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Abstract

Objective: To explore the relationship between anonymity and cyberbullying perpetration on un-
dergraduates, as well as the moderating effects of cyberbullying attitude, cognitive empathy and
emotional empathy on the relationship between anonymity and cyberbullying perpetration. Me-
thods: As sample of 1006 under graduates were randomly recruited as participants both online
and outline. They were tested with the Cyberbullying Attitudes Measure, Cyberbullying Anonymity
questionnaire, Basic Empathy Scale, cyber victim and bullying scale (revised version). Results: 1)
Cyberbullying perpetration was positively correlated with cyberbullying victim, cyberbullying at-
titudes and anonymity, and negatively correlated with cognitive empathy and emotional empathy.
2) Cyberbullying attitudes and anonymity have significant positive predictive effect on cyberbul-
lying perpetration, while cognitive empathy has significant negative predictive effect on cyber-
bullying perpetration. 3) Cyberbullying attitudes, cognitive empathy and emotional empathy play
mediating roles in anonymity and cyberbullying perpetration. Conclusion: Anonymity directly af-
fects cyberbullying perpetration, and it can also affect cyberbullying perpetration through cyber-
bullying attitudes and empathy.
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1. 518

A A [ FLIR R 26845 S O (CNINIC) R AT I 2R 46 Ik (b B L 28 iR gn it 4R ) Bor, #iE s
2020 6 H, FKEMWRIECIAR] 9.4 12, HAFHINRIALIE 9.37 12, HIBEMNE & FRIE 67% (HFE
I 445 Erbty, 2020). Bl I AR W 255 JOR 1K B TE, WIS IR A D2 o T AR O ) —
AN R PIZ IR RN N B i L B A S A 0o B A At N s A3 B BT o RO B
A5 BT AT (Tokunaga, 2009). W2 e ) R BRI 7 =0F . 47, IEASERER . NI Z .
PILKIE S . IR IERI . MRV IL SiltEE (4547, 2016). SEE—THF 7 EoR, A EElf ) L#E A D
£ (20%~40%) 1 & WX 28 152 (1) 52 T3, o rp o M AR /D B0 IR RS- B vy, it 3 U B AT g BB
£ (Aboujaoude, Savage et al., 2015). HH T HLT~F G HIVERT, I HuAE Giiln: h 85 5 H IR 52 HE IR
(32 = H A B B 5k) (Aboujaoude, Savage et al., 2015). W48 s 24 52 3 315 ke () — £ 51 (R S 455
F AR, BERE. B AR MG E 245 (Kowalski et al., 2014). AH HGAL SR el i, 10 25 3z () 4
EEEA, AN A A IR S W2 AL R VE B SN2 IR & AP AR BE B AR AR 44
P, I H /X E OAT AT S 5 (Slonje & Smith, 2008). H IR L], #4# DEF TN N
W) £ 30 s A% 5 s B BL B PE (Sticca & Perren, 2013). BRI, #Es 50 4 BGEAT AR R, T RERS
XoF P 28 BR AT N REAT 100 DA B AR JHL i A 6 FISKT X 45 H e 52 55 3 A R A 6 2 R L (AE A o

BE: 44 W\ A A I 24 R e R e ke 7 U1 — AN LB 2% 53 2 — (Barlett, 2015; Barlett & Gentile, 2012;
Vandebosch & Van Cleemput, 2008; Wright, 2013), B B0 & 42 12 H 5 W48 3R 4T i — A B2 R
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[A 2 (Barlett, Gentile, & Chew, 2016), B 4% B 44 14 J8 R0 AT AT WX 28 JR AT o | SR N 488 3 e 245 i
FENATS INEIRBAT N IR 28 1R 02 52 55 3 R 3 (RS B o 0 SR X 28 3 245 B8 D — MR 4B 0T D 488 R e AT
NIIASEE, GSRAVEREBIULIA , A 78 TR 1R X 28 300 25 B Bk SURI M 28 3 A5 % o Barlett &5 2435 4
H ) B AR AR 2R IR I 28 MR A B (BGCM) AT 17 A 10X 48 4 v 245 PS5 T Ll /i 452 X 448 R AT () B B2 M
AR T IGIE T B A BT RN B S 4 5 N 4 T DR RS A T T X 2 R A B, T TR T i R ) %
47 N (Barlett, Chamberlin, & Witkower, 2017). B 48 31k i 25 5 7 B 4% SN I 48 3002 AT A Rl Fp A1
., HEHZER CLER] T — L@ A 7T IE S (Barlett, Seyfert et al., 2020). #E—B T Ew, K
F14Y DX 8% R 2 245 T A X 4% 34 i S T P L 82 e — ¥ AT (Barlett, 2015; Barlett, Gentile & Chew, 2016; Barlett,
Gentile et al., 2018; Barlett, Gentile et al., 2019). F&EF 1, AHF TR BEEE 44 B AR 2 3 a2 45 B AT AT ) &%
HRBAT N, I H 28 B A5 B TR HE 44 8 W 28 B AT A ke R AR

F& 155 (empathy) FF S BH N [F BELCy . 1545, J2 Titchener 7£— 7 22 4F A1 FH A8 1AV A1) Mo >R (Wispe,
1986), AA& 5 R FEBEAT IR AR, INENR G A AL 15 S Bt T AP R RSB M S, NS G 2 —
PR N JBESZ (68 7, 50 B R 25 A 56 (Blair, 2005); 1% R 15 515 RS K (01 A 36 A 5% (Cuff,
Brown et al., 2016). \HIFAE G AL 15 15 5 0 25 AR A FE 2 578 5 (Chen, Wang et al., 2020), %7K F
(RS 5 B K ST 1R X 2% 13 7 % (Steffgen, Konig et al., 2011). MZEET N SBARMBE A X, X—
FHORAERS ] 7 WAL & 5 WARAEAE s (RN 2k 52 FAT 9 515 1A 13 22 7 (Zych, Baldry et al., 2019). A
KN RO BAS 15 1E N 48 3 AT N R AR FH R AN SE 448 A, Szuster S8 AW AR B, 5 B30E A RIS 1B
SR IRBAT N, (B IR 15 W AT 3l F (Barlinska, Szuster, & Winiewski, 2015); Ang 5 & Il
RS 5 I 4R IR AT 9 TSR A S E(Ang, Li, & Seah, 2017). 2% & B\ KNF 15 A% B 1% 18 I 4% Wk
R REAR BN EERT, AR T8 20 A B\ FIRS 155 R IR I 17 X W 2 e A7 N IRPE . I e e e 44
PR X2 IR 2 5 R0 ) 28 kAT R R i AR

2. MEE5FHE
21, W&

AFTCRE FETN G M7, AR D AR AR R I SE LB A ¥ 75 24 HL 480 44 K — & KU %
AESHETH: AR R G2 RS, FHBENURE R 52 ) & 4 ORI 620 473 1) 45
4 F 2N IR AT 1006 1A Rk, AR s EURE S 91.5%. o, 5% 508 N, otk 498 A K
531 N, WkiE 475 N MAET2 490 N, JEAF 4 516 A, ~PIAEES N 20.13 % (SD = 1.685).

22. TH

1) NBAR R ARRTEA . R SRR AR P CRA AAR) . R A 72 DL BRI KA
R KR AR R = A A H 2 ERE, BT AE 1N BN 18 /b, 3~5 /NEFL 5~8 /L 8
NI RA B AN IR I AT A

2) WA E 0 5K ) Barlett 25 N T 2016 4F 4 1] (1) 9 25 32 25 5 I ;1] 2 (CAM)  (Barlett,
Helmstetter, & Gentile, 2016), %8 E N 2= # Broe s AMEIT A LI (Chen, Wang et al., 2020), a1 %1¥ I,
B 1o 53 10 AN H , ARG T IR 28 A A FE AT — MR ) 25 SRR AS FE PR ANEE o TR) 5 R A it
A, M URERTEEAFR” 3 “5 REZEEFR", 5 HB SRR NS RS R E . fEART T,
i) % #£ 44 () Cronbach’s oo Z%N 0.91.

3) [0 % e A M 00 SR ) SR Wk i o ) DX 2 B 44 PR R R SR (G2 I, 2019). % EERIE 6 MEH, B
FEHAREAY., HSEANE. EREAEAYEE. BERXABRSTME N “L REEEAFR”
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B “5s RERTEEFR” , FoBsRRMEE A ERE. EATFES, EREMAN Cronbach’s o RECH
0.87.

4) FEAFIE R R (BES)H AR B 1 Jolliffe 1 Farrington 4] T 2006 %l (Jolliffe & Farrington,
2006), L6520 NEH, MASVEILMTE 3, NS RIS BAE AR . Z R R Tt ik,
M URFEZEAFR” 2] “5 RRTEEFR” , B EBERESR. ERPRS, EREAD
Cronbach’s o 2% 0.80, NI 15> E £ K Cronbach’s a %N 0.73, &M H5/> B2 Cronbach’s o
0N 0.79.

5) S22 Rz SR Cetin 25 N AE 2011 4F G il 1) 52 X 2 iR e T 3R 225 JE PHAB AT I 14 52 I 48 R e AT o o
FJUPH, 2013), Z R ILIYAI S, A0 R FH 52 W8 B AT 9 (B — 3B ) FI R 2 B AT 9 (B =3B 57)
) 5 P ILPH SR 20 2SIk AT 3k 122 AN H, M NIL 8 AN H, YR AITE, N

“UREZEAFR” 8] “SRRZEEFR” , H0lm R ML S TEARRF T, W%
W4Tl 5y B3R Cronbach’s o 5004 0.89, 2 M8k 17 5 #3421 Cronbach’s o %070 0.92.

2.3. Giit4biE

KH SPSS24.0 #HATHEIR MG 11434 A [mlUA 434, SR Hayes 5711 SPSS 7227 Process #4775
A3 BT AR A SO AR 5 o

3. &R
3.1. XREAFZERERE

KM Harman SRR AT RE ST IR i 2R 00, 89R BoR: 30 11 ANMETRMERK T 1,
BT R T 23.65% (/N T 40%) AR R B . R, SRIASHIE SEANAEAE ™ BN L R T VA A 2 ) R

3.2. BLENRMASS T RBXMES

Wik 1R, WIS TEAENENAERE B 3% 7% 7 (Cohen’s d = 0.32), HH5i1E(M = 1.90)m T %«
PE(M = 1.64). FEELES RS (M 44 =3.36, My =3.26, Cohen’sd=0.18) L FE B EER, (HEFRE
EFFAR MAETLEEEELEM wars =278, M puere =2.96, Cohen’sd=0.20) NFIEEM werx =
3.48, M s+ =3.57, Cohen’s d = 0.14) F15Z I ZE AT A(M we v« = 2.39, M e = 2.41, Cohen’s d = 0.03)
AR AP E S o AR YR AT — RE AR IR A5 B (n? = 0.06) 4IRS B (n” = 0.04) NEIEEE (n =
0.05) FHE AL E(M® = 0.0 i FAFE R H 2T, MK YEREE — ot 4 S (n? = 0.03). MLk
WAEM =0.01) WHIENEM =0.03). HEREMN = 0.02) ML BT N’ =0.01) FEREE.

AR IR AR T IR 2, (EMEMBIRER SR — M IR ST . MRS
fEE AL AT S 3 2R3 ARG . Hop 2 R S FE 505 M 4 R A5 B (r = 0.947) . — MR PE I 46 s
A (r = 0.944) LA MR IEARDS, WZE IS 1730 BT R AN T DX 2040 6 A ) 28 R i 2 58 R — M P PP 248 B e 24
B, PR IR 28 B 25 FE TR AT T o

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and difference statistical analysis results of each variable

F 1. BLEMAMGIHMERM ST OIS

M D P51 FiE MAET 55 EE AR
(t1E) (t1H) (t 18) (F &) (F18)
R TN 1.95 0.88 4.14™ -2.08 0.99 251 1.39
— M N 4 A 1.60 0.86 5777 -1.88 1.77 6.93™ 6.917"

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2021.114098 856 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2021.114098

R, BRI

Continued
DX 265 R e 2 P 1.78 0.82 5.23™ -2.10 1.45 4.81™ 3.52"
[ 44 1 2.87 0.95 -2.85 0.11 -2.91™ 0.45 2.35
NI Ar 3.53 0.72 -8.97 -0.16" —-2.09™ 6.12"" 7.36™
15 &G 331 0.57 -7.11™ 2.89" -3.36 2.54" 5.44™"
Z LI AT 2.40 0.94 5.50 -0.83 -0.47" 0.54 0.28
W IR AT A 1.98 0.88 6.08 -1.13 -0.03 1.40 3.76"

ke

H: fREP <005, TfRFEP<00L, TFE P <0001, FIH.

Table 2. Correlation statistical results of each variable

F* 2 BELXEWEXMFRITER

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 B 1

2. —RVER A 0.80" 1

3. MLEIRE A 0.95™ 0.94™ 1

4. B4 0.42" 0.28™ 0.37™ 1

5. AR 1 -0.11" -0.26" -0.20" 0.35™ 1

6. THEBIE -0.12™ -0.23" -0.18™ 0.18™ 0.48™ 1

7. ZMEIREAT N 0.45™ 047" 0.49™ 0.34™ 0.02 -0.04 1

8. MZHREAT N 0.617 0.62" 0.65™ 0.28™ -0.19™ -0.15™ 0.60” 1

3.3. MEIESEMBRA P T

TERGIT PR R BB KERRKEmE, DEAH AT E, WEREESE. INnBEN
AR R, NI NN A B TR 1 DIE AN AR, MSIGESE. KB
RNPNARE, W IRERAT NN R AR A AR AR 2. SRA Hayes #E57.1f) SPSS %22/ Process, %
B 6 AT Z uE R BT, BHITER . R, EMEKCSE, MRGIRENA R . B
155 BT EE P A E RS . LA R 3.

Table 3. Regression analysis of variable relationship in chain mediation model

%% 3. B PNMREPLTEXRNE IS

EVEVyE BRI A RS B R
G A R R? F B t
X 8 kg A P &4k 0.37 0.14 162.72™ 0.27 12.76™
[ 44 1 0.50 16.93™
IS 1 0.50 0.25 169.92
] £ 30 A -0.39 -13.09
B 44 1 0.29 578"
TR 0.33 0.11 59.09
] £ 30 A -0.29 -9.06
B2 0.10 3.357
W4 S 7y ] £ 30 A 0.66 0.44 259.22 0.60 21.54
INFIE 1S -0.11 -3.90™
B4 0.06 216"
IR A ] ' 49 ' 30"
W28 30055 7 [ 8 IR S 0.66 0.43 252.42 0.62 23.30
TS -0.05 -1.90
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R, I

K i 2242 IEAE 240 434 Bootstrap 72 # S HHFE 5000 0 /N AT RS, EAS X A8 95%,
SERWA AL B LRIER 5 Bl 20 ARG R TR, BUR 1 AR 2 & SR Bootstrap 95% {5
XA ST O B, b BH P AR r () o A A8 B 7 B 44 1 R0 R 4 34T N R A AE R B TR A 8. AR 1
(423808 0.169, B RR Y 39.30%; 57 2 [ [A1FE RN 0.206, (5 &SN /) 48.8%

Table 4. The indirect effect values of each path in the chain mediation model 1

F 4 BHAPMER 1 KEREMNEIEINE

B {5 X [1](95%)

HAR V2R A SE
TBR PR
PENLEIE -2 VA 0.17 0.1199 0.2201 0.025
BE A TE —> MBI A — MEIREAT N 0.20 0.1654 0.2454 0.020
BT —> A RIF S — MR E T A -0.05 -0.0775 -0.0212 0.015
B4 — MBI S E — AR — M ET A 0.01 0.0061 0.0228 0.004

Table 5. The indirect effect values of each path in chained mediation model 2

5. @A MER 2 KEEMEIENNE

B 5 X[1(95%)

A% V¥ 32 00 7 A SE
TBR IR
BSY STy oA 0.21 0.1644 0.2491 0.022
BE A TE —> MBI A — MEIREAT N 0.21 0.1753 0.2542 0.020
B —> 1R — NS IRET N -0.01 -0.0266 -0.0001 0.007
44— WIS E — TR — M T N 0.01 0.0001 0.0103 0.003

w1 K2 PR, FEAATERE RS IE R B 2R S L . IR AT N, 2% R A5 L B 35 1E 17
TR X 28 R AAT 5 IR 2% 3 25 B S 25 S R TN RIS 1 MR IR A, AR AR 5 AN G AL 155 (.3 47 1) Tl
MMALEIRBAT . 5 Barlett S5 KA R — B, ASHIE TR Fe 4 SRR 1 B A P mT AT 9 2%
WAL, T8 RS BEE— B TN T M8 AT 0. e AR 15 A IR 1 1R X MR e 3] 1
BEAXFAEM, SRR BN 5 /D (0 X 28 S A AN I 28 e AT o

W 28
[ Jﬁxi{ﬁé ——0.39%x—m=l A HIFIE
0.27%%* \/ O
/ 0.50%*% g g \
b 44 1 0.10%* Mjﬁiﬁ;&

Figure 1. Multimediating effect model 1 Path diagram of anonymity influencing
cyberbullying behavior
B 1 ERMEmMEIRRITANSERFNPNRE 1 BERE
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2k :
/ | Jﬁé L gogkkk—a  fEEKESE

0.27%%** —0.05%

\ Jr

]

Figrue 2. Multimediating effect model 2 Path diagram of anonymity on cyber bul-
lying behavior
E 2 ERZMEmEIORITANSEPNYNER 2 BiEE

4. Wi

AH TRV T B 28 VX X 2R AT N IR B TS 5 BOMLA 55RO, T 44 1A R ) 28 e 2 B T
DA IE 7] F50000 19X 2% S 2 47 0 W\ RIS 17 R AR SR A7 A7 1) F0000 X 2% Sk 47, 3X 5 DA I 90 45 1 — 3
(Steffgen, Konig et al., 2011; Barlett, Chamberlin, & Witkower, 2017). #R#E 2% SIESMTHER TR, KRR
MR RN . BB MR ARIZ NS IEIT N E 2R, XTI TR A
— 1% (Chen, Wang et al., 2020; Boulton, Lloyd et al., 2012). X 1l fg & 1T XL Z T S8, LUEFSE
PEHTRIA, BTS2 MEHRBEAT NSRS 15 G RS A AR A 2 4, HAh AR &2 [RS8y . 3
Do Hor N R A B 175 5 IR 48 0 A5 B R 48 e AT N R B 2 0RO, IR T R I R il vy
R 285 19 2 245 FEE AR 288 BR B AT R FE AR

FEREH T RFARIMER . F . PETE. METLSE. EMNKENO2GITHLRE, K%
A EWIEE 42 MR T IR AT A, B SEAR RN B ORI B 44 M i, BT SR
HU 8 IR BEAT N o 48 R 25 FE AR B 44 P RN I 2 R AT i TR PR, KSR AR B 44 M IR el i 2 188
S L R A IR BEAS B, SR A 11 ) 08 e S S I K 2 A SR B R e AT N B AT e o FEIX AN R, A
RS G B G R B P A E R o SRZ0 IR 230 25 T 2 BRAR /MR IR AR 15 PO IR 1%, T A
T 1 A AL 1) FRAR SO — 2D 3N 7 K2 A R U 8 A AT NPT REME . TEARBE TS, IAEIAS TS 5
28 32 A FEE AN N 28 SR AT A (R I R AU R A TIN5 o AE RV AY b, DA ENAS 1 B S 35 1 I T30 ) 2%
WRBAT 9, T 1R B 1 W) IV 4 3 00 P 2% K 22 17 A, 1X 55 Barlifiska S8 91 25 3 — 85 (Barlinska, Szuster, &
Winiewski, 2015; Barlinska, Szuster, & Winiewski, 2018), A%1# 1 I BIE T LR N 48 HR AT A, B1E R
B ABHBAXMER o X R T IAFIRS 1 RE RS A 7R N 4 AT N R I 22 S, ISR 15 (R s A s
F X T BRI 8 R AT A B B R R o

WA A e 552 A T 45 R 7R, A 11.28% 1) R AR eI £ — 2/ 1 1 IR R 2 77
L8 i 52 B AR B I R U (1 285255, 2020), R IAFRE R4 52 I 28 MR AT N I B i
Wik HE R Fl, BN AT AN 2R, RSk A B X2 AT D R 15 E
V). ARBEFCHI AR BT R, 4 268 12 25 T RRS A7 78 [ 44 PR AN X 45 3z 47 D h e 36 B L 1 R
FH 0T o0 28 SR 25 FEE T I 2% R AT 9 R TN R 00 e AR PRI 70 PT84 Do 4% R 2 2 S AN 1 %
155 MBI EAT AR K R, AT LI RIRTT, WA KA N4 AT AR B A A -

KR FONEWTTHR L, R8T AREZ e — A O R, TORIIE B2 K e o8 R A B 1)
PR R, Fok 0] R it 78 8se K AT e i e i, i — PR GTR B R E RIS HRA
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W,

W&

FERI R TR 9 B MR BB, W REA BT S0 2 RN AN FE S8 808 A7 A T (4 75 45 SRAFAE — 2 )
22, R R BT TT AT R SR 2 WL 7 5

5. &

REEAE BRI B A4 S P, S PT RE PR A 2 IR A T, AT SE AR A AR 15 AN T A 155
MNTITP= A 58 22 B R 48 AT N o BRAROR S AR R X 288 [ 4 TR R 2 SRS i, 3R R A BN RS A A
ARG, BT KA IR GAT N

P
FHI016). JTHMBEEAH BRI, WL GRS, Fro: LRI A

FYES, R, SRR, 55(2020). KEA4M42 E 4 15 B AT AN R AR S -5 FERRE IR 1 5% 2 /1B .
H1 R e P 4 5, 28(6), 1125-1129.

RIR(2019). /o925 [ 5 11X 11 222 FE1E 17 9 B 52 mapla i 7c. Wit 2e i s, st B TR,
JEPH(2013). SZMIZEHCEE 1T 1B HI1E 1T RIEMIATZ T 77, WA AR S, et Wil ImyE K.

P E B 2545 B R0 (2020). F546 A (1 EH TIPSR IR I Zr i IR 75D
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