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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the relationship between the Big Five and cyberbullying of college stu-
dents. Methods: 388 college students were surveyed by the Big Five and cyberbullying Scale. Re-
sults: 1) The overall average score of the Big Five were all higher than the general level, and col-
lege students were less cyber-bullied. 2) There were gender and major differences in agreeable-
ness among college students (p < 0.01); there were significant differences in conscientiousness of
online time and online use (p < 0.001); neuroticism had significant differences in online use (p <
0.05). There were gender and major differences in the total scores of online verbal bullying, online
forgery and cyberbullying among college students (p < 0.05 or 0.001). 3) Conscientiousness,
agreeableness and neuroticism of college students were significantly correlated with cyberbully-
ing behaviors (p < 0.05, 0.01 or 0.001). Conscientiousness and agreeableness had significant nega-
tive predictive effects on cyberbullying behaviors. Conclusions: There is a significant correlation
between the Big Five and exposure to cyberbullying.
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1. 5]

W £ 2 F AT JLEE LRSI — Rk 7 R, B RN /7. MR E . REllig. JCFR3R M
2 e NS DL 28 A, 1) LA R S i 0 B AT A B IR (EFH, 2013). SEE R
W _EIREHLATE 2014 SRR ke e SO “ LB sE D E R M4 BEahfE B iR s 2 s,
HEMATE. B B WK, ZEREILMILE. FOEMNITR. WRBENZ I LRGN, MR
NMZAZAR” (Cyberbullying, 2014). AHFFER FH 2 FHESEH 52 S0, WL HREAT R N BRI H
HFIEIRHY, EEM. 2. GREEME. G ERMmYE2ES, [Fh A2 0GFERITRCEE, 2015).

HE[E A FLE 2002 £ — R 15 TR 4R F)(BBC News, 2002), 73 F ¥4 H 4% 45 N\ 2 3%,
B 1% FRENZ R B il A 16%HF52 N2 37 M . Raskauskas 1 Stoltz 7 i £ 3£ [H
AN R, ARk 49%F AR NS IR FHE, H 21%M0 5 A 2 W 2% 1 I it 35 # (Raskauskas &
Stoltz, 2007). 2009 4= 3 A, IS HE H7E R A E rh 22 R, WA IS 30% 1) 2 A 8 523 I 4% R
B IS 57.9% 2R AR SR IR WA 5 T it N A2 2 23Rz (JEFH . 2013). ASHF UK N Z I8 AT N,
R M IR )2 FHE AR, T RS AR 2 N 4 AT A R .

KIS —Fh NSRS, 2B SO R E R I, KANMSA G F s, JFH
BA 1 DA A AR 1 o Wk R 55 N 0 R I 53 PRI T e, e MR 8 S An M 5 1 53
PE(WbAFY, EAREE, 2010); A A5 AR I LOEAE IO NAS4ERE B35 T 55 (i 45 42 5%, 2014);
TS NRIAEAEAMEME . AR i BAEDUA AR YRS Ea T B, TR AR e A%
T BT, 2015), MRe 22 IR EEREAR R AMIUE 5 FF IO R U s A4, ol e 2 5 A3k H
P RIR ST A R (W22 22, 2014).
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AR, M2t — B B M TR, T A SRTE AR A B T AR TP Y B
TR A A PRI B R R BN o 455 [ A SCIRIE 7T L, R M3 R mAE M S s 5
P GE I A 2 TRV DX ) b B R 1 AT R 28 B IR R, TR, A R R R I 4 3 e 2 1] Bk 2% R E 7 46
b, BN S A o BT SL AN T B IR FERCR AN AN &, R KA 5 52 M
EIRBEAT N IA IR ZR, 7B IR R 0] K 2 A 32 W 48 S AT D9 AT 000, AT 322 Eb R S B AT A7 1

2. 5k
21 PRMR

BE LI EAEARS K2 A R, FERI a6 B M _E R &, FeA R 5 450 4y, (A1 443 43, 6]
KR 98.44%, AR 388 17, A BRI 87.58%. #iA A MAE L% 1.

Table 1. Composition of the participants

= 1 AR

Ap b N [ER a4
5 154 39.7%

4 5]
& 234 60.3%
P 187 48.2%

Ll
PR 201 51.8%
1~3 /N 115 29.6%
W] 3~6 /NHF 184 47.5%
6 /N LA 1 88 22.9%
2 S EORACR A B 125 32.4%
REERES IR 5k 189 48.9%
W A A TE S 72 18.7%

22. fIRIE

221 KEARER

NEO-PI-R &7 FH T VPl K F K I AN BE(WE A b, G20REE, 2010). A7 60 AN H, HAYEE:
ot AR RS AMEEE AR T . Tusihay, TN CAEEARE” 1B CHEEFE T 5 4
Sk, VIR A LR E A . BRI —BEEE o RECN 0.613, BA RIS BEFIRUE

2.2.2. ZMLEHIRITAIO)E

AR ST 2013 Egwil ), FEIE 12 NTH, GEMEEIERE. RES M. MhiEk
VE=ANESE . Z0ahE 5 miihar, M “HREE” B “RZRAE” 79 1~5 7. MG R 5 R 2
WG IREAT R ZE . BRINI—BUEEE o R500.747, B RIFHEEMRUE.

2.3, KRS HEALE

THE A RN TN 5 NG IAT IR G o A )6 2 M 9] 265 0 2 Wl AOOM 22 ), IR
IR WS KBRS TR IR, RPN H - &S 18T, B G e 3T ifiE, 2IBRJeRL R
o KB RGBT W, M) SPSS22.0 i it Bt Bim AT ik i it ooty i =M. RSy
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Wi BT,
3. &R

3.1 KFEEXAARSZMEREITANIR

3.1.1. KEE XA ABBIR

HH7E 2 ATAN: KA KA R 2] & 0 R 5tk 41.35, B AME 40.91, FFitit 39.82, ~Mbi

1 38.01, %5 34.56, ¥WE T dalME 32.5, UiHI KA KT E T K.

Table 2. The descriptive statistics of the Big Five scores in college students

® 2. REE XA ARG T 247

A WARAE
Rt 60.00
HAME 57.00
TR 59.00
HMIA 52.00
2R 57.00

e/ ME

21.00
22.00
25.00
25.00
16.00

41.35
40.91
39.82
38.01
34.56

SD
6.13
5.24
5.78
4.20
6.98

3.1.2. KEAEZRMELRIT AR

H2e 3 AJA: RS2 B AT N IME S W N 2% 3518k es 1.37, BRS040 1.72, M2 Dhis kv
1.52 4y 1.49, & T IEME 3.0, VB0 K S22 52 4% AT D .

Table 3. The descriptive statistics of the cyberbullying scores in college students

F* 3. KEEZMELRIT ARSI 2

A ONE] W/ME M/ H SD

WA 48 = TE R 20 5 1.37 0.50
R FEE St 1 8 2 1.72 0.68
PR £ O3 R VE 21 5 1.52 0.55
By 41 12 1.49 0.46

32. AOGHEEARRE, KFEEXRAABHNZMERRITINESR

321 REERAAEMZMERKEZITANMINESR

B 4 A HEAIARE, 1) REFEAERANSIET AP =-3.42,p=0.001<0.01) FfF7EREHEZER,
R EE T R, 2) K42 M IREAT NAE 2% 5 15 (t = 6.14, p = 0.000 < 0.001), M4 itk
YF(t = 4.68, p = 0.000 < 0.001) 4N 4E AL /3 (t = 5.40, p = 0.000 < 0.001) L A77E B FHME 2R, I H B

W T

32.2. REERAABMZMERKEZITANETLESR

H# 5 i TR, 1) KEFAKRFAETEE AN =2.66, p=0.008 <0.01) LAFfEE W ZER, X
FHEE R TH TR 2) KREFEAESZNGIREAT ATEM 4 515K (t = -3.45, p = 0.010 < 0.05), Mgtk
YE(t = —3.64, p = 0000 < 0.001)FAN4E B AL /3 (t = —3.75, p = 0.000 < 0.001) 57 8 2%, 3f HFE TR 2%

T SR
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Table 4. The Big Five and cyberbullying of different genders in college students

A4 RKFEERAABMZNERRITANMANES

B F(n=154) 4 (n = 234) t p
Rk 40.74 £ 6.57 41.75 +5.80 -1.58 0.115
EUN S 39.80 £ 5.19 41.63+5.16 -3.42™ 0.001
FEICE 39.27 +5.87 40.18 £5.71 -1.52 0.129
AMFiIAY 38.01 +4.00 38.01+4.33 0.05 0.996
FHER TR 35.14 + 6.83 34.18 + 7.07 1.32 0.186
W = 1 e 7.78 +2.94 6.26 +1.94 6.14™" 0.000
R FEE Bt 4 3.55+1.38 3.37+1.33 1.27 0.207
I 265 £y i VR 8.37 £3.05 7.09 £2.40 468" 0.000
SE 19.7 £ 6.20 16.71 £ 4.71 5.40™" 0.000
H: FoRp<0.05; TR p<001; THRp<0.001, FF.
Table 5. The Big Five and cyberbullying of different majors in college students
F 5 KEEXRAABHMZIMERRITANZLES
A RN = 187) L TRHn = 201) t p
Rtk 41.65+5.98 41.07 £ 6.26 0.94 0.347
BN 41.63 £5.28 40.23 +5.13 2.66" 0.008
TEcE 40.17 £5.85 39.49£5.71 1.15 0.251
AR 38.19 £ 4.22 37.85+4.19 0.81 0.417
22 IR 35.14 + 6.83 34.18 £ 7.07 -0.76 0.453
X 26 5 T R g 6.41 +2.38 7.28 £2.53 -3.45" 0.010
Rz & 1y 3.33+1.34 354+1.35 -1.56 0.120
WA 255 Py i VR 7.08 +2.60 8.08 +2.81 -3.64™" 0.000
Moy 16.83 £5.36 18.90 £5.53 -3.75"" 0.000

3.23. KEA XA ABMZMELZITAN LM EER

B 6 nI%1: BRI, 1) KA R HAMSAER 5714 (F = 7.62, p = 0.000 < 0.001) b 1#7E 2 3%
ZESt, ST R ERLS, R E S 1~3 AN 2 5 2 2 T R [R] )y 3~6 N/NEFFRT 6 S/
B CL B R SR . 2) KA B2 I IR AT AE N 4% 5 TR (F = 3.78, p = 0.024 < 0.05) L &= ik i 3%, ik
ITFEATES, I AL 6 ZNEE DA B R 28 A B T TR 1~3 /N AR R A

3.24. KEEXRAABMZMERZITANLMAZER

B2 7 /A ERAEAE, 1) KEAERFASER 571 (F = 8.78, p = 0.000 < 0.001) - f77E i 3k
ZSR, ZHEER, KI5 ) SRR IR R A B T TR AR SR I R fEME
Ji(F=4.45p=0012<0.05) FFfEREWEZR, @FHERE, KIEMHTERSHRMRFEERES

TH T2 8RR BHIR KA. 2) KA ER M BIREAT N R E TR
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Table 6. The Big Five and cyberbullying of different online time in college students
6. KEERAAESHZWELRIT AN LW EZES

A5 1@¢N 3f¢w smﬁui F o
(n=115) (n=185) (n = 88)
Rk 43.14 + 6.58 40.86 + 5.95 40.04 +5.37 7.62" 0.000
HAM 41.12 £5.25 40.72 £ 5.58 41.02 + 4.50 0.23 0.792
FEICrE 39.90 + 5.54 40.08 +5.88 39.13 £5.89 0.83 0.438
AMEAY 38.45+4.16 38.01+4.32 37.45+3.94 1.40 0.247
FRZ S5 33.49 £7.22 34.83+7.24 35.37 £ 5.95 2.10 0.124
WA 45 5 TR 6.41+2.00 6.90 £ 2.47 7.37£3.01 3.78" 0.024
B FEE St 4 327+ 1.44 3.46 +1.24 3.61+1.44 1.64 0.196
P 2 Oy 3 VR 7.54 +2.83 7.58 +2.58 7.72 +3.00 0.11 0.900
By 17.23 £5.01 17.95 + 5.40 18.70 + 6.39 1.78 0.170
Table 7. The Big Five and cyberbullying of different online use in college students
F7. RKFERAASHMEMELRRITAN EINAIRES
A 5 3] BRI A S AR SRk H A B E 0
(n=125) (n=189) (n=172)
R 4153552 40.15 + 5.36 41.79 £ 7.05 8.78™" 0.000
HAE 40.19 £ 6.00 40.49 £ 4.72 41.10 £5.58 1.56 0.211
TEIE 38.61+4.11 39.41 £5.14 40.07 £ 6.50 0.82 0.442
AMFIA 33.35+7.66 37.73 £ 4.04 37.78 £ 4.72 1.82 0.164
HIE I 43.01+6.24 35.59 + 6.11 33.86 + 7.31 4.45" 0.012
W% 5 18 s 6.75 +2.34 6.89 + 2.52 6.82 £2.32 0.12 0.885
Re B £ 1 3.52+1.58 3.39+1.20 3.43+1.29 0.33 0.720
W 2 Oy et RV 7.78 £ 3.05 7.59 + 2.67 7.25+2.23 0.86 0.424
gy 18.05 + 5.95 17.87 +5.34 17.50 + 4.80 0.24 0.790

3.3. RKEEXAARESZMERZITARNBERIH

8 WAl R¥AEMRTHE. BEAMESZ MG IREIT RIS SIEE . BRE S0, Mgk
EHAHK(p < 0.05 5L 0.001), KEAMIBHE T 5 52 W 2K AT 9 I 9 4% 5 1Rz
ol By 28 D ids BROVE = 4 B J iy 52 32 3 TEAH G (p < 0.01 B 0.001), FHAhIE B3 AH .

E=HER R 25

3.4. REEXAARSZMERKZITARNEYISH

N T BB KA RS LN SIRRAT IR R, KIS EZ &, NIRRT NS
NP, FEAT R0 . FH7E 9 AT, r® = 0.109, 5 A K FL KGN 52 W 347 M B TR A R A 2] 10.9%,
B A5 ik B 2 2 /KT (F = 9.299, p = 0.000 < 0.001), 5 #H K F AN 552 MLk T N E e A B E it

SR oA, RSTPEANE AR N 32 P28 A AT MK D mRAR R, B G A, TR B 2 P
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Table 8. Correlations analysis of the Big Five and cyberbullying in college students

8. AFEARAARESZMEIRITARBEXD

Bl W 4 5 IR Bt 5ty D 268 £y i VR By
Rk
r -0.19™ -0.11" -0.24™" -0.23™
p 0.000 0.036 0.000 0.000
HAE
r -0.28"™" -0.12" -0.23™ -0.27"
p 0.000 0.015 0.000 0.000
TERCE
r 0.05 —0.04 0.02 0.02
p 0.37 0.403 0.743 0.717
HMiY
r -0.04 -0.01 -0.07 -0.06
p 0.475 0.913 0.145 0.284
FUPZYH
r 0.16™ 0.15™ 0.19™ 0.20™"
p 0.002 0.003 0.000 0.000

Table 9. Regression analysis of the Big Five on cyberbullying
9. KA A Z W EZIT AR B4

A SRS r r? WS r? F B B t

FEANC 0.329 0.109 0.097 9.299™" 24,588 5.520™"
R —-0.167 -0.185 —2.942™
oWy BEAME -0.219 -0.207  —3.880""

BATN R 0.086 0.090 1.754

AMEY 0.104 0.079 1.461

LR 0.052 0.065 1.120

4. g

41 KFEEXRAARNES

411 KEEXAABRBERR

TR, KEFER NS LT m T e, Watil, KRR 5. TR
FAMIE B T — KT, R LECRIRIL . (EAE R4S m, U KA IS g faoe R, JRHE
AREWERACE, WEREIAZ, Bod. B, BHRRAE. FERTEER R AERIEE S k%7
WE, WA KIS, ANRIEEAIERHAN, EHNIEET, BB ARE, B H 0.

412 REEXRAABEAOFEE LHER
KBTI, KEEENVEENERN E2R R, LR R, R ReR L@ AN FrsefE
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e 15, 5 AR, #OOEE, BTl A 52Kk, BSmshRE, AESMHAE1E, Bl
HAMAR . X5 SRS R —BRE, %R4E, 2012). tB5MRL 2T KA E
NPEFE MR b 22 57 B 3 SRR (R 22 22, 2014).

KA AMEES Y EEFEE, CREEETHIRL, 8ok, Xh4dEdEL, BT BA
fB%, ARG SRR ZAENENERE ST A8 LW T ABRASREE D& — SR B
Z5, MRSCRVEM B AR R E S T H TR

KA R G R LW ) A R i 25, LR 1~3 AN/ 43 51 52 B S
[ 3~6 AN/INEFAT 6 AN/ DL B[RS SRR AT e AE R IR, #1222, X Ab R R
ANEATIHOE, IF HEZ kb R, R3itEm: M, Wi S84, eSSk
BREME, —RBANEC, VIETM%, RITHM. 5044 E EMEEER S EEFAEE, &
MR TP LA BEER, XA (%Lss, 2014). JRRATRERIR S KFAEEFHANKE)G,
PR AMMEBILEN, —FRMN DAL, —RETFEMNHN, EFHEN T ZFZ P 0.
EFNKE G, FAELATBHRES, &FE CH ), H—FASPOEBF IS, mzE_fA,
FEIEN T, ABIEHEL, X H O T OREIK. BEEFER K R0 m, XMt aRnE, 5
RS R EI AR B, ARG, MR TR R, WEE AR, R,
Teath AT B, A BE IR AR B HT AR

KEFARTIHE NS EERENZER, EME T2 SR E IR K% B3 T R R 5K
MR JRRATRE 2 A S0 B RS, 2RI M EAT 5 S BORBURIE, X E S EMAT N RER
R, Rittem. &R FUAEREEES, FWAE TR R SRR SEE R 2T 25 5 sk I s
VR A JEFE TR REUR. B, BB, NSRS A, BAERBRE. &
i FEEEAN SRS, EMEIREE, Dok T DLk — i i, BAH S CYERE, &)
T2 5 Tl B 2% LGRS SR, W S B ERA S, g RE.

4.2. REEZRMBRRITANFR

421 KEXEZREHRZITANDERR

RWFFERM, KEEAEZ M IRAEAT AR, T EARIKT, WARERMSIEA 5N RIFIH L.
ST, BRE SRR, UUUIEE E IRIAR I  ERRAE, RR LR A AT NP AR IR R IR
Mo JiR DRI AT e K0 AFEBLSE RS h, 18 TIE S AR LR, BA B> R il N, A I 45 34
b, HTMSE Y, DU RIS, (8 ANIEM S, i paE s | ek, R R R
B TR, kv Sz s N A AR AR AN RE SR 0, B IR, BN T OEAT AR A
FRIE . EEXT ML BIRE 44 PE, AT DICR FHSE A s AR 77 3K, 78 I 4 Hh &R B AR o0t 5 2 MER B AL R, i
T —H8T, BELREWMAERET .

422, REEZMERRTAEAOFEELNER

PETINNT 52 R 28 AT A e, T T2t FRINAEN 2 5 TR 0 I 248 Dy RV 7 A4
sy bo JRFTRERIEMZIR T, BT Re A Buh M, Mt —RASESBEERN, B2z 250
(3Lt . Menesini 55 N R IWLESZ X 2% s HscA TR 22 5, T R R T AR S R X 2% PR % B2 2 S A [
I R (Menesini, Nocentini, & Camodeca, 2013). JLFH & IR W25 5 15 i 4 B AEE I 22 7 (JU R, 2013),
ATRERN AR 2 oy, BR AR sE e, HMZ e Rt e 4s, fA7E LA i s .

Bolloxt T 52 M2 SR AT A g Re e, BRTRNE S & T 00K, RIAEM 48 3 78 A A 2 Dy i SR VR
PIANEFE R 2y b, BB TR AETE 28 BREE b L SCRHE 52 08 2 1) S B IR A O IGE IR VE . J5L DR vl g 2 B
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TRAERX N, DUserh RIAE SR, JIUMBRLE, DRI S R A A 2%, TSR AME AT I 52
s, NBRAZAERE T MBREE, DIt A AT REE B 2B 2 W 2g g s 9, BLLRMAE 2 BB M
s, SAERIa Ml EIEAMIKS, S E SN NE SN, SVER > TR T iRAY L, PrRliE Az
MO EIRVELL SR A 2 o RRE S ER Ik EA BE RS, UITEMNSZIRE T, S8l
T8 2 X R A

LR IRAAT A28 5 1 AR Y AR R P 1 I ) A R 25, BRE Y 6 /AL
MR RE & T LM Ry 1~3 /AN R T RER MR R 20, Sfm s EREs, A
MM 52 s MR BEVE R/ BRI ION, B2, 2RI bla sz . EX
I 1E] D 3 /N AR (K2 AR 2 K I AT N AR T 6 /NI BL A DRIE, RS2 AR W] DS i 4%
fish A 245 PR RST8], 3 P ARt Y R 45

S IBAT NPE LG EIRA B NES, WAL UL, ZMNAEIREAT A S B IRE_E R i
AT AZAL,  Jolsb b W [ 2 Dol 52 W E SR AT R SR8, AN AR BRI 1 2 ST A Tl 52 P 4%
WA, IRIRBUEL 2 T 52 M 25 0

43 REEXAARSZMERRITANXR

GURETR, KINRXTZM IR GAT AR BIER, BAER T BAEAAZE b5 52 25 g
ITHAE R E MG,

Horb, )55 52 B IR AFAE 535 I IEA O o Fh TN 52 I 2SR AT A R 8 A — S I TR A
M2 AR Rl EBM AT AR LR, X5 EHEITE L5 52 M2 A R 2% 1 Ik
FRERMFF(EIE, 2015). MRS IR REAKCT, ISR, Eoer, XA fm) 5
SRR A L M B A 1, SN R BN, AAITTIE 32 B 2 R

BNE ROtk 552 MR AR5 E MU, B RS R R A, 2B R4E
WAAT N o RBTIE BT SR A T 0 2% e R AR L. B ANPE R AME, B, Rt
PRSI, X B A B 71 SR 2 AR RE 98, EMEEIRET R, AR, R, AR
HAb AN EAR AL R, ATTTIE 52 20 I I 22T N o

5. &

1) KREFAERBARE T BOKP, KA M AT N D

2) MR, KPR NE W2 3 R R X 2% O 1 VR T A4 A1 32 N 28 R e AT iy A
fERFEMER, HATEREEER.

3) LA, KREAEFEENNE P28 T8 IR 0 I 25 Dy J0CVE T A 2 P2 A0 52 X 2 0 il o) A7 AE
FEER, HMERENER.

4) EWIEIAE, REpAERTE. W SR EAERE RS, LR ER.

5) LEMAEAE, KBTI, MEi DR REIEZER, HAhYE R S AR AT T
EIEZES

6) RFAERIRTIIE. AL $hE ISR M AR AT NS AL S sy R AR, RTtE. AN
X 52 28 IR AAT 9 25 1 B 1 AR S o

E&WmE

2020 FFE BT AT AL SR E MR HFHEHH: i FaPid kTR EFEHEFEE
WIRHTF” I B RCR, TH %S : 20KSC188.
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P
VRULLL(014). A5 AHEFTEIAZ S RN SIS, TRk S0, P PR

WiAF 4, RBEK, kK, RIEE, £EM2014). KFERTAK S OHE@ERK KR, FEIGR O ZFE, 22(2),
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