patrawala revealed that the deceased himself was a 

bully (Alam 2007). He used severe abusive languages and “dirty jokes” to his 

friends to get the status of “rich young hero”. The influence of such bullying is 

also not waved out for the motives behind his murder. 

 

1.6. Cyber Bullying among Young Adults: Need and Significance of the 

Present Study 

Apart from the school children, most of the adolescents/young adults in 

the age group of 16 to 20 use Internet as a hobby apart from using Internet for 

education purposes. As per the Juvenile Justice (Amended) Act 2005, children 

of the age group of 18-20 are called young adults4 as they are neither children 

nor full adult. Such persons are either finishing their schools or are fresher in 

their colleges. In most reported cases of cyber bullying by young adults; 

teasing, harassment, stalking and even murder as a result of the Internet 

friendship are found to be common.  

One of the major forms of cyber harassment reported by people 

belonging to such age group is cyber stalking. Girls of the same age group or 

even elder women are often trapped and harassed. They are sent obscene 

                                                 
4 According to the Juvenile justice amended Act 2005 “children between the age group of 18 and 20 
are called young adults”, however, persons below the age of 18 are called Child.   
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messages and are even made subjects of forced cyber pornography, without 

their knowledge. In such cases both Internet and cell phones are used as 

mediums. Predominantly, the perpetrators victimize their own girl friends, who 

have been their fellow classmates or their female colleagues who have just 

finished their studies and joined jobs as trainees. Gradually, the perpetrator 

becomes more courageous to harass unknown women whom he may meet 

directly or in social networking sites like the Orkut or the Face book or he may 

just trace out randomly.  

The other form of cyber crime is harassing the victim regularly. In such 

case both young men and women become targets. They are bullied, teased, sent 

obscene messages, defamed and are even threatened to certain extent. The 

victim may be known or may be unknown to the perpetrator. Mostly such 

crimes are committed by senior students and the victims are either their fellow 

classmates or junior students. The motive may be pure fun or the expression of 

hatred, anger or frustration. Such serious cases of cyber bullying emerge, when 

students of a particular class target a teacher or the college administration by 

defaming remarks, bullying or make derogatory comic pictures and posts the 

comments in the Internet for public viewing.  

There are many research works done on cyber bullying among school 

students (Patchin, 2006; Wolak et al. 2006; Periyar, 2007; Moreno, 2007; Ang, 

2010; Hinduja & Patchin, 2010; Patchin, 2010), however, there are less studies 

done on cyber bullying among college students (young adults), both in Indian 
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and Western context. The present study would be a base for Indian studies, 

specifically done from the angle of youth.   

 

1.7. Innovations of the present research 

 In India and in various countries there are fewer studies in the area of 

cyber bullying among college students. This study will be a pioneering research 

work in this area and would contribute the growing literature of international 

cyber bullying in general and Indian cyber bullying in particular.   

Cyber bullying has a cultural connotation. In this research many of the 

respondents from various cosmopolitan cities expressed their victimization and 

perpetration pattern of cyber bullying from their own cultural perspectives. 

This added new dimension and colour to the research. Taking the cultural 

differences in to account the researcher in future would try to develop different 

sets of policy guidelines to the colleges of different cities.  

 

1.8. Organization of the Thesis 

This thesis is organized in to five major chapters. In chapter one the 

background of bullying in Indian scenario and its transition to cyber bullying is 

discussed in detail. The chapter two reviews the literature on bullying and 

cyber bullying. This chapter is in tune with the objectives of the study and it 

portrays various research studies on the nature and extent, perpetration and 

victimization pattern of cyber bullying and the relationship of age, gender, 

marital status, educational background, economic background with cyber 
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bullying etc. In chapter three, the research methodology is discussed. This 

includes the research study design, pilot project development, data collection 

techniques, validation and reliability assurance of data. In addition, the chapter 

also sets the aims and objectives, outlines research questions and hypothesis 

which are discussed through the course of this thesis presentation. Chapter four 

of the thesis focuses on data analysis, results and discussion and summary of 

major findings. Both descriptive and inferential statistical analyses were done 

and the findings are presented in the form of tables and figures along with the 

interpretation of the results in comparison with other studies. Chapter five, the 

final chapter concludes with summary, summary of major findings, 

recommendations, and limitations of study. 
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CHAPTER II 

  REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

There is no dearth of Literature on bullying and cyber bullying in the 

western context. Especially, the literature on cyber bullying has grown to a 

greater extent in the 21st Century. The past decade witnessed the growth of 

social networking sites and also a surge in cyber bullying. This also led to the 

increase of studies on cyber bullying in the west especially in the United States, 

Canada and UK, with some studies in eastern countries like Japan and India. In 

tune with the objectives of the study, the literature is analyzed under the 

various subheads. The following are the heads for review. 

1. Literature on Bullying 

2. Literature on Cyber Bullying 

.  

I. LITERATURE ON BULLYING 

2.1. Introduction  

          Bullying among children is a complicated and prominent social 

phenomenon that has existed in schools since the beginning of time. As a 

matter of fact, bullying is sometimes regarded as an inevitable aspect of 

development that has to be endured by children at school (Smith & Brain, 

2000).  More often than not, bullying has been accepted by many adults as just 

a harmless rite of passage and a worthwhile experience encountered by 

children, wherein their courage to defend themselves against the bully 
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enhances the development of their character. However, the opposite of this 

misconception is supported by research (Smith & Brain, 2000).  

          Based on evidence from recent research, the immediate and long-term 

detrimental effects of school bullying on the educational, psychological, and 

professional lives of students, both the victims of bullying and bullies 

themselves, has fostered the dominating influence of a concerned audience 

towards this pervasive problem (Rigby, 2003; Arseneault et al., 2006). 

Therefore, regardless of the existing views that school bullying is normative, 

providing tacit approval for such an aggressive behaviour is no longer the 

corollary.   

This review of the literature presents a brief account on the development 

of the construct of bullying and explores a relatively comprehensive overview 

of bullying in schools.  

 

2.2. The Historical Development of the Construct of Bullying  

          At the beginning of the twentieth century, the establishment of the 

juvenile court in Cook County, Illinois, United States, resulted in a plenitude of 

research that investigated aggression in youth (Eddy, Reid, & Fetrow, 2000). 

Consequently, psychologists were intrigued to determine the reasons behind the 

aggressive acts of these youth. Even though the psychologists’ interests were at 

low ebb during 1910-1942, it gradually developed in the 1950’s due to the 

increased rate of criminal offences by minors (Eddy et al., 2000). As a result, 

several intervention and prevention studies were conducted to examine the 
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association between aggression and anti-social behaviour, conduct disorders, 

and oppositional defiant disorders (Domitrovich & Welsh 2000; Eddy et al., 

2000).   

          Not only did this plethora of studies materialize the construct of bullying, 

it also enhanced its recognition in 1978, especially after Olweus published his 

book, “Aggression in Schools: Bullies and Whipping Boys”, which is believed 

to be the provenance of bullying research (Smith, 2004). The successive 

research studies were concerned with the development of the bullying 

behaviour, the consequences of the behaviour on children, and successful 

bullying intervention and prevention strategies. As such, the study of bullying 

proliferated, and the typical body of literature that evolved distinguished it 

from aggression (Griffin & Gross, 2003).   

 

2.3. Definitions of Bullying  

          There is no universally accepted definition of bullying. However, in 

order to grasp the concept of bullying, multitudes of definitions that have been 

constructed (Ferguson et al., 2007). One attribute that many definitions of 

bullying share in common is the intent or purpose behind the bullying (Carey, 

2003). Olweus (1994), affirmed that “a person is being bullied or victimized, 

when he/she is exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on the 

part of one or more other persons” (p. 98), clarifying that when the actions of a 

person have an intended outcome of injury or discomfort, those actions are 

classified as negative (as cited in Carey, 2003). Australian bullying researchers, 
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Slee and Rigby define bullying as ‘the situation when the bully repeatedly 

makes use of his/her physical or psychological superior strength deliberately 

intending to hurt others’ (as cited in Carey, 2003, p. 17).  

          Even though the definition by Olweus aforementioned stressed the overt 

type of bullying, which includes physical bullying (such as shoving) and verbal 

bullying (such as name calling), covert bullying was emphasized as well 

(Smith, Cowie, Olafsson, & Liefooghe, 2002). Carey (2003) reports that 

Olweus differentiated between direct and indirect behaviours pertaining to 

bullying, such that direct behaviours were characterized by physical and verbal 

bullying while indirect behaviours encompassed social exclusion. According to 

Smith et al. (2002), the three core components of bullying were determined in a 

definition that was generally accepted by many researchers. These components 

are: (a) the intent to harm, (b) occurrence over time, and (c) a power imbalance 

between the bully and the bullied. Although this definition enhances the 

distinction between bullying, other forms of aggression, and acceptable 

behaviours, it is not ideal when applied in schools because researchers have not 

yet established the extent to which these types of behaviour are interrelated 

(Smith et al., 2002). Thus, deciding where teasing ends and bullying begins is a 

major definitional problem.   

          Ferguson et al. (2007) contended that researchers have not yet reached a 

consensus on the clear-cut definition of bullying. These definitional constraints 

cause complications in bullying research, especially with respect to measuring 

the extent to which the phenomenon is occurring.  
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2.4. The Extent of Bullying  

          When discussing the issue of bullying, it is essential to be cognizant of 

its prevalence in schools, as researches on its prevalence in colleges is now 

only growing (Marraccini, 2013). Research on the extent of bullying has been 

conducted in various countries, including Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland, 

Germany, Spain, Italy, England, Scotland, Ireland, Australia, Japan, Canada, 

South Africa and the United States (Stevens et al., 2001). According to Dulmus 

and Sowers (2004), estimates of bullying incidents cannot be determined with 

precision because the recent data about the extent of bullying victimization 

ranges from 5% to greater than 80%. Nevertheless, studies carried out in 

diverse settings have revealed empirical evidence that students’ daily 

experiences of being bullied by peers are increasing (Oyaziwo, 2006). For 

instance, in the United States, there are roughly 2.1 million bullies and 2.7 

million victims of bullying in schools. Typically, among the 20 students in an 

average American classroom, three are expected to be either bullies or victims 

(Crockett, 2003) and the remaining 85% of students play the role of bystanders 

(Elsea et al., 2004; Hawkins, Pepler, & Craig, 2002).   

          Sullivan (2000) indicated that not only does bullying occur in all schools, 

but its extent is beyond the scope of people’s comprehension. The results from 

studies examining the prevalence of bullying victimization among students in 

grades one to five ranged from a low 11.3 per cent in a sample of school 

children from Finland (Olafsen & Vimero, 2000) to a high 49.8 per cent in a 

nationwide sample from Ireland (Dake, Prince, & Telljohann, 2003).   



 25

2.5. Direct and Indirect Bullying  

          Bullying is manifested in a wide range of ways. The bullying behaviours 

experienced by the victims can assume a variety of actions such as beating, 

booting, shoving, taunting, using offensive language, cruel gossiping, being 

rejected or left out, sabotaging of social relationships among peers, and being 

blackmailed by students who are older, tougher, and mightier (Dulmus & 

Sowers, 2004). Sullivan (2000) stated that horizontal bullying occurs when the 

target is victimized by a bully of a similar age, while vertical bullying occurs 

when the victim is bullied by older peers.   

          The forms of bullying are classified as direct or indirect. Direct forms of 

bullying are associated with overt abusive behaviours that are executed by the 

bully while boldly facing the victim. Indirect forms of bullying involve covert 

and insidious abusive behaviours that are followed through by the bully 

without ever coming face to face with their victim (Boulton, Trueman, & 

Flemington, 2002). Lee (2004) believes that in indirect forms of bullying there 

is usually a third-party audience, namely the bystanders, engaged in the 

spectacle. Similarly, Boulton et al. (2002) stipulated that indirect bullying 

entails behaviours like social isolation and exclusion from a group. Even 

though most bullying behaviours are labelled as either direct or indirect 

bullying, some bullying could be a mixture of the two forms.   
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2.6. Types of Bullying  

          Three types of bullying prevail; these are: physical bullying, verbal 

bullying, and social or relational bullying.   

          Physical bullying involves actions such as slapping, jabbing, tripping, 

nipping, shoving, scratching, spitting, hair pulling or any other behaviour that 

inflicts physical pain on the victim (Sullivan, 2000). These actions are explicit 

and can be easily detected by both adults and children (Smith et al., 2002). Lee 

(2004) claims that some bullying behaviours of the physical type can also be 

labelled as indirect forms, such as destruction or theft of property, as these 

inflict psychological rather than physical pain on the victims. According to 

Coloroso (2003), wresting anything from the victim by an undue exercise of 

power and making threatening or obscene gestures to terrify the victim are also 

considered forms of indirect physical bullying.  

          Verbal bullying is generally designated as emotional or psychological 

bullying and may occur in both direct and indirect forms depending on the 

bullying behaviours that are manifested. When bullying behaviours, like the 

use of abusive names and offensive language to belittle or humiliate the victim 

are made while the bully is facing the victim, they are labelled as direct verbal 

bullying. In contrast, indirect verbal bullying is associated with bullying 

behaviours like cruel gossiping and spreading of false or malicious rumours, 

which are executed behind the victim’s back and may have a negative 

consequence on the victim’s self-esteem (Wang, Iannotti, & Nansel, 2009). 

Sullivan (2000) asserts that abusive behaviours like taunting, demanding 
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servitude or money, deterrence, and vicious mocking pertain to verbal bullying 

as well. These abusive behaviours are similar to that of ragging (Garg, 2009) in 

India. 

          Social or relational bullying is characterized by abusive behaviours 

wherein the victim is purposefully rejected by a social group (Lee, 2004) or 

ostracized from group activities (Pauw, 2007).  Oyawizo (2008) believes that 

this type of bullying strives for the sabotage of social relationships among 

peers, as wells as involves indirect abusive behaviours such as cruel gossiping, 

and direct abusive behaviours like creating ratings of victims’ personal 

characteristics or disregarding the victim. Threatening gestures, suspirations, 

scowls, leers, smirks, and offensive body language are additional examples of 

the social type of bullying (Wang et al., 2009).  

            According to Sullivan (2000), the three types of bullying, physical, 

verbal, and social share in common the following:  

1. The physical injury or psychological hurt caused by the bully is 

deliberate.  

2. The bully has power and the victim has less perceived power.  

3. The bullying behaviour is often dynamic and organic.  

4. The bullying behaviour is persistent, continually recurring, or at times 

fortuitous and executed by a bully who is dreaded by the victim.  
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2.7. Perpetrators, Victims and Bystanders of Bullying 

          In one way or another, almost every student has participated in one or 

more of the three key roles (bully, victim, and bystander) that are associated 

with the dynamic and gradual process of bullying during elementary, middle, 

or high school years and also at college. According to the American 

Psychological Association (2009), some of the similar character traits that the 

students who constantly bully their peers share are that bullies are likely to be 

impetuous, tormented with ease, identified as leaders who exercise the most 

influential control  within the social context, exhibiting positive attitudes 

toward violence, noncompliant with regulations, and friendly with other 

bullies. In addition to having a high self esteem, individuals who bully are 

widely-liked and universally admired by their peer group (Oyaziwo, 2008). 

Pellegrini, Bartini, and Brooks (1999) point out that violence is the bully’s 

avenue to mightiness and a higher social status with the peer group.   

          According to Rigby (2002), the way children think, feel, and behave, 

with family members, school staff and peers is influenced to a great extent by 

the home environment. Accordingly, children who are exposed to coercive 

child-rearing techniques by their parents, wherein physical abuse is a 

permissible discipline strategy tend to engage in aggressive behaviour 

(Sullivan, 2000). Furthermore, when children are brought up by a family that 

employs inconsistent parental discipline strategies, they become predisposed to 

acquiring relentless and non-empathetic attitudes, manifested in the way they 

treat their peers.  
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          Oprinas and Horne (2006) identified three types of bullies: aggressive, 

passive, and relational bullies. The bully who exerts power over weaker peers 

by resorting to overt hostility is an aggressive bully. A passive bully, also 

called a follower, refers to an individual who is encouraged to become an 

enthusiastic participant after the commencement of the bullying interaction. 

Instead of initiating the bullying, these followers keep their distance until a 

bullying incident is already in progress, their ultimate goal being the 

achievement of social status (Olweus, 1993). The bully who utilizes indirect or 

covert forms of bullying, thereby gaining power through the exclusion and 

manipulation of the target is called the relational bully (Oprinas & Horne, 

2006).   

          Since children who bully others are subject to social and emotional 

problems, they suffer from many negative effects. The effects of bullying 

among students in the elementary school may be a denotation of more 

excruciating behaviour, which is carried into middle and high school (De Wet, 

2007). According to Piskin (2002), bullies have a natural tendency towards 

other bullies and are more likely to hang out with gangs who engage in 

criminal acts. Moreover, the bullies’ academic performance and future 

potential in the workplace tend to be below expectations (Smokowski & 

Kopasz, 2005). Based on research, adults who were bullies during school years 

tend to exhibit violent acts toward their spouses and are more likely to enforce 

harsh forms of discipline on their own children (De Wet, 2007). Bullies may 

also lack the fundamental skills that are required to attain success in the real 
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world because they fall short of acquiring skills like dealing successfully with 

problems and difficulties, regulating their emotions constructively, and 

communicating effectively. Furthermore, the lack of any bullying intervention 

generally hinders the bully’s emotional growth and the development of 

empathy (Kuther, 2006).  

          The second role associated with the bullying process is that played by the 

target or the victim. The child or young adult who is exposed to the bullying 

behaviour is referred to as the victim. Individuals who are subdued, become 

fearful, and are not self-assured may be considered victims (Pelligrini et al., 

1999). Victims tend to avoid requiting and speaking out against their 

perpetrators (Griffin & Gross, 2004). They also tend to have a physical or 

mental handicap, be obese, or constrained in an unspecified manner (Glover, 

Gough, Johnson, & Cartwright, 2000). In addition, they may display passive 

and submissive behaviours (Eslea et al., 2004), be less confident, and less 

friendly (Androue, 2001). In addition, victims are also more likely to have a 

poor personal rapport with their peers and have difficulties overcoming 

obstacles (Kumpulainen & Rasanen, 2000). To compound matters, one 

common trait shared by all victims is that each and every one of them is 

excluded from a social group to be a target of extreme contempt and hence the 

recipient of all three types of bullying (Coloroso, 2003).  

          Typically, victims of bullying belong to enmeshed families and are 

subjected to intrusive and overprotective parenting (Unnever, 2005). Since 

victims tend to be overprotected, they are predisposed to bullying because they 
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lack the skills of independently protecting themselves. In some instances, 

families of children who are victims undergo excessive stressful events such as  

separation or immigration (Rigby, 2002). As the result of living through such 

exasperating events, these children become unhappy and introverted, or violent 

and ferocious, and as such are vulnerable to bullying (Sullivan, 2000). A 

noteworthy point is that the sons of overprotective mothers end up by being 

male victims, whereas the daughters who are rejected by their mothers end up 

by being female victims (Finnegan, Hodges, & Perry, 1998).  

          Olweus (2001) identified three types of victims: passive victims, 

provocative victims, and bully-victims. The first type seldom speaks out 

against the perpetrators, is less powerful, and does not invite abuse by bullies 

(Kurther, 2006). The passive or submissive behaviours of these victims reveal 

their insecurity, anxiety, depression, and negative self-image. The passive 

victims’ initial reactions to bullying in lower elementary classes include 

weeping and pulling out with purposeless anger. In upper elementary and later 

grades, passive victims are inclined to stay clear from bullying situations or 

even slip away from the bullies by not attending school (Olweus, 2001).  

          On the other hand, the aggressive temperament of the second type of 

victim provokes bullies into responding negatively. The annoying, agitating, 

antagonizing, and disruptive behaviours of the provocative victims tend to 

disturb the order in the classroom and result in being discarded from the social 

group because they are perceived by their peers as worthless or useless 

(Olweus, 2001). Borresen (2007) believes that provocative victims are 



 32

tremendously pugnacious, cranky, have low tolerance for frustration, and tend 

to retaliate when they are bullied.   

          As for the third type of victim, Dulmus and Sowers (2004) stipulate that 

some victims play the roles of both a target and a bully. The child who is a 

bully/victim often displays the characteristics of bullies, such as high levels of 

aggression, as well as characteristics associated with victims, such as high 

levels of depression (Veenstra et al., 2005). When this type of victim is bullied, 

the weakness and incompetence of bully/victim is revealed, thereby providing 

the incentive to bully others with less power (Coloroso, 2003). These victims 

use their infuriating and obnoxious behaviours as a camouflage against bullies 

to conceal their feeling of utmost susceptibility to attack (Sullivan, Cleary, & 

Sullivan, 2004).  

          Like bullies, children who are victimized suffer from emotional, social, 

and educational problems. De Wet (2007) asserts that some of the 

psychological complications manifested as a result of victimization include 

sleep disturbances, psychosomatic complaints, eating disorder, irritability, 

increased frequency of illness and diseases related to chronic stress, and 

reversion to a less mature pattern of behaviours such as enuresis and nail biting. 

Adult victims are also at greater risk for mood swings, psychosomatic illness, 

persistent feeling of incompetence, and inadequate social skills that deprive 

them from establishing healthy and secure social relationships in adulthood 

(Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2004). Within the school environment, due to the 

social anxiety experienced by children who are victimized, the victims may 
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concentrate less in class, underachieve, become truants, and cut out certain 

classes or extracurricular activities at school (De Wet, 2007). Moreover, since 

the victims’ parents are most likely incognizant of their children’s victimization 

at school, the victims tend to take out their frustrations at school on the parents, 

thereby resulting in impaired family relationships (Selekman & Vessey, 2004). 

In addition, the psychological pain that often accompanies bullying causes 

victims to contemplate or commit suicide (Rodkin & Hodges, 2003).  

          The third and final key role that is associated with the bullying process is 

that of the bystander. The number of bystanders who participate in the bullying 

process far exceeds the number of both victims and bullies (Bonds & Stoker, 

2000). Sullivan (2000) stipulates that bullies maintain their control over their 

social circle by publicly displaying their bullying behaviour in front of a 

reinforcing audience. Sullivan also stated that when the bullying behaviour is 

put into action, the bystanders are inclined to be passive observers and abandon 

the bullying scene callously disregarding the victim’s distress, or to take action 

against the bullying incident and hinder the bully’s behaviour.   

          Parsons (2005) describes four types of bystanders: the bully bystander, 

the victim bystander, the avoidant bystander, and the ambivalent bystander. In 

order not to be held responsible for their bullying acts, bully bystanders 

stimulate other children to execute such acts. The children who dread the idea 

of stepping in to put an end to the bullying act are categorized as victim 

bystanders. Avoidant bystanders are those members of the school staff who 

conform to the notion that the educational institution in which they are 
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employed is bully-free. The ambivalent bystanders are most likely to take a 

stand against the bullying act.  

          Whitted and Dupper (2005) assert that the drastic outcomes of bullying 

are not only confined to the bullies and victims alone, but encompass 

bystanders who might experience feelings of irritation, insecurity, low self-

esteem, and a loss of control. According to Chikobvu, Flisher, King, Lombard, 

and Townsend (2008), bystanders who are too fearful to intervene when the 

bullying act occurs, may endure incessant guilt feelings. There are times when 

the huge sense of guilt reaches a climax and becomes too much to handle, 

thereby causing a major shift from the bystander’s feeling of empathy for the 

victim to the mere acceptance of bullying as a norm. As a result, that influential 

shift enables them to put those guilt feelings under control in the future.  

 

2.8. Gender Differences  

          Bullying behaviours are not restricted to one gender. Although both male 

and female bullies may employ different bullying procedures, it is evident that 

both genders possess identical abilities to engage in bullying behaviours (Felix 

& McMahon, 2006) in both forms of direct or indirect bullying (Jankauskiene, 

Kardelis, Sukys, & Kardeliene, 2008). Male bullies aim for both male and 

female targets, whereas female bullies tend to target other females only (Felix 

& McMahon, 2006). From a historical perspective, a majority of the existing 

literature on bullying has emphasized same gender bullying, mainly the 

victimization of males by male bullies; yet there is an increasing body of 
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research that examines the victimization strategies, particularly physical 

violence and relational bullying, adopted by female bullies (Hammel, 2008).   

          In order to inflict anguish on their victims, male bullies generally resort 

to both the physical and verbal types of bullying. Typically, the male bully is 

more prone to perpetrate abusive and aggressive bullying behaviours that are of 

physical nature (Steffennmeier, Schwartz, Zhong, & Ackerman, 2005). In 

contrast, indirect forms of bullying are also executed by male bullies to 

safeguard their empowerment among supporters within the social group and 

gain both power and dominance over the victim (Dake et al., 2003; Salmivalli 

& Isaacs, 2005). Moreover, according to Chapell et al. (2006), the male bully 

engages in the bullying act openly in social groups within the social context. 

The male bully likes to have an audience because it is their presence that feeds 

the bully’s superior sense of self, thereby creating the fear that they could be 

next.   

          Female bullies tend to give priority to creating close connections and 

associations within the social group than to achieving dominance (Crothers, 

Field, & Colbert, 2005). Cruel gossiping and spreading of false or malicious 

rumours are the verbal or relational types of bullying that the female bully 

engages in to hurt powerless and timid females (Hammel, 2008; Marini, Dane, 

Bosacki, & YLC-CURA, 2006). Marini et al. (2006) believe that female bullies 

use covert strategies to oppress their targets without putting their actions in the 

spotlight. Their possession of distinguishing qualities, such as leadership skills 

and excellent academic potentials, enhance the success of female bullies in 
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deflecting the attention of teachers and adults from their abusive actions. 

Female bullies are usually widely favoured by both students and teachers, and 

interestingly enough regardless of the fact that they terrify their victims, they 

are still admired for their superior social calibre (Hammel, 2008).  

          Brinson (2005) stipulates that the bullying of boys by girls is an 

indulgently ignored facet of bullying. In essence, by relying on behavioural 

constraints imposed by society, female bullies occasionally bully boys knowing 

in advance that their targets will not counterattack. Since boys grow up 

learning that they have more power than girls and should not hit them, boys 

tend to disregard the capabilities of a female bully. So, regardless of gender, 

both male and female bullies should be held accountable for their actions 

(Steffensmeier et al., 2005).  

 

II. LITERATURE ON CYBER BULLYING 

2.9. Youth, Internet and Cyber Bullying 

The rapid development of technology has allowed for an unprecedented 

change in the development of today’s youth. Its presence in our daily lives has 

become a defining feature of today’s society. The availability of the internet 

has reached unprecedented levels (Cassidy, Jackson, & Brown, 2009). For 

example, a 2003 UCLA Internet report estimated that 91% of 12-15 year olds 

in the United States use the internet on a regular basis (Keith & Martin, 2005). 

The prevalence of technology does not seem to be geographically bound. A 

study comparing internet penetration between the United States and Australia 
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found home-use rates of 93% and 94% respectively (Brown, Jackson, & 

Cassidy, 2006). One study found that 40% of their participants have three or 

more computers in their home (Cassidy et al., 2009). The TCS GenY Survey 

2012-13, the India’s largest survey of nearly 17,500 high school students across 

14 Indian cities found that about 84 per cent students go online from home. 

Youth today are often described as being wired in to their devices 

(Willard, 2007). The varieties of devices that can connect to the internet have 

flourished over the last decade. Examples include desktop computers, laptops, 

cellular phones, tablets, personal audio devices, video game consoles, and 

televisions. Further, most of these devices are capable of capturing 

photographs, audio, and video, while connecting wirelessly to the internet. 

Participants in Mishna, Saini, and Solomon’s (2009) study described how 

technology also seems to be permeating to younger ages. One participant stated 

that his four-year-old brother was already playing games on the internet 

through his parents’ mobile phones. Many of their participants also reported 

knowing other students that have a computer, television, or both, in their 

bedrooms. Nearly all the literature reviewed included some aspect of mobile 

phones as well; half of the students in the Cassidy et al. (2009) study had cell 

phones, though ownership of the devices drop significantly below grade six. 

Notably, nearly six out of 10 respondents of the TCS GenY Indian Survey 

2012-13 own a smart phone. 

Hinduja and Patchin (2008) characterize this steady development as a 

period of social change, which can produce both negative and positive 
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outcomes. At the risk of romanticising, many authors point towards the various 

exciting opportunities for learning and self-development youth can gain from 

the internet. Online interactions can help youth develop their learning and 

interpersonal skills (Brown et al., 2006). The internet often allows them to 

increase their “self-knowledge and awareness of other perspectives” (p. 8). 

Further, introverted or shy individuals may also be able to develop their social 

and communication skills. The internet “can be a haven for positive discourse 

where youth can seek a safe, nurturing environment for behaviours that reflect 

and promote social responsibility and encourage caring and respectful 

interactions” (Cassidy et al., 2009, p. 384). It also allows youth to adapt and 

develop language and identities, and engage with “limitless libert[y] to interact 

and role play” (p. 384). According to Keith and Martin (2005), 91% of 

adolescents aged 12 to 15 years old as well as 99% of all adolescents aged 16 

to 18 utilize the internet on a daily basis. 

The internet can provide opportunities for social support, identity 

exploration, and development of interpersonal and critical thinking skills 

(Mishna et al., 2009). As part of a larger study, Jackson et al. (2009) found a 

series of interesting findings regarding the habits and internet usage of youth. 

For example, approximately one in five students pretended to be a different 

gender, with slight more boys than girls reporting this habit. Further, one-in-

two girls pretended to be a different age, and one-third of the respondents 

reported acting out an alternate personality or identity. The way youth perceive 

and use the internet also seems to be qualitatively different than that of adults 
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(Glasner, 2010; Keith & Martin, 2005). Parents are described as viewing 

technology for its utility purposes, while children view it as something that 

enables them to be socially engaging (Keith & Martin, 2005).  

Glasner (2010) argues that mobile devices and the internet are primarily 

used by youth for communication and staying connected with peers; there is a 

perceived social aspect to these devices. Devices today have significantly 

greater computing power and functionality, and are continually decreasing in 

their physical size. While this change could be described as largely positive, the 

development of cyber-bullying has created a significant challenge that can 

disrupt the safe development of youth. Bullying, via the Internet, is initiated 

through email, instant messaging, chat rooms, and similar outlets of 

communication (Pendley, 2004).  

Cyber bullying, like most Internet-related crimes, is a relatively new 

trend in deviancy, whereby children take full advantage of modern technology 

to harass and torment a victim in cyber space (Pendley, 2004). Described as the 

“willful and repeated harm inflicted” on others with the aid of technology, 

cyber-bullying has become an extremely topical issue amongst parents and 

educators (Patchin & Hinduja, 2010, p. 615). Cyber-bullying is sometimes 

characterized as one of the effects produced by considerable social change. 

There is no questioning the fact that today’s youth are computer savvy when 

compared to their parents. Therefore, it is expected that the incidence of cyber 

bullying will increase significantly over the next few years, thereby creating a 

completely new and unique social problem similar to that of cyber stalking and 
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other crimes of the Internet for which there is limited information and even far 

less public policies in place to adequately address intervention and prevention 

efforts.  

The second part of this review of the literature aims to provide a 

substantive understanding of what we currently know about the issue. 

Following similar outlines, it will review the prevalence of technology in the 

lives of youth, issues concerning the definition of cyber bullying, the 

prevalence of the issue, types of attacks, traits common among cyber bullies 

and victims, possible causes of cyber bullying, the impacts and outcomes of 

cyber bullying, and potential responses and solutions to the issue.  

 

2.10. Definition Issues of Cyber Bullying 

Debates about the definition of cyber-bullying have been ongoing 

throughout the investigation of the issue. Law, Shapka, Hymel, Oldon, and 

Waterhouse (2011) write how cyber-bullying “has yet to be properly defined” 

(p. 226). As an example, Law et al. (2011) and Mishna et al. (2009) both point 

to the alternating names and variations of the issue: internet harassment, 

electronic aggression, electronic bullying, and online social cruelty. Despite 

this, it appears as if there is a general approach used to establish a definition for 

cyber-bullying (Law, Shapka, Hymel, Oldon, & Waterhouse, 2011). For the 

most part, this approach views cyber-bullying as essentially and conceptually 

the same as traditional bullying (Ford, 2009; Keith & Martin, 2005). A 

common definition of traditional bullying is provided by Olweus: “intentional 
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aggressive behaviour involving an imbalance of power perpetrated repeatedly 

over time” (in Stauffer, Heath, Coyne, & Ferrin, 2012). The only difference 

with cyber-bullying that is considered is that the physical setting of the bullying 

has changed. This is evident by the following definitions: 

 

“… [it is] generally considered to be bullying using technology such as the 

internet and mobile phones” (Perren, Dooley, Shaw, & Cross, 2010, p.1) 

 

“[cyber-bullying] involves the use of information and communication 

technologies such as e-mail, cell phone and pager text messages, instant 

messaging, defamatory personal web sites, and defamatory online personal 

polling websites, to support deliberate repeated and hostile behaviour by an 

individual or group, that is intended to harm others” (Belsey in Keith & Martin, 

2005, p. 224). 

 

“… willful and repeated harm inflicted through the medium of electronic text” 

(Hinduja & Patchin, 2008, p. 129). 

 

“…the use of information and communication technologies to support 

deliberate, repeated and hostile behaviour by an individual or group, [which] is 

intended to harm others” (Ford, 2009, p. 535). 

 

“Cyber Bullying is abuse/harassment by teasing or insulting, victim’s body 

shape, intellect, family back ground, dress sense, mother tongue, place of origin, 

attitude, race, caste, class, name calling, using modern telecommunication 

networks such as mobile phones (SMS/MMS) and Internet (Chat rooms, emails, 

notice boards and groups)” (Jaishankar, 2009, p. 30). 
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This approach is also further embodied in children. For example, 

Mishna et al. (2009) often had participants describing cyber-bullying as “non-

stop bullying”, describing it within the frame of reference for traditional 

bullying. Some participants described cyber-bullying as the same as traditional 

bullying, but with a wider range of youth engaging in this activity. Throughout 

these definitions and others, we see themes from Olweus’ initial definition of 

bullying (in Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2009). These themes include intent, 

repetition over time, and the existence of an imbalance of power (see also 

Patchin & Hinduja, 2010). Greene (2000) later adds two more themes that are 

argued to be common to traditional bullying: the victim did not provoke the 

behaviour, and the bullying occurs within the social groups of the student (cited 

in Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2009). Patchin and Hinduja (2010) offer an 

additional feature as well, whereas the victim experiences pain. 

Many authors are critical of a simple approach that adds the electronic 

medium to the traditional definition. Vandebosch & Van Cleemput (2009) 

criticizes the application of the traditional definition to cyber-bullying heavily. 

They argue that it is not easy to discern if there is intent to harm within 

electronic text or communication. Further, it is also difficult to gauge what 

should be considered as repeated harm; an offensive image may be posted 

online once, but remain online over a long period of time. Brown et al. (2006) 

note that cyber-bullying allows traditional bullying to follow victims home. 

They also point to anonymity as being a key difference with cyber-bullying. 

Bullying is seen as having undergone a transformation and it is argued that it is 
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now an entirely new form of bullying (Brown et al., 2006). Shariff and Johnny 

(2007) also note the largely unmonitored nature of the internet, both at home 

and at schools (see also Shariff, 2008, 2009; Patchin & Hinduja, 2010). 

Further, they provide unique characteristics for cyber-bullying like provide the 

following categories and characteristics of cyber-bullying: “written or verbal, 

covert and anonymous” (p.311), “infinite audience and larger power 

imbalance” (p. 312), “cyber-bullying as sexual harassment” (p.314) and cyber-

bullying “perceived as real violence” (p.315). 

Given this discussion, utilizing the definitions described earlier is not 

inherently wrong or incorrect, as long as the differences between the two forms 

of bullying (traditional vis-à-vis cyber bullying) are recognized. Appropriate 

definitions should include features like intent, repetition, use of technology, 

and perceived harm. However, when operationalizing this definition, 

researchers must be aware of the significant differences between the two forms, 

and that the liberalizing nature of the internet allows almost anyone to be a 

cyber-bully. 

 

2.11. Traditional Bullying and Cyber Bullying 

Traditional bullying differs from cyber bullying in many ways, despite 

the fact that cyber bullying research and theorizing is largely guided by 

findings in the traditional bullying literature. A study of college freshmen 

conducted by the Massachusetts Aggression Reduction Center (MARC; 

Englander, 2006) demonstrates how the primary differences between 
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traditional bullying and cyber bullying are attributable to the qualities of the 

electronic device through which the bullying occurs. Students who would not 

otherwise engage in traditional bullying behaviours do so online in response to 

the anonymity offered through electronic media. This insight appropriately fits 

with the Space Transition Theory5 of Jaishankar (2008). Mura (2011) feels that 

'applied to the cyber bullying issue, the Space Transition theory highlight some 

of it possible causes, connected with the impact that ICT mediated 

communication has on human behaviour. More specifically, this theory affirms 

that the identity flexibility allowed by the use of nicknames, the perceived 

anonymity, the consequent phenomenon of dissociation and the lack of 

deterrents enhance the motivation to implement online anti-social behaviours' 

(p. 53). 

Englander and Muldowney (2007) describe cyber bullying as an 

opportunistic offence, since it results in harm without physical interaction, 

requires little planning, and reduces the threat of being caught. In general, 

                                                 
5 Jaishankar’s (2008) “Space Transition Theory”, 'has been formulated for this aim, and it is possible to 
find in it an echo of many of the findings of this research. The theory stems from the reflection that 
general theoretical explanations of crime were inadequate when applied to cyber crime' (Mura, 2008, 
pp. 53-54). Space Transition Theory aims to explain the differences in people’s conforming and non-
conforming behaviour when moving from physical space to cyberspace. 
The postulates of the theory are: 
- Persons with repressed criminal behaviour (in the physical space) have a propensity to commit crime 
in cyberspace, which, otherwise they would not commit in physical space, due to their status and 
position. 
- Identity Flexibility, Dissociative Anonymity and lack of deterrence factor in the cyberspace provides 
the offenders the choice to commit cyber crime  
- Criminal behaviours of offenders in cyberspace are likely to be imported to Physical space which, in 
physical space may be exported to cyberspace as well. 
- Intermittent ventures of offenders in to the cyberspace and the dynamic spatiotemporal nature of 
cyberspace provide the chance to escape. 
- (a) Strangers are likely to unite together in cyberspace to commit crime in the physical space. 
- (b) Associates of physical space are likely to unite to commit crime in cyberspace. 
- 6. Persons from closed society are more likely to commit crimes in cyberspace than persons from 
open society. 
- 7. The conflict of Norms and Values of Physical Space with the Norms and Values of cyberspace may 
lead to cyber crimes (p. 292). 
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however, at least 40–50% of those who are victimized by cyber bullies know 

the identity of the perpetrator (Kowalski & Limber, 2007; Wolak, Mitchell, & 

Finkelhor, 2007).  The finding suggests that although anonymity may compel 

certain individuals to use electronic devices to bully, the opportunity for 

anonymous communication is not seized by all cyber bullies. Apart from 

anonymity, other issues that make cyber bullying conceptually distinct from 

traditional bullying relate to the lack of supervision in electronic media 

(Patchin & Hinduja, 2006).  Enforcement or regulation of potentially harmful 

exchanges has been discussed in relation to cyber stalking (Basu & Jones, 

2007) and sexual offences against children (Akdeniz, 2000); yet, the lack of a 

policing agent is also a significant problem in cyber bullying.  Instructors or 

school administrators are seen as agents of enforcement in traditional bullying 

(Holt & Keyes, 2004). In cyber bullying, however, there is no clear individual 

or groups who serve to regulate deviant behaviours on the Internet. 

In an effort to delineate traditional bullying and cyber-bullying, Law et 

al. (2011) show that middle and high school students indeed perceive these 

concepts separately. They are often clear in identifying traditional acts of 

bullying and associating them with the traditional roles of victim, perpetrator, 

and bystander. However, the students were less clear about this connection 

when dealing with cyber-bullying scenarios. The authors also raise issues 

regarding the transference of traditional bullying traits to cyber-bullying. They 

note that while online, physical power holds no weight. Inductively, those more 

familiar with the technology hold more power over those who don’t. They also 
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question the issue of repetition: like Vandebosch and Van Cleemput, they note 

that items can be posted, copied, and shared repeatedly; are all those that share 

the item cyber-bullies? A third common trait with traditional bullying is the 

inclusion of intent to harm. With the nature of the internet, cues that often 

signal intent (E.g. tone of voice, facial expression, and context of the 

conversation) are not present (Ang, Tan, & Mansor, 2011). This can lead to the 

misinterpretation of text (Law et al., 2011). The biggest criticism about viewing 

cyber-bullying within the traditional framework is that this often leads school 

officials to implementing programs that are too general (Vandebosch & Van 

Cleemput, 2009). 

The final noteworthy distinction between traditional bullying and cyber 

bullying is the accessibility of the target (Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Slonje & 

Smith, 2007). In traditional accounts of bullying, the aggressive behaviours 

generally occur during school hours and cease once victims return home. Cyber 

bullying, in contrast, is far more pervasive in the lives of those who are 

victimized.  Victims can be reached through their cellular phones, e-mail, and 

instant messengers at any given time of the day. The persistence of the bullying 

behaviours may result in even stronger negative outcomes than traditional 

bullying. 

Research reveals that individuals who are victims of cyber bullying are 

targets of traditional bullying as well. Descriptions of cyber bullies ‘‘moving 

beyond the schoolyard” (Patchin & Hinduja, 2006) underscore the link between 

traditional bullying and cyber bullying.  Ybarra, Diener-West, and Leaf (2007) 
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report that 36% of children in their nationally-representative sample 

concurrently experience traditional bullying and cyber bullying. A study 

(Juvoven & Gross, 2008) finds that as many as 85% of children and teens who 

are victimized electronically are also victims at school. Moreover, the 

aggressive behaviours can be enacted by the same person or different people 

(Ybarra et al., 2007). Thus, for some bullies, traditional bullying is used in 

conjunction with cyber bullying to maximize the effect of the harmful 

behaviours. The statistical relationship between the frequency of traditional 

bullying and cyber bullying events is consistently documented in the literature 

(Didden et al., 2009; Juvoven & Gross, 2008; Katzer, Fetchenhauer, & 

Belschak, 2009; Slonje & Smith, 2007; Smith et al., 2008). 

 

2.12. Prevalence, Nature and Extent of Cyber-Bullying 

Earlier studies often develop an understanding of the prevalence of 

cyber-bullying in both middle- and high-schools. The issue is a global problem, 

with literature developing around the world in countries like New Zealand, 

Hungary, and Japan, Indonesia, Belgium, United Kingdom, Spain, the United 

States, and Canada (Brown et al., 2006). An international glimpse into cyber 

bullying revealed that 13 million children in the United States, aged 6 – 17, are 

victims of cyber bullying and one-third of all teens and one-sixth of all pre-

teens have had threatening or embarrassing statements made about them online 

(Jaishankar & Shariff, 2008). A 2006 Canadian study noted that half of the 

students surveyed were identified as bully victims whereas one in four claims 
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to have been cyber bullied (Jaishankar & Shariff, 2008). A British survey of 

over 500 British 12 to 15 year olds found that one in 10 had experienced cyber 

bullying, most commonly through threatening emails, exclusion from online 

conversations, or through the spread of rumours about them on the Internet 

(Jaishankar & Shariff, 2008). 

In an Australian study of 120 students in grade eight, one-quarter 

revealed that they knew someone who had been cyber bullied, and 14 percent 

stated that they had been the targeted recipient of such bullying, but more 

importantly, more than half of the students in the study believed that cyber 

bullying was on the rise (Jaishankar & Shariff, 2008). India has established a 

“ragging” commission to address what Americans commonly refer to as 

“hazing,” but is considered far more severe (Jaishankar & Shariff, 2008). The 

list goes on and on, which further emphasizes that both traditional bullying and 

cyber bullying cross all international borders. 

The preponderance of evidence suggests that cyber bullying is not 

limited to an insignificant proportion of children and teens. On average, 

approximately 20–40% of youths report being victimized by a cyber bully 

(Aricak et al., 2008; Dehue et al., 2008; Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Li, 2006, 

2007a, 2007b, 2008; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Smith et al., 2008; Topcu et al., 

2008; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2008). Some studies restricted the time frame (e.g., 

incident took place within the last year) in which the cyber bullying could have 

occurred (Dehue et al., 2008; Williams & Guerra, 2007; Wolak et al., 2007; 
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Ybarra, 2004; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004, 2008), naturally attenuating the 

prevalence rates of victimization. 

Juvoven and Gross (2008) find that as much as 72% of the 12–17 year 

olds in their sample encountered cyber bullying at least once in their life. In 

their study, however, the term bullying was replaced with the phrase ‘‘mean 

things,” which was defined as ‘‘anything that someone does that upsets or 

offends someone else” (p.  499). The broader connotation of the definition best 

explains the inflated percentage in comparison to other studies. Moreover, 

since the bullying behaviours in some instances were not repeated, many of the 

cases do not represent genuine episodes of cyber bullying. In contrast, data 

from the Youth Internet Safety Survey (YISS), a United States National 

telephone survey, suggest that the incidence rate of cyber-bullying 

victimization may be as low as 6.5% (Ybarra, 2004; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004). 

The YISS evaluates only one dimension of cyber bullying—Internet 

harassment—with a two-item dichotomous choice measure (see Finkelhor, 

Mitchell, & Wolak, 2000), which clarifies the relatively deflated percentage. 

Basic information about cyber bullying accounts, beyond proportions of 

incidence, is infrequently obtained. The duration of the victimization, for 

example, is one quality of cyber bullying experiences that should influence 

negative outcomes. Yet, this information is rarely collected from respondents 

(Aricak et al., 2008). Additionally, obtaining information about the average 

length of time between each encounter would supply a better understanding of 

cyber bullying and its effects. 
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Nearly half of the participants in the Brown et al. (2009) study reported 

that cyber-bullying is a normal part of the online experience. In a study 

designed to identify online harassment at a university, Finn (2004) found that 

1-in-10 university students had experienced a form of online harassment. 

Hinduja and Patchin (2008) found that 32% of boys and 36% of girls were 

victims, while 18% of boys and 16% of girls admitted to being cyber-bullies. In 

a later study they also found that 30% of their respondents had experienced 

repeated online attacks (2010). Mishna et al. (2009) found that many of their 

respondents emphasizing the fact that acts of cyber-bullying often occur at 

home, and at any time throughout the day. 

 

2.13. Methods and Tools of Cyber Bullying 

Cyber-bullying occurs through a variety of methods and tools. Attacks 

can be sent via e-mail, cell phones, websites, WebPages, chat rooms, 

discussion boards, social media sites, personal blogs, virtual realities that are 

created by games, and virtually any location on the internet that a youth may 

visit (Cassidy, 2006; Calvete et al., 2010). Cell phones and text messaging are 

included in nearly every investigation of cyber-bullying, but Cassidy et al. 

(2009) note that cyber-bullying seems to happen via cell phones relatively 

infrequently. They note that this could be problematic in developing responses 

to the issue. Finn (2004) argues that e-mail and instant messaging are the tools 

most commonly used, though the improvement and development of technology 
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since their study have increased the prevalence of other tools like chat rooms 

(Hinduja & Patchin, 2008). 

 

2.14. Types of attacks 

            The types, or content, of the attacks that students experience vary. 

Hinduja and Patchin (2008) reported that victims often received a range of 

threats, from being physically assaulted, to outright death threats. Calvete et al. 

(2010) report that the most common forms of attacks include “writing 

embarrassing rumours or comments” about peers, shaming them in front of 

others, various forms of exclusion, and even compromising a victim’s e-mail 

account in order to impersonate and discredit (p. 1133). They also argue that 

there is disagreement or vagueness about the various modalities of cyber 

bullying. Citing earlier work by Willard, they add to their list to include online 

fights, harassment, and willful harm to a target’s reputation (Calvete et al., 

2010). Another form includes gaining access of a target’s account, and then 

changing the password to the account (Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2009). 

Other forms include recording or filming embarrassing situations for a victim, 

and then sharing them online without consent (Calvete et al., 2010). 

A common feature of cyber-bullying is that attacks are often relational 

in nature. Relational aggression is most often associated with indirect attacks, 

where the bully leverages their social network to spread rumours, or threatens 

relationships in order to produce a particular outcome (Jackson et al., 2009). 

The identification of direct and indirect forms of attack is not new to bullying 
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research. Vandebosch and Van Cleemput (2009) describe how direct forms of 

bullying are often physical in nature, including hitting, damage to property, 

calling people names, making and obscene gestures. To demonstrate the 

differences with cyber bullying, physical attacks are similar: damaging 

property by sending a computer virus, verbal attacks are sent through the 

internet and mobile phones as text, and sending unwanted and obscene images 

through these devices. They also point out the considerably greater potential for 

indirect forms of bullying online. It seems that cyber bullying has comparable 

but qualitatively different features when compared to traditional bullying 

(Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2009). 

 

2.15. Traits of Cyber-bullies  

Another common feature of the literature reviewed involves attempts to 

discover discernible traits of cyber bullies and victims. Studies that go in to 

detail regarding victimization and perpetrator trends often find very minor and 

often not statistically significant differences between gender and race. One 

explanation for this is that “historically less powerful groups,” or “minority 

groups…may not be exposed as marginal on the internet” (Hinduja & Patchin, 

2008, p.148). Hinduja and Patchin (2008) found that there does not seem to be 

any gender or racial bias for indicating victimization of offending, which 

contradicts what past studies on traditional bullying has found. Traditional 

literature often points to girls engaging with indirect methods of bullying, so it 

was expected that they may utilize cyber bullying more than their male 
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counterparts. The reliance of electronic text removes other indicators that an 

individual may be of a marginalized group. 

Cyber-bullies often have poor parent-child relationships and engage in 

drug use and delinquent activities (Brown et al., 2006). Vandebosch and Van 

Cleemput (2009) note that there are some psychosocial traits that are common 

in cyber bullies, such as moral approval for their actions, fewer peer and school 

connections (real or perceived), and lower academic performance. 

  

2.16. Age and Cyber Bullying  

Exploring whether age is a significant predictor in cyber bullying 

victimization is common in the literature. The study of the relationship between 

age and victimization lends important insights into the grade level in which 

cyber bullying most frequently surfaces. Bringing clarity to the relationship can 

provide suggestions of where resources aimed at cyber bullying prevention in 

schools can be targeted to achieve the most effectual responses. Mixed results 

in the literature, however, muddle the relationship. 

Cyber bullying is not restricted by age and may emerge from elementary 

school to college. Flaming, conceptually related to cyber bullying, is abusive or 

abrasive language used against children and adults on the Internet (Lea, 

O’Shea, Fung, & Spears, 1992; Witmer, 1997). Although cyber bullying arises 

among all age groups in varying degrees, a large majority of the research is 

targeted at children and teens. In fact, it is worth noting that all but one article 
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(i.e., Slonje & Smith, 2007) in the meta-synthesis exclusively investigate cyber 

bullying victimization among minors under the age of 18. 

Age seems to play an interesting role when looked at closely. Calvete et 

al., note that cyber-bullying most often occurs between the ages of thirteen to 

fifteen. Cassidy et al. (2009) suggest that age is a key factor when investigating 

victimization. They found that fourteen year-old students were the most likely 

group to experience cyber-bullying due to gender. There is also evidence that 

suggest crossover between cyber-bullying and traditional bullying. Vandebosch 

and Van Cleemput (2009) found strong evidence that many victims and bullies 

involved in traditional bullying continue these roles online (see also Hinduja & 

Patchin, 2008). Keeping this in mind, they also found support that victims from 

both online and traditional forms will retaliate through indirect means over the 

internet (Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2009). 

The majority of studies demonstrate the lack of association between age 

and cyber bullying victimization (Beran & Li, 2007; Didden et al., 2009; 

Juvoven & Gross, 2008; Katzer et al., 2009; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Smith et 

al., 2008; Varjas, Henrich, & Meyers, 2009; Wolak et al., 2007; Ybarra, 2004). 

Other studies, however, have substantiated the relationship (Dehue et al., 2008; 

Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Kowalski & Limber, 2007; Slonje & Smith, 2007; 

Ybarra & Mitchell, 2008; Ybarra et al., 2007).  The incoherent findings result 

from the diverse range of age groups included within samples. Noteworthy 

trends are discernable when the findings of studies that use smaller ranges of 

grade levels are considered. For instance, Kowalski and Limber (2007) and 
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Ybarra et al. (2006) demonstrate positive associations between age and 

frequency of victimization in their studies examining 11–14 year olds and 10–

15 year olds, respectively. Slonje and Smith (2007), in contrast, uncovered an 

inverse relationship between age and victimization in their sample of 12–20 

year olds.  

Similar negative trends are reported in other studies as well (e.g., Dehue 

et al., 2008). Williams and Guerra (2007) offer the most compelling data on the 

relationship in their study of fifth, eighth, and eleventh graders. They find fifth 

graders experience the least victimization, with a prevalence rate of 4.5%. The 

proportion of students who have been cyber bullied reaches the highest point in 

eighth graders (12.9%) and drops among high school students (9.9%).  

Collectively, the data suggest that the mixed findings may be attributed to a 

curvilinear relationship between age and frequency of victimization. Mapping 

the trends of the significant associations in the literature and taking into 

consideration non-significant findings provide a possible anchor in which 

prevalence is highest among the age groups. It appears that the greatest 

frequency of victimization occurs in seventh and eighth grades. If the 

curvilinearity argument is accurate, then studies in which no age associations 

are found should have samples with larger ranges of age (around seventh and 

eighth grades) than studies that demonstrate age effects.  

Indeed, most of the studies that had non-significant results use samples 

with diverse age groups (e.g., Didden et al., 2009; Juvoven & Gross, 2008; 

Katzer et al., 2009; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Smith et al., 2008; Wolak et al., 
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2007; Ybarra, 2004).  The null results on age and cyber bullying located in 

previous research are troubling for both scholars and practitioners. The results 

promote the belief that victimization occurs uniformly across age groups, 

which in reality may not necessarily be the case. The belief leads to uncertainty 

with regard to where resources used in cyber bullying prevention would be best 

implemented. The curvilinearity hypothesis is consonant with trends from 

traditional bullying literature; however, the peak of traditional bullying 

generally occurs at a younger age (see Slee, 1995). 

 

2.17. Gender and cyber bullying perpetration and victimization 

Hinduja and Patchin (2008) did find that girls, more than boys, tend to 

engage in cyber bullying due to their dislike for their target, retaliation, and 

peer pressure. Further, evidence from Cassidy et al. (2009) suggests that girls 

and boys receive qualitatively different attacks, whereby the content of attacks 

on girls is sexual in nature. Jackson et al. (2009) suggest that boys are usually 

targeted by bullies due to their perceived sexuality and physicality. Mishna et 

al. (2009) noted that some boys in their study did not consider cyber bullying to 

be an issue. 

As with age group differences in cyber bullying victimization, the study 

of gender discrepancies can also serve to identify vulnerable populations. 

Research on gender differences in cyber bullying victimization is fraught with 

inconsistent findings. The majority of studies reveal that no particular gender is 

targeted in victimization more than the other (Beran & Li, 2007; Didden et al., 



 57

2009; Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Juvoven & Gross, 2008; Katzer et al., 2009; 

Li, 2006, 2007a; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Topcu et al., 2008; Varjas et al., 

2009; Williams & Guerra, 2007; Wolak et al., 2007; Ybarra, 2004; Ybarra et 

al., 2007). A minority of studies provide support for viewing gender as a 

significant predictor of victimization (Dehue et al., 2008; Kowalski & Limber, 

2007; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2008; Ybarra et al., 2007). These latter studies find 

that females are disproportionately represented among victims. 

The fact that females are cyber bullied more often than males is at odds 

with much of what is known about gender differences in traditional bullying 

literature. When gender differences are uncovered in traditional bullying, boys 

are more involved as both bullies and victims than girls (Boulton & 

Underwood, 1992; Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Berts, & King, 1982; O’Moore & 

Hillery, 1989). Females may be at greater risks of being cyber bullied by virtue 

of the inaccessibility to physical bullying in electronic contexts. In traditional 

contexts, males tend to bully others and be bullied through physical threats and 

aggression (Bosworth, Espelage, & Simon, 1999).  Females, in contrast, are 

more likely to be implicated in bullying experiences involving psychological 

torment (Stephenson & Smith, 1989). It still remains, however, that no 

predominate gender differences in the research on victimization could be 

uncovered.  
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2.18. Victims of Cyber Bullying and Impact of Victimization 

Çankaya and Tan (2010) argue that individuals with internet addictions 

are at a higher risk for being cyber-bullied. Of the respondents that self-

identified as victims, 85-98% reported that they were not targeted due to their 

religion, disability, or sexual orientation (Cassidy et al., 2009). Some studies 

examine the link between victimization and a noticeable drop in academic 

performance and the quality of family relationships (e.g., Beran & Li, 2007), 

while other studies investigate the development of psychosocial problems and 

affective disorders (e.g., Didden et al., 2009; Juvoven & Gross, 2008).  Victims 

of cyber bullying consistently report academic problems in relation to the 

preoccupation with the cyber bullying experience.  Students report a sudden 

drop in their grades (Beran & Li, 2007), increased absences and truancy 

(Katzer et al., 2009), and emergent perceptions that school is no longer safe 

(Varjas et al., 2009). Other serious academic problems such as truancy, 

accumulating detentions and suspensions, and carrying weapons onto campus 

are also reported (Ybarra et al., 2007). Decrements in academic performance 

can be credited to victims’ poorer concentration and higher levels of frustration 

with the bully and situation (Beran & Li, 2007; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006). In 

addition, one-fourth of victims feel their home life has noticeably suffered from 

being cyber bullied (Patchin & Hinduja, 2006). 

Psychosocial problems and negative moods are also demonstrated in 

those who are cyber bullied. Depression, for instance, is associated with the 

degree to which individuals experience cyber bullying victimization (Didden et 
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al., 2009; Ybarra, 2004). Additionally, psychosocial problems such as social 

anxiety (Juvoven & Gross, 2008) and depreciated levels of self-esteem (Didden 

et al., 2009; Katzer et al., 2009) have been documented in victims of cyber 

bullying. The victimization may be related to affective disorders as well. 

Emotional distress, anger, and sadness toward the cyber bully and the offence 

(Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Topcu et al., 2008; Ybarra, 2004) are correlates of 

victimization. Victims also develop a host of social problems including 

detachment, externalized hostility, and delinquency. 

The negative outcomes of cyber bullying share many similarities with 

traditional bullying that occurs in schools. Lower achievement scores, for 

instance, are more frequently reported in children who are bullied than those 

who are not (Glew, Fan, Katon, Rivara, & Kernic, 2005; Holt, Finkelhor, & 

Kantor, 2007). Moreover, adjustment problems emerge from encounters with 

traditional bullying among younger children (Arseneault et al., 2006). Victims 

are compelled to internalize problems, display their unhappiness, and less 

likely to participate in pro-social activities and behaviours. It may be pertinent 

to further investigate the psycho-social and socio-economic traits of victims.  

The impact of cyber-bullying on victims is considerable, and in most 

cases tends to have a larger impact on victims than its traditional variant. 

Brown et al. (2006) writes that outcomes of prolonged harassment include 

suicide, eating disorders, and in extreme cases homicide. Further, victims of 

cyber bullying can exhibit “consequences ranging from low self-esteem, 

anxiety, anger, depression, school absenteeism, poor grades, and an increased 
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tendency to violate against others, to youth suicide” (p. 16). Research supports 

findings that issues like cyber-bullying “can contribute independently to 

psychological distress” (Mitchell, Finkelhor, Wolak, Ybarra & Turner, 2010, p. 

132). Çankaya and Tan (2010) confirm this, noting that cyber-bullying “usually 

leaves a more negative psychological impact” than traditional bullying (p, 

1634-5). They also describe how online attacks also have a significant impact 

on the levels of distrust that victims have. Further, boys seem to be at a 

statistically higher risk of internalizing things like self-harm and suicidal 

ideation (Hay, Meldrum, & Mann, 2010). Perren, Dooley, Shaw, and Cross 

(2010) also point towards development issues affecting conflict resolution. 

 They describe how strategies and preferences for conflict resolution develop as 

people age: “Whereas young children solve disputes by fighting, adolescents 

and adults prefer negotiation…” (p. 2). Students who bully seem to have 

troubles developing these skills, which often leads to a “risk for serious injury, 

alcohol dependency, and delinquency” (p. 2). It is important to note that both 

victims and bullies exhibit significantly lower levels of self-esteem than their 

peers, regardless of their gender, race, or age (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010). 

Discussions about the development of these impacts are often framed in 

social terms. Perren et al. (2010) describe how as children age, the importance 

of peers grows as well; problems between peers become more significant for 

both parties. Victims of bullying often face short- and long-term issues, such as 

“loneliness, social dissatisfaction, social withdrawal,” and other behavioural 

issues (p. 2). Further, Hay et al. (2010) write how they found strong evidence 
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that both forms bullying are strongly linked to delinquency. They also found 

this effect slightly greater for cyber-bullies. Drawing from Hinduja and 

Patchin, Mishna et al. (2009) reviews consequences like poor academic 

performance, and engagement with drug and alcohol abuse for both victims and 

bullies. Citing the above impacts, Hinduja and Patchin (2008) make a case for 

the study of cyber-bullying due to the very real consequences of this issue, 

noting the impact bullying can have “on one’s developmental trajectory, as 

well as one’s psychosocial well-being” (p. 136).  

 

2.19. Possible Causes of Cyber Bullying 

When considering possible causes for cyber-bullying beyond the traits 

described earlier, the literature often looks to anonymity, personality, and 

perception. Anonymity is often thought to produce a liberalising effect on 

users, often removing requirements for traditional norms and social 

conventions (Hinduja & Patchin, 2008). Students in the Mishna et al. (2009) 

study often cited anonymity as a reason why other children engage in cyber 

bullying. Many reported that kids, who wouldn’t normally bully a person in 

real life, would engage in the behaviour online (See Space Transition Theory, 

Jaishankar, 2008, p. 292). They described how victims of cyber bullying often 

never know the identity of their attacker. Despite this, Mishna et al. (2009) 

noticed that their participants often implied that the victims knew their assailant 

within the context of the school. In Cassidy et al. (2009), 25% of youth aged 12 

to 14 reported either being a bully or performing acts of cyber bullying. When 
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asked about why they engaged in this behaviour, reasons ranged from not 

liking their target, retaliations, presence of peers engaging in the behaviour, to 

doing it for entertainment. It is interesting to note that anonymity is rarely an 

acknowledged feature by these bullies. 

Ang et al. (2011) point to normative beliefs about aggression as being a 

crucial factor regarding whether or not acts like bullying are acceptable. Citing 

numerous studies, they point towards narcissistic exploitativeness as a possible 

indicator for predicting proactive (as opposed to reactive) aggressive 

behaviour. Individuals that exhibit this character trait will often go to lengths at 

exploiting others for self-serving purposes. Ang et al. (2011) confirm that 

adolescents with narcissistic characteristics and normative beliefs about 

aggression, where aggression is a suitable strategy for getting something they 

want, will engage in cyber-bullying opportunities as they arise. Calvete et al. 

(2010) also confirm this, describing how normative beliefs about aggression 

often lead to students seeing this behaviour as an accepted way of achieving 

their goals. They add that these beliefs are usually developed through exposure 

from their primary and secondary agents of socialization. 

Perception is perhaps the linchpin for understanding the impact of cyber 

bullying on victims, and potential routes for prevention. Brown et al. (2006) 

point out the power and permanence of the written word. As discussed above, 

verbal and aural cues are often not present in issues of cyber bullying; textual 

attacks in themselves can often carries heavier emotional impact than that of 

verbal attacks. From the attacker’s point of view as well, their perception of 
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anonymity often lead them to delimiting the possible consequences for their 

behaviour (Calvete et al. (2010). Many Canadian students believe that they can 

say anything they want on the internet, despite reasonable limits to free speech 

set out under the Charter (Cassidy et al., 2009).  

The seriousness of cyber-bullying is often not understood; one third of 

respondents in one study believed that cyber bullying is not hurtful (Cassidy et 

al., 2009). Some students view the behaviour as gossip and comedy (Jackson et 

al., 2009). Vandebosch and Van Cleemput (2009) note that it is possible that 

not all methods or forms of cyber-bullying are actually perceived as cyber-

bullying by students. However, attacks can include topics that might seem 

strange or even silly to adults. Citing an article from Stutzky, one girl reported 

that she was the victim of a rumour that she had contracted SARS after a trip 

(Keith & Martin, 2005). Continuing, Stutzky’s warns: “children are at a very 

vulnerable time in their development, and while these comments may seem 

silly… they are very devastating to the young people on the receiving end” (p. 

225). 

 

2.20. Conclusion 

There have been multiple issues in the approach to develop an accurate 

and extensive picture of cyber bullying. Variations in the estimates of youth 

who have experienced cyber-bullying are significant, ranging from 10% and 

lower to 40% or higher (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010). Calvete et al. (2010) argue 

that instruments used by other academics are not sensitive enough and lack 
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detail. Vandebosch and Van Cleemput (2009) note that students are typically 

asked either directly or indirectly of their participation in cyber bullying, either 

as a victim, offender, or bystander. It is important to recognize the difference 

between direct and indirect methods of gauging cyber-bullying. When asked 

directly, participants reported far lower rates of cyber-bullying than when 

indirect methods. Querying different methods or forms of cyber bullying may 

lead to over-estimation of the presence of cyber bullying (Vandebosch & Van 

Cleemput, 2009). 

While not all articles reviewed internet surveys, many did. Hinduja and 

Patchin (2008) utilized such methodology. Upon review of their methods, they 

do note various limitations to this approach. It is difficult to ensure a random 

sampling of participants on the internet. Samples of online surveys are almost 

always convenience samples, and as a result the data collected is often not 

generalizable. The authors argue however that their approach is still valid for 

this particular topic. They do concede that a vulnerability of online surveys 

involves the honesty of the participants; it is impossible to ensure that 

participants provided an accurate account of their experiences. They do 

concede that the study of cyber-bullying is extremely difficult “due to its 

intangible, non-corporeal nature” (p. 312). 

Departing from methodology, another criticism has started to develop. 

Cognisant about the growing attention to online victimization, Mitchell et al. 

note that it is important to recognize that forms of youth victimization do not 

occur in a vacuum (2010). Efforts need to be taken to address the broader 
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context of youth victimization, not just specific types like the online forms. 

 The authors found that nearly all youth that reported online victimization 

reported being involved in some form of offline victimization as well. Further, 

online victimization is very much overshadowed by offline victimization; the 

authors note that nearly half off all the youth experienced face-to-face physical 

assaults. Youth reported online victimization at a rate of approximately one in 

seventeen youths. While Mitchell et al. (2010) do concede that the measure of 

online victimization may have been to narrow, they do raise an important 

reminder of the broader issue of youth violence and victimization. 

There are three final issues to consider: the general lack of young adults’ 

voices, especially college students in the current literature, and contextual 

issues that may hamper effects to improve our understanding of cyber-bullying 

and lack of Indian studies on cyber bullying. Especially, the last issue (lack of 

Indian studies), needs to be analysed in detail.  

Though there are many western studies related to cyber bullying, there 

are no or less empirical researches in India to unearth this modern 

phenomenon. A study by Senthilprabhu (2007) analysed school bullying in 

Tirunelveli City. The study found that, majority of the school students did not 

feel that they were bullied (52%), they were bullied by senior (69%), they did 

not report bullying to adults (Parents and Teachers) (69%), and felt that 

banning bullying in school would help to avoid bullying (66%). One study by 

Kumar and Jaishankar (2007) found that mobile bullying is common among the 

school students. This study investigated the nature and the extent of school 
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students’ experience of cyber bullying using mobile phones. The results 

showed that 65% of the students were victims of cyber bullying using mobile 

phones. Interestingly, 60% of the respondents have also involved in bullying 

others using mobile phones. This study is pioneering one in this area, though a 

sweeping generalization was not made. This survey is the only of its kind so far 

conducted in India at Tirunelveli city. 

A pioneering study on cyber bullying among school students is done by 

Periyar for his M.Phil thesis with 120 samples in 2007. His study found out the 

perpetration and victimization pattern of cyber bullying among school students 

in Chennai city. In his study, majority of the respondents were average in 

studies (45.8%), use computers 1-3 times per month (42.5%), were bullied in 

School (82.5%), were cyber bullied  (e.g. via email, chat room, cell phone) 

(84.1%), were cyber bullied  via cell phone (52.5%). Also, 83% of females are 

cyber bully victims (n=49), 81% of the males are cyber bully victims (n=71), 

53% of females are cyber bully perpetrators (n=49) and 36% of the males are 

cyber bullies (n=71). 

A cursory look at the literature on cyber bullying showed that there are 

little studies in India in this area and the present study is going to be the 

pioneering one analysing cyber bullying among college students (as a PhD 

study) and it will try to fill the gap in the literature on cyber bullying in India. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter studies the method used by the researcher for the purpose 

of this thesis. It includes different sections and explains the details of the 

sample selection of data, the research methodology used, the necessity for 

validation of data, problems in data collections and methodologies used to 

analyze the output. In order to understand and explore cyber bullying among 

college students in cosmopolitan cities, the present study is exploratory and 

descriptive in nature. This study is also cross-sectional in nature. In this study, 

the researcher has used quantitative approach and used a structured interview 

schedule to conduct the study. 

 

3.2. Objectives of the Study 

• To examine the nature and extent of various forms of cyber bullying 

among college students in Cosmopolitan Cities (New Delhi, Mumbai, 

Kolkata, Chennai and Bengaluru). 

• To analyse the victimization, perpetration and bystander pattern of cyber 

bullying among college students.  

• To find out whether there is any significant relationship between 

dimensions of cyber bullying (Internet Usage, Cyber Bullying 

Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude towards cyber 
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bullying) and gender, age, marital status, year of college, educational 

background and economic background. 

• To assess the level of internet usage, attitude of college students towards 

cyber bullying and elicit solutions to prevent cyber bullying.  

 

3.3. Research Questions 

• To what extent do college students experience cyber bullying 

victimization? 

• What is the impact of different forms of cyber bullying victimization? 

• What is the victimization pattern of cyber bullying? 

• What is perpetration pattern of cyber bullying? 

• What is the bystander pattern of cyber bullying? 

• What is the level of Internet usage among college students? 

• What is the attitude of college students towards cyber bullying? 

• Is there relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 

Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and gender? 

• Is there any relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 

Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and age? 

• Is there any relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 

Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and the marital status? 
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• Is there any relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 

Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and the educational background? 

• Is there any relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 

Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and economic background? 

 

3.4. Definition of Concepts used in the present study  

 

3.4.1. Cyber-bullying: Definitions and Conceptualization 

There is no dearth of definitions of Cyber bullying. It is defined by 

various scholars. Bill Belsey (2005), defined cyber bullying  as “Cyber 

bullying involves the use of information and communication technologies such 

as email, cell phone and pager text messages, instant messaging, defamatory 

personal Web sites, and defamatory online personal polling Web sites, to 

support deliberate, repeated, and hostile behaviour by an individual or group, 

that is intended to harm others”.  

Shariff (2005) defines cyber bullying as: "Cyber bullying consists of 

covert, psychological bullying, conveyed through the electronic mediums such 

as cell-phones, web-logs and web-sites, on-line chat rooms, 'MUD' rooms 

(multi-user domains where individuals take on different characters) and Xangas 

(on-line personal profiles where some adolescents create lists of people they do 

not like)”. 
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According to Nancy Willard, Director for the Center for Safe and 

Responsible Internet Use, cyber bullying is a speech that is “defamatory, 

constitutes bullying, harassment, or discrimination, discloses personal 

information, or contains offensive, vulgar or derogatory comments” (Willard, 

2003, p. 66). The numerous tactics students can employ to cyber-bully can 

include flaming (sending derogatory messages to a person(s), harassing and 

denigrating (put-downs), masquerading, outing and excluding (Willard, n.d.).  

Patchin and Hinduja (2006) define cyber bullying as "willful and 

repeated harm inflicted through the medium of electronic text" (p. 152). "Cyber 

bullying can be defined as an aggressive, intentional act carried out by a group 

or individual, using electronic forms of contact, repeatedly and over time 

against a victim who can not easily defend him or herself " (Smith et al., 2004, 

p. 6).  

There are various international definitions for cyber bullying. An Indian 

definition in these lines is “Cyber Bullying is abuse/harassment by teasing or 

insulting, victim’s body shape, intellect, family back ground, dress sense, 

mother tongue, place of origin, attitude, race, caste, class, name calling, using 

modern telecommunication networks such as mobile phones (SMS/MMS) and 

Internet (Chat rooms, emails, notice boards and groups)” (Jaishankar, 2009, p. 

30). This definition aptly fits this study and it will be the lead conceptual 

definition of the study.   
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3.4.2. Cyber crime: Conceptualization from a victimization perspective   

Halder and Jaishankar (2011) defines cyber crimes as: "Offences that are 

committed against individuals or groups of individuals with a criminal motive 

to intentionally harm the reputation of the victim or cause physical or mental 

harm to the victim directly or indirectly, using modern telecommunication 

networks such as Internet (Chat rooms, emails, notice boards and groups) and 

mobile phones (SMS/MMS)" (p. 15).  

 

3.5. Operational Definitions: Cyber Bullying, Perpetrator, Victim, 

Bystander and Computer mediated crimes 

In this study, cyber bullying means harassment of College students 

through the use of Internet and mobile phones in the cosmopolitan cities. A 

perpetrator is one who involves in cyber bullying and the victim is one who is 

victimized by such acts and a bystander is one who have seen others being 

victimized.  Computer mediated crimes are crimes that occur in the electronic 

space with computer as a medium and such crimes do occur without 

computers.   

 

3.6. Variables of the Study     

There are two variables involved in this study:  

Dependent variables (back ground variables) 

• Cyber bullying 

• Victimization 
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Independent variables 

• Socio-economic characteristics 

• Internet Usage 

• Bystanders 

• Perpetrator 

• Victim 

• Attitude /Opinion towards cyber bullying 

• Impact of victimization 

 

3.7. Population and the sample for the study 

The universe of the study comprise of college students in the age group 

of 18-25.  However, a small sample of college students in the age groups of 25-

30 and 30-35 is also taken for comparison purposes with 18-25 age group of 

students. A total of 600 respondents were selected for the present study from 

five major cosmopolitan cities (New Delhi, Mumbai, Kolkata, Chennai and 

Bengaluru). Stratified Random Sampling was used to select the colleges in the 

above said cities. Purposive sampling method was adopted to choose the 

college student samples. Due to the nature of the study and its limitations, the 

researcher has selected purposive sampling technique. There was no 

discrimination made among the participants based on their culture, religion, 

ethnicity, language, community, caste and religion.  
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3.8. Research Tool 

Primary data were collected using a Structured Interview Schedule. The 

Interview Schedule was divided into seven sections to help participants 

understand what is required from them, and in a way the researcher link the 

research objectives with the Interview Schedule. The Interview Schedule’s 

sections covered the following main headings: 

• Section I. Socio-economic Characteristics 

• Section II. Internet Usage 

• Section III. Cyber Bullying (Victimization pattern) 

• Section IV. Experiences as a Cyber-Bully (Perpetration pattern) 

• Section V. Experiences of Seeing Someone Cyber-Bullied (Bystanders) 

• Section VI. Opinion on Cyber Bullying 

• Section VII. Cyber-bullying Solutions 

 

3.9. Data collection 

To fulfil the study objectives, for the present study most of the data 

collected belongs to the category of primary data. In the present study the 

primary data was collected by the researcher from the college students. The 

secondary data related to the review of literature and other related aspects 

were collected from the Libraries, Journals, Magazines and Internet Sources. 
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3.10. Pilot Study: Assessment of reliability and validity of the Research 

Tool   

Prior to data collection for the main study, a pilot study was planned and 

conducted among 30 samples chosen for the main study. The reliability and 

validity of the research tool were assessed by conducting a pilot study, as it is 

valuable and generally inexpensive.  

In order to assess the stability of the scales on two different occasions 

the test-retest reliability was used. The interview schedule was administered to 

30 randomly selected people on two different occasions firstly at baseline and 

two weeks later and the scores obtained were compared. The reliability co-

efficient for the interview schedule was obtained using test and retest method. 

The intra class correlation for the test and retest method was 0.89 and the r 

value was greater than 0.8. Hence the Interview Schedule was considered 

reliable.  

Face Validity method was used to check the validity of the research tool. 

The research tool was then provided to experts in the field of Criminology, 

Sociology and Victimology. They analyzed and judged the relevance of the 

terms and certain correction were advised on the basis of the responses 

obtained, the items were modified to make the instrument effective in eliciting 

the correct responses.  
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3.11. Main Study: Sample Size 

After establishing the reliability and validity of the tool the main study 

was conducted in five major cosmopolitan cities (New Delhi, Mumbai, 

Kolkata, Chennai and Bengaluru). 120 samples from each city was collected 

based on purposive sampling technique.  

 

3.12. Data Processing 

After the completion of data collection, the data were first entered into 

excel files and then exported into SPSS 17.0 version. Accuracy of the data 

was checked by proofreading the Interview Schedule against the SPSS data 

window. Using the descriptive statistics mode of SPSS frequencies, random 

cases were checked for accuracy. For less than 10% missing variable in the 

present data was handled with by substituting column means. In the present 

data, only two variables had missing data of less than 10% and this was 

handled by the above mentioned method. In addition, the data were checked 

for outliers, normality and linearity using Stem and leaf plot and histogram and 

corrected for it. In the present study, to analyze the quantitative data, frequency 

analysis is used and presented in the form of proportions or percentages. To 

assess the relationship between the variables (dependent and independent), ‘f’ 

and ‘t’ tests were carried out. Values at 5% level were considered to be 

significant and the relationship is established with the variables. Values less 

than 5% level are considered to have no significance.   
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

4.1. Introduction 

This section includes the results of the descriptive statistical analysis as 

well as the inferential statistical analysis carried out using the SPSS statistical 

software. The results are shown in the table format, and graphs / figures are 

provided in the following sub-sections for clarity and better understanding and 

the discussion in comparison with other studies are made along with the results.  

 

4.2. SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 
 

Table 1: Socio- economic characteristics of the study participants (n=600) 
 

 
 
 

Gender N (%)

Male 332 55.3

Female 268 44.7

 
 

Marital Status N (%)

Single 540 90.0

Married 40 6.7 

Divorced 14 2.3 

Separated 3 .5 

Widowed 3 .5 

 

Age group (years) N (%)

18-25 542 90.3

26-30 41 6.8 

31-35 17 2.8 
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Table 1: Socio- economic characteristics of the study participants (n=600) 

(contd..) 
 

 
 

Educational 
Background N (%) 

Arts 273 45.5 

Science 162 27.0 

Engineering 152 25.3 

Medicine 13 2.2 

 
 

Economic 
Background N (%)

High 67 11.2

Middle 467 77.8

Low 66 11.0

 
 

Table 1 highlights the socio-economic characteristics of the respondents 

of the study. 55.3% of the respondents were Male and 44.7% of the 

respondents were Female. More than 90% of the respondents belonged to the 

18-25 age group category. Also more than 90% of the respondents were single. 

Around 34% of the respondents were undergraduates studying in their 2nd year. 

More than 45% of the respondents were from Arts background, and Science 

and Engineering respondents were more than 25% each. Majority of the 

respondents (77.8%) belong to the middle class.   

Year of 
College N (%) 

UG 1st year 154 25.7 

UG 2nd Year 204 34.0 

UG 3rd Year 108 18.0 

PG 1st year 75 12.5 

PG 2nd year 59 9.8 
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4.3. INTERNET USAGE 
 

Table 2: Internet Usage of the respondents (n=600) 
 

 
Frequency of 

Internet Usage N (%) 

Once a week 239 39.8 

Several times in a 
week 

174 29.0 

Every day 187 31.2 

 
Average time spent 
on computer in a 

day 
N (%) 

Half an hour 144 24.0 

An Hour 218 36.3 

1-3 Hours 171 28.5 

More than 3 hours 67 11.2 

 
Typically do online N (%) 

Websites / pages 198 33.0 

Message boards 67 11.2 

Chat rooms / 
messenger 

144 24.0 

Playing games 152 25.3 

Surfing / Browsing 244 40.7 

Uploading images / 
videos 

116 19.3 

Downloading music 184 30.7 

Social networking 
(e.g. face book, 

Orkut) 

260 43.3 

Email 214 35.7 

 
Place of use of 

Internet N (%) 

In my bedroom 165 27.5 

At home, not in my 
bedroom 

206 34.3 

At college 100 16.7 

Friend’s house 94 15.7 

College/Work 68 11.3 

At the local library 45 7.5 

Internet café 186 31.0 

At a relative’s house 51 8.5 

 
Ability to use 

computers N (%) 

Not very good 112 18.7 

Moderate Ability 371 61.8 

Excellent 117 19.5 
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 Table 2 describes the pattern of internet usage by the respondents. 

39.8% of the respondents use internet once in a week, 29% of the respondents 

use internet several times in a week and 31.2% use internet daily. A collective 

pattern of the usage of internet shows that the majority of the respondents are 

online for most of the time. Majority (36.3%) of the respondents stay online for 

an hour and another 28.5% stay online for 1-3 hours and 24% stay online for at 

least half an hour. A collective pattern of these results would show that most of 

the respondents in an average stay online for at least 1-2 hours.  

Majority of the respondents (43.3%) typically use social networking 

sites, especially Facebook and Orkut. Another 40% typically use internet for 

browsing and 35% of the respondents use the internet for Email. Though, the 

typical usage of internet is mostly for interaction purposes, a small per cent 

(19.3%) use internet for uploading images and videos. This however may be 

the use of images and videos in social networking sites like Facebook and 

YouTube. Majority of the respondents use internet from their homes, but not in 

their bedroom (34.3%). A 27.5% of the respondents use internet in their homes 

specifically in their bedroom. A collective per cent of the above results 

(34.3%+27.5%=61.8%) would show that majority of the respondents (61.8) use 

internet typically from their home. Apart from the home, a 31% of the 

respondents use internet in internet café. Notably, only 11.3% use internet from 

their college. Majority of the respondents (61.8%) have a moderate ability to 

use computers, while 19.5% of the respondents are excellent in computer 

usage.  
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Most of the above results corroborate with a recent study done in India. 

The TCS GenY Survey 2012-13, the India’s largest survey of nearly 17,500 

high school students across 14 Indian cities found that about 84 per cent 

students go online from home. Also Facebook reigns supreme as the most 

preferred Social Networking platform at a staggering 91.54% National 

Average. 1 out of every 4 children spends more than an Hour on the Internet 

while 50% of the respondents spend more than 30 minutes. An earlier study on 

cyber bullying among adolescents by Conway (2009) which is done with a 

small qualitative sample have some elicited similar results. Ten participants of 

this study had a computer at home. Five respondents had their own personal 

computer as well as access to the family computer. All participants use the 

Internet at home and eight of the participants use it every day. Respondents’ 

time spent online ranges from “ten to fifteen minutes every second night” to 

“all the time...it’s always on...I’d be on it a lot”. Six participants use the 

Internet in a specific room within their homes; the remaining five can access 

the Internet from a number of different rooms in the house. When asked what 

they use the Internet for, the principal use was accessing social networking 

sites, followed by using YouTube, iTunes, for school homework purposes, 

watching TV shows, accessing MSN and visiting community websites. 

In another qualitative study on cyber bullying done by Moore (2011) 

among 19 Adolescent girls found that the respondents had a computer at their 

home and had access to the Internet on a daily basis. Four (21%) of the 

respondents reported that their computers were located in their bedrooms. 
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Other personal computer locations included home offices and laptops that 

could be transported to wherever the respondent wanted to use the computer. 

When asked how they used their computers, 10 (53%) of the 19 respondents 

reported that they used Facebook and/or MySpace. Other responses included 

using the computer for homework (eight responses), instant messaging chats 

(six responses), YouTube and/or watching TV shows online (three responses), 

and music, games, and art activities (three responses). When asked how much 

time they actually spend on the Internet per day, thirteen (68%) of the 19 girls 

reported that they spent two to four hours per day on the Internet actively 

participating in activities. Three of the 19 respondents reported spending more 

than four hours per day on the Internet and the remaining three respondents 

reported that they spend one hour or less per day on the Internet. Some of the 

respondents pointed out that during the weekends they may spend more time 

than usual, but offered a best estimate in reporting the number of hours spent. 

The results of the present study in corroboration with other study shows 

that there is typically a rise in the Internet Usage among the youth and the more 

the usage has an impact on the victimization and perpetration pattern of cyber 

bullying.   
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4.4. CYBER BULLYING - VICTIMIZATION PATTERN 
 
 
 

Table 3: Frequency of Bullying Victimization through mobile phones 
(n=600) 

 
 

 
Frequency of Bullying  
Victimization through 

mobile phones 
N (%) 

Not at all 412 68.7 

Seldom (1-3 times in past 6 
months) 

119 19.8 

Often (3-6 times in past 6 
months) 

38 6.3 

Frequently (Twice in a 
month) 

18 3.0 

Very Frequently (Every 
Week) 

13 2.2 

 
 

Bullying Victimization by 
taking photos using mobile 

camera 
N (%) 

Yes  167 27.8 

No 433 72.2 

 
 

Photo shared with others  N (%) 

Yes 121 20.2 

No 479 79.8 

 
 
 



 83

Table 3 shows the frequency of bullying through mobile phones. Only 

19.8% of the respondents felt that they were victimised by bullying through 

mobile phones, however, 27.8% of the respondents felt that they were 

victimized by taking photos using mobile camera. This result is similar to some 

of the earlier studies as most of the studies have found less mobile bullying 

compared to internet based bullying. One of the few studies that have 

investigated this phenomenon found that most of the victims of cyber bullying 

were bullied by texting (Campbell, 2005). When bullies abuse verbally, the 

victim may not remember every word, but with texting, the targeted student can 

read the message repeatedly. This could seem more concrete and “real” than 

spoken words. There is also the 24/7 aspect of the mobile phone which allows 

cyber bullying to occur at anytime, day or night, with no escape (Campbell, 

2005).  

The first exclusive mobile bullying survey (2002) in UK was conducted 

by the leading children’s charity NCH that joined with Tesco. It commissioned 

the first-ever survey into mobile and online bullying in April 2002, pinpointing 

text bullying as a new and very modern problem. Children's charity NCH 

surveyed 770 youngsters and found 14 per cent of 11- to 19-year-olds had been 

threatened or harassed using text messages. This survey discovered that: One in 

four 11 to 19 year olds in the UK has been bullied or threatened via their 

mobile phone or PC; A total of 16 per cent of young people said they'd 

received bullying or threatening text messages; 29 per cent of those surveyed 

said they'd told no one about being bullied; Of the 69 per cent who did tell 
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someone - 42 per cent turned to a friend; 32 per cent turned to a parent. NCH 

has also conducted another survey in 2005. 

 In a pioneering Indian study on mobile bullying among school students 

by Kumar and Jaishankar (2007) found that 25 per cent of the respondents were 

victimized by mobile text messaging and 21.7 per cent of the respondents were 

victimized by phone calls. Some experienced more than one (18.3 per cent). 

Text bullying was the most significant form of bullying. 60 per cent of the 

victims felt that they were mobile bullied by total strangers, while 20 per cent 

of the respondents felt that they were victimized by their own schoolmates and 

other people (known) from outside. 38.4 per cent of the respondents felt that 

they mobile bullied by over 10 times, while 36.7 per cent felt that they were 

bullied less than 4 times.   

With this result, we may infer that there are less incidents of mobile 

bullying, however, in future we may see a rise in mobile bullying as many of 

the students now use smart phones in India (TCS GenY Survey 2012-13). Also 

now most of the youth use a mobile phone to access the internet, and now there 

is only a thin line between mobile bullying and internet bullying. The threat of 

cyber bullying appears to be increasing due to technological features of mobile 

devices and heavy usage of those devices (GfK, 2012; Ofcom, 2011; Rideout et 

al., 2010). A Survey (Opennet, 2011) confirms that the heavy usage of mobile 

phones will lead to bullying. According to the Opennet survey (2011), mobile 

devices such as phones, tablets and notebooks that have wireless capabilities 

can be linked to cyber bullying rates among young people. 503 U.S. 
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respondents’ ages 13-17 who own or regularly use a cell phone were surveyed 

online. It is found that the more extensively teenagers use their cell phones, the 

greater their risk of exposure to both experiencing and engaging within 

inappropriate mobile activity. Teens who are heavy cell phone users are more 

likely than 'average' users to be cell phone mis-users, become cyber bullies or 

experience harassment themselves. Heavy cell phone users are defined as teens 

who send more than the 'average' number of texts in a typical school day (60 or 

more).  46 per cent of heavy users experience cyber bullying on their cell 

phones, a much higher rate compared to just 23 per cent of teenagers who are 

within the 'normal usage' bracket. The survey found that cyber bullying through 

mobile devices or online methods is a serious issue within this age group, and 

that it can cause strong emotional impacts. The more the youth use mobile 

devices as a means of communication, the more likely they are to experience 

harassment. The survey also reports that teenagers who experience and 

participate in mobile bullying are more likely to get into trouble or feel 

unhappy than those who do neither. 
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Table 4: Modes of Bullying Victimization through Internet (n=600) 
 
 

Modes of Bullying 
Victimization through 

Internet 
N (%) 

Email 184 30.7 

Developed an unkind 
website about you 

58 9.7 

Text messages 134 22.3 

A negative message board / 
online blog entry 

57 9.5 

Online video clips of you 32 5.3 

Chat room (e.g. instant 
messenger) 

65 10.8 

Interactive gaming 19 3.2 

Social networking site (e.g. 
orkut/face book) 

83 13.8 

Virtual world (e.g. Second 
Life) 

15 2.5 

 
 

Table 4 shows the modes of bullying victimization through internet. 

30.7% of the respondents felt that they were victimised through email bullying. 

Text messages form another major mode used for bullying (22.3%). More than 

13% of the respondents felt that they were victimised in the social networking 

sites such as orkut or Facebook. Another 10.8% feel that they are victimized in 

chat room bullying. A collective understanding of all the above modes of 

bullying victimization proves that bullying through the internet is on the rise 

among the college students in India.   
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The main result of table 4 is that the victims felt that emails and texts are 

the most victimising mode used by the perpetrators to target them. Akin to the 

present study, many studies have elicited a similar response from the victims. 

In a study with more than 500 samples by Akbulut, Sahin and Eristi (2010) in 

Turkey, the victims felt that cyber bullying emails and instant messages were 

more hurting, as they are directed specifically towards them. An earlier study 

by Smith, Mahdavi, Carvalho and Tippett (2006) found a similar result. In their 

study conducted among 92 students aged between 11-16 years, from 14 

different London schools, they found that text messages and email were the 

most common forms of cyber bullying both inside and outside of school, while 

chat room bullying was the least common.  

Noret and Rivers (2006) conducted a four year study among 11,227 

school pupils. In this study it was found that 14.9 per cent (N=1643) of the total 

sample reported having received nasty or threatening e-mails or text messages. 

Initial analysis of the data by year indicated a gradual increase in the number of 

participants who reported receiving such messages. The initial findings of the 

Noret and Rivers (2006) study indicated that there was a rise in the text 

message or e-mail bullying. In a research which included two surveys among 

533 students by Smith, Mahdavi, Carvalho, Fisher, Russell, and Tippet (2008) 

found more prevalence of text message bullying and instant messaging 

bullying. An Australian study by Price and Dalgleish (2010) done with a 

sample size of 548 youth found that, the most common sites in which cyber 

bullying occurred were email (21%), online chat rooms (20%), social 
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networking sites (20%) and mobile phones (19%). Other websites (8%) and 

other forms of texting, such as Twitter (6%), were also reported. 

In the present study it was found that 13.8% of the respondents were 

victimized in social networking sites. While social networking sites has 

features that facilitate the extension one’s social network and maintenance of 

existing relationship with acquaintances and friends, (Ellison et al., 2007), 

these same features can also be used with ill intentions to harass and abuse 

others. In a national cross sectional online survey of 1588 youth Ybarra and 

Mitchell (2008) a limited prevalence of victimization in social networking 

sites. Fifteen per cent of all of the youth reported an unwanted sexual 

solicitation online in the last year; 4% reported an incident on a social 

networking site specifically. Thirty-three per cent reported an online 

harassment in the last year; 9% reported an incident on a social networking site 

specifically. Among targeted youth, solicitations were more commonly 

reported via instant messaging (43%) and in chat rooms (32%), and harassment 

was more commonly reported in instant messaging (55%) than through social 

networking sites (27% and 28%, respectively).  

Though, the present study showed a less prevalence of victimization in 

social networking sites and is in line with Ybarra and Mitchell’s (2008) study, 

recent studies which were done exclusively on Facebook bullying show a rise 

in victimization. Kwan and Skoric (2013) in their study examined the 

phenomenon of cyber bullying on Facebook and how it is related to school 

bullying among secondary school students in Singapore, aged 13–17. They 
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found that Facebook bullying seemed to be relatively common with 59.4% of 

Facebook users (n = 1493) and they reported experiencing at least one form of 

bullying in the past year and 56.9% of users (n = 1491) admitting to engaging 

in at least one form of Facebook bullying.  

Notably, another study has found that social networking sites are not the 

only source of bullying (Sengupta & Chauduri, 2011). The results of this study 

failed to corroborate the claim that having social networking site memberships 

is a strong predictor of online abuse of teenagers. Instead, this study finds that 

demographic and behavioural characteristics of teenagers are stronger 

predictors of online abuse. Much research tends not to distinguish modes of 

communication - email, text, chat room, instant messaging or social networking 

(Livingstone & David, 2010) and cyber bullying. Also as seen in Sengupta and 

Chauduri (2011) study social networking sites are not the only sources of 

bullying. Further, Kwan and Skoric (2013) argue that though the modes may be 

different the fundamental causes and motivations are quite similar and there 

may be a convergence of online and offline problems. 
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Table 5: Types of Bullying Victimization through Internet (n=600) 
 

 
Type of Bullying 

Victimization through 
Internet 

N (%) 

Called me names/made me 
feel bad 

137 22.8 

Threatened or scared me 58 9.7 

Spread rumours about me 96 16.0 

Sent personal pictures of 
me to others 

54 9.0 

Pretended to be me 84 14.0 

Sent me notes or pictures 
that made me 
uncomfortable 

98 16.3 

 
  

Table 5 provides the typology of bullying victimization through internet. 

More than 22% of the respondents felt that calling names was the most used 

method of abuse in the internet. This result is typical to many conventional 

bullying studies where the respondents were called names in a physical setting. 

Now the same has been exported to a cyber setting. Also 16% felt that 

spreading rumours about them constituted a major chunk in their victimization 

online. A cyber bullying study by  Sourander,  Klomek,  Ikonen,  Lindroos, 

Luntamo, Koskelainen, Ristkari, and Helenius (2010) done among 2215 

Finnish adolescents aged 13 to 16 years found a similar result. Also the study 

on cyber bullying among 269 Turkish Adolescents done by Aricak, Siyahhan, 

Uzunhasanoglu, Saribeyoglu, Ciplak, Yilmaz, and Memmedov, (2008) elicited 

a similar response. Name-calling and being the target of rumours were the most 
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common response of the victims. 16.3% of the respondents opined that 

someone has sent notes or pictures that made them uncomfortable. A 14% of 

the respondents found that someone impersonated them online. Some studies 

have found impersonation as a serious issue. An Estoninan study (Naruskov, 

Luik, Nocentini, Menesini, 2012) which was done among 336 adolescents 

found that impersonation and visual cyber bullying were considered more 

serious compared to written-verbal and exclusion. The results of the Italian, 

German, and Spanish focus groups (Nocentini et al. 2010) found similar results 

as that of the Estonian study.  In the present study, a collective understanding 

of all the above said types shows that college students have become victim of 

abuse online and there is a rise in such victimization.     

 
Table 6: Frequency of Bullying Victimization through Internet (n=600) 

 
 

Frequency of Bullying 
Victimization through 

Internet 
N (%) 

Seldom (1-3 times in past 6 
months) 

423 70.5 

Often (3-6 times in past 6 
months) 

93 15.5 

Frequently (Twice in a 
month) 

55 9.2 

Very Frequently (Every 
Week) 

29 4.8 

 
 

Table 6 shows the frequency of bullying victimization through internet. 

70.5% of the respondents felt that they were victimized by online bullying at 

least 1-3 times in the past 6 months. This result shows that a huge majority of 
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the college students have been victimised by bullying through internet. Many 

related studies have brought out similar results. Jäger, Fischer and Riebel 

(2007) conducted an online study on 1.997 students in grades 1-13. Students 

were asked for the frequency of experiences of direct mobbing and cyber 

mobbing in the last two months. Nearly 20% of the students reported that they 

had been victims of cyber mobbing at least once. 4% reported that they had 

been victims “very often”. The research conducted by Kowalski and Limber 

(2007) among 3767 students of primary and secondary schools in the south-

east and north-west of the United States found that 11% of the respondents 

were electronically bullied at least once in the last couple of months. Also, a 

recent study by Mura (2012) brought out similar results. The present study 

found that the modes and methods of cyber bullying victimization have 

scattered in various mediums and this showed a less figure of incidence of 

cyber bullying. However, the above result has shown a collective 

understanding of cyber bullying and it shows that a majority of the respondents 

have become victim of cyber bullying.   
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Table 7: Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 
internet bullying victimization) among Male and Female Students (n=600) 

 
Low Moderate High Sex 

N % N % N % 
Male 99 29.8 142 42.8 91 27.4 

Female 55 20.5 154 57.5 59 22.0 

 
 
It is inferred from the table 7, that, among the male students, 29.8% of 

them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 42.8% of them 

have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 27.4% of them have 

been highly victimized by cyber bullying. Among the female students, 20.5% 

of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 57.5% of them 

have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 22.0% of them have 

been highly victimized by cyber bullying. By this result, we can infer that both 

female students and male students are moderately victimised by cyber bullying.  

Dempsey, Sulkowski, Nichols and Storch (2009) opine that there is 

inconclusive proof of cyber bullying in relation with gender though many 

studies have been done on this aspect and found some results. Hinduja and 

Patchin (2009) found that there were no significant differences in victimization 

by gender. The majority of studies reveal that no particular gender is targeted in 

victimization more than the other and is in line with the result of the present 

study (Beran & Li, 2007; Didden et al., 2009; Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; 

Juvoven & Gross, 2008; Katzer et al., 2009; Li, 2006, 2007a; Patchin & 

Hinduja, 2006; Topcu et al., 2008; Varjas et al., 2009; Williams & Guerra, 

2007; Wolak et al., 2007; Ybarra, 2004; Ybarra et al., 2007). A minority of 
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studies provide support for viewing gender as a significant predictor of 

victimization (Dehue et al., 2008; Kowalski & Limber, 2007; Ybarra & 

Mitchell, 2008; Ybarra et al., 2007). Li (2007) and Dempsey, Sulkowski, 

Nichols and Storch (2009) found that women were more likely to be the 

victims of cyber bullying. A basic inference of the present study shows that 

both the gender are moderately victimized. Notably, Table 20 which shows the 

‘t’ test  results gives a picture that there is no gender difference in cases of 

cyber bullying victimization.       

 
Table 8: Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 

internet bullying victimization) and various age group of students (n=600) 
 
 

Low Moderate High Age 
N % N % N % 

18-25 127 23.5 274 50.6 140 25.9 

26-30 20 47.6 13 31.0 9 21.4 

31-35 7 41.2 9 52.9 1 5.9 

 
 
It is inferred from the table 8, that, among 18-25 age group students (the 

majority group of respondents), 23.5% of them have been moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 50.6% of them have been 

victimized by cyber bullying, and 25.9% of them have been highly victimized 

by cyber bullying. Among the 26-30 age group students, 47.6% of them have 

been victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 31.0% of them have been 

moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 21.4% of them have been highly 

victimized by cyber bullying. Among the 31-35 age group students, 41.2% of 
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them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 52.9% of them 

have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 5.9% of them have 

been highly victimized by cyber bullying. By this result, we can infer that the 

majority of the young adults in the 18-25 age group are moderately victimized 

by cyber bullying and same is the case of the age group of 26-30 and 31-35, 

though they form a small chunk of the respondents.   

Cyber bullying is not restricted by age and may emerge from elementary 

school to college. Age seems to play an interesting role when looked at closely. 

Calvete et al (2009) note that cyber-bullying most often occurs between the 

ages of thirteen to fifteen. Cassidy et al. (2009) suggest that age is a key factor 

when investigating victimization. However, the majority of studies demonstrate 

the lack of association between age and cyber bullying victimization (Beran & 

Li, 2007; Didden et al., 2009; Juvoven & Gross, 2008; Katzer et al., 2009; 

Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Smith et al., 2008; Varjas, Henrich, & Meyers, 2009; 

Wolak et al., 2007; Ybarra, 2004). Other studies, however, have substantiated 

the relationship (Dehue et al., 2008; Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Kowalski & 

Limber, 2007; Slonje & Smith, 2007; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2008; Ybarra et al., 

2007). The incoherent findings result from the diverse range of age groups 

included within samples as well as the results of college students’ vis-à-vis 

school students. It should be noted that now only research on college students’ 

cyber bullying victimization (see for example, Kowalski, Giumetti, Schroeder, 

and Reese, 2012; Marraccini, 2013), is taking strides and the present study is 

also in this direction. In the present study, the 18-25 age group is found to be 
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significantly victimized by cyber bullying acts and this result also supplements 

the fact that majority of the samples of this study are from this group. However, 

this result does not corroborate or any generalization can be made to show that 

this particular age group is victimized more than others as only moderate 

victimization is seen in all cases. Also Table 19 shows the ‘f’ test which gives 

the result that there is no relationship between age and victimization.       

 
Table 9: Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 
internet bullying victimization) and marital status of students (n=600) 

 
 

Low Moderate High Marital status 
N % N % N % 

Single/spinster 135 25.0 269 49.8 136 25.2 

Married 13 32.5 20 50.0 7 17.5 

Divorced 6 42.9 4 28.6 4 28.6 

 
 
It is inferred from the table 9 that among single/spinster group (the 

majority group of respondents), 25.0% of them have been victimized by cyber 

bullying at a low level, 49.8% of them have been moderately victimized by 

cyber bullying, and 25.2% of them have been highly victimized by cyber 

bullying. Among the married group students, 32.5% of them have been 

victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 50.0% of them have been 

moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 25.2% of them have been highly 

victimized by cyber bullying. Among the divorced group students, 42.9% of 

them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 28.6% of them 

have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 28.6% of them have 
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been highly victimized by cyber bullying. By this result, we can infer that the 

majority of the respondents who are in the unmarried group are moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying and same is the case of the small number of 

married students. However, as undersized group of divorced students are only 

victimised in the internet by cyber bullying in a low level. As they are very 

minute group of respondents, a generalization is not possible.  

Marital status does play a role in the process of cyber bullying 

victimization. The frequency of online presence by married individuals may be 

lesser compared to the single individuals for reasons that married individuals 

may be tied with many household chores and other works including official 

work. An Indian Study by Halder (2013) found that unmarried individuals are 

victimized more than married individuals. Akbulut, Sahin, & Eristi, (2010) in a 

Turkish Study of 1470 respondents found that single users are more victimised 

than the married individuals. They opined that ‘Single users were more likely 

to be victims than married users, indicating that bullies prefer their victims 

according to the perceived availability of the victim’ (p. 199). This shows that 

the single individuals are more available online than married individuals. A 

Canadian Study by Peereault (2009) also found a similar result. The study 

found that 'single people were over three times more likely victim of cyber-

bullying than married individuals. Approximately 15% of Internet users who 

were single had been bullied versus 4% of married (including common-law) 

individuals. Separated or divorced Internet users were also proportionally more 

likely than those who were married or living common-law to report being 
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bullied online (9% versus 4%)'. This shows the vulnerability is higher among 

single and divorced individuals who are expected to show more online 

presence than the married individuals. However, a sweeping generalization is 

not made in this case as 90% of the respondents belong to unmarried group and 

also Table 21 shows the ‘f’ test which gives the result that there is no 

relationship between marital status and victimization.        

 
Table 10: Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 
internet bullying victimization) and year of study of students (n=600) 

 
 

Low Moderate High Year of college 
N % N % N % 

UG First year 43 27.7 66 42.6 46 29.7 
UG Second year 57 28.1 110 54.2 36 17.7 

UG Third year 22 20.4 55 50.9 31 28.7 

PG first year 20 26.7 38 50.7 17 22.7 

PG second year 12 20.3 27 45.8 20 33.9 

 
 
It is inferred from the table 10, that, among the UG first year  students, 

27.7% of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 42.6% of 

them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 29.7% of them 

have been highly victimized by cyber bullying. Among the UG second year 

students, 28.1% of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 

54.2% of them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 17.7% 

of them have been highly victimized by cyber bullying. Among the UG third 

year students, 20.4% of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low 



 99

level, 50.9% of them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 

28.7% of them have been highly victimized by cyber bullying. Among the PG 

first year students, 26.7% of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a 

low level, 50.7% of them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, 

and 22.7% of them have been highly victimized by cyber bullying. Among the 

PG second year students, 20.3% of them have been victimized by cyber 

bullying at a low level, 45.8% of them have been moderately victimized by 

cyber bullying, and 33.9% of them have been highly victimized by cyber 

bullying. By this result, we can infer that the majority of the respondents have 

been victimised moderately by bullying through internet. It is found that 

undergraduate students are victimised more than the post graduate students, 

however, a generalization is not made as the PG students form a lesser group of 

the sample.     

 
Table 11: Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 

internet bullying victimization) and Educational background of students 
(n=600) 

 
Low Moderate High Educational 

background N % N % N % 
Arts 78 28.6 143 52.4 52 19.0 

Science 44 27.0 80 49.1 39 23.9 

Engineering 29 19.2 68 45.0 54 35.8 

Medicine 3 23.1 5 38.5 5 38.5 

 
 

It is inferred from the table 11, that, among the arts group students, 

52.4% of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 19.0% of 
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them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 19.0% of them 

have been highly victimized by cyber bullying. Among the science group 

students, 27.0% of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 

49.1% of them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 23.9% 

of them have been highly victimized by cyber bullying. Among the engineering 

group students, 19.2% of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low 

level, 45.0% of them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 

35.8% of them have been highly victimized by cyber bullying. Among the 

medicine group students, 23.1% of them have been victimized by cyber 

bullying at a low level, 38.5% of them have been moderately victimized by 

cyber bullying, and 38.5% of them have been highly victimized by cyber 

bullying. By this result, we can infer that the majority of the students of the 

Arts, Science, Engineering group have been victimised moderately by bullying 

through internet, with Arts students being in the group of higher level of 

victimization and the Arts students form the major group of this study. A small 

number (13) of medicine students have been victimised in the high level by 

bullying through internet and a generalization is not possible with this small 

level of respondents. However, the result shows that Arts students are 

victimised more than Science and engineering students. It can be inferred that 

Engineering and Science students are more informed about the technology, its 

use and abuse compared to Arts students. Hence, there may be a rise of cyber 

bullying victimization of Arts students.        
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Table 12: Level of Cyber Bullying victimization (including mobile and 
internet bullying victimization) and Economic background (n=600) 

 
 

Low Moderate High Economic 
background N % N % N % 
High income 16 23.5 36 52.9 16 23.5 

Middle/Average 117 25.1 238 51.1 111 23.8 

Low income 21 31.8 22 33.3 23 34.8 

 
 

It is inferred from the table 12, that, among the high income students, 

23.5% of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 52.9% of 

them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 23.5% of them 

have been highly victimized by cyber bullying. Among the middle/average 

income students, 25.1% of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a 

low level, 51.1% of them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, 

and 23.8% of them have been highly victimized by cyber bullying. Among the 

low income students, 31.8% of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at 

a low level, 33.3% of them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, 

and 34.8% of them have been highly victimized by cyber bullying. By this 

result, we can infer that the majority of the respondents including High, 

Medium, and Low income group students have been victimised moderately by 

bullying through internet, with a higher level of medium income group being 

victimised by cyber bullying.  
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Figure 1: Level of Cyber Bullying Victimization in cosmopolitan cities 
(n=600) 
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Figure 1 gives the picture of the level of cyber bullying victimization in 

the select cosmopolitan cities of India. From the graph we can find that 

Bengaluru (Mean 164.98) tops in cyber bullying victimization followed by 

Delhi (Mean 149. 88) and Chennai (Mean 139.73). It should be noted that 

Bengaluru is referred to as the “Silicon Valley of India” and the information 

technology awareness is high in this city compared to other cities. It can be 

inferred that the respondents from the Bengaluru city is aware of the 

information technology and they use more IT products and hence the higher 

rate of cyber bullying victimization.  

A study by Mura (2011) done in Bengaluru among fifty school student 

samples provided a similar result. 69% of the respondents were found to be 

victim of cyber bullying while 58% were found to be perpetrators of cyber 
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bullying. ‘74% of the respondents received at least one prank call in the 

previous six months, 44% had a private message published online without prior 

consent, 42% was victim of mean comments on a Social Network page, 34% 

received a mean or threatening email or text message, 22% was victim of 

online gossip, 12% had an embarrassing photo published without prior consent, 

8% had his/her online ID stolen and 6% was excluded from an online forum’ 

(Mura, 2011, p. 125).  

Another survey conducted by Synovate, a market research company in 

association with a security technology company across 10 cities viz., New 

Delhi, Mumbai, Pune, Ludhiana, Kolkata, Ahmedabad, Bengaluru, Chennai, 

Hyderabad and Kochi, with 500 children and 496 parents as respondents 

provided a similar result where Bengaluru topped cyber bullying victimization. 

‘All children who took part in the survey in Bengaluru admit that they have 

been victims of cyber bullying. Disclosure of information has led to strangers 

befriending them and luring them to meet up or even threatening to share their 

personal details with others. Sharing of information in the virtual world has 

exposed the children to threats online. According to the survey, 62% of the kids 

admitted to having shared personal information online out of which 58% 

shared their home address, 57% shared their school details, 40% shared 

personal photographs and 30% shared videos’ (Daijiworld Media Network, 

2011, para 4). 

In the present study, it is found cyber bullying victimization occurs in 

Delhi and Chennai, which took second and third respective places, apart from 
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Bengaluru taking the first position. Delhi and Chennai are another two 

important places where the Information Technology sector is growing as 

Bengaluru. High level of Information technology usage is found both in Delhi 

and Chennai. Hence high level of information technology usage including 

mobile and internet usage also leads to cyber bullying victimization. The 

Mcafee’s ‘Secret lives of Indian teens’ survey conducted among 500 children 

in the 9 to 17 age group across 10 cities, including Delhi, Mumbai, Bengaluru 

and Chennai, found that 62% of children shared personal information online 

and 39% of parents were unaware of what their children do online. In this 

survey, ‘as many as 757 teens and 750 parents were surveyed and it is found 

that 38 per cent teens have been subjected to cruel behaviour online’ (The New 

Indian Express, 24th Nov 2012, last para). ‘While 79% of the parents polled in 

Chennai said their children had an e-mail account, second highest after Delhi, 

38% of the parents indicated that they were not aware of their children's online 

activities. As much as 77% parents were not aware of security software that 

could monitor children's online activities. While almost 75% of the children 

polled in Chennai owned a mobile phone only 6% were aware of cyber stalking 

and bullying’ (Ramya, Nov 22, 2011, para 5). Notably, the study done by 

Periyar (2007) in Chennai City which is in line with the present study found 

that 84.1% of the respondents were cyber bullied  (e.g. via email, chat room, 

cell phone) and 83% of females were cyber bully victims (n=49), 81% of the 

males are cyber bully victims (n=71). 
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Table 13: Reporting Behaviour / Coping methods of the Victims (n=600) 
 

 

Variables N (%) 

Reporting Behaviour / Coping 
methods    

Told the bully(s) to stop 297 49.5 

Got away from it 242 40.4 

Did nothing 217 36.2 

Stayed offline 204 34 

Bullied back 170 28.3 

Told an online friend 178 29.6 

Told college friend 176 29.3 

Told parent(s) 162 27 

Told brother/sister 168 28 

Told teacher 162 27 

Informed the police 178 29.6 

Laughed it off 163 27.1 

Deleted aggressive material 183 30.5 

Blocked online material 188 31.4 

Changed online ID or nickname 165 27.5 

Printed material and showed to someone 
else 

157 26.2 

Reported bullying to internet or mobile 
phone provider 

158 26.4 
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Table 13 describes the Reporting Behaviour / Coping methods of the 

Victims. Nearly 50% of the respondents told the bullies to stop the online 

bullying immediately. 40.4% of the respondents just moved away from the 

bullying, whereas, 36.2% of the respondents did nothing regarding their 

victimization. The reporting behaviour of the victims is moderately good as 

29.6% of the respondents reported to an online friend, 29.3% of the 

respondents reported to a college friend, 27% of the respondents reported to the 

parents, 28% of the respondents reported to their brother/sister, 27% of the 

respondents reported to their teachers, 26.4% of the respondents reported to the 

internet or mobile phone provided and 29.6% of the respondents reported to the 

Police.  27.1% of the respondents laughed at their victimization as it is one of 

the immediate forms of coping method of any victimization, however, the exact 

impact of the victimization will be only known to the victim later. A good 

number of victims (30.5+31.4=61.9%) had deleted the aggressive material as 

well as blocked it. Also 27.4% of the respondents changed their online id or 

nickname. 28.3% of the respondents also bullied back and this is one 

immediate response that will be shown by any victim in case of victimization 

as it can be construed as self defence. While interpreting the above table as a 

whole, we can infer that the reporting behaviour and coping methods of the 

victims of online bullying is consistently good and they are aware of protection 

methods.  

Some earlier studies have given similar results of the present study with 

regard to reporting behaviour / coping methods. Akbulut, Sahin, and Eristi 
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(2010) in their Turkish study found similar results where the students provided 

optimistic views on coping with cyber bullying. '49.4% of the students felt that 

they believe people who engage in cyber bullying will get caught, and 40.1% 

reported that they knew whom to seek help from when exposed to cyber 

bullying. In addition, when faced with disturbing behaviours online, students 

reported seeking more active solutions than passive ones to cope with cyber 

bullying; 30.6% reported that they would block the unwanted message or the 

person who is disturbing; 16.4% reported that they would tell the person to stop 

harassing; 8.1% reported changing their usernames; 15% reported telling their 

friends; and 10% reported telling their parents. Only 1% reported telling their 

teachers about the cyber bullying incident. 9% and 3.4% reported ignoring and 

not telling anyone (N = 265)' (pp. 257-258). An Australian study by Price and 

Dalgleish (2010) did with a sample size of 548 youth show the coping 

strategies of the victims. In this study, 39.4% of the respondents told a friend; 

29.7% of the respondents told parent/ carer; 24.6% told Teacher / Principal; 

44.2% confronted the bully; 11.7% told a sibling; 27% did nothing and 16% 

retaliated.   
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Table 14: Impact of Victimization (n=600) 
 
 

Impact of Victimization N (%) 

Felt worried 208 34.7 

Have problems concentrating 
on my college work 

115 19.2 

Felt angry 153 25.5 

Felt physically ill (e.g. 
stomach ache, headache, sore 

throat) 

41 6.8 

Felt frustrated 64 10.7 

Have problems in sleeping 40 6.7 

Avoided going to college 25 4.2 

Lost appetite 35 5.8 

Behaved differently with 
friends 

40 6.7 

Felt upset 91 15.2 

Behaved differently at home 56 9.3 

 
 
Table 14 describes the Impact of Victimization. Though at rare cases 

like Adnan Patrawala (see p. 15 of this thesis), physical attack is possible, in 

most of the cyber bullying cases it is the psychological impact of victimization 

that occur. In the present study, due to nature of the study and time constraints, 

a systemic psychological tool is not used to measure the impact of 

psychological victimization, but, the interview schedule did have some 

questions which tried to elicit how the victim basically felt after the 



 109

victimization. 34.7% of the respondents felt worried about their victimization 

and 19.2% of the victims have problems in concentrating in their studies. More 

than 25% of the victims felt angry and their behaviour at home (9.3%) and 

friends (6.7%) changed and some lost their sleep (6.7%). Though from the 

results, the impact of victimization appears to be less compared to other 

studies, it should be noted that the coping methods and reporting behaviour, 

have greatly increased. This may be one of the reasons that the impact of 

victimization is lesser.      

An Australian study by Price and Dalgleish (2010) did with a sample 

size of 548 youth examined the impact of victimization of cyber bullying had 

some similar results of the present study. 'The most common areas of impact in 

the Australian study included self confidence (78%), self-esteem (70%) and 

friendships (42%). Notably, 35% reported a negative effect on their school 

grades, 28% on their school attendance and 19% on their family relationships. 

On average, participants reported M=2.39 effects per participants (males: 

M=2.18; females: M=2.99). Rate ratio analysis showed that females were 1.23 

times (23%) more likely than males to report the effect of their cyber bullying 

experience(s) had had an effect. Many participants also reported multiple 

emotional impacts. Seventy-five per cent of participants reported feeling sad, of 

whom 54% claimed feelings of extreme sadness. Similarly, 72% reported 

feeling annoyed, including 52% who reported this as anger (i.e. the more 

extreme emotion). Participants also reported feeling frustrated (58%), 

embarrassed (48%) and/or afraid (48%), including 29% who reported feeling 
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terrified. Through free-text 3% also reported having suicidal thoughts and 2% 

claimed they engaged in self-harming behaviour (as distinct from feeling 

suicidal) as a result of cyber bullying' (pp. 55-56). 

 

4.5. CYBER BULLYING – PERPETRATION PATTERN 
 

 
Table 15: Bullying others through Internet (n=600) 

 
 

Bullied others through Internet N (%) 

Yes 179 29.8 

No 421 70.2 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Type of Bullying others through Internet N (%) 

Sent personal pictures of someone to others 62 10.3 

Spread rumours about someone 227 37.8 

Threatened someone 58 9.7 

Sent notes or pictures to someone that made 
them uncomfortable 

69 11.5 

Pretended to be someone else online 82 13.7 

Called someone names 102 17.0 
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Table 15: Bullying others through Internet (n=600) (contd..) 
 
 
 

Modes of Bullying others through 
Internet N (%) 

Social networking sites like Orkut or Face 
book 

251 41.8 

Pictures or webcam 38 6.3 

Text message by cell phone 24 4.0 

Website 82 13.7 

Internet game 24 4.0 

MSN Messenger or another form of instant 
messaging 

22 3.7 

Email 159 26.5 

 
 
 

Frequency of Bullying others through 
Internet N (%) 

Not at all 27 4.5 

Seldom (1-3 times in past 6 months) 378 63.0 

Often (3-6 times in past 6 months) 94 15.7 

Frequently (Twice in a month) 58 9.7 

Very Frequently (Every Week) 43 7.2 

 
 
 

Table 15 provides the cyber bullying perpetration pattern of the 

respondents. Around 30% of the respondents involved in bullying others 

through internet. Most of them (37.8%) spread rumours about someone online. 
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Some (13.7%) used websites to abuse others and 10.3% of the respondents 

have sent personal pictures of someone to others. Also 13.7% of the 

respondents impersonated others. Email abuse is little high, 26.5% of the 

respondents used Email as a mode to bully others. Notably, majority of 

(41.8%) of the perpetrators used social networking sites like Orkut or Facebook 

to victimise others by bullying. This result varies when it comes to 

victimization as less respondents were victimised in social networking sites. 

Also 63% of the respondents involved in bullying through internet at least 1-3 

times in the past 6 months. From the above result it can be inferred that 

bullying perpetration is in the ratio of 30:70 to victimization pattern. Though 

this shows that the cyber bullying perpetration is lower than victimization, it 

should be noted that not all the respondents would volunteer to inform that they 

were perpetrators of cyber bullying. Considering the closed nature of many of 

the respondents the unearthing of 30% of the perpetration aspect is quite 

significant. 

The present study has found the victim-perpetrator overlap as 30% of 

the respondents (victims) accepted that they were also perpetrators of cyber 

bullying. Except few studies, (Li, 2007; Mishna, Khoury-Kassabri, Gadalla & 

Daciuk, 2012; Heirman & Walrave, 2012) there are no previous studies that 

have focused on victim-perpetrator overlap in cyber bullying. The findings of 

the Canadian study (Mishna, Khoury-Kassabri, Gadalla & Daciuk, 2012) done 

among a sample of 2186 middle and high school students, in a large urban 

setting suggest that a significant percentage of youth may shift between 
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perpetrator and victim roles (Livingstone & Haddon, 2008; Tokunaga, 2010). 

There are many studies which dealt with perpetration pattern of cyber bullying 

and the present study is in line with most of the studies. In a Canadian study on 

cyber bullying by Cassidy, Jackson and Brown (2009) done among 365 

students in grades 6, 7, 8 and 9 from three elementary and two secondary 

schools in a large metropolitan region of British Columbia, Canada, the 

perpetration pattern shown was similar to the present study results. 'On average 

over one-quarter of students aged 12–14 years reported that they have cyber-

bullied others online, with fewer students aged 11 (17 percent) and 15 (19 

percent) reporting such online behaviour. For students who did report engaging 

in any type of cyber-bullying, 14 per cent divulged they cyber-bullied because 

they did not like the person; 13 per cent advised they cyber-bullied because that 

person upset them; 10 per cent admitted they were bullied first, so it was 

acceptable to bully back; 9 per cent claimed that since their friends had bullied 

others online, it was acceptable behaviour and 7 per cent reveal they did it 

because it was fun. For those students who confirmed that they often bully 

others online (as opposed to occasionally), 11 students confirmed cyber-

bullying once or twice per week, four participants engaged in this behaviour 

three or four times per week, four others admitted doing it everyday and three 

respondents undertook such behaviour several times a day' (p. 390). 
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4.6. CYBER BULLYING – BYSTANDER PATTERN 
 

Table 16: Seen others being a victim of online bullying (n=600) 
 

 
Seen others being a victim 

online bullying N (%) 

Not at all 21 3.5 

Seldom (1-3 times in past 6 
months) 

341 56.8 

Often (3-6 times in past 6 
months) 

147 24.5 

Frequently (Twice in a 
month) 

65 10.8 

Very Frequently (Every 
Week) 

26 4.3 

 

 

Cyber bullying, although distinct in some ways from traditional 

bullying, often involves the presence of witnesses (Patchin & Hinduja, 2006) or 

bystanders. Table 16 shows the bystander pattern of cyber bullying. 56.8% of 

the respondents have seen others being bullied online for at least 1-3 times in 

past 6 months. 24.5% of the respondents have often seen someone becoming a 

victim of cyber bullying and 10.8% of the respondents have frequently seen 

someone becoming victim of online bullying. This result is consistent with the 

results of few studies which elicited the bystander pattern.  Slonje, Smith, and 

Frise´n (2012) found that, in their sample of 759 primary and secondary 

students in Sweden, roughly 20% reported they had been actively targeted as 

bystanders (i.e., sent or shown information that was intended to bully someone 

else) in a cyber bullying incident.   
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Table 17: Methods of protecting cyber bullying victim (n=600) 
 

Methods of protecting the victim of cyber 
bullying N (%) 

I tried to befriend the victim 112 18.7 

I reported the bullying to someone who could help 94 15.7 

I left the online environment 78 13.0 

I tried to get the person to stop 125 20.8 

I objected, but not to the person doing the bullying 42 7.0 

I joined in 46 7.7 

I watched but didn’t participate 82 13.7 

I objected to the person doing the bullying 47 7.8 

 
 
Table 17 provided the methods that the respondents took to protect the 

victim of cyber bullying. Though, the bystander effect (‘The bystander effect is 

a social psychological phenomenon that refers to cases in which individuals do 

not offer any means of help to a victim when other people are present’) is seen 

in this study, a smaller number of the respondents did involve in the protection 

of the victim of cyber bullying. 20.8% of the respondents tried to stop the 

perpetrator in further involving in bullying someone online and 18.7% tried to 

befriend the victim and supported and 15.7% of the respondents reported the 

bullying to someone who could help and 7% directly told the perpetrator what 

he is doing is not right. The bystander effect is also seen, where 13% left the 

online environment, 7% objected but not the perpetrator, 7.7% joined in the 

abuse, and 13.7% watched, but did not participate.  
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The bystander characteristics (empathy, self-efficacy, and anti-bullying 

attitudes) have been found to relate to defending and supporting victimized 

peers (Caravita, Di Blasio, & Salmivalli, 2009; Po¨yho¨nen, Juvonen, & 

Salmivalli, 2010; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004). The bystander characteristics 

supporting the victim as well as the bystander effect not helping the victim are 

both seen in this study. A recent study by Slonje, Smith & Frisén (2012) which 

is in line with the result of the present study found the bystander effect in cases 

of cyber bullying. In their study they found that 'the actively targeted 

bystanders of cyber bullying mostly did nothing further to distribute the 

material (72% of cases). However, when they did distribute it further, they 

tended to help the victim by showing him/her what had been done (13%) more 

often than showing it to the victim in order to bully him/her further (6%); some 

others (9%) forwarded the material to other friends'. 
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4.7. ATTITUDE TOWARDS CYBER BULLYING 
 
 

Table 18: Attitude towards Cyber Bullying (n=600) 
 

 

Attitude towards Cyber Bullying N (%) 

Cyber bullying is more serious than face-to-face college 
bullying 

391 65.1 

Cyber bullying is more acceptable than face-to-face 
college bullying 

204 34 

Cyber victims are usually victimised for no specific 
reason 

292 48.7 

It is fun to cyber bully someone 116 19.3 

It is easier to get away with cyber bullying someone 
compared to face-to-face college bullying 

300 50 

Cyber bullies are cool 128 21.3 

Victims of cyber bullying ask to be bullied 145 24.2 

The consequences of cyber bullying are less harmful 
than face-to-face college bullying 

167 27.9 

Cyber bullies are jealous of their victim 212 35.3 

Cyber bullies also usually bully at college 291 48.5 

I would feel bad if I cyber bullied someone 321 53.5 

It is exciting to cyber bully someone 134 22.3 

I would not feel guilty if I cyber bullied someone 112 18.7 

I think cyber bullying is funny and laugh about it with 
my mates 

116 19.3 

If I knew cyber bullying was happening, I would try to 
stop it 

293 48.8 

Victims of cyber bullying are weak 194 32.3 

A cyber victim is usually a victim of bullying at college 158 26.3 
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Table 18 shows the attitude of college students toward cyber bullying. 

The results show that the college students have a negative attitude towards 

cyber bullying. 65.1% of the respondents felt that cyber bullying is more 

serious issue than face-to-face bullying. However, 34% of the respondents 

opined that cyber bullying is more acceptable than face-to-face bullying. 48.7% 

of the respondents felt that the victims of cyber bullying are usually victimised 

for no specific reason. 50% of the respondents opined that it is easier to get 

away with cyber bullying someone compared to face-to-face college bullying. 

35.3% of the respondents felt that cyber bullies are jealous of their victim and 

48.5% of the respondents felt that cyber bullies also usually bully at college. 

53.5% of the respondents opined that they would feel bad if they cyber bullied 

someone. 48.8% of the respondents felt that they would be a better bystander of 

cyber bullying and they would try to stop such incidents. Only 24.2% of the 

respondents blamed the victim. Overall, the results showed that the attitude of 

the respondents was pro victim and they wanted to prevent and protect victims 

of cyber bullying. 

There are some studies in line with the above result which emphasized 

the importance of adolescents’ attitudes towards cyber bullying, as this 

behaviour will only make them further victims or perpetrators. A Belgian cyber 

bullying study by Heirman and Walrave (2012) done among 1042 students in 

the age group of  12 to 18 years old in 30 different Belgian secondary schools 

emphasised the importance of the attitudes of adolescents in cases of cyber 

bullying. Heirman and Walrave (2012) felt that 'adolescents’ attitude is the 
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most important predictor of perpetration, and prevention and intervention 

strategies should aim at reducing the perceived acceptability of cyber bullying 

among adolescents by converting neutral or positive attitudes towards this anti-

social behaviour into negative evaluations' (p. 614). 'Calvete and colleagues 

(2010) and Williams and Guerra (2007) found a positive relation between 

respondents’ scores on a “justification of violence”-scale, with high scores 

reflecting the respondents’ tendency to think about aggression as appropriate, 

and their involvement as perpetrator in cyber bullying. Similar results were 

found in a study showing that the majority of self-reported cyber bullies 

thought that their electronic bullying actions were funny, while the majority of 

self-reported victims did not see the humour of it and perceived these actions as 

hurtful' (Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2009; Heirman & Walrave, 2012, p. 

615). 
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4.8. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CYBER BULLYING DIMENSIONS 
(INTERNET USAGE, CYBER BULLYING VICTIMIZATION, 
PERPETRATION, BYSTANDERS, ATTITUDE TOWARDS CYBER 
BULLYING) AND OTHER VARIABLES 

 
Table 19: Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 

Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 
towards cyber bullying) and age (n=600) 

 
Cyber 
bullying 
dimensions 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degree 
of 

Freedom

Mean 
Square

Calculated 
‘F’ value 

Remarks 
at 5% 
level 

Between 328.98 2 164.49 Internet 
Usage With in 8264.97 597 13.84 11.88 S 

Between 699.77 2 349.88 Mobile 
bullying 
victimization With in 215594.69 597 361.13 0.96 NS 

Between 77.20 2 38.60 Internet 
bullying 
victimization With in 45248.85 597 75.79 0.50 NS 

Between 10.69 2 5.34 Bystanders With in 2227.70 597 3.73 1.43 NS 

Between 84.97 2 42.48 
With in 83508.49 597 139.88 

Attitude 
towards 
cyber 
bullying With in 11002.73 597 18.43 

0.30 NS 

Between 5.28 2 2.64 Cyber 
bullying 
perpetration With in 298.68 597 0.50 5.28 S 

 
(At 5% level of significance for (2,597) df the table value of ‘F’ is 3.04) 

 
 
Table 19 shows the relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions 

(Internet Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, 

Attitude towards cyber bullying) and age (18-25 age, 26-30 age, and 31-35 age 

group). It is found that except internet usage and cyber bullying perpetration, 

other variables are not found to have significant relationship with age.  While 

comparing the mean scores of 18-25 age (Mean=10.60), 26-30 age 

(Mean=8.19) and 31-35 age (Mean=7.94) group of students in the internet 
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usage, the 18-25 age group students are better internet users than the 26-30 age 

and 31-35 age group students. While comparing the mean scores of 18-25 age 

(Mean=2.02), 26-30 age (Mean=1.74) and 31-35 age (Mean=1.65) group of 

students in their cyber bullying perpetration, the 18-25 age group students are 

more involved in cyber bullying perpetration than the 26-30 age and 31-35 age 

group students. 'Regarding the age of the cyber bullies, there is no consensus; 

on the one hand, some authors have found that older youngsters have an 

increased risk of cyber bullying compared to younger teens (Raskauskas & 

Stoltz, 2007; Smith et al., 2008). On the other hand, Patchin and Hinduja 

(2006) found no significant age difference for cyber bullies. In a study by 

Williams and Guerra (2007) among fifth graders, eighth graders and 11th 

graders, internet bullying peaked in the eighth grade (14-year olds) and 

declined towards the 11th grade (17-year olds). Slonje and Smith (2007) also 

found lower cyber bullying rates for 15–18-year-olds than for 12–15-year-olds' 

(Vandebosch, & Van Cleemput, 2009, p. 7).  

The present study found a relationship between age as 18-25 age group 

students are more involved in cyber bullying perpetration and are better users 

of internet. However, the result showed that there is no relationship between 

victimization and age and is in line with many studies. 'The majority of studies 

demonstrate the lack of association between age and cyber bullying 

victimization (Beran & Li, 2007; Didden et al., 2009; Juvoven & Gross, 2008; 

Katzer et al., 2009; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Smith et al., 2008; Varjas, 

Henrich, & Meyers, 2009; Wolak et al., 2007; Ybarra, 2004). Other studies, 
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however, have substantiated the relationship' (Dehue et al., 2008; Hinduja & 

Patchin, 2008; Kowalski & Limber, 2007; Slonje & Smith, 2007; Ybarra & 

Mitchell, 2008; Ybarra et al., 2007; Tokunaga, 2010, p. 280).   

  

Table 20: Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 
Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and gender (n=600) 
 

Male  
(N=332) 

Female 
(N=268) 

 
Cyber bullying 
dimensions Mean S.D Mean S.D 

Calculated 
value of ‘t’ 

Remarks 
at 5% 
level 

Internet Usage 10.15 3.74 10.62 3.83 1.49 NS 
Mobile bullying 
victimization 62.58 19.82 60.87 17.92 1.10 NS 

Internet bullying 
victimization 10.91 9.09 10.81 8.20 0.14 NS 

Bystanders 2.69 2.08 2.71 1.73 0.16 NS 
Attitude towards 
cyber bullying 51.99 11.94 53.54 11.61 1.60 NS 

Cyber bullying 
perpetration 

142.25 28.81 142.60 27.22 0.15 NS 

 
(At 5% level of significance the table value of ‘t’ is 1.96) 

 
 
Table 20 shows the relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions 

(Internet Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, 

Attitude towards cyber bullying) and gender (Male and Female).  Significantly, 

it was found that there is no relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions 

(Internet Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, 

Attitude towards cyber bullying) and gender. This results show that there is no 

significant difference between male and female in the perpetration or the 

victimization pattern of cyber bullying and is in consistent with many studies 
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(Beran & Li, 2007; Didden et al., 2009; Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Juvoven & 

Gross, 2008; Katzer et al., 2009; Li, 2006, 2007a; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; 

Topcu et al., 2008; Varjas et al., 2009; Williams & Guerra, 2007; Wolak et al., 

2007; Ybarra, 2004; Ybarra et al., 2007). A minority of studies provide support 

for viewing gender as a significant predictor of victimization (Dehue et al., 

2008; Kowalski & Limber, 2007; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2008; Ybarra et al., 

2007).   

'The existing studies do not offer a clear view on the gender differences 

in being a cyber bully. Although Aricak et al. (2008), Li (2006) and Slonje and 

Smith (2007) found slightly more males among cyber bullies, others (Patchin & 

Hinduja, 2006; Smith et al., 2008) did not find significant gender differences in 

cyber bullying. In a study by Kowalski and Limber (2007), girls outnumbered 

boys. The fact that girls, who are bullies less often in real life, seem to draw 

level with or even outrun boys in cyber bullying, could be explained by the 

‘hidden’ and indirect character of cyber bullying' (that is, related to ‘female’ 

forms of bullying) (Griffin & Gross, 2004; Stassen Berger, 2007; Vandebosch, 

& Van Cleemput, 2009, p. 6). Also in cases of cyber bullying victimization 

there is no commonality among studies in providing difference between male 

and females. 'A minority of studies provide support for viewing gender as a 

significant predictor of victimization (Dehue et al., 2008; Kowalski & Limber, 

2007; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2008; Ybarra et al., 2007). These latter studies find 

that females are disproportionately represented among victims. It still remains, 
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however, that no predominate gender differences in the research on 

victimization could be uncovered' (Tokunaga, 2010, p. 280). 

 
Table 21: Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 

Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 
towards cyber bullying) and marital status (n=600) 

 
Cyber 
bullying 
dimensions 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degree 
of 

Freedom

Mean 
Square

Calculated 
‘F’ value 

Remarks 
at 5% 
level 

Between 300.02 4 75.00 Internet 
Usage With in 8293.93 595 13.93 5.38 S 

Between 2671.13 4 667.78 Mobile 
bullying 
victimization With in 213623.32 595 359.03 1.86 NS 

Between 204.60 4 51.15 Internet 
bullying 
victimization With in 45121.46 595 75.83 0.67 NS 

Between 21.04 4 5.26 Bystanders With in 2217.35 595 3.72 1.41 NS 

Between 260.89 4 65.22 
With in 83332.57 595 140.05 

Attitude 
towards 
cyber 
bullying With in 10990.36 595 18.47 

0.46 NS 

Between 4.161 4 1.04 Cyber 
bullying 
perpetration With in 299.81 595 0.50 2.06 NS 

 
(At 5% level of significance for (4,595) df the table value of ‘F’ is 3.04) 

 
 
Table 19 shows the relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions 

(Internet Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, 

Attitude towards cyber bullying) and marital status (Married, divorced, 

separated and widowed students). It is found that except internet usage other 

variables are not found to have significant relationship with marital status. 

While comparing the mean scores of single/spinster (Mean=10.58), married 

(Mean=8.73), divorce (Mean=7.14), separate (Mean=7.67) and widow 
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(Mean=10.00) students in the internet usage, the single/spinster students are 

better internet users than the married, divorced, separated and widowed 

students. As told earlier, the frequency of online presence by married 

individuals may be lesser compared to the single individuals for reasons that 

married individuals may be tied with many household chores and others. This 

also makes them better internet users than married individuals. Also the major 

group of the respondents belong to unmarried group and this may be a reason 

for the relationship. However, the result did not show any relationship with 

either cyber bullying victimization or perpetration pattern with marital status. 

Previous studies (Peereault, 2009; Akbulut, Sahin, & Eristi, 2010; Halder, 

2013) indicated a relationship with victimization and marital status stating that 

single users are more vulnerable to victimization compared to married 

individuals. However, there are no studies that have analysed the perpetration 

pattern vis-à-vis marital status.  
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Table 22: Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 
Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and year of study (n=600) 
 

  
Cyber 
bullying 
dimensions 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degree 
of 

Freedom

Mean 
Square

Calculated 
‘F’ value 

Remarks 
at 5% 
level 

Between 127.68 4 31.92 Internet 
Usage With in 8466.27 595 14.22 2.24 NS 

Between 1780.71 4 445.17 Mobile 
bullying 
victimization With in 214513.75 595 360.52 1.23 NS 

Between 649.90 4 162.47 Internet 
bullying 
victimization With in 44676.15 595 75.08 2.16 NS 

Between 37.37 4 9.34 Bystanders With in 2201.02 595 3.69 2.52 NS 

Between 1237.56 4 309.39 Attitude 
towards 
cyber 
bullying 

With in 82355.90 595 138.41 2.23 NS 

Between 4.15 4 1.04 Cyber 
bullying 
perpetration With in 299.81 595 0.50 2.06 NS 

 
(At 5% level of significance for (4,595) df the table value of ‘F’ is 3.04) 

 
 
Table 22 shows the relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions 

(Internet Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, 

Attitude towards cyber bullying) and year of study.  Significantly, it was found 

that there is no relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 

Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and year of study.  
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Table 23: Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 
Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and Educational background (n=600) 
 

Cyber 
bullying 
dimensions 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degree 
of 

Freedom

Mean 
Square

Calculated 
‘F’ value 

Remarks 
at 5% 
level 

Between  211.22 3 70.40 Internet 
Usage With in 8382.73 596 14.06 5.00 S 

Between 7014.06 3 2338.02Mobile 
bullying 
victimization With in 209280.40 596 351.14 6.65 S 

Between 540.761 3 180.25 Internet 
bullying 
victimization With in 44785.30 596 75.14 2.39 NS 

Between  5.57 3 1.85 Bystanders With in 2232.82 596 3.74 0.49 NS 

Between 1615.98 3 538.66 
With in 81977.47 596 137.54 

Attitude 
towards 
cyber 
bullying With in 11094.10 596 18.61 

3.91 S 

Between 7.05 3 2.35 Cyber 
bullying 
perpetration With in 296.92 596 0.49 4.71 S 

 
(At 5% level of significance for (3,596) df the table value of ‘F’ is 3.04) 

 
 
Table 23 shows the relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions 

(Internet Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, 

Attitude towards cyber bullying) and educational background (Arts, Science, 

medicine and Engineering). It is found that except internet bullying 

victimization and bystanders pattern other variables such as internet usage, 

mobile bullying victimization, attitude towards cyber bullying and cyber 

bullying perpetration were found to have significant relationship with 

educational background (Arts, Science, medicine and Engineering). While 

comparing the mean scores of arts (Mean=10.22), science (Mean=10.20), 
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engineering (Mean=11.06) and medicine (Mean=7.23) students in the internet 

usage, the engineering students are better internet users than the arts, science, 

and medicine students. While comparing the mean scores of arts 

(Mean=58.65), science (Mean=62.06), engineering (Mean=67.11) and 

medicine (Mean=63.69) students in mobile bullying, the engineering students 

are found to be victims of mobile bullying than the arts, science, and medicine 

students. While comparing the mean scores of arts (Mean=53.01), science 

(Mean=50.29), engineering (Mean=54.75) and medicine (Mean=51.85) 

students in their attitude towards cyber bullying, the engineering students are 

found to have appropriately opined regard cyber bullying than the arts, science, 

and medicine students. While comparing the mean scores of arts (Mean=1.90), 

science (Mean=1.97), engineering (Mean=2.17) and medicine (Mean=2.15) 

students in cyber bullying perpetration, the engineering students are found to be 

involved in cyber bullying perpetration than the arts, science, and medicine 

students. Though, the major group of the respondents belong to arts stream, 

when it comes to perpetration, or being victims of mobile bullying, it is the 

engineering students who have a relationship with the variables. However, 

when it comes to cyber bullying victimization it is the arts students who 

showed some relationship (see Table 11).   
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Table 24: Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 
Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and Economic background (n=600) 
 

Cyber bullying 
dimensions 

Degree 
of 

Freedom

Calculated 
‘χ2’ value 

Remarks 
at5% level 

Internet Usage 3.879 NS 
Mobile bullying 
victimization 4.709 NS 

Internet bullying 
victimization 24.036 S 

Bystanders 2.413 NS 
Attitude towards cyber 
bullying  3.022 NS 

Cyber bullying 
perpetration 

4 

7.920 NS 

 
 

(At 5% level of significance for 4df the table value of ‘χ2’ is 9.488) 
 
 

Table 24 shows the relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions 

(Internet Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, 

Attitude towards cyber bullying) and economic background (high, medium and 

low income).  Significantly, it was found that there is no relationship between 

Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet Usage, Cyber Bullying Perpetration, 

Bystanders, Attitude towards cyber bullying) and economic background, except 

Internet bullying victimization is found to be significant with medium income 

group students being more victims compared to other groups. 

It should be noted a study (Akbulut, Sahin, & Eristi, 2010) found a 

higher correlation of high income group being victimised by cyber bullying, 

though Erdur-Baker and Kavşut (2007) study found that socioeconomic status 

was not a significant predictor. Also the results are not coherent as Topçu et al. 
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(2008) study which found that the public school students from low 

socioeconomic levels were more likely to report being cyber victims than 

private school students from high socioeconomic levels. Akbulut, Sahin, and 

Eristi, (2010) felt that ‘though ‘there was a direct relationship between Internet 

use frequency and socioeconomic status, indicating that high income-level 

meant higher amount of Internet use’ (p.199), however, victimization did not 

play a role in terms of high income level alone and they felt that ‘the high-

income group surfed foreign websites more often, which made them more 

vulnerable to cyber bullying’ (p.199). Considering the above studies the result 

of the present study is contrasting as it is found that the majority of victimized 

group belong to middle or average income group. It should be noted that the 

major group of the respondents belong to middle income group and also the 

middle income group spends more time online than lower income group or the 

high income group, for reasons of growth and mobility. A British study by 

Staksrud, Ólafsson, and Livingstone (2013) support this result. However, it 

should be noted that the middle class of India and Britain are not that equal. 

According to Staksrud, Ólafsson, and Livingstone (2013), middle income 

children are more prone to being bullied, seeing pornographic images, 

receiving sexual messages and indulging in risky behaviour such as meeting up 

with people they have only met online and Middle-class children were at 

greater risk because they were more likely to know their way round the internet 

and to have a personal computer in their bedroom, or a smart phone and also 

they are not monitored by their parents.  
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4.9. SOLUTIONS TO PREVENT CYBER BULLYING 
 

Table 25: Solutions to prevent Cyber Bullying (n=600) 
 

Solutions to prevent Cyber Bullying N (%) 

Blocking messages/ identities 192 32.0 

Reporting to the police or other authorities 225 37.5 

Asking them to stop 181 30.2 

Fighting back 133 22.2 

Ignoring it 221 36.8 

Keeping a record of offensive emails or texts 182 30.3 

Telling someone (teacher/parent) 128 21.3 

Changing email address or phone number 141 23.5 

Transfer bullies to another college 77 12.8 

Get parents, students and college staff together 
to talk about solutions 

99 16.5 

Involve parents of bullies and victims 83 13.8 

Punish students who participate in cyber-
bullying 

116 19.3 

Work out a solution between bully and victim 92 15.3 

Develop programs to teach students about 
cyber-bullying and its effects 

142 23.7 

Have a zero-tolerance policy toward cyber-
bullying 

92 15.3 

Expel or suspend the bullies 92 15.3 

Set up an anonymous phone line where 
students can report cyber-bullying 

104 17.3 

Remove computer and cell phone privileges at 
home or college 

76 12.7 
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Table 25 provides the solutions given by the respondents to prevent 

Cyber Bullying. 32% of the respondents’ preferred blocking 

messages/identities. 37.5% of the respondents favoured reporting the cyber 

bullying to police or other authorities. 30.2% of the respondents felt that asking 

the bully to stop the cyber bullying would be a good solution. 36.8% felt that 

ignoring would be one of the best solutions. 30.3% of the respondents felt that 

keeping a record of offensive emails or texts will be helpful in future for 

identifying the bully or reporting to the police. 23.5% of the respondents felt 

that changing email address or phone number might help in reducing cyber 

bullying. 19.3% of the respondents felt that the cyber bullying perpetrators 

should be punished. A moderate 15.3% of the respondents’ preferred victim 

offender mediation. 17.3% of the respondents felt that setting up an anonymous 

phone line for reporting cyber bullying will be effective in the prevention of 

cyber bullying and protecting victims of cyber bullying. 23.7% of the 

respondents felt that developing programs to teach students about cyber 

bullying and its effects will be very helpful. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

5.1. Summary 

Bullying is predominantly considered as a serious issue in western 

countries (Jaishankar, 2008). In India, bullying is part of certain cultures. Even 

though school bullying or college bullying is prevalent in the name of ragging 

(Ragging is strongly condoned now after Raghavan committee gained 

popularity), we do not give the connotation of bullying in the Indian context 

(Jaishankar & Shariff, 2008). However, there are new laws regarding ragging 

in schools and colleges, bullying per se has not been condoned. The use of 

modern technologies such as internet and mobile phones has increased the 

prevalence of bullying by school and college students. Today, internet and 

mobile phones have become a part of everybody’s lives, including students 

(Jaishankar & Shariff, 2008). The misuse and abuse of technology such as 

internet and mobile phones have surfaced and various cases of cyber bullying 

have emerged in India. In this present research work, an attempt is made to 

analyze the situation of bullying using internet and mobile phones among 

college students in selected Indian cosmopolitan cities. The study found out 

cyber victimization (70%) and perpetration (30%) and relationship with some 

variables. The major objectives of the study are: 

• To examine the nature and extent of various forms of cyber bullying 

among college students in Cosmopolitan Cities (New Delhi, Mumbai, 

Kolkata, Chennai and Bengaluru). 
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• To analyse the victimization, perpetration and bystander pattern of cyber 

bullying among college students.  

• To find out whether there is any significant relationship between 

dimensions of cyber bullying (Internet Usage, Cyber Bullying 

Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude towards cyber 

bullying) and gender, age, marital status, year of college, educational 

background and economic background. 

• To assess the level of internet usage, attitude towards cyber bullying 

among college students and elicit solutions to prevent cyber bullying 

victimization.  

 

5.2. Summary of Major findings 

5.2.1. Internet Usage 

• 39.8% of the respondents use internet once in a week, 29% of the 

respondents use internet several times in a week and 31.2% use internet 

daily. A collective pattern of the usage of internet shows that the 

majority of the respondents are online for most of the time.  

• Majority (36.3%) of the respondents stay online for an hour and another 

28.5% stay online for 1-3 hours and 24% stay online for at least half an 

hour. A collective pattern of these results would show that most of the 

respondents in an average stay online for at least 1-2 hours.  

• Majority of the respondents (43.3%) typically use social networking 

sites, especially Facebook and Orkut.  
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• 40% typically use internet for browsing and 35% of the respondents use 

the internet for Email. Though, the typical usage of internet is mostly for 

interaction purposes, a small per cent (19.3%) use internet for uploading 

images and videos. This however may be the use of images and videos 

in social networking sites like Facebook and YouTube.  

• Majority of the respondents use internet from their homes, but not in 

their bedroom (34.3%). A 27.5% of the respondents use internet in their 

homes specifically in their bedroom. A collective per cent of the above 

results (34.3%+27.5%=61.8%) would show that majority of the 

respondents (61.8) use internet typically from their home.  

• Apart from the home, a 31% of the respondents use internet in internet 

café. Notably, only 11.3% use internet from their college. Majority of 

the respondents (61.8%) have a moderate ability to use computers, while 

19.5% of the respondents are excellent in computer usage.  

 

5.2.2. Cyber Bullying - Victimization Pattern 

• Only 19.8% of the respondents felt that they were victimised by bullying 

through mobile phones, however, 27.8% of the respondents felt that they 

were victimized by taking photos using mobile camera.  

• 30.7% of the respondents felt that they were victimised through email 

bullying.  

• Text messages form another major mode used for bullying (22.3%).  
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• More than 13% of the respondents felt that they were victimised in the 

social networking sites such as orkut or Facebook.  

• Another 10.8% feel that they were victimized in chat room bullying.  

• A collective understanding of all the above modes of bullying 

victimization proves that bullying through the internet is on the rise 

among the college students in India.   

• More than 22% of the respondents felt that calling names was the most 

used method of abuse in the internet.  

• Also 16% felt that spreading rumours about them constituted a major 

chunk in their victimization online.  

• 70.5% of the respondents felt that they were victimized by online 

bullying at least 1-3 times in the past 6 months.  

• Among the male students, 29.8% of them have been victimized by cyber 

bullying at a low level, 42.8% of them have been moderately victimized 

by cyber bullying, and 27.4% of them have been highly victimized by 

cyber bullying.  

• Among the female students, 20.5% of them have been victimized by 

cyber bullying at a low level, 57.5% of them have been moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying, and 22.0% of them have been highly 

victimized by cyber bullying. By this result, we can infer that both 

female students and male students are moderately victimised by cyber 

bullying.  
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• Among 18-25 age group students (the majority group of respondents), 

23.5% of them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying at a 

low level, 50.6% of them have been victimized by cyber bullying, and 

25.9% of them have been highly victimized by cyber bullying.  

• Among the 26-30 age group students, 47.6% of them have been 

victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 31.0% of them have been 

moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 21.4% of them have been 

highly victimized by cyber bullying.  

• Among the 31-35 age group students, 41.2% of them have been 

victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 52.9% of them have been 

moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 5.9% of them have been 

highly victimized by cyber bullying. By this result, we can infer that the 

majority of the young adults in the 18-25 age groups are moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying and same is the case of the age group of 

26-30 and 31-35, though they form a small chunk of the respondents.   

• Among single/spinster group (the majority group of respondents), 25.0% 

of them have been victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 49.8% of 

them have been moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 25.2% of 

them have been highly victimized by cyber bullying.  

• Among the married group students, 32.5% of them have been victimized 

by cyber bullying at a low level, 50.0% of them have been moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying, and 25.2% of them have been highly 

victimized by cyber bullying.  
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• Among the divorced group students, 42.9% of them have been 

victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 28.6% of them have been 

moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 28.6% of them have been 

highly victimized by cyber bullying. By this result, we can infer that the 

majority of the respondents who are in the unmarried group are 

moderately victimized by cyber bullying and same is the case of the 

small number of married students. However, as undersized group of 

divorced students are only victimised in the internet by cyber bullying in 

a low level. As they are very minute group of respondents, a 

generalization is not possible.  

• Among the UG first year students, 27.7% of them have been victimized 

by cyber bullying at a low level, 42.6% of them have been moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying, and 29.7% of them have been highly 

victimized by cyber bullying.  

• Among the UG second year students, 28.1% of them have been 

victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 54.2% of them have been 

moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 17.7% of them have been 

highly victimized by cyber bullying.  

• Among the UG third year students, 20.4% of them have been victimized 

by cyber bullying at a low level, 50.9% of them have been moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying, and 28.7% of them have been highly 

victimized by cyber bullying.  
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• Among the PG first year students, 26.7% of them have been victimized 

by cyber bullying at a low level, 50.7% of them have been moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying, and 22.7% of them have been highly 

victimized by cyber bullying.  

• Among the PG second year students, 20.3% of them have been 

victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 45.8% of them have been 

moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 33.9% of them have been 

highly victimized by cyber bullying. By this result, we can infer that the 

majority of the respondents have been victimised moderately by 

bullying through internet. It is found that undergraduate students are 

victimised more than the post graduate students, however, a 

generalization is not made as the PG students form a lesser group of the 

sample.  

• Among the arts group students, 52.4% of them have been victimized by 

cyber bullying at a low level, 19.0% of them have been moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying, and 19.0% of them have been highly 

victimized by cyber bullying.  

• Among the science group students, 27.0% of them have been victimized 

by cyber bullying at a low level, 49.1% of them have been moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying, and 23.9% of them have been highly 

victimized by cyber bullying.  

• Among the engineering group students, 19.2% of them have been 

victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 45.0% of them have been 
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moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 35.8% of them have been 

highly victimized by cyber bullying.  

• Among the medicine group students, 23.1% of them have been 

victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 38.5% of them have been 

moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 38.5% of them have been 

highly victimized by cyber bullying. By this result, we can infer that the 

majority of the students of the Arts, Science, Engineering group have 

been victimised moderately by bullying through internet, with Arts 

students being in the group of higher level of victimization and the Arts 

students form the major group of this study.  

• Among the high income students, 23.5% of them have been victimized 

by cyber bullying at a low level, 52.9% of them have been moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying, and 23.5% of them have been highly 

victimized by cyber bullying.  

• Among the middle/average income students, 25.1% of them have been 

victimized by cyber bullying at a low level, 51.1% of them have been 

moderately victimized by cyber bullying, and 23.8% of them have been 

highly victimized by cyber bullying.  

• Among the low income students, 31.8% of them have been victimized 

by cyber bullying at a low level, 33.3% of them have been moderately 

victimized by cyber bullying, and 34.8% of them have been highly 

victimized by cyber bullying. By this result, we can infer that the 

majority of the respondents including High, Medium, and Low income 
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group students have been victimised moderately by bullying through 

internet, with a higher level of medium income group being victimised 

by cyber bullying.  

• Nearly 50% of the respondents told the bullies to stop the online 

bullying immediately. 40.4% of the respondents just moved away from 

the bullying, whereas, 36.2% of the respondents did nothing regarding 

their victimization.  

• The reporting behaviour of the victims is moderately good as 29.6% of 

the respondents reported to an online friend, 29.3% of the respondents 

reported to a college friend, 27% of the respondents reported to the 

parents, 28% of the respondents reported to their brother/sister, 27% of 

the respondents reported to their teachers, 26.4% of the respondents 

reported to the internet or mobile phone provided and 29.6% of the 

respondents reported to the Police.   

• 27.1% of the respondents laughed at their victimization as it is one of 

the immediate forms of coping method of any victimization, however, 

the exact impact of the victimization will be only known to the victim 

later. A good number of victims (30.5+31.4=61.9%) had deleted the 

aggressive material as well as blocked it.  

• Also 27.4% of the respondents changed their online id or nickname.  

• 28.3% of the respondents also bullied back and this is one immediate 

response that will be shown by any victim in case of victimization as it 

can be construed as self defence.  
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• 34.7% of the respondents felt worried about their victimization and 

19.2% of the victims have problems in concentrating in their studies.  

• More than 25% of the victims felt angry and their behaviour at home 

(9.3%) and friends (6.7%) changed and some lost their sleep (6.7%).  

• Bengaluru (Mean 164.98) tops in cyber bullying victimization followed 

by Delhi (Mean 149. 88) and Chennai (Mean 139.73). 

 

5.2.3. Cyber Bullying - Perpetration Pattern 

• Around 30% of the respondents involved in bullying others through 

internet.  

• Most of them (37.8%) spread rumours about someone online.  

• Some (13.7%) used websites to abuse others and 10.3% of the 

respondents have sent personal pictures of someone to others.  

• Also 13.7% of the respondents impersonated others.  

• Email abuse is little high, 26.5% of the respondents used Email as a 

mode to bully others.  

• Notably, majority of (41.8%) of the perpetrators used social networking 

sites like Orkut or Facebook to victimise others by bullying.  

 

5.2.4. Cyber Bullying – Bystander Pattern 

• 56.8% of the respondents have seen others being bullied online for at 

least 1-3 times in past 6 months.  
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• 24.5% of the respondents have often seen someone becoming a victim 

of cyber bullying and 10.8% of the respondents have frequently seen 

someone becoming victim of online bullying.  

• 20.8% of the respondents tried to stop the perpetrator in further 

involving in bullying someone online and 18.7% tried to befriend the 

victim and supported and 15.7% of the respondents reported the 

bullying to someone who could help and 7% directly told the perpetrator 

what he is doing is not right.  

• The bystander effect is also seen, where 13% left the online 

environment, 7% objected but not the perpetrator, 7.7% joined in the 

abuse, and 13.7% watched, but did not participate.  

 

5.2.5. Attitude towards Cyber Bullying  

• 65.1% of the respondents felt that cyber bullying is more serious issue 

than face-to-face bullying.  

• 34% of the respondents opined that cyber bullying is more acceptable 

than face-to-face bullying.  

• 48.7% of the respondents felt that the victims of cyber bullying are 

usually victimised for no specific reason.  

• 50% of the respondents opined that it is easier to get away with cyber 

bullying someone compared to face-to-face college bullying.  
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• 35.3% of the respondents felt that cyber bullies are jealous of their 

victim and 48.5% of the respondents felt that cyber bullies also usually 

bully at college.  

• 53.5% of the respondents opined that they would feel bad if they cyber 

bullied someone.  

• 48.8% of the respondents felt that they would be a better bystander of 

cyber bullying and they would try to stop such incidents.  

• Only 24.2% of the respondents blamed the victim. Overall, the results 

showed that the attitude of the respondents was pro victim and they 

wanted to prevent and protect victims of cyber bullying. 

 

5.2.6. Relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet Usage, 

Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude towards 

Cyber Bullying) and Other Variables 

 

• Except internet usage and cyber bullying perpetration, other variables 

are not found to have significant relationship with age.   

• While comparing the mean scores of 18-25 age (Mean=10.60), 26-30 

age (Mean=8.19) and 31-35 age (Mean=7.94) group of students in the 

internet usage, the 18-25 age group students are better internet users 

than the 26-30 age and 31-35 age group students.  

• While comparing the mean scores of 18-25 age (Mean=2.02), 26-30 age 

(Mean=1.74) and 31-35 age (Mean=1.65) group of students in their 
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cyber bullying perpetration, the 18-25 age group students are more 

involved in cyber bullying perpetration than the 26-30 age and 31-35 

age group students.  

• There is no relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 

Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and gender.  

• Except internet usage other variables are not found to have significant 

relationship with marital status. While comparing the mean scores of 

single/spinster (Mean=10.58), married (Mean=8.73), divorce 

(Mean=7.14), separate (Mean=7.67) and widow (Mean=10.00) students 

in the internet usage, the single/spinster students are better internet users 

than the married, divorced, separated and widowed students.  

• There is no relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 

Usage, Cyber Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude 

towards cyber bullying) and year of study.  

• Except internet bullying victimization and bystanders pattern other 

variables such as internet usage, mobile bullying victimization, attitude 

towards cyber bullying and cyber bullying perpetration were found to 

have significant relationship with educational background (Arts, 

Science, Medicine and Engineering).  

• While comparing the mean scores of arts (Mean=10.22), science 

(Mean=10.20), engineering (Mean=11.06) and medicine (Mean=7.23) 
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students in the internet usage, the engineering students are better internet 

users than the arts, science, and medicine students.  

• While comparing the mean scores of arts (Mean=58.65), science 

(Mean=62.06), engineering (Mean=67.11) and medicine (Mean=63.69) 

students in mobile bullying, the engineering students are found to be 

victims of mobile bullying than the arts, science, and medicine students.  

• While comparing the mean scores of arts (Mean=53.01), science 

(Mean=50.29), engineering (Mean=54.75) and medicine (Mean=51.85) 

students in their attitude towards cyber bullying, the engineering 

students are found to have appropriately opined regard cyber bullying 

than the arts, science, and medicine students.  

• While comparing the mean scores of arts (Mean=1.90), science 

(Mean=1.97), engineering (Mean=2.17) and medicine (Mean=2.15) 

students in cyber bullying perpetration, the engineering students are 

found to be involved in cyber bullying perpetration than the arts, 

science, and medicine students. Though, the major group of the 

respondents belongs to arts stream, when it comes to perpetration, or 

being victims of mobile bullying, it is the engineering students who have 

a relationship with the variables. However, when it comes to cyber 

bullying victimization it is the arts students who showed some 

relationship. 

• There is no relationship between Cyber Bullying Dimensions (Internet 

Usage, Cyber Bullying Perpetration, Bystanders, Attitude towards cyber 
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bullying) and economic background, except Internet bullying 

victimization is found to be significant with medium income group 

students being more victimised compared to other groups. 

 

5.2.7. Solutions to Prevent Cyber Bullying 

• 32% of the respondents’ preferred blocking messages/identities.  

• 37.5% of the respondents favoured reporting the cyber bullying to police 

or other authorities.  

• 30.2% of the respondents felt that asking the bully to stop the cyber 

bullying would be a good solution.  

• 36.8% felt that ignoring would be one of the best solutions.  

• 30.3% of the respondents felt that keeping a record of offensive emails 

or texts will be helpful in future for identifying the bully or reporting to 

the police.  

• 23.5% of the respondents felt that changing email address or phone 

number might help in reducing cyber bullying.  

• 19.3% of the respondents felt that the cyber bullying perpetrators should 

be punished.  

• A moderate 15.3% of the respondents’ preferred victim offender 

mediation.  

• 17.3% of the respondents felt that setting up an anonymous phone line 

for reporting cyber bullying will be effective in the prevention of cyber 

bullying and protecting victims of cyber bullying.  
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• 23.7% of the respondents felt that developing programs to teach students 

about cyber bullying and its effects will be very helpful. 

 

5.3. Conclusion 

With umpteen numbers of reports of cyber bullying, cyber vandalism, 

nuisance and finally kidnapping and murder through the Internet by the youth, 

it has become a serious problem for the colleges, parents, law and justice 

machinery and the society as a whole to maintain peace and inculcate good 

values in the youth. Cyber bullying is a much neglected problem in India. 

There was no specific law to prevent cyber bullying activities among students, 

though there are laws to prevent ragging.  

With the advent of Internet, the bullying behaviour has spread across the 

school and college campuses in India (Halder & Jaishankar, 2007). Many 

incidents of cyber bullying happen in India and they go unreported. They are 

reported only when they result in crimes like murder. When the Delhi MMS 

case brought the ugly side of use of mobile phones by the children, it was 

assumed that such incidents are rare and with one such reported incident the 

children with Indian value will never dare to do such things in the future. 

However, the infamous Bombay cyber bullying case proved the social thinking 

wrong and proved that cyber bullying is growing in India. 

When bullying is mediated or controlled to a certain extent by the 

teachers, counsellors and parents, Internet gave a virtual uncontrolled play 

ground for youth to do all kinds of mischief. Every educated Indian including 
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the youth has a second life in today’s worlds through the web which is 

anonymous in majority of the cases. Social networks like Orkut, Facebook, etc 

have created a new world of net friendship where every third person is known 

only through his “second life” i.e., net profile. Adolescents become easy prey 

for cyber crimes committed by anonymous persons. Anger, hatred and 

frustration are exposed to the “enemies” without any legal or social limits. 

Slowly such hateful messages are spread over to the vast net of virtual friends 

to defame the particular target. With the absence of any preventive policy and 

the Information Technology Act (2000 amended in 2008) made only for 

looking after E-commerce issues, the problem of cyber bullying has become an 

ugly monster which cannot be tamed.  

This research has found recent trends in the spurt of cyber bullying in 

India. They are: 

• Much exposure of school bullying and ragging. 

• Change of value system in children and youth as a result of over 

exposure of Television violence and Internet Pornography. 

• School / college vandalism in consequence of provocation from school / 

college bullying. 

• The newly evolving trend of school shoots out cases on account of 

school bullying. 

• Usage of cyber technology to transform the pattern of school / college 

bullying. 

• Lack of cyber security measures for college students. 
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• No policy guidelines to control cyber bullying. 

• Inadequate Information Technology Act to prevent cyber bullying. 

• Unsafe school atmosphere. 

• Domestic problems turning youth into bullying  /  cyber bullying. 

• Easy access to Internet, mobile phones with the camera make youth 

more courageous to experiment on mischievous acts at home itself. It 

gives them an easy way to take revenge. 

 

5.4. Recommendations 

1. In the U.S., U.K., and Canada, anti-bullying sites and support groups 

have mushroomed to redress this problem. For example, Bullying. ca, 

Be Safe Online, and Bully Online are just some of the hundreds of sites 

that offer advice, support, and resources to counter cyber bullying; 

however, there are no such organizations in India, as the concept of 

cyber bullying is still not widespread in India (Kapoor, 2003). 

2. Counselling plays a major role in curtailing bullying behaviour. 

However, at the same time unless there are some uniform policy 

guidelines, the cyber bullying can never be controlled.  

3. The need of the day is an anti cyber bullying law in the model of anti 

cyber bullying law prevalent in Canada, US and UK.  

4. Social awareness programmes are also needed to make the youth aware 

of risks of cyber bullying.  
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5. In India, ragging is now recognized as a penal offence. But the initial 

stage of ragging begins at school level. Hence, school bullying should 

be eliminated from the root itself.  

6. A youth friendly information technology law will help the youth to 

understand their cyber rights. 

7. Cyber bullying could be prevented only when the youth are taught about 

their limitations in the cyber world.  

8. Many cyber cafes are adopting the rule of demonstrating prohibitory 

notices on the use of pornographic websites. Similarly, youth should be 

strictly monitored in every public cyber café as well as homes. 

9. The Principals of certain colleges agree that, bullying habit depends 

much on the home environment rather than college environment, so 

most of the responsibilities lie with the parents.  

10. Even if the counsellors are appointed by some colleges to control the 

aggressive behaviour of the college students, unless the counselling 

reaches the grass root level of bullying behaviour of the school kids, it 

cannot be controlled (Banerjee, 2005). 

11.  The solutions provided in the research and which were endorsed by the 

respondents should be considered.  

 

 

 

 



 152

5.5. Limitations of the study 

All samples are non-random and as such, generalisations to other survey 

results cannot be made. Nor can generalisations be made to the entire 

population of victims or perpetrators of cyber bullying. An unknown number of 

individuals may not define themselves as cyber bullying victims or 

perpetrators, or if they do so, they may be unwilling to come forward and speak 

openly about their experiences. This survey is the only of its kind so far 

conducted in five major cities in India. The scope of the study is limited only to 

specific colleges of five cities. Due to time constraints a specific tool for 

measuring psychological victimization could not be made and this would be 

done for future studies and it is also a direction for future studies.  This study 

also has constraints like time and finance. Also there were many challenges in 

the data collection which are presented below.  

 

5.5. a. Challenges in collecting primary data:  

1. Collecting the facts from the respondents: Some respondents (College 

students) did not want to reveal the facts such as their involvement in 

bullying and also their victimization in cyber bullying.  

2. Length of the questionnaire and duration: Many students felt that the 

questionnaire is very lengthy (even though it is only 10 pages) and the 

duration taken to answer all the questions tested the patience of the 

respondents as many respondents were reluctant to spend their free time 

in such activity.  
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3. Unwilling to face the researcher: Some of the students were very 

reluctant to participate in the research and they tried to ignore / avoid the 

researcher. 

4. Problem of understanding questions: Many students felt and brought 

to the researcher’s notice during the discussion that they could not 

understand many questions in the questionnaire.  

5. Understanding Jargons: Many of the students did not understand 

certain jargons of the research especially the word ‘bullying’ is not 

commonly used in India and understood by the students. 

 

5.5. b. Challenges in analyzing secondary data 

 There are no previous studies in the areas of cyber bullying among 

college students in India. Most of the international studies only focused on 

cyber bullying among school students. Hence, secondary data related on cyber 

bullying among college students in India and abroad, became a difficult task 

for the researcher. The researcher through the supervisor interacted with some 

foreign experts on cyber bullying and gained some insights regarding the topic. 

In addition, the researcher utilized various studies on cyber bullying among 

school students. 
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APPENDIX  

QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
COLLEGE STUDENTS – CYBER BULLYING (TEASING) QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
All the data will be kept confidential  

 
Please tick  

 
I. SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
1. Gender:  
Male  Female  
 
2. Age: 
18-25     25-30      30-35  
 
3. Marital status: 
Single   Married   Divorced   Separated   Widowed  
 
4. Year of College 
 Ist year   IInd  year   IIIrd year   PG Ist year    PG IInd Year  
 
5.  Educational background:      
 Arts      Science      Engineering   Medicine   
 
6. Economic background:      
 High      Middle      Low    
 
II. INTERNET USAGE 

 
1. How often do you go on-line / use the computer? 

 
Once a week  Several times a week  Everyday  
 
 

2. On average, how long do you spend on the computer in a day? 
 
Half an hour  an hour  1-3 hours          More 
than 3 hours  
 
 

3. What do you typically do online? 
 

Websites / pages   Message boards   Chat rooms / messenger   



  viii

 
Playing games  Surfing / Browsing  Uploading images / videos
  
 
Downloading music  Social networking (e.g. face book, orkut)   
 
Email    Other e.g._____________________________________    
 
 
4. Where are you most likely to use the internet? (please tick all boxes 

that apply)  
In my bedroom   

At home, not in my bedroom    

At college    

Friend’s house    

College/Work    

At the local library    

Internet café    

At a relative’s house    

Other (please state)_______________________  

 
5. How would you rate your ability to use computers?  
 
Not very good  

Okay  

Excellent  

 
III. CYBER BULLYING 

 
6. Has anyone used mobile phone to call you names, threaten you, 

embarrass you, or sent texts/pictures/videos that made you 
uncomfortable in the past 6 months? 
 

 
 

Seldom 

1 to 3 times in 

Often 

3‐6 times in 

past 6 months

Frequently 

Twice a month 
Not at all  Very Frequently 

E k



  ix

 
7. Using their mobile phone camera, has anybody ever taken a 

photograph of you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable, 
embarrassed or threatened in the past 6 months?  

 
Yes  No    
 
8. As far as you know, was a photograph of that particular incident sent 

to anyone else? 
 
Yes  No    
 
9. While online (internet), has anyone used any of the following to call you 

names, threaten you, embarrass you, spread rumours about you or 
send pictures or words that made you uncomfortable? (tick all boxes 
that apply) 

 
Email     Developed an unkind website about you   

Text messages   A negative message board / online blog entry  

Online video clips of you  Chat room (e.g. instant messenger)  

Interactive gaming   Social networking site (e.g. orkut/face book)  

Virtual world (e.g. Second Life)  Other e.g.______________________    

 
10. What did they do? (tick all boxes that apply) 
 

Called me names/made me feel bad   

Threatened or scared me    

Spread rumours about me    

Sent personal pictures of me to others    

Pretended to be me    

Sent me notes or pictures that made me uncomfortable    

Other (please describe)  

 
11. How frequently? 

 

Seldom 

1 to 3 times in 

Often 

3‐6 times in 

past 6 months

Frequently 

Twice a month 
Not at all  Very Frequently 

E k



  x

12.  I tried the following after being cyber bullied:  
 
 

Circle how successful this was  
Tick all that apply Very 

successful 
     neutral Very 

unsuccessful
 Told the bully(s) to stop 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Got away from it 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Did nothing 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Stayed offline 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Bullied back  1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Told an online friend  1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Told college friend 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Told parent(s)   1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Told brother/sister  1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Told teacher   1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Informed the police   1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Laughed it off   1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Deleted aggressive material  1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Blocked online material  1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Changed online ID or nickname  1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

Printed material and showed to someone 
else 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

Reported bullying to internet or mobile 
phone provider  1 2 3 4 5 

 
 Other – explain…… 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 



  xi

13. Cyber bullying made me (tick all boxes that apply) 
 
feel worried  have problems concentrating on my college work  

feel angry  feel physically ill (e.g. stomach ache, headache, sore 

throat)  

feel frustrated  have problems sleeping  to avoid college  

 lose my appetite   behave differently with my friends  

feel upset   behave differently at home   

 
 
 
IV. EXPERIENCES AS A CYBER-BULLY 
 
14. Have you ever bullied someone online - for example, called someone 

names, threatened them, spread rumours about them, or sent pictures 
or words that made them uncomfortable? 

 
Yes  

No    

 
15. What did you do? (tick all boxes that apply) 
 
Sent personal pictures of someone to others  

Spread rumours about someone  

Threatened someone  

Sent notes or pictures to someone that made them uncomfortable  

Pretended to be someone else online  

Called someone names  

Other (please describe)  

 
16. How did you do it? (tick all boxes that apply)  
Social networking sites like Orkut or Face book    

Pictures or webcam   

Text message by cell phone   

Website   

Internet game   



  xii

MSN Messenger or another form of instant messaging   

Email   

Other (please describe) 

 
17. How frequently do you do this? 
 

 
 
 
V. EXPERIENCES OF SEEING SOMEONE CYBER-BULLIED 
 
18. Have you ever seen someone being bullied online over the past 6 

months? 
 

 
19.  What did you do? (tick all boxes that apply)  
 

I tried to befriend the victim    

I reported the bullying to someone who could help    

I left the online environment    

I tried to get the person to stop    

I objected, but not to the person doing the bullying   

I joined in   

I watched but didn’t participate    

I objected to the person doing the bullying    

Other (please describe) 

 
 
 
 

Seldom 

1 to 3 times in 

Often 

3‐6 times in 

past 6 months

Frequently 

Twice a month 
Not at all  Very Frequently 

E k

Seldom 

1 to 3 times in 

Often 

3‐6 times in 

past 6 months

Frequently 

Twice a month 
Not at all  Very Frequently 

E k



  xiii

VII. OPINION ON CYBER BULLYING 
 
20. Your attitudes toward cyber bullying 
 

Circle your level of agreement with the following 
statements: 

Strongly      
Agree  

Agree  Neutral  Disagree   
            

Strongly     
         

Disagree 
Cyber bullying is more serious than face-to-face college 
bullying 1 2 3 4 5 

Cyber bullying is more acceptable than face-to-face 
college bullying 1 2 3 4 5 

Cyber victims are usually victimised for no specific reason 
 1 2 3 4 5 

It is fun to cyber bully someone 
 1 2 3 4 5 

It is easier to get away with cyber bullying someone 
compared to face-to-face college bullying 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Cyber bullies are cool 
 1 2 3 4 5 

Victims of cyber bullying ask to be bullied 
 1 2 3 4 5 

The consequences of cyber bullying are less harmful than 
face-to-face college bullying  1 2 3 4 5 

Cyber bullies are jealous of their victim 
 1 2 3 4 5 

Cyber bullies also usually bully at college 
 1 2 3 4 5 

I would feel bad if I cyber bullied someone  
 1 2 3 4 5 

It is exciting to cyber bully someone 
 1 2 3 4 5 

I would not feel guilty if I cyber bullied someone 
 1 2 3 4 5 

I think cyber bullying is funny and laugh about it with my 
mates 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

If I knew cyber bullying was happening, I would try to 
stop it 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Victims of cyber bullying are weak 1 2 3 4 5 
A cyber victim is usually a victim of bullying at college 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 



  xiv

VI. CYBER-BULLYING SOLUTIONS 
 
21. Below are some suggestions for stopping or preventing cyber-bullying. 

Please choose the THREE BEST SOLUTIONS (1 – best; 2 – second 
best; 3 – third best). 

 

Blocking messages/ identities    

Reporting to the police or other authorities    

Asking them to stop    

Fighting back    

Ignoring it    

Keeping a record of offensive emails or texts    

Telling someone (teacher/parent)    

Changing email addresses or phone number    

Transfer bullies to another college   

Get parents, students and college staff together to talk about solutions   

Involve parents of bullies and victims   

Punish students who participate in cyber-bullying   

Work out a solution between bully and victim   

Develop programs to teach students about cyber-bullying and its effects   

Have a zero-tolerance policy toward cyber-bullying   

Expel or suspend the bullies    

Set up an anonymous phone line where students can report cyber-bullying   

Remove computer and cell phone privileges at home or college   
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