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2.1.2 Ik

(1) 5B 2R

KT R E NS g, ST R (%
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(2017) WHFE A 25bnie (3 H 5 KT 2 R
AR B UM, /INT 2 FoRPERERBIEON ) , &
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P EEEUE, SRS S HTHE R )
HOmR B NELLL IR 40%7 o
BEXF R AR 2R AL RN, 2 BT N IE S
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3.3 54 2¢ T I A 1E
3.3.1 #ik
SEERIA T N TR E ) 127 £42E A (B
60 %, wh 674 ) , Ak 6 24 RIERINEIE K
AT 55 RN 1 ZIES A siRsil, &4H
ML 120 4 (B S6 24, L6445 ), FRTE
11~16 ¥ 28 (M=13.50 % ,SD=.99 % ) . H,
SIS RN T 60 45 (k26 44, 3445 ),
FRASR PRI 25T 60 44 (B30 44, L3044 )
3.3.2 SR 5T
YT TR S 2 WA Sh 25 T0 TS 5 R AS R 1
JEXT R B R R RS RAR Y, A SIS ARG sh A R
PR N i B VTR S 7 B S RS i e i f
1, BRT AT H s (PSS s
=.69,p < 0L rygaparn = 72, p < 001, I gy e syt
=.72,p<.001) ,
3.3.3 4
(1) [FPERREXT U M FIR B B0 2 IR 5
|
XA 25 T U (PForFE 43 oAl
) BTN REA e KGR WOR, ShAS R
TLAME P B ISy (M =5.57,SD=1.01)
S TR FEREAE (M =493,SD=139) ,
1(118) = 2.86, p < .01, Cohen' s d = .52, 95% CI = [.16,
89], HANASFRIERTEAAE T UM B 53 oAl
(M =172.57%, SD = 17.60% ) 3 . & i T Fr s Al £
HTEEME (M =62.66%, SD =22.17%) , (118)=2.71,
p<.01,Cohen's d = .49, 95% CI =[.13, .86], %I T3k
B, S & NI (M =524, 8D =
1.50) & & TRESFERE &M (M =420,SD =
1.44) , (118) = 3.89, p < .001, Cohen's d = .71, 95%

CI=[.34, 1.08], g HEE T RHASIRES R,
(2) P E A VER]

oL o YN e GNP O N IR 55 e
RUEAT R 2 1 (S Al =0, &Ml
=1), &JH SPSS 7 PROCESS 3.1 /) Model 4 ( Hayes,
2017 ) , 1% Bootstrap 5 & il 5000 ¥k LAAk 11 H
BN Y 95% 114 I 22 7 1 A X R, BT A AR
HAESTHTHT AT TAREAL AL 3, 25 R &l Sa Al
5b fi, TRl RERRE T SR B2 B 5 i 1) 800,
WE, By =SLSE=17p <.0l; B it = .55,
SE = .17; p < .01; [AIAFRIIE X TR M) Fo0m 47 FH
&y By =51,SE=18 p<.0L; B iy = 48, SE
= .18, p < .01; FLTUHA MO SR B2 2 8 A w4
MEE, B iy = 31,SE=.09p <.001; B i =
25,SE =.09, p <.01, UEMTE R AR 0
KB BON R IEAER D AAER] , indirect effect iy, =
.16, 95% CI =[.03, .34]; indirect effect 41 = 12, 95%
CI=[.02, 28]

SEH 2 A5 RRW], SEASFEAERLE AT E P S )
H A TS AT e A el e 156 45 v Hh AR B
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4 i

AR T R v 1E B v ) BRI g v
AR B O = s2 e SR AL 25 SRR,
AH LTS R AR R R HA A ] S5 F, ShaR R
T AT B A Bl s A 4 v v A SR Bh UMY B,
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Abstract  School bullying poses serious risks to the students’ physical and mental health. As an important source of social support for victims,
teachers can play a crucial role in stopping bullying when students reach out for help. Despite the proven effectiveness of seeking help from teachers,
few students choose this option. Research has found that peer norms are a major barrier, especially the norm that peers disapprove of seeking help
from teachers, which strongly affects students” willingness to ask for assistance. A large body of research focuses on static peer norms—those that
reflect how common a behavior or attitude is at a specific moment in time. However, peer norms can also be dynamic, reflecting changes in behaviors
and attitudes over time. Dynamic peer norms are more effective in promoting behavioral change, as they encourage individuals to anticipate future
normative shifts and motivate them to adjust their actions accordingly.

In this study, we aim to investigate whether and how dynamic peer norms enhance students’ willingness to seek help from teachers in bullying
situations. We hypothesize that dynamic peer norms, characterized by an increasing trend in help-seeking behavior from the past to the present, will
lead students to anticipate a continued upward trend in the future (i.e., preconformity). This anticipation is expected to encourage alignment with the
dynamic norms, thereby increasing their willingness to seek help. To examine this hypothesis, we conducted two experiments. Experiment 1 examined
whether dynamic peer norms enhance students’ willingness to seek help compared to static peer norms, dynamic unrelated norms, and control
conditions. Experiment 2, consisting of three sub-experiments (2a, 2b, and 2c), aimed to replicate these effects and examine the mediating role of
anticipated increases in future help-seeking behavior (i.e., preconformity).

The results showed that: (1) students in the dynamic peer norms condition (M = 5.16, SD = 1.53) reported a greater willingness to seek help
from teachers than those in the static peer norms condition (M = 4.29, SD = 1.54), the dynamic unrelated norms condition (M = 4.39, SD = 1.63), and
the control condition (M = 4.24, SD = 1.44; Experiment 1). (2) Students in the dynamic peer norms condition (M = 5.57, SD = .97; M = 73.07%, SD
= 15.59%) reported greater anticipation of future help-seeking behavior from teachers than those in the static peer norms condition (M = 4.63, SD =
1.41; M = 58.07%, SD = 21.94%), and the dynamic irrelevant norms condition (M = 4.86, SD = 1.37; M = 62.43%, SD = 22.84%; Experiment 2a). (3)
Students in the future growth dynamic peer norms condition (M = 6.04, SD = 1.26) reported a higher willingness to seek help from teachers than those
in the static peer norm condition (M = 4.54, SD = 2.03) and the no future-growth dynamic peer norms condition (M = 4.94, SD = 1.91; Experiment 2b).
(4) Preconformity partially mediates the relationship between dynamic peer norms and students’ willingness to seek help from teachers, indirect effect
scores = .16, 95% CI = [.03, .34]; indirect effect percentages = .12, 95% CI = [.02, .28] (Experiment 2c).

Our findings suggest that dynamic peer norms can increase students’ willingness to seek teacher intervention in bullying situations by fostering
preconformity. To reduce the prevalence of school bullying, schools and educators are encouraged to implement strategies that motivate victims to
seek help from teachers. For example, educators could highlight dynamic peer norms by showing the growing number of students who support seeking
teacher assistance when bullied, thereby empowering victims to take action.

Key words school bullying, seeking help from teachers, dynamic peer norms, static peer norms, preconformity



