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Executive Summary
The following report provides an evaluation of the perceived prevalence and impact of

cyber racism on the Counselor Education and Supervision Network (CESNET) listserv. The
study evaluated cyberbullying, direct and vicarious cyber racism, positive and negative
emotional experiences, belonging, and authenticity. Below is a summary of key findings that are
covered in the report:

Key Findings
Prevalence

Direct cyber racism was perceived by 16.8% of participants while vicarious cyber racism
was perceived by 81.2% of participants. Much of the vicariously perceived cyber racism was
directed towards Black and African American individuals (78.2%) followed by 37.6% towards
Asian people, 35.6% towards Latinx people, 14.9% towards Native Hawaiians and other Pacific
Islanders, 22.8% towards Native and Indigenous Americans, 16.8% towards White people, and
30.7% towards Bi- and Multiracial people. In addition to these findings regarding prevalence:

● Higher scores of color-blind racial attitudes were observed among those who perceived
White individuals to be targeted with cyber racism compared to those who did not
perceive White individuals to be targets.

● Lower scores of color-blind racial attitudes were observed among those who perceived
Asian, Black, and Latinx people to be targets compared to those who did not perceive
these groups to be targets.

Race and Gender Differences
Regarding impact, no differences were observed across race categories (White and

BIPOC) regarding positive and negative emotional experiences, belonging, and authenticity.
However, differences were observed across gender. These differences included:

● Cisgender men reported higher scores of direct exposure to cyber racism than cisgender
women.

● Cisgender men reported higher scores of color-blind racial attitudes, positive emotional
experience, and belonging than cisgender women, and transgender/non-binary
participants.

Impact
The following was found regarding the impact of cyber racism:

● Higher scores for positive emotional experience and color-blind attitudes were found
among those who reported direct cyber racism compared to those who did not report
directly experiencing it. This suggests that color-blindness may have played a role in
reporting such encounters in the study.

● Lower scores for positive emotional experience and color-blind racial attitudes were
observed among those who reported vicarious cyber racism compared to those who did
not vicariously experience it. This suggests that 1) greater awareness of racism may
facilitate an ability to recognize when it occurs and 2) such exposure may dampen
positive emotional experience.

● Both direct exposure to cyber racism and color-blind racial attitudes were significant
predictors of positive emotional experience, supporting the above conclusion on the role
of color-blind racial attitudes in recognizing cyber racism and targets of it.

● Greater negative emotional experience was significantly predicted by increased vicarious
exposure to cyber racism.
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● Greater positive emotional experience predicted a greater sense of belonging and
authenticity on CESNET while negative emotional experience predicted a lower sense of
belonging and authenticity.

● Increased vicarious cyber racism predicted a lower sense of authenticity. A similar trend
was observed with a sense of belonging but was not statistically significant.

Implications
● Advocacy for change needs to be considered at individual, community, and public arena

levels on CESNET and within the counseling profession.
○ Individuals may consider developing competence in the dynamics of online

environments, systemic racism, and behaving as active bystanders in occurrences
or cyber racism and other forms of discrimination.

■ Cisgender men may consider developing greater critical consciousness
around their gender identity, the ways in which it manifests on CESNET,
and the impact that it has on others.

○ Community changes might include revised leadership and etiquette.
○ Public arena change might include involvement of professional counseling

organizations and revising ethical codes to emphasize cross-institutional and
inter-agency relationships.
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Brief Introduction
Racism and action towards anti-racism have surged in popularity following numerous

acts of racism highlighted across news and social media platforms. Cyber racism, the electronic
and digital communication by groups or individuals which seeks to denigrate and discriminate
against individuals based on their race and ethnicity, has garnered increased attention and
concern over the years with the increased use of social media and online communities as spaces
to share and perpetuate racist and white supremacist ideology (Bliuc et al., 2018). While cyber
racism shares many qualities with that which occurs in non-digital environments, there are many
unique qualities to cyber racism. For example, digital environments may allow for recurring and
widespread exposure to racist media (Daniels, 2009), serve as a medium for spreading and
normalizing racist ideologies (Bliuc et al., 2018), and allow for collaboration between multiple
individuals in communicating racist beliefs that would not occur otherwise in a non-digital
setting (McVittie et al., 2020).

Research on the impact of cyber racism demonstrates an impact on the mental health and
wellness of those who identify as Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC). For example,
one study found increased stress for BIPOC students who perceive cyber racism and a negative
racial climate (Tynes et al., 2013). Additionally, a study of BIPOC undergraduate students
suggests that the impact of cyber racism included grappling with challenges to reshape their
worldview to account for racism in their social context, to develop new coping skills for dealing
with cyber racism, and to adjust relationships with peers within their institution (Eschmann,
2020). Moreover, studies have suggested that color-blind racial attitudes may impact the
perception and impact of cyber racism (Tynes & Markoe, 2010) and that exposure to online
traumatic events are associated with anxiety and PTSD symptoms (Tynes et al., 2019).

Thus far, cyber racism research has largely emphasized discourse and interactions across
various settings. Despite the capacity for such events to occur (Bliuc et al., 2018; Daniels &
Thronton, 2020), far less attention has been given to professional online spaces and the impact of
cyber racism in those settings. Anecdotal evidence suggests that some online spaces in the
counseling profession, such as the Counselor Education and Supervision Network Listserv
(CESNET-L), may experience cyber racism. The purpose of the current report is to estimate the
perceived prevalence and impact of cyber racism on CESNET. Regarding the impact of cyber
racism, the study sought to explore perceived group inclusion and emotional experiences.

Positionality of the Authors
In doing this research, the authors acknowledge that our experiences as individuals and

professionals in the counseling field have shaped this work. Understanding our identities is the
mark of effective and ethical counseling, not only with clients, but in all domains. We share our
positionality to acknowledge our unique intersectional identities and to demonstrate the critical
reflection that we have done over the course of this research project. The first author is a Black,
heterosexual, cisgender, able-bodied, man. He is also a first-generation college student from a
middle-class family. The second author is White, queer, nonbinary, disabled person. They are
Appalachian and from a middle-class background. The third author is a Black, heterosexual,
cisgender, woman. She is also a middle-class Christian that is physically able-bodied.

As counselors and researchers, we live in complex and coexisting junctures of power and
oppression. All of the authors have familiarity in research and counseling that seeks to
understand the experiences of and empower marginalized groups. We are dedicated to the values
of the American Counseling Association’s (ACA) 2014 Code of Ethics and to our own values,
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which include collectivism; social justice; advocacy; and anti-racist, anti-discriminatory, and
anti-oppressive stances. Our own encounters of discrimination, as well as witnessing the harm to
others, were the starting points of this quantitative research.

Methodology
This study used a cross-sectional design to answer the following research questions: 1)

what is the perceived prevalence of cyber racism on the CESNET listserv?, 2) what differences
exist across race and gender regarding the perception of cyber racism, perceived inclusion, and
emotional experience?, and 3) what relationship does perceived cyber racism have on perceived
inclusion and emotional experience?
Participants

Convenience sampling was used to recruit participants from the CESNET listserv. Data
collection was temporarily paused due to an influx of roughly 1,267 responses, most of which
likely consisted of data generated from bots, occurring roughly 14 hours after data collection
began. Due to an inability to parse out these responses from actual study participants, we
excluded all data collected beyond the last point in time that the data we monitored the data (
between 11 pm EST on 4/19/21 and 8 am EST on 4/20/21). Screening questions and a
CAPTCHA tool was added into the online survey following this instance to prevent a recurrence
of the issue. An accurate participation rate cannot be determined due to this occurrence and
initial data screening method that was used. After excluding responses obtained during the
identified timeframe, 101 participant responses were collected for the study.

Participant ages ranged from 24 to 77 (M = 40.60; SD = 12.44). Regarding race, 55
participants identified as White (54.5%), 18 identified as Black or African American (17.8%), 8
identified as Latinx (7.9%), 6 identified as Asian (5.9%), 3 identified as Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander (3%), 1 identified as Native/Indigenous American (1%), 6 identified as Bi or
Multiracial (5.9%), and 4 did not indicate their race (4%). Seventy-five participants identified as
a cisgender woman (74.3%), 19 identified as a cisgender man (18.8%), 4 identified as gender
nonbinary/expansive or transgender (4%), and 3 did not indicate their gender (3%). Regarding
educational attainment, 39 held a master’s degree (38.6%), and 62 (61.4%) held a doctorate
degree. Regarding status within the profession, 1 identified as a pre-master’s degree student
(1%), 2 identified as masters-level students (2%), 5 identified as graduates of a master’s degree
program (5%), 27 identified as doctoral-level counseling students (26.7%), 13 identified as
graduates of a doctoral program and not employed in a tenure-track position (12.9%), 29
identified as Assistant Professors (28.7%), 10 identified as Associate Professors (9.9%), 10
identified as Full Professors (9.9%), 3 identified as retired (3%), and 1 did not indicate their
status (1%). Regarding length of membership, 7 (6.9%) were members for less than a year, 20
(19.8%) were members between 1 - 2 years, 33 (32.7%) were members for 3 - 4 years, 15
(14.9%) were members for 5 - 6 years, 11 (10.9%) were members for 7 - 8 years, and 15 (14.9%)
were members for 9 or more years. Regarding usage of CESNET, most used their network on a
daily (n = 41; 40.6%) or weekly basis (n = 41; 40.6%). Others used CESNET monthly (n = 10;
9.9%) and less than once a month (n = 8; 7.9%).
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Instruments
Perceived Cyber Racism

Three subscales from the Online Victimization Scale were used to measure perceived
cyber racism (Tynes et al., 2010). The General Online Victimization (GOV) scale is an 8-item
measure of the frequency of being targeted with general cyberbullying. Internal consistency for
the measure has been documented as .84 and was observed to be .96 for the current sample. The
Individual Online Racial Discrimination (IORD) scale of the online victimization scale was used
to measure the frequency of individuals’ direct experience of cyber racism in an online
environment. Internal consistency for the IORD scale was .66. For the current study, Cronbach’s
α was .79. Next, the Vicarious Online Racial Discrimination (VORD) scale was used to measure
the frequency of individuals’ vicarious experience of cyber racism towards their own race and
towards others. Internal consistency for this scale was .87 and .80 for the current sample.

A perceived cyber racism checklist was developed for this study to measure racial
identity groups that were perceived to have been the targets of cyber racism. Participants
identified whether or not they had observed cyber racism towards members of the following
racial identity groups: Asian, Black or African American, Latinx, Native or Indigenous
American, Native or Hawaiian Islander, White, Bi- or Multiracial, and “other”. A similar
checklist was developed for measuring cyber discrimination across the following social identity
demographics: age, disability, nationality, gender, native/first language, race, religion/spirituality,
sex, sexuality, and socioeconomic status. These checklists allowed for multiple response input
from participants.
Group Inclusion

The degree to which participants perceive themselves to feel included was measured with
the Perceived Group Inclusion Scale (Jansen et al., 2014). The instrument conceptualizes
inclusion as a combination of both a sense of belonging and authenticity. The Belonging scale
consists of two subcomponents: group membership (the perceived strength of the connection
between the individual and the group) and group affection (positive feelings towards the
connection with the group). Similarly, the Authenticity scale consists of two subcomponents:
room for authenticity (the degree to which the group allows for members to act in alignment with
their true self) and value for authenticity (the degree to which members perceive the group to
encourage them to be themselves). As indicated by Wiebren et al. (2014), a composite score for
the Belonging and Authenticity scales were obtained through averaging means of each
subcomponent. Cronbach’s α for the Belonging scale was observed to be .93 in the construction
of the scale and .92 for the current sample. Cronbach’s α for the Authenticity scale was observed
to be .95 in the development of the scale and .98 in the current sample.
Emotional Experience

The Positive and Negative Affective Scale (Watson et al., 1988) was used to measure
positive and negative emotional states of participants based on their chosen online network
across the past 12 months. Positive Affect refers to an emotional state characterized by high
energy and pleasurable engagement while Negative Affect refers to an emotional state that is
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distressing and unpleasurable. Higher scores in both the Positive Affect and Negative Affect
measures correspond to greater endorsement of each emotional state. Internal consistency for
Positive Affect has ranged from .86 to .90 while internal consistency has ranged from .84 to .87
for Negative Affect. For the current sample, Cronbach’s α for Positive Affect was .88 and .89 for
the Negative Affect.
Color-Blind Racial Attitudes

The 6-item Blatant Racial Issues subscale of the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale
(Neville et al., 2000) was included in the study due to its association with perceiving racism from
a previous study (Tynes & Markoe, 2010).This subscale specifically measures the degree to
which individuals are generally unaware of the pervasiveness of racial discrimination with higher
scores indicating less awareness. Internal consistency for the Blatant Racial Issues subscale
range between .70 and .76. Cronbach’s α for the current study was .81.
Procedure

Participants began the study by reading informed consent for the IRB-approved study.
After consenting to participation, participants completed a demographic questionnaire, followed
by completing measures from the Online Victimization Scale, the perceived cyber racism
checklist, the perceived group inclusion scale, the PANAS, and the Blatant Racial Issues scale.
Last, participants were presented with the opportunity to opt into a raffle drawing for
participation.
Analytical Plan

Data was analyzed using IBM’s SPSS (Version 27). A descriptive analysis was used to
determine the perceived prevalence of cyber racism on the CESNET listserv. Independent
samples t tests and one-way analyses of variance were used to determine group mean differences
related to race and gender. A series of hierarchical multiple regression analyses were used to
determine the relationship between exposure to cyber racism, color-blind racial attitudes,
perceived inclusion, and emotional experience. Analyses for statistical significance testing all
used a significance level of α = .05. Measures of effect size will be reported alongside each
analysis. Any deviation or exploration beyond this analytical plan will be outlined and
accompanied by a rationale.

The data was screened for outliers among variables of interest, which were identified as
any value ±3 standard deviation away from the mean. Identified outliers were Windsorized by
replacing them with the nearest non-outlier (Field, 2018). Next, assumptions for the planned
statistical analyses were checked (normality, homogeneity of variance, and multicollinearity).
Data for the GOV, IORD, and Blatant Racial Issues measures showed signs of positive skew. As
a result, bootstrapping using 1,000 samples and 95% BCa confidence intervals was used for
analyses that used these variables.

Results
Prevalence of Cyber Racism

Figure 1 displays the frequency of cyber discrimination across social identity. Regarding
cyber racism 17 (16.8%) of participants indicated having direct experiences with cyber racism
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while 84 (83.2%) indicated having not directly experienced it. Additionally, 82 (81.2%) indicated
having witnessed cyber racism while 19 (18.8%) did not. In descending order, the following
cyber discrimination was directly experienced across other social identities: religion/spirituality
(15.8%), age (14.9%), sexuality (11.9%), nationality (10.9%), disability (9.9%), gender (8.9%),
socioeconomic status (8.9%), sex (7.9%), and native language (5.9%). The following was
reported witnessing cyber discrimination across the same social identities: gender (57.4%),
religion/spirituality (55.4%), sexuality (49.5%), sex (40.6%), nationality (30.7%), age (29.7%),
native language (26.7%), disability (23.8%), and socioeconomic status (21.8%).

A display of the perceived prevalence of  groups targeted with cyber racism is presented
in Figure 2. Regarding the perceived prevalence cyber racism across specific racial identity
groups, 38 (37.6%) witnessed racism towards Asian people, 79 (78.2%) witnessed racism
towards Black people, 36 (35.6%) witnessed racism towards Latinx people, 15 (14.9%)
witnessed racism towards Native Hawaiians and other Pacific Islanders, 23 (22.8%) witnessed
racism towards Native and Indigenous Americans, 17 (16.8%) witnessed racism towards White
people, 31 (30.7%) witnessed racism toward Bi- and Multiracial people, and 8 (7.9%) indicated
witnessing racism towards other groups.

Figure 1.
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Figure 2.

Race Differences
Due to low participation across minoritized racial identity groups, group comparisons

were made between those identifying as White (n = 55) and as BIPOC (n = 42). The BIPOC
group consisted of all individuals who identified as non-White, Biracial, or Multiracial. Group
mean differences were analyzed across cyberbullying, direct and vicarious cyber racism, positive
and negative emotional experience, belonging, authenticity, and color blind racial attitudes. Table
1 displays a summary of means and significance test results for each variable across race.
Significant differences were found in vicarious cyber racism. BIPOC participants reported
experiencing cyber racism vicariously more frequently, t(95) = -4.62, p < .001, d = .99 than
White participants.
Gender Differences

A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were gender differences across the
variables of interest. Results from the omnibus tests showed differences in direct exposure to
cyber racism (F = 6.36, p = .001, η2 = .16), color-blind racial attitudes (F = 11.43, p < .001, η2 =
.26), positive emotional experience (F = 3.94, p = .011, η2 = .11), and belonging (F = 2.77, p =
.046, η2 = .08).

Cisgender men scored higher than cisgender women in direct exposure to cyber racism (t
= 3.91, p < .001, d = .86). Regarding color-blind racial attitudes, cisgender men scored higher
than cisgender women (t = 5.52, p < .001, d = 1.28) and non-binary/transgender participants (t =
2.92, p = .004, d = 1.61). For positive emotional experience, cisgender men scored higher than
cisgender women (t = 2.68 , p = .009, d = .65) and non-binary/transgender participants (t = 2.88,
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p = .005, d = 1.75). Regarding belonging, cisgender men scored higher than cisgender women (t
= 1.99, p = .049, d = .47) and non-binary/transgender participants (t = 2.67, p = .009, d = 1.27).

Table 1

Mean Comparison of Variables Based on Race

White (n = 55) BIPOC (n = 42)

Variable M (SD) t d

GOVa 9.29 (2.72) 10.64 (3.71) -1.99 .42

IORDa 5.27 (2.22) 6.19 (2.71) -1.79 .38

VORDa 7.76 (3.31) 11.74 (4.43) -4.62*** .99

Positive Affect 21.67 (6.50) 23.33 (7.72) -1.15 .24

Negative Affect 25.71 (7.89) 26.05 (8.03) -.21 .04

Belonginga 2.48 (.55) 2.66 (.72) -1.38 .29

Authenticitya 2.11 (.86) 2.28 (1.12) -.78 .17

Blatant Racial Issues 9.49 (5.35) 9.55 (5.53) -.05 .01

Note. GOVD = General Online Victimization; IORD = Individual Online Racial Discrimination;
VORD = Vicarious Online Racial Discrimination.
a = heterogeneous variance
* p < .05. ** p .01. *** p < .001.

Impact of Perceived Cyber Racism
Prior to estimating the impact of perceived cyber racism on emotional experience and

perceived inclusion, an independent sample t test was used to determine if discourse on CESNET
around the posting of the recruitment letter to the study may have impacted outcomes.
Significant differences were observed in positive emotional experience, t(84.66) = 3.53, p < .001,
d = .72, belonging, t(99) = 2.31, p = .023, d = .46, and authenticity, t(75.09) = 2.50, p = .015, d =
.52. These results indicate that scores for positive emotional experience, belonging, and
authenticity were higher prior to the discourse and the pausing of data collection.

Independent sample t tests were conducted to analyze the impact of direct and vicarious
perception of cyber racism using the cyber racism checklist. A summary is presented in Table 2.
Comparing those who experienced and did not experience direct cyber racism, significant
differences were found in positive emotional experience and color-blind racial attitudes. Higher
scores for positive emotional experience were observed among those who directly experienced
cyber racism compared to those who did not, t(99) = -3.41, p < .001, d = .91. Similarly, higher
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scores for color-blind attitudes were observed among those who experienced cyber racism,
t(19.66) = -3.58, p = .007, d = 1.17. The opposite trend in the data was observed in positive
emotional experience and color-blind racial attitudes between those who vicariously experienced
cyber racism and those who did not. Lower scores for positive emotional experience were
observed among those who vicariously experienced cyber racism, t(99) = 2.89, p = .005, d = .74.
Similarly, lower scores for color-blind racial attitudes were observed among those who indicated
experiencing vicarious cyber racism, t(99) = 5.08, p < .001, d = 1.29.

Table 2

Mean Comparison of Variables Based on Direct and Vicarious Cyber Racism

Experienced Witnessed

Variable Yes (n = 17) No (n = 84) Yes (n = 82) No (n = 19)

M (SD) t (d) M (SD) t (d)

PA 27.65 (7.80) 21.43 (6.67) -3.41 (.91)*** 21.51 (6.84) 26.63 (7.50) 2.89 (.74)**

NA 26.71 (8.10) 25.76 (7.81) -.45 (.12) 26.17 (7.77) 24.84 (8.20) -.67 (.17)

Belonging 2.70 (.77) 2.52 (.62) -1.02 (.27) 2.55 (.61) 2.55 (.83) -.04 (.01)

Authenticity 2.54 (1.05) 2.11 (.97) -1.64 (.44) 2.12 (.96) 2.47 (1.10) 1.40 (.36)

BRIb 14.88 (6.58) 8.87 (4.84) -3.58 (1.17)**a 8.66 (4.84) 15.16 (5.79) 5.08 (1.29)***

Note. PA = Positive Affect; NA = Negative Affect; BRI = Blatant Racial Issues.
a = heterogeneous variance
* p < .05.  ** p .01. *** p < .001.

Given the seemingly contradictory findings regarding color-blind racial attitudes and
positive emotional experience, a similar set of independent sample t tests were run to analyze for
differences in color-blind racial attitudes between those who perceived and did not perceive
cyber racism targeted towards each race groups A summary of results are presented in Table 3.
Higher scores of color-blind racial attitudes were observed in those who perceived White people
to be targets of cyber racism than those who did not perceive White people to be targets (t =
-3.79, p = .007, d = 1.17). Conversely, lower scores for color-blind racial attitudes were observed
among those who perceived Asian (t = 2.73, p = .011, d = .52), Black (t = 6.82, p = .001, d =
1.90), and Latinx (t = 2.74, p = .009, d = .53) individuals to be targets than for those who did not
perceive these groups to be targets.
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Table 3

Mean Comparison of Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Between Perceived Targets of Cyber Racism

Perceived Not Perceived

Variable n M (SD) n M (SD) t d

Asian 38 8.11 (4.44) 63 10.95 (5.99) 2.73* .52

Black 79 8.05 (4.13) 22 16.45 (5.35) 6.82** 1.90

Latinx 36 8.03 (4.51) 65 10.91 (5.92) 2.74** .53

Native American 23 8.26 (4.70) 78 10.36 (5.79) 1.78 .38

Native Hawaiian 15 10.20 (6.53) 86 9.83 (5.48) -.24 .07

White 17 14.88 (6.15) 84 8.87 (4.95) -3.79** 1.17

Multiracial 31 8.35 (5.02) 70 10.56 (5.76) 1.94 .40

* p < .05.  ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

A series of hierarchical multiple regression analyses were used to analyze the relationship
between perceived cyber racism, color-blind racial attitudes, emotional experience, belonging,
and authenticity. A total of four models were used. Two models analyzed perceived cyber racism
and color-blind racial attitudes as predictors of positive emotional experience and negative
emotional experience. Two additional models included negative and positive emotional
experience as predictors of belonging and authenticity among variables used in the previous
models. A summary of the correlation between the variables of interest are displayed in Table 4.
Positive Emotional Experience

Vicarious cyber racism, direct cyber racism, and color-blind racial attitudes were entered
into the hierarchical first regression model as predictors of positive emotional experience. A
summary of this model is presented in Table 5. The overall model was significant and accounted
for 19.6% of the variance in positive emotional experience, F(3,97) = 7.87, p < .001, R2 = .196.
Vicarious and direct cyber racism were entered into the first step of the model and accounted for
16.4% of variance in positive emotional experience (R2 = .164, p < .001). Color-blind racial
attitudes were entered into the second step of the model and did not significantly account for
variance in positive emotional experience on top of vicarious and direct cyber racism (ΔR2 =
.031, p > .05). Higher scores in both direct cyber racism (β = .25, p = .026) and color-blind racial
attitudes (β = .22, p = .046) significantly predicted and higher scores for positive emotional
experience.
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Table 4

Summary of Correlations Between Study Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. IORD --

2. VORD .35*** --

3. BRI .67*** .10 --

4. PA .43*** .19 .39*** --

5. NA .15 .26** -.07 .20* --

6. Belonging .13 -.16 .11 .41*** -.21* --

7. Authenticity .18 -.19 .21* .34*** -.27** .75*** --

M (SD) 5.78 (2.55) 9.60 (4.19) 9.81 (5.59) 22.55 (7.22) 25.94 (7.87) 2.56 (.65) 2.20 (.99)

Note. IORD = Individual online Racial Discrimination, VORD = Vicarious Online Racial Discrimination, PA =
Positive Affect, NA = Negative Affect, BRI = Blatant Racial Issues.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 5

Hierarchical Regression Results for Positive Emotional Experience

Predictor B SE B β R2 ΔR2

Step 1
VORD
IORD

.10

.77
.16
.22

.06

.38**

.164 .164***

Step 2
VORD
IORD
BRI

.14

.51

.28

.16

.26

.14

.08

.25*

.22*

.194 .031

Note. IORD = Individual Online Racial Discrimination, VORD = Vicarious Online Racial
Discrimination, PA = Positive Affect, NA = Negative Affect, BRI = Blatant Racial Issues.
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Negative Emotional Experience
Vicarious cyber racism, direct cyber racism, and color-blind racial attitudes were entered

into the hierarchical first regression model as predictors of negative emotional experience. A
summary of this model is presented in Table 6. The overall model was significant and accounted
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for 9.3% of the variance in negative emotional experience, F(3,97) = 3.32, p = .02, R2 = .093.
Vicarious and direct cyber racism were entered into the first step of the model and accounted for
7% of variance in negative emotional experience (R2 = .07, p = .028). Color-blind racial attitudes
were entered into the second step of the model and did not significantly account for variance in
negative emotional experience on top of vicarious and direct cyber racism (ΔR2 = .023, p > .05).
Higher scores in vicarious cyber racism significantly predicted and higher scores for negative
emotional experience (β = .22, p = .034).

Table 6

Hierarchical Regression Results for Negative Emotional Experience

Predictor B SE B β R2 ΔR2

Step 1
VORD
IORD

.46

.12
.18
.22

.24*
.05

.07 .07*

Step 2
VORD
IORD
BRI

.42
..36
-.25

.18

.38

.20

.22*
.16
-.18

.09 .023

Note. IORD = Individual Online Racial Discrimination, VORD = Vicarious Online Racial
Discrimination, PA = Positive Affect, NA = Negative Affect, BRI = Blatant Racial Issues.
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Belonging
Vicarious cyber racism, direct cyber racism, color-blind racial attitudes, and positive and

negative emotional experience were entered into the model as predictors of belonging. A
summary of this model is presented in Table 7. The overall model was significant and accounted
for 29.5% of the variance in belonging, F(5,95) = 7.97, p < .001, R2 = .295. Vicarious and direct
cyber racism were entered into the first step of the model and did not account for significant
variance in belonging (R2 = .051, p > .05). Higher scores in vicarious cyber racism significantly
predicted and lower scores for belonging (β = -.22, p = .037) in this step. Color-blind racial
attitudes were entered into the second step of the model and did not significantly account for an
increase in variance in belonging (ΔR2 = .001, p > .05). Positive and negative emotional
experiences were added as a final step and accounted for an increase of 24.3% of the variance in
belonging (ΔR2 = .243, p < .001). Higher scores for negative emotional experience significantly
predicted and lower scores for belonging (β = -.27, p = .003) while higher scores for positive
emotional experience significantly predicted higher scores (β =.53, p = .001). While vicarious
cyber racism remained a significant predictor of belonging in step two of the model (β = -.21, p =
.05), it lost its significance in step three (β = -.20, p = .063).
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Table 7

Hierarchical Regression Results for Belonging

Predictor B SE B β R2 ΔR2

Step 1
VORD
IORD

-.03
.03

.02

.02
-.22*
.17

.051 .051

Step 2
VORD
IORD
BRI

-.03
.03
.01

.02

.03

.02

-.21*
.14
.04

.052 .001

Step 3
VORD
IORD
BRI
PA
NA

-.03
.01
-.01
.05
-.02

.02

.03

.01

.01

.01

-.20
.06
-.12

.53**
-.27**

.295 .243***

Note. IORD = Individual Online Racial Discrimination, VORD = Vicarious Online Racial
Discrimination, PA = Positive Affect, NA = Negative Affect, BRI = Blatant Racial Issues.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Authenticity
Vicarious cyber racism, direct cyber racism, color-blind racial attitudes, and positive and

negative emotional experience were entered into the model as predictors of authenticity. A
summary of this model is presented in Table 8. The overall model was significant and accounted
for 28.3% of the variance in authenticity, F(5,95) = 5.60, p < .001, R2 = .283. Vicarious and
direct cyber racism were entered into the first step of the model and accounted for 8.8% of
variance in authenticity (R2 = .088, p = .011). Higher scores in vicarious cyber racism
significantly predicted and lower scores for authenticity (β = -.28, p = .008) in step one.
Color-blind racial attitudes were entered into the second step of the model and did not
significantly account for an increase in variance in authenticity (ΔR2 = .01, p > .05). Positive and
negative emotional experiences were added as a final step and accounted for a 18.4% increase in
the variance of authenticity, (ΔR2 = .184, p < .001). In the final step, higher scores in vicarious
cyber racism (β = -.23, p = .018) and negative emotional experience (β = -.30, p = .002)
significantly predicted and lower scores for authenticity while positive emotional experience (β =
.42, p = .001) significantly predicted higher scores.
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Table 8

Hierarchical Regression Results for Authenticity

Predictor B SE B β R2 ΔR2

Step 1
VORD
IORD

-.07
.07

.02

.03
-.28**
.24*

.088 .088*

Step 2
VORD
IORD
BRI

-.06
.05
.02

.02

.04

.02

-.26*
.17
.12

.098 .01

Step 3
VORD
IORD
BRI
PA
NA

-.06
.03
.0
.06
-.04

.02

.03

.02

.01

.01

-.23*
.11
-.02

.42**
-.30**

.283 .184***

Note. IORD = Individual Online Racial Discrimination, VORD = Vicarious Online Racial
Discrimination, PA = Positive Affect, NA = Negative Affect, BRI = Blatant Racial Issues.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Discussion
Prevalence of Cyber Racism

Results from the data collected with the IORD and the cyber racism checklist suggests
that being individually targeted with cyber racism is an uncommon event. Despite the uncommon
nature of such events towards individuals, cyber racism has been perceived as occurring towards
others as indicated at a much higher frequency (81.2%). These findings reflect a trend that is
expected in a large online environment where thousands of bystanders may observe individual
encounters that are indicative of cyber racism. In support of this conclusion, a similar trend in
which low frequency of direct cyber discrimination is juxtaposed to a larger perceived
prevalence of vicarious cyber discrimination across social identities. Due to the higher
prevalence of perceived discrimination towards Black individuals in comparison to other groups,
the perceived cyber racism can be characterized as predominately anti-Black cyber racism. Due
to the socially undesirable nature of racism, the perceived prevalence of cyber racism towards
Asian, Latinx, and those who are Multiracial, all of which were perceived by over 25% of
participants, should not be minimized or overlooked.

Previous research demonstrated an association between color-blind racial attitudes and
the perception of racial discrimination (Tynes & Markoe, 2010). Data from this sample of
CESNET participants supports this data. Specifically, in comparing scores for color-blind racial
attitudes between those who perceived and did not perceive cyber racism across race, color-blind
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racial attitudes were observed to be greater among participants who reported perceived cyber
racism towards White individuals than those who did not perceive racism towards White
individuals. Conversely, lower scores for color-blind racial attitudes were observed among those
who perceived cyber racism towards those who are Asian, Black, and Latinx than those who did
not perceive cyber racism towards each of these groups. These findings suggest that endorsing a
greater degree of color-blind racial attitudes may have impacted individuals' perception of targets
of cyber racism. This might be interpreted as a lack of awareness of racial discrimination playing
a role in the ability or willingness to identify cyber racism towards minoritized racial identities.
Impact of Cyber Racism
Race and Gender Differences

In comparing White and BIPOC participants' responses across variables of interest in the
study, significant differences were only observed in vicarious cyber racism. Specifically, BIPOC
participants reported higher scores on the VORD scale than White participants. While no
significant differences were reported between White and BIPOC participants, it is important to
keep in mind that the results of the study are specific to current members of the CESNET
listserv. If cyber racism were to potentially result in members of minoritized racial identities to
leave CESNET, the data from this report would not be able to capture that experience. Moreover,
the study did not analyze factors that contribute to individuals’ decision to stay in an
environment where cyber racism is perceived. It is also important to note that other forms of
cyber discrimination were perceived and the weight of these are not considered regarding
perceived inclusion and emotional experience.

Regarding gender, cisgender men experienced greater positive emotional experience and
belonging than cisgender women and transgender/gender expansive participant groups. While
the nuances of gender discrimination were not analyzed in this study, further thought and
consideration is warranted regarding how gender identity may be targeted with cyber
discrimination. Given that most cisgender men (n = 19) were a numerical minority in in the
sample compared to cisgender women (n = 75), the observed gender are worth deeper analysis.
Additionally, the differences observed between cisgender men and transgender and gender
expansive participants warrants greater attention to the experiences of members of these
populations in environments where cyber discrimination is prevalent.
Emotional Experiences and Inclusion

In the comparisons between those who perceived direct and vicarious cyber racism and
those who did not, differences were found in positive emotional experience. Regarding direct
cyber racism, a higher positive emotional experience was observed among those who indicated
directly experiencing cyber racism compared to those who indicated having not directly
experienced it. The opposite trend was observed in the comparison between those who reported
vicarious exposure to cyber racism to those who did not where vicarious exposure was linked to
lower positive emotional experience. This seemingly incongruent finding makes greater sense
when considering the increased color-blind racial attitudes among those who reported direct
exposure to cyber racism compared to those who did not and the opposite trend between those
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who reported vicarious exposure and those who did not. Taken together, these findings suggest
that greater color-blind racial attitudes may increase the likelihood of indicating experience with
cyber racism directly. Consequently, this would also suggest that, for some participants, reporting
direct experience of cyber racism may have been associated with a lack of awareness of systemic
racism.

The cyber racism checklist, which was used for the analyses just described, measures
whether cyber racism was perceived. On the other hand, the IORD and VORD, which were used
in the regression analyses measure the perceived frequency of direct and vicarious cyber racism.
Results from these analyses demonstrated that direct cyber racism and color-blind racial attitudes
significantly predicted positive emotional experience. Thus, a lack of awareness of systemic
racism may lessen the extent to which positive emotional experience is impacted by cyber racism
that others on CESNET perceived. On the other hand, reporting a greater frequency of vicarious
cyber racism predicted greater negative emotional experience, suggesting that such exposure has
a negative impact on participants’ emotional experience of CESNET.

Positive and negative emotional experiences were the most significant predictors of
perceived inclusion where greater positive emotional experience predicted greater belonging and
authenticity and greater negative emotional experience predicted lower belonging and
authenticity. Greater perception of vicarious cyber racism predicted lower authenticity in all
stages of the hierarchical model, but lost significance with the inclusion of positive and negative
emotional experience in the final stage of the model for belonging. While not significant in each
model, these findings suggest that greater vicarious exposure to cyber racism may negatively
impact individuals’ sense of inclusion on CESNET.

Implications
Data from this study demonstrates the prevalent nature of perceived cyber racism and its

potentially negative impact on individuals’ experience of the CESNET listserv. As a result of
these findings, counselor educators should consider expanding their competence related to the
dynamics of discourse that take place in online networks, particularly as it relates to racism.
Results from the study also indicate a need for change in the discourse on CESNET regarding
privilege, oppression, prejudice, and discrimination across multiple social identities. At an
individual level, this data suggests a need for greater reflection over intrapersonal and
interpersonal communication of attitudes, beliefs, and values that may be perceived as prejudiced
and discriminatory to listserv members who are also members of marginalized social identities.
Using language from the Multicultural and Social Justice and Counseling Competencies
(MSJCC; Ratts et al., 2014), individuals should also consider ways in which they can develop
skill in being an active bystander in addressing cyber discrimination on CESNET and other
online professional networks in which they are members. Given the observed gender differences
in the data, cisgender men might consider reflection over the ways in which cisgender male
identity may play a role in harm and positive change regarding their cisgender women,
transgender, and gender expansive peers on CESNET.
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If change is insufficient at the individual level, positive change at the community level
might entail a shift in the leadership and moderation style of CESNET. Potential changes might
include, but are not limited to, integrating language into the etiquette for CESNET that reflects a
value for anti-discrimination and anti-oppressive behaviors and establishing guidelines for
members who engage in discourse that may lead to discriminatory and oppressive behaviors.
Moreover, if such changes were to be made, it would behoove listserv moderator(s) to establish a
framework by which remediation and gatekeeping could be enforced following infractions that
are prejudice, discriminatory, and oppressive to marginalized groups.

Professional counseling organizations may simultaneously consider their role in
supporting change towards minimizing discriminatory behavior on the listserv from a public
arena perspective, especially where racism is concerned. The American Counseling Association's
(ACA; ACA, 2014) code of ethics might be one resource that guides the role of professional
organizations. One current limitation of the document regarding the guidance of interactions on
CESNET is that the listserv is not formally affiliated with a professional organization (Jencius,
n.d). Nevertheless, the internet-based resource was created by a counselor educator with the
purpose of sharing resources and creating an open space to discuss issues related to counselor
education and supervision. Additionally, the 2014 Code of Ethics does not explicitly outline
mandatory and aspirational ethical guidelines for cross-institutional and inter-agency interactions
between peers and students in the profession. Professional organizations may consider
advocating for change to this gap in future iterations of codes of ethics and other standards that
guide the profession. Specifically, leaders of professional organizations can seek to develop
comprehensive language for mandatory and aspirational standards that address online
harassment, cyberbullying, all forms of online-mediated discrimination and bigotry, conflict
resolution, and gatekeeping of professionals who may otherwise operate with little to no
oversight and accountability.

Despite the identified gap in addressing cross-institutional and inter-agency discourse, the
identified professional value of fidelity, which is defined as honoring one’s commitments (ACA,
2014), is one way in which the 2014 Code of Ethics may be used to inspire action towards
change from professional organizations. Following the racial unrest during the summer of 2020,
several professional counseling organizations, to include ACA, the Association for Counselor
Education and Supervision (ACES), the Association for Assessment and Research in Counseling
(AARC), American College Counseling Association (ACCA), the Association for Multicultural
Counseling & Development (AMCD), Counselors for Social Justice (CSJ), the National Career
Development Association (NCDA), the National Employment Counseling Association (NECA),
and the Society for Sexual, Affectional, Intersex, and Gender Expansive Identities (SAIGE),
issued antiracist position statements. Given the observed prevalence of cyber racism on
CESNET, these organizations, and others not listed, need to consider both their roles in
supporting their BIPOC members and their roles in holding their members accountable when
racism is perpetuated. A failure and unwillingness to prioritize antiracist change on CESNET
could set a poor example for members of these organizations and aspiring professionals and

https://www.counseling.org/news/updates/2020/06/22/aca-anti-racism-statement
https://acesonline.net/in-support-of-asian-american-and-pacific-islander-community/
https://acesonline.net/in-support-of-asian-american-and-pacific-islander-community/
https://www.counseling.org/news/updates/2020/06/03/aarc-condemns-all-forms-of-racism-and-commits-funds-for-research-investigating-racial-disparities
https://www.counseling.org/news/updates/2020/06/03/aarc-condemns-all-forms-of-racism-and-commits-funds-for-research-investigating-racial-disparities
http://collegecounseling.org/
https://www.counseling.org/news/updates/2020/06/03/amcd-statement-on-racialized-violence-and-discrimination
https://www.counseling.org/news/updates/2020/06/03/amcd-statement-on-racialized-violence-and-discrimination
https://www.counseling.org/docs/default-source/announcements-and-news/csj-open-letter-call-to-action.pdf
https://ncda.org/aws/NCDA/pt/sp/social_justice
https://ncda.org/aws/NCDA/pt/sp/social_justice
https://www.counseling.org/news/updates/2020/06/17/neca-statement-against-racism
https://secureservercdn.net/198.71.233.36/v8i.3d4.myftpupload.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/SAIGE-Position-Statement.pdf
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leaders. Complacency and feigned commitments to antiracism also inadvertently communicate
the degree to which BIPOC members are, or are not, valued. Said more explicitly, inaction,
indifference, or performative allyship towards observed racism is aligned with the continuation
of systemic racism while bravely addressing it is aligned with antiracist change.

Limitations
The cross-sectional nature of the design and the convenience sampling methods used

present limitations to the generalizability of the results to the entire CESNET listserv. The
sample also did not include individuals who have made the decision to leave CESNET. If
emotional experience and perceived inclusion were connected to such decisions, the current
report fails to capture that relevant experience. Additionally, the observed difference in
participant responses regarding positive emotional experience, belonging, and authenticity
represents a potential threat to the validity of the study. While the observed differences might be
interpreted as the result of perceived cyber racism directed at this project and the researchers
behind it, we did not plan for such an occurrence and could not operationally define it as cyber
racism or any other phenomenon. As mentioned earlier in this report, the data used in this report
is specific to CESNET. As a result, caution is needed before making inferences to other listservs
and professional online networks. Next, the scales of the Online Victimization Scale were all
normed around the experiences of adolescents. Thus, experiences and behaviors more specific to
adults on a professional listserv that may have been relevant to the study, such as private
exchanges that spawn from the listserv, forwarding emails to parties outside of the listserv,
discriminatory email signatures, and covert acts of cyber racism, were not measured. This study
falls into a common pitfall among studies on racism: it takes a deficit-focused approach to the
examination of racism and its impact. While studying positive emotional experience, belonging,
and authenticity allows for a strength-based perspective, this study did not analyze race-affirming
content, antiracist behaviors, and other phenomena that may be associated with improved sense
of inclusion and emotional experience. Last, as a quantitative study, the rich and nuanced
experience regarding experiences with cyber racism. Thus, what is perceived as cyber racism,
how cyber racism is responded to, and the role of intersectionality were valuable, but not
examined.



Cyber Racism on CESNET 23

References
American Counseling Association. (2014). 2014 ACA code of ethics.

https://www.counseling.org/resources/aca-code-of-ethics.pdf
Bliuc, A-M., Faulker, N., Jakubowicz, A., & McGarty, C. (2018). Online networks of racial hate:

A systematic review of 10 years of research on cyber-racism. Computers in Human
Behavior, 87, 75-86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.05.026

Daniels, J. (2009). Cyber racism: White supremacy online and the new attack on civil rights.
Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield.

Daniels, S., & Thornton, L. M. (2020). Race and workplace discrimination: The mediating role
of cyber incivility and interpersonal incivility. Equality, Diversity, and Inclusion, 39(3),
319-335. https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-06-2018-0105.

Eschmann, R. (2020). Unmasking racism: Students of color and expressions of racism in online
spaces. Social Problems, 67(3), 418-436. https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spz026.

Field, A. (2018). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics (5th ed.). Sage.
Jansen, W. S., Otten, S., van der Zee, K. I., & Jans, L. (2014). Inclusion: Conceptualization and

measurement. European Journal of Social Psychology, 44(4), 370-385.
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2011

Jencius, M. (n.d.). Counselor education and supervision network-listserv. CESNET.
http://www.cesnet-l.net/FAQ/

McVittie, C., McKinlay, A., & Munro, R. (2020). “A golly was simply a toy. End of”:
Inoculation, attention, deflection, and attempted puzzle-resolution in contesting racism in
online discussions. European Journal of Social Psychology, 50(3), 673-684.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2759

Neville, H. A., Lilly, R. L., Duran, G., Lee, R. M., & Browne, L. (2000). Construction and initial
validation of the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS). Journal of Counseling
Psychology, 47(1), 59-70. https://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.47.1.59

Ratts, M. J., Singh, A. A., Nassar-McMillan, S., Butler, S. K., & McCullough, J. R. (2015).
Multicultural and social justice counseling competencies. American Counseling
Association.
http://www.counseling.org/docs/default-source/competencies/multicultural-and-socialjust
icecounseling-competencies.pdf?sfvrsn=20

Tynes, B. M., & Markoe, S. L. (2010). The role of color-blind racial attitudes in reactions to
racial discrimination on social network sites. Journal of Diversity in Higher Education,
3(1), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018683

Tynes, B. M., Rose, C. A., & Markoe, S. L. (2013). Extending campus life to the internet: Social
media discrimination, and perceptions of racial climate. Journal of Diversity in Higher
Education, 6(2), 102-114. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033267

Tynes, B. M., Rose, C. A., & Williams, D. R. (2010). The development and validation of the
Online Victimization Scale for adolescents. Cyberpsychology: Journal of Psychosocial
Research on Cyberspace, 4(2). https://cyberpsychology.eu/article/view/4237/3282

https://www.counseling.org/resources/aca-code-of-ethics.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.05.026
https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-06-2018-0105
https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spz026
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2011
http://www.cesnet-l.net/FAQ/
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2759
https://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.47.1.59
http://www.counseling.org/docs/default-source/competencies/multicultural-and-socialjusticecounseling-competencies.pdf?sfvrsn=20
http://www.counseling.org/docs/default-source/competencies/multicultural-and-socialjusticecounseling-competencies.pdf?sfvrsn=20
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018683
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033267
https://cyberpsychology.eu/article/view/4237/3282


Cyber Racism on CESNET 24

Tynes, B. M., Willis, H. A., Stewart, A. M., & Hamilton, M. W. (2019). Race-related traumatic
events online and mental health among adolescents of color. Journal of Adolescent
Health, 65(3), 371-377. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2019.03.006

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures
of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 54(6), 1063-1070.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2019.03.006

