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Abstract The present study investigates stereotypical

beliefs about cyber bullying in terms of myths, a well applied
concept in the study of beliefs concerning sexual aggression.
The level of acceptance of cyber bullying myths (low vs.
high) and the relation of myth acceptance to a number of
demographic variables such as gender, field of studies,
frequency of Internet use and type of online activity are
examined. Also, beliefs about the forms, in terms of severity,
and motives with respect to the acceptance of cyber bullying
myths are assessed. University undergraduates from the
Democritus University of Greece (n = 304) participated in
the study. First, they completed a new measure assessing
stereotypical beliefs about cyber bullying. Then, they ranked
cyber bullying forms in terms of severity and they evaluate 5
different motives of cyber bullying. Exploratory factor
analysis along with reliability testing yielded a 32 item scale
with satisfactory psychometric properties. Overall,
participants were found to accept cyber bullying myths
moderately. Men, science and technology students, high
users of the Internet and those who prefer chatting, gaming
and social media when online found to accept myths higher,
except those regarding the perpetrator. Significant
differences regarding the ranking of cyber bullying forms
and the assessment of motives were also obtained with
respect to the variables mentioned above.
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1. Introduction
People often use stereotypes to explain and justify
violence and aggressive behavior [55]; [29]. Specifically, in
the case of aggressive behavior towards women, namely
sexual assault or rape, several empirical studies (Suarez &
Gadalla, [82]) point that people explain this behavior on the
basis of stereotypical beliefs that tend to blame the victim
and exonerate the offender. These so called “myths” have
been found to determine the attributions made by people to
the violent and aggressive behavior towards women [16];
[35]. Moreover, stereotypical beliefs have been found to

form plausible explanations for the justification of other
forms of aggression and violence as well. In the case of
bullying, for example, stereotypes regarding both the victim
and the offender shape particular profiles consisted of certain
characteristics about physical strength, race, gender and
self-esteem, among others, that become generalized and thus
they serve as rules for the explanation and justification of
bullying [69]; [62]; [41]. Undoubtedly, the phenomenon of
bullying has been well studied in the last three decades [73]
and several studies have underlined its components and shed
light to the stereotypes associated with it [3]. Nevertheless,
the rapid and wide expansion of the Internet has brought into
researchers’ attention a new form of bullying: that is, cyber
bullying (CB). For many of them, CB is considered as
equally serious to the traditional one, since the relative data
point that its prevalence tends to expand over that of bullying
[78]. Research on CB could be considered as young, since
the vast majority of the relative studies have been published
in the last ten years or so [63]. At the moment, most of these
studies have investigated the magnitude of the problem [65],
its forms [7] and characteristics regarding victims and
perpetrators [58], bystanders [5] and the relation of cyber
bullying to variables such as age and gender [76]. Thus, the
idea to examine the stereotypical beliefs related to CB seems
theoretically promising and empirically challenging,
especially since the review of the relative literature indicates
that only few studies attempted to investigate this issue [79];
[85].
1.1. The Concept of “Myths”
Rape myths were introduced in the social psychological
literature by M Burt [18] as prejudicial, stereotypical, or
false beliefs about rape that are widely shared and serve to
explain and justify male sexual violence against women.
Building on Burt’s conceptualization, Lonsway & Fitzgerald
[51] proposed a definition of rape myths as “attitudes and
beliefs that are generally false but are widely and persistently
held, and that serve to deny and justify male sexual
aggression against women” (p.134). A few years later, G.
Bohner [11] suggested that rape myths should be considered
as “wrong” rather than “false” and defined them as

“descriptive or prescriptive beliefs about rape (i.e. about its
causes, context, consequences, perpetrators, victims and
their interaction) that serve to deny, downplay, or justify
sexual violence that men commit against women” (p.14).
Common rape myths tend to blame the victim, exonerate the
perpetrator and deny the violence inherent in rape [17]. In a
sense, rape myths can be viewed as a special case of Lerner’s
[50] “belief in a just world” theory according to which bad
things can only happen to bad people and bad people get
what they deserve. A key issue in the understanding of the
concept of myths is the level of their acceptance. That is, all
people do not share myths at the same extent and thus rape
myth acceptance can be described as the extent to which a
person accepts and employs rape myths as an attributional
schema for explaining information concerning male sexual
violence against women, yielding judgments that are biased
against victims and in favor of perpetrators [31]. People who
accept rape myths tend to hold stereotypical beliefs about
rape such as: women tend to overreact and falsely accuse
men of rape; women often fantasize about being raped;
Women like to provoke men; women who are engaging in
certain inappropriate or risky behaviors deserve to be raped
[18]. Women who accept rape myths tend to believe that rape
is a situation in which they will never find themselves in,
since they are smart or righteous, avoid being provocative
and they have the skills to restrain their relations with men
[12]; [13]. Μen, in general, tend to accept rape myths higher
than women [21]. Also, younger people have been found to
accept rape myths less than older ones [82]. Moreover, those
who hold conservative attitudes and those who are less
educated tend to accept rape myths higher [36]. Rape myth
acceptance has been assessed with various scales. Among
them the RMA Scale [18], the R Scale [20] the IRMA Scale
[68], and, recently, the AMMSA Scale [35] seem to be the
most popular. A common feature of these scales is that when
assessing myths they tend to focus their attention on the
beliefs regarding the responsibility of the violent behavior.
In other words, they attempt to assess myths in terms of
denial, downgrading or justification of the behavior and they
seem to care less for the assessment of the content of the
widespread stereotypical beliefs regarding the victim or the
perpetrator directly. It is a methodological choice very
consistent to the initial conceptualization of myths which
seems, in turn, to narrow the scope of the study of myths and
obstruct the assessment of these stereotypical beliefs per se.
1.2. Cyber Bullying: Conceptual Issues, Prevalence, Age
and Gender
CB can be defined as an aggressive and deliberate
behavior that is frequently repeated over time, carried out by
a group or an individual using electronics and aimed at a
victim who cannot defend him- or her-self easily [78, p.
376)]. With regard to other violent behaviors CB should be
considered as a hostile and proactive type of indirect,
relational aggression [19]. Undoubtedly, cyber and
traditional bullying share a number of similar features, such

as repetitiveness, intentionality and power imbalance. Also,
acts like threatening, insulting, spreading rumors are
common in face-to-face and electronic bullying [43].
Nevertheless, there are important differences between both
forms that can be summarized as follows: In CB the
perpetrator can be anonymous and safe behind a computer
screen, free of social constraints and traditional pressures
and able to remain unknown and unpunished for a long
period of time [23]; [37]. Also, the perpetrator can attack
simultaneously a very large number of people (e.g. the
phenomenon known as bombing) and since bullying is not
limited by space or time the aggressive behavior can be
exhibited 24/7 and be visible for longer [67]; [80] . Then, the
cyber bully is unable to observe the victim’s immediate
reaction [77]. According to Tokunaga [84] more than 97% of
youths in the United States are connected to the Internet in
some way. Smith et al. [78] suggested that CB has now
evolved to a common type of aggression that concerns
middle primary and secondary school students, bearing
similar or greater prevalence to traditional bullying,
especially at the age of 14–15. The majority of studies
regarding CB focused their attention on elementary and
secondary school student samples. Thus, CB has been found
to be most prevalent among middle schoolers. Calvete et al.
[19] suggested that the peak frequency of CB is between the
second and third year of Secondary Education (13–15 years).
Williams and Guerra [91] also found the highest prevalence
in 8th grade (13-year-olds) comparing both with 5th grade
(10-yearolds) and 11th grade (16-year-olds). However,
recent findings [48] indicated that CB is also frequent among
young adults. In their meta-analysis of 131 studies
concerning CB, Kowalski, Giumetti, Schroeber & Lattanner
[47] highlighted the difficulty in determining the prevalence
rates of CB victimization / perpetration due to high
variations across studies regarding both theoretical and
methodological issues (i.e. definition and conceptualization
of CB, diverse sampling methods and sampling incoherence,
classification of participants as victims / perpetrators).
Nevertheless, they pointed out that in general prevalence
estimates for CB victimization range between approximately
10 and 40%.
CB can take many different forms and occur through
many different venues. Willard [90] offered a typology of
CB forms as follows: flaming (i.e., an online fight),
harassment (i.e., repetitive, offensive messages sent to a
target), outing and trickery (i.e., soliciting personal
information from someone and then electronically sharing
that information with others without the individual’s
consent), exclusion (i.e., blocking an individual from buddy
lists), impersonation (i.e., posing as the victim and
electronically communicating negative or inappropriate
information with others as if it were coming from the victim),
cyber-stalking (i.e., using electronic communication to stalk
another person by sending repetitive threatening
communications), and denigration (slander with text
messages or emails, posting defamatory comments or false
rumors). CB can occur via instant messaging, e-mail, text

messages, web pages, chat rooms, social networking sites,
digital images, and online games [89]. In terms of gender
differences, the existing data seem rather inconclusive.
Although the main trend in relative findings is that boys are
more prone to become perpetrators [22]; [64], while girls are
more often victims [2]; [78], many studies have reported no
significant differences [26]; [37]; [57]; [77] and others have
found girls to be more involved in CB than boys [45].
1.3. Cyber Bullying, Victims, Perpetrators and
Bystanders: Empirical Evidence
Several studies have investigated features and traits of
victims, perpetrators and bystanders of CB. The findings of
the relative research can be summarized as follows: With
respect to the victims the most common finding is that CB
victims are individuals with low self esteem [25]; [42]; [66].
Also, victims have been found to have problematic relations
with peers and to perceive less social support from their
friends [19]; [9], they feel lonely [61]; [72] and are more
introverted and socially isolated [75]. Moreover, they tend to
exhibit poor psychological adjustment [25] and have
problematic relations with their parents [1]; [53]. Finally,
members of ethnic [40] or sexual [10] minorities have been
found to becoming more easily targets of CB.
On the other hand, Notar, Padgett & Roden [63] implied
that minority group members are more likely to become
cyber bullies. According to Poland [71] cyber bullies,
contrary to the traditional ones, do not have to be stronger or
faster than their victims. Then, Estell et al. [30] found that
academically gifted students and general education students
were less likely than students with mild disabilities to be
viewed as bullies by their peers. Calvete et al. [19] suggested
that adolescents who performed CB were characterized by
having a lower perception of social support from their
friends. Williams & Guerra [91] also found that less peer
support predicted all the types of bullying including internet
bullying. Cyber bullies have been found to having been
exposed to higher environmental violence and exhibit a
tendency towards rule-breaking behaviors 92]. Recently, CB
was associated with lower levels of both affective and
cognitive empathy [4]; [74] and also with lower levels of
global empathy [81]. Also, individuals who electronically
perpetrate were found to have lower school commitment,
dislike school more, and report lower grades [46]. Walrave
& Heirman [87] found that those who have a higher
socio-economic status and those who spent more time online
and consider themselves as technological experts have more
chances to become cyber bullies. Furthermore, Ybarra &
Mitchell [92] found that cyber perpetrators are more
frequently engaged in other maladaptive behaviors such as
alcohol and tobacco use, property damaging, assaults and
thievery. Last, but not least, cyber bullies have poor
relationships with their parents, brought up mainly by
authoritarian parents with a lack of parental attention, love
and acceptance [27].
In the case of bystanders (individuals who while online

might accidentally witness CB), research on traditional
bullying has shown that they tend to hold a negative attitude
towards bullying (Salmivalli [73]). Nevertheless, recent
studies [6]; [86] indicated that online bystanders often do not
actively come to the victim’s support. Instead, they often
passively witness the bullying incident or in some cases they
join in on the side of the bully. In a CB situation supporting
the victim could be conceived as opposing to the bully. Thus,
bystanders bear the risk of becoming targets themselves.
DeSmet et al. [24] found in their study that bystanders
preferred to handle CB offline and in person, and comforting
the victim was considered more feasible than facing the bully.
The fact that in CB a bystander cannot know the number of
other bystanders witnessing the same incident may lead to a
diffusion of responsibility and the inhibition of supportive
behavior [52]. Bystanders often do not perceive themselves
as actual participants although they are aware of the fact that
they play a moderating role in an online harassment situation
[39]. McKenna [54] associated bystander’s unwillingness to
engage to deindividuation and explained that in such cases a
bystander would prefer to hide behind the perceived online
anonymity and consequently minimize the sense of
responsibility and the moral pressure for an intervention in
favor of the victim.
1.4. The Present Study
The principal aim of the study was to investigate the
stereotypical beliefs of young adults, undergraduate
university students in particular, about CB. Since CB is an
aggressive and violent behavior, it seemed worthwhile to
investigate them through the spectrum of myths; a concept
that has been successfully used in the study of other forms of
aggressive behavior. It should be noted, though, that in the
present study the conceptualization of myths focused more
on their capacity to explain and justify aggressive behavior
as widespread, wrong, stereotypical beliefs and less on their
tendency to put blame on the victim and exonerate the
perpetrator. In other words, the present study treats the term
and the concept of myths in its general sense in order to form
a functional term for the investigation of widespread
stereotypical beliefs about CB. To do so a measure was
developed aiming to assess beliefs about victims,
perpetrators, bystanders, attitudes towards the possibility of
becoming cyber victims and tendencies towards questioning
the victim’s honesty. Data were decided to be treated in
relation to a number of demographic variables such as
gender, field of studies, frequency of Internet use and type of
usage (e.g. entertainment, gaming, social media, chatting
etc). As reviewed earlier, gender has been found to constitute
an important, yet inconclusive variable in the study of cyber
bullying. Field of studies was selected because relative
research has indicated that university students tend to be
affected from their content of studies in shaping different
mentalities in accordance to the disciplines they follow [49].
In the case of frequency of internet use research has
highlighted an association between time spent online and a

sense of ICT expertise which in turn enhances a sense of
insusceptibility when online [87]. Type of Internet usage was
chosen for reasons similar to that of frequency of use since
technologically sophisticated individuals were found feeling
comfortable and competent while spending much more time
online playing online games or chatting [60].
The present study had another goal as well: To determine
the acceptance of CB myths by dividing the sample to high
and low with the use of median split (a well-used technique
in the studies concerning rape myths, e.g. [12]; [32]; [44]).
Then, to depict differences in the way participants with high
or low acceptance of CB myths think of cyber bullying. In
this case two things were assessed: On one hand, the severity
they attribute to CB forms. On the other hand, their beliefs
about the motives of CB. Only few studies have examined
motives of CB and in all cases they asked cyber bullies
themselves. Poland [71] reported a desire to terrorize. Hoff
& Mitchell [38] found that CB was performed as a reaction
to interpersonal problems causing anger and relative feelings
that turned out to a need for revenge. Mitchell, Finkelhor,
Wolak, Ybarra & Turner [59] proposed that victims of
traditional bullying would use CB as a means to punish their
offender(s). Kowalski et al. [48] suggested that CB may be
performed for fun, showing off or feeling power.

2. Method
2.1. Participants and Data Collection
The sample was made up of 304 undergraduate students of
the Democritus University of Thrace, Greece originating
from various parts of the country, both urban and rural. Out
of them 139 were men and 165 women with mean age = 20.8
years (SD = 2.7). Participants were students of History,
Greek literature, social administration, economics, law,
medicine, civil and electronic engineering and architecture.
Participants were selected randomly, they participated
voluntarily and they completed the questionnaires during
their classes. Data were collected in March 2014.
2.2. Measures
First, a large pool of items was created based on a
thorough review of the literature both on CB and rape myths
and discussion with colleagues from the fields of social
psychology and research methodology. The initial item pool
consisted of 58 items in Greek. Overall, the initial items
could roughly be described as reflecting the following
content categories: beliefs regarding the possibility to
become a victim of CB (e.g. CB is something that will not
happen to me), beliefs about the victim (e.g. CB victims are
usually women), beliefs about the perpetrator (e.g. cyber
bullies are usually well built with great physical strength),
beliefs about the bystander (e.g. When someone while he/she
is online witness cyber bullying has no responsibility for
that), beliefs regarding the motives of CB (e.g. the motive of

CB is revenge), beliefs about the forms of CB (e.g. no one
can bully me for a photo of mine that I have uploaded),
beliefs regarding society (e.g. Mass media tend to exaggerate
when it comes to CB), beliefs about the treatment of CB (e.g.
things that happen online, should stay online), beliefs that
deny CB (e.g. we should not take seriously anyone claiming
that he/she has been cyber bullied), beliefs treating CB as a
random event (e.g. many times flirting on the Internet is
taken as CB), beliefs that exonerate the perpetrator (e.g. In
many cases men driven by their passion for a woman do not
become aware of the fact that their intense cyber flirting may
be conceived as CB), beliefs regarding lies on behalf of the
victim (e.g. Some people say that they were cyber bullied to
cover their own mistakes on an e mail they sent or a post they
uploaded on social media).
The initial 58 items were examined and discussed further
on the basis of their accordance with the underlying
conceptualization of stereotypical beliefs about CB as myths
and redundant items and items with unsuitable content were
consensually deleted. This process reduced the number of
items to 40. Then 150 undergraduates from the Democritus
University of Thrace, Greece completed the 40 item version
of the scale. On the basis of item-to-total correlations and
item means of this pilot study, 32 items were then selected
for inclusion in the version of the scale that was administered
to the 304 participants. Participants were asked to state the
degree to which they agree or disagree on each statement on
a Likert type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). It should be noted that special attention was
paid with respect to the wording of items. Items were framed
having in mind the wording of items on both the IRMA and
the AMMSA scales and the considerations of Payne et al. [68]
and Gerger et al. [35] regarding the need for clarity and
subtle wording of the items. The psychometric properties of
the scale along with the results of factor analysis are
presented in details in the next part. The 32 items version of
the scale along with item-to-total, item-to-subscale,
item-to-scale correlations and item means are presented in
the Appendix. Also, for publication purposes the scale was
carefully translated into English by two independent
bilingual persons (Greek to English and English to Greek).
Differences in the original and the back-translated versions
were discussed and resolved by joint agreement of the author
and translators.
In order to assess participants’ beliefs regarding the forms
and motives of CB the following technique was employed:
In the case of CB forms, participants were presented with a
catalogue of forms equivalent to those proposed by Willard
[90]. They were asked to rank these eight forms (flaming,
harassment, denigration, impersonation, outing, trickery,
exclusion, cyber stalking) on a hierarchical order form the
most to the least severe according to their personal opinion.
In the case of CB motives, participants were asked to
complete a 5- item scale in which they had to state their
agreement or disagreement to 5 statements regarding 5
different motives of CB (i.e. fun, revenge, punishment,
jealousy, exemplification). Their answers were given on a 7

point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to
7 (strongly agree).
In addition, respondents completed a form of demographic
information regarding age, gender, field of studies, time
spent online daily and type of Internet usage. For the latter,
they were asked to choose and rank according to the
frequency of use three out of seven types of activities (i.e.
news, social media, dating, chatting, science, gaming,
entertainment).

3. Results
Since the scale regarding CB myths was first administered
in the present study it was decided for an exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) to be applied. According to Tabachnick &
Fidell [83] sample size in factor analysis should exceed 300
cases. In the present study this criterion was met since N =
304 participants. Prior to the extraction of factors and in
order to assess the suitability of the respondent data for factor
analysis two tests were employed: Bartlett’s test of sphericity
yielded a χ2 (428) = 2768.6, p < 0.001. Also, the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
indicated a value of the KMO index = .80. Thus, a Varimax
rotated principal components analysis was preferred over a
principal axis factoring following Pett, Lackey & Sullivan’s
[70] suggestions on this matter. Kaiser’s criterion
(eigenvalue > 1 rule), the Scree test and the cumulative
percent of variance extracted were used as extraction rules.
EFA yielded 6 components with eigenvalues greater than 1,
together explaining 65.8% of variance. The first 6
eigenvalues were: 6.06, 1.94, 1.68, 1.53, 1.31 and 1.19. The
ratio between the first eigenvalue and the second was 3.12. In
other words, the first factor explained more than 3 times as
much of the total variance as any of the other factors. This
ratio, as well as a visual inspection of the scree plot,
suggested a one-factor solution. For interpretation purposes,
items with a factor loading of at least 0.40 were considered to
load on each component. In general, the components that
emerged corresponded conceptually to the subscales of the
scale. To test data distribution the Kolmogoroff-Smirnov test
was employed. A non-significant p value of .316 confirmed
that data were normally distributed. Reliability analyses of
the 32-item CBM scale yielded high internal consistencies.
Overall Cronbach’s a = .83. The alpha coefficients for the
subscales of the scale are: Myth acceptance (MA, 5 items, a
= .86), victim (VIC, 6 items, a = .84), perpetrator (PER, 8
items, a = .82), bystander (BYS, 4 items, a = .74), It was not
really CB (WNR-CB, 5 items, a = .77), the victim lied (VL, 4
items, a = .73). To further examine the internal consistency
of the scale the item-total, item-to-scale and item-to-subscale
correlations were examined (see Appendix) revealing that
the range of the magnitude of these coefficients was
moderate. Therefore, all items were retained and the mean

across the 32 items was defined as a participant’s
CBM-Scale score.
Overall, participants were found to accept moderately CB
Myths (Mtotal = 3.71, SD = 1.29. In more details mean scores
for the subscales of CBM-Scale yielded as follows: ΜΑ, Μ =
4.01, SD = 1.02, VIC, M = 3.95, SD = 0.90), PER, M = 4.52,
SD = 1.34), BYS, M = 3.25, SD = 0.96), WNR-CB, M = 2.46,
SD = 0.78), VL, M = 3.32, SD = 0.84). To divide participants
to those who accept high and low the CB myths median split
was applied. According to that, 128 participants (41.5%)
were found to accept CB myths high (M = 5.13, SD = 1.82),
while 176 participants (58.5%) were found to accept CB
myths low (M = 2.76, SD = 1.66).
In order to facilitate the treatment of data two categories
were formed with respect to the field of studies: On one hand,
those who studied Greek literature, history, social
administration and law formed the Humanities and Social
Sciences group, whereas those who studied civil and
electronic engineering, architecture, medicine and
economics formed the Sciences and Technology group.
Respectively, those who reported daily use of Internet up to 2
hours formed the group of low use, while those who stated
spending daily more than 2 hours grouped as high users of
the Internet. Finally, according to the participants’
preferences regarding the type of online activity as they were
selected out of the list of 7 types of activities and ranked in
hierarchical order form 1 to 3, participants were assigned
either to the group of news, science and entertainment or the
group of social media, gaming and chating. Table 1 presents
means differences according to gender, field of studies,
frequency of Internet use and type of Internet usage. In order
to test for statistically significant differences between means
t tests were performed.
Men were found to accept CB myths more than women. In
all subscales they scored significantly higher with the
exception of the subscale regarding the stereotypical beliefs
about the perpetrator. In this case, men scored considerably
lower in comparison to women, which in turn were found to
accept highly these beliefs. It is also remarkable that men
accepted more than women stereotypical beliefs that tend to
question victim’s honesty. The same pattern of tendencies
towards the acceptance of CB myths occurred in the cases of
field of studies, frequency of use of the Internet and type of
Internet usage. That is, science and technology students,
those who use the Internet highly on a daily basis and those
who prefer to chat; play games and surfing in the social
media were found to accept more CB myths with the
exception of stereotypical beliefs regarding the perpetrator.
Also, as in the case of men vs. women participants appointed
to the groups mentioned above, were found to accept higher
myths that doubt the victim’s honesty with respect to its
claim that she/he has been cyber bullied.

.Table 1. Acceptance of CB myths with respect to gender, field of studies, daily use of Internet and type of Internet usage.
Men

Women

3.92
3.45
(0.96)
(1.34)
t (303) = 2.56**
3.89
2.90
(0.87)
(0.66)
t (303) = 1.87**
3.21
5.13
(1.34) (1.86)
t (303) = 5.41
4.77
4.12
(0.87) (0.92)
t (303) = 1.26*
3.68
2.83
(0.86) (0.74)
t (303) = 2.32**
4.51
3.69
(1.22)
(0.93)
t (303) = 1.88

MA
VIC
PER
BYS
WNR-CB
VL

Low Use High Use
of the Internet
3.17
4.80
(0.75)
(0.93)
t (303) = 3.90*
2.84
4.32
(0.72)
(1.93)
t (303) = 4.31**
4.90
3.53
(1.27)
(1.17)
t (303) = 3.92**
3.93
4.95
(0.66) (0.78)
t (303) = 1.85*
3.42
5.04
(1.22)
(1.74)
t (303) = 2.77**
3.55
4.89
(1.29)
(1.97)
t (303) = 2.98**

H&SS S&T
3.68
4.91
(1.05)
(1.44)
t (303) = 3.24**
2.67
3.90
(0.77)
(1.45)
t (303) = 3.47**
4.96
3.33
(1.41) (0.90)
t (303) = 4.29
4.35
5.17
(1.18) (1.59)
t (303) = 1.82*
2.97
4.14
(1.06) (1.87)
t (303) = 2.91**
3.82
4.77
(1.10) (1.34)
t (303) = 2.19**

NSE

SGC

3.34
4.55
(0.88) (1.12)
t (303) = 2.24**
3.06
4.72
(1.07)
(1.76)
t (303) = 4.87**
4.55
3.21
(1.68)
(0.85)
t (303) = 2.84**
3.74
4.81
(1.04)
(1.27)
t (303) = 1.61*
3.29
4.74
(0.95) (1.41)
t (303) = 2. 89**
3.42
4.61
(0.88) (1.15)
t (303) = 2.72**

Note: * = p < .01, ** = p < .001. MA = Myth Acceptance, VIC = Victim, PER = Perpetrator, BYS = Bystander, WNR-CB = Was not really cyber bullying, VL
= Victim lied. H&SS = Humanities and social Sciences, S&T = Science and Technology, NSE = News, science, entertainment, SGC = Social media, gaming,
chat.
Table 2. Ranking of CB forms from the most to the least severe according to CB myths acceptance.
CB Forms

Low Acceptance

High acceptance

H,D,I,O,T,E,C.

7.66 H,D,I,O,T,E,C.

Harassment

2.73

F, I,O,T,E,C.

6.45 F,D,I,O,T,E.

Denigration

3.12 F, I,O,T,E,C.

3.79 F,H,O,T,E,C.

F,H,D,T,E,C

4.24 F,H,O,T,E,C.

Flaming

1.88

Impersonation

7.03

7.92 F, H, D, T,E,C.

Outing

2.85 F,H,D,I,T,E,C.

Trickery

5.19

F,H,D,I,O,C.

1.91 F,H,D,I,O,E,C.

Exclusion

4.41 F,H,D,I,O,C.

5.38 F,H,D,I,O.T.C.

Cyber stalking

6.32 F,H,D,I,O,T,E.

6.03 F,D,I,O,T,E.

Note: Due to the large number of t tests applied for testing for significant differences between means, initials of each form are given in each case, pointing to
the forms to which each mean was found to be statistically different. All differences were significant at least at the level of .01. Values of t tests ranged from
1.01 to 4.92 for both low and high acceptance. Of course, all t test values are in the disposal of the author.
Table 3. Motives of CB with respect to gender, field of studies, daily use of the Internet and acceptance of CB myths.
Motives
Fun
Jealousy
Revenge
Punishment
Exemplification

Men
5.77

J,R,P,E

3.27F,R,P,E
4.61

F,J,E

4.14F,J,E
2.10

F,J,R,P

Women
3.30

J,R,P,E

5.92F,R,P,E
5.02

F,J,E

4.49F,J,E
2.27

F,J,R,P

SS&H
3.14

J,R,P,E

5.71F,R,P,E
4.72

F,J,E

4.28F,J,E
2.27

F,J,R,P

S&T
5.42

J,R,P,E

2.72F,R,P,E
4.39

F,J,E

3.81F,J,E
1.63

F,J,R,P

Low Use

High Use

J,R,P,E

J,R,P,E

2.73

5.31F,R,P,E
4.11

F,J,E

3.64F,J,E
1.85

F,J,R,P

5.68

3.20F,R,P,E
4.77

F,J,E

4.33F,J,E
2.18

F,J,R,P

Low Acc.

High Acc.

J,R,P,E

5.72J,R,P,E

5.29F,R,P,E

3.37F,R,P,E

3.10

F,J,E

4.82F,J,E

4.32F,J,E

4.31F,J,E

4.51
2.23

F,J,R,P

2.28F,J,R,P

Note: Due to the large number of t tests applied for testing for significant differences between means, initials of each motive are given in each case, pointing
to the motive(s) to which each mean was found to be statistically different. All differences were significant at least at the level of .01. Values of t tests ranged
from 0.89 to 5.47. Of course, all t test values are in the disposal of the author.
SS&H = Social Sciences and Humanities, S&T = Science and Technology, Acc. = Acceptance.

Table 2 presents participants’ ranking of the forms of CB
with respect to its severity according to their acceptance of
CB myths. To test for differences in the means of the CB
forms a series of one-sample t tests were applied, since data
were normally distributed. Specifically, its mean
corresponding to the assessment of its equivalent form in the
low acceptance condition was compared to all the other
means in order for statistical significant differences to be
detected. The same process was repeated in the case of the

responses of the participants that accepted highly CB myths.
Significant differences were obtained as follows:
Participants low in CB myths acceptance considered as more
severe forms of CB outing and impersonation, cyber stalking,
trickery and exclusion, denigration and harassment and,
finally, flaming. On the other hand, participants’ high in CB
myths acceptance assessed flaming as the most severe form
of CB followed by harassment and cyber stalking, exclusion,
impersonation and denigration. They thought of outing as the

second less severe form of CB and trickery as the least
severe.
To test for differences in the beliefs concerning motives of
CB the same process as in the case of CB forms was
followed. Table 3 presents means according to gender, field
of studies, use of the Internet and acceptance of CB myths.
Men, science and technology students, high users of the
Internet and those who accept high of CB myths were found
to consider fun as the most probable motive of CB, followed
by the motives of revenge and punishment (indifferently),
jealousy and exemplification. On the other hand, women,
social sciences and humanities students, low users of the
Internet and those who accept low of CB myths assessed
higher the motive of jealousy and then the motives of
revenge and punishment (again indifferently). The motive of
fun followed and the motive of exemplification, again,
received the lowest scores.

4. Discussion
Overall, the acceptance of CB myths can be regarded
moderate or even higher. Despite the lack of studies
assessing CB myths the equivalent findings of research
addressing myths about sexual aggression are a bit lower.
According to Gerger et al., [35] and Megias,
Romero-Sanchez, Duran, Moya & Bohner [56] a total mean
score of that size can imply two things: First, due to the
normality of the distribution of data the myths acceptance
should be considered as more higher in comparison to what
its actual value indicates. Second, higher means might point
to higher sensitivity in detecting myths. More on mean
scores of the subscales of CBM-Scale the following remarks
can be pointed out: The means of the two subscales referring
to the questioning of CB victim’s honesty are lower in
comparison to the means of the other subscales. Then, the
mean of the subscale regarding myth acceptance is relatively
high. Thus, it could be claimed that participants although
they seem to acknowledge CB as a phenomenon that really
occurs, they tend to think that this will not happen to them.
Research regarding myths about sexual aggression indicated
results similar to the specific tension observed in the present
study (Bohner et al. [17]). Also, in the case of bystander
related myths, the mean scores of the items of this particular
subscale point that bystanders seem to prefer a rather passive
attitude towards a CB situation, to renounce any
responsibility and to avoid taking action in order to stop it.
Recent findings by Bastiaensens et al. [6], Holfeld [39] and
McKenna [54] yielded similar results as well. It is also worth
noting that participants seem to accept more the myths
regarding the perpetrator in comparison to the myths
regarding the victim. Nevertheless, in the case of perpetrator
myths, participants seem to accept less the belief that cyber
bullies surpass in physical strength, a fact that Poland [71]
also stressed out. Moreover, they tend to strongly believe
that adolescent boys and young men are usually the cyber
bullies. Research on traditional bullying [33]; [88] has

highlighted the same tendencies. In addition, in these studies
girls are thought more as the victims of bullying. In the
present study participants were found to hold similar beliefs
about the CB victims. Also, as in the case of perpetrators,
participants were found to accept less an association between
a lack of physical strength and CB victimization. Also,
despite the fact that, as noted earlier, the most common
finding concerning CB victims is that they have low
self-esteem, in the present study this specific belief was
found to be the less acceptable.
When data were investigated in terms of differences
according to a number of demographic variables an
interesting pattern was revealed. That is, men, science and
technology students, high users of the Internet and those who
use Internet mainly for games, chat and social media were
found to accept significantly higher CB myths except those
referring to the perpetrator. The finding regarding gender
differences is not a surprising one since findings from studies
examining rape myth acceptance indicated that men tend to
accept higher these kinds of myths [82]. The finding
regarding the differences in CB myths acceptance with
respect to the field of studies can be explained as a
consequence of the fact that students of such disciplines are
usually men and also as an effect that university studies have
on peoples’ mentalities. Specifically, Lampridis &
Papastylianou [49] while studying prosocial behavioral
tendencies of Greek undergraduate students found direct
associations between the field of studies and the way their
participants thought about things. In the case of differences
with respect to frequency of Internet use and type of online
activity it could be argued that the tendency of high users and
those who prefer social media, chatting or gaming while
online to accept more CB myths, stem from a seeming
certainty they hold that since they spent a lot of time online
and especially in web venues that are thought of “high risk”
for CB and because they are well aware of the Internet
nothing bad will happen to them. Walrave & Heirman [87]
presented findings that support this suggestion. However, the
question about the finding regarding the lower acceptance of
perpetrator myths by men, science & technology students,
high users of the Internet and those who prefer social media,
chatting and gaming remains unanswered. Could it be an
indication that these participants have more possibilities to
become cyber bullies? Such an explanation, although
somewhat weak, should not be taken casually as wrong.
Bohner, Siebler & Schmelcher [14] and Bohner, Jarvis,
Eyssel & Siebler [15] found that the level of myth acceptance
was associated with the proclivity for sexually aggressive
behavior. Also, Erdur-Baker [28] and Mishna et al. [58]
presented findings pointing that those who use the Internet
highly on a regular basis form a false sense of control and
power over the Web and its dangers and have more
possibilities to become cyber bullies themselves.
Up to this point the discussion of present findings suggests
that participants hold stereotypical beliefs about CB that tend
to accept less or more and thus to explain and justify CB
accordingly. Also, the acceptance of CB myths seemed to

differ with respect to a number of demographic variables that
could be claimed to form different mentalities on this matter.
This tension seems to become clearer through the
investigation of participants beliefs about the severity of CB
forms and the motives of CB. For instance, those who accept
CB myths low were found to consider outing and
impersonation as the most severe forms and flaming as the
less severe one. On the other hand, those who accept CB
myths high ranked flaming as the most severe form of CB
and outing as one of the less severe. These striking
differentiations along with the rest of the differences
obtained seem to support the former claim. That is, those
who accept high CB myths probably due to the fact that they
feel that they are aware of the Internet and its dangers they
downgrade the importance of outing and trickery and they
upgrade the importance of flaming since this kind of form
could be considered as more related to the kind of online
activities they prefer (i.e. chatting, gaming and social media).
Then, those who accept CB myths low and thus tend to
believe that CB is something that might happen to them as
well, downgraded the importance of flaming probably due to
the kind of their Internet use (i.e. news, science,
entertainment) and upgraded the severity of outing and
impersonation, two forms of CB that are considered as very
common to those who do not use the Internet highly and thus
do not hold a fearless attitude towards it [90].
Respectively, in the case of CB motives an interesting
pattern was found, similar to that observed in the case of
demographic variables. That is, men, science and technology
students, high users of the Internet and those who accepted
highly CB myths were found to consider fun as the most
possible motive of CB, while women, social sciences and
humanities students, low users of the Internet and those who
accepted low of CB myths thought of jealousy as the most
possible motive. Again, a plausible explanation of this
tendency might stem from that those who assessed higher
fun are the ones who do not believe of having equal chances
with all the others to become CB victims since they feel
confident about their IT skills and knowledge of the Web.
They downgrade the importance of CB by presenting it as a
childish act. In this way they question the seriousness of CB,
indirectly exonerate the perpetrator and tend to dispel such
concerns as a consequence of their fearless attitude towards
it. Research on rape myths [16] has stressed out that those
who accept rape myths highly tend to think of rape myths
and sexual offenders similarly. On the other hand, jealousy
has been found in studies regarding traditional bullying [8];
[34] to be considered as a very possible motive especially
with respect to women. In the present study women and
those who accept CB myths low, where the ones who
assessed jealousy as the most possible motive of CB.
Contrary to fun, jealousy is a certain kind of motive that
explains an aggressive behavior and by no means
downgrading the importance of such an act. It does not
exonerate the perpetrator and seems rather sensible to stem
from women participants. It is also remarkable that all
participants indifferently assessed revenge and punishment.

Hoff & Mitchell [38] and Mitchell et al. [59] investigated
cyber bullies perspectives on the motives of their actions and
reported revenge and punishment, respectively, as motives
identified by the bullies themselves.
Undoubtedly, the present study has certain limitations that
should be taken into account. First, the present sample
consisted solely of undergraduate university students. A new
study in the near future should include users of the Internet
from the general population, since CB concerns everyone
who is online. Also, a study regarding CB myths focused on
secondary school students would be also important as
relative research [19]; [91] have highlighted the highest
prevalence of CB at the age from 13 to 15 years. Moreover,
in the present study a new instrument for the assessment of
stereotypical beliefs about CB was introduced. Further
research is necessary to test its reliability over time and its
external validity as well. Thus, a future research should
include measures that assess concepts like hostile and
ambivalent sexism and right wing authoritarianism –a
methodological strategy common to studies regarding the
assessment of instruments assessing the acceptance of myths
concerning sexual aggression [35]; [56]. Further testing of
the reliability of the CBM-Scale will enable the investigation
of causal relations between CB myths and a series of
variables that the present findings have pointed out. In this
study no such attempt was made since the principal aim and
focus was to explore stereotypical beliefs about CB and
highlight differences on a basic level. Therefore, it would be
challenging for a future study to investigate the stereotypical
beliefs of victims, perpetrators and bystanders separately and
then to move a step forward and seek for explanations
regarding the relation between the level of acceptance of CB
myths and the reasons for which he/she chooses to attribute
specific motives to CB. Finally, a future study might also
wish to find if the degree on which someone accepts CB
myths could predict the proclivity of CB.

5. Conclusions
The present study had two goals: First to investigate
stereotypical beliefs about CB under the concept of myths, a
well applied concept in the study of myths about another
kind of aggressive behavior, that is sexual. Second, to
examine CB myths on the basis of a number of variables (i.e.
gender, field of studies, frequency of Internet use and type of
online activity) that previous research had highlighted as
related to this phenomenon and to depict differences in the
ways people tend to think about CB according to their level
of acceptance of such stereotypical beliefs. To do so a new
measure was applied yielding satisfactory psychometric
properties and providing meaningful results. Nevertheless,
further research regarding its reliability and validity is
necessary. In addition, the investigation of participants’
beliefs about the forms of CB in terms of severity and about
the motives of such a behavior came up with fruitful findings.

It can be claimed that the present study has reached its goals
as an exploratory one. More than that, though, it could be
argued that it managed to set the basis for the further

investigation of many interesting and challenging questions
the answers of which might be useful on the level of
prevention and intervention as well.

APPENDIX
The Cyber bullying Myths Sc ale (CBM-Scale)
Item
Cyber bullying is something that will
not happen to me (1). R
I have the same chances with everyone
else to become cyber bullied (7)
I will not become cyber bullied
because I am aware of the possible
dangers and take precautions (13) R
Even if you are using the internet
carefully there is always a chance to
become cyber bullied (18)
My behavior in general, in both real
life and the internet is not a
provocative one, thus I will not
become cyber bullied (23) R
Cyber bullying victims are usually
over-protected from their families and
over-sensitive individuals (2)
Cyber bullying victims are usually
women (8)
Cyber bullying victims are usually
individuals with limited physical
strength (14)
Cyber bullying victims are usually
individuals with low self-esteem (19)
Cyber bullying victims are usually
lonely individuals, without many
friends (24)
Homosexuals (men and women) have
more chances to become cyber bullied
(27)
Cyber bullies are usually individuals
who come from problematic families
(3)
In most cases cyber bullies are
disturbed individuals with a
pathological tendency towards
bullying (9)
Cyber bullies are usually men (15)
Cyber bullies are usually lonely
individuals, without many friends (20)
In most cases cyber bullies are
individuals who had not love and
affection from others (25)
Cyber bullies are usually well built,
with great physical strength (28)
Cyber bullies are usually foreigners
(not Greeks) (30)
Cyber bullies are usually young
individuals, adolescents or early adults
(31)
When someone while he/she is online
witness cyber bullying has no
responsibility for that (4)
When someone witness cyber bullying
while he/she is online there is nothing

Item-total
correlations

Item to
subscale

Item to
scale

Means

.80

.65

.73

.76

4.32

.74

.61

.69

.71

3.14

.62

.50

.64

.61

4.68

.61

.47

.68

.66

3.01

.54

.41

.62

.65

4.91

.79

.72

.71

.68

3.34

.73

.64

.70

.69

5.23

.66

.61

.64

.62

2.28

.64

.56

.66

.60

2.84

.60

.52

.60

.63

5.11

.59

.48

.61

.62

4.92

.72

.69

.73

.70

4.01

.58

.61

.66

.62

4.97

.69

.55

.68

.70

5.29

.62

.50

.62

.64

5.12

.59

.47

.64

.60

4.88

.55

.44

.61

.58

3.79

.50

.41

.59

.55

2.45

.42

.40

.60

.62

5.65

.61

.59

.71

.68

4.57

.60

.53

.65

.62

3.92

MA

VIC

PER

BYS

WNRCB

VL

to do in order to stop it (10)
From the moment someone witness
cyber bullying and does nothing to
stop it, he/she becomes complicit (16)
When someone witness cyber bullying
he/she instantly becomes victim as
well (21)
If a cyber bullying victim will not
denounce it to the authorities you
cannot tell with certainty that he/she
has been cyber bullied (5) R
When a man persistently courts a
woman with repeated mails and/or
comments of sexual nature in social
media, they do not cyber bullying her.
They just flirting her (11)
You cannot say for sure that cyber
bullying has happened, unless the
person who is complaining has
sustained a proven psychological
shock (26)
Unless someone’s life threatened, you
cannot say that it is cyber bullying (29)
R
We should not take seriously anyone
who claims that he/she was cyber
bullied (6) R
Some people claim to be cyber bullied
in order to become lovable to others
(12)
Some people say that they were cyber
bullied to cover their own mistakes on
an e mail they sent or a post they
uploaded on social media (17)
Some people do not take any
precautionary measures while surfing
the Internet and then tend to complain
that they were cyber bullied (22)
In many cases those who claim to be
victims of cyber bullying are just
people with psychological problems
(32)

.54

.46

.63

.61

1.72

.45

.40

.62

.64

2.80

.63

.65

.71

.61

.61

.69

.52

.54

.49

.51

.70

.67

1.81

.43

.43

.62

.64

3.21

.63

.61

.73

.71

3.41

.58

.56

.71

.68

4.09

.49

.47

.65

.64

3.68

.43

.40

.62

.65

2.13

.67

.73

.72

.65

2.77

2.56

1.99

Note: R indicates reverse scoring. Numbers in parentheses indicate the place of the item in the scale. MA = Myth acceptance, VIC = Victim, PER=
Perpetrator, BYS = Bystander, WNR-CB = Was not really cyber bullying, VL = Victim lied.
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