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The purpose of this study was to examine par@aiseptions of their role in supervision
of their children’s use of technology and theiragpd responses to events in which their
children are cyberbullying oppressors, victimsbgstanders. The theoretical perspectives such
as Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological theory, Baadu1977) social learning theory, and
Crick and Dodge’s (1994) social information procegsheory served as framework for
developing the research.

An explanatory mixed methods approach was utilivegikamine parents’ perceptions.
The data collection consisted of a 28-questionesyrwhich was administered to 95 parents in a
guantitative phase, followed by personal phonaviges which were conducted with 14 parents
in a qualitative phase.

The results indicated the depth of the impacteohhology on children as reported by
parents. Gaming, using technology as a communoit&iol, utilizing technology for school,
and the availability and accessibility of technglagere seen to have the greatest impact on the
lives of the children. Parents recognize that dybkying is taking place through cell phones,
social networking, and e-mails. In order to preévaioerbullying incidents from occurring,
many parents indicated that they supervise thdld’slonline activities or discuss appropriate
Internet use. However, almost half of parentsmaiihave filters and software programs

installed on their computers. Parents also indat#at if they were to find out about



participation in cyberbullying incidents, a conwien would take place between the parents and
child, in addition to the removal of technology.

Results from the qualitative research indicata@ma’ concerns regarding cyberbullying,
difficulty in supervising all use of technology bkildren, and lack of supervision by parents of
other children. The study concluded that morenétia should be given to parents in school
bullying programs. There is also a need to proeidecation to parents on how to respond to
cyberbullying. Parents need to create superviplanys that include conversations between
themselves and their children and also evaluatgdih®es and websites that their children are

utilizing.
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CHAPTER |

THE PROBLEM
Introduction

The childhood experience of bullying or being ldlihas existed over many
generations (Crothers & Kolbert, 2008; Froeschlaybtga, Castillo, & Hargrave, 2008;
Snakenborg, Van Acker, & Gable, 2011; Whitney & 8mi993). However, the
problem of cyberbullying has raised this issuedw mlimensions because bullying
through technology is not bound by physical sp&mh(e, Bollman, & Vollink, 2008;
Froeschle et al., 2008; Raskauskas & Stoltz, 20T¥perbullying is the deliberate and
repeated harm inflicted through the use of comgutall phones, and other electronic
devices carried out as an aggressive act by a gnounglividual against a victim who
cannot easily defend himself/herself (Patchin &ddija, 2009; Smith, Mahdavi,
Carvalho, Fisher, Russell, & Tippett, 2008).

Unlike traditional bullying, which typically takgdace in the schoolyard, buses,
and paths to school, cyberbullying continues whalleen arrive home from school
leaving victims feeling helpless and as thoughdahgmnowhere to go (David-Ferdon &
Feldman, 2007; Goff, 2011; Heirman & Walrave, 20R8walski & Limber, 2007,
Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Raskauskas & Stoltz, 2008pme classic examples of what
cyberbullied victims are experiencing 24 hours y daven days a week, are derogatory
comments in the inbox of their emails, inapproprigxt messages containing words and
pictures, or a dedicated FaceBook page contairunifuh things and images posted for
all the world to see{avid-Ferdon & Feldman, 2007; Erb, 2006; FeinberB@ébey,

2008;Heirman & Walrave, 2008; Snakenborg et al., 201dyberbullying is prevalent



among young people all over the world (Cross, Shéearn, Epstein, Monks, Lester, &
Thomas, 2009).

A Pew Research Center study (2009) indicated thiduec93% of Internet users
aged 12 to 17, 63% reported using the Internet tmseveral times daily, up from an
87% overall user rate in 2004 with just over h&lfrmse using the Internet at least once
to several times daily. In addition to Interneags being higher, cell phone ownership
has increased dramatically. Among the 12 to 17 gkehage group, usage rose from
45% in 2004 to 75% in 2009 (Lenhart, Ling, Camphb&IPurcell, 2010). Due to the
increase in cell phone ownership and usage, théauof text messages being sent also
saw an increase from 51% in 2006 to 72% in 2009l{ket et al., 2010).

The Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation reported thatlia usage, including time
spent using a computer, among 8-18 year-olds isetkd.25 hours in the past five years
(Rideout, Foehr, & Roberts, 2010). As a resulhefincrease in technology usage
among children and adolescents, it is critical aedessary to examine how much
knowledge parents have about the technology tihdofren are using. The purpose of
this study was to investigate parents’ perceptadrikeir roles in supervision of their
children’s use of technology and their reporteghomses to events in which their
children are cyberbullying oppressors, victimsbgstanders.

Statement of the Problem

Parental involvement within the realm of technolagyery crucial in ensuring
safe Internet usage and Internet education. How#iraited empirical research focuses
on the role and impact of parents in this conté¥#lcke, Bonte, DeWever, & Rots,
2010, p. 454). An i-SAFE America study (2005-200@lcated that while 93% of
parents felt they had a good idea of what theidalkas doing on the Internet, 41% of
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students in grades 5-12 said they did not shatetivdir parents what they did or where
they went online. These results are staggeringidenng that for 74% of adolescents,
the location of choice for accessing the Interaeierwhelmingly in the home and in an
open family area (Lenhart & Madden, 2007; Lenh@imon, & Graviano, 2001; Valcke,
Bonte, De Wever, & Rots, 2010). As a result ofing\access to the Internet so readily
available in the home, it may not be surprising taolescents are generally the experts
when it comes to the Internet (Lenhart, Rainie,&ns, 2001; Freeman, 2003; Wang,
Bianchi, & Raley, 2005).

With so many homes having access to the Internistmainly the young who
understand the technology and utilize the various$ that are available. Due to this
fact, the importance for parents to learn more abmiinternet and its capabilities needs
to be emphasized. Parents need to become moreadymot only in discussions
regarding cyberbullying, but also monitoring th&dn’s or daughter’s use of the Internet
(Snakenborg et al., 2011). “Little is known abpatents’ role in mediating their
children’s media use” (Barkin, Ip, Richardson, &ndépeter, 2006, p. 395). In
recognition of the fact that parental involvementachnology has not been the focus of
extensive research, this study is seeking to addetexisting literature. With the ever-
changing developments in the world of technolog@mimg an awareness of parental
understanding is important. This understandingtban serve as a framework for
developing information for the parents where gapsiatected.

Many adolescents have not had a safe haven irafteflgr many reasons (Goff,
2011). Adolescents who once found safety in themes now are forced to make the

decision of removing themselves from the sociauwtrincluding popular social



networking sites such as FaceBook and MySpace khasveot using cell phones for
texting (Calvert, 2002; Froeschle et al., 2008yertteens who experience terrible
cyberbullying are completely unwilling to face rewabfrom access to the Internet and/or
mobile phone (Smith et al., 2008, Vandebosch, Viee@put, Mortelmans, & Walrave,
2006). Strom and Strom (2005) made it clear thanbhg technology only leads to
feelings of being “socially isolated” (p. 22). Bats need to be informed that the removal
of technology is not a plausible solution to thelgdem for their adolescents and that
other technigues need to be implemented.

Through personal interviews and data collectedutjinca survey, the researcher
intended to gain information on the parents’ ratesiediating their children’s media use
because presently little is known (Barkin, Ip, Riddson, & Klinepeter, 2006). The
following research questions guided this investoggaand were answered through the

surveys and personal interviews.

Research Questions

1. How do parents/guardians describe the overall itngigiechnology on the
lives of their children?

2. How much do parents understand the terminologyeelto bullying and
cyberbullying?

3. What is the perception of the responsibility ofgras/guardians in general to
oversee the use of technology of their children?

4. A. What specific technologies do parents percéied children to be using
on a regular basis?

B. What is their role in the supervision of each?



5. How do parents view their responsibility for dirgttervention when they
discover that their children have unwillingly exigeiced or purposely
participated in cyberbullying as an oppressor,céimi, or a bystander?

Definitions

Bystanders.This group of individuals includes everyone whoestthan the bully
and victim- is present during a bullying incide@®iyeus 1978; Olweus & Limber,
2007).

Cyberbullying. Deliberate and repeated harm itdticthrough the use of
computers, cell phones, and other electronic deyaried out as an aggressive act by a
group or individual against a victim who cannotilgagefend himself/herself (Patchin &
Hinduja, 2009).

Ecology of Human Development. A theoretical pecsipe of human
development that involves the developing persamgetivironment, and the evolving
interaction between the two (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).

Flaming. “Sending rude or threatening messagemliyson discussion boards, in
chat rooms, and through email” (Limber, KowalskiAgatston, 2009, p. 33).

Filters. Software programs that are designeddolbtertain content and material
that parents deem offensive or objectionable (Hmd&uPatchin, 2009).

Inadvertent Cyberbully. Cyberbullies who do notaméo hurt anyone, but these
individuals are careless or clueless, so someotsehget anyway (Aftab, 2006, 2008).

Mean Girls Cyberbully. Always mean, but not alwagyss. They work in groups

and are especially good at attacking reputatiotapd 2006, 2008).



Monitoring Software. Software programs that astatied on the computer that
create a history of where Internet users go and tieg do (Hinduja & Patchin, 2009).

OppressorsCarry out attacks on others, and are often charaeteas popular,
stronger, and seek to obtain dominance over o{lveeus 1978; Olweus & Limber
2007). Cyberbullying oppressors may post thingserio make others laugh, or to
purposely make others angry (Hinduja & Patchin, (301

Parental Mediation. Activities carried out by pareto protect their children
from exposure to online dangers (Livingstone, 2@¥5tin, Greenberg, & Hofschire,
2006).

Parental Monitoring. “A set of correlated paregtlrehaviors involving attention
to and tracking of the child's whereabouts, agéisitand adaptations” (Dishion &
McMahon, 1998, p. 61).

Power Hungry Cyberbully. Cyberbullies who usermtation on their victims
(Aftab, 2006, 2008).

Social Information Processing Theory. The mentatessing of information that
individuals engage in during specific social sitoias and how individuals understand
how they fit into groups by paying attention to whthers say about them (Crick &
Dodge, 1994; Dodge & Coie, 1987).

Social Networking Sites. “Online utilities that@ad users to create profiles
(public or private) and form a network of frien@dpws users to interact with their
friends via public and private means (such as ngessanstant messaging); also allow
the posting of user-generated content such as plaoid videos” (Subrahmanyam &

Greenfield, 2008, p. 121).



Vengeful Angel Cyberbully. A cyberbully who doestmecognize him/herself as
a cyberbully. Instead, he/she views him/hersefirasecting a friend or someone else by
seeking revenge (Aftab, 2006, 2008).

Victims. Those who are bullied or targeted either for a fjgaeason, or just out
of convenience (Olweus, 1978; Olweus & Limber 200€yberbullying victimization
can range from receiving an upsetting email fromeone to having things posted online
for others to see (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010).

Limitations of the Study

Limitations of the study that may influence thsuis include: (a) some of the
newer technologies utilized by the subjects’ clefddid not exist, (b) the sample
population was derived from those who could atteithrent Teacher Organization
(PTO) meeting, (c) reluctance of parents to rettest their children were oppressors,
victims, or bystanders on the survey, (d) no parardicated that their child was an
oppressor during the personal interview, and (@ntlmber of responses on the open-
ended question on the survey.

Significance of the Study

There is an apparent need to address the rolpdhnants play as supervisors of
technology, and their perceptions of their roleseisponding to cyberbullying
experiences and behaviors of their children. Rebkestudies have shown the importance
of parental supervision in regard to technologyl #mis study further contributed to the
existing literature. This study is significant bese of the many cyberbullying incidents
that are occurring and being reported and thogeatleagoing unreported. Parents may or
may not be aware of how their role as supervisbtsatnology could mitigate some of
those incidents. The information derived from fhigestigation provides current and
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future researchers with knowledge on how to addtessignificance of the supervisory
role that parents play when technology is involvédrthermore, the information gained
in this study serves as a framework for offeringprgces to parents on cyberbullying and
how they can play a significant role in the deceeafssuch incidents.

Theoretical Perspective

The issue of cyberbullying can be viewed througinynlenses. However, there are
certain theories that are very applicable to tles@nt study. The theories that guided the
research are Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecologicarthéBandura’s (1977) social learning
theory, and Crick and Dodge’s (1994) social infotioraprocessing theory.

Summary
Unlike traditional bullying, where incidents ocdace-to-face, cyberbullying
presents new challenges for parents because aktuge of technology to torment others
unsuspectingly (Li, 2005). One such challengee@ding who is responsible for
monitoring and preventing adolescents from bullypegrs online (Shariff, 2008).

As a result of not being bound by physical sp&xeh(ie et al., 2008; Froeschle et
al., 2008; Raskauskas & Stoltz, 2007), it is cruicinparents to develop an
understanding and an awareness of how their adwolesare utilizing technology. While
the majority of technology usage is taking placéhemhome (Lenhart & Madden, 2007,
Lenhart et al., 2001; Valcke et al., 2010), actesbe Internet is ubiquitous.

A disconnect between what parents think they kabaut how their adolescents
are utilizing technology, and what is actually takplace has been identified (i-Safe,
2005). Parents need to gain a better understadingw their adolescents are using

technology, so that conversations can take placatahe dangers of technology, without



the children feeling threatened that access willdmeoved (Smith et al., 2008, Strom &
Strom, 2005; Vandebosch, Van Cleemput, Mortelmé&na/alrave, 2006). Instead of the
removal of technology, it is crucial for parentslarsearchers to determine other
strategies for parental mediation and support ofemtents involved in cyberbullying
incidents, which presently has not been researekhsively (Barkin et al., 2006). In

the next chapter, the literature pertinent to the\sis reviewed.



CHAPTER Il
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
The purpose of this mixed methods study was tostigate parents’ perceptions
of their role in supervision of their children’seusf technology and their reported
responses to events in which their children areedyldlying oppressors, victims, or
bystanders. The participants in this study weremts of fourth through eighth graders
in the Eastern part of the United States. Thiptdrgporesents the literature related to
parental understanding of and intervention in clgbying by examining five major
areas: (1) problems with technology; (2) cybenonoly and the roles associated with
cyberbullying; (3) parents’ role in supervising) @arental supervision of technology;
and, (5) direct interventions. To conclude, tleiesof cyberbullying was viewed through
the lenses of Bronfenbrenners’ (1979) ecology oh&in development in addition to the
social information processing theory (Crick & Dod@894; Dodge & Coie, 1987).
History of Bullying and the Evolution of Cyberbullying
The childhood experience of bullying has extendesl mmany generations
(Crothers & Kolbert, 2008; Froeschle et al., 2088akenborg et al., 2011; Whitney &
Smith, 1993). The first known article written oullging dates back to 1897 (Koo,
2007). Although there was a steady flow of buldystudies over time, many years
passed before the influential research of Dan Odyetich began in Scandinavia in the
1970s (Olweus, 1978). Olweus is credited with mirg the first systemic method of

studying bullying using a self-report questionnd{®dweus, 1978).
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When Olweus began his research on bullying, theamy focus was on physical
harm that resulted from bullying (Koo, 2007). het1980s, however, the meaning of
bullying was expanded to include verbal taunting ancial exclusion (Bjorkqvist,
Lagerspetz & Kaukiainen, 1992). The definitiorboflying was again altered in 1999 to
include more indirect ways of bullying such as umakgestures and facial expressions
(Olweus, 1999).

Over the course of two decades, studies have falker that attempted to
identify the effects of bullying, the young peoplbo tend to engage in bullying, the
most common locations for bullying, and the prewenof bullying (Espelage &
Swearer, 2004; Juvonen & Graham, 2001; Olweus, 1988 indicated from research,
bullying is a global problem that has spanned tbddvAccordino & Accordino, 2011,
Due et al., 2005).

When a renewed interest in bullying inspired a mewe of research in the
1970s, bullying occurred most often in school ard wonsidered a normal part of
childhood (Dake, Price, & Telljohann, 2003). Cidd would call each other names,
have fights on the playground, and taunt one amathe¢he school bus (Patchin &
Hinduja, 2006; Rapp-Paglicci, Dulmas, Sowers, &ridte2004). However, in their
home environments, victims were essentially isdlétem bullying (Twyman, Saylor,
Taylor, & Comeaux, 2010).

Yet, present day adolescents have few safeguarasdngoing bullying. They
cannot simply hide behind a door because youthiarament one another from the
comforts of their own home, without disclosing theentities (Froeschle et al., 2008;

Limber, Kowalski, & Agatston, 2009; Reeckman & Cardy 2009). Adolescents’ main
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methods of communicating with their peers are tghotechnological means--Instant
Messaging (IM), text messages, social networkitessand e-mails (D’Antona,
Kevorkian, & Russom, 2009). Unfortunately for sqrie only way to seek solace is to
remove themselves from their social circle, whiah be devastating (Reeckman &
Cannard, 2009) and lead to feelings of “socialagoh” (Strom & Strom, 2005, p. 22).
Similarities between Traditional Bullying and Cyberbullying

Similarities exist between traditional bullying acgberbullying. Both traditional
and cyberbullying can be conducted anonymouslyr(hkn & Walrave, 2008). With
traditional bullying, the spreading of rumors oiitung a nasty note in unidentifiable
handwriting can be done anonymously (Heirman & \Atadr 2008). Likewise, with
cyberbullying, the element of anonymity comes froot knowing who is behind the
screen (Heirman & Walrave, 2008).

Additionally, having access to an audience is agrosimilarity between
traditional and cyberbullying. While traditionalltying can occur on the playground
with others circling around and egging on the oppoe, the online environment provides
oppressors with the opportunity to quickly disttémessages to a large number of
people (Heirman & Walrave, 2008; Sabella, 2009).

The continued dissemination of these messagesaiexlly contributes to
another similarity “willful and repeated harm” (Hinja & Patchin, 2009, p. 5). A variety
of technologies are used to repeatedly threatebasass, and harass others (Hinduja &
Patchin, 2009; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Williams&erra, 2006). In traditional
bullying, the repetitive nature of bullying incidsrrefers to it occurring daily and over

time (Limber & Olweus, 2007).
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Current Problem

Although similarities exist between traditional lyiig and cyberbullying, there
are characteristics that set cyberbullying apAdcess to technology, technological skills
held by children, and lack of adult awareness h@eas that take this form of bullying
to a new level.

There is limited research on the awareness thanpahave of cyberbullying and
what they do with the information once they haverbmformed about such incidents.
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to resgaacents’ perceptions of their role in
supervision of their children’s use of technologyl aheir reported responses to events in
which their children are cyberbullying oppresseistims, or bystanders.

Problems with Technology
Access to Technology

Society today has more access to technology thanbafore (Sabella, 2009). An
Internet connection has become almost ubiquitol®mes with school-age children in
developed societies (Wong, 2010). As a result]riternet presents new challenges to
parents’ ability to supervise their children’s usagven that 64% of online teens say they
know more about the Internet than their parentd,&G6% of parents agree (Pew Internet
& American Life Report, 2001). In addition to dlién being exposed to inappropriate
content, such as sexting and pornography, manysadd at a disadvantage from
protecting their children because of the digitaidl that exists between the parents and

their youngsters (Wilson & McAloney, 2010).
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Digital Divide

Children tend to be more knowledgeable and skilietie realm of computers
than their parents (Wong, 201Mowever, the digital divide in many ways is a
manifestation or exacerbation of existing divisidi® to income, age, education level,
etc. (Wong, Law, Fung, & Lam, 2009). The digitatide or digital gap does not only
separate the digital haves and have-nots in sodiatyit is also apparent within families
(Wong, 2010). Due to the “digital divide” betweparents and their children who study,
work, and interact in fundamentally different walgan their parents did as adolescents
(Palfrey & Gasser, 2008; Tapscott, 1998), manymtarmay feel unable to monitor or
help their children online.

Strom and Strom (2005) referred to this digitalidigvas a “Cyber Island” that
lacks an adult presence. To increase adult presamthe island, and not be seen as
intruders, adults need to make several bridgesaastand showing that they are willing
to collaborate with the other inhabitants of tHangl (Strom, Strom, Walker, Sindel-
Arrington, & Beckert, 2011). Some of the bridgésw@d include teaching children
social maturity, respect, and responsibility (Strenal., 2011).

Older authority figures may not be fully versedhie continuously changing
methods of electronic social networking, therefmaking them less effective in the
prevention of cyberbullying (King, Walpole, & Lamo?007). Even though social
networking sites have gained popularity among iidials 50 years and older (Madden
& Zickuhr, 2011), many older adults are unfamilidth, and less likely to, utilize social
networking sites, thus leading to frequent unsupedsuse of social networking by

young people (Kowalski, Limber, & Agatston, 2008).
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Wong et al. (2009) demonstrated in their resedrahgarental knowledge of
computer and Internet use had a predominant ingrattie overall outcome of
supervising and guiding their children in using thiernet. It was further apparent that
mothers were more likely to provide supervision gaalance to their children in using
the Internet (Liau, Khoo, & Ang, 2008). In regaodcyberbullying, it is paramount for
parents to have knowledge about bullying, as weh@w technology can be manipulated
to play a role in bullying incidents (Lou, Shih,l8u, 2010). Many parents do not know
what to look for as they supervise their childreig varying forms of technology. They
are also unaware of the different software prograwaslable specifically for the
protection of children (Mendoza, 2009).

Researchers have also concluded that many adetsetkicated about the basics
of technology and cyberbullying in general befdreytcan even begin to work toward
prevention or intervention (Jager, Amado, Matof&ssoa, 2010; Juvonen & Gross,
2008). Because adolescents are digital nativeshedparents are often digital
immigrants, adolescents have a greater working kedbye of technology and all of the
possibilities that are available (Prensky, 200¥jrigstone, 2007). Adults need education
because of the digital divide that currently exisssnveen them and young people (Jager
et al., 2010).

Parental Responses to the Digital Divide

Some adolescents are equipped with knowledge attibaweof how to stop
online aggression, but others do not know wheterofor help. Some children chose
alternate solutions to the cyberbullying issue hiseahe parents’ suggestions lead to

more confrontation, and the students preferredceunirontational solutions such as
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“ignoring a cyberbully, blocking a message, or @iag screen names” (Strom, Strom,
Walker, Sindel-Arrington, & Beckert, 2011, p. 201JAdvice from parents was not
considered very helpful in dealing with cyberbudlgnce 60% of the students chose
different solutions than those suggested by ad¢@@sbm et al., 2011, p. 201).

Adolescents also do not feel comfortable disclosivaiy experiences of
cyberbullying with their parents (O’Connell, Priég&Barrow, 2004). This discomfort is
not surprising considering that adolescents expghessame discomfort when faced with
informing adults about traditional bullying (Hani&Guerra, 2000; Mishna & Alaggia,
2005).

In addition, if children believe that there is aspibility of losing online and
phone privileges, they will keep the issue of cyodlying a secret from a trusted adult
(Agatston, Kowalski, & Limber, 2007). Furthermoohjldren may feel that their parents
are unequipped to assist them in cyberbullyingasibuns (Rosen, 2010; Shariff, 20008).

Often parents are unaware of the bullying thaaksnty place via electronic
means, or they are under the impression thanbiss bad as their child makes it out to
be because they are typically not present in digitaironments (Dehue et al., 2008;
Slonje & Smith, 2008; Willard, 2011). Keith and Na (2005) recognized that
cyberbullying is hard to detect by adults. Monigt as well as discussions about
technology, are not conducted regularly or thordyghthin many households (Duimel
& de Haan, 2007; Eastin, Greenberg, & Hofschi206). This, coupled with limited
understanding of technology, results in difficuiby many to even understand this new
phenomenon, let alone find solutions (Keith & Ma2005). In addition, parental

responsibility to monitor technology use by chiliie difficult when parents and
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children relate differently to technology (Beale&ll, 2007). Parents should not only
engage in conversations with their adolescentstalohbnology and how it is being used,
but the schools should also be a part of the caatien (Froeschle et al., 2008).
Home-School Partnership

Teachers, as well as parents, need to be cogrozémt various forms of
cyberbullying and knowledgeable about what actwarsbe taken to prevent it from
escalating (Slonje & Smith, 2008). When cyberhaljyincidents arise, parents should
inform the school, so that a partnership can bebéshed to address the instances of
cyberbullying (Keith & Martin; Kowalski, Limber, 8Agatston, 2008; Shariff, 2008).
Researchers have suggested that parents provideltbel with evidence of the incidents
that have taken place, in order for the schooismfement lessons and develop a school
safety plan if necessary (Campbell, 2005; Keith &rtvh, 2005; Shariff, 2008).

The issue of adult awareness is crucial when iteta effective action by
schools against cyberbullying (Froeschle et al0&0 If students perceive adults to be
unaware of cyberbullying, they may tend not to @thiem to receive support. Slonje and
Smith (2008) found it worrisome that none of the@yictims identified in their study
said they had told a teacher, and very few hadgaténts. To demonstrate knowledge,
parents should be able to engage in conversatighgheir adolescents about the various
forms of cyberbullying as well as the differentaslthat cyberbullies can assume

(Hannah, 2010).
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Lack of Adult Presence

Adults may be seldom present in the world of etadtr communication which
may contribute to cyberbullying incidents occurr{iMason, 2008). Many adults are
largely unaware of their children engaging in cyhgllying or being a victim of
cyberbullying (Dehue et al., 2008). Parents whoaavare may limit the amount of time
the adolescent can spend on the Internet (Li, 2006)prevent cyberbullying from
occurring, some parents also establish rules fir Hdolescents to follow (Beebe, Asche,
Harrison, & Quinlan, 2004). However, even with gsablishment of rules, parents need
to recognize that cyberbullying can still take glaand that they need to take an active
role in discussing the online dangers that exigr{tibza, 2009).

Cyberbullying and the Roles Associated with Cyberbllying

One must consider what constitutes cyberbullyind) laow to identify if children
have been victims. For some parents, it is e&siglentify if their child has been a
victim of traditional bullying. Researchers hawded some warning signs that may
indicate a child is being victimized by cyberbudlier experiencing other associated
problems: (@) child appears upset after beinghenlib) child appears upset after viewing
a text message, (c) child withdraws from socianattion with peers, and (d) possible
drop in academic performance (Keith & Martin, 2Q05)
Signs of Bullying

With direct forms of bullying, the child may haverae home with a black eye or
torn clothes (Limber et al., 2009). Parents mayehaven received a phone call from the
principal about an altercation that took place amosl grounds. Indirect forms of

traditional bullying, such as relational aggressisrmore difficult to identify because it
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involves spreading rumors and excluding othersrihian & Walrave, 2008).
Regardless, the effects are similar (Ybarra & M#gH004).
Cyberbullying Specifics

Cyberbullying is a form of relational aggressidmerefore, no physical abuse has
taken place, but a child’s attitude, self-esteemd, self-confidence level can be altered
(Cross et al., 2009, Patchin & Hinduja, 2010; YaarMitchell, 2004). Parents
typically misjudge the risk of bullying and areaiftunaware of the problem, even if their
children are undergoing the agony of victimizat{ekkes, Pijpers, & Verloove-
Vanhorick, 2005; Stockdale, Hangaduambo, Duys,drgr& Sarvela, 2002).

A defining characteristic of cyberbullying is theensity increases when moving
from the physical to the virtual space (Sabell@90 In traditional bullying, there exists
the possibility of physical separation betweenafgressor and the victim, but in
cyberbullying, physical separation does not gua@iessation of acts such as text
messages and e-mails that are being sent to tti\{iamber et al., 2009). Further,
when using the Internet, the abuser has a sera®aofymity and often believes that there
is only a slim chance of his or her misconduct belatected (Bhat, 2008; Sabella, 2009;
Slonje & Smith, 2008; Snakenborg et al.; Ybarra &diell, 2004).

Ybarra and Mitchell (2004) identified in their stuthat the majority of
aggressors (84%) can identify their intended targehile most targets (69%) indicated
that the aggressor is unknown to them. Also, whadlying is technologically supported,
the aggressor is not aware of the consequencéeg afggression (Kowalski et al., 2008;
Slonje & Smith, 2008). The screen does not allogirggthe emotional expression of the

victim (Limber et al., 2009; Sbarbaro & Enyeart-8mp011).
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Studies suggested the anonymity provided by cylbeespesults in decreased
feelings of responsibility by the perpetrators amdeases the extent of the actions
(Holladay, 2010; Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Price &dgbaikh, 2010). Accordingly, the
ability to attack with relative anonymity and ttaek of face-to-face interaction with the
victim provides less inhibition by the aggressoaddition to decreased levels of regret,
sympathy, or compassion toward the victim (Heirr@aWalrave, 2008; Holladay, 2010,
Mason, 2008; Strom & Strom, 2005; Willard, 2003he lessened feelings of conscience
and associated perception of power can lead teased frequency of cyberbullying
(Heirman & Walrave, 2008; Holladay, 2010, Masom&0Strom & Strom, 2005;
Willard, 2003).

Oppressors and Victims of Cyberbullying

Within the realm of cyberbullying, physical statusearely a factor. An
individual may have more power just by being meehnologically savvy than others
(Limber et al., 2009). Via e-mail, instant messagitext messaging, or web site posts,
adolescents have the ability to share instantlyatiegg comments or photographs with
large audiences of people (Alexy, Burgess, Bakegndoyak, 2005; Bocij, 2005; Limber
et al., 2009; Mann & Sutton, 1998; Paulson, 2003).

Lenhart, Madden, and Hitlin (2005) identified tlag@iproximately one-third (32%)
of all teenagers who use the Internet have begetwof a range of annoying and
potentially menacing online activities. It wasaaldentified, in the same study, that girls
are more likely than boys to be targets; and, tedrsshare their identities and thoughts
online are more likely to be targets than those igld less active online lives (Lenhart

et al., 2005). Mesch (2009) indicated that thie oisyouth being bullied is higher for
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adolescents who have active profiles on social ogtng sites and participate in chat
rooms, but not in playing games online. Priori®dtudy, however, Mesch (2009)
hypothesized that as a result of participatingnateooms and playing online games
would increase the exposure of adolescents’ to ankrothers and therefore increase the
risk of being bullied or harassed online.

Gender and Cyberbullying

Cyberbullying is a problem for both boys and giHewever, multiple research
findings have found girls are more like to be cylietims and boys are more likely to be
cyberbullies (Bhat, 2008; Li, 2005jonje & Smith, 2008Wang,lannotti, & Nansel,
2009;). In contrastVarjas, Henrich, and Meyers (2009) found that fensalidents were
more likely to be the aggressor in cyberbullyi@her studies have shown that males
were more involved in cyberbullying and bullyingthfemales (Aricak, Siyahhan,
Uzunhasanoglu, Saribeyoglu, Ciplak, Yilmaz, & Menadoe, 2008; Li, 2006).

Li (2007) reported that although boys are sligintigre likely to be perpetrators of
cyberbullying than girls, girls reported signifi¢gnhigher experiences of cyberbullying
victimization than did boys. In an earlier stutly(2006) also discovered that females
were more likely to report cyberbullying to adulsn their male counterparts. Still
other researchers have proved that cyberbullyimgrscregardless of gender (Hinduja &
Patchin, 2008). In a more recent study, girl€tlihe report of cyberbullying
perpetration was significantly higher in additiantheir lifetime rate of being the victim
of cyberbullying (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010).

Not all cyberbullying incidents occur in the samammer because there are

several methods of cyberbullying. Both boys ants @ngage in a variety of forms of
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cyberbullying (Aricak et al., 2008hat, 2008 Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Li, 2006).
Slonje and Smith (2008) found few significant gandiéferences in their study of
Swedish teenagers and young adults. However, &g Smith (2008) found that
17.9% of those who reported being cyberbullied¥®©d them experienced a single type
of cyberbullying, and 8.1% experienced more thamtype. In the same study, 11.9% of
the sample population reported cyberbullying oth®rg% by one type and 6.2% by more
than one type (Slonje & Smith, 2008).
Forms of Cyberbullying and the Means by which it Ocurs

Many adults are unfamiliar with the different fasrof cyberbullying that can
occur. When adults consider traditional bullyingme-calling, physical aggression, and
rumor spreading all come to mind (Beale, 2001)nifar to traditional bullying, different
classifications have been proposed for the typeyloérbullying. Forms of
cyberbullying can includesending harassing emails and instant messages)gost
negative messages on social networking sites, ptoggher websites, verbally berating
in chat rooms, and sending harassing and/or ingdtimg text messages, photos, or
videos via mobile phones (Belsey, 2007; Bhat, 20@&;entini et al., 201(Patchin &
Hinduja, 2008.

Studies have indicated that the most common mefanyerbullying are via
instant messages, cell phone calls, emails, artdhtegsages. Patchin and Hinduja
(2006) found that cyberbullying was most prevalarthat rooms, computer text
messages [instant messages], and email. Whera#s&ral., (2008) identified that

phone calls and text messages were the most comreans of bullying. Kowalski and
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Limber (2006) discovered instant messaging as th& common means for
cyberbullying followed by chat rooms and emails.

Cyberbullying through massively multiplayer onligames (MMOGS) is also
emerging (Yang, 2012). Massively multiplayer oelgames refer to involving many
players playing simultaneously via the internetr(i&ét & Coulson, 2010). Existing
research showed that participating in online gansmgld both reduce the quality of
existing relationships (Kraut et al., 1998) ancasmulate relationship quality
(Valkenburg & Peter, 2007). Yang (2012) pointedlthat conflicts “tend to escalate
rapidly due to the nature of digital and visual meghd gaming culture” (p. 236). The
influx of teenagers playing violent games suggestt many young people may be
socialized through observational learning to bereygressively (Bandura, 1973;
Huesmann, 2010) and to be rewarded for aggressivaviors such as killing or stabbing
in a virtual world (Polman, Orobio de Castro, & vaken, 2008). On the other hand,
Leung and McBride-Chang (2013) identified in thetindy of Hong Kong Chinese
children that 93% of participants reported haviogrfed online relationships in
MMOGs. Griffiths (2010) noted that despite somaa@ns about computer games, a
number of recent studies suggested that childrdradnlescents can meet friends when
they go online.

Blais, Craig, Pepler, and Connolly (2008) condu@exiudy regarding Internet
activity and its impact on relationships. It wdsntified that using the Internet to play
games and for general entertainment predicted dsesan relationship quality with best
friends and with romantic partners (Blais et al0&). Their findings supported previous

research that confirmed that video game play chufdl some of the needs that are
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otherwise met through friendships, such as compahip, and therefore reduce the need
for socialization with friends to obtain companibips(Colwell & Kato, 2003).

Blais et al. (2008) asserted that engaging in ergg@aming may “not only reduce
the amount of time otherwise used to socialize Wwidnds, both in face-to-face and
online environments, but they may also foster isl@ald values that counter good
relationship-building skills” (p. 525). Chen et @005) found that the majority of online
gaming crimes in Taiwan included theft (73.7%) &adid (20.2%), and that 47.6% of
the offenders were young students, 63.3% betweemd20 years, and 8.3% under 15
years of age. Leung and McBride-Chang (2013) sstgdethat although children can be
exposed to cyberbullying when they play MMOGs,rfdships can also be formed.

Willard (2005) has classified the ways that cybdéyimg may occur as flaming,
harassment, cyberstalking, denigration, masquegadurting and trickery, and exclusion.
Flaming is sending angry, rude, or vulgar messdgested at someone either privately
or to an entire group (Willard, 2005). Harassmsmending a person offensive messages
repeatedly, whereas cyberstalking is harassmehttiuieats of harm, and can be highly
intimidating in nature (Willard, 2005). Denigrati@ccurs when harmful, untrue, or cruel
statements are posted about other people (Wilk&05). Masquerading occurs when
oppressors pretend to be someone else, and wiiilg g0, send inappropriate material to
make that person look bad or get in trouddgms 2007; Willard, 2005)Outing and
trickery is when one befriends someone else t@egetonal, private information and
pictures, and then they share that embarrassingmattion (Willard, 2005). Exclusion is
when actions are taken to intentionally exclude@san from an online community or

group (Willard, 2005).
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As a result of the varying forms of cyberbullyirigat can occur, Menesini and
Nocentini (2009) and Slonje and Smith (2008) hawppsed adding new criteria to the
definition of cyberbullying so that it includes teeements of anonymity and publicity.
Just as cyberbullying can take different formsrehare also different classifications for
those who initiate cyberbullying incidents.

Roles

Those who engage in cyberbullying as an oppregpardily fall into one of five
categories that have been established by Aftab8)20Parry Aftab is the founder and
executive director of Wiredsafety.org which is rgezed as the world’s first Internet
safety and help group. Parry is a United Stategda, child advocate, and expert in all
aspects of cyberlaw, cyberbullying, cybercrime, pndacy. She has created unique
terms and insight describing the types of cyberbsiincluding: the vengeful angel, the
inadvertent cyberbully, the power hungry, revengine nerds, or the mean girls (Aftab,
2006, 2008).

The vengeful angel is the vigilante of cyberbusljigrying to right wrongs against
others using their technology skills to bully thdlp (Aftab, 2006, 2008). This group of
bullies does not believe that they are bullies #Aft2008; Sabella, 2009). Vengeful
angels work alone, but may share some of theiviie8 and motives with close friends
who they perceive as being victimized by the petbey are cyberbullying (Aftab,
2008).

Inadvertent cyberbullies do not associate themsedgebeing bullies, which is
similar to vengeful angels (Aftab, 2006). Howewehen victims of cyberbullying

retaliate and become bullies themselves, they@usidered inadvertent cyberbullies
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(Aftab, 2008). Inadvertent cyberbullies may bet@neing to be tough online; but, when
they lash out, they do not do so intentionally ésft2008). This group responds without
thinking about the consequences of their actioritapA 2008). The cyberbullies are also
largely unaware of the detrimental effects thairtietims suffer from as a result of
being victimized.

The power hungry cyberbully uses intimidation arsldr her power to win
control over others (Aftab, 2006, 2008). He or slaats to see his/her victims sweat
(Aftab, 2006). This group of bullies is seekingeaction from the victim. Often times
simply ignoring this group of bullies will result & cessation of the bullying (Aftab,
2008).

Revenge of the nerds is recognized as a subske¢ glawer hungry cyberbullies
(Aftab, 2006, 2008). Revenge of the nerd bulliestgpically victims of face-to-face
bullying and use technical skills to attack the gibgl bully (Aftab, 2008).

Cyberbullying by “mean girls” occurs typically withirls, and involves bullying
for entertainment or because the bully is boreda®,f2006, 2008). They bully to
promote their social statuses (Aftab, 2008). Mgiarbullies tend to operate in groups
and are recognized as being very immature (Aftabg82

Effects of Cyberbullying

The effects of cyberbullying are similar to thod$draditional bullying (Juvonen
& Gross, 2008; Price & Dalgleish, 2010). Victimiscgberbullying have reported feeling
emotional distress, feelings of frustration, andaror sadness (Patchin & Hinduja,
2006; Ybarra, Mitchell, Wolak, & Finkelhor, 2006 .hese consequences affect the

victims both at home and in school. In additioging a victim of cyberbullying can
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result in violence, injury, and even death (MeaddBexgal, Helling, Odell, Piligian,
Howard, & Lopez, 2005; Vossekuil, Fein, Reddy, Bor& Modzeleski, 2002).

While the effects of cyberbullying vary from indauial to individual, it is
important to understand that the consequenceseagribus in nature (Juvonen & Gross,
2008). Researchers have found that cyberbullyasgysimilar negative effects as
traditional forms of bullying, but some are moremounced such as increased anxiety,
social withdrawl, and suicidal ideation (JuvoneiG&ss, 2008; Price & Dalgleish,
2010). Bonanno and Hymel (2010) identified thatinimum of one student attempts
suicide each month because of bullying. Adolescepénd a great deal of time
communicating through electronic means, and thesgmeans can cause a significant
amount of pain, more emotional and social than jghy$¢Adams & Lawrence, 2011).
Suicidal Ideation

Several studies have shown a link between suidéalion and experiences with
bullying in and around school and the neighborh@alney, 2000; High, 2007; Marr &
Field, 2001.) A recent study has shown that adelats who are bullied are at significant
risk for depression and suicide (Klomek, Marrod€lginman, Schonfeld, & Gould,
2008). However, suicidal ideation is experiencgdbtith oppressors of bullying and the
victims (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010). Oppressors amtdims of bullying are at an elevated
risk for suicidal thoughts, attempts, and completeidides (Baldry & Winkel, 2003;
Mills, Guerin, Lynch, Daly, & Fitzpatrick, 2004; &by & Slee, 1999; van der Wal, de
Wit, & Hirasing, 2003).

Those youth who do fall victim to suicide as a testibullying are part of a

phenomenon recently termed cyberbullicide--suiamdigrectly or directly influenced by
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experiences with online aggression (Hinduja & Piatch009; Marr & Field, 2001). In
recent years, several adolescents have died biglsusis a result of being bullied. Ryan
Patrick Halligan (Moreno, 2011a), Phoebe Princer@vio, 2011b), Megan Meir
(Backus, 2009; Hewitt, Truesdell, Morrissey, & Beeu2008; Moreno, 2011c), and John
Walker Hoover are just a few of the many (High, 200

Studies conducted around the globe have demorgstiaeadolescents involved
in bullying incidents may experience suicidal ideat Finnish children between 14 and
16 years of age indicated that amongst boys whe Weltied at least once per week, 4%
had severe suicidal ideation compared to 1% of bdys were not bullied (Kaltiala-
Heino, Rimpela, Marttunen, Rimpela, & Rantanen, 29 the same study, among the
girls who were bullied at least once per week, & severe suicidal ideation, compared
to 1% who were not bullie(Kaltiala-Heino et al., 1999).

In the Netherlands, van der Wal, de Wit, and HirggP003) uncovered that 13%
of boys directly bullied and 18% of boys indirecdtiyllied suffered from suicidal
ideation. Roland (2002) studied Norwegian eightidgrs and discovered that boys who
were bullied suffered from suicidal ideation 2feis more than non-bullied boys, while
bullied girls experienced those thoughts 4.2 timese than non-bullied girls. In
addition to the above-mentioned studies, othernasugave shown that there is a strong
relationship between bullying and suicidal ideatiBaldry & Winkel, 2003; Kim, Koh,
& Leventhal, 2005; Mills, Guerin, Lynch, Daly, & Zpatrick, 2004; Roland, 2002; Seals
& Young, 2003).

In the United States, Hinduja and Patchin (201®&esxed students in sixth

through eighth grades and reported that 20% ofeglpondents seriously thought about
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attempting suicide (19.7% of females; 20.9% of mlehile 19% reported attempting
suicide (17.9% of females; 20.2% of males). Thesults further support the notion that
cyberbullying is in fact correlated with suiciddeation (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010). In
addition, Hay and Meldrum (2010) indicated thatyonfy and cyberbullying can lead to
self-harm and suicidal ideation.

Students also experience a feeling of being unakieist anyone, even their
closest friends, which results in low self-este@arpsey, Sulkowski, Nichols, &
Storch, 2009; Patchin & Hinduja, 2010). As a resfibeing victimized, adolescents also
suffer from lowered academic achievement (Hall,&@eiff, 2006; Willard, 2007).
Absenteeism and Academics

Students who have been cyberbullied may be phygigedsent in school, but
they are unable to give their full attention todemics (Limber et al., 2009). As a result
of being unable to devote full attention to acad=naind not having a desire to attend
school, students who are cyberbullied are moréyiteehave lower grades and higher
absenteeism rates than those students not inv@aaalkski, Limber, & Agatston,
2008). Students may find it difficult to attendheol and face their peer groups after
receiving mean messages or comments while in fle¢ysaf their own homes (Limber et
al., 2009, Hinduja & Patchin, 2007).

Victims of cyberbullying are not only affected ich®ol. The effects transpire
into all aspects of life including the home. Vin8 have reported feeling angry, sad, and
embarrassed (Beran & Li, 2005) and were affectdwate and school and with friends

(Patchin & Hinduja, 2006).
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Adult Awareness

Cyberbullying is more prevalent than adults are enadare. Li (2006)
conducted a survey of 264 students from three jumngh schools in Canada and it
showed that almost half of the students were hudtliyms and about one in four had been
cyberbullied. Bully victims are those who areiadiy bullied and then retaliate making
them perpetrators of bullying. Youth may be esplcreluctant to tell adults about
incidents occurring online if they are concernedulparents restricting their use of
these increasingly popular forms of social con(goveschle et al., 2008; Juvonen &
Gross, 2008; Subrahmanyam & Greenfield, 2008).

Adolescents have refrained from telling an adutitdtbullying incidents because
they believed that they needed to learn to dedl ivthemselves, they felt that the
bullying would get worse, or felt too ashamed teapabout the experiences and lacking
confidence in the adult’s ability to help them (Acdino & Accordino, 2011; Juvonen &
Gross, 2008; Mishna & Alaggia, 2005). Snakenbdrg.g2011) suggested in their
research that parents may benefit from educatiateaiing with cyberbullying issues
when they are presented with them. It is not ehdagparents to be technologically
savvy; they must also engage in conversations twéh children about appropriate
technology use, and have strategies in place tepteyberbullying (Magid, 1998;
Mason, 2008; Subrahmanyam & Greenfield, 2008; $ai&009). By listening,
responding, and engaging in conversation, paremtsdolescents can create a positive,
respectful environment.

Parents need to have an awareness of the typeswfies that are taking place

online and with other means of technology (Slonj&mith, 2008). This attentiveness
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includes knowing what websites their children vissquently, being familiar with whom
their friends are both on and off line, monitorirel phone usage, and even
implementing a safe usage policy in the home. [8&arGraber, Harrison, and Logan
(2009) found that most of the parents they survé€géébo) indicated that they had
measures in place to prevent their children frositivig websites in which they
disapprove. Some parents volunteered that theasures included saving instant
messenger conversations without a child’s knowleggesword protecting certain
websites, placing the computer in a shared aré@dedfiome, and discussing e-safety with
their child.
Differences in Technology Use

Parents are using technology for different reasioas their teens. Adults are
more likely to use the Internet to review purchabey products, and look for health-
related information (Lenhart, Rainie, & Lewis, 2001n contrast, adolescents use the
Internet for playing online games and collectiniprmation (Huang, 2002; Liu, 2003).
Parents need to become more aware of the actiuit&ich their adolescents are
engaging, as well as more knowledgeable aboutgpkcations that are offered through
technological advances.

The 2005-2006 National Assessment Center (NAC)ma@vey of more than
4,000 respondents identified 93% of parents statiagthey know “some” or “a lot”
about where their children go and what they dohenlmternet. Yet only 42% of high
school students and 62% of middle school studd¢atsdsthat they share where they go
and what they do on the Internet with their paredtso, 81% of high school students

consider their Internet skills to be superior teitlparents, suggesting the need for
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Internet safety education for parents (Carlson6200here is a large disconnect
between what the parents think they know and wieit thildren are actually sharing
with them (Mendoza, 2009). Within the family emnment, it is important to engage in
conversation about technology and engage in oppitigs for co-viewing the
applications that are being used with various foofntechnology (Mendoza, 2009).
Family Environment

Resiliency among those involved in bullying incitleshould be examined.
Some researchers may question if children who are mesilient are less likely to be
involved in bullying incidents. Resilience can\iewed through the lens of the family
environment. “Warnfamily relationships and positive home environmérekp to buffer
children from the negative outcomes associated litlying victimization” (Bowes,
Maughan, Caspi, Moffitt, & Arseneault, 2010, p. 809

Family environment factors are positively assodatgth bullying behaviors
which includeparental physical discipline, a lack of adult swon, neighborhood
safety concerns, and a deficiency of positive achét models (Espelage, Bosworth, &
Simon, 2000). The relationships that children haita their parents can be tumultuous
and easy-going, and the attachments they haveecatebtified as insecure or secure
(Mendoza, 2009). A secure attachment would beatarized as a receptive parent with
physical and emotional availability to the childdaan insecure attachment would be
characterized by either anxious, ambivalent, oidart relationships (Cooper, 2011).
Monks, Smith, and Swettenham (2005) found thatdmitended to have insecure

attachments, while most victims appeared to hasecare attachment.
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The secure or insecure nature of attachment caaammwt only the child-parent
relationship, but also the child's peer relatiopshi While parents may always be
available for their children to discuss importassues and provide a stable support
system for their children, attachment needs beamore frequently satisfied by peers as
individuals move from childhood to adolescence Kdirson & Nagle, 2005). Crick and
Dodge (1994) explained that past events such asxjerience of early attachments and
rejection may have an impact on future social im@ation processing and behavior. They
believed that past events are stored in long-teamany. Then the memories are
“integrated with other memories into a general raksiructure that guides the processing
of future social cues” (Crick & Dodge, 1994, p. 78)

Bullying is also a family issue, as the family exviment has a major impact on
the way children view the world, and this includles development of both violent and
victimizing behaviors (Bandura, 1973). Taking tpportunity to view the family
environment can be a good indicator of whetherild etill be a participant in bullying
incidents. Espelage, Bosworth, and Simon (2000¢lcoled that a lack of adult
supervision is positively associated with bullyimghaviors in addition to parental
physical discipline, neighborhood safety conceamsl a lack of positive adult role
models. Furthermore, Marini, Dane, Bosacki, aniCYCURA (2006) also identified
that a lack of adult supervision was positivelyoassted with bullies, yet only for males.

While the family environment needs to be considereldtionships within the
family need to be considered as well. When a dkilabrn, a certain attachment is

formed between the parent and child. The attacksnierearly life provide a foundation
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for future behaviors. If an insecure attachmembised throughout childhood, bullying
may become a problem (Monks et al, 2005; Wilso1©,720
Attachments with the Family

Attachment theory involves internal representationaorking models of close
attachment relationships that begin in infancy areincorporated into one’s personality,
attitude, and behaviors in relationships througlsmmeone’s life (Bowlby, 1988).
According to attachment theory, aggression canldpva three ways: children may act
aggressively as a reaction to the negative relglipnwith the caregiver, aggression may
serve as a way of getting attention from a negléctiregiver, and, children who develop
an anxious or insecure attachment often find ftaiift to develop positive relationships
with others and could use aggression as a defeaskanism against a perceived threat
(Greenberg, Speltz, & DeKlyen, 1993). If the fanprovides a safe, sensitive, and
responsive environment for a child, a secure att&ct style is more likely to develop
(Bowlby, 1969). However, if the family settingirssensitive and/or inconsistent, an
insecure attachment style is more likely to be fedniBowlby, 1969).

Monks et al. (2005) indicated that bullies tendetidve insecure attachments,
while most victims appeared to have a secure attanh However, there are other
contributing factors that can determine participaiin bullying incidents. Wilson (2007)
identified some evidence that attachment was ml&tdullying, but determined that age
and gender were better predictors of the behakiar aittachment. In contrast, Marini et
al. (2006) found that bullies, victims, and buligtums were found to have a lower
maternal attachment than that of uninvolved stugjenith bully/victims having the

lowest level of maternal attachment. Parents ne®ebrk hard to establish secure
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attachments, and this establishment can be achigvbdcoming actively involved in the
types of technology that adolescents are utilifMgndoza, 2009; Mesch, 2009).
Parental Involvement

Parental involvement in preventing cyberbullyingdg to be researched because
there is limited research on the effects of patdmawledge and their understanding of
cyberbullying. Further, the role that parents assin monitoring the Internet use of
their children is a relatively new research thewal¢ke et al., 2010). Because
cyberbullying most often takes place outside ofdtigool, parents need to have an
understanding of how adolescents are using techpg®’Antona, Kevorkian, &
Russom, 2009). Furthermore, recent research sthdie indicated that the usage of the
Internet is a home-based activity (Lee & Chase,7200umtaz, 2001) making it even
more important for parents to play an active raléhe supervision of their children while
they are using technology.

Parents’ Role in Supervision

Parents are expected to create a peaceful, reghecttl safe environment for
their children (Valcke et al., 2010). Parent inmevhent has a key role in anti-bullying
initiatives (Coloroso, 2003; Espelage & Swearef)£2®Iweus & Limber, 2007; Roberts
& Coursol, 1996). Shek (2005) suggested that gisngiquality includes parental
behavioral control such as parental monitoring,wkedge, expectations, discipline, and
parental psychological control. By establishingspectful environment in which
children feel comfortable raising questions abaotgrnet usage, parents will find it easier

to guide their children (DeRycke, 2007; Fleminge@ttree, Cocotti-Muller, Elias, &
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Morrison, 2006; Valkenburg, 2002; Van Kolfschoont2@04). A respectful, open
environment was also suggested when discussingéttsafety (Youn, 2008).

Monitoring and regulating are considered by sonrenta as one of the
characteristics of a good parent, however, ngiaknts view having strict rules as
important (Wang, Bianchi, & Raley, 2005). Settargd enforcing rules can play a
significant role in determining whether a child MaEcome a victim of bullying, or even
a bully.

Baldry and Farrington (1998) found that parentbufies and victims lacked
responsiveness toward their children while Bow8mijth, and Binney (1994)
characterized parents of bully/victims as negléctfith little or no monitoring of their
children’s activities. Current research tends fopsut previous research findings that
family variables such as parental involvement asmeaiated with children’s involvement
in bullying (Espelage, Bowworth, & Simon, 2000; &, Nansel, Eitel, Crump, Saylor,
& Yu, 2001; Jankauskiene, Kardelis, Sukys, & Karelet, 2008). Wandannotti, and
Nansel (2009) found higher parental involvementaged to students being less involved
in all types of bullying. A certain level of sup&sion is necessary when children are
utilizing technology to ensure that bullying incide are not taking place (Sabella, 2009).

The role of supervisor has changed dramaticallypé&vents, now that technology
is accessible to many children from a young agéedla 2009). The Internet poses
challenges to parents who want their children ke tadvantage of online resources but
also want to protect their children from questideatontent (Wang et al., 2005). As a

result, supervision of children is important espgiwhen technology is involved in
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order to reduce the risks of possible online das\ges well as negative physical and
psychological effects (Wang et al., 2005).

Supervising children can occur in many differentrie. Parents can be very
direct or very discreet with their supervising teicjues. Those techniques that would be
more direct in regard to technology would be sytmvith your children each time they
use technology. Mesch (2009) referred to this tyfpgupervision as evaluative
mediation. Evaluative mediation referred to havapgn discussions of issues related to
Internet use, evaluation of content, and joint wo@eof rules regarding the amount of
time for Internet use (Mesch, 2009). An exampl&s$ direct supervision would be
installing hardware or software onto the compufEne installation of filters and/or
monitoring software and viewing the website histofyour children was identified by
Mesch (2009) as restrictive mediation. These nmasiveould be considered more
discreet in nature because children may be unathatedults are checking their history.
Parental Monitoring

Parental monitoring can also reduce the probalitigy a youth will bully online
by as much as 50% (Mason, 2008). Parental monga@an be defined as(1) parents
have knowledge of the friends with who their cleldispend time; (2) parents have
knowledge of their children's whereabouts when @reyaway from home; and (3)
parents know what their children do with their fteee” (Shillington et al., 2005, p. 4).
This definitionof parental monitoring focuses primarily on theamme of monitoring,
parental knowledge, rather than the active parettalegies for obtaining that
knowledge. Other definitions exist for parentalmoring and have been tested by a

variety of survey instruments. Barber, Maughanl, @isen (2005) explored patterns of
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parenting throughout adolescence. Parental krigel@and monitoring were combined
for the purpose of this particular study. Soméhefquestions included in the survey
were: “How much does your father or motheally know about: (1) Where you go at
night; (2) Where you are most afternoons after s5i{8) How you spend your money;
(4) What you do with your free time; and (5) Whauydriends are” (Barber, Maughan, &
Olsen, 2005, p. 10).

Similar questions were included in the study conedidy Lenciauskiene and
Zaborskis (2008), which also measured parental toong. In both studies, the
guestions being asked resemble questions focuseslondknowledge about their
adolescent rather than monitoring. Eaton, Kruegginson, McGue, and lacono (2009)
agreed, on the other hand, that the term pareraaitaring should only be used in
reference to active parenting behaviors. Dishiwth ldlcMahon (1998) defined parental
monitoring as “a set of correlated parenting bety@vinvolving attention to and tracking
of the child's whereabouts, activities, and adaptat (p. 61). They also asserted that:
“monitoring of the child by parents is one compadrniarthe constellation of effective
child-rearing practices” (Dishion & McMahon, 1998,66).

Fulkerson, Pasch, Perry, and Komro (2008) utiliexddefinition created by
Dishion and McMahon (1998) in their study, and deskthat the purpose of parental
monitoring was to prevent the child's involvemeithvalcohol, drugs, and delinquent
and risky behaviors. Furthermore, Pokhrel, Ungérgner, Ritt-Olson, and Sussman
(2008) also measured parental monitoring as aptwental behaviors.

Evidence exists proving that the activities thaepés have carried out to protect

their children have been successful. Some stindies reported children whose parents
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monitored their online activities were less likebyengage in dangerous and risky
behaviors such as sharing personal informationckeay for inappropriate sites, and
participating in online conversations with strarg@Rosen, Cheever, & Carrier, 2008;
Spears, Seydegart, & Zulinov, 2005).
Parental Mediation

Parental mediation refers to the activities thatfallowed through by parents to
protect their children from exposure to online dansgEastin et al., 2006; Hannah, 2010;
Livingstone, 2007). There is evidence of suchféeace some studies have reported
children whose parents monitored their online sy were less likely to disclose
personal information, less likely to seek out inampiate sites, and less likely to conduct
chat conversations with strangers (Rosen et aBR00

Parents need to have an open line of communicatibntheir children about
their technology activity because of the atrocitlest have happened as a result of
cyberbullying (Fleming et al., 2006; Youn, 200&ehue et al. (2008) identified that
parents were unaware of the harassments taking plan though they established rules
for their children. In general, parents are unfemnivith modern communication media
and as a result are unaware of their children angag cyberbullying or being
cyberbullied (Dehue et al., 2008).
Differences within Parental Supervision

Mothers and fathers may utilize different techngf@ supervision. In some
adolescents’ lives, one parent over another has krmywledge of what their child is
doing while online. Some research indicated thathers have a greater knowledge

about their children’s lives (BumpuSrouter, & McHale2001; WaizenhofeiBuchanan,
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& Jackson-Newson2004). However,Bjornstad and Ellingsen (2004) found that in
regard to the Internet, fathers tend to play a nastere role than mothers. Wang et al.
(2005) indicated that fathers were more likely heak the websites their children visited
than the mothers. Liau, Khoo, and Ang (2008), heewerefuted those findings and
suggested in their study that mothers have a bettareness of their adolescents’
Internet use than fathers.

Parents’ monitoring and supervision of their chelils Internet usage is part and
parcel of parenting style covering the spectruraholidren’s activities, and reciprocal
influence has been found to exist between parestylg and the parent—child
relationship. It was commonly believed by pareghtt they themselves, rather than
teachers, played a more important role in the hatebehavior of young children (Cheng,
2004; Valcke, Schellens, Van Keer, & Gerats, 2007).

Parental Monitoring, Age, and Gender of Adolescent

A direct relationship can be found between paremtaitoring and the age of the
child or adolescent. According to Patterson amiitbemer-Loeber (1984), the number
of hours of parental monitoring decreases withatpe of the adolescent. For example,
this research reported a 10.1 year old was unsiseeiran average of 0.78 hours per day
while a 16.3 year old was unsupervised an averb@#6 hours per day. However,
gender research by Laird, Pettit, Dodge, and B&@83) supported that while there is in
fact a decline in parental monitoring, it is makely to be found true for girls, but not for
boys.

Regardless of gender, Tynes (2007) suggested kbsestrategies for satisfactory

supervision. First, Tynes (2007) suggested maimtgian open and honest dialogue;
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second, helping children protect their privacy oajiand third, developing an exit
strategy. It is imperative for parents to engageadnversations with their children on
how they are using technology and what constitapgsopriate and inappropriate
conduct (Sabella, 2009). Sabella (2009) furthggested that parents help their children
gain an understanding about the use and misuselwology, teach them how to make
informed decisions about how they are using teamgland assist them in policing
themselves as they use different forms of technolog
Parental Supervision of Technology

Parents have a duty of serving the role of guar(iidilson & McAloney, 2010).
However, when technology is involved, adults areasosure what types of supervision
are acceptable and lack an understanding of hottdesiide their children (Wilson &
McAloney, 2010). Not only are adults unsure alibatr role of supervising technology,
but their perception of implementation is differémm that of their children
(Hasenbrink, Livingstone, & Haddon, 2008). Studiase shown that there is a
difference between how children believe their tedbgy use is supervised and the
reports that parents give. Shephard, Arnold, aitb$€32006) identified that 67% of
parents reported some sort of supervision of ttféldren’s use of Information and
Communication Technology (ICT). Staksrud and Lgatone (2009) reported that
parents’ attempts to resolve the dilemma of wantimtfren to be competent in the new
technological world while simultaneously controgjitheir Internet use by either ignoring
the risks or restricting children’s online oppoitigs were unsatisfactory. Resealas

demonstrated that there is a link between par&ntalledge of adolescents’ activities
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and positive adjustment in adolesceM&(zenhoferBuchanan, & Jackson-Newsom,
2009.
Methods of Supervision

In general, parents’ methods of supervising thieildeen involved setting rules
about usage, actively discussing the Internet eésipes with their children, sharing
experiences of using the Internet, and engagimpse monitoring. Parents also needed
to understand more about children’s perceptiorenbhe risks and help them to develop
coping strategies (Staksrud & Livingstone, 200Byron (2008) noted that shielding
children from all potentially risky situations dmet Internet may be harmful in itself,
preventing children from gaining vital skills indgment, risk identification and risk
assessment, as well as depriving them of the oppitytto learn from mistakes.
Supervising technology usage is linked to partitgrain bullying incidents. Ample
research demonstrates the link between family fanictg and bullying with factors such
as poor supervision and lack of attention in theéd¢Ary, Duncan, Biglan, Metzler,
Noell, & Smolkowski, 1999; Oliver & Oaks, 1994).

If children are left unsupervised and are receivitlig or no attention, then they
will seek other ways to get the attention that thsgycraving (Park, Kim, & Cho, 2008).
In addition, if children know they are not beingswised, then they think that their poor
behavior will go unnoticed and they will suffer consequences. Wong (2010) showed
that parental knowledge of computer and Internethzl a predominant impact on the
overall outcome of supervising and guiding theitdren in using the Internet.

Some research studies show that parents are ssipgrtheir children while using

technology. Dehue et al. (2008) discovered thateniwan half of the parents always or
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usually set rules for their children about the freigcy with which they were allowed to
use the Internet (60%) and about what they werengard not allowed to do on the
Internet (80%). Nevertheless, many parents dicknotv that their child was engaged in
bullying or was a victim of cyberbullying. The pentage of parents reporting that their
child was engaged in bullying on the Internet @r text messages was considerably
lower (4.8%) than the percentage of children rapgro be engaged in bullying on the
Internet or via text messages (17.3%). The peagenof parents who reported that their
child was being bullied on the Internet or via tesdssaging was also much lower
(11.8%) than the percentage of children who repdsting bullied (22.9%). Wang et al.
(2005) also found that thaajority of parents report regulating their teenelggdren’s
Internet use, but parents report more monitoririg4pthan teens report (38%).
Benefits of Parental Supervision

Parental supervision certainly has its benefitenato and Fowler (2002) found
that a high level of parental monitoring (e.g., swosing children’s activities, restricting
the amount of television, or the types of televigowograms children watch) combined
with other parenting practices was associated better grades in school and lower
levels of deviance among young children and adeldsc Parental monitoring was also
associated with fewer delinquent behavior problemearly adolescence (Pettit, Laird,
Dodge, Bates, & Criss, 2001). Magid (1998) recomdeel parental involvement and
monitoring of children’s Internet use to ensureesaid appropriate online navigation.
Ybarra and Mitchell (2004) also stressed that ga@maonitoring and positive caregiver--

child relationships may be more important factorinternet safety as global parental

43



monitoring is significantly related to a decreaséhie likelihood of being an online
aggressor.

In relation to supervision, parents must also atersine locations in which their
children utilize technology and how convenient @sas to technology. Patchin and
Hinduja (2006) found that a substantial numberdafil@scents used their computers in
the privacy of their own bedrooms, thereby redua@ngven eliminating the presence and
supervision of a parent.

Effective, Direct Interventions

Parents may be unfamiliar with appropriate intetvers that can stop
cyberbullying incidents from occurring. Denyingcass to technology is not the answer.
Children rely on technology not only as a meansoafal communication, but also to
complete schoolwork (Jones, 2006). Denying aceessd cause more harm than good
(Lou, Shih, & Liu, 2010). Parents hold positivews of technology and are aware of its
importance (Lou et al., 2010). Wong (2010) ideatifthat about 70% of parents agreed
or strongly agreed that technology enhanced tleeast of their children in learning and
discovering new things, and about 69% considerad &n essential tool for everyday
life. Turow and Nir (2000) also identified thatrpats believed that children need
computer/Internet access and skills to do welkcimosl.

Hong and Eamon (2009) suggested that practitiagetrsivolved in educating
parents. They stated that, “practitioners carsaggirents in becoming appropriately
involved in children’s lives, providing supervisidearning non-physical and less- harsh
parenting practices” (Hong & Eamon, 2009, p. 615)s also suggested that the

practitioners work directly with the perpetratofgeer victimization to teach social
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skills and in addition to more assertive behavarsng the victims and bystanders
(Hong & Eamon, 2009).

It is difficult to go through a day conflict freespecially when tackling issues
over technology (Sabella, 2009). However, wheitdobin witness verbal arguments
between their parents, they see that exchange agpaopriate method of
communicating. Chapman and Dehle (2002) belielatigractitioners can play a role in
teaching parents how to learn positive methodsgolve disagreements by teaching
communication and problem-solving skills. If cliéd witness problem-solving and
positive interactions taking place between adtiisy may be more likely to demonstrate
the same behaviors.

Wong (2010) conducted a study in which 17 methddsipervisory techniques
were identified. The 17 methods were divided fiotar broad categories: setting rules,
involvement, restriction, and close monitoring (W§pR010). After analyzing these
strategies, it was suggested that positive outcanagsoccur if parents are more
involved in their children’s online activities, gatcan authoritative parenting style,
conduct better family communication, spend moreifijatime together, and have a
positive attitude toward the Internet (Wong, 2018jaksrud and Livingstone (2009)
expressed that parents needed to understand maueddldren’s perceptions of online
risks and help them to develop coping strategies.

Wong (2010) further suggested that parents neeaxdtké an active role in
closing the gap in the digital divide. Communitéesl the government could become

involved and offer support to parents whose teabgiodl skills are lacking. However,
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parents also need to take the initiative and seébpportunities for learning more about
the technology applications that their children atiezing.
Resources

Parents need to be aware of the resources theyagaess to in order to prevent
cyberbullying incidents. Not all measures reqbieéeng technologically savvy, but they
do require knowing how to utilize the tools. Sormeommendations include: (a) saving
evidence by printing out emails, or saving the camitations that took place; (b)
reporting techniques, which includes knowing wherghore, block, or react in a
responsible manner; (c) tracking strategies, sadhaging emails and text messages; (d)
controlling options, such making a request to thead networking site to remove the
offensive material from the site; and (e) reportngthods, which includes contacting the
necessary authorities (Kowalski et al., 2008).
Filters and Software

Options exist for parents on how to supervise wiair children are doing online.
Filters, as well as monitoring software, are twanooon supervisory techniques that are
being utilized (Froeschle et al., 2008; Hasenbenél., 2008). Filters allow parents to
block certain websites that they find objectionatni®ffensive, and monitoring software
programs create a history of where Internet usersngl what they do. Of those who
have implemented these strategies, approximatély- 5% of parents reported that they
check the Internet sites that their children hagéead, about two-thirds reported that they
closely monitor their children’s media use, aditthore than 50% use some sort of

technical filtering software, and about 45% use ooimg software (Elias, 2007; Lenhart
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& Madden, 2007). However, even with those monitgisystems in place, only about
33% of teens believed that their parents monittined online activities (Lenhart, 2005).

Filters tend to be used more by parents who gmerditen and/or are parents of
middle school-age children (Lenhart, 2005). B¥izitig filters, parents can block certain
content and material that they find offensive geobonable (Froeschle et al., 2008).
Monitoring software allows parents to view the wiadssthat their children are visiting
and what they are doing by viewing the log that lbesn created with the software
(Froeschle et al., 2008). Some parents may viewutitization of filters and software
programs as restrictive mediation (Greenberg, Réaiptnilo, & Mastro, 2001). Mesch
(2009) described restrictive mediation as thosetmes that do not involve the child’s
input whatsoever and is a decision made entirelthbyparent.

If parents are uncomfortable installing softwaréoatheir computers, keeping
track of the viewing history of their children, lalocking certain sites from viewing, there
are other strategies that can be employed to radapgropriate behavior while using
technology. Parents need to consider the locatidhe technology in their homes.
Lenhart and Madden (2007) reported in their stindy &bout 70% of teens identified that
the computer they use at home is in a public ptadamily area. By keeping the
technology in a public place, the children will kmthat they are being watched and the
types of activities in which they engage are alsimd monitored (Froeschle et al., 2008).
Engaging in Conversation

Sitting down and discussing what children are dandhe Internet is another
strategy that could be implemented. Parents sthaergbnstrate an interest in what their

children are doing, and by engaging in an infordistussion could aid in teaching the
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parent what new technologies are available. Apprately 68% of parents have
reported using this method (Lenhart et al., 2004itls 2007). Parents can take direct
actions in implementing parental mediation by sgtwith their children and engaging in
conversations as their children are using techryollogddition to creating rules for use.

In addition to having informal conversations ababit children are doing on the
Internet, it is also important to establish rulesusing technology and engage in open
discussion (Mesch, 2009). According to Lenhart Biadiden (2007), 85% of parents
reported that they have rules about what Interites gheir children can view, 85% of
parents reported that they have established rategHat personal information their
children can share over the Internet, and 69% adia reported that they have rules
about the amount of time their children can spamthe. However, the creation of rules
for technology use can be viewed as restrictiveiatieh, if no input about the rules is
sought from the child who must follow them (Mes2B09; Nathanson, 2001). By
actively participating in the creation of rulesistmvolvement would be seen as
evaluative mediation (Mesch, 2009).

Theoretical Perspective

Bullying is an act of aggression, and researchgmmnession shows that this
behavior is learned through observational learfitiggen & Piel, 2010). Bandura (1986)
found that children are more likely to model aggress when the model is rewarded or
escapes punishment for the aggressive act than thkenodel is punished. Sawyer,
Mishna, Pepler, and Wiener (2011) suggested thatalogical framework be utilized in
their study of parents’ perspectives of bullyingdese bullying dynamics often extend

beyond the children who were bullied or who bulljers. Those affected include peers,
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teachers, the school community, and parents (&tlRgpler, 1998; Mishna, Wiener, &
Pepler, 2008).
Ecological Theory

Urie Bronfrenbrenner’s (1979) Ecological Theory fias nested layers of
systems: microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, nyateas and chronosystem with the
individual situated in the center of the systerike ecological model stated that
behavior is influenced by the interactions withindamong these systems
(Bronfrenbrenner 1979, 1994). According to thel&gal Theory (Bronfenbrenner,
1979) if the relationships in the immediate miciisyn break down, the child will not
have the tools to explore other parts of his emrirent because the layers are
interrelated.

Peer victimization results from the complex intagpbetween the individual, his
or her relationships with others, the communityd Broader society, which can be
understood within an ecological framework (Hong &kon, 2009). There are many
ways to configure the risk factors as they relatparticular behaviors, so it is important
to identify and understand how these factors ctornmintervention and prevention
efforts (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998; Gorman-3mitolan, & Henry, 2000). An
explanation of the five layers of systems is désatibelow.

Microsystem
The microsystem is the innermost layer which idekithe direct settings in which
individuals develop (Barboza, Schiamberg, Oehmlaz&niewski, Post, & Heraux,
2009). Parents are included in the microsysteraddition to the emotional support

from parents and friends (Barboza et al., 2009).
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The most immediate influences on peer victimizaboour within microsystems.
These microsystems include individuals and grodpsdividuals with whom children
interact: family, peers, and teachers (Barbozd.e2009; Hong, Cho, & Lee, 2010).
Within these microsystems, the interactions cortistahape the child (Bronfenbrenner,
1994). Parental involvement is seen as an infle@evithin the microsystem that focuses
on an individual’'s most immediate environment (Rezd et al, 2009). The parent-child
relationship, parenting practices, and peer viadation can also be included in the
microsystem level (Hong et al., 2010; Hong & Eani2009).

Coinciding with Bronfenbrenner’s theory, Pattersmal Bank (1989) developed a
theory in which they believed that harsh parenpragtices result in children’s
internalizing the belief that they are unworthyi@fe and affection. This belief can lead
to children’s expecting and accepting abuse froneist such as peers. Additionally, if
children are seeking affirmation that they belisheuld be present, but they cannot seem
to locate it, they will resort to seeking that atten in inappropriate places (Addison,
1992). These deficiencies show themselves esperiadolescence as anti-social
behavior, lack of self-discipline, and inability poovide self-direction (Addison, 1992).
Overly protective childrearing practices also pdevfew opportunities for children to
learn appropriate social skills for responding ¢epaggression.

Choi and Chae (2000) indicated in their researahd¢lementary school students
who lack appropriate parental supervision and aeget risk of acting aggressively
toward peers. Both perpetrators and victims areerhkely to have parents who are less
accommodating to their needs, compared to childtemare victimized and then become

perpetrators. Children in the latter group tentldge parents who are less involved in

50



childrearing than children in the general populati®oh (2000) also indicated that when
children have a strong emotional bond with botlepts, they are less likely to
experience peer victimization. Barboza et al. @Gupported this by asserting that
students who have a difficult time discussing tipeablems with parents are more likely
to engage in bullying behaviors. They indicateat the odds of bullying are 7% higher
among individuals who lack emotional support frdrait parents (Barboza et al., 2009).

Schools should take an initiative to include paemhication opportunities that
enhance prosocial parenting practices (Doh, Kwank,”RHong, Hong, & Hwang, 2003).
The implementation of these programs has been ssfttén improving the relationship
between the parent and the adolescent (Doh &(fl3). Practitioners should assist
parents in becoming appropriately involved in ctalds lives, providing supervision,
learning non-physical and less- harsh parentingtipes (Hong & Eamon, 2009).

Mesosystem

The mesosystem involves the interaction of two oraimicrosystems in
influencing behavior (Barboza et al., 2009; Brofiesmner, 1994). The mesosystem
show the “linkages between microsystems” (Bronfenher, 1995, p. 227). For
example, interactions in the family environment nrdluence interactions within the
peer group (Eamon, 2001). If there is a lack pagent-child relationship, this absence
could result in the development of ineffective sbekills, which could contribute to peer
rejection and bullying (Orpinas & Horne, 2006).s8J within this system, the joint
contributions of parents and teachers could prevelgssen physical and/or

psychological damage from bullying (Barboza et2009).
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The parent/teacher collaboration could be espgdglipful if the adolescent’s
grades are suffering as a result of being bulli&dhools need to create ways to
encourage parents to stay involved in their adeletss life (Hong et al., 2010). Schools
can create networks for parents and also provitietees for parents so that they can
stay abreast of their adolescent’s academic andldibe at school (Hong et al., 2010).

Exosystem

To understand peer victimization, the ecologicabliel@lso requires examining
interactions at the exosystem level (Bronfenbrent@94). In the exosystem, the
individual is not directly included, but will beggiificantly impacted (Barboza et al.,
2009). This system is seen as the relationshgnefor more settings that do not involve
the individual as an active participant, but hightievents that occur that affect the
developing person (Bronfenbrenner, 1994).

For example, parents’ working hours can influecltdéd behavior since parents
have less time to monitor and form attachmentspasitively interact with their children
in the home (Han, Waldfogel, and Brooks-Gunn, 20@dng & Eamon, 2009). With
more parents in the workforce, supervision of amy san be lacking (Eamon, 2001).
Baek and Hwang (2006) revealed that a lack of garattachment and supervision,
which are related to peer aggression in the sclaoelcommon in two-earner Korean
families. These findings also are consistent withchment theory, suggesting that
parents must have the time and energy to formigesttachments with their children,
which assists children in developing appropriat@adehavior (Bowlby, 1977).
Additionally, if parents fail to consistently supese their children’s behaviors, behavior

problems frequently result (Spiegler & Guevrem@®)3). Other exosystem factors that
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relate to bullying include specific teacher andgpatraining to reduce and prevent
bullying (Barboza, et al., 2009).
Macrosystem

The macrosystem refers to the culture or subcultuveéhich the developing child
exists (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), and also factomsctifig the welfare of the individuals in
a most distant and least direct manner (Barboah,62009). The role of media would be
considered a factor within the macrosystem bec#us#ects cultural or subcultural
values and attitudes (Barboza, et al., 2009).

There is a growing need for adults to take an aate in knowing what their
adolescents are doing on the Internet. AccordimbAccordino (2011) suggested how
crucial it is for schools to provide methods fopiraving student-parent relationships.
They explained that in middle school a major aspéetgood relationship is positive and
open communication (Accordino & Accordino, 201 Bspecially at a time when most
adolescents have access to technology, it is ¢riaciadults to be cognizant of the
applications their children are using both poslthend negatively and have a way to
communicate about those applications.

Chronosystem

The chronosystem is the final layer within the egatal framework. This layer
“represents the effect of time on the behavior amdéhe context in which that behavior
takes place” (Barboza et al., 2009, p. 103). Sakattitudes toward bullying may
change over time, in addition to behaviors thatesteents exhibit. These changes in
attitudes can be placed in the chronosystem. Barbbal. (2009) stressed the

importance of changing the components of the clsystem over time when creating
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ecologically informed interventions, so that thereontinuous enhancement of the
welfare of individuals and their relationships.

As a result of so many factors contributing to plagticipation in cyberbullying,
the ecological theory was used to guide this stuigrticipation in cyberbullying could
be a direct result of failed or tarnished relatlops with others. Analyzing the
ecological framework provides readers with a baiteterstanding of how relationships
and interactions with others can positively andatiegly effect behaviors that are
displayed.

Social Learning Theory

Social learning theory also plays a significanenol cyberbullying. Pictures, text
messages, and emails can be disseminated to manmgrgi instantly (Froeschle et al.,
2008). Individuals who receive the messages cansghto delete the message or
continue to pass it along to others. Without mpadj it, by receiving and sending the
messages, observational learning is taking place.

According to Bandura (1977) there are four comptsenobservational learning:
attention, retention, motor reproduction, and nadton. Cyberbullies learn their
behavior by seeing it happening and then reprodutie behavior. The motivation for
cyberbullies varies; at times cyberbullies candentify why they have chosen to
victimize others (Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2088jnetimes perpetrators just think
it is fun or funny (Scaglione & Scaglione, 200&urthermore, Willard (2007) explained
that cyberbullying has become an “entertainmenvisagt (p. 47). The social learning
theory posits that children learn behaviors froeirtenvironment and the behaviors can

then be reinforced in different ways (Bandura, J97A4s long as there are foreseen
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benefits to the negative behaviors that childrenalestrate, the children will continue to
act in those negative ways (Powell & Ladd, 201@)addition, if children witness
negative behaviors within their own family strueuthey will imitate those same
behaviors. Aggression is learned from observirgyjiamtating role models, especially
people with whom the learners have close and frgquentact and who accepts and
reinforces aggression (Bandura, 1973).

Research by Olweus (1993) suggested that groupitgiican also be explained
by Bandura’s social learning theory. Studies rehvawvn that children and adults may
behave more aggressively after viewing someoneaglsaggressively. As a result of
cyberbullying being seen as an anonymous act déénvoe, lack of consequences from
teachers and parents further increases the desaa aiggressively (Powell & Ladd,
2010). There is also the decreased sense of ragiy that needs to be taken into
account (Powell & Ladd, 2010). Because the peapaticannot see the faces of the
victims, they do not fully realize the harm thag¢yhare causing (Strom & Strom, 2005).
Social Cognitive Perspective

A social cognitive perspective is used to undestamd predict this form of
aggression. This framework suggests that an indalig cognitions about a social event
play a central role in one’s aggressive behavidrthe stability of that behavior over
time (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Huesmann, 1988; Huesm&rtiron, 1984). Theories of
aggression suggest that normative beliefs, or ¢iogisi about the acceptability of any
given behavior, act as a general guide for behdtdaesmann & Guerra, 1997; Werner
& Nixon, 2005; Zelli, Dodge, Lochman, & Laird, 1999Normative beliefs are part of a

database-like structure that stores an individuamnized knowledge. This structure
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comprises stored schemas, scripts, and beliefsveelito have been learned early and
increasingly reinforced over time until they becopeemanently encoded in memory
(Bandura, 1977). Normative beliefs influence batialsy imposing limits on the degree
to which the individual approves or disapproveghefparticular behavior concerned. A
number of studies show that beliefs supportiveggfraession influence actual aggressive
behavior (e.g., Huesmann & Guerra, 1997; Slaby &Gy 1988).
Social Information Processing

Social information processing refers to the meptatessing of information in
which individuals engage during specific socialaitons and how individuals
understand how they fit into groups by paying dttento what others say about them
(Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge & Coie, 1987). CrigkdaDodge (1994) suggested that
children engage in six mental steps before enaswegl behavior. These include
attending to a particular social situational cuesagling and interpreting that cue,
clarifying the desired goal, evaluating and sefegcpossible responses from memory,
and finally enacting the chosen response. Biage®ccur at any stage in this social
information process, thus leading aggressive atrildo interpret their social world more
aggressively (Waas, 1988), to generate more aggeesays of responding in social
situations (Quiggle, Garber, Panak, & Dodge, 1988 to evaluate aggressive
behaviors more favorably than their nonaggresseesp(Perry, Perry, & Rasmussen,
1986).

Technology allows its users to hide (Goldman, 2018)a face-to-face
conversation, the participants in a conversationuse nonverbal cues to form

impressions. However, when technology is involvethressions are formed with little
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regard to the nonverbal cues (Walther, 1992). Kingwhat these impressions are
formed with few nonverbal cues can be harmful adersng Mehrabian (1971) noted that
93% of the meaning in a verbal message can be fouthé associated nonverbal
communication. By not seeing the facial expressiamd body language of others, some
adolescents may misconstrue statements that aredshéh them through social
networking sites. Walther (1992) believed, howetteait those who exchange
information through technology--mediated convesaihave the ability to encode and
decode messages using cue systems that are awandbé technology they are using.
Walther's comments suggest that users of technalogy fact exchange nonverbal cues
through the content, style, and timing of theip@sses in their communications
(Madlock & Westerman, 2010).

Not all researchers agree that communication giraechnology can be easily
understood. Baruch (2005) argued that emailsschat text messages could be easily
misunderstood and misinterpreted because the nmesssdatjnot contain the tone of the
words used, eye contact, or other nonverbal berafooind in regular face-to-face
interactions. As a result of misunderstood comsigmiessages considered by the
sender as innocent humor can trigger an escalspiingl exchange of e-mail bullying”
(Baruch, 2005, p. 361).

Research Design and Instrumentation

Throughout the literature review, the significaolerthat parents play in regard to
supervising the use of technology of their adoletc®as demonstrated. The studies that
the researcher reviewed were a mix of quantitatiudies and mixed method studies.
Quantitative studies were more plentiful in thesané parental perceptions of
cyberbullying (Liau, Khoo, & Ang, 2008; Livingston2007; Lou et al, 2010; Sharples et
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al., 2009; Wong, 2010). Only one qualitative stadyld be located on the parental
perceptions of cyberbullying, and their monitorteghniques (Sawyer, Mishna, Pepler,
& Wiener, 2011). In a different study, persondéiniews with parents were conducted
after a four year longitudinal study was conduatetth the adolescents (Laird, Pettit,
Dodge, & Bates, 2003). A large proportion of sasdon how parents monitor
technology were taken from the adolescent’s petsfe(iaird et al., 2003; Lee & Chae,
2007; Li, 2010; Pokhrel, Unger, Wagner, Ritt-Ols&fussman, 2008). However, both
types of studies offered insight on how parentsntigeir role in the supervision of
technology, as well as the role that they playelatron to cyberbullying incidents.

The researcher utilized a mixed methods study désifully answer the research
guestions. Mixed method designs have the aboigyrovide in-depth information
pertaining to participants’ viewpoints on a certpic, which in this case is how parents
view themselves as supervisors of technology (Ty2@9). By using a mixed methods
design, the researcher was able to draw connedtiomspreviously conducted studies
on parents and their supervision of technology,tadtie existing literature, and present
new findings through conducting personal intervievith parents of adolescents. The
gualitative piece was important to include becahsevay parents define and
conceptualize bullying can influence whether and tizey respond or intervene (Sawyer
etal., 2011).

All of the studies that were reviewed used différgurvey instruments to answer
the proposed research questions. As a resulsutivey instrument was created by the
researcher who piloted the study to a group ofrgar&ho were not part of the

dissertation sample population and who had chiltrdaurth through eighth grade.
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They included some questions that were part ofipldl survey instruments as well as
guestions developed by the researcher. Permissiatiapt existing surveys had been
obtained.

Once the surveys were administered, and the datgzad, personal interviews
took place. The purpose of conducting individmééiviews was to expand on items in
the survey related to the research questionsrvietes were used in this survey to
provide in-depth information pertaining to part@is’ experiences and viewpoints of a
particulartopic, the parents’ role in supervising technologgge among their fourth
through eighth grade children (Turner, 2009).

A general interview guide approach was taken withinterviews. This approach
was more structured than an informal interview, gratvided some flexibility in the line
of questioning (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003). This@pach allowed the researcher to ask
follow-up questions to each participant based ennformation that they shared, but still
allowed the researcher to be in the “driver’'s s€atirner, 2010, p. 755). The researcher
assumed that the participants had different expee®to share, so it was important to
have some flexibility and a degree of freedom ittigg information from the
participants (McNamara, 2009).

At the conclusion of each interview, the informatmbtained was coded. Priori
codes were established prior to the interviewshgkilace. However, the researcher was
open to identifying additional codes that emergednd) the data analysis as encouraged
by Creswell (2007). The codes were classified emt@rging themes. The emerging
themes informed the researcher of what directioamiaducation needs to head in terms

of supervision and technology.
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Summary

The review of literature is comprised of severajJanaomponents: The history
of bullying, problems associated with technologypa&erview of cyberbullying, the role
parents play in supervision, interventions that lbamtilized, and the theoretical
framework through which to examine the factorsydferbullying. The limited amount
of research that exists points to the importandd@fole of parents in supervising
technology and preventing cyberbullying (Bumpus &MWéer, 2009; Liau et al, 2008;
Liau et al., 2005; Wang et al., 2005).

Parents need to have an awareness of the roleséney when technology is
involved. Part of this role includes knowing haweatddress cyberbullying with their
children. Furthermore, parents need to be awatleeovarious forms of parental
mediation that can be utilized, as well as the eppate terminology to be used in
discussions. Technology is constantly being upbatel inevitably changing, and one
way that parents can continue to stay up-to-datelwat their children are doing in
cyberspace is to engage in some form of supervigioechnology.

Research needs to be conducted to enhanaenderstanding of the factors that
affect how parents understand, recognize, and nesfmbullying incidents (Sawyer et
al., 2011). This research will then serve as dgto inform education and intervention
with the aim of increasing parents' knowledge anitita to respond effectively to
bullying incidents (Sawyer et al., 2011).

Chapter Il describes the methodology and dataecttin process for determining

how parents view their role as supervisors of tettyy, their current levels of
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understanding as it relates to cyberbullying, and they intervene once they are aware

of cyberbullying incidents.
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CHAPTER IlI
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The purpose of this mixed methods study was tostiyate parents’ perceptions
of the role that they as parents/guardians pldlgensupervision of their children’s use of
technology as well as their responses to evenigiah their children are cyberbullying
oppressors, victims, or bystanders. Parents’ aaddians’ current understanding of
cyberbullying, their supervision of the currentiteology use of their children, and their
responses to experiences of cyberbullying in theslof their children were examined.
There was a need for this study because thenaitet research on parents’ and
guardians’ perspectives of cyberbullying. Reseaaihts to the importance of the role
of parents and guardians in supervising technotoglpreventing cyberbullying (Liau et
al., 2008; Liau et al., 2005; Wang et al., 2005sbtg 2008; Bumpus & Werner, 2009).

The research in the present study focused on aaadtguardians with children
in grades four through eight. Quantitative dataenmllected in the first phase of the
data collection, and participants were asked topteta a survey that was administered at
the conclusion of a Parent Teacher OrganizatiortingeeThe 28-item survey consisted
of Likert rating scale type questions, multiple deotype questions, and short answer
guestions. Qualitative methods were used in thersképhase of data collection by
conducting follow-up interviews. Both surveys antérviews were used to answer the
following research questions:

1. How do parents/guardians describe the overall itngigiechnology on the

lives of their children?
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2. How much do parents understand the terminologye@lto bullying and
cyberbullying?

3. What is the perception of the responsibility ofgras/guardians in general to
oversee the use of technology of their children?

4. A. What specific technologies do parents percéied child to be using on a
regular basis?

B. What is their role in the supervision of each?

5. How do parent view their responsibility farett intervention when they
discover that their child has unwillinglypetienced or purposely participated
in cyberbullying as an oppressor, a victoma bystander?

Review of Current Research on Parents and Cyberbujing

Surveys have been administered to parents/guardeathers, and students and
used extensively in bullying and cyberbullying r@®é (Craig, Bell, & Leschied, 2011).
Through the data collected from prior surveys,éhsra significant indication that there
is a need for parent education about the riskscegtsa with online communication
(Juvonen & Gross, 2008), a need to assist parédmsfeel that they are ill-equipped to
respond to cyberbullying (Hannah, 2010), and a fieedn understanding of the critical
role that adults play in preventing bullying inande from occurring (Siegle, 2010).
Research studies discussed previously in the reofditerature served as a framework
for the current study in exploring more deeply ithie that parents play in the supervision

of technology that children in grades four throwgght are utilizing.
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Study Design

Mixed methods research is considered an emergingyative research strategy
that is used across disciplines and combines qtigBtand quantitative data collection
(Simpson, 2011) because it provides “richer détaih either method can generate alone”
(p- 1592). Hesse-Biber (2008) identified thattine methods inform one another to
provide a more layered, multipronged approachseaech. Leech and Onwuegbuzie
(2009) asserted that mixed methods typologies x@pide “more credibility to the field
of education in general and the social and behalvsmiences” (p. 272). In addition, the
information gained from the personal interviews \dagtrengthen the data received from
the surveys. Creswell (2009) explained this madahe sequential explanatory design.
In this model, the quantitative portion comes fidlowed by the qualitative piece
(Creswell, 2009). The data gathered were utilinea descriptive analysis to answer the
research questions. The following sections desgdnlaletail the procedures for data
collection. It begins with an explanation of tesearch design, and then moves into a
discussion of how the study sites were selectechamdthe sites were contacted. Details
about the participants as well as the study sit#ddollow. The procedures for data
collection and data analysis will conclude the rodtiiogy section.

Research Design: Explanatory Mixed Methods

An explanatory mixed methods design, or QUAN-quatel was utilized in this
study (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009). In this mdd#he quantitative data were collected
and analyzed first. This analysis was followedhmsy collection of the qualitative data,
which were used to explain or elaborate on the tpadine results (Gay et al., 2009).

Mertens (2005) refers to this type of data coltattas sequential form. Sequential form
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is the process of “one type of data providing asfs collection of another type of
data” (Mertens, 2005, p. 292). Teddlie and TasbhekKR006) added that sequential
mixed designs answer “exploratory and confirmatprgstions chronologically in a pre-

specified order” (p. 22). The model in Figure 1svegplied to this study.

QUAN i qual
QUAN QUAN qual qual
Data Data Data Data Interpretation of
Collection Analysis Collection Analysis Entire Alysis

Figure 1. Mixed methods design sequential explanatory modiee quantitative data is
collected first and then analyzed, followed by t#ection and analysis of the
gualitative data (Creswell, 2009, p. 209; Cres\weRlano Clark, 2007, p. 85).

In the sequential explanatory model the researtdoemects the data between the
two phases” (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007, p. 88)cMahon (2007) discovered in her
study that the usage of the sequential explanaixgd methods design revealed how
the opinions of respondents may change based dypgbef research methods used. The
survey she implemented consisted of closed-endestigns and did not allow deviation
from the choices offered (Hesse-Biber, 2010). Blzing the qualitative component,
the participants were able to answer the questiadselaborate on their feelings about

the topic (Hesse-Biber, 2010).
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Surveys as a Quantitative Research Methodologicalpproach

In quantitative research, a survey provides a nimaescription of opinions of a
particular population (Creswell, 2009). Survegserally take on the form of a
guestionnaire, which is a collection of survey dioes (Gay et al., 2009). In this study,
data were collected during the fall of 2012 fromegpéis who had children enrolled in
grades four through eight at one of the test sitations. The survey consisted of 28
guestions. The construction of the survey wasdasea number of published survey
instruments, in addition to questions constructgthle researcher. Each of published
survey instruments contained elements that werllusethe present study. In addition,
the survey instruments were used in studies inkvharents were the sample, which is
why they were utilized in the present study. Pesioin to adapt the instruments was
obtained through e-mail (Appendix B).

Survey Description

The survey (Appendix C) designed for this study wassearcher-developed
survey. The survey consisted of five parts:

1. Parents’ Demographics. This section containecdethreltiple-choice
guestions regarding sex of the participant, masi@ius of the participant,
and the grade level of the participant’s child.eTemographic
information was used to identify the charactersst€the sample
(Creswell, 2009).

2. Your Child and Technology. This section consisié@ Likert rating
scale and checklist items. “Likert scales pro\adange of responses to a

statement or series of statements” (Croasmun &@stRP011, p. 19). A
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Likert rating scale measurement can be a usefulerable instrument for
measuring self-efficacy (Maurer, 1998). These g€amere used to answer
the question: How do parents/guardians describ@vikrall impact of
technology on the lives of their children?

. Understanding of Bullying. This section of thesy consisted of two
checklist type items. The checklist items requitesl participants to place
a check mark next to any statement that they fgdtied to the question.
The items were used to answer the question: Howhrdo parents
understand the terminology related to bullying aylderbullying?

. Role in Supervision. This section contained féemis. One of the items
was multiple-choice, and the other three were ltikeale items. A Likert
scale coded as Never (1), Rarely (2), Sometime<f#¢n (4), and
Always (5) was used to help determine the parentaidians’
perceptions. The items were used to answer thgtiqune What is the
perception of the responsibility of parents/guandian general to oversee
the use of technology of their children?

. Supervisory Methods. This section consisted oftdigms, which were
designed to answer the two-part question: A. Vgbatific technologies
do parents perceive their child to be using ongallee basis? B. What is
their role in the supervision of each? A Likeralgccoded Never (1),
Rarely (2), Sometimes (3), Often (4), and Alwayswas used to help
determine parents’/guardians’ perceptions in tlofale items, while

three of the items were multiple choice, and timeai@ing two items in
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this section were checklists. The participantddonly make one choice
for each of the multiple-choice questions. Foradhecklist items, the
participants marked as many statements as thewéedét applicable.

6. Intervention. The five items in this section wased to answer the
guestion: How do parents view their responsibiiiydirect intervention
when they discover that their child has unwillinglyperienced or
purposely participated in cyberbullying as an oppoe, a victim, or a
bystander? A Likert scale coded Very Unlikely @plikely (2), Likely
(3), and Highly Likely (4) was used to help detemathe
parents’/guardians’ perceptions in one of the itensle multiple choice
items were used for two, a checklist was used feritem, and the final
guestion allowed the participants the opporturotwtite a written
response.

Data Analysis of Survey
Each multiple-choice question, checklist item, anert-rating scale was
analyzed using SPSS software. The open-endediguesiere coded and analyzed in
order to identify common and reoccurring themesrgnrtbe participants’ answers.

Interviews as a Qualitative Research Methodologicahpproach

Qualitative data were collected through personaiinews with the participants.
The researcher attempted to acquire at least @&iatvs in order to gain enough
information to detect a median as suggested bytGBaace, and Johnson (2006). In
addition, a sample size of at least 12 was sougtduse when collecting qualitative data,

the sample should not be so small as to makefitdlifto achieve data saturation
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(Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). Furthermore, itmgportant to not have too large of a
sample size because it would make it difficult taken a deep analysis of the data
(Sandelowski, 1995).

The personal interviews were conducted by telephétaticipants demonstrated
interest in participating in the phone intervieviteg conclusion of the paper and pencil
survey. Each participant was given a contact shihthis/her survey. Participants were
instructed to place their contact information oa $heet if they were interested in being
contacted for a personal phone interview. Thetaudil sheet was not stapled to the
survey, and participants were informed that whenstirveys were turned in, there would
be a separate envelope for the contact informébions. The participants were
contacted, and a telephone interview was arranggdeach interested individual. If
participants were available for their personalnvitav at the time of the first call, the
interview took place (Appendix D). Twenty partiaigs indicated interest in
participating in the personal phone interview. 20l individuals were contacted, and 12
of the interviews took place when the researchatamed them the first time. Eight
voicemails were left, and of those, two additiopaiticipants returned the phone call.
The researcher contacted the other interestedichdils once more, and left another
voicemail. The phone calls went unreturned foe@sad time, so the researcher assumed
they were no longer interested. Those who retuthegbhone call made arrangements
for a more convenient time for both the researelmerthe participant to conduct the
interview. Permission to tape record the intervieas asked, and each interview

participant granted permission for recording.
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The purpose of conducting individual interviews w@agxpand on items in the
survey related to the research questions. Pergaealiews were chosen over focus
groups because of the nature of the informationrttay be shared during the course of
the conversation may be very personal and confi@enthe phone interviews lasted
approximately 15 minutes and were digitally recordend the information was
transcribed verbatim.

General Interview Guide Approach

A general interview guide approach was taken withihterviews. This approach
is more structured than an informal interview, prdvides some flexibility in the line of
guestioning (Gall et al., 2003). This approadbvesd the researcher to ask follow-up
guestions to each participant based on the infoom#tbat they share, but still allows the
researcher to be in the “driver’'s seat” (Turnell@Q. 755). The participants would
have different experiences to share, so it was rtapbto have some flexibility and a
degree of freedom in obtaining information from gaeticipants (McNamara, 2009).
Once data saturation was reached, the personaligwe concluded.

At the start of each interview, each participanswdormed that the duration of
the interview would be approximately 15 minutethéy were unable to give that
amount of time, they were given the opportunitgag so. The research questions were
used as a guide when creating the interview questidhe researcher wanted to provide
the interview participants with an opportunity tqpand on their thoughts regarding
cyberbullying, and also elaborate on the infornratizat was received from the survey

guestions.
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Each of the questions provided the participantogiEortunity to go into detail
with their responses. The questions were createldas the researcher could ask follow-
up questions to garner further details. The inésvquestions allowed the participants to
speak both from personal experience and also frgpothetical situations.
Participants were also informed that due to thaitipipation in the interview
they would be entered into a raffle to win one 0ftidoks that were donated by various
authors on the topic of bullying. Raffling bookaswchosen over gift cards because the
researcher felt that those who had agreed to paatecin the interviews were genuinely
interested in the topic of bullying. By rewarditinge participants with books, the
researcher felt that the parents would appreceaning more from current researchers
in the field, parents of bullied children, and suors of bullying.
Participants
At each participating site, parents/guardiarsawnvited to attend the regularly
scheduled Parent Teacher Organization Meetingedbelginning of the 2012-2013 school year.
Those parents/guardians who attended the meetirgesented with statistics on
cyberbullying by the researcher. The meetings ween to every parent/guardian who has a
child in grades four through eight. Gay et al.q2Didentified that it is often difficult to find
adults willing to participate in a study; howewetth the seven tests utilized in the current
study, the researcher had a sample size of 95hwias only slightly lower than the desired
sample size of 100.
Purposive Sampling
With many different test sites, the sample wasidied as purposive sampling, which is

“the process of selecting a sample that is beli¢gdnk representative of a given population”
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(Gay et al., 2009, p. 136). Purposive sampling &soups participants according to
preselected criteria relevant to a particular nedeguestion” (Qualitative Research Methods,
2005, p. 5). It has been determined that purgosampling is most successful when “data
review and analysis are done in conjunction wittadallection” (Qualitative Research
Methods, p. 5).

Convenience Sampling

The sampling for the qualitative portion of thedstwvas a convenience sample. A
convenience sample is “the process of whoever hepieebe available at the time” of
the study (Gay et al., 2009, p. 134), and arenglto participate (Onwuegbuzie &
Collins, 2007). In addition to being a conveniesaeple, the interview participants
were also identified as nested participants bectngsewere considered a subset of the
larger group that completed the survey (Onwuegb&ziollins, 2007; Onwuegbuzie &
Leech, 2010).

Participants who completed the survey were ask@dawide their contact
information if they were interested in particip&tim a personal phone interview. These
individuals were contacted within two days of tleenpletion of the study.

Arrangements were made via phone as to when tbeviatv would take place.

Official written permission to conduct the studysagbtained from the
Institutional Review Board at Indiana UniversityRénnsylvania and the superintendent
or other school officials of the participating sohdistricts (Appendix A).

Anonymity was maintained throughout the study. dentity of the participants
in the personal interview was coded, and eachggaatt was given a pseudonym to

protect his/her identity. The gathered data weteshared with other participants or
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those not related to the research. All paper copiesurveys, transcribed interviews, and
consent forms will be contained in a locked argdHltee years and then shredded to
destroy all traces of the data collection.
The Settings

Six school districts in an Eastern state of Amewese chosen to participate in
this study based on their ongoing commitment telautying efforts that had recently
been highlighted in the public news. The threenties included in the study were
representative of school districts that exist | Hastern state. Each participating district
is described by location, population, grades seraad current bullying programs or
procedures that are in place.
School District A

School district A is located approximately 18 miNsrtheast of a large city
within the state. It is comprised of one elementanter (grades k through 3), one upper
elementary school (grades 4 and 5), one middleat¢boades 6 through 8), and one high
school (grades 9 through 12). In addition to thpar elementary building, the middle
school was also utilized in this study. The upglementary building has about 283
students receiving educational services, and tlaeleischool educates about 447
students. The middle school in school districtas provided useful information about
bullying and cyberbullying on its school web sibe parents to read at their convenience.
The principal and guidance counselor have desigmedurrent bullying program that is
implemented at the middle school. The principdiebved that the program would

expand in the 2012-2013 school year based on @@md staff feedback.
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School District B

School district B consists of one Early Learninghte (pre-K and K), one
primary school (grades 1 through 3), one middlestfgrades 4 through 8), and one
high school (grades 9 through 12). Approximatehg Equare miles are served by this
school district. For the purpose of this stude, thiddle school was used as the test site.
There are approximately 640 students enrolledemtiddle school. School district B
has an online reporting system in place and ahele hotline to report bullying
incidents.
School District C

School district C is located approximately 35 mi&esith of a large city within
the state, and encompasses approximately 35 souigise The district has one learning
center, which is used for head start, four elemgrdgehools (grades K through 5), one
middle school (grades 6 through 8), and one hijlosic(grades 9 through 12). The
middle school, which has about 616 students, wad as a testing site for the study. The
guidance counselor offers support with a bully-pirapprogram. At the time of the
study, the school was in its second year of theeD&\Bullying Prevention Program.
Teachers, parents, and the administrator are atibees of the Olweus Bullying
Prevention Program Committee.
School District D

School district D is the largest district in onetloé counties in the Eastern state of
America. This district has a resident populatibmore than 49,000, and covers
approximately 95 square miles. This school distés about 30 miles Southeast of a

large city within the state. Within the districeasix elementary buildings (K through 5),
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three middle schools (6 through 8), and one higjosk(9 through 12). One of the three
middle schools was a test site for the study. dib&ict has implemented the Olweus
Bullying Prevention Program. At this particularddie school, teachers, parents, and the
administrator are members of the Olweus Bullyingv@ntion Program Committee.
They meet prior to the start of the school yeartalyze the data received from the
Olweus questionnaire from the previous school yddre Parent Teacher Organization at
this building meets monthly throughout the schagdnyduring the day. Meetings
typically take place at 10 a.m. The timing of #n@seetings is unlike any of the other test
sites, which typically meet one evening per month.
School District E

School district E contains four elementary buildirf through 5), one junior
high school (6 through 8), and one high schooh(®ugh 12). The junior high school
was used as test site for the study. This schetia has implemented the Olweus
Bullying Prevention Program, and there are linksvted on the district web site for
community members to gain more information. Iniaad, the bullying and
cyberbullying policy is located on the homepagetiiar district. The Parent Teacher
Organization meets monthly throughout the schoal y@the evenings.
School District F

School district F has five elementary schools (kotigh 6), one junior high
school (7 and 8), and one high school (9 through The district services approximately
4,100 total students. One of the elementary ssheak chosen to participate in the
study. There are approximately 500 students esdaf this particular elementary

school. This district has implemented the Olweullyihg Prevention Program in grades
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K through 6. The parents from this test site hmparent committee that plans anti-
bullying events and engages in professional deved to learn more about bullying.
They have read and shared books, and they havéiatsbdifferent presenters to come
to the school to bring an awareness of bullyintheoattention of the staff and students.
To encourage parents’ participation in the Pare@cher Organization, this school offers
babysitting services to the parents in attendafi¢e committee meets every month
throughout the school year in the evenings.
Procedure for Data Collection
Pilot Study for Survey

The researcher-developed questionnaire for theegwas reviewed by a group
of parents who were not part of the sample popariadind who had children in fourth
through eighth grades. The pilot group consisfesl group of people who were known
by the researcher. The purpose of the review &ythup of parents was to ascertain
clarity and appropriateness of the survey priadministering it (Gay et al., 2009). Gay
et al. (2009) suggested, “having three or fourvittlials complete the questionnaire will
help identify problems. Choose individuals who #a@ughtful, critical, and similar to
the intended research participants” (p. 181). 8dcand Smith (2011) asserted that
“performing a pilot study can assist by examinirggrieworks and processes therefore
drawing attention to problems before a study bédms31). An added benefit of
conducting pilot studies is that they enable stondyhods and data collection processes
to be examined prior to the study (Reed, Newby,|Clacques, Prescott, & Gray, 2007).
Conducting pilot studies within mixed methods stsds particularly important, so that

the researcher has the opportunity to think thraagthjustify his/her theoretical and
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methodological decisions and make adjustmentscésegary (Secomb & Smith, 2011).
Furthermore, the purpose of the pilot group washteck for clarity and also to ensure
that the tape recording mechanism works.

The 14 individuals who agreed to participate inghet study reviewed the
survey and interview questions during June andduR012. The pilot study was
conducted in private settings with each of the ddigipants. Participants were
instructed to note “issues of both commission amission” (Gay et al., 2009, p. 181).

After completing the survey, the researcher s@ictomments and feedback
regarding the survey directions and specific suiteays. The responses were hand-
recorded and repeated back to the participantsdore correctness in the recording. The
researcher reviewed the additional comments arekribat were written on the surveys
by the participants on the pilot surveys. The aedeer reviewed the comments and the
hand-recorded notes. The survey instrument wasa@vo include some of the
suggested changes to the directions and sped@ifitsit At the conclusion of the pilot
study, the participants were given a note of apatier.

Several revisions were made based upon feedbatkthe pilot study
participants. These revisions are as follows:

- A definition of cyberbullying was added at the beung of the survey, to
eliminate any misconceptions about the formal dledim of
cyberbullying.

- Question 3- “Circle the grade levels that you cuotlsehave a child
enrolled. If there is more than one child, ciitle grade level of the

child who spends more time using technology.” veagsed to “Circle
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the grade levels that you currently have a childked. If there is more
than one child, only circle the grade level of tidd who spends more
time using technology.”

Questions 4 and 5- The choice of 1-2 days a weekclwvanged to 1-2
times a week.

Question 8- The option of iPad was added to thd.iPo

Question 17- The word adolescent was revised 1d.chi

Question 18- Choice D “No, my child does not samldnt messages”
was revised to include texts. It now reads “No,chyd does not send
instant messages, or texts.”

Questions 20 and 21 were switched because it seeroexappropriate to
ask about how often parents read their child’s dshpaior to asking
them how often they sit with the child while he/sls®s technology.

Questions 24 and 25- A third choice was addedd thultiple-choice
item- C. We do not have Internet access.

Question 26- The word adolescent was revised tavtrd child.

Question 27- An additional choice of Nothing, kwdl be kids was added
to the answer selection.

Participant Selection

An administrator from each participating districasvcontacted for site approval

(Appendix A) and asked to provide information refyag when the Parent Teacher

Organization met and when it would be possiblditatgarticipation in the study. The

districts agreed to participate in this study tomgabetter understanding of how parents
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view themselves as supervisors of technology affishdioout how their role as a
supervisor has changed with the knowledge of legrabout their child’s participation in
cyberbullying incidents. This information is halpfo schools because schools can take
an active role in providing education to parent$iow to engage in meaningful
conversations with their children about technologg.

Procedure for Administering the Survey

The survey used to collect data was based on aewoflpublished survey
instruments, in addition to questions constructgthle researcher. Permission to adapt
the instruments was obtained (Appendix Bhe questionnaire included 27 multiple-
choice questions and one open-ended question (App&). The survey consisted of
six sections, one for each of the research questidhe survey included Likert-scale,
checklist, multiple-choice, and open-ended items.

The researcher met with each group of parents/qresét a Parent Teacher
Organization meeting at the beginning of the 20@23school year. At this meeting,
parents/guardians were informed that their parigm was strictly voluntary. They
were assured that their participation or non-pgditton would not affect their standing
within the school or the PTO group. Participanesevpresented with a consent form
(Appendix E). Participants were also given timegad over the consent form before
making a final decision. Parents and guardiang\wssvided with an opportunity to
leave the room during an intermission if they dad wish to participate. Those who
returned to the room after the intermission sigtiedconsent form and completed the
survey. Those who wished to further participatthmstudy by answering questions in a

phone interview were instructed to leave their aohinformation on a sheet that was
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provided to them at the same time as the survepéAgix F). By not placing their
contact information on the survey instrument, amoity was maintained. Additional
surveys were also left with the Parent Teacher Qrgéion President for
parents/guardians who were unable to attend théimgeeThose who were unavailable
were given one week to complete and return theeguw their child’s school. The
researcher returned to each test site to retrlevadditional questionnaires.
Procedure for Follow-up Interviews

The interview questions were piloted by the sandéviduals who piloted the
survey instrument. The pilot group saw no needdaisions with the interview
guestions. The researcher contacted 20 partigpyeimb expressed a willingness to
participate in a follow-up interview on the contadbrmation form that was issued with
the survey. Fourteen of the contacted individuwadee available for phone interviews.
Twelve of the participants were available at theetiof the first phone call. Two
additional participants returned the phone calll s&t up a convenient time for the
interview to take place. The other six individuaisre called again by the researcher,
and the researcher left a voicemail. Howeverptiméicipants did not return the phone
call, so the researcher assumed they were no lomgeested in participating. The
researcher scheduled and conducted the persona piterviews. The purpose of
conducting individual interviews was to expand @mis in the survey related to the
research questions. Prior to beginning the ingevyieach participant was asked for
his/her permission to audiotape the interviewspelimission was not granted, the
researcher had the questions typed out and waanekfo take written notes. However,

each participant granted permission to record.
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Each phone interview lasted approximately 15 miswtearticipants from each
school district were invited to participate in hione interview, and there was
representation from each of the school distridisose who participated in the personal
interview were entered in a raffle to win one oft&fbks that were donated by various
authors. Participants were informed that when thgged up for the personal phone
interview, their names would be entered for a ckdnavin one of the twenty books that
were donated. The contributing authors includd@dvé Edgington, Sue Limber, Jodee
Blanco, Judge Thomas Jacobs, Richard Guerry, Glabfierd, and Megan Hall. Each of
the contributing authors was either a researchtariield of bullying, a survivor of
bullying, or a parent of a bullied child. Eachlartdonated between one and four books.
Once all interviews were completed, the names waen, and the 14 winners were
contacted. Each of the participants was awardsubd& for their participation. The
researcher delivered the books to the schools,hwhere then sent home to the
parent/guardian.

Data Analysis

The researcher, through the use of Microsoft Wadl leighlighting, which aided
in analyzing and interpreting the responses, omgahihe interview transcripts. Themes
were developed from key words and phrases pertatoithe parents’/guardians’
perceptions of the role that they play in the suigsérn of their children’s use of
technology as well as their response to eventshichwtheir children are cyberbullying
oppressors, victims, or bystanders.

Frequency statistics were performed for the denpgigcanformation relating to

sex, marital status, and the grade in which thielatas enrolled. Frequency statistics
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were also run for questions 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 121¥618, 19, and 27. Scoring for the
Likert-scale questions was based upon the numbémthas circled. Each item received a
score ranging from one to seven. Scoring was b as follows:

1. Questions 4 and 5 were scored one to seven. rikavas chosen, it was
given a value of 1, seven was given a value of7223=3,4=4,5=
5,6=6.

2. Questions 13, 14, 15, 20, 21, and 22 were scoredofive. If a one was
chosen, it was given a value of 1, five was giveralae of five, 2 =2, 3
=3,4=4.

3. Question 26 was scored one to four. If a one vaasen, it was given a
value of 1, four was given a value of 4,2 =2,3.=

Descriptive statistics were also performed for egain to determine the mean score for
each item.

The open-ended questions were independently exdrbyéhe researcher, and a
category scheme was created for coding purpostspén-ended responses were
tabulated by frequency across participant respon8asontent analysis of the
participants’ responses was used to determine emgelftemes. The emerging themes
were supervision, technology skills, communicatiompact of technology, and
bullying/cyberbullying.

A typological analysis was used to analyze theitatale data from the
interviews. Typological analysis follows a ninetprocess (Hatch, 2002). Typological
analysis began by dividing the data into categdreesed on predetermined typologies

(Hatch, 2002). The typologies were generated filoeory. The typologies that were
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identified were supervision, technology skills, saomication, impact of technology, and
bullying/cyberbullying. The following step in tigpological analysis was to read the
transcripts from the interviews as well as the epeded responses marking entries that
related to each category (Dellbridge & Lubbe, 2008iter recording the main ideas on a
summary sheet, the researcher then looked forrpatésd themes within the typologies
(Hatch, 2002). The data were then color-codedravi@wed (Hatch, 2002). The
researcher chose to focus on one typology at aamdeused different colors to represent
each theme. A separate file was used for eachagpgDellbridge & Lubbe, 2009).

The researcher then looked to see if the pattbatsiere identified were
supported by the data. In this step, the reseasthght to identify if the coded entries
fit into the categories that were predeterminete €ntries that were not coded were also
examined to determine if they were relevant tostiuely and if they contradicted the
findings. Next, the researcher looked for reladlips among the identified patterns
(Hatch, 2002). The relationships were then tuinezlone-sentence generalization
statements, and data excerpts were selected torsupe generalizations that were made
(Hatch, 2002).

Summary

The purpose of this mixed methods study was tostgate the parents’
perceptions of the role that they as parents pldale supervision of their children’s use
of technology as well as their responses to evanigich their children are
cyberbullying oppressors, victims, or bystandéfee quantitative data for study were
solicited through a survey administered duringfétileof 2012 school year. The survey

consisted of 28 items, mainly Likert scale statet®@nd questions, and consisted of six
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parts. Personal phone interviews took place dutiedall of 2012 as well, and served as
a follow-up to the information that was obtainedhe survey.

All data collected were for analysis purposes ofliie data collected from the
survey were analyzed through SPSS, and the resptmose the interviews were
analyzed through Microsoft Word. The results a$ gtudy are described in detail in

Chapter IV along with the research findings frora tlata analysis.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Introduction
This chapter reports the results of an explanatired methods study of parents’
perceptions of their role in supervision of thdirldren’s use of technology and their
reported responses to events in which their chldre cyberbullying oppressors,
victims, or bystanders. A two-phase data collecpoocess was used. The first phase
was the completion of a 28-question survey by garigam six different test sites (N =
95). The survey included questions regarding deapigcs, Likert-scale questions,
checklist items, multiple-choice items, and an epaded response question. In the
second phase, interviews were conducted with pau@ht 14) who indicated at the time
of the survey a willingness to participate in tleegonal phone interview. Data were
collected to answer the following questions:
1. How do parents/guardians describe the overall itngigiechnology on the
lives of their children?
2. How much do parents understand the terminologye@lto bullying and
cyberbullying?
3. What is the perception of the responsibility ofgras/guardians in general to
oversee the use of technology of their children?
4. A. What specific technologies do parents perctied children to be using
on a regular basis?

B. What is their role in the supervision of each?
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5. How do parents view their responsibility for dirgttervention when they
discover that their children have unwillingly exigeiced or purposely
participated in cyberbullying as oppressors, vistior bystanders?

Creswell (2002) described the explanatory mixedhoast design as one that
begins with collecting quantitative data and theltecting qualitative data to help
explain or elaborate on the quantitative resulise quantitative and qualitative data
were analyzed and presented separately. This stetythe explanatory mixed methods
design to report the results of the data colle(@éswell, 2002).

The Settings

Seven sites within an Eastern state of the UrStatles were utilized in this study.
The study sites were spread out among three cauntibe Eastern state, and were
representative of public school districts that exighe state. The test sites included Test
site A, which was an upper elementary school witldents in grades 4 and 5, and within
the same district, the middle school was also ohetlin the study. Students in grades 6
through 8 attended this school. Test site B inetlid middle school where students in
grades 4 through 8 attended. Test sites C andrB algo middle schools; however, the
grade levels that attended these schools were gfatteough 8. Test site E was a school
building that also included sixth through eightladgrs, but it was considered a junior
high school within the school district. The lasdttsite was an elementary school, which
included students from grades k through 6.

Each of the test sites has implemented a bullghogram into their school. Six

of the test sites have adopted the Olweus BulliAreyention Program and the remaining
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test site has implemented a program created bgdhenistrators and school guidance
counselor.

With the adoption of the Olweus Bullying Prevent®rogram, schools are to
create committees that include school personnekdisas community members. Itis
paramount to the validity of the program that tbleaols incorporate the community in
their anti-bullying initiatives as well. Anotheomerstone of the Olweus Program is
surveying the students each year regarding thetafémess of the program. The survey
addresses all aspects of bullying including thesahat students may play in face-to-face
bullying and cyberbullying situations ranging frayppressors, victims, or bystanders to
these incidents. The program created by the sahiswict itself has incorporated similar
elements to the Olweus Porgram, however, student®ticomplete a survey on the
effectiveness of the program. The district that inaplemented its own program does
involve the community in its school-wide effortsdgmarents also are a component of the
program’s success.

In addition, each test site has printed as wetirdisie resources available for the
parents/guardians to read at their conveniencethéumore, each test site reported
frequently seeking feedback from the parents on th@ixschool could better improve the
implementation of the bullying programs.

Quantitative Analysis Subjects

The sample for the quantitative portion of thisdgtincluded 95
parents/guardians from seven test sites. TesAditd three individuals attend the PTO
meeting, and all three willingly participated ireteurvey. At a second school within

Test site A, eight individuals attended the meetsayen participated in the survey. The
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eighth attendee did not complete the survey becstuseompleted the survey at the
previous meeting. At both meetings, all particiigamere women. Overall, for Test site
A there was a 100% response rate. Test site Bhaddmen in attendance. Of those, 13
women participated in the survey resulting in 8474 response rate. Test site C had 28
women in attendance at the meeting. There wemm@tpleted surveys for this test site,
resulting in a 92.8% response rate. Test sitedlitawomen and men attend the
meeting. However, only 7 participants completezlgtirvey, which resulted in a 43.8%
response rate. Test site E’s meeting took plac@egltheir Open House event. While
there were more than 200 people in attendanceddfpien House, 45 people stopped by
to hear statistics about cyberbullying. Of thoSe2R participants completed the survey.
Test site E yielded a 48.9% response rate. Tla tiest site, Test site F had 35 men and
women present. Of those in attendance, severa waable to participate because their
child was in a grade level less than fourth graBeventeen people completed the survey
for a 48.6% response rate. For all of the teesgdhiere was an overall 62.5% response
rate. Table 1 illustrates the number in attendat@ach test site and the number of

participants.
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Table 1

Test Site Demographics (N = 95)

Number Number Percentage
in Paipiating of

Test Site Attendance Simrvey Respondents
Test Site A-1 3 3 100.0
Test Site A—-2 8 7 100.0
Test Site B 17 13 74.4
Test Site C 28 26 92.8
Test Site D 16 7 43.8
Test Site E 45 22 48.9
Test Site F 35 17 48.6
Total Overall 152 95 62.5

Note Percentages may not add to 100 due to roundagticipant may have completed
the survey prior to the meeting.

Demographics
Of the participants, 85.3% of the participants wieraale, and 14.7% were male.
In regard to marital status, 90.5% of the partioisavere married, 6.3% were separated
or divorced, 2.1% were widowed, and 1% was a sipglent/guardian.
The sample was asked to indicate the grade levkleafchild. The sample
identified that 17.9% of the children were in fdugrade, 14.7% of the children were in
fifth grade, 30.5% of the children were in sixtlade, 22.1% of the children were in

seventh grade, and 14.7% of the children wereghtkigrade. Although most of the
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participants’ children were in sixth grade, ther@sva good representation from each of
the grade levels the researcher sought to includleel study. Table 2 provides a
description of the demographic distribution of geaticipants.

Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N =)95

Characteristic N %

Respondent’s Sex

Male 14 85.3
Female 81 14.7
Grade Level Respondent’s Child is Enrolled
Fourth 17 17.9
Fifth 14 14.7
Sixth 29 30.5
Seventh 21 22.1
Eighth 14 14.7

Note Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

The participants provided additional informatioroabthe types of social
networking accounts that their children had ormti have and also the location of the
home computer. The participants also indicatedtldrghey have established rules
regarding Internet use in the home and if a Gosgéach has been conducted within the
past year. The significance of conducting a Gosgbach is that parents may or may not
be aware of postings on the Internet about theldien or postings that have been
uploaded by their children.

The majority of participants (67.4%) indicated tttair child did not have a

MySpace or Facebook account, whereas, 23.2% dtaetheir child did have a
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MySpace or Facebook account, and they assista@atireg the account, and 7.4% of the
participants noted that their child has a MySpacdeazebook account and it was set up
with no parent assistance. Participants identifiredlocation of their home computer as
the bedroom (13.7%) and a family area (86.3%). mhagrity of participants (72.6%)
also indicated that they have not conducted a @osggrch of their child’s name within
the past year, but they do have established ralgsrding Internet use in the home
(86.3%)).

Participants also informed the researcher of ttigid’s participation in bullying
incidents. Participants indicated that 7.4% ofrthkildren were oppressors of bullying,
29.5% indicated that their child was a victim oflng, and 45.5% indicated that their
child was a bystander in bullying incidents. Thajonity of participants (55.8%),
however, identified that their child has had natipgration in bullying.

Survey

All 95 participants completed the 28-question syrwhich was created by the
researcher with permission from previous reseascffgrpendix B). Data were collected
during the fall of 2012 from parents who had cléldenrolled in grades four through
eight at one of the test site locations. The suoansisted of five parts: Parents’
Demographics; Your Child and Technology; Undersitagqaf Bullying; Role in
Supervision; Supervisory Methods; and Interventidhe survey consisted of Likert-
scale questions, multiple-choice questions, chsicilpe questions, and two open-ended
guestions. The survey was designed to assesstgarerceptions of their role in
supervision of their children’s use of technologyl aheir reported responses to events in

which their children are cyberbullying oppresseistims, or bystanders.
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Descriptive Statistics of Survey Sections

The following information provides the descriptisatistics for each section of
the survey. The sections are: Your Child and fetdgy, Understanding of Bullying,
Role in Supervision and Supervisory Methods, amenrention. Each section reveals
significant information as it relates to the resbaguestions that were designed to be
answered through the survey. In addition, eachaemcludes a table, which highlights
the statistics that were calculated through thgeisd SPSS software. The findings for
each section of the survey will be described inditer in which they appeared on the
survey beginning first with Your Child and Techngyo followed by Understanding of
Bullying, then Role in Supervision and Supervisbigthods, and last Intervention.

Your child and technology. Descriptive statistics were performed for each of
the 28 questions on the survey. The survey wdsbrmto five categories, one category
for each research question. The first sectioncgketicipants to consider their child and
technology. The specific question that the redearsought to answer was: How do
parents/guardians describe the overall impactatifrtelogy on the lives of their children?
In this section, participants were asked to us&art-scale, Never (1); About once a
month (2); Every few weeks (3); 1-2 times per wgbk 3-5 times per week (5); About
once per day (6); Several times per day (7), tornent on how often their children use
the Internet for various purposes including talkivith friends, meeting new people,
looking things up for school, and playing gamesa similar Likert-scale question,
participants were asked to identify how often aartachnology tools were utilized by
their children while on the Internet. These tantduded MySpace/Facebook, e-mail,

instant messenger, and search engines includingl&aad Yahoo!.
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Purposes for using technology According to the majority of participants, 69.5%
stated that their children never use the Interoietrfeeting new people, and 37.9% stated
that their children never use the Internet foritadkwith friends. However, when asked
to comment about the frequency that their childrenplaying games on the Internet,
17.9% indicated about 1-2 times per week, 20% atdit 3-5 times per week, 27.4% said
about once a day, and 18.9% stated several tirdag.aThe frequency of playing games
was higher than what the participants indicatedterfrequency of utilizing the Internet
for school.

Using the Internet 1-2 times per week for schotdtesl tasks was the most
frequently chosen answer (27.4%), followed by #%et per week (20%), once a day
(14.7%), and several times a day (12.6%). Slightigr 3% of participants indicated that
their child never uses the Internet for schooltezlgpurposes (3.2%), slightly over 4%
indicated that their child never plays games onthernet (4.2%). It was of particular
interest to the researcher that a higher percemtigaldren do use the Internet to play
games than do their schoolwork, and it appearddttiras also a higher percentage of
children who never used the Internet for games @atpto schoolwork, as well.
Furthermore, almost one-fourth of participants ¢atied that their children are on the
Internet to play games at least once per day, vamlbg about 15% of parents reported
that their children are doing schoolwork on thesinet once per day. Moreover, parents
also indicated through their responses that 18.Bfteir children are playing games on
the Internet several times per day, while only ¥2df the children are using the Internet
for schoolwork several times per day. This statisis interesting to the researcher

especially because many teachers are now postirghibmework assignments on the
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Internet for students to complete, and schoolsks® providing students with login
codes to different educational activities to cortgokst home, such as Math 24, Raz-Kids,
Skill Tutor, and Sum Dog.

Technology tools that are utilized and owned by chdren. With technology
tools, the majority of participants (67.4%) indedtthat their child never uses MySpace
or Facebook, and 50.5% of participants indicated timeir children did not use e-mail or
instant messenger (68.4%). However, using seargimes such as Google and Yahoo!
seems to be where most participants think that tteidren spend their time. About
23% of participants indicated that their child usearch engines 1-2 times per week,
25.3% stated 3-5 times per week, 12.6% indicateditatnce a day, and 18.9% reported
that their children used the search engines setisre$ per day. An examination of
Table 3 provides descriptive statistics for thejfrency of the technology tools used
while on the Internet and the types of activitiesvhich the child is engaged.

Participants indicated on a checklist the typeoinology that their children use
and/or own. The most commonly identified techn@egvere iPad/iPod (71.6%),
gaming systems (65.3%), and a computer deviceauitiess to the Internet (91.6%). The
technologies that were identified as not used arexhby the participants’ children were
smart phones (74.7%), Facebook (68.4%), Twitter7@4, Skype (70.5%), MySpace

(97.9%), and Blogger (98.9%).
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Table 3

Frequency of Use for Different Technology Applicas (N= 95)

Percentage of Respondents

Never About Once Every Few  1-2times/ 3-5 times About Once/ Several
a Month Weeks Week Week Day Times/day
Talk with Friends 37.9 8.4 24. 12.6 10.5 13.7 12.6
Meet New People 69.5 15.8 7.4 5.3 1.1 1.1 0
Look Things Up 3.2 7.4 14.7 7.4 20.0 14.7 12.6
For School

Play Games 4.2 3.2 4 8. 17.9 20.0 7.2 18.9
Use MySpace/ 67.4 4.2 A2 5.3 3.2 11.6 6.3
FaceBook
E-Mail 50.5 18.9 7.4 8.4 6.3 4.2 4.2
Instant Messenger 68.4 4.2 4.2 7.4 4.2 3.2 4 8.
Search Engines 7.4 5.3 7.4 23.2 25.3 12.6 18.9

(Google, Yahoo)

Note. Percentages in each row may not add to 100 dreaitwling.



Understanding of bullying. In this section of the survey, the researcher sbugh
to identify the participants’ knowledge of bullyimgnd cyberbullying. The research
guestion that was focused upon was: How much denpaunderstand the terminology
related to bullying and cyberbullying? Particimaosed a checklist to identify words that
they associated with cyberbullying. The majorityparticipants associated cell phones
(81.1%), e-mail (78.9%), Facebook (96.8%), andisgxB81.1%) with cyberbullying.
Words that participants did not associate with cybkying included face-to-face
interactions (75.8%), worse than traditional bultyi(61.1%), dramatic (76.8%), a one-
time message (83.2%), and slam books (84.2%) hiBlighore than half of the
participants did not associate the word repeatéld eyiberbullying (51.6%). This was a
surprising statistic because the word repetitianagtuded in the definition of
cyberbullying. Table 4 reveals the descriptiveistias for the words that participants

associated with cyberbullying.
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Table 4
Words Respondents Associated with Bullying (N = 95)

Percentage of Respondents

Word Yes No
Cell Phones 81.1 18.9
E-Mail 78.9 21.1
Slam Books 15.8 84.2
FaceBook 96.8 3.2
Sexting 81.1 18.9
One-Time Message 16.8 83.2
Repeated 48.4 51.6
Not An Issue 11 98.9
Dramatic 23.2 76.8
Worse Than Traditional Bullying ~ 38.9 61.1
Face-To-Face 24.2 75.8

Note. Percentage in each row may not add to 100 dueuttdiog.

Role in supervision and supervisory methodsIn the third and fourth sections
of the survey, the researcher assessed how paritsipiewed their role in supervision of
technology and the type of supervisory methodswieae implemented. The questions
that were to be answered in these sections ofuiveg included: What is the perception
of responsibility of parents/guardians in genevabtersee the use of technology of their
children and also What specific technologies deprperceive their child to be using
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on a regular basis, and what is their role in suipgng those technologies? Through the
usage of Likert-scale questions, Never (1); Rafg)lySometimes (3); Often (4); Always
(5), participants indicated the degree that thepitootheir children’s online activities,
the frequency of reading their children’s e-mditg frequency of checking where their
children have been while on the Internet and usthgr technologies, and the frequency
of discussing Internet safety with their child asllvas appropriate usage of the Internet.
Forty percent of participants indicated that thé&gm monitor their children’s online
activities, 35.8% often checked the history of tlobildren’s online activity, and 40% of
participants indicated that they often discussriv@esafety. Thirty percent of
participants indicated that they never read theadsnof their children, but 45.3% of
participants indicated that they often sit withittehildren while they use technology.
About 44% of participants indicated that they oftiscuss appropriate use of
technology with their children. It is reassurih@t 40% of parents stated that they are
actively monitoring their children’s online actiigs. However, that left 60% of parents
left unaccounted. Among those children who commatei with their friends via e-mail,
30% of their parents are not reading what is bestg. Table 5 depicts the data gathered
for the frequency of supervision and monitoring #melfrequency of the varying types of
supervisory methods.

Approximately one-third of the participants (31.6#dicated that they monitor
their children’s account on a social networking siBixty-three percent indicated that
their child did not have a social networking acdou@f the 31.6% of participants that
monitor the social networking, 25.3% of them arerfds with their children and their

children are aware of the friendship, and 21.1%efparticipants have access to the
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username and password. This data points to théhaicparents are unaware of the types
of postings that their children are placing on aboetworking accounts because they are
not friends with their children on the social netiwng websites, or they may not have

access to their children’s usernames and passwords.
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Table 5

Percentage of Frequency of Supervision and Momitpaeind Types of Supervisory Practices (N = 95)

Percentage of Respondents

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
Degree of Monitoring Child’'s
Online Activities 1.1 6.3 18.9 40.0 33.7
Check History of Online Activity 5.3 11.6 24.2 35.8 23.2
Discuss Internet Safety 2.1 9.5 30.5 40.0 917
Read Child’s Emall 30.5 10.5 17.9 14.7 13.7
Sit With the Child While
He/She Uses Technology 2.1 6.3 44.2 45.3 2.1
Discuss Appropriate Use
Of Internet 4.2 7.4 27.4 44.2 16.8

Note.Percentages in each row may not add to 100 dwautaling.
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Fifty-five percent of the participants indicate@thhey monitor the text messages and
instant messages that their children send. Tweigfiyt percent of participants indicated
that their children’s phone does not have textiagabilities. Of the 55% of participants
who indicated that they monitor the texting andans messaging of their children,

38.9% of participants review the texts with the Wlexige of the children, 24.2% review
the texts without the knowledge of the childrerd 44.6% of the participants limit

access to whom their children can text messagestaint message. Table 6 demonstrates
a summary of the descriptive statistics for theesypf supervisory methods that are

utilized with social networking and text messaging.
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Table 6

Percentage of Supervisory Methods Utilized withi@ddedia and Text Messaging

(N = 95)

Percentage of Respondents

Yes No
Friend of My Child on Social Networking Site
With the Knowledge of the Child 25.3 74.7
Friend of my Child on Social Networking Account
Without The Knowledge of the Child 0.0 100.0
Have Access to Child’'s Username and Password 211 789
Review Child’s Text Messages/Instant Messages
With the Knowledge of the Child 38.9 61.1
Review Child’s Text Messages/Instant Messages
Without the Knowledge of the Child 24.2 75.8
Limit Access to Who the Child Can Text or
Instant Message 11.6 88.4

Note. Percentages in each row may not add to 100 dreautaling.

Intervention. The final section on the survey asked participémtonsider the

types of interventions that are implemented at hoiftas section of the survey was

designed to answer the question: How do parerts their responsibility for direct

interventions when they discover that their chigg lunwillingly experienced or

purposely participated in cyberbullying as an oppoe, a victim, or a bystander.

Participants answered multiple-choice type questiarLikert-scale question, and also a

checklist type item. Of important significancertpapants indicated that 7.4% of their
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children were oppressors of bullying, 29.5% indeckthat their children were victims of
bullying, and 45.5% indicated that their childrearesbystanders in bullying incidents.
The majority of participants (55.8%), however, gated that their children have had no
participation in bullying. About half of the pasippants indicated that they do not have
filters installed on their computers (51.6%) andwtthalf of them do not have
monitoring software installed on their computer3.$446).

If participation in cyberbullying incidents was lught to the attention of the
participants by their children, 64.2% of the pap@mnts indicated that it would be highly
likely for them to remove access to technologyrtiBigants identified on a checklist
ways that parents/guardians can help stop or ptey@erbullying. The majority of
participants indicated that they would remove theputer or cell phone (72.6%), tell
the parents of the other children involved (70.5#fprm the school (63.2%), inform the
police (43.2%), and talk to their own children aboyberbullying (94.7%). Waiting
until an issue arises to discuss cyberbullying seenfbe a misconception among the
participants in this study. Almost 95% of parent$icated that they would engage in
conversation with their children if the parents varade aware of participation in
cyberbullying incidents, whereas 44% indicated thay presently engage in discussions
regarding appropriate use of technology. Tabl&ugtrates the descriptive statistics for

the interventions that parents indicate they belwul prevent or stop cyberbullying.
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Table 7

Percentage of Interventions Implemented by Respawsidd = 95)

Percentafi®espondents

Yes No
Remove Computer or
Cell Phone Privileges 72.6 27.4
Tell the Parents of Other
Students Involved 70.5 29.5
Tell the School 63.2 36.8
Tell the Police 43.2 56.8
Talk to Own Children
About Cyberbullying 94.7 5.3
Nothing, Kids Will be Kids 0.0 100.0

Note. Percentages in each row may not add to 100 dumitaling.
Summary of Quantitative Data
Evaluating parents’ perceptions of their roleupearvision of their children’s use
of technology and their reported response to evManhich their children are
cyberbullying oppressors, victims, or bystandemdpced some information. Data were
collected through a 28-question survey, which csiediof checklist type questions,
Likert-scale questions, and multiple-choice iterifie descriptive statistical analysis

identified that the majority of parents identifigkir children as not participating in
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bullying incidents, while almost 45% of others itléed their children as bystanders in
bullying incidents.

Participants indicated the various monitoring sigats that they implement at
home. The majority of participants identified thiaey do monitor text messages that are
sent between their children and their friends, haxesome of them inform their
children that they are monitoring what is takinggd, while others just take the liberty of
viewing the messages without the knowledge of thiel@n. The quantitative data
received from the survey delineates many signitiggeces of information in regard to
the parents’ perceptions of their role in supeonsif their children’s use of technology
and their reported responses to events in whidh ¢hédren are cyberbullying
oppressors, victims, or bystanders. Fewer pardeidified their children as having
social networking accounts, but those that did askedge the accounts, utilized the
same strategies as the text messages. Some pafentged their children that they
were viewing what was taking place, while othes bt share that information.

The forms of intervention that are taking placéh@ homes varied amongst the
participants. However, when parents were awapadicipation in cyberbullying, the
majority of participants indicated that they woudstnove access to the technology
whether it was a cell phone or a computer. Pam@onisistently indicated that they would
inform the parents of children involved in the lyuilg incidents and talk to their own
children about cyberbullying.

Overall, the information reported in the quantitatsection represented the
parents’ perceptions of their role in supervisibtheir children’s use of technology and

their reported response to events in which thalddm are cyberbullying oppressors,
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victims, or bystanders. These perceptions wereeed in more detail through the

gualitative data analysis, which consisted of opeded questions on the survey and

personal phone interviews. The data from the tptale analysis is presented next.
Qualitative Analysis

Open-Ended Questions

Participants were asked to respond to two operegndestions that were
included on the survey. The first open-ended ieam designed to answer the research
guestion, “How do parents/guardians describe tleeadhvimpact of technology on the
lives of their children?” Parents were asked tpl&x the answer they selected that
related to the impact that use of technology hatherife of their children. The
participants had the option to circle 1 = none,IRtke, 3 = moderate, and 4 = significant.
In the space provided on the survey, participdrga had the option to explain their
rating.

The second open-ended item asked participantsat@ siny specific concerns
they have about cyberbullying. This question pdedi participants the opportunity to
discuss topics that were not mentioned in the suovéo elaborate on concerns that were
previously identified in the survey. Participantsre given an entire page, so they did
not feel that their responses had to be kept &rtaia length.

Open-Ended Question One

The impact of technology on the life of the child.Participants were asked to
explain their choice of the impact that the useechnology has on the lives of their
children. Only 1.1% of participants indicated ttethnology has no impact on the life of

their children. However, 48.4% indicated that teabgy impacted their children’s lives

106



significantly, 31.6% indicated that technology imafeal the lives of their children
moderately, and 18.9% indicated that the livesefrtchildren were impacted a little by
technology. Table 8 provides a description ofithpact of technology on the life of the
child.

Table 8

Percentage of Impact of Technology on the Life Ghdd (N = 95)

Percentage of Respondents

None Little Moderate Significant

11 18.9 31.6 48.4

Note.Percentages in each row may not add to 100 dwautadimg.

In the space that was provided on the survey, &t frequently reported items
by participants included gaming, technology asraroaonication tool, the usage of
technology for school-related functions, and alsodvailability and accessibility of
technology as having the greatest impact on thelidren’s lives. A detailed
examination of the themes that emerged in the resgsoprovided by the participants is
listed below.

Gaming. A few participants noted that gaming in one fornanother had a
major impact on the life of their son or daughtBarents mentioned the usage of X-box
and how their sons and daughters are frequentiyrngavith friends that they know, in
addition to friends they have never met. One gazemmented that her son “would be

on his gaming system 24 hours a day if she allowed” Another parent even
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mentioned that the gaming system in her home id asea reward/punishment.
Furthermore, other parents remarked that the egtbnde of gaming decreases the
amount of physical activity that the children angaging in and also that some children
are spending more time participating in online gagrand less and less time engaging in
face-to-face interactions. To reduce this probiemne home, a parent wrote that she
only allows her children to play games for 15 mesuat a time for up to one hour a day.
Although some parents viewed the usage of gamistgsys as hindering the amount of
social interactions taking place between theirdrkih and their peers, other participants
noted that technology is used as a communicatiolifaeo their children.

Technology as a communication toolChildren are using technology as a
communication tool for their friends and family meens. Some of the parents indicated
that their children have the ability to communicaith family members who live a great
distance away by using Skype and e-mail. Othezrgamentioned the usage of cell
phones as a way for their children to communicatk their friends. One parent even
stated that technology is “omnipresent in her séfésand he can’t imagine life without
it.” Another parent observed that:

even with cyberbullying taking place via social naesites, children refuse to quit

participating on the sites. This attachment totédofinology has created a feeling

of dependence on the technology. | feel uneasytahes dependence that is
being demonstrated by so many children when ibteing used appropriately.

Especially when so many children are being impaoneghtively by the various

technologies.
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Technology is also being used as a communicatioinbetween the home and
school. Both students and their parents havelitiéyao check assignments, grades, and
attendance online. Schools are providing thenlestits with greater amounts of access to
technology, not only for communication purposeg,disio for assignment completion.

School-Related TechnologiesParents reported that children are making heavy
use of technology applications for school purpoaltepugh earlier in the survey it was
noted that using technology for gaming was morgqueat. Several of the participants
indicated that their children use the Internetdsist them in locating information for
research projects and also to complete homeworle farent also indicated that her son
could study independently for math and spellingngst variety of apps that he has
downloaded. Another parent discussed the waysinhwher daughter uses Microsoft
products such as Word and PowerPoint to compléeobaork.

Overall, all parents interviewed expressed theiazement at how much the
teachers are incorporating technology into theiclkéng, and how their children utilize
what they learn in school at home. Some local glctlistricts have adopted bring your
own device policies which allow students to brimything from Ipads to Ipods to school
in order to complete assignments and to utilizei¢lcnologies to which the students
already have access.

Availability and accessibility of technology Participants consistently remarked
that their children are expected to use the oma@retechnology that surrounds them.
Participants also mentioned in their responsesthigathildren use technology everyday
in one form or another. A participant further eaipked that “technology is a part of

children’s lives on a daily basis from computergéti phones to gaming systems. Some
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form of technology is used everyday, some severad a day.” Another participant also
wrote that her daughter has “a significant amoditéchnology at her disposal, and she
uses it frequently.”

It was noted by the researcher that the surveycpgaants feel overwhelmed by
the amount of technology to which their childrewénaccess; however, they all admitted
to providing their children with the various forrastechnology that are causing these
feelings. Children asking for more access to vayyorms of technology contributed to
the parents’ feeling overwhelmed. One participadicated in her response that she did
not think carefully about the repercussions of pimg her children with access to so
many different types of technology. She assumatittiey would eventually become
bored with it and turn their attention elsewheHoawever, instead she found that her
children continually asked for more and more foohgchnology. Table 9 reveals the
most reported items that appeared to have theegtaatpact on the life of a child.

Table 9

Most Reported Items that had the Greatest Impac¢heriife of a Child

Gaming
Technology as a Communication Tool
Usage of Technology for School-Related Functions

Availability and Accessibility of Technology

Open-Ended Question Two
Concerns about cyberbullying. In the second open-ended question, participants

were given the opportunity to share any specifitceons they have about cyberbullying.
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The question was reviewed as a stand-alone questibmvas used to strengthen the data
received in the survey. The responses contribigiéide overall understanding of how
parents feel that technology has impacted theaslias parents, and has made them more
conscientious of the role they play as supervisbtechnology. Participants identified
access to technology, being unaware of bullyingdents, supervising and monitoring
technology, prevention, the role of the parents, @rldren not being aware of the
consequences as the biggest areas of concern.

Parents in this second open-ended question wensddamore on the need for
responsibility on the part of other parents thay aroblems with their children or other
children. In fact, all the parents who respondethis question brought some similar
concerns in this regard. It was mentioned repéathdt parents provide and restrict
access to technology. They can set up practicésnathe home to maintain control over
when various forms of technology can be utilizétbwever, even with policies in place,
“parents may not be informed of bullying inciderdad once they are may not have the
knowledge on how to handle the situation.” Pgraaits also suggested that parents may
know that their children are using the technoldguvever, they may not necessarily be
aware of what the purposes are for each form din@logy. As a result, “parents may be
unaware of bullying incidents that are taking pladeurthermore, if bullying situations
do come to fruition, parents may not have the rearggoo0ls to deal with the incidents.

Due to the parents supplying access to technotbgymajority of participants
agreed that “parents have a responsibility to supeand monitor technology to some
degree.” While the supervisory measures vary tyreiere should be practices in place

that are familiar to both the parent and the childarents should discuss cyberbullying
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prevention with their children who are and who @oé currently using technology.”
Participants further suggested that “recognizirag groblems can occur with the usage of
technology, and taking precautionary measures ssistahe children in understanding
how to respond to cyberbullying, and how to addregsncidents should arise.” Parents
should engage in conversations with their childabaut the consequences of
cyberbullying. Children should be aware of what bappen as a result of their
participation in cyberbullying as an oppressortimg¢ or bystander. The consequences
will vary depending on the role that is played, patents indicated that there are
consequences nonetheless.

Access to technologyChildren use technology at school, at home, and ave
public spaces that offer free wireless connectidvlany participants mentioned that
children are using technologies daily and thatehgmno escape from it. “Instead of
running from it, parents need to embrace that @laldren are going to have access to
the technology, and it is impossible to sheltenttieom the world of technology.” One
participant mentioned that she was “frightenedab¢ ease of access kids have to the
Internet.” She indicated that her child had sevemaail addresses of which she was
unaware. Another participant repeated that stefilghtened at how easy and “clean”
it is for children to insult their peers online dafurther explained how children can spew
hateful insults anonymously and across the planet

As parents begin to think more critically abouthteclogy, they need to recognize
that “yes, technology is everywhere, but they neeach their children about when
using it is and is not appropriate.” Before gragtaccess to various forms of technology,

parents need to “gain an understanding on howatuate the quality of the different
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forms of technology and the reasons for its u€y’gaining an understanding of the
different forms of technology and their uses, passible that parents will also become
more aware of cyberbullying and how to identifyhi&ir children are cyberbullying
oppressors, victims, or bystanders.

Awareness of bullying incidents and participation m cyberbullying.
Participants mentioned that they might be unawépadicipation in cyberbullying.
Even with supervision sometimes the signs of beulied are overlooked and go
unrecognized.

A participant concluded:

It is not only the children who may be unawareh# impact of their actions.
Parents too, may be unaware of their child’s inealent in cyberbullying
incidents. This can occur because parents areheaking on what their children
are doing while on the Internet and using socialliane

One parent mentioned that she was concerned teatoshd be missing signs that
her child has been a victim of cyberbullying. ®xplained that she wouldn’t know what
to look for to identify if her child has been atuna and how she should approach the
topic with her daughter.

Opting to supervise and monitor may not alwaysdytee desired information. A
parent commented that even though she often sigeerier child’s online activities, her
daughter was involved in cyberbullying. “Somehow daughter was able to hide what
was taking place, and | felt helpless.”

Supervising and monitoring. Many participants agreed that it is difficult to

monitor the use of technology all of the time. (aeticipant wrote “parental monitoring
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and guidance is key to safety with technology."m@&garticipants indicated that they
currently monitor all activity that their childreangage in when using technology, and
they do not have any concerns about it. Howeugers feel that they constantly need to
monitor the time that is spent on Facebook anderirtternet. A few participants
indicated that they were not involved because ttumgsidered monitoring children’s use
of technology to be the responsibility of their gpe.

Prevention. Various methods of prevention can be implementdtbmes with
children who are users of technology. Severalngareave installed software on their
computers; however, even with the implementatiotho§e programs inappropriate
content is still accessible. One participant stélat, “parent education and outreach is
key to preventing cyberbullying from occurring.t was also stated that, “making
children aware of the effects of cyberbullying iigical, so that they know what can
happen as a result of their actions.” One paditigxpanded upon this statement by
expressing the need to share the latest reseaddteemiques with each other, and also
with the children. “Children should hear real sterof cyberbullying incidents and the
consequences of those incidents.” Some particgpadtcated their appreciation for
having places to go to seek assistance on dealthgcyberbullying incidents and also
somewhere to go just to ask questions. A few pgar@so mentioned that the willingness
of their children to engage in conversations abloese issues is also imperative to
preventing cyberbullying from occurring. It washeed by many participants that both
parents and their children need to know that a isam effort to prevent cyberbullying

incidents.
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Parent perspective on the role of parentsWhen using various forms of
technology, “parents need to model good digitateitship, so that their children gain an
understanding of what the behavioral expectatioesamd what will happen as a result
of meeting those expectations.” Within these etqieans, children should learn how to
respond if they are bystanders or victims of cybying, and also how not to become
bystanders in cyberbullying incidents. There was&s mention among a few of the
participants about sharing the effects of cybeyndj with children being crucial to a
child’s understanding of cyberbullying, and whylitould not be taken lightly. Another
issue that was recognized by some of the partitsparthat parents should increase their
supervisory practices, which could include confegnvith other parents to check in on
the activity of their children.

The importance of child awareness of consequenceghe most common
response was that parents need to be the oneadatedheir children about the
consequences that come along with acting inaptgbyionline and what constitutes
inappropriate activity. “It is not enough thatdntet safety is taught at school. The same
message needs to be repeated at home.” Someechiddmot realize that when they post
something to the Internet it can stay there permidgyre Children are unaware of the
digital footprints that are left every time somethis posted on the Internet.

Another issue that was recognized was that childrerpossibly unaware of the
effects of cyberbullying, and the consequencesdhatcome as a result of participation.
One parent wrote that:

some children don’t understand the consequencessting derogatory and

spiteful comments on Facebook. They don't redlize it goes beyond their
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circle of friends. My child knows that the Intetr&s no boundaries, but | don’t

think he really grasps the concept.

There are so many dangers present on the Intemeiparents indicated that they
have tried to explain these dangers to their aaidrHowever, “some children have not
grasped that people may not be what they repréisemselves to be and fall victim to
different consequences. Some of the children vawe laccess to technology are too
innocent for their own good.”

When given the opportunity, parents revealed mamgerns that they have about
cyberbullying. Some of these same concerns resafduring the personal phone
interviews that were conducted. Table 10 illugtsathe specific concerns that parents
have about cyberbullying.

Table 10

Specific Concerns about Cyberbullying

Access to Technology

Unawareness of Bullying Incidents
Supervising and Monitoring Technology
Prevention

The Role of Parents

Children being Unaware of the Consequences of T@obg Misuse
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Interviews

Fourteen people were interviewed by the telephdriee purpose of the interview
was to gain a better understanding of the parg@et€eptions of cyberbullying and also
to elaborate on the responses given in the surkzagh telephone interview lasted
approximately 15 minutes. Participants from eaitosl district were invited to
participate in the telephone interview at the tifme survey was administered. Interested
participants provided their contact informatiorthe researcher. The researcher called
each interested candidate and received 14 panitsipd he interview participants each
received a participant number. The numbers wesig@ead in the order in which the
participants were interviewed. These numbershelltilized throughout the following
section of analysis. The researcher selectedcpaatit quotes based on their relevancy to
the results.

Demographics of the Interviewed Parents

The 14 participants indicated their willingnesg#oticipate in the personal phone
interview at the time that the survey was admingste Twenty parents expressed interest
in the personal phone interview; however, the nesesa was ultimately unable to contact
six of them. Of the 14 participants, all of therarevfemale. The interview participants
represented each test site. Common themes becdtieateas the interviews progressed.
Several of the interview participants expressed twncerns of technology and
cyberbullying. Other common themes that surfabedughout the interviews were
monitoring, supervision, and prevention. Withiongh broad categories, many subtopics

also presented themselves such as the usage wasafind/or filters, obtaining or
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having access to passwords, engaging in discussibasking the history of sites visited,
and the location where the technology is located.
Concerns Associated with Technology

Participants were asked a series of questionsatlvated them to identify the role
they believe parents should play concerning teadugywlthe concerns that they have in
regard to supervising their children when theyuwiezing technology, awareness of
participation in cyberbullying incidents, and spiednterventions that should be
implemented to keep their children safe. Eachippant was asked the same questions,
however, some of the initial responses lead theareter to ask follow-up questions.

Participants were given an opportunity to shamitemhal comments that related
to cyberbullying, and it was at this time that mapants shared their concerns associated
with cyberbullying and technology. The most fregiueesponses focused on the themes
of monitoring technology, knowledge of participatian cyberbullying incidents, and
supervision and prevention strategies. Each thesiiebe explained in detail in the
following section.
Lack of Paying Attention to Details

Although parents and their children are both usaaipnology, parents may not
always be cognizant of what their children are dauith the varying forms of
technology. Even if parents are aware of the teldyies that their children are utilizing,
they may be unaware of bullying that is taking pla@ technology.

Parents may be in close proximity to their childasrthey utilize different forms
of technology. Some parents make decisions alupgrgision based on the ages of their

children. Parents may offer their child more aotoy as they get older or show their
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ability to be more responsible while using techggloHalf of the interview participants
(N = 7) mentioned that they were concerned abocinéng lax in monitoring
technology as closely as they should. Participaatther commented that, “there is no
way to monitor everything 100% of the time.” Paigant 1 stated “not all parents pay
attention as | do or there may be parents who are wmigilant than | am.” Having these
inconsistencies is a concern because there ateohtlongs that the kids can get in to.
Participant 4 mentioned that:

one of her child’s friends uses the Internet whismplarents are either sleeping or

not around. She does not like that this child gegan these activities

unsupervised and makes her question what her owrs gtoing while he is with
this particular friend.
She makes it a point to send activities with héliddio do with this friend when he is
invited to visit his home. She commented, “I preteinvite this friend over to my house
instead of sending her child to the other hous¢habshe can supervise what is taking
place.”

Participant 2 explained that, “parents don’t ialihe full capacity of what their
children are capable of.” In addition, this pagant mentioned, “parents aren’t looking
for the underlying bullying that goes on when cyh#ilying occurs. The kids are picking
up on these innuendos, but the parents don’t rezedinem, and therefore, don'’t see the
problem occurring.” She further pointed out thahén cyberbullying is taking place
there are no outward signs such as rolling of tles glike there would be in traditional,

face-to-face bullying.” Not only are some paramsaware of the signs of cyberbullying,
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some are also unaware of the uses of differenstgpéechnologies that children are
utilizing.
Knowledge

Children are given numerous opportunities to axtewith technology. They
utilize technology at home and in school. Parant¢salso using technology at home and
in their workplace. However, the ways in whichhealogy is being utilized by parents
and their children varies. Participant 6 noted thder home her children know more
about technology than she does. They tell hegthihat she has never heard about
before, and even though she tries to stay abré#s¢ epdates to technology, she still
believes that children know more than their pareots This was especially disconcerting
to her “because the parents are the individualplgung the technology to the children.
Myself included, adults need to make a more comsceffort to learn the things that
technology is being used for.”

Knowledge of Cyberbullying Participation as a Perpé&ator, Victim, or Bystander

Participants were given the opportunity to infolme tesearcher of their
knowledge about cyberbullying participation by thehildren. The researcher wanted
the participants to expand upon their knowledgthefincidents and how they were
handled.

When asked whether their children or their chiltsdnends had ever
participated in cyberbullying, the majority of paipants indicated that their child, their
child’s friend, or another relative had been aipgrant, and many stated that they were
unaware of any participation in cyberbullying. Rapant 6 informed the researcher that

she doesn’t think there is enough out there fopfeetm know what to do if a
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cyberbullying situation arose. The cyberbullyingident that she was aware of did not
happen during school hours, and therefore, shedsthat she “did not know how parents
are supposed to get involved.”

Gaming. Engaging in cyberbullying while gaming was mentidmice. Both
of the participants provided the researcher witletailed description of the
cyberbullying incident that occurred. The firstiohent, shared by Participant 4, revolved
around another child having access to the passamahother child’'s gaming account.
The friend tapped in and changed the passwordathanchild and proceeded to delete
and change some of the saved information. Paatitiph then said that her son thought it
was totally wrong for the one child to change thferimation on the game, but he also
faulted the other child for sharing the informatisith his friend. Participant 4 was
proud of her son:

for thinking about both perspectives of this sitoiat My son did not side with

his friend, and believe that he was the only viatinthe situation. My son was

able to discern that his friend was also at faadtsharing personal information. |

did not need to pull this from my son. [ think timany conversations that we

have about gaming have really sunk in.

Participant 10 stated that she was unaware tmattie could play X-box Live
with strangers. However, her son later brougtd her attention that one individual kept
harassing him for personal information. Even thohgr son was warned against sharing
personal information, he did it anyway becauseitiendt realize what he was doing was

wrong. The parents reported what had occurredddrtternet service provider, and
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when the individual tried to contact her son aderwas prompted to get offline
immediately.

Texting. One of the forms of cyberbullying that was mentebdering the
interviews was texting. Participant 7 revealed tiex son was a victim of cyberbullying
through text messaging. Participant 7 explainedl ltler son had shown interest in a girl
who owned a cell phone. She informed the reseathhéeher son did not own a cell
phone at the time; however, the girl and her friesggle texting messages back and forth
about inappropriate activities that were suppostking place between the young lady
and her son. Participant 7’s son went to the aiites to report what was taking place,
which was against the girl's wishes. However, iegrant 7 was pleased with the way
her son handled the situation.

| was proud of my son for doing what he knew waghti He reported the

incident even though he liked this girl. As a iesfigoing, the girl did not wish

to be friends with my son anymore, but in the ang,son felt good about what

he did.

Facebook. Other participants mentioned becoming aware of dyldl/ing
incidents through Facebook. Participant 8 inditdlat she saw her niece engaging in
cyberbullying. She was unsure of her niece’s imoline incident because “if you
perpetuate the discussion online or through Fadeliben | am not sure which role you
are playing in cyberbullying. Are you the victior, the oppressor?” She acknowledged
that her niece was engaging in the conversatiahtlaat it eventually took on a life of its

own. Participant 8 stated that she wanted to jimtgpthe conversation and tell them to
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leave her niece alone. However, she refrainedefhd up to her niece’s parents to
resolve the issue.

Participant 12 informed the researcher that shehendriends have seen girls
rating each other on Facebook, but have not réadiyght that much about it. Participant
12 did not find it necessary to report this behataathe school because she felt that it
wasn’t that bad. “Girls can be harsh, but wheras wounger and people talked about
me, | just diverted my attention.”

Participant 11 responded differently when she becaware that her daughter
was a victim of other girls calling her names amahting her online through Facebook.
Participant 11 responded to the name calling bintaker daughter out of school, and
requesting a homebound tutor for her daughter nopdete the school year. She
explained that the cyberbullying stopped once shieg her daughter out of the school.
Participant 11 now closely monitors all interacidhat take place over the computer and
cell phones as a result of cyberbullying. Her ddegregained some of the confidence
that she lost during the cyberbullying ordeal. eAfome time away from school, her
daughter realized that she was stronger than tteevgho were bullying her. Once she
came to that realization, she was ready to go bathe traditional school setting to
complete her high school education. Participantdritinues to monitor her daughter’s
interactions on the Internet, in addition to thieinet usage of her other children.
Although the above situations were handled diffdyethey each occurred on Facebook,
indicating that some children are experiencing dybkying through the social network

website.
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Monitoring

Six participants mentioned monitoring during thg@rsonal telephone interviews.
They noted the importance of parents monitoringtwinar children are doing while on
the Internet, in addition to having an awarenesstddt sites their children are looking at,
talking to them about cyberbullying, and discussirigat to do if they feel like they are
being bullied. Parents should also address walr tthildren who they should go and
talk to and what steps should be taken if theylfkelcyberbullying is taking place.
Participant 5 expressed the frequency that shetorsriier child’s online activity, but she
still feels inadequate because her child knows rtitae she does about current
technology applications. She explained, her daikeés her I-phone out of her hand and
shows her how to use it. She is worried about toang a child who knows more than
she does. Even if children are showing their pigreame of the different uses for their
devices, parents can still monitor what is takiferp during these teachable moments.
Supervision

Supervising the usage of technology can be conglata number of ways.
Some parents adopt supervising strategies thateayadirect, and sometimes seen by the
child as invasive, like checking the Internet di phone history. Other parents choose
to implement supervisory practices that do not sasmmtrusive, such as specifying the
location of technology devices within the home.

Checking history. One method of supervision that was implemented b
interview participants in their homes was checkimg history of websites. Three
participants mentioned that they engaged in peifagrohecks of their child’s Internet

history, as well as their cell phone usage histd?grticipant 2 explained that she “checks
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his messages frequently just to make sure tha hetihiding something from us that we
don’t know about.” Participant 8 stated that sblegtks the history of the sites visited
from time to time,” and Participant 12 informed tlesearcher that she “does not sit with
her child all of the time, and prefers to give Hireedom.” However, she makes her son
aware that she can check up on him when she wards any given time. Participant 7
explained that she told her children to “have npeetation of privacy.” As long as she
“was paying the bills,” she could do what she wdrdse far as checking cell phones
messages and emails. Some of the participantsdigmeset in their checks, while others
chose to be more deliberate. Regardless of thechvagking the history was conducted,
the parents felt comfortable with how they wereesuising technology.

Location of technology. The location of technology could affect whether
children have the ability to engage in cyberbullyirParticipant 3 indicated that, “while
in their home their son is closely monitored, amel technology is in a location that is
always supervised.” However, “once the child giwes friend’s house, or when they are
in another location outside of the home, the plaa@mand supervision of the technology
is a concern.” Four interview participants, pap@amnts 6, 7, 13, and 14 mentioned that
the “computers are located in a central locatioRdrticipant 7 elaborated by stating that
“the computer is right off the kitchen, and in theng room.” This parent set the child’s
computer up across the room from her own, so tateould always watch” what her
child is doing while she is working in her spad¢#articipant 12 offered that she chose to
“set her home office up in close proximity to thare computer, so that she could
closely monitor the interactions that are takingcpl between her children and their

friends.”
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Prevention

A variety of preventative measures exist for paeatimplement in order to
thwart cyberbullying from occurring. The majority participants mentioned that they
have discussions with their children about techgwploParticipants also indicated the
implementation of filters and software on their lrooomputers. Lastly, participants
pointed out that they have access to their childrpasswords.

Discussions. Engaging in discussions was one of the most meadi
preventative measures implemented. Many of thecgaants stated that they either
participated in discussions or the school engalgeid thildren in discussions about
cyberbullying and Internet safety. Many of thetjggpants also confirmed that the
“discussions are ongoing.” Many of the childreformed their parents during their
conversations that some of the topics that wenegbgiscussed at home were also
reviewed in school. Participant 1 expressed hisfaation that the school was
“discussing scenarios that have happened withittee”k She went on to say that “maybe
the schools are making a better effort than whead in school.” “Through the
implementation of the ---- at school, | know that ohild is engaging in discussions at
school,” Participant 8 added.

Some of the parents mentioned that they addressigen their conversations.
They especially bring it up when it appears onrtees. “These kinds of things come up
and kids don’t realize how vulnerable they are wtiery do something like that,”
Participant 2 stated about addressing sexting kgttchild. In addition, forming close

relationships was also mentioned. “By forming@sel relationship with your child,
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he/she will feel comfortable coming to you and d&sing anything. When you have a
bond with your child, he/she will come to you rigtway if there is a problem.”

Participant 2 indicated that the conversations abppropriate technology usage
should be discussed “when the devices are firgrgiv Furthermore, this parent believed
that:

conversations should be brought up in elementargas more so than in junior

high and high school. The conversations needk ptace earlier, so that

children have a better understanding of how tothealevices appropriately, and

what the consequences are for inappropriate use.
Participant 2 further commented, the parents a®tles providing the technology, so
they need to be the ones to educate their chiloinemow to use the devices. This can and
should be done through discussion.

Participant 6 explained that the conversationsttiie place in her family focus
on the reasons why certain technologies are natigted. She indicated that her
children “have mostly stopped asking for the devicelowever, they are still asking for
cell phones.” She demonstrated her frustratiostaiing that, “parents feel like they are
socially crippling their children because they &dang a stand against having all of this
technology.” Participant 6 further stated thag &parent you feel parental pressure to
give into the demands of your child.” These paakptessures, which she assimilated to
peer pressure, “make her feel uneasy about theekeshe is inevitably going to have
permit her children to have access to.”

In regard to gaming, Participant 10 stated that“sfent over the consequences of

sharing passwords and other important informatigh others.” This took place after
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someone tapped into his friend’s account. Her‘acknowledged that he knew what
was permissible to share with others, and whatsugposed to be kept private.” Parents
can also implement filters or software programshair computers, which would aid in
the amount of information being shared by childusimg technology.

Filters and software. Installing filters and software programs onto thenputer
was also mentioned by many of the interview pg#nots. Some of the participants
shared their dissatisfaction with the filters theg utilized at school, while others
mentioned the implementation of filters and sofeevar home. A few also mentioned
that they do not have any filters or software paogs installed on their computers.

Participant 7 expressed her dissatisfaction wighfiltering that takes place at
school. “The filters either filter out too muchmot enough. The bad guys know how to
get around the filtering systems anyway.” A fewtjggpants mentioned their lack of
knowledge about implementing filters and softwéna, did indicate that they would
“like to learn how to put them onto their computer€omments such as “I don'’t really
even know how to filter sites, and other stuff,’ath aware of the software and parent
settings, for the X-box and cell phone, but we haeeinstalled anything on the
computer yet,” and “I don’t know about filters, dudo know that | turn the computers
off at 10 p.m.” were stated during the intervieviFarticipant 13 explained that she was a
professor who taught computer courses and sheadidave the filters and software
installed on her computers because she:

did not find it necessary. After reviewing safgtyidelines with my children,

they know what is acceptable and what is not.liele that | can trust my
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children, and that | do not need to supervise thtm filters and software

programs.

In addition to filters and software programs, pésdrave also required their children to
provide the passwords for any account that neeéssibne.

Password protection Many of the participants indicated that they haseess to
their child’s passwords for e-mail addresses amdiggsystems. Some of the
participants identified that they keep a logboothwell of the passwords listed.
Participants 3, 4, 7, and 9 stated that the “logliedkept right next to the computer.”
Participant 8 noted that she:

does not know the passwords for her child’s accaltitough | did at one time.

Presently my child is not willing to share his peanessages with me, and

sometimes | forget about even asking about ito pay the bills for my son’s

access to technology, but | do not find it necestapress the issue. He has been
using technology devices long enough and if he iget®uble with it then it will

fall on him, and not be a reflection on me.

Throughout the interviews the participants prodidesightful information about
their perceptions of their role in supervisionle¢it children’s use of technology and
their reported response to events in which thaldam have been involved in
cyberbullying as oppressors, victims, or bystanddiable 11 depicts a summary of the

emergent themes gathered from the personal phtewigws that were conducted.
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Table 11

Emergent Themes Gathered from the Interviews (M)= 1

Percentage of
Emergent Theme NundfeRespondents Respondents

Concerns about Technology

and Cyberbullying 12 85.6
Lack of Paying Attention
to Details 7 50.0
Knowledge 10 71.4
Monitoring 6 42.9
Supervision 5 35.7
Checking History 3 21.4
Location of Technology 3 21.4
Prevention
Discussions 6 42.9
Filters and Software 7 50.0
Password Protection 6 42.9

Summary of Qualitative Data

The gqualitative data added substantial insight inéoquantitative data discussed
earlier. Participants were provided with the opgoity to share their insights on what
they see as areas of concern that are associatetkainology. Participants also shared
their experiences with cyberbullying, and how theyk to prevent incidents from
occurring.

Qualitative data were obtained through two opetedrguestions on the survey in
addition to personal phone interviews. Many thesrasrged as a result of the questions

that were asked. Through the open-ended quesparns;ipants gave in-depth responses
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about the impact that technology has on the liffnefparticipant’s children. It was
revealed in the quantitative portion of the datt technology has a significant impact on
the life of children. In the qualitative sectigrarticipants elaborated on what they
thought impacted the life of their children the mo&aming, technology as a
communication tool, using technology for schooktetl functions, and the availability
and accessibility of technology emerged as the wasimonly reported items. Some of
these same concerns were echoed throughout tinei@wts that took place.

In the second open-ended question, participantedhheir concerns associated
with cyberbullying. Through their responses ité®e evident that the parents are very
focused on the need for responsibility on the paparents. Participants expressed the
significant role that parents play in the supeonsand monitoring of technology. This
was seen as more important than problems takirge plgth their children or other
children.

In addition to the impact that technology haslalife of children, access to
technology was mentioned as a concern, as wekiag lnnaware of cyberbullying
incidents and participation in those incidents.e Titerview participants were asked a
series of questions which allowed them to expla&irtconcerns about technology and
how they view themselves as supervisors of teclyyold he themes that emerged from
the personal interviews included ways in which c¢pbdying is taking place, the
methods parents are utilizing for supervising amshimoring, and preventative practices
that are in place. Each of the emergent themesd®o the researcher with tangible

information to elaborate on the data that wereinbthin the quantitative section.
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Interview participants acknowledged that cyberondi incidents took place
through texting, gaming, and Facebook. By indregatheir awareness of incidents,
parents recognized that cyberbullying is takingelacross a variety of technology
devices. The methods of supervision that werertegancluded checking the history of
frequently visited websites, and placing the tedbgwin a high-traffic area. Participants
also identified the preventative strategies thaythave in place at their homes. In the
guantitative data it was identified by the majoofyparents that they would remove
access to technology if they became aware of gaation in cyberbullying incidents.
The majority of parents who completed the surveyp atdicated they would talk to their
children about cyberbullying. In the interviewstmapants reported engaging in
conversations, installing filters and software pergs, and knowing the passwords to
their children’s accounts as methods of prevention.

The information presented in the qualitative sectepresented the parents’
perceptions of their role in supervision of theéirldren’s use of technology and their
reported response to events in which their childmencyberbullying oppressors, victims,
or bystanders. The qualitative data supporteditisengs that were found in the
guantitative section, in addition to providing amaa-depth look at the perspective of
parents and how they view themselves as supenasteshnology.

Summary

The findings in this chapter represented the nese® from the 95 survey
participants and 14 interviewees to answer thetoresset forth at the beginning of this
research study on parents’ perceptions on cybgthglbs it relates to supervision. The

surveys provided an overall description of theadies and perceptions of parents and
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guardians. The open-ended questions provided a detailed description of the impact
technology has on the lives of children and algodtbncerns that parents have regarding
technology. The interview participants providedi@idnal insights into the concerns of
technology and how parents play a role in the nooimi¢y and supervising of technology
usage among their children. Chapter V providaesnansary and discussion of the data
collected to answer each of the research questimasiecommendations for how this
information may impact how parents supervise teldgyusage among their fourth

through eighth graders.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction

Cyberbullying has taken the issue of bullying tavreddmensions (Dehue et al.,
2008; Froeschle et al., 2008; Raskauskas & St20i27). While a great deal of research
has been done on cyberbullying in general, theaesisortage of research on the role of
parents in cyberbullying. Parental involvementhitthe realm of technology is very
crucial in ensuring safe Internet usage and Intexdecation, and as such, the researcher
deemed it appropriate to conduct a study regarntiegarents’ perspectives of their role
in supervision as it relates to technology. Thislg explored and analyzed the parents’
perceptions of their role in supervision of theéirldren’s use of technology and their
reported responses to events in which their chldire cyberbullying oppressors,
victims, or bystanders. To collect data that waagdist in the examination of parents’
perceptions, an explanatory mixed methods appraashemployed.

The quantitative phase was utilized to obtain taespectives of parents of their
role of supervision through a survey that was eeaty the researcher with some aspects
that were researcher created and some that wepgeddaith permission from previous
studies. The survey was administered at the ceimiwf each test site’s Parent Teacher
Organization meeting. There were 95 participardsifseven different test sites within
an Eastern state in the United States. Data tetldcom parents (N = 95) were used to
conduct a descriptive statistical analysis of tAeepts’ perceptions on their role as

supervisors of technology.

134



In order to implement a mixed methods study, tiseaecher invited those parents
who took the survey to also participate in a onespa telephone interview. During, the
qualitative phase, which followed the quantitatarelysis, the researcher utilized a
personal telephone interview protocol with paréhts: 14). Participants who
volunteered were contacted and interviewed shaftbr their participation in the survey.
The purpose of the interviews was to gain a gredgpth of insight into parents’
perceptions of their role in supervision of theéirldren’s use of technology and their
reported responses to events in which their chldire cyberbullying oppressors,
victims, or bystanders. Responses from the irg@rsiwere analyzed and results used to
explain or elaborate further on the quantitativalgsis.

The findings of this study were reported and sunued as they related to each
of the research questions.

1. How do parents/guardians describe the overall imgigiechnology on
the lives of their children?

2. How much do parents understand the terminologye@lto bullying and
cyberbullying?

3. What is the perception of the responsibility ofgrgs/guardians in general
to oversee the use of technology of their children?

4. A. What specific technologies do parents perctied children to be
using on a regular basis?

B. What is their role in the supervision of each?
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5. How do parents view their responsibility for dirgttervention when they
discover that their children have unwillingly exigeiced or purposely
participated in cyberbullying as oppressors, vistior bystanders?

Chapter V presents a summary and discussion o$tihdy/’s findings. The
purpose of the study was to evaluate parents’ paores of their role in supervision of
their children’s use of technology and their repdrtesponses to events in which their
children are cyberbullying oppressors, victimsbgstanders. A summary of the findings
as they relate to each of the research questiaggisdthe chapter. A discussion of the
findings as they relate to Bronfenbrenner’'s (195@)logical model follows. Then,
recommendations for increasing parental understgraid intervention in cyberbullying
incidents are presented. Limitations of the presardy and recommendations for
further research are presented next. Finallychapter concludes with a summary and
reflection of considerations by the researcher.

Summary of Research Findings

The researcher developed 28-question survey wseldd quantitative phase was
divided into five sections: Your Child and Techogy; Understanding of Bullying; Role
in Supervision; Supervisory Methods; and Intervamti These sections were designed to
solicit information from participants in order taser each of the research questions.
The survey included Likert-scale questions, chetkiems, multiple-choice items, and
open-ended response question. The interview qumssivere used to solicit in-depth

information related to each of the research questio
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Summary of the Findings Related to the First Reseah Question

How do parents/guardians describe the overall implaiechnology on the lives
of their children?

Questions on the survey were utilized to obtairepts’/guardians’ perceptions of
the overall impact of technology on the lives aditlchildren were based on Likert-scale
guestions, checklist items, and multiple-choicenge The Likert-scale questions were
worded and scored on a range of (1) Never to (Vs Times/Day for how often the
child does certain activities while on the Intern&he same rating scale (1) Never to (7)
Several Times/Day was also used to determine htam children use certain technology
tools while on the Internet. The final Likert-se@juestion that was utilized was scored
on a range of (1) None to (4) Significant in redatto how much of an impact the parents
perceived technology to have on the life of thédchParents also indicated on a
checklist the types of technology that their chitgs or owns.

This study did indicate parents’ perceptions teahhology does in fact impact
the lives of children in grades four through eigAtmost half of the participants
indicated on the survey that technology impacted ithild’s life significantly (48.4%)
compared to only 1.1% of participants who indicateat technology had no impact on
the lives of their children. The most frequengyported items that contribute to the
impact that technology has on the life of the cbydparticipants were gaming,
technology as a communication tool, the usageadbirtelogy for school-related
functions, and also the availability and accessyodf technology.

The majority of parents in this study reported thair children are avid users of

technology. Many of the parents indicated thair ttfeldren were heavily equipped with
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devices. For example, parents indicated that 7b#teir children owned iPads/iPods,
and 91.6% owned a computer device with accesstinternet, which can be used for
multiple purposes. While the parents did not trimdt their children were using the
Internet to talk to friends or meet friends throwgitial networking, many believed that
their children were playing Internet games durimg day. It was indicated through the
survey that a large percentage of the childrerpkgng games either once a day
(27.4%) or several times a day (18.9%). Whilergdaercentage of parents indicated
that their children used technology for school gssients, a larger percentage indicated
that their children used the Internet more for gathan schoolwork.
Qualitative Findings Related to the First ResearclQuestion
Through the open-ended questions on the surveyalandhrough personal
telephone interviews, parents explained the imgpatttechnology has on the life of their
child. Listed below are the significant findingsrh the qualitative data that support the
findings from the quantitative data analysis.
Gaming
It was mentioned by a few parents on the open-eqdedtion that gaming has
been a contributing factor to children engagintess physical activity as well as fewer
face-to-face interactions. The gaming systemsvatjamers to talk and play with friends
the children know and also ones they have never @at participant indicated that to
alleviate the lack of face-to-face social interai, she only allows her child to play
Internet games for 15-minute increments and umehwour per day. Other parents use
the gaming system as a reward or punishment. dtals mentioned by one participant

that her child would spend 24 hours a day on hmsegé she would allow him.
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Communication Tool

A few parents acknowledged that their childrenusieg technology as a means
for communicating with not only their friends, kalso with family members. The
communication takes place with cell phones, Skgpd,e-mail. One concern expressed
by one of the participants was that the amounbafrmunication taking place via
technology has caused the children to have grodepandence on the technology, and
even if they are impacted negatively by the techgyl they will not give it up.

School-Related Technologies

A few parents also expressed positive responsiettact that their children in
grades four through eight can now study for testtheir own, and also complete
assignments independently. This assignment cdioplean be accomplished through
the use of different applications that are downémhdnd also through different tutorials
that are offered online. In addition, parentsiamgressed at how their children are able
to utilize what they learn in school, and come hamapply it to assignments.

Availability and Accessibility

On the survey, many parents expressed how astouhegavere in regard to the
amount of access to cell phones, computers, anég#mt children have. Likewise,
many of the parents commented how much technologgwsnds our everyday lives.
Although many parents are overwhelmed by the amoltgchnology that exists, they
revealed that they keep providing more and motbewo children because they do not

want to socially isolate their children by withhwld the latest technology devices.
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Summary of the Findings Related to the Second Regeh Question

How much do parents understand the terminologyeelto bullying and
cyberbullying?

Two checklist type items appeared on the survelyebhaluated parents’
understanding of bullying and cyberbullying termogy. The first checklist asked
participants to identify words that they associatth cyberbullying, while the other
checklist asked participants to indicate the botlyexperiences in which their children
has been oppressors, victims, or bystanders. elpéhsonal telephone interviews,
participants explained any known incidents of ciodying participation.

The majority of participants associated cell phoeesail, Facebook, and sexting
with cyberbullying. On the other hand, words tpatticipants did not associate with
cyberbullying included face-to-face interactiongrse than traditional bullying,
dramatic, a one-time message, and slam booksht§ligore than half of the
participants did not associate the word repeatdid eyiberbullying. The majority of
participants did not believe that cyberbullying wasrse than traditional bullying. This
may go back to the demographics that most parébt8%o) indicated that their children
have not been involved with cyberbullying incidents

Qualitative Findings that Support the Second Reseah Question

Mishna et al. (2009) indicated in their researdt thildren allow peer
victimization to continue because they are fedtiatl their parents will remove access to
technology. Indeed, many parents who participatede study did indicate that they
would remove access to technology if it were digted that their children were active

participants in cyberbullying, which may contribtioethe low participation rate in
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cyberbullying incidents as an oppressor (7.4%)anmtttim (29.5%) that was indicated
by the survey participants.

In the interviews, participants provided the reskar with descriptions of
cyberbullying incidents that their children, or semne else that they know has
participated in as an oppressor, victim, or bystéand he specific kinds of cyberbullying
discussed by parents had taken place through gameixtgnessaging, and Facebook.

In regard to gaming, one child had access to anathikel’s password. This child
proceeded to delete and change some of the saleedchation on the account. The
participant who shared this example explainedhatson thought it was wrong for the
information to be changed, but he also faultedresd for sharing his password
information. The participant was proud of her gmmthinking about both perspectives in
this situation. Another interview participant didt realize that her son could play his X-
box Live with strangers. However, it was broughhér attention when her son informed
her that an individual kept harassing him for peedanformation. This story indicated
that some parents are largely unaware of whatirgygan through gaming. With a high
percentage of children engaging in gaming, 20%ti&Bs per week, 27.4% about once a
day, and 18.9% several times per day, parents gln@aye more awareness about who
their children can communicate with when playinghga and what kinds of games the
children are playing.

Another participant explained that her son wasctingi of cyberbullying through
texting. A girl that he liked and some of her fis were texting false stories. The boy

reported the cyberbullying to the authorities etleyugh it was against the girl’s wishes.
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This participant was also proud of the way herlsandled the situation because even
though he liked the girl, he did what was right.

The cyberbullying issue that took place via Facé&ded the interview participant
to question the roles involved in cyberbullyingheSjuestioned about when an individual
perpetuates the discussion online or through Fadeibgyou are the victim or the
oppressor. This participant’s niece was engagirthe conversation, but it eventually
took on a life of its own. The participant wantedqump into the conversation, but she
left it up to her niece’s parents to resolve tiseies All of these examples confirmed that
cyberbullying is taking place through differenthieclogies.

Summary of the Findings Related to the Third Reseah Question

What is the perception of the responsibility ofgras/guardians in general to
oversee the use of technology of their children?

Likert-scale questions on the survey were usedhswar this research question.
This scale ranged from (1) Never to (5) Always.e Burvey evaluated the degree that
parents monitor their child’s online activitiesetfrequency of checking where the child
has been while on the Internet, and the frequehdjsoussing Internet safety.

When questioned about the amount of time thatirsgogpent monitoring the
technology that their children are using, 40% ot/ey participants indicated that they
often monitor their children’s online activity, aB8.7% indicated that they always
monitor their children’s online activity. Thirtyepcent of the participants indicated that
they never read their children’s e-mails, but 35@&%articipants stated that they check
the history of their children’s online activity. Mie almost 90% of participants indicated

that they are sitting with their children while yhese technology, when broken into
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categories 45.3% indicated that they often sit whtir children while they use
technology, and 44.2% sometimes sit with theirdrieih while they are using technology.
Considering the number of employed parents, onddwwander how anyone could
always sit with children while they use technology.

Of those children who utilize text messaging arslant messaging, 55% of the
parents indicated that they monitor the text messand instant messages that their
children send. Among the 55% who oversee the mgesdaeing sent, 38.9% of the
parents review the messages with the knowledgeeif ¢hildren, 24.2% review the
messages without their children’s knowledge, ané%lof the participants have enabled
limited access to who their children can text mgsesa instant message. Sixty-one
percent of survey participants indicated that ttisguss appropriate use of Internet either
often or always, while a slightly lower percentajeurvey participants (58%) indicated
that they either often or sometimes discuss Intesakety.

Qualitative Data Supporting the Third Research Queson

The qualitative data that was collected suppottedquantitative findings.

Survey participants indicated that they are sittiridp their children while using
technology on an “often” or “sometimes” basis. Thajority of interview participants
acknowledged the difficulty of monitoring the udaechnology all of the time. While
some of the interview participants indicated thatytcurrently monitor all activity that
takes place on the Internet, others indicateditlveds their spouse’s job to oversee such
activity. Statements such as this, could havertmrted to the 2.1% of parents who

never sit with their children while using technojpgr the 6.3% who rarely do.
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Role of the Parents from a Safety Standpoint

Over half of the participants stated on the suthey they currently engage in
discussions about appropriate use of the Intemebiraternet safety. However, several of
the interview participants suggested that manyrgarack an understanding for the
technology, so they are unable to communicate &g with their children about it.

It was suggested by interview participants thaepts form partnerships with
other parents who do have an understanding ofaheus technology applications, and
can report back to the other parents. Regardlestether the parents have an
understanding of the technology or not, they cacheheir children how to respond if
they are bystanders or victims of cyberbullying afsb how not to become bystanders in
cyberbullying situations.

Summary of the Findings Related to the Fourth Reseah Question

What specific technologies do parents perceive tfeidren to be using on a
regular basis? What is their role in the supeovisif each?

In the fourth section of the survey, parents anediehecklist type questions and
also Likert-scale questions. The Likert-scale eghfyom (1) Never to (5) Always and
indicated the parents’ frequencies of reading tbleiidren’s emails, the frequency of
sitting with their children while they use techngyo and the frequency of discussing
appropriate use of the Internet.

The most commonly identified technologies that¢hi#dren used or owned
included iPads/iPods (71.6%), gaming systems (65.8f@ a computer device with
access to the Internet (91.6%). Although the niigjof participants indicated that their

children did not have social networking accoun®&®, of those who did (31.6%),
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25.3% of the parents are friends with their chitdoa the social networking sites with
the knowledge of their children. In addition te thiendship, 21.1% of the participants
indicated that they have access to the usernampassivord to the social networking
account.

The participants informed the researcher that 73itker often or always
monitor their children’s online activities, whick lower than the approximate 90% of
parents that indicated that they sit with theildrgn while they use technology. This
discrepancy in percentages indicates that theaelisconnect between sitting with
children while they are using technology and atyiveonitoring what children are doing
while utilizing technology. The percentage of papiants who indicated that they
monitor the children’s online activity is highemththe 59% of participants who often or
always check the history of online activity.

Discussions about Internet safety and approprisgeofitechnology are often
taking place between parents and their childreth 40% discussing Internet safety and
44.2% discussing appropriate use of Internet. dlee more discussions taking place
regarding appropriate use of technology than lretesafety with 61% of discussions
taking place either often or always compared t@%rtaking place either often or
always.

Qualitative Data Supporting the Fourth Research Qustion

In the interviews, some participants explained thay check the history of
websites that their children visit as well as te# phone histories. This fact coincided
with the quantitative findings. Some of the intew participants reviewed the histories

on cell phones and the computer with the knowlexfgleir children, while others
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explained to their children that they should hagesrpectation of privacy. Although
devices’ histories were being checked, one intanparticipant mentioned her concern
for supervising technology once her child leaveshoene and goes to a friend’s house.

Many of the parents also strategically placed ¢éohmology devices that were
utilized in the home. Computers were located exdame space as the home office, or in
a high traffic area. The location of technologyides and reviewing the history of
websites viewed and messages sent can assisteréimé supervision of technology
usage. These strategies can also be implemenfedvtent cyberbullying incidents from
occurring.

Summary of the Findings Related to the Fifth Rese@h Question

How do parents view their responsibility for dirgtervention if they discover
that their children have unwillingly experiencedparrposely participated in
cyberbullying as oppressors, victims, or bystarélers

The fifth section of the survey included multiplleeice questions, checklist
items, and a Likert-scale question. The Likertescanged from (1) Very Unlikely to (4)
Highly Likely and identified the parents’ likelihdaf removing access to technology if
it was discovered that their children have partitgol in cyberbullying as oppressors,
victims, or bystanders.

Some of the precautionary methods for preventigedyullying are not being
utilized by the majority of participants in the cemt study such as the installation of
filters and monitoring software. Over half of gharticipants, 51.6%, reported that they

do not currently have these programs installecheir tomputers. If participation in
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cyberbullying was brought to the attention of tlaegmts, more than half, 64.2% indicated
that they would most likely remove access to ticartelogy.

Other methods that participants identified as whgs they could help to stop or
prevent cyberbullying included from the highestgestage to the lowest: talk to their
own children about cyberbullying (94.7%), remove tell phone or computer (72.6%),
tell the parents of the other children involved.BP@), inform the school (63.2%), and
inform the police (43.2%).

Qualitative Data Supporting the Fifth Research Quetson

During the personal interviews, participants shaneahy suggestions on how to
prevent cyberbullying from occurring. Many of theesponses, however, were
suggestions that other parents should be doingicipants also indicated methods that
they currently have in place to prevent cyberbuallyi

Parent Recommendations for Prevention of Future Cyerbullying

The interview participants suggested that pardatation and outreach is key to
preventing cyberbullying from occurring. An inteew participant further commented
that there is a need to share the latest reseadcteahniques not only with each other,
but with the children as well. Children should thesal stories of cyberbullying incidents
and the consequences of those incidents. Furtmermmaking children aware of the
effects of cyberbullying is critical, so that thieyow what can happen as a result of their
actions. This sharing of effects should take pthoeng discussions about Internet safety
and appropriate use of technology.

A few parents believed that at times it appeanatl the children are unaware of

the consequences of posting things onto the Inteand as a result adults need to take
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the time to educate them. Parents need to bengn®to educate their children about the
consequences that come along with acting inap@tgbyionline and what constitutes the
inappropriate activity. Consistent messages ned&e shared at school and at home.
Checking Internet History

The interview participants varied in their meth@fi€hecking the history of their
children’s online activity. One identified thatthistory is checked frequently to make
sure that the child is not hiding anything from p&ents. Another participant stated that
she checks the history from time to time, and &s¢ participant preferred to give her
child freedom, and not sit with him all of the timelowever, she did make it clear to her
child that she can check up on him whenever shéswanother participant further
stated that she told her children to have no egpiect of privacy. As long as she was
paying the bills, she could check on them as fratijy@as she saw fit.

Discussions

Those participants who indicated that they areagimgy in discussion with their
children stated that the discussions are ongoiige children frequently inform their
parents that the topics they are discussing hage Biscussed in school during class
meetings. Parents indicated their satisfactioh wie way schools are approaching the
topic of cyberbullying, and indicated that there aonversations taking place both at
home and in school. Several of the interview pgaéints noted the importance of
engaging in discussion with their children espégiahen events take place on the news.
By forming positive relationships with your childrearly, and engaging in open

discussions, it is believed by one parent thatthlel will feel comfortable coming to the
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parent and discussing anything. When the parenatmond with his/her child, he/she
will come to the adult right away if there is a Ipkem.

It was also mentioned by one interview particip#iat the conversations need to
start early in elementary school, not when thedehit are in junior high school. When
the conversations take place earlier, the chilerifirhave a better understanding of how
to use the devices appropriately and what the cuesees are for inappropriate use.

Filters and Software

Many participants expressed their lack of knowkedbout filters and software
programs, but did acknowledge that they would tckéearn how to install them onto
their home computers. Some indicated that theyasee of the software programs that
can be installed on the computers, but they have&yget around to installing them.
However, the same participants did mention that tteehave parental settings set on the
gaming systems.

Password Access

In the present study, some of the participantsatagss to their children’s
passwords, and others did not. Some participarterthat they keep a logbook of all of
their children’s usernames and passwords nextetadmputer. One participant did not
find it necessary to press the issue with her smuhaving his password information
because if he gets in trouble with the technolagyill fall on him, and not reflect upon
her as a mother.

The descriptive statistical analysis that wasqrened for each of the five
research questions, as well as the qualitativealadysis, provided an in-depth look at

how parents perceive their role in supervisiorheirtchildren’s use of technology and
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their reported responses to events in which theiden are cyberbullying oppressors,
victims, and bystanders.
Discussion of the Findings in Relation to Theory

The following is a discussion of the findings, aicgd through surveys and
interviews. Urie Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecologimadel was used as the theoretical
framework for this study. Connections between Brohrenner’s (1979) ecological
model and the responses received on the surveythemdyh interviews will be
presented next.

Microsystem

The innermost layer within Bronfenbrenner’s (19&6logical model is
identified as the microsystem. It is within thegér that parents can play a significant
role in the prevention of bullying incidents. W&Bronfenbrenner (1994) did not
address bullying, the researcher was able to makeections between Bronfenbrenner’s
(2979) ecological model and the events that oatiuilying situations and also
prevention practices that can mitigate bullyingdeats from occurring. The most
immediate influences on peer victimization are wtthe microsystems (Bronfenbrenner,
1994). It is within these microsystems that intéicms are constantly shaping children
(Bronfenbrenner, 1994). Parenting practices armd pdationships are considered two of
the most important interactions that take placéiwithis system (Hong & Eamon,
2009). In the present study, it was interestingde that parents focused on other parents
more than other people’s children.

Participants also indicated that they are lackmgame areas of supervision.

Parents admitted that they did not check the histbtheir children’s online activity, sit
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with their children while they used technologyread their children’s e-mail as much as
the parents indicated that they discussed Inteiafety and appropriate use of the
Internet. These supervisory practices would fab ithe microsystem because they each
involve the parents working directly with their lhien. If the relationships in the
immediate microsystem break down, the children moli have the tools to explore other
parts of his environment because the layers ager@lated (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).

The main responsibility of supervising technologli§ on the parents, and the
amount of supervision plays a key role in the depedent of the child (Sabella, 2009).
Participants in this study spent a considerableuarnof time discussing how they feel
they cannot supervise the use of technology ainadls. They found it to be a very
difficult, overwhelming, and daunting task. Margrficipants stressed that parents are
the ones who need to show their children appraprrderactions with technology.

Cole (2001) identified that 91% of parents “kepteye on” what children do
online. The current study reported similar reswith about 91% of parents sometimes,
often, or always sitting with their children whileey use technology. However, more
active monitoring strategies appeared less comm@neivious studies. In the United
Kingdom, Livingstone, and Bober (2004) found thalyd32% of parents surveyed
reported using the Internet with their children.the present study, parents identified if
they were friends with their children on socialwetking accounts and 74.7% reported
that they were, and 74% of parents reported tleat ¢iften or always monitor their
children’s online activities.

Sabella (2012) described a continuum of supervisethods that parents can

implement in their homes ranging from low monitgrsuch as reviewing the browser
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history to high monitoring, which included usingydegger. Key logger allows an
individual to track the keys that are being usedhenkeyboard in a covert manner. It
was explained; however, that technological solittnguarding kids are never a
replacement for human intervention (Sabella, 20@B)en if parents are monitoring
online activity, the element of engaging in diseoisss crucial.

Parents are aware of these ever-changing techeslagnd their communication
patterns indicate these shifts. In the preseilystoarents indicated that they are
handling the situations in different ways, suchleasoving technology and engaging in
conversations with other parents, and they arealgaizant that cyberbullying is taking
place in different formats.

In the present study, 48.4% of parents had filtestalled on their computers and
50.5% had monitoring software. A few parents iatkd that they did not have software
and filters installed on their computers becausg there unaware of how to do it, but
they would like to learn how to put these thingsoatheir computers. As technology
continues to evolve and be updated, there may Wwdarens of preventative measures
created.

Other Levels within Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Mocel

The mesosystem in Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) themylights the “linkages
between microsystems” (Bronfenbrenner, 1995, p).28¢thool and home each represent
one of the microsystems that the child is a paréné the relationship between school
and home is of extreme importance in this leveltew different participants mentioned
their satisfaction with how the school deals wigherbullying and also how the school

provides informational sessions for the parentsttiend. In addition, many participants
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noted that in their conversations with their cleldrthe children stated that they had
discussed similar topics in school during theilyonfy meetings. By addressing
concerns in school, it puts the parents at easeraée.

The exosystem consists of interrelationships betwe/o or more microsystems
or settings, but the individual is contained in gBeonfenbrenner, 1994). One relevant
exosystem factor is the exposure to bullying throwgbsites and games types that
children are playing (Hong & Espelage, 2012). R&rshould develop an awareness of
the types of games that their children are plagind examine the types if interactions
that are taking place through the websites and gdkheng et al., 2010).

The macrosystem refers to the culture or subcuituvehich the developing child
exists (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The forms of tedbgythat children are using are
constantly changing. New and updated models ang lngroduced and new
applications are being created. Every commerh&tlis seen on the television and
Internet advertising new technologies shows childnee more way they can connect
with their peers. The means of communicating apaeding, and so must the level of
communication between parents and their childieme school culture in which the
students are immersed is also part of the macr@sysEach of the test sites in the
current research study has implemented an antybglprogram, and each of the test
sites addresses the issue of bullying through creestings. Hong and Eamon (2009)
suggested that the school setting is a relevanegta addressing bullying. The
macrosystem level should also include some referémcultural attitudes and values

(Hong & Eamon, 2009). This idea can be accomptigheutilizing some of the

153



interview participants’ suggestions of sharing iaties of cyberbullying incidents with
children.

The chronosystem is the final layer within thelegecal framework. This layer
represents the effect of time on the behavior anthe context in which that behavior
takes place (Barboza et al., 2009). The chronesysincompasses both individual and
environmental change (Bronfenbrenner, 1994). Ggrhas become a popular leisure
activity (Trepte, Reinecke, & Juechems, 2012). Whildren participating in a variety
of online games, some of them aggressive in naturey lead to more cyberbullying
taking place (Yang, 2012).

All of the layers within Bronfenbrenner’s (197%odogical model are impacted
by cyberbullying. It was identified that parents/k a presence at each of the levels.

Implications of the Data

Findings from the study shed insight on parentsSpectives of their role in
supervision of their children’s use of technologyl aheir reported responses to events in
which their children are cyberbullying oppresseistims, or bystanders. Some of the
information that was obtained through the survegs imconsistent with the data
obtained in the personal interviews.

Participation in Bullying Incidents

Survey responses by participants indicated thattaalf of the children were not
participants in cyberbullying incidents as oppresswictims, or bystanders. However,
many of the interview participants shared expeesraf cyberbullying that either their
child or another child they knew had been a cydériog oppressor, victim, or

bystander. This research inconsistency of low nt@mpof cyberbullying in the survey
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and high reporting in the qualitative data may ®sfjghat parents may be less likely to
reveal cyberbullying on a survey than in an intewwi This level of reporting could be
because cyberbullying incidents are complex andgewgarents can discuss them with
awareness in person, they are not quite surelibgtfit into a simple survey question.
This finding may also suggest that those who vaerdd to participate in the interview
wanted to share their experiences of cyberbullyit someone who was unattached to
the situation.

On the survey, participants indicated that 7.4%efr children were oppressors
in cyberbullying incidents, however, not one intew participant indicated that their
child was the oppressor. Likewise, 45.5% of supvasticipants indicated that their child
was a bystander, and this also went largely untegaturing the interviews. The
majority of interview participants indicated thhetr child was the victim in
cyberbullying incidents during the personal intewvi On the survey, 29.5% of parents
indicated that their child was a bystander. Ihteresting to note that not one parent
identified their child as having been an oppressayberbullying. This lack of
identification may be something that parents arteaniing to reveal or something of
which they are largely unaware. Also, possiblyepés who volunteered to participate
had fewer problems with their children in term<gberbullying. Walrave and Heirman
(2011) identified in their study that children wahcomputer and Internet connection in
their bedroom are more likely to cyberbully thangé with less private computer access.
Participants in the current study indicated tha?%3of the children have a computer in
their bedroom. Walrave and Heirman (2011) alseaddtat previous experience with

cyberbullying, especially as a victim, was found®a key predictor of perpetration.
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Those participants that disclosed that their chitdivere victims in cyberbullying
incidents should be especially mindful of the iatg¢ions that take place via technology
with their children.
Supervision and Monitoring

Considering the number of employed parents, onddwwander how anyone
could always sit with children while they use teglugy (Hong et al., 2010). In the
surveys, it was indicated that parents are momnigotteir children often (40%) and
always (33.7%). Survey participants also indicdked they are sitting with their
children while they use technology sometimes (44.2646 often (45.3%). This
discrepancy in percentages indicates that theaalisconnect between sitting with a
child while he/she is using technology and activalynitoring what a child is doing
while utilizing technology.

Gaming

In the present study, parents indicated that teldren are gaming quite a bit.
Despite that gaming has become a major leisuredrtieity around the globe (Trepte et
al., 2012), parents may be largely unaware of whgoing on through gaming. One
interview participant mentioned that she was unavaat her son could communicate
with strangers on his X-box Live. Allowing gaméoscommunicate is one of the new
features that exists on gaming systems. Cybeiibgligan occur through online gaming
when children share their passwords with othergnaghildren exclude others from
playing, and when slandering others (Yang, 2012).

In addition, when patrticipating in online gamingsitpossible for gamers to

conceal their identity, which may lead childrerb&ieving that they are not responsible

156



for their online behavior (Yang, 2012). Someld interview participants explained that
they have reviewed appropriate conduct while plggames, and also the importance of
not sharing passwords. However, parents neectizedhat they can disable the
function that allows their children to communicatéh others, and they can also set up
controls to limit who their children can play amahemunicate with while on the gaming
system. Although some parents have filters andvso# installed on their computers,
none of the parents mentioned utilizing parentaki@s on gaming systems.

Limitations of this Study

The purpose of this mixed methods study was tostigate parents’ perceptions
of the role they play in the supervision of théiifldren’s use of technology as well as
their response to events in which their childrem@merbullying oppressors, victims, or
bystanders. Parents’ and guardians’ current utatedsg of cyberbullying, their
supervision of the current technology use of tbkildren, and their response to
experiences of cyberbullying in the lives of theiildren were examined.

The current study had several limitations. Thstfimitation that may have had
an impact on the results of this study was havamgdies as the majority of participants.
This presence is probably because women are nkalg to attend PTA meetings in
general, such as the ones where the survey wasafjgribstributed. As a result, this
study had a lack of gender balance. It would ber@sting to see how a majority of
fathers would also respond to the issue of cybéyingl

The second limitation was the fact that some ofnter technologies utilized by
the subject’s children didn’t exist. In additi@m@me of the terminology has changed.

Some outdated forms of technology were includedh sis MySpace. At the time of
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survey creation, the forms of technology that westincluded did not seem to be as
popular. If some of the newer forms of technolbgg been included on the survey, it
may have demonstrated a higher usage rate of tex@ynamong children.

The third limitation was that parents seemed raluicto reveal that their children
were oppressors, victims, or bystanders on theesurtHiowever, they were readily
willing to discuss their children’s experiencesvagims or bystanders in the interviews.
This reluctance might indicate that focus groups iaterviews help parents to open up
about the cyberbullying experiences of their cleitdr The absence of any parent
admission of having a child who was an oppressor mean that research in this area
might best be done with parents whose children baen involved in cyberbullying
episodes as oppressors. However, there wouldhbenaer of significant human subjects
challenges to locating these parents and conducts®arch.

The fact that no parents indicated that their chigd a cyberbullying oppressor is
a signal of a potential problem. Other kinds sle@ch might be needed to explore the
experiences of parents whose children have beeresgs.

The final limitation of the study was the relatiysimall number of responses on
the open-ended questions on the survey. Becaadadhquestion was a separate page
on the survey, it may have been overlooked by @pénts.

Recommendations for Increasing Parental Understandig and
Intervention in Cyberbullying Incidents

Current research studies have indicated the irapoetof parental supervision

and parental monitoring. Parental restrictive ragdn, which has been shown to

decrease the amount of time children spend onlias,found to reduce cyberbullying
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risks (Livingstone, Haddon, Gorzig, & Olafsson, 20Rose et al., 2008). To prepare

parents to engage in conversations with their ofasilchnd to have a better foundation of

knowledge on what to address with their childrenir recommendations are made.
First Recommendation: Focus on Parents in Bullyindg’rograms

First, based on the data the researcher obtaimesboang parents’ worries about
other parents, the researcher would recommendategrawvareness of the need to really
focus on parents in bullying programs. It was noardd throughout the study that
parents are concerned with how others are addgetisenissues of cyberbullying,
technology, and supervision.

Soliciting the help of the school to assist in@&ating parents on cyberbullying
would be recommended, especially when the studeatgounger, and parents tend to
participate more in school programs. Byron (2014y indicated the strong need to start
educating children at an early age about onlinetgand digital citizenship. Having
parents as active participants in these presentatimuld show the students that their
parents are aware of the technologies that arglusied, and that they want to know how
to keep their children safe while the technologiesbeing utilized.

Beale and Hall (2007) suggested, as a result affindings about cyberbullying,
that schools should sponsor workshops designedlighéen parents about the nature and
forms of cyberbullying. If parents are unawarehef scope of cyberbullying, then
schools will be unable to address the issue frerate (Beale & Hall, 2007). Aftab
(2005) also recommended that schools provide paeith education. Parents should be
encouraged to discuss cyberbullying with theirdi@h and let the school become

involved in the discussion as well (Aftab, 2005urthermore, schools realize that
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cyberbullying often takes place off school grourats] as a result it makes it difficult for
them to intervene. If schools supply informatiorparents that will assist them on how to
monitor their children’s use of technology moresdly, it will help the schools address
the problem with a more direct response (Beale &,12807). Furthermore, research
studies have also suggested the direct teachiagloés education, empathy training, and
the use of drama in the curriculum at school, wisicbuld then be modeled at home
(Campbell, 2005; Mason, 2008) can decrease ingd#riullying.

In addition to the schools, there are also nationgénizations such as PACER'’s
National Bullying Prevention Center, which host$irmmevents as well as local
community events to make parents aware of bullyicglents. Their website supplies
parents and students with resources on how tovd#dabullying and also how to
intervene as a bystander. The Cyberbullying Rese@enter (http://cyberbullying.us) is
another website that provides up-to-date infornmattr parents and students on
cyberbullying. Justin Patchin and Sameer Hindwya, researchers who have conducted
extensive research on cyberbullying, provide resesion their website, as well as the
locations of their speaking engagements.

These organizations and researchers have recoghaei is difficult for parents
to attend school events, and as a result havegedviesources on the Internet. Parents
can organize their own events to educate othenpaadter reviewing the information
that is provided. PACER, as well as the Cyberlmndj\Research Center, want parents to

utilize the resources that they have created.
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Second Recommendation: Suggestions for how Parer§bould
Respond if Their Child is an Oppressor, Victim, orBystander

Next, parents need to develop ways to discuss bybging incidents with their
children if they discover their children’s involvemt as oppressors, victims, or
bystanders. Parents need to be cognizant of gighsheir children have participated in
cyberbullying incidents. Some examples includéidavho generally loves being on
the computer, suddenly resists using it and disatienmunication features, or does not
communicate with friends via social networking sit®ther children may appear upset
after playing an online game. Carpenter (2009)soggiested that parents need to tune in
and watch for unusual behavior or responses thgidrain conjunction with computer
use.

Children as Oppressors

Prior to using technology, children should be clgfathe guidelines that parents
have in place for appropriate Internet use. Erdganf2012) suggested that parents
discuss social networking sites with their chitdhildren should know that their profiles
are never truly private, and their information cencopied and distributed easily
(Englander, 2012). If the behavioral expectatiaresnot met, then the children should
know the consequences of their actions (Carpe?®&9; Englander, 2012).

When a parent is informed that his/her childrenenla@en an oppressor in
cyberbullying incidents, the parent may not knowho handle the situation. When the
incident is reported to the parent by the scho@rmther parent, it is important to listen
to all of the facts, and inform the other partyttthee issue is being taken seriously (Aftab,

2012). When the issue is addressed with the athddhot prejudge, and keep calm
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(Aftab, 2012). Itis important to allow the chiidl explain the incident and how it
occurred (Aftab, 2012). Parents should acknowldgbdgea mistake has been made, and
that the child and parent will work together towmsthat the mistake does not happen
again (Englander, 2012).
Children as Victims

Aftab (2012) has also suggested that parents slyogdheir children hugs if
they have been cyberbullied. Children need to tresirtheir parents are not going to
make matters worse. Parents need to engage irig@tivons about the ways that
cyberbullies can attack their victims. If the dndn feel that they have been bullied, they
will have a better understanding of how to expthim situation (Carpenter, 2009). After
the parent and child have determined if the childvks the oppressor several options
exist. The child can ignore what has taken pldwsender can be blocked from
contacting the child, the sender can be warneditiiréhe social network or Internet
Service Provider, and the parent and child candésade to report the incident to the
Internet Service Provider (Aftab, 2012). If thdlfpng persists, the police can and
should be contacted (Aftab, 2012). It is cructal parents and their children to learn how
to keep evidence of any cyberbullying that hasngiace (Englander, 2012). Children
or their parents need to take screen shots of #esages, or save the e-mails, so that they
can be provided to the appropriate authoritiegefta must also remind their children
that if a message is sent to them, not to respéndlander, 2012). By sending a

message in retaliation, it is just feeding the (Eaglander, 2012).
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Children as Bystanders

When children inform their parents that they weysténders to a cyberbullying
incident, it is important for parents to obtain@ithe details regarding the incident. The
parent needs to find out how his/her child respdrtdehe incident. For example,
bystanders can either choose to stop forwardingntb&sage, or they can continue to pass
it along (Carpenter, 2009). Bystanders have diffemotivations for responding the way
that they do, and parents should identify thosavatbns. Cappadocia, Pepler,
Cummings, and Craig (2012) identified in their sttdlat biggest reason bystanders
chose to intervene was because no one deservedialled. The biggest reason for not
intervening as a bystander was that the child didvant to get involved (Cappadocia et
al., 2012). Knowing how the child handled the aiton will help the parent explain the
effects of his/her participation.

Third Recommendation: Evaluation of Games
and Websites by Parents

The third recommendation for parents is to evaltiaesites and games on which
their children wish to participate to be sure tihat site is secure to prevent strangers
from contacting their children. Parents shoula @svelop an understanding for how
other individuals can access their children’s pasda/and utilize the passwords to alter
saved information.

In many ways, the advent of widespread use of @olgy came before important
thinking about how it should be used and controllPdrents do not feel in control, but
are not sure how to regulate their children’s tetbgy use. Children are pressuring

them to keep buying more forms of technology.

163



O’Keefe and Clarke-Pearson (2011) encouraged patemvaluate websites and
games with their children where no age stipulatinease been specified. They further
supported parents engaging in active conversabetvgeen parents and their
preadolescents and adolescents (O’Keefe & ClarleesBa, 2011). Allowing the
children to explain why the game or website willd§éenefit to them or is of particular
interest to them, may assist the parents in gaiaibgtter understanding of the purpose of
the technology. Parents need to establish a waydlate the quality of and reasons for
the use of games and websites that children shamterest in. Furthermore, by
engaging in active conversations, it may help tselthe knowledge and technical skills
gap that exists between parents and their children.

Parents who feel they are unequipped to discubsitdagy with their children
should enlist the help of their children. Theyldoask their children how to do certain
things and explain the purpose of certain applbceti By opening up the lines of
communication, healthier, more positive relatiopshian be formed (Accordino &
Accordino, 2011). In addition to the conversatigrerents also need to research the
games themselves.

In the study it was indicated that about half @& garticipants (51.6%) did not
have filters on their computers, and about hathefparticipants (49.5%) did not have
monitoring software installed on the computersshibuld be recognized by parents that
there are shortcomings with filters and softwarekpges (Walker, 2012). Youth can
inevitably find a way around them (Nigam & Colli@Q10; Walker, 2009). Even if
filters and software programs are installed oncibv@puter, it is essential to maintain a

positive parent-child relationship with regard tdioe safety issues (Walker, 2012).
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There is a “growing consensus among Internet-sabgberts that blocking social
media might actually have a negative effect onesttildafety” (Nigam & Collier, 2010,
p. 24) because it might lead to missed opportunitbeeach Internet safety in context.
Rather than relying on blocking, parents needltoabout safety and take responsibility
for monitoring use.

Fourth Recommendation: Creating a Supervisory Plarthat Includes

Conversations Between Parents and Children

Fourth, parents expressed that they have diffiaultyitoring and supervising
technology all of the time. Parents need to eduttegmselves on the types of software
programs that are available to them, so that theyoffer their children some freedom
while using technology, but also maintain some i@mn how the technology is being
used. Parents and their children should also frageent conversations about how the
children can best be protected while they are ugangpus forms of technology.
Helping Children Respond to Bullying

Children need to know how to respond if a bullysityiation arises, and they also
need to know how to engage in conversations withsted adult. Youth interviewed by
Blumenfeld and Cooper (2010) stressed the impoetahtreating their conversations
confidentially. The youth stated that he/she watgults to “make it easy and
confidential to report” (Blumenfeld & Cooper, 2030,125). Some schools have
implemented bullying tip lines where parents andiehts can anonymously call in
bullying incidents that are taking place. Othdraas have also implemented the use of

links on their school website to anonymously repaittying incidents. The school
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administrator who receives the messages and revak@s on the responsibility of
evaluating the severity of the problem and decidiag to proceed.

In addition, youth who patrticipated in a focus grvon lllinois described the traits
a trusting adult should possess so that these yelittomfortable disclosing
cyberbullying incidents (Madigan, 2010). The fogusup identified “trustworthiness;
does not exhibit favoritism; shares backgroundrilar youth experiences; and
willingness to learn about the circumstances bgfatging” (Madigan, 2010, p. 7).
Focus group participants in Kowalski et al. (2068lvered a similar message. They
urged adults to not blame the victim in cyberbulfysituations (Kowalkski et al., 2008).

By engaging in honest, open conversations witlistéd adult the children can
take ownership over some of the practices thaparento place. By soliciting input
from the children, parents and their children Ww#él able to form more of a partnership,
rather than a decision made solely by the pardPésents are aware of the need for rules
and consequences, but it will take some efforther part to figure out how to
implement their rules (Bumpus & Werner, 2009).

The researcher has suggested four recommendatsesd bn the findings in the

research:

The need to focus on parents in bullying programs.

How parents should respond to cyberbullying.

The need for evaluation of games and websites npa

The creation of supervisory plans that include evsations between

parents and children.
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Recommendations for Future Research

This study described parents’ perceptions of ttwe in supervision of their
children’s use of technology and their reporteghomses to events in which their
children are cyberbullying oppressors, victimsbgstanders. This study builds upon the
work of existing cyberbullying research, and pr@ad new realm of research
possibilities in regard to parental involvement amderstanding as it relates to
technology. Three recommendations for future neseare made to extend the research
in the domain of parental supervision and intenggnas it relates to technology.

First, a similar study should be conducted togapmarents in other school districts
and in other locations throughout the United Stafgse participants of this study did
come from different areas within the same East&te sso it would be valuable to see
the similarities and differences that emerge frofieigent states.

The second recommendation for future research falla comparison of the
results by grade level of the children. The datseived from each grade level four
through eight should be analyzed separately, dqtiaatical interventions can be
implemented by the parents at home for each spagifide level. By stratifying the
results, more tailored interventions can be implet@e as a result of certain technologies
being used by certain aged children.

Third, the future research should include the @ations of the students whose
parents are participating. A study of studentstpptions could give further credibility
to the types of supervision that is currently iaga, participation in cyberbullying, and
also interventions that are in place. In additetndents would also have the opportunity

to provide information on what their main conceans about cyberbullying and also the
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role they believe their parents should play in suigeng their use of technology.
Students would also have the opportunity to shave they believe their parents should
respond should they be informed that their childrave participated in incidents either
as oppressors, victims, or bystanders. Input fileenstudents will allow the children to
gain a sense of ownership over the preventativesunesa that are developed to target
youth of their same age, and would hopefully mddeechildren more agreeable to the
implementation of the prevention strategies.

Summary and Reflection of Considerations

The results of this study indicated that pareatgelhconcerns about cyberbullying,
and while some are doing what they can at homerstre left feeling overwhelmed and
unsuccessful at protecting their children whileythee technology. Protecting youth
while they use technology is a complicated procégany helpful strategies can be
employed, but it must be recognized that the dffiechildren and different parents have
varying needs. It is essentially up to the indistifamilies to identify what strategies
best meet their needs.

This study began with a pilot study with a grougpafents who had a child in
fourth through eighth grades. These parents peavidput to the researcher to make the
survey and interview questions easier to understdimg administrators of the
participating school districts demonstrated themmitment to anti-bullying efforts by
providing their buildings’ parents an opportunitydarticipate in this study. With the
data that were collected, district administratois wW1) get a first hand look at the

concerns of the parents; (2) develop ways that theyassist parents in becoming
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supervisors of technology; and, (3) how to edupatents on how to respond if their
child is a cyberbullying oppressor, victim, or ayster.

Responses from the participants in this studyctdid findings that were similar
to previous research and were consistent withititenigs of Byron (2010). Parents
indicated the need for educating their childrenuttomline safety. Byron (2010)
explained the importance of starting these conviersaat a young age, so that children
have an understanding of online safety and algtbhespunderstand the implications of
digital citizenship. Several participants mentidrnleat it is the parents’ responsibility to
educate their children and this responsibility ddaot be postponed until after the child
has received access to their own technology devices

The most common and consistent themes that emargeisd study were gaming,
technology as a communication tool, the usageabirtelogy for school-related
functions, and also the availability and accessybilf technology as having the greatest
impact on their children’s lives. Parents als@dssed incidents of cyberbullying that
occurred through gaming, texting, and social neltimgy. This indicates that parents are
aware of the problem. These parents engaged wecsations with their children and
were pleased with how their children respondedhéosituations. However, while these
parents openly discussed the cyberbullying incslesthers were not as forthcoming,
which may indicate that children are hiding thartgipation in bullying incidents, or
that parents do not feel comfortable discussingrtbielents.

Some of the main concerns that became evidentdarsthdy were access to
technology, being unaware of bullying incidentgeswising and monitoring technology,

prevention, the role of the parents, and childrenb@ing aware of the consequences.
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Suggestions were identified on how to alleviates¢heoncerns, and many of them
involved the parents.

Parents identified that the most challenging aspgtgchnology is the
supervision and monitoring that is being givenht® ¢hildren while using technology.
Supervising and monitoring will be an ongoing peshland it is of significant
importance that it will continue to be addressPadrents must make a concerted effort to
implement supervisory and monitoring practicesroheo to protect their children while
utilizing technology. Furthermore, parents neealemtify what their role is as
supervisors of technology and what they beliewbésbest way to respond if they
determine that their children have participatedyiberbullying as oppressors, victims, or

bystanders.
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APPENDIX A

Sample Letter to District Administrator for Site Ap proval

My name is Emily Scheinberg. | am a doctoral cdatt at Indiana University of Pennsylvania. |
am in the process of locating schools that wouldvitieng to participate in my dissertation

study. | am interested in finding out more abdwet parents' perspective of cyberbullying and
how they view themselves as supervisors of teclgyolo

To administer the anonymous survey, | would attemel of the PTO/PTA meetings and give an
overview of what cyberbullying is, and then givesh in attendance at the meeting the option of
completing the survey. There will be no identifyifactors on the survey, nor will there be any
information about the school district included be survey.

If this is something that you are interested inr@ay more about, | would love the opportunity to
discuss this further.

| greatly appreciate your time and attention.

Sincerely,

Emily Scheinberg

Doctoral Candidate

Indiana University of Pennsylvania

412-443-3965
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APPENDIX B

E-mail Communication for Permission to use Surveyrstrument

From Jonathan King <jking@isafe.org> :;_J
To Emily Scheinberg-powell <escheinberg-powell@gatewayk12.org> ::_J
Cc Jeff Godlis <jgodlis@isafe.org>

Date 10/28/2011 18:30

Subject RE: Parent Survey :4-4

Message contents

Emily, You have perm ssion to use our questions for your survey. Let
me know i f you need additional support. Jonathan King Chief Strategy
O ficer i-SAFE Inc. 760-603-7911 x14 jking@safe.org  ----- Origi nal
Message- - - - - From Emly Scheinberg-powell [nmilto:escheinberg-

powel | @at ewayk12. org] Sent: Friday, October 28, 2011 5:37 AM To:
Jonat han King Subject: RE: Parent Survey Thank you, | appreciate it!
On 27/ Cct/ 2011 17: 46 Jonat han King <jking@safe.org> wote .. > Enmly,

> > | put your request in front of ny legal departnent. | will keep you
> posted. > > Jonathan King > Chief Strategy Oficer > i-SAFE Inc. >
760-603-7911 x14 > jking@safe.org > > > > > ----- Ori gi nal Message-----

> From Em |y Scheinberg-powell > [nmailto:escheinberg-

powel | @at ewayk12. org] > Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2011 8:30 AM > To:
Jonat han King > Subject: RE: Parent Survey > > H Jonathan, > > Yes, if
that is at all possible. It would be great if |I could use the >
questions that | nentioned to as part of a survey that | would

adm nister. > Sone of the wordings may be changed/altered so that | can
get answers > to ny research questions. > > Thanks, > Enily > > On

27/ Cct/ 2011 10: 47 Jonathan King <jking@safe.org> wote .. > > Emly, >
> > > Thanks for the enmil. | want to nake sure | understand your
question. > > You are asking to |license ny parent survey questions to
use in your > > own survey for which you will nmanage. 1s this correct?
> > > > > > Jonathan King > > Chief Strategy Oficer > > i-SAFE Inc. >
> 760-603-7911 x14 > > jking@safe.org > > > > > > > > ----- Ori gi nal
Message- - - - - > > From Emly Schei nberg-powell > > [mailto:escheinberg-
powel | @at ewayk12.org] > > Sent: Thursday, Cctober 27, 2011 7:00 AM > >
To: Jonathan King > >

Hello Em ly,

Yes, you have ny permi ssion to adapt ny parental survey for your

di ssertation study. As nentioned previously, please send me a copy of
your study as | would | ove to hear about your findings.

Best wi shes on your dissertation process.
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Dr. W

M cki e Wong-Lo, Ph.D.

Assi st ant Prof essor

Speci al Educati on Undergraduate Program Coor di nat or
Northeastern Illinois University

Depart nent of Special Education

M Wong- Lo@ei u. edu

773-442-5595

On 2/9/12 7:00 PM "Emly L Schei nberg- Powel "
<e. | .schei nber g- powel @ up. edu> wrot e:

>H Dr. Wong- Lo,

>

>

>l just wanted to confirmthat | have your perm ssion to adapt your
>survey instrument for ny dissertation study.

>

>

>Thanks,

>Em |y Schei nberg

>

Absol utely.
Good luck with your study. | look forward to reading your results.
Al'l the best...

Ti not hy Eagen

On Feb 9, 2012, at 8:02 PM Emily L Schei nberg-Powel <e.l.scheinberg-
powel @ up. edu> w ot e:

>H Tim

>

>

> ] just wanted to confirmthat | have your permi ssion to adapt your
survey instrument for ny dissertation study. | wll be sure to cite you

as a source, and provide you with a copy of my findings.
>

>

> Thanks,

> Emily Scheinberg

You can do whatever you like. Good luck and stick with it. You can do it!

Dustin Springer
Rough House Music
"The Way You Want It!"

----- Reply message -----
From: "Emily L Scheinberg-Powel" <e.l.scheinberg-powel@iup.edu>
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Date: Thu, Feb 9, 2012 6:50 pm

Subject: Your dissertation

To: "Dustin Springer" <dspringer@kc.rr.com>
Hi Dr Springer,

| just wanted to confirm that | had your permission to adapt the survey that you used in your
dissertation.

Thanks,
Emily
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APPENDIX C

Survey Questions for Paper and Pencil Survey

Survey
Directions: Some of the questions are multiple choice. Plgageonly one answer for each

guestion. If you are unsure of an answer, pleaketswhat you think is the best answer. Please
be honest and answer every question to the bgsunfability.
Thank you again for your participation in this seyyv

Definition of cyberbullying: Deliberate and repeatearm inflicted through the use of computers,
cell phones, and other electronic devices, cawigdis an aggressive act by a group or individual
(Patchin & Hinduja, 2009).

Demographics
1. How would you describe yourself?

A. Male
B. Female

2. How would you describe yourself?

A. Married

B. Separated or divorced
C. Widowed

D. Single

3. Circle the grade levels that you currently havéitdaenrolled. If there is more
than one child, circle the grade level of the cllib spends more time using

technology.
4th g 6" 7 g"

Your Child and Technology

4. How often does your child do each of the followimkile on the Internet?

Never About Every 1-2 3-5  About Several
Once afew days a days a once timesa
Month weeks week week aday day

A. Talk with Friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B. Meet new people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
C. Look up things for school 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
D. Play games 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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5. How often does your child use each of these tedyydiools while on the

Internet?
Never About Every 1-2 3-5  About Several

Once afew daysa days a once timesa
Month weeks week week aday day

A. MySpace or FaceBook 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B. E-mail 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

C. Instant messenger 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

D. Search engines 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

(Google, Yahoo)

o

Does your child have a MySpace or FaceBook account?

Yes, he/she has an account that | helped thenpset u

Yes, he/she has an account that they set up witdthult assistance
No, he/she does not have an account.

| am unsure whether my son/daughter has an account.

oOow>

~

Have you conducted a Google search for your childime in the past year?

A. Yes
B. No

8. Place a check next to the types of technologyytbatise or own.

[-pod/I-pad ____Smart Phone FaceBooloéac
____ Twitter account Gaming system ___ Skypess
____MySpace Account____ Blogger ____ Computer \mtarnet
9. How much of an impact do you think that the uséeohnology has on the life of
your child?
None Little Moderate Significant
1 2 3 4
Explain:
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Understanding of Bullying

10.Place a check next to the words that you assoaigttecyberbullying.

____ Cell phones _____e-mails ____Slam books

___ FaceBook ____ Sexting ____One time message
_____ Repeated ____Notanissue ____ Dramatic
____Worse than traditional bullying __ Facedod

11.There are 3 kinds of participation in bullying expaces. A child may be a
victim, an oppressor, or a bystander. Check thigibg experiences that your
child has been a participant in or observed. (Kladlchat apply)

Oppressor Victim Bystander

Role in Supervision

12.Where is the computer in your home that your chgds most often to access the

Internet?

A. Their bedroom

B. In a family area (kitchen, den, family room)
C. We do not have Internet access in the home

13.How would you describe the degree that you moryibar child’s online

activities?
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 4 5

14. How often do you check to see where yhild has been while on the Internet?
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Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 4 5

15. How often do you discuss Internet safety withrychild?

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 4 5

Supervisory Methods
16. | monitor my child’s account on a social netiinng site.

A. Yes
B. No

17. If yes, how do you monitor your child’s accoonta social networking site? (Check all
that apply).

____lam afriend of my child’s social networkinteswith their knowledge
____lam afriend of my child’s social networkiriteswithout their knowledge
____ I have access to my adolescent’s usernameaassvprd

____ | supervise my adolescent’s online activities

____ Other (Please specify)

18. I monitor my adolescent’s text messaging damsmessages.
A. Yes
B. No

19. If yes, how do you monitor your adolescentid taessaging or instant messages? (Check
all that apply).

____lreview my adolescent’s text messaging omimsinessaging logs with their knowledge.

____lreview my adolescent’s text messaging omimsiessaging logs without their
knowledge.

____Ilimit access to who my adolescent can texdsage or instant message.

____ Other (Please specify)

20. How often do you read your child’s emails?

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 4 5
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21. How often do you sit with your child while thage technology?

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 4 5

22. How often do you discuss appropriate use ofrite¥net with your child?
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 4 5

23. Have you established rules regarding Intergetimthe home?

A. Yes
B. No

Intervention
24. Do you have a filter installed on the comptitat your child uses to access the
Internet? (Filters are software programs that asseghed to block certain content.)

A. Yes
B. No

25. Do you have monitoring software installed om ¢bmputer that your child uses to
access the Internet? (monitoring software programasnstalled on the computer to
create a history of where Internet users go and thieg do.)

A. Yes

B. No

26. How likely are you to remove access to techgylibyou find that your adolescent
has participated in cyberbullying as an oppresseictim, or a bystander?

Very Unlikely Unlikely Likely Highly Likely
1 2 3 4

27. What do you think parents can do to help stggrevent cyberbullying? (Check all
that apply.)

____Remove computer or cell phone privileges frantids at home
____Tell the parents of the other students involved

____Tell the school

____Tell the police
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____Talk to their children about cyberbullying
____ Other

28. In the space provided, please feel free taestiay specific concerns that you have
about cyberbullying. (Use the back or another stieeteded)
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APPENDIX D
Questions for Personal Interviews
What roles do you think parents should play in prewng cyberbullying?
What are your primary concerns about the role aftads supervisors?

Has your child or any of your children’s friendshbea victim, oppressor, or bystander in
cyberbullying incidents? How did you handle theation?

Have you had any conversations with your child abloe dangers of technology? What issues
came up during the conversation?

Do you know of any preventative strategies that yse or will use to keep your kids safe online?

Do you have any other comments or thoughts abdagrbyllying that you would like to share?

220



APPENDIX E

Informed Consent Form

Indiana University of Pennsylvania

Department of Professional Studies 724-357-2400

in Education Internet: http://www.iup.edu
Davis Hall, Room 303

570 S. Eleventh Street

Indiana, Pennsylvania 15705-1087

Informed Consent Form

You are invited to participate in this researctdgtuThe following information is provided in
order to help you to make an informed decision Wwebr not to participate. If you have
guestions, please do not hesitate to ask. Yoelayible to participate because you are a parent
of a child in grades four through eight.

The purpose of this study is to understand parg@eiEeption of their role in supervising
technology, their familiarity with cyberbullyingnd their response if their child has been
involved with cyberbullying (i.e.- victim).

This survey has 29 questions, and will take appnax¢ly 15 minutes to answer. Your name is
not required.

At the end of the survey you have the opporturatydlunteer for a personal telephone interview
with the researcher at a later date that will heveaient for you. If you agree to an interview,
you will have the opportunity to win a free booklmulying. If you choose to participate in the
interview, your survey will require you to placewyamame on the document, so your survey will
no longer be anonymous.

There will be no monetary compensation awardegdar participation. In addition, there will
be no repercussions from your school should yoh va@shot participate.

The information gained from this study may helgaibetter understand parents’ perspective of
cyberbullying and how we can support parents ttebenderstand cyberbullying.

If you choose to participate, you may withdraw g Eme by notifying the researcher Emily
Scheinberg. Upon your request to withdraw, albinfation pertaining to you will be destroyed.
If you choose to participate, all information wok held in strict confidence and will have no
bearing on your child or his/her participation yberbullying. The information obtained in the

221



study may be published in scientific journals argemted at scientific meetings but your identity
will be kept strictly confidential.

If you are willing to participate in this studygalse sign the statement on the following page, and
return to Emily Scheinberg, the primary researchitiease sign the first copy, and keep the
second copy for yourself.

Project Director: Dissertation Advisor:

Ms. Emily Scheinberg Dr. Beatrice Fennimore

Doctoral Student, Indiana University of Pennsyleani Professor and Dissertation Advisor
Department of Professional Studies in Education epddtment of Professional Studies in
Education

Davis Hall Davis Hall, Room 303

570 South Eleventh Street 570 South Eleventest

Indiana, PA 15705 Indiana, PA 15705

Phone: 412-443-3965 Phofes- 357- 3023

E-mail: GCZQ@iup.edu E-mail: bzfennim@iup.edu

This project has been approved by the Indiana University foPennsylvania Institutional Review Board
for the Protection of Human Subjects (Phone: 724/357-7730)
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VOLUNTARY CONSENT FORM:

I have read and understand the information on thedrm and | consent to volunteer to be a subject
in this study. | understand that my responses areompletely confidential and that | have the right
to withdraw at any time. | have received an unsigad copy of this informed Consent Form to keep
in my possession.

Name (PLEASE PRINT)

Signature

Date

Phone number or location where you can be reached

Best days and times to reach you

| certify that | have explained to the above indivilual the nature and purpose, the potential

benefits, and possible risks associated with parifgating in this research study, have answered any
guestions that have been raised, and have witnessi above signature.

Date Investigator's Signature

This project has been approved by the Indiana University foPennsylvania Institutional Review Board for the
Protection of Human Subjects (Phone: 724/357-7730).
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APPENDIX F
Contact Information Form

Contact Information for Personal Phone Interview

Only write your contact information if you are inésted in participating
in a personal phone interview with the researdaer]y Scheinberg.

Thanks!

Name:

Phone Number:

Best Time to be Reached:
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