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B IRAEA S IAT R RS R R o X 200 Z R EA BTN SR8, IR HH ARBER . W™ Rk S R =058
LR PSR S AT R RN . SRR (1) ZHE AREFERAMEBT, KA ERS AT AN (2) ZFH
GOEMFEA IR T, R AR ST B (3) S2HE A TR . R | 2l X ST Y = TR A
IO o T BV ER AR F T, S5 o™ S A e e S 0 B 52 T 2 A 55 AT T AR s (R ARAPE B A5 1 T
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(Kowalski et al., 2014 ) . S5EG KB ML, ML
R UM A S e R, v Rey
Sk B Y BT R (A5 A, 2022; Slonje et al,
2013) o WFFEFRH, KA 48 (il M 45 4 sg i
AT NBRACAE, MR AR AR TR i A 3y
ik 67.62% ( Wang et al., 2022 ) . ¥ 32 [ % 5k v 1Y
KAFETTRES B2 R . FEEEAAR S I, ™
FHELRRIE AREE (WIAA, 2023; Martinez-
Monteagudo et al., 2020 ) o SR, P48z =14 If:
MU E S5 ZEH W ot E 8, MEFE+
FEEE B e KI5 WA R, BEUEE (2015) X
1293 4 REFAE ISR R, 87.1% BB 5 E MG 1E
R =AY H S B R k. 5 AN
17 R P RE S X uE S 1) & A R e A 2 S Mg )
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52 L FE S (ansisE . KRR ) 5
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etal,2014) . Pl KA NAIE R, HE
AR T 2 S (R e ) RS mE (PINRD , i,
2022) o PHBt, HEIsTHIREE PR 28 A fof RS A A R
S MA T Rt 3 i P 45 Sk S L

HHT, Mz 0T e R 25T
EWLE RN 555 T A ( D5, 2022; #4
Befts , 2020 ) o fH L aRAEAUNE DL 42 TR P Ko 45 Tl [H]
TN A R B 2478 AR FXT 55 AT RS2, &5
MZTTAE B A A HE TR (BERhESSE | 2019;
Salmivalli, 2010 ) . ¥k, IAFFKEHEM 7550
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FHAFX A 1) 7 0 P46 1z 5 O 7 SR A 100 (i)

* AHFFEAS BB E TS SRIEUI R F AR STH (21YJC190001 ) | VTPGE AR A SCHEARIAIFST 2024 AR LRI H ( XL24104 ) A1

PG RlE “FPUIL” (2021 4F ) FEESFHAETIH (21Y48) MWD,

= EAAES . BEPEET, E-mail: baozhenzhou0819@163.com
DOI:10.16719/j.cnki.1671-6981.20260307



TFHRRE  MERZPAFZEZSWTHINEMER: ETHEEHNF 577

EEE.aNICIL vav: DI < || S W RW (Sl SIS e U e
M ECSARSS, 5P —E R,

B RS = IR T, AR EARHR
e B Bt R sR AL BT CBRIGHE | 5K S0HT ,
2018; Lagerspetz et al., 1982 ) . ASHHF 57 K5 I 45 H %
MAERERE SIS R T, Nz2ES, s &
WA Z B E AT, BTl : AR - Bl A A
( Dovidio et al., 1991 ), 43 Sl ML |5 T4k 5% ( i ) |
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JUAE HAEHE R ARG, TRITEAT W28 iz St
BREZAT A RS2, LA Sy 35 7 60100 o 4% 4 e
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255 P D VE A s T R B B B AU S K
HR AR R 55 A 1 L SRS DR e i A AL
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B 38 8 o SO AR B S5 EAA
FA, Bl AW &l B (R B,
2013) o DMEBFIE R ZHCR TR EE R i B Pk %
7KF- (Ma et al,, 2024 ) . HIRPEER IR T4
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CIERE” R T At A T 38 T A A 2

(Dovidio, 1991 ) . MG, 2% Pk
WA AT REAE —F Ml | 51 &S5 5 THi s
IR 15 0 A 2 25 [ IS A TTAN 55 1, MINTSE
M HAE RS 547 AW (43l | 2024; Reicher
et al., 1995) o IRFSARNPER A FRPEFEHN R 2%
G, ik H A2 I I, T Y MR
SEE IR, PIUICEA T RER AL Bl ( Schacter et
al., 2016; Vitak, 2012 ) . 1fij = BN AL B BN B
FEATREROL N R B CIRIBOCTE” , Ty M
PR 55 X 1) S el Iml s, LR AR B R N A
Z IRV, S5 SRS B mT BB ( Zeng
etal, 2023) . Zi Lk, AR, ZFHEEARK
PR RRFAE AR BERRAIG, MR S5 XA T R R o
1.2 Jz " E T I 4 S S5 RA TR R S

S ™ E MR O TR e ) 5 R
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BERITh AR A AR T Sy s R 0 08 A XU 5
2 (Dovidio, 1991) o A AT REME N AL
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T, SWEMAT R CRAR” WRBES LT . #
B A A (g s 25 B A% ) DL Bl
I NEA (FHnC, O RIEPENTSE ) (Wang,
2021) o HETHFGRER XT3 = B M S5 A T R B
W EAE ST, ARFSEHR N, oA K I 45 S e =
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WE A FTRES Ry I EH, RIS AT
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1.4 HFeHEs . e AR s BN

FISOR [ 3P . o EvE AR



578 TR

B OB #F

BN AT T IR, AE I8 B rh ) 55 A T ok Pl RE
HHAE LR, A DEHTAS FRHARR R ] A28
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ZEF AR S5 Ma N (2023) SR,
XML 3 RBEE Y 10 BobP R TRRAA LR IT
o HSTl 3 SN TR LA
NG ERE (AIENALD) | BEE WSS )
T, flan “fb/ fbor= T A SRS AZ S H
WA o R T I, 1= ek
7= “HEFEA” o WRIASHES D, 1370
AUk A TR R AR BBy . O, — AR
WOt / bl A TP ER KA 207 7 R EDULEAG
PoROnB AR, R 7 A3, 1= 4R
W, 7= “IEHRAT, oI salicy
Pede PRI R RAME R BBy

RGN, MRS (2020 ) Zhi il B9 2%
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A AP S ATy E gy 7 EERIE SR, RS
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B ) PP 10 Bobbkl A IRBEERRR A . Bt
VPO 0 oA 58 2 e v S e (IR ) T B Ay S
MBRIAT IR SR oY . FFRE R AN 1 R,

WFFERT =B 4) 43- 5 — AR 43 AT T A 43
Mr (r,=.6l,r,=44,1r,=.72,1r,= 74,1, = 59,1, = .64,
r;=70,1s= .68, 1, = .55, 1= .56 ) o LM =5
T o3 5 — RIS WA DG AT 4 2R, e MR 4
(r=.74,p<.001) 58K 7 (r=.70,p <.001) 535
VEA B R 22 R o v A MR ) S 58 bRt 1
ST CILIE 2) o FCXTAEAS ¢ K g gh SRR, ok
XF A AL EE AR R S A R 22 R 3 (=
Wi: #(72) =4.66,p <.001; —@ii: ¢(72)=701, p<
001) .
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AR S IR T B 8 A M5 B R
(B AZYT . BB IEZ )

A/l 1 BABE AT B EITAG

N M SD N M SD
M 73 5.25 1.32 73 5.32 1.22
MEL 2 73 5.14 1.27 73 5.04 1.11
kL3 73 5.17 1.22 73 5.10 1.29
4 73 5.30 1.26 73 5.27 1.29
EES 73 4.74 1.08 73 441 1.13
M6 73 5.17 1.26 73 5.01 1.22
R 7 73 4.63 1.03 73 4.17 1.07
kLS 73 4.52 1.34 73 4.42 131
9 73 5.16 1.21 73 5.00 99
k10 73 5.06 1.26 73 5.01 121
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WA 3 3.97( .63) 3.27( .30)
WA 4 3.24( .47) 3.17( 42)
A S 4.14(.74) 3.59(.37)
WA 6 4.39( .55) 3.57( .26)
w7 4.68( .47) 3.03(.34)
W) 8 3.86(.93) 3.10( .36)
W) 9 4.50( .66) 3.98(.49)
i) 10 3.37( .88) 3.42(.32)
A1 4.85(.24) 3.09( .34)
A 12 4.41(.60) 3.00( .42)
)13 3.68( .82) 3.17( 41)
A 14 3.55(.58) 3.14( .44)

WA 15 3.51(.91) 3.39(.54)
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ASHIR 3 o R S BRI ) 07 A 7 I 248 e 1 45
B, ARG RRRRLE 10 it BaS5H
TE SRR Al ARAFAHI AR

LSRR, H e, i
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®3 WiKEXER

AT N=200
PR, n (%)
5 97 (48.50%)
L 103 (51.50%)
A%, M (SD) 21.20 (2.09)

ZEIRE 2T, n (%)

W25 Z B 2, n (%)

T FHARER, 1 (%)

55 (27.50%)
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R 3(1.5%)
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Z5H 80 (40.0%)
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o SRR H S DS (Zeng et al,
2023) , IS N FE TR LD B A AR s
e BRI 52 FE R, Hor, e
WA, ZFEH M Wik, JFE
ARSI 2 BN A E G 5 R
POk, ZEHREDREAN, I HAEIN
W FEH AN BRI T B
BEOIIG, 8RBT F AR R RIA R TR
5 e, BRI A M X R RITIE
224 ST H

(1) AZS YA AT

ZEH AR, % Ma 5N (2023) ST,
RO SE SIS, X FLE N 3 Y 52 35 3 )
2 QRPN S, @A ifin)
K CRUCHL /i (/h A) AFRBEER KPR 257 7
AP PR BN 1 52 5 A R PR AR
KH 7 &by, 1= EEIRT , 7= EEET
PR3 v 2 IR BB 1) 1) 32 o F IR B ER IR RA
T

W E Tk, SR (2020) BT, TR
VAW E SE AU, X Bl 2 i 0 28 vk
FREMEIE T . BARTE, Eid BRI,
RPN B RSB A AR ORIl etk
AR BN ORI T 3Ty, 1= SR
FEE” 7= CdEEVE” o 1omBm R
B R = T R

AR, A LS, SR
Aron ZE A (1992 ) BINPRIKFRFEHE R (Inclusion
of Other in the Self Scale, [0S ) K PEAh 1B 2 Y
Yz EHEZ AR (WLE4) o ZER
FMEARE 3SR, gl S 2 EH 2
O S A 7L e A OIS 3 1 =TI v i AW e S LBl
()5 32 FH Bt S B

(2) HAEE:

BERMIE, BIRPHRSD A WAL,

W 28 e o A T B e — 2R A
A A SAUE, S IRUEFIEE (Zeng et
al,, 2023 ) , ZORPHRAENNE ¢ ML Iz g 5 n e 52
EXMEITEE X RFEACHITHE: “B/NAW
AL RN B XTSI , 158 FIRTER” .
2715 RERE T b S B I [ SE R TR

FAYAR P =2 2 P E N 2o A
TR (BFZE A BUOREEE SE 5 H -5 8 2
WS ) o BARWNS, B AR 5 S hR A
PR L RIS 1= W, F8X2HEE I
FEEE, Bl AEFEFASIE” 5 2= “A i
O < A WD ST p W A (02 5 S (5B B S
WXz EE, BIaARE FEe, simEsac
VEREE G FAN; 3= P FRAMEZEHETL
KL, fln “ARRIRE ; 4= “Hrf
W, X2 ESE WIEmE IR, ERAREE ST
ZEHRTIE, Flin s, RNEHTRE G
HPEM” 5 5= “BUL” , FEEREMERIRZES
ol i Bz R Y, il ke s “NA (%
FH) MEMT2ANEZRACKH AR, /R (/NB,
W ) AROZX ARG o TR AR AR
VRO TR0, 15400 = R B Bl i 55 A T Ry A
W, SCZIEIEH . ADFFEH, PP — B R AL
ICC =74, R B R HZ (Cicchetti
& Domenic, 1994),

(3) &l Ar i .

-5 B iR St R N E A TS ¢/
B 55 0T Ry = A sg e, 22 IAEAFSE (REbefh |
2020) , AWFFRAEEARIEE SRR DX R AR AT
Wi PRI ARSI | NERZ IR 22005
TR | TEAEHE . B .

WLV 22107 . 2R ] Patchin 1 Hinduja ( 2015 )
Y il 1) P 245 B e e B R AT I o, AR AR5 v i R 1Y
Cronbach's @ RN 72, M ZMw & . X

e[ AR T ARE JE
) @ ® @ ®

4 ABRXBRFREEER
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FH Patchin 1 Hinduja (2015 ) 2 il i X 45 % 1 % it
AT, AHFFE i R 1Y Cronbach's a %KL
K790 T AR, il —AEE (IR
SR R AR B DE R B HE IR ) X SEgepfFoe
B ) S A A AR AT PP . TETEAERL: R
Thornberg 1 Jungert (2013 ) & 1T A IEFEHE N &3,
AW R Cronbach' s @ RECH 71, BAF:
KA E R b SO (BES-C; & /1, 2011)
AT, AHWESE TR B Cronbach's @ RECH
.84,
225 Hfit

K1 SPSS 26.0 AT B R A S0, FEEA
IR TEGE T AT . B DG o B . IS AR ¢
Rgs, [RIER 7 2250 M43 I 52 35 3 A TPk |
e A M At S B S T O RN . =TT
RN TR S

3.1 fliAPESETHALR
BRI AR, X b SCHE R po ] A e 5 55

AT AW AT Pearson FHIC/MIT. 45T (40
FAPUR) , EEHER . BIEKT 5507 B
PR EASE, NIk, JReemirirEm], 4Rk, s
HERL . AV AR AR A
3.2 HAERHRYIA MRS

ST FEA e KI5 R R, Wl T2 FE# A
FPLFERERE | R E A SRR P AR ]
IKTRIAFAE 3 22 5 (M g0 (SD)= 5.24( .98), M
sis (SD) = 3.43(1.39), £ (198) = -10.64, p < .001; M ;;
1 (SD) = 4.59( .68), M jgny, (SD) = 2.74(1.01), £ (198) =
-15.26,p < .001; M ;55 (SD) = 2.26( .93), M 5355 (SD) =
3.97( .64), t(198) =-15.15,p < .001 ) , VEHAAHIIT
U\ T AFRbkeE . ok St s
3.3 ZEH AP . W EE, RS
WA T AR A 2553 AT

DIz EH AR . i EAREE . AR
KA, ST AR AR, PERI . AR
oMl . B AR B T 25000 . A
TR T AR L I SR 2 N3 5 iR .
T 2 A SRR, 323838 H FRB R 1 F 2500 2

x4 BEENHE. REETEXSN

M+ SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. MEIRE 2 D) 1.08+.15 1

2. MERAZ I 2 )5 1.14 + .26 i 1

3. T AR 3.73+.92 -.07 -.05 1

4. JETEAER 1.72 .69 a7 13 03 1

5. BlE 374+ 51 -.03 .03 -.02 -.13 1

6. 5 AT AR 3.61 + .84 -.02 08 -.06 .15 18” 1

x5 WIRERRLWEHTEWTARRENBHESIREE

Faxiih N M SD
R 25 4.16 55
TR
™ 25 3.41 .54
i A 3R %
T 25 2.67 78
T
1™ 25 3.36 59
R 25 439 .83
TR
™ 25 4.09 55
1% A Fe bl itz
R 25 3.31 71
LIRS
I 25 3.49 70
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F(1,24)=2438,p < .001, n>=.12, 5 ATk
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The Influencing Factors of Bystander Behaviors in
Cyberbullying among College Students: Based on the
Perspective of Group Interaction

Yu Mingshen', Liu Xixi’, Bao Zhenzhou'

('School of Educational Science, Gannan Normal University, Ganzhou, 341000 )
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Abstract Cyberbullying refers to a form of repeated harassment that uses electronic information communication tools. Specifically, individuals
can insult, threaten, defame, harass, or isolate others by posting comments, uploading photos or videos, or sending instant messages. College students,
who frequently use the internet or social media for interpersonal communication, are more prone to experiencing cyberbullying. Previous studies
have indicated that college students who suffer from cyberbullying may exhibit anxiety, depression, academic difficulties, and in severe cases, even
suicidal ideation. Cyberbullying is usually described as a group interaction process that includes not only the binary interaction between the bullies and
victims, but also bystanders who witness the bullying. Generally speaking, negative bystander behaviors can exacerbate cyberbullying, while positive
bystander behaviors can prevent further deterioration. Previous studies have pointed out that intervention measures for cyberbullying should focus
on the interaction process among victims, bullies, and bystanders, rather than targeting a single group or role. Therefore, it is necessary to factors that
influence bystander behaviors from the perspective of group interaction. In addition, studies have indicated that bystander intentions are not equivalent
to their behaviors, participants may report intentions but not engage in corresponding behaviors. However, few studies have clearly distinguished
between bystander intentions and behaviors, which may fail to provide constructive intervention strategies.

The present study aimed to examine the influential factors of bystander behaviors in cyberbullying among college students from the perspective
of group interaction and the arousal: cost-reward model, exploring the roles of self-disclosure (victims/arousal), bullying severity (bullies/cost), and
social distance (bystanders/reward).

Prior to conducting the formal experiment, we evaluated the experimental materials through a pre-experiment. The formal experiment
presents cyberbullying situations through video methods. Two hundred college students (M, = 21.20, 48.50% boys) were assigned to eight different
experimental conditions to explore the influences of victims’ self-disclosure, severity of cyberbullying, and social distance towards bystander behaviors
on cyberbullying. Self-disclosure and severity of cyberbullying were divided into high and low groups based on the results of the pre-experiment.
Social distance was manipulated in the experiments: participants in the distant group observed the victim as a stranger, while participants in the close
group were informed that the victim was a friend of theirs.

The results showed that: (1) Lower level of victim’s self-disclosure resulted in more positive bystander behaviors in cyberbullying: F (1, 24)
=24.38, p <.001, 5" =.12; (2) Closer social distance between victims and bystanders resulted in more positive bystander behavior in cyberbullying:
F (1, 24) = 66.21, p < .001, i = .26; (3) The three-way interaction effect of victim’s self-disclosure, severity, and social distance towards bystander
behaviors on cyberbullying was significant: F(7, 192) = 10.11, p < .01, #° = .05. When the victim’s self-disclosure was higher, in the high-severity
events, the bystander behaviors were more positive towards the closer victims compared with the distant victims (F(7, 192) = 62.96, p < .001, 5° =
.33). In the low-severity events, there was no significant difference between the closer victims and the distant victims (F(7, 192) = .08, p > .05, i° =
.04). When the victim’s self-disclosure was lower, bystanders’ behaviors were more positive towards the closer victim regardless of whether bullying
severity was high (F(7, 192) = 32.93, p <.001, * = .17) or low (F(7, 192) = 10.16, p < .01, > = .05).

Overall, the present study is grounded in the perspective of group interaction and the arousal-cost-reward model of cyberbullying. Using
experimental methods, this study comprehensively examines the impact of self-disclosure, bullying severity, social distance, as well as their
interactions on bystander behaviors. The results provide a novel approach to intervening in bystander behaviors in cyberbullying.

Key words  cyberbullying, victims’ self-disclosure, severity, social distance, bystander behaviors



