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Abstract 

The present study used a unique measure of self-perceived gender typicality to better 

examine the association of gender with cyber victimization and perpetration. Participants 

were 297 adolescent males and females recruited from independent schools in grade 8 

(Mage = 13.8) and grade 10 (Mage = 15.8) who completed a self-report survey. Multiple 

regression analyses revealed that only for males, high other-gender typicality and low same-

gender typicality were associated with high cyber victimization, but when same-gender 

typicality was high there was no association. Independent associations of same- and other-

gender typicality with cyber perpetration were present only for males. Findings highlight that 

the importance of considering same- and other-gender typicality for adolescent boys’ 

engagement in cyberbullying. 

Keywords: gender differences; gender typicality; cyberbullying; adolescence; victimization; 

perpetrators 
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Over and Above Gender Differences in Cyberbullying: Relationship of Gender 

Typicality to Cyber Victimization and Perpetration in Adolescents 

Cyberbullying among adolescents is of increasing concern with research typically 

reporting around 13 to 70% of youth have experienced cyberbullying, with prevalence rates 

peaking in grades seven to ten (Aboujaoude et al., 2015; Zych et al., 2015). Cyberbullying is 

commonly defined as “an aggressive, intentional act carried out by a group or individual, 

using electronic forms of contact, repeatedly and over time against a victim who cannot 

easily defend him or herself” (Smith et al., 2008, p. 376). Given the detrimental outcomes 

experienced by both victims and perpetrators of cyberbullying (Kowalski et al., 2019), 

identifying factors related to cyberbullying victimization and perpetration is crucial for 

informing intervention efforts. One factor frequently explored is gender. While gender 

differences in prevalence of cyber victimization and perpetration are commonly examined in 

research on cyberbullying (e.g. Bussey et al., 2015; Huang & Chou, 2010; Li, 2016), findings 

have been mixed for both cyber victimization and perpetration. 

When examining rates of cyber perpetration, some studies found that males engage in 

more cyber perpetration than females (Huang & Chou, 2010; Li, 2006), whereas others have 

shown no differences (Keener et al., 2017; Kowalski et al., 2014; Smith et al., 2008). 

Similarly for cyber victimization, some studies report that females experience higher rates of 

cyber victimization than males (Bussey et al., 2015), while others report more frequent 

victimization among males (Huang & Chou, 2010), and still others have found no gender 

differences (Li, 2006). A meta-analysis of gender differences in cyber victimization indicated 

that across the literature females were more likely than males to experience cyber 

victimization, but also showed that gender differences in cyber victimization varied across 

global regions (Sun & Fan, 2018).  
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One of the main limitations of this line of gender-focused research has been the 

emphasis on comparing prevalence between males and females without closer examination of 

other within gender related factors, a limitation first noted by Navarro (2016). Research 

which compared males and females on a binary basis has been critiqued for minimizing the 

complexity of gender related differences (Schellenberg & Kaiser, 2018). Schellenberg and 

Kaiser (2018) observed that the categories of male and female are often reified as 

independent, unidimensional groups. In this reification, the categories of male and female are 

used as comparison or control variables and inferences are then made whereby any observed 

differences are interpreted as the result of inherent differences between the two groups. 

Extending beyond this unidimensional approach, Navarro (2016) has examined the 

associations of gender identity cognitions with cyber perpetration and cyber victimization. 

Specifically, the associations of cyber perpetration and victimization with the components of 

gender identity described by the multidimensional model of gender identity.  

The multidimensional model of gender identity was first proposed by Egan and Perry 

(2001) as a response to growing evidence that engagement with masculine or feminine traits 

is conceptually and empirically distinct from how individuals understand their intrinsic sense 

of gender identity (Egan & Perry, 2001; Spence, 1993). The model identifies four key 

components of gender identity that interact to inform cognition, behavior and outcomes: a) 

self-categorization; b) gender typicality; c) felt pressure for gendered behavior; and d) 

intergroup bias (Jackson & Bussey, 2020; Pauletti et al., 2017; Perry et al., 2019). Gender 

typicality is defined as one’s self-perceived similarity to members of one’s own gender 

category. Typicality is assessed across various domains such as behavior, interests and 

personality, asking participants the extent to which their interests or behaviors are typical of 

those of other males and females. Gender typicality has been commonly used as an indicator 

of participant’s conformity to gender congruent attributes and traits. 
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Since this approach to assessing gender typicality was first proposed, it has been 

widely researched and subsequently extended to measure both self-perceived similarity to 

those of the same gender as well as similarity to those of the other gender (Andrews et al., 

2019; Martin et al., 2017; Pauletti et al., 2017). For example, girls reported their perceived 

similarity to male peers (other-gender typicality) which was distinct and not necessarily the 

inverse of their perceived similarity to female peers (same-gender typicality). Importantly, it 

has been shown that individuals have an independent view of both their same-gender 

typicality and their other-gender typicality, allowing different styles of gender non-

conformity to be described (Martin et al., 2017). For instance, a girl might see herself as 

similar to boys (i.e. high other-gender typicality) as well as similar to other girls (i.e. high 

same-gender typicality), and thus could be described as androgynous. This compares to girls 

who see themselves as similar to boys (i.e. high other-gender typicality) but dissimilar to 

other girls (i.e. low same-gender typicality), and thus could be regarded as more gender 

atypical than androgynous individuals. Thus, the aim of the present study was to explore the 

relationship of same- and other-gender typicality with cyber victimization and perpetration in 

order to demonstrate how the use of these novel measures can shed further light on gender 

differences in cyberbullying. 

Gender Typicality and Bullying 

Existing literature has theorized that children and adolescents who are gender atypical 

compared to peers are more likely to experience traditional and cyber victimization (Toomey 

et al., 2010). Indeed, research on the multidimensional model has shown high same-gender 

typicality to be a consistent predictor of lower victimization (Drury et al., 2013; Jewell, 2015; 

Navarro, 2016; Navarro et al., 2016). To date, only one study has examined the association of 

other-gender typicality with traditional victimization (Zosuls et al., 2016). In a sample of 

children, other-gender typicality was found to be associated with higher victimization, but 
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only for girls. The lack of an effect for other-gender typicality for boys reported in that study 

may have been due to a focus on exclusion which is a relational form of bullying more 

common with girls (Chester et al., 2017).  

In addition to the individual effects of same- and other-gender typicality, studies on 

gender typicality outside of bullying research have found interactive effects of same- and 

other-gender typicality (Jackson & Bussey, 2020; Pauletti et al., 2017). Some findings 

suggest that high same-gender typicality may protect individuals from negative outcomes 

associated with other-gender typicality; Pauletti et al. (2017) found that participants scoring 

high on same-gender typicality and high on other-gender typicality displayed the least 

internalizing problems. That is, boys who were highly female typical were protected from the 

negative outcomes usually associated with high other-gender typicality when they were also 

highly male typical. Despite evidence showing a protective influence of same-gender 

typicality, other-gender typicality these interactive effects for either traditional or cyber 

victimization have yet to be investigated. Research suggests that among adolescents who are 

highly other-gender typical, those with high same-gender typicality may experience less 

victimization than those with low same-gender typicality due to the protective nature of high 

same-gender typicality. However, this possibility has not yet been investigated. Hence, a 

further aim of this study is to examine the interactive effects of same- and other-gender 

typicality with cyber victimization.  

For perpetration of bullying, research suggests that gender atypicality is associated 

with perpetration (Navarro, 2016). In research on traditional bullying Pauletti et al. (2014) 

have suggested that individuals who are insecure in their gender identity are more likely to 

bully other non-conforming peers due to their own gender related frustration. In their study, 

participants with low same-gender typicality who also reported low self-esteem or high felt 

pressure for gender conformity displayed higher traditional bullying perpetration (Pauletti et 
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al., 2014). Similarly, Navarro (2016) examined factors associated with cyber perpetration and 

found that higher contentedness with one’s gender was associated with lower odds of cyber 

perpetration, as was higher engagement with stereotypical masculine traits. However, no 

studies have yet investigated the association of either other-gender typicality with traditional 

or cyber perpetration or the interactive effects of same- and other-gender typicality with 

perpetration.  

Alongside the interactive effects of same- and other-gender typicality on cyber 

victimization and perpetration, the relationship of gender typicality to cyberbullying may 

differ between males and females. Regarding victimization, adolescent males often face 

greater victimization as a result of their gender non-conformity than adolescent females 

(Toomey et al., 2010), and this difference may make the protective nature of same-gender 

typicality more pronounced in adolescent males than females. Regarding perpetration, no 

differences between males and females in the association of gender typicality and 

perpetration have been reported. Pauletti et al. (2014) noted that, contrary to expectations, 

female and male children did not differ in the relationship of same-gender typicality with 

perpetration, as research suggests that males more strongly sanction gender non-conforming 

behavior in others compared to females. It may be that moderation with gender is more likely 

to emerge with other-gender typicality than same-gender typicality as the expression of other 

gender conduct is evaluated more negatively for males than for females (Messerschmidt, 

2012). 

The Present Study 

To address the gaps in the literature, mainly the lack of studies investigating both 

same- and other-gender typicality, the central aim of the present study was to examine the 

interactive effect of same- and other-gender typicality on the associations with cyber 

victimization and cyber perpetration among adolescents. The literature reviewed above 
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showed that higher other-gender typicality was associated with greater bullying perpetration 

and victimization. It further showed that higher levels of same-gender typicality have 

attenuated the negative outcomes which are otherwise related to high other-gender typicality. 

Specifically, higher same-gender typicality has been associated with lower negative 

outcomes. Thus, same-gender typicality was expected to have such an attenuating effect for 

both cyber perpetration and victimization. The first hypothesis was therefore proposed with 

an attenuating effect of same-gender typicality on other-gender typicality on both cyber 

victimization and perpetration: 

H1: Same-gender typicality was expected to moderate the positive association 

between other-gender typicality and (a) cyber victimization and (b) cyber perpetration 

whereby the association would be weaker at higher levels of same-gender typicality than at 

lower levels of same-gender typicality. 

A second hypothesis was also proposed as participant gender has been found to be a 

moderating factor in research on gender typicality (Pauletti et al., 2017), with larger effects 

expected for boys than for girls when considering gender nonconformity. Thus, it was 

hypothesized that participant gender would be a moderating factor: 

H2: The interactive effects of same- and other-gender typicality for (a) cyber 

victimization and (b) cyber perpetration were expected to be further moderated by participant 

gender such that the attenuating influence of same-gender typicality was expected to be 

stronger for adolescent males than for females. 

Method 

Participants 

Independent schools were chosen as targets for recruitment as they comprised 20% of 

all secondary students in Australia in 2019 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2019), with 

demographics reflective of the general population. High schools which were independent, co-
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educational, and located in Sydney and the surrounding areas, Australia, were identified from 

lists of independent schools in the specified location. Approximately 60 schools were initially 

contacted via phone or email to gauge potential interest in participation, with a final 12 

schools agreeing to participate. Reasons for non-participation included lack of time, existing 

research participation, and school policy. All eligible classrooms (Grades 8 and 10) in each 

consenting school participated. Schools were contacted over the period of two months at the 

commencement of the school year, with data collection occurring over approximately the 

following three months. The present study was part of a larger project and a prospective 

power analysis was not conducted for this part of the study. However, a retrospective power 

analysis revealed power to be sufficient at >.9 for both analyses reported here. 

Following recruitment, 297 students participated in the current study. The sample 

comprised 197 Grade 8 students (115 female, Mage = 13.8, SD = .43) and 100 Grade 10 

students (50 female, Mage = 15.8, SD = .35). Students were given the opportunity to select all 

ethnicities which applied to them, with 73.5% identifying as Anglo-Celtic, 20.5% as 

European, 7.4% as East/Southeast Asian, 5.4% as Aboriginal/Torres Strait Islander, 4.0% as 

Middle Eastern, 3.7% as South Asian, and 1.3% as Pacific Islander. Five students selected 

“other”. 

Measures  

Gender Typicality  

The scale used in the present study was adapted from Jewell (2015), with each item 

repeated to measure participants’ typicality of both male and female adolescents. Items 

required participants to rate the accuracy of statements such as “I fit in with boys” and “I fit 

in with girls” on a 4-point scale (0 = Definitely not true for me to 3 = Definitely true for me). 

Five items related to boys and five to girls for a total of ten items. Coding of the items 

followed the dual approach used by Martin et. al. (2017) wherein items relating to “girls” 
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were coded as same gender for female participants and other gender for male participants, 

and items relating to “boys” coded as other gender for female participants and same gender 

for male participants. Items were then summed within the subscales of same-gender typicality 

and other-gender typicality for a total score (with a possible range of 0 – 15) and higher 

scores indicating greater self-perceived gender typicality. Internal consistency in the present 

study was good, with Cronbach’s alphas of .87 (females) and .89 (males) for same-gender 

typicality with alphas of .83 (females) and .82 (males) for other-gender typicality. 

Cyberbullying Questionnaire (CBQ-R)  

To assess participants’ cyberbullying victimization and perpetration a revised version 

of the Cyberbullying Questionnaire was used (Gámez-Guadix et al., 2014). The questionnaire 

consisted of two subscales: a perpetration scale and a victimization scale. The victimization 

subscale consisted of 9 items (e.g., I have received threatening or insulting messages) and 

required participants to rate how frequently they experienced each behavior on a 6-point 

Likert scale in the previous school term (1 = It hasn't happened at all and 6 = Many times a 

week). The perpetration subscale consisted of 14 items (e.g., I posted links of humiliating 

images for other people to see) and required participants to rate how frequently they 

performed each behavior on a 6-point Likert scale in the previous school term (1 = It hasn't 

happened at all and 6 = Many times a week). Scores for each subscale were calculated by 

summing participants’ responses with high scores indicating frequent cyber 

victimization/perpetration. The scale has demonstrated good internal consistency and validity 

previously (Gámez-Guadix et al., 2014; Trompeter et al., 2018). Both subscales demonstrated 

good internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .90 (victimization) and .97 

(perpetration) in the present study. 
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Procedure  

The present study was approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of the 

authors’ University, and included measures not considered in this study. Prior to testing, 

permission from school principals or administration was sought to approve their school’s 

participation. Following school approval, parents were provided with information regarding 

the study and provided written consent for their child’s participation.  On the day of testing, 

informed assent was gained from participants before testing commenced. Students completed 

the survey either online through the website Qualtrics or on a paper version. Completion took 

between 20 and 40 minutes. Students who completed a paper version of the survey were 

supervised by a researcher, and those who completed the online version were given unique 

login codes, to ensure that only students for whom parental consent had been obtained were 

given the opportunity to participate. Participants were randomly allocated to one of two 

versions of the survey that were constructed to counterbalance presentation of scales. At the 

completion of the survey, students were given the opportunity to request to see their school 

counsellor if they had experienced distress and fourteen participants requested this service.  

Data Management  

A total of 317 students participated in testing, however 20 were removed as they had 

completed <80% of the measures. The proportion of missing data was 3 – 5% and was 

estimated using the Expectation Maximization method due to the advantage of non-random 

estimation (Allison, 2001). All data management and analyses were carried out using IBM 

Statistics Package for Social Science (SPSS) version 25.  

Results 

Data Analytic Strategy 

Prior to analyses, the potential clustering effect of school was tested by entering 

school as a random factor in a mixed model with all variables of interest. The effect was non-
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significant and thus subsequent analyses did not control for school. Descriptive analyses were 

then conducted, presented in Table 1. To test the hypotheses, two stepwise regression models 

were then conducted to analyze hypotheses which involved cyber victimization and 

perpetration as the two separate dependent variables. The two-way interactions and the three-

way interaction between participant gender, same-gender typicality, and other-gender 

typicality were examined in light of the hypotheses. The regression for cyber victimization as 

the dependent variable is presented first, and the regression for cyber perpetration is present 

second. Assumptions were tested prior to analysis and the assumption of normality was 

violated; thus bootstrapping was performed. Follow-up analyses of significant interactions 

were conducted through SPSS PROCESS. To probe interactions, pick-a-point analysis was 

conducted (Preacher et al., 2006). 

Cyber Victimization 

To test the relationship of same- and other-gender typicality with cyber victimization, 

a stepwise regression was conducted, reported in Table 2a. Cyber victimization was the 

dependent variable and in step age was entered as a control as age has previously been linked 

to cyber victimization and perpetration (Aboujaoude et al., 2015). The main effects of 

participant gender, same-gender typicality, and other-gender typicality were then entered in 

step two. Two-way interactions between participant gender, same-gender typicality, and 

other-gender typicality were entered in step three. In the final step the three-way interaction 

of participant gender, same-gender typicality, and other-gender typicality was entered. It can 

be seen in step two, the main effects of same-gender typicality (b = -.36, p = .011), other-

gender typicality (b = .33, p = .019), and participant gender (b = 2.33, p = .012) were 

significant. Specifically, adolescent males reported significantly higher cyber victimization 

than did females when controlling for gender typicality and grade. The other main effects 

revealed that higher same-gender typicality was associated with less cyber victimization and 
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higher other-gender typicality was associated with more cyber victimization. These main 

effects were qualified by two significant two-way interactions in step four; participant gender 

and other-gender typicality (b = .47, p = .025); and same- and other-gender typicality (b = -

.07, p = .046). Moreover, the main effects of same-gender typicality and participant gender 

were non-significant following the addition of the interactions suggesting they were driven by 

the interaction.  

Results of the final step revealed, as predicted, a significant three-way interaction of 

participant gender, same-gender typicality, and other-gender typicality (b = -.14 p = .010) 

which further qualified effects. Following the addition of this effect, only the interaction of 

participant gender and other-gender typicality remained significant. The three-way interaction 

was investigated using SPSS PROCESS with bootstrapping. Pick-a-point analysis, wherein 

the association of other-gender typicality and cyber victimization was examined for male and 

female participants at +/- 1 standard deviation from the mean of same-gender typicality, are 

visualized in Figure 1. Findings indicated that for adolescent females, the association of 

other-gender typicality and cyber victimization was non-significant at all levels of same-

gender typicality; at one SD below the mean b = .08, p = .531; at the mean b = .09, p = .347; 

and at one SD above the mean b = .11, p = .430. For males, at one SD below the mean of 

same-gender typicality, higher other-gender typicality was significantly associated with 

higher cyber victimization (b = 1.02, p < .001). Then, at the mean of same-gender typicality, 

higher other-gender typicality was significantly associated with higher cyber victimization (b 

= .50, p < .001). Finally, at one standard deviation above the mean of same-gender typicality 

the association of other-gender typicality and cyber victimization was non-significant (b = -

.01, p = .899).  
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Cyber Perpetration 

To test the association of same- and other-gender typicality with cyber perpetration, 

the same regression analysis was conducted as for cyber victimization, but with cyber 

perpetration as the dependent variable, reported in Table 2b. As shown in step two, only one 

main effect of interest was significant, that of participant gender (b = 3.32, p = .048). 

Specifically, males reported higher cyber perpetration than females, controlling for age and 

gender typicality. 

Step three indicated that the two-way interactions were not significant and step four 

indicated the three-way interaction of participant gender, same-gender typicality and other-

gender typicality was not significant. However, while the three-way interaction of participant 

gender, same-gender typicality and other-gender typicality was non-significant, step four 

showed that once accounting for this interaction, the interactions of participant gender with 

each same-gender typicality and other-gender typicality were significant. Interpretation of the 

two-way interactions present in step four was undertaken as step four showed a significant 

increase in R-square (R2 change = .06), indicating a potential suppression effect. 

The two significant two-way interactions were investigated using SPSS PROCESS 

with bootstrapping. Pick-a-point analysis, wherein the association of gender typicality to 

cyber perpetration was examined at +/- 1 standard deviation from the mean for male and 

female participants, are visualized in Figure 2. Findings indicated that for same-gender 

typicality, there was a significant association of same-gender typicality and cyber 

perpetration for adolescent males (b = .38, p = .042), but not for females (b = -.14, p = .392). 

Specifically, for adolescent males higher same-gender typicality was associated with higher 

cyber perpetration. For other-gender typicality, there was a significant association of other-

gender typicality and cyber perpetration for adolescent males (b = 3.03, p < .001), but not for 
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females (b = .02, p = .957). Specifically, for males, higher levels of other-gender typicality 

were associated with higher cyber perpetration.  

Discussion 

The present study aimed to examine the interactive effect of same- and other-gender 

typicality on the associations with cyber victimization and cyber perpetration among 

adolescents. The examination of gender typicality built on work by Navarro (2016) who 

suggested that specific measures of gender related cognitions would shed further light on 

gender differences present in cyberbullying literature. For cyber victimization, the presence 

of an interactive effect of same- and other-gender typicality for adolescent males, but not 

females, in the present study indicates that gender related variables are an important factor for 

males when considering cyber victimization. Specifically, higher levels of cyber 

victimization were associated with gender atypicality; that is, other-gender typicality was 

associated with high cyber victimization particularly at low levels of same-gender typicality, 

but not significantly associated at high levels of same-gender typicality. For cyber 

perpetration, same- and other-gender typicality had independent associations with 

perpetration, again for adolescent males and not females; high levels of same- and other-

gender typicality were associated with higher cyber perpetration for males.  

Cyber Victimization in Males 

 Findings gave support for hypotheses in relation to cyber victimization as the 

interactive effect of same- and other-gender typicality was significant for adolescent males 

but not females. The interaction of same- and other-gender typicality suggests that high same-

gender typicality was an attenuating factor as at high levels of same-gender typicality there 

was no association of other-gender typicality and cyber victimization. These results are in 

line with previous research which has suggested that same-gender typicality has a protective 

influence for bullying (Drury et al., 2013) and negative psychosocial adjustment generally 
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(Pauletti et al., 2017). Adolescent males who reported low same-gender typicality and high 

other-gender typicality experienced the greatest level of cyber victimization, showing that 

cyber victimization is associated with gender atypicality which involves a dissimilarity to 

attributes of males alongside similarity to attributes of females.  

Research on masculinity reports that gender non-conforming males face harsh 

consequences from peers, commonly focused on the policing of feminine attributes 

(Messerschmidt, 2012; Oransky & Marecek, 2009). The indication from the present study 

that victimization due to engagement with other gender (i.e. feminine) attributes is reduced 

when adolescent males also are engaged with same gender (i.e. masculine) attributes may 

reflect changing gender roles related to gender non-conformity. Some societal change in the 

perceived appropriateness of men’s engagement with femininity has been evident (Falomir-

Pichastor et al., 2019), for example in greater care given to appearance and hair by men 

(Rosenmann et al., 2018). However, results from the present study indicate that adolescent 

males who do engage in feminine attributes may affirm strongly their masculine interests and 

attributes to protect them from the negative consequences of other-gender typicality. Indeed, 

Falomir-Pichastor et al. (2019) found that perceived men’s feminization increased men’s 

emphasis on the heterosexual norm; another aspect of masculinity. Little evidence is present 

to indicate whether the effect found in the present study is specific to online instances of 

bullying compared to traditional bullying, and future research could investigate more 

thoroughly how gender typicality relates to cyberbullying compared to traditional bullying. 

Cyber Perpetration in Males 

Contrary to hypotheses, there was no interactive effect of same- and other-gender 

typicality on cyber perpetration and no moderating effect of gender. Instead, participant 

gender moderated the independent associations of same- and other-gender typicality with 

cyber perpetration. As with cyber victimization, significant effects were evident for 
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adolescent males and not females, and both same- and other-gender typicality had positive 

associations with cyber perpetration. The presence of separate effects of same- and other-

gender typicality is contrary to research which reported that same-gender typicality had no 

association with cyber or traditional perpetration (Navarro, 2016; Navarro et al., 2016). 

However, Navarro (2016) did not include the interaction of gender with same-gender 

typicality, and thus may not have detected the effect in males that was evident in the present 

study.  

The separate associations of same- and other-gender typicality with cyber perpetration 

are of interest in the context of the lack of an interactive effect of same- and other-gender 

typicality as it indicates that for adolescent males each may impact cyber perpetration 

differently and independently. Adolescent males who reported high same-gender typicality 

may engage in more cyber perpetration due to their increased engagement with masculine 

attributes. It is been previously proposed that higher masculinity is connected with bullying 

due to higher endorsement of aggressive behaviors (Gini & Pozzoli, 2006) which is in line 

with results in the context of cyberbullying as high engagement with masculine traits was 

found to be related to higher odds of cyber perpetration (Navarro, 2016). Comparatively, 

adolescent males with higher other-gender typicality may engage in higher cyber perpetration 

in retaliation to their own cyber victimization. Research indicates that cyber victims are 

commonly also cyber perpetrators, and retaliation is hypothesized as a key reason for the high 

correlation between cyber victimization and perpetration due to the affordances of online 

interaction (Crosslin & Golman, 2014; König et al., 2010; Kowalski et al., 2014). A 

longitudinal examination of the pathway from gender atypicality to cyber victimization to 

perpetration would allow this relationship to be further investigated.   
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Cyber Victimization and Perpetration in Females 

While it was expected that the association of same- and other-gender typicality to 

cyber victimization and perpetration would be stronger for adolescent males than for females, 

the lack of any significant associations between gender typicality and either cyber 

victimization or perpetration for females is notable. Some research suggests that negative 

impacts associated with high other-gender typicality may not be as pronounced for females 

due to value of masculine attributes (Carver et al., 2003) as higher other-gender typicality 

allows females to engage in socially advantageous traits such as independence and 

assertiveness (Coyle et al., 2016). Additionally, gender typicality may not be as relevant to 

cyberbullying for adolescent females as for males, as other factors could have a greater 

impact on cyberbullying in females, for example weight status, self-esteem, or race/ethnicity 

(Kowalski et al., 2019; Puhl et al., 2013). Overall, the present study supports a large body of 

research showing that gender atypicality is not as strongly policed for females as for males 

(Coyle et al., 2016; Oransky & Marecek, 2009) particularly in cyber space. 

Strengths and Limitations  

The present study used a unique approach to investigate the relationship of gender and 

cyberbullying and was the first to examine the interactive effects of same- and other-gender 

typicality with cyber victimization and perpetration. The large sample of adolescents was a 

strength of the study, which was especially important given the power required to detect the 

high order interactions investigated. Another key strength was the measures used to assess 

cyber victimization and perpetration as they were previously validated (Gámez-Guadix et al., 

2014) and comprised multiple items which allowed assessment of various cyberbullying 

behaviors. 

However, two limitations warrant comment. First, the cross-sectional study design 

prevented causal inferences to be made about the relationship of cyberbullying and gender 
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typicality. Longitudinal research on the association of gender atypicality with cyberbullying 

is required, particularly to consider how individuals present themselves online to others who 

may not know them in other contexts. Second, the study was unable to identify participants 

who may have been transgender or otherwise gender diverse. As the study found that gender 

atypicality was related to victimization in adolescent males, it is unfortunate that such 

participants were unable to be included in analysis. Future research could recruit a sample 

which includes self-identified gender diverse participants to examine whether results in the 

present study are generalizable to such a population.  

Conclusion 

The present study provides a novel perspective on how gender is related to 

cyberbullying and gives unique insight into factors that contribute to cyber perpetration and 

victimization. Future research on cyberbullying should consider including a measure of 

gender typicality to more fully account for gender effects. The findings of this study have 

important implications for school-based programs which aim to decrease cyberbullying. Such 

programs could focus on strengthening individual’s security in their gender identity and 

providing all students with clear messages about the unacceptability of cyber perpetration 

based on a student’s gender typicality. There is also a role for the many witnesses of 

cyberbullying to stand up for those cyber bullied because of their gender atypicality. 

Importantly, the current study suggests that similar to traditional schoolyard bullying, 

adolescent boys who are gender atypical are at an increased risk of being targets of 

cyberbullying. Comparatively, gender typical boys who are prone to cyber perpetration need 

to learn that there are other ways to express masculinity than through aggression. Overall, this 

study emphasizes the role of gender typicality in cyberbullying and highlights the need for 

school-based interventions which address gender specific issues.  
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Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Study Variables 
 Male 

Adolescents 
Female 

Adolescents 
 

Actual 
 

Correlations 
Variables M (SD) M (SD) Range 1. 2. 3. 4. 
1. Cyber victimization 12.07a (6.32) 10.73a (3.52) 9 – 54  -- .68** -.18* .08 
2. Cyber perpetration 16.82b (9.00) 14.70b (3.84) 14 – 78  .85** -- -.08 .06 
3. Same-gender typicality 10.87 (3.75) 10.59 (3.21) 0 – 15  -.28** -.22** -- .04 
4. Other-gender typicality 4.33 (3.43) 6.87 (3.47) 0 – 15  .32** .33** .05 -- 
Note: Correlations for female participants are above diagonal of the correlation matrix; for males, below diagonal. a differ at p < .05. b differ at p 
<.001. *p <.05. **p <.001.  
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Table 2 
Regression Coefficients for (a) Cyber Victimization and (b) Cyber Perpetration 
 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4 
Predictors b β t  b β t  b β t  b β t 

(a) Cyber Victimization 
Age -.12 -.03 -.42  -.22 -.05 -.89  -.12 -.03 -.53  -.07 -.02 -.32 
Same-gender typicality     -.36 -.25 -4.46*  -.29 .24 2.16  -.23 -.17 -1.19 
Other-gender typicality     .33 .24 4.11*  .83 .67 4.44*  .04 .03 .16 
Participant gender     2.33 .24 3.94*  4.33 .49 2.53  3.08 -.40 -1.52 
Same-gender typicality x gender         -.44 -.61 -3.24  .37 .46 1.57 
Other-gender typicality x gender         .47 .32 3.37*  1.90 1.29 5.68* 
Same x other-gender typicality         -.07 -.72 -4.60*  .00 .04 .19 
Same x other-gender typicality x gender             -.14 -1.13 -4.67* 

F   .18    239.1**    243.9**    262.9** 
df   1    4    7    8 
dferror   295    292    289    288 
R2   .00    .13    .23    .28 
ΔR2   .00    .11**    .10**    .05** 

(b) Cyber Perpetration 
Age .03 .01 .09  -.16 -.03 -.49  -.02 -.01 -.09  .05 .01 .15 
Same-gender typicality     -.32 -.17 -3.04  -.64 .37 3.29  -.13 -.07 -.48 
Other-gender typicality     .42 .23 3.93  1.16 .68 4.60  .03 .01 .05 
Participant gender     3.32 .25 4.13*  6.63 .53 2.78  -5.18 -.42 -1.58 
Same-gender typicality x gender         -.70 -.69 -3.66  .47 .45 1.56* 
Other-gender typicality x gender         .72 .36 3.80  2.79 1.41 6.19* 
Same x other-gender typicality         -.13 -.78 -5.01  .00 .03 .15 
Same x other-gender typicality x gender             -.21 -1.21 -5.02 

F   .01    7.99**    11.81**    14.32** 
df   1    4    7    8 
dferror   295    292    289    288 
R2   .00    .10    .22    .29 
ΔR2   .00    .01**    .12**    .06** 

bs are bias corrected unstandardized coefficients. Reference category is female. *p <.05. ***p <.001.
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(a) Female adolescents 
 
 

 

(b) Male adolescents 

Figure 1 
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(a) Same-gender typicality 

 

(b) Other-gender typicality 

Figure 2 
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List of Figure Titles 

Figure 1. Moderation effect of same-gender typicality on the relationships between other-
gender typicality and cyber victimization for (a) female adolescents (b) male adolescents. In 
both panels, same- and other-gender typicality is graphed at -1 SD below the mean, the mean, 
and +1 SD above the mean. Black lines, whether dashed or solid, indicate significant 
relationships between gender typicality and victimization whereas the grey lines are not 
significant. 

Figure 2. Moderation effect of gender on the relationship between (a) same-gender typicality 
and (b) other-gender typicality and cyber perpetration. In both panels, same and other-gender 
typicality is graphed at -1 SD below the mean, the mean, and +1 SD above the mean. Black 
lines, whether dashed or solid, indicate significant relationships between gender typicality 
and perpetration whereas the grey lines are not significant. 
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