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Abstract 

The Barlett Gentile Cyberbullying Model (BGCM) posits that correlated anonymity perceptions 

and the belief in the irrelevance of muscularity for online bullying (BIMOB) predict positive 

cyberbullying attitudes to predict subsequent cyberbullying perpetration. Much research has 

shown the BGCM to be the only published theory that differentiates traditional and 

cyberbullying while validly predicting cyberbullying. So far, however, the cross-cultural 

ubiquity has gone understudied. Thus, 1,592 adult participants across seven countries (USA, 

Australia, Brazil, China, Germany, Japan, and Singapore) completed measures germane to the 

BGCM. Supporting the BGCM, the variables were significantly correlated for the entire sample, 

participants from independent cultures, and participants from interdependent cultures. However, 

the relationship between BIMOB and positive cyberbullying attitudes as well as the relationship 

between positive cyberbullying attitudes and cyberbullying perpetration were stronger for 

independent cultures. These results suggest that the BGCM postulates are mostly universal, but 

several relations appear culturally different. Theoretical implications are discussed. 
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Cross-Cultural Similarities and Differences in the Theoretical Predictors of Cyberbullying 

Perpetration: Results from a Seven-Country Study  

 

Cyberbullying – repeated aggressive or hostile actions against an individual or group over 

digital media (Englander, Donnerstein, Kowalski, Lin, & Parti, 2017) – has emerged as a societal 

problem across the developed world. Indeed, results from the only world-wide prevalence study 

on youth (aged 8-17 years) showed that 24% bullied others online, 37% have been victimized 

online, and 54% worry about online bullying (Microsoft, 20121). Moreover, myriad studies have 

shown the deleterious effects of cyberbullying on victims, such as depression, anxiety, suicide 

ideation, and lower self-esteem (Kowalski, Giumetti, Schroeder, & Lattanner, 2014). We believe 

that understanding the variables that predict cyberbullying perpetration is paramount for 

informing intervention efforts aimed at reducing cyberbullying. A burgeoning of research has 

detailed the many variables and theoretical underpinnings to predict cyberbullying; however, 

there is a paucity of research testing whether such theoretical tenets vary cross-culturally. The 

purpose of the current study is to fill this important gap in the literature by examining the cross-

cultural similarities and differences in the psychological mechanisms, not prevalence, that predict 

cyberbullying behavior.  

Cyberbullying Theory 

 
1 We recognize that this world-wide survey has several limitations that warrant caution when applying the results 
to our study. First, the questionnaire used to assess cyberbullying perpetration is poor and consists of a single 
item. Second, the population sampled was youth (aged 8-17 years) and we sampled emerging adults. Finally, the 
study is outdated – conducted almost a decade ago. However, we find merit in the Microsoft study because of the 
world-wide sampling method. Although myriad cyberbullying research has been conducted across the globe, 
prevalence rates between these studies is ill-advised due to the inclusion of a cyberbullying definition or not, 
differing cyberbullying questionnaires administered, and other differences. Thus, despite the limitations of the 
Microsoft study and its generalization to the current work, the use of a single study that utilized a common 
questionnaire across the world is germane.   
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 Multiple psychological (e.g., Theory of Planned Behavior; Ajzen, 1991), communication 

(e.g., Uses and Gratifications, Rubin, 2009), and sociological (e.g., General Strain Theory; 

Agnew, 1992) theories each validly predict cyberbullying (see Barlett, 2017; 2019 for reviews). 

However, Barlett (2019) noted that one limitation with these (and other) theories is their inability 

to differentiate cyber from traditional bullying. True, traditional and cyberbullying are highly 

correlated (e.g., Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2015); however, Vanderbosch and Van Cleemput 

(2008) noted that there are key differences between both types of bullying. The first difference is 

that individuals are more likely to perceive themselves as anonymous online than in face-to-face 

interactions that may facilitate aggressive actions (e.g., Barlett, 2015; Wright, 2014). We are not 

arguing that anonymity is a necessary condition for cyberbullying; however, it is the perception 

of anonymity that predicts cyberbullying (Barlett, Gentile, & Chew, 2016). The second 

difference is that the power differential germane for traditional bullying (c.f., Olweus, 1994) 

changes due to the non-physical nature of cyberbullying. Indeed, research has shown that 

participants who endorse the belief in the irrelevance of muscularity for online bullying 

(BIMOB) are more likely to engage in cyberbullying perpetration (Barlett, Prot, Anderson, & 

Gentile, 2017). Although other forms of “strength” are viable in both online and offline social 

interactions (e.g., popularity), the absence of physical interactions may predict bullying in the 

online world.      

We utilized the theorizing of the Barlett Gentile Cyberbullying Model (BGCM; Barlett & 

Gentile, 2012) because the BGCM is the only theory that uniquely predicts cyberbullying while 

simultaneously taking into account the differences between cyber and traditional bullying. The 

BGCM is a learning-based social psychological theory that predicts cyberbullying perpetration 

and has received substantial empirical attention and validation. The BGCM posits that every 
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cyber-attack serves as a learning trial, such that the perpetrator perceives themselves to be 

anonymous and believes their physical attributes to be moot (Barlett & Kowalewski, in press). 

Continued cyber-attacks further develop these learned constructs, and, if positively reinforced 

(c.f., Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1961), lead to the development and automatization of BIMOB and 

anonymity perceptions. Anonymity perceptions (Barlett, 2015; Barlett, & Helmstetter, 2018; 

Wright, 2013) and BIMOB (Barlett & Helmstetter, in press; Barlett, Prot, Anderson, & Gentile, 

2017) predict positive attitudes towards cyberbullying. Finally, positive cyberbullying attitudes 

are the immediate and only precursor to cyberbullying perpetration (Barlett, Gentile, Chng, & 

Chamberlin, 2018; Barlett, Gentile, Li, & Khoo, in press; Barlett, 2015; Barlett et al., 2016). 

Thus, cyberbullying attitudes act as a mediator between (a) anonymity perceptions and 

cyberbullying perpetration and (b) BIMOB and cyberbullying perpetration (Barlett, Chamberlin, 

& Witkower, 2017).  Further, the BGCM tenets have been shown to remain while statistically 

controlling for traditional bullying (Barlett et al., 2017), and other demographics (i.e., age, sex, 

and Internet time; Barlett & Helmstetter, 2018).  

Cross-Cultural Differences in Cyberbullying 

Despite the wealth of support of the BGCM, the majority of its postulates have only been 

shown in the United States. Are the theoretical underpinnings in cyberbullying perpetration 

universal or vary cross-culturally? Culture is a very important systemic variable that can 

influence cyberbullying perpetration directly and/or indirectly through school, parental, peer, and 

government entities (c.f., Wright, 2016). Cultures are traditionally separated into independent – 

viewing the self as independent from others with a focus on internal attributions (Western 

cultures) – and interdependent – viewing the self as connected to others with a focus on 

relationships and harmony maintenance (Eastern cultures; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). While 
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research has shown that culture influences myriad social phenomena (see Triandis, 1989), there 

is a paucity of research examining cross-cultural variation in cyberbullying via BGCM 

processes. In the current study we sampled participants from several countries and classified 

them into independent (USA, Australia, and Germany) and interdependent (Brazil, China, Japan, 

and Singapore) using the Hofstede dimensions (https://geerthofstede.com/research-and-vsm/) to 

test these relationships. 

Research has shown great global variation in cyberbullying prevalence rates; however, 

the majority of the research compares country – not cultural – differences in cyberbullying. For 

instance, China (58%) has the highest rates of cyberbullying perpetration, whereas the United 

Arab Emirates (5%), have the lowest rates (Microsoft, 2012). Lobe et al. (2011) sampled youth 

in 25 European countries and showed difference in cyberbullying rates across Europe (see also 

Del Rey et al., 2015). Focusing on Asian culture, Wright et al. (2015) showed that Indian 

adolescent’s cyberbullied more than their Chinese or Japanese peers. Finally, Yudes-Gomez et 

al. (2018) showed that Columbian adolescents cyberbullied less than Uruguayan and Spanish 

adolescents.   

While this work hints at cultural variation in cyberbullying perpetration, limitations exist. 

First, these studies offer cross-country, rather than cross-cultural comparisons. True, inferences 

regarding cross-cultural effects can be made by comparing countries that differ in their self-

construal; however, Microsoft (2012) highlighted differences across countries that fall within the 

same cultural perspective. For instance, Li (2007; 2008) showed that Canadian youth 

cyberbullied more frequently than their Chinese peers; however, are these differences due to 

culture and/or the country that the participants reside? Second, different definitions and 

measurements of cyberbullying may be skewing the results, which may explain prevalence rate 

https://geerthofstede.com/research-and-vsm/
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differences within the same country across different studies (see Table 1 of Sorrentino, Baldry, 

Farrington, & Blaya, 2019).  

Third, and most importantly, past work has tested cyberbullying prevalence with little 

regard to the theoretical relationships between cyberbullying perpetration and key theoretical 

predictors. Sorrentino et al. (2019) examined sex differences in cyberbullying across eight 

European countries and found that boys cyberbullied more than girls across all countries. 

Additionally, Mojdehi, Leduc, Mojdehi, and Talwar (2019) had Canadiian, Chinese, and Iranian 

adolescents read vignettes depicting cyberbullying events before providing moral evaluations of 

the vignette, and results showed that Iranian youth rated the cyberbullying vignette less 

negatively than participants from the other two countries. However, only one study we are aware 

of has tested cross-cultural comparisons in cyberbullying process. Barlett, Gentile, Anderson, 

Suzuki, Sakamoto, Yamaoka, and Katsura (2014) sampled Japanese and U.S. adults and showed 

(a) U.S. participants were more likely to cyberbully compared to Japanese participants, (b) those 

with high interdependent self-construal were less likely to cyberbully others, and (c) 

cyberbullying perpetration was significantly higher for the U.S. sample, who endorsed positive 

cyberbullying attitudes. These results suggest that culture is important in BGCM processes; 

however, no study has tested the entire BGCM with participants from a wide range of countries 

that differ in their cultural self-construal.  

Overview of the Current Study 

We present a cross-sectional study that compares cyberbullying processes from adult 

participants across two cultures (independent and interdependent). Using the BGCM as our 

theoretical model, we first hypothesize significant relationships between the BGCM variables 

independent of culture – akin to the cross-cultural correlates found in Barlett et al. (2014). More 
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germane to theoretical development, we tested whether the postulates of the BGCM are 

moderated by culture. To date, no empirical work has examined cultural variation in 

cyberbullying processes – that is linking anonymity perceptions, BIMOB, cyberbullying 

attitudes, and cyberbullying perpetration.   

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

 Ethical approval for the study was initially granted by the first author’s Institutional 

Review Board. The authors have no conflict of interest. Scholars from various countries2 were 

asked to contribute data from emerging adults using a correlational design (see Supplemental 

Material). Those researchers who decided to participate were responsible for obtaining ethical 

approval from their institution or were able to contribute via the first author’s ethical approval. 

Recruitment of participants and compensation for participating was at the discretion of each 

contributing lab. Indeed, some labs used online data collection (e.g., MTURK) and compensated 

participants monetarily, whereas other labs recruited participants from their institution’s 

participant pool. All participants (N = 1,592; 65% female) were asked to complete an informed 

consent (either online or paper-pencil) before completing questionnaires. All items were initially 

written in English and research groups non-English speaking countries translated the 

questionnaires to their respective language where appropriate, using back-translation procedures. 

The average age of the entire sample was M = 22.02 (SD = 4.35) years. Samples were obtained 

in seven countries: Australia (401 participants; 78% female), Brazil (195 participants; 54% 

female), China (153 participants; 55% female), Germany (153 participants; 83% female), Japan 

 
2 Scholars in myriad countries across the world were contacted to contribute to the current research. The countries 
were selected in part due to convenience and also to allow for both interdependent and independent cultures to 
be represented fairly equally.  
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(310 participants; 50% female), Singapore (215 participants; 74% female), and the United States 

(160 participants; 54% female). 

Statistical Power 

 A power analysis using G*Power was used to ensure we had adequate sample size to 

calculate appropriate power (.90) using two-tailed (alpha = .05) tests. Effect sizes needed to 

estimate power were derived from Barlett and Gentile (2012; Study 1). Results showed that a 

correlational study on emerging adults needs fewer than 100 participants to test the BGCM 

parameters. Furthermore, using the same parameters with effect sizes derived from Barlett et al. 

(2014), results showed that 166 participants are needed to achieve optimal power to test cross-

cultural differences. In short, our study was adequately powered.  

Materials 

 Cyberbullying perpetration. The Malice Subscale of the Cyberbullying Experiences 

Survey (CES; Doane, Kelley, Chiang, & Padilla, 2013) was used to assess cyberbullying. 

Participants indicated how frequently in the past year they had engaged in the six cyberbullying 

behavioral items (e.g., “Have you been mean to someone electronically”) on a 1 (never) to 6 

(almost every day) rating scale. No definition of cyberbullying was provided – as per the CES. 

Items were summed, such that higher scores indicate higher levels of cyberbullying perpetration 

(α = .89). 

 Positive cyberbullying attitudes. The Harmful Cyberbullying Attitude subscale of the 

Cyberbullying Attitudes Scale (CAS; Barlett, Helmstetter, & Gentile, 2016) was used to assess 

positive cyberbullying attitudes. Participants indicated their level of agreement to five items 

(e.g., “Harming others via electronic media is acceptable to do”) on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
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(strongly agree) rating scale. Items were summed, such that higher scores indicate higher levels 

of positive cyberbullying attitudes (α = .86). 

 Perceived anonymity. The Anonymity scale used by Wright (2013) was used to assess 

the perception of anonymity in an online environment. Participants indicated their level of 

agreement to the three items (e.g., “I am confident that I would not be caught if I engaged in 

mean online behaviors”) on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) rating scale. Items were 

summed, such that higher scores indicate higher levels of perceived anonymity (α = .84). 

 BIMOB. The Belief in the Irrelevance of Muscularity for Online Bullying subscale of the 

Components of Cyberbullying Scale (Barlett & Gentile, 2012) was used to assess BIMOB. 

Participants rated their level of agreement to the five items (e.g., “The only way for smaller, 

weaker people to get even against bullies is to attack them online”) on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 

5 (strongly agree) rating scale. Items were summed, such that higher scores indicate higher 

levels of BIMOB (α = .70). 

 Demographics. A demographic questionnaire was used to assess age and sex. The 

number of hours on an average day spent on the Internet was also assessed. 

Results 

Data Availability Statement 

Research data are not shared outside of members of the research team.  

Means and Correlations 

 Table 1 displays the means, Spearman Rank-Ordered correlations, and skewness 

estimates for the entire sample and the sample split by culture. All correlations were shown to be 

significant (all ps < .01) and all variables skewed (justifying the non-parametric nature of our 

analyses).  
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Sex Differences 

 Table 2 displays the results from several Mann-Whitney U tests that compares males and 

females on cyberbullying perpetration, positive cyberbullying attitudes, BIMOB, and perceived 

anonymity. Results showed that males had significantly higher cyberbullying perpetration, 

positive cyberbullying attitudes, anonymity perceptions, and BIMOB than their female peers.  

Cultural Differences 

 Descriptive statistics for each of the main scales by each individual country are shown in 

Table 3. Table 4 displays the results from several Mann-Whitney U tests to compare 

interdependent and independent countries on cyberbullying perpetration, positive cyberbullying 

attitudes, BIMOB, and perceived anonymity. Results showed that participants from independent 

countries cyberbullied more than participants from interdependent countries and had higher 

BIMOB endorsement. No differences were observed for cyberbullying attitudes or anonymity 

perceptions between these two cultures.  

Path Modeling  

 MPLUS with maximum likelihood estimation was used to analyze the BGCM. Our first 

model tested the postulates of the BGCM for all participants collapsed. Anonymity perceptions 

and BIMOB were correlated and predicted cyberbullying attitudes, which predicted subsequent 

cyberbullying perpetration. Early model testing showed that BIMOB and cyberbullying 

perpetration needed to be correlated (Model 1). Due to the skewed nature of our data, we used 

5,000 bootstrapped samples to estimate 95% confidence intervals around the unstandardized 

relationships. Results showed excellent model fit, Χ2 (df = 1) = 1.50, p = .22, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 

1.00, RMSEA = .02 (90% CI: .00 to .07), SRMR = .01. Figure 1 (top row) shows that all 

estimated paths are significant and positive. INDIRECT model statements were added to test the 
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mediated pathway posited by the BGCM and results showed that cyberbullying attitudes 

mediated the relationship between (a) BIMOB and cyberbullying perpetration (Indirect B = .19, 

95% CI: .15 to .23) and (b) anonymity perceptions and cyberbullying perpetration (Indirect B = 

.16, 95% CI: .11 to .21).  

 After initial validity of the BGCM was found, we used MPLUS to test cross-cultural 

variation between independent and interdependent countries using a multi-group path model. The 

model was identical to the previous analysis and all paths were constrained to be equal (Model 

2). Results showed a good model fit, Χ2 (df = 7) = 14.46, p < .05, CFI = 1.00, TLI = .99, RMSEA 

= .04 (90% CI: .01 to .06), SRMR = .04.  

Next, due to the results from the correlation analyses, we removed the equality constraint 

between cyberbullying attitudes and perpetration and results showed that this model (Model 2a), 

Χ2 (df = 6) = 7.14, p < .05, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, RMSEA = .02 (90% CI: .01 to .05), SRMR = 

.03, fit significantly better than the previous model, ΔΧ2 (Δdf = 1) = 7.32, p < .05. Finally, Model 

2b was identical to Model 2a, but removed the equality constraint in the relationship between 

BIMOB and cyberbullying attitudes (again, due to the correlation results), and results showed 

that the model, Χ2 (df = 5) = 3.21, p = .67, CFI = 1.00, TLI = .99, RMSEA = .00 (90% CI: .00 to 

.04), SRMR = .02, fit significantly better than the previous model, ΔΧ2 (Δdf = 1) = 4.11, p < .05. 

The model fit did not improve significantly by removing any other equality constraint. Although 

the model fit improved significantly when these equality constrains were removed, difference 

tests in MPLUS confirmed that the difference in the coefficients between interdependent and 

independent cultures between (a) cyberbullying attitudes and behavior, B = .20, 95% CI: -.01 to 

.40) and (b) BIMOB and cyberbullying attitudes, B = .08, 95% CI: -.01 to .18) were not 

significant. Figure 1 displays the unstandardized path coefficients (with 95% CIs) for 
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independent (middle row) and interdependent (bottom row) countries. Indirect tests were used to 

test mediation and, as expected, cyberbullying attitudes mediated the relation between (a) 

anonymity perceptions and cyberbullying perpetration for independent (Indirect B = .18, 95% CI: 

.12 to .24) and interdependent countries (Indirect B = .13, 95% CI: .08 to .19), and (b) BIMOB 

and cyberbullying perpetration for independent (Indirect B = .26, 95% CI: .19 to .33) and 

interdependent countries (Indirect B = .15, 95% CI: .10 to .20).  

 Finally, in order to control for any variations in participant sex, we modified Model 2b to 

have participant sex (coded 1 = male, 2 = female) predict all the BGCM variables and be free to 

vary across independent and interdependent cultures (Model 3). Results showed exemplary 

model fit, Χ2 (df = 5) = 1.07, p = .96, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00 (90% CI: .00 to 

.04), SRMR = .01, and none of the direct or mediated pathways shown in Model 2b substantially 

changed. Next, we ran the exact same model but controlled for Internet time (rather than 

participant sex) and the results were largely unchanged (Model 4), Χ2 (df = 5) = 2.85, p = .72, 

CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00 (90% CI: .00 to .04), SRMR = .01. 

Discussion 

 Cyberbullying perpetration occurs all over the industrialized world (Lobe et al., 2011; 

Microsoft, 2012; Wright et al., 2015); however, we tested cross-cultural differences in 

cyberbullying process using BGCM postulates. Two important findings emerged. First, 

supporting cyberbullying process ubiquity, results showed that BGCM variables correlated with 

each other for participants from independent and interdependent cultures alike. Moreover, the 

mediated pathways were similar for independent and interdependent participants. Finally, 

although we found that freeing the equality constraint between (a) positive cyberbullying 

attitudes and cyberbullying perpetration and (b) BIMOB and positive cyberbullying attitudes 
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improved the model fit, difference tests showed no cultural difference in these relations. These 

effects remained while controlling for sex and Internet time. 

Theoretical Implications 

 Studying cross-cultural differences in cyberbullying perpetration frequency and process 

has theoretical application. First, the literature on cyberbullying prevalence has shown mixed 

cultural effects. Microsoft (2012) showed that interdependent cultures – largely – cyberbully 

more than their independent counterpart; however, other research (Barlett et al., 2014; Li, 2007; 

2008) showed that independent cultures cyberbully more. In order to get a better estimate of 

cross-cultural differences in cyberbullying the current study sampled several independent and 

interdependent cultures in order to rule out the plausibility of any differences being due to the 

specific country sampled, and results showed that participants from independent cultures 

cyberbullied more than participants from interdependent cultures. This is an important finding as 

most research has found cross-country differences (e.g., Lobe et al., 2011), with very little 

attention to cross-cultural differences.  

 This cross-cultural effect is interesting; however, the more theoretically important 

question is whether the theoretical processes key for cyberbullying perpetration differ cross-

culturally. Although several theories have been applied to study cyberbullying, the Barlett 

Gentile Cyberbullying Model (BGCM; Barlett & Gentile, 2012) is the only theory that predicts 

why individuals cyberbully others juxtaposed with highlighting the differences between 

traditional and cyberbullying – anonymity perceptions and the irrelevance of muscularity in 

causing harm. These two variables predict positive cyberbullying attitudes to predict subsequent 

cyberbullying perpetration. No study that we are aware of has tested the entire BGCM cross-

culturally. Barlett et al. (2014) is the only published work that has shown that positive 
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cyberbullying attitudes moderates the cultural difference effect on cyberbullying; however, this 

study is limited by (a) only sampling one independent (United States) and one interdependent 

(Japan) sample, and (b) not measuring other variables shown to be imperative to understand 

cyberbullying via a BGCM lens (i.e., BIMOB and anonymity perceptions). 

 Results from our study show evidence to support cross-cultural similarity in BGCM 

processing. First, the data from both independent and interdependent cultures show strong 

positive relationships between BGCM variables. Second, results from our multi-group model 

showed that the relationship between (a) anonymity perceptions and BIMOB and (b) anonymity 

perceptions and cyberbullying attitudes are identical between cultures. This suggests that how 

anonymous individuals perceive themselves to be online has a similar effect across our seven 

countries. These similarities support prior research showing that there are no differences between 

cultures on online behavior when assigned to differing levels of anonymity (Chen, Chen, Lo, & 

Yang, 2008). Finally, cross-cultural similarity for BGCM process was found when analyzing the 

relationships between (a) positively cyberbullying attitudes and cyberbullying perpetration and 

(b) BIMOB and cyberbullying attitudes. Indeed, the model fit improved when these paths were 

free to vary; however, differences tests showed no difference in the coefficients despite the lack 

of equality constraint. In other words, the data show no substantial differences in these 

relationships culturally, despite the model improvement when we allowed the paths to vary.   

 In addition to our cultural analyses and interpretations, our research serves to further 

validate the BGCM in a wider range of cultural contexts, building upon a plethora of prior 

correlational (Barlett & Gentile, 2012; Barlett, Gentile, & Chew, 2016; Boulton, Lloyd, Down, & 

Marx, 2012) and longitudinal (Barlett, 2015; Barlett et al., 2017) data supporting the use of the 

BGCM as a model by which cyberbullying perpetration may be accurately predicted. These 
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findings also complement a number of longitudinal studies examining the individual relationship 

between cyberbullying attitudes and cyberbullying perpetration in non-Western cultures such as 

Singapore (Barlett, Gentile, Chng, Li, & Chamberlin, 2018) and Japan (Barlett et al., 2014).  

Limitations and Future Work 

 Akin to all psychological research, there were several limitations that require future work. 

First, our data are correlational which limits the causal nature of our claims. Indeed, we cannot 

establish the temporal precedence of any of the measured variable, which is important for 

mediated models (Baron & Kenny, 1986); however, much longitudinal data using the BGCM 

guided and supported the placement of each of our key variables (Barlett, 2015; Barlett et al., 

2017; Barlett et al., 2018). Thus, we have no reason to believe that the mediated effects observed 

in our study are problematic. However, we cannot rule out the plausibility of varied cross-

cultural longitudinal relations within the BGCM, and future research should attempt to replicate 

our effects longitudinally.  

Second, we omitted traditional bullying. Traditional and cyberbullying have been shown 

to be correlated (Kowalski, Giumetti, Schroeder, & Lattanner, 2014), and Barlett (2019) argued 

for the importance of statistically controlling for traditional bullying. However, we do not expect 

that the inclusion of traditional bullying would change the results significantly. Indeed the 

BGCM was developed to differentiate traditional and cyberbullying processes (Barlett, 2017), 

and past BGCM validation has controlled for traditional bullying with non-significant 

differences (Barlett et al., 2017). Future cross-cultural research should take traditional bullying 

into account when studying cyberbullying in order to ensure that cyberbullying is not being 

confounded with traditional bullying. 

Final Remarks 
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 Using theory to predict cyberbullying perpetration is paramount for the development and 

application of intervention efforts used to reduce cyberbullying. Indeed, myriad intervention 

efforts derived on theory have shown success (e.g., Schultze-Krumboltz et al., 2016). The current 

work extends our understanding of the theoretical underpinnings of cyberbullying by 

demonstrating that the BGCM postulates do not differ cross-culturally. Thus, although 

speculative, any current or future intervention efforts that apply BGCM theorizing to reduce 

cyberbullying should apply across myriad countries or cultures. We hope our study is the first to 

offer support for such additional research application.  
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Figure Reference 

 

Figure 1. BGCM Results. Note: Top row is for all participants collapsed; Middle row is for 
participants from independent countries (USA, Australia, and Germany); Bottom row is for 
participants from interdependent countries (Brazil, China, Japan, and Singapore). 
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Table 1 

Non-Parametric Bivariate Correlations for Measured Variables 

Entire Sample 1 2 3 4 
1. Cyberbullying Perpetration --- .37** .15** .32** 
2. Cyberbullying Attitudes  --- .37** .44** 
3. Perceived Anonymity   --- .44** 
4. BIMOB    --- 

Mean 11.11 7.36 6.18 10.82 
Standard Deviation 5.82 3.60 2.99 4.08 
Shapiro Wilk .82** .71** .90** .96** 

Independent Sample     
1. Cyberbullying Perpetration --- .47** .21** .33** 
2. Cyberbullying Attitudes  --- .41** .47** 
3. Perceived Anonymity   --- .46** 
4. BIMOB    --- 

Mean 11.92 7.39 6.36 11.60 
Standard Deviation 6.10 3.94 3.21 3.84 
Shapiro Wilk .85** .67** .89** .97** 

Interdependent Sample     
1. Cyberbullying Perpetration --- .31** .09** .27** 
2. Cyberbullying Attitudes  --- .34** .45** 
3. Perceived Anonymity   --- .43** 
4. BIMOB    --- 

Mean 10.45 7.33 6.03 10.20 
Standard Deviation 5.50 3.30 2.79 4.16 
Shapiro Wilk .79** .75** .90** .94** 

 

** p < .01 

Note: Independent Countries include: USA, Australia, and Germany. Interdependent Countries 
include: Brazil, China, Japan, and Singapore.  
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Table 2 
 
Descriptive and Inferential Statistics Comparing Males and Females 
 
   Male     Female   Mann-Whitney 
Variable Mean (SD) N Mean (SD) N U (Z) 
 
Cyberbullying 12.61 (6.92) 551 10.30 (4.95) 1019 5.50** 
Perpetration 
 
Cyberbullying 8.69 (4.45) 552 6.64 (2.80) 1018 10.45** 
Attitudes 
 
Perceived  6.98 (3.13) 552 5.74 (2.82) 1019 7.73** 
Anonymity 
 
BIMOB 11.75 (4.16) 552 10.30 (3.94) 1015 6.70** 
 

** p < .01 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics for the Main Scales by Country 

     Scale Mean (SD) 
 
   Cyberbullying Cyberbullying Perceived     
Sample  Perpetration Attitudes Anonymity BIMOB   
 
Australia   13.13 (6.52) 7.50 (4.15) 3.08 (3.07) 11.30 (3.79) 
Brazil   11.04 (4.95) 6.29 (2.49) 5.38 (3.09) 10.28 (4.44) 
China   9.42 (5.69) 8.38 (3.77) 6.16 (2.75) 9.33 (3.97) 
Germany  9.08 (3.23) 6.10 (1.99) 6.09 (3.10) 10.95 (3.97) 
Japan   8.85 (4.55) 7.74 (3.69) 6.48 (2.78) 10.25 (4.20) 
Singapore  13.00 (6.09) 6.92 (2.59) 5.85 (2.40) 10.68 (3.88) 
United States  11.59 (6.20) 8.36 (4.49) 7.29 (3.47) 12.92 (3.53) 
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Table 4 
 
Descriptive and Inferential Statistics Comparing Independent and Interdependent Cultures 
 
      Independent                Interdependent Mann-Whitney 
Variable Mean (SD) N Mean (SD) N U (Z) 
 
Cyberbullying 11.92 (6.10) 704 10.45 (5.50) 867 5.97** 
Perpetration 
 
Cyberbullying 7.39 (3.94) 705 7.33 (3.30) 869 1.54 
Attitudes 
 
Perceived  6.36 (3.21) 708 6.03 (2.79) 873 1.46 
Anonymity 
 
BIMOB 11.59 (3.84) 702 10.20 (4.16) 871 7.06** 
 

** p < .01; *p < .05 

 
Note: Independent Countries include: USA, Australia, and Germany. Interdependent Countries 
include: Brazil, China, Japan, and Singapore 
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Figure 1. BGCM Results. Note: Top row is for all participants collapsed; Middle row is for 
participants from independent countries (USA, Australia, and Germany); Bottom row is for 
participants from interdependent countries (Brazil, China, Japan, and Singapore). 
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5.07 (4.42 to 5.72) 
5.07 (4.42 to 5.72) 
 


