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M N BREEH FAXE), ERAV (D FIVFFRAFUAAGLEIT A EZH
TAM, A A EFM(5.54% ) P EAA(15.38% ) AK TR ( 79.08% );(2) &
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1 R/is

e bl S i o A8 AR “E A by R — T B R
TR 7, H w8 — I R FH Wi, A
A E B R ) BN B M S R AR (R SO,
2023) , L b, A b O AR B E 2 H
Z 6] B —JC H 3l ( Espelage, 2014 ) ,63% ~ 68% (1 74
AAELLSE LA W Oy, i R e )y K2
A el Wiz (B 52 W4T ) ( Smokowski & Evans, 2019
Twemlow et al. , 2004) , Salmivalli 45 A (1996 ) 45 4
A e v v AF L B U R 55 LA Sy B B AT O (R B
W AT 2 E ) s KR AT S (G ik s 2l 1
HIGEAT NS ) R AT (BRI SR 32
FH) AT R GBI R A A A2 BE X 1 v
FE LA . UM LB, A 1% ~14% 35 /b
AETE B AR el R e I o AT 2 5 3 L P B v
3T ~20% (5T AETE E IR e e I 3 2ok ) 58 A2
T, G E T XSS % E (Pouwels et al.,
2016; Salmivalli et al. , 1996) ., % F 1 Bh S bg XS
KAT R H WL R S AL BE R, Troop —
Gordon 4§ A (2019) ¥ T 361k 2 52 W AT A (pro —

KRR

bullying bystander behavior) [ & ¥ Hog X b
AF I U N 30 5 300 ) S BT I B P S T
JBE 5% F 25 W4T M ( Bjirehed et al. , 2020, 2021; No-
centini et al. , 2013 ; Sjogren et al. , 2021) , AH=HF
AR, SRV 55 AT g 2 B4 1 sk i R R
Mok B (Demaray et al., 2016; 3K ¢ %%, TH A,
2019) , ZF ==Ky KiVa 330 5 ol 2 oz 55 W17
hy o BV TR A BT R 0 B R ( Bjiirehed et al.
2020; Salmivalli & Poskiparta, 2012) , Kt , 3R A
FEAL e R 8 v SR I 55 ULAT O 1 R R IL TR LA —
8 I S 1 o

SR, LW ST 2 26 TR 83, R S B rpuss
(L #7880 AR SR IR 55 AT S 1 A TE & AE AL
#l ( Bjarehed et al., 2020, 2021; Sjogren et al.
2021) , BT SRR % 55 WAT S 1) 2l A8 A8 Ak K
BPE I FE o HOABIE AN A e o RS S b s AR 2
G HRLAA G K, BT R B 8 R 4 T ARE S HE SR A
H (Ettekal et al. , 2015; Muuss, 1996) , R RF D 4E
RV 55 AT Ry (0 AN ) e 03, O JRE Y 22 IR R
Xf 5 AR SR O 55 WLAT S T 78 Ak i IR TR B2 R, DA
T oy 2 el B 8 1 it ik Rl S i b2 5 %

w AT H HF WA SR 4R 4T H (21YJC190001 ) 5 T 75 4 4L & b2 <+ DU A7 (2021 4F) 4 Wi H
(21JY48) 5 5% F Uil 95 I 2 1 50 A A1) ik 4 101 I (YCX23A022)
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L1 EHMEERTAN—RERNTEREZRY

BE A T AR AR IR B IR BN 1 2 S AT
R ALRE 09 42 1k A RE S BOLAT e #Ok AR el
(Ehrenreich et al. , 2014) . —Wi#F5¢ B s, 12 ~ 18
A AU HE SR T 55 WLAT Syt I 2 12 19 I 114 s
(Pouwels et al. , 2018) , Salmivalli( 1998 ) Z& A #if} 5%
KB ,6 ~8 ARG A B B B AT Oy B PR B A
e, KK AT R LGS T R R, AT,
AR SRR 55 AT g 23 Wil AR I S T A2 AL, (H AR
A7 18] I R IR — B 25 R, R0 AT RE 2 R A A
PO S 47 7 5 1 %2 B B3 (Monks & O Toole,
2020) ,

2N AN (2023) 45 K B B P AN 6] 2
5170 B H R A A & SRR R N AR S Bt . )
an, Pepler 55 A\ (2008 ) X} 871 44 2% /L JEAT T — T4\
1] 36 B ) A, e BRI AT S AT 20 S AN SR 53001
Jerm EITHH(9.9% ), A N2 (13.4% ), h 45 £
FELH (35.1% ) DL S IR RS E 4 (41.6% ) o AT WE5E
ZRETH DRI 55 VAT R TR — B
B R EH R RS 5 B . ARWTTE N5 4
TR SR I 55 LA T O R e it b i) o3 Ak 22 S
Tk — DR, % T ORI 5 AT A — E R
M5B AT O A LAY AL S (Pouwels et al.
2016 ; Salmivalli et al. , 1996) , Un#R-E A % = i B
fif R, 35T Pepler 25 A (2008 ) i AT 0 &
Jie ke B i) S BRI SE , A E ST AR AR 1T D AR R
W 55 AT hy R R 030 A AE AN ) A 7.2, 7T fE = |

THA e 4R T 4
1.2 AEFREFZNITHERYIETR AT BN
FSES

K EAE S (Muuss, 1996 ) 35 8 A 1K & Ji& 1) 2
PR O3 )4 R AT S A 2 i), I G 2 T Ak T 9 L
PEW A AW, 55 D4 A B (IR T 4555 ) FER
B (IR PR e A ) 5 22 Bl 3R A8 A o 2 [R) & 2
HAT R Kk A= o e, 8 22 0T i 25 15 A~ 1A gk
AT & B850 ( Ehrenreich et al. , 2014 ; Lerner
& Miller, 1993) . LIFERFFE 2 W\ 3 — J7 T 43 7 75 2
AESEIR Ve 55 W4T A 7 A B ML ( Bjérehed et al. |
2020, 2021 ; Sjogren et al. , 2021) , ZAL T ME LK @
M2 R R . B, Erekal 55 A (2015) $2 i
WA Sy A T M S NE SR AR A | S R A G R
T AR RN OC R ARG AE S AT A P R B RIAE T . BT
I, AT TR [ E 51 A RS A (1 2 A2 ) | 18 HE it
(I P ) b BT W) 3 T g A AR OC & (6 &R AR
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50 ) ok ) WA Bl B e v 9 A R SO 55 AT R g2
fo] K JEAEALHY o

WFSE R B, B 15 2 52 ) 55 A0 4F 55 LA T S 1Y
TR R (T KB, Bl hgE, 2016) , 4 Batson
(1987 ) iy % 1i§ — | Ml A5 8, 24 ftb A4k T IR B2 0, &
IRV B R B A A0 4 G T e 1) A2 T A, R T 4
SR B 52 F H B S AL, RS AR TE B s I
o] TR AT R o B Ab, R BIE 5 & AR K SF 1Y)
FoAf 23 39 A K 1Y 38 g 5% W AT A ( Demaray
et al. , 2016; Van Cleemput et al. , 2014) , 7EHZ
TR MeBE A TS O T , 75 /0 4F B AT RE 23 QR R & B
1% IR B 1% 5k = 3% ( Troop — Gordon et al. , 2019) ,
JE 8 R il B g — B i XK JE X ((Meter & Card,
2015) o X fdE A A 4F T vk BN B 2 H H AR,
I 2RI R I 55 AT o

N 3 L) I N TUBER Y5 FBER PR TN
W & Je A, OF 52w A Al AT R A7 S 7 X (Zhang
et al. , 2020), #1 4 i\ %1 3 & ( Bandura et al.
1996) # H , 3 75 4 B 2 7 2 4F R R IRk 55 W AT
N ) EZERER AT (Zhang et al. | 20215 565, #
Fi, 2019) o 7E H R el S5 i, 38 74 ML 1 0 75
T D AE IO 32 3 2 B A T, PR HG P S Y 38 7 A
HE K DTN 2 AN, B 40 1 BRAS T S |
H SChti k% 17 4 ( Bjirehed et al. |, 2020)

AR, R A2 G A B B i Y 5 e 7 D AR AT
HHIINR R R (B RAR 45, 2019) o #h oA B HESR
B3 (Hong & Espelage, 2012) 3 i B 5T K R XA~ 14
FEMAT AR E AR, Horh, 5 AR A O i 2 B
2R 5 R A R ¢ &R AR5 AT RE 5 55 W AT A
(Ettekal et al., 2015) . {141 Cho I Chung(2012)
T A AR 2l T G R FE T AR B Bl RO AT
Mo Evans I Smokowski(2017)7E 11 ~19 % 3 /b
AEFEAR I UESE 13K — WA, B 19 BRI B K T 2

T D AR B0 B Ry B[R] 2E R ), TR
ST 22 1) P B 30 A XU K AT o

XF AR I B R A Ah i AR,
T P F RO EARARX R DA R R
M AR & M R R . A BEIE A, A B ] R
AT Z DR B R IR 2 A A2 O 1 A (B0 WL B 91
HOAE, 2023) o ol 5 i Sy BB AR B Y O
FI, ABATTEE A AT B P AR U A0 (B, DA T AR 4
R 55 AT g (AnAE SR e h AR 4 32 5 ) o A B, Uil
A2 R B AN FIE AT BE S 2075 A0 AR A8 F I I IR A D 1)
Z ISR B (Eliot et al. , 2010) , IR O 55 WLAT A



SR S 5 AR SR 55 AT O Y R TR < B SR A R R TR R

( Thornberg et al. , 2017) , & T 5;E &MY =E:, b
iz 2RI 20 % 0w 5% W AT h (Jungert
et al. , 2016; Wood et al. , 2017) ,

BT U B ARG BB 2 m B S R AP
U A 56 R ] BE R T DA AR IR 55 AT O T B
ZH R PR AP PR 2R T e T A I RD B T (W] SE e ) AT g
ST B AR E A CEIRYE 5504 T A b T 2H Y AU
2 Wk
2.1 #ik

SR AR 0 D7 vk RV VB JR T
Z P b s m i T A, ARSI
18 A H (38 BRI A, Bk ) g 2 4R, — 2R 4 4 K,
S — U ] 2 2021 4F 5 H (i) o Sl
A e HMR AT NN TR R A 1265 44 1l 2
T, A B A 47. 7% , o 49. 0%
SRR H N 3.3% , #X B AR O 14.45 %
(SD = 1.33) , 91 A i B N By 78.7% . 6 A
J (2021 4F 11 ) #F47 T3 il i, 2 5 A&
PO AN B 1179 &, Hod 5 Ay 47.8% , L A
47.6% ,FRFAE N 4. 6% o BRI F I AFER S 14,39
% (SD = 1.28) , W) A i B NERHY 79.9% . 2022
AES H AT TH S, k25 A By gl A
Bk 1049, Hod 53 A BONEORY 45.7% , Lo A
50.00% , @k 2 {6 2 4.3% o ik 09 °F AR IR
15.41 % (SD = 1.37) , 974 & 38 A1) 78.9% .
S VO U I S A IR R 2022 4R 1T AL, 2 5 ORI A
MR R N Bk 976 A, Hod B oA & B N B
45.6% , 4 5 50.5% gl R 3.9% o Bk 7
VAW 15.34 % (SD = 1.30) , W1 A4 i 5 N8k
1) 81. 4% , Y &9 A i 2k 3253 51 Ry 6. 80%
11.03% L} 6.96% , P4y il i 4 3 2 289 24 9 .
Wi 2R Bl 5 U R 2 5 g EE T AN 0 A
AR K BRI, B A AR I 25 S A
BE (1) = 131, p = 0.25], MW 5% 0%
[VP(1) = 20.89, p < 0.001 ], HP 5 A4 ¥ A g
k.
2.2 MIRIEA

FEIR 2 55 AT A R H Salmivalli 48 A (1996) 4
il Yun (2019 ) & 1T /4 8¢ el R 2 19 2 R0 55 W AT R
[ ST, X EES 6 ANTH, B, A
[F) 2 B 0 R R A R 2 A/t — B N7 o R
LIRS o 7 Qv o N B | R o e N s 1|

Wl o~ 540 WA HKN- 5,15 508w,
FERA R AT R AE R el MR v rh e B SR R e 55 AT
Ko VY &P ) 4 (% Cronbach” s o R ¥ N
0.77.0.81.0.83.0.84,

B RIEAB G &R P XM (BES -C) (H
P, 2010) gEATI0 &, e RIS 15 ANWHE , B
L RARE T Z R A W " o RS siit o
BCRERFET B2 E T it 1 ~5 58
FA Kt m Rk R it o Ja SR A I E B
g o B RN MR B B B K R . 7RSS — K
M, [a] A9 Cronbach’s o 240 0.77,

bl Jk % rh By G 78 4E B R ] Thornberg 1
Jungert (2013 ) & 1T (14 ¢ el R 12 v ) 8 4 4 It o 32
ZuRLAE 6 ANTHE, Flan, “ 75 LE LT, K
oM LI o R 7 st (U e
BRI EeRET el ~ 7 4. iR A W
H 300 459 40 80, 28 7 A 1A 1) T 1 4 Bt 7K F- B
o TS — W &, 8] % B Cronbach’ s o R4
4 0.81,

70T [A] 3 e 7 < R FH R RO 48 N (2019 ) & il 1)
FZEE g, ZaERLa & s AmHE, fwm,“f
(A B A, 2 At A 5 ZN SR 3R S I B — L[] FRo s
B/ . SRS Stk (e R #
“SEAEET A1 ~5 ). HHEIA W E B
B1 05, o0 B8 s R R B2 B 32 B 4 R 3 R
AISEIR o FESS — U &, [A] 45 /) Cronbach’ s o %
24 0.70,

Ui AR O AR < 2R Eh 3R (2015) 48 1T A0 8 i 48 M AL
Frel 50 L A A S e v % A O &R 3 i AR L
o ZEERLES S AWE , Fl, e ] T AR
IR SR 22 A" o R 4 Rt oy (C AR A AT
VR EEAST e 1 ~4 ) . TR T A
H 30 15 00 s, R I AE S R, 7258 —
Y 18] % 1Y Cronbach’s o 20K 0. 86,
2.3 jEE AR

TEAEAS 5 A SO I AR i Rl 2 5, DA B ER
R HEATREDN . REPEEREC 1 ~2 £ Eik, Fil &
BB RGN0 B 27 el 22 2R 76 it I A1 28 4 i
WA A AR SE BRI o I T ER 3 TR A D e SR A
TR [ 2 A= U5 Y O O o A ) R S, SR AT TR A A
S 0 SEBRNG S8 HEAT VRS O 9 R 0] 45 45 SR 1Y £f % Pk
HEAYE 0 R A E R b BT ATk At T
ANEF IR B R H AT LA Z20m AN [ B At AT AR T AR
Al iR Ytk I A SRR SRR A ) 4
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B I, EORBAAE 30 2380 70 A7 58 W) 48 14 e
AEH .,
2.4 HELE

K SPSS 26. 0 #EAT AR G150 #r , R Al Mplus
8.3 FEATEIE AL B . ASBIF 5T 1Y Bk 2K A SR A R AL
SR AL 1 3% (maximum likelihood method ) 3 17 4b 3,
HARTE , ABEFE (1) B 5] SPSS 26. 0 X # i itk
PR tEGE Tt o047 5 (2) H Al A Mplus 8. 3 3 5 4>
PO BRI ST 5 i (0 72 1 IR A G OB AL ) B 1
AR R IR 55 WLAT R WY S e R R 5 (3) B
J5 il 2 78 Logistic [ 73 #7 B 1% | 18 48 4E Bt | 7 i
[F) 3 He A= 56 280 95 0 4F 2 o 55 AT A A
R JR 20 i U AE

3 4R 50
31 AEFERERE

A5 1 B0 W AR O vk S A R R A 45 R T g
32 JL[R] J5 A 22 5% T o Sy o /b L [ T 9 A 2 1 52
M) , 38 2o 4 5 =R 5 0 0] 36 14 O 25 1 45 O vk iE AT
Byl A F )5 R Harman B[R 2 4k i 47 3L
) 7 s I 22 WO R 38 (JRL TR ST 5%, 2004) o 2551
ARGRHER R T 1 R EA 23 4, Hp s AR R
fil B0 A8 S il 13.30% /N T 40% I FAE . ik
ARHIFGEASAEFE T A 3 6] 7 2 O 2% o
3.2 RSt

TP TR ST AT EE R . MG Ay
T B4 &5 SR 2 B 2 B ok 55 LA SRy A DY ok i e R LA
AR RE IE AR (r = 0.29 ~ 0.41, p < 0.01),
T AR 5 5 D I 1 7 2 A S R e 5 AT O 5
EIEME(r = 0.20 ~ 0.32, p < 0.01), £ [l

3R T DR 0 AR SR R 55 AT O
EME(r = 0.10 ~ 0.17, p < 0.01), MLAM, 7
T A G R 55 AR 19 58 0% 55 AT 2 AN TR
KW A F(r = -0.08 ~ -0.19, p < 0.05),
e Ja AR R W R 22 R AR FE S 28 A GG R,
HWERIL,
3.3 BELOEFEREFRTANTHER . TXHE

TEEKEER

XF AR SR RV 55 ULAT S B R T S A v A
H K AR Y (latent growth models, LGM ) , 6 4 H: &
HEEMN A, PR REZ BN IE
E W R (5) 2.62,CFI = 0.99,TLI
0.99,RMSEA = 0.04,SRMR = 0.02, Ut4h, fim
Hh AR (8 (B 20 4F S 5o 55 WLAT R 0 4 T
BKF) 158 (p < 0.001), H ¥R H N
-0.02 (p < 0.05), HLEREN . FHAERKK S
WEAT Ry 04— e & SR B3l 7E 18 A~ F ] 4Pk F B
o5 R A KRB, MM 2N 0.22 (p <
0.001) , ZetERRA 228 0.02 (p < 0.001), %
AH 2 BR g 55 AT S O B K S B 728 Ak 3 8 2 A7 AR A
ER,
3. BUVEFEREFNTARRTUNTEA G

TERSHEKER

5T 2R F A8 5 1R A 3 K BB (latent growth
mixed model) 3 [X 43 AN [] 2 51l 1) 3 A0 4F 2% R % 55 W
170 R EGE BT T 20 B A BOR N, 5 2 R
AN TF] 2 T B TR (4 401 65 i 50D TG i S O A0 B Y
£ 45 BIC {, AIC {fi,aBIC {f , VLMRT [ p {f, LoMR
(%) p {8 ,BLRT ) p {&, Entropy DL K fw /N B NECEH
SRR TS5 % AW it R2 KBS KRG

x1 HWRAERIT IR

A b M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[l 0.48 0.50 1. 00
2. T1 4 14.36 1.26  -0.04 1.00
3.T1 B 1% 1.82 1.03 -0.03 -0.06 1.00
4. T1 3 FH 4 B 3.85 0.83 0.09* 0.05 -0.17" 1.00
5. T1 4 1 [7 3 & 2.74 0.97 -0.07 0.08* 0.20™ -0.05 1.00
6. T1 i ¢ & 3.02 0.67 =-0.02 -0.23" -0.28" 0.16™ -0.20™ 1.00
7. T1 B 55 MAT N 1.41 0. 66 0.17* -0.05 -0.10™ 0.32* 0.10" -0.17* 1.00
8. T2 R W 55 MAT A 1.40 0. 69 0.19* -0.09* -0.08" 0.26™ 0.10™ -0.19" 0.29"™ 1.00
9. T3 JEHR Y 32 WAT K 1.32 0.63 0.22° -0.03 -0.06 0.26™ 0.17" -0.17™ 0.34™ 0.32 1.00
10. T4 SEHR V32 WAT K 1.35 0. 66 0.22* -=0.05 -0.02 0.20*  0.13* -0.18" 0.29™ 0.33™ 0.41" 1.00

MR A R, 4 = 0,84 = 15,7 p <0.05, “p < 0.01,"p < 0.001, T,
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BARE A AR SR IR 5 AT O I R SR I - B WA A B R e (R R
F2 BAMKERTIEEINNIESHEBLER
ol NBOCH 43 L
o AlC BIC aBIC VLMRT(p)  LoMR(p)  BLRT(p) Entropy
Min Max
2 6742.64 6800. 99 6762. 88 =0.05 > 0.05 <0.001 0.93 144(15.06% ) 812(84.94% )
3%3  6324.71 6397. 65 6350. 01 >0. 05 > 0.05 <0.001 0.99 53(5.54%)  756(79.08% )
4 %9 6264.26 6351.79 6294. 62 > 0.05 > 0.05 <0.001 0.95 41(4.29% )  T16(74.90% )
SKH 6228.49 6330. 61 6263. 92 > 0.05 > 0.05 <0.001 0.95 41(4.29% )  650(68.40% )
x3 BOEFREFTVITAHARREEMN 3 XFER AT
TR 44 R RER A HHE gy 2 KRR T 2
50 N At
B SE B SE B SE B SE
1% 53 5.54% 162" 0.13 0.55" 0.05 0.15" 0.02 0.01"  0.004
FRES 147 15.38% 1.59 0. 06 0.19 0.02 0.15 0. 02 0.01"  0.004
3% 756 79.08% 1.35" 0.02 -0.10"" 0.01 0.15" 0. 02 0.01"  0.004
BB LG 8 8, ARG R B L3R 2, 3.5 BOEEREESATARBDERN T E

SERL W 3 J 5 3 Z ki M B = (Entropy =
0.99), HAK 4 2K 5 2504525 BIC {H, AIC
{8 ,aBIC {H%5 3 254 BT F M, (B H 5 JE Mo 19
FRECA P T B (Entropy = 0.95) , H U fe /41 19
NBIINT 5% o I, 25 A % B AR5 BT 5%
WV 55 WMAT N & B R 3 JEAE N B i LA
B

mE L RSB — Tl (n = 53, 5.54% ) HoR
W 55 AT R W0 e KT S5, B 5 o 55 AT R
AR BT BT OZ R B a4 o s TR .
T4 (n = 147, 15.38% ) Hi3E Mk 55 AT 001G
IKEAL T i A5 K Bl S S5 R0 55 AT N 2R 18
S NS B A Sl NS Bl R S 3 < R o A £ |
(n =756, 79.08% ) # % F 1 M 20 H 5% K ¥z 55 0
F1 ARG KT b F AR K O, H o e 55 AT Sl
MG TR, T LAZ RS a4 N TR . &5
T 1 A BE AN AR AT LR 3

350 L, 5.54%
-~ TREA, 79.08%
3.00 cae i FFHL, 15.38%
g 250
R
R 2.00 -
§
B 150
1.00 |
0.50 : ' I I
TI T2 T3 "
Bl BOEFRREENTHEBEEMNI LB

(TU g 55 — W4, T2 J 5% — il it
T3 S 55 = YA, T4 Sy 55 U Ui 4, R )

TESH

% I8 B F AR SRRV 55 AT R AN [F) R S a4
A8 i AR SR 25T Logistic [0 )35k 2% 42 by
g (PR I FAR I ) AN (6] 0 5000 28 5 (RS 1 L 1
SR BT [R)SE TR g AR G B ) X A AR SR R 55
WA Sy 25 e SIE 4 1) UM A P o AS R 5000 26 = 24 (fi%
TR ME 275 R HEAT £ T Logistic [,
Ir] {14 101 5 R R B A 1A SR AT R R T 2 %5 4 (I
TRELH) L A (6] B9 [0 9 AR B B A BE R ] BE R
FXFA (& A BT ) . OR &£ 5T Lo-
gistic [AI L5 R A PLIHLL .

LIRS R Ne S T S R e = A i i N2
JG Logistic [a] 577 #2 , 45 5 & 9 . 17 T[] 2E s ) 4 1
n—A~5pr, A TR AR R AT
FEZHY 1.50 /7% (p < 0.05) 5 3t Fls 4 Jd 4 383 o — 4>
BT, F AR I AE T T A A AR R AR R B Y
1L.43 £ (p < 0.001) ;iliA:z 5C F A m— D BAAL, 7
AR TR W b TR 2H AR RS AR T R LY 0. 44 f%
(p < 0.01),#FPERIAE D EAHHARZMMT
R 0. 60 f5(p < 0.01),

GER R A O A2 T A AR A TR IR 55
A1 AR R 20 i B AR 4 DR 3R o A A 1 T8 A2 4 T3
IR K 87 T ] 3 T g e e 2 7 D AR AL TR IR A 55 0
170 b T i XU F
3.6 I FESH

C A WFETR 75 2 4F 26 & 55 LA T S A e b
W 2= % ( Andreou & Metallidou, 2004; Salmivalli
etal., 1996), AARI N, BAESHL/EBAEL
(R 21 3 g 55 AT Sy o I A AN ) 2 B /0 4R 1) R IR
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2026 4 OHERSHE 5514
4 HFNEEXNETLEFREZSNITHERIITARE 5 EKM Logistic [513

eS| 590 A5 Logit SE Walds OR Cl (95% )
54l e —1.53** 0.37 16. 64 4.60 [2.21,9.85]
(H TR A -0.29* 0.15 3.73 0.75 [0.56, 1.00]
T1 3 4 0.24 0.15 2.63 1.27 [0.95, 1.69]
T1 %1% -0.001 0.19 0. 00 1. 00 [0.69, 1.45]
TI AEREEH 0.41" 0.18 5.41 1.50 [1.07, 2.11]
T1 i 2 % & -0.82" 0.24 11.73 0. 44 [0.28, 0.71]
ot | 51 -0.79 0.20 15.13 2.21 [1.56, 3.46]
(i EIraD AR -0.12 0.08 2.08 0. 89 [0.76, 1.06]
T1 E &R 0.36 " 0.09 15. 44 1.43 [1.22, 1.74]
T1 %1% 0.05 0.12 0.17 1.05 [0.81, 1.31]
T1 i |7 3E 1K g 0.15 0.11 1.85 1.16 [0.95, 1.44]
T1 &% X & -0.51" 0.16 10. 61 0. 60 [0.72, 0.98]

TE: RN R R, L4 = 0, B =

%55 AT N ] REFE7E 22 57 (Goossens et al. |, 2006 ;
Pouwels et al. , 2016; F/NR 55, 2022) , ik Sk [ HH
S IR 55 AT R 1 — e JRe B8 2 5 A A AN [ P 1)
2 B RE A 22 53, AR B 90 Rk T 22 A 3 R A Al

(multi — group LGM ) #E 4747843 ¥ o

HAe M R R (= 0,5

1)9

OHe A 560 AN [ 1 531 5 /4 2 SR 55 LA T R ) R S s
SEMAAEZE S o SRRV (WA 2a PG 2257 ) %

BB 5 By 0 ke x’ (10) =
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The Trajectories of Adolescents’ Pro-bullying Bystander Behavior .
Identifying Latent Subgroups and Influence Factors

BAO Zhenzhou YANG Lingging CHU Yijia YU Mingshen XU Ziwei
(School of Educational Science, Gannan Normal University, Ganzhou 341000)

Abstract: There are individual differences in the developmental trajectories of adolescents’ pro-bullying bystander
behavior. In this study, a total of 976 junior and senior high school adolescents from Jiangxi and Anhui Province
were selected and tracked in an 18-month longitudinal survey, being evaluated once in six months. We aimed to in-
vestigate the developmental trajectories of adolescents’ pro-bullying bystander behavior and to identify latent sub-
groups. In addition, the developmental trajectories of adolescents’ pro-bullying bystander behavior were influenced
by several factors ( empathy, moral disengagement, peer pressure, and teacher-student relationship). The results
showed that: (1) There were three types of adolescent’ s pro-bullying bystander behavior trajectories, namely high
increasing group (5.54% ), moderate increasing group (15.38% ), and low descending group (79.08% ); (2)
Compared with adolescents in low descending group, adolescents with high levels of negative peer pressure as well
as with low levels of teacher-student relationship were more likely to be in the high increasing group; (3) Adoles-
cents with high levels of moral disengagement as well as with low levels of teacher-student relationship were more
likely to be in the moderate increasing group rather than low descending group. Thus, moral disengagement and
negative peer pressure were risks factors for the development of pro-bullying bystander behavior. However, good
teacher-student relationship was the protective factor of pro-bullying bystander behavior. In general, the present
study revealed the dynamic changes and individual differences of adolescents’ pro-bullying bystander behavior. Be-
sides, the present research identified the protective and risk factors associated with adolescents’ pro-bullying by-
stander behavior. These results provided suggestions for future pro-bullying bystander behavior intervention.

Key words: pro-bullying bystander behavior; developmental trajectories; adolescence; latent growth mixed model
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