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ABSTRACT
Despite the critical role educators play in the lives of students, little research has
been conducted on their perceptions of digital media, bullying behaviors and prevention,
and the development of disciplinary policy. As educators are tasked with monitoring
student behaviors both inside and outside the classroom, how they conceptualize student
behavior emerges as a site for possible mediations in the culture of bullying that
permeates 21st century schooling. The purpose of this study was to examine how
teachers understand digital life, how they represent themselves within the culture of
social media, and the effects those perceptions have on the enforcement of or dismantling
of bullying as a social institution. The results of this study show that educators are less
adept at negotiating digital life and are largely unaware of the impactful nature of online
relationships. While bullying has distinct social drawbacks including the maintenance of
a horizontally hostile culture, the social benefits of bullying are proposed as emergent
sites of intervention. As educators are ever more faced with issues of disciplinary
conduct, they have developed a chosen ignorance to justify their lack of knowledge about
online and offline bullying cultures. The perception that bullying is an insurmountable
issue is a common perception among educators in this sample however this research
suggests that through recognizing the function of bullying educators and administrators
alike can develop deterrent policies that work outside the abstinence-based models for
bullying prevention and recuperative-based models for soothing victims.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
In Arizona, public education is in crisis. Schools are closing, classes are merging,
and teachers are losing time in the classroom to behavior management (Mansfeld Site
Council, 2013). As the protectors of children, the facilitators of knowledge, and the
bridge to information, educators are tasked with preparing the generations of children for
their futures. Teachers and staff are asked to monitor behavior, protect children from
dangers both real and imagined, and inspire their students to be contributing members of
society. In the face of insurmountable difficulties, educators generally show up for work,
day after day for low wages, long hours, and unforgiving testing standards 1 (Sadker &
Sadker, 2005). We, as a society, ask so much of them and, unfortunately, this research
indicates our educators are overwhelmed, digitally illiterate, and institutionally irrelevant
to their educational culture.
Teachers are spending more time managing classroom behavior; up to 30% of
lesson time is spent managing conduct (OECD, 2009). Bullying, socialization, and media
have emerged as educational distractions that make it difficult for educators to wrangle
the attention of students. Additionally, educators are also tasked with reporting this
influx of misbehavior to law enforcement and parents who are perceived as resistant,
confrontational, or in denial about the behavior of their children (Wong and Wong,
2004). Parents are no longer disciplinary bolsters; oftentimes they deny the experiences

1

Gabriel, T. (2011). Teachers Wonder, Why the Scorn? The New York Times Online, March 2, 2011. Accessed May
27, 2013 at http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/03/education/03teacher.html?_r=3&hpw&.

15

of an educator in favor of perpetuating their investment in a model child, especially if
their parenting is negatively impacted by their child’s behavior 2.
The influx of technology in the hands of students has changed the amount of time
educators spend managing digital behaviors as well. More than 60% of high school
students in the United States report using their cell phones during class time 3. Gossip
spread on campus has been replaced by rumors on social network sites. Physical fights
are recorded and posted on Facebook, burn books (books of horizontally hostile peer-onpeer bullying comments circulated among and between social groups) are now digitally
circulated and anonymized, and network groups are created for public shaming 4.
Furthermore, while educators are aware that students are using the immediacy of
technology to bully each other, participants in this study report that students also use
digital immediacy to delete the evidence educators are responsible for collecting to prove
incidences of bullying. New digital applications make it increasingly difficult to track
bullying. For example, Snapchat is an iPhone or Android application that allows users to
take a photo or video, add a caption, and send that image in a text message. That text
message self-deletes from the recipient’s phone after a few seconds—eradicating any

2

Hagel, D. (2011). Dr. Phil Weighs in on Bullying and Says a Parent’s Responsibility Is To FIND OUT. The Missing
Secret to Parenting. Accessed May 18th, 2013 at http://missingsecrettoparenting.com/dr-phil-weighs-bullying-parentsresponsibility-find.
Watson, C. (2011). Parents ignore the fact that their children may be cyber bullies. The Telegraph. Accessed May 27th,
2013 at http://www.dailytelegraph.com.au/parents-ignore-the-fact-that-their-children-may-be-cyber-bullies/storye6freuy9-1226016168525
3
Barak, L. (2013). High School Students Use Cell Phones in Class—but not for Schoolwork, Says Study. The Digital
Shift. Accessed March 29, 2013 at http://www.thedigitalshift.com/2013/01/k-12/high-school-students-use-cell-phonesin-class-but-not-for-schoolwork-says-study/
4
Fagbenle, T. (2013, January 07). Online 'Shaming' A New Level Of Cyberbullying For Girls. NPR. Accessed March
25 at http://www.npr.org/2013/01/07/168812354/online-shaming-a-new-level-of-cyberbullying-for-girls
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proof of harassment. Without evidence of bullying (screenshots, text messages, emails,
or message logs) educators cannot substantiate their reports on bullying behavior.
For the most part, teachers in this study feel they are not part of defining the
culture in which they teach and are often the victims of the system in which they serve.
Teaching standards are lowered when there is a lack of educators, and teaching as a
profession is often a fallback for emerging professionals or recent college graduates 5.
There are few training programs for educators on the use of technology as a pedagogical
tool and fewer courses on utilizing technology to automatically capture bullying
behaviors. Policies are enacted at the district level or by school administrations that
require educators to interrupt class time to discipline students, call parents, or document
misbehaviors (Mansfeld Site Council, 2013). In this research project I examine how
educators are affected by digital technologies, bullying, and issues of disciplinary
conduct because in an age of connectivity, educators are disconnected from power,
technology, and institutional design.
Beyond users themselves, social networks receive three primary types of attention
from researchers, the first being mainstream attention from marketers, the second from
news sources, and the third being scholarly research. Marketers interested in the
demographics of their target audience, and consequently many studies on social
networks, focus on issues of consumption and market appeal. Market studies examine
5
Chantel, A. (2011).. Are Teachers Career Failures? Accessed March 29, 2013 at
http://www.thegrindstone.com/2011/08/20/career-management/are-teachers-career-failures/
WiseGeek.com. (2013). What is a Fallback Career? Accessed March 29, 2013 at http://www.wisegeek.com/what-is-afallback-career.htm
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improvements to social network advertising strategies and report on effective or
ineffective tactics (Mining Facebook, 2008; Ralphs, 2011; Wongdoody, 2011). News
sources often highlight violence associated with social network technologies, including
bullying online, using social networks, and offline using text messaging 6. Reports on
Dateline, MSNBC, and other news outlets focus on the darker side of social networks
including stalking, homicide, and suicide (Eckholm & Zezima, 2010; Sengupta, 2008).
While the majority of users are never faced with such extreme violence, a 2007 study
from the Pew Research Center’s Internet and American Life Project (Pew IALP), a nonpartisan research foundation, revealed that 32% of teens have experienced online
bullying, with teens ages 14-17 experiencing the highest frequency (Lenhart, 2007a;
2010).
To combat overtly threatening behaviors like pedophilic trolling, pornography,
and cyberbullying, which includes stalking and spreading malicious gossip, MySpace,
Facebook, and other social network sites have been pressured to implement programs to
protect social network users without hindering the social network market (Kiss, 2010;
Manzo, 2009). While many social networks rely on users to report bullying or sexual

6

Brenton, T. (2011). Facebook wars are a growing headache for judges. The Providence Journal. June 19, 2011
Retrieved from http://www.projo.com/news/content/FACEBOOK_RESTRAINING_ORDERS_06-1911_RLOGOC1_v64.5fde8.html
Goldman, R. (2010, March 29). Teens indicted after allegedly taunting girl who hanged herself. Retrieved from
http://abcnews.go.com/Technology/TheLaw/teens-charged-bullying-mass-girl-kill/story?id=10231357
Pulkkinen, L. (2011, July 13). Girl, 12, pleads guilty in Facebook cyberbullying case. Seattle Post-Intelligencer.
Retrieved from http://www.seattlepi.com/default/article/Girl-12-pleads-guilty-in-Facebook-cyberbullying1464823.php.
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predation, the success of these programs has not been clear. Social networks often
remove the accounts of reported predators but many social network sites use the
Electronic Securing and Targeting of Online Predators (e-STOP) to stop sex offenders
from registering profiles by requiring the self-reporting of email addresses (McCarthy,
2008).
Most scholarly attention focuses on analyzing the adolescent identity formation
process, identifying teenage online behaviors, analyzing friendship configurations, and
creating legal, ethical, and moral behavioral codes for living, learning, and playing
online. Specifically, researchers are conducting extensive studies exploring how
teenagers use social networks (du Perez, 2010; Livingstone, 2008; Koroleva, Brecht,
Goebel, & Malinova, 2011). The effects of social networks on real life include work by
Thornton (2011) who examines the impact of face-to-face friends versus friends made on
social media sites. Work by Boyd & Hargittai (2010) examines the effects, if any, of
privacy expectations on social network users. Issues relating to ethics, professionalism,
legal issues, and bullying are explored by Cain and Fink (2010) and Cain, Schott, and
Smith (2010).
Issues associated with identity development have dominated much of the dialogue
from both popular and scholarly investigations. Early work with social network sites
(including MySpace, Facebook, and Friendster) and identity construction was conducted
by Danah Boyd, then a PhD student at University of California-Berkeley (2001; 2003;
2004, 2006). Boyd analyzed how social networks were defined by users as they
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negotiated their identities on specific types of sites. Although Boyd is one of the most
recognized researchers on the subject of social networks, many scholars interested in
digital identities have emerged in the last few years, resulting in diverse and abundant
scholarship. For example, Nakamura (2002) focuses on the representation of race in
digital media while Livingstone (2008) identifies socioeconomic connections to online
socializing practices and risk taking. These researchers agree that identity development
is present, enacted, and embodied in complex multifaceted interactions both online and
offline.
As identity has become central to the discussion of social network sites, studies of
bullying behavior and its effects on the bullied have emerged. Scholars including
Lenhart (2010; 2007a; 2007b), who researches for the Pew IALP Project, and Kowalski
(2008; 2007), a social psychologist at Clemson, are consistently cited for their research
on electronic bullying. Although this project will use these theorists for supportive
materials, it will also complicate the widespread use of the term “bullying” in describing
online interactions between students. For the purpose of this paper, bullying will be
defined using Rayner’s (2003) definition, which indicates a generalized pattern of
“unwanted behavior whether physical or verbal which is offensive, humiliating and is
viewed as unacceptable to the recipient.” The definition of cyberbullying will encompass
the behaviors defined by Rayner although mediated through a digital technology.
It is important to note that while student behavior is central to academic research
on social networks, the behavior of educators and staff is often overlooked. This research
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explores the perceptions of educators on issues of digital literacy, bullying, and
educational policy. For educators, social networks represent a personal and professional
shift in behavior. Social networks represent an unregulated professional space that
intersects with the personal lives of educators; in a recent incident, the presence of a
gunman on the University of Arizona campus was reported to faculty and students using
Twitter, Facebook, text messages, and the campus email service 7. While the gunman
report was purported to be a hoax, social networks created an intersection between the
personal and the professional lives of educators 8. The confluence between online and
offline behaviors spurs educators to question their ethics—“can I be friends with my
students?”, morals— “should I be friends with my students?”, and values—“why would
I want to be friends with my students?”. Most educators in this study also question their
understanding of digital technologies, their skill at navigating digital technologies, and
how technology affects their teaching in the classroom. Participants perceive their
students as more adept at negotiating the digital landscape and also more at-risk by the
ever-evolving strategies of peer-to-peer bullying. Issues of bullying, though often studied
at the level of youth interaction (see also Goldweber, Waasdorp, & Bradshaw, 2013;
Guerra, Williamson, & Sadek, 2012; Nansel, Overpeck, Haynie, Ruan, & Scheidt, 2003)
also affect educators who are in an impossible position to manage, regulate, and

7

University of Arizona, News Service. (2013). University of Arizona: Reports of gunman on campus. Daily News Los
Angeles. Accessed May27th, 2013 at http://www.dailynews.com/ci_22851712/breaking-news-university-arizonareports-gunman-campus.
8
bullyingMejia, B. (2013). Gunman incident was a hoax, UA president says. Daily Wildcat. Accessed May 27th, 2013
at http://www.wildcat.arizona.edu/article/2013/04/gunman-incident-was-a-hoax-ua-president-says
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recommend discipline to students who perpetuate bullying behaviors. At the end of this
social shift, educators in this study question the disciplinary policies enacted by their
school districts that dictate when and how educators must step in and intercede on behalf
of their students in both offline and online social interactions. This study engages
educators, both teachers and staff, who are spanning the distance between digital and
educational environments.
In a video clip produced by Curiosity.com, a subproject of the Discovery
Network, Dr. Michael Hawley, the Director of Special Projects and Founder of MIT's GO
Expeditions Program, answers the question “Why are teachers important? 9” He responds
by describing an educational tripod composed of students, teachers, and the families of
students. Hawley believes that if one leg of that tripod is corrupted or broken, then the
system fails and the tripod collapses regardless of all the fun educational tools, projects,
and creative learning methods proposed to further support the structure. This analogy,
though accurate in the scope of my research, is also representative of a social failing to
recognize the glut of pressures that the educational tripod must withstand to maintain
itself as a functional and stable foundation on which the American system of education
stands. These pressures include political, financial, social, and institutional weights that

9

Hawley, M. (2011). Why are teachers important? Curiosity.com. Retrieved from
http://curiosity.discovery.com/question/why-are-teachers-important
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are often lauded as bolsters to a flawed system of public education 10 (Travers & Cooper,
1996). Another example is found in value-added evaluation practices that use a complex
set of mathematical equations to evaluate the effectiveness of an educator based on the
knowledge gains made by their students. Unfortunately, these tests have four faulty
elements as detailed by Darling-Hammond (2012). First, the tests do measure learning,
but they do not take into consideration the lives of students outside the classroom.
Second, the results from value-added evaluations vary wildly from year to year,
suggesting that the tests do not evaluate teacher effectiveness, but rather some other
component. Third, the tests are used to measure the development of knowledge but
privilege rote-memorization rather than critical engagement, problem-solving, or writing
skills. Finally, the scores reflect the content of the curriculum rather than the skill with
which the content is taught. Students who speak English as a second language, students
who recently relocated to a new school, students with disabilities, and students with
behavioral issues are all reflected in one score; this score can determine whether or not a
teacher can keep their job although it does not reflect the skill of a teacher, the types of
students in a classroom, or the content of the course.
While institutional policies are often designed to maintain a safe space in the
classroom, many children juggle cell phones, smartphones, tablets, and laptops
connecting them to each other in real time across distances great and small. This

10

Linder-Altman, D. (2010). Pressure on teachers is increasing. The Times and Democrat. Accessed May 27, 2013 at
http://thetandd.com/news/local/pressure-on-teachers-is-increasing/article_e48ef4bc-0b39-11e0-891f001cc4c03286.html/
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technology, for example, is credited as a new opportunity to engage children in the
classroom but often becomes a hindrance to the educational process 11 (Chick & Hassell,
2009; Oppenheimer, 2003; Richardson, 2010). Unfortunately, the institutional policies to
curb the misuse of technological devices require educators to spend more time catching,
disciplining, and moderating the behaviors of their students rather than creating a space
where learning remains at the center of attention 12.
Educators are credited as those who “educate children to appreciate whatever
subject area [they] teach, the world around them, and prepare [students] for a successful
future…teachers are the guardians of our democratic society, and it is [their] purpose to
prepare students to enter into this society and sustain it” (Hrynyshyn, 2009). Teachers are
believed to be inspirational, as the backbone of innovation, development, and the
fosterers of curiosity for children ages 4-18 (School Dee, 1999). Hazeltine (2006)
believes effective teachers “make students want to learn and trust them [the students] to
do the rest.” The series Only a Teacher founded by the Public Broadcasting System
interviewed 15 of the nation’s leading educators, professors, and educational
administrators on the topics of education, education reform, and educator preparation 13.
Frank McCourt, the author of Angela’s Ashes, answered the question, “Why are teachers

11

NPR Staff. (2013). Teaching 2.0: Is tech in the classroom worth the cost? Accessed March 29, 2013 at
http://www.npr.org/2013/03/03/173372736/teaching-2-0-is-tech-in-the-classroom-worth-the-cost
12
Earl, R. (2012). Do cell phones belong in the classroom? Accessed March 29, 2013 at
http://www.theatlantic.com/national/archive/2012/05/do-cell-phones-belong-in-the-classroom/257325/
13
Public Broadcasting System. (2000). Only a teacher? Accessed March 29, 2013 at
http://www.pbs.org/onlyateacher/today8.html.
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important?” McCourt recognizes teachers as the keepers of our country’s most precious
resources, our youth. McCourt warns that we are destroying teachers by underpaying
them, devaluing their profession, hiring educators who are not prepared, and then
abandoning them by not providing community support. Furthermore, he believes that in
America, we don’t like our children as evidenced by how poorly we treat their educators.
Educators are agents of change, and the study of educator perceptions is often
favored by academic studies on the effectiveness of teaching strategies or the impact of
educators. Teacher expectations influence the performance of their students (Speigel,
2012). For example, Sanders and Rivers (1996) studied the effectiveness of educators
and their longitudinal impact on their students. He found that “although an effective
teacher can facilitate excellent academic gain in students during the years in which they
are assigned to them, the residual effects of … ineffective teachers were measurable two
years later, regardless of the effectiveness of teachers in later grades" (p. 6). Hanushek
(1992; 1999a; 1999b; 1999c; 2002; 2005) found that class size, school budget, and
curriculum all matter less than being taught by the best teachers.
While the importance of the work of Hanuskek, Sanders, and Rivers is
unquestionable, there is a hole in educational research in the perceptions of educators
regarding the issues addressed in this research project including digital literacy, bullying,
and policy development. These holes are slowly being filled by qualitative and
quantitative research studies evaluating how educators use technology (Bell, 2010),
understanding how and why teachers intervene in harassment and bullying (Joong and
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Ridler, 2005; Meyer, 2008), and how policy affects how educators perceive their
professional identity (Hammersley-Fletcher and Qualter; 2010). This research will
further our understanding of educators by measuring their attitudes about technology
usage, student violence and bullying in all of its iterations, and in the changes policy
makers should make to current behavioral policies in the Marana Unified School District.
This project is organized into several chapters with the next chapter detailing the
methods and methodology utilized in this study. To capture the beliefs and attitudes of
educators, I used a mixed methodology of quantitative surveys and qualitative
questionnaires, interviews, and focus groups, paying particular attention to participatory
action research and institutional ethnographic methods. Participatory action research
(PAR) is similar to anthropological ethnography methods that work within the
community while collecting data. Several researchers, including Cammarota & Fine
(2008), McIntyre (2000), and Merrifeld (1997), all utilize PAR to resolve community
concerns regarding a community practice: for example, how educators’ perception of
bullying affects their intervention or lack of intervention. The researcher and community
develop a research project, evaluation strategies, and a social policy reform resulting in
actions take to resolve the community issue. PAR addresses the social inequities and
concerns of educators while institutional ethnography focuses on the importance of
organizational structures in the development and implementation of power, experience,
and policy (Smith, 2002; 2005). Together these methods identify how teachers think and
feel about digital literacy, bullying behaviors, and behavioral policy as they function in

26

an institution with a complex set of rules, regulations, and practices that bind educators—
all the while claiming to empower educators (Smith, 1987).
The third chapter focuses on the results gathered from educators and staff at
Marana High School and Mountain View High School over the course of the 2011-2012
academic years. This chapter first presents the quantitative data from the survey focusing
on the frequency with which these educators use digital technologies, their fluency at
negotiating technology, and their perceptions and experiences with bullying behaviors.
The second section analyzes the qualitative data collected from both the survey and from
interviews and focus groups by identifying emergent themes from the data and giving
examples of the answers offered by educators and staff.
The fourth chapter, “Digital Literacy and Societal Ills: Understanding literacy,
skill, and perception among educators,” is the first of three chapters of analysis. This
chapter uses Tajfel & Turner’s (1986) theories of personal and social identity
development to describe the process by which students are creating and refining their
identities both online and offline. Self-image and self-description are built on sustained
and repeated performances that are received and processed by peers who either accept or
reject those identities. Students then categorize themselves based on the social groups
with which they share an affinity. Finally students compare themselves and their ingroup dynamics to out-group dynamics as a strategy to maintain their relevancy in a
social group. Often comparison results in horizontal hostilities or bullying behaviors
directed at other students perceived as out-group. A student’s social presence is
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determined by how well their social identity is accepted by their peers (Shen, Yu, &
Khalifa, 2010). Social presence is not to be equated with popularity but rather with the
amount of social influence a student can exert; a student does not have to be well-liked to
have a strong social presence.
After describing the process by which students are developing their identity,
Chapter 4 addresses social networks with a brief history of computer-mediated
communication and digital literacy. Close attention is paid to technology’s impact on
student development, social stratification, and how teachers perceive the impact of
technology on student, educator, and parent populations. I use the results from several
national surveys measuring the digital use patterns of youth to compare and contrast the
results from this study, including the frequency of digital interactions, digital fluency, and
bullying patterns. This chapter defines how educators perceive technology, their
students, and the campus culture in which educators participate.
The fifth chapter, “Same Shit, New Media: Bullying as an Institution, in an
Institution,” begins with an explanation of Foucault’s theory of the panopticon as a farreaching and broad model of social surveillance and discipline. I apply Foucault’s theory
of the panopticon 14 and Latour’s theory of the oligopticon 15 as explanations of the
behavioral production associated with digital technologies. Media and social networks
function as multiple sites where the cumulative norm is represented by complex group

14
15

Panopticon: A singular, centralized site of surveillance
Oligopticon: Multiple sites of decentralized surveillance
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systems, diverse opinions, and behavioral expectations that are imposed on all
participants in these digital cultures.
Finally, this project results in a functional and multipurpose proposal for
advancing the Marana Unified School District’s Comprehensive Student Discipline
Policy as it pertains to bullying behaviors.
By situating the use of bullying behavior as a method of social control, I explain
how Latour updates Foucault’s panopticon into a model of the oligopticon, with multiple,
narrow stations of social surveillance and discipline. By using Apfelbaum’s (1999)
twelve degrouping strategies as the basis for comparison, I address how cyberbullying
maintains the rigors of social control and social stratification as exerted by and through
peer groups. Bauman’s (2007-2010) work on bullying emerges several times in this
chapter, first in the description and definition of bullying behaviors, then in the utilization
of bystander strategies to describe the accidental complicity of educators in facilitating or
choosing ignorance when faced with bullying behaviors. I then identify how social
networks are working in education both in and outside the classroom. Finally, Chapter 5
addresses the institutionalization of bullying, utilizing the perceptions and attitudes of
educators in identifying negative behavior as a strategy of control and stratification
among students. Educator apathy and anxiety surrounding bullying are discussed in
detail as educators’ perception of bullying, reaction to bullying, and mediation of
bullying affects both school climate and efficacy at curbing negative student behaviors.
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The sixth chapter, “Digital Praxis of Sensationalized Panic and Practical Apathy:
How Social Anxiety and School Politics Produce Procedure,” identifies how the current
social panic surrounding issues of bullying is contributing to an atmosphere of intense
scrutiny of students’ social behavior followed by increasing apathy in the maintenance of
preventative policy. Additionally, this chapter details current programs for bullying
prevention in other school districts, the evaluation and results of other such programs,
and the current critiques of the preventative versus recuperative models of bullying
deterrence. Finally, I recommend supportive anti-bullying programs and district-wide
policy shifts for the Marana Unified School District.
Bullying culture is institutionally represented in media, families, social circles,
and in education. With defining bullying culture as a culturally generated, generally
accepted model of social control, my research finds that most educators are not fluent in
youth culture, they are ignorant or chose to be ignorant to many bullying functions, and
are stymied by obsolete disciplinary policies that require educators to function as social
police rather than as the educational cultivators tasked with preparing the next generation
of functional adults.
Educators harbor complex beliefs about the impact of digital practices on their
professional, personal, and private lives. By investigating these beliefs, this research
project identifies not only how educators understand the role of technology in their lives,
but also how they understand the impact of technology on the lives of their students.
Professionally, educators are struggling to adapt to the digital saturation of student
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culture; the viral nature of networking, socializing, and bullying has not changed the
institution of education but has forever transformed how students, teachers, and staff
members work and live together. This research advances the fields of gender studies,
education, and sociology by synthesizing research on digital literacies, bullying, and
policy design as integral components of the educational system.
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CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY
In this chapter I describe the research questions guiding this project and define the
methodology utilized in this research. The goal of this research is to contribute to
feminist and educational disciplines by examining the common attitudes of educators and
staff surrounding disciplinary practices regulating bullying behavior, including the
behaviors taking place on- and off-campus that occur either online or offline. In addition,
this work identifies social network technologies as institutions unto themselves.
Participatory action research (PAR) is a data collection strategy that strives to
identify and resolve an issue within the community. PAR is guided by cooperative
examination of a problem using experiential knowledge inherent to that population with
the ultimate goal of addressing and resolving the identified issue through democratic
methods (Cammarota & Fine, 2008; McIntyre, 2000; Merrifeld, 1997). PAR represents
the community’s concerns regarding a cultural practice, for example students using social
networks to bully other students, and the researcher develops a strategy with the
community affected by the cultural practice to identify the underlying factors
(Cammarota, 2008). These concerns are used to develop strategies to find relevant work
that can be engaged, investigated, and improved that is designed by and for a population
desiring reflective action (Cammarota, 2007; 2008). The researcher and community then
develop research and strategies leading to action.
PAR generates knowledge production by agents in the community who are
capable of defining their own situations and designing their own resolutions (Liu &
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Maguire, 1996). PAR departs from a traditional model of ethnographic research:
Traditional ethnography often describes a culture or social system through the systematic
observation of a society or segment of society that. Ethnography focuses on the
researcher defining what is going to be studied. Ethnographers unobtrusively observed
their subjects, taking meticulous and copious notes, and then summarizing their findings.
Participant observation, a primary component in ethnographic work, exposes the
researcher to the community by living, working, and socializing with the population.
PAR represents a change in ethnographic work; this collaborative process unites
researchers and the populations that seek to benefit from being the subjects of inquiry.
While PAR strives to identify and resolve an issue within the community, ethnographic
work may or may not affect the community in which researchers are working.
Action-centered projects usually produce a final paper, results, or proposal and
release it back to the community to maintain transparency. For example, if the study
results support the hypothesis that students are using social networks for bullying, the
next step would be determining how to use this research to better address digital bullying
and how it relates to students’ analog, offline lives. Strategies could include (a) parents
working together to form a proposal to ban social networks at school, (b) a bill being
written to include digital bullying in hate crime legislation, or (c) students developing
support groups for youth who experience horizontal hostilities and are bullied on social
networks. Whatever the imagined outcome, PAR by design includes opportunities for
reflective and action-based outcomes (Friere, 1970).
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I will present the results from this project to the Marana Unified School District
administrative team and to educators in this district. This epilogue to the research will
culminate in a short seventh chapter detailing their reactions, criticisms, and a larger
discussion of dismantling the social conditions on which bullying behaviors thrive.
The importance of utilizing PAR with institutional ethnography, a research
method that analyzes the importance of organizational structures, is twofold. First, the
experiences of teachers and educators working in high schools are highlighted as a source
of authority. This authority can be described as a political economy, the relationship
between professional positions, experiences, and power (Smith, 2002; 2005). Campbell
and Gregor (2002) suggest that these professional roles in social organizations are often
maintained through rote practice rather than with a critical approach. Additionally, the
spaces that teachers and staff inhabit in their professional roles remain important
locations of practice in the social organization of schools.
Secondly, digital media and social networks exist as an institutional space; the
Internet functions as a local site of social relationships (Smith, 1987; Walby, 2005 ).
These relationships exist as part of an educational social hierarchy, where teachers and
staff enjoy prestige offline, but are then transformed and rearranged by “relations of
ruling” in the digital world (Smith, 1987, p.152).
By unifying my interest in digital culture with the district’s need for an evaluative
study detailing bullying patterns in the school district, I used PAR and institutional
ethnography as the methodology (Cammarota, 2010). To fully address institutional
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concerns, I polled educators and staff in the 2001-2012 school year through surveys and
asked to participate in focus groups or in individual interviews. Utilizing a combination
of qualitative and quantitative strategies provided educators and staff with an opportunity
to speak about their professional and personal digital practices in a safe and productive
educational space.
2.1 Statement of the Problem
This research addresses four research questions by first exploring how educators
and staff recognize their own utilization of digital media in the development of their
personal and social identities and that of their students. Second, it examines how
educators and staff perceive the connection between online and offline behaviors. Third,
the research evaluates how teachers and staff understand the district’s current disciplinary
policies and their perceptions of institutional responsibility at identifying and regulating
student behavior. Finally, it produces a list of suggested procedural changes addressing
current academic policies, the development of bullying intervention strategies, and tactics
for improving critical literacy between educational institutions, guardians, and students.
Four research questions that address the individual, interpersonal, disciplinary,
and policy concerns of educators and staff are at the center of inquiry.
•

RQ1 For educators and staff, what is the relationship between online social
networks and offline social networks?
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How is this relationship valued by educators and staff? How are online-to-offline
or offline-to-online exchanges conducted? Are there advantages or disadvantages
to educators and staff crossing communication mediums? What are the
consequences of the exchange between online and offline networks? Do social
networks facilitate conflict or assist in conflict resolution?
•

RQ2 How do educators and staff understand the relationship between online and
offline behavior in an educational setting?
What connections do educators and staff perceive between their face-to-face
social networks and those managed online? How do relationships that span both
online and offline lives affect educators and staff on campus?

•

RQ3 How do educators and staff view the responsibility of the school in
identifying and regulating behaviors that may or may not take place on campus?
How should the school react legally and ethically if educators and staff are bullied
online off campus? What are the disciplinary expectations of guardians and
teachers? Are educators and staff, guardians, and teachers informed about what
constitutes bullying behavior online? Where are the boundaries between
institutional responsibility and guardian responsibility? What are the local, state,
and national expectations for ‘appropriate’ conduct in a digital environment?
How do school districts and educators and staff manage the crossover of
relationships, i.e. the crossover from online bullying to face-to-face bullying? In
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what way do school disciplinary conduct policies differ from each other? Do
those differences impact their effectiveness, and if so, how?
•

RQ4 What solutions might be offered to negotiate the need for correcting
behavior, defining boundaries, and managing conflicting agendas in disciplinary
policies between students, guardians, educators, and staff?
How do educators and staff perceive disciplinary consequences associated with
bullying? Are educators and staff informed of the repercussions of bullying?
How does bullying affect educators and staff social standing, reputation, or social
network? What are the primary characteristics that bullies target, i.e. sexuality,
educational performance, or other hierarchical identity markers? How would
educators and staff reduce bullying in their school?

2.1.1 Research Design
In this feminist project, I seek to understand how teachers perceived digital social
behaviors of educators, staff, parents, and students in formal institutions, specifically in
educational environments. Social identifiers including race, class, gender, and sexual
orientation are often targeted for harassment and mark a point of inquiry for data
collection. News items often cover the sensational stories about victims who resort to
violence but the insidious nature of bullying is found in the commonness of bullying
occurrences rather than the singularity of violent and aggressive outbreaks. The
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eruptions, like the rash of school shootings in the United States of America, are shocking,
but the daily impact of bullying causes a significant and pervasive damage.
The public bullying discourse primarily addresses victims of bullying; for
example, the goal of Dan Savage’s recuperative It Gets Better Project (IGBP) is to create
a community of students who are or feel socially rejected. In response to the flurry of
bullying-related suicides amongst gay, lesbian, transgender, bisexual, and
questioning/queer youth (LGBTQ), Savage responded to the call to action by a former
bullied gay teenager. Savage cited Billy Lucas, the 15-year-old who recently hung
himself and, at the time, was the most recent victim of intense schoolyard bullying
(McKinley 2010; Savage, 2010). Since the initial video aired September 21, 2012, the
response has been staggering with more than 700 videos made to support LGBT youth in
crisis, who are either hurting themselves or wish to hurt themselves further.
Although its singular purpose is to help teens who are in immediate need of
emotional support, this site has been widely criticized. Doyle (2010), a writer at The
Atlantic, acknowledges that the IGBP does not address larger organizational issues,
including a lack of medical and support for the lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
(LGBT) community. Veldman (2010), a writer at MIT’s The Tech, suggests that a video
message of hope is likely not enough; suggested resources, a plea to seek medical help
for depression, or encouraging those at risk to find someone to talk with about their
circumstances would be more effective. Finally, even Savage (2010) himself believes
that the videos are merely a visible step in the right direction. He calls for larger
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solutions, including the establishment of non-discrimination policies, anti-bullying
campaigns, and a wide shift in the social acceptance of bullying. Most critics cite that the
IGBP is no preventative project as it is a selective, privileged campaign that does not
resolve larger institutional issues. While taking into consideration the goal of the It Gets
Better Project and the immense support it is generating, the criticism is perhaps
secondary to the campaign’s message of recuperative hope.
This research project, in collaboration with the Marana Unified School District,
moves toward a preventative project rather than a recuperative project by identifying how
educators and staff perceive social triggers for cyberbullying behaviors, how best to
evaluate effective responses to curb cyberbullying, and by gathering information from the
participants for the development of applied solutions to bullying in school through policy
development, educational workshops, and informational practices. PAR provides an
opportunity to work with teachers and staff to identify and define bullying behaviors, to
evaluate social/digital boundaries, and to establish reasonable policies to address
damaging behavior.
The design of this project facilitates identifying some of the difficulties facing
educators and staff who experience a growing technical divide between students and
themselves; it also provides solutions to alleviate the institutional limitations of those
obstacles. Additionally, identifying and incorporating the specific knowledges produced
by teachers and staff about social network technologies, online behavioral expectations,
bullying patterns, and common misconceptions about social relationships, policies and
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practices surrounding online behavior can be tailored to address those hardships.
Through conversations with the Assistant Superintendent of the Marana Unified School
District, the school administrations and I maintained a community approach by actively
exploring power dynamics and continually reflecting on the research process (Baum,
MacDougall, and Smith, 2006; Cammarota, 2007; 2008).
To address the research questions, the organization of this project works within
and across multiple qualitative and quantitative methods and across investigator
triangulation (Berg, 2004; Jick, 1979). The methodological triangulation begins with an
educator survey, then moves into focus groups, and finally ends with individual
interviews, granting equal status to all three of the methodologies (Berg, 2004; Denzin,
1978; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998; 2003).
The majority of research, including survey collection, took place online and off
campus. Digital surveys are credited with being more accessible than paper surveys,
although digitally delivered research often has a lower rate of return than its physical
counterpart (Porter, 2004a; 2004b; Vehovar and Manfreda, 2008). Educators and staff
completed the surveys in the comfort of their homes, and those who did not have a home
computer could complete the surveys during their personal time on campus either in
computer labs, in the library, before classes, or after school.
For focus groups and individual interviews, location was again taken into
consideration during research design. Marana High School and Mountain View High
School have space available to conduct focus groups; these spaces were familiar, safe,
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and easily accessed by teachers and staff. In the event that an educator could not attend a
focus group at one of the local high schools, I conducted individual interviews off
campus, often at a coffee shop of the interviewee’s choosing.

2.1.2 Population and Sample
I conducted this study in the Marana Unified School District in Marana, Arizona.
This town is a suburb of Tucson, Arizona 16 ; however, Marana Unified School District is
the largest local employer. Racially, Marana represents a predominately White
population (68.80%) with a smaller Hispanic (22.10%) community. Other populations
with low representation include Black (2.30%), Indian (.80%), Asian (3.70%), and
Islander (3.70%). People who identify as Other (.20%) and two (2.00%) of the
aforementioned racial identifiers complete the racial demographics for the city. The two
high schools, Marana and Mountain View, have an approximate total of 3,800 students
enrolled.

16

2010 Census Summary File 1—Marana town[machine-readable data files]/prepared by the U.S. Census Bureau,
2011. http://www.marana.com/index.aspx?NID=951; http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/04/0444270.html

Percentage of Total Population
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Figure 1 Marana Racial Demographics
During the 2011-2012 school year, the educator and staff population was made up
of 308 professionals. Racial demographics of educators and staff were slightly different
than the racial profile of the district. Among the staff population, 79% identified as
White, with Hispanic (17.6%), Islander (2.0%), and Asian (2.0%) making up the balance.
Teachers were predominately white while the demographics of the staff more closely
resembled the county demographics.
Among the educator population, 92.9% identified as White, with Hispanic (7.1%)
and Native American (1.4%) rounding out the racial demographics. The majority of
survey participants were over the age of 40. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) found
that educators (64.3%) worked in schools for more than 10 years while the majority of
staff (64.3%) members worked 9 or fewer years.
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43

Results of the survey are referenced by either the school or by the staff
designation of ‘educator,’ which includes teachers, or ‘staff,’ which includes
administrators, counselors, and service professionals. The sample size for this study was
selected from the two high schools in the Marana Unified School District. Of the 308
educators and staff invited to participate in the study, 40.25% responded, including 73
educators from the total educator population of 176 (41.47%) and 54 staff from the total
staff population of 132(40.9%).

2.2 Instrumentation
Prior to obtaining University of Arizona IRB approval, included in Appendix B, I
contacted the Assistant Superintendent of the Marana Unified School District to begin the
process of creating a mutually beneficial project assessing and analyzing the online social
interactions and perceptions of students, parents, and educators, and staff. After
obtaining district support of the proposal and IRB approval, the district sent out links to
the research survey to all educators and staff. I contacted the principals at Marana High
School and Mountain View High School to organize on-campus visits to market the
study. Principals sent out a second email with the survey information in October 2011
after the campus visits to encourage more participants. After a substantially low response
rate from students and parents, perhaps indicating either survey exhaustion or a
generalized disinterest in bullying research, the study was modified to put educators and
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staff at the center of the inquiry. A modification was submitted and approved by the IRB
seeking permission for individual interviews.
I deployed the educator and staff survey in September 2011 to evaluate
perceptions of online and offline behaviors and to track faculty exposure to significant
online behaviors, perceptions of social identity, and educators and staff experiences with
cyberbullying, if any, that took place over the academic year. The survey, delivered
through Survey Monkey, consisted of four sections, each addressing a specific research
question. I tallied closed-ended questions with limited response choices, i.e. often,
sometimes, or never, for frequency and mean while open-ended questions were coded
and then organized into categories of emergent themes.
This research asked educators and staff to participate in a survey exploring the
four research areas and their relationship to educational practices. The questions were
slightly redesigned from prior surveys to more closely align with educator perceptions of
digital media.
•

First, what was their relationship between online social networks and offline
social networks? What were the attitudes towards social network sites among
educators and staff?
o How familiar were educators and staff with digital media?
o Did educators and staff include social networks in their pedagogical
practices in the classroom?
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•

Second, how do hierarchizing strategies, or tactics, for creating and maintaining
social power structures among students affect the relationship between online and
offline behavior?

•

Third, how do they as educators and staff view the responsibility of the school in
identifying and regulating behaviors that may or may not take place on campus?

•

Fourth, what changes would educators and staff make to the district’s disciplinary
policy in regards to cyberbullying? What were their expectations of social
network boundaries, behavioral responsibility, educational policies, enforcement,
and school-related discipline for bullying practices?

Several valid and reliable surveys were adapted and modified to apply to the surveys as
noted below. Many of the surveys have overlapping materials and similarity in
questioning techniques; for example, a direct question from Bauman’s (2010) work reads
as “What would you most likely do if you were cyberbullied?” For this work, the
question was modified to read as a qualitative question, “If you were being cyberbullied,
what would you do? Please list all actions you can think of.” These small changes were
made to elicit additional information from educators, in their own words.
Immediately following the collection of demographic information (questions 1-6),
the first section of this survey (questions 7-17, 25, and 39), correlating to the first
research question, examined the level of digital literacy of educators and staff, or
familiarity with the language of the digital world (Willard, 2006; 2009). This first section
uses a survey adapted from Willard (2006; 2009) and was used to measure educator
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technology usage patterns, in addition to their perceptions of the frequency with which
cyberbullying occurred at their schools. Additionally, this survey was altered to ask if
educators and staff had participated either implicitly or explicitly in any of the bullying
activities. This instrument is frequently used to evaluate the perception of educators and
staff as to the prevalence of cyberbullying that their students experience. In this research,
this question is used to measure the frequency with which digital life interrupts the lives
of educators. A research study conducted by Uneri and Tanidir (2011) found that 24.4%
of their subjects, in this case urban high school students, qualified as Internet addicts
whose lives are often interrupted by digital stimuli. A secondary survey, the Internet
Addiction Test (2010)1, was integrated into this section to evaluate the frequency of
interruptions from the digital world in their offline lives. This survey is widely used by
Internet addiction centers to identify an unhealthy dependency on the Internet and the
interactions that are facilitated by digital media. Finally, several surveys from the Pew
IALP (Hampton et al, 2011; Pew, 2002; 2011; 2012; Purcell, 2011; 2012) are utilized to
identify technological competency, rates of digital use, and the integration of
technological devices into the lives of adults 17. To better understand the perceptions of
educators and staff in regards to social identity and social technologies, they were asked
questions such as “How does online behavior affect students in your classroom or on
campus?”

17

The Pew IALP maintains a thorough database of digital trends in the United States that track, for example, the types
of technology used by youth and adults, the number of times the average American uses their smartphone during the
day, or if race is a variant that affects technological adoption.
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The second section, correlating to the second research question, includes an
adaptation of an instrument created by Hinduja and Patchin (2006) that was significantly
revised in 2009 (Hinduja and Patchin, 2009); this survey remains a foundational
cyberbullying research tool most recently used in Gardner (2010) and Baker (2010).
Hinduja and Patchin’s work examined the perceptions of bullying behavior in a digital
environment. This research utilizes many of those questions but with slight alterations to
the questions so they apply to educators and staff. A secondary survey adapted from a
cyberbullying survey delivered by Quia, an online survey tool, to junior high school
students in the United States was used as an example for both the simplicity of the
language but also as a bridge between academic surveys and those employed by schools
to student populations 18. There is little information as to the validity of the Quia survey,
but the questions pull heavily from the three aforementioned instruments. The
fundamental differences between surveys are the language asking each question and the
organization of the questions. For example rather than asking “How frequently do you
think other students at your school are cyberbullied?” the question was edited to read
“How frequently do you think students at your school are cyberbullied?” The questions
from the Quia survey were edited to put the experiences of educators and staff at the
center of the inquiry. Questions 18-22, 26-7, 29, 36, 41, and 50 asked educators and staff

18

Quia. “Bullying in Our School - A Student Survey.” Accessed March 28th, 2013 at
http://www.quia.com/sv/125114.html.
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to report the frequency with which cyberbullying affects their students, in addition to how
educators and staff use social media to interact, overtly or covertly, with their students.
The third set of questions (23-24, 28, 30, 33-35, 40, 42-44, and 49), correlating to
the third research question, ask educators and staff to report the impact of online
interactions on their offline lives, their experiences outside the classroom with
cyberbullying, how educators and staff react to cyberbullying, and finally how educators
and staff interact with parents when reporting cyberbullying. This section included a
survey adapted from Bauman (2009). This segment includes two subdivisions that
measure first the perceptions of educators and staff as to their experiences with
cyberbullying and as “cybervictims” (Bauman, 2009: 807). These questions include
“How often have you spread a rumor about someone on the Internet?” and “How often
has someone spread a rumor about you on the Internet?” The second subdivision tracks
educator reactions to bullying behaviors and includes questions like “If you were bullied,
how likely would you be to avoid the bully?” and “If a student were bullied, how likely
would you be to ask a family member for advice?”
The final set of questions (31-32, 37-38, 45-48), correlating to the fourth research
question, ask educators and staff to report on current cyberbullying policies implemented
by the Marana Unified School District, including what policies or criteria teachers and
staff would like to see changed. This final set of questions included ones evaluating who
educators and staff perceived as responsible for managing cyberbullying: the school
district, students, parents, staff and/or educators. This section also included questions on
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the perceived effectiveness of educators and staff in curbing cyberbullying behaviors and
the concerns of educators and staff in reporting cyberbullying to administration.
Questions such as “Have you witnessed bullying on campus that originated online?” and
“How would you like to react when you witness online bullying that originated off
campus?” were asked to gain insight into social hierarchies and the regulation of student
behaviors. In addition, the survey gave subjects an opportunity to indicate if they would
like to further participate in this research as contributors to focus groups or as individual
interviews.
Educators and staff were offered opportunities to participate in focus groups
beginning in November 2011 and continuing through May 2012 in an effort to gain indepth information on the four research questions (digital literacy, social hierarchy,
bullying, and policy). Educators and staff who were not available to attend focus groups
or preferred to meet in a one-on-one setting were offered the opportunity to meet for
individual interviews. The educators and staff who continued with the research by
participating in focus groups or individual interviews were most interested in focusing on
research question 4, focusing on solutions or strategies to improve the district’s bullying
policy as it pertains to social media.
I conducted two educator focus groups with willing participants divided into
groups based on their response patterns (non-users of digital technology and users of
digital technology) from the fall survey. Themes that emerged from these discussions
were utilized to generate a fuller understanding of the complications surrounding
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online/offline behavioral management in educational settings, including concern over the
constitutional right to free speech, polarization in the uses of digital media, and
frustration over ineffectual behavioral policies.
I took field notes and made video recordings of each focus group or interview
session to preserve the integrity of subject positions and to clarify which subjects
provided which specific materials. Both the notes and tapes were transcribed and coded
to protect the identity of each participant. The transcriptions underwent content analysis
by considering emergent themes as artifacts, or topics of common concern, which were
then coded and used as a comparative to data collected in the surveys.
Based on the usage results gathered from the survey, educators and staff were
divided into two groups, non-users and users—although there was no significant
differences between populations based on the results of quantitative data 19. The first
group, non-users, was sorted based on Watkins’ (2010) four categories including
resisters, rejecters, the excluded, and the expelled, based on their responses to the survey.
Non-user educators and staff were offered an opportunity to participate in a focus group
concentrating on their attitudes and perceptions of digital media and the responsibility of
enforcing educational disciplinary standards. The second groups, users, utilized social
network sites as a pedagogical tool, to connect with students, or for their personal
pleasure and were also asked to participate in a focus group. This group was asked
questions concentrating on their personal experiences of social networks, how they have

19

Table of analysis can be requested from the author.

51

witnessed student behaviors influenced by the online/offline exchange, and finally how
they perceived the relationship between institutional policies addressing bullying and the
expectations of guardians and students. Particular attention was paid to usage levels of
technology as approaches to knowledge and technology; historically, usage levels
produced significantly different experiences of the social and the digital (Watkins, 2010).
Surprisingly, there was little difference between users and non-users in the qualitative
perception of digital life; non-users simply opted out of participating in the social
organization of online media and communities. Therefore I withdrew the distinctions
between user and non-user groups and continued research.
The methods employed in this study emulate both interdisciplinary and
intersectional values but also a focus on mixed methods and methodologies. The study of
digital communities rarely tracks the behaviors of online and offline life or the impact
those behaviors have on each other. I utilized a traditional face-to-face format in
combination with digital interventions to pilot the evaluation of user fluency, offline
social perceptions of media, and how media affects the institutional community in which
teachers and staff members function.
2.3 Limitations
There are several limitations to this study as matters of generalizability and
verisimilitude. First, this was not longitudinal research and did not track teachers or staff
after the 2011-2012 academic year. Second, although both high schools in Marana were
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sampled for this study, sizable differences in socioeconomic and racial compositions
impact the generalizability of this study. While the median income of all home owners in
the United States was $52, 762 20, for home owners in the state of Arizona, the median
household income was $50,752 21, and Pima County, where Marana Unified School
District is located, has a median household income of $46,341 22. The sample for this
research comes from a school district where the median income of home owners reported
by the United States Census Bureau in 2013 23 was $70,705. Importantly, this district
includes urban, rural, and suburban populations, which may make the results less
generalizable to educational populations in other areas of the country, particularly those
with dissimilar geographic and demographic compositions. Rural districts in Arizona, for
example, the Sierra Vista Unified District, have lower ratios of students of color in
addition to lower median incomes 24, whereas urban districts in Phoenix have a higher
ratio of students of color, and a lower per capita income 25. The differences between
suburban schools and urban schools also differ; for example, the Marana Unified School
District has a teacher-to-student ratio of 1:16 while Tucson Unified School District has a

20

U. S. Census Bureau. (2013). State & County QuickFacts: USA. Accessed May 15, 2013, from
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/00000.html
21
U. S. Census Bureau. (2013). State & County QuickFacts: Arizona. Accessed May 15, 2013, from
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/04000.html
22
U. S. Census Bureau. (2013). State & County QuickFacts: Pima County. Accessed May 15, 2013, from
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/04/04019.html
23
U. S. Census Bureau. (2013). State & County QuickFacts: Marana (town), AZ. Accessed May 15, 2013, from
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/04/0444270.html
24
Proximity. (2013). Sierra Vista Unified School District, AZ (0401460) DP1 General Demographic Characteristics.
Accessed January 15, 2013, from http://proximityone.com/acs/dpaz/dp1_0401460.htm
25
Proximity One. (2013). Phoenix Union High School District, AZ (0406330) DP1 General Demographic
Characteristics. Accessed January 15, 2013, from http://proximityone.com/acs/dpaz/dp1_0406330.htm ;
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ratio closer to 1:20 26. These differences in demographics and student/teacher ratios are
subtle; however, the generalizability of data collected in this project is limited to similar
suburban school districts.
In addition to generalizability, limitations in this research may also be defined by
the extent that participants trusted the researcher to be fair, to recognize the importance of
personal narratives, to use methods that were authentic to PAR, and to build honest
rapport with participants to an extent that was ethically acceptable. To reduce the
limitations associated with trustworthiness, this research was shared with participants.
The researcher kept a research journal to record personal reflections, and interactions
with participants were limited to focus groups and, to a smaller extent, individual
interviews.
I designed this research project in conjunction with the Marana Unified School
District and its educators to resolve issues of digital literacy, bullying, accountability, and
policy design. By utilizing PAR methods in combination with institutional ethnography,
this research was able to identify some of the underlying mechanisms of power and
control that hinder the educational system in this district and, arguably, nationwide. The
next chapter addresses the results of the collected data and analyzes that information to
draw conclusions in upcoming chapters.

26

Local School Directory. (2010). Arizona Schools: State Information for Public Schools. Accessed January 15, 2013,
from http://www.localschooldirectory.com/state-schools/AZ
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CHAPTER 3: RESULTS
One hundred and twenty-seven participants responded to the study. First, data
were screened for missing data, inconsistency, and univariate outliers. Second, I checked
the data to ensure there were no missing cases on the variables of interest: six participants
were removed due to excessive missing data. Third, data were assessed for inconsistent
responses (e.g., simultaneously selecting no profile on website and spending between 1 –
2 hours on website); the responses for eight inconsistent cases were removed. Finally, I
examined the data for the presence of univariate outliers on the following six composite
scores:
1. Question 15 average: Of these 23 online activities, how often do you…
blog, change settings, create content?
2. Question 25 average: Do you…get angry when someone interrupts your
Internet usage, procrastinate in favor of staying online?
3. Question 26 average: Have you seen, or do you know of…bullying,
violence, gang behavior?
4. Question 28a average: Please answer the statements below…relating to
incidences of bullying.
5. Question 29 average: Since the beginning of the year, how many times has
one of your students…been bullied, bullied back, hit, been hit?
6. Question 30 average: In the last six months, have you…been bullied,
bullied back?
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These questions have multiple components that when taken as a complete or composite
score indicate familiarity with common digital practices and awareness of common
bullying experiences. The examination of univariate outliers was tested by creating
standardized residuals for each of the six composite scores and examining cases for
values that fell above 3.29 and values that fell below -3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012);
six participants were removed. The data from the remaining 114 participants were used
in the final analyses.
Data sets from both teacher and staff populations were merged when an analysis
of variance (ANOVA) did not find significant differences between populations, with the
exception of three survey responses: question 3 (years working in schools), question 10
(approximately how many hours are you online), and question 37, subquestion 6
(teachers could stop cyberbullying). Survey question 3 is discussed later in this chapter,
survey question 10 is discussed in Chapter 4, and the variances to survey question 37 is
discussed in Chapter 5.
3.1 Descriptive Statistics
The majority of participants were female (92, 81%), White (99, 87%), primarily
spoke English in the household (111, 99%), and taught at Mountain View High School
(59, 52%). Twenty-five (22%) participants were between the ages of 40 and 44, and 30
(29%) participants worked for the district for four years or fewer. I used these initial
demographics to determine if there were any significant differences between populations
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of age, race/ethnicity, years working in the school district, and at which school educators
were employed. Based on an analysis of variance (ANOVA) I found that there were no
significant differences between demographics of these populations with one exception
between staff and teacher populations. The majority of teachers have worked in
education for over 10 years (45%) while the majority of staff members (42.86%) have
been with the district for four or fewer years. Frequencies and percentages for
participants’ demographics are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1 Frequencies and Percentages for Participants’ Demographics
Demographics
Gender
Female
Male
Age
24 or under
25 – 29
30 – 34
35 – 39
40 – 44
45 – 49
50 – 54
55 – 59
60 or over
School
Marana Career and Technical High
School 27
Marana High School
Mt. View High School
Years teaching/working
4 or fewer
5–9
10 – 14
15 – 19
20 or more

27

n

%

92
22

81
19

9
11
6
18
25
11
19
5
9

8
10
5
16
22
10
17
4
8

1

1

54
59

47
52

30
17
23
11
22

29
17
22
11
21

The staff member from Marana Career and Technical High School was not statistically different from other
populations, and, during the process of this survey, MCTHS was merged into Marana High School.
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Race
Alaskan Native
0
Asian
1
Black/African American
0
Hawaiian Native or Pacific Islander
1
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin
13
Native American
1
White
99
Other (open-ended response)
Caucasian
1
Mutt
1
Primary language spoken in household
English
111
Spanish
1
Other (open-ended response)
Tamil
1
Note. Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding error and participant
allowance to select multiple responses.

0
1
0
1
11
1
87
1
1
99
1
1
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3.2 Description of Quantitative Results
Research Question 1
To examine Research Question 1, (For educators and staff, what is the
relationship between online social networks and offline social network?), I conducted
two sets of descriptive statistics: frequencies and percentages, and means and standard
deviations. I conducted frequencies and percentages on the following survey items: 7, 8,
9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, and 39. I conducted means and standard deviations on
question 15 (of these 23 online activities, how often do you… blog, change settings,
create content) average scores, and question 25 (do you…get angry when someone
interrupts your Internet usage, procrastinate in favor of staying online?) average scores.
This section first explores how educators and staff currently understand digital
technologies and how they use digital tools. It then explores the exchange of information
and relationships across online and offline networks. The majority of participants had
cell phones and laptops (83, 73%) and had Internet access at home (113, 99%) for 11
years or more (75, 66%). This information suggests the educator and staff populations
have used digital technologies for a lengthy period of time and have integrated these
products into their home lives. Frequencies and Percentages Describing Digital Literacy
survey items are presented in Table 2.
Table 2 Frequencies and Percentages Describing Digital Literacy
Digital literacy
Question 7 (which of the following do you have)

n

%

61

Cell phone
Smart phone
Tablet
Desktop
Laptop
Question 8
Yes – have Internet access at home
No – do not have Internet access at home
Question 9 (how many years have you had Internet access)
Less than 1 year
2–4
5–7
8 – 10
11 or more

83
54
10
70
83

73
47
9
61
73

113
1

99
1

1
3
12
22
75

1
3
11
20
66

Per weekday, 38 (35%) participants spend 1–2 hours online, and per weekend, 42
(37%) participants spend 3–4 hours online. Most participants spent less than one hour
talking on their cell phone (76, 69%), have 1–2 screen names (64, 59%), and have 1–2
email addresses (62, 54%). When compared to the average American adult in 2010, most
of the working professionals in the Marana Unified School District use the Internet and
their cell phones with the same frequency spending 2 hours and 35 minutes a day online
and less than an hour on their cell phones while their students spend an average of 10
hours per day utilizing digital media 28. Frequencies and Percentages Describing Digital
Time Investment survey items are presented in Table 3.
Table 3 Frequencies and Percentages Digital Time Investment
Digital Time Investment

28

n

NewMedia TrendWatch. (2010). Demographics: Internet Usage Patterns. Accessed January 15, 2013, from
http://www.newmediatrendwatch.com/markets-by-country/17-usa/123-demographics

%

62

Question 10 (approximately how many hours are you
online)
Per weekday
Less than 1 hour
1–2
3–4
5–6
More than 6
Per weekend
Less than 1 hour
1–2
3–4
5–6
More than 6
Question 11 (how many hours a day do you use your
cell phone to)
Talk
Less than 1 hour
1–2
3–4
More than 5
Never
Text
Less than 1 hour
1–2
3–4
More than 5
Never
Use the Internet
Less than 1 hour
1–2
3–4
More than 5
Never
Question 12
How many email addresses do you have
1–2
3–4
4–5
5+
How many screen names do you have

12
38
25
6
29

11
35
23
6
26

8
29
42
12
22

7
26
37
11
20

76
27
3
5
0

69
24
3
5
0

61
33
2
6
8

56
30
2
6
7

37
28
8
8
25

35
26
8
8
24

62
35
5
12

54
31
4
11

63

None
1–2
3–4
4 -5
5+

18
64
17
2
7

17
59
16
2
7

Eighty-four (74%) participants check their email first when online, but 55
participants (48%) participants did not use online chat to communicate. The average
educator or staff member in Marana Unified School District is under the age of 44 and,
according to Pew Internet & American Life Project (2010), a part of Generation X.
According to this survey, between 90-100% of Generation X professionals use email, 8089% use search and health information daily, 70-79% get their news and visit
government websites and 60-69% make travel reservations, watch videos, buy products,
visit social network sites, or bank online. A mere 50-59% visit online classifieds, listen
to music, and use instant messaging while less than 50% of Generation X play games,
look up financial or religious information, read blogs, rate things, participate in online
auctions, donate to charity, listen to podcasts, create blogs, or visit virtual worlds (Pew,
2010).
Between 90-100% of high school youth, part of the Millennial Generation, use
email and search functions, with 80-90% investing time in searching for health
information, using social networks, and watching videos. Fewer students seek out news
sources (70-79%), but 60-69% of youth shop online, instant message, listen to music,
make travel reservations, search online classifieds, conduct banking, and search
government websites. A mere 50-59% play games online. Less than 50% read blogs,
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look up financial information, rate things, search religious information, attend online
auctions, listen to podcasts, donate to charity, write blogs, or participate in virtual worlds
(Pew, 2010).
Using a national sample of youth behaviors as a comparison, the generational
differences between high school youth and their teachers are evident in the activities each
chooses to pursue online and in the fervor with which they participate. For example, of
the 11 online activities (Facebook, MySpace, Bebo, Friendster, hi5, Orkut, PefSpt,
Zorpia, Netlog, Habbo, and not on social network site), only Facebook and MySpace had
participants with profiles on them. Of the two social networking sites, the majority of
participants had fewer than 100 friends on Facebook (31, 30%). In comparison, on
average, 80-90% of high-school-age youth list social networks as an online activity in
which they engage and have on average 396 friends on Facebook 29. Study participants
have limited exposure to online activities but prioritize email over other social activities
suggesting a focus on one-on-one communication through singular task management.
For educators, these data suggest that students are more active in online practices
but not necessarily better at navigating the Internet. Student peer groups are online at a
higher rather than the peer groups of educators. The adult population (30-49 years of
age) on social networks is growing at a faster rate than the rate of growth found among
young adults, which actually declined 9% last year, according to data collected by Pew

29

Statista. (2012). Average number of Facebook Friends of U. S. Users in 2012, By Age. Accessed January 15, 2013 at
http://www.statista.com/statistics/232499/americans-who-use-social-networking-sites-several-times-per-day/
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Research Center’s Internet & American Life Project surveys from 2005 to 2012 (Brenner,
2013).
Frequencies and Percentages Describing Digital Socializing Behavior survey
items are presented in Table 4.
Table 4 Frequencies and Percentages Digital Socializing Behavior
Digital Socializing Behavior
n
Question 13 (what is the very first thing you check online)
Email
84
Social network
19
Instant messenger
0
News
8
Read blogs
0
Play a quick game
2
Watch a video
0
Visit a virtual world
0
Question 14 (How many people online do you chat with everyday)
1–2
35
3-4
8
5–6
11
9+
5
No one
55
Question 16 (Of these online activities, how often do you…)
Facebook
No profile on this site
19
Under 1 hour
52
1–2
30
3-4
3
MySpace
No profile on this site
98
Under 1 hour
8
1–2
0
3-4
0
Question 17 (Of the online social network, how
many friends do you have on each site)
Facebook
Under 100
31
100 – 200
27

%
74
17
0
7
0
2
0
0
31
7
10
4
48

18
50
29
3
93
8
0
0

30
27

66

200 – 300
300 – 400
500+
Not applicable
MySpace
Under 100
100 – 200
200 – 300
300 – 400
500+
Not applicable

14
8
13
9

14
8
13
9

8
1
0
0
1
41

16
2
0
0
2
80

More participants ranked their general computing skill online and their ability to
use cell phones/PDAs as an A (61, 59%) on a traditional academic scale. Forty-six
(45%) participants rated the ability of parents/guardians to use cell phones, PDAs, and
general computing online with a B, and 92 (89%) participants rated the ability of
students’ to use cell phones and PDAs with an A. The discrepancy between perception of
skill and the application of skills will be discussed more fully in Chapter 4 where
comparisons between student and educator populations results in the creation of timesaving.
Although most participants do not spend their time online generating new content
or knowledge through blogs, website design, or attending online educational forums or
classes, they rank their proficiency as being in the top 10%. Similarly, they also view
students as digitally skilled with content creation. Parents and guardians are perceived by
educators and staff as less competent than students at navigating the digital world. This
suggests a discrepancy between perception of skill and application of skill. For example,
participants believe their students are in the 80th percentile of skill at media creation
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although the Pew IALP (2011) finds that less than 14% of teens create/manage their own
blog and less than 21% of teens take online materials and “remix” it into a new product.
Educators perceived students as good users of online content, but, in practice, students
only participate in a fraction of the activities found online. Frequencies and Percentages
Describing Graded Digital Proficiency survey items are presented in Table 5.
Table 5 Frequencies and Percentages Graded Digital Proficiency
Graded Digital Proficiency
n
%
Question 39 (How would you grade your ability to use information and communication
technologies)
Cell phones/PDAs
A
49
47
B
31
30
C
21
20
D
3
3
F
1
1
General computing online
A
61
59
B
33
32
C
10
10
D
0
0
F
0
0
Library system
A
30
29
B
46
44
C
21
20
D
7
7
F
0
0
Media creation
A
15
14
B
42
40
C
24
23
D
19
18
F
4
4
Question 40 (how would you grade the ability of parents/guardians to use information
and communication technologies)
Cell phones/PDAs
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A
24
B
46
C
30
D
2
F
1
General computing online
A
22
B
46
C
30
D
4
F
1
Library system
A
4
B
31
C
38
D
22
F
7
Media creation
A
4
B
29
C
37
D
28
F
4
Question 41 (how would you grade your students’ ability to use information and
communication technologies)
Cell phones/PDAs
A
92
B
8
C
1
D
2
F
0
General computing online
A
75
B
19
C
7
D
2
F
0
Library system
A
29
B
35
C
19
D
17

23
45
29
2
1
21
45
29
4
1
4
30
37
22
7
4
28
36
28
4

89
8
1
2
0
73
18
7
2
0
28
34
18
17

69

F
3
Media creation
A
58
B
30
C
9
D
5
F
0
Note. Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding error and participant
allowance to select multiple responses.

3
57
29
9
5
0

Research Question 2
To examine Research Question 2 (how do educators and staff understand the
relationship between online and offline behavior in an educational setting?), I conducted
two sets of descriptive statistics: frequencies and percentages, and means and standard
deviations. All calculations were validated by Statistics Solutions. Frequencies and
percentages were conducted survey items 22, 23, 24, 28b, 33–35, 44, and 49. Means and
standard deviations were conducted for question 28a (please answer the statements
below…relating to incidences of bullying) average scores and question 30 (in the last six
months, have you…been bullied, bullied back?) average scores. Frequencies and
percentages describing impact of online items are presented in Table 8. This section will
first explore how educators perceive the impact of online interactions for their own
experiences, the experiences of their students, and how educators react to the experiences
of their students. This section then explores the relationship between digital literacy and
whether educators experience an affective impact based on online interactions.
Thirty-four (31%) participants rated online interactions as slightly important as
evidenced by limited time spent utilizing digital devices. Most participants never
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reviewed the history of the websites their students visited (90, 80%). This suggests that
38% of educators and staff may beaware of cyberbullying online. Participants have a
higher awareness of cell phone bullying behaviors; however, educators and staff do not
monitor what their students are doing online, nor are they aware of how computers are
used to bully other students.
Table 6 Frequencies and Percentages Describing Impact of Online Items
Impact of online items
Question 22 (how often do you…)
Communicate by text
Never
Monthly
Weekly
Daily
Send or receive emails
Never
Monthly
Weekly
Daily
Review the history of the websites your students visit
Never
Monthly
Weekly
Daily
I don’t know
Question 28b (please answer statements below)
Students at my school cyberbully by cell phone
Never
Very rarely
Rarely
Occasionally
Frequently
Very frequently
Student at my school cyberbully by computer
I don’t know
Never
Very rarely

n

%

34
5
14
58

31
5
13
52

16
7
15
74

14
6
13
66

90
14
2
6
33

80
13
2
5
31

30
3
2
26
12
1

28
3
2
24
11
1

35
31
6

33
29
6

71

Rarely
Occasionally
Frequently
Very frequently

2
23
9
1

2
22
8
1

Much of this ignorance could be attributed to the fact that half (57, 50%) of the
participants have never been bullied. Forty-four (39%) participants have never been
bullied online, whereas 29 (25%) participants said they were not affected or bothered by
online bullying experiences. While 47% of teens report being bullied at school, another
47% of teens admit to being victims of cyberbullying in the past year (Josephine Institute,
2010). The vast majority of adult participants have not been in an online fight in the past
six months (107, 99%). Compared to students in high schools around the country,
educators and staff in the Marana Unified School District have had few experiences of
aggressive conflict whether online or offline. Frequencies and Percentages Describing
Online Experiences of Bullying items are presented in Table 7.
Table 7 Frequencies and Percentages Online Experience of Bullying
Online Experience of Bullying
n
%
Question 30 (in the last six months, have you…)
Been in an online fight
No
107
99
1 – 2 times
1
1
3 – 4 times
0
0
5 – 6 times
0
0
7+ times
0
0
Been excluded from an online group by people who were being mean to you
No
107
99
1 – 2 times
1
1
3 – 4 times
0
0
5 – 6 times
0
0
7+ times
0
0
Been put down online by someone who has sent or posted cruel gossip, rumors, or
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other harmful material
No
105
98
1 – 2 times
2
2
3 – 4 times
0
0
5 – 6 times
0
0
7+ times
0
0
Had someone pretend to be you and send or post material that damaged your
reputation or friendships
No
105
98
1 – 2 times
2
2
3 – 4 times
0
0
5 – 6 times
0
0
7+ times
0
0
Had someone share your personal secrets or images online without your permission
No
106
98
1 – 2 times
2
2
3 – 4 times
0
0
5 – 6 times
0
0
7+ times
0
0
The experience of perpetuating bullying behavior also deviates between student
and educator/staff populations. While 50% of students admit to being a bully in prior
work conducted by the Josephine Institute (2010), in this study participants uniformly
deny bullying other people online. Only one participant admits to sending a mean or
nasty message to another person online, similar to the small percentage (0.8) of selfreported perpetrators/bullies from a survey conducted by the Workplace Bullying
Institute (2010). The incongruity between the number of adults who have experienced
bullying with the number of adults who admit perpetuating bullying behavior suggest a
reluctance to behavioral admissions; adults are either unlikely to admit when they are
bullies, or they do not identify their behavior as within the spectrum of bullying.
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Frequencies and Percentages Describing Online Perpetuation of Bullying Behavior items
are presented in Table 8.
Table 8 Frequencies and Percentages Online Perpetuation of Bullying
Behavior
Online Perpetuation of Bullying Behavior
n
%
Question 30 continued (in the last six months, have you…)
Helped exclude someone else from your online group
No
108
95
1 – 2 times
0
0
3 – 4 times
0
0
5 – 6 times
0
0
7+ times
0
0
Pretended to be someone else to send or post material to damage that person’s
reputation or friendships
No
108
95
1 – 2 times
0
0
3 – 4 times
0
0
5 – 6 times
0
0
7+ times
0
0
Put down someone else online by sending or posting cruel gossip, rumors, or other
harmful material
No
108
95
1 – 2 times
0
0
3 – 4 times
0
0
5 – 6 times
0
0
7+ times
0
0
Received online messages that made you very afraid for your safety
No
107
94
1 – 2 times
0
0
3 – 4 times
0
0
5 – 6 times
0
0
7+ times
0
0
Received mean or nasty messages from
someone
No
103
96
1 – 2 times
4
4
3 – 4 times
0
0
5 – 6 times
0
0
7+ times
0
0
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Sent mean or nasty messages to someone
No
107
1 – 2 times
1
3 – 4 times
0
5 – 6 times
0
7+ times
0
Shared someone’s personal secrets or images online without that person’s
permission
No
108
1 – 2 times
0
3 – 4 times
0
5 – 6 times
0
7+ times
0

99
1
0
0
0

95
0
0
0
0

Fortunately, participants have some understanding of the plight of their students,
despite not sharing in the same cultural experiences, and are very unlikely to victim
blame if one of their students was being bullied online (90, 87%). In fact, the vast
majority of participants were very likely to report the bullying to someone who could
help (80, 80%), although they do not view themselves as that authority figure. A
significant number of participants (77, 75%) are somewhat likely or very likely to tell the
bully to stop. Additionally, 90 participants (75%) are likely to tell another staff member
at school about the incident, which is comparative to the 71 participants (71%) who
would tell the parents of the bully or victim about the behavior. The perception of
impotency among educators and staff will be discussed more fully in Chapter 5 when I
explore how teachers are neutralized as disciplinarians and occasionally complicit in
bullying behavior. Frequencies and percentages on describing reactions to student
victimization are presented in Table 9.
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Table 9 Frequencies and Percentages Reaction to Student Victimization
Reaction to Student Victimization
n
%
Question 44 (if one of your students were being bullied online, how would you react)
Do something to take mind off it
Not sure
9
9
Very unlikely
79
77
Somewhat unlikely
5
5
Somewhat likely
10
10
Feel helpless
Not sure
4
4
Very unlikely
67
66
Somewhat unlikely
15
15
Somewhat likely
15
15
Throw or hit something
Not sure
6
6
Very unlikely
91
88
Somewhat unlikely
3
3
Somewhat likely
2
2
Very likely
1
1
Think, “if they were cooler, this wouldn’t happen”
Not sure
7
7
Very unlikely
90
87
Somewhat unlikely
3
3
Somewhat likely
3
3
Very likely
0
0
Bully back for your student
Not sure
7
7
Very unlikely
92
90
Somewhat unlikely
2
2
Somewhat likely
1
1
Very likely
0
0
Ignore it
Not sure
Tell another staff member at school
6
6
Very unlikely
83
81
Somewhat unlikely
8
8
Somewhat likely
4
4
Very likely
1
1
Tell the bully to stop
Not sure
5
5
Very unlikely
13
13
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Somewhat unlikely
7
Somewhat likely
39
Very likely
38
Tell another staff member at school
Not sure
3
Very unlikely
4
Somewhat unlikely
6
Somewhat likely
35
Very likely
55
Tell their parents
Not sure
7
Very unlikely
8
Somewhat unlikely
15
Somewhat likely
37
Very likely
34
Tell your friends
Not sure
6
Very unlikely
65
Somewhat unlikely
14
Somewhat likely
13
Very likely
4
Print the offending material to show to another staff member
Not sure
13
Very unlikely
35
Somewhat unlikely
10
Somewhat likely
21
Very likely
24
Print the full email header to show another staff member
Not sure
12
Very unlikely
33
Somewhat unlikely
10
Somewhat likely
22
Very likely
26

7
38
37
3
4
6
34
53
7
8
15
37
34
6
64
14
13
4
13
34
10
20
23
12
32
10
21
25

When educators encountered a student being bullied online, they were very likely
to tell the bully to stop (38, 37%) or to support the victim privately (33, 32%). The vast
majority of participants were very likely to report the bullying to someone who could
help (80, 80%), although they do not view themselves as that authority figure, a
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complexity that will be discussed in detail in Chapter 6, when I address how apathy,
anxiety, and chosen ignorance affect bullying prevention among educators. Frequencies
and percentages on describing reactions to student victimization are presented in Table
10.
Table 10 Frequencies and Percentages Reaction to Student Victimization
Reaction to Student Victimization
n
Question 49 (If you witnessed a student being bullied online would you:)
Join by posting similar material
Not sure
2
Very unlikely
97
Somewhat unlikely
0
Somewhat likely
0
Very likely
1
Support cyber bullying
Not sure
2
Very unlikely
94
Somewhat unlikely
2
Somewhat likely
0
Very likely
2
Read the material, but not contribute
Not sure
11
Very unlikely
62
Somewhat unlikely
7
Somewhat likely
10
Very likely
10
Avoid or leave the online environment
Not sure
14
Very unlikely
44
Somewhat unlikely
12
Somewhat likely
14
Very likely
14
Complain to others, but not directly to the cyberbully
Not sure
11
Very unlikely
69
Somewhat unlikely
12
Somewhat likely
5
Very likely
3

%

2
97
0
0
1
2
94
2
0
2
11
62
7
10
10
14
45
12
14
14
11
69
12
5
3
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To help the victim privately
Not sure
9
Very unlikely
12
Somewhat unlikely
9
Somewhat likely
37
Very likely
33
Tell the cyberbully to stop
Not sure
11
Very unlikely
13
Somewhat unlikely
8
Somewhat likely
26
Very likely
42
Support the victim publicly
Not sure
12
Very unlikely
22
Somewhat unlikely
10
Somewhat likely
24
Very likely
30
Report the cyberbullying to someone who could help
Not sure
2
Very unlikely
3
Somewhat unlikely
3
Somewhat likely
12
Very likely
80
Note. Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding error and participant
allowance to select multiple responses.

9
12
9
37
33
11
13
8
26
42
12
22
10
25
31
2
3
3
12
80

Comparison of Quantitative Data from Research Questions 1 and 2
Survey item 28a (relating to the personal experience of bullying online) consisted
of seven Likert-scaled sections; an average score was composed by taking the average of
the seven responses, where responses per section ranged from 1 = never to 7 = very
frequently. The composite variable, question 28a (please answer the statements
below…relating to incidences of bullying) average, was treated as a continuous variable.
Survey item 30 (In the last six months, have you…been bullied, bullied back?) consisted

79

of 12 responses, where responses ranged from 0 = no to 4 = 7 or more times. The
average of the 12 responses was taken to compose an average score: question 30 average;
it was treated as a continuous variable. Question 28a average scores ranged from 1.57 to
2.86, with M = 2.09 and SD = 0.23. Question 30 average scores ranged from 0.00 to
0.25, with M = 0.01 and SD = 0.04. Means and standard deviations on the two scores are
presented in Table 13.
Educators and staff members identified that their online experiences were, on
average, never negative. Only a couple of participants occasionally had an online rumor
spread about them (n=2), while giving passwords to friends was ranked as an occasional
occurrence (n=4). Overall, educators did not experience poor Internet etiquette, nor were
they often abused by other Internet users. With a mean of 2.09, (range {1-7}) educators
and staff cumulatively agreed that their online experiences were “never” impacted by
rumor spreading, the passing of embarrassing photos, or online fights. Only occasionally
did participants give their friends a password, and even more occasionally were
participants so impacted by their online lives that they stayed home from work or got in
trouble because of an action online or by cell phone.
Importantly, educators and staff members reinforced the data collected in question
28a with information from question 30, which contained a broader set of experiences,
including perpetuating bullying behavior, being a victim to bullying, and also serving as a
bystander. Overwhelmingly, participants responded that they have never experienced
exclusion from a group, been impersonated online, or had secrets shared without their
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consent. Participants also responded that they had never participated as the instigator by
helping to exclude someone from the group, impersonated someone else, or shared
someone else’s secrets without their consent. Only a handful of participants (n=6)
admitted to having experienced someone being mean to them online 1-2 times. Of these
6, four were staff members who as a group were more inclined to have experienced
online bullying behaviors but also slightly more inclined to respond with similarly mean
or nasty messages to the perpetrator.

Table 11 Means and Standard Deviations for Questions 28a and 30 Average
Scores
Variable

M

SD

Question 28a average
2.09
relating to the personal experience of bullying online

0.23

Question 30 average
0.01
In the last six months, have you experienced…?

0.04

Survey item 15 (of the 23 online activities, how often do you…) consisted of 23
Likert-scaled activities; an average score was composed by taking the average of the 23
responses, where responses ranged from 1 = never to 7 = very frequently. The composite
variable, question 15 (of these 23 online activities, how often do you… blog, change
settings, create content) average, was treated as a continuous variable. Survey item 25,
evaluating factors contributing to Internet dependency (do you…get angry when someone
interrupts your Internet usage, procrastinate in favor of staying online?) consisted of 15
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Likert-scaled responses; an average score was composed by taking the average of the 15
responses, where responses ranged from 1 = never to 7 = very frequently. The composite
variable, question 25 average, was treated as a continuous variable. Question 15 average
scores ranged from 2.09 to 6.09, with mean (M) = 4.18 and standard deviation (SD) =
0.76. Question 25 average scores ranged from 2.00 to 3.87, with M = 2.50 and SD = 0.47.
The responses to survey item 15 suggests that participants are active online, but
further inquiry finds that the activities in which educators and staff are most likely to
participate reinforce the single-task model. Time is spent on email, phone calls,
searching for information, and social networks. Participants utilize existing online
structures for socializing rather than educational, creative, or production-focused
practices, which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 4. Additionally, survey question
25 measures Internet dependency patterns developed by Young (2004). Educators and
staff prioritize email above other necessary activities, but they do not have any
indications of Internet dependency. Means and standard deviations for questions 15 and
25 average scores are presented in Table 12.
Table 12 Means and Standard Deviations for Questions 15 and 25 Average
Scores
Variable

M

SD

Question 15 average
4.18
0.76
..of the 23 online activities, how often do you: blog, change settings, social
network, etc…
Question 25 average
2.50
0.47
Do you… get angry when someone interrupts your Internet usage? Do you
procrastinate in favor of staying online? Etc…
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Is there a relationship between Digital Literacy (the investment and fluency in
negotiating online activities) and Impact of Online Items?
H02(b): There is no significant relationship between Digital Literacy and Impact
of Online Items.
Ha2(b): There is a significant relationship between Digital Literacy and Impact of
Online Items.
To examine research question 2(b), I conducted Spearman rho correlations to
assess if a statistically significant association exists between three digital literacy items
and three impact of online items. These results can be found in Table 13 below.
Digital literacy items were identified as question 15 average scores (of these 23
online activities, how often do you blog, change settings, create content), survey question
10 responses (approximately how many hours are you online…), and survey question 16
(do you use social networks? Check all that apply and then how many hours per day
you’re on the site) responses; survey questions 10 and 16 consists of ordinal responses
and were treated as categorical variables.
Impact of online items were identified as survey question 23 (how important to
you are your online social interactions), survey question 24 (how often do your
experiences online affect your life offline), and question 28a average scores relating to the
personal experience of bullying online (please answer the statements below); survey
questions 23 and 24 were treated as categorical variables.
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Survey question 10 (approximately how many hours are you online) consists of
two sections: hours online during the weekend, and hours online per weekday; the
responses per section ranged from 1 = less than one hour to 5 = more than six hours.
Survey question 16 consists of 11 website sections: Facebook, MySpace, Bebo,
Friendster, hi5, Orkut, PefSpot, Zorpia, Netlog, Habbo, and not on a social network site;
the responses per section ranged from 1 = no profile on this site to 5 = five or more hours.
Of the 11 website sections, only two websites were used: Facebook and MySpace; all
other sections had missing cases or responses of “no profile on this site.” Question 23
(how important to you are your online social interactions) examined the importance of
online social interactions, where responses ranged from 5 = extremely to 1 = not at all.
Question 24 (how often do your experiences online affect your life offline) concerned how
often online experiences affected life offline, where responses raged from 1 = never to 7
= very frequently.
Survey item 28a (please answer the statements below…relating to incidences of
bullying) consisted of seven Likert-scaled sections; an average score was composed by
taking the average of the seven responses, where responses per section ranged from 1 =
never to 7 = very frequently. The composite variable, question 28a average, was treated
as a continuous variable. Cohen’s standard (Cohen, 1988) was used to evaluate the
correlation coefficient to determine the strength of the relationship, where coefficients
between .10 and .29 represent a small association; coefficients between .30 and .49
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represent a medium association; and coefficients above .50 represent a large associate or
relationship.
The results of comparison between question 15 (of these 23 online activities, how
often do you blog, change settings, create content) average scores and question 23 (how
important to you are your online social interactions) were statistically significant, with a
correlation coefficient of r (113) = .47, and a probability value or p-value < .001,
indicating a medium, positive association: as question 15 average scores increase (higher
frequency), importance of online interaction tends to increase (where high scores indicate
higher importance).
Question 15 (of these 23 online activities, how often do you… blog, change
settings, create content) average scores also had a significant correlation with question 24
(how often do your experiences online affect your life offline), r (112) = .31, p < .001,
indicating a small, positive association: as question 15 average scores increase (higher
frequency), frequency of how online experiences affect life offline tends to increase.
Educators who regard their online activities to be important also consider their online
social interactions to be important; the emotional investment in online activities and
online social interactions increase together.
The correlation between question 15 average scores and question 28a (please
answer the statements below…relating to incidences of bullying) average scores was
significant, r (107) = .27, p = .004, indicating a small, positive association: as question 15
(importance of online activities) average scores increase (higher frequency), question 28
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average scores tends to increase (higher frequency). Educators who find their online
activities to be important also are slightly more likely to experience or view
cyberbullying behaviors.
There was a significant correlation between time on Facebook and question 23
(how important to you are your online social interactions), r (104) = .54, p < .001,
indicating a large, positive association: as participants spend more time on Facebook, the
importance of online interaction tends to increase (where high scores indicate higher
importance). Educators who spend more time on Facebook find their online interactions
to be more important to their lives.
There was a significant correlation between online hours spent during weekend
and question 23 (how important to you are your online social interactions): r (112) = .32,
p < .001, indicating a small, positive association: as more hours online during weekend
are spent, importance of online interaction tends to increase (where high scores indicate
higher importance). Educators who spend more time online during the weekend are also
more likely to find their online interactions to be more important.
Also, a significant association exists between hours spent online during weekend
and frequency of experiences online affecting life offline, r (111) = .23, p = .016,
indicating a small, positive association: as question 15 (of these 23 online activities, how
often do you… blog, change settings, create content) average scores increase (higher
frequency), frequency of how online experience affect life offline tends to increase.
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Educators who spend more time online during the weekends are also more likely to carry
those online experiences to their offline lives.
The null hypothesis—there is no significant relationship between Digital Literacy
and Impact of Online Items—can be partially rejected in favor of the alternative
hypothesis. The results of the Spearman rho correlations between digital literacy items
and impact of online items are presented in Table 7. The Spearman rho correlation
suggests that as the number of activities performed online increase, so does the exposure
to negative experiences in an online environment. Moreover, while the importance of
online interactions increase when participants spend more time on Facebook, time spent
online during the weekend also indicates an increase in online life affecting offline life.
In summation, as the more diverse usage of online resources increases, so does the
amount of time spent online. The more time spent online increases exposure to bullying
behaviors, but time spent online during the weekend is more closely associated with
online experiences affecting offline lives. Finally, Facebook plays a significant role in
the valuation of online interactions; the more time on Facebook, the more online users
value their online lives.
These data indicate that the amount of time spent online greatly affects how
impactful online interactions can be on offline lives. For the development of educational
theory, these data also suggest that students who are online with less frequency are also
less likely to have high valuations of online interaction and would experiences fewer
instances of cyberbullying. By limiting the time spent online, parents could limit the
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impact of digital social interactions on their children. Educational policies, which are
discussed more fully in Chapter 6, could be adapted to educate students on the impacts of
online interactions in addition to the social function of bullying, thereby demystifying
bullying practices and the system by which they are digitally amplified.
Table 13 Spearman rho Correlations between Digital Literacy Items and
Impact of Online Items
Digital literacy items

Question 23
How
important to
you are your
online social
interactions?

Question 10
Hours during weekday
Hours during weekend
Question 15 average
Question 16
Facebook
MySpace
Note. *p < .05. ** p < .001.

Impact of online items
Question 24
Question 28
average
How often
Relating to the
do your
personal
experience
experience of
online effect bullying
your life
online, have
offline?
you
experienced…
?

.10
.32**

.08
.23*

.47**

.31**

.54**
.13

.19
.15

-.06
.19
.27**
.18
.08
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Research Question 3
To examine Research Question 3 (How do educators and staff view the
responsibility of the school in identifying and regulating behaviors that may or may not
take place on campus?), two sets of descriptive statistics were conducted: frequencies
and percentages, and means and standard deviations. Frequencies and percentages were
conducted on survey questions 27, 28b, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, and 44. Means and
standard deviations were conducted on question 26 average scores, question 28a average
scores, question 29 average scores, and question 30 average scores. This section
examines educators' perceptions of cyberbullying instances, the severity of these
instances, and the frequency with which they experience or view cyberbullying
behaviors. This section then explores how educators react to cyberbullying as a victim,
bystander, or bully.
The majority of participants were unsure if cyberbullying is a big problem at the
school (62, 60%). Many participants think students at the school are occasionally
cyberbullied (37, 34%). Frequencies and percentages on describing cyberbullying and
reaction, perception and parents questions are presented in Table 14.
Table 14 Frequencies and Percentages Describing Cyberbullying and
Perception
Cyberbullying and perception
Question 27 (how often do you think:)
Students at your school are cyberbullied
I don’t know
Never
Very rarely
Rarely

n

%

29
2
5
6

27
2
5
6
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Occasionally
37
Frequently
27
Very frequently
3
People at school cyberbully others by computer
I don’t know
30
Never
2
Very rarely
6
Rarely
8
Occasionally
41
Frequently
19
Very frequently
3
Cyberbullying occurs through cell phones or PDAs at school
I don’t know
28
Never
2
Very rarely
5
Rarely
5
Occasionally
31
Frequently
35
Very frequently
3
Cyberbullying occurs when students are using school computers
I don’t know
34
Never
6
Very rarely
17
Rarely
17
Occasionally
28
Frequently
7
Very frequently
0
Cyberbullying happens to your friends
I don’t know
36
Never
27
Very rarely
18
Rarely
14
Occasionally
12
Frequently
1
Very frequently
0

34
25
3
28
2
6
7
38
17
3
26
2
5
5
28
32
3
31
6
16
16
26
6
0
33
25
17
13
11
1
0

Although eighteen (16%) participants were witnesses to bullying via cell phone
text messages, more participants do not know if students cyberbully using their schools’
computers (35, 33%) or if they are more likely to bully using their cell phones (33, 31%).
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Educators are uninvolved in the digital lives and cultures of their students. Whether this
is a strategy for managing classroom behaviors or a coping mechanism for chosen
ignorance, many teachers and staff members do not know what is going on in their
schools. Frequencies and percentages on describing perception of student bullying
questions are presented in Table 15.

Table 15 Frequencies and Percentages Perception of Student Bullying
Perception of Student Bullying
Question 28b Students at my school cyberbully by cell phone
I don’t know
Never
Very rarely
Rarely
Occasionally
Frequently
Very frequently
Students at my school cyberbully by computer
I don’t know
Never
Very rarely
Rarely
Occasionally
Frequently
Very frequently

n

%

33
30
3
2
26
12
1

31
28
3
2
24
11
1

35
31
6
2
23
9
1

33
29
6
2
22
8
1

Many participants report witnessing multiple types of bullying in online
environments including chat rooms, email exchanges, instant messages (computermediated), and text messages (cell). These exchanges evoke feelings of frustration and
sadness, but 21% of participants were not affected, and 39% never experienced bullying
online. Of the participants, 57 (50%) admit they have never experienced any type of
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bullying in their lifetime. While educators and staff are aware of bullying, they simply
have a limited experience as victims of bullying. Frequencies and percentages describing
educator experiences as a bully, victim, or witness are presented in Table 16.
Table 16 Frequencies and Percentages Experiences as Bully, Victim, or
Witness
Experiences as Bully, Victim, or Witness
Question 33 (have you been a bully, victim, or witness)
In a chat room
Victim
Witness
Bully
Via computer test message
Victim
Witness
Bully
Via email
Victim
Witness
Bully
On bulletin board
Victim
Witness
Bully
Via cell phone text message
Victim
Witness
Bully
In a news group
Victim
Witness
Bully

n

%

2
8
1

2
7
1

2
17
0

2
15
0

4
15
1

4
13
1

0
14
0

0
12
0

1
18
0

1
16
0

1
9
0

1
8
0

Forty-four participants have not been bullied online (39%) and 24 (21%) felt no
affective consequence to being bullied online. Importantly, there is a small difference
between the 57 participants (50%) who have never been bullied and the 44 participants
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(39%) who have never been bullied online. This difference suggests that in their lifetime,
approximately 46% of educators and staff have been never been bullied either online or
offline.
According to bullyingstatistics.org 42% percent of students have been bullied
online, 35% have been threatened online, and 58% report something mean being said to
them—up to 77% of students admit to being the victim of either online or offline
bullying 30. Comparatively, educators are not experiencing the systemic violence to
which their students are exposed. The experiences of educators do not compare to the
experiences of their students, which according to Nordgren et al. (2011), causes a
disjunction between empathetic responses. This lower empathetic response will be
discussed in Chapter 6. Frequencies and percentages on the connection between effect
and bullying experiences are presented in Table 17.
Table 17 Frequencies and Percentages Effect and Bullying Experiences
Effect of Bullying Experiences
n
%
Question 34 (how has online bullying affected you)
Frustrated
18
16
Angry
6
5
Sad
17
15
Not bothered
5
4
Affect at school
4
4
Affected at home
2
2
I have not been bullied online
44
39
Affected with friends
4
4
Did not affect
24
21
Question 35 (if you have been bullied, who did it)
I have never been
57
50

30

Bullying Statistics. (2009). Accessed March 27, 2013 at http://www.bullyingstatistics.org/content/why-do-peoplebully.html
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I don’t know who did it
An associate
A close friend of mine
Someone I don’t even know

0
1
2
3

0
1
2
3

Forty-seven participants (41%) know that their students were bullied by someone
at school although thirty-four (30%) have not had students who were bullied online.
Importantly, most educators (55%) know that the school has a cyberbullying policy
although 60% do not feel informed about the details of these policies. Many educators
and staff understand that there may be a problem with cyberbullying, but they do not
perceive a high investment on behalf of the schools in communicating those details. This
suggests that, while there may be bullying policies to help educators mitigate the
damages caused by bullying, these policies are not part of the educators' repertoire in the
classroom, which also suggests that the policies are ineffective as they are not imposed
on student population. Frequencies and percentages on describing perceptions of
bullying incidences are presented in Table 18.
Table 18 Frequencies and Percentages Perceptions of Bullying Incidence
Perceptions of Bullying Incidence
n
Question 36 (If your students have been bullied online, who is most often the bully)
Not applicable
34
I don’t know who was the bully
8
Someone from school
47
A close friend
14
Someone they didn’t even know
4
Question 37 (Please answer the statements on cyberbullying below)
Cyber bullying is a big problem at my school
Strongly disagree
4
Disagree
6
I’m not sure
62
Agree
31

%
30
7
41
12
4

4
6
60
30
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Strongly agree
My school has a cyberbullying policy
Strongly disagree
Disagree
I’m not sure
Agree
Strongly agree
The school inform teachers/staff about cyberbullying
Strongly disagree
Disagree
I’m not sure
Agree
Strongly agree

1

1

4
4
41
45
10

4
4
39
43
10

10
31
29
28
6

10
30
28
27
6

Most participants do not know if teachers take steps to stop cyberbullying (49,
47%) or even if teachers could stop cyberbullying (44, 42%). Results from the analysis
of variance, as mentioned in section 4.1, suggest that 23 (48.9%) staff members do not
know if educators could stop cyberbullying while 24 (37.5%) educators disagree that they
could stop cyberbullying. Survey question 37 (Please answer the statements on
cyberbullying below) consisted of five Likert-scaled responses, where responses ranged
from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree. The average of the five responses was
taken to compose an average score: question 37 average; it was treated as a continuous
variable. Overall, the staff is more positive that educators could stop cyberbullying
(3.15) than educators (2.66) resulting in (a) a discrepancy between who is or should be
responsible for stopping bullying and (b) the educators’ perception that they are
disempowered or have low efficacy in the face of bullying behaviors. Educational
policies that do not empower educators to maintain a safe space are ineffective at best,
but the consequences of having a policy that is not enforced also harms students.
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Additionally, if staff members are more likely to believe teachers can stop cyberbullying
practices, then there is displacement of blame as to who is responsible for the
continuation of harmful behaviors, i.e. teachers are scapegoated as the perpetrators of an
educational culture of maintaining hierarchical social patterns. Any policy reform must
take into consideration the discrepancies between educator populations and measures of
self-efficacy at behavioral management. Frequencies and percentages on educator
efficacy in bullying prevention questions are presented in Table 19.

Table 19 Frequencies and Percentages Educator Efficacy in Bullying
Prevention
Educator Efficacy in Bullying Prevention
n
Question 37 (Please answer the statements on cyberbullying below)
Teachers know about cyberbullying.
Strongly disagree
2
Disagree
17
I’m not sure
29
Agree
47
Strongly agree
9
Teachers take steps to stop cyberbullying
Strongly disagree
2
Disagree
11
I’m not sure
49
Agree
36
Strongly agree
6
Teachers could stop cyberbullying
Strongly disagree
5
Disagree
31
I’m not sure
44
Agree
20
Strongly agree
4
Forty-nine participants (47%) agreed that it is difficult for teachers/staff to
maintain control of students’ online activity, especially since 40 participants (39%)

%

2
16
28
45
9
2
11
47
35
6
5
30
42
19
4
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believe students can circumvent the school’s Internet filter to access restricted content.
This response suggests that teachers and staff perceived that students have better Internet
skills than their educators, resulting in disciplinary challenges. Thirty-eight (37%) agree
that it is difficult for parents to maintain control, again suggesting that there is a
differential in the technological skills between student and parent groups—although both
groups were given high marks in questions 39-41 (how would you grade…). This
response suggests a discrepancy between perception of skill and implementation of skill;
educators and staff incorrectly perceive parents to be more adept at general computing.
By devaluing or overvaluing technological skills, participants are reinforcing the model
that educators and parents have no ability to manage the digital behaviors of their “highly
skilled” students. Educational policy reform, which will be discussed in detail in Chapter
6, must include a component of digital literacy training for adult populations to increase
self-efficacy at negotiating digital culture, as well as an increase in the skills necessary to
navigate, create, and dismantle digital content. Frequencies and percentages on
describing authority figures’ perceptions of boundaries and control are presented in Table
20.

Table 20 Frequencies and Percentages Educator Perceptions of Boundaries
and Control
Authority Figures’ Perceptions of Boundaries
n
and Control
Question 38 (Please answer the statements below)
It’s difficult for parents to maintain control about students’ online activity.
Strongly disagree
17
Disagree
30

%

16
29
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I’m not sure
13
13
Agree
38
37
Strongly agree
6
6
It’s difficult for teachers/staff to maintain control about students’ online activity
Strongly disagree
6
6
Disagree
25
24
I’m not sure
8
8
Agree
49
47
Strongly agree
16
15
Students bypass the district’s Internet filter to get to sites that have been blocked
by the filter.
Strongly disagree
0
0
Disagree
7
7
I’m not sure
37
36
Agree
40
39
Strongly agree
20
19
Thirty-eight participants (37%) are very likely to intervene in bullying behavior
by telling the perpetrator to stop, although they are much more likely (53%) to tell
another staff member about the problem than they are to tell the parents of the bully
(34%). This response suggests an incongruity between expectations of reporting the
problem versus informing parents of disciplinary problems at school. Peer-to-peer
communications may be more supported than those directed at parents. Interestingly,
almost equal numbers of educators and staff were more likely to print the offending
materials than not to print the offending material. This split suggests that educators and
staff are either in conflict with reporting requirements, or they are not comfortable
reporting cyberbullying. Frequencies and percentages on describing educator reactions to
bullying are presented in Table 21.
Table 21 Frequencies and Percentages Reaction to Bullying
Reaction to Bullying

n

%
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Question 44 excerpt (if one of your students were being bullied online, how would you:)
Tell the bully to stop
Not sure
5
5
Very unlikely
13
13
Somewhat unlikely
7
7
Somewhat likely
39
38
Very likely
38
37
Tell another staff member at school
Not sure
3
3
Very unlikely
4
4
Somewhat unlikely
6
6
Somewhat likely
35
34
Very likely
55
53
Tell their parents
Not sure
7
7
Very unlikely
8
8
Somewhat unlikely
15
15
Somewhat likely
37
37
Very likely
34
34
Print the offending material to show to another staff member
Not sure
13
13
Very unlikely
35
34
Somewhat unlikely
10
10
Somewhat likely
21
20
Very likely
24
23
Print the full email header to show another staff member
Not sure
12
12
Very unlikely
33
32
Somewhat unlikely
10
10
Somewhat likely
22
21
Very likely
26
25
Note. Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding error and participant
allowance to select multiple responses.
Survey question 26 (have your seen, or do you know of:…) consisted five Likertscaled responses, where responses ranged from 1 = never to 7 = very frequently. The
average of the five responses was taken to compose an average score: question 26
average; it was treated as a continuous variable. Survey item 28a consisted of seven
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Likert-scaled sections; an average score was composed by taking the average of the seven
responses, where responses per section ranged from 1 = never to 7 = very frequently.
The composite variable, question 28a average, was treated as a continuous variable.
Survey question 29 (since the beginning of the year, how many times has one of your
students:…) consisted of seven Likert-scaled responses, where responses ranged from 1 =
never to 7 = very frequently. The average of the seven responses was taken to compose
an average score: question 29 average; it was treated as a continuous variable. Survey
item 30 (in the last six months, have you …) consisted of 12 responses, where responses
ranged from 0 = no to 4 = 7 or more times. The average of the 12 responses was taken to
compose an average score: question 30 average; it was treated as a continuous variable.
Question 26 average scores ranged from 1.00 to 4.60, with M = 2.09 and SD =
0.80. Question 28a average scores ranged from 1.57 to 2.86, with M = 2.09 and SD =
0.23. Question 29 average scores ranged from 1.00 to 6.14, with M = 2.83 and SD =
1.28. Question 30 average scores ranged from 0.00 to 0.25, with M = 0.01 and SD =
0.04. Means and standard deviations on the four scores are presented in Table 22.

Table 22 Means and Standard Deviations for Questions 26, 28a, 29, and 30
Average Scores
Variable
Question 26 average
Question 28a average
Question 29 average
Question 30 average

M

SD

2.09
2.09
2.83
0.01

0.80
0.23
1.28
0.04

100

There is little transparency about online behaviors other than talking to students
about how they should treat others online. Although the majority of participants have
talked to students about how they should treat others online (77, 69%), 50 (45%)
participants never looked at what their students were doing online, and 75 (69%)
participants never looked at their students’ social network profiles. Finally, 43 (38%)
participants never discussed their online usage with their students. The responsibility of
participants seemingly does not extend beyond conversations on behavioral expectations;
there is little exploration of social networks, online activity, or how the authority figures
use technology in their day-to-day lives. Quantified studies that measure online
interactions and habits are prioritized over explanation or exploration of why people
behave a certain way in a digital environment. For example, the Pew Internet &
American Life Project often measures how many students are using a particular
technology, but the Pew does not measure why students are using a particular technology
or media. Measuring why a student population chooses a particular media system over
another also indicates motivational behaviors, current digital trends among youth, and
the mechanism by which students are identifying socially beneficial or harmful
technologies. Frequencies and percentages on describing intersections of online
behavioral practices and pedagogy are presented in Table 23.
Table 23 Frequencies and Percentages Describing Intersection of Online
Behavioral Practices and Pedagogy
Behavior and Observational Practices
n
%
Question 18 (have you talked to your students about how they should treat others online)
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Yes
77
69
No
35
31
Question 19 (how often do you look at what our students are doing online)
I don’t know
6
5
Never
50
45
Very rarely
12
11
Rarely
11
10
Occasionally
20
18
Frequently
7
6
Very frequently
6
5
Question 20 (how often do you discuss your online usage with your students)
I don’t know
2
2
Never
43
38
Very rarely
21
19
Rarely
12
11
Occasionally
29
26
Frequently
4
4
Very frequently
1
1
Question 21 (if you use a social network site, how often do you look at your students’
profile)
I don’t know
2
2
Never
75
69
Very rarely
9
8
Rarely
10
9
Occasionally
10
9
Frequently
2
2
Very frequently
0
0
Of the seven most common types of cyberbullying, educators and staff recognize
that the prevalence and likelihood of perpetuation is likely to vary between categories.
Participants rank harassment (33%), outing (30%), exclusion (29%), and cyberstalking
(25%) as extremely likely. Flaming (28%), trolling (28%), and
masquerading/impersonation (25%) are ranked as very likely to occur at schools in the
Marana Unified School District. More participants identify cyberbullying as a behavior
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likely to occur at their schools; educators believe that students participate in all seven
types of cyberbullying.
Ninety-four (94%) participants reported that the parents/guardians are responsible
for disciplining bullying behaviors that take place off campus. Forty-five (40%)
participants reported that school district policies should be changed regarding
cyberbullying, and 33 (33%) participants reported that harassment is most likely to affect
students at school. Frequencies and percentages on describing educator perception of the
frequency of the seven most common types of cyberbullying are found in Table 24.

Table 24 Participant Perception of Frequency of the Seven Most Common
Types of Cyberbullying
Perception of Frequency of the Seven Most
n
%
Common Types of Cyberbullying
Question 48 (what school district policies should be changed regarding bullying behavior)
Cyberbullying
45
40
Face-to-face bullying
34
30
On-campus bullying
36
32
Off-campus bullying
29
25
Question 50 (of these cyberbullying behaviors, which is most likely to affect your
students at school)
Cyberstalking: repeated messages that are threatening in nature and instill fear
Not at all likely
2
2
A little likely
14
14
Somewhat likely
22
22
Very likely
23
23
Extremely likely
25
25
Don’t know
14
14
Flaming: harsh and inflammatory language in chat rooms, email, or instant
messenger
Not at all likely
1
1
A little likely
11
11
Somewhat likely
20
20
Very likely
28
28
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Extremely likely
26
26
Don’t know
14
14
Exclusion: excluded from a group and then taunted online or by cell
Not at all likely
1
1
A little likely
10
10
Somewhat likely
18
18
Very likely
28
28
Extremely likely
29
29
Don’t know
14
14
Outing: maliciously sharing private information online or by cell
Not at all likely
2
2
A little likely
10
10
Somewhat likely
16
16
Very likely
29
29
Extremely likely
30
30
Don’t know
13
13
Masquerading/impersonation: false identity used to harass another student while
pretending to be someone else. This also includes stealing login information to
harass or out other.
Not at all likely
2
2
A little likely
17
17
Somewhat likely
18
18
Very likely
25
25
Extremely likely
23
23
Don’t know
15
15
Trolling: baiting others into flaming or fighting
Not at all likely
2
2
A little likely
10
10
Somewhat likely
20
20
Very likely
28
28
Extremely likely
23
23
Don’t know
17
17
Harassment: repeatedly sending offensive/rude messages
Not at all likely
1
1
A little likely
6
6
Somewhat likely
15
15
Very likely
31
31
Extremely likely
33
33
Don’t know
14
14
Note. Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding error and participant
allowance to select multiple responses.
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3.3 Descriptive Survey Results
Research Question 4
To examine Research Question 4 (what solutions might be offered to negotiate the
need for correcting behavior, defining boundaries, and managing conflicting agendas in
disciplinary policies between students, guardians, educators, and staff?), open-ended
questions were deployed for 19 of the survey questions conducted. Ninety-four (94%)
participants reported that the parents/guardians are responsible for disciplining bullying
behaviors that take place off campus. Forty-five (40%) participants reported that school
district policies should be changed regarding cyberbullying, and 33 (33%) participants
reported that harassment is most likely to affect students at school.
The qualitative (open-ended responses) portions of the survey were assessed for
themes per survey question. The 19 open-ended survey items were optional and were
assessed for themes are as follows: survey item 13 other, 15 other, 16 other, 17 other, 24
other, 29 other, 31, 32, 34 other, 35 other, 36 other, 42, 43, 44 other, 45, 46, 48 other, 49
other, and 50 other. If agreement was found among at least three responses per survey
item, it was considered a theme. Several questions did not have emergent themes, but
individual responses will be discussed
Survey question 13 other: “What is the very first thing you check when you get
online?”
In response to survey question 13 other, eight participants responded; however, no
themes were identified that addressed the survey question. While respondents did not

105

express similar patterns, online sites related to business/educational concerns or
entertainment were often the first sites they visited. Amelia, a staff member, goes
straight to her online banking accounts, while Maria, a teacher, depends on her homepage
to update her on the news, email, and social networks.
Survey question 15 other: “Of these online activities, how often do you...”
In response to survey question 15, one participant responded; no themes could be
identified. Kimberly, a staff member, uses her time online to participate in prayer groups.
Survey question 16 other: “Do you use social networks? Check all that apply
and then how many hours per day you're on those sites.”
In response to survey question 16, eight participants responded; one theme was
identified that addressed the survey question: utilization of others’ site. Utilization of
others’ site was developed from the comments of three participants: Brooklyn, a teacher,
uses a family site—not a personal site, Alexandra, a staff member, plays games on her
daughter’s Facebook account, and Sarah shares a Facebook account with her husband but
does not “own” her own site. The theme and number of participants per theme are
presented in Table 25.

Table 25 Theme and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 16
Other: “Do you use social networks? Check all that apply and then how many hours
per day you're on those sites.”
Theme
Utilization of others’ site

n
3
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Survey question 17 other: “Of the online social networks that you use, how
many friends do you have on each site?”
In response to survey question 17, two participants responded; however, no
themes were identified that addressed the survey question. Alexa, one of the few teachers
who use LinkedIn, has over 500 friends on the professional networking site. Alexandra,
a staff member, identifies her daughter’s Facebook account as the site she utilizes in
place of having a profile of her own.
Survey question 24 other: “How often do your experiences online affect your life
offline? For example, have you ever been bullied online and offline by the same person?
Have you met new people that you first met online? Have you and your
friends/coworkers/family talked about what happened on Facebook while you're at
school? Or have you talked about your school day on Facebook with your
friends/family/coworkers? Can you give a short example?”
In response to survey question 24, 23 participants responded; three themes were
identified that addressed the survey question: status updates, conversation starters, and
school-related. The theme status updates was developed from comments that showed
how participants used online applications in their offline life. This theme was illustrated
by five participants who correspondingly stated the interactive use of status updates.
Allison, a staff member with the district between 5 and9 years, states if she had a bad day
while her staff colleague Kimberly is invested in keeping her family abreast of family
activities and often mentions her day at school. Bailey, a teacher who has been with the
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district fewer than four years states that she has several friends on Facebook who are also
teachers and that it is not uncommon for status updates to occur regarding events.
Finally, Natalie, a teacher, uses status updates to alert her when something “off” is
happening.
The theme conversation starters was developed from comments that explained
how events or comments made online lead to conversations offline. This theme was
demonstrated by five participants who started conversing and talking. Molly, a teacher
with the district for less than four years talked about online interactions offline and vice
versa, while Olivia, a teacher for 5-9 years, states that school-related events often end up
getting discussed online and at school. Maya interacts with many of her Facebook
friends through work, and many inside jokes, discussions, or issues carry over into the
school environment. Bailey, who has been a teacher for less than four years, finds that
status updates often initiate conversations, and Melanie, a teacher with the district for
more than 20 years, has a private group of teachers she talks to; sometimes they mention
things that people post online during their day at work.
The theme school-related was developed from comments that showed the
relationship between school/work-related interactions and comments from online and
how they are integrated offline. This theme was illustrated by three participants who
stated the sharing of online information offline. Olivia and Molly mentioned that many
school-related events or comments often end up getting discussed online and at school.
Sophia, a teacher with Marana Unified School District for 15-19 years, often shares
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content-related links, photos, and articles with her husband and classroom students. The
themes and number of participants per theme are presented in Table 26.
This question clearly relates to Research Question 1, showing that teachers and
staff do transfer stories from online to their offline lives using conversation starters and
status updates to initiate conversations. Although participants do not perceive a strong
connection between their schools and their online relationships, work-related materials,
links, and conversations are often part of their dialogue. Additionally, while educators do
not perceive the strength of this connection, evidence from this study presented earlier in
this chapter indicates that there is a strong relationship between online and offline lives.
The distortion between perception and reality affects the seriousness with which
educators address online and offline relationship management issues in their classrooms
or at their schools, including bullying behaviors.
Table 26 Theme and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 24
Other: “How often do your experiences online effect your life offline? For example,
have you ever been bullied online and offline by the same person? Have you met new
people that you first met online? Have you and your friends/coworkers/family talked
about what happened on Facebook while you're at school? Or have you talked about
your school day on Facebook with your friends/family/coworkers? Can you give a
short example?”
Theme
Status updates
Conversation starters
School-related

n
5
5
3

Survey question 29 other: “What's your response to face-to-face bullying?”
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In response to survey item 29, 46 participants responded; six themes were
identified that addressed the survey question: stopping, tolerance and appropriateness,
involvement through talking and interacting, discipline, immediate action, and following
procedures and reporting. The theme stopping was developed from comments that
described participants’ responses to ending the bullying behavior. This theme was
illustrated by six participants who correspondingly stated the termination of bullying.
Anthony, a staff member of 5-9 years, tries to stop face-to-face bullying, while Mariah, a
teacher of fewer than four years puts a stop to it. Madeline, a teacher for more than 20
years, asks students politely to please stop the behavior, and Maya, a teacher of 10-14
years, interjects and gets them to stop.
The theme tolerance and appropriateness was developed from comments that
explored participants’ responses to the tolerance and acceptability levels of bullying.
This theme was detailed by nine participants who stated the appropriateness and tolerance
of bullying. David, a teacher with the district for 15-19 years reinforces the zerotolerance policy and does not tolerate nor promote the behavior. Several teachers and
staff members including Genesis, a staff member for 5-9 years, remarked that he has a
very low tolerance for bullying, and Kaylee finds bullying face-to-face inappropriate.
Daniel, a staff member of 10-14 years, and Mackenzie, a teacher of 10-14 years, agree
that bullying is not acceptable and let students know it will not be tolerated. Genesis
often follows up to make sure that the students understand that bullying completely not
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allowed and reinforces William’s position that bullying is totally inappropriate.
Educators and staff agree that bullying is not tolerated and is generally inappropriate.
The theme involvement through talking and interacting was developed from
comments that demonstrated participants’ responses toward active remediation and
addressing the bullying. This theme was supported by 16 participants who stated the
actions and discussions involved in addressing bullying and the possible consequences of
the bullying behavior. Melanie, a teacher working at the district for more than 20 years,
talks with students about why it is important to not post anything that can be viewed as a
threat or intimidation, while Julia, a staff member for four or fewer years, talks to both
students and finds out what is happening between them. Informing or empowering
students by having them know their rights and programs is a tactic employed by Alexa, a
teacher of 5-9 years. Claire, a teacher for more than 20 years, stops the behavior, then
mediates a conversation between those involved. Elizabeth and Daniel speak to both
students, while Payton and Kimberly counsel the victim of bullying. Julia closes her
involvement by discussing other methods of voicing dislike and concern. Natalie, a
teacher for four or fewer years, was the only educator who talked to her entire class about
the harmful effects of bullying as a response to face-to-face bullying.
The theme discipline was developed from participants’ responses toward
disciplining and taking action towards bullying. This theme was described by four
participants who stated that students would face disciplinary consequences for bullying
behavior. Allison, a staff member for 5-9 years, believes students should be disciplined
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as needed while disciplinary consequences must be fully enforced. Payton, a teacher for
fewer than four years, feels they should face disciplinary action from the administration,
whereas Daniel, a staff member for 10-14 years, feels empowered to enforce disciplinary
action on his own.
The theme immediate action was developed from participants’ comments and
attitudes toward taking immediate charge of a bullying situation. This theme was
described by five participants who correspondingly stated participants’ immediate
reactions. Payton and Kimberly believe in intervening immediately while David feels
enabled to take immediate action. Peyton, a teacher who has been with the district fewer
than four years encourages students to let an adult know about the bullying immediately.
The theme following procedures and reporting was developed from comments
that illustrated participants’ responses regarding bullying policy and reporting behavior
towards administration or parents. This theme was demonstrated by 15 participants who
respectively stated participants’ knowledge of policy and reporting. Caroline, for
example, always takes bullying to the administration, and Claire, a teacher for more than
20 years, will notify other teachers, administration, and/or parents depending on the
situation. Elizabeth, Payton, Kimberly, Natalie, Addison, and Alexander all urgently
report bullying to administration by filing reports, escorting the victims to the principal,
or sending the bully with a referral slip to the principal’s office.
These themes of discipline and punishment will be discussed more thoroughly in
Chapter 6 where I address how institutional factors disempower educators in regards to

112

the prevention or the cessation of bullying behaviors. The themes and number of
participants per theme is presented in Table 27.
Table 27 Theme and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 29
Other “What's your response to face-to-face bullying?”
Theme
Stopping
Tolerance and appropriateness
Involvement through talking and
interacting, immediate action
Discipline
Immediate action
Following procedures and reporting

n
6
9
16
4
5
15

Survey question 31: “What are your concerns be about reporting bullying
online? Offline?”
In response to survey question 31, 71 participants responded; six themes were
identified that addressed the survey question: level of action, retaliation, of no concern,
ignorance, claim validity, and reporting. The theme level of action was developed from
comments that showed the actions taken and the lack of them. This theme was
demonstrated by five participants who stated the need for action and the attitudes towards
what actions should be conducted. Participants are split as to whether or not action is
taken action against online bullying. Addison believes there is follow-up and action
taken however many teachers including Christopher, a teacher with the district for 10-14
years, believes nothing is really done; Mia agrees that incidences online are not followed
up with and are not taken seriously.
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The theme retaliation was developed from comments that cited participants’
concern towards retaliation. This theme was illustrated by three participants, including
Claire, a teacher with the district for more than 20 years, who stated retaliation was
always a possibility when students were reporting bullying behaviors. Additionally,
Melanie, a teacher for over 20 years, finds that kids who are bullied online may retaliate
on campus “for no apparent reason” and suffer the consequences of someone bullying
them rather than receiving help as the victim.
The theme of no concern was developed from comments that demonstrated
participants’ lack of concern regarding reporting bullying online. This theme was cited
by 32 participants who stated simple statements of no concern (e.g., none, no concerns,
not applicable, I have none, and I don’t have any). These educators and staff members
were either not concerned with reporting bullying or remarked like Lauren, a staff
member for fewer than four years, that if she was sure that it was happening, she would
report it.
The theme ignorance was developed from comments that showed participants’
lack of knowledge about the bullying and how to manage it. This theme was described
by five participants who stated their concerns on not knowing enough about the bullying
behavior or how to deal with it. Several participants expressed the inability to monitor
everything, especially online behavior, while others, including Nevah, a teacher for over
20 years, who did not know students could be bullied online. Others expressed concern
that they could not do anything about it, whereas Julia is confused as to whom educators
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and staff members should report bullying. Finally, Naomi, a teacher for over 20 years,
indicates that students do not seem to share their bullying experiences with her.
The theme claim validity was developed from comments that cited disbelief in the
bullying. This theme was clarified by three participants who stated their concerns
regarding the truth of the bullying. Alexander is concerned about false reporting while
Madelyn clarifies, “It's difficult to know if the person who is related to the online account
is in fact the person who owns the account. I think it's so easy to take over someone’s
account—who knows if it really is that person who is sending out the nasty messages.”
Lastly, Alexa, a teacher of 5-9 years, reframes the false reporting as a concern about the
validity of the incident.
The theme reporting was developed from comments that illustrated the concerns
of reporting and the attitudes regarding reporting. This theme was illustrated by four
participants who stated their concerns in reporting, including confusion over to whom to
report bullying and concerns with whistleblowing, whereas Bailey finds it easier to report
online bullying of students rather than to report on face-to-face bullying.
While educators believe that they have few concerns when reporting bullying
behaviors, data from Table 9 suggest that educators are most comfortable reporting
bullying behaviors to someone else than they are addressing those incidences themselves.
This finding suggests that educators transfer the responsibility of managing bullying
behaviors, usually to the administration, by using reporting as a process of deferment.
The themes and number of participants per theme are presented in Table 28.
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Table 28 Theme and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 31
“What are your concerns be about reporting bullying online? Offline?”
Theme
Level of action
Retaliation
Of no concern
Ignorance
Claim validity
Reporting

n
5
3
32
5
3
4

Survey question 32: “How do current policies regarding student conflict or
bullying affect you?”
In response to survey question 32, 67 participants responded; four themes were
identified that addressed the survey question: no effect, policy ignorance, policy
enforcement, and existence of an effect. The theme no effect was developed from
comments that cited that participants have little to no concern or influence in reference to
current policies regarding student conflict or bullying. This theme was illustrated by 16
participants who stated neutral concerns regarding student conflict or bullying, including
Kylie, a staff member, who is little affected since her position does not involve students.
While Kylie’s position excludes her from the effect of current bullying guidelines, many
participants did not feel any effect because of the current policies.
The theme policy ignorance was developed from comments that demonstrated the
lack of knowledge regarding the current policies. This theme was described by six
participants who stated not knowing what the policies were or of their magnitude. Lily, a
teacher of 15-19 years, states “I'm not exactly sure what MUSD's current policies on
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cyberbullying are. I don't think the district itself knows what they are!” Others cite
confusion about the rules or how to enforce the current policies.
The theme policy enforcement was developed from comments that cited the need
for stricter policies regarding bullying. This theme was explained by six participants who
stated stronger decisions and lack of sufficiency. Mariah finds that bullying is not dealt
with as strictly as it should be; Genesis agrees that the district should have stiffer policies
regarding bullying and stiffer punishments. Sarah, a teacher with the district 5-9 years,
finds that current policies serve to strengthen the decisions teachers have to make. Khloe,
a staff member for less than 4 years, does not believe that the ones who are involved get
enough counseling, while Lauren, a staff member for fewer than four years and a mother
of a student who is being bullied, does not feel enough is being done. The theme
existence of an effect was developed from comments that explained the feelings and
attitudes (actual effects) regarding current policy. This theme was illustrated by 11
participants who stated an effect or reaction toward the policies. Melanie, a teacher for
more than 20 years, states:
I do not think the staff is really aware of the policies about cyber-bullying, and no
one really addresses it. It needs to be addressed in a school-wide assembly. Kids
commit suicide over bullying that is not reported or ignored. I have all the kids
who get into fights in my room, and when kids come back from a fight, they get
put into the same lunch detention with the kid they fought with for the rest of the
semester where they sit in angry silence. They don't ever resolve the conflict on
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school grounds. They just sit in angry silence throwing dagger-looks at each
other.
Others take a reflective approach and wonder about the different values people have.
Finally, several participants including Claire, a teacher of more than 20 years, expressed
concern that the current policies require a higher level of adult responsibility, which often
makes interacting with students difficult because of the generated tension in the
classroom or on campus.
Educators believe there should be more policy development to address bullying
behaviors by increasing the punitive consequences students face if they bully other
students. Unfortunately, this method also disassociates bullying behaviors from the
benefits students gain by reinforcing a social hierarchy, which will be discussed in detail
in Chapter 5.
The themes and number of participants per theme are presented in Table 29.
Table 29 Themes and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 32
“How do current policies regarding student conflict or bullying affect you?”
Theme
No affect
Policy ignorance
Policy enforcement
Existence of an effect

n
16
6
6
11

Survey question 34 other: “How has online bullying affected you?”
In response to survey question 34 other, five participants responded; however, no
themes were identified that addressed the survey question. Kimberly, a staff member,
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identifies MSN chats as locations of mean behavior, while Sophia and Molly have not
experienced online bullying themselves but identify that it upsets them when their
students are bullied. Amelia, a staff member with the district 10-14 years, has never been
a target of online bullying because she is avoidant of the places (social networks) where
such behaviors would occur.
Survey question 35 other: “If you were being cyberbullied, what would you do?
Please list all actions you can think of.”
In response to survey question 35 other, 16 participants responded; three themes
were identified that addressed the survey question: reporting, communication and
confrontation, and avoidance. The theme reporting was developed from comments that
cited participants’ thoughts on reporting the bullying. This theme was illustrated by eight
participants who stated responding to the bullying by reporting it to the authorities.
Aubrey, a staff member for 10-14 years, was being bullied and reported the activities to
Facebook. Others including Kylie, Eva, and David notify the proper authorities, which
may include the police or alerting an administrator of the website service.
The theme communication and confrontation was developed from comments that
emphasized communicating with the bully and confronting the behavior. This theme was
described by five participants who stated face-to-face confrontations or direct
communication as a strategy to address bullying. Melanie is only friends with people she
knows and feels if they were bullying her, she would call that person or go see them and
talk to them. Molly and Camilia would call the bully out in person or confront them face-
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to-face. Only Caroline, a teacher who has been with the district 10-14 years, said she
would respond with rude comments of her own.
The theme avoidance was developed from comments that demonstrated ignoring,
blocked, or bypassing the bully. This theme was discussed by 12 participants who stated
methods to avoid being bullied again, including Madelyn, a teacher for 10-14 years, who
stated, “I would not go to the place where I was bullied. I would take down any
information about myself and family. I would probably close down any accounts I could
locate. I would notify the proper authorities if it became threatening to [me] or [my]
family.” Several participants would block, defriend, or delete the person conducting
themselves as the bully while Bailey would simply leave the site.
Educators believe reporting to be the most effective strategy to manage bullying
behaviors; however, they also indicate a reluctance to report bullying due to
verisimilitude, retaliation, and repercussions. This suggests a conflict between suggested
strategies for behavioral management, the implementation of those strategies, and the
effectiveness of reporting strategies. The themes and number of participants per theme
are presented in Table 30.
Table 30 Theme and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 35
Other “If you were being cyberbullied, what would you do? Please list all actions you
can think of.”
Theme
Reporting
Communication and confrontation
Avoidance

n
8
5
12
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Survey question 36 other: “If your students have been bullied online, who is
most often the bully?”
In response to survey question 36 other, two participants responded; no themes
could be identified. Claire and Peyton did not have any specific experiences with one of
their students being bullied online.
Survey question 42: “What would your concerns be about telling a student’s
parents/guardians about bullying?”
In response to survey question 42, 66 participants responded; five themes were
identified that addressed the survey question: verisimilitude, parents’ negative reactions,
no concerns, repercussions, and parental apathy. The theme verisimilitude was
developed from comments that illustrated the accuracy of the bullying incidents and the
proof that goes along with them. This theme was cited by nine participants who stated
the questioning attitudes and reactions regarding the bullying accounts. Benjamin, a
teacher with the district 10-14 years, shares concern with Chloe that the accuracy of the
information regarding the bullying incident may be inaccurate or only part of the story.
Alyssa, a staff member for 10-14 years, is concerned parents would not believe the
incident occurred and would want proof. Sophia, a teacher for 15-19 years, finds that if a
teacher only has anecdotal evidence, many parents will defend their children.
The theme parent’s negative reactions was developed from comments that
demonstrated parents’ refusal to believe or harmful reactions toward the bullying. This
theme was illustrated by 17 participants who stated the attitudes and defensive behavior
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parents take on towards bullying concerns them. Several participants, including Scarlett,
Elizabeth, and Mia, worry that parents will go on the defensive or not believe that their
child would be a bully. Another concern is parents both believe it is not the schools’
business or that schools should serve in the role of a parent and internally take care of the
problem. Finally, educators and staff, including Madelyn and Genesis, are concerned that
parents will blame the victim, blame educators, or deny the problem altogether.
The theme no concern was developed from comments that described participants’
lack of concern about telling a student’s parents/guardians about bullying. This theme
was demonstrated by 23 participants who stated they had no concerns (e.g., there would
be no concern, none, I don’t have any concerns, etc…).
The theme repercussions was developed from comments that highlighted
participants’ concerns regarding the consequences and ramifications regarding telling a
student’s parents/guardians about bullying. This theme was described by five
participants who stated their worries, including Hailey, a staff member for 10-14 years,
who is concerned about retaliations from the one doing the bullying. Liam, a teacher for
over 20 years, worries about repercussions reflected back on him as the educator, while
Sophia is more generally concerned with backlash. Finally, Jayden, a staff member for
more than 20 years, does not want to get in trouble for telling the parents about their
child’s bullying behavior.
The theme parental apathy was developed from comments that explained parents’
lack of concerns towards the bullying. This theme was described by four participants
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who stated apathy from the parents. Julia, a staff member is concerned they would not
care, while Kaitlyn worries that parents do not understand the seriousness of their child’s
behavior and consequently the behavior would be ignored. The themes and number of
participants per theme are presented in Table 31.
Based on these results, educators are afraid to report behavioral conduct issues
because they do not want to face the wrath or apathy of parents and guardians. Educators
do not feel supported in the disciplining of students nor in the reporting of bullying
behaviors; an effective disciplinary policy would bolster the position of educators by
defining the specific evidence educators must document to substantiate bullying claims.
Additionally, the district must be willing to enforce these policies in the face of parental
pressure.
Table 31 Themes and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 42
“What would your concerns be about telling a student’s parents/guardians about
bullying?”
Theme
Verisimilitude
Parent’s negative reactions
No concerns
Repercussions
Parental apathy

N
9
17
23
5
4

Survey question 43: “How does parent/guardian intervention or lack of
intervention in student conflicts or bullying behaviors affect your perception of them or
trust in them?”
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In response to survey question 43, 61 participants responded; six themes were
identified that addressed the survey question: no opinion, parental apathy, lack of trust,
uncertainty, no change, and existence of an effect. The theme no opinion was developed
from comments that described participants’ lack of perception towards parental
intervention. This theme was detailed by six participants who stated no opinion (e.g., I
do not have a formulated perception of parents or a level of trust, not applicable, I have
not had this experience, haven’t had this situation, etc…).
The theme parental apathy was developed from comments that cited parents’ lack
of concern or intervention towards the bullying. This theme was demonstrated by nine
participants who stated inaction from the parents. Julia, a staff member for four or fewer
years, does not believe parents care about other kids/students. Destiny, a teacher with the
district for more than 15 years, states, “Lack of intervention would indicate a lack of
good parenting skills, so that parents would either need to be educated or it would be yet
another responsibility that schools would have to take on. This would make intervention
harder as we would need all parties involved for corrective action.” Additionally, Hailey
a teacher with the district for fewer than four years, believes that parents who do not take
an interest in their children negatively affect everyone as the bad behavior becomes the
school’s problem.
The theme lack of trust was developed from comments that emphasized
participant’s lack of trust in parents. This theme was uncovered by 11 participants who
stated little to no trust in parents. Mariah, a teacher for fewer than four years, has very
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little trust in parents, while Melanie has seen parents advise their students to retaliate to a
bully, resulting in her losing trust in the judgment of parents. Often a parent’s lack of
intervention has a negative impact on Mackenzie’s decision to trust them. Many
participants find it difficult to trust parents to address the bullying behaviors of their
children.
The theme uncertainty was developed from comments that illustrated simple
reactions of uncertainty towards parent/guardian intervention in student conflicts or
bullying. This theme was described by five participants who stated unconvinced or
uncertain reactions. Natalie, a teacher for fewer than four years, Alexa who has been
teaching for 5-9 years, and Amelia, a staff member for 10-14 years, are all unsure that
parental behavior affects their opinion of parents.
The theme no change was developed from comments that suggested indifference
towards parent/guardian intervention in student conflicts or bullying. This theme was
highlighted by three participants who stated no change in affect. Brooke, a teacher for
more than 20 years, finds that it makes no different to her present level of perception
while Samantha, a teacher who has been with the district for less than four years, finds
that it does not affect her perception.
The theme existence of an effect was developed from comments that emphasized
the affirmation of an effect towards parent/guardian intervention in student conflicts or
bullying. This theme was cited by four participants who stated that an effect in the
perception of parents exists. Charlotte and Kayla agree that if a parent is proactive in
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intervening, they would trust and respect them more as parents. Additionally, if
parents/guardians intervene, then several participants would trust them to handle the
problem.
Educators do not trust in the effectiveness of parenting culture; parents are
perceived as apathetic or as inconsistent in the implementation of parental responsibilities
and discipline. Several educators perceive parents as part of the bullying problem,
especially when parents encourage their children to retaliate in the face of bullying
behaviors. For educators and parents, any disciplinary policy reform should include an
educational component about bullying as it relates to district policies, avoidance
behaviors, and reporting practices. The themes and number of participants per theme are
presented in Table 32.
Table 32 Themes and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 43
“How does parent/guardian intervention or lack of intervention in student conflicts or
bullying behaviors affect your perception of them or trust in them?”
Theme
No opinion
Parental apathy
Lack of trust
Uncertainty
No change
Existence of an affect

n
6
9
11
5
3
4

Survey question 44 other: “What are some things your students can do that
could reduce the possibility that they might be cyberbullied? Please list all the actions
you can think of.”
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In response to survey question 44 other, 49 participants responded; four themes
were identified that addressed the survey question: security and limitations, avoidance,
proper language and attitude, and communication. The theme security and limitations
was developed from comments that illustrated more secure control settings, limiting
activities, and limiting sharing information. This theme was discussed by 23 participants
who stated stricter and more private precautions. Camila, a teacher for 5-9 years, believes
students should use the highest security controls to dissuade bullying. Destiny finds that
students should think twice about the information that they share on social networks
while Molly offers several tips including that students stay out of chat rooms, only
socialize with friends, and not give out their email addresses or phone number to just
anybody. Finally, several participants suggest a variant of being careful by making
profiles private, being aware of whom they befriend online, and discontinuing interaction
with those who bully them or others.
The theme avoidance was developed from comments that emphasized blocking,
ignoring, or distancing from bullies. This theme was described by 12 participants who
stated methods to avoid bullying. Several participants recommended that students should
not engage or get involved with bullies, whereas Naomi, a teacher who has taught for
more than 20 years, suggest reducing the student presence online as a bullying prevention
strategy.
The theme proper language and attitude was developed from comments that
illustrated appropriate, non-hostile actions toward bullying prevention. This theme was
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described by four participants who stated good use of speech and privacy to reduce
potential bullying. Alyssa, a staff member for 10-14 years, believes students can keep
their own comments appropriate to reduce the possibility of being bullied, while Brooke
and Kaitlyn believe that students can reduce the likelihood of being bullied by keeping
their communications clear of judgmental or cruel comments.
The theme communication was developed from comments that emphasized
reporting bullying and letting parents in. This theme was cited by 11 participants who
stated open communication with parents/adults and reporting bullying as strategies to
reduce bullying behavior. Alyssa, William, Allison, and Andrea all advocate that
students let their parents know what is going on, report the bullying to school
administrators, and show their parents the evidence of bullying.
Educators believe that security and transparency are two methods by which
students can reduce their chances of being cyberbullied. Increased security settings may
prevent non-friends from communicating with a student, but those settings do not protect
students from the horizontal hostilities of their social circle. Educators also believe that
by telling parents and teachers about their online lives, students are more secure. This is
variance of the ‘reporting’ category is an effect of cyberbullying, not necessarily a
preventative strategy. Importantly, all four preventative models suggested by educators
include a component of avoidance or recuperation, which is further evidence that
preventative strategies are difficult to imagine as they would require a monumental social
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shift in the valuation of social hierarchies and presence strategies. The themes and
number of participants per theme are presented in Table 33.
Table 33 Themes and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 44
Other “What are some things your students can do that could reduce the possibility
that they might be cyberbullied? Please list all the actions you can think of.”
Theme
Security and limitations
Avoidance
Proper language and attitude
Communication

n
23
12
4
11

Survey question 45: “What actions should be taken by teachers or staff members
if they are notified of bullying?”
In response to survey question 45, 73 participants responded; four themes were
identified that addressed the survey question: reporting, get involved, follow procedures,
and no action. The theme reporting was developed from comments that emphasized
bringing up the information to administration or proper authorities. This theme was
described by 54 participants who stated talk with or reporting to an authoritative
figure(s). Both educators and staff feel responsible for bringing bullying to the proper
authorities including the principal, administration, school officials, and counselors.
The theme get involved was developed from comments that disclosed active
involvement in regards to bullying. This theme was explained by seven participants who
stated they would take direct action. Joshua, a teacher who has been with the district 1014 years, would investigate the context of the incident and the informal reasons for the
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bullying. Likewise, Ashley would try to get to the root of the matter and try to solve the
problem. Bailey and Ariana advocate talking to the involved parties.
The theme follow procedures was developed from comments that described
adherence to school policies and procedures. This theme was discussed by nine
participants who stated they would address bullying by following regulations. Alexa
believes teachers should follow the school policies regarding bullying whereas Madelyn
goes a step further, stating, “Document the action and notify those at the school who can
recommend a proper course of action. Administration probably has a course of action
they want [teachers and staff] to follow.” Participants list counselors, administration, and
principals as resources for staff and teachers who want to maintain procedural adherence
when dealing with bullying.
The theme no action was developed from comments that cited lack of action or
control from participants regarding bullying. This theme was illustrated by four
participants who stated answer that indicated inaction. Christopher believes there is not
much action teachers can take other than reporting the incident. Chloe concludes that
teachers cannot control what is on the Internet as far as student interactions, while
Caroline does not know what action could be taken as she does believe there are bullying
policies in place to deal with this circumstance.
Overwhelmingly, educators believe that reporting bullying behaviors is the best
practice for issues of disciplinary conduct. The system of observing bullying behaviors,
reporting the students and the behaviors to an administrative staff member, and punishing
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the students deemed responsible functions as a corrective model for bad behaviors.
Unfortunately, educators are only treating the surface issues of bullying, rather than
working within the system to generate new and functional strategies to modify
competitive and hurtful behaviors among student populations. The themes and number
of participants per theme are presented in Table 34.
Table 34 Themes and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 45
“What actions should be taken by teachers or staff members if they are notified of
bullying?”
Theme
Reporting
Get involved
Follow procedures
No action

n
54
7
9
4

Survey question 46: “How would you change the involvement of staff or teachers
in the district’s discipline policy?”
In response to survey question 46, 63 participants responded; four themes were
identified that addressed the survey question: knowledge of policy, enforcement,
neutrality, and more training and involvement. The theme knowledge of policy was
developed from comments that cited the need for policy explanation and awareness. This
theme was demonstrated by 11 participants who stated policy ignorance or need for
policy elaboration. Lauren, a staff member who has been with the district for fewer than
four years, stated it would be nice to know what the policy is, while Genesis, a staff
member who has been with the district for 5-9 years, believes all staff and educators
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should be on the same page and have strict policies in place. Several staff and educators
were not sure what the current policies addressed, and Avery, a teacher who has been
with Marana Unified School District for more than 20 years, clarifies that the policies
need to be explained and implemented. Joshua, a teacher of 10-14 years, wants to clearly
define what behaviors teachers are trying to stop; Brooklyn, a teacher with more than 20
years of experience, wants to increase the clarity of procedures and policy.
The theme enforcement was developed from comments that examined the need
for or lack of strict and consistent enforcement of policy. This theme was discussed by
seven participants who stated policy enforcement. Melanie, a teacher for more than 20
years, states, “I would have teachers get more consistent in their enforcement of rules and
create ‘norms’ for ‘respect’ in and out of the classroom, in relationships between students
and teachers.” Genesis, Hannah, and Elizabeth want to have strict or stricter policies in
place with stricter enforcement. Lily, a teacher at the district for 15-19 years, suggests
that “staff and teachers are not responsible for enforcing district disciplinary policy.”
The theme neutrality was developed from comments that represented participants’
lack of opinion or desire to change the involvement of staff or teachers in the district’s
discipline policy. This theme was illustrated by 23 participants who stated neutral
reactions regarding the involvement of staff or teachers in the district’s discipline policy.
These educators and staff members stated that there was nothing to change, they were not
sure, or they would not change the current policy. A few participants claimed to not
know the policy at all.
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The theme more training and involvement was developed from comments that
highlighted requests for more professional development and teacher involvement. This
theme was cited by eight participants who stated teacher activity. Destiny, a teacher with
the district for 15-19 years, believes teachers and staff need professional development.
Mariah requests better follow-through, and London wants teachers to have more say in
the policies. Khloe, a staff member who has worked in the district 5-9 years, says, “we
should all be paying more attention to what our kids are doing and saying.” Finally,
Joseph requests more frequent trainings on bullying, at least on an annual basis.
The results from this chapter will be discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 6
where I connect policy design and implementation to the difficulties faced by educators.
I propose several strategies for increasing the knowledge of educators in regards to
bullying practices, along with strategies for dismantling the systematic inequalities that
contribute to the inefficiency of educators when they are required to enforce disciplinary
conduct policies. The themes and number of participants per theme are presented in
Table 35.
Table 35 Themes and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 46
“How would you change the involvement of staff or teachers in the district’s discipline
policy?”
Theme
Knowledge of policy
Enforcement
Neutrality
More training and involvement

N
11
7
23
8
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Survey question 48 other: “How would you change the school district’s
discipline policy as it relates to bullying?”
In response to survey question 48 other, 47 participants responded; six themes
were identified that addressed the survey question: neutrality, enforcement, proactivity,
policy knowledge, defining bullying, and administration intervention. The theme
neutrality was developed from comments that illustrated no change or uncertainty in
regards to the school district’s discipline policy as it relates to bullying. This theme was
developed by 14 participants who stated neutral reactions. Andrew, Kayla, and
Alexander are three of the fourteen participants who stated they would not change the
current policy.
The theme enforcement was developed from comments that demonstrated the
need for stricter policies regarding bullying. This theme was described by seven
participants who stated the need for more strict policy enforcement. Kylie states that the
policies should be reviewed, while David adds that the policies should be reviewed and
reinforced. Elizabeth calls for more enforcement, and Mariah requests dealing with
bullying more severely.
The theme proactivity was developed from comments that cited participants’
ideas regarding on how to actively change the school’s district discipline policy as it
relates to bullying. This theme was explained by six participants who stated proactive
implementations. Sophia, a teacher for 15-19 years, suggests the schools make students
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responsible for collecting evidence, and Melanie, a teacher with the district for more than
20 years believes:
Any students involved in bullying should be forced to participate in mandatory
mediation with a TRAINED counselor. There is usually some anger management
issue under the bullying. Kids need to feel safe in order to perform at their best.
Class climate needs to change.
Jayden wants to get more input from students on what is happening with bullying.
Kimberly, a staff member, finds that MUSD has an active school involvement and
coordinated effort to address cyberbullying. Many educators believe that a proactive
approach to stop bullying is the solution to their classroom management problems and
problems stemming from hostilities between students. The primary message educators
want to communicate to their students is “just don’t bully,” reinforcing an abstinencebased approach to dissuading students from participating in bullying hostilities. This
message illustrates the fallacy that proactive and preventative anti-bullying measures
have equivalent results.
The theme policy knowledge was developed from comments that highlighted the
need for police explanation and awareness. This theme was revealed by 10 participants
who stated policy ignorance or need for policy elaboration. Evelyn, a staff member for
four or fewer years, is unsure of the district’s policy, as are Lucy, Molly, and Jacob.
The theme defining bullying was developed from comments that demonstrated the
need or request to define what bullying is. This theme was described by three
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participants who stated the need for definitions. Jayden wants a definition of “bullying,”
while Lily adds that a clear definition of cyberbullying should also be composed.
The theme administration intervention was developed from comments that
explored how the administration should respond to bullying. This theme was cited by
three participants who stated the responsibility from administration. Maya, a teacher with
the district 10-14 years, clarifies that “teachers do not punish in school. That is the job of
the administrators. We refer students for inappropriate behavior.” Brooklyn and Naomi
believe that all responses to bullying should be the responsibility of the administration.
Educators are stymied when asked to suggest changes to the disciplinary conduct policies
of the Marana Unified School District. Most educators either lack an opinion about the
current policy, are unaware of how the current policy applies, or are in favor of stricter
punishments for bullies. The lack of informed educators suggests a disconnect between
the development of disciplinary policy, the comprehension of that policy, and the
enforcement of the policy. Chapter 6 will offer suggestions to include educators in the
drafting process and in the definition of punitive measures, thereby increasing the
likelihood that educators will recognize their role in the institutional system of conduct
management and be more willing to enforce those policies. The themes and number of
participants per theme are presented in Table 36.
Table 36 Themes and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 48
Other “How would you change the school district’s discipline policy as it relates to
bullying?”
Theme

n
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Neutrality
Enforcement
Proactivity
Policy knowledge
Defining bullying
Administration intervention

14
7
6
10
3
3

Survey question 49 other: “What’s your response to online bullying?”
In response to survey question 49 other, 32 participants responded; four themes
were identified that addressed the survey question: reporting to and involving authorities,
appropriateness and negative feelings, ceasing, and lack of experience. The theme
reporting to and involving authorities was developed from comments that described
reporting bullying to administrators, officials, and other authoritative figures. This theme
was cited by 10 participants who stated involving authorities and reporting bullying
incidents. For example, Naomi would report the incident to someone who could help,
while David would first report it to the online host, then the campus administration, and
finally the parents—effectively following all procedures as they are dictated by the
district.
The theme appropriateness and negative feelings was developed from comments
that explored the labeling of bullying as wrong, inappropriate, mean, and other negative
implications. This theme was described by 10 participants who stated harmful and
discouraging connotations. Kylie believes online bullying is inappropriate and wrong.
Autumn states, “it’s wrong and it hurts and sometimes people will say things, really bad
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things, that they wouldn’t say to a person’s face, but they will say them online because
they don’t have to look at them and see all the hurt they are causing.” Elizabeth finds
cyberbullying extremely dangerous because of how quickly it can spread. Molly
summarizes,
“It's cowardly and juvenile. I wish that our students would find more productive
things to do with their time. Online media (blogs, news sites, tabloids, etc.) has
shown our students that bullying behind the anonymity of the Internet is easy and
even accepted as entertainment. I think the rule of thumb ‘If you wouldn't say it
to someone's face, don't say it on the Internet’ is a valuable thing to remember.”
Several other participants agree that bullying is not appropriate; bullying causes complex
issues in disciplinary practices, especially for school officials.
The theme ceasing was developed from comments that detailed stopping the
bullying behavior. This theme was explained by five participants who stated their
response is that the bullying should be stopped. Hanna, a staff member with the district
for 10-14 years, thinks it should be stopped and that the bully should be charged with a
crime.
The theme not applicable was developed from comments that suggested the
participants had no experience with online bullying. This theme was cited by three
participants who stated no experience with the situation. Claire, Daniel, and Peyton have
either not been exposed to cyberbullying or have never witnessed it.
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Several educators responded to this question by explaining how bullying makes
them feel, while others identified the effect bullying has on their strategies to disrupt the
bullying incident. Educators know to report bullying behavior to the proper authorities,
but they are affected by witnessing the events. Their emotive response and their strategic
response suggest that educators are affected by witnessing peer-to-peer violence among
many populations; however, they recognize the importance of managing those
interactions through a hierarchy of conduct management, i.e. webmasters, principals, or
web hosts. The themes and number of participants per theme are presented in Table 37.
Table 37 Themes and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 49
Other “What’s your response to online bullying?”
Theme

n

Reporting to and involving authorities
Appropriateness and negative feelings
Ceasing
Not Applicable

10
10
5
3

Survey question 50 other: “How do current policies regarding student conflict
or bullying affect your students?”
In response to survey question 50 other, 29 participants responded; three themes
were identified that addressed the survey question: uncertainty, protection, and policy
ignorance. The theme uncertainty was developed from comments that highlighted
participant uncertainty in how the current policies regarding student conflict or bullying
affect students. This theme was discussed by 12 participants who stated in simple terms

139

that they were unsure of policy changes that would relieve or resolve student conflict or
bullying (e.g., not sure, I don’t know, etc…).
The theme protection was developed from comments that illustrated that the
policies in place help protect students. This theme was explored by three participants
who stated policy changes should center on protecting the students. David believes these
policies are in place to help protect students; he states, “there is a zero tolerance on our
campus regarding bullying, taunting, instigating or otherwise causing a fight, or other
violent activity. These policies are in place to help protect the students and provide a
climate of safety and positive activity.” Kaitlyn, Jayden, and David agree that the policy
is set to protect the student and allows for protection for those being bullied.
The theme policy ignorance was developed from comments that demonstrated the
lack of awareness or specifics of current policy or respondents who have no suggestions
for improvements to make to the current policy. This theme was cited by four
participants who stated they were not sure of what the policies were (e.g., students are not
familiar with our school policies, nobody is aware of the policies, I’m not sure what the
current policies are, and have no idea what they are). Melanie, a teacher who has been
with the district for more than 20 years, summarizes that “nobody is aware of the
policies. Kids are being bullied, but don't say anything because they fear retaliation and
don't know if they will be harassed even more for speaking up. Also, they don't know
what the teacher's response will be.”
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Again, educators were stumped when asked about the consequences to bullying
policies. Several factors contribute to the mystification of bullying behavior, including
anxieties surrounding reporting, efficacy, and policy implementation. These social
hindrances to effective policy design emerge several times in this research and will be
discussed in detail in Chapter 6. The themes and number of participants per theme are
presented in Table 38.
Table 38 Themes and Number of Participants per Theme for Survey Item 50
Other “How do current policies regarding student conflict or bullying affect your
students?”
Theme
Uncertainty
Protection
Policy ignorance

n
12
3
4

The data from the qualitative questions indicate that educators are invested in the
outcomes of their teaching and understanding how bullying affects their students.
However, these results are also indicative of district-wide issues of (a) insufficient
training to tackle online literacy and harassment issues and (b) little awareness of policy
or procedures currently in place to handle digital behavioral issues, resulting in a model
of response predicated on anxiety and apathy. The effects of the training deficit will be
explored as a systemic failure and discussed in detail in Chapter 6
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CHAPTER 4: DIGITAL LITERACY AND SOCIETAL ILLS: UNDERSTANDING
LITERACY, SKILL, AND PERCEPTION AMONG EDUCATORS
In this chapter, I describe the impact of digital literacy on social behaviors for
both students and educators. In particular, I argue that the perception or anticipation of
an advanced digital literacy is as impactful on the behavior of educators as the actual
presence of an advanced digital literacy. I first discuss the history of integrating the
digital world into the classroom, focusing briefly on the impact of race, class, and gender
on the development of a digital social identity. I then explain the importance of students’
personal and social identities and their relationship with digital literacy, specifically how
those identities contribute to the creation and maintenance of students’ digital social
identity. I argue that educators are ill-equipped to address the multiplicity of identities
presented by students since educators have a distorted perception of digital skills that
affects their efficacy in both digital navigation and in negotiating the socio-digital worlds
of their students.
4.1 Digital Integration, Digital Literacy, Digital Divides
To negotiate the prevalence of technology in daily life, several corporations have
proposed strategies to integrate technology into the educational lives of students.
Microsoft founder Bill Gates, for example, imagined that students in every classroom
across America would have a computer to manage digital saturation (Microsoft, 2001).
In another example, Professor Nicholas Negroponte imagined an inexpensive laptop for
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children in a global context 31. Although the educational movement to integrate digital
technologies in the classroom has proven to be far more complex than giving every child
access to a computer, these examples suggest that access continues to be only one of
many mitigating factors in the differential digital skills of people across the world.
The reported conveniences of integrating online technologies into the classroom
predominately revolve around the increased accessibility and flexibility that computers
deliver to students and teachers (Pflaum, 2004). Positioned historically, the convenience
of digital integration into the classroom is a seductive argument—it frees time in the
classroom and gives students an opportunity to integrate their offline lives with their
online experiences. While Winner (1977) suggests that new technologies first benefit the
bourgeois, the trouble with integrating digital products into the classroom is that
distinctions between upper, middle, lower class are lost to coarser distinctions of those
who have access to multiple technologies and those who do not. For example, some
schools may have access to computers, while other schools have access to the Internet,
additional software packages, and classes to teach students how to use these technologies.
Concerns over the social infatuation with online interactions began in the late
1990s with discussions of silencing marginalized populations (Blair & Takayoshi,, 1999),
cultural dynamics that influence the use of technology (Hawisher & National Council of
Teachers of English, 1999), the widening of the socioeconomic gap with expensive
31
BBC News. (2005). Sub-$100 laptop design unveiled. Sept 29, 2005, accessed July 20, 2011, at
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/technology/4292854.stm.
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machines (National Telecommunications and Information Administration, 1999), and an
overarching consumerist agenda in the appeal of the digital classroom (Moran and Selfe,
1999).
The emerging digital divide was larger than the immediate concern over cost.
Utopian arguments about the possibility of the Internet had encouraged a post-gender,
post-race world where inequality would be greatly minimized by the autonomy of
computer-mediated communication (CMC); CMC would provide a color-blind world
where everyone who had access was equal. On one hand, CMC had a liberating effect in
bringing new voices out through blogs and early social networks, including fan-groups,
role-playing games, and interest groups. On the other hand, traditional gender
differences emerged through the style of communication and attitudes toward technology,
both of which were highly ingrained through institutions, including family, education,
religion, and community (Wheeler, 2001).
Race and ethnicity were often left out of the discourse surrounding online
technologies. When race and ethnicity were referenced, they were regulated to
discussions of urban users within Castells’ (1997) space-of-flows model while
documenting the relationship between space and place (Slack & Williams, 2001). This
ethnocentric explanation for usage patterns and urbanism was highly contested by
theorists who sought to expand the meanings of community by encouraging a similar
concept to Haraway’s (1991) “affinity” based political model that was dependent on fluid
membership structures (Komito, 1998).
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In a significant move, the language explaining the unequal distribution of access
moved to an explanation of a “literacy divide,” an early form of digital or computer
literacy (Warschauer, 2004, p.32). By changing the focus from ownership of technology
and all of its components (software, Internet, and accessories) to the ability to use
technology, this shift also broadened how the discourse surrounding online learning and
social networking could impact students. In fact, the debate surrounding online learning
became public after the Pew research center published their 2003 report on Internet user
statistics. Divides in usage patterns are apparent between socioeconomic conditions,
education levels, community types, racial and ethnic groups, ability categories, and age
clusters (Pew, 2012). For example, one type of digital literacy is necessary to read
hypertext, a primary form of digital navigation; hypertext is a nonsequential and therefore
unfamiliar language to many users who are not fluent in digital literacy (Atchison, 2004).
Other types of digital literacy are required to read Web languages (Javascript, HTML, or
VBScript) or software languages (C, C++, Java, or Visual basic). Historically, the
material divide and issues of limited access have dominated the discussion of a digital
divide; there is also a skill divide that is less widely recognized (TechNation, 2010).
The skills developed by working and playing online are not particularly suited for
developing digital literacy but are handy for improving the navigation skills of Internet
users. Scholars continued to examine the possibilities of social and educational
revolutions based on computer-mediated communication, citing tension between the
elites who create online and the disempowerment of those who use (Atton, 2004). This
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one-sided relationship remains foundational to much of the content delivered online:
analysts create programs to generate income and only respond to userfeedback/demographics to perfect a product’s market appeal. Based on the results of this
study, digital literacy is not extended to the ability to create programs, run code, or to
develop applications. In fact, digital literacy is marked as the fluent navigation of online
culture, not as a deep understanding of digital building blocks and ability to create new
content. This slow adoption of content creation indicates stagnation in the application of
digital literacies; educators may be able to understand digital content and navigation, but
they cannot apply those skills through the creation of new media.
While the Internet has become a site to assert agency both at home and at school
and students are online more than ever, students’ understanding of the complex inner
workings of technology is limited (Hawisher, Selfe, Gao, & Liu, 2006). Instead of
developing new tools, students have highly invested in managing their networks on
prefabricated social network sites. For example, a report on the impact of social
networking on students found that students with the poorest grades at school spent the
most time on social networks 32.
Race, ethnicity, class, and sexuality emerged again as sites of contest particularly
within this identity-based research. People of color and those from lower income
backgrounds were still less likely to be online but were expected to emerge en masse on
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Bloxham, A. Social networking: teachers blame Facebook and Twitter for pupils’ poor grades. Accessed March 28,
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social networks like MySpace and on blog sites (Boyd, 2008). Morrell (2008) cited
critical reading and writing as important contributions to constructing the digital self—
and elaborated that these skills were not equally distributed among the online population.
In addition, Morrell identified critical writing as a place of empowerment, deconstruction,
and self-referential analysis. Students could use profile and identity negotiation online as
a space of resistance to dominant normalizing productions of identity, access, and
temporality. However, most students avoid creative writing models in favor of
consuming digital products already in existence.
Currently, social network sites (SNS) are recognized by researchers as important
digital constructions that can teach students of all ages (13 and above) about composition,
narration, and audience (Alexander, 2005; Carter, 2003; Demanet & Van Houtte, 2001;
Sidler, Smith, & Morris, 2007; Wysocki, 2004; Yancy, 2004). Students are learning to
use a broader set of tools in relation to their online behaviors. Unfortunately, students are
not broadening their knowledge past the basic “point-and-click” applications. It is more
important to youth to connect to their friends, voyeuristically peruse the websites of their
friends, and to participate in strategic profile construction (Boyd, 2008). To students,
literacy is about edited identities, knowledge economies, and personal fulfillment
(Livingstone, 2008).
Bauerlein (2008) points to the discrepancy between the time spent online and the
sharp decline in traditional literacy and work ethic. Moreover, he states that students
exhibit disregard for conventional subjects and traditional methods of analysis. In a 2010
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news article examining the role of social media in the educational lives of students, one
teen exclaimed, “I’d rather give up, like, a kidney than my phone!” 33 Students no longer
identify the importance of learning formal techniques; originality, imagination, and
digitization replaced traditional and critical inquiry as foundational skills for success.
As identity and identity construction continue to be a primary task for students,
researchers again are taking note of communication methods and content by students.
Lewis & George (2008) find that the rate of deceptive identity construction is crossculturally varied. Students of color are performing identity differently than white
students. Grasmuck, Martin, and Zhao (2009) study “ethno-racial” identity displays on
the popular SNS, Facebook. Their results are staggering: ethno-racial identities are used
in three distinct strategies. First, friending (adding people as friends) strategies are
culturally different. Second, users of color invest in expressing their cultural tastes at a
higher rate than white users; for example, based on my previous research of social
networks, students of color are more likely to use song lyrics that reference the “black”
experience in their autobiographical sections. Finally, narrated identity claims are longer
and more detailed in non-white populations. People of color are using social networks to
strategically display affinities, cultural, ethnic, and racial differences online .
Although these differences are used to unite youth of color across cultural, ethnic,
and racial differences, they also increase the frequency with which they experience
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increased targeting and harassment. For example, according to a 2011 Pew report
“Teens, Kindness and Cruelty on Social Network Sites,” 34% of black teens are using
Twitter, versus 10% of white or Latino teens. Black teens are less likely to report that
their peers are kind to each other online, and they also see people joining with bullies to
harass victims 20% more frequently than whites and Latinos.
The educational implications are clear: Students from lower income, rural
communities are not learning digital literacy in school, while students from affluent,
urban communities are likely to have access to the technology, have time to learn digital
literacy, and have a social community waiting for them once they gain these skills.
Internet usage patterns for lower income students have not been studied to the same
extent as usage patterns for racialized and ethnic students. On one hand, this disparity is
due to the initial utopian promise of emancipation from gender, race, and ethnic markers
online (Kolko, Nakamura, & Rodman, 2000; Nakamura, 2002). But, on the other hand,
socioeconomic conditions are difficult to track online as people often misrepresent their
income status as a class passing strategy (Foster, 2005). A lower socio-economic status
is not a characteristic that students often confess; however, race and ethnicity are a point
of unity among students of color who are using racial markers for social identity
construction (Grasmuck, Martin & Zhao, 2009).
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4.2 The History of Scholarship on Digital Identity
While race and ethnicity commonly affect the development of an online identity,
gender is also a variable in the creation and maintenance of that identity. The role of
gender and identity began with a model of computer-mediated communication theory.
Castells’ (1996) theories of mediated networks explored three types of socially associated
identities. The first, legitimizing identity, was supported and introduced by institutions in
support of their domination over “social actors” (p.10). The second, resistance identity,
was produced by social actors that were excluded from the dominant institutional
identities. Finally, a project identity was created by active transformative movements,
including feminisms, which were set on improving social conditions. For Castells
(1997), identity building was a dynamic and fluid process. He defined identity as “the
process of construction of meaning on the basis of a cultural attribute, or related set of
cultural attributes, that is/are given priority over other sources of meaning” (p. 6). He
asserted that whoever constructed a “collective identity and for what largely [determined]
the symbolic content of this identity, and its meaning for those identifying with it or
placing themselves outside of it” (p. 7). Networks became hubs of identity construction
and control.
According to Castells (1997), the Internet required new structural forms for
computer-mediated communications. The “emergence of the space of flows, using
telecommunications and transportation to link valuable places in a non-contingent
pattern, has allowed the reconfiguration of metropolitan areas around selective
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connection of strategically located activities, bypassing undesirable areas, left to
themselves” (p. 144). Information was revalued and devalued creating “black holes of
informational capitalism” where the system of knowledge capital did not recognize value
and therefore ignored the epistemic possibility of a particular type of information.
Castells (1997) argued that two larger trends guided the Information Age. The first was
the “globalization of economy, technology, and communication” and the second was the
“parallel affirmation of identity as the source of meaning” (p. 311).
Both claims made by Castell (1998) proved to be important as the globalization of
communication and the affirmation of identity became increasingly interrelated.
Computer-mediated communication theorists began examining the importance of
socially, culturally, and individually constructed social spaces online. Social network
sites were a location of intense scrutiny in the development of theories that addressed
these new disembodied, ambiguous, and malleable identity politics. Shapiro & Purpel
(2005) posited that “imagined communities” and “imagined networks” were two different
forms of place-making. Imagined communities, for example, often included negotiated
identities of their gender performance, their profiles, and their social circles (Alexander,
2005; Bortree, 2005). Levy (2005) observed that the performance of identity
construction on social network sites was a fluid movement based only in a conceptual
understanding of appropriate behavior that resulted in complex forms of media
representation and the eventual emergence of the self-referential YouTube culture.
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By 2007 both Facebook and MySpace had gone public and were commanding the
attention of more than 500 million users. Wilken (2007) found that computermediated communication had corporeal, abstract, and perceptual spaces that
altered how users constructed identity, negotiated relationships, and defined the
world around them. Smith (2007) identified gendered risk behavior and profile
construction as factors in initiating stranger contact or being contacted by
strangers. Livingstone (2008) showed that men were more likely to publish
personal information about their geographic location or method of contact.
Communities were formed with weak ties; friends of friends became important
tools in broadening social networks (Onnela, Saramaki, Hyyonen, Szabo, Lazer,
Kaski, Kertesz, and Barabasi, 2007). Communication theorists found online
relationships yielded greater intimacy and social attraction than those
relationships formed in face-to-face contact (Ramirez & Zhang, 2007). Even
modality switching modestly enhanced relational outcomes and newly founded
relationships. Friendship pattern changed as the meaning of “friend” was no
longer differentiated between friends made on or offline (Beer, 2008).
Computer-mediated communication and the popularization of social network sites

resulted in an alternative form of profile development: users policed their profiles as a
social boundary, and offending or inconsistent portions of their profile were cut out due
to an intrinsic need to fit in (Boyd, 2008). Users wrote to a “conceptualized idea” of who
would be viewing their pages and what they found interesting; users created their profiles
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for an “imagined audience” (p. 12). Social network sites facilitated social practices of
communication, observation, and conceptualization. Users employed “impression
management” by constructing an image to be communicated to the world. This image
was no longer available for a limited amount of time (like face-to-face communication)
but existed for an unlimited amount of time to an unlimited amount of people—further
complicating issues of public space, public personas, and public information (p. 12).
Valkenburg & Peter (2008) showed that adolescents who often experimented with
their identity on the Internet communicated with people of different ages and from varied
cultural backgrounds. Diverse communication networks had a positive effect on
adolescents' social competence but did not affect their self-concept unity. While
predators were conceived as the primary threat in computer-mediated communication
environments, deception followed a close second 34. Lewis & George (2008) found that
deception patterns were cross culturally varied with a significant gender pattern.
Teenagers from collectivist societies and masculine-identified users were more likely to
be more deceptive in computer-mediated communication (i.e. social networks, blogs, chat
rooms) than in traditional face-to-face communication. For example, on social networks
men are more likely to lie about assets, income, physical attributes, or interests in online
dating networks while women are most likely to misrepresent their weight (Hall, et al.,
2010).
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Gender, deception, and identity development are present in the mutual
relationship between students and technologies. Wajcman (2009) concludes that “gender
is integral to this sociotechnical process: that the materiality of technology affords or
inhibits the doing of particular gender power relations. Women’s identities, needs and
priorities are configured together with digital technologies” (p. 150). Within computermediated communication and social network sites, gender performances have become
more than masculine and feminine behaviors. Digital gender expression is a complicated
set of fluid behaviors that are no longer bound by static discourses of physical gender 35.
The construction of a digital social identity is far more complex than students writing an
online biography, and the relationship between presentation, esteem, and factuality is a
fluid and ever-changing pattern that further complicates issues of trust and
misrepresentation.
4.3 Student Behavior: Personal and Social Identities
To fully explore how digital technologies are impacting educators, it is important
to discuss how and why students use social networks in the development of their personal
and social identities. Students use social network sites to establish new connections,
maintain friendships, and to construct a space reflective of their “unique” interests.
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For example, on a social network I can pose as a 20-something male, who loves to hike the valleys close to the San
Diego Zoo. Using information found online about the San Diego Zoo, hiking, and other interests, I can construct a
convincing online profile to for my new community of “friends” who do not know I am misrepresenting myself.
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However, the effects of identity construction and the relationship between online and
offline interactions including bullying remains largely unexplored.
Students today spend much of their time developing social networks in both
online and offline contexts. This process of development entails two primary
components enacted in the digital and face-to-face space. First, students develop a
personal identity that may or may not change over time as this identity defines “them,”
including their values, beliefs, and uniqueness. Secondly, they develop a social identity.
This social identity marks the intersection of personal identity with the less changeable
normative values, beliefs, and uniqueness of an established group, which are then
integrated back into the social identity (Brewer & Gardner, 1996).
Nakamura has marked the social construction of personal identity as a cumulative
system of fluid meanings and affinities (2002). For students, identity is a manufactured
product that they can alter or overhaul to best suit their current social needs. A student’s
personal identity becomes an indicator of the strength of their self-efficacy. But for
theorists, whether through feminist analyses of performantivity (Butler, 1990; Phelan,
1993) or through a social network analysis of audience expectations, self-presentation,
and modifications of distinctiveness (Boyd, 2007), individual social constructions of
identity remain integral to the development of the larger social identity (Erikson, 1968;
Farmer, 2000). Tajfel and Turner (1986) separate the process of transforming personal
identity into a cohesive social identity as three specific and interrelated components:
construction, categorization, and comparison.
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The first component is the construction of self-image through personal identity
development. Tajfel and Turner (date?) contend that personal characteristics and
interactions with other people contribute to the formation of a personal identity. Boyd
(2006) suggests that on social network sites users shape these identities through a cycle of
construction, feedback, and alteration allowing them to use social indicators, including
peer feedback, as gauges of popularity and social success. In her groundbreaking book,
Life on the Screen, Turkle (1995) argues that:
[when] identity was defined as unitary and solid, it was relatively easy to
recognize and censure deviation from a norm. A more fluid sense of self allows
for a greater capacity for acknowledging diversity. It makes it easier to accept the
array of our (and others’) inconsistent personae—perhaps with humor, perhaps
with irony. We do not feel compelled to rank or judge the elements of our
multiplicity. We do not feel compelled to exclude what does not fit (p. 261-262).
This concept of self-description is essential to the process of written identity construction
and, although scholars disagree whether it is fluidity or unitarily constructed, identity
online remains a point of action in the maintenance of a personal identity. An analysis of
rhetorical writing practices explains that the process of creating a personal or social
version of the self is marked as a type of performance (Amerika, 2007; Sloan, 2005;
Sunden, 2003). This version of the self is not the “whole self” or necessarily an honest
depiction of the individual who created the information; it more or less represents the
chosen identity one performs at any given time, in any given space, and is subject to
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change. By utilizing the process of construction, students manufacture their personal
identity to align with the narrower social identity, thus reducing their identification with
out-group behaviors. Furthermore, these personal identities are managed by multiple
sites of surveillance. For example if a student “Blair” has membership in three groups,
then Blair’s profile is policed by three different expectations of behavior. Blair’s social
circles reinforce the social oligopticon with its multiple sites of decentralized
surveillance, which will be discussed more fully in Chapter 6, which manages the social
expression and expectations of Blair’s in-group behaviors.
The second component is the categorization associated with social
identification. According to Tajfel and Turner (1986), categorization is the sorting of
characteristics into distinct groupings. Although one may be sorted into several groups,
the social affinities or social locations of students often lead to dominant group
preferences. During the process of categorization, personal and social identities are used
to heighten in-group similarities and exaggerate differences in the “other” out-groups.
Not only does social categorization lead to distinct social groups, but it also encourages
comparison between groups. This cycle closely mirrors “clique” behavior where ingroup/out-group characteristics are differentiated, assessed, and utilized to further the
social needs of the group (Kwon & Lease, 2009; Merten, 1997; Spaulding & Bolin,
1950).
Social comparison, the third step, is then used to reinforce the construction and
categorization of both personal and social identities. This comparison between groups
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results in the differentiation of power, status, and social capital. By categorizing one’s
identity to fit preconceived notions of group identity, the personal investment in distinct
social groups is heightened. Comparative practices reinforce the dependence of personal
identity construction on exterior sources to bolster their self-image (Magnuson &
Dundes, 2007). For example, my previous research (Papaleo, 2008) has shown teenage
girls on MySpace to be very hostile towards other teenage girls; horizontal hostility or
peer-to-peer social aggression between minority groups on social networks is often a
strategy for communication among girls on these sites (White & Langer, 1999).
Horizontal hostility is also used as a method of building, maintaining, and protecting
online relationships. My findings showed hostile online behaviors had a direct
relationship to face-to-face hostility either at school or during extracurricular activities.
Additionally, racism and sexism function in this hostile environment as ammunition that
valorizes similarities and demonizes difference—often youth edit their identities to
minimize these dissimilarities. For example, Kolko (2000) and Nakamura (2002) both
identify that students modify physical or social aspects of their lives to better match the
expectations of a social group. I found that students use class passing techniques (namedropping, taking pictures of high-end products and goods, or emulating a lavish lifestyle)
to distinguish themselves as knowledgeable about couture products and services (Foster,
2005).
Nakamura (2002) suggests there is a fallacy in believing that “regulatory and
oppressive social norms such as racism and sexism are linked to users’ “unitary and
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solid” identities off-screen” (p. 323). She posits that “supposedly leaving the body
behind in the service of gaining “fluid identities” means acquiring the ability to carve out
new, less oppressive norms and gaining the capacity to acknowledge diversity in ever
more effective ways” (p. 323). Nakamura’s research contradicts the e-topian belief that
systems of oppression including racism, classism, homophobia, and sexism would be
erased in a system where race, class, sexual orientation, and sex are invisible. Horizontal
hostility between groups further marks desired/undesired attributes that preclude group
membership. My model suggests that behavioral practices, including social constructions
and values, are carried through a student’s personal identity into the social network
environment; this transmission charges the social network site with personal values,
expressed as group or societal values that are perpetuated by systems of oppression
including racism sexism, and classism, then transmitted through social institutions, and
reinforced by personal and constructed beliefs. Thus the strength or weakness of a
student’s personal sense of efficacy likely makes them increasingly resistant or
susceptible to peer-to-peer hostility (d’Haenens, Vandoninck & Donoso, 2013).
Social identity formation is complicated by multiple identities based on group
memberships and group associations. A person may belong to more than one group and
therefore have more than one social identity best suited to a given environment. The
better a person’s image is within the group, further positive associations accrue to the
entire group, which then contributes to a better self-image for the group member. This
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social identity reinforces a sense of self but within the perceived safety of a social
network (Turkle, 1995).
Anticipating that users simultaneously exist in multiple categories and groups, it
can be assumed the differences in identity performance will vary and the
“commodification of difference can have the effect of silencing resistance and
transforming resistance to consumption” (Hooks 2000, p. 186). Importantly, the
performative aspect of identity formation is predicated on managing the anticipated
impressions one may make on an intended audience (Goffman, 1959). For high school
students, difference may provide beneficial or negative associations that affect social
identity—although by existing in multiple groups, students negotiate between specific
group predilections, which may result in separating those identity negotiations by digital
affinity, i.e. communicating with athletic friends on Twitter, school friends on Facebook,
and family friends face-to-face.
The multiple group memberships or affiliations use social locations (i.e. race,
class, gender, sexual orientation) as stylistic group expressions or as indicator of group
selectivity (Farmer, 2000). By valorizing “difference” as a desired quality, social groups
have the ability to subvert oppressive social conditions, although the tendency of groups
to challenge the status quo is relatively low (Kellner, 1995). This variability of responses
to otherness, either positive or negative, demonstrates the value of difference between
social identities and further demarcates the performed identities. Sturken and Cartwright
(2001) identify this switch as “working within the loose framework of identity politics
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[that] brought to the fore the fundamental question of cultural difference and the question
of who it is that speaks through a given text” (p. 253). For example, rather than
explaining that their families are coming for a visit, my student interns say they have to
go “pay the rent” or “pay attention to the parents.” My students use this in-group code to
convey that their parents are visiting campus and they either need to spend time with their
parents or need money from their parents. I, as an outsider, am more likely to respond to
their in-group code by offering them financial advice on negotiating rental contracts. To
this end, students often employ polysemic writing and communication practices to extend
and maintain group membership through a strategic organization of in-group or of outgroup language (Sturken & Cartwright, 2001).
The identification with a particular group or category often bolsters the selfesteem of the members. Foster (1996) calls this relationship the “we-feeling” or “a set of
voluntary, social, and reciprocal feelings that are bound together” (p. 25). This collective
identity forms a community based on cohesion among group members. This we-feeling
is organized around people with similar characteristics, including politics, affinities, or
other areas of commonness. If the collection of selves feels positively about their group
membership, the collective esteem of the group is raised. If, however, the group feels
poorly about their organization, then individual self-esteems are lowered. The group
works together to protect or improve their membership and their social standing as
distinct from less desirable groups (Farmer, 2000).
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While Holah and Davies (2006) suggest distinctiveness is a method of
maintaining individuality within social groups, Brewer (1991) suggests this
distinctiveness is important between the social groups as well. Brewer contends it is by
maintaining group membership, but not completely losing oneself, that optimal selfesteem is achieved. She offers four tenets necessary to reach “optimal distinctiveness” (p.
54). First, the strongest social identification will be reached when both distinctiveness
and assimilation are reached. Second, although positive group associations are preferred
to negative associations optimal distinctiveness is independent of group membership.
Third, this distinctiveness is content-specific and depends on the situation, place, time
and any number of other contributing factors. Finally, Brewer explains that “the optimal
level of category distinctiveness or inclusiveness is a function of the relative strength
(steepness) of the opposing drives for assimilation and differentiation” (p. 54).
Brewer (1991) further asserts that an individual’s distinctiveness is in flux, in
tandem with their personality, social identity, and categories. She states, “[for] any
individual, the relative strength of the [assimilation and differentiation] needs is
determined by cultural norms, individual socialization, and recent experience” (p. 54).
Digital social networks are constructed with contacts, friends, and colleagues who are
already part of an established social network. Students manufacture distinctiveness to set
themselves apart as individuals within the group and to solidify their identity as part of
the group. For example, an individual student may play soccer as an outlying
characteristic but will overall match the expectations of her group memberships.
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Although Tajfel and Turner’s work is oft criticized for its focus on individualism,
within the digital realm it is only by creating a functional personal identity that students
can interact with the larger social group (Farr, 1996). Social identity theory bridges the
personal/social by recognizing the systematic institutionalization of identity as it is
groomed and policed for appropriate membership, and the market practices of creating a
product that maintains exclusivity while appealing to larger audiences. A strong and
alluring social identity enjoys a symbiotic relationship with group popularity, prestige,
and power.
Social identity theory was developed by Tajfel and Turner (1986) to address faceto-face communication and socialization behaviors, but it gains a new mode of
application in the multiplicity of online environments. Online, social identity is
negotiated through social presence markers including the amount of time dedicated to
online pursuits and the value of those interactions. Shen, Yu, and Khalifa (2010) explain
how social presence theory, or the quantity of participation or presence, and the quality of
presence in social online environments affects both personal and social identity
formation.
The connection between awareness, affective social practices, and cognitive
social presence is explained as a multidimensional digital awareness necessary for
online/offline relationship management. Awareness online includes the expectation that
other people act and react to online stimuli, that indicators of digital presence contribute
to the overall experiences online, and finally that by participating in digital culture, one
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builds a community of other users with similar affinities (Shen, Yu, & Khalifa, 2010). In
virtual communities, including social networks, social presence refers to the connection
between awareness and success at negotiating digital relationships. The practice of
digital awareness includes an affective social presence tying emotional responsiveness to
virtual exchanges between people and a cognitive social presence to “construct and
confirm meaning about his/her relationship with others and the social space” (Shen, Yu,
& Khalifa, 2010, p. 340). Establishing digital awareness requires a sophisticated
understanding of the emotional connectivity of users to online social interactions. In fact,
social network users do not differentiate between the “real” world and the digital world as
they are not separated by experiences (Huang, 1999).
By producing an emotive reaction, social presence is valued as an avenue to
develop and sustain relationships (Vastfjall, 2003). This emotional participation and
investment in networks also contributes to the construction and confirmation of meaning
systems within social identity groups, with out-groups, and with the larger environment.
Awareness of other users is not enough to strengthen identity formation. The emotional
valuation of behavior combined with cognitive social presence requires a heightened
awareness of the symbolic system of meanings representing virtual communities and an
ability to translate those meanings into a secondary but nonetheless “real” environment in
face-to-face interactions.
For educators, understanding the role personal and social identity development
plays in the cohesion of group dynamics is important to managing classroom dynamics,
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clique behaviors, and horizontal hostilities that disrupt class time. It is also imperative
that educators recognize that the digital identities of their students are to some extent a
contrived performance designed to improve their social presence and to create a demand
for their friendship. By recognizing and prioritizing the culture of students, any changes
to bullying policy must also address how and why students maintain this potentially
harmful culture, in addition to replacing aggressive social hierarchizing with a more
positive model of generating social value.
4.4 Stratification in Digital Literacies
In 2009, Microsoft launched the self-paced open courseware “Digital Literacy
Curriculum” designed to teach basic computing skills used every day to negotiate the
digital world. In the first tutorial, users start with basic Web navigation and, in the final
tutorial, complete their training with a course on using the Internet to send emails or to
manage a social network page. While these courses are remedial for earlier adopters of
digital technology, they certainly highlight the differential familiarity between technology
users. It is often assumed, by educators and students alike, that students are fluent in the
language of technology, their ability to navigate from one web page to another, search for
specific information, and to manage social network profiles. Yet, student computing
practices vary with the same intensity as those of late adult adopters (Dalziel & Payne,
2001; Zivalich & Pfrehm, 2011).
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Students’ investment in their digital social identity is predicated on their level of
social presence online and to some extent, their digital literacy. For Lanham (1995),
digital literacy is defined as being “skilled at deciphering complex images and sounds as
well as syntactical subtleties of words [and]…. it means being at home in a shifting
mixture of words, images and sounds.” Students with a high social presence are invested
in creating, managing, and interacting online with a high level of digital literacy when
compared to the level of digital literacy often found in adult populations (i.e. authority
figures, parents/guardians, teachers, school administrators). Stratified digital literacies
produce a disjuncture in the information processing of online environments and thus
conflicts about conduct and discipline. As a result, school discipline policies, typically
developed by the less technically fluent generation, are ill-equipped to address student
investment in online interactions, differential literacies between students,
parents/guardians, teachers, and administrators, or to create new, reasonable policies to
resolve these issues.
Current educational policies often miss the connection between online and offline
bullying. For example, Arizona State Law addresses bullying taking place on school
property, but does not recognize digital bullying as within the scope of the disciplinary
responsibility in the education system 36. The design of these policies suggests the
presence of differential understandings between students, guardians, and educators on
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issues of technology usage, students’ social investment in online personal and social
identity, the importance of digital social networks, and behavioral expectations online.
The social investment in digital literacy, or the fluency with which users interact both
with and through technology, has increased dramatically in the last five years as evident
by the explosion of literacy development programs, including Microsoft’s open
courseware digital literacy curriculum. Though digital stratification was introduced in
Chapter 4.1, this section will detail how hierarchizing affects domination strategies and
digital literacies.
With a significant lag between youth and adults in the adoption of new
technologies, many students who are bullied online rely on school behavioral policies
designed by lagging adults—they do not have adult advocates to act as resources in this
digital space. Marc Prensky (2001) identifies this lag as an ability to “think and process
information fundamentally differently” from previous generations (p. 1). These students,
or “digital natives,” are fluent in digital culture and readily change to fit developing
technologies while the adults in their lives are marked as “digital immigrants” who are
forever adapting to the changes in the digital landscape (p. 2). Although Prensky’s article
has been largely criticized as a grandiose, racist, and unsubstantiated piece of work, it
nonetheless speaks to technological adoption (Bayne & Ross, 2007; Brown &
Czerniewicz, 2010). While other scholars use resident/visitor distinctions, the bifurcation
remains the same: some people are more likely to readily embrace and utilize technology
than others who are resistant, disinterested, or stymied by technology, resulting in a
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digital divide (White & Cornu, 2011). This divide may be the result of racial, gendered,
or classed divisions or the result of access and disposable time, but adoption rates vary
between peer groups and vary wildly between generational groups and low/highinvestment groups. For example, adults ages 30-49 are investing in social networks at a
faster rate than older populations (Brenner, 2013).
While teachers are struggling to catch up with the digital fluency of their students
in the classroom, teaching strategies are woefully unprepared for students who dismiss
formal and traditional educational methods. Although this concept will be fully
discussed in Chapter 6, it is important to note that, in addition to underdeveloped teaching
strategies, disciplining students who use their digital fluency to bully other students has
become a source of contention among educators, parents, and students. Parents/guardians
and teachers are often at a disadvantage when defining bullying behaviors, much less
identifying those behaviors in a digital context. Moreover, teachers assume they are
more sophisticated at addressing bullying behaviors than they really are in practice;
teachers may “display attitudes and beliefs about bullying that may be counterproductive
for bullying prevention and intervention programs” (Bauman & Hurley, 2005, p. 59). An
example of these attitudes and beliefs was cited earlier in Chapter 3.3 when Melanie, a
teacher with the district for more than 20 years, stated that she believes bullies should
undergo mediation with a trained counselor to help resolve any underlying anger
management issues. Her statement supports the fallacy that bullies have unresolved
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emotional problems that cause them to lash out at their peers. Rather than a direct causeeffect pattern stemming from anger or emotional injury, Coloroso (2008) suggests:
Bullying is not about anger. It is not a conflict to be resolved; it is about
contempt—a powerful feeling of dislike toward someone considered to be
worthless, inferior, or undeserving of respect. Contempt comes with three
apparent psychological advantages that allow kids to harm others without feeling
empathy, compassion, or shame. These are: a sense of entitlement—that they
have the right to hurt or control others—, an intolerance towards difference, and a
freedom to exclude, bar, isolate and segregate others. (p. 20)
The responsibility of students, guardians, teachers, and administrators in identifying and
regulating these behaviors, whether they take place online or offline, is hindered by
differential literacies, a lack of relevant educational policies, a seemingly diffused power
structure that supports and maintains many of these behaviors as age-appropriate, and the
perpetuation of bullying fallacies that divert responsibility to individual students rather
than institutionalized social structures.
As digital literacies are institutionalized, social inequalities between educational
populations become visible: students often know more about negotiating those spaces
than their teachers, teachers are more familiar than administrators with the in-group
social dynamics that students replicate online, and administrators are more familiar with
the policies regulating the impact of educational social spaces. Importantly, critical
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reading and writing are important contributions to constructing the digital self—but these
skills are not equally distributed among the online population (Morrell, 2008).
In May 2010 the Pew Research Center surveyed Internet users, and the current
demographics show a significant shift in online experiences. In populations of color,
large segments of the populations are using the Internet on a regular basis: 71% of
Hispanics and 82% of Blacks have gone digital. This same survey shows that income
still plays a significant role in the accessibility of online usage with 63% of Internet users
earning $30,000 or less. Populations in rural communities use the Internet approximately
15% less than those in urban or suburban communities. While 68% of people with high
school degrees use the Internet, people without high school educations are online at a rate
of 52%. Fewer than 68% of people with high school degrees use the Internet, while only
52% of people without high school educations were online. Digital literacies among
student populations are highly stratified based on demographic attributes.
This stratification has a threefold effect. First, the negotiation of multiple
“Truths” is also reinforced by Apfelbaum’s (1999) twelve domination strategies, students
use degrouping techniques to support and maintain their social position in multiple social
networks. Second, the visibility of personal and social identity markers makes students
who do not identify with the demographic norm easy targets for bullying. Third, students
who fall outside the socially accepted model or have membership in out-groups are less
likely to find support within the larger educational institution because figures of authority
more likely represent the normalized in-group model of inclusion. Not only are students
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outside the in-group targeted more often, they are less likely to have advocates in
positions of power, such as digitally literate adult advocates, who understand the
technology, the influence of social identities, and the effects of bullying. As identity and
identity construction continue to be a primary task for students, digital literacy has again
expanded to not only the methods of communication but to what is being communicated.
Students are no longer constrained by “Truth” as images, personal writings, and
demographics are subject to change.
Digital literacy has different definitions and expectations based on the cultural
construction of social groups and the influence of systems of oppression on the social
group. Although researchers still argue students could use profile and identity
negotiation online as a space of resistance to hegemonic normalizing productions of
identity, access, and temporality, this imagined space of critical writing and digital
fluency did not emerge—nor did widespread empowerment, deconstruction, or selfreferential analysis.
For educators, this differential digital literacy is both manufactured and
imagined. Comparatively, educators spend less time online manufacturing or consuming
media. According to the data collected in this study, educators average about 18 hours a
week on digital media, while their students averaged over 53 hours a week online in 2010
(Rideout, Foehr, & Roberts, 2010; Toppo, 2010). Rideout, Foehr, & Roberts (2010)
indicate that youth ages 15-18 are so skilled at digital multitasking that they can pack
more than 10 hours of digital content into the 7.5 hours a day they spend online.
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There is also a discrepancy between teachers and staff members in the responses
to survey question 9 “How many years have you had access to the Internet?” More than
80% of teachers have been using the Internet for 11 or more years, while only 50% of
staff members have had access for that length of time. There are no differences in use
patterns, digital fluencies, or sophistication of digital navigation. Despite having access
for fewer years, staff members use technology at the same level as teachers.
Educators in this study simply do not spend as much time immersed in a digital
environment as their students; whether this is due to work and family commitments or a
proclivity to invest in non-digital pursuits is irrelevant. Participants also spend less time
on their phones reportedly spending less than an hour talking or texting while their
students, ages 15-18 spend a daily average of 43 minutes talking and over 110 minutes
texting (Rideout, Foehr, & Roberts, 2010). Together, teens ages 15-18 spend over 10
hours a day on digital devices 37 while educators spend less than 5 hours a day using
computers or cell phones. Additionally, educators are likely to process data through
singular tasks. While students gain 2.5 hours of digital time with technology by
multitasking, educators pursue one task at a time.
Although there is a sharp difference between the time educators spend online and
the time their students spend online, 47% of educators surveyed rate their skill levels with
cell phones in the top 90th percentile of users, and 59% ranked their general computing
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skills as in the top 90th percentile of users. Comparatively, 89% of educators believe their
students are in the 90th percentile for cell phone usage, and 73% believe their students are
in the 90th percentile in general computing skill. Educators perceive parents to be the
farthest behind with 45% of educators perceiving parent’s cell phone and general
computing skills in the 80th percentile.
Interestingly, educators overwhelmingly believe students are better than average
to excellent at media creation (88, 86%), which is in direct contrast to Pew IALP (2011)
reports, which find that only 14% of teens create/manage their own blog and 21% of
teens take online materials to create a new product. Educators overestimate the skill of
their students reiterating the fallacy that “students are just better at technology.” This
concern is permeating educational websites; for example, the teacher website maintained
by Scholastic offers several articles exploring the question, “Do your students know more
about technology than you do 38?”
Even more complicating is that the educators in this study who answered question
39 (how would you grade your ability to use information and communication
technologies), most believe they are above average to excellent at using cell phones
(77%) and general computing online (91%), but, according to question 15, as a collective
group educators rarely utilize blogs, change cookie or home page settings, design or edit
a web page or their social network profile, instant message, make phone calls, meet new
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people, chat online, shop, surf the Internet for fun, use “how to” sites, play games online,
visit classifieds, visit online classrooms, watch movies or TV shows, or use online
directories to find people. Educators most often use email and surf the Internet for
educational or general information. The discrepancy between a 4.18 media usage
average (rarely) and an above-average to excellent competency suggests educators
believe that negotiating email systems and searching for information are the most
important skills for general computing.
The disconnection between educators’ perception of skill, the reality of usage
patterns, and the importance of online interactions is greatly increased by another
variance: educators’ personal identity and social identity. For youth, personal identity
formation is most active between ages 12-18, which indicate that their educators, who are
on average between the ages of 40-44, are well past the primary stages of personal
identity formation (Erikson, 1968). By adulthood, one’s social identity has solidified.
While group memberships may vary over time, the building blocks of social identity, a
set pattern of beliefs, including emotional and motivational considerations, remain fairly
constant after the age of 18 (Erikson, 1950; 1968). Educators, through the process of
personal and social identity formation, reach a relative stability and are less influenced
than their students by the perception of outsiders.
That is not to say that educators are immune to the world around them. There is a
medium, positive association that as the educators’ time online increases as measured in
question 15 (of these 23 online activities, how often do you… blog, change settings,
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create content), so does the importance of online interactions as measured by question 23
(how important to you are your online social interactions) (r (113) = .47, p < .001).
Educators’ investment of time online represents a social valuing of the activities
performed online. Moreover, as the investment of time spent online increases, the offline
impact of online activities increases, demonstrating increased valuation of online life as
measured by question 24 (how often do your experiences online affect your life offline?)
(r (112) = .31, p < .001). Again, the investment of time online correlates to an increase
between life online and how it affects life offline. Educators spend less than half the time
online as their students, and they do so with well-formed personal and social identities.
Educators value their time online but are only slightly impacted by the events that take
place online. However, although educators report very rarely being bullied while online
and report that less than 2% of participants have been the bully, there is a small, positive
correlation between the frequency of time online and the breadth of activities in which
educators participate as measured by question 15 and the frequency of bullying or
victimized behavior as measured by question 28 (please answer the statements
below…relating to incidences of bullying) (r (107) = .27, p = .004). An increased time
investment in online activities also increases the number of activities and the breadth of
those activities performed online.
The times educators are online is a significant factor in predicting the importance
of online interactions. The amount of time educators spend on online during the weekend
as measured by question 10 (approximately how many hours are you online) indicates a
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small, positive correlation to the importance of online interactions as measured by
question 23 (r (112) = .32, p < .001). Time spent online during the weekend also affects
the frequency that online experiences affect offline life as measured by question 24 ( r
(111) = .23, p = .016). There is no correlation between the time spent online during the
week and the importance of online interactions or the impact online interactions have on
offline lives.
The investment in a Facebook profile is perhaps the best predictor of the value
educators place on online experiences. The amount of time spent on Facebook as
measured by question 16 (Of these online activities, how often do you…) has a
significant impact on the importance of online interactions as measured by question 23 (r
(104) = .54, p < .001). The time spent on Facebook increases the importance of online
interactions, and it also increases the impact of online experiences in offline lives, which
is associated with exposure to negative experiences online. It can be concluded that
Facebook participation increases the social investment in digital online experiences, both
online and offline, which also contributes to an increase in exposure to bullying
behaviors. We can conclude that educators, who spend less than half the time online than
their students, are less invested in online culture but are still affected by their interactions
online. Similarly, students who are still constructing their personal and social identities
are using digital media approximately 10 hours a day 39. Their investment in online
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experiences likely increases as it represents a significant portion of their social
interactions. Students take those online experiences, with a correspondingly higher level
of negative experiences, to their offline lives where they invest in the social presence of
their peers 40.
The field of digital literacy studies is complicated by analyzing the intersections
of social identity, social presence, and digital literacy between adult and youth
populations. This study suggests that adults, even with a lower time investment in
technology, still carry their digital lives over into their offline lives, especially if these
adults use Facebook with regularity or on the weekends. Additionally, educators find
these activities to have importance in their lives, although at much lower levels than the
levels predicted to be found among their students. The presence of a digital empathy for
the impact of social media and online technologies is a starting point for the development
of social supports that can be institutionalized and integrated into schools. Programs
working at increasing the digital literacy of educators would likely also impact their
social presence in online environments, resulting in a cumulative increase in the
valuations and cultural understanding of the millennial generation’s dependency on social
networks, in all their online and offline iterations.
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Although the millennial generation is heavily invested in the digitalization of their
social lives, the lack of social empathy found in educators extends to students as well.
For students, it is marked by a surge in bullying incidents or, minimally, an uptick in the
reporting practices surrounding bullying behaviors. Whether enacted online or offline,
empathy and fellow-feelings have an affective quality on the lives of students, how
students construct their social circles, and how students deconstruct the circles of their
peers. By adding new media as an innovative venue where students can make or break
ties with their peers without the judgmental eyes of authority figures, social networks
have been transformed into a new social institution with a prescribed and expected set of
norms, rules, and traditions.
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CHAPTER 5: SAME SHIT, NEW MEDIA: BULLYING AS AN INSTITUTION,
IN AN INSTITUTION
Media’s sensational portrayal of bullying in film, newspapers, and television is
not a new phenomenon. The advent of bullying in films seemingly began with Carrie in
1976 and has exploded into the popular consciousness in the last 40 years. In my
lifetime, films about bullying are released almost every year: A Christmas Story (1983),
The Karate Kid (1984), The Breakfast Club (1985), Stand By Me (1986), Forest Gump
(1994), and Mean Girls (2004) are just a few of the films that include bullying behaviors
that have been released in the last 33 years.
The frequency of media reports on bullying has increased dramatically in the last
60 years. Although there are few studies clarifying whether this rise is due to more
frequent incidences of bullying or an increase in the reporting of bullying behaviors,
bullying has become a central narrative in our media-saturated lives. For example, I used
Academic Search Complete to perform a simple search on “bullying” in newspaper
articles; the years 1950-1970 results in only 11 articles covering bullying. The same
search shows 41 results for bullying between1970-1990. Since the mainstreaming of
social media online and offline between the years of 1990-2010, more than 5,600 articles
are available. This can be explained by the lack of resources to enter archival newspaper
data, but a closer analysis of breaking up the 1990-2010 search into four equal
components show that in 1990-1994 there were 134 related texts, in 1995-1999 there
were 486 related texts, 2000-2004 resulted in 1,436 texts, and 2005-2009 resulted in
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2,770 texts. The rate of bullying reports is increasing dramatically; since 2010 there have
been 2,782 reports covering bullying equaling the number of reports in the five total
years prior. The prevalence of news reports covering bullying culture and movements to
resist bullying indicates a population preoccupied with stories of harassment and
victimization, and panicked to protect the nation’s children.
In this chapter, I first explore the functions of bullying and cyberbullying in
student populations. Second, I argue that degrouping strategies as proposed by
Apfelbaum (1999) encompass bullying behavior and can be utilized to explain the
prevalence of bullying. Third, I utilize Peery’s (1979) analysis of social impact and
faulty assumptions about bullying behavior to explain the process in which friendship
circles, much like social networks, replicate the normalized social behaviors of the group.
Finally, I present how educators perceive bullying practices and how that perception
affects their intervention or lack of intervention in bullying behavior.
5.1 Bullyings
Bullying behavior is a common tool to maintain order, or normalized behavior, in
educational and professional settings that functions as a form of social policing; bullying
behavior teaches the norms and values of society to individuals who are perceived as
falling outside those prescribed roles (Adams, Bartlett, & Bukowski, 2010).
Conceptually, bullying functions as a social institution that “[provides] procedures
through which human conduct is patterned, [and is] compelled to go, in grooves deemed
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desirable by society” (Berger, 1963: p. 87). These bullying behaviors are often used to
assert dominant group power over subordinate individuals or groups. Bullying behaviors
manifest in one of two ways: face-to-face or online. Face-to-face bullying falls into the
three distinctions (direct physical, direct verbal, and indirect) covered by Rivers and
Smith (1994), but it also includes three primary strategies:
Indirect aggression includes autonomous aggressive acts, such as vandalizing a
locker or leaving messages from blocked phone numbers.
Relational/Social aggression is defined by verbal or non-verbal, indirect/covert,
or direct/overt acts including face-to-face name-calling, violent gestures, or group
exclusion.
Sexual aggression affects social, academic, or economic status through sexual
(not necessarily physical) behaviors (Gumpel, 2008).
While digital bullying strategies are diverse, face-to-face bullying strategies have
continued to play an important role in the enforcement of social norms and peer-to-peer
social disciplinary tactics. Both face-to-face and cyberbullying include gossip as a
remedial action to attack non-present subjects who are viewed as directly or indirectly
responsible for attacking the gossiper’s social standing (Tholander, 2003).
Often bullying behaviors are connected to a perceived loss of social connectivity
due to the influx of communications that take place in front of a computer screen rather
than face-to-face or over the phone (Cornish, 2006). Explanations for reduced social
connectivity range from theories of shrinking social circles to historical concerns over
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urbanization, and watching television instead of spending time together as a family
(McPherson, Smith-Lovin & Brashears, 2006; Putnam, 2000; Wirth, 1938). Konrath,
O’Brien, and Hsing (2011) suggest that bullying is prevalent because students are
physically disconnected from each other resulting in reduced rates of fellow feeling
towards or between students and higher incidences of peer-to-peer aggression, bullying,
and violence. While Wellman and Wang (2010) do not speak to bullying behavior, they
refute these theories of lost social connectivity due to advancing social network
technologies. They further suggest that it is the definition of relationships that must be
reformed with the changing of technology, social structures, and social norms;
relationships, good or bad, are no longer bound by proximity.
Contrary to popular opinion, students actually perceive bullying as an important
strategy for managing social dominance (Adams, Bartlett & Bukowski, 2009). As
discussed in detail later in this chapter, students marked as “bullies” may not be wellliked but can still enjoy a high level of acceptance among their peers. Bullies often enjoy
high rates of sociometric status, perceived popularity, and social network position despite
the negative association of bullying behaviors often described by popular media (Farmer,
2000; Neal, 2010).
As bullying practices have been moved from face-to-face communications into a
digital environment and, as such, they are not covered by many school district policies,
including the current Marana Unified School District policy. As a result, populations
invested in the school district (i.e. parents/guardians, teachers, students, and
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administrators) do not have agreed-upon expectations of online social conduct or
guidelines marking cyberbullying as a punishable offense.
Most students do not perceive a crossover between online activities and classroom
experiences; however, the relationship between cyberbullying and face-to-face bullying
remains a site of contention (Greenhow & Robelia, 2009). Although there is no clear
consensus on the definitions, Haber and Daley (2011) find that current cyberbullying
practices consist of seven harassing behaviors:
Cyberstalking involves leaving repeated messages that are threatening in nature
and intended to instill fear.
Flaming is using harsh and inflammatory language in communications.
Exclusion is defined by group exclusion and subsequent taunting in relationship
to denied membership.
Outing is maliciously sharing private information.
Masquerading/Impersonation involve using a false identity or assuming
someone’s identity to harass or out others.
Trolling is defined as socially baiting someone to get them in trouble.
Harassment is repeatedly sending offensive or rude messages.
Cyberbullying practices are quite diverse, whereas face-to-face bullying falls into three
concrete distinctions: direct physical (punching, pushing), direct verbal (slurs shared
face-to-face), or indirect (gossip) (Rivers & Smith, 1994). In this system cyberbullying
would be marked as an indirect form of bullying behavior although popular news reports
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consistently document the direct effect of cyberbullying on the offline lives of victims.
Students who maintain a strong digital presence are likely to be impacted by one or more
of these bullying practices, simply by being online at a higher rate than their peers.
Bullying is frequently linked to two social practices including social
stigmatization and gossiping between in-groups and out-groups. Social stigmatization as
a predictor of violence is often attributed to involvement in “geeky” activities (i.e.
academic clubs) while social privileging is attached to “athletic” activities (i.e. football)
(Peguero, 2009). Students in isolated peer groups are likely to maintain a low social selfefficacy, further marking them as marginalized by their peers with low social value
(Shambala Kids & Teens, 2013). These students are regularly targeted by bullies as their
low self-esteem also lowers the probability of retaliation (National Bullying Prevention
Council, 2011). Students who are not necessarily identified as socially inferior are likely
to be targeted by malicious rumors where the point of origination is less visible to the
larger social community. While gossip is identified as a moralizing, informative, and
entertaining form of socialization, it is also marked as an illicit strategy for injuring other
students (Tholander, 2003). Once gossip moves from the social sphere into social media,
(for example, posting a negative blog viciously attacking another student), gossip
becomes a public demonstration of horizontal hostility (Tholander, 2003).
Importantly, peer-to-peer bullying online or offline is often visible to a larger
population than the victimizer and the victim. Third-party students, or bystanders, do not
typically intervene in the harassment but instead witness as the bully berates their peer.
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Whether disrupting harassment is a threat to personal or social identity, students are not
the only onlookers to this alienating behavior who choose not to intervene. In an
educational setting, adults often witnessed or were informed about aggressive acts but
chose not to intervene, either due to a lack of evidence, constraints on time, or the
perception that the incident has a low impact on the student (Nishina & Bellmore, 2010).
These methods of control and discipline greatly affect educational environments
and the people in them from students to adults (Ramirez & Zhang, 2009). Students from
all social sectors, including the popular or geeky, the malicious or the bystander, are
affected by bullying practices. Studies show bullying victims often experience lower
academic performance, participate in self-harm, or become bullies themselves (Juvonen,
Wang, & Espinoza, 2011; Nansel, Overpeck, Haynie, Ruan, & Scheidt, 2003; Siris &
Osterman, 2004). Later in life, bullies or former bullies are apt to experience depression,
anxiety disorders, abuse substances, negatively affect long-term intimate relationships,
and participate in criminal behaviors (Smokowski, Paul, & Kopasz, 2005; Vanderbilt &
Augustyn, 2010). Bystanders are also negatively affected and experience guilt, can be
drawn into future bullying behavior, feel unsafe, or distance themselves from bullying
victims to ensure a higher degree of social safety (Connect with Kids, 2010).
While students outside the dominant group are marked as victims, Bauman (2010)
also identifies three types of non-participatory students who are also marked. Outsiders,
for example, use avoidant strategies to remove themselves from sites of bullying
behavior. Bystanders are present at up to 85% of bullying incidents and are not likely to
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intervene in bullying for a multitude of reasons, including the quantity of bystanders (a
single bystander versus a group), fear of retaliation, being labeled an informer, or holding
a general disbelief that authority figures will be able to rectify the situation (Craig,
Pepler, & Atlas, 2000; Salmivalli, 2009; Thornberg, 2010). Finally, defenders work to
remove the victim from the bullying site or to deflect the bullying behavior. These
students are affected by bullying although their roles may not be immediately visible or
problematized by authority figures.
Students who maintain contact with peers both online and offline form stronger
ties to their peers and stronger ties to both online/offline communities. Moreover, the
social presence of students who are active in both online and offline communities is
significantly higher than students who only maintain digital or face-to-face interactions
(Sessions, 2010). Therefore, it is my assertion that students who maintain a strong social
presence online, by often being online, are likely to fall into one of three groups as their
social identity is intensely tied to the substantive feedback they receive from their digital
peers: they are sufficiently familiar with online bullying to not be affected, they are
negatively impacted by cyberbullying behaviors, or they are extremely effective as
cyberbullies.
Whether students with a strong social presence online are at risk for face-to-face
bullying has yet to be determined, although research indicates that 32% of students who
are targeted online are also bullied face-to-face (Erdur-Baker, 2010). Furthermore, it has
not been determined if students who have high levels of personal identity, social
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presence, or digital literacy are likely to be bullied or are resistant to the impact of
bullying. The relationship between cyberbullying and face-to-face bullying has been
linked to repetitious acts and power imbalances between bullies and their chosen victims,
although the impact of bullying behavior on students with a weak social presence online
remains an area of study that needs further research (Dooley, Pyzalski & Cross, 2009).
Social networks, both online and offline, contribute to the processes of group
definition as the stratification between in-group and out-group values are replicated in
personal and social identity contexts. Although Tajfel and Turner (1986) largely neglect
to identify influence as a defining factor of social identity, Apfelbaum (1999) suggests
that this hierarchy in social relationships affects social identity through twelve paired
modes of power. Bullying behavior and degrouping strategies are markedly similar in
their implementation, in the creation of in-groups/out-groups, and in the final socially
ostracized outcome. Bullying strategies are used to regulate and maintain social control
over subordinate groups and are employed in each of Apfelbaum’s twelve strategies for
peer-to-peer social domination.
5.2 Degrouping
These strategies are employed to maintain power and domination over
subordinated groups through a process called “destructuration” or “degrouping”
(Apfelbaum 1999, p. 269). By marking individuals as part of a dominant group, this
identification also marks them as representative of the group norms. Those norms
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represent the universalized standard that each member of the dominant group participates
in sharing, utilizing, and perpetuating. These universalized norms also mark those who
do not fit, support, or represent the standard by degrouping them from membership in the
dominant party and label them as part of a subordinate group or the “other.” For
example, many workplaces used as examples in this section function with cliques and
group social structures similar to those experienced in high school. 41 Workplaces
naturalize and embed bullying behaviors as part of corporate culture; Tracy-Ramirez
(2010) finds that among many companies, “a certain degree of physical and emotional
abuse is expected, embedded, and [is a] permissible element in effective managerial
sales.” (p. 36). Those who often represent the dominant group, enjoying a position of
social power, unintentionally or unknowingly replicate the governing values of the
dominant group.
The first pair of degrouping strategies identified by Apfelbaum (1999) includes
setting up the mythical norm in tandem with the myth of meritocracy to support the
homogenization of the norms and values of the dominant group. This also affects the
ability of the subordinated group to preserve its own norms and standards of behavior
through a loss of autonomy. For example, if class demarcates what “type” of student is
likely to have a profile on MySpace or Facebook, then social network sites will also
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reinforce social inequalities (Boyd, 2007; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Importantly, using
either site will contribute to the processes of socialization through gaining social capital
by following the rules and values of each site; moreover, each site contributes slightly
differently to identity formation by fortifying personal identity through peer acceptance
found in broader social contexts (Riehl, 2001).
This strengthening of norms and the situation of one's identity within those
practices reinforce membership in the dominant group while also subjugating those who
fall outside of its prescriptive regulations. Students utilize exclusionary cyberbullying
strategies to fortify the boundaries between in-group and out-group participants although
those boundaries are complicated by the occasional welcoming of an out-group member.
For example, the Children’s Welfare League Foundation describes relational bullying or
social exclusion as a popular bullying tactic enacted by girls. 42 However, exclusionary
practices are present even in the lives of adults; Carol Todd, mother of Amanda Todd, a
teenager who killed herself due to extreme bullying, was excluded from a bullying forum
because organizers were concerned that Todd’s presence would negatively affect teenage
audience members. 43 According to organizers, students at a forum on bullying were
evidently put at-risk by a parent telling the story of her child’s trauma and ensuing death.
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Through the second pair of strategies, tokenism and social mobility, small
populations of the subordinated group enjoy upward mobility as they earn membership
into the dominant group (Apfelbaum, 1999). There are many examples of tokenism in
popular films where a dorky outsider is transformed into a highly sought after insider, i.e.
She’s All That, The House Bunny, Heathers, Mean Girls, John Tucker Must Die, and
Ever After. This upwardly mobile population gives the impression of group inclusivity
although their social positions are never secure, and they can be removed from the
dominant party at any time.
In a workplace context, V0bdjieurr 44 was skipped for promotion several times in
his public administration position; he was victimized by colleagues who stole his day
planners and idea journals. These colleagues took V0bdjieurr’s ideas and presented them
to the administration; V0bdjieurr’s research and work went into the promotion of two
bullies. This illusion of social rising reinforces the myth of meritocracy that through hard
work, a little luck, and determination, members of the subordinate party can achieve
dominant status.
The third pair of strategies includes partitioning tactics and isolation. Partitioning
increases isolation and blocks group members from one another, further limiting
communications necessary for sustaining group autonomy. Through trolling and flaming
practices, cyberbullies effectively dismantle cohesive relationships inciting conflict, often
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through remedial gossip, between members of out-groups. Assistants, or those who
function as supportive elements for the bully, are indispensable agents of transmission for
these tactics (Bauman, 2010). As partitioning affects group cohesion, it also effectively
separates individuals from each other by isolating them from the larger group identity
(Apfelbaum, 1999). Remedial behaviors, including verbal (gossip) and textual
(flaming/trolling) strategies, support and maintain social boundaries while separating outgroup members from the relative safety of their community.
Andrav, 45 a blogger from The Experience Project, was harassed at work by her
supervisor. She was given solitary projects, rather than the group assignments that were
highly valued by the company. She was physically secluded when her cubicle was
moved far away from her other coworkers and further isolated when she complained to
supervisors father up the corporate ladder. The degrouping process hinders
individual/group communication, which further isolates out-group members, and again
subordinates the group. For example, issues of access are always present in discussions
of digitization, especially in classed educational environments. Old technology, slow
computers, or dial-up Internet connections did not provide adolescents with the speed and
cutting edge technologies to support social network systems—which in turn excludes
them from forming significant online group communications that often protect
individuals from bullying practices.
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The fourth pair of degrouping strategies focuses on the destruction of community
identity through the dismantling of cultural markers, erasure of traditions, and negation of
social independence. Much in the same way potlatches were outlawed in the Pacific
Northwest, by limiting the ability of a subordinate populations to perform culturally
sustainable traditions, those groups are robbed of “internal supports,” thereby
guaranteeing social dependence, impotence, and the marginalization of its members
(Apfelbaum, 1999, p. 271). If a social group gravitates towards one social network site
or the other, then the process of maintaining their social identity may hinder their
inclusivity in the other social networking site. For example, while many students may
prefer Facebook, students interested in online gaming may favor using World of
Warcraft’s online networking interface. Privileging one site over another simultaneously
increases their in-group online gaming dynamic and solidifies their out-group status on
Facebook. Dismantling strategies are often used as a bullying tactic by creating a
disruption in the victim’s community identity. For example, some cyberbullies may
masquerade as either their intended victim or as someone close to their victim to increase
the effects of their bullying (NBC, 2011; Tozer, 2011). By using this masquerading
identity to spread rumors or to maliciously communicate with in-group members, the
victims may have no idea that a bully is wreaking havoc on their in-group community.
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MamaDonut, 46 a blogger on the social confession website The Experience
Project, writes about her familiarity with masquerading as a form of bullying. The
person who stole her identity was never caught, but they posed as MamaDonut and used
her identity to flame her friends on social network sites. By adding a “69” to the end of
her screen name, the imposter successfully alienated MamaDonut’s friends, spread
rumors, and dismantled her entire social network, both online and offline. By adopting or
destabilizing the identity of their victim, these bullies effectively erase the victim’s
identity and social credibility.
The fifth pair of strategies involves the dominant group criminalizing or marking
the subordinated group as deviant, which also renders members illegitimate. The
institutional support of the dominant, and therefore legitimate, group institutionalizes this
control and rationalizes its use against these dangerous subordinate populations. By
resisting assimilation of the dominant group's norms and values, the illegitimate
subordinate group reinforces its social inferiority and becomes complicit to their own
marginalization (Apfelbaum, 1999 p. 271). Cyberstalking and harassment are other
methods meant to instill fear in the victim through repeated undesired contact, messaging,
or anonymous threats. Bullies also use these behaviors offline by repeatedly using racial
or class-based slurs to describe the out-group and their members. Though the
criminalization of a population seems far-fetched in a high school population, consider
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the impact of reinforcers as they use “comments, laughter, and encouragement” to
support those producing the hostile environment (Bauman, 2010, p. 321).
Criminalizing behavior is often written about in The Experience Project as a
common tactic for bullying behaviors. LeatherLove95, 47 another blogger from The
Experience Project, confessed the she was often surrounded by a pack of girls at her
school while they critiqued her clothing, her hair, her behavior, and her home life. She
was terrorized out of two schools, and her bullies used social networks to follow her.
Much like assistants, the group dynamic of the bully’s network produces a normed
expectation of behavior, thereby indicating a criminalized outsider status to what the
bullying enclave has marked a social misfit.
Finally, in the sixth pairing of strategies Apfelbaum identifies the decisive use of
language to mark the subordinate population as deviant and criminal. The subordinate
population is further demonized and subjugated as group members speak out against
domination. This conflict is substantiated through the power of the other degrouping
practices and, is in fact, the embodiment of social identity markers, stratification
practices, and degrouping. Gender, race, class, and ability are often “visible” social
identity markers making those characteristics easy targets for bullying with divisive
language, criminalization strategies, or other degrouping tactics.
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Pie11644, 48 another blogger from The Experience Project, was covertly bullied
by a group of boys in her class who strategically used her race as a marker of difference.
The bullies threw objects at her in class and made racist comments. Finally, the bullies
began to set up Pie11644 by baiting her in front of her educators. The ringleader threw
items, like a ball, at the teacher, and his group would blame Pie11644. By marking social
network sites through race and class, the population of each site shifts, based on
desirability of group membership and group inclusivity. Technology becomes a point of
convergence that seemingly broadens exposure to diverse social groups, but in actuality
narrows social contact to a community of homogenous shared experiences representing
the dominant population (Kronman, 2007).
The process of the grouping and degrouping also supports and maintains group
membership, specifically inclusivity in the dominant group. Through six paired
strategies of degrouping, the demarcation between dominant and subordinate groups is
reinforced by actively erasing and subjugating the values, traditions, and identities of
subordinate individuals. Social networks have further separated these groups by making
public demographic, social, situational, and technological identity markers. Teenagers
who are part of the dominant groups replicate the group’s values and ideologies without
participating in critical analysis of the process that elevated them to that status.
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5.3 Social Impact, Social Presence, and Problematic Terminology
Beginning with Peery (1979), the social behaviors of students have been divided
into categories expressing social success through evaluations of social impact, a concept
exploring the “number of children who mention a given child,” and social preference,
“the predominance of either positive or negative responses” (p. 1231). In this solutioncentered research, these guidelines reinforce clear distinctions between student
populations and what conditions contribute to problematic behaviors. Categories of
popular, amiable, isolated, and rejected emerged from Peery’s work although in the
ensuing years several misconceptions emerged in the use of these groupings. While all
four of Peery’s categories will be used in this work to describe the social position of
students, Farmer (2000) identifies four common misuses in terminology in describing
peer rejection and problem behaviors, specifically among youth with mild disabilities, in
addition to identifying four bad-faith assumptions about the cause of peer-to-peer
aggression, rejection, and bullying. Farmer’s work is applied here to critique four
common categories of peer rejection and problem behavior (often cited as peer-to-peer
aggression) that are often used interchangeably although the definitions and behavioral
outcomes are quite separate.
Importantly, these misused categories affect the identification of degrouping
strategies. For example, the first misused category of peer rejection is rejected
sociometric status versus social isolation. Students who are rejected are not well-liked by
their peers; this is not an indication of complete isolation or of a complete lack of a social
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identity (Hartup, 1996). Students who are isolated likely have a low sociometric status
rendering them socially invisible with a “negative social preference” or a high rate of
negative associations (Peery, 1979). In effect, isolated students do not impact their peers
but are found generally distasteful, whereas rejected students have a high impact on their
peers and are found generally distasteful. Partitioning and isolation strategies would
affect socially isolated students differently than those students with rejected sociometric
status (Apfelbaum, 1999). Isolated students are less likely to have a stable social network
from which to be separated; they become singular targets who do not have the benefit of
a social identity whereas students with rejected sociometric status would affect the
environment of other students in reaction to this behavior.
The second group of misused categories includes markers of popularity,
prominence, and social influence. A high sociometric status indicates student likability
while perceived popularity represents how popular a student seems. In addition, the
impact of a student’s social influence is separate from how well they are liked and only
occasionally linked to social influence. Effectively, students without perceived popularity
or social prominence would be susceptible to tokenism and upward advancement as they
would not be perceived as threatening to the social power structure (Apfelbaum, 1999).
These students never obtain a stable social identity in their dominant-token status but
remain at the edge of social influence.
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Table 39 Faulty Assumptions Presence and Likeability Scale
High Likeability = +
High Influence or
Presence = +

Low Influence or
Presence = -

+/+
High likeability,
high social presence
Traditional Popularity
-/+
High likeability,
low social presence
Just one of the Crowd

Low Likeability = +/Low likeability,
high social presence
Common perception of Bullies
-/Low likeability,
low social presence
Perceived Isolated Students

Bullies are often cited as having a high impact on social structure, but bullies also
represent the third misused categorization found in Farmer’s work. While the social
presence of bullies is often perceived as a direct marker of social prominence, bullies
may or may not have a high social impact, a position of social prominence, or be isolated.
Bullying behaviors and the bullies themselves cannot be minimized to descriptors of
“aggressive” or “dominant” as they are not regulated to specific social locations within a
school’s population. Farmer (2000) proposes that the actions of bullies and perceptions
of their peers are effective in defining the social position of bullies in an educational
setting. Bullies are not necessarily well-represented but are often marked as having a
high social impact due to their visibility in school culture. This is particularly important
to the discussion of dismantling bullying as a social institution; the adage “it takes a
village” also applies to the rise of a bully’s social status. Regardless of social standing, if
the bully’s peer network inflates the social presence, social impact, and social position of
the bully, then the social group also indicates agreement with the disciplinary tactics used
by the bully.
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Finally, rejection categories are often misapplied to students as an explanation for
aggressive behavior. Farmer rejects the use of “peer rejection” as a marker of peerlikeability and susceptibility to teasing. Instead he offers two appropriate descriptions.
First, “rejection as process” indicates a concept similar to Apfelbaum’s degrouping
strategies, where students use social aggression to improve or maintain their social
position (Apfelbaum, 1999; Farmer, 2000 p. 196). Second, Farmer’s use of “rejection as
status” indicates someone being largely disliked by their own peer group (Farmer, 2000
p. 196).
Farmer also clarifies four bad-faith assumptions. The first assumption is that
aggressive behavior leads to rejection. In fact, aggression and rejection do not share a
reciprocal relationship but one that is contingent on the larger social climate. Aggression
that is widely accepted by peers does not indicate social rejection, e.g. the popular bullies
portrayed in the film Mean Girls (2004). The second assumption marks aggressive
students as having low self-esteem. Bullies may have a low self-esteem, but it is also
likely that they have a high level of bravado with no concern for their sociometric status,
perceived popularity, or level of social prominence. The third assumption is that peer
rejection leads to problematic outcomes. Rather, these behavioral difficulties are often
caused by a complex combination of factors of which peer rejection may only be a small
contributor. Finally, Farmer addresses the assumption that all friendships have positive
correlations. Peers are likely to adopt the behaviors of friends, much like the norming of
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a social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Friendships among friends who are aggressive
or socially dominant are likely to inspire social aggression in their social circle.
Friendships, like social identities or social networks, are indicative of larger
patterns of behavior where participants adopt the normed behaviors of the group to some
extent. Students are monitored by their overlapping circles of friendship where this
mainstreaming of behavioral conduct narrows the perception of “normal” behaviors that
can be expressed without inviting critique or harassment from a student’s peer groups.
Social networks allow students to move their social interactions even further away
from the authoritative world of adults and deeper into the cultures expressed by their peer
groups. These networks facilitate interactions between populations; Facebook and the
like are social hang-outs, empty rooms that are filled by the people with memberships to
a particular room or a particular club. Social networks began as productive engagement
systems for workplace interactions ranging from idea swapping to intra-company
communications; but in the last 20 years, they have transitioned from company-specific
systems to the world’s largest living room where everyone gathers to spend time
working, playing, and interacting.
5.4 The Emergence of Social Networks in Student-Centered Education
Beginning in the early 1980s, educators began working both experiential and
constructivist educational practices. As the movement took students away from
rhetorical and reader-based education, the need for student-centered learning became

200

apparent in the successful integration of different knowledges into the core curriculum.
Student experiences outside the class were learning opportunities, and educators could
take advantage of these practices (Dewey, 1897). In-class dynamics focused on the
process of learning, instructor facilitation, and a sharp decline in “red pen” grading
(Clifford, 1981). Student-centered pedagogy sought to rectify hazardous educational
techniques by recognizing the potential in student differences, using student passions to
inject interest into the classroom, and freed teachers from the restraints of textbooks.
This promise of freedom was short-lived when A Nation at Risk was published by
the U.S. National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983) advocating for
quantitative performance evaluations in schools. Large-scale educational reform and
student-centered learning theory emerged together. Although these oppositional
strategies played an important role in the emergence of neoliberalism in education, or the
emergence of the educational system as a free market enterprise with a supply and
demand model, they were only symptoms of larger problems to come. In the last 25
years, the emergence of test culture, student-centered learning, and the corporatization of
education has neutralized the educational system by encouraging rampant individualism,
diversification of professional roles, and a consumerist model of education.
During the initial shift to student-centered learning in the early 1980s, educators
focused on ethnocentric and problematic teaching practices that alienated students. For
example, language marking students as “remedial” was replaced by a standardizing
language that did not isolate learners who were behind the expected range of their peer
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group (Rose, 1985). Classrooms were diversified by incorporating students from all
levels including the ill-marked “remedial” learners and the advanced placement students.
Experiential, participatory, and democratic methods of teaching emerged in the
mid-1980s as the predominant pedagogical style with a focus on community,
empowerment, and leadership (Shrewsbury, 1987). Even the influence of gender
expectations were analyzed within the context of educational delivery methods and the
social construction of knowledge. Rockhill (1987) recognized that gender functioned as
an institution that reinforced illiteracy—student practices of reading and writing were
linked to the existing power structure and enacted through sexist, racist, and classist
practices. For example, Rockhill’s work conceptualizes how illiteracy is connected to
illegal immigration through the construction of stereotypical illegal Hispanic women as
“unmotivated to learn” or as “unwilling to participate in educational opportunities” (p.
165).
Teaching practices underwent a monumental shift in reimagining the classroom as
a space of knowledge building, rather than as a place to use the “banking model” of
education (Freire, 1970). Haas and Flower (1988) went even further away from the
banking model of education by positioning meaning-making as the desired outcome of
educational practices rather than the traditional knowledge-getting. Berlin (1988) called
this practice the “social epistemic” model. Students actively constructed knowledge
using critical thinking. This critical space did not have to be a place of consensus;
instead, collaborative learning broke down into two ideals. Trimbur (1988) first defined
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consensus as a desire to work and live together and second marked discensus as a space
for exploration, disagreement on meaning, and challenging the assumptions of others.
Student-centered education moved from putting students at the center of the
classroom to creating opportunities for critical thinking and rhetorical development using
their own knowledge as a catalyst for learning. The familiarity of content in studentcentered learning increased students’ rhetorical understanding of texts and represented a
supportive personalized education. Haswell, Briggs, Fay, Gillen, Harrill, Shupala, &
Trevino (1999) indicated that while familiar content was producing academically strong
students, unfamiliar content resulted in lower functioning rhetorical strategies and lower
levels of comprehension. Students who had been exposed to materials several times had
increased rhetorical skills, but those skills did not transfer when they were introduced to
new materials; students had to start over with the rhetorical development process.
Contextually, students who learned through unfamiliar resources did not apply those
lived lessons to other materials.
While educators addressed systemic inequalities in their classrooms, a few social
critics were dismantling the need for a democratic education. Bloom (1987) commented
that the lack of traditional family values, morality, and structure as indicative of the
permissive nature of students. He further criticized students as “ignorant and cynical of
our political heritage” and chastised their lack of inspiration and critical examination of
those histories (p. 56). This ignorance was seemingly generated by removing the
formalized educational structure and privileging individualistic student needs.
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While some educators addressed systemic inequalities in their classrooms, others
actively resisted the shift to neoliberalism in education. Davies (2007) defines
neoliberalism in the context of educational applications as a site that produces “highly
individualized, responsibilized subjects” who define themselves as “free” but remain
controlled and tightly ruled (p. 248-9). Brunner (1992) outlined nine immediate issues in
the neoliberal system, including decreased professionalism, standardization, mediocrity
of practice, testing, labeling, tracking, textbook dependence, teacher burnout, and the
reliance of quick fixes to larger systematic problems with the budget, classroom size, and
curriculum design. Brunner further advocated for change-making practices, including the
reevaluation of educational textbooks, recognizing privilege and power, and questioning
whose “cultural capital” was being enhanced in the classroom
In the 1990s, impending budget reductions loomed over diversity programs that
were again in danger of being cut, specifically programs that focused on diversity in
education. To ensure the endurance of cultural programs including Women’s Studies,
Chicana Studies, and African American Studies, Slaughter & Leslie (1997) suggested
these grassroots disciplines return to their origins to resist the corporatization of the
university. By utilizing the systematic organization and advocacy that formalized most
of these diversity-based curricula, many programs managed to make it through this
period of fiscal instability. For educators, this process of social organization and
advocacy is doubly important; first, educators can utilize the grassroots model or
organization to appeal for changes to the curriculum, and second, educators can employ
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pedagogical arguments for altering the testing culture that emerged as a result of
increased evaluation standards and stifling legislation. Educators can reconfigure the
culture in which they teach; however, the neoliberal approach is deeply embedded and
sustained through not only social policies, but also testing policies.
Sacks (1999) approached the decade of testing culture with a critical eye. Using
Villaneuva’s (1999) argument against bootstrap mythology, or the myth that through hard
work anyone can overcome social obstacles, including low social economic status,
racism, or sexism, Sacks proposed alternatives to standardization. He stated that
Americans had grown so accustomed to filling in the “bubbles” on standardized tests that
people did not bother to question the tests’ legitimacy. The unhealthy and enduring
obsession with standardized testing in schools, colleges and workplaces represented tools
of meritocracy and were damaging to students—these seemingly innocuous rites of
educational passage were not straightforward, tidy, or fair. Additionally, these testing
strategies further hierarchized student populations, reinforcing the importance of
normalization, standardization, and assimilation.
Soliday (1999) critiqued the pedagogical focus on race and gender while ignoring
the impact of class status on students who could not afford to assimilate into the
dominant cultures of the classroom. Literacy practices also changed with the emergence
of the personal computer. Computer literacy was quickly becoming an invaluable tool,
and still schools could not afford to teach their students how to be technologically
learned. Other literacies including cyber-literacy, or the use of technology rather than the

205

meaning-making of technology, emerged during this digital explosion (Gurak 2001).
This cultural dislocation further reinforced the divide between social classes, while
computers and computer literacy made access to technology an important issue; race and
gender were no longer the only factors in receiving an unequal education. Education was
promised as the key to class mobility, but the consumerist model of education was
leaving out far more students than ever before.
Computer-mediated communications heavily influenced the social projects of
academics who were seeking to theorize the relationship between the Internet and other
media forms. Some authors focused on revitalizing social justice action projects while
others looked for possible disruptions to destabilize highly regulated media cultures.
Rodriguez (2001) used the term “citizen’s media” to link citizenship with political media
production. Atton (2004) considered a variety of media “projects, interventions and
networks” that would challenge the dominant media power, perhaps by shifting from topdown production to an equilateral horizontal production (p. viiii). Atton pointed to the
cultural embeddedness of the Internet as an opportunity to explore the intersectionality of
digital media through “technological, historical, social, cultural, economic and political”
contexts (p. x). Importantly, Atton believed that “to consider the Internet as an
unproblematic force for social change [was] to ignore the political and economic
determinants that [shaped] the technology; it [was] to pay little attention to how
technological ‘advances’ may be shaped or determined by particular social and cultural
elites (corporations, governments); and it [was] to ignore the obstacles to empowerment
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that legislation, inequalities of access, limits on media literacy and the real world
situation of disempowerment necessarily [placed] on groups and individuals” (p. 24).
Digital literacy replaced cyber literacy as the focus of technological understanding
switched again from how to use computers to understanding how to negotiate the digital
world (Hawisher, Selfe, Guo, & Liu, 2006)
To the academic review of technology in the classroom, 2008 and 2009 were
important years. On one hand, educators theorized the impact and possibilities of
teaching with technology. For example, Vie (2008) explored the digital divide between
students and teachers and concluded that teachers needed to utilize the tools of students to
better teach students. By arguing for teachers to “give in” to the digital learning
environment, Vie was also arguing that those students who viewed themselves as
consumers expected a better and more relevant product in their classrooms.
Bonk (2009) examined the possibilities of teaching with technology by improving
pedagogical practices, empowering learners and teachers, and utilizing a variety of digital
informal learning tools, including blogs, wikis, forums, social network sites, open
courseware, ebooks, and video hosting websites. Horizontally produced content was
heralded as a new opportunity to teach students digital literacy with traditional
curriculum. Student-centered learning worked best when the teacher worked as a
facilitator or mentor and students became the cultural workers and teachers; therefore, by
utilizing technology to deliver “proven” educational strategies, student-centered learning
could appease both educator and student populations.
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Chick and Hassel (2009) critically looked to online classrooms as a place where
nontraditional students, students with children, and distance learners could come together
to form a learning community that was similar to those experienced in face-to-face
classrooms. They tempered this assertion with the belief that pedagogy should drive
content, not media or access to cool media tools. Furthermore, if educators took a strong
pedagogical stance, they could guide how technology was used in the course and “instill
in students a sense of responsibility beyond themselves into wider communities, in
addition to a sense of responsibility or connectedness that would lead to social activism,
social action, and engaged citizenship” (p. 211).
On the other hand, educators were also examining what knowledge was actually
being generated and what students actually knew about technology. Bauerlein (2008)
exposed the myth of the student as a digital native. He argued that students were a mass
“decontextualized facts” who were trying to bridge the gaps between intellectual,
interesting, and relevant information (p. 27). Digital synthesis was a broadening of
knowledge and, rather than knowing a little of everything, students knew how to apply a
little of everything. Rather than narrowing the scope of research projects, students were
learning to incorporate other disciplines so as to appeal to a larger market.
Bauerlein (2008) theorized that the saturation of entertainment media displaced a
traditional valuing of knowledge and knowledgeable pursuits. Students were reading
less, scoring lower, and matriculating from college at lesser rates (Banchero, 2012;
Chicago Public Schools, 2011; Brainard & Fuller, 2010). Bauerlein stated that the
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introduction of digital technologies had not made students “better writers and readers,
sharper interpreters and more discerning critics, more knowledgeable citizens and tasteful
consumers” (p. 110). Instead, students were focusing on popular digital practices
including games, social networks, source integration, skimming, blog writing, and online
relationship management. Bauerlein refuted the belief that as technological access
opened to more households, across oceans, and past social, classist, racist, and sexist
ideologies, students would learn to communicate in a new medium with a new
population.
In the years since Bauerlein’s book was published, social network sites (SNS)
including MySpace and Facebook, have transformed into educational network engines
with new rules, regulations, and behavioral expectations for appropriate conduct. Studies
on the construction of identity focused on code switching, identity management,
communication styles, the importance of tie strength in communal relationships, and
modality switching (Goodings, Locke, & Brown, 2007; MacKenzie &Wajcman, 2006;
Miller & Jensen, 2007; Morley 2007; Onnela, Saramaki, Hyyonen, Szabo, Lazer, Kaski,
Kertesz, and Barabasi, 2007; Ramirez & Zhang, 2007). By creating a complex system of
rules, behaviors, and social identities, students are claiming their identity in cyberspace as
distinct, separate, and equally important as their identities in school.
Students are increasingly interested in using technology in school either for
projects, exploration, or studying. The Net has become a daily stop for most students,
and they want to incorporate their rich digital lives that include email, instant messaging,
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discussion boards, and video clips with academic studies (Gustafson, 2004). Students
want education to be exciting, teachers want students to pay attention, and administrators
want to increase the quality of education while decreasing the amount of labor (Bousquet,
2008). This is increasingly important as the integrating new media into the classroom
also blurs the boundaries between the personal and educational lives of students, teachers,
guardians, and administrators.
Several strategies for applying “new media” in the classroom emerged from
composition studies and have been applied across disciplines, from algebra to social
science (McLoughlin and Lee, 2007; Richardson, 2010; Wysocki, 2004; Yancy, 2004).
The contextual situation of written and image-based texts greatly influences how students
process information. This information is often expressed in social network sites where
new media literacies, digital literacies, and identity formation are integrally linked to
social power structures and social codes (Wysocki, 2004).
Social network sites are recognized as important digital constructions that could
teach students of all ages (13 and above) about composition, narration, and audience.
Students learn to use a broader set of tools in relation to online behaviors. Unfortunately,
students are not broadening their knowledge past the basic “point and click” applications.
It is more important to youth to use composition to connect to their friends, to use
narration to participate in strategic profile construction, and to voyeuristically peruse
websites as active audience members than it is to use technology for academic
achievement (Boyd, 2008). The more time spent online often coincides with a sharp
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decline in traditional literacy and work ethic (Bauerlein, 2008). Moreover, students
exhibit blatant disregard for conventional subjects and traditional methods of analysis.
Internet literacy is about edited identities, knowledge economies, and personal
fulfillment, not about critically engaging with or challenging social constructions of
power, privilege, and behavioral norming (Livingstone 2008). Students are exposed to a
new socializing mechanism but are not taught critical literacy in tandem with their skill at
negotiating the Web; students do not rhetorically question their actions, nor do they
reflect on the social expectations producing those behaviors.
By introducing new media into the classroom, students are learning how to
negotiate in a new, digital, contextual space where traditional social markers are either
erased or highlighted but are not being taught to applying critical literacy skills to those
practices. In effect, most digital learning as applied as a technique does not evaluate
much more than what students write, how they organize their materials, and occasionally
the aesthetic value of their product. Digital learning then becomes merely a reductive
sense of the complexity of online environments, rather than an application of the skills
required to apply critical literacy to a digital space or medium. Despite the limitations of
digital, critical, and Internet literacies among students, educators and parents often locate
the Web as the new frontier to inspire students to “write themselves into being” (Boyd,
2006; Coyle, 2011; Dickenson, 2010; Lorde, 1984; Sunden, 2003).
With the valuation of individual experiences as unique and special, students are
asserting their voices as products of experiential learning. Unfortunately, a side effect of
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this valuation is the continuation of rampant narcissism among students. Psychologist
Jean Twenge works with a data set of 9 million respondents to the American Freshman
Survey collected over 47 years, in addition to a half a million high school seniors who
participated in the Monitoring the Future Survey. 49 These surveys conclusively report a
30% increase in narcissistic tendencies over the duration of time this data was collected.
Importantly, in 2006 Twenge’s work Generation Me identifies a clear cultural increase in
self-esteem, self-importance, assertiveness, and inflated expectations. Twenge notes that
the Millennial Generation is less likely to be interested in politics, government, social
problems, or social advocacy. Millennials were also less likely to take action on issues of
the environment and slightly less likely to pursue careers that help others.
On January 8, 2013, Dr. Kieth Ablow, a psychiatrist often appearing on Oprah
and Fox News, spoke on the results of the American Freshman Survey. Dr. Ablow
credits networks as a contributing factor in the perpetuation of this narcissism.
Specifically, he criticizes the control young adults can exert over their online identity. He
finds that
on Facebook, young people can fool themselves into thinking they have hundreds
or thousands of “friends.” They can delete unflattering comments. They can
block anyone who disagrees with them or pokes holes in their inflated selfesteem. They can choose to show the world only flattering, sexy or funny
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photographs of themselves (dozens of albums full, by the way), “speak” in pithy
short posts and publicly connect to movie stars and professional athletes and
musicians they “like.” 50
Dr. Ablow further identifies reality television and Twitter as bolsters to the “me culture”
in which these young adults are immersed. He offers solutions on “How not to raise a
deluded narcissist 51” in a follow-up article on February 19th, 2013. A month later, Dr.
Ablow wrote an additional article in response to an Ohio rape case where two teenage
boys were on trial for “allegedly stripping a very inebriated and nearly unconscious 16year-old girl naked, attempting to make her perform oral sex on them (although she could
not even open her mouth), urinating on her, using their fingers to penetrate her and
carrying her from one location to another, to continue sexually violating her.” Dr. Ablow
makes the connection that the self-aggrandizement of youth on social network sites is
part of a “psychological epidemic that has eroded much of [youth’s] capacity to connect
with genuine emotion and is, therefore, crushing their empathy” 52.
Although it is simple to assert that social networks are the thrust of the selfabsorbed tendencies found in students, Whitlock (2009) identifies adults as the generators
of this narcissistic and self-indulgent culture. Societal values have redefined what it
means to be a good person by shifting the paradigm to what it means to be a good
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consumer. Reality television, social networks, and the media machine have been created
to sell goods, attitudes, and services. Whitlock finds that adults “successfully identified
and created the adolescent market.” If narcissism is a deliberate cultivation, transmitted
by adults to increase marketability, then it stands to reason that adults can create a model
of civic engagement that encourages fellow-feelings among youth and feelings of affinity
towards society as a whole (Konrath, O’Brien, & Hsing, 2011). Unfortunately, several
social mechanisms, including social presence and the hierarchizing of social groups,
work against generating a less individualized environment.
Bullying, though demonized in popular media, has several beneficial functions in
the lives of students. Bullying engages a core group of students, usually friends of the
bully and increases the fellow-feeling among those selectively safe students 53. By
winning the attention of other students, bullies also increase their social presence 54.
According to Smith and Nadenicheck 55 (2000) and Malory 56 (2013), since bullies can
gain allies through this increased social presence, this preemptive strike reduces the
likelihood of the bully repeatedly needing to enact bullying behavior. Social dominance,
sexual access, and health-related benefits are all reported benefits of bullying behavior.
In the workplace for example, aggressive behaviors are often encouraged as a sign of
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healthy competition for resources; competition sets up a preternatural reward system
encouraging aggression and the maintenance of a workplace hierarchy (Tracy-Rameriez,
2010). Additionally, bullies normalize conformity standards by condemning their peers
who fall outside the general population. Students who are too smart, too pretty, or too
odd are often victimized as a tool to level to the social structures of educational
institutions.
Carey57 reports there are also victim-benefits to bullying: how a student responds
to a bullying relationship affects social and emotional development. Students who cope
well with bullying can experience a positive increase in development; in fact, those
increases develop at a higher rate than the actual incidences of bullying could hinder
those developmental markers. Other benefits include preparing youth to avoid deceitful
friendships and in the future help them navigate a competitive workplace. Bullying
practices are often used as a method of social control, even if the victims seem complicit
in the behavior (Salzinger, 2000).
Salzinger (2000) examines this complicity in her article Manufacturing Sexual
Subjects, which examines how young female workers in a Mexican export business use
their sexuality to garner favor from the largely male supervisors. Salzinger reports the
routine nature of these sexual advances are part of the informal working contract between
supervisors and workers; although the women seem complicit in eliciting sexualized
responses from their employers, they are continuing their sexual objectification as an
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adaptive strategy to maintain their relevance in the workplace. The workers experience
benefits from adapting the cultural behaviors of their workplace—namely, they stay
employed with good working relationships.
5.5 The Institutionalization of Bullying
It is useful to explain bullying using the tripod model where technology,
consumerism, and narcissism all function to maintain the institution of bullying. Ingroup and out-group dynamics model the importance of fitting in while maintaining a
unique measure of distinctiveness; technology facilitates communications through news
reports or social networks, to name a few, and narcissism maintains the rampant
measures of social worth as students use cultural markers of success to further
differentiate their social status.
Among student populations, bullying can positively and negatively impact
identity, power dynamics, and social positioning. When bullying functions as a social
institution within an educational institution, the impact of bullying culture affects not
only the lives of students, but also the lives of teachers and staff members.
According to the participants in my study, the daily online lives of educators often
include a transition between their work days and their socializing time. Educators spend
time reading online materials to bring into a classroom discussion for their students, they
share personal stories of online experiences with significant others, and they visit with
friends and family. In this sample, Julie, a teacher who has been with the district for
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fewer than four years, has the only “middle of the road” approach to the relationship
between social networking and student lives. She believes
Online experiences are fully woven into the fabric of students' offline lives these
days. In an effort to keep up with them and stay “with it,” my own life has
become “webified.” In the process, however, I have discovered invaluable
teaching tools and ways to connect to my students. I frequently use YouTube in
my classroom, I communicate with them through emodo.com, and have Facebook
pages for clubs. I maintain a distance from my students when it comes to
personal social networking, however, and only allow students who have graduated
to become part of my online circle of friends.
Julie uses Facebook for school clubs but does not “friend” current students, straddling the
line between pedagogical and personal use. Overall, educators are firmly divided as to
the appropriateness of being “friends” with their students on social networks, indicating
that Facebook, for example, can be used as a progressive pedagogical tool or as a
hindrance to classroom management strategies.
Bullying is an issue of which all educators are aware although there is a large
variance between awareness and experience with bullying. Teachers and staff
acknowledge that they very rarely see material posted online that denigrates or puts down
educators. They also report that their friends are very rarely cyberbullied. Educators as a
group have not been subject to online rumors and only rarely receive embarrassing
photographs of another person, get in trouble due to online experiences, or are distracted
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by what happens online. On the topic of cyberbullying, educators seem to agree with
Sophia, a teacher with the district between 15-19 years, who explains, “I have been upset
for my students, but never personally affected.” Importantly, educators report that they
have not experienced any exposure to exclusionary, denigrating, or violating behaviors,
although a few educators do participate in posting rumors or gossip online with the intent
of putting someone else down.
Educators are most often the witness to online attacks in chat rooms, in text
messages, by email, over online bulletin boards, via cell phones, or in news groups.
Occasionally, educators are the victim of these attacks but primarily over email
exchanges, chat rooms, and text messages. When confronted with bullying online,
educators react emotionally with frustration and sadness. The majority report never
having experienced bullying online or exhibiting no effect in response to bullying.
Ideally, most educators ignore cyberbullying and either block the individual who is
harassing them or simply ignore the problem. For example, Kimberly, a staff member
with the district, plays MSN games where many participants are “Anonymous” and can
change their screen names frequently. She believes that “since they [other game players]
don't really know who I am and I don't really know their identity, it is just an unpleasant
peek at humanity. If it spoils the fun, I just block that person from any further games
with me.” She identifies anonymity as a method for players to express aggression
without consequences, which brings out both the worst and the best in people.
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The physicality of face-to-face bullying is rarely witnessed by educators in my
survey. Educators rarely see their students be physically assaulted or know of verbal
harassments. Gossip and rumor spreading is reported to have the highest frequency of
incident among high school students although verbal harassment has been featured in
recent media stories 58.
The perception of educators is that students are often complicit in cyberbullying
practices, which increased educator anxieties. Educators cite a student’s friends as the
most likely culprit of cyberbullying and suggest that students be selective about who they
“friend” online. Educators identify harassment as the most likely of cyberbullying tactics
employed by students, followed closely by trolling, outing, and exclusion. Educators do
not check the histories of websites students visit, which is a useful tool for surveying
student interests. And although educators talk to their students about how they use online
tools and how to treat other students online, there is little to no monitoring of online
interactions or critical engagement with online resources. Lily, a teacher at the district
for 15-19 years believes “staff and teachers are not responsible for enforcing district
disciplinary policy. They need to support their students and report incidents in a timely
and accurate matter. But administration needs to follow through and be consistent. That
is why they get the ‘big bucks.’” Rather than alleviating anxiety about bullying
behaviors, educators have developed a functional apathy; there may not be substantial
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bullying interventions enacted by administration but that they, as teachers and staff, are
simply too overwhelmed to monitor another facet of student behavior.
Based on my data, when a student is being bullied online, 80% of educators are
most likely to follow district policy and refer disciplinary conduct issues to an
administrator. Over 75% of educators believe in intervening and telling the bully to stop
while 71% believe in telling the victim’s parents. The majority of educators prefer that
students protect their online personal information as a strategy for avoiding online
harassment. Educators want students to control access to their social network profiles
rather than handling digital matters at school. Based on my research, deferring digital
responsibility to students is an indication that educators are uncomfortable policing
digital behaviors; in fact, the majority of educators want more training on issues of
cyberbullying and bullying to improve their efficacy at stopping these incidents. Joseph,
a teacher with the district for 5-9 years, believes annual trainings on peer harassment
would help with many of the bullying occurrences on campus. Administration’s role at
handling disciplinary issues is clearly understood; however, educators want a clearer
chain of command, they want follow-up to bullying issues, and they advocate for a safe
campus for students where unacceptable behavior is shut down immediately.
Occasionally educators are complicit in bullying their students. In the last year
several cases of educators abusing their students emerged into the public discussion of
education, the bullying epidemic, and professional accountability. A 13-year-old boy
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was bullied by his gym teacher in Gig Harbor, Washington 59. Online parenting websites
and websites that review schools often have parents telling stories of teachers bullying
their children 60. Although there were no specific examples provided by teachers and staff
from this sample, several admitted to bullying. Joshua, a teacher with the district for 1014 years, was surprised that in the past he had bullied other people and didn’t know it
because the definition of bullying on campus is subjective. Other educators disclosed
they had bullied their student because they did not fully understand the definition of
bullying while others admit to bullying back for victims online.
There is a general lack of effect for many educators when they are questioned
about their beliefs on the subjects of bullying and cyberbullying. Many educators (55,
47%) do not know or feel uninformed about the district’s bullying policies. Educators do
not find themselves to be emotionally affected when they are bullied, and the effects are
often an investment in avoidant behaviors. The experiences of students are generally
understood, but educators are not emotionally connected to how those experiences affect
student populations. Teachers and staff claim ignorance on issues of bullying,
cyberbullying, and policy, but I propose that they are choosing ignorance rather than
experiencing a lack of knowledge.
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The study of ignorance, or agnotology, is the study of a lack of knowledge in
relation to knowledge. As applied to participants in my study, educators are aware of
bullying practices, and they are aware of district policies to address bullying issues.
When asked about the frequency of these behaviors, teachers and staff are less
knowledgeable, and, when confronted about their lack of knowledge, educators revert to
the model that they are “too busy” to be fully committed to educating themselves on
these issues. It is my determination that educators choose ignorance when an issue is
perceived to be too large, too complicated, or too time consuming. Croissant (2013)
suggests that these “intentionally produced agnoses” are common. The denial of global
warming, 61 the advocacy of abstinence-only sex education as a working model of
pregnancy prevention, 62 and the perception by some fundamentalist groups that fossils
are the work of the devil 63 are all examples of subverting scientific evidence through
claims of ignorance.
Croissant also identifies silences and invisibilities as tools to carry on
agnotological procedures. The silences produced by educators on the topic of bullying
include a lack of policy change recommendations and a lack of suggestions as to what
tactics educators utilize to stop bullying behaviors. Sophia believes that putting the
“burden of proof on the students” is a solution, and then “students can hand over their
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proof to school admins and let [administration] confront the situation.” While educators
are divided on issues of proof, they do agree that administrators are responsible for
addressing any issue of disciplinary conduct.
When educators choose to render a bullying incidence invisible by not reporting
the event due to a lack of proof, they are further using ignorance as a protective measure
by denying accountability. Sophia believes that only “printed proof” warrants
administration addressing bullying; anecdotal evidence from a teacher is not enough to
substantiate claims of bullying. If educators do not hear about bullying behaviors, if they
do not speak by way of contrived silences to develop advocacy and accountability
standards, and if educators do not witness bullying to protect themselves, then they fail as
a source of social surveillance. Educators cannot protect students in the face of chosen
ignorance, but I also argue in Chapter 6 that educators are set up for failure.
The importance of power in the confluence of identity has distinct consequences
for educators who choose to participate in social network sites as pedagogical tools. The
implication here is that participating in the community found on social network sites has
long-range and meaningful consequences. In this sample, several staff members report
“friending” students to keep abreast of campus news, gossip, and student interactions
while teachers avoid friending students for the same reason. The process of “friending”
students is an incredibly value-laden decision as is the use of a particular social network
site, language, tone, the granting of access, the rate of posting comments, and the
pedagogical decisions based on personal location, institutional expectations, and social
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norms. News items often detail how those relationships can go wrong, as, for example in
response to several reports that teachers were behaving inappropriately with their
students educators in New York City, public schools may not contact students using their
personal social network accounts. 64 New contingents of media items are reporting the
benefits of “friending” students, including the identification of depression or self-harming
behaviors 65 and educators are suing their school districts for the right to “friend” their
students. 66
Social networks are a tool than can be used effectively or ineffectively; it can
support some students and hinder others, it can increase an instructor’s popularity, or
decrease their effectiveness in the classroom. But perhaps most importantly, how a
teacher uses social networks in the classroom can also have an incredible impact on the
social identity formation of their students through processes of construction,
categorization, comparison, grouping, and degrouping. Instructors who are not willing to
maintain profiles on each site will be choosing to represent themselves as closer to one
social network identity (and all its implied characteristics) than the other. By “friending”
students on social network sites, instructors are contributing to the development of a
social identity. Numerous sites offer teachers tips and strategies for appealing to student
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interests using social networks. 67 And although little to no academic research has been
conducted on the impact of social network site usage as pedagogical tool, many of the
blog sites dedicated to technology in teaching suggest the educators must be extremely
careful in the implementation these tools. Hypothetically, if educators want to friend
their students while not encouraging increased hostilities—then educators must be willing
to friend all their students. By rejecting the hierarchization of preferential treatment,
educators can engage, monitor, and mentor a wider diversity of student. The
institutionalization of bullying is also maintained through the institutionalized use of
student competition and the social valuing of types of students, i.e. jocks, smart kids, and
leaders.
This is not to say the social network sites cannot subvert the institutional power
conferred upon instructors; however, instructors must construct their sites with awareness
that they are “regrouping” divergent populations, the dominant group and the subordinate
groups. Apfelbaum (1999) proposes two strategies or stages that must take place before
regrouping can occur. First there must be “a positive revaluing” of the characteristics of
the subordinated group, that have up to that point, supported dominant rule. This means
instructors will have to value the experiences of students they do not identify as having
similar values. Second, the subjugated group must identify its “cultural roots and
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historical background” (p. 271). What this means to instructors, is that even on social
network sites, care must be taken to include multiple subjectivities in an open forum
where students from all social locations feel compelled, able, or entitled to speak their
opinion.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION DIGITAL PRAXIS OF SOCIAL DIGITAL PANIC
AND PRACTICAL APATHY: HOW SOCIAL ANXIETY AND SCHOOL
POLITICS PRODUCE PROCEDURE
The politics and policies surrounding digital life are complicated by youth
investment, personal and social identity construction, bullying practices, differential
literacies, and varying adoption rates between users. Another complication is the
widespread misuse of bullying terminology, faulty assumptions of behavioral patterns,
and limitations of intervention strategies (Farmer, 2000). As such, creating social
policies to regulate behavioral interactions remains a source of contention for figures of
authority.
For school districts, specifically the Marana Unified School District, student
conduct policies are meant to allow for consistent behavioral expectations, to encourage
students to develop self-efficacy, to respect each other and each other’s property, and
finally to academically explore the world around them (MUSD, 2010). While educators
are often asked to enforce these policies, they are often left out of the creation of the
school’s behavioral code. By working with educators to develop a sustainable, working
disciplinary code for online conduct, participants will have an opportunity to not only
claim their education but to also claim the social climate they want to cultivate.
Social identity and social presence are both indicative of the seriousness with
which students view their digital lives (Tajfel and Turner, 1986; Shen, Yu, and Khalifa,
2010). The narrative and creative spaces on social network profiles represent new
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methods of creating, categorizing, and comparing individual identities, social groups, and
societal norms. Students place a varying degree of value on these experiences, but
without acknowledging the impact of cyberculture on their lives, policies dictating
“appropriate” behavior do not address student motivation for maintaining bullying
practices. Teachers are asked to police common bullying behaviors in a digital culture
they do not understand, by means of tools they do not use, with classroom time they do
not have.
Given students’ use of strategies for creating and maintaining social dominance, it
is often perceived that students are reinvesting in a traditional top-down model of power
and control. With the diversity of technologies, social spaces, and availability of group
memberships, this model of control is oversimplified as a panopticon—where one
powerful group maintains order and dominance over the rest (Foucault, 1975). Rather,
social structures in high school are more reminiscent of an oligopticon, with multiple
sites radiating small amounts of control over the most proximal parties (Latour, 1998).
The multiplicity of the oligopticon allows for each group to develop their own rules,
expectations, and social identities that, when taken as a whole, set the normalized
behavior for each school.
Educators identify these social groupings but are rendered impotent to change the
structural dynamics of in-group and out-group circles. Moreover, educators use similar
policing methods, and they function as an overlapping oligoptical model with multiple
sites of surveillance (teachers, staff members, administration) to monitor the behaviors in
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classrooms and on campus; thereby they recreate the punishment cycle for behaviors that
fall outside the normalized pattern. To change such an institutionally saturated culture
would require a repurposing of individualism and the valorizing of differences both
academic and personal. Using the model proposed above, students would define their
social groups around affinities or similar interests rather than identity-based politics.
This chapter will address bullying policy on four levels. First, I describe how the
oligopticon functions by influencing larger social patterns and intersecting with multiple
modalities, including the role of media in the amplification of social-digital panic, as well
as the role social networks could take to alter the culture of digital interfaces between
student and teacher populations. Second, I examine the concerns and policy suggestions
expressed by educators. Third, I suggest changes to social programs enacted to change
the climate of bullying in schools. Finally, I offer suggestions as to political shifts in
educational policy.
6.1 Social-Digital Panic and the Oligopticon
Cassel (2008) explained that “moral panic” was historically situated when three
conditions were fulfilled. First, when parents lost control of their children, next when
sexual agency was on the rise among women, and finally when women showed technical
prowess. Advocates for computer-mediated communication showed that there were four
benefits associated with periods of moral panic. For example, increased visibility
resulted in a moral panic about horizontal hostility online and offline, specifically as a
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threat to teenage girls—several films including Mean Girls (2004) reflect these worrying
relationships. Increasingly, news reports detail how girls are mistreating each other
online through shaming, 68 threatening, 69 or verbal/physical bullying. 70 Although the
threat of sex offenders diminished since the advent of the Internet, sensationalized
reporting maintained the myth of the online predator—as other teenagers.
Cohen (1972) defines moral panic as a periodic occurrence when societal values
are questioned, analyzed, and reasserted. According to Cohen, moral panic is “a
condition, episode, person or group of persons [who] become defined as a threat to
societal values and interests” (p. 9). Moral panic undergoes an intensification process, or
“control culture,” where media’s amplification of an event turns into a call for
punishment of the social offender.
Social-digital panic is then the mass questioning of social principles and values
perpetuated through and by social digital media including television, online newspapers,
social networks, blogs, commentaries, and opinion pieces; it is the fear generated by
massive amounts of sensationalized news coverage of tragic events, duplicitous
behaviors, and an ever-shifting landscape of panic. Social-digital panic is not about an
individual’s behavior; rather, it focuses on the social condition of a society where
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attention is deeply focused on an issue for a short period of time and when there is no
distinct person or group to punish.
By repositioning media as a component of an oligopticon, the intensification
process of control culture is reinforced from numerous, narrow social perspectives. Fox
News, for example, is known to take a conservative angle for many of its news stories,
and MSNBC functions as Fox’s liberal counterpart. Both news sources cover bullying
episodes with slightly different perspectives on the crime, the punishment, and social
discipline. In an oligopticon model, media represents the process of amplification from
multiple points. Add social networks, digital news sources like the Huffington Post, local
and national news programs, talk shows, social commentaries, and sensationalized pop
culture outlets—and a larger oligopticon appears.
Many of these news stories cover the extremes of individualized behaviors. Take,
for example, the solution offered by the mother of an Indiana high school student.
Chelisa Grimes felt that the lack of intervention to her son’s experiences of being bullied
was dangerous to her child’s mental health. In a drastic and potentially harmful reaction,
she gave her son a stun gun to ward off bullies at his high school. 71
Deindividualization as defined by Zimbardo (1969; 1971) and Diener et al. (1976)
is a loss of self-awareness and personal identity in favor of group identity, anonymity,
and diffused responsibility; rather than increasing personal accountability, the dynamics
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of the group reduce culpability. In the context of this paper, social panic would include
the societal response to school shootings and suicidal victims of bullying. Educators,
parents, teachers, and peers have been blamed for these singular acts of aggression, but
the generalized blame never falls on a specific population—specifically the normative,
white, population. Blame is diffused through deindividuation, spread through the
oligopticon of media into a societal problem in which there is no single, solvable issue
and any solution is entirely subjective. Importantly, the media oligopticon diffuses,
desensitizes, and naturalizes the public’s perception of bullying behaviors while also
nullifying investment in a large-scale response or addressing the social construction of
bullying as a strategy for attaining social presence.
Berlant (2007) proposes a “slow death” lies at the heart of ordinariness, which
applied in this paper, is the ordinariness of bullying (p. 745). While there are periods of
traumatic occurrences, including school shootings, suicides, or serious threats, bullying is
often part of the fabric that weaves together daily lives, daily news reports, and daily
television shows. Berlant refers to the mundane nature of these “episodes” as events that
people may experience as a crisis but are not impactful to the point of societal change (p.
760). Importantly, Berlant also cites the “rhetoric of crisis [as it] effects a slippage or
transfer of the notion of the urgency of a situation;” the repeated attention to episodes of
crisis narratives through control culture and amplification compliments and completes the
desensitization process (p. 761). Moreover, Berlant’s argument points to the
contradiction between sensationalism and public interest; for bullying, that contradiction
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is between media attention, bullying, the demonization of bullying, the eradication of a
positive narrative of bullying behaviors, recuperative programs, and abstinence-based
anti-bullying programs.
The proliferation of bullying incidences covered since January 2013 is staggering.
An Iowa teen sued school officials over bullying incidences that left him disabled, 72 the
family of a Troy teenager, who later committed suicide, protested bullying outside her
middle school in Maine, 73 and a law proposed by Wisconsin state Representative Garey
Bies would financially penalize educators who willingly ignore bullying behaviors. 74
The diffusion of media violence, including portrayals of bullying, has contributed to the
desensitization of the audience (Council on Communications and Media, 2009; Media
Analysis Lab, 2013). No longer are teenage suicides a tragic call that sweeps the nation
for months; often these media reports disappear after a few weeks, as does any coverage
of advocacy measures.
More importantly, bullying behaviors have naturalized as a point of passage
between youth and adulthood. Many experts believe that handling bullies is part of
growing up as it prepares youth to manage future conflicts, 75 resulting in beneficial
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alliances and increased emotional resiliency (Carey, 2010; Malory, 2013; Smith and
Nadenicheck, 2000). Only in the last few years has the media dialogue surrounding
bullying changed to reject the fallacy that supports bullying as a rite of passage. 76
According to Adia Richards 77,a technology blogger, at a recent conference for
experts on the Python programming language, two men representing a large corporate
donor for the conference were sitting at the center of the large group having a side
conversation using programming language as sexual innuendos. Surrounded by
attendees, these two men were politely ignored although their dialogue was in direct
offense to the inclusion of women into the field of programming, a specific topic and
point of intervention at this event. These smaller acts of disorder often take place at
conference, talks, and in other social settings where individuals blend into a larger,
nameless crowd. A conference attendee overheard these missives, took a picture of the
offenders, and tweeted to the conference organizers that there was a disruptive
contingent. Whether or not taking a photo was a passive-aggressive act of bullying is
currently an issue of hot debate on both her blog and in the tech community. 78 PyCon
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event coordinators responded and removed the two men from the proceedings. This is
both an example of deindividuation and an example of how the oligopticon can function
to disrupt inappropriate or damaging behavior.
There are several policy shifts that could potentially solve three components of
the bullying crisis. First, if social networks, Facebook for example, were to require an
educational address for users under the age of 18, schools could theoretically track the
behaviors of their students. This would require schools around the country to create
email accounts for their students but would begin the process of reforming the use of
public network sites by minors. It is expected that students would lie about their ages; it
is already common practice. To counteract the loophole of self-identification and selfreporting, more drastic policies could require Social Security numbers for social network
users; this strategy could anchor students to their parents, schools, and their accurate
birthdates. Another drastic proposal is requiring a credit card number that could alert
parents to the generation of a social network profile through a nominal charge. I do not
oppose these solutions,, but I also recognize that student email accounts remain a possible
site for intervention and are far less intrusive for students, parents, and the rest of the
social network community.
Second, this proposed policy would also combat the use of social networks by
children who fall under the minimum age requirement. If Social Security numbers were
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used in combination with a school’s email address or credit cards, then parent/child
profiles could be linked—increasing parental knowledge of their child’s online activities.
No longer could ignorance about online behaviors be claimed to combat accountability.
The protection settings of minors could automatically be set to a high level of security
while giving parents and schools access to the profiles of their children and students.
Increasing the visibility of students’ online behavior negates covert bullying practices
that educators and parents ignore. The information gathered from the profiles of minors
by Facebook would be subject to stringent regulations, resulting in less access to at-risk
populations. 79
Finally, if such a sweeping motion were put into place, I also recommend that
rather than adopting Wayne LaPierre’s notion to put a policeman at every school, 80 every
district should allocate a percentage of their web developer’s time to surveying online
activities for the schools in their district. As the online presence of schools increases
through Twitter, Facebook, and other social networks, it will become increasingly
necessary to hire individual staff to manage those digital resources. The use of
automated search engines to automatically alert the behavioral monitor to any uses of the
school’s name, mascot, identifying teachers or school characteristics, or identifying
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which students are continually victimized online, are all possibly strategies (a) to monitor
how students are using social networks and (b) to protect students from online
aggressions.
As to a solution to the digital oligopticon, there is no solution to the media
machine. Media’s sensationalism and capitalization on tragedy is creating a systematic
expectation for increasingly traumatic events to unfold. As more students are killed by
their peers or inflamed gunmen, as suicides due to bullying harassment increase, so too
does the media machine’s coverage of these events increase. Columbine was the
beginning of media’s embrace of control culture through the amplification of schoolrelated disasters. The more recent shooting at Sandy Hook Elementary is, as of mid2013, the second worst shooting in history. Rather than initiate a discussion of policy
reform or preventative measures on the selling of guns, the National Rifle Association
has embraced these events as a platform to fight for the rights of gun owners. 81
Catastrophic deaths have been naturalized as blame is diffused and the public becomes
increasingly desensitized to these events.
6.2 Educator Anxiety/Apathy
For the purposes of this research, educators represent a community level of
engagement with the primary population who is bullied or function as bullies. They are
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the witnesses, they are the solution, and they are also largely unaware of the problem.
Educators are conflicted about talking to parents, concerned about intervening, and feel
responsible for monitoring all bullying behaviors that take place on campus—regardless
of the medium used to bully or to whom that technology belongs. Alyssa captures the
conflict between educators and parents; she finds it hard to trust parents to intervene in
bullying when they do not pay that much attention to their kids. Charlotte believes that if
parents are proactive in shutting down bullying, then as a teacher she feels supported.
Finally Madelyn, a teacher with the district for 10-14 years, describes questions about
bullying that worry her: Does the school have an adequate blocking system that students
cannot bypass? Would parents blame teachers for the student’s behavior? Or say the
teacher is at fault for not catching it in time?
Educators overwhelmingly believe that cyberbullying policies need to be changed
but vehemently disagree about how those policies should be altered or are unaware of
current policies. Several suggestions include clarifying current policies and being stricter
with bullies. However, the majority of educators are stymied; a teacher at Mountain
View High School captures it best:
I don't know how I would change it. Maybe teachers, students, and parents need
to sit down and discuss what is best for them and their school. It is so hard to
believe that we are at a time that all the ways someone can pick on people has
grown because of technology. When a lot of us teachers thought that technology
could take away some of the things that hold others back.
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Educators feel that administrators should handle bullying but that they themselves are
responsible for reporting the behavior to administration. They are confused about
resolving bullying behaviors; they are caught in a bind between using class time to
discipline and using class time to report disciplinary issues to administrators and to teach.
Educators know they want a safe campus and are highly invested in their professional
craft, but they are ambivalent as to who is going to make bullying-prevention happen.
Anxiety among educators is often due to parent-teacher conferences (Johns,
1992), warning signs of student violence (Robinson and Clay, 2005), or occupational
stress (Mintz, 2007). Currently, there are no studies that solely identify the impact of
student bullying on educators although, based on the results of this project, educators are
overwhelmed with anxiety about their teaching practices and generating a safe space for
students. Faced with no specific solutions, apathy or chosen ignorance are strategies to
moderate an institutional need for policy development, anti-bullying training, and the
implementation of programs designed to manage or prevent bullying on their campuses.
Most participants indicate a need for more training in the fields of digital literacy and
bullying/cyberbullying prevention or victim recuperation. Despite the deficits in training,
teachers and staff work to ensure their schools represent safe spaces.
Educators have been largely ignored as a population that is affected by bullying
practices although they are often the victims of institutionalized bullying. Class sizes are
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growing, 82 the educational profession is devalued and feminized, 83 there is a valuation on
testing culture 84 rather than complex and analytical skills, and the benefit for educational
excellence in the classroom or on campus is often additional responsibility. 85 Critical
literacies, including digital literacy, have been devalued in the American classroom in
favor of quantitative testing methods—high stakes testing methods that are not equivalent
to a better educated student but that only measure the rate of retention of prescribed facts.
The system measures and quantifies students rather than recognizing the multiplicity of
skills they present.. Finally, behaviorally problematic kids have been integrated through
mainstreaming into classrooms where educators are not equipped to handle special needs.
The institution of education has been gutted by educational reform, budget cuts, and
student’s increasingly difficult behavioral problems.
6.3 Social Programs
Bullying policy is connected to federal laws mandating that discriminatory
harassment based on race, ethnicity, national origin, color, sex, age, disability, or religion
is punishable by the judicial system of the United States, specifically the Department of
Education’s (DOE) Office for Civil Rights and the Civil Rights Division of the U.S.
Department of Justice (DOJ). These federal programs enforce discriminatory harassment
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laws. According to the U.S. Department of Health & Human Services 86 website’s
“Stopbullying” campaign, schools are required to address any behavioral conduct that is
Severe, pervasive or persistent. [Creating] a hostile environment at school. That
is, it is sufficiently serious that it interferes with or limits a student’s ability to
participate in or benefit from the services, activities, or opportunities offered by a
school. [That is based] on a student’s race, color, national origin, sex, disability,
or religion. Although the US Department of Education, under Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 does not directly cover religion, often religious-based
harassment is based on shared ancestry of ethnic characteristics which is covered.
The US Department of Justice has jurisdiction over religion under Title IV of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.
These federal laws address discriminatory harassment behaviors that are covered under
several legal codes including Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (race, color, sex,
religion, or national origin), Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 (sex),
Section 504, Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (disabilities), Titles II and III of the Americans
with Disabilities Act (disabilities), and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(disabilities). These “protected classes,” as defined by federal law, allow for legal
protection and prosecution if discriminatory harassment takes place and can be proven.
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While these laws cover specific discriminatory patterns, horizontal hostilities
(peer-to-peer harassment) and bullying behavior often fall outside these legal dictates. If
bullying falls outside the category of discriminatory harassment, 87 there are no federal
laws that address bullying behavior. Many states, including Arizona, have developed
policies to ensure the safety of their citizens. According to the Arizona State
Legislature, 88 an educational governing board in the state of Arizona is required to
prescribe and enforce policies and procedures to prohibit pupils from harassing,
intimidating and bullying other pupils on school grounds, on school property, on
school buses, at school bus stops, at school-sponsored events and activities and
through the use of electronic technology or electronic communication on school
computers, networks, forums and mailing lists.
Statewide, Arizona school districts have set forth to implement this regulatory and
recuperative standard. Students are prohibited from using school grounds or school
property (buses, bus stops, school-related events/activities, and school-related digital
systems) to harass other pupils.
There are many anti-bullying programs that are attempting to prevent bullying
including Let’s Be Friends, 89 Stand up-Speak Out, 90 and Bullying: Ignorance is No

87

See Salzinger (2000) and Tracy-Ramierez (2010) for additional examples
Arizona State Legislature. (2012). General powers and duties; immunity; delegation. Accessed March 25, 2013 at
http://www.azleg.gov/ars/15/00341.htm
89
Utterly Global. (2012). Evidence Based Programs P-K to Collegiate. Accessed March 15, 2013 at
http://antibullyingprograms.org/Programs.html.
90
Copans, R. (2012). Stand Up, Speak Out. Accessed March 15, 2013 at http://www.standupspeakoutendbullying.com/About_Us.html
88

242

Defense. 91 The Let’s Be Friends program is targeted to early childhood bullying
prevention. The curriculum focuses on building friendships, the components of bullying
(bullies, bystanders, and target/victim), what it means to be mean, tattling versus telling,
celebrating differences, standing up for others and oneself, and a pledge for good
behavior. The components include parent education, reinforcement activities, certificates
of participation, and interactive activities. Stand Up-Speak Out is a program targeted to
middle school children. This program focuses on developing functional, protective, and
responsible coping skills, encouraging good choices and socially responsible decisions,
and maintaining engagement in school. Finally, Bullying: Ignorance is No Defense is a
program for high school and college-age students that is designed by the U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services and The U.S. Department of Education. This program
“trains” students to resolve problems through strategies other than bullying while
educating students about bullying and hate crimes. The curriculum covers bullying and
the law, defines bullying and conflict, identifies types and effects of bullying, cultural
differences and diversity, and finally, how to stand up to bullying.
All three programs work to prevent bullying by training students to be kind to
each other, to identify bullying, and to report bullying harassment to authority figures.
There are no published evaluative studies of these programs and, unfortunately, these
preventative strategies, like so many others, ignore the social benefits of bullying, which
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are discussed more fully in Chapter 5, including social dominance, sexual access,
improved health, and synthesized conformity standards. There are several programs that
have undergone evaluative study, including peer support programs, in British schools
(Hurst, 2001), the “cool school programme” in secondary schools in Ireland (James, et
al., 2006), the KiVa program in Finland (Willford et al., 2012), and a drama program in
Southern Finland (Joronen, et al., 2011). Each program was found to have a positive
impact on the populations; however, making changes to “individual and organizational
behaviour and beliefs” was a hindrance to implementation, especially in older students
(James, et al., 2006; Minton and O’Moore, 2008, p. 9).
Many anti-bullying campaigns function under the “abstinence only” model of
prevention. The “Be a STAR” (Show Tolerance and Respect) program is a diversity
campaign sponsored by World Wrestling Entertainment and The Creative Coalition. This
program includes a film entitled “That’s What I Am” and nine lesson plans that tie the
themes of courage, responsibility, dignity, friendship, advocacy, resiliency, empathy,
identity, and morality to the film. The program emphasizes the importance of “treating
others as equals and with respect because everyone is a star in their own right.” 92 Sears
also runs an anti-bullying campaign “Team Up to Stop Bullying” that asks its participants
to take a power pledge to
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Never demean, humiliate, be disrespectful toward, physically hurt or bully
anyone, ever. Be a strong upstander. When it is safe, I will let a bully know that
his/her words or behaviors are wrong and hurtful. If it is not safe to intervene, I
will tell someone in authority about the situation immediately. Accept and
celebrate that all people are unique and different. Not judge others. Never cyberbully for any reason. Defend and support others when they need it.
Additionally, Team Up works to connect communities impacted by bullying with
national and local resources and bullying solutions. Even Lady Gaga’s “Born This Way
Foundation” (BTWF) works on a model of bullying abstinence although it incorporates
recuperative components of diversity acceptance, visibility, and individualism.
Importantly, BTWF also advocates for a safe online environment where youth can be part
of a celebratory community, presents tools to teach people to be an advocate, and offers
an opportunities for local communities to get involved.
While national campaigns often receive media support or exposure, many grassroots organizations are taking to social networks to spread their messages of kindness.
For these advocacy groups, the Internet is giving a voice to marginalized populations.
The Experience Project, discussed in Chapter 5, collects stories about life experiences
and shares them as an opportunity to explore the lives and trials of other people. Small
local Facebook groups, including “Don’t be a Bully, Be a Buddy,” 93 encourage students
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to be a buddy, to be safe, and to be nice to everyone, while “Be The Change, Don’t Be a
Bully” 94 is an advocacy page where students who are bullied can write about their
experiences while also receiving inspirational quotes on kindness, friendship, and selfesteem.
Abstinence-only anti-bullying campaigns follow a similar pattern of failing
abstinence-only sex education programs. By ignoring or devaluing the social/physical
mechanism that makes sex or bullying pleasurable or deemed necessary, abstinence-only
education programs fail to accurately represent the institutional and social embeddedness
of power, dominance, and desire. According to Leftaction.com, states that advocated
abstinence-only sex education had increases in the number of teenage pregnancies 95
(Boonstra, 2010). A study conducted by Pamela Kohler at the University of Washington
found “no evidence to suggest that abstinence-only education decreased the likelihood of
ever having sex or getting pregnant” 96 (Toledo, 2011). Additionally, 23% of females and
28% of males who participate in programs that encourage abstinence as the best practice
also leave out instructions on birth control methods, use incorrect, misleading, or partial
information (Boonstra, 2010; Kaye, et al., 2009). Rather than negating students’ desire
for sexual pleasure, abstinence-only anti-bullying campaigns negate social pleasures
found in dominance behaviors (Gresle-Favier, 2010).
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Of the programs reviewed for this paper, only the KiVa program was designed to
address bullying as social process that increases social presence, although the authors
recognize bullying is a group process in which “the bully behaves aggressively to attain a
higher peer-group status and is continually reinforced by the apathy/encouragement of
onlookers” (Salmivalli et al., 2010; Williford, et al., 2011, p. 290). Although this
program was targeted toward students in Grades 4-6, the KiVa program’s design
educated students on the “importance of peer involvement in stopping bullying as well as
specific behavioral strategies to defend victims in such circumstances” (p. 291). Using
this lens, successful bullying is still predicated on repeated horizontal hostilities
witnessed by bystanders; however, bullying can also be stopped by empowering
bystanders to maintain an active role in creating a positive school community. The KiVa
program used class discussions, group work, films, role-playing trainings, and computer
games to educate students on bullying. Additionally, when a student is bullied, both the
bully and the victim are counseled by a KiVa-trained staff member and their teacher.
This counseling session works to resolve the issue behind the bullying behavior but also
allows the victim to identify classmates and friends who are then “challenged to provide
support for the victim” (p. 291). The success of the KiVa program is evident as
participants experienced a reduction in classroom victimization, a reduction in social
anxiety, and a reduction in distrust of peers.
It is often difficult for educators to identify bullying behaviors and to intervene in
an effective manner. Several recent studies and articles address the inefficiency of

247

educators in recognizing bullying, assessing the steps to eradicate the problem, and how
to intercede on behalf of students (Strohmeier and Noam, 2012). Alsaker and
Valkanoveer (2012) found that elementary school educators who participated in the
Bernese Program against Victimization in Kindergarten and Elementary School showed
changes in attitude about bullying and perceptional increases in their ability as educators
to cope with bullying. Roland and Midthassel (2012) identified how Zero, an antibullying program in Norwegian schools, worked with educators to reduce student
bullying through identification and cessation and to prevent bullying altogether.
Educators, students, and parents participated in a 16-month program to develop bullying
awareness and ability to address bullying. Other studies with similar findings indicate
that teacher competencies in identifying and eradicating bullying increase with
formalized training (Scheithauer et al., 2012; Strohmeier et al., 2012). Like these other
programs Ahtola et al. (2012) identified the effects of the KiVa programs on teachers; by
including them in the process of dismantling bullying behaviors in the classroom, they
too are becoming an integral component of an anti-bullying climate in school. The antibullying interaction between students and teachers increased the teacher’s self-efficacy at
addressing bullying behaviors. By subverting student distrust of the ability of educators
to stop bullying, the social order of schools is also challenged (Craig, Peplar, & Atlas,
2000).
One remaining issue with anti-bullying programs is the translation of the “Be
Kind” narrative found in elementary school programs to more advanced programming for

248

junior high and high school students. I propose utilizing a three-pronged approach,
focusing on kindness and empathy in elementary school, resiliency to bullying and social
pressures in junior high school, and social justice advocacy in high school.
Empathy development research finds that to understand pain, one must experience
pain firsthand (Nordgren et al. 2011). Nordgren’s work identified two types of empathy
gaps: intrapersonal and interpersonal. For the testing of interpersonal empathy gaps,
subjects were partnered. One of the pair was exposed to an induced pain stimuli; the
partner who did not experience pain severely underestimated the severity of the pain
experienced by their partners. For the testing of intrapersonal empathy gaps, subjects
were asked to measure their mood after participating in a painful event. A week later, the
subjects were again asked to measure their initial reaction to the pain stimuli. The
participants again underestimated the severity of pain they felt a week prior. The
conclusion is that people underestimate pain in both interpersonal and intrapersonal
events: the more immediate the pain, the more accurate the reporting.
For bullying practices, this suggests students do not accurately remember the
impact of bullying experiences. By teaching students empathy, this practice would
increase their responsiveness to peer-to-peer violence. For educators participating in my
study, who largely have not experienced offline bullying in the last six months (95%),
Nordgren’s work indicates educators are less able to accurately assess the severity of
bullying students experience. Therefore, educators in K-12 programs should also
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undergo a formalized empathy training course to increase their understanding of bullying
and how it affects their students.
Methods found in the KiVa study encourage students to find social advocates, to
build a community of friends to resist bullying pressures, and to identify the root of
bullying behavior—to understand the motivations of bullies. KiVa encourages the
development of fellow feeling to combat social harassment, effectively how to be kind,
empathetic, and forgiving as methods of empowerment and personal identity
development for K-6th graders. Educator guides detailing how to help students make the
transition from elementary school to junior high emphasize problem-solving, club or
student government involvement, and the development of social skills, i.e. making
friends, maintaining that stable friend groups make for more successful junior high
students (Neisen, 2004).
For students in junior high school, personal identities have settled into the process
of identifying a larger social identity. As such, developing a personal resiliency is
paramount to adjusting to the new academic and social rigors of junior high school. The
Resilience Guide for Parents and Teachers, published by the American Psychological
Association (2011) recommends that parents reinforce empathetic practices to assure
children that they can have a positive impact on the community and on their family, and
effectively encouraging kids to change the world around them. The empathy training
found in elementary school is carried over to developing a social connectivity to
additional resources, so that junior high school students can feel in control and confident
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in their social roles. This resiliency is described as a “positive developmental outcome”
even in the face of adversity (Woolley and Bowen, 2007, p. 93). Junior high school is
marked as a developmentally significant transition point because academic achievement
is often challenged by peer groups, social acceptance, and social identity formation
(Alspaugh, 1998). Supportive adults—either teachers, parents, or mentors—can build
intrinsic and extrinsic resiliency in overly stressed, risk-exposed youth (Donnon and
Hammond, 2007). Cunningham et al. (2010) surveyed junior high school students for
their opinions on creating a safe space and bullying prevention; students suggested a
multi-strategic solution that included behavior modification, prevention skill
development, employing empathetic advocacy, and a stringent consequence guide.
Finally, for high school students with a predicted increase in empathy and strong
intrinsic and extrinsic resiliencies, intervening in bullying behavior follows both
preventative and recuperative models by actively diffusing bullying situations, not
participating in the silent approval communicated by bystander behaviors, and supporting
the victim publically or privately. I recommend the implementation of a district-wide
survey evaluating current anti-bullying practices and enlisting students to define solutions
based on their cultural experiences—as evident from the work conducted at junior high
schools, student certainly have suggestions and solutions that are as relevant as solutions
proposed by educators, academics, and parents. Beginning with an incoming class of
freshmen, these students would create strategies for bullying prevention based on school
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and district policies that recognize bullying and have strict rules and guidelines in place
to discipline students using harassment as a method for social control.
6.4 Institutional Policy Shifts
These social orders represent a divide between student populations who navigate
the intricate cultures of high school social groups and figures of authority who identify a
problem with social stratification and bullying. This gap is also maintained by the
institutional inequalities and discrepancies in social and digital literacies. Students speak
fluent “student,” but their expectations of behavior do not match what parents/guardians,
teachers, and administrators require. Likewise, authority figures have a more complex
understanding of larger social expectations and are charged with teaching students to
learn to speak “adult.” This disconnectin experiences is also present in the level of digital
literacy each group maintains. While there is a range in each demographic as to their
sophistication of digital skills, identifying the disjuncture in their perceptions of skill
level is an important component for identifying how technology is used to facilitate
bullying.
For schools, disciplinary practices designed to limit risk and risky behaviors are
unusable in digital spaces as most policies have not been expanded to cover the
limitlessness of the digital realm. For example, the victim of the recent Stubenville rape
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case was victimized again when two teenage girls made threats against her online. 97
These girls were legally prosecuted for intimidating a witness and menacing, which were
dismissed in favor of a misdemeanor for telecommunication harassment. The school
district may or may not have been able to hold these teenagers accountable due to
loopholes in national bullying policy. To combat the prevalence of bullying, 46 states
have established anti-bullying laws. Unfortunately, cyberbullying is largely excluded
from these policies. Several states have expanded their anti-bullying laws to include
“electronic communications” (New Jersey), any actions digital or otherwise that
“substantially interfere” with educational practices (Oregon), bullying actions that do not
“originate or take place” on school campus (Arkansas). Other states have implemented
bullying taskforces (Missouri) or specific policies to punish bullies (Idaho, Iowa),
increased fines for cyberbullying offences (Vermont), and systems for investigating
claims of cyberbullying (New York). Currently Arizona State law prohibits harassment,
intimidation, or bullying taking place on school property, including campus grounds,
school-related transportation zones, and school sponsored events. Arizona law does not
include cyberbullying under the mandates of HB2368.
Strategies to rectify this digital bullying gap involve four educational populations
including students, teachers, parents/guardians, and administrators. By sharing
responsibility in policy redesign, training sessions, and plans for corrective discipline,
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Huffington Post Coverage of the Stubenville Rape Case. Accessed July 1, 2013 at
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/news/steubenville-rape-case.
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these educational populations create more effective and manageable tactics for handling
bullying (Psunder, 2007). While shared governance between teachers and administrators
is often identified as a solution for increasing student achievement, supporting students in
leadership roles is also a deterrent for bullying (Louis, Dretzke, & Wahlstrom, 2010). As
student responsibility increases, so does their efficacy in defining their own experiences,
appropriate behaviors, and social expectations as they enact legal, ethical, responsible,
safe, and advantageous online community practices (Greenhow & Robelia, 2009).
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CHAPTER 7: EPILOGUE
The concluding practices for participatory action research include a presentation
of findings to the subjects of this study. As such, this section includes a brief report on a
meeting with the Assistant Superintendent for the Marana Unified School District
(MUSD) to discuss the outcomes of this project and suggestions for digital media
policies, bullying policies, and preventative anti-bullying programs. The Assistant
Superintendent and I met in June 2013 for a conversation about this research, my
findings, and what changes were made to the district’s behavioral policies since I first
presented MUSD with the findings from this project.
In August 2012, the Governing Board for MUSD approved a new policy entitled
Staff Use of Digital Communications and Electronic Devices. This document establishes
parameters for educators and staff on the use of social media (including but not limited to
blogs, social networks, posting boards, instant messaging applications, and email), and
electronic devices (including but not limited to mobile phones and smart phones). This
policy clarifies that educators and staff are responsible for the content they post on “any
form of technology through any form of communication” (p. 1). Educators and staff must
maintain educationally approved accounts separate from their personal accounts on any
of these technologies. For example, an educator may have their personal account on
Facebook but they may not friend their students on that account; educators must have an
account earmarked for educational purposes. Additionally, educators and staff are
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responsible for reporting misuse or suspected misuse of these technologies and maintain
applicable records management strategies.
Jointly, the document entitled MUSD Guidelines: Use of Electronic
Communications and Electronic Devices establishes a process by which educators can
apply for an account on a public social media network while ensuring the legal
protections necessary for the District and for the employee. The application process
requires the employee to submit a Social Media/Networking Request Form. This added
layer of protection documents the purpose, objective, audience, and implementation
practices of the social media account holder. The MUSD Guidelines: Use of Electronic
Communications and Electronic Devices requires that the Principal or Associate Principal
“friend” the account holder, thus marking the account as an academic and transparent
educational tool. Employees who have educational accounts are also required to follow
mandatory reporting procedures for any dangerous or inappropriate behaviors the witness
online. Finally, the posting of any confidential, privileged, or identifying information is
prohibited. Educators or staff who violate these rules may be subject to disciplinary
action. MUSD offers a short facts-sheet entitled Social Media/Networking Questions and
Answers to answer seven of the most often asked questions regarding social media and
networking practices. These questions include:
•

Who will authorize and monitor social media sites.

•

How does this impact my personal Facebook page?

•

Can my PTO have a Facebook page connected to the school email account?
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•

Do we need current pages removed?

•

How does this apply to former students after graduation?

•

Some school employees are personal friends with other employees or with
parents. Can they continue to be friends on their personal Facebook pages?

•

Can I link my social media site to the school’s website?

Together, these four documents establish a set of parameters to best reduce risk
associated with social networks used in an educational context.
Historically, students in the Marana Unified School District were subject to the
Comprehensive Student Discipline Policy (2010) which read:
When a student, either alone or in concert with others, uses superior strength,
power, influence or advantage deliberately to inflict physical, emotional, or verbal
abuse on another student. Bullying includes explicit or implied threats of bodily
harm, weapon possession, extortion, repeated insults and/or teasing, assault, social
ostracism, sexual harassment and intimidation (p. 23).
Student disciplinary consequences ranged from detentions to expulsion depending on the
severity of the bullying act. Unfortunately, the 2010 policy did not include a component
addressing bullying conducted off campus or in a digital space. Administrators reported
that new laws were being generated that would address on-campus bullying through
social network technologies but again, when I was collecting data for this project these
proposed laws only addressed bullying enacted on school properties or at school events.
In 2013, the Arizona School Board Association approved a new Student
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Violence/Harassment/Intimidation/Bullying Policy that rectified several of the
shortcomings of the Comprehensive Student Discipline Policy and several of the concerns
voiced by the educators and staff who participated in this study. First, the School Board
provided clear definitions for behaviors associated with bullying, cyberbullying,
harassment, and intimidation. Second, students are protected by this policy outside of the
school and the school day if any of the aforementioned bullying behaviors result in a
“substantial physical, mental, or emotional negative effect on the victim while on school
grounds, school property, school buses, at school bus stops, or at school sponsored events
and activities, or when such act(s) interfere with the authority of the school system to
maintain order” (p. 2). This document dictates the procedural requirements for reporting
bullying behaviors, provides the Student Violence/Harassment/Intimidation/Bullying
Complaint Form , and supplies a version appropriate for use in the MUSD Student
Handbook .
Finally, changes were made to the Procedures for Implementation of Policy JICK
(Student Violence/Harassment/Intimidation/Bullying Policy). Once an employee is
verbally notified of an alleged bullying incident by a student, a staff member, the
student’s parents, or other students they first must determine if the situation qualifies as a
mandatory reporting case. If the alleged incident qualifies for mandatory reporting the
educator must first follow mandatory reporting procedures. If the alleged incident does
not qualify, the employee must complete a Student
Violence/Harassment/Intimidation/Bullying Staff Complaint Form and submit that form
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to the principal within one school day of the incident. The employee gives the student a
copy of the Student Rights/Protections/Support Services document and notifies the parent
of the report. The incident is investigated, law enforcement is notified as appropriate,
and discipline is administered as necessary. Both the victim and the victim’s parents are
notified of the results of the investigation and a file is established with copies of all
pertinent documentation.
These procedures represent significant changes to the district’s behavioral policies
and address many of the systemic fail-points of the previous behavioral guidelines.
However, as a preventative project, I offer four suggests for the Marana Unified School
District to change the educational atmosphere and social acceptance of bullying
behaviors. First, I recommend the implementation of a social program designed to
demystify bullying practices as a form of social control and peer-to-peer advocacy as
modeled by the KiVA program (Salmivalli et al., 2010; Williford, 2012). Second, I
recommend the development of a teacher and staff anti-bullying program that focuses on
disrupting the social structures on which bullying behaviors are maintained. Third, on a
district level I propose that a social media monitor be hired to patrol the digital
environment rather than delegating responsibility to educators. Finally, it is my
recommendation that the state of Arizona continue to develop a model policy that extends
past the current civil rights protections for race, ethnicity, national origin, color, sex, age,
disability, or religion and recognizes that the severe, pervasive, or persistent model
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applies to many forms of social harassment including horizontal hostilities and digital
communications.
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