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Abstract

To explore the specific connections between moral sensitivity and specific types of moral disen-
gagement among negative bystanders in adolescent school bullying, this study used a role propen-
sity questionnaire to select 490 negative bystanders from high school students. The Moral Sensitiv-
ity Questionnaire and the Adolescent Moral Disengagement Questionnaire were administered to
these participants. Network analysis was conducted on the data. The results showed that: (1) Eu-
phemistic labeling was the most central node in the network, followed by perception frequency,
distortion of consequences, and diffusion of responsibility; (2) Among moral sensitivity factors, per-
ception frequency had the highest degree of association with moral disengagement; (3) Among
moral disengagement factors, blame attribution (followed by dehumanization) had the highest de-
gree of association with moral sensitivity. This study revealed the complex relationship between
moral sensitivity and moral disengagement, providing a theoretical basis for more targeted school
bullying interventions.
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1. 518

TR 55 WL e B HERRA A A AR B B EREAA, AT IHE R A rh S BE AL SN F (FMIT, 2021), 3X
Bl AL, AR BRI SR a8, A2 B 3 Bt e (Salmivalli et al., 2011),
PEREE ™ IR . SR, ARTTCIR T, S ARG A AT e AR R AR IR R Mk (%
5, 2023), [HUh, A0 ZERHE ST AL R S o B S B BT AT IR, 25 TR T R
5 MEAT A OB RS, AT ROE B 1 51 A I IO B RS, BB R 22, KR35 55
A T BAT IR R VSR AR %

AT 55 WL TE A HE P o BEATL AR B8 DDA G, AP — B A o) /L (4 ey, 1 2K, 2017). 38
TEHEBU R E R A AT N, AT NEERDIEE D, FIRE ST A THEREAR, SRt
CAT AT BE SRR BORIGE AT Gk B B Bt — Rl RBTa (Moore, 2008). T4k &2 252 H.
B, BIALRORIL, MR SIEE AR OE R Z T R PR E dok, E SR T2, IERE
TEHE LI G A7 A AL AT NATTRE A5 M 0 T PR IO ANEAEAT 9, TR AS B19R% (Bandura, 1999) . fEIKIZFHF
TR S5 UL A R (T EHE UL AT AT O R R TEAE, DI RS TR B B ANEEAT N RN
PR, AT 0 22 BEAG SR I R AT N R BB R (1506, 929, 2022). /KT ROTEFEHE H
BUESE O 5 B, AT Tk ST, BEALPER A s (0 A, £2%E, 2020), T2 n Ik
BAT NI KA (Paciello et al., 2020). BRI, - SR 4 55 W02 A8 A HE I (14 A AR LA LA 2 B2 A B S 25 8

T AR AR 2 A A X 158 85 P T PRy 5 £ 00 s S S BT 4o 78 ) A ) A0 B i %% 45 g RE 1) € 77 (Jordlan,
2007), s&—FPkE M AT BE B A GUE SR (FL 40, 2023). T8 A EURE A R0 AR FEAF A AN
HBT A BRI 2R, TEAERURIE A R B 0 T AT D 2 AR AN R B 1A (VD 75 4%, 2018), 2 AT
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TE R 2 17 558 A 0o e 28 () I AT Rt A R AS [] R A PP B, PP AR 5 Sk A T B 7 A A AR TG A [l 2
JIRIASFERN RN o [RIET , I AR T R0, [ BRI 2 RO TE A I 5 AN RAT I G E#(Bandura, 1999),
1M REEBUFERIR Ay, BERIEHINLE e E RIFEAR, Wik T m AP I A U M A 0 B2 R Y FE (Friese &
Hofmann, 2009) . FHICHEWT, AN F i A s RO AR HE I 2 IRIPT REAPTE G M N TEMIE R . BEAh, —
JEVERARHR Y, U ET I B SR I AR 5 A T AR AT 2 11 (]t 2 8 AN a2 1 R R )
HIRTRe( 55, 2023), il U AN ARTE 5 5 R S 5, TE A 5 5 w5 (Cramwinckel etal., 2013),
AT T At AT T B 25 5 16 R iz A AR B8 B S ZU A AR g, 3P o doi SR SR ) AN SRR A 1T e Bk Bl /A il ik
TETEHE MR 2 -

Nk BT 3 2 B AT BEAEAE LR IR R, 4 0 BT BRIt T 3 dok 0o B X 44 %o A ) 42 2% PO A L
KRBT IEW R I 7 R(BE, FUELE, 2022). K, A0 DR R A 55 0 F Rt &, @
Tk X2 o3 A SRR ) T AR BURE 5 TEAEHEINL I S 28 08 &, DA SE A B0 P A i s - Pl AL B A B

2. AR FGF*%
2.1, #ik

KA T EAEE, X 564 4w AT ISR, SIBRAEES I MEE S AR E B 1 i 45 3 4,
PAFE RN 527 1y, AN 93.4%. {58 A C i i) 1] 365 05 06 99 1 55 W& A EabmiEAG 7 80 T-1%
FRrBEME, BT HAME A ERNECEE > 0.1), R ESE W 124 490 A, Hri 54 178
N (36.3%), ZcH: 312 N(63.7%), JEAEHLES T 18I 178 N (36.3%), 44 312 A (63.7%), MA4:F % 141
N (28.8%), A T4x 349 A (71.2%), ELATHEZ TN 44 N(9.0%), ¥eAd it iRz 28 i1 446 A (91.0%).

22. fiRIR

22.1. ABiAmEEE

K506 (2020 BT F F AR 1) 25, IS 3L S AR B R IR 55 03 43 T A% 55 W
BRI, RS, “17 ABEFS, 57 ERARE, MEANE— Mt S T
ZRBNEE, BT AT A arEeE >0.1), WU ZAMEEX—2 5 M0,

2.2.2. HEHRIO)E

KRG, A i(2008) 4 il (B fE UK M5, Z IG5 28 MK H, /BRI, &5
M. BB, Eng, LB R AANYEE, Hb, BEAX T AKE, & 5 M H, BN
e NKHE, WEME e NME, LBHER 4ANKE. MBERANMSI D, “17 Bakat, “57 %4
IR, 300 B R %A P 1) T A A i

22.3. BOFEREELEE

K Bandura 558 N gl (¥], #4k-F A1 EXGBET (07 D SR TEHE DL M B (E 0, 46T, 2010). %
WIS 32 MR H, 20y 8 MR, HAEMEAN . RYIARE. AAHEL SRR, SUESH
HEE A ST IAA L AR RGP 7k, N “17 B “47 R “ e a2
“RENERT . RGBS, ARNMAE LK TR . %8R Cronbach’s a {5 A%y 0.892.

2.3. GiitAbiE

Wit R3.6.3 HHATMIZ43#T. i F R3.6.3 #1F) qgraph package 7 37 fEUBNE: 8 AR T 5 T8 1 HfE i
5 AN F B AR P 28 3 TR AL o f AR DC 48 A 13 AT, R A TE 78 NS 4(13 x 12/2) (Epskamp et
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al., 2018), K2 H WA RGN &SHEDRAE 3 2 5 N, ARUFFRIREARREIEBIEIE ST bsiE .
I8 I UG e/ IME R SOR G 33 5012 (GLASSO) K A5 B v IR 2%, B i 1F B3 IR 28 R Lo R B AR (R A, BP3EY
T EL M INBUE 2 A, TR ST M E M H I EZRE R, 594h, 83T bootnet package T AH KA E
PEREL CS DLVEAL AT riaBE R E M, Jear i @i, 1 CS R4 > 0.50 WKL AH B ifa etk
)5, JHid network tools package TH&E M O TR PR (Mo, RIS —414T S 558 T A1 &gk
BB ) AP 1 25 2 180 0 3% 3 1

3. GR
3.1. GLASSO Mg &Rl

Bl 1 BIR T 58 1A RIS TR 5 B AH DS I 28 A . FETE BRI, 5 NERE 2L IEAR
K(r = 0.23~0.49, P < 0.05), IELAH iR I NFE T DI 5 W 802 L [l (r = 0.49), HIRZ WS 53k
AR (r = 0.46), ELBE F 551 B R 5 E A (r = 0.23). 7EEMEHEN A, 8 NERE 2 IEA (r
=0.27~0.74, P <0.05), ELEH iR 2 TR T HU(r = 0.74), HUGERBisE St R (r=
0.64), LA E A REMEA 5HALE( = 0.27). WNEBENFESNERT, Hhaghrs
T VARIE LA E e, RIEMHX(r = 0.24). BENXEGFATHER. MR, F& N2 IEMX(r =
0.09~0.11, P <0.05), #&{iMim SiEaedr. AR EL. Bhitrss. SoEas. HMigsH. EAM. 5
VAR £ IEA G (r = 0.10~0.16, P < 0.05), BIEHHL SN THERE . SHEA#L Ti&HE 2 1EAMHE
H(r=0.13~0.20, P < 0.05), MR GHBIIRE. FTEFHLE . THEEG HEE R AR EMR
(r=0.10~0.14, P < 0.05), HL/&AH G 55 AT 8 52 IEAH 5% (r = 0.10), FL/BAE R 5 Z3idn 25 2 FAH % (r =—0.09)
HE— @il Bootstrapped 7 A% B SRAG I8 W 2% v 5 LR AL I 2 57, BSOS SR AR LA
TR NI S G R E LA E, ST S TR I B 2 3 s T HE I P % 4 R T (3%
LR

Table 1. System resulting data of standard experiment
% 1. GLASSO M4 & EL M E

M + SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 11 12 13
1BEAK 2.62+0.62 1
2 fESiB 2654066  0.33 1
3FNEFIL  269+060 030 044 1
455 253+0.62 043 041 049 1

5JUf4E%  1.80+052 042 023 035 046 1

6ihfEAIP"  219+056 0.04 016 009 008 -0.03 1

7HME  1.31+038 -002 010 006 008 000 027 1

8 ZWikr%  165+£051 -004 010 006 011 -0.09 059 053 1

9 FiTHAM  193+049 010 006 013 011 010 035 032 035 1

10 JtfE4rH  1.95£051 007 010 015 014 004 034 034 037 074 1

11 2k 1.48+045 011 014 008 010 -002 039 058 064 037 035 1

124E AL 1.67£053 002 016 020 014 -011 047 039 053 037 042 049 1
13344 171£049 009 014 016 024 006 037 039 041 042 045 048 044 1
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Figure 1. The GLASSO network model of moral sensitivity and moral disengagement
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1. JEESUR SiEEHERTAY GLASSO M4EHRH

3.2. GLASSO Mg i35 sl

GLASSO 4% F5 s O AR 5] 2 From e XX 835 i AL B R OR, RPibR s B ki)
AR, HUCGEREEMR . SR TUE D . XR, ERARE T, IS S M2
T R EARR S R AT i K. AR, BRATTHEAT 1 #5799 siBR L[ Bootstrapped 72566, A IR BIARE
SRR TSN . AR TR, HIUFRBTLREZER. &h, AR CS R E(CS [cor
=0.71=0.75) KT 0.5, R 7 Z ML HTT sirh O VESR bR BA BUF IR E 1 -
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Figure 2. The node centrality index (strength) in the GLASSO network
2. GLASSO 4T = il Ha AR (GREE)
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3.3. GLASSO Mt
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Figure 3. The bridge centrality index in the GLASSO network
[E 3. GLASSO M£& I L R AR

4. it
4.1. GLASSO MI4&aY¥S s ehulv 4

AW TRI, R, HUCEREEMR . M4 R SUES LS A BRI MG O E . R
PR2E ARG R TUE B A A R 7 2 HAbE AR T AR B R Rk . SR ST N 2
HERTRE RIS A SRR o IR ATRER AN, I P RTE A A 7 2CA 2 il i KA EE IR AR B S e A
HA BT REE G B JA AR (7 508, I8, 2022). 535k, SRR M7 E R 5 R R
FHE RSB A 45 R 005 2 BB I R BOR AT NE R TSE, EEA2UAR T A
T AEFTREAT ok B BB, T+ i 45 SR R AN AT 9 A B OR 268 51 A (Bandura et all.
1996). skbp b, X =R ARSI A FHLH M ARl . AR, MRS WE EL i E &
S IR AT NG EAL,  BRAR B SR EAT BT R D ERE LA, L E B ORI F B
XHYEAT 9 B R (R AR A T e P (IR 55 LB 2 2 el B A0 45 b AT e R KB A E T, AT 4 3 S AF
M AL A AL IR S B 12 2 AR I RIL AR R A, 05 0 A0 55 W {8 B R AT D A AN JaK
B NI, PRI TR A o R, ARORAT FUAE RST80T 1 5 R I
82 25 FE B AR AN ) 5 A AR AR AR, DOV BRI T R B M R0 R, NER
AT ET X A 258 SE R R L B SO
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4.2. GLASSO Mt

RIZE IR S B, AR Bl T W 55 WL 5 4% VA TR S B B U E T R ok R, HLAE SR 5351%
AR AE IEAR 2% o AR A W FUAY, T AR AR S5 38 A TGS (132408, 2009), PEBE A AR (1 534 5 I 152 o
AELAS PR oS S P8 A I (0 BB 00 it v A AR AT T BE 7 5 AR SR e S PP OQTE B 32 3 (N AN I I A 1
AT Y, WITTE L 53 4V DR 4 SRS O SR BE #8146 (Baker et al., 2006) . IEAEBE LR R, EFHFFIIBEA
MG S, SONE AR ST E U R S AR R R RO LA F (Schmitt et al., 2005), [AITT, K
GRS I B PR U S E AR 2 18] SR B MR R R, H AR
SMEAR TGS E I ZRDANG . AT, SRR S ST AR LA, AR
PEEIE R A YR L - RIANAEAE , IX AT RE 5 W SO I BA I TP PR A 5%, BT 5 NIKL AR
JHC S ANTELEAT D9 BT P B (0 7 A0 175 28 BB A IEG AR FRDE P U E I A RE,  SE SRR AR TE (2
PR A5 R A MU E (E 48, #2481, 2010), T AT REFE D14 U1 PR AR SN v 4 o 22l 14 82 P A 32
FHE G L, WREEARG PRI AL RIEEAT NECEE R TER S5, (e MAE R SR AR ST T
W v TR S AR R (s, SKRET L, 2017). BbAL, SEAEEURIE R B I [ BT A H R IOk R S T AR
55 M B AEHE N SOER, B 3T NP AR TS AR X 4 o 3T e rp O PR, 5 AR I A A AR
FENMEACSE AR FLRR ORI o /KT PR A HE I A Y A 55 W 47 9 A IR L 3R (Thornberg et al., 2017),
DRI #4508 AT U BT R T A2 50 T M 55 L3 AR AT Bl S e P &S AT IR SR B 2 4

43. TEERE

AT FUIE L W 45 3t T BOR A TE B RBURR I S HE B AE T H KT B RSCR B AR, VAR T
T AR 557 WL B TECEHE L A 1 e S At . — D5, B RO ST R I B ORBEAE T, WO BT I A
TR R, SRS I AR R IR T S AT . 53— J7 T, S 4455 25 R TE AR AN R U7 =X
ZIEAFAE AR AR, AR5,

BEAh, AW TURAAAE A, G, AWETOCR BT v, JoikAEm i e AU S e
HEMAIIR KR, AR A B ik P IR R MR R IIESE . teoh, BT HE 1
oy XA, FEARGRIEA IR, AKRAT LAY R FE DXk, R0 R E MM, &5, AU
L P2 o TR T I R AU A R 4 E 5 TE A HE A5 7 s TRV LRI R, RO AT LUIIA BE 2 (10
BATREMNANIREE . PR EEARNRKES 58 Rt — PR R R s S rp AN [ A (% B
AP

&E 3k
e, BN, BRI, MTFQ023). 1A EIB BN SIKOUT IR R, PTG CHE 5 5 2, 31(4), 635-640.

Mobe, ZRHEEN, XISCA, 4°HIE(2018). & MEMUSME 5T B IRB TS & A2 BN, S A B FEOHEF 5,
26(1), 93-98.

FE%(2023). FBEEIA T 04 ) LB A AR K R (s SIS T MER. A RO P 74, 31(1), 103-110.

JAs, EXHE(2020). A EETCAE RS KEAE MK IR GAT IR R EEMER R TER. A EIGR O FZFE,
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