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Who are

bully-victims?

One in four students (25.7%) were found to be involved in
cyberbullying both as bully and victim.??

However, prevalence is difficult to define and varies widely.3!

Bully-victims employ previous perpetrators’ tactics in their own
interactions, whether in-person or online.

Binary perception of bullying roles, and lack of awareness leads
to oversight of this most vulnerable group, and ineffective
intervention programmes.2% 40



Theoretical Underpinnings and Key Terms

Moral Disengagement: The emotional disconnection between one’s actions and their effects on others.*?
Cognitive Appraisal: Evaluating what happens to oneself based on how an experience affects their wellbeing.?*
. Problem-focused Coping: Change the actual terms of the troubled person-environment relationship

. Emotion-focused Coping: Regulating emotional distress.

*  Confrontive Coping: Detrimental, impulsive, reactive.

Cyclic Process Model: Victim is harmed online, turns to social media to produce antisocial content, their
content reinforces cyberbullying within their networks.*?

Emotion Regulation: A coping mechanism with negative or positive behaviours?!?

. Negative: Blaming others or oneself, ruminating, catastrophizing

. Positive: Acceptance, putting things in perspective, refocusing on positive thoughts, learning from the situation.




Predictive Factors

*  Gender: Unclear which is more likely to fall into a cyberbully-victim cycle; often males.% 1322, 3>

Depression: More likely to engage in confrontive coping and escape-avoidance, harming interpersonal
relationships both off- and online.?>
e  SES & Maladaptive Parenting: Low SES, reduced access to technology, abusive and non-abusive home

environments.® 3 6, 10,20, 25,37, 38




1. What are the factors that predispose an individual to become
a cyberbully-victim?

Resea rCh 2. Do these factors differ from those of “pure” cyberbullies and

- ure cybervictims?
Questions e e

3. What are the optimal preventative strategies to address the
identified factors?




Methodology




Study Design

Survey:
e Part 1: Adolescent questionnaire, 16 items, on
bullying behaviours and victimization experiences.
e Part 2: Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire
(SDQ) for caregivers.18
* Externalising problems: conduct and
hyperactivity problems
 Internalising problems: emotional and peer
problems

Participants:
Adolescents aged 14-15 & their
caregivers in England, Scotland and
Wales
Total sample: 763 dyads
53.6% male, 46.4% female




Procedure: Part 1

Variable Criteria

Rated the frequency of cyberbullying actions as 4 (“2 or 3

is_bully times a week”) or higher to all of first 8 questions

Rated the frequency of cybervictimisation as 4 (“2 or 3

is_bullied . ” : :
- times a week”) or higher to all of latter 8 questions




Procedure: Part 2

* Multinomial Logistic Regression: an analysis method to explain the relationship between a response
variable with more than two categories (in this case, bully, victim, bully-victim, and neither) and several
guantitative variables (gender, SES, and SDQ scores for externalising and internalising problems)

* Odds Ratios (ORs) calculated with 95% confidence intervals.

 Significance tested at a = 0.05




Hypotheses

High externalising = pure cyberbully

High internalising = pure cybervictim

Both high externalising and high internalising = cyberbully-
victim

Null Hypothesis: There is no relationship between these
predictive factors and one’s cyberbullying role



Results and
Discussion




Results: Descriptive Stats

Assigned Externalising Internalising
Bully |Victim  Group Count Gender (%) SDQ Scores  problems Problems
Female Male Mean SD Mean 5D Mean 5D
4 13
1 0) Bully 17 338 9.19 176 5.1 16.2 448
(23.5%)  (76.5%)
. 15 14
o) 1 Victim 29 355 /752 174 497 181 4.45
(51.7%) (48.3%)
- 32 50
1 1 Bully-Victim 82 393 791 196 3.8/ 19.7 455
(39%) (61%)
, 303 332
o) o) Neither 635 284 6.47 145 35 13.95 3.78

(47.7%) (52.3%)




Results: Effects of SES, Gender, and SDQ Composite Scores

Bully

Victim

Bully-
Victim

P-

SE
value

0.081 0.08

0.066 0.44

0.045 0.01

Odds
Ratio
(95% ClI)

1.153
(15.4%)

1.052
(5.2%)

1.123
(12.3%)

SE

0.6 0.24

0.419 0.39

0.294 0.44

Odds
Ratio
(95% ClI)

0.492
(-50.8%)

1.434
(43.4%)

1.253
(25.3%)

Externalising Problems

SE P-value

0.081 2.8x107?

0.061 1.9x10*

0.043 1.1x107

Odds Ratio
(95% Cl)

1.196
(19.6%)

1.083
(8.3%)

1.207
(20.7%)

Internalising Problems

P-value

0.0746 8.6x10*

0.0516 1.5x107

0.0368 4.9x10°

Odds
Ratio
(95% Cl)

1.013
(1.3%)

1.178
(17.8%)

1.183
(18.3%)




Results: Effects of Externalising Problems

Externalising Problems

Odds  Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
SE P-value SE P-value SE P-value
(95% Cl) (95% Cl) (95% Cl)
0.502
Bully 0.08 0.09 1.146 (14.6%) 0.601  0.25 0.059 1.7x1073 1.203 (20.3%)
(-49.8%)
Victim 0.064 0.4 1.056 (5.6%) 0.405 0.21 1.659 (65.9%) 0.047 1.6x10> 1.23(22.6%)

Bully-

Victim 0.043 0.003 1.138(13.8%) 0.283 0.21 1.423 (42.3%) 0.033  0.00x10° 1.376 (37.6%)




Results: Effects of Internalising Problems

Internalising Problems

Odds  Ratio Odds  Ratio Odds Ratio
SE P-value SE P-value SE P-value
(95% Cl) (95% Cl) (95% Cl)
0.387
Bully 0.08 0.13 1.128 (12.8%) 0.587 0.11 (61.3%) 0.054 1.9x102 1.13 (13.3%)
- . (0]

Victim 0.065 0.52 1.043 (4.3%) 0.4 0.53 1.284 (28.4%) 0.040  1.3x10” 1.24 (23.6%)

Bully- 1.1 0.865 1.32
o 0.044 0.03 0.276 0.6 0.028  0.00x10°
Victim (10%) (-13.5%) (32%)




Discussion

1. High externalising problem scores = higher
likelihood of exhibiting cyberbully behaviour

.

2. High internalising problem scores = higher
likelihood of exhibiting cybervictim behaviour

‘ 3. High scores for both externalising and
internalising problems = greater likelihood of

exhibiting cyberbully-victim behaviour




Discussion

Demographic factors:

* SES ssignificantly affected cyberbully-victims, with those from wealthier backgrounds being more

likely to fit this role.

* Gender differences only appeared when isolating internalizing problem scores, with cyberbully-

victims more likely to be male, bullies more likely to be male.



What can be

done?

Schools: Implement anti-cyberbullying education programmes
that acknowledge the cycle of cyberbullying and cyber
victimisation, and/or train counsellors in how to mediate online
conflict among their students, and publicise to the student
body that complaints about cyberbullying are taken seriously.

Government & Law Enforcement: Reconsider implementing a
UK Cyberbullying Act, as existing legislation is insufficient. Train
law enforcement in online activity and developmental
psychology.

Platforms: Offer clearer avenues of help and support to
cyberbully-victims, rather than blocking and deactivating users
when they eventually bully others.

Everyone: Approach online aggressors with empathy rather
than ridicule, present ways to regulate emotional responses
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