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Abstract

This two-phase mixed methods study adopted online survey and individual interview questions to explore faculty
members’ experiences of cyberbullying by students at one Canadian university. Foucault's (1994) power relations
theory was used to explore the power dynamic that can exist in the student-faculty relationship. The study found that
cyberbullied faculty members were commonly female, over 40 years of age, English-speaking Canadian citizens, and
held fulltime rank. Cyberbullying occurred namely via email, end-of-term faculty evaluation sites, and public polling
sites (e.g. Ratemyprofessor.com), while students' dissatisfaction with grades was the most common precursor.
Consistent with prior bullying and cyberbullying literature, this study also found that cyberbullied faculty members
experienced detrimental effects, persisting from a few days to more than one year. The under-researched focus of this
study advances existing workplace bullying and cyberbullying research by illuminating both the harmful
implications of student-to-faculty cyberbullying, and the support measures deemed necessary by targeted individuals.
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1. Introduction

There is growing concern that the relatively safe environment of higher education has shifted in the occurrence of
aggression, as more studies of academic workplace bullying and cyberbullying emerge (Clark, Faan, Werth, & Ahten,
2012; Keashly & Neuman, 2013; Lampman, Phelps, Bancroft, & Beneke, 2009; Nicoletti & Spencer-Thomas, 2010;
Schenk & Fremouw, 2012). For faculty members, the classroom (whether in-person or virtual) constitutes the
workplace where faculty are held to uphold a safe, engaging learning environment and mitigate tensions that can
arise in the process. Further, with the advances in communication technology, student to faculty exchanges now
transcend beyond the confines of the traditional face-to-face classroom to online platforms such as chat rooms, email,
and blogs (Belsey, 2008; Campbell, 2005; Shariff, 2008). While such modalities pose lucrative opportunities for
positive faculty-student engagement and enriched learning, studies report that electronic media has also served as a
convenient platform for bullying--a phenomenon coined as cyber-bullying (Eskey, Taylor, & Eskey, 2014; Patchin &
Hinduja, 2006; Shariff, 2008; Smith, et al., 2008; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004; Zalaquett & Chatters, 2014). Notably,
student-faculty tensions are bound to occur, given the decisions that faculty members must make and the
implications this can have on students' academic outcomes. Although faculty members may endeavor to resolve
issues directly with the student in the form of a face-to-face discussion, students may opt for the more convenient
ease of access and anonymity afforded by online platforms (e.g., end of term faculty evaluations, Facebook,
Ratemyprofessors.com) to voice their concerns. Within their leadership role, there is an inherent expectation that
faculty members draw upon institutional policy and procedures, evidence-based practices, and effective conflict
resolution strategies to manage student discourse, yet may be challenged to do so in the absence of appropriate
resources.

1.1 Cyberbullying Literature

Drawing from prior cyberbullying literature (Beale & Hall, 2007; Brown, Jackson, & Cassidy, 2006; Li, 2007,
Patchin & Hinduja, 2006, 2011; Shariff, 2008; Smith, 2012) throughout this study, cyberbullying refers to aggressive,
intimidating, derogatory, defamatory, or bullying messages sent to or about a faculty member by a student(s) via
online media (e.g., cellular phone, email, and polling websites such as Ratemyprofessor.com[RMP]). While
definitions of cyberbullying vary across the literature, it is commonly described as unwanted behavior that is harmful
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to targeted individuals, and repetitive (Faucher, Cassidy, & Jackson, 2015). While there is debate in the
cyberbullying literature as to whether a single act of online aggression constitutes cyberbullying (Belsey, 2008;
Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Slonje & Smith, 2008; Spears, Slee, Owens, & Johnson, 2009), this study considers that
one act of online aggression or defamation towards a faculty member constitutes cyberbullying, given the
permanence and the extent to which one message can be distributed to and viewed by multiple parties, as well as the
negative effects endured by the target. Putting this into the student-faculty member context, one defamatory
comment posted by a student on and end of term faculty evaluation site (potentially accessible to administrators), or
to online public polling sites (e.g., RMP posts designed to rank faculty performance, likability, and attractiveness)
can be viewed repeatedly by single or multiple audiences, including the target. Further, given the multiplicity and
permanence of such postings, it is plausible that a single cyberbullying message can flourish, and repeatedly inflict
harm on the targeted individual. For instance, Daniloff (2009) reported the account of a faculty member who, after
confronting a student with plagiarism, endured hostile email messages that escalated into a two-year plague of
defamatory comments on Ratemyprofessors.com., the implications of which left the faculty member feeling very
stressed. As well, the posting is the first thing that surfaces upon Google search of the faculty member's name.

Within the academic realm, online aggression (namely student peer-to-peer) has been researched more extensively
across the K-12 sector. As research advances, more studies exploring bullying, harassment, and cyberbullying within
the post-secondary sector have begun to emerge and expose the nature, scope and complexity of this issue. While
post-secondary education may have once been perceived as a relatively safe haven for faculty and students alike, the
cyberbullying literature presents some formidable findings that challenge such assumptions. First, numerous studies
across the K-12 and post-secondary sector report that cyberbullying can have detrimental effects on targeted
individuals (Cassidy, Faucher, & Jackson, 2013; Clark et al., 2012; Crosslin & Golman, 2014; Finn, 2004; Hinduja
& Patchin, 2010; Jones & Scott, 2012; Li, 2007). Second, there is agreement among scholars that bullying within the
academic environment can negatively affect both the teaching a learning process (Glover, Gough, Johnson, &
Cartwright, 2000), and students’ academic performance (Strom, Thoresen, Wentzel-Larsen, & Dyb, 2013).

1.2 Cyberbullying in Post-secondary Education

In terms of workplace safety for faculty, although research focused on post-secondary workplace bullying is
marginal (Keashly & Neuman, 2008; Keashly & Neuman, 2010; Lampman et al., 2009; Lewis, 2004; McKay,
Arnold, Fratzl, & Thomas, 2008; Simpson & Cohen, 2004), some studies report that approximately 18% to 32% of
post-secondary faculty members have experienced bullying (Hoel & Cooper, 2000; Keashly & Neuman, 2010;
McKay et al., 2008). Further, while studies exploring cyberbullying towards faculty members have begun to emerge
(Beran & Li, 2007; Clark et al., 2012; Lester, 2013; Minor, Smith, & Brashen, 2013; Nardone, 2010; Wildermuth &
Davis, 2012), few studies have focused on student-to-faculty targeted cyberbullying (Eskey, Taylor, & Eskey, 2014;
Minor et al., 2013). Notably, prior to cyberbullying specific research, reports of online aggression towards faculty
members (e.g. threatening email messages) surfaced in earlier studies of student aggression and incivility (Dickerson,
2005; Lampman et al., 2009; Luparell, 2004, 2007), suggesting that student-to-faculty aggression via online media
existed prior to being coined as cyberbullying. For instance, Lampman et al. (2009) found that approximately 50% of
faculty members encountered hostile comments from students via end of term faculty evaluations, and approximately
30% received threatening email messages. Based on the aforementioned findings, we know that within their teaching
role, faculty members can be exposed to harmful student behaviors ranging from incivility to aggression, or
worse--violence.

Preliminary studies of cyberbullying within the post-secondary sector focused primarily on the student population
(Francisco, Simao, Ferreira, & das Dores Martins, 2015; Schenk & Fremouw, 2012; Schenk, Fremouw, & Keelan,
2013; Smith & Yoon, 2013; Ybarra, Diener-West, & Leaf, 2007; Zalaquett & Chatters, 2014), reporting prevalence
rates that have ranged between 10% to 20% (Finn, 2004; Smith & Yoon, 2013; Walker, Sockman, & Koehn, 2011;
Zalaquett & Chatters, 2014), as well as 25% in a study of students at four universities (Faucher, Jackson, & Cassidy,
2014), and higher at 28.7% (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010). These findings bear similarity to K-12 prevalence rates (20%
to 40%) that were reported by Tokunaga (2010) in a synthesis of twenty-five K-12 studies. While student-to-faculty
targeted cyberbullying remains under-researched, some studies report relatively high prevalence rates ranging
between 12% (Faucher et al., 2014), and 17% to 45% reported in studies that focused on cyberbullying of faculty
members who taught online courses (Clark et al., 2012; Eskey et al., 2014b; Minor et al., 2013; Smith, 2007; Vance,
2010). The similarities in prevalence rates between K-12 and higher education sectors are intriguing and challenge
the suggestion by some researchers (Cassidy et al., 2009; Patchin & Hinduja, 2012) that cyberbullying diminishes as
adolescent students mature, graduate, and draw upon more effective problem-solving skills as adults in higher
education. In addition to knowing that cyberbullying extends from K-12 to post-secondary, there is evidence to
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suggest that campus constituents are concerned about this phenomenon. For instance Molluzzo and Lamber's (2014)
study found that approximately one third of faculty members reported that cyberbullying was a serious issue for them,
yet with limited literature pertaining to cyberbullying of faculty members, it is difficult to discern the scope and
breadth of the problem.

1.3 Impact of Cyberbullying

There is consistency across the workplace, K-12, and post-secondary bullying literature that both face-to-face
bullying and cyberbullying can be physically and emotionally harmful to targeted individuals (Beran & Lupart, 2009;
Beran, Rinaldi, Bickham, & Rich, 2012; Cassidy, Brown, & Jackson, 2012; Eskey et al., 2014b; Na, Dancy, & Park,
2015; Patchin & Hinduja, 2010; Schenk & Fremouw, 2012b; Shariff, 2008; Smith et al., 2008). Further, studies of
faculty-targeted incivility (Lampman, 2012; Lampman et al., 2009; Luparell, 2004), and cyberbullying towards
faculty members (Clark et al., 2012; Eskey et al., 2014b; Faucher et al., 2014; Minor et al., 2013) report harmful
effects on targeted individuals. The literature also informs that targeted individuals tend to avoid reporting bullying
for fear of retaliation, further repercussions, or being labeled by others in a negative light (Agatson, Kowalski, &
Limber, 2012: Cassidy et al., 2011; Smith & Slonje, 2010; Yilmaz, 2011). It is important to consider that the
prevalence rates may be under-represented as well.

Given the impact that cyberbullying has had on targeted individuals across the K-12 and post-secondary sector, it is
therefore plausible that faculty members who encounter cyberbullying by students may experience detrimental
physical and emotional effects. The importance of this issue is paramount, given the degree of harm that may be
incurred by targeted faculty members, and the context within which it occurs--the classroom which serves as their
workplace environment. Keeping with this view, cyberbullying of faculty members by students constitutes a form of
workplace violence.

1.4 Purpose

While cyberbullying of faculty members has received some public attention (e.g., Prigden vs. University of Calgary),
and media exposure of recent K-12 cyberbullying tragedies has spiked international attention (e.g., Amanda Todd),
we don't know the extent to which student-to-faculty targeted cyberbullying occurs, the impact on victims, nor the
support needed by faculty members to effectively manage cyberbullying incidents. Despite the expansive amount of
K-12 cyberbullying research exploring prevalence, impact, and recommendations for institutional policy, at the time
of this study, the limited amount of post-secondary cyberbullying literature challenged faculty members' ability to
manage cyberbullying effectively within the context of higher education. Of further consideration, in the immediacy
of being cyberbullied, individual's actions may vary depending on their knowledge of cyberbullying, their confidence
and competence to respond, the degree to which they have been affected, and if negatively affected, their resilience
in coping with stressors thereafter. This begs the question as to how targeted faculty members maintain a sense of
safety on campus or manage the tensions that are bound to arise in the student-faculty relationship in the aftermath of
cyberbullying. After all, in the absence of therapeutic support measures to draw upon, it is plausible that cyberbullied
faculty members may return to their teaching role while processing unresolved distress--the implications of which
cannot be disregarded.

The purpose of this research study was first, to understand faculty members’ perceptions and impact of having
harmful messages sent to them or about them via online media, and second to explore the support measures that they
believed to be necessary to manage cyberbullying. In order to understand cyberbullied faculty members’ experiences,
we asked the following research questions:

1) How did faculty members who received at least one cyberbullying message from a student within the past
24 months perceive the experience?

2) What impact did targeted faculty members’ most serious cyberbullying experiences have on them?
3) How did targeted faculty members respond to their most serious cyberbullying experience?

4) What support measures did cyberbullied faculty members need in order to effectively manage
cyberbullying.
1.5 Theoretical Frameworks

Three of the more prominent theoretical constructs that have been used across the bullying literature to explain this
phenomenon include power relations between aggressors and targets (Grigg, 2010; Kowalski, Limber, & Agatston,
2012; Monks, Robinson, & Worlidge, 2012; Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2009; Walker, Sockman, & Koehn,
2011); relational aggression (Cassidy, Jackson, & Brown, 2009) and the victimization of targeted individuals
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(Cassidy et al., 2009; Dooley, Gradinger, Strohmeier, Cross, & Spiel, 2010; Hinduja & Patchin, 2007; Li, 2007;
Monks et al., 2012; Ortega, Elipe, Mora-Merchan, Calmaestra, & Vega, 2009; Smith, Mahdavi, Carvalho, & Tippett,
2006; Smith, 2009; Smith et al., 2008; von Marées & Petermann, 2012; Walker et al., 2011; Ybarra & Mitchell,
2004). Faucher et al. (2014) propose that three theoretical lenses of relational aggression, affective and cognitive
empathy deficits, as well as the power and control model are useful in advancing our understanding cyberbullying in
higher education. Yet although this study is situated within the domains of “workplace bullying” and
“cyberbullying”, the focus is unique such that the aggressor-target trajectory is student-to-faculty (contra-hierarchal),
versus peer-to-peer (non-hierarchal). The conceptual framework drew upon power theories given the prominence of
power concepts that have surfaced in studies of student aggression, workplace bullying, and student misconduct
(DeSouza, 2010; Einarsen, Hoel, Zapf, & Cooper, 2003; Olweus, 1991; Rayner & Keashly, 2005; Rodriguez-Muiioz,
Moreno-Jiménez, Vergel, & Hernandez, 2010; Salin, 2003; Twale & DeLuca, 2008).

Foucault’s (1994) power relations theory was used to explore the power dynamic that can exists in the
student-faculty relationship, in belief that student-to-faculty cyberbullying may serve as a means for students,
frustrated by academic pressures and emboldened by their proficiency with electronic media, to shift a
‘faculty-over-student” power imbalance. For instance, Foucault (1977) argues that power can be used to regulate the
behavior of others, and while sovereign power was commonly exercised by kings to exert authority over subjects,
disciplinary power was less forceful, yet more complex in the relational interplay in the day to day interactions
between individuals. Even though such approaches could be repressive, disciplinary power served to be productive in
meeting individual or collective needs, thereby fostering compliance and acceptance (Foucault, 1977). From this
perspective, the institutional hierarchy and student-faculty relationship exemplify the disciplinary power that is held
within post-secondary education such that the institutional policies and practices guide constituents' conduct, and
while it may be perceived as repressive for students in terms of their ability to influence the system, it is productive
in preparing students for the workforce--a workforce that requires students to have credentials from post-secondary
acclaimed programs (thereby accepted).

Foucault (1994) argues that educational systems employ multiplicities of power in the form of: a) capacitive power
(goal oriented, instrumental); b) power relations (between individuals and groups) and c¢) communication power
(symbolic or written), constituting regulated systems that serve to support and overlap each other. For instance,
capacitive power is evident in the regulations developed by faculty and administrators to govern higher education
such as the processes for admission, development and delivery of curriculum, value attributed to levels of knowledge,
determinants of students' success and consequence for non-compliance, to name a few. Post-secondary education
system constitutes regulated systems given the abundance of power and influence that faculty members have in
upholding curricular decisions versus the lack of students’ influence in curriculum design, workload, assignments,
and allocation of grades--all of which have implications on students' lives. Shor (1996) concurs that post-secondary
institutions have a unilateral hierarchy where faculty have dominance and control over knowledge, while students
have limited opportunities to give voice, or be heard.

Second, Foucault (1982) contends that within the context of culture, there are various ways in which people are
objectified or transformed into subjects, dividing one from another in relation to value or significance. Such
objectification of the advantaged versus less-advantaged may transcend to faculty members and students. For
instance, faculty members may be perceived by students as having the greater advantage or power given their role in
discerning grades. As such, students may be objectified by the grades they have received, a numeric indicator of
performance that determines whether they will advance (success), or leave the academic system (fail), both of which
have implications for their career aspirations.

Third, Foucault proposes that oppositions of power exist in relationships and people may resist the power that is
closest to them or has an impact on them, when the status of the individual is challenged, or when power ignores who
subjects are as individuals (Foucault, 1982). In keeping with this view, it is conceivable that students may view
faculty members as the gatekeepers (power) over the rigor of a course, allocation of grades, and ultimately, their
academic success. Some scholars contend that cyberbullying may be motivated by revenge in an attempt to right a
perceived injustice (Gollwitzer, 2009; Hinduja & Patchin, 2009, 2010; Raskauskas & Stoltz, 2007; Sanders, 2009). It
is plausible that students may feel disempowered with their lack of voice in faculty members' decisions and draw
upon their technological savvy with online media to voice concern or worse, post defamatory comments about a
faculty member, as a means of balancing power (Dooley, Pyzalski, & Cross, 2009). It is conceivable that
post-secondary students, frustrated with their academic stressors, may consider it easier to voice their frustrations via
email, online faculty evaluation sites, or public faculty polling sites (e.g. Ratemyprofessor.com), than to engage in
more constructive, albeit time consuming conflict resolution processes with a faculty member. For instance, the
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anonymity, ease of access, and permanence afforded by online media enables individuals to engage in behavior that
might not otherwise be done in face-to-face interactions, creating a sense of invincibility for aggressors (Snakenborg,
Van Acker, & Gable, 2011; Suler, 2004; Willard, 2003).

2. Design and Methods

This two-stage sequential exploratory mixed methods study adopted an online survey, followed by individual
interviews to capture faculty members’ perceived experiences of cyberbullying by students. The design enabled
examination of the social and relational complexities of this issue, which might not otherwise have been achieved
using one solitary qualitative or quantitative approach (Bryman, Becker, & Sempik, 2008; Creswell, 2008).

2.1 Sample

Purposeful convenience sampling was used to survey approximately 1040 faculty members from within one
Canadian university during the winter term of 2012. An invitation and information pertaining to the study was
distributed to currently employed faculty members via the institution's all faculty email distribution system. In
accordance with stipulations set forth by the university, the online survey was held open for one month, and the
anonymity of the institution preserved by use of a pseudonym (hereafter referred to as X). The institution was chosen
based on the researcher's knowledge of the infrastructure, the constituents, and close connection to the subject matter.
Most importantly, in recognition of the difficulty that some participants could encounter in disclosing, and thereby
re-living their cyberbullying experiences, the research process was carefully considered. Discussing issues of
victimization can be very difficult for some individuals and qualitative approaches provide a safe platform for
individuals’ voices to be heard in an environment conducive to their needs (Mishna & Van Wert, 2013).

From the 36 faculty members who responded to the online survey (3.4%, n=36), 22 participants reported to have
encountered at least one cyberbullying incident in the past 24 months (hereafter referred to as cyberbullied faculty
members) and were therefore allowed to complete the survey questions. From this group, 19 participants reportedly
experienced at least one serious cyberbullying incident that had a negative effect on them. Four survey respondents
self-selected and provided contact information to participate in an individual interview.

2.2 Instrument

Both the online survey and interview questions were adapted from previously validated research instruments
examining: incivility and bullying of faculty in higher education (Lampman et al., 2009), faculty workplace bullying
(Keashly & Neuman, 2008; Keashly & Neuman, 2010), and K-12 cyberbullying (Cassidy et al., 2009). Given the
unique focus of this study, the aforementioned instruments were modified from their “bullying” and
“student-targeted” focus to a “faculty-targeted cyberbullying” focus to capture faculty members’ cyberbullying
experiences. Prior to implementation, the survey instrument was reviewed by a panel of post-secondary workplace
bullying and K-12 cyberbullying experts for content validity (modified Delphi method), then pilot tested for face
validity.

The final revised survey consisted of 44 questions, including 34 closed-ended and 10 qualitative items to capture
both factual and attitudinal information. Overall, the survey was divided into four sections including: the type,
frequency, and duration of cyberbullying incidents; the participants' most serious cyberbullying experience; the
impact of the experience; faculty members' response to cyberbullying, and finally, demographic questions. A
definition of cyberbullying was provided in the letter of introduction and at the outset of the survey, to assist
participants in understanding what types of behaviors constituted cyberbullying. As previously mentioned, this study
described cyberbullying as aggressive, intimidating, derogatory, defamatory, or bullying messages sent to or about a
faculty member by a student(s) via online media (e.g., cellular phone, email, and polling websites such as
Ratemyprofessor.com[RMP]).

2.2.1 Type, Frequency, and Duration of Incidents

Participants were asked about the type of message that had been posted by the student(s), the online platform that
had been used (e.g., email, faculty evaluation site), how often in the past 24 months it occurred, and how long it
persisted.

2.2.2 Faculty Members’ Most Serious Cyberbullying Experience

Several questions were asked about the participant's most serious cyberbullying experience, to illuminate the nature
of 'serious' cyberbullying messages, in terms of the message content, frequency (e.g., single versus repeated
incidents), and duration (e.g. one day versus a few weeks or months) of attacks. This study was also interested to
explore the plausible precursors to faculty members' cyberbullying experiences (e.g., students' dissatisfaction with
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grades, assignment criteria), as well as information about the student in terms of whether the aggressor's identity, age,
and gender was known.

2.2.3 The Impact of Cyberbullying

This section asked questions about the physical, psychological, relational, and professional implications of the
participants' most serious cyberbullying experiences, followed by how long the effects persisted, what course of
action was taken, and how satisfied they were with the course of action taken. This section closed with questions
pertaining to the institutional support measures that were available to faculty members at the time of their most
serious cyberbullying experience, and finally, participants were asked to list three top priority institutional support
measures that would assist faculty members in managing cyberbullying effectively.

Finally, the last section of the survey afforded participants an opportunity to more fully disclose their experience by
asking participating if they would like to participate in an individual interview with the researcher. Of the five faculty
members who expressed interest and provided contact information, four faculty members completed the interview
phase of the study. This brings the discussion about the research instrument and data collection to a close, and
proceeds with the next stage involving data pertaining to research instrument, moving forward to the analysis of data,
followed by the study findings.

2.3 Analysis

Descriptive statistical analyses were conducted on the online survey questionnaires using SPSS software, whereas
the individual interview recordings were transcribed, member-checked with participants, then coded using a
descriptive coding approach (Saldafia, 2009). This step was followed by re-coding of the data between three persons
until all parties were satisfied that saturation had been achieved, reaching a total of 109 codes.

3. Results
3.1 Descriptive Data

As previously mentioned, from the 1040 faculty members at University X (remains anonymous), who were invited to
participate in the study, a total of 36 faculty members (3.5%) responded to the online survey, from which 22
reportedly experienced at least one cyberbullying incident in the past 24 months, and 4 respondents participated in
the individual interviews. Of the respondent faculty (n=36), 75% were female, 22% were male, (3% did not indicate
gender), and most held fulltime status. This study found that cyberbullied faculty members (n=22) were
predominantly English speaking (97%) Canadian citizens (72%), female (68%), and over 40 years of age (84%) with
more than 10 years of teaching experience in post-secondary education (82%), which suggests that targeted faculty
members were not novice to teaching.

These findings overlap with prior cyberbullying and workplace bullying research such that targeted individuals were
predominantly female (Cassidy et al., 2012; Cassidy et al., 2014; Hinduja & Patchin, 2012; Lampman, 2012; McKay
et al., 2008), and as well with studies of post-secondary bullying (Keashly & Neuman, 2008) and post-secondary
cyber-harassment (Vance, 2010) reporting that targeted faculty members were commonly over 35 years of age.
However findings from this study diverge from both Cassidy et al.'s (2014) report that bullied individuals were
predominantly of racial or sexual minority (Cassidy et al., 2014), and studies of student-to-faculty incivility (Alberts,
Hazen, & Teobald, 2010; Alexander-Snow, 2004; Nilson & Jackson, 2004) whereby young, non-white, and low-rank
faculty members encountered more student-to-faculty incivility.

Interestingly, approximately 80% of the respondents reported that they knew the aggressors' identity, which suggests
that some students chose not to conceal their identity despite the anonymity afforded by online platforms. Similar to
prior post-secondary research (Dilmag, 2009; Englander, 2008, Faucher et al., 2014) this study found that the
perpetrators were predominantly male. The aggressors (69%) commonly ranged from 22 to 29 years of age, most
(44%) were male acting alone, followed by female acting alone (25%), then male and female as joint accomplices
accounted for 19% of the incidents. Given the marginal amount of literature exploring gender within the context of
student-to-faculty targeted cyberbullying, these findings suggest that further research exploring such gender
differences is warranted.

3.2 Cyberbullying Platforms and Message Content

Similar to post-secondary cyberbullying study findings (Eskey et al., 2014b; Minor et al., 2013), from those who
reported to have encountered at least one cyberbullying incident in the past 24 months (n=22), cyberbullying
incidents most commonly occurred “once or twice” (75%, n=22), and namely via email (65%) or faculty polling sites
(50%). In terms of content, cyberbullying messages most commonly consisted of "disrespectful" (84%), "aggressive
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or rude" (63%), and "defamatory"(53%) comments, in addition to "demands for higher grades" (62%), "demands to
reduce the difficulty of assignments" (59%), and "confrontations toward the faculty member’s authority" (50%).
Finally, when asked about their most recent cyberbullying experience, most respondents encountered cyberbullying
"over one year ago" (33%, n=22), followed by "within the past 6 months" (29%).

In terms of the content of the cyberbullying messages, several key themes emerged from coding of the online survey
text boxes and individual interviews. The messages were described as "angry", "inflammatory", "disrespectful,
"rude", "offensive", 'threatening" and "bullying". The tone of cyberbullying email messages is depicted in both the
interview participants' (hereafter referred to by /P and their pseudonym) and survey respondents' (hereafter referred

to by SRand and their corresponding #) testimonials below:

The email messages...threatened to call the press, threatened to file a legal complaint...tried to intimidate
me into changing the grade...to me that is bullying (IP Carol)

1 received several email messages referring to me as a bitch. (SR 9)

While it is unsettling to know that targeted faculty members encountered such disrespectful and threatening behavior
within their workplace, this phenomenon is not new, given similar findings have been reported in prior studies of
classroom incivility (Alberts et al., 2010; Clark et al., 2012; DeSouza, 2010; Lampman et al., 2009; Vance, 2010),
and more recent studies of post-secondary cyberbullying (Eskey et al., 2014b; Minor et al., 2013). For instance in a
study of faculty members who teach online courses, Minor et al. (2013) found that faculty members cyberbullied via
email with messages containing aggressive comments, threats of lawsuits, as well as public defamation in online
platforms.

This study found that students' aggression towards faculty members was not confined to one domain, but rather
crossed, as well as escalated between traditional (in-person) and virtual classroom boundaries. For instance,
interview participant Andrew (pseudonym) reported receiving "angry email messages from a student" which
escalated over a few weeks to "shouting and berating me during an exam”. Similarly, Barbara (pseudonym) informed
that after confronting a student about plagiarism, "I received several inflammatory...angry, angry email
messages...and the behavior escalated to shouting and making defamatory comments towards me in an open office".
Barbara added that although she is generally comfortable managing students' outbursts, she felt bothered by the level
of aggression and persistence put forth by the student in attempt to sway the failing grade.

3.3 Participants' Most Serious Cyberbullying Experience

From those who encountered at least one cyberbullying incident in the last 24 months (n=22), 19 faculty members
reported to have experienced a serious cyberbullying incident that had a negative effect on them, and greater than
80% were “moderately” or “very bothered” by their most serious cyberbullying incident. From this group of
respondents, most (90%, n=19) held fulltime appointments when the incident occurred. Notably, the most common
precursors included "students' dissatisfaction with grades" (79%), and the faculty member having to "address
misconduct issues with the student" (32%), which bear similarity to Minor et al. (2013) who also reported that
students' dissatisfaction with grades precluded cyberbullying of online faculty members. In terms of message content,
participants most commonly described their most 'serious' cyberbullying message(s) as disrespectful (90%),
aggressive or rude (67%), defamatory (56%), and demeaning (50%). The explicit language, tone, and impact that a
single unexpected anonymous email message can have on a targeted individual is depicted by the following survey
respondents’ testimonial:

An anonymous email was sent from a fabricated server...the address line was ‘fuk”(my first and
lastnames@yahoo.ca’...claiming I marked students too hard...nobody gave a crap about what I was
teaching them...threatening how students would treat me if they found me walking alone down the
street...indicated that none other students from the class were watching [him or her] writing the email...]
was extremely shaken by this email...I reported it...received absolutely no support. (SR 8)

The qualitative data from both the online surveys and individual interviews illuminated the methods employed by
aggressors to elevate their marks. For instance, Carol (pseudonym) stated "some students use words in their
messages to threaten or coerce me into changing their grade...to call the press". Similarly, Barbara (pseudonym)
reported having received some "aggressive...angry, angry email messages" from a student who initially failed an
assignment, was granted a resubmission, then plagiarized the re-write, resulting in a failing grade. Despite Barbara's
attempts to engage and resolve the issue with the student, the students' aggression towards the faculty member
escalated to in-person confrontations. According to Barbara, "the angry emails...it was harassment...it was
repeated...and it escalated".
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3.3.1 Impact

The first main finding of this study concerns the type, duration, and impact of cyberbullying messages received by
targeted faculty members, such that some participants experienced multiple (more than three) detrimental physical,
emotional, relational, and professional effects that persisted from "a few days" to "more than one year". For example,
in this study, the most common physical and emotional effects reported by respondents (n=19) included "sleep
disturbances" (74%), "felt significantly anxious or distressed" (68%), "felt depressed" (53%), followed closely by
"increased irritability" (47%), "sudden emotional responses" (47%), and "difficulty concentrating” (47%), then
"stress-related illnesses" (37%). Approximately 50% of the respondents reported fear and avoidance symptoms such
as "tried not to think about the event" (58%), "avoided the aggressor" (53%), and "fear of being alone with the
aggressor" (47%). Of concern, some faculty members reported having "thoughts of retaliation" (26%), and "thoughts
of self- harm" (5%). Finally, while most respondents (85%) were "very bothered" by their cyberbullying experience,
some respondents (5%) perceived the cyberbullying incident to be a positive learning experience. Further, one
respondent lamented that "it’s a learning opportunity...students need to learn to behave respectfully”.

The type of negative effects reported by study participants are consistent with prior research studies of traditional
(offline) workplace bullying (Einarsen, Hoel, Zapf, & Cooper, 2003; Keashly & Harvey, 2005; Keashly & Neuman,
2013; Kowalski, Morgan, & Limber, 2012; Menesini & Nocentini, 2012), academic workplace bullying (Kolanko et
al., 2006; McKay et al., 2008), student incivility and contra-power harassment (Lampman, 2012; Lampman et al.,
2009; Luparell, 2007), as well as K-12 and post-secondary cyberbullying (Beran & Li, 2005; Beran et al., 2012;
Cassidy et al., 2009; Minor et al., 2013). As well, in some studies, cyberbullied faculty members reported that the
experience had a negative effect on work performance including their level confidence, ability to concentrate,
productivity, and relationships with others, as well as their sense of safety (Cassidy et al., 2014; Faucher et al. 2014).

Qualitative data from the individual interviews shed light on the depth and breadth of the physical as well as
emotional effects that were experienced by both male and female targeted faculty members. For instance, Debbie
(pseudonym) became tearful upon disclosing how she reacted upon reading defamatory comments that had been
posted to an online faculty evaluation site:

I felt sick to my stomach...lost sleep over it...it bothered me tremendously...my confidence was
shattered...after all of these years of teaching...one comment left me feeling this way.

Similarly, male respondents, such as Andrew, exhibited physical signs (anxious, fidgeting) upon describing the
thread of "angry email messages" that he had received from a student:

The whole thing was completely foreign to me...it was very upsetting...I felt threatened...shocked...I was
Just trying to help the student.

Thematic coding of the interview transcripts revealed that participants most commonly felt “surprised”, “bothered or
upset”, “shocked”, “shattered”, “threatened”, “defenseless” and “disappointed”, about their most serious
cyberbullying experience. Physical and emotional responses varied between participants, ranging from symptoms of
anxiety (restlessness, fidgeting, looking down at the floor, avoiding eye contact) at the onset of the interview, to
more emotional responses (e.g., tears, sadness, raised tone of voice, openly crying) as the interview progressed. For
instance, while Debbie appeared calm at the onset of the interview, more emotions surfaced (e.g., tears, elevated tone
of voice) as she described the moment of opening the results of an online faculty evaluation:

I was away on vacation...sitting in a coffee shop...opened the evaluation...read one of the comments and 1
was shocked. There were a few people in close proximity to me...I really felt physically ill with the one
comment...I felt tears coming. A woman sitting across from me leaned over [said] “Oh no...you’ve just
received some really bad news” ... I just got up and left...couldn’t stop thinking about it...it’s bothering me
again now...those powerful emotions.

Further to the emotional effects reported, common themes pertaining to negative effects included flashbacks in the
form of “recurring memories”, and rationalizing or sanitizing the situation by “minimizing the incident”, as depicted
by Debbie in the following excerpt:

At first I thought I was over-reacting...it wasn’t as bad as what happens to other people...I didn’t think 1
was affected, but I was affected (tearful)...I have a lot of experience and should be able to handle it...one
bad comment...by a disgruntled student had such an effect on me...I was fine until this interview...it’s like
reliving it again (crying)...I have to put it behind me.
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This study also found that the duration of negative effects varied in persistence from “a few days” to “greater than
one year”. Further, some participants experienced multiple (three or more) negative effects such as "had difficulty
sleeping”, "increased irritability", "sudden emotional responses when reminded of the incident", "felt significantly
anxious or distressed" for several weeks or months. This begs the question as to how faculty members, experiencing

these negative effects were able to cope both during and after the incident?

Notably, while this was not designed as a psychologically based study, the aforementioned findings prompted review
of the literature, and found that combined, the type and duration of negative effects reported by some participants
resembled the Acute Stress Disorder (ASD) and Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) criteria as set forth by the
American Psychiatric Association DSM-IV TR™ (2000). For instance, approximately 25% (n=19) reported having
three or more negative effects that persisted for one to eight weeks (e.g., felt significantly anxious or distressed,
depressed, increased irritability, sudden emotional responses when reminded of the event, fear of the aggressor,
avoidance of the aggressor or reminders of the incident, felt depressed) which bear resemblance to the APA
DSM-IV-TR™ (2000) criteria for ASD. Further, some respondents (15%, n=19) reported more than ten detrimental
effects that persisted for longer than one year after their most serious cyberbullying experience. It is important to
mention that the survey instrument for this study was not designed to test for ASD or PTSD symptoms, yet given the
type and duration of symptoms, it is plausible that respondents who reported multiple symptoms that persisted for
“2-5 months”, “6-12 months”, and “more than one year” may have experienced ASD or PTSD. Moreover, reported
"thoughts of retaliation" (21%, n=19) and "thoughts of self-harm" (5%) pose concern given that acting on such
thoughts could be highly detrimental for the overall campus community.

Of further consideration, cyberbullied faculty members are likely to be situated somewhere on the processing /
healing continuum, while fulfilling their teaching responsibilities. This raises the question as to how a faculty
member, affected by cyberbullying, would manage the day-to-day tensions that can arise in the process of teaching,
or how they would manage the notion of a known or suspected cyber-aggressor in their midst? For instance, it is
feasible that a faculty member who teaches across multiple cohorts of a four-year program may encounter student
aggression in one term, and be exposed to the aggressor in subsequent terms. If the student-faculty tensions are not
resolved, the implications on the faculty member, student, and learning environment are formidable. Putting these
findings into context, the prevalence rates of plausible PTSD are relatively low compared to those reported in a
Canadian epidemiological study (Van Ameringen, Mancini, Patterson, & Boyle, 2008) which cited 9.2% for chronic
or “lifetime” PTSD, and 2.4% for “current” (one month) PTSD.

The qualitative data shed light on the faculty-student relationship as targeted faculty members' discussed the
connection they attempted to forge with students. For instance, some interview participants became emotional when
describing their investment in establishing a positive, supportive relationship with students, and subsequent despair
upon being cyberbullied. Interview participants commonly described feeling “shocked”, “surprised”, and “disbelief”
that they had been cyberbullied—namely due to their belief that they had a positive working relationship with the
student and were trying to help the student in providing constructive feedback to assist them in learning. The
following testimonials shed light on this perspective:

For me...I try to look for the good in people...d was a little unsure about how to interact and react with that
student and other students after that [angry email] incident...I thought I had a good rapport with students.(IP
Andrew)

I meet with the students...discuss their marks... and give them constructive feedback to prepare them for the
higher level of writing for their upcoming semester...I don't give out A's unless their performance is
exceptional...the student wrote that I was the worst teacher they ever had...I was lazy...I was shocked. (IP
Debbie)

When a student sends an angry email, I choose not to respond to the email but to wait and bring them into a
one-to-one conversation to resolve the problem...try to reframe it in a way that says, “while you are angry,
you would be far better to communicate in a more appropriate way when you are frustrated, so I hope this is a
learning experience for you...but this student..the situation was escalating...it was harassment (IP Barbara)

In terms of the relational consequences experienced by cyberbullied faculty members, a breakdown in their
relationships with students ranked highest (74%), followed by colleagues (32%), Deans and administrators (32%), as
well as family members (32%), then friends (11%). Professional ramifications most commonly included loss of
desire to go to work (68%), followed by loss of productivity at work (53%). Loss of confidence was also reported
with regard to managing student conflict (47%), working with students (42%), or teaching students (37%), while
53% felt like quitting their job. These findings bear similarity to prior studies of contra-power harassment, student
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incivility (Lampman et al., 2009; Luparell, 2007), and workplace bullying (McKay et al., 2008), which also reported
loss of confidence and loss of desire to go to work on the outset of being bullied.

3.3.2 Action Taken

Further to learning about the impact of cyberbullying on targeted faculty members, this study also sought to identify
targeted faculty members' awareness of cyberbullying and the action taken. Approximately 58% of the respondents
(n=19) thought they could recognize signs that cyberbullying might occur, or knew how to report such incidents
(53%), knew about cyber-aggression, harassment, or bullying (47%), yet fewer knew what policy or procedure to
follow (32%), or had training in managing student misconduct (16%). Moreover, approximately 70% of the
respondents reported that students can get away with cyberbullying at the institution of study. These findings suggest
a gap in institutional resources such as cyberbullying education, institutional policy, and procedures to address the
issue--consistent with K-12 and post-secondary cyberbullying studies (Eskey et al., 2014b; Kowalski, Limber, &
Agatston, 2008; Minor et al., 2013; Sevéikova & Smahel, 2009; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004).

When provided with a list of plausible responses to their cyberbullying incident, participants most commonly
consulted with colleagues (84%), friends (74%), an immediate supervisor (74%), or reviewed institutional policies or
procedures (58%). Fewer reported the incident to a senior administration (37%), or campus security (32%), while a
smaller percentage attempted to resolve the incident with the student(s) (42%). Of all the approaches attempted,
connecting with colleagues, friends, and immediate supervisors were reported as the most successful (45%), while
few (5%) were successful in attempting to resolve the incident the aggressor.

Consistent with studies of workplace bullying and post-secondary cyberbullying (Boice, 1996; Luparell, 2004; Minor
et al., 2013), some participants (45%) did not report their cyberbullying experience. The rationale for not reporting
cyberbullying included concern that complaints would not be taken seriously; that messages would not be viewed by
others as bullying; that faculty would be viewed as incompetent, and finally, fear of further victimization by students
or administrators. It is also possible that underreporting stems from a lack of awareness about cyberbullying, as
depicted in the following online survey and individual interview testimonials below. These findings have also
emerged in studies of post-secondary workplace bullying (McKay et al., 2008), student incivility (Lampman et al.,
2009; Luparell, 2007) and post-secondary cyberbullying (Cassidy et al., 2014; Eskey et al., 2014b; Faucher et al.,
2014; Minor et al., 2013), which suggests that further inquiry is needed to better understand the deterrents for
reporting cyberbullying incidents, and thereby determine feasible remedies.

1 didn't report it...didn't know who to report the incident to...or if there was any point. (SR 19)

1 did not report it...had fear of further victimization. Administrators may not act on it, or if they do...may be
detrimental to the faculty member who reports it. (SR 23)

Nasty comments on faculty rating cites are probably not considered bullying by others...one is meant to suck it
up and not care. (SR 20)

It wasn't super horrible, and I don't know if it was (long pause)...bullying...even participating in this study, 1
wasn't sure what constitutes cyberbullying...it really bothered me...so I think it fits. (IP Debbie)

3.3.3 Support Measures Needed to Manage Cyberbullying

In this study, most participants (79%) reported that students at the institution of study can get away with
cyberbullying, 11% agreed that support measures are easy to access, and fewer (11%) agreed that the existing
support measures are effective. Common themel) clearly written, well-communicated institutional cyberbullying
policy and sanctions that both inform and deter such behavior, 2) cyberbullying education for faculty members and
students (informing what constitutes cyberbullying, what to expect, how to prevent it and how to respond in the
immediacy of the incident), and 3) counseling services for targeted individuals with a contact person for formal
cyberbullying complaints. s from the transcripts consisted of gaps in institutional policy, cyberbullying education,
and accessible support services, all of which deter participants from preventing or managing cyberbullying
effectively. The lack of resources available to faculty members, compounded by the harmful effects incurred from
cyberbullying were also an expressed concern. For instance, participants reported:

There isn't anything that I know of about cyberbullying, or misuse of Facebook, or the consequences.
Faculty need to know what to do when students invite them into these platforms...When teachers are hired
they should have training...it is important to know that faculty members are supported when they feel
threatened. (IP Andrew)
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Our policy language is far too broad...difficult to apply...current process is not effective...if cyberbullying
were a new policy...it would be sent out by email for review...faculty are overwhelmed with all the email
messages...can't learn a policy with a two-minute window to review it...understand it, or put it into effective
practice... Cyberbullying is very complicated...has a lot of implications on the person who experiences it
(IP Carol)

Policy and procedure is nothing if we don't educate our faculty members on what it [cyberbullying] is and
what to do about it. (IP Barbara)

From the voices of study participants, the three highest priority institutional support measures needed to assist
targeted faculty members in managing cyberbullying incidents include: 1) clearly written, well-communicated
institutional cyberbullying policy and sanctions that both inform and deter such behavior, 2) cyberbullying education
for faculty members and students (informing what constitutes cyberbullying, what to expect, how to prevent it and
how to respond in the immediacy of the incident), and 3) counseling services for targeted individuals with a contact
person for formal cyberbullying complaints. Consistent with the literature (Alberts et al., 2010; Cassidy et al., 2009),
participants also expressed the need for a process to commence dialogue amongst campus constituents to expose,
manage, and prevent cyberbullying behaviors. These recommendations align with former post-secondary
cyberbullying studies in terms of the support needed for victims, well communicated institutional policy developed
in consultation with campus constituents, and a more respectful workplace environment (Cassidy et al., 2014;
Faucher et al., 2014). Yet given the limited research on student-to-faculty targeted cyberbullying, further research
would be needed to understand the breadth and depth of support services that would be useful in preparing faculty
members to manage cyberbullying effectively.

4. Discussion
4.1 Study Limitations

Three predominant limitations of this study include the low response rate, unique focus, and implementation date.
First, the low response rate (N=1040) from the online survey (3.5%, n=36) and the interviews (.38%, n=4) could be
attributed to faculty members' lack of awareness of what constitutes cyberbullying, the prevalence of cyberbullying
at this institution, or the sensitivity of the subject matter. Cyberbullied individuals may be reluctant to participate for
a variety of reasons, including fear of repercussions. For instance one survey respondent aptly stated “Sometimes
you just can’t tell people about these kinds of incidents...you have to be really careful about who you tell and what
you say”. Understandably, cyberbullied faculty members may be deterred by the possibility that participation may
invoke painful memories of a difficult experience. Secondly, given the study’s unique focus to one sample (faculty
members) within one institution of currently employed faculty members, the findings are neither generalizable to
other campus constituents, nor to other post-secondary institutions. Third, the survey implementation was restricted
to 30 days as stipulated by the institution, possibly delimiting faculty members who may have been on leave. Finally,
participants’ cyberbullying experiences were not verified by the alleged aggressor(s), nor were the respondents asked
to provide copies of the cyberbullying messages received.

While the number of respondents is small, the qualitative and quantitative information generated some compelling
findings, which satisfied the purpose of the study and answered the research questions. The detailed information
provided by the survey and interview participants’ narratives illuminated the type, severity, and impact of their
cyberbullying experiences, but more so, the magnitude of harm incurred by cyberbullied faculty members.
Witnessing such emotional testimony affirmed that the participants’ experiences were not only serious, but had
profoundly negative implications for some individuals.

4.2 Implications and Recommendations

This study acknowledges that cyberbullying behavior rests with the individual and manifests as tension between
faculty members and students within the context of post-secondary institutions. The complex nature of this
phenomenon may be intertwined with the roles and responsibilities held of faculty members to make decisions that
affect students’ lives, within an institutional system that affords few opportunities for students to influence the
factors that gauge evaluation of their performance. When asked what institutional support measures need to be in
place to address cyberbullying in post-secondary education, the participants' top three priorities included first, clearly
written, well-communicated institutional cyberbullying policy and procedures, followed by education for faculty and
students (e.g., what constitutes cyberbullying, how to prevent and respond), and support services (e.g., counseling,
focus groups) for those who have participated in or have encountered cyberbullying. Faculty need reliable, readily
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available resources to equip themselves with the skills to manage cyberbullying confidently, competently, and
effectively.

Further exploration of the underpinnings of cyberbullying may also assist in problem solving. For instance, knowing
that students’ dissatisfaction with grades was the most common precursor to participants’ cyberbullying experiences,
suggests that it may be beneficial for faculty members to connect students with support services in the early onset of
academic or personal distress. Faculty members can initiate meeting face-to-face with students to convey support,
approachability, and willingness to engage in dialogue to greater understand students’ concerns. This creates a
foundation for a collaborative student-faculty working relationship, where students can be actively involved in
determining evaluation strategies for assignments, negotiating grades, and accessing institutional supports aligned
with their needs—thereby shifting the perceived power imbalance from a faculty-driven curriculum to a
student-focused approach (e.g., involve students in the evaluation process, provide marking rubrics that are
understandable and compatible with students’ individual learning styles). Further, embedding cyberbullying
education into the curriculum provides a platform for students and faculty to dialogue and problem solve this
phenomenon. After all, we know that cyberbullying exists in the K-12 sector, graduates to post-secondary, and
extends beyond to the workplace sector.

Moreover, the fundamental solution for cyberbullying rests with recognizing that cyberbullying is a chosen behavior,
understanding the motivators, and shifting one's capacity to more caring ways of being. In the student-faculty
relationship, it is equally important to develop faculty members' ability to recognize and respond to cyberbullying
with competence and confidence. When student-faculty tensions arise, just as students' coping mechanisms or
resilience may be tapped to the point of exhaustion or desperation, faculty members may also be tapped in their
ability to respond. To foster a healthy student-faculty relationship, it is imperative that institutional leaders develop
greater understanding of, and acknowledge students' distress, as well as equip students with resources and the skill
base to navigate the personal and academic stressors likely to be encountered in their journey through higher
education. Preparing students and faculty to draw upon the constructs of emotional intelligence and resilience not
only affords students the foundation to navigate frustrations and engage in dialogue with faculty, but further affords
faculty members ' the ability to mitigate student discourse in a collaborative manner.

At the time of this study (2012) there were gaps in the resources available at the institution of study to guide faculty
members (e.g., clearly written, well-communicated institutional policy and procedure, cyberbullying education) in
managing cyberbullying. To the credit of study participants' testimonials, findings from this study have affected
change at various levels across the institution. For instance, the reported gap in cyberbullying education and
cyberbullying policy not only enhanced awareness but opened dialogue at the institutional policy committee level to
explore policy pertaining to cyberbullying, harassment, and bullying. Further, the study findings served to enhance
faculty members' awareness of the issue, the impact, and the recommendations that were put forth by study
participants. As well, the faculty association implemented a cyberbullying focus group to learn from and support
cyberbullied faculty members along their pathway toward healing. In the interest of enhancing faculty and students’
awareness, cyberbullying education has been embedded into some aspects of the curriculum, thereby providing a
platform for students and faculty members to dialogue about this phenomenon. Finally, in the interest of fostering a
caring environment, various self-care practices (e.g., meditation, yoga, and mindfulness) have also been implemented
within some courses to introduce and actively engage students in various modalities of healing to optimize students'
resilience and manage stress prior to midterm and final exam periods.

4.3 Significance

Over the past two years, cases have come before Canadian courts that involve faculty members who were
cyberbullied by students. Given the growth of cyber communication over the past decade and the implications of
cyber-bulling at the individual, relational, organizational, and systems levels—the need for further cyber-bullying
research and the impact on victims is warranted. Although the response rate was small, the quantitative and
qualitative data generated some compelling findings which warrant further exploration across other post-secondary
institutions, with some refinements to the instrument. Second, given the detrimental effects that were reported by
respondents, psychologically focused approaches could enhance understanding of these effects, as well as to explore
the support measures that would be beneficial to targeted individuals. Finally, it would be interesting to explore the
student-to-faculty cyberbullying from the aggressor’s perspective, broadening the interaction of agents—findings
which could further enrich the cyberbullying in post-secondary education literature, and understanding of the
phenomenon.
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This research study adds to the scope of cyberbullying research within the academic and workplace contexts. Further,
the study is unique in having adapted prior research study instrumentation, blending quantitative and qualitative
approaches including individual interviews, with the intent focus of capturing faculty members’ experiences with
cyberbullying by students in the post-secondary sector. Study findings serve to not only expose and enhance
understanding of the complexity of this phenomenon, but provide a foundation from which post-secondary
administrators can develop institutional policy and education programs to address this issue.
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