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WGP EIEMEITA

Hew wnwh NXKF AxE LEX
(AT 0B 5 5 R AT S AP BB, BRI 430079)

i E RAHRATPHFAHRIED ZTRERAFHGMR. FAH B ERABHITARLTASH: F
BT AFBEARTH. HraFUETAHGBEAR FAHE QMARROT . shatfa Tt itt). F0H46
SEEERES, fEKA. AL I BAREA). SHRAMGAZEAEEERASTBTOLLZE.
FULAHBL . BB Ao F A T AR T A FIE B & SRR FHE 0 R ATHRE. RRTAMRE
Gikdm. BAPZHIE] . BN NS IRE R EF T aE L — PRk,

X MR FUH ARk FOH TR

%S B849: C91

1 3= (Slonje, Smith, & Frisén, 2013). A TAT L35 RHK
AT IR AT | 2l B 2 A o B
&R AR A RL TR AT B (Jones, Mitchell, &
Turner, 2015). /&L, K85 MHE LIk
2 HEBASL, T LS W X RO AT 3 B S
A OR SR O P aer 8 N E s e | S
BRI, 91%I 3 [H 9 D4 L 5 2 0 iz H AT
(Lenhart et al., 2011), 61%) K FHEH LAT173h
(Gahagan, Vaterlaus, & Frost, 2016), 58%H Et | B
N aE AR R R T ORI Bl 1947 24 (Van. Cleemput,
Vandebosch, & Pabian, 2014), 85%¥ 1 [E &5 5
22 % 45 17 3l (Huang & Chou, 2010).

A SON LA ) 26 35t vh 25 WL i F 98 AT &
Ge b ZR IR R AR BT, AT S HT RO 3 I 245 R 17 v

7 B B Wi W4T 1 BRI R

fadr, S0 HF T AT DRI AR 10 B4k
(Patterson, Allan, & Cross, 2017), MM EEH, 55 2 MERGEMENRE
WL AT S e 6% B A 208 DR 0E AT R, O
Al WOl 55 5 2% R i AT Ry X 32 IR Al ok i A

T8 5 AR R N T & 0I5 ) e e R il
B O A B4 Gk, WLk EA a2k
Y N Y 3 v, AR E N AP E O IR S R 2 —,
TR 5T K 22 41 v A 067 35 R0 32 067 3 9 o €6
Xof 0 8 A7 T i 55 L R D 0GB T A
FREE BRI PE (I N FF i« BE A ME), 28I £ 1
B AT K WU E LA, BT 5% W 2 (Kowalski,
Giumetti, Schroeder, & Lattanner, 2014), fiff 53 )84
25 Al o, X A7 v i 55 LA o A AR T
L. 88%M 36 M H D AFEFRARTEAM AR | B
T M4 HER G (Lenhart et al., 2011), 17 E 35 5
VAR AR, S2E I L BIEPIEN H 61%
H/m# 70% (Balakrishnan, 2015, 2017).

35 [Q 1A . (Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary,
2018) F 4 £ T # (Wikipedia, 2018)¥f 32 W &
(bystander) & R “fEM AR KA S 5FAFHA
Wi ks H 3. 2018-10-08 > HAh B9 2 X R KB A onlooker, observer,
* HE O R 2 v e s R SR AR B 45 2 5 H (CCNU spectator, passerby %5, [E 2 (JFH], 7%, 2015)

18CXTDO3); b 5T k2 o [ Al 2807 ok e M) ICHTEZS He g 4k, 35 WL 35 B2 X F pge
o o0 Zmeon: IR s i e o e O AEROBENT . T

TAREAR QA BAIH (CCNU19TDO18) 0 o . N
BEMEE: JWARE, E-mail: fancy@mail.ccnu.edu.cn ﬂ:@t% f14 45 el Jk 7 > 55 W il 2 AR IR £L < H i
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TR RS ph R EA” (BT, 5558, 2015),
[ Hh 25 WA R 55 38 A 46 ARG RN R B )
H K47 3 (Stueve et al., 2006), fib{i]uh7E— 5%
(Price et al., 2014), 2R BLAT SCHA IT R 25 W 25 1 £
eI LR E L, SR 0 AR, MK
B S LA A < H o P45 IRt 3 AR

o 248 3R A0 1) 55 W 5 12 G 3 £ 119 55 A3 22 [
WA RGN R, FERIALT WA T o
— M B s . g,
RO A TE Y, S8 W E B AR Y, HEE
Bl B A AN AT O 5 IR AZ B 5C R IR T
R, S HEEE B M4 DRI A,
B BARLR . IBEEREMESLR, ZEHU
& B R A e L, s b, W E E
76 B IE AR R A I g 4, i ) 45 0 B e 5500
# B i IR R RE IE TR R A (N &% H %), W
AR &4 R —Behfla] . =R WENE S, £
SR A B 55 B N BT A R, B R4 T
Vil Pk, WIS WA B B R 5%
WX WA A AT i R oy =, iR —A-2
AHHIR NI A L5 00 1R 55 W3 (Wong-Lo &
Bullock, 2014), %555 W& 1) NBG TR TH 2R —
PRk L RS E B AR RS . 1L
griti, 55U TR B IR N0 B R (R )
] 32 0 AR T, B0 32 B0 AR T m AR
1 (Pozzoli & Gini, 2010), MZEIREEH, BT R %%
A5 B2 MR A ZE ST & M, S5 By
AR TN S Sy o — AT B0 U0 el BB 3R 38 XK
TOE W B2 R R sk B, BEESE, 2016), tLAT7E
FEAZF-E IS X B A iR R A O, B
PR NS B 32 80 38 B SR S

3 MEMAEREFITARE

55 W B SCTRT PR, H B o 28RBS 1
AT R L LA B R B A WL AR X 2 4% . H RTF
JL# (Song & Oh, 2018)HR 4 55 WL & H o [ 24 1 11
Je WA S B NE ¥ 55 W45 43 R Jmi A6 N (outsider) . £
P11 ¥ (defender) . 3% fb # (reinforcer) I ¥y By &

(assister) o P71 23 B SOM IR B 8 2 1R IR R,

B L AR B A2 R, W i AR TE A AL
HHIAA AT Hi(Cao & Lin, 2015; Pozzoli & Gini,

2010). 38 f 5 45 55 AR R 5 (sl L R590),

DA IHG SR Jon 5 S8 £ 25 %k 52 3 97 3 B 67 1T 08 (Quirk

& Campbell, 2015), Pl BEAR IR Rk, H
BAE R R M A A (Pozzoli & Gini, 2010), I
Hifi TS fF, i tt A wscf i, A
F 1947 M (Pozzoli & Gini, 2010), ¥ 4b—LLHF5E %
(Bastiaensens et al., 2014; Thornberg et al., 2012)
WPREAT A B2 i 43 R 4 224 2 JRi A1 A (remaining an
outsider) . P FIE ALK 171 (assisting or reinforcing
the bully) 5 SZ KR4 32 K 171 35 (supporting and
defending the victim),

S WA H o 190 28 1087 AT DA SO 1 T A 43
T Z A — B AR, SR IR 52 30 G A A
SRR AT N AT AN B R A, DB
SR PR G ME A R T B R R AL B LR, FrEE
YER Ry A N B ME & S S 1 Jmy A N AR A R A T
g, BRI R R AL T 55 WA H di M 2%
WA S AT R RO, REL T SR ME BAT B B
K LB 0y A5 AR e, T DABR AR 55 W B 55 WEAT
N R ()W B A 2 I 5 A 2
ZIGE, AU TE— 55 F I SR 5 ™
A TR . (F W H i i s W] LLE PR R T
W Bl Sl 3 55 0L, T B E St A R R AR IR f, BR
FRWR B TR )M ME AL SRk
W th s H E S TR, KRS hog kA T
A5 (AR E SR BT RO AT AR Ry 2R
AT AR AL 270, Horp, SRt AT s
i 3 1 T U S A 8] 2 0 7 = (A R
A BRI R SRR Z IR — T
AR BEA RT3 92 5T b A R 28 6 S E Y
FRel it ty, s IR st 2470, B LAt
SAT AW R P B . s A IR R T3
FrEEs5

4 EMERAZUETANEE

RGNS A IS (GG DU S EWSLiL)
R A 25 W 1S R B (sl L A ) M A
PE) . HUE O R (R LG . HIRALARRIER . A
SRR AR . SZIR AR 1B TR SR G N
HEBRBETRCRE, LT ILAJr R T
R0 25 3R B S B AT IR &
41 EREWNAFER

PRSI SR A R X6 PRl S B R, AR AN
2 R A N R I RS R bR . e Rl
R i 1] (Moeller, Barratt, Dougherty, Schmitz, &
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Swann, 2001), Hit, whahep Rk B b A=
F AR T BERE AR RS Bh At A . {8 H HTF
FERN, XA 1w sl P S AT e AR T
WA Z ), vh3fit & i AR S8 /N AT BE
485 Bh 3Z W 61 & (Erreygers, Pabian, Vandebosch, &
Baillien, 2016). —J7 i, sl D4Es BN
78 T B A I BRI & B8 1 (Eisenberg,
Fabes, & Spinrad, 2006); 55— 51, wahhn] GE
SURURBA S RO A5 TR, AN 2 B

KA AN By SF 1 MR A S AT A G
(Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983), WF5¢45 5 R KT
A 5 v 14 71 o) A R S 5 T 5 7 55 LA
B P WS AH 5 (Freis & Gurung, 2013), 74
P B A~ AT AT B 38 3% [ o O £ 2 A SR, o I
PR AR ] REFE RS U . T = A R SR
W Z ZREbE . FRUIRAR SR T . R INTEIE IR
B SR B (McCrae & Costa, 1987), fifi1 o
G RS 15 T, ] B R A8 U8 I 4% K 7l ok 1Y 5 B
T
42 EWREHLEBEER

[FFLO R — TR PN . B . S = AE 4 A
JBE Y BE 71 (Barlinska, Szuster, & Winiewski, 2013),
[F) 0 5 3R 4S54T S BIEAH G (T RUEE, il /1 P
2016), [FHLORBIEAR M RAE 2170, AR AR
AR R A S FET A B2 R AR
JE R G X 45 i X 2 B0, sk 5%
ZEA I N200 AN KUK, KR, BRI,
2014), [FIFRLPEF A ST & EZ RS HLIE,
BOABIE A b Bk AT L AR T 500
g8, JF HwT LS R 25 3R £ (Brewer & Kerslake,
2015), BUAZRMUESE, Y55 H i R 440
B, [ B o B2 v 114 O 6 o) 5 0 ) 5% 52 K
113 (Barlinska et al., 2013; Freis & Gurung, 2013;
Machackova, Dedkova, Sevcikova, & Cerna, 2013;
Schacter, Greenberg, & Juvonen, 2016), [F/HLOFE
R 1 AR B A SR 0 B ) 45 A7 T B 4
L, Bz B 48 I AT X N 15, IRt
TE H g 235 5 5 vl A s e 170 .

A T RE BT H OB T — 15
B 32 X B, R I ) T 1) 4% 55 0 3 A 2 R £
# W47 A (Dorit, Tali, & Sigal, 2017; Machackova,
Dedkova, & Mezulanikova, 2015), ELA% & A
AR AN AT B O R I R E O, MiTh T

T ML 58 B TR R AT 55 s R SRS I TR AL
HERYHL 22 (Barrows, Dunn, & Lloyd, 2013), 7E2%>]
T IR PR Al A R CRE B R R AT Y A 3K
SelEk, TE AT AE AT Bl 2% &7 W 6 R B =R
THho

A AR TR, A2 S A /86 5 55 00
F )T AT N A % (Cardoos & Hinshaw, 2011;
Dorit et al., 2017), %W B #H2 32 1K - & mi Ik
MoK, MURBI L & AE, MYz
W R 2 E R, S AHITEZ KN L
A H (AN R AT RS . K R R AR
B0 R R s B 7 DA SR T 2 4 K
T AL 23 UM (Cao & Lin, 2015), Al fi i 422
P35 R 8 345 B 22 R 17 IR S KR L I e s A ) 1422
4l (Roskamp, 2009), JH A =2 [b) {4t 2 215 Fis
K& 554217 A K (Barry & Wentzel, 2006;
Estrada, 1995), 57 %% #E4T W45 18 1Nk,
AR LA TR MK Pt &3 R, MRIEF S 3c B
W, MERTERA R A S SRR, A TR
P EAE S I S 3SHAT R
43 FZHONMKARBRKBIERE

W | 3f 8 0 A N5 B (s 5 5% k)
AT 25 5 52 BIIR AL, S ABAT]32 K 6 i AN 5
M55 002 I8 L AT 21 4t &5 R (Weber, Ziegele, &
Schnauber, 2013), #32F & i H KRB CRigH
A 2 B 0 25 R GBS, S5 00 ) H R A T S
By A REMETE /IS, AE XA v 55 L3 X 32 J R
ANBIBER . X2 B o 1 R e 31 58 P A PE A
(Schacter et al., 2016), &MWL E X 1R 7 & (15 2%
A AR RN N A TG, =R E A A
15 5T 5 e sk BE 43 25 Al R SR e AT,
2> 5|58 HAth A A9 115 PF 4 (Hollenbaugh & Ferris,
2014), FWHE W THERL TRBOAFAC . M
A TEARAR B A R, DRI AN SRS B o
44 HEBREFHXER

AEIETEME SN H . ZRAE R
RN 55 M AT R RV (Bastiaensens et al.,
2014; Brody & Vangelisti, 2015; Machackova et al.,
2013; Patterson et al., 2017; Song & Oh, 2018), i
55 W5 1R 6 3 00 FR R S A 55 W 1 B A
47°M (Machackova et al., 2013; Song & Oh, 2018),
BB 01 | WA Qi i L (VR N1 i =9 | AN
(Bastiaensens et al., 2014); 435WF 5% M #H
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K RFEI, M S L LS B (Bastiaensens et
al., 2014; Brody & Vangelisti, 2015), {555 W&
S E R RANKLS, AT T GEAR I 52 k6 o
(Song & Oh, 2018), =F{}/™ H 2 ik 5 HAh 550
B A EAEF, R A OR AT B 4 57 o 3
M4T M 72 [l (Bastiaensens et al., 2014), 7R 45 1
KK R 7R 5 UL B A I 4% O G S 1 T
B, BAREIWEERE, URZERTHAT
A (Patterson et al., 2017),

4.5 Hith

WEFE R, AH LT X 8 0 3R EE, P45 5
N S5 WL ) H AL 4T M (Barlinska et al., 2013), Jf
HAMBF AWK TG, MKW HIEE
TEFA N P45 % 17 #1458 WP 46 B 32 #0174 (Bastiaensens
etal., 2015), TF 553 | F SC 50bA e (0 465 10 £ 3 4
BERRE R S B E R, 25 R K
P55 B i 8 B A, AT TG T AR
Bh 32 ¥k §1 # (Bastiaensens et al., 2014); 4k, 7]
BT e R WoR, SE0REA B 0 7 E AR B 5 5
5 X35 % B[] 'BS A E E  E A, T  ) HL R s
B THE, LASJEEER) T Wi €l (Obermaier, Fawzi,
& Koch, 2014), /A2 W 45 0 f5 52 LI AT
T (BARBA A BB, AT RRAT (3
B RN TR 5 B AR AT S GRS 45 1R
FORIIEOL, 50 50 ) FIA K Do 28 3R £ = A
K™ (Holfeld, 2014), 553 ¥ 1)+ BiE K MAT R
WARILZ BN, TR T A% 30 AR D) Y 38 0
WL AR A PE R, 3 o A FL W . [l S A A
AT A5 A VR, 8 5 L G T AT
netk.

AR, AR AN BIE g N B 2R B ST 4
RN —E, XA ReA R 5k . SR
PR R AT BAS A 5 o 55 W 220015 32 6 46 D7 1Y)
PR S R MATAE G, X V] RE2 RN A I BF5E
R Bega il 55 A A2 It 22 7 A R R B A
FMF T TG4 5,

i LRTiR, BA R C R EWE A AR
BT, A RO E . IR AR B3R R
B AESHEPRHRRFEENZWE B &M
IR ARG T TR BT R s, {E AR ok
PAXTF HA 23R 6 55 AT 0 15 i R 28 B R0
ysR b A SRR M . — 5 |, ANAGRT IR, 4R
F5 W AT 32 B 55 WA DR TR 3R (CAn g R0 o =1

JEERRRE | MR IR AT I BRI 53
NN CES (T Rl AN E NV ES
B R AT R AR, T ELA S PR 1]
A RE S AFE R AR S HAR /L, s SRR
PREE N L MAMZE 6 LR AR ER) T RES
A A R DR 2 (B BRI L R L) B R A
] F A T 55 L T B B, oD B R W
SAEN 53 DR ER KT I 45 3 1 55 L AT S R Hh
TAEM, LLEAR AT BE RN 4 J5 IF 5 A E A U

5 XTREROPERETHRIER
R

W5 W H o 19 2% 3 B S S AT R RN,
AROCHIE T 22 F) 55 WL 500 3 I8 3 0 55 WL
H T IR BT R
5.1 SEWEYN

55 WL ROV AR B2, IR 2 HAL R ATE,
MK AT B Bk F IR 559 A (Latan & Darley,
1970; Van Cleemput et al., 2014), Latan Fll Darley
(1970)FE B A 3R Hh T = Fh v] E T BOX Fh R0 /9.0
HMEZE: FEY REGUWEREEZ, SH0THTE
D), AN R CYTE L TT IR EAT 3 3 40 Al A
19D ) 1 22 50 T8 1 (161 1) T OB\ 19 Bz, T
RBNBARIATS), TSR H T TAE
PRI RN, P £ BRI b A AR R R B T R AR
5 WM W R SARREFER—HE, iEEZ T
K NB AN, ZWERE L, B N5
AT, PRI, 725U S E 1 19 2
IR AZ BB 2 [ B4R, gk 58 0] iR X A2 MR £ i
TS B o WFFE R IR UE SEZ R0, oA 55 W38 A %L
F1~2 NBF, 200 5] GE3E4T T il (Machackova
et al., 2015), T AKCHE sy 5 nl REASHE B 52 1 61
# (Machackova et al., 2015; Obermaier et al.,
2014), MIFM MR A, S50 T B A
FEIAT g L 32 B A 55 WL 1A, PR I
FBUEMATE) . MR T AL KA AT, MY
55 WL T TR AE RO I 48 XoF 175 PR35 v 35 Bl 32 R 7
# (Bastiaensens et al., 2015), XA GEAIE A A
WA, BT ZuImp e, HAabss s H
W FL A 25 WA TEAE R, A5 AT 22 SR AT 3 i 45
W FoA S5 WL A A W 28 R G AT T, AT
AIREIH P T AT A AR T, R R #EAT T
T (Obermaier et al., 2014; Song & Oh, 2018), XL
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(IERESE SUR R ST vy 110DV

S5 WA RO Y P M TTAEY . TP RYE AN
ZICTCH A RTT, 187 4R G b 55 0
B #EAT T8, A MBI ST 45 R iz e 42
PEIIE S R, L2 T AR, O EE R M
ZIGME R, X5 M B 4= 01T R WA
g4, Ju = x5 M H o W4 IR S Rk
170 B e R o
52 EFHSINNBEERS

PEAE R4 SV IR R B — R =T &5
L) RIAS A A7 R AR AH B, AF Sh St b I,
NPT I B (moral  disengagement) 4 HEE S
BT A ) — BB B A (B gk, T
M, EH, 2010), AEMERE— L AMBUL AR EAT N
FIE A R v AT R 19 IR R (Bandura, 1991),

AR 8 RN B BE A 4 A B AR B T 6, i
AR EEEIA G, —HH, MESHETH
SRR W . N5 AN Z b X L, 2
FHEN G AT PSR, S AT
TEER R . BRI, FEE N REEE
TR 55 R0 FE AR EREAR, A P 0 09 8 AL ) B
ZyRERRFTAEN, #Em- AR, X
2R A v ) A2 B AV 5 WL I AR £ 5
5, A AR EEST O S B PR DG (M,
JE&h, XU4E1l, 2017; Tangney, Stuewig, & Mashek,
2007), 171 18 7 A B R TSRO0 25 1 B0 89 IA
1o NSRS A AR AT 2 1 Y 45 SR CAn b iR A
S3IAW]), OB S AT BE AR A 55 00 1 T i R 32
WA EBEY; SRR B [E AR ), HE AT RE ik
BEHBRE AT — T3 . A Fh i R,
A BT R R, T8 MR KX 55 0 T
WA A TN, T S B Y S AR
5y Z A A0 B B K 41 35 (Desmet et al., 2012;
Menesini, Codecasa, Benelli, & Cowie, 2003;
Patterson, Allan, & Cross, 2016; Shultz, Heilman, &
Hart, 2014; Van Cleemput et al., 2014), &£ &
2T A Do) 45 19 71 55 W00 2 1T B J2 JF T T (Song
& Oh, 2018).

A Py T T A R 7 O 4% B )RR AR
W 5 AMRAR B (Y EEARTP A K, BWET TG
(0 S AL A2 2%, AT BEAFAE A A A TR 5 2
N, Lo R BEHE Bl AR R AT A T Y 3 A
P (Berenguer, 2010), JH i 5 w8 724724 (R

M655, 2017)0 BT LA, AU B — PRI Z K- 1) e I Bk i
AR AR HEAT T I A7 SE )
53 FUETFEE

52 T Wik Al (Bystander intervention model,
BIM)Hi Latan il Darley (1970)4%H, itk 5%
WL X5 R H AR, TEMRKRAT] 5 A
DIEZERFEM AN D REaFHM; 3B
HOA THERAEE I, 9 THE SRR, 518
BEF B . IR 2 R OR R85 LA R AT R 1Y
A B

B — B B Hp 55 00 X ) 45 3B ) BURR AN
RMEEEENZEF, TTReA LU TR &5, 50
HXR IR & U R, BT
WA B, A AT T 24 55 JF AT i Ak AR B
(Allison & Bussey, 2016); FRIK, 1% AH 8 2%
WAy, RAEEEE A ALOEM RN .. £
B Bt 225 0 SRR S A 1) SR AR A7 1 ST IR AZ MK
15 1947 4 KV (Holfeld, 2014) . M4 IR B2 %R
# = P (Barlinska et al., 2013; Machackova et al.,
2013) Fl1 55 4} 4 & 119 ™ B2 #2 )& (Obermaier et al.,
2014; Patterson et al., 2016)52 1, 55 = B 52 W&
JRAZ B 1 TEAT — 5 15 B AR KT R ALE (4 25 W
BEEA R, 55— 32 )55 W % W 4 1R 5
5% & P PRl B9 52 (Obermaier et al., 2014), BJ
SABERT LA R L PR R E RO A
#(Song & Oh, 2018), HAKKLN T i =K
B, A ASE UM B, S DU B A B A
KRS ET/EN., — i, BARmAR
AHE RS AXT B B RE I RS L, T T
BT 1 58 B R TRURE 28 AT 55 23 2 T AR B AT RN
AERUHL £ (Barrows et al., 2013), X hfb ] T
M 6 30t i) B FRAR BRI Dy —JrE, B R ARk
AR, BN AR LA BRI TS 45 . A AT
FIABR R NE2E, BRIX, JRZE, 2015), fibf]
WAL 23 SCREKOF- T, B I 02 JI £ s B 48 ) T
2 RIS — BB R R 2
WA E HATH B

S T R E AR AT N AR B B, B
AT RS RME 2R, YW gin g EE, RE
B 68%MNFEES], HEA 10%M AN EHEHTT
T-#i(Dillon & Bushman, 2015), 174 & 015 1T
A sh Y LR (ARBE, 2017), 1EAMERTT R H R
EEAEH, SUE TR Z0 T SWLrEH, £
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REMPREAT M AISIALE R o eAh, ZFPIRR A
VEFHANE 35 VR Pl AR BEAE T B A2 vh A SR L
g5 TR, 55 WL AE 0N R A B AL AT LA
VE SRy 55 WL T FHUASE 0 5k — o B 114 S 3R AT M g,
B ERER, 03 R 4 5 17 v o5 W
T AT AR B . — 5 T, oK BB 4 T P S A%
MR R, A ) 54T O FR A B R R
G35, ASBEM LA R R 59 38 AR TR A A
T RNBY R, C A W98 & (DeSmet et al., 2016)255
LS IAHERIE | FRPEAT ) )5 I (Theory of Reasoned
Action, Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975)F155 WL T itk Y
P T AR A SR 2 A R 5 LA T BT A B
HORAE RS e . HATA R, R I 28 JK B
FMFAT RIS TR B £,

6 RBE

H A A R 2 A 58 8 o UL H o 4%
WS AT 9 RN B R, B Y B S AE i S
STy T T TR AR S R AT IR RE, AR R
T8 715 9 28 30 £ PP 35 05 A5 o B 25, AN 45 3K
Gurb S5 BB Al 2 WL . AR SCAE R 55 0 Y
Fr oM s 25, AR AT UM LR JLAN I 1 I i —
BRR

S—, ME BRI B £ B S B AR S X )
IR S EAT I H B A SR A B A R
12 8 R G A JSINHI Y ¥E i (Barsalou, 1999),
BUCRASTT LU R BONFRE, BRI B —i2 3)
2 G820 50 U AR AE D AN T rp 473 3 2 5%
fa (g, 2012), B AR SZ SR B AT DU HEA
BF 19 % (Williams & Bargh, 2008), THifLahfEEs
il 23 5 M AL R B 20 S AR (B AR, 2R,
WE S, WAL, SKIEIE, 2013), BHACRERBE
M 09 24 34k 70 55 W 6 S L LR L AR A B, F

s B RS AT R, Rk R IEgE AT
DA EL B A AR G I A 5 R R

%, TPRE SRR . AEMNIEZ
W FE R AR [H A AT, FEAEPEF HE, MET
V7, DA AR 3 0 AR SO H R 1 4
Mo — 7, FROT AR SRS v i A RO [ A
R At B B 67 TR, IR TE TR B B 2 ) B
R MEER T (R SCT, Bifi =, MW,
2013), Al EF A B AR IR B . 53— I,
o [ A% 58 SCAk b i v R AR N S e e,

RATSR R RS LA GRAERE 4, 2001), A
T8 S AT RE AN ATARAT B PR A — 2. SCAb 5w ) 2%
K47 55 W& 1) T 14T M (Ferreira, Simdo, Ferreira,
Souza, & Francisco, 2016), 1% XL =4,
S AT R RO S B R S MR TE A, T
Ja BPLEIdAL T B R P ARAS . RRIBFR —
7 T T BN AR 7 SCAR R A 56 W 28R i ep 55
TR ST, 8RR AL 5 WA 17 Y
B, 59— R IT AR PG O S X LU ST, A
T4 B S A = b i/ FIPLE .

O =, BRI 2 0 B e 55 0L Y G R 2 L
il o W R A R o, I AT & K2 2 (medial
prefrontal cortex) S ANMTERF H O H K, 4
O Toh A % Z W VE F (Gallagher &  Frith,
2003), 1M HE%i ) JZ (orbitofrontal cortex). FijF1HT
JiZ /2 (anterior cingulate cortex)j&Z 585 N T/
EE X (BN, B, T, SHEE, 2014),
T 28 4 H ) B A AT R R — R R AT, 6T
B FHR SIS, AT LAl E 1T
PSR B B KRR B, PR X A AR i
Hb, A REBR 0K X 17 57 55 W B s 4% B
JE AT A, DA SN DX 2 ) dnfa) 48 B4R 56 BUE A
o, R R S, ARSI

S0, WIS N A, SR
SHEILIN, MR E BT ES AN A EZ R
FHH 1E H (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), H ik, &R G
HBEA S URES X 55 W B AT A AT Al 1 07
FERZW, IS IRBE R RS T AR EE A, B,
S AT R U] R B A LR T X A e R
55 W3 RE 08 38 ot — E Y MR (AN 7 /DA AT DL GE
HEMEK . BIMBL AL HLR) A A5 1SR EM:
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Bystander behavior in cyberbullying

HUANG Xuzhe; CHU Xiaowei; LIU Qingqi; ZHOU Zongkui; FAN Cuiying
(Key Laboratory of Adolescent Cyberpsychology and Behavior (CCNU), Ministry of Education;
School of Psychology, Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079, China)

Abstract: Bystanders in cyberbullying refers to “the individuals who witness bullying events online”. The
behaviors of bystanders after witnessing bullying can be divided into two types — prosocial behaviors and
antisocial behaviors. There are factors that influence bystander’s behaviors which include their personality
traits (impulsiveness, extroversion and openness), psychological factors (empathy, self-efficacy, social
support and loneliness), the degree of self-disclosure of bullied individuals, and their relationship in the
ecological environment, etc. Bystander intervention model, moral disengagement and bystander effect can
explain bystander reactions after they witness the cases of cyberbullying. Future studies may make further
explorations from the perspectives of cognition, brain mechanism, cross-cultural practices and the
constructions of network environment.

Key words: cyberbullying; bystander; social cognition; Bystander Intervention Model





