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PREFACE

I first became interested in cyberbullying when I was taking the course Psychology of
Communication at Sakarya University. At that time, we were asked to write an article
with regards to current trends in social communication. There are many news stories
pertaining to cyberbullying in the Philippines. However, I only found one (unpublished
master’s thesis) that scientific study that tackles about online bullying. Furthermore,
there were limited studies about cross-cultural comparison of cyberbullying among two
different nations. With this study, it is hoped that it will contribute to the literature of
cyberbullying in Philippines and Turkey.
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extended to Dr. Lea Asejo-Ronda for her initial guidance on this research project. I also
thank the committee of my thesis defence Asst. Prof. Dr. Muhammet Zahit Atcil and

Asst. Prof. Dr. Adem Boliikbasi for their recommendations to improve my thesis.

In terms of family, I would like to thank my parents, Mr. and Mrs. Richard & Marissa
Vitto for their continuous support and encouragement while I pursued this degree. My
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prayers. My gratitude must also be forwarded to my sister Richa Marie, brother Marc
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Innovations in technology has produced significant changes in people’s lives. The use
of internet, for example, gives people the opportunity to acquire new knowledge,
communicate with people around the globe, and convenience to do the respective tasks.
However, it also becomes the avenue for bullying online. This phenomenon is widely
known as cyberbullying which is a worldwide, arising problem alongside with the
misuse of technological advancements. Subsequently, the study of the cyberbullying in
a cross-cultural and international perspective is essential as the technology is becoming
more globally accessible to the people worldwide, especially to young people. The
principal aim of this study is to compare the cyberbullying victimization and
perpetration behaviours in terms of its prevalence and instances among university
students. There was a total of 250 university students from Turkey and 250 university
students from Philippines who participated in this study. Quantitative research design,
particularly, descriptive method was used in the study. Results shown that a significant
difference in cyberbullying behaviours were found between university students from
Turkey and Philippines. University students in Philippines had higher exposure to
cyber-victimization and had greater cyberbullying perpetration experiences more than
the university students in Turkey. Yet, both cyberbullying victimization and
perpetration were found to be prevalent in both samples. Lastly, the primary effects and
reasons of cyberbullying on/ among victims from Turkey and Philippines learnt to be
similar. This study on the comparative analysis of data from two diverse nations may
deliver empirical foundation for programs, guidelines and an action plan that can assist
in preventing cyberbullying as well as reinforcing group for cyber-victims in distinctive
cultural and institutional backgrounds.
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Teknolojideki yenilikler, insanlarin yasamlarinda onemli degisiklikler yapmaktadir.
Ornegin, internet kullanimu, insanlara yeni bilgi edinme, diinyadaki insanlarla iletisim
kurma ve ilgili gorevleri yerine getirme olanag1 vermektedir. Ancak, ayn1 zamanda siber
zorbalikk icin yol agmaktadir. Bu fenomen, teknolojik gelismelerin kotliye
kullanilmasiyla birlikte diinya ¢apinda ortaya ¢ikan bir problem olan siber zorbalik
olarak bilinmektedir. Daha sonra, kiiltiirler arasi ve uluslararasi perspektiften siber
zorbaligin arastirilmasi, teknolojinin diinya genelindeki insanlar, 6zellikle de gengler
icin kiiresel olarak daha erisilebilir hale gelmesi nedeniyle 6nemlidir. Bu ¢aligmanin
temel amaci, siber magduriyet ve zorbalik davranislarinin Filipinler ve Tirkiye'deki
iiniversite 0grencileri arasindaki yayginligi ve durumlart acisindan karsilagtirilmasidir.
Bu arastirmaya 250 Tiirk ve 250 Filipinli tiniversite 6grencisi katilmaktadir. Calismada
nicel aragtirma tasarimi, Ozellikle betimsel yontem kullanilmistir. Sonuglar, Tiirk ve
Filipinli iiniversite 6grencileri arasinda siber zorbalik davraniglarinda anlamli bir fark
oldugunu gostermektedir. Filipinli iiniversite 0grencileri, siber magduriyete daha fazla
maruz kalir ve Tiirk tiniversite 6grencilerine gore daha fazla siber zorbalik deneyimleri
yasamaktadir. Ancak, her iki ornekte siber magduriyet ve zorbalik davraniglar1 yaygin
bulunmaktadir. Son olarak, Tiirk ve Filipinli siber magduriyeti yasayanlar ve yapanlar
arasindaki siber zorbaligin temel nedenleri ve etkileri benzer olmasini bulunmaktadir.
Iki farkli {ilkeden alinan bu karsilastirmali analiz, programlar, kilavuzlar ve eylem plani
icin ampirik referans saglayabilir. Bu sayede siber zorbaligin 6nlenmesine ve farkli
kiiltiirel ve kurumsal ¢evreye sahip siber magdurlara destek gruplari olusturulmasina
yardimci olabilir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Siber Zorbalik, Yayginlik, Ogrenciler, Tiirkiye, Filipinler




INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study

Literatures about bullying have been already existing for several decades. Bullying has
been reported as a major social problem in numerous countries worldwide. This
indicates that bullying plays a vital role in in adolescents’ life in many societies (Li,
2009a: 224). There are three holistic criteria that the term bullying fulfils: (1) intentional
infliction of aggressive behaviour (2) repetition of aggressive behaviour over time (3)
and imbalance in power which the victim has difficulty to defend himself or herself
(Olweus, 1997a: 496). Bullying is a negative action which can be done through physical
contact, by words, or in different ways such as making unpleasant gestures, spreading

rumours, and intentionally exclusion from a group (Olweus, 1997b: 496).

The development of innovative technology in everyday life brings abundance of new
opportunities. Children and young people are learning new skills, increasing their
knowledge and even making new friends. Nonetheless, these new opportunities may
come with some risks (Byron, 2008: 1). The arrival of highly developed internet and
communication technologies paved the way for cyber users to be able to bully someone
else electronically without personal interaction (Lai et al., 2017: 781). The phenomenon
of bullying among children and young adults has extended its borders to the digital
environment. As a result, traditional bullying has been transformed into a new form

called cyberbullying (Aricak et al., 2008: 253).

Cyberbullying is any behaviour conducted by individual or groups who repeatedly
communicate unpleasant or aggressive messages using electronic or digital media to
intentionally impose harm or discomfort against a victim who cannot easily defend him
or herself (Smith et al., 2008: 376, Tokunaga, 2010: 278). Cyberbullying is a more
complex phenomenon than the traditional bullying behaviour. The traditional bullying is
mostly being done in school, garden, or on the road to school. This denotes that when
victims of traditional bullying return to their respective homes, the pressure of bullying
may not be present for some time. On the other hand, cyberbullying can be done using
internet platforms such as social media (Campbell, 2005: 69). Internet provides

individuals a 24-hour accessibility as well as the sense of anonymity that may motivate



them to involve in bullying behaviours. Therefore, it is not easy for a victim to know the
bully. As a result, cyberbullying appears to be more engaging than the traditional
bullying (Zacchilli & Valerio, 2011: 12).

Because of the numerous studies done in different countries, empirical research or
information about cyberbullying already exist. Various researchers found that
cyberbullying incidences are becoming prevalent across cultures. Moreover, researches
conducted in several countries (such as those in America, Asia, Europe, and Oceania)
indicated that a great number of students have been engaged in cyberbullying as victims,

perpetrators, or both as perpetrator—victims (Baek, Bullok, 2014: 227).

In the Philippines, cyberbullying survey conducted by Stairway Foundation Inc. (2015),
a child-care non-profit organization, reported that 80% of teenagers aged 13-16 and
60% of school children aged 7-12 had experienced cyberbullying in social media. Three
out of ten school children were bullied through online threats, creation of poser accounts,
and exclusion from online groups. While 3 out of 10 teenagers were bullied through
photo editing. Both school children and teenagers were victims of cyberbullying
through photo editing, exposing one’s secret conversation, impersonation of fake

accounts, and humiliation (Takumi, 2016).

In Turkey, study of Aricak (2009: 171) found out that almost 55% of university students
were cyberbullied at least once in their lifetime. Whereas almost 20% of the students
were cyberbullying perpetrators but have never been victims of cyberbullying.
Moreover, study of Arslan et al. (2012: 527) reported that 27% of primary school
students were victims of cyberbullying. Eighteen percent were cyberbullying
perpetrators while 15% were both cyberbullies and cyber victims. Study of Yilmaz
(2011: 648) found that the most common form of cyberbullying harassment among both
Turkish male and female middle school students were posting of mean and hurting
comments online; and pretending to be someone online and acting in a way that was

mean and or hurtful.

There is a lack of research tackling about cyberbullying from a multicultural perspective
(Baek, Bullok, 2014: 226). Moreover, it is not evident whether cyberbullying incidences
vary in different cultures (Li, 2008b: 227). Earlier studies about traditional bullying

shown that bullying may have different prevalence and significance of these actions



may differs from one cultural to another (Nabuzoka, 2003: 108). Comparably, culture

may have an influence on cyberbullying behaviours.

Growing number of studies were focused on cyberbullying behaviours at the middle
school and high school levels. However, there are lack of researches in college setting.
Because of this, this study will look on the continuation of cyberbullying behaviours
after secondary education. Furthermore, this preliminary comparative investigation of
data from two different countries may provide empirical groundwork for programs,
policies and an action plan that can help prevent cyberbullying as well as supporting
group for cyber victims in different cultural and institutional contexts (Li, 2008c: 227).
The main objective of this study is to determine the difference in prevalence of
cyberbullying victimization and perpetration among the students in Philippines and

Turkey.
Statement of the Problem

The main aim of this study is to determine the difference in prevalence of cyberbullying
behaviours (perpetration and victimization) among the students in Philippines and

Turkey. Specifically, the following:

1. Is there a significant difference between cyberbullying victimization behaviour
of the university students in Philippines and Turkey based on their demographic
profile such as age, gender, internet use location and frequency, foreign
language proficiency, economic status, religion, and year level?

2. Is there a significant difference between cyberbullying perpetration behaviour of
the university students in Philippines and Turkey based on their demographic
profile such as age, gender, internet use location and frequency, foreign
language proficiency, economic status, religion, and year level?

3. Is there a significant difference between cyberbullying behaviours of university
students in Philippines and Turkey in general?

4. Is there a significant relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and
cyberbullying victimization behaviours among university students in Philippines
and Turkey in general?

5. Is there a significant relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and

cyberbullying victimization behaviours of university students in Turkey?



6. Is there a significant relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and cyber

victimization behaviours of university students in Philippines?

7. What is the prevalence of cyberbullying behaviours among the university

8.

students?
What are the instances of cyberbullying victimization experiences by the

university students?

9. What are the instances of cyberbullying perpetration experiences by the

university students?

10. What are the effects of cyberbullying victimization on a sample of university

students in Philippines and Turkey?

11. What are the reasons of a sample of university students in Philippines and

Turkey in engaging cyberbullying perpetration?

Hypotheses

1.

There is no significant difference between cyberbullying victimization behaviour
of the university students in Philippines and Turkey based on their demographic
profile such as age, gender, internet use location and frequency, foreign
language proficiency, economic status, religion, and year level.

There is no significant difference between cyberbullying perpetration behaviour
of the university students in Philippines and Turkey based on their demographic
profile such as age, gender, internet use location and frequency, foreign
language proficiency, economic status, religion, and year level.

There is no significant difference between cyberbullying behaviours of
university students in Philippines and Turkey in general.

There is a significant relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and
cyberbullying victimization behaviours among university students in Philippines
and Turkey in general.

There is a significant relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and
cyberbullying victimization behaviours of university students in Turkey.

There is a significant relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and cyber

victimization behaviours of university students in Philippines.



Scope and Limitations

The focus of this study is to identify the dissimilarity in the occurrence of cyberbullying
victimization and perpetration among the university students in Philippines and Turkey.
The conduct of this study was started during the 4" week of March until the end of
September 2018. There was a total of 500 university students from the countries of
Philippines and Turkey. This study was conducted using a convenience sampling
technique from three different institutions in Philippines and four different institutions
in Turkey. Potential limitations of this study are the cultural attitudes, perceptions, and
values regarding online bullying that are likely to occur. These variables are out of the
scope of this study, thus, may have an impact on the result. Therefore, different
methodological approaches to explore the nature of cyberbullying behaviours among
different cultures and ethnicities are necessary. This study only focused on the
comparison of cyberbullying victimization and perpetration prevalence among

university students in Philippines and Turkey.
Significance of the study

Cyberbullying research has been widely investigated in recent years. However, growing
number of studies were focused on cyberbullying behaviours at the middle school and
high school levels. Because of this, this study will look on the continuation of
cyberbullying behaviours after secondary education. Furthermore, this preliminary
comparative investigation of data from two different countries may provide empirical
groundwork for programs, policies and an action plan that can help prevent
cyberbullying as well as supporting group for cyber victims in different cultural and
institutional contexts. Specifically, this study will be benefit to the following: students,

parents, teachers, and guidance counsellors in both countries of Philippines and Turkey.

This study will increase their awareness on the nature of cyberbullying behaviours.
Students may have their limitations or boundaries in engaging cyberbullying
perpetrations. With this, they may have an idea to think radically to make themselves

cope up from cybervictimization as well as fight against cyberbullying perpetration.

Parents will also enhance their insights and for their ceaseless quest for knowledge
about their children in engaging cyberbullying perpetration and as well as being

engaged as cyber victims. Parents will also come up doing the parenting style in the



right way and fulfil their duties as parents. Teachers and guidance counsellors will also
benefit to this study because they are regarded as second parents. The findings of this
research may serve a guide to deal with problems and controversies on cyberbullying.
They will be able to better understand, give advice and enlighten students on
overcoming the cyberbullying. This may have a significant role in understanding the
nature of cyberbullying behaviours. School administrators are the one who discipline
students. This study will give them a better understanding on how they will formulate
policies and an action plan that can help prevent cyberbullying as well as supporting

group for cyber victims.
Definition of Terms

The definitions below were conceptually defined by the researchers based on how they

were used in the study.

Aggressive. To do something in determined and forceful manner.

Cyberbullying. An intentional and repeated (more than once) infliction of harm or
disturbance to a specified individual or group using electronic communication tools
(Tokunaga, 2010: 278).

Cyberbullying perpetration. To commit or perform cyberbullying.

Cyberbullying victimization. Being exposed to cyberbullying.

Delinquency. It refers to minor crimes or wrongdoings.

Engage. To get involved with something.

Extent of cyberbullying. 1t refers to the limit or range of online victimization and
perpetration instances.

Filipino. 1t refers to people who are citizens of Philippines.

Instances. A case or example of a phenomenon.

Impose. To make or influence someone to do something in forceful way.

Prevalence of cyberbullying. 1t refers to the commonness of cyberbullying perpetration
and victimization.

Proficiency. 1t refers to the level of a skill.

Revenge. To harm someone in return for a wrongful deed.

Stimuli. Refers to an event or thing which induces something or someone into an
activity.

Turkish. 1t refers to the people who are citizens of Turkey.



University students. 1t refers to the students who are studying for their first degree at

college or university.



CHAPTER 1: LITERATURE REVIEW

1.1 Cyberbullying among college populations

Cyberbullying is a new form of bullying being done online that needs to be addressed. It
is necessary to determine its beginning and scope. For this, children and adolescents’
cyberbullying have been widely researched. However, there are lesser studies about
cyberbullying after these stages (Zacchilli & Valerio, 2011: 13; Larrafiaga et al. 2015:
63). Study of Zalaquett & Chatters (2014: 5) found that 31.3% of 603 university student
sample experienced cyberbullying during high school and 19% of them were exposed to
online bullying during college. Although there was a slight decrease of victimization
incidences, this provided an empirical evidence that even after secondary education,

cyberbullying victimization still exists.

These results were similar to the findings of Beran et al. (2012: 568) wherein among
1368 Canadian and American college students, it was found that cyberbullying victims
during secondary education were three times more likely to suffer online victimization
in university than other students. Although the rate of cyber-victimization in university
sample was lower than of middle- school students, the rate of cyberbullying perpetration
among two different sample was found to be similar (Beran et al. 2012: 570). Moreover,
it was reported in the study of Ak, Ozdemir, & Kuzucu (2015a: 440) cyberbullying
victims in high school tend to be cyberbullying perpetrators in college. Online victims
were more likely to display aggressive behaviours than those who were not exposed

online victimization.

In the case of cyberbullying victimization among 1925 Canadian university student
sample, Faucher et al. (2014: 4) reported that 24.1 % of them were cyberbullied. There
were more female cyberbullying victims claimed that they know their perpetrators than
of those male victims. Meanwhile, more males than female cyberbullying victims
experienced cyberbullying by someone they do not know. Though these studies found
low percentage of cyberbullying victimization, study of Lai et al. (2017: 784) found a
60% prevalence rate of cyberbullying victimization among 712 Malaysian university
student sample. The study reflected that males (56.2%) tend to be more than female
victims of cyberbullying (43.8%).



On the other hand, the prevalence rate of cyberbullying perpetration among African
American university student sample was relatively low (Lee, 2017: 69). Nevertheless,
cyberbullying perpetration is tending to be more prevalent among males than of female
university student sample. Contrary, Leung et al. (2017: 3) found that cyberbullying
perpetration among 312 Hong Kong Chinese university students were more than half of
the sample (58%). This percentage is almost the same with the reports of cyberbullying
perpetration among 297 undergraduate and graduate students from a Western university.
It was reported that more than half of the sample (51.5%) were at least once involved
with online bullying behaviours (Gibb & Devereaux, 2014: 11).

It is possible that rate of cyberbullying involvement was found to be low in some
studies because of reporting bias. Participants may either be hesitant to label their selves
as cyberbullying perpetrators or may not know that their actions were under the scope of
cyberbullying perpetration (Gibb & Devereaux, 2014: 14). This assumption was
confirmed in the investigation of Francisco et al. (2015: 179) on the perception of
university students regarding their engagement in cyberbullying behaviours.
Specifically, they found that students undervalued their engagement in cyberbullying
behaviours. Perpetrators assumed that their actions were “for revenge from the past
experiences” which can be likely the reason for the continuity of traditional and online
bullying as well as the reason for victims to become cyberbullies. Other reasons include
“for fun, dislike, and hatred” that may make the students not be able to realize that they
are already committing cyberbullying (Francisco et al. 2015: 178).

The current study aimed to fill the lack of research in this particular group of young
adults, university students from Philippines and Turkey concerning the prevalence of

cyberbullying perpetration and victimization experiences.
1.2 Reasons for Cyberbullying Perpetration

Study of Faucher, Jackson, & Cassidy (2014: 4) found in their study victims and
perpetrators have different reasons of cyberbullying. In case of cyberbullying victims,
both male and female respondents believed that the main reasons why they were
subjected to cyberbullying victimization were because of interpersonal problems

between the victim and perpetrator; victim’s physical appearance; and difference of



opinion and beliefs. Others also believed that cyberbullying is a way to joke

nevertheless is even part of online games.

This is similar with the findings of Englander, Mills, &McCoy (2009: 223) wherein
more than 40% of 283 undergraduate college cyberbullies used online bullying as a joke
during their high school and even in college. Female victims also believed that being a
female can be a reason of cyberbullying while males believed that it is because of their
ethnicity. On the same study, both male and female cyberbullying perpetrators argued
that their reasons were because the person made them upset and they once became

victims of cyberbullying.

Similarly, the findings of Francisco et al. (2015: 178) wherein perpetrators explained in
an interview that their reasons for online bullying is to have a revenge with regards to
previous experiences. This information may lead to a significant relationship between
victimization and perpetration. Nevertheless, cyber victims become cyberbullies. Male
perpetrators admitted that cyberbullying was fun whilst female perpetrators said that
they bully online just because they do not like that person.

Among 291 junior high school students, study of Strom et al. (2011:201) found that the
most popular reasons (34%) for cyberbullying perpetration are boyfriend/girlfriend
breakup, rejection and jealousy. Twenty eight percent of them engaged in
cyberbullying perpetration as a response to someone being different (not behaving or
not looking like the common people). Consistent with the previous studies of
(Francisco et al., 2015:178; Faucher, Jackson, & Cassidy, 2014: 4) among college
populations, revenge as payback for mistreatment is also a reason among 21% high

school students for committing cyberbullying.

The motives of cyberbullying perpetration were mostly motivated by internal
motivations and negative emotions such as anger, hatred, revenge, or jealousy as found
by Schenk, Fremouw, & Keelan (2013: 2326) rather than external motivations like not
being caught or receiving consequences for their behaviours. Furthermore, Calvete et al.
(2010: 1113) claimed in their study that cyberbullying was significantly related with the
use of proactive aggression to achieve some goal, justification of violence, exposure to

violence, and less perceived social support of friends.
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Technology plays a big role in online bullying. Study of Davis et al. (2015: 370) found
that 65% of the personal stories regarding cyberbullying addressed the negative aspects
of technology that lead to reasons for cyberbullying perpetration. Nevertheless,
technology itself become a reason for committing an online bullying. Microsystems
online that serve to scrutinize, spread, and the ability to reach huge number of audiences
make online bullying to be more appealing. These properties include anonymity, 24-
hour communication, and the ability to reach wider number of people. The bullies’
ability to become anonymous online paves way to the opportunity to communicate

things which are restrained to tell personally (Pujazon-Zazik & Park, 2010: 81).
1.3 Effects of Cyberbullying Victimization

Most of the negative outcomes of cyberbullying are parallel to the effects of traditional
bullying such as having a depression, poor self-esteem, anxiety, suicidal ideation, and
even psychosomatic problems like headaches and sleep disturbances (Olweus, 2012:
532). However, the aspects brought by the new technology of 21st century led
cyberbullying to be a public health concern which is indifferent from traditional
bullying (Aboujaoude et al. 2015; 15).

The consequences of online bullying may be intensified because of the anonymousness
of the perpetrator. This is often associated with the constant development of online
disinhibition effect which suggests that people lose their social and/or moral boundaries
in online communication due to anonymity. Therefore, people act and do something

online that they would not be able to do in a face-to-face interaction (Suler, 2004: 321).

There are countless researches and studies about adverse outcomes of cyberbullying
which were exposed by both media and researchers. Some cyberbullying behaviours
have more harmful effects than others, meaning, it can cause continuum effects on the
victims (Haughton et al., 2013:10). The effects of cyberbullying victimization may vary

from mild to severe consequences.

In a very severe circumstance, a victim of online bullying may acquire suicidal thoughts
that could results to commit suicide (Lai, et al., 2015; 782). Hinduja & Patchin (2010:
207) invented the term “cyberbullicide” to illustrate the direct and indirect influence of
online bullying that results to death. The incidence of cyberbullicide concurs with other

problems such as offline maltreatment, emotional and psychological problems,
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academic difficulties, low-self-esteem, clinical depression, deficiency of support

structure, and others that conclude to suicide (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010: 208).

There are numerous studies exploring the relationship between cyberbullying
victimization and unpleasant psychological consequences. In the study of Zalaquett &
Chatters (2014; 5), it was stated that when 613 university students were asked about
their experiences of online bullying from high school up to present, they reported that

cyberbullying has still psychological effects on them.

This denotes that that even though victims of cyberbullying in university may be
emotionally more mature than of secondary students, cyberbullying makes them sad,
angry, upset and more stressed which means that psychological effects of cyberbullying
on victims does not fade away even when they become emotionally mature. These
results were supported by Jenaro, Flores, & Frias (2017: 17) wherein 1,593 university
students were asked about their cyberbullying experiences during their secondary
education. It was found that cyberbullying has continuous detrimental effects. Students
who were cyberbullied from the past presently got significantly higher scores on anxiety
and depression than those who were not cyberbullied. Therefore, the effects of

cyberbullying on students tend to continue even from school to university level.

A significant association between cyberbullying victimization and health risk
behaviours were also found out in the study of Graham & Wood (2017: 3). The
cyberbullying victimization experiences among 15,624 youths led to an increase of
sexual frequency by 25%, alcohol frequency by 58%, and 35% for marijuana frequency.
This means that victims of cyberbullying reported to have higher health risk behaviours.

From these findings, cyberbullying has negative effects on psychological, physical,
emotional and well-being of the victims which makes cyberbullying a worldwide public
challenge with the potential to disrupt or destroy the lives of children, adolescents, and
their families (D’ Auria, 2014: e19).

1.4 Cyberbullying in the Philippines

There are lots of cyberbullying incidences that are reported in Philippine news.
However, up to date there is a limited scientific researches and survey pertaining to

cyberbullying. These few researches about cyberbullying were all focused on
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adolescents. One of these few studies was conducted by Witkus (2012: 17) on a sample
of 579 Filipino adolescents. It was found that 29% of students stated that they

experienced cyberbullying victimization within the past 30 days.

On the other hand, 16% of the respondents admitted that they intended to do online
bullying. They deliberately embarrass, hurt, and even intimidate their victims through
the use of advanced technology. The three most commonly used platforms of
cyberbullying were Facebook, cell phones (SMS), and blogs. However, when they were
asked about their reasons of cyberbullying perpetration, students in Philippines told that:
they did for fun, they did not know that their actions are forms of cyberbullying, and
they did not know the reasons why they involve with cyberbullying. Furthermore, it was
found that being cyberbully or cyber victims does not depend on the frequency of

internet use and gender.

Study of Gonzales (2014), through qualitative method, explicated the role of the social
media in the constant augmentation of cyberbullying; as well as explained the
repercussions of social media as cyber cruelty in the Philippines. It was concluded that

social media triggers the existence of cyberbullying.

Although social media was originally invented as a tool for communication, people
improperly used it for self- satisfaction that may produce harm or damage to others.
This is because it allows anonymousness and promptness to reach a huge number of
people in a most cost-effective way. Information on social media are easily to go viral
as it permits people to respond and give feedbacks. Cyberbullying perpetrators are

certain of these impacts, therefore is very empowering (Gonzales, 2014a: 6).

Cyberbullying in the Philippines remains unregistered because most parents or schools
do not want to place cyberbullying victims’ standing under the public limelight (Witkus,
2012: 12). Therefore, in 2013, a bill has been signed into law that requires primary and
secondary schools to implement policies to prevent and address the acts of bullying in
their constitutions. This law is known as the Anti-Bullying Act or Republic Act No.
10627 which also covers any bullying committed using technology or any other
electronic means known as cyberbullying. Reported acts of bullying done by students
can be filed to the school, which shall decide the appropriate disciplinary movements to

be imposed on the student (cyberbullying perpetrator).
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Victims of cyberbullying may file complaints to the police under the Cybercrime
Prevention Act of 2012 or officially recorded as Republic Act No. 10175. This law is
the divided into 31 sections split across chapters. It criminalizes several types of
cybercrime offenses such as illegal access or hacking, illegal interception, data and
system interference, and misuse of devices. It also includes computer-related offenses
such as computer related forgery, fraud, identity-theft; as well as content-related
offenses such as cybersex, child pornography, unsolicited commercial communications,

libel, and other offenses.

Presently, there is no specific law that penalizes actions of online bullying in the
Philippines. Because of the nonexistence of well-defined punishable acts pertaining to
cyberbullying, law enforcers define crimes in cyber world by resembling it with the

crimes that occurred in the real world (Gonzales, 2014b: 6).

To address the cyberbullying problems, a bill has been filed known as Anti Cyber-
Bullying Act of 2015 ratified by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
Philippines in the Congress, which seeks to penalize perpetrators of cyberbullying. This
refers to “cruelty committed using the internet or any form of electronic media or
technology that has the effect of stripping one’s dignity or causing reasonable fear of
physical or emotional harm such as, but not limited to, the following: a) Repeatedly
sending offensive, rude and insulting messages; b) Distributing derogatory information
about the victim; c) Posting or sending offensive photos of the victim, whether these are
digitally altered, were taken with or without consent, with the intention to humiliate and
embarrass the victim; d) Breaking into an email, social networking or any electronic
account and using the victim’s virtual identity to send, upload or distribute embarrassing
materials to or about others; e) Sharing the victim’s personal information or any
embarrassing information, or tricking the victim into revealing personal or embarrassing
information and sharing it to others; and f) Repeatedly sending messages that include
threats of harm or engaging in online activities that cause fear on the victim’s safety.”
Once this bill signed to be a law, there will be a penalty of 50,000.00 Philippine pesos
to 100,000.00 Philippine pesos (currently estimated around 950- 1900 USD) and
imprisonment of six months to six years imposed upon any person found guilty of

cyberbullying perpetration.
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1.5 Cyberbullying in Turkey

Existing studies about cyberbullying in Turkey are easily to be found. However, most of
them are only focused on primary and secondary student samples. So, in this study, it is
aimed to find out the prevalence of cyberbullying the context of university students in

Turkey.

Previous studies of Aricak (2009b: 171) and Akbulut & Eristi (2011: 1164) reported
that university students are also found to be exposed to both cyberbullying and cyber-
victimization. In the cross-country study of Mura et al. (2017: 85) between Italian and
Turkish cyberbullying experience, it was revealed that making prank calls, stealing
someone’s identity online, and publishing private messages were regarded as the most
common form of both cyberbullying perpetration and victimization among 122 Turkish

university students.

These findings support the study of Ak, Ozdemir, & Kuzucu (2015b: 440) wherein it
was revealed that among 687 Turkish undergraduate students, there was a significant
relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and victimization. This indicated that
victims of cyberbullying also tend to be perpetrators of online bullying. Moreover,
gender was found to be a significant predictor of online bullying (Kircaburun &
Tosuntas, 2018: 256; Aricak, 2009c: 177; Akbulut & Eristi, 2011c:1163) among
Turkish university sample. Males revealed to be more than female perpetrators of

cyberbullying.

Up to the present, there is no specific law that penalizing cyberbullying actions in
Turkey. However, there are some instances of cyberbullying that can be covered under
some Turkish laws. Some cyberbullying actions examples include insulting and
threatening online. Under the Turkish Penal Code Article 125- 1 (Tiirk Ceza Kanunda
Madde 125-1), insulting a person’s dignity and honour is punishable of 2 months to 2
years imprisonment or a given amount of bail. Another example is threatening one’s life
and assaulting one’s sexuality. This is punishable of 6 months imprisonment to 2 years
without bail under Turkish Penal Code Article 106- 1 (Tiirk Ceza Kanunda Madde 106-

1) upon any person found guilty.
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1.6 Theoretical Framework of the Study
General Strain Theory

Through investigating the victimization experiences of the respondents, this study
aimed to determine whether cyberbullying victimization would predict cyberbullying
perpetration. General Strain Theory (GST) may serve as a theoretical guide to

understand the relationship between cyber-victimization and cyberbullying perpetration.

Agnew (2001: 319) explains in his General strain theory (GST) that “strains or stressors
increase the likelihood of negative emotions like anger and frustration. These emotions
lead into the creation of pressure for corrective action, and crime may be one of the
ways to decrease the strain”. Strains denote relationships which others do not treat
individual as he or she should like to be treated (Agnew, 1992: 48). It was discussed that
these strains are individually abusive to individual and cause deleterious emotionality.

There are three main sources of strain as Agnew (1992: 49) defined:

(1) strain as tangible or expected failure to achieve goals that they value
(2) strain as tangible or expected removal of positively valued stimuli
(3) strain as tangible or expected noxious situations or events (averse or negative

treatment by others)

These strains mostly elicit or create feelings of anger, frustration, and/or depression.
Thus, these may appear as negative behavioural choices. Agnew claims that persons
who are exposed to strains are more susceptible to engage in deviant or delinquent

behaviours (Hinduja & Patchin: 2007: 93).

This is because strains may generate motivation for misconducts since some types of
strains are easier to settled through nonstandard behaviour thus tougher to be resolved
using legal ways. For example, the need for money seemed to be easier to attain by
selling prohibited drugs or by through other illegal actions. Adolescents’ encounter with
strains are related to their societal world and the probability to do unlawful actions as
coping mechanism. Agnew further explained that strain has two elements: objective and
subjective. Objective strain indicates to events or condition that are generally
unacceptable by many people in a particular group. Examples of objective strains are

being disadvantaged of food, faced physical assault, encountered death in the family or
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came across social exclusion. On the other hand, subjective strains are predisposed to
variety of factors such as early experience, ambitions, and personal characters. These
strains are usually events or situations that are disapproved by a specific individual

(Agnew, 2006:117)

Agnew utilizes GST to adolescent victimization, referring it as a significant foundation
of strain. It was emphasized that bullying and peer-abuse experiences are one of the
most important strain grounds for youths. GST suggests that cyber-victimization is an
objective form of strain which is parallel with traditional bullying. Therefore, ought to
establish negative emotionality that results to creation of pressure for relief and
inducement for delinquency (Greenwood, 2016: 9). This study, therefore used General
Strain Theory to further investigate whether cyberbullying victimization predicts

cyberbullying perpetration.
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CHAPTER 2: METHODS

2.1 Research Design

Quantitative Research Design, specifically, a descriptive method and correlation were
utilized in this study. A descriptive—correlational design was used to investigate the
relationships of interest in this study. The goal of this method is to describe variables as
well as to investigate the relationships among these variables in a specific phenomenon.
Therefore, this design also facilitates the examination of various interrelationships in a
situation. The prevalence, instances/ experiences, reasons, and effects of cyberbullying
perpetration and victimization among university students in Philippines and Turkey

were integrated and compared in this study using descriptive method.
2.2 Participants

The samples in this study were gathered through purposive sampling and snowball
technique. There was a total of 250 students from four public and private universities in
the Philippines, particularly in Pangasinan province. Pangasinan is situated in the
Region 1 of northern Luzon, the chief island of the Philippines. Moreover, there was a
total of 250 university students from four public and private universities in Istanbul, the
most populous city in Turkey. These participants came from different departments and

were currently enrolled in a university during the collection of data.

The participating students in Turkey were from Yildiz Technical University (n=113;
45.2%), Istanbul Technical University (n=74; 29.6%), Ozyegin University (n=37;
14.8%), and Sabanci University (n=26; 10.4%). On the other hand, participants from the
Philippines were from Lyceum Northwestern University (n=102; 40.8%), University of
Luzon (n=49; 19.6%), Mystical Rose College of Science and Technology (n=58;
23.2%), and Pangasinan State University (n=41; 16.4%).

In terms of gender, university students from Turkey had 53.2% (n=133) male
respondents and as female respondents (46.8%; n=117). Meanwhile, among university
students from the Philippines, there were more females (64%; n=160) than males (36%;
n=90) who participated in the study. In terms of age, majority of respondents from
Turkey were 22 years old (25.6%; n=64) and 23 years old and above (22%; n= 55). On
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the other hand, most respondents from the Philippines were 19 years old (33.2%; n=83)
and 20 years old (24%; n=60)

In terms of place of internet usage, majority of samples from Turkey use internet in their
homes or dormitory (84.8%; n=212) and university (10.8%; n=27). This is similar
among samples from Philippines wherein they use internet mostly in their homes or

dormitory (64.4%; n= 161) and university (14.4%; n= 36).

Regarding the daily internet usage, most of respondents from Turkey use internet about
4-5 hours (32%; n= 80) while most respondents from Philippines spend 2-3 hours
(37.6%; n= 94). When it comes to self-reported foreign language proficiency, majority
of participant from Turkey rated themselves as intermediate user (33.2%; n=83) while

students from Philippines mostly rated themselves as good users (44%; n=110).

As of economic status, 75.2% (n=188) of samples from Turkey revealed that they have
middle economic status which is similar with samples from the Philippines (70.4%;
176). In terms of religion, 87.2% (n=218) of samples in Turkey were Muslims while
98% (n= 245) of samples from Philippines were Christians. Finally, as in terms of year
level, most respondents in Turkey were 1% year students (28.4%; n= 71) while
university student samples from Philippines were mostly 3™ year students (n= 111;
44.4%).

According to KONDA Research and Consultancy (2007), there is 99.8% of the Turkish
population identified as Muslims. But in this study, the religion of the participants from
Turkey showed only 87.2% Muslims. Therefore, we can conclude that there were non-

Turkish citizens who participated in the study.
2.3 Instruments

This study adapted surveys from the studies of Akbulut & Eristi (2011) and Lai et al.
(2017) which focused on the prevalence, instances, and impact of cyberbullying
behaviours on/ among university students. Permissions from the original authors of the

adapted survey questions were sought for this study.

The questionnaire was composed of five parts. The parts one to four were adopted from

the study of Akbulut & Eristi (2011) entitled ‘Cyberbullying and victimization among
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Turkish university students.” The first part was a Personal Data Sheet that contained
questions about the participants’ demographic profiles such as gender, age, place of
internet usage, number of hours spent on internet, foreign language proficiency,

economic status, religion, and year level.

The second part was a 28 Likert items concerning the cyberbullying victimization
experiences of the university students. This survey was originally used in the study of
Akbulut et al. (2010) which has undergone two pilot studies. This scale included
cyberbullying victimization instances of harassment, cyberstalking, denigrations,
masquerade, exclusion, outing, and trickery. The term ‘cyberbullying’ was never
explicitly mentioned to avoid the self-selection bias among participants. The
cyberbullying frequency was examined using 5- item scales: never, rarely, sometimes,
often, and always which have been written as 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. This form got a high

internal consistency coefficient of a= 0.96 among Turkish university students.

The third part pertained about the effects of cyberbullying victimization. This was
adapted from the study of Lai et al. (2017) entitled ‘Prevalence of Cyberbullying among
Students in Malaysian Higher Learning Institutions’ to determine the effects of
cyberbullying which ranged from mild to severe. Slight effect can be avoidance of

internet or gadgets and dangerous effect may reach the limit of suicidal ideation.

The fourth part is scale that pertained to cyberbullying perpetration. This cyberbullying
perpetration scale was a modification of cyberbullying victimization scale. For instance,
in the original victimization scale, ‘Receiving harassing emails or instant messages’ was
rephrased as ‘Sending harassing emails or instant messages. This scale was originally

piloted among 27 university students and had a high internal consistency of 0.84.

The second (cyberbullying victimization scale) and fourth part (cyberbullying
perpetration scale) of the survey were originally developed and administered in Turkish.
That is why, the English translation of these (which have been translated by the
questionnaire developers) were also conducted on university students from Philippines
to determine its reliability. Among the 69 university student samples from Philippines,
the victimization scale was found to have a high internal consistency of o= 0.945.
Whilst the perpetration scale was revealed to have a high internal consistency of a=

0.974. To check for its face and content validity of the two scales in Philippine setting,
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four Filipino university professors in the department of arts and social sciences were
consulted. The fifth part of the survey tackled about the reasons for cyberbullying

perpetration.
2.4 Procedures

The authors of the adapted questionnaires were firstly informed about the adaptation
and utilization of their instruments. Upon giving their permissions, the questionnaire for
university students in Turkey was directly encoded for paper-based survey. The
questionnaire for Philippines was consulted to four reviewers to see the validity of each
item in university students from Philippines. After the questionnaire has been validated,

it was piloted to 69 Filipino students through the online survey Google Forms.

Data in the Philippines were collected in July- August of the school year 2018 while
data in Turkey were gathered during May- June of school year 2018. The survey was
conducted in both private and public universities of both countries upon obtaining the

approval of the respective department heads.

Seventy percent of them responded positively while thirty percent did not respond at all.
The nature of the survey was explained to students in class by the help of class
professors, research assistants, and fellow graduate students in the respective university.
Those participants who volunteered to take the survey were given survey forms as well

as the consent forms upon their agreement to participate.

The survey was given in Turkish for university samples in Turkey and English for
university samples in Philippines. The survey form was not translated to Filipino, the
national language of the Philippines since English is the official language of the

Philippines and the language of instruction in Philippine education.

The estimated time to complete the survey was approximately 10-15 minutes.
Researcher assured the confidentiality of the information of the participants as well as
the name of the universities that participated in this study. The total number of gathered
participants was 560 students hence only 260 students from Philippines and 250
university students from Turkey who completed the survey. Data were then encoded in

the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) version 25 to accumulate the results.
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2.5 Data Analyses

Descriptive statistics were generated to examine quantitative data. Quantitative data
included variables such as their demographic profile such as gender, age, place of
internet usage, number of hours spent on internet, foreign language proficiency,
economic status, religion, and year level were examined using frequency of distribution.
Similarly, the results of prevalence, instances, reasons, and effects, of cyberbullying
were analysed using frequency distribution. Pearson’s correlation was used to determine
the significant association of cyberbullying victimization and perpetration behaviour of
the university students. Lastly, T-Test and One-way ANOVA were utilized to determine
the significant differences of cyberbullying victimization and perpetration experiences

of the university students.

22



CHAPTER 3: FINDINGS

In this study, it was found out that among university students from Turkey, their
cyberbullying victimization experiences do not significantly vary according to their
gender, age, internet-use location, daily hours of internet usage, foreign language
proficiency, and religion, and year level. On the other hand, their cyberbullying
victimization experiences of were significantly different according to their economic

status.

The cyberbullying victimization experiences of students from the Philippines do not
significantly vary according to their gender, age, internet-use location, foreign language
proficiency, religion, and year level. However, their cyberbullying victimization
experiences were significantly different according to their daily hours of internet usage,

and economic status.

With regards to cyberbullying perpetration experiences of university students from
Turkey, there were no significant difference according to their gender, internet-use
location, daily hours of internet usage, foreign language proficiency, economic status,
religion, and year level. However, a significant difference according to their age was

found.

Among the cyberbullying perpetration experiences of university students from
Philippines, there were no significant difference according to their age, internet-use
location, religion, and year level. Thus, significant differences according to their gender,

daily hours of internet usage, foreign language proficiency, and economic status.

Regardless of the samples’ background, the cyberbullying victimization and
perpetration experiences of university students in Turkey and Philippines were
significantly different. Results also indicated that the perpetration and victimization
cyberbullying experiences were positively, strongly related among university students in
Turkey, university students in Philippines, and the combination of university students’

responsces.

Furthermore, the cyberbullying victimization and perpetration behaviours found to be

prevalent among the samples. More than 82% of students from Philippines and 81.2%
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of students from Turkey reported to be victims of online bullying. On the other hand,
62.4% of students from Philippines and 48.8% of students from Turkey said that they

did at least one of cyberbullying instances for more than once.

Most of the victims from universities in Turkey were cyber-bullied by encountering
offensive words in instant messaging applications. Whereas, most of the victims from
Philippines were exposed to disturbance by the people they do not want to speak with
on messaging applications online. University students from Turkey who did
cyberbullying stated that they commonly use swearing or cursing words to someone on
chat. Whereas, students from Philippines said that they mostly block someone in instant
messaging applications. The effects of cyber-victimization to both samples found to be
similar wherein most of them suffered from emotional changes. Also, both university
students from Turkey and Philippines said that they did cyberbullying for no reason.

Table 1.
Difference of victimization experiences according to demographic profile

Cyberbullying Victimization

Demographic Turkey Philippines
profiles n x SD Sig/F n x SD Sig/lF
_qg Male 133 1.60 .47 90 1.99 .73
g Female 117 1.60 .54 0.088 160 1.76 .71 295
18 and below 8 1.56 .44 40 1.79 .62
19 32 143 .37 83 1.92 .83
o 20 48 1.74 .59 60 1.84 .73
S 43 158 .52 170 40 1.79 .60 .837
22 64 1.58 .48 13 1.79 .81
23 and above 55 1.59 .50 14 1.68 .60
.g Home/Dorm 212 1.58 .49 161 1.80 .70
§ University 27  1.64 .61 36 1.80 .84
Tré Internet café 3 1.44 .29 759 35 195 .65 .524
‘o;) Work 2 1.54 .05 2 247 134
ié Others 6 1.83 .57 16 196 .77
E 0-1 hr 14 141 .51 34 1.63 .54
;% 5 2-3hrs 71  1.52 .48 94 191 .74 F(4,245)
fi) 4-5 hrs 80 1.59 .46 076 69 2.02 .84 =435
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6- 7 hrs 39 1.60 .55 10 2.00 .64 p=.002*
8 hours and 46 1.76 .55 43 153 44
above
. Verylittle 34 1.64 55 39 203 .81
s 5 Adequate 44 153 .57 32 164 .60
E % Intermediate 83 1.57 .51 761 62 1.79 .75 .068
E‘) E Good 71 1.63 42 110 1.82 .66
Z Excellent 18 1.66 .55 7 234 1.13
_ Verylittle 9 188 .46 18 236 .79
§ Low 22 180 .64 F(4245) 31 185 .79 F
2 Middle 188 1.53 .47 =4.28 176 1.73 .64  (4,245)
£ High 28 1.68 .76 p=0.002* 23 2.13 .85 =4.28
2 Very high 3230 .50 2 334 .15 p=.000*
Islam 218 1.57 .50 0 0 0
& Christianity 2 1.69 .13 245 1.84 .72
::2,0 Buddhism 2 216 .48 220 3 221 1.06 .196
Nonreligious 28 1.70 .54 2 1.03 .000
It 71 154 43 49 1.81 .64
?‘3’ 2nd 68 159 .57 68 1.89 .75
% 3rd 47 1.63 .48 716 111 1.87 .75 287
7 g 64 163 .52 2 156 .63
*Significant at 0.05

Table 1 showed the difference of cyberbullying victimization experiences of university
students (from Turkey and Philippines) according to their demographic profiles. It has
been revealed that both of university students’ age, place of internet usage, proficiency
of foreign languages, religion and year level do not have significant differences when it
comes to their cyberbullying victimization behaviour. On the other hand, the daily
internet usage of [F (4, 245) = 4.35, p=.002] students from Philippines had a significant
difference wherein most of the victims found to use the internet 4-5 hours per day (M=
2.02; SD= .84). Meanwhile, university students’ (from Turkey) victimization
experiences did not have significant differences according to their hours of internet

usage.
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University students’ cyberbullying victimization experiences were significantly
different according to their economic status as university students from Turkey had [F
(4,245) =4.28, p=0.002] and Philippines had [F (4,245) =4.28 p=0.002]. Among
respondents from Turkey, students with very high economic status (x=2.30, SD= .50)
were found to be the most online bullying victims which is similar to respondents from
Philippines wherein students with very high economic status (x=3.32, SD=.15) found to

have the highest cyberbullying victimization experiences.

Therefore, the hypothesis ‘There is no significant difference between cyberbullying
victimization behaviours of the university students from Philippines and Turkey
university students and their demographic profile such as age, gender, internet use
location and frequency, foreign language proficiency, religion, and year level’ was
accepted. Only economic status and cyberbullying victimization behaviour of students
from Turkey and Philippines found to be significantly similar.

Table 2.
Difference of perpetration behaviours according to demographic profile

Cyberbullying Perpetration

Turkey Philippines

Demographic profiles N x SD Sig/F n x SD SiglF
. Male 133 2.18 .47 90 1.82 92 t(24%)
'qé Female 117 2.14 48 791 160 1.56 .78 =-2.345
S p=.001%*

18 and below 8 207 .26 40 149 .67

19 32 202 .23 F 83 1.76 .89
9 20 48 237 .67 (2,244) 60 1.71 .86 116
< 21 43 2.08 .33 =2.75 40 148 .72

22 64 216 44  p=.020* 13 2.02 1.22

23 and above 55 2.16 .49 14 137 .73
8 Home/Dorm 212 2.16 47 161 1.58 .84
§ University 27 222 58 36 1.81 .87
T%’ Internet café 3 205 .14 .899 35 175 80 316
S Work 2 1.93 .10 2 238 1.71
2 Others 6 2,14 22 16 1.77 .85
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0-1 hr 14 2 22 34 150 .53

% 2-3 hrs 71 207 .40 94 176 .86 F (4,245)
5
S 4-5 hrs 80 220 .53 117 69 1.79 1.01 =2.83
I 6- 7 hrs 39 218 .53 10 1.64 .85 p=.025%
;52 8 hrs and 46 227 .49 43 132 .59
= above
9 Very little 34 216 .44 39 2.06 .96
s 5 Adequate 44 208 .36 32 135 .58 F(2,245)
8 § Intermediate 83 220 .54 257 62 146 .72 =538
;D E Good 71 212 45 110 1.67 .84 p=.000%
= Excellent 18 235 .56 7 226 128
. Very little 9 238 .52 18 221 1.00
§ Low 22 218 .52 31 1.64 91 F(4,245)
8 Middle 188 2.14 .48 569 176 1.55 .76 =5.15
g High 28 222 35 23 1.85 96 p=.001*
= Very high 3 232 71 2 331 .000
Islam 218 2.17 .50 0 0 0
g Christianity 2 1.98 .50 245 1.66 .85
B 955 594
g Buddhism 2 212 .03 3152 .78
Nonreligious 28 2.15 .31 2 1.07 .10
I+t 71 217 45 49 1.54 .67
?‘3’ 2nd 68 219 .57 68 179 .86
= 792 210
5 3rd 47 219 .48 111 1.67 .91
” 4 64 211 39 2 141 .79
*Significant at 0.05

Table 2 indicated that both university students’ cyberbullying perpetration experiences
did not have significant differences when it comes to place of internet use, religion, and

year level.

Furthermore, there were no significant differences among students’ (from Turkey)
cyberbullying perpetration behaviour according to their gender, daily internet usage,

foreign language proficiency, and economic status.
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Meanwhile, among students from Philippines, a significant difference was found
according to their gender [t (248) =-2.345, p=.001], internet usage per day [F (4,245)
=2.83, p=.025], proficiency in foreign language [F (2, 2245) = 5.38, p=.001] and
economic status [F (4, 245) =5.15, p=.001]

Cyberbullying perpetration behaviour is mostly committed by students who are males
(x=1.82, SD= .92); spend an average of 4-5 hours (x=1.79, SD= 1.01) daily internet
usage; excellent proficiency in foreign language (X=2.26, SD= 1.28) and; students with
very high economic status (Xx=3.31, SD=.000) On the other hand, university students’
(from Turkey) cyberbullying perpetration behaviour was found to be significantly
different according to their age wherein, 20-year-old students had the most

cyberbullying perpetration behaviour (x=2.37; SD=.67).

Therefore, the hypothesis ‘There is no significant difference between cyberbullying
perpetration behaviour of the university students in Philippines and Turkey based on

their demographic profile such internet use location, religion, and year level’ was

accepted.
Table 3.
Differences in cyberbullying behaviours among university students
N X SO F t df Sig.
o Turkey 250 1.59 .50
Victimization 28.59 -4.89 498 p<0.001

Philippines 250 1.84 .72

Turkey 250 1.31 .49

Perpetration o 74.27 -5.53 498 p<0.001
Philippines 250  1.66 .85

In Table 3, T-test for independent means was conducted to determine the difference
between victimization and perpetration experiences of university students in Philippines
and Turkey. Based on the result, there was a significant difference (p<0.001) in the
cyberbullying victimization behaviour among university students in Turkey (X =1.59;
SD= 0.50) and university students in Philippines (Xx=1.84; SD=0.72); t (498) = -4.49;
p<0.001; and F-value=28.59.

Table 3 also shown that there was also a significant difference (p<0.05) in the
cyberbullying perpetration behaviours among university students from Turkey (x=1.31;
SD= 0.49) and university students from Philippines (x=1.66; SD=0.84); t (498) = -5.53;
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p<0.001; and F-value=74.27. Therefore, the hypothesis ‘There is no significant
difference between the cyberbullying victimization and perpetration experiences of
university students in Philippines and Turkey’ was rejected.

Table 4.

Relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and victimization among university
students from Philippines and Turkey

N r p

Victimization
) 500 .700 .000
Perpetration

p<.0.01 (2-tailed)

In Table 4, a Pearson Correlation test was used to get the significant relationship
association between the victimization and perpetration behaviour of university students
from Philippines and Turkey. The results showed a strong, positive correlation
coefficient for victimization and perpetration behaviours (r=.700, N=500, p<.001). This
indicated that as the victimization behaviour of the university students increases, the
perpetration behaviour also increases. As well as victimization behaviour decreases, the
perpetration behaviour also decreases. Therefore, the hypothesis ‘There is a significant
relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and cyberbullying victimization
behaviours among university students in Philippines and Turkey in general’ was
accepted.
Table S.

Relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and victimization among university
students from Turkey

N r p

Victimization
) 250 .649 .000
Perpetration

p<.0.01 (2-tailed)

In table 5, a Pearson Correlation test was used to get the significant relationship
association between the victimization and perpetration behaviour of university students
in Turkey. The results showed a strong, positive correlation coefficient for victimization
and perpetration behaviours (r=.649, N=250, p<.001). Therefore, the hypothesis, ‘there
is a significant relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and cyberbullying

victimization behaviours of university students from Turkey’ was accepted.
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Table 6.
Relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and victimization among university
students in Philippines

N R p

Victimization
) 250 705 .000
Perpetration

p<.0.01 (2-tailed)

In table 6, a Pearson Correlation test was used to get the significant relationship
association between the victimization and perpetration behaviour of university students
from Philippines. The results showed a strong, positive correlation coefficient for
victimization and perpetration behaviours (r=.705, N=250, p<.001). Therefore, the
hypothesis, ‘there is a significant relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and

cyberbullying victimization behaviours of university students (from Philippines)’ was

accepted.
Table 7.
Prevalence of cyberbullying behaviours among university students
Turkey Philippines
Victimization n % n %
Never 8 32 9 3.6
Once 39 15.6 34 13.6
More than once 203 81.2 207 82.8
Total 250 100 250 100
Perpetration
Never 59 23.6 54 21.6
Once 69 27.6 40 16.0
More than once 122 48.8 156 62.4
Total 250 100 250 100

Table 7 indicated that 81.2% (n=203) of university respondents in Turkey had

experienced cyberbullying victimization more than once, while 15.6% (n=39)
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experienced it once. Only 3.2% (n=8) did not experience any victimization instances. In
case of respondents from Philippines, 82.8% (n=207) of them reported that they
experienced cyberbullying victimization more than once, while 13.6% (n=34) had once
experienced cyberbullying victimization. There were only 3.6% (n=9) who reported that

they never had a cyberbullying victimization experience.

When it comes to cyberbullying perpetration, 48.8% (n=122) of university respondents
in Turkey revealed that they committed cyberbullying perpetration at least once, while
27.6% (n=69) did it once, and 23.6% (n=59) had never engaged to cyberbullying
perpetration. In case of respondents from Philippines, it was found out that 62.4% (n=
156) of them had engaged to cyberbullying perpetration more than once. There was
16% (n=40) who did online perpetration for only once while 21.6% (n=54) did not
engaged to cyberbullying perpetration.

Table 8.
Cyberbullying victimization instances experienced by samples
Cyberbullying victimization instances Turkey Philippines
n % n %
Irritating messages online 59 236 63 25.2
Mockery online 29 11.6 67 26.8
Gossips online 55 220 82 32.8
Hostile messages about friends 33 132 82 32.8
Dissemination of wrongful personal information 23 9.2 64 25.6
Non-consensual distribution of personal information 41 164 63 25.2
Tricks to get personal information 43 172 53 21.7
Share of personal information via messaging apps 39 156 55 22.0
Elimination from an online group/chat room. 37 148 93 37.2
Block in instant messaging apps 44 176 86 34.4
Unsought religious or political messages 75 300 79 31.6
Threatening messages online 26 104 54 21.6
Non-consensual use of personal information online 24 9.6 55 22.0
Software use to know one’s personal information 38. 152 70 28.0
Insulting messages online 25 100 71 28.4

Non-consensual distribution of personal photos and 18 7.2 59 23.6

videos
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Disturbance in instant messaging applications 52 20.8 105 42.0

Deception online 28 112 86 34.4
Password thievery online 47 18.8 86 34.4
Pretended to be someone else 21 84 61 24.4
Indecent or sexual messages online 33 132 58 23.2
Non-consensual unwanted contents 43 172 65 26.0
Use of swearing words in instant messaging apps 103 412 70 28.0
Non-consensual use of personal images 26 104 55 22.0
Indecent images while using the webcam 23 9.2 54 21.6
Offers with sexual allusion online 28 112 60 24.0
Coercion to vote or support a specific group 46 184 43 17.2
Conceal real identities online 62 248 76 30.4

In the original data codebook, each item was rated on a 5-point rating scale (1= never,
2= rarely, 3= sometimes, 4= very often, 5= always). One of the criteria of cyberbullying
behaviour is that there is a repetition of the aggressive behaviour over time. This means
that to determine the frequency of each behaviour, ratings 1 and 2 (never and rarely)
should be disregarded because these suggested that the cyberbullying behaviour was not
executed or was happened only once. Therefore, they did not meet the criteria of
cyberbullying behaviour. On the other hand, ratings 3, 4, 5 (sometimes, very often, and
always) were included. Ergo, ratings 3, 4, and 5 were re-encoded as 1 which indicated

that the response to that item was regarded as a cyberbullying behaviour.

Frequency of distribution suggested that among university students in Turkey, the five
most common form of victimization instances were swearing or use of cursing words
via instant messaging apps (n= 103; 41.2%), receiving unsought political or religious
messages (n=75; 30%), concealing real identities online (n= 62; 24.8%), receive
irritating messages online (n=59; 23.6%), and encouragement to gossip online (n=55;
22%). While the least instance was the non-consensual distribution of personal photos
and videos (n=18; 7.2%).

With regards to university student samples from Philippines, disturbance by the people
who do not want to chat with on instant messaging applications (n=105; 42.0%),
elimination from online group or chats (n=93; 37.2%), being blocked by others in

instant messaging applications (n=86; 34.4%), experienced trickery or deception by
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someone (n=86; 34.4%), and password thievery (n=86; 34.4%) were found to be the top
five most cyberbullying victimization instances. It was also found that the least
victimization instance being experienced by university student samples from Philippines

was coercion to vote or support a specific group online (n=43, 17.2%).

Table 9.
Cyberbullying perpetration instances done by samples
Cyberbullying perpetration behaviours Turkey Philippines
n % n %

Irritating messages online 16 64 3s4 13.6
Mockery online 30 12.0 42 16.8
Gossips online 45 180 50 20.0
Hostile messages about friends 18 7.2 48 19.2
Dissemination of wrongful personal information 18 7.2 42 16.8
Non-consensual distribution of personal information 16 64 57 22.8
Tricks to get personal information 11 44 48 19.2
Share of personal information via messaging apps 14 5.6 53 21.2
Elimination from an online group/chat room. 31 124 57 22.8
Block in instant messaging apps 41 164 78 31.2
Unsought religious or political messages 27 10.8 61 24.4
Threatening messages online 14 5.6 47 18.8
Non-consensual use of personal information online 16 64 49 19.6
Software use to know one’s personal information. 17 6.8 64 25.6
Insulting messages online 17 6.8 55 22.0
Non-consensual distribution of personal photos and 16 6.4 59 23.6
videos

Disturbance in instant messaging applications 18 7.2 66 26.4
Deception online 25 10.0 54 21.6
Password thievery online 10 4.0 53 20.8
Pretended to be someone else 17 6.8 44 17.6
Indecent or sexual messages online 19 7.6 44 17.6
Non-consensual unwanted contents 14 5.6 44 17.6
Use of swearing words n instant messaging apps 60 24 56 22.4
Non-consensual use of personal images 16 6.4 50 20.0
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Indecent images while using the webcam 13 52 46 18.4

Offers with sexual allusion online 10 4.0 43 17.2
Coercion to vote or support a specific group 16 64 41 16.4
Conceal real identities online 31 124 68 27.2

Table 9 indicated that among university students in Turkey, the least form of
cyberbullying perpetration was to steal someone’s passwords online 4.0% (n=11) and to
give an offer to someone with sexual allusion (n=10, 4.0%). While the top five most
done perpetration instances were- swearing or use of cursing words via instant
messaging apps (n=60; 24%), encouragement to gossip online (n=45; 18%), to block
someone in instant messaging applications (n=41; 16.4%), to eliminate someone from
online group and/ or chats (n=31; 12.4%), and to conceal real identities when

communicating online (n=31; 12.4%)).

For university student respondents from Philippines, sending irritating online messages
was experienced by the least of the student sample (n=34; 13.6%). The five most
frequent instances were to be- to block someone in instant message applications (n=78;
31.2%), to conceal real identities when communicating (n=68; 27.2%), to disturb
someone online who do not want to chat with in instant message applications (n=66;
26.4%), to use software to know someone’s information (n=64; 25.6%), and to send

non-consensual religious or political messages (n=61; 24.4%)

Table 10.
Cyberbullying victimization effects on university students
Effects of cyberbullying victimization Turkey Philippines
n % n %
Changes in emotion 114 57.0 88 42.7
Crowds/friends avoidance 60 30.0 25 12.1
Nervous when messages/ email arrives 90 45.0 41 19.9
Changes in behaviour 62 31.0 38 18.4
Changes in appetite 37 18.5 39 18.9
Hypersensitive towards surroundings 59 29.5 58 28.2
Unsecure feeling when using the internet 121 60.5 33 16.0
Computer/ mobile phones avoidance 58 29.0 33 16.0
Changes in sleeping habit 50 25.0 43 20.9
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Suicide attempt 10 5.0 27 13.1

Table 10 indicated that among university student samples (in Turkey) who experienced
cyberbullying victimization, 60.5% of them revealed to feel un-secure whenever they
surf on internet (n=121). It was also reported that 57.0% of the victims suffered from
emotional changes (n=114); 25% felt nervous whenever they receive messages (n=90);
31.0% had changes in behaviour (n=62); 30% avoided mixing with the crowds or
friends (n=60); 29.5% became hypersensitive towards their surroundings (n=59); 29%
had avoided using computers/ mobile phones (n=58); 25% had a change in sleeping
habits/ sleep disorder (n=50); 18.5% had a change of appetite (n=37); and 5.0%

attempted to commit suicide (n=10).

In terms of university student samples from Philippines, 42.7% (n=88) of them reported
to had emotional changes. Moreover, it was also revealed that 28.2% (n=58)
experienced a hypersensitivity towards surroundings, 20.9% (n=43) had a change in
sleeping habits or had suffer from sleep disorder, 19.9% (n=41) became nervous
whenever they receive messages or email, 18.9% (n=39) had a change in appetite,
18.4% (n=38) had behavioural changes; 16.0% (n=33) avoided using computers/ mobile
phones; 6.0% (n=33) also felt un-secure whenever they use internet; 13.1% (n=27)

attempted to commit suicide; and 12.1% (n=25) avoided mixing with the crowds/

friends.
Table 11.
Reasons of cyberbullying perpetration among university students
Reasons of cyberbullying victimization Turkey Philippines
n % n %
Hatred towards someone 59 49.58 34 21.8
Victim of cyberbullying before 31 26.05 20 12.82
Revenge 22 18.49 17 10.88
No reason 78 65.55 81 51.92
Irritate 46 38.66 71 45.51
Impose views 10 8.40 17 10.88
Others 28 23.53 0 0

35



Table 11 showed the reasons of cyberbullying perpetration among the university
students in Philippines and Turkey. In table 3, it contained how many university
students engaged in cyberbullying perpetration. In total, there were 275 (55%)

university students from the 500 samples who engaged in cyberbullying perpetration.

In case of university students in Turkey, there was a total of 119 (47.6%) students from
the total 250 respondents who claimed that they engaged in cyberbullying perpetration.
Sixty-five percent of them (n=78) reported that they do online bullying without any
reason. More than 49% (n=59) of them also claimed that they do it because of having
hatred against somebody. Other reasons include to irritate someone (n=46; 38.66%);
being a victim of cyberbullying before (n=31; 26.05); to take revenge (n=22; 18.49%);
and to impose political or religious views (n=10; 8.40%). Furthermore, university
students in Turkey also added some reasons like the following: to joke, feeling of

jealousy, to provoke, and to know the truth (n=28; 23.53%);

In terms of university students from Philippines, there was a total of 156 (62.4%)
students from the total 250 respondents who claimed that they engaged in cyberbullying
perpetration. More than 51% (n=81) of the respondents claimed that they do
cyberbullying because of no specific reason. While 45.51% (n=71) claimed that they do
it to irritate someone. Other reasons include having a hatred against someone (n=34;
21.8%); being a victim of cyberbullying before (n=20; 12.82%); to take revenge (n=17;
10.88%); and to impose political or religious views (n=17; 10.88%)
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CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study mainly investigated the difference of cyberbullying behaviours among
university students in Turkey and Philippines. The first hypothesis predicted that there
was no significant difference among the victimization behaviours of university students
in Turkey and Philippines according to their demographic profile. The results of several
T-test and ANOVA analyses reported that cyberbullying victimization behaviours of the
university students in Turkey and Philippines have similar pattern according to age,
gender, internet use location, foreign language proficiency, religion, and year level.
These means that whether the university students are males or females; whether they are
below 18-year-olds or above 19-year-old students; whether they use internet at home,
university, internet café, work, or others; whether they have very little or excellent
foreign language proficiency; whether they practice Islam, Christianity, or other
religions; whether they are in first, second, third, or fourth year they were all equally
exposed to cyberbullying victimization. From these findings it can be concluded that
university students can be victims online regardless of their demographical backgrounds.
These results were quite similar with the findings of the original questionnaire
developers. It was found that victimization experiences did not differ according to

background variables except for gender (Akbulut & Eristi, 2011d:1163)

Among university students in Turkey, their cyberbullying victimization experiences did
not have significant difference when it comes with the time they spent on internet. This
denoted that being a victim of cyberbullying did not depend on whether the student
spends little or so much time in internet. This was contrary against university students
from Philippines wherein it was found that victims typically spend 4-5 hours per day. A
similarity between university students in Turkey and Philippines was found when it
comes to economic status. It was revealed that students with the highest economic status
were prone to cyberbullying victimization. This result was quite surprising as according
to the study of Tippette & Wolke (2014: 53), most of the studies claimed that
victimization was positively related with a low economic status across national findings.
A possible explanation why students with high economic status was because of their
grandiose lifestyle. This may be synonymous with the rich, famous celebrities and

personas who were not exempted for being bashed online.
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The second hypothesis anticipated that there was no significant difference between
cyberbullying perpetration behaviour of university students in Turkey and Philippines
according to their demographic profile. Results suggested that cyberbullying
perpetration behaviours of the university students in Turkey and Philippines were not
different according to internet-use location, religion, and year level. These means that
when they cyberbully, it does not matter whether they are in home, dormitory,
university, or internet café. Even they are Muslims, Christians, Buddhists, or non-
religious and whether they are 1%, 2", 3™ or 4" year students, their cyberbullying

perpetration behaviours found to be not indifferent.

It was revealed the cyberbullying perpetration behaviour of males and females from
Turkey were similar. This is contrary among university students from Philippines,
wherein males tend to be more cyberbully than females. This result was contradictory
with the study of Witkus (2012: 24) among Filipino adolescents wherein there both
males and females were equally subjected to cyberbullying perpetration behaviour.
Navarro (2016: 42) stated that previous researches found males tend to execute and
suffer more than females from online bullying. Therefore, the data provided in this
research did not make a conclusion that there was a clear difference between the
cyberbullying behaviours of males and females. Therefore, future researches must look
into an analysis which instances of online bullying were considered to be cyberbullying

according to gender.

Another aspect is internet use per day. University students’ (in Turkey) cyberbullying
perpetration behaviour found to be similar whether they use little or more hours in
internet. This is different among university students from Philippines wherein
cyberbullying perpetrators spend 4-5 hours per day. When it comes to foreign language
proficiency, the cyberbullying perpetration behaviour among university students in
Turkey were similar. This suggested that whether a student have very little, adequate, or
excellent foreign language proficiency, their online perpetration behaviours were the
same. This was different among university students from Philippines wherein those who
were excellent in foreign languages tend to have the highest cyberbullying perpetration
behaviour. In terms of their economic status, whether university students in Turkey have
little, adequate, or very high economic status, the cyberbullying perpetration behaviours

of them were similar. This was again a contradicting finding among university students
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from Philippines wherein those who have very high economic status found to have the

highest cyberbullying perpetration behaviour.

The third hypothesis expected that there was no significant difference between the
cyberbullying behaviours of university students from Turkey and Philippines in general.
T-test results shown that that there was a significant difference between the
cyberbullying victimization and perpetration experiences of university students in
Philippines and Turkey regardless of their demographic profiles. In general, university
students from Philippines found to have higher cyberbullying victimization and

perpetration experiences more than university students in Turkey.

However, cyberbullying victimization and perpetration phenomenon seem to be
prevalent among both university students from Turkey and Philippines. It was found
that 82.8% of students from Philippines and 81.2% of university students from Turkey
have been victims of cyberbullying more than twice. Furthermore, there was 62.4% of
students from Philippines and 47.6% of the students from Turkey who happened to be
perpetrators of cyberbullying at least three times in the past six months. Therefore,
although the cyberbullying victimization and perpetration experiences of university
students from Turkey and Philippines were different, it shown that these cyberbullying

behaviours do exist despite of the cultural backgrounds among university students.

These findings seem surprising as Turkey is technologically and highly developed
country, where mobile phones and internet are cheaper and more widely available than
in Philippines. Furthermore, the daily internet usage of students in Turkey was found to
be greater than university students from Philippines. Accordingly, university students
from Turkey should have better opportunities to cyberbullying behaviours than their

counterparts from Philippines.

The fourth, fifth, and 6th hypothesis predicted that there were significant relationship
between the cyberbullying victimization and perpetration experiences of university
students in among university students in Turkey, university students in Philippines, and
university students from Turkey and Philippines in general. Several Pearson correlation
test analyses found that there were significant associations between victimization and

perpetration cyberbullying behaviours.
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According to General Strain Theory, the chance to do cyberbullying increases with the
exposure to it. Concretely, the results obtained in this study supported the theory as
there was a significant association between cyberbullying victimization and perpetration.
There was a strong and positive relationship between the cyberbullying victimization
and perpetration behaviours of university students in general. Findings were found to be

similar among university students from Turkey and Philippines respectively.

Therefore, it is likely if a person was a victim of cyberbullying, there would be a
tendency to become a preparator of bullying in the future. This finding was consistent
with previous studies revealing there is a relationship between cyberbullying
victimization and perpetration. This finding was accorded with the study of Sali, Basak,
& Akga: 2015:117) among 1400 Turkish university adolescent respondents and study of
Ak, Ozdemir, & Kuzucu (2015: 441) among 687 undergraduate students that cyber
victims have also the tendency to be cyber bullies and cyber bullies can also be cyber
victims. Therefore, in order to decrease and stop online bullying, victims must not be
the only one to receive help and interventions but as well the perpetrators of

cyberbullying.

According to Ybarra and Michelle (2004) as cited in Rivutuso (2012:30), most of
perpetrators of online bullying were also cyber-victims. Thus, they suggested that not all
cyberbullies experienced victimization online. They stated that cyber-perpetrators
utilize technology and internet as a channel to hide their own physical weakness,

without reprisal or revenge being the reason for doing such acts.

In all the instances of cyberbullying victimization, university students from Philippines
scored higher than the university students from Turkey in all the cases except for two
instances: university students from Turkey mostly encounter someone who uses
swearing or cursing words in instant messaging applications; and they were also mostly
being forced to vote for or sign in a religious, political, or sports group online. However,
in all the cyberbullying perpetration behaviour instances, university students from

Philippines scored higher than the university students in Turkey.

Among university student victims in Turkey, they mostly encountered swearing or
cursing words online; and receiving unsought messages online. As per university

victims from Philippines, they mostly disturbed by people whom they do not want to
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talk or chat with online; and also, they mostly encountered being kicked out of from
online group/ chats. Therefore, although victimization online seemed common in each

country, the experiences they had differ.

It was revealed that university students in Turkey mostly do cyberbullying perpetration
behaviour by making gossips online and blocking someone in instant messaging
applications. Meanwhile, university students from Philippines mostly block someone
and then they hide their identities when they communicate online. Therefore, this study
revealed clear cultural differences among two countries when it comes to cyberbullying
victimization and perpetration behaviour patterns. Further researches must consider in

order to explain these differences.

The present study also found similarities to some extent. Both students from Turkey
and Philippines attempted to do cyberbullying because of hatred and to irritate someone.
Furthermore, the main motive of cyberbullying perpetration among both university
students from Turkey and Philippines was no reason. This suggested that there may no

one clear factor that can explain all the purposeless acts of aggression online.

The results showed that the effects of cyberbullying victimization on students in Turkey
were suffering from feelings of un-security when they use the internet and emotional
changes. Similarly, the primary effect of cyberbullying among victims from Philippines
was changes in emotions. According to Draa & Sydney (2009) as cited in Baek &
Bullock (2014: 230) cyberbullying was specifically cruel in nature because its
emotional damage can lead to a more serious destruction. It was clearly shown that
some of victims from Turkey and Philippines tried to take their own lives. However, the
number of people who attempted to commit suicide was higher among students in

Philippines than the students in Turkey.

The findings of this study do not provide a solution. However, this could be related to
family background. The structure of the family in Turkey is more intact than in the
Philippines. Growing number families in the Philippines do not have a complete family
due to some probable reasons: firstly, parents go outside the country and work; and
secondly, growing number of pregnancies before marriage. The effects of incomplete
family arrangement reported to highly engage with deviant behaviours which include

being aggressive online. According to Parke (2003) cited in Semorlan & Semorlan
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(2013: 46) these adolescents are prone to suffer emotional, mental, and psychological
challenges. However, this topic was not in the scope of this study. Therefore, further

studies must be done.

Although this study showed that as there is a significant relationship between
victimization and perpetration, their motives of cyberbullying perpetrators according to
the respondents do not accord with these results. Supposedly, the top most reason for
cyberbullying perpetrators is because they have been experienced online victimization.
However, the most common reasons of cyberbullying found in this study were because
of hatred feelings against someone and aim to irritate someone. Because the motives of
cyberbullying were relied to self-report survey, one probable reason could be they were

not aware that they had been cyberbullied before.

From these findings, it is recommended that cyberbullying must get more attention from
government, educators, parents, and community. They can collaborate to provide
immediate support and intercession for victims, like providing instructions on social
skills, training on how to deal with cyberbullying and stress-relieving activities. Also,
community must assist the victims with several exercises regarding the effect of their
unwanted behaviours on their oppressing situation. Educators may engage student
orientation programs. Because of the harmful consequences of cyberbullying situation,
which in tragic cases lead to suicide, campus guidance centres may include workshops
to teach students on the effects of cyberbullying. In addition to that, conducting student
sessions may improve cyberbullying victims’ self-esteem, and may establish a better

way of communication among cyberbullying perpetrators.
4.1 Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

Several limitations were found in this research. Firstly, the use of self-report survey
which may interfere the students’ interpretation of their economic status, proficiency in
foreign language, hours of internet usage, effects of cyberbullying victimization, and
reasons of cyberbullying perpetration. These may have been a challenge for students to
respond the survey. They might have been experienced discomfort in answering such
controversial questions thus they had hard time telling the truth in the survey. Therefore,
it is recommended that there must be a development of more reliable measures for

investigating those variables.
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Secondly, the samples in this study was not randomized. The researcher chose the
universities based on convenience and familiarity. Students were chosen based on their
availability at the time of the survey and as well as their familiarity of using the internet.
Thus, an increase in the number of samples and use of randomization technique would

help to obtain more generalizable results in the future.

Another probable limitation of this study, although a slight chance, was the instruments
used in this study. Philippine education uses a 100% English medium of instruction
from pre-elementary to university level. In Philippines, there is an average of 100
languages all around the country. Tagalog is the national language of the Philippines
and English is the second official language. However, the student samples from
Philippines primary dialects were Ilocano and Pangasinense. It may have been better if a

translation in these dialects were sought.

The fourth limitation could be the homogeneity of the samples. Most of the samples
from Philippines were from the northern part of the Philippines. There are numerous
regions, districts, cultures, and universities in the Philippines. It would be better if
samples were taken from a more representative environment. Respondents from Turkey
were from universities in Istanbul. Although, there might be a chance that they come
from different cities of Turkey, it might have been better if their city of origin was

sought to make the results of the study be generalizable at most.

The effects of victimization and the reasons for cyberbullying perpetration questionnaire
parts had limited given responses. It is encouraged that there would more number, and

open-ended questions to determine the effects and reasons for cyberbullying.

Furthermore, the instruments of this study were adaptations from previous researches.
Future studies may consider utilizing more reliable instruments based on the target

samples, platforms of cyberbullying and current trends on social media use and internet.

Lastly, the fact that the results of the study were solely based on the questionnaire, a
follow-up interview may be essential to attain better and wider explanations of the
results. Qualitative analysis may provide a more substantial and comprehensive
understanding of online victimization and perpetration instances through open-ended

questions and participant observation.
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Notwithstanding these limitations, this study contributes to the literatures of
cyberbullying as being one of the limited numbers of cross-country studies exploring

the relationships and differences of cyberbullying prevalence, instances, reasons, and

effects.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Questionnaire for University Students in Philippines

Dear participant,

You are being invited to participate in a research study about internet usage and behaviors. | am conducting this study from
the Social Sciences Institute of Sakarya University in Turkey. This study is being conducted for the completion of Master
degree in Sociology. There are no known risks if you decide to participate in this research study. There is no cost to you for
participating in the study. The questionnaire will take about 10-15 minutes to complete. The information collected may not
benefit you directly, but the information learned in this study should provide more general benefits. This survey is
anonymous. No one will be able to identify you or your answers, and no one will know whether did or did not you
participated in this study. By completing and placing this survey, you are voluntarily agreeing to participate. | hope you will
take a few minutes to complete this survey.

If you have any questions about the study, please contact Charisse Vitto at charisse.vitto@ogr.sakarya.edu.tr. Thank you.

Gender o Female = Male o Others

Age o 18andbelow = 19 o 20 c21 o 22 o 23 and above

Place where you use the internet most o Home or Dormitory o School = Internetcafe o work o Others

Your daily internet usage o 0-1 hour = 2-3 hours o 4-5 hours = 67 hours o 8 hours and above

Your foreign language proficiency o Very little = Adequate o Intermediate = Good o Excellent

Your economic status o Verylow C Low o Middle = High o Very high

Your religion o Christianity c Islam o Buddhism = Nonreligious (secular, atheist, agnostic)

Your year level o 1st = 2nd o 3rd = 4th
Internet users, without their desire, may face an intentional annoying behaviors and actions. q v
But the reasons and frequency of those behaviors and actions are not known. This research 5 E g = S :
a@ims to uncover the reasons of those unwanted behaviors and actions that victims | @ « & g & S
encountered in internet. As internet users, please mark the selection that best refiects the N § g ° <
frequency of the below mentioned actions in the last 6 months. 8
1. Receiving harassing e-mails or instant messages. =) a =] a =
2. Being mocked in online social utilities because of my physical appearance, my character - _ - - -
or an instance | experienced
3. Being invited to social applications including gossips or inappropriate chat. =) a =] a =)
4. Receiving instant messages or e-mails including incorrect or bad things about my - - - - -
friends.
5. Seeing incorrect and mean-spirited things written about me. = a =] a =
6. Having problems because my personal information is shared online without my - - - - -
consent.
7. Encountering tricks aiming to get my personal information and publish it on the Web. [=] a [=] a [=]
8. Publication of my personal information through e-mails or instant messaging tools - _ - -
without my consent.
9. Being specifically and intentionally excluded from an online group/chat room. =] a [=] a =]
10. Being blocked by others in instant messaging programs. = a o a =
11. Receiving messages with religious or politic content without my consent. =] a =] a =]
12. Receiving threatening e-mails or instant messages. =] a =] a =
13. Encountering people using my personal information without my consent. =] a =] a =]
14. Software is used to get my personal information. [=] a =] a =]
15. Receiving insulting e-mails or instant £ =] a =] a [=]
16. Publication of my personal photographs and videos without my consent. =] a =] a =]
17. Being disturbed by people | do not want to chat with in the instant messaging - - -
programs.
18. Deception by people who are pretending to be someone else. =] a =] a =]
19. Losing my passwords or being obliged to change them because of password hackers. =] a =] a =]
20. Seeing people speaking on my behalf using my nickname without my knowledge. =) a =] a =)
21. Receiving indecent or sexual e-mails. =] a =] a =]
22. Receiving unwanted content to my personal computer without my consent. [=] a =] a =]
23. Encountering cursing or slang language while using instant messaging programs. = a o a =
24. Use of my Webcam images without my consent. =] a =] a =]
25. Seeing indecent images while using the Webcam. =] a o a =]
26. Receiving proposals with sexual allusion from people | know /| do not know. = a o a =
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27. Being urged to vote for or sign in a religious, political, or sports group. [=] a =] a =]

28. Encountering people hiding their identities while communicating with me. [=] a o a [=]

If you experienced at least once of the above situation, have you encountered the following? (you can select more than one option)

o Emotional changes o Oversensitive towards surroundings

o Avoid mixing with the crowds/ friends = Feel insecure when surfing on the intemet
o Nervous when receiving messages,/ email o Avoid using computer/ mobile phones

o Behavioral changes o change of sleeping habits/ sleep disorder
o Change of appetite o Attempt to commit suicide

Some internet users do annoying behaviors to other internet users. But the reasons and frequency “» z|w
of those behaviors and actions are not known. Internet users may do those behaviors with intention § E g E :
from the start due to anger with or envy of other internet users. The aim of this study is to discover | W °<’- F o E
the reasons of those unwanted behaviors and their frequency. As internet users, please mark the = « § : <
selection that best refiects the frequency of below mentioned actions in the last 6 months. 8 g

1. Sending harassing e-mails or instant messages =} =} =} =} o
2. Mocking in online social utilities because of physical appearance, character or an instance experienced. =} =} =} =} o
3. Inviting to social applications including gossips or inappropriate chat. =} =} =} =} o
4. sending instant messages or e-mails including incorrect or bad things about friends (=} (=} =} =} =]
5. Writing incorrect and mean-spirited things about a person. (=3 =} =} =}

6. Sharing personal information online without consent. =3 =1 =} =}

7. Tricking to get other’s personal information and publish it on the Web. c c c c

8. Publishing other’s personal information through ils or instant ging tools without con: = c - -

9. Excluding someone from an online group/chat room without a specific reason. = c = c

10. Blocking others in instant messaging programs without a specific reason. = c c c

11. Sending messages with religious or political views. c =4 =] =]

12. Sending thr ing e-mails or i £ c = - =

13. Using others’ personal information without consent. c =4 =] =]

14. Using software to get personal information. (=} =} =} =}

15. Sending insulting ils or i z = z z

16. Publishing other’s personal photographs and videos without consent. = = = c

17. Disturbing in the instant messaging programs those ones who do not want to chat. c c c z

18. Communicating with others using a different identity. = = = =

19. Attempting to capture other’s password. (=} =] =] =} a
20. Using one's nich without their knowledge and speaking on their behalf. =] =) =] =) o
21. Sending obscene e-mails. = = = = o
22. Sending dc without consent. =1 =1 =} c

23, Using curse or slang language while using instant messaging programs. c z z z

24. Using Webcam images without consent. =3 o =} =}

25. Displaying obscene images while using the Webcam. =] =] =] =]

26. Sending proposals with sexual allusion to people | know /1 do not know. - - =4 =]

27. Pressuring to vote for or sign in a religious, political, or sports group. c = z =

28. Hiding identity while communicating. (=} =} =} =} o

Your reasons for doing such behaviors (you can select more than one option)

o Having a hatred against somebody = Toirritate someone

o Been a victim of cyberbullying before = Toimpose political/ religious views

o To take revenge = Others [please specifiy). ..o e
o There is no specific reason

Page2/2

51




Appendix 2: Questionnaire for University Students in Turkey

Sayin katilima,

iptemet kull ve davraniglan hakkinda bir aragtirma calismasina katilmaya davetlisiniz. Bu ¢aligmayr Turkiye'deki Sakarya
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitusi'nden yuritiiyorum. Bu caliyma Sosyoloji Yuksek Lisans derecesi igin ylirutilmektedir. Bu
aragtirma galismasina katilmaya karar verirseniz bilinen bir risk yoktur. Calismaya katilmaniz igin herhangi bir tGicret yoktur. Anketin
tamamlanmasi yaklagik 10-15 dakika siirecektir. Toplanan bilgiler sizi dogrudan faydalanmaz, ancak bu ¢alismada Ggrenilen bilgiler
daha genel faydalar saglamalidir. Bu anket anonimdir. Hig kimse sizi veya cevabinizi tanimlayamaz ve hig kimse bu galigmaya katilip
katiimadiginizi bilmeyecektir. Bu anketi doldurup yerlestirerek, goniillii olarak katiimayr kabul ediyorsunuz. Umarim bu anketi
tamamlamak ign birka¢ dakikanmzi aywrwsimiz. Cahsma hakkinda herhangi bir sorunuz varsa, Charisse Vitto
ile charisse.vitto@ogr.sakarya.edu.tr adresinden iletisime gegebilirsiniz. Vaktiniz igin tesekkur ederim.

Cinsiyetiniz = Kadin o Erkek
Yaginiz c 18vealt o 19 20 c2 o 22 o 23veuzen
internet’i en cok kullandginz yer = Ev-vurt o Okul = internetkafe o s o Diger
Giinlik internet kullaniminz C O-1saat o 2-3saat o 4-5saat C 6-7saat o 8saatve uzeri
Yabana dil yeterdiginiz o gokaz o Birazyeteri o Ortaduzey o iyi o Mikemmel
Ekonomik durumunuz C Cok diisik o Distk o Orta = Yiksek o Cok Yiksek
Inananiz c islam o Hristiyanlik o Budizm = Din digi (ateist, agnostik)
sinifiniz = Haarhk veyailko ikinc = Ugiincu = Dordiinci
. . . o . o zz 5 -
INTERNET’I KUU.ANIR_KB\I A§A(_5l0{\ YER ALAN DURUMLARLA SON ALTI AY ICERISINDE HANGI 2|3 =z g g = 2
SIKLIKTA KARSILASTIGINIZI BELIRTINIZ. T | = o
1. Taciz iceren elektronik postalar ya da anlik iletiler alma. =] =] [=] a [=]
2. Arkadaslik ya da bilgi paylagim sitelerinde fiziksel grinimiim, karakterim ya da yasadigim bir olayin - - -
alaya alinmas:
3. Arkadaslik ya da bilgi paylagim sitelerinde dedikodu tirinde ya da seviyesiz tartigmalann yapildig _
uygulamalara davet edilme. = = = - =
4. Arkadaglanm ya da tamdi@m kigiler hakkinda gercek diz ya da kétu geyler yazilan mesajlar ya da - - - - -
anlik iletiler alma.
5. Bagkalar tarafindan hakkimda dogru olmayan ve art niyetli olarak yazilmis yazilaria kargilasma. =] =] =] a o
6. Ozel bilgilerimin, bilgim ve onayim diginda Internet ortanmunda paylasiimasi =] =] =] a o
7. Kigisel bilgilerimi alabilmek igin degisik hilelere bagvurulmasi ve bu bilgilerin Internet’te - - - o
yayinlanmasi.
8. Kigisel bilgilerimin bilgim ve onayim diginda e-posta, anlik ileti vb. yollaria bagkalanna iletiimesi. =] =] =] a o
S. Bir tartigma grubundan ya da sohbet (chat) odasindan kasitli olarak atiima. [=] [=] [=] a o
10. Mesajlasma programlannda baskalan tarafindan engellenme. =) =) = a =]
11. Istegim diginda dinsel igerikli ya da politik igerikli mesajlar alma. =] =] =] a o
12. Santaj ya da tehdit igeren mesajlar ya da anlik iletiler alma. =] =] =] a [=]
13. Kigisel bilgilerimi izinsiz kullanan bireylerle kargilagma. [=] [=] [=] [=] [=]
14. Kimi yazilimlar kullanilarak ozel bilgilerime ulagiimaya caliziimasi. =) = = a =]
15. Hakaret igeren e-postalar ya da anlik iletiler alma. =) = = a =]
16. Kigiye 6zel resim ya da goruntulerimin Internet’te bilgim ve onayim olmakszin yayinlanmas:. =] =] =) a =]
17. Mesajlasma ortamlarinda gériusmek istemedigim kisiler tarafindan israrla rahatsiz edilme. [=] [=] [=] a [=]
18. Bagkalanna ait bir kimligi kullanarak benimle iletisim kuran insanlar tarafindan aldatiima. =] =] =] a o
19. Sifre hirsizlan ylzinden sahip oldugum sifreleri kaybetme ya da degigtirmek zorunda kalma. [=] [=] [=] [=] [=]
20. Birilerinin takma adimi (nickname) kullanarak bilgim diginda benim adima bagkalanna bir seyler - - - _ o
yazmalan. -
21. Mistehcen (yiz kizartia) ya da cinsel igerikli elektronik postalar alma. = = = a o
22. Istegim diginda bilgisayanma uygunsuz icerikli dosyalann génderilmesi. [=] [=] [=] [=] [=]
23. Mesajlasma ya da tartismalar sirasinda kiifir ya da argo icerikli ifadelerle kargilasma. [=] [=] [=] [=] [=]
24. Web kameras: gortintiilerimin bilgim ve istegim diginda farkl amaglarla kullaniimaya ¢alizilmas:. =] =] =] a =]
25. Web kameras: kullanirken istemedigim ahlak digi goriintiilerle kargilagma. =] [=] [=] a [=]
26. Tanidigyrm ya da tanimadigim kisilerden uygunsuz teklifler alma. [=] [=] [=] a [=]
27. Dini, politik, sportif, vb. konularda bir kisi ya da gruba oy vermeye ya da bir gruba Gye olmaya
zorlanma. = = = =
28. Gergek kimligini gizleyen ve benimle bagka bir isimle iletisim kurmayi deneyen kisilerle - - - - o
karsilagsma.
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Bu tiir davraneglan size en azinda bir defa olsaydi agapdakilerden hangisi ile kanglagtiniz? (Birden gok segenegi isaretleyebilirsiniz).

o Duygusal degisiklikler o Cevraye duyarl

ckalabalik/ arkadaglarla kangmaktan kagmak o internette gezinirken glivensiz hissetmek
o Mesajlarli/ e-postalan alirken sinir olmak
o Davramigsal degisiklikler

o istah degisikligi o intihar girisiminde bulunmak

oBilgisayar/ cep telefonu kullanmaktan kagmak
2 Uyku ahigkanliklaninin degisimi/ uyku bozuklugu

INTERNET'I KULLANIRKEN CESITLI NEDENLERLE ASAGIDA YER ALAN DAVRANISLARI SON ALTI AY
SR - RDCiNizi BELIRTINZ. ===

HIC

NADIREN

ZAMAN
ZAMAN

SIKLIKLA

COKSIK

1. Baskalanna tedirgin ya da rahatsiz edici elektronik postalar ya da anlik iletiler gonderme

n

o

2. Arkadashk ya da bilgi paylagim sitelerinde bagkalannin fiziksel gorunimiini, karakterini ya da yasadigi bir olay
mizahi ya da elestirel bicimde dile getirme, kiicimseme

n

o

3. Arkadaglik ya da bilgi paylagim sitelerinde dedikodu ya da gelisigizel tartismalanin yapildigi uygulamalarda yer
alma

n

o

4. Baskalan hakkinda gergek disi ya da hos olmayan seyler iceren mesajlar ya da anhk iletiler gonderme

5. Bagkalan hakkinda olumsuz nitelikte ve kasith yazilar yazma

6. Bagkalannin 6zel bilgilerini, bilgi ve onaylan diginda internet ortaminda paylagma

7. Degisik yollara bagvurarak bagkalarina ait kigisel bilgileri alma bu bilzileri Internet'te yayma

8. Bilgi ve onaylan disinda baskalaninin kigisel bilgilerini e-posta, anlik ileti vb. yollaria yayma

9. Bir tartisma grubundan ya da sohbet (chat) odasindan belirgin bir nedeni olmadan birini atma

10. Mesajlasma programlaninda belirgin bir nedeni olmadan baskalanm engelleme

11. Baskalanna dinsel ya da politik icerikli mesajlar gonderme

12. Baskalanna santaj ya da tehdit iceren mesajlar ya da anlik iletiler gonderme

13. Baskalannin kisisel bilgilerini izinsiz olarak kullanma

14. Ximi yazhmiar kullanilarak bagkalanna ait ozel bilgilere ulasmaya caisma

15. Baskalanna hakaret iceren e-postalar ya da anlik iletiler gonderme

16. Baskalanna ait resim ya da goriintiileri Internet’te bilgi ve onaylan olmaksizin yayinlama

njonjo|lofjojolofjo|lofo|lo|n

ojojojojojojojojo|ojofojo

17. Mesajlasma ortamlannda goriisme istegimi reddeden kisilere gorisme istegimi kabul etmeleri konusunda
1srar etme

n

o

18. Kendime ait olmayan bir kimligi kullanarak baskalariyla iletisim kurma

19. Baskalanna ait sifreleri ele gegirme girisiminde bulunma

20. Bagkalannin takma adini [nickname) kullanarak bilgileri disinda onlarin adina bir seyler yazma

21. Mustehcen ya da ansel icerikli elektronik postalar ya da iletiler gonderme

22. Baskalanna uygunsuz icerikli dosyalar gonderme

23. Mesajlagma ya da tartismalar sirasinda kufur ya da argo icerikli ifadeler kullanma

24. Bagkalannin web kameras: goruntulerini bilgi ve istekleri disinda kullanma

25. Web kamerasi kullanirken uygunsuz goruntiilere yer verme

26. Tamdigim ya da tansmadigim kisilere uygunsuz teklflerde bulunma

njojlojo|lojo|lofloln

o|lojojofofjojojolo

27. Insanlara, dini, politik, sportif, vb. konularda bir kigi ya da gruba oy verme ya da bir gruba uye olmalan
konusunda 1srara olma

n

o

28. Gercek kimliZini gizleyerek baskalaryla iletisim kurmaya calisma

Bu tiir davraneglan gergeklestirme nedenleriniz (Birden cok segenegi isaretieyebilirsiniz)
o Daha once bu tir davramiglara maruz kalma o Birilerini sinirlendirmek isteme
girilerine ofke ya da kizginhk duyma girilerine kin duyma

o o
o eirilerinden o¢ ya da intikam alma istegi o Inang, cinsellik, politik goriis gibi konularda tatmin saglama
o o

gelli bir nedeni olmadan

Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz)
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Appendix 3: SPSS Results

The statistical analysis report used for Table 1 is illustrated below:

T-Test
T-Test - Group Statistics - October 12, 2018

Group Statistics

Independent Samples Test

Descriptives
Victimization

ANOVA
Victimization

Descriptives
Victimization

1.5179 1.6512

27 | 1.6389 60677 11677 1.3989 1.8789 1.00 3.00
3| 1.4405 29088 | 16794 7179 | 21631 1.11 164

2 | 1.5357 05051 03571 1.0319 1.9395 1.50 157

6 | 1.8274 57340 | 23409 1.2256 | 24291 1.25 282
250 | 1.5941 50202 | .03181 1.5315 1.6568 1.00 3.48

50508 | .03194 1.56312 1.6571

.03194® | 1.5055% | 1.6828° -.00309
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ANOVA

Victimization

4
245
249

Descriptives
Victimization

ANOVA
Victimization

Descriptives
Victimization

09436 1.45719 1.8359

44 | 1.5284 57167 08618 1.3546 1.7022 1.00 3.39
83 | 1.5676 50575 05551 1.4571 1.6780 1.00 3.46
71 | 1.6268 42140 .05001 1.5270 1.7265 1.00 293
18 | 1.6548 54536 12354 1.3336 1.9260 1.00 279
250 | 1.5941 .50292 03181 1.5315 1.6568 1.00 3.46

.50510 03195 1.6312 1.6571

.03195% | 1.5054® | 1.8828° -.00289

ANOVA

Victimization
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Descriptives

Victimization

ANOVA
Victimization

4
245
249

Descriptives
Victimization

ANOVA
Victimization

Descriptives
Victimization

05149 1.6449
68 | 1.5382 56716 06378 1.4510 1.7255 1.00 348
47 | 1.6261 48272 .07041 1.4344 1.7679 1.00 293
64 | 16345 52233 .06529 1.5040 1.7650 1.00 2.86
250 | 1.5841 .50292 03181 1.5315 1.6568 1.00 348

.50459 03191 1.5313 1.6570

.03191% | 1.4926° | 1.6957° -.00225
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ANOVA

Victimization

Group Statistics

Independent Samples Test

Descriptives
Victimization

.09337 1.5850 1.9929
09136 1.7381 21016

60 | 1.8402 72939 09416 16518 | 2.0287 1.00 3.79
40 | 1.7382 .59395 .09470 1.5947 1.9778 1.03 341
13 | 1.7905 .80617 .22359 1.3033 | 22776 1.00 341
14 | 1.6347 53912 14409 1.3734 1.9960 1.14 283
250 | 1.8393 72244 .04569 1.7493 1.9293 1.00 4.38

72672 .04596 17488 1.9298

.04596° | 1.7212% | 1.9575° -.00796

ANOVA

Victimization
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Descriptives

Victimization

1.9136

36 | 1.8008 .83649 13842 1.5177 20338 1.03 438
35 | 1.9473 65150 11012 17240 21716 1.10 341
2 | 24855 1.34106 94328 | -9.5335 | 145145 1.52 341
16 | 1.9612 77207 19302 1.5498 23726 1.03 345
250 | 1.8393 72244 .04569 1.7493 1.9293 1.00 438

72359 | 04576 | 1.7492 1.9295

.04576°% | 1.7122°% | 1.0664° -.00304

ANOVA

Victimization

1.683 4
123.277 245
129.960 249

Descriptives
Victimization

ANOVA
Victimization

4
245
249

Descriptives
Victimization
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ANOVA

Victimization

4538 4
125422 245
129.960 249

Descriptives

Victimization

ANOVA

Victimization

13.603 4
116.357 245

129.960 249

475

Descriptives
Victimization

ANOVA

Victimization

1.702

123.258
128.960
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Descriptives

Victimization

ANOVA
Victimization

The statistical analysis report used for Table 2 is illustrated below:

Group Statistics

Independent Samples Test

242218

Descriptives
Perpetration

ANOVA
Perpetration
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Descriptives

Perpetration

.03251 20963 | 22245
27 | 2.2209 58282 11216 19903 | 24515 1.86 3.86
3| 20476 14434 | 08333 1.6391 2.4062 1.89 218
2 | 1.9286 10102 | 071423 1.0210 | 28362 1.86 2.00
6 | 21369 .22064 | .09008 1.9054 | 23685 1.89 243
250 | 2.1631 ATT701 03017 | 21037 | 22226 1.86 4.43

47984 | 03035 | 21034 | 22229

.03035°% | 2.0739° | 2.2474° -.01006

ANOVA

Perpetration

4
245
249

Descriptives

ANOVA
Perpetration
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Descriptives

Perpetration

ANOVA
Perpetration

Descriptives
Perpetration

17325 1.9775 27765

22 | 21334 51993 11085 1.9529 24140 1.86 3.96
188 | 2.1402 48361 .03527 2.0706 22098 1.86 443
28 | 2.2156 35455 .06700 20781 2.3530 1.86 3.29
3| 23274 71339 41188 5493 4.0936 1.86 3.14
250 | 2.1631 47701 .03017 21037 22226 1.86 443

47303 03023 | 21036 | 22227

.03023% | 2.0792% | 2.2471® -.00235

ANOVA

Perpetration
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Descriptives

Perpetration

2.1001

03377 22332

2 | 19321 02525 | .01786 1.7552 | 2.2090 1.96 2.00

2 | 21250 02525 | .01786 1.8981 23519 2.1 214
28 | 21518 31250 | 05806 | 20306 | 22730 1.86 3.00
250 | 2.1631 ATT701 03017 | 21037 | 22226 1.86 443

47959 | 03033 | 21034 | 22229

.03033® | 2.0866° | 2.2597° -.01085

ANOVA

Perpetration

Descriptives
Perpetration

22750

68 | 2.1391 57488 | 06972 | 20499 | 23282 1.86 4.43
47 | 2.1354 47995 | .07001 20445 | 23283 1.86 418
64 | 21122 39411 04926 | 20137 | 22106 1.86 3.75
250 | 21631 47701 03017 | 21037 | 22226 1.86 4.43

47390 | .03029 | 21035 | 22223

.03020° | 2.0668° | 2.2595° -.00242

ANOVA

Perpetration

Group Statistics
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Independent Samples Test

Perpetration

Descriptives

ANOVA

6.276 5
171.336 244
177.611 249

Descriptives

1.7079
21028
20194
17.7144
22269
17584
17583
1.8429

ANOVA

3.381
174230
177.611
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Descriptives

53138
86191

1.01743
84312
58762
84457
83244

ANOVA
Perpetration

7.338 4
169.774 245
177.611 249

Descriptives

ANOVA
Perpetration

14338 4
163.273 245
177.611 249

Descriptives
Perpetration
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ANOVA

Perpetration

13.771
163.340
177.611

Descriptives

Perpetration

05421 1.5529 1.7664

44372 -4134 | 34479
2 | 1.0690 .09753 .06397 1927 1.9453 1.00 1.14
250 | 1.6532 .84457 05342 1.5430 17584 97 5.00

84619 .05352 1.5473 1.7587

.05352% | 1.4230° | 1.8835° -.06243

ANOVA

Perpetration

743 2
176.363 247
177.611 249

Descriptives

Perpetration

ANOVA
Perpetration

3.231

174381
177.611
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The statistical analysis report used for Table 3 is illustrated below:

Group Statistics

Independent Samples Test

The statistical analysis report used for Table 4 is illustrated below:

Descriptive Statistics

B3233
71203
Correlations
1 700"
000
500 500
700" 1
000
500 500

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The statistical analysis report used for Table 5 is illustrated below:

Descriptive Statistics
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Correlations

1 B49™”

.000

250 250

B49™” 1
.000

250 250

*=*_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (Z2-tailed).

The statistical analysis report used for Table 6 is illustrated below:

Descriptive Statistics

72244
84457
Correlations
1 705"
000
250 250
705" 1
000

250 250

*=*_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
The statistical analysis report used for Table 7 is illustrated below:

Case Processing Summary
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Prevalence_perpetration * Ethnicity Crosstabulation

Prevalance_victimization * Ethnicity Crosstabulation

Count

The statistical analysis report used for Table 8 is illustrated below:

Cyberbullying victimization experienced by
Turkish students

250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250

59
29
55
33
23
41
43
39
37
44
75
26
24
38
25
15
52
25
47
21
33
43
103
26
23
25
45
52

Cyberbullying victimization experienced by
Filipino students

250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250

63
67
82
82
54
83
53
55
a3

79
54
55
70
71
59
105

61
58
65
70.0
55
54
60
43
76
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The statistical analysis report used for Table 9 is illustrated below:

Cyberbullying perpetration instances done Cyberbullying perpetration instances done

by Turkish students by Filipino students

250 16 250 34
250 30 250 42
250 45 250 50
250 18 250 435
250 18 250 42
250 16 250 57
250 1 250 45
250 14 250 53
250 31 250 57
250 41 250 75
250 27 250 61
250 14 250 47
250 16 250 &0
250 17 250 64
250 17 250 55
250 16 250 59
250 18 250 66
250 25 250 80
250 10 250 53
250 17 250 44
250 19 250 44
250 14 250 44
250 80 250 56
250 16 250 61
250 13 250 48
250 10 250 43
250 16 250 41
250 31 250 68
250 250

The statistical analysis report used for Table 10 is illustrated below:

Case Summary

ity*$Effects_of_victimization Ci

Percentages and totals are based on respondents.
a. Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1.
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The statistical analysis report used for Table 11 is illustrated below:

Case Summary

$Reasons_of_perpetration*Ethnicity Crosstabulation

Percentages and totals are based on respondents.
a. Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1.
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