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Abstract

This study investigated the influence mechanism of trait aggression and moral disengagement on
cyberbullying. Thus, this study adopted a questionnaire survey, using the cyberbullying scale, the
BPAQ aggression scale and the moral disengagement scale, with 617 college students as subjects.
The results are as follows: 1) Under bystander, victim and bully three perspectives of cyberbully-
ing, the gender differences were significant and boys were more likely to be involved in cyberbul-
lying than girls. 2) There were significant positive correlations between trait aggression, cyber-
bullying, and moral disengagement. Trait aggression significantly and positively predicted mor-
al disengagement, trait aggression and moral disengagement both significantly and positively
predicted cyberbullying. 3) Moral disengagement partially mediated the relation between trait
aggression and cyberbullying. The results show that high level of trait aggression and high level
moral disengagement played an important part in cyberbullying.
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1. [E)REHR

BEATAHE RS, 2 PNiZrsb i, FETTENL. M BTSSRSO E, el
RO EIERIMILE, TER T BRI T A—— W2 kg . N iR 18— N B— AN B 7T st
R —Fizmg . REMNESEAT N, 2 E R B8 1T B RSP (Smith et al., 2008).

AR, BB AL 2 AR 48, 28 s OO A 3k B WL AL 2 1) f 2 —(Gorzig & Frumkin, 2013).
BRI, KRR, W2 i) R A OB N IR ik, MWRAKH) 5% 3w 28%
(Wang et al., 2017).

BRI LRI 1 KA R SR T A S % (Campbell, Spears, Slee, Butler, & Kift, 2012), {H & BT M 4%
Rk B B 4 M (Barlett, Gentile, & Chew, 2016) K& 55 M (Slonje & Smith, 2008)ZF AN [|] T-4& S Rk w2 i kE
fiE, MBI KA GRS B2 H 280 T £ 4% (Campbell, Spears, Slee, Butler, & Kift,
2012). EzMEIE P RFEATEBIEAER. A8(Kowalski, Morgan, Drake, & Allison, 2016). % JJWd7
(Ybarra, Mitchell, Finkelhor, & Wolak, 2007), B A5 E . B A& B X417 8(Van Geel, Vedder, & Tanilon, 2014)
SEOIRAT NI R . DA 2238 (0 E BT 90 0 2% S o e A, AT 28 8 81 X 4 B0 v =R v ) 7 A PR PR AS W] Bl
R, RISZ3REE F155 W E (Kowalski, Giumetti, Schroeder, & Lattaner, 2014), KUILERTT =M T MK
BRI R AN RAFAEH EE

AAE T IR BT S, TovR A% G 3 A& W 28 s #1005 AR B NRS BE AR DG, A AN )4
Yriti e A 24T & 7747 N (Huesmann et al., 2009). 475t Biti & —Fl B BOROIN N SZI0UR G 26 52 - HE %
BEAT 5 TH A S AR Bt 55 2 AT Ji ) (R 7 B NAR R BT, EL i DUt A9 4 5K (AliaKlein et al., 2008). 7
W TR IS R (R 2R ) AT N e 4 B 2 1 A (AL, Ryan, Beck, et al., 2013), FH 2% Hisg 2 3%
1EAH%(Ang, Huan, Florell, 2014; Savage & Tokunaga, 2017). — AL E D NBERATH TR, MK
b B T A RGO B8R, Bk ) R AR R 4830 (Ang, Tan, Talib, 2011), 1X 38 B4 57 X0k Al B8 52 a4 7 W)
28R IRV o AR 70 R v B IS0 P 0 X 8 R [ ) B4 00 &, TR X — 9% 8 R 1 e A L (R o B
fA] 5 ) 28 R 2 )ik = OG3E, DRI A SO 2 7R 1% — J7 TR HE 224K

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2018.85088 743 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2018.85088
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

il

MRoids, wSi

TEEHE BN ACE A E RE R BRI bR, DN E A FAT N EGEAT N R AT S TERE HR
) — A i A 0 B2 (Pornari & Wood, 2010). WF 508, e 5T BUats B 1E [) P 36 74 i (Paciello, Fida,
Tramontano et al., 2008). BU P48 iy (1) AN b i 1] T 368 dk T 2 4 BT Lok ok B B AN TE A AT A AN, $
XFANEAEAT AR ESZ R, DA B O R A S TS 4, TS 5 tH AN TEA8AT S, o4 At
A HI P 28335 (Rubio-Garay, Carrasco, & Amor, 2016). 1 {84 i 3 2 1E [7) 7500 fX 2% 3 %2 (Chen, Ho, & Lwin,
2016). FRAEEMEHERE W, SAMERE S EHE XE AT A, DR KEE D HERE 17 A ER T
R T, FRFRARX 32 3 I 2 BN [FUEK B (Bandura, 2002), B4 AN A2 T8 BB HE X — A
B E I, IRZE GRS E AT A RN BT B RAET, B A EEAT AE S (Meter &
Bauman, 2018), K1k, T8 fEHE B K P8R s 1M 5 R AE I 28 ] e (Wang et al., 2017). —J01 W 2% ki
176 43 BT i 98 SR 7, P9 485 30 g R e 3 1) 3 4 i /K - 5 X 4% M e 2 2 3 OF A 9% (Kowalski, Giumetti,
Schroeder, & Lattanner, 2014), Wang %5 A\ (2017)RIHF 783 B, 18 fH i 5 70 Rl S5 157 28 R0 9 488 3 e 22 (] e
ER

— BT (GAM) (Bushman & Anderson, 2002)WAN, ZAMMERT A SRS ZRIAMMA R R G R &R
PHERG, 2 AMEXT BT APFN AR SE . BRckil, —REGEBA(GAM)TR . i Bt 2l
PR AL (B . TP I R S R e AN 1) B AR 0 R) (Wells, Graham, Tremblay et al., 2011),
T 30 R i 7T A TR0 B o 47 SR AN 2% 352 (K yriacou & Zuin, 2016; Paciello, Muratori, Ruglioni et al., 2017),
FIr UL 9 AR DR 25 %) AR Jo A0 T e 2 i ek 2 M A2 ) T8 A PG 3K — P SIR AT S AT S5 M0 44 1 Do) 288 38 2
AT DRI, R b A ST ) o ot e ol 8 AR D) 8% B () oy v 4 B B () A £, EAS [ B 7P A
Rt R A 2 s v AR

L BT, AR SCHLER I R 5T B0 A 28 SRR I Ok &R, B E R HE e P R AR, Rk
—F:

R e KRBTSR 1E 7] TOUI I 4 k022, v e ot TSt PR A A B ) oA ) 9% e o R 55 L

B 20 TEEHE M BE W 1 5] TOUIN [P0 45 R v, v A i P4 B o L O D0 2 0

BAE 3 e T AR 0 AR ol S AR PR % R s [kl A R A VR

2. ARAZE
2.1. #iR

K BEHLEURE 757U K DU B T 22 B  Fe 7 B0 3 22 B LRI 800 13 1714, [RIUL 725 4y vl 2,
TESIBRBE BRI . I E B ST G, $A5A 50034 617 14, MBEA R 85.10%. Hrf, 5 284 4,
4333 4, VFIHER N 19.35 5 (SD =0.98), FETEHEIN 16~26 % .

22. fiIRIE

2.2.1. PIZRUR

KH Huang %5 A(2010) 24 ) X 2635 2 7] 6 (Cyberbullying Questionnaire). MIE (U1, W 7EM LS T
WA, gl RN ) Sk (G AE QQ. MSN ZFEPEIE R Bk Bl 1
BGER) AN 55 WA (s ¥ B NAEBE A 2 Eihig KSR A TF Il b ok S0 808 B R SRR A i
9% BRI N) = L SO S R BOIR I, 3 11 e KA Likert5 miit7y, H 0 ARRZATH
MR REDS, | ARERET 1~20, 2 81T DMAKRE23R, 3ATNMEHTIR 4 81 ADEBEL
R, WS LA BEEHEAE 0~40 5, 3508, RRZAT NRAEBZ (Huang & Chou, 2010), 1%ERIE
AW AR — B o RECH.96.
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2.2.2. $RBE

K AR F R 1 2% (2012) /21T 1) Buss-Perry it 7] 45 (Buss Perry Aggression Questionnaire) 41 [ 1517
(n, G uAF E S — B BRI R K BRI, AR AE AN ES 5 ) AR &
Fo ZERIL 15, KA Likert5 sitsr, M “EBEATFE” . “WEARE” . “H5L” o “HERRF
G B CRERE” . R0 E, RS EE. ZEREART N2 o REC8.87.

2.2.3. EEHER

K L DL &N 4K T (20 10)E VT A8 46 B 7] 45 (Moral Disengagement Scale). Z&EFRIL 32, Wi
R, A NFHRIAARZE A IE ARG L) RPN, AMIAN BRI, B U5
NRAEATTEOSHR) A AL (N, S5A0TR 7 TIOR3 A B, 8 38 i 5 2 A A R R 7 ot I AN 20 ™ B
TARFR (W1, AT ORI EATAT R A ) STE B, S PrA NS S, SEA R 5T
AR A R, A TR AR RIS RV St AR, B 5 B0 R I B
) AR, A NTEAZE S B A AR AR ) N HERU L . SR A Likerts siih4y, 22 ¥08ERR
TEAEHE I KPR s R RAE AT T N — S o RECH.94.
2.3. MREFAMBEESH

AR oy, Bt F AT, S — G T B R A2 06 AT 3l o A T 78 1Y
B EEMARFEEAMEESS5REN, $olB s FES, FESnE RS W62 30 4>
B, WA RS M R 2, B A ISR T .

{§iH SPSS Statistics 23.0 it/ AT 2HE , K 05715 Harman LK 7R 50 SRS FE AR T A58 | Pearson
ST BESHT

3. RS
3.1. RS ZERENKRE

AT )G R AR USCEE S s, PTRE S B[R a2, IR AH Harman HRA TR 36 3E1T 4
MrORIE& AL ZE, 2004). Z5REH, FEELTF 1 WA TIE 124, BN TR FEN 28.76%
UNT 40% 09I T bR i) . [RIIL, AW FEAE FEIL R 775w 22 5 45 R A5 o

3.2. MEHERAVS 4T

Xt 617 44 B R 2 A I 28 3 A IR L A T 28 27, 231 £4(34.52%) 22 A il N, 53 150 A (70.42%),
263 N(29.58%): 343 44(55.59%) FE g sz s, 55 202 N (58.89%), L 141 AN(41.11%): 570 & °7/E
(92.38%) & WAE L M2 A I R A, 53 265 N(46.49%); 4 305 N(53.51%). 45REN, Mk Fiibd
U R 2N R H W, HoRZked, sia-REH.

X =N AR R 48 e PR ) 22 b AT ST RE AR T RESRGR 1), 53R, =AMk 2
BE/SEEET AW =9.71, p = .000, d = 0.81, 95%CI = 3.81 to 9.71; t = 10.26, p = .000, d = 0.85,
95%CI = 4.34 t0 6.39; t =4.34, p = .020, d = 0.35, 95%CI = 1.57 to 4.16), HJ B4 5y sl k¥ . 2K
wHF . FUNE.

3.3. FFRBE . EEERSMERROXR

33.1. ZTEZ ENEXSH
RIS A R ) 4 K v = 2 [ 1Y) Pearson AH A4S B(F% 2) Mo o AT ok AR T A
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WEIEMR, R A, E TR AT R R B AN R 2 0 B IEAR G, R L
(RIS 5 R B R 4 SRR AT s T AEAHE DL A X 28 A 2 25 IR AR, B A HE L /KT AR 2 2 5
LRI o

3.3.2. EEEBA P ER S

MBS AT S R, WA . R SGET . TEE A = FH I Z A AR B35 IEA R, (R, /&
X TE R R D P A SO SE AT A 6 o 47 1 1 31 A2 B8 5 SR Bootstrap J5v A (KA 4 3247 70t (Hayes, 2013).

Table 1. The gender differences in cyberbullying
= 1. MR R E R LR

F(nl =284) 4 (n2 =333)
e M +SD 541+795 0.63+2.52
t 9.71™"
S M+SD 6.84 + 8.08 1.48 +3.81
t 10.26™
FHWE M=SD 11.56 + 8.41 8.70 + 7.89
t 434
T p<.05,"p<.01,""p<.001,
Table 2. Correlation analysis among three variables (r)
2. BHRWE. BEERSNERRNEXS )
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
2 91™
3 86" 57"
4 397 33" 367
5 327 28" 297 88"
6 357 29" 347 88" 757
7 307 217 327 65T 44T 507
8 317 28" 277 85T 75T 71T 467
9 317 26" 307 86" 71T 76" 517 .68
10 367 317 327 8" 2" 72" 507 70" 17
1357 31" 317 89" 797 757 497 73" 707 757
12347 307 307 86T 4T 1™ 52 72" 707 707 47
13237 217 207 457 457 457 40" 227 387 397 40" 417 397
14 247 237 207 527 537 46" 257 437 437 477 497 457 867
15 227 207 8™ 47T 47T 42 19 417 407 437 437 41" 89" 86
16 147 12" 3™ 20" 197 8™ 13" 16T 18 15T 16t 8T 78" 417 47"

M 3693 1599 2094 6882 785 836 1058 886 849 834 804 830 16.80 283 395 10.02

SD 882 548 446 2032 326 324 281 277 319 3.03 320 293 1779 6.18 6.71 825

e VARG, 2 AU, 3 9B 4 MR, 5 WIBAER, 6 NRPIRZE, T AHAILLEL 8 NTUERF, 9 NIUEATL 10
DHHIEE SR, 11 A5t AL 12 AR AL, 13 AMIZI0E, 14 ARREFEAM, 15 AZHEEMNM, 16 A5 WENM.
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&

I

IR St AR T A R e 2 R A RN SR R R A RIS ) 25 R AL E 0 (LLCT = 0.07, ULCI
=0.14), REPNKNEE, BRI KNN 011, BRNAEA 0.16 (0.05+0.11), BRI RN AE 5 2
SRR 1) 68.75% 45l ipr A8 5 TE A HE N ) , R o7 Uk 38 1 1) O D) 4% R e 2, X IR) A 9.2 0 (LLCI
=0.00, ULCI=0.11), B A I 7545 ot oo A 286 1z 25 a) BAT 3 o v e /EH o

TS K AR o T R O 8% 52 R TR R A RS SR 0 R TR R BR85S R L 0 (LLCI = 0.06,
ULCI = 0.13), RKHHPAMMNEE, HEABNKANR 0.10, SRSAEA 0.16 (0.06 + 0.10), BI /2508
AE 5 B BNAE Y 62.50%; Pl /v Ar B AR HE NS, R B0 R O e T 4 2 Rk, X
% 0 (LLCI=0.00, ULCI=0.12), & 7847 o7 B0k Rl 26 52 ke 2 8] BT 3 o R A VE o

I I X AR T A R ) 248 e 5 L R R A RS R R s PSSR A R LS 0 (LLCI =
—0.00, ULCI=0.08), FHHNMPEE, HHNRUBIKNHK 0.04, SENAEN 0.13 (0.09 +0.04), BRI
I RUBLRE 5 B NABERT 30.77%; FEHl AR IS, R S R L 1 TR 2% R 55
X %A L7 0 (LLCL= 0.01, ULCI = 0.17), T8 fEHE i 75 45 5T Bk AR 248 55 55 0 2 a) 2L AT 358 0 Fh AR
(E 1.

4. g
4.1. K4 MEEZHIRE A

AWK, WEIRE = MMREZRRN. FWE > ZREE > EE, FEESHMMHE, 5
DI LG SR A, R B R A B 48 K 2 20 2 55 W (Huang & Chou, 2010; Barlifnska, Szuster, Wi-
niewski, 2013; Van Cleemput, Vandebosch, & Pabian, 2014), HARATXF R 253865z 1) & A Bk /b 8 B4
(Allison, Bussey, Lindsey, 2016). MR =MM T, HLFER/TBE ST LA, K5I EH TR
2t WAHIE (Olumide, Adams, Amodu, 2016; Safaria, 2016), EIAH LA T LB 5, BARE S 78 M R A .
51552 B 2 I B 2 B T 2 4 iR k. XAl Re RN B w toE L B A Z R, KE. H2E
B AEER, RIS S5 BABEEE. BOMERTES), FER S APRBUBEAT BN A, TS
AR, EA R, B EESIE(Vargin, 2016).

0.12%%* W&

TEEHE

)
s
0,88 BA
0.06*
R B
0.04*
e

0.09*

Figure 1. The mediation model of moral disengagement

E 1. EfEERAES RRE SRR =B Z B R NN
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4.2. FFRBEHSMELRIEX ST

FHOG WA BRI, e ot B A1 Y 2% SR =AM 3 B B35 IEAHOG, BN B PR ANA, 56 5 o
IR I F A SEE, FET AT 45 3R — 20 (Ang, Huan, Florell, 2014; Savage & Tokunaga, 2017),
B 1 BOZ . — PR i B0 P MR LI KPP RUIK, B 5 2 5 B S G A mT (47 vk
(Carreras, Braza, Mufioz et al., 2014), LMk, BT MEH FRE ZEMIEmamyE, MASE
BRI E s, R, TR A2 NI, IR IIEE, B 5 o 55
W FER % ¥ (Allison, Bussey, Lindsey, 2016), {EARATH T M58 77, HREMIA L, W55 O HAD 2R
F K EW e 7138 IR % (Barlett, Prot, Anderson, & Gentile, 2017); 3 —F B 45 BB 15
DEAME, BEEZEERA, AT A R, LIRS % (Donahue, Goranson, McClure
ctal., 2014). WRLE UL, MAFIESAE 2 TG REN TT, 22 58 55 NG 2 s 1) Bt S v (Whhite & Turner,
2014).

4.3. ETEHER MM LRI X T

WL R, T AEHE RN 25 ke — AL A 3 03 IEAE DG, BV A I 7K~ bk v AR, B 5 R
N IR eIk E S, 5 DA 5T 45 3R — 2 (Kowalski, Giumetti, Schroeder, & Lattanner, 2014;
DeSmet et al., 2012, 2014; Van Cleemput, Vandebosch, & Pabian, 2014; Chen, Ho, & Lwin, 2016), R ItAR# 2
BT BT MR R T — PN g A EAEAT Dy, RHEEAT T BRI . W A R R
ML (Bandura, 2002), MAS B X FIE S BRI WITEAE, FH DA IR R S AT A TE AT NI
TRIE T 15 SN P E IR EAT o FHT S IR & T — M I S ANTEAEAT Dy, 3 3 25 18 S AR HE AL R 5
AT N E A, B, DL S B DA B 3R 1 I (Meter & Bauman, 2018), A fEHE T 7K
PR R s IR AT I8 W R 2 G G P AR AR FE PR SR 4, LR BTN, R A (Kowalski,
Morgan, Drake-Lavelle, & Allison, 2016), X A] B8 & & 552 0 24 T8 S HE KRGS MR R 2 —; 1550
B R I 2 PR F IR RIASE T2 # B SRR, Dok E OA T 2 FAE AT A S
HAb o 55 2NN SR A BEAIAT N 5 80 1 A ¥R T (Holfeld, 2014),  BCEAATTIA AT M
28R AR () N B AZ R B 2 W, ko i A7 B iy 1N DA RS2 0z & (1 IR RO AN 72 H i 514 (Huang &
Chou, 2010; DeSmet et al., 2012, 2014; Van Cleemput, Vandebosch, & Pabian, 2014), 41\ 52 ki & 1 5%
IXFRAE N A I A A& N Z [ (DeSmet et al., 2012).

4.4. EEHERSDNER

Y AN ) S5 AR B, DR AR R o A0t S 3 T ) T DX 2 i, L T A G 2 5 e e S A A Y
EIRAR M EZEAENS], B 3 oL, XE— R F3CR 7 — REGEEHA(GAM), 1E R ME—Fifase
MY NASRFIT, R T Bl A AT DAL Rome X 28 S, R m] s it v T A HE AL s A i B BT I
2= A 4% 45 (Paciello, Fida, Tramontano et al., 2008; Rubio-Garay, Carrasco & Amor, 2016), 52 Z K5 1)
KA IX— G5 R SCRE T TEAEHE N B, R v T A I %) A I 2 Hh 2 SR B H T 2 IR AT N (Hymel,
Rocke-Henderson, Bonanno, 2005), 1X 7] §g/2E HH T~ M 4 [ 44 P (Tokunaga, 2010) S EE ML KA, 1K
BEFHNNEMEPAT XA RITAMTT, MR EEEW S, KAEEZFEEWZEIT N ST MR
R 55 LA SR U, A [ AR R AR I i R 28 Bk sz 2 [RL RS R . — TG T X 4 iz 55 WL 3
AT R SCHREF IR B, T8 A A AN X 2 R 052 55 W38 AT R AH G I, AR TE A HE BT 55 W ) BARAT
AR RARIR 138 2 TE AR IS R AN e 1), TR B K S (e 2 B S A . SRR . IR 2
R #)1M & (Allison, Bussey, Lindsey, 2016). A58 H I & B 1) 55 W#H ) S 2 e B S HHME, ]
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T

2R H CAME N AT s I E T HE D AL SRR, ASON R IRR B I FEREAT AN TE, R
A o A2 o A ek 5 ) O 4 B2 1) — A L LA

45. MEFERRE

F— WOAREAAE U 2 BOE I 5 (E RS 2, W RE SR SS R S, BRI
R BEAIAL S TR RO (oM A A BN HER B0 Bt DUR I TR RO e 07 SRS H , niiigiks 28
= ARG R R 2 s T R A ORI . IR E M), IR 55 ME R, AT REFEL
iRz B, B LR ATEHEE, TRES SIESIAER, M, BUSWHTA AL
VA LR TER 28 g, 0 W 48 S F) - T 7 o
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1) R o AT AP A i S 25 I ] T K 2 A ) I 8 3 2) T A A o AL A D 8 3 o 245
W, S5RLE X BATHR o AR
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