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2022 - ER A S A [ 2 6 B I =28 50 (A » ik BB ES Y [ 2 6 H B B F] 47 (BA
(Kemp, 2022) - A B AEGEEIGH AT 53 (ARG Bk B 20 1 RS A Bl 2 52 s A s 1
HREMEAE - RS IEE ANFLEEAIFEIRE - a5 [ AR MR EBR R - 1 THE
(EFE RS S BT i - TP RS RHE ~ S58 © BAfR=24% (Bauman & Del Rio, 2006;
Jacobsen & Bauman, 2007; Wang et al., 2009 ) HJ#7#5 558 — #EE&#H % (cyberbullying) ©

TR T R A 2 RS g S & (Lee & Shin, 2017; Wang et al., 2019; Zhu et al., 2021 )
Chen il Chen (2020) FHEHE - T - 2@ HFDEMEEEHF ZNIRD - A5 RERGEMRE L& Z
fttt NEIEEBT 73 IRy 7.7% ~ 20.4% B 20.6% - &4 1 1 i L 1 £ A %8 2 19 EE BT U2 23.8% ~ 33.9% £
31.7% » BURHEES TR AL E RTIEE L & A S ERITR - RN EREZ - WiREHEEEAE RN
KOANEMIERE - EXEEHTFE RN SEREENRS) - 2FHBEHDIEYIEH & F 4w K
% ( Aboujaoude et al., 2015; Slonje et al., 2013 )+ 7K A RIS {7575 1555 M 0 R SO B el e A e
7 e X BB FIEENGE  E NIRRT EE ERE R EI PR AR - HARSE 121 EAEETRNE
AVEEDLPH (- MBS 87 W RS - SR RS ERYRE SN EI%E (Raskauskas & Huynh, 2015; Slonje et al.,
2013) - WHEEE G HZELET A/ NAMER TG EIEE (Beckman et al., 2012; Hamm et al., 2015;
Kowalski & Limber, 2013 ) -

FEEGT > FEREBEEZBFZETHERE ST - IR SR TS NE R &SIt &
7 o W EEEE RS ZNREG S EFEREPREZEZE (Salmivalli, 2010; Salmivalli et al.,
2011) - HEEEEHBEHERFROERESER - W8 - i) - sCH2EEEH A FEET
Rt ERIREZ BT N - B EEHFEETHEECHEE - BELEH L - HHP - 802
FEE AR ZEANRIE - 5 - AIEREHIHHEEE0TE) -

FEENIIETT RO T R EHEEN - FILEERSH EERZ T - REFEE N ER
A7 —HEEEEHFERE (4 : Padgett & Notar, 2013; Pozzoli & Gini, 2013; Salmivalli et al.,
2011) - {EMERE TR Y EEZ H - BEARFEE R EEEE A G - HEAMTRAHEERS (Lo
Cricchio et al., 2021) ° HLERFFEE F Latané B Darley (1970) %} /& H (42 H A58 & /1 A B

(bystander intervention model, BIM ) 2K %} %85 A4 =1 Tfi#FE (41 : Kazerooni et al., 2018; Liu et al.,
2021) - EEARFEE AR B RBEAE S  FHEEH  FHEES - SR - 5]
R BT AR TG -

BIM A S5 1 R DB FEAR I T 5o 8RR » AR DA s 8 2 Bl G R 5
Th - IEHETE - #EpsHH E R DM (F R Ee - BERH R — R R R R E - 855
EI ARIRFHAERTE - fIaifEes A IR S mEmet it - FEEHD g2 EENE
FER E R 2 EHEE - FLAS RIS EFEEIZE (Liuet al, 2021) « FE - #@5% T2, B9
Frik - A RE #R 2 Ry B N Bt - [R5 B EE R 8 W TRt
JFEHCRIE - SRR HE AT REE I Rt A8 - HEE S ECE EA R
FARHYEE G2 » Bandura (1990, 1999, 2002, 2016) .2 FyiE {EEiHE (moral disengagement ) HY—7 -
ik - IR R R R T EAI S - SF MR SR s RN ER - 'L K8 28
IR A PE - AIRERI L RNE B B (A3 4F - B SERREHE EHFEW T ANRRE - F#NIL
SEHEIE R B IS E EIPEREE ] (cyberbullying awareness ) ~ AE75 (EHEFF L RS &R % - ey
B HAT RN EXEE (Asanan etal., 2017) ©

BIM &3 DU Bt e am el LB RS B A NI N HIFERR - WWARFEZHEERGRZS
SEENRE ST ERA AL E T 2 e MRS &R E I - AR EFE T Rt g2
SEHE RIS FEME ] (400 @ Chen et al., 2016; Liu et al., 2019) - AL EZ2 AR - AHFFEE BIM R
BB b RIS ES R R R S BB TE H IR R R bk - Hidr EERBEE R - MR
HraRe IR 2 FER BT Ry AR B B HAT R I ER A - #E EH M BRAT ERER e G 2 2
WREEE S H IR ARSI RIE SRR mos B IR E R - R E - 5D 58 s #R a2 R
HEE -
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(—) SEBIHRHE

NEmAE M Z MR FEE T FEHBEANNEZEENAG  SEECHRTFES
TR BRIURIRE T R S BRI TR R E R R A E EETE - FBENT RIE L E &5 R T
B (supporting behaviors ) DA 52 1% & 17 B (reinforcing behaviors ) 4 7 ( Bastiaensens et al., 2014;
Salmivalli et al., 2011 ) » DL F4p3it -

1. BT 5

BT R ss Bl W H B TR R B BRI S F 1L - NEGREZHERIH ER R
% ZF - fEERRRE R BIAITERERS DR S LRI EE - B R RIS - AR 7
EHE AT R EEHERT RN - FEEREITRIER BB —m i R H L R E
I AR (Padgett & Notar, 2013; Salmivalli et al., 2011) - B —ERE5E 28 (FF &
S E R R AR R 2 FE I RER T - [EHE SR Eme s - e HEERBES]
1B RIS OHETME—S EBERM A R EAEE (bully-victims)  (Ng et al., 2022; Sung et al.,
2018) -

2. 0T 5

WCIBFEER TR AT RERMNERE - B8 EENGEETRFREE BT EENR LE
EERE S HERET L MEERBTEESONERRE » FEeThI—E - EHEST
o SFEETINIR T R g e m R R BN EREE Rl SR EEBREE S B ELHE R
M (Ngetal, 2022; Salmivalli et al., 2011) ° [k - WIBTT R GEE @R EE T LETRE
iz EHE AN EL SR - LEEH  EENZEFEEEARERE (self-blaming) FYLH - EEEHC
B TIE ) WEE > SECFERE RS (Salmivalli, 2010) -

(=) SEBIE R ER N e

BT AW R T s B H R R T e BRI RE - AR R SS EE T A R B
BRI 2 I N TEFERE » 1964 4F Kitty Genovese TEARFAIHYETIHE BIFER - EHFE 38 #Aig A HEEIE
FOERERY S R A R R T RS 3 T OB B R HFEE T RETRENE (40 : Darley &
Latané, 1968; Latané & Darley, 1968, 1970 ) o .t Latané 82 Darley (1970) {ER AL EFRZE T H
FEERRI55 81 AR (bystander intervention model, BIM) * % ZE S{ESEH AR H
HEZHIFERESZFERE (Rabow et al., 1990) ~ P£42 (Burn, 2009) -~ #E T8 (Anker & Feeley,
2011) - IRIE(RF#E (Anker & Feeley, 2011) ~ %% (Nickerson et al., 2014) - fdiE&&5 % (Kazerooni
etal., 2018) HEEAN[EHLEEFEZH

BIM X R EE B B R E R RTE R AR ANERE » DUT i

L HISERIEREB

S EREMTE > HAEHERES EFRENEE  BEERSEFRETE - flasEE
EFEICIEMBRZ, - EARER N &8 (Darley & Batson, 1973) » HEEMFRED REZEETE - AlgH#A
T—{EPEEE - @EFLMET - ERBEPERSTE  SHPIRZIHEYEES  SEEIETS
FEEEIGEHERZEAE (Nickerson et al., 2017) o FLBEFHE A (2021) 3K 27 S 20N - Hi5m
HIEHEREH AN AT EEWER > BHUESTFEE G IEESRA -

2. RRAN fE BRI B

FERE RS R - S5 HE G IR A A E RS IR AT B BT e MR ARG - AR FEERE
R ES  AEHZELSHEENSE - SR RERELEY - EHEENERLD
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EHGE B AT E BRI G EREE - H g RHESFEE TR AT REME (Clark & Word, 1974;
Solomon etal., 1978) ° .2 » HHBERLRZENE —ERNGSIEE - sELEE AT aEETRE - #1
20 Fischer FA (2011) ByRE D ITsEIEHEME IR B EES ESBRENEE > AE
R RIRENES [R5 B = AR TED -

3. R E AR B

BEPE 5 i G AP AR RS R E QAN ET - HEBEd LB FHE CEE - A H
fsF B G (RHERT - SCERRA HM EISEE T - BN FRI 2R A - (FErfEm 5
ZEHETHY (Darley & Latang, 1968) © .2 » FHREFBIERER " HEHHEHE ) (VS - FEAE
BBIRRAE - QA AT RESH B AT T A AT — RS BRI NTEERR -

4. PEAL ARG B

FEE SRR R TR RN - E A A E B PR B TR - (EELECE AT REE IR
KBIHIRTE - Fik 2w & B o - SR e BRI T ANE G A - AL ER 20 ~ SRl -
{140 Clark 82 Word (1974) #EHFEENREHCHRARDENL B8 H T ABHEIFAIER -
Fischer 8 Bilz (2019 ) IR EANH R BT ZE 0B HGEE - BT BEHEREAE T AT &S
PRAYRTREM: - SR B i (2020) FRAVSFEE T AR - P tossa 3 a SRR ARS8
EREHE(T B A RISRIS RIS -

5. EBR ST AREB

et — (P B R 5 BB B R T RO AITT B - FELLRE B R B o A A S T A SRS P R (1 Y
A BIANEERE ~ 07~ fekatt s o s EETERENAETE T & BT (T I CAE T R - RER
THEREETTREBEE RS T A

HEAE BIM I B RT =R NERRRE - S5 T e AL R8T RBh eEh - fE58 00~ SRR B
B ERTT B RIS R MR o AT SR AR IR RE R S5 BB E N RS T - SRR T
Ry BRI T R HUBIRE - R IRFERI R ERER BIM AR =FEE -

Chen A (2016) DAEAREEmAY 5 R @B T A B R F 2 B (R ay T ARRE - HPTiRH
FEGREL BIM A AP HE - SZ 7R REUR S BB DR RR R ES & CGETTREITER) » %
BRI EINN (BIGEERLE) 2T —REREEEEN - FHEEFERENE  FHEERES
RHESELFER - EENTEDA 38% W& R R R A BEA AT ERD) > 17 21%
B REREL T T AILIE H SRR E MR EE - RILAERD) - EE 212 & thEr
PR T & BIEARSBREEMBELRESN  2FEFARSGTRAFEN G ELNKE - 1405 29%
ZHERTAGEXEEAS R ESE A HEESERENR T - T EEER &R ERETRE) -
HIt AT R BIM A EZEHFH R BRI eSS EE - At EZEINEEZEEZALITR
IR 8 -

(=) S5BIH IR MEEL T B YEREE )

1 BIM fRX A —FIEE —FE R » S5 MRS RESE R - BRI E R EE A - W HEE
B0E SRR E IS - ARG B & 2 B R g — R R AE - 5% &
TARE IS 5 g2 B AT Bt S 3R 52 - EF 2SR O F B RS B e E B A AVE - B IS
FENEZEMNAEHTEH (Chun et al.,, 2020; Shaikh et al.,, 2020) » 358 H DA T &I E Eig
TS # B - DA AT 2R AERGE - BIAHEE  5H - GG EFERE (Olweus,
1999, 2012; Slonje et al., 2013) - H K% E2 3 (/] : Raskauskas & Huynh, 2015; Smith et al., 2008;
Willard, 2007 ) 0 RHEE& T B2 1AE) « BRIE CEHE - 3R - (58 ~ W% SR - PSS - B
HAhEps ST - MEIDIREF S EB 2R - AEEEE ERIERRE (B ~ 538  BfR) BFAE -
G ERE - B MisSFEEEIFmE AR, - FEEEDEHE E 2 E SR
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BENBERER - fEE EENERES - iR RS B IER - A S H B
PERRAYRFE (Liu et al,, 2021) - KBRS TR VR IR G RN EMBE T - B1A0 - 1ElEs EEF]
PRI po LRS- 5B A S HLUAE R S R AL MBS » 11 HADR DM s b A E
HEBEAEERAE - Al RERES po BUIRIBIN B —HF M- AR & - B 1 ges ol DA B i
B AT REH S B ERRIAGF AR - BITE BIM XA — - 5 REE - S5EIE BT REHHE
BT & e DRI IR MR A G AR - /5 B8 E B &R S BA —ENVAIRE - REX L
Ak s % -

Asanan ¥\ (2017) HURFZEHEH - REIEMEA R LGRS & 2B VLB TR &
7 B FE s a8 e th LI R 2 AR BE R B - Steer FF A (2020) FEHIRZ MRS & 22 aEETTHY
rRERAE S NE AR P DU S NIRNE S 7 % <RI SRR - AL EA P B B URERR B I TRy » Elgi B2 Segkin
(2019) thigtHAgEs R EHREET AN R RETHNG R B A B R s R 22 1 52 5 - thRETHPG I E rh Ay H
A (BIANERT ) ZHRAAIMERETR & - #5 ATl - AW e RE 58 & BT & PERRE I REIE M T
HAREITF ~ AATHREIBITE -

(19) ZEHEHEITR - EIEGFRE S B e

1F BIM R0V ZE = (g EE » S EFEF G ABIMSEHEG HECHER A5 BEER
AR EH CRIEER IR AN G E T A - TR E 2B R T R #EsE & EE 2R
EHEEEE > FEENEENS AL FEENEEETS - A5EERIEECNE
£ - MERIAAA 5B (IR T - B5— T - Mis&HEEREEE HER LR EEES,
g - PlaN—E RS AR T L E A EE - B 5= 85 A5 EEEEEECY
T RESR AR TEE2EEHERGE ST F RS ENET -

STAEAC 2 ARG BB R RS2 LA Bandura (1990, 1999, 2002, 2016) H5E B BT HEHE s 2k B ML fE#E
PRER PR RRIR S TR - A S R T A MRS BRI T R e S LA R AR TSR R T (R
Bussey et al., 2015; Fang et al., 2020 ) ° Bandura /A 1990 fF & o H /L EERBEIE S - BEES
G EE LR - BN EEEERTE PR DU $hE /A S T/l
1. 3E785#% (moral justification )

TRANEMECHTREENEME - FFEEfERIRYE -
2. [EfiiEtE (euphemistic labeling )
TR AFIFHRBRRR GRS E ~ RILE BT RHYBEE -

3. ML (advantageous comparisons )

Th A E BT REE BEE T R - ST R E B2 5 B EE TR
ZE o
4. E{THE#E (displacement of responsibility )

ERESTRIIEHEAE B ERTREEXIIMAIES » F{E A SR T BRI ET -

5. E#{E4r# (diffusion of responsibility )
ERT R BB R AP E A —FEE - 588 SEE -

6. Ziloiith#% 5 (disregard or distortion of consequence )
TR AZERE » ZiBOR{LE BT RE M CERAEE -
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7. 2 A1t (dehumanisation )
Th NI IR EE AR ~ 5% ik TRER , ~ TIEARY, - HOEEE BHEERR -

8. [&IE32H¥ (attribution of blame )

TR ANEMBFIAREEYEEECERY - XEEEZBEHBYENERER -

TEmfEEH T e g dGE et éﬁ*ﬁ%’é&ﬁ?mE’J%‘%ﬁ%ﬁﬁtﬁi@%ﬁ%ﬁ%i@ﬁ%ﬁb ==
ZBEAIETE (FEHAF - B8 > 2020 ; Bjirehed et al., 2020; Kyriacou & Zuin, 2018; Lo Cricchio
et al., 2021; Perren & Gutzwiller-Helfenfinger, 2012; Robson & Witenberg, 2013 ) © fflﬂ%%@%gﬁéﬁ%ﬁi
HEERIRIIRAE = - B » IREIRTSCAmR - FEE#H EE E S E N2 EENEE R
T EIE AR HEERRZEIRENT BB EE R LA BAIE T Br s E M Fi g
AfEREA , K " RmRE ) SR c BT SHEHERSREA S EE AT BN AILLIEE CHEE
R REEMAGHTNA  SEE A T EEHEZE K T H TR R - Rk BEE
EARBNT R R ES G2 R - SRz BB EA S B EE T E AL, r %
SE2EE ) NEEBEHCOCHFETREWETREEIRIESR - BAFR g » E4E T HF i
HBEEE S -

TEFERA » Bussey FA (2015) BYWFFCEEELE S LE G SHIE - Mg ERYRII1T R
FEITEHIRAER M G HUFET cFang % A (2020) S5 A\ SEHUESEGBEE SEBRE IR (numb )
i R A R RA MR R I R T YA B o Koehler B Weber (2018 ) #83RMdR & w5l E B RIETE
EWIESE 82 EERIRDIZRFTR - BIaEHEER (2020) QDB NERE HZHE
R e 5 2 R B ER R B - EEm B S E IR T R 2 AR - ST R
EIREAERE -

(H) /VES

ity BIM B2 E il B & aRAE ) » IEE BN 2 FEH AT RIS - AWHFeae e
FE H IS I R B IR AR - BRI E B A A SN B R RRAE ) - IR A —ERi
T & IEREE IR 5 R R AE A KRR FREN - HURTRIREER > HEAE—EIH
AAES] - BREE AT —ERE R RSt B AR TR B E R ZEET G ER ﬁﬁﬁ/%ﬁ%f%
{TRFE - FEREVREMEE - FEEE S B EERBEE SR ZFEEARSTRES g E
FEETRMER - HEXFEEAFNTRAE BRI SREEE SRR 2Rz
T BRESHEEAM G RS ﬁEﬁfiﬁEﬁ??EELLEkEﬁE%‘ﬁ?fﬂﬁfiﬁaﬁérri%ﬂﬁaﬁéi' HXEH
RHEMZE ((TREETNE) - B EEEmE sy Ba gLV DL s HIR G B L Hm & BT -

WA Feas it R (A RS TR R 1 5 - 28— (BB SR — R AV B e 155 (DU TSR —) -
B A5 R 52 A N RS SOt A T A2 B R O 18 5. (AT R B il Sk 7
TH—E) - HIFER RN FIESR N @ Ree ) B EmsEe B TR, Wi TR
AEERHH DA T Fe ik

e — « RS HEERIMS T & YRR DRE LA T RN TT & - (B2 2B R HEER
ARIE ©

BER = fEEE —  FE AR T YR Tre A TERH ST - (B2 2B ER
FRER -

B = FEEE T FE AR S YRR IrE EmTER RGN T - B2 R E e s
g’ﬁo

BERIY : fEEBE - S E R T R YERaE Ire B TE R STk - BB EEETEEr

paren

Bl
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Jith
(—) WrsEdif R iH

AWHeZ Z A B R TR B N R B i 2 R TR ERE - AN FI AR R MR B BB AR ~ 2%
e #R & A A AT [E] > Shaikh S5 A (2020) BYSCRRIEIRETS HiE KRGS 8 & T 52 2 LAE D4
ERBA > BEREABANEZEN - HARBIRBIFHGZRFERII (2020) AYFRERR > 18—19
BRIEERERIEERAZ A E - RO TR AR EE 5 /0 12 708 - Bl o hRs - &
chth B AR 3 AR B R B UG 5 A S S A RS TR R ST o SRR ERAE 1 AR S IR A S 5 AL
fE ° FHILATR - REER[ERE RIS & i th i s U REE - (ERT SR h AR Rl - RIA
WFFELAREREME Rt Fe i 5

filvik 7 2R FH S F B IUER » HBFJE & 7E Facebook » PTT » Deard =R il # S 15 B SCHASE
2R Xl EFEMEENR B ITRE R G ZEANE - BIETHAE R - AWt seiE Hhssas) -
JUHZESE R F A 2 8hS - BIEESTEER - EUE - AORHIRE R R

ZHRRZHAEERFEE GHRHEAHETHER) Dk (R ERREEER) - HET
RBREEEWD (MRHEENEERER) - B0 ROEBRFEZESR - F_HEZ AR
oS Rt & AR # T SZ HRS R AU TE 5 - ERRECERRA 1,393 17 BAMGTERRE 1 -

#1
WA E R —ER (N=1,393)
I Ebll NE (n) HE (%)

B — R 1145 82.2%
B 233 16.7%
BRI 12 0.9%
RE 3 0.2%

H {5 s 2 /NEERUT 19 1.3%
2 ~ 5 /[N 433 31.1%
5~ 8 /NI 588 42.2%
8 /NIELA L 350 25.1%
RE 3 0.2%

REEFR A5 = 189 13.5%
= 1204 86.4%

REEZ TSR = 498 35.7%
& 895 64.2%

i s el b = 54 3.8%
5 1339 96.1%

TR T TR AR = 166 11.9%
= 1227 88%

(=) WHETH

AWFFEFT RIS TEA = 0 hl ks GREESE ZAae Dk ) ~ GEESEEREEESR) K (W
B R EER EE) - DU

1. e 5 PRk T 58

AWTFE R RIS (2022) Fram$d (HERSHE AFREE T HIER ) 2l &2 5l HURR e
ZBR S 14 BB - BB BB R E R - RS SR R R R
B T R — 1 - I " AfERRE LA ABHRE SIS "B R (EEEME A GRS g
B L MER - tEAIH AR - o ZHEERRIGHEEE "R E & ) o T 2
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FE o XA EA BRI S EEEES 1 5 SERPEREG 045 W 14 55 pEEERE
AR BT EYERREIBYE -

2% &7l Rasch G105 (Rasch, 1960) Egi% HE50E » B H B2 (item separation
reliability ) 5y .99 » =30 E 57 BE(REL (person separation reliability ) £ .06 » infit MNSQ 77T/2 0.99 ~ 1.02
Z[E > outfit MNSQ 7112 0.93 ~ 1.04 Z[H » FFEIHsE TR 2R %E (Wright et al., 1994) -

2. R pE T G B R

(HER EER AR ES ) S H Paciello % A (2020) 832 Bandura (1990, 1999, 2002, 2016) F
HiEmPTim R S - S E R GEELER T B A ARG - A M GR P By — T E TG B (E
& e 5t AR RE R S MEE - TR EFEEENHuLE  RIBEFEEEETEE - Hifl]
"R B ERE R IR S R A MR -, 1 SoRBIEEAREE S RE
JERERE - 8 (M BRIy Bills » REHEE EER BRI BBl -

ZEFRABEERZSTETERENERZ  #RE/RH Chi Square = 24429 ~ df =20 p =
224 ~ RMSEA = 0.016 (95% CI = 0.000—0.035) > p = .999 » CFI = .996 * SRMR = .514 - (5
& (component reliability ) 5 .81 » fF&TH%EE (Raykov, 1997) FREEigyKHE o AF9eid H#RER
FRSCRR A L BT AR R MR R R e Tt T B S - RS SR — (AR E R R — IR % - B —(ERE A
DAREREE 46% B SR » HAyp A EIENRZE AR EE AR 55 WE—2E a= 81 -

3. HEBR BT AR R

AW R (i B EME &R ) 2R E Bastiaensens %5 A (2014) Fifm#iV &S - K
EREE 19 EREITT RN 5 TR - #pla T e AGNE e B SRR E R 2N E , -
st AE R ER 7 BhER > SHEREEANOLR - RIBEFRENEEETEE - 1 51RF
FEENFRE 7 RFIEFFE - EHIEE S BEE - ARETRET R IE T R ER T
B - RAIEATE ERBEERHES - XFE K EELIERKFEE - R MPrER PRk
THIETE » fia0 " RGP EREAERLEZEE ) mEE Y 1 BRI TR S e TR I
BFERICE 5 Bt LRSS RS -

KWseHE— 1 (M HERIEEAER) 2 hMEEER  F LR EHEEEE
RERR ARy T E IR AR AE Facebook L3l 2t A DLBESCHITE A BHFE & I - REr £ F DL T WL fi
%y B R FER RET G E T RIME WIS HEEER - Endolth T E IR
KRB T ZREE (FINELEN ) MfE Facebook i@ F 4t A DARE TR A BHFR T - IR
GERH ATk - o

Bastiaensens % A (2014 ) BgRE HifF5E T B ZNE —EUERE  #H M ama S T B EEIE
TR o REE SR 72 B THEHES RIFNERE - AR E @iy iEm =
AL E BB A — U - MR R SR T R o= 83 WIB{TR a=.79 ; [ER _FHTH
o=.87* WIG{TH a=.86 -

(Z) shiiiik

TEET E B REBeEE 2Bl Ao ETRORAR T DU AR IR A i€ - Rl i B E— iy
Mk B R (BE—) M2FEE R &R & ALl 2 s & 2 EE+S (BE) - ¥
Tk W TR L EEEER -

B RBEIEAMI AT SRS BEt— R = i5eE DA & A ket R B 155
— RN T Ry WA T R Fe B T (T T BEAR I ES - RS T e P pe I RE TR B T R 1%
17k » {f#E— DL PROCESS for SPSS (Hayes, 2022 ) H1f¢ model 1 B 8 i M (A IR 30 8 1 ik
BE T BAE B — R B T Ry IR T s T SRR -

Flal B AT A s B = RER VY - AW R DA RS T e PR H T - B

fJ model 1 fRERIETE GREELEHEES B AR AE D BB 5L AT R I T Ry AR ETOR
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R

2 B ARSI A s TS SR DU AERA AR - FRrhm] DUB A7 5 8 S Hnd s a5 2
HEmAE I (WS> 144 "M =10.72,SD = 1.39) E{EFRBHEE (AEEFR M=141,SD=041) -
REATRIEE TS (REEE > B M=276,SD=049 ; [ - M=2.66,SD=0.54) - IGTT
BIEER (AEEE BB — M=157,SD=0.57; 158 M=1.50,SD=0.61) -
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Bystander Behavior in Different Cyberbullying
Situations: Role of Cyberbullying Awareness, Moral

Disengagement, and Victim Behavior

Kuan-Ming Chen'

Bystander behavior is an essential component in either halting or perpetuating cyberbullying (Padgett & Notar, 2013).
When bystanders choose to share, like, or repost aggressive content, they may inadvertently reinforce cyberbullying behavior.
By contrast, actively defending the victim may reduce or even stop cyberbullying (Bastiaensens et al., 2014; Salmivalli et al.,
2011). Consequently, the bystander effect is a key area of study in the fields of traditional bullying and cyberbullying. According
to the bystander intervention model (BIM) proposed by Latané and Darley (1970), bystanders engage in five steps during their
decision-making process after they witness an emergency such as cyberbullying: noticing the event, interpreting the event as an
emergency, assuming responsibility for intervention, deciding on an appropriate course of action, and executing the intervention
strategy.

Overall, the BIM delineates the psychological mechanism of the bystander effect and offers insights into why individuals
choose to assist or not assist the victim. According to Asanan et al. (2017), bystanders become more inclined to intervene when
they become aware of cyberbullying. This model addresses only internal individual processes and potentially neglects the
unique aspects of the internet and the influence of the victim’s behavior. In cyberbullying incidents, the number of witnesses
may be large, causing bystanders to engage in a cognitive mechanism referred to by Bandura (1990, 1999, 2002, 2016) as
moral disengagement. Moral disengagement is a set of cognitive processes that enable individuals to circumvent negative self-
evaluation and self-sanction, thereby morally disconnecting themselves from moral standards. According to Koehler and Weber
(2018), the frequency of moral disengagement increases when the actions of the victim violate social norms. Few studies have
examined the effect of victim’s behavior in cyberbullying.

In this study, we designed two cyberbullying scenarios and used the BIM to examine the complex relationship between
cyberbullying awareness, moral disengagement, victim behavior, and bystander reaction intention. Scenario 1 involved a man
who was cyberbullied without any apparent reason, and scenario 2 involved a man who was cyberbullied because of his norm-
violating behavior. We hypothesized that (1) cyberbullying awareness positively predicts bystanders’ defending behavior and is
not moderated by moral disengagement in scenario 1, (2) cyberbullying awareness negatively predicts bystanders’ reinforcing
behavior and is not moderated by moral disengagement in scenario 1, (3) cyberbullying awareness positively predicts
bystanders’ defending behavior and is moderated by moral disengagement in scenario 2, and (4) cyberbullying awareness
negatively predicts bystanders’ reinforcing behavior and is moderated by moral disengagement in scenario 2.

For participant recruitment, we posted on Facebook, PPT, and Dcard (the three most popular social media platforms in

Taiwan) to attract university students. A total of 1,393 Taiwanese university students volunteered to participate in the study.
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College students were selected as participants because they are among the most frequent internet users and are highly exposed
to the risk of cyberbullying. After reviewing the study details, the participants completed a cyberbullying identification test
(Chao, 2021) and the Online Moral Disengagement Scale (Paciello et al., 2020). Subsequently, they were presented with two
hypothetical cyberbullying scenarios and asked to report their behavioral intention toward scenarios (these items were adapted
from Bastiaensens et al., 2014). For the analysis, we conducted a correlation analysis, simple linear regression analysis, and
moderation analysis with PROCESS for SPSS (Hayes, 2022) to test our four hypotheses.

Our analysis results revealed the following. First, cyberbullying awareness was not significantly correlated with bystanders’
defending behavior when the victim was cyberbullied without any apparent reason (= .00, p = .99 > .05), which is inconsistent
with our first hypothesis. Second, cyberbullying awareness negatively predicted bystanders’ reinforcing behavior (adjusted R* =
.03, F=40.30, B =—.17, p <.001) and was not moderated by moral disengagement when the victim was cyberbullied without
any apparent reason (coefficient = —.02, p = .23 > .05), which is consistent with our second hypothesis. Third, cyberbullying
awareness negatively predicted bystanders’ defending behavior (adjusted R* = .00, F = 4.75, p =—.06, p = .03 < .05) and was not
moderated by moral disengagement when the victim was cyberbullied because of his norm-violating behavior (coefficient = .02,
p =.29>.05), which is inconsistent with our third hypothesis. Fourth, cyberbullying awareness negatively predicted bystander’s
reinforcing behavior (adjusted R* = .02, F = 29.57, p = —.14, p < .001) and was moderated by moral disengagement when the
victim was cyberbullied because of his norm-violating behavior (coefficient = —.04, p = .03 < .05), which is consistent with our
fourth hypothesis.

Regardless of whether the victim was cyberbullied for no apparent reason or for violating social norms, the bystanders
exhibited only a moderate tendency to defend the victim, and this tendency was not influenced by the degree of cyberbullying
awareness. In other words, regardless of whether the bystanders perceived the ongoing event as a cyberbullying incident,
their inclination to assist remained the same. According to previous studies (Asanan et al., 2017; El¢i & Secgkin, 2019; Steer
et al., 2020), identifying cyberbullying can prevent bystanders from becoming bullies or victims. However, no direct evidence
currently exists regarding whether cyberbullying awareness increases the willingness of bystanders to assist. Therefore,
cyberbullying awareness is regarded as a prerequisite for initiating defending behavior, with willingness to take action
influenced by other factors.

In the two scenarios, cyberbullying awareness negatively predicted bystanders’ reinforcing behavior. In other words, when
the bystanders realized that the current event involved cyberbullying, they became less likely to engage in reinforcing behavior,
such as liking, sharing, reposting, or commenting on posts. These findings are consistent with those of Asanan et al. (2017),
who indicated that cyberbullying awareness has an inhibitory effect on reinforcing behavior. In this study, we further examined
the moderating effect of victim behavior and bystander moral beliefs on the relation between cyberbullying awareness and
bystander behavior. Our moderation analysis results indicated that when the victim violated social norms, moral disengagement
moderated the relationship between cyberbullying awareness and reinforcing behavior, whereas this was not the case in the
regular cyberbullying scenario. These findings support our second and fourth hypotheses, indicating that if bystanders lack
cyberbullying awareness and hold beliefs of moral disengagement, such as moral justification, dehumanization, or victim
blaming, they may become more inclined to rationalize their reinforcing behavior as an act of justice. Their moral sense may
also have a limited influence on their actions, resulting in increased reinforcing behavior. By contrast, if bystanders become
actively aware of their own behavior, even if they hold moral disengagement beliefs, they may become less likely to rationalize
their reinforcing behavior, which enables them to exercise restraint in their own behavior.

On the basis of our research findings, we offer three recommendations for preventing or intervening in cyberbullying
incidents. First, because cyberbullying awareness has an inhibitory effect on bystanders, we recommend that schools implement
antibullying programs that emphasize cyberbullying awareness among all members of the school community, including teachers,
students, and parents. Second, our study indicates that the reactions of bystanders are influenced by the victim’s behavior.
Bystanders are more likely to refrain from assisting or even engaging in reinforcing behavior if the victim has previously
violated social norms. Notably, cyberbullying differs from traditional bullying because online information tends to be one-sided,
which can challenge bystanders’ ability to fully grasp the situation and the victim, leading to premature judgments regarding the
victim’s behavior (Liu et al., 2019). Therefore, when bystanders witness a cyberbullying incident, they should attempt to first

understand the full context of the event, gather both positive and negative information, and refrain from premature judgments
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of the victim’s behavior. Lastly, in programs aimed at combating cyberbullying, we recommend that teachers incorporate
dilemma-based instruction and address the moral disengagement beliefs of their students. For students with high levels of moral
disengagement, teachers should explicitly communicate that cyberbullying is an unacceptable means of seeking justice.

This study has some limitations. First, our sample comprised only college students, thus limiting the generalizability of our
findings to other populations. Second, all data were collected using self-reporting instruments, potentially resulting in mono-
method bias. Third, only one norm-violation scenario was examined. Future studies should include a wider range of scenarios to

better understand how the perceived severity of cyberbullying incidents influences bystanders’ perceptions and actions.

Keywords: cyberbullying, cyberbullying awareness, moral disengagement, victim behavior,
bystander behavior
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