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Abstract

In order to explore the relationship between college students’ personality traits and cyberbullying
behavior, 310 college students from 3 universities in Harbin and 2 universities in Nanning were
randomly selected as subjects to conduct a survey on the Big Five personality scale and the ques-
tionnaire on cyberbullying behavior. The results showed that: 1) There are extremely significant
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differences in the total score and dimensions of cyberbullying among college students of different
genders, grades and institutions; college students of different majors have significant differences
in the total score of cyberbullying and the dimensions of cyber verbal bullying and cyber forgery.
There are significant differences in the dimensions of cyber verbal bullying and identity hiding
among students from different places. There are significant differences between the only and non-
only college students in the dimension of identity concealment. 2) There is a significant negative
correlation between agreeableness personality and the total score and dimensions of cyberbully-
ing behavior; there is a positive correlation between conscientiousness and concealment of iden-
tity. 3) Agreeableness and neuroticism of college students have significant negative predictive ef-
fect on cyberbullying behavior.
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s, HIRRIR AR AT, 48 MITIZERE AR 7 28R, AR OB t. FhL. i
SENVEE 77 i AE AR 1 SR TRIINS S XA 2 0% ) S P AT A A 398 1) B8 TR A B s A T
W2 e — FRT X R T B ORI 2 B NATIHE b X I i 52 I 2 e, T I 43 VA A AR A
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P (o BRES R AN —Fob AT, A AR T ] 52 PR 7 3O SRR S o AR A3 S5 T AN R R 0l A«
M2 NS SRS IR E VEAN A oA I8 AR R 2 AMBTIE: SR AMAR AR 22 2R G 5 59 30 T s
fibs JFHBE: SRNSAMAXT LI HIRE . BEMENENE; B RSN AE R AGE 3 SO T R BRI
[R5 SONE BRARAIHE ST SIS Ot i S SOt 2] -
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KBTI RAERZEA, BIFAMR . AT A0 QORI IO 2K AR AR 5 5 52 2 A 1Y)
FASTE, AT DIOE I X R 2 A B NAR AR 5 A g8 X R 22 (1 52 PR 8 U AT b AT T B3 B g 4 5 )
S AAT N B R EAR, RN M IRAT A E S, BTN R AR K 2 4 B e A i BEAT — e 2
FERFRTAIGRAE, AL 22250 K2 ARG MAR 4 R, AW FERCR A AU B 1 3, R
R MR AT R BUIREEAT B — D IRIL, W R N R BUIR AT E 2 1 1, EIEREAEAN
TSI 5 52 28 B AT N BRI R R

2. tRMRRFT*

2.1 MR

SR R0 25 100 26 R T A REATL A OS ZR Y MV K5 R RIS R AEMO R TR TG
ISR SRR S 25 K — BRI E 310 Ao [RIYSAT 2407 45 310 473, 47 20K 100%. HARFEA IR 1 Frm

Table 1. Composition of the sample

=1 kAR

NI N H 4L (%)

5 104 335

4531
5’8 206 66.5
R 80 25.8
k. AR 216 69.7
TR 14 45
K— 86 27.7
K= 46 14.8

R
K= 28 9.0
N 150 484
BT B 142 45.8

s
b 77 Bk 168 54.2
Wl 49 15.8
A YR IR 90 29.0
A ht 171 55.2
= 97 31.3

REMAE T4
e 213 68.7
1~3 /i 66 21.3
3~6 /N 147 474
S48 L R 1A
6~9 /]It 60 19.4
N 37 11.9
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23] 37 11.9
SRIE E 2 60 19.4
Mg 15 SR B 154 49.7
W 2 0.6
FLATIE B 57 18.4
22. TR

221 KEANEER[]

KINKEF NEO-FFI 2 Costa Il McCrae T 1985 “E&m il [, EXFE 5 ZiFn 77, M 1555
MARE “EEAFRR” £ “EFHRE” WREE. ZEREIEIMIME. Kotk AN, & AT BT

HAER, L 60 ANTH. B E

2.2.2. RFEZMEEIT AIEE[6]

KAFLE RN IRBAT R A4 LT TEBA N (52 48 4T R Wl 25 I0ABAT LR R 40T o 2
12 M H AR, BIEMNLSE S ERE, FBRE S AN IERTE 3 N . R TS = WRESH,
5= MREKRA). i@ EY N IERIFS, Mok, WHZMSKET L. CamRRY, s
B —BOEAS FE A 0.825, 4)FASE N 0.747, iFvER £ & AR S M e hRiE. B AA R

GFHE R, W AME A 28 s AT Nl & T A .

23. B H*E

ZHIG A SPSS22.0 KRR HEAT t AR SR . T7 20 My AR M LA |l VA 73 #r o

3. &R

3.1 KFEERMERRIT AR

X R EE AR 2 R A AT I H RTPIRBUEATRER S0, g RBR(E 2), REAETEMZ 515K
#2(M = 1.756 > 1.390). BRI & 4r(M = 2.045 > 1.964) WL itk VE(M = 1.777 > 1.471) LK 52 48 3 AT
NEHI(M = 1.813 > 1.519) ERIHME AR T % A ERD S, R A R IR AT NAE 4 KF

Z b, BRSERERERES G, S0 RIS ERE.

Table 2. College students are subject to cyberbullying

® 2. REEZNEIRITA

RTH 2 Bt AT g e, Bz IS RS 0 KL, 04
R AR LI R Y . %> R (N AR — M R MO 0.68~0.86, H AT RAFIIERUE.

Y g Tt H % BRE M SD Max Min
X4 5 T R e 5 1.390 1.756 0.789 5.00 1.00
R B B 2 1.964 2.045 0.872 5.00 1.00
X 2% Dy i VR 5 1.471 1.777 0.682 5.00 1.00
Z W EEHREAT N o 12 1.519 1.813 0.681 5.00 1.00
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32. REEZMERREITHEAOFEELNESR
3.2.1. MRIFTAFEEZMERRIT AR

FAMSEREA t RSt KA 52 I 28 R AT AT R S 7T, B L AR AR AE 52 I 48 e AT R &% 4t
B K a3 o BRI R, SRR 3), FAFL AN 2 48 IR BEAT N oy &5 4 EAFERR L B 2 72
5(p < 0.001).

Table 3. Gender differences in cyberbullying behavior of college students
3. REEZMEIRITAEMR LHNERKE

EiaE P M SD t p
5 2.071 0.983
WX 2% = 1B s 4,507 0.000
5’8 1.596 0.614
5 2.274 1.061 N
R & 1 2.970 0.003
5°8 1.930 0.735
L) 2.025 0.832
X 4% Dy it R VR 4.138 0.000
4 1.651 0.554
5 2.086 0.866
Z IR BAT N5y 4.458 0.000
5’8 1.675 0.516

*

FE: p<0.05, “p<0.01, ™p<0.001(FF).

3.2.2. ANEIFMUABKFEZREHRIT HREM

AENAE AR, KA ZMEIREAT NS &, BRI 35 07 22 43 W 6] 52 I 268 R AT R iEA T ARG 6
AT, T RBUR RN K 22 AR AR 2 A IR AT N e 5 S a3 oy B ER B3, SREBWLE 4), 4 LSD
HIERIR I M2 FIEIRRAERE b, 2RI R & T 30k (p < 0.01), ZARMIL R & THEH(p < 0.01),
IR SHRIEREER; RESGOYEE L, =#LREER; MSWERE4AE F, 2REZE T30k
(p <0.05), EARMHEZESTEHE(p <0.01), XRSHEBILREZER; ZMGREITHEES E, 2R
WMAHRZE & TR (p <0.01), ZARWMHEE S THE(p<001), CRHSHEALEEZER.

Table 4. The difference test of cyberbullying behavior of college students in different majors

® 4 REEZMERZITHENEE W FHERKE

Yz e M SD F p
P 1.718 0.689
I 28 5 1B R e R} 1.732 0.797 3.955" 0.020
ZR 2.329 1.013
R 2.019 0.810
R S R} 2.035 0.880 0.948 0.389
2R 2.357 1.082

DOI: 10.12677/ass.2024.132129 958 FES R ERTH


https://doi.org/10.12677/ass.2024.132129

LA

P 1.783 0.620
W 2% Py i Ve R} 1.743 0.671 4.031" 0.019
PN 2.271 1.003
P 1.795 0.565
WA IRAAT R PP 1.787 0.690 3.977" 0.020
ZR 2.310 0.967
3.2.3. FERIFEHIKFEZMERZITAREI

DUERIE AR, KA ZMEIREAT NN &, BRI 3507 22 4 B 0] 52 I 28 R AT R EA T R 6
WHIC, SERBAUAR I R TE S N 8 AT N Y J a3t oy E 2 L i, 45 RRM(ILE 5), &
LSD H ot ik Bl: WL FiERges b, KRR EES TR —(p <0.01); FRESHYEE L, KUK
HEZ®mTRK—(p <0.01); MEHIERIELEE L, KZBERmTRK—(p<005), K=BFFmTK—(p<
0.05), KIUMLH B ST K—(p<0.01); ZMEHuT NEWH L, REZBZES T K—(p<0.05), KN

W 2 1 T K —(p < 0.01).

Table 5. The difference of cyberbullying behavior of college students in different grades

5 AFEZMNERRITAENRFR LNERKE

YEpr ELR M SD F p
K— 1.465 0.508
K= 1.735 0.741
WX 4% = 1B A 7.028 0.000
K= 1.700 0.627
K 1.939 0.907
K— 1.837 0.737
*= 1.957 0.773 .
e B 1y 4.213 0.006
K= 1.893 0.614
N 2.220 0.977
K— 1.474 0.503
K= 1.787 0.769
WX 48 Ly i R VR 9.395 0.000
K= 1.786 0.599
N 1.945 0.704
K— 1.531 0.457
*= 1.794 0.687
W IR BAT N RSy 8.907 0.000
XK= 1.768 0.545
K 1.988 0.755
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3.24. FEBRRIAFEZMERKEIT IR

FAARSTREAS t K560 52 X 4 3 AT NIEAT I 7T, B b 5 B R B ) () K 2 AR A 32 X 4 3 47 N
UL RS0 B ZES, S5 RERYI(E 6), B 7 BER AL T Bl K AR 1 52 X 28 R AT A7 AE A L
%7 5(t=5.356, p < 0.01).

Table 6. The difference test of college students’ cyberbullying behavior in different institutions

6. AFEZMERRITAENRRKR LHNERKE

ey (5% M SD t p
P 7 AL 1972 0.887
W 2% = T sk 4.463 0.000
B 1573 0.643
P T BEL 2.222 0.952 o
R & S 1y 3.333 0.001
b 77 Bk 1.896 0.770
P 77 BEAL 2.018 0.678
WX 2 D i VR 6.052 0.000
b 77 Bk 1573 0.618
T e 2.033 0.737
2 WA R IRAT N5y 5.356 0.000
b T7 Bk 1.627 0.570

3.2.5. HEiRHbx KFEZMEIEIT ARG

DUAEJEHAE AR, KA 2 MR ueAT o R &, FH B DR 3R 7 22 93 B ) 52 N 4 3 AT kAT A
ORI T, AR HOAS [F) [ K 25 AR AR 52 W48 R AT N S YR e )y B2 B g REWI(WLE 7), 4 LSD
FERI R I WL T IR YRR L, T R e T IR (p < 0.05), IR = TR (p < 0.05): Bk
SOy b, 3T RS T (p < 0.05), AT R E ST RA(p < 0.01). T SRAEFLARAT 1K
HETESZ N 28 Rz AT R e384y o2 R 3 (t = 1.622, p > 0.05) .

Table 7. The difference test of cyberbullying behavior of college students in different places of origin
F 7. REEZMERRITAEREER EHESQE

YLy AR M SD t p

i 1.996 1.056

W 2% 5 15 sk AR 1.707 0.717 2.736" 0.046
A 1.712 0.726
i) 2.337 1.209

R S AR 2.033 0.785 3.476" 0.032
AT 1.968 0.784
A 1.788 0.820

PR £ O3 R VE WA 1.836 0.693 0.552 0.576
VsZN) 1.743 0.634
i) 1.966 0.916

W IRAEAT RS ETe 1.815 0.648 1.622 0.199
RS 1.768 0.615
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3.2.6. BEIMYE FLxTFZMELRIT R

&

FIBRSZREA t AL I0 0T 32 W 45 e AT AT I T, HUIBOR 5 Re MAE 7 L AR E 52 IR 28 A AT % 4
RS LR, SURRYIOLE 8), fERRE S n LZMEE, EMSFIERE. M SR, %
WL AT 8 o by AT ARSI AE 7 2 2 AN B 3 (t = 1.487, p > 0.05).

Table 8. The difference test of whether college students are the only child or not by cyberbullying behavior
F# 8 RFEEFNERRITAERENEF L EHNERKRY

idies AT M SD t p

= 1.864 0.950

WX 2% = TR 1.465 0.145
HB 1.706 0.700

= 2.227 1.038 X

2 1y 2.241 0.027
e 1.962 0.773
= 1.827 0.807

I 5% Ehy i R VE 0.789 0.431
e 1.754 0.618
B & 1.909 0.838

2 RGBT N By 1.487 0.139
4 1.769 0.594

3.2.7. % ERBFEIR A A B RE R 1T R0

LIP3y B (a4 B AR, KA 2N AT o A &, TR R 3R 5 22 /0 o 52 I 28 s AT
BATRIS T TT, SRR 9), T3 LRI 8] AR 0K 22 A A 52 S AT o P e i 3y 0y b 22 57

ENTE P

Table 9. The difference test of the average time spent on internet for college students subjected to cyberbullying

® 9. AFEZFMEIRITAEANE T EMESE EHEREE

Yrpz SF35 F B 1] M SD F p

1~3 /N 1.858 0.95548
3~6 /MBS 1.721 0.71866

WX 25 5 TE IR R 1.037 0.376
6~9 /Nt 1.657 0.59841
CN 1.870 0.97777
1~3 /N 2.076 0.96970
3~6 /N 1.990 0.83270

R B 1y 0.698 0.554
6~9 /N 2.042 0.70885
RN 2.216 1.07070
1~3 /NI 1.773 0.76128
3~6 /MBS 1.796 0.65143

I 5% hy i R VE 0.108 0.955
6~9 /N 1.737 0.60673
9 /NI BA 1.773 0.78763
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43R
1~3 /N 1.859 0.82883
3~6 /MBS 1.797 0.62719
Z M IR BAT NI 0.419 0.740
6~9 /Nt 1.754 0.54816
9 /N LB 1.887 0.80104

3.2.8. AR LAz KFE F MBI ERIT AR
PLEMESIE B AR, KAA 2N AT A3, HI DR 3R 05 22 70 W o0 52 I 28 s A7 kAT
RIS T, S RRYI(ILE 10), EREBIA R IRE AL 2 IR AT NS YL e iy =R AR

Table 10. The difference test of college students’ cyberbullying behavior in different online activities
2 10. KEEZMEHEITHEARRE LRER EHNESKLE

Yz M iEZD M SD F p
2] 1.708 0.907
FRILEE (G B 1.787 0.825

WA 44 55 TEHE 15 SR B 1.734 0.727 0.165 0.956
W 1.700 0.141
FEAZIES) 1.814 0.857
=3 1.865 0.940
FRILEE (G B 2.083 1.018

e B 15 SR B 2.052 0.788 0.500 0.735
W 2.250 0.354
A TES 2.097 0.899
2] 1.660 0.646
FREUHEHE B 1.850 0.731

W 2% Dy i K VE IR SR B 1.777 0.657 0.460 0.765
W 1.90 0.141
AL TES 1.772 0.737
23] 1.714 0.749
FREUEHE B 1.863 0.745

2 W E IR GEAT o IR AR B 1.805 0.634 0.310 0.871
B 1.875 0.059
+EATIE B 1.844 0.713

33. KEEARFRSZMERKRITANXANR

R BRI R T AT RN 11), BTN 52 W48 A AT % Y- R B B8 0 AL B 25 B AR o,
RETTENKS SRR S A B ARG,
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Table 11. Correlation analysis of personality traits and cyberbullying behavior

11 ABFREZMEIRITANEX SR

P 4% 5 TR e Bt 5ty W 2 O & SR VE SR AT oy
FHER I 0.021 -0.027 0.035 0.019
AMFE -0.015 0.097 0.023 0.023
TR -0.024 0.068 -0.067 -0.025
"HAME -0.357" -0.235" -0.312" -0.352"
Rtk 0.007 0.134" -0.053 0.010

3.4, KEFHE ABE RN ZMERRITANEYAS 4

ST NASRE AN AR, L2 AT N E N R AT 2 0180 BT, 43R BRI
12), KA B N RO 32 W2 AT A WL B 35 i s B E (€ = —7.0086, p < 0.001), K244
L JRRR T 52 PR 48 A AT N B 2 B A AR B (€ = —2.246, p < 0.05), B APERRRR . #P SR 5 %2
WL IRBAT IR K R E, RIE@ MR EA: ZMEIRE AT N =-0.657 x B ANMEFRFR —
0.131 x L JF4FI +4.352.

Table 12. Multiple stepwise regression analysis of personality traits and cyberbullying behavior
= 12, AR ZMERRITANS TELS BN

[H A & ERI3 B SE Beta t p AR2
EPN LA -0.657 0.094 -0.399 -7.006™" 0.000 0.124
AL ES IS
Pyl -0.131 0.058 -0.128 -2.246" 0.025 0.138
4. 7ig

41 REEZRMERRITANFR

KU TGS RN, KA R R M IR AT 500 B & A HEFERIAG 73 B A B, BAS 7 femf)
FEFSE By, S RIRIRME FiER, TR R RZNEIREAIT AR B . BIRREA 2 &K
BAT AL T BRI BfE 2 X DU G Bk X 2% AT O, A ABRAND B m s . SRBTM 283K
BATN, TERLELRPPRNEIREAT N, e RS H BB RHE TAT3h. EEEH T
PUSRAETE PR BV R B S B, AEEA BT TS, B AW AR ESERIER S TER
TR o ATTRET P28 AR X 2% g (1 — i A

REANS SZ N IAAT NN E R, BREEEDEAFNER . F5%. Sk EEERLEEZR.
AN R R SRR AE 52 IR AAT o0 S 2% 5 TR . ISR D VR4 AP AR B 2 R AR
VR R A AE W 2% F TR . BRlE S 4/ B B 7 A SR MA R RS2 AR A R B S 4 2 b
ARFEESR: Hoh, AFERPE BRI E L b S SR 2 A AR S W 28 AT 9 S %4 2 50 2%
ZEFto M, FEWNAMREZ E I A RS A .

JERBTFUR I, 5 LR AR Z MBI EAT AR R E I ZE R, B 2 B M 2 A 1A T N
Zo RN L, RAMSFIERE LS L Z AFEERELEZENZER, BRIV 20 58 2 14
B RIREAT 6] Li fERTTE T AR R B R 2% e 52 E AT MR ZE R, KRR DAy 5 R L ) I 2% 3058 5
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AT AR PFTIER[7]; JURH SR AT TR WIAESE 9B 32 M 28 AT 9 7 AE AR R T2 L I 18] A R
EXESE, LR RN H 0 R MR AT NS, 2B I (K LA UK, 53 IR 124 L I []
TR IR BAT NI HYEE BT E 5 [5], HAW TSGR ATS, (H52 MRz AT NI M 4% 3 o
FHEFIRANGER . Park KILIRAEE HH AR A S RIAR. FELFF AT AL HAA[8]

NIRRT RERE RN, AR AT TR, e R B 2 1 15 e AR, e 223
B 2 1 BT RS B RSN TE B EOR, BEIMAZISE KM A5 30 [9], P LAIE 2 AR 250 L
Ko PR FIfE R ik b B 20, BT A ETEOSRITR I PR 5 3230, M
AET7 ANHERS R AR BP0, IR 7T NS5 TR RIE R Mg T v EAZER, 2R
R T CEANE, ZARERT BTG SO ROV LAY, ZARAA 14 N (<30), HUFEA
HH, ARERS T ERRE.

4.2. RFEEARBRFEREZMERENXHR

BERTFE S RGN RS BT 2 38 BT TR A RA PN, R STPE RS 5 B B 6 Z A AR IEAR R R R
BN 73 Bk s 32 P 248 AT T AT REVEBRAR,  RIEL AN PE AR 5 32 I 2 AT D9 2 TR A 55 25 R SR oK
Fo RSICHIIBT TR B FEMSEMIAME PR 2 T IS BTG, B AR A, R T
BON, 5N, A S SO G B AR, 3 5h 25 5 A e R AN S i A, Rkt f
& VAN Btttk . RS AKS 5 R B 6y Z IR AE IEAR SRR AR, RIVRS B ARG Bl e 22 g e ) 18
S ML AEAT . Buckels S8 NFIBETEAHL, 248 A AR i BE T IR, 7T et RO AE — A
0 2% 155 85 T iR KT (T TBOE 2 A5 AR 2 SOM R e RO B L AR[10]. Kokkinos AT FE A EL, R 3Ttk
F AT R 532 AT N, I B AT N S BNE . R ST IR 22 i 2 A G [11]

4.3. KEE ABHRYNZMERRITANTMER

N R A IR B M RS LIRES IR E YER N O RS BT v AMBE: S
AR R G IR IS AN B IR THBE: RN AT 2RI TS B EAMAEYE: BAE: RN
NAPEAR NS 3 SO R BBy s IRk S B JRETARI E F1 LU ont I S HLAT i [2] -

WHFRRM, BEAVE AR MR AAT N AAFAE B35 R G R RS AR SRR R S Z A4
FEIEARK R AR N B AR, ARSI AT IR A AT 2 522 A0, K
AR BN U B2 IR 5 SR AT A R B 25 R S TN A A ) R2 (IS K3 0.124, AR
HEE YRR 5 3 AR EAT N Z A REATAEERNE R AR . KA R ZE RS TR 52 2 A AT A R 25 1)
G BAE R, RS R R2 (E3E K F] 0.138, NIy A LA BUREFUN 52 W 45 R AAT 2 1 A AR AR ek
KAM.

RIS R 530 PRI LS SRA — 2. 38 T RIRT LA R BoR, RILNHE Pph 22 )51 5 AMBE X o
LRIRA A B IR R FINAE R, R STRE A E X R R A4 2 B S SN F[12], B A
AT R ST B E AR RAMA 2 5 tH I AT . A ARG 20 w3 LS I SR 5
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