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India stands third in the globally visible serious issue of cyberbullying. Urban
adolescents are enormous user of technology and Ahmedabad being one of the top
city of Internet usersis supposed to be at high risk. The study was aimed to examine
the nature and extent of cyberbullying among adolescents of Ahmedabad city of Gujarat
state. The sample consisted of 240 respondents (120 boysand 120 girls) from standard
VII to XII of two private co-educational English medium schools. Self — prepared
guestionnaire and modified version of Cyberbullying and Online Aggression Survey
Instrument (Hinduja and Patchin, 2015) was used to €elicit the data. Involvement in
cyberbullying was seen for life time and for last thirty days before gathering the data.
Findingsindicates that nearly fifteen (14.17%) per cent respondentswereinvolved in
cyberbullying in their lifetime whereas seven (6.67 %) per cent were involved in last
thirty days. The most common ways of cyberbullying were posting mean or hurtful
comments and spreading of rumours. Computer instant messages and Facebook was
most usua online environment where cyberbullying occurred. Overall, the extent of
involvement of respondentsin cyberbullying was low but it was sufficient enough to
identify its emergence in our society.

INTRODUCTION

Four types of persons are involved in cyberbullyingi.e.

either cyberbullies, cyber victims, both cyberbully and

Bullying is a long standing problem since decade
which occursin surroundings such as school, playground
or neighbourhood. It is an aggressive behaviour that is
repeated and involves a power imbal ance favouring the
offender (Olweus, 1994). It may be physical, verbal and
relational. But rapid development of information and
communi cation technol ogi es has changed the traditional
form of bullying into cyberbullying. The term
cyberbullying is defined as “wilful and repeated harm
inflicted through the use of computers, cell phones and
other electronic devices” (Hinduja and Patchin, 2012).

victims, and those who have neither cyberbullied nor been
cyber victimised (Florell and Wygant, 2013).

Wide variation (6 % to 75 %) exists regarding
prevalence of cyberbullying (Hindujaand Patchin, 2012)
among adolescents. Indiaison thethird position with 53
per cent of children bullied online behind China and
Singapore (Global Youth Online Behaviour Survey
released by Microsoft in 2012). Further, one in every
four Indian teenager isavictim of cyber bullying (Mitch
et al., 2014). Adolescents are bullied at different
frequencies i.e. monthly, weekly and daily (Dinkes et
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al., 2009).

Cyberbullying occurs by innumerabl e technol ogi cal
nature or ways. It encompasses publicly revealing
personal information (Willard, 2005), sending harmful
or threatening messages, posting derogatory comments
on web site or social networking site, physically
threatening and intimidating someone in a variety of
online settings (Burgess et al., 2009), creating web sites
with content and posting pictures asking other peopleto
rate things without consent of an individual (Willard,
2006), bothering someone online by teasing in a mean
way, calling someone hurtful names, intentionally leaving
persons out of things, threatening someone and saying
unwanted sexually-related things (Patchin and Hinduja,
2006) etc.

The chief causes for cyberbullying behaviour are
high accessto technology (Beran and Li, 2005), revenge
(Raskauskas and Stoltz, 2007), perceived anonymity
(Dempsey et al., 2009), lack of awareness (Campbell,
2005), lack of support and guidance of family (Wells
and Mitchell, 2008), negative personal experiences and
parental alienation (Mitchell et al., 2007), pleasure
seeking and perceived social benefits (Hinduja and
Patchin, 2009). Male students (Nabuzoka, 2003)
particularly in middle school to high school students
(Wolak et al., 2006) are more proneto cyberbullying. In
addition to this, students who are from lower income
families, overweight or underweight, new or fresh,
perceived as weak, depressed, anxious with low self-
esteem, antisocia or unpopular are more vulnerable.

Cyberbullying has been linked to multiple
mal adaptive emotional, psychological, and behavioural
outcomes (Patchin and Hinduja, 2006). The effects of
cyberbullying vary depending on the victim but the
consequences include low self-esteem, anxiety, feeling
sad, being scared, feeling embarrassed, depression, anger,
truancy, decreased academic achievement, an increased
tendency to violate others, school violence and suicide
(Beranand Li, 2005; Willard, 2006;Hindujaand Patchin,
2009).

Glaobally, little scientific research existstill date and
when it comes to India there is a dearth of research in
thistopic. The proposed research was doneto bridge the
gap and seeks to improve the cyberbullying research.

Theabjective of the study wasto examinethe nature
and extent of cyberbullying among adolescents of
Ahmedabad city of Gujarat state.
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MATERIAL AND METHODS

The study was conducted in Ahmedabad which is
the most advanced metropolitian city of Gujarat state
and supposed to be at high risk of cyberbullying. A total
of 240 respondents from class V11 to XII were selected
fromtwo private co-educati onal English medium schools
through simple random sampling. Three class categories
were framed i.e. VII-VIII, IX-X and XI-XII and from
each category 40 respondents consisting of 20 boys and
20 girls were selected. The data was collected with the
use of two tools i.e. demographic information
questionnaire (self - structured) and modified version of
Cyberbullying and Online Aggression Survey Instrument
(Hindujaand Patchin, 2015). Demographic information
questionnaire elicited information regarding socio-
personal and information communication technology
variables. A structured questionnaire “Cyberbullying and
Online Aggression Survey Instrument” was adopted to
examine the nature and extent of cyberbullying.
Responses were judged on 5 point scale i.e. never=0;
twice=1; a few times=2; many times=3; every day=4.
Appropriate statistical measures were used to analyze
the data.

OBSERVATIONS AND ANALYSIS

Thepresent study initsbroad senseisan attempt to
find out the existing situation of cyberbullying among
adolescents. The study findings have been presented in
two parts:

Demographic information of respondents:

Demographic information of respondents in
cyberbullying during their entirelife periodis presented
in Table 1 (socio-personal aspects) and Table 2 (use of
ICT). Most of the respondents (85.83%) were not
involved in cyberbullying while nearly fifteen per cent
(14.17%) were involved in their entire lifetime. The
involved respondentsincludes victims (7.50%), offenders
(4.17%) and both (2.50%).

Table 1 illustrates the socio-personal information
of respondents. With regard to age, majority of the
respondentswereintheagerange of 16to 17 years(30.41
%) for total sample. Similar trend was seen for victims
(17.65%) and offenders (14.71%). Though equivalent
numbers of male and femal e were taken but it was seen
that majority of victim (32.35%) and offender (17.65%)
of cyberbullying were male. Same number of respondents
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was taken from VII to VIII, IX to X and XI-XII and it
was noticed that most of respondents from standard V1
to VIII (35.44%) were not involved in cyberbullying.
With regard to type of family, most of the respondents
from total sample were from nuclear family (59.58%)
and forty per cent belonged to joint families (40.42%).
Majority of the respondents had two siblings (58.75%)
and belonged tofirst ordinal position (57.91%). Most of
the mothers of total respondents were homemakers
(71.25%) whereasfew werein Government job (6.67%).
More than half of the respondents’ fathers were involved
in business (55.41%). Surprisingly, more than forty per

cent of the total respondents were not aware about their
annual income (41.25%) whereas twenty six per cent
were having three to five lakh annual family income
(26.67%).

Table 2 indicates the use of information
communication technology by respondents. With regard
to useof internet it was found that majority (93.33%) of
the respondents were using internet while few (6.67%)
were not using it in day to day life. Internet users were
found to be moreinclined towards cyberbullying (victim-
52.94%, offender-26.47%, both-17.65%) than non-users.
For browsing internet mobile phone (79.17%) was

Tablel1: Distribution of respondents accor ding to socio-per sonal aspects (n=240)
Not involved in Involved in cyberbullying (n=34) Total sample
Socio-personal information cyberbullying Victim of Offender of Both victim and
(n=206) cyberbullying (n=18) cyberbullying (n=10) offender (n= 6)
Age 12-13 62 (30.10) 6 (17.65) 1(2.94) 0(0.00) 69 (28.76)
14-15 61 (29.61) 5(14.71) 4 (11.76) 2(5.89) 72 (30.00)
16-17 60 (29.12) 6 (17.65) 5(14.71) 2(5.89) 73(30.41)
18-19 23(11.17) 1(2.94) 0 (0.00) 2(5.89) 26 (10.83)
Gender Mae 100 (48.54) 11 (32.35) 6 (17.65) 3(8.82) 120 (50.00)
Female 106 (51.46) 7 (20.59) 4 (11.76) 3(8.82) 120 (50.00)
Standard 7-8 73(35.43) 7 (20.59) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 80 (33.33)
9-10 66 (32.03) 6 (17.65) 6 (17.65) 2(5.89) 80(33.33)
11-12 67 (32.54) 5(14.71) 4 (11.76) 4 (11.76) 80 (33.33)
Type of family Nuclear 122 (59.22) 10 (29.41) 6 (17.65) 5(14.71) 143 (59.58)
Joint 84 (40.78) 8(23.53) 4 (11.76) 1(2.94) 97 (40.42)
Number of One 31(15.04) 2(5.89) 0(0.00) 1(2.94) 34(14.17)
siblings Two 119 (57.77) 10 (29.41) 8(23.53) 4 (11.76) 141 (58.75)
Three 36 (17.48) 3(8.82) 1(2.94) 1(2.94) 41 (17.08)
More 20(9.71) 3(8.82) 1(2.94) 0 (0.00) 24 (10.00)
Ordinal position  First 115 (55.83) 12 (35.30) 7 (20.59) 5(14.71) 139 (57.91)
Second 74 (35.92) 5(14.71) 2(5.89) 1(2.94) 82(34.17)
Third 13(6.31) 1(2.94) 1(2.94) 0(0.00) 15 (6.25)
More 4(1.94) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 4(1.67)
Occupation of Govt. job 14 (6.80) 1(2.94) 1(2.94) 0 (0.00) 16 (6.67)
mother Private job 28 (13.59) 3(8.82) 0 (0.00) 1(2.94) 32(13.33)
Business 18 (8.74) 0 (0.00) 2(5.89) 1(2.94) 21(8.75)
Homemaker 146 (70.87) 14 (41.18) 7 (20.59) 4 (11.76) 171 (71.25)
Occupation of Govt. job 26 (12.62) 4 (11.76) 1(2.94) 2(5.89) 33(13.76)
father Private job 60 (29.13) 4 (11.76) 6 (17.65) 2(5.89) 72 (30.00)
Business 118 (57.28) 10 (29.41) 3(8.82) 2(5.89) 133 (55.41)
Agri and alied 2(0.97) 0 (0.00) 0(0.00) 0 (0.00) 2(0.83)
Annual family <3lakh 28 (13.59) 3(8.82) 4 (11.76) 4 (11.76) 39 (16.26)
income 3lakh- 5 lakh 55 (26.69) 6 (17.65) 2(5.89) 1(2.94) 64 (26.67)
5 lakh -7 lakh 26 (12.62) 3(8.82) 1(2.94) 1(2.94) 31(12.91)
> 7 lakh 6(2.91) 1(2.94) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 7(2.91)
Do not know 91 (44.17) 5(14.71) 3(8.82) 0 (0.00) 99 (41.25)
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commonly used device by respondents. Half (50.0%) of
the respondents who were involved in cyberbullying as
victims were mobile phone users. Internet was mainly
used for social interaction (77.92%) and school work
(60.42%). Majority (84.58%) of the respondents
informed that they used internet for equal or less than
two hours. More than half (55.42%) of the respondents
were aware while nearly forty five (44.58%) per cent
did not knew about internet safety. Out of involved
respondentslittle more than thirty two (32.35%) per cent
victims had no knowledge about internet safety. The
knowledge about cyber safety may minimize the risk of
cyberbullying activities. Information about parental
control on use of internet depicted that sixty five per
cent (65.00%) respondents had parental control for the

use of internet whilethirty five (35.0%) per cent reported
no control. Due to parental control sixty three (63.11%)
per cent respondents were away from the web of
cyberbullying. Mgjority (81.25%) of the respondents
were not aware about the term “cyberbullying’ whereas
about nineteen per cent (18.75%) respondents were
aware.

Nature and extent of cyberbullying among
respondents:

The nature of cyberbullying was seen in terms of
itsoccurrence, ways of involvement and environment in
whichit takesplace. Inlast thirty daysabout six per cent
(6.67%) respondents were involved in cyberbullying
which consisted of victims (3.33%), offenders (1.67%)

Table?2: Distribution of respondents according to their useof ICT (n=240)
Not involved in Involved in cyberbullying (n=34) Total sample
Useof ICT cyberbullying Victim qf Offender pf Both victim and
(n=206) cyberbullying cyberbullying offender
(n=18) (n=10) (n=6)

Use of Internet Yes 191 (92.72) 18 (52.94) 9(26.47) 6 (17.65) 224 (93.33)

No 15 (7.28) 0 1(2.94) 0 16 (6.67)
Devices* Do not have own 15 (7.28) 0 (0.00) 1(2.94) 0 (0.00) 16 (6.67)

Mobile phone 163 (79.13) 17 (50.00) 5(14.71) 5(14.71) 190 (79.17)

Laptop 47 (22.81) 6 (17.65) 0(0.00) 1(2.94) 54 (22.50)

Desktop PC 32(15.53) 5(14.71) 1(2.94) 1(2.94) 39 (16.25)

Tablet 14 (6.80) 4 (11.76) 2(5.89) 0(0.00) 20(8.33)
Purpose* School work 124 (60.19) 13(38.24) 5(14.71) 3(8.82) 145 (60.42)

Reading 45 (21.84) 5(14.71) 0(0.00) 3(8.82) 53 (22.08)

Music 82(39.81) 12 (35.30) 2(5.89) 5(14.71) 101 (42.08)

Games 78 (37.86) 12 (35.30) 5(14.71) 6 (17.65) 101(42.08)

Socia interaction 153 (74.27) 18 (52.94) 10 (29.41) 6 (17.65) 187 (77.92)

Shopping 31(15.05) 5(14.71) 0(0.00) 2(5.89) 38(15.83)
Time spent on internet/ <2 176 (85.44) 14 (41.18) 9(26.47) 4 (11.76) 203 (84.58)
day (in hours) >2 30 (14.56) 4 (11.76) 1(2.94) 2(5.89) 37(15.420
Awareness of internet Yes 119 (57.77) 7 (20.59) 5(14.71) 2(5.89) 133 (55.42)
safety No 87 (42.23) 11 (32.35) 5(14.71) 4(11.76) 107 (44.58)
Parental control Yes 130 (63.11) 14 (41.18) 8(23.53) 4 (11.76) 156 (65.00)

No 76 (36.89) 4 (11.76) 2(5.89) 2(5.89) 84 (35.00)
Aware about the term Yes 36 (17.48) 14 (41.18) 8(23.53) 4(11.76) 45 (18.75)
cyberbullying No 170 (82.52) 4 (11.76) 2 (5.89) 2 (5.89) 195 (81.25)
* Based on multiple responses
Table 3: Occurrence of cyberbullying victimization and offending

Cyberbullying victimization (n=240) Cyberbullying offending ( n=240)
Involvement Not victimized Victimized Not offender Offender
F % F % F % F %

Lifetime 216 90.00 24 10.00 224 93.33 16 6.67
Last 30 days 228 95.00 12 5.00 232 96.67 8 3.33
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and both victims and offenders (1.67%).

Evaluation of the Table 3 showsthat ninety per cent
(90.00%) of the respondentswere not victimized during
their life time but ten per cent (10.00%) were victims of
cyberbullying. When viewed for last thirty days (before
data collection) it was found that ninety five per cent
(95.00%) were not victimized but five per cent (5.00%)
respondents were victims. In case of cyberbullying
offending it was noticed that almost seven per cent
(6.67%) respondentswere offender intheir lifetimewhile
nearly three per cent (3.33%) were offender in last 30
days (before data collection).

Although the percentage is less for cyberbullying
victimization and offending but the situation isalarming
and needs timely concern in order to avoid the
unfavourableincidence of cyberbullying.

cyberbullying during last 30 days (before data collection)
are depicted in Table 4. Most common ways for
victimization were posting of mean or hurtful comments
(5.00%) and spreading of rumours (5.00%) whiletheleast
used way was pretending and acting online that was mean
or hurtful to the victim (0.83%).

Similarly for offending online posting of mean or
hurtful comments (3.33%) and spreading of rumours
(3.33%) were usua ways whereas posting of mean or
hurtful picture (1.25%) and pretending and acting to be
someone el se online (1.25%) were chosen rarely.

These results gets support from the findings of
Hinduja and Patchin (2009) who mentioned that most
common ways of online harassment were posting mean
or hurtful comments, spreading rumours, threatening and
posting of hurtful video.

The ways of involvement of adolescents in

Environment in which cyberbullying occurs is

Table4 : Ways of involvement in cyber bullying victimization and offending (in last 30 days)

(n=240)

Cyberbullying victimization (n=240)

Cyberbullying offending

Ways Not victimized Victimized Not offender Offender

F % F % F % F %
Comments 228 95.00 12 5.00 232 96.67 8 3.33
Picture 236 98.33 4 1.67 237 98.75 3 1.25
Video 240 100 - - 240 100 - -
Web page 240 100 - - 240 100 - -
Rumours 228 95.00 12 5.00 232 96.67 8 333
Text message 240 100 - - 240 100 - -
Threaten online 237 98.75 3 1.25 236 98.33 4 1.67
Pretend and acting online 238 99.17 2 0.83 237 98.75 3 1.25

Table5: Environment of cyberbullying victimization and offending (in last 30 days)

Cyberbullying victimization

Cyberbullying offending

Environment Not victimized Victimized Not offender Offender

F % F % F % %
Chat room 232 96.67 8 3.33 236 98.33 4 1.67
Email 240 100 - - 240 100 - -
Computer instant messages 227 94.58 13 541 233 97.08 7 292
Cell phone text messages 240 100 - - 240 100 - -
Cell phone 239 99.58 1 041 239 99.58 1 0.42
Picture Mail or Video Mall 240 100 - - 240 100 - -
Facebook 227 94.58 13 541 233 97.08 7 292
Social networking web site (other than Facebook) 240 100 - - 240 100 - -
Twitter 237 98.75 3 1.25 239 99.58 1 0.42
YouTube 239 99.58 1 041 240 100 - -
Instagram 237 98.75 3 125 240 100 - -
Virtual worlds 234 97.50 6 250 233 97.08 7 292
Massive multiplayer online game 229 95.42 11 4.58 233 97.08 7 292
Playing online with Xbox, Playstation, Wii, PSP or similar device 229 95.42 11 4.58 233 97.08 7 2.92
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Table 6 : Extent of involvement in cyberbullying victimization and offending (in last 30 days)

(n=240)

Extent of involvement

Cyberbullying victimization (n=240)

Cyberbullying offending

High extent (19-36)

F % F %
Not involved (0) 228 95.00 232 96.67
Low extent ( 1-18) 12 5.00 8 333

another important factor to know about the nature of
cyberbullying. The picture about environment (in last
thirty days before data collection) has been presented in
Table 5. Most common online environments in which
victims were cyberbullied were computer instant
messages (5.41%) and Facebook (5.41%). It was
followed by massive multiplayer online game (4.58%)
such asWorld of Warcraft and playing onlinewith Xbox,
Playstation, Wii, PSPor similar device (4.58%). E-mails,
cell phone text message, socia networking site (other
than Facebook) were not used by the respondents.

In case of cyberbullying offending equal number of
respondents (2.92%) used computer instant messages,
Facebook, virtual worlds (such as Second Life, Gaia or
Habbo Hotel), multiplayer online games (such asWorld
of Warcraft) and online play with Xbox, PlayStation, Wi,
PSP or similar device.

Extent of involvement in cyberbullying
victimization and offending was assessed on the basi s of
degree of involvement in last thirty days before data
collection.

It is evident from Table 6 that mgjority (95.00%)
were not involved in cyberbullying victimization and
about five per cent (5.00%) were involved upto low
extent. For cyberbullying offending, majority (96.67%)
of therespondentswere not involved and more than three
(3.33%) per cent showed low extent of involvement.

Conclusion:

The study concludes that most of the respondents
were from 16-17 years, belonging to nuclear family, at
first ordinal position and were having two siblings.
Majority of respondent’s mothers were home maker and
fathers were doing business. The respondents did not
know about family income. Maleof 16-17 years, studying
inVI1I-VIII standard, were more prone to cyberbullying.
Most of the respondents used internet through mobile
phonefor socia interaction and school work for lessthan
two hours. Awareness about internet safety and the term
cyberbullying was low among respondents. They had
parental control for the use of internet. Rapid rise was
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noticed in occurrenceof cyberbullying. Mean and hurtful
comments and spreading rumours were common ways
of both cyberbullying victimization and offending.
Compuiter instant messages and Face book were the most
usual online environment where cyberbullying occured.
The extent of involvement in cyberbullying of involved
respondents (victims and offenders) were of low level.
Thus, it can beinferred that preval ence of cyberbullying
is not less to show the emergence of this perilious
situation but as the extent of involvement was low the
situation of cyberbullying can be controlled by taking
sincere steps from individuals, parents, school and
various organizations.
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