Advances in Psychology ‘0>FEZ23 /R, 2021, 11(4), 995-1003 Hans X
Published Online April 2021 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2021.114112

BEBESNEVERERZERIE
{21 B9 52 i)

kB
R IMVE R 22 B R B N O3 22 B s =, HR
Email: 727776902@gqq.com

Weks H . 2021463 H16H; FMHHEM: 20214F4H20H; KA HM: 20214F4H27H

=

AHFFER T 904 PRAANFANR, KA RKKULRENR, HitPLERHRESERERELRE
BRAKRR. SREY: 1) FOENRERRERFEERMWA, BARIIHREIAIT K RN 2
ZETHEREIL 2) BBEBSSHWEDENRERRLERIERRE, BERINKERBSHEFD
FEXRE KRR R RN B T H B BB NFDE.

Xiid

RE#KEE, EREE, BRES, RHEN

The Influence of Self-Concept on Attention
Bias to School Bullying Cues

Yun Zhang
Key Laboratory of Applied Psychology, School of Education, Chongging Normal University, Chongqing
Email: 727776902@qq.com

Received: Mar. 16", 2021; accepted: Apr. 20", 2021; published: Apr. 27, 2021

Abstract

This study selected 90 middle school students as participants to investigate the relationship be-
tween middle school students’ self-concept and attentional bias to school bullying cues using a
point-detection paradigm. The results showed that adolescents had an attentional bias to school
bullying cues, and their reaction times to school bullying words were significantly shorter than
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neutral words. In addition, self-concept had an effect on adolescents’ attentional bias to school
bullying cues, and the reaction times of adolescents with low self-concept to school bullying cues
were significantly shorter than adolescents with high self-concept.
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1. 518

A2 2 18 B4 T A B BUAR AR /E S RIS ARSI, Tl B &G — A iR AL R
(WiAshE, 2007), XANYTBR G = E AT N, MR 2 AR e —. TEE P, KOk
X IR EAT NEAT T RGMIBETL, )5 518 T Rk ot Fe e, AU AR Rk i T AT A
—PPRER Y, RSN T 55 S R SRR B AT (kST iU SR, 1999). MarEniAA, Rk
BRI —AEE N, ZUCH TR RS, 45 2R RS e B A I AT (M, Ve
2013). MRt-PH e el ks 2 SON: AT s e Fe R AETE A A 2 1A, A — e R 3 LEE AR A R
SHRET, DR B SRR LEIATHE A F AT (R, SRE 2, 2002). SR A,
A8 el R 5 A WU R A N BT T 2 FLR KB (A S A7 AR 1 — P B A AR SR M R AT R (e, A0t
), 2012). BREESEXR R R RS RAETERENBEGIREER, UWREREMEINN M. &
L PR, B SRIATE . TR AR R ARVEAT (265, 2013).

Olweus (1993)TEXTHUT & /INFAERTE AT UG KIN, 29 15%I1 %% A6 I B 5 4 AR v /&,
Ho 235 9%, KA 7%, Smith (2000) 76X} 95 [E 24 Fr2#2 1 6000 2 4 s/ AR R A ORI, 27%
(R 7N A AT 1006 ) Hh 2 AR A I B 8 B SZ 3 A, 1T 129 1) /N AR BT 6% 1) 27 A A i il B 22 I G i N
HH ] /A 52 A el MR 52 S ARG HE R AE 200078 45 (ZR 0, 2017) . R S0 HAOAR I8l AR 2 2 2B A i 2 20 1
SOFR, BRI EAT IR AR T 25 )R, AR IR & 2 B, BORE,
X I8 A SR SR OB, R g A R R AU AR 22 @ A DY £ (Olweus, 1993). AU Anitt,
FFZCE KU, BT BARGES, SEEZIREIESEE A OR AL R ERIAEF. ¥
FRET R Wik R RGO RIR. MRS . E AR SEAE DGR IR, A 1 2% AR HE A2 4 Rk (Sharp
& Smith, 1994). W] UL, e e I G 387 i A T S 0 ROA AR AR AR R PRI 1) . RS el v R R AL B 2
SISk, ASCHTHE R RIR IR IR A & BRI . SIEE . IR . R NFRICREELE N FIIRE
TN

MR AR ERZ, ARMESEH Tz —. BIREILER A RMESER L. 2ESIL
HEIR ARG GRIGhgm R A ER @M, B, B, 9ka0ET, 2012). /AR A RS
AE 5 0 ST R RS, AT BE AR B F-A & (Donnellan, Trzesniewski, Robins, & Caspi, 2005;
Diamantopoulou, Rydell, & Henricsson, 2008), 7Ra3t %% 3| 5 FAE 45 A B A] 1 B +th A (Diamantopoulou
et al., 2008; Taylor, Davis-Kean, & Malanchuk, 2007). A3 SCUBE2EXT MERE R : TR HIRGE. &
W) B BN S 30T BT J9(Donnellan et al., 2005). B A 7t iz F Macleod $2 Hi 1 s 280 525656 0
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S M 1 2 e T D A R el R e 2 R R R I o R R A 1) 2 FE AR R R DX R L
15 BT 5 I T {4 (Rooke, Hine, & Thorsteinsson, 2008).

2. EH—
2.1. MRBEM

TP AARMTE R, R 70 40 el 3 2 2 T A7 L0 R i o
2.2. MRMK

eI EL, DA R A R S B, IER R
23. ARAE

2.3.1. #ik

SR PR 30 44, BolAFie Oy 13~17 (15.30 £ 1.09) %, L BE A4 Pl v A A
T WAL IR . ARSI AT AR S SR Jn 1 Se IR e, JF HACRFRRSE T Rt (R 45,
KIS L ARG AT — I .

2.3.2. LIEHH

S AR AR 32 AR (30 A, A2 15 AN S R PERNC (A5 Ay, W7 TR BTt
) 53R4T, 1% R PEARYE B O3 — B0 QAR T R 2 AT LA R B B CA R SO PR
s RIGSHE AR AT A 90, & A5 BTE 45 ANOREAZIRGETTS 16 4, HEiEil 15 4Y). 8
T 32 4P e (B e 2) B 9 £ Likert ERGHAVC AR . MBS, MWDLRE . BT, &
LG R 2 R 24 NGRS 12 1Y), IR 12 4, BRI L 1.

{58 FH PR 3% B SR 6 7 22 A BTt SO R BB B L MR EE L Dl P RN PR AT b . SRR,
SR AR BE[F a2 = 7259, p < 0.001, 1 = 0.78]« MefEJE[F (242 = 6.25, p = 0.004, n* = 0.23]) A i Ji
[Faz = 10.51, p < 0.001, 0* = 0.33) L MJFFE R & % 7, (LR IZ[F o4 = 1.60, p = 0.214, n* = 0.07] L ARTF
FEREZE . BN R I, F It iAli(5.61 + 0.15) B4 il FE 44 e Tz 17C(3.19 + 0.15, p < 0.001)
FNSZ IR (3.56 + 0.15, p < 0.001) fryFs il J& , 17y Hk vz 1w Y1 52 ]V (1) 411 B (p = 0.100) AN A71E 2 3 22 57
HE ]V (5.00 + 0.08) 1M i i S T 72 170717 (5.38 + 0.08, p = 0.003)F15Z iy (5.34 + 0.08, p = 0.006)
PR PR SE , 17 U ) Y AR B2 ] I R M B P (p = 0.750) NAFAE B 3 25 55 i 1Y (5.5 + 0.06) () i i 5 15
TR (5.22 + 0.06, p = 0.001) A1 32 WA] Y (5.15 + 0.06, p < 0.001) 4%l , 117 3k vz il YA 52 ARl IE
(AT TE FE (p = 0.42L) NAFAE R 2 57 . HUARZE IR 3% 2.

Table 1. Experimental stimuli

=1 MR
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Continued
WET 35/ s
firF CIERs A
eSS i Jigi
AT R s
PRz SRBL MEE
VR T b7
HERE At xRk
%3
wIF i RE
Bk e il
LW & ViR

Table 2. Summary of descriptive statistics of experimental stimuli (M £ SD)

2. SERMEITEEIEM £ SD)

iR SR Hh RN

A (n=15) (n=15) (n=15) F P L
B 3.19+0.87 3.55+0.51 5.61+0.18 1.60 0.214 0.07
N i 5 5.38 £ 0.08 5.34 +0.08 5.00 +0.08 0.004 6.25 0.23
RS 5.22 +0.06 5.15+0.06 5.51 +0.06 10.51 <0.001 0.33
P il 3.19+0.15 3.56 +0.15 5.61+0.15 72.59 <0.001 0.78

2.3.3. Wit

EHASERIGE, SEEh 2 (Best: MR - AR, SZARNE - M) x 2 (LB KR K
el 2 AR S TR SR AT B — B, AR R AR ST SR A B A BB I E A . AR
NFECHT AL, RN SRS AT B OCR, AR RO R B . IR . A VAR 5 A B AT R
i, A VU B QA AE A2 30, R0 AT AT 205 VAN e A 35 R AE AT 30, R0 5 1R A2 3005
VAR S EREAT ), 3 N — BRI — B b 21

23.4. XBIEFF

PR ARAEAE — [ 2 AT IE (1 5 ) B, BEES— 6 15.6 Je~] 1) B 28 0 A L i 7 4224 60 em iz, TAlT 2
BUERF I, RREEFOVERE. PMELPRER 10 cm. SLIGFEF i E-prime3.0 #iffil. LG &k
SPRIIESEIG P ES 7, Bl i 25 ) AR SCIORE P o AE FURIAE S5 b, sl TR SR IR I i fr B R AE
FEVERAEATL, B trial FFUAR 23 2T —A> 500 ms FEM AL “+7, SRJ5 2RI —NET ]y 500 ms )24
B, BHEAEARRR L A E R R I XA (AR A oERL), B Ry 2000 ms, )5
fEre A B REHL R BRI 5 (0), 2RI i B ZOR SR OCHEMAZ 1. 2 ST SR e (o7 EL AT
P, A euURIEEE, 3000 ms JE RN A2 BB K, PIA trail Z 8147 500 ms [ 18] (] Bg . (77K Dy
BEALHES, R SR A A7 B AT 224 P, — 3 108 A trial (72521 12 4> trial), 73 94> block
2L, PRERE 2~3 7 bl. BARRE LA 1.

24, WBICEKEDH
K IBM SPSS Statistics 18.0 Ft it 1 4k 445 Bl #E 4710 5 5 i A #E
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Figure 1. Flowchart describing the experimental procedure
Bl 1 SaRizE

25 WiR&GR
S NI AN IER R F AR TG R IR 3, T =T e R L 4, FTBEILIA 2.

2.5.1. KRRt

DL KR LR R ZE [Fu0 = 4111, p <0.001, 75 = 0.59], F Il By ARV S54RI i or B — S50
[ S N (670.86 + 44.35 ms) i 35 Ji - [l K v AH S TRV -5 RN 5 A, B AN — B30 1) ) B (743.35 + 40.13
ms). BRI B OC R I8 AR % [Faoe = 16.90, p < 0.001, 7; =0.37], (&AM 0T o, 4K
A A TRV S R AL B — BN, A2 IR — ARV SO R (653,70 + 42,93 ms) i 25 R TR A 1AL -
PR IRIT ) SN (688.01 + 46.35 ms, p = 0.004); 117 =442 fel e AH SRl S5 40 s or B AN — U, 32 3Kia]
=R RV ) RONE (754.50 + 41.43 ms) ARz )71 - MR 1 ROBER (732.20 + 39.58 ms) i A i 3 7% 5t
(p=0.054), HAth 324N A T2 (p > 0.05).

25.2. IEfRAR
FT A RS FNAE HAE AR R Z 7 (A p > 0.05).

Table 3. Summary of descriptive statistics (M £ SD)
3. HWIRMSITEER(M £ SD)

Fic Xt PEXRR SN (ms) IEH 2 (%)
—5 688.01 + 253.89 98.07 +2.84
Wz - )
A 732.20 + 216.80 96.82 + 4.89
B —5 653.70 + 235.11 99.07 + 2.67
IR - A )
A 754.50 + 226.90 97.78 £ 3.09

Table 4. Summary of statistical analysis
A FESHER

SR (ms) EHIZ(%)

F p 0’ F p n’

AR 0.50 0.487 0.02 3.68 0.065 0.11
ITAES A 41.11 <0.001 0.59 3.88 0.058 0.12
Boxd x fiEXRR 16.90 <0.001 0.37 <0.001 0.974 <0.001

W HEE R (L, 29), BEMAKF(<0.05), IHEREE.
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Figure 2. Bar charts describing behavioral data in the different conditions

E 2. FRMEXRZRTITABIENELE

2.6. &ip

T DA Bl R A DG B RAFAETE B 1], AR5 1) 7 /D R0 52 A R PR 1 23 i ) f 3 R TR R
3. S —
3.1. fAE®

FESEIS — R BEAE b, R ARG, 2 — PR B BR[04 7 ) o 75 47
TEFZI o

32. MREE

1) 5SEEMESACFEREEDEME, BRSO BUR AT > SRz SR 1 SN B4
NIRRT

2) A EEA bl e AR SR RN kR A — B, R Bl s AR S A S R R A B — B, H 3R
ey S8 SR R S DAL I S R R S

33. AIRAZE

3.3.1. iR

T H rp S ) 7R 5 2 AR R BRI T 19 4 307 43, B FRMES /KT AT #E A K- 1 i 1) 10% (4=
e, AR, PREVE, dist, 2020) (3560 44, 5 HE )T B IS /KT SR A 4 ( E RS
H5IREERMEH), BolFEiy 13~17 (15.38 £ 1.08)% . FrA RS NAH T, MASFFIEM JIER . 1£
S HT AR S A B 0 T SRR, JF HACBEREE T AE R s, SR A a4 T — e .
3.3.2. LM

1) EVCIR S .

2) BE ML M B 2 (Self concept clarity scale, SCC).

K F Campbell 2 A\ gwtfill, BRESE BT I A MRS &R (0, KT, 2013), #1245 H
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W R (G “TRNT B CRIE R A AR IRAEEAAPIR” s X H O, BARAEE R
45), KA Likerts fyF4y, 1RF “EHAHRE” , 5K “EWHEE" , (HHEERMESEEKES,
ZERA ST AR B RS A A B IR e AR . ARHOIEY], i s B A RIS AT
(RUpHET, A, JEERTE, JESRZE, 2017).

3.3.3. LWt

SN 2 () mEBRMAE, MARMSE) x 2 (MLEX AR KRG ST S5 SAr g —
B, BRI SR S AL B A —E) x 2 (Fext: s - AR, SRR - R AT =
HFEIRA BT, BARRE RN BB, iC S8R S BEOR R, AR I E R NI . B,

3.3.4. SLWIERF
FESERIT UG IR T 2R — 1 A RSB, (Fy B BB Rl H Kk . RS
TRER S — .

34. WIWIEFE
K HI 1BM SPSS Statistics 18.0 4t it 73 A xf Bt 2t AT il sk 5 70 M db .
3.5. ARGER
JRSEE FE B 3 A e GE 45 R L7 5, D7 B ITA R 6, MKW 3.

Table 5. Summary of descriptive statistics (M = SD)
5. WIRMSITEER(M £ SD)

21 51 B % MEXR SR (ms) IE# (%)
—5 462.35 + 57.97 97.00 +3.25
Wi - etk )
‘ A5 526.76 + 95.74 94.73+5.15
1% B T &
-~ — 453,56 +51.37 97.24 +3.83
ZHR -
=3 510.05 + 87.33 95.06 + 4.27
— 910.23 + 153.74 98.70 + 2.49
Wes - rhik
L =3 904.68 + 148.36 99.83 +0.91
[k
— 902.43 + 145.33 99.60 + 1.54
ZHK -
=3 921.95 + 144.10 99.52 +1.49
Table 6. Summary of statistical analysis
3R 6. HEDER
J= BEFF (ms) 1EH2 (%)
F p n F p v
2H 5 223.08 <0.001 0.79 85.26 <0.001 0.60
Jiexst 0.55 0.460 0.01 0.59 0.447 0.01
MEXRR 18.19 <0.001 0.24 3.52 0.066 0.06
Mo x Pkt 2.64 0.110 0.04 <0.001 0.992 <0.001
A x MERR 11.43 0.001 0.17 9.23 0.004 0.14
foxt x fLE SRR 0.60 0.444 0.01 0.40 0.527 0.01
A x FESE x (EXAR 2.20 0.143 0.04 0.52 0.472 0.01

W HHE R (1, 58), @EMAKTF(p<0.05), &R REE.
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Figure 3. Bar charts describing behavioral data in the different groups
3. FRIEARITHBEIETE

3.5.1. RRIRt

o TR A 2 S B 41 3 0 B 5 [F 1 se) = 223.08, p < 0.001,1° = 0.79], 1 H BAMESH IR
R (488.18 + 19.96 ms) i 2 i T i FH FMEE (1 S NI (909.82 + 19.96 ms). i B K &R 1) F BN B
[Fwss) = 18.19, p < 0.001, 0> = 0.24], Az Fel kv A1 S A0 5 3R M0 A3 B — S0 ) e B (682.14 + 13.91 ms)
3 AR [ R A DAY S RN A N — B 1 B (715.86 + 15.37 ms) . A HIAIALE S RIS H.
VEFH B35 [Faoe = 11.43, p = 0.001, 1> = 0.17], fAISEN M B, X T8 E RS H T 5, ARk R 2%
TRV 4RI A5 7 B — BN ) SR IN (457.95 + 19.68 ms) S 35 i 1A el 3 v AR S 1A 4 A A B R — S
[ N (518.41 + 21.73 ms, p < 0.001); T4 T ey H WM& #1105, AR Fel s A DRI S 4RI A B — 2
I 1) S5 I (906.33 £ 19.68 ms) A [l Hk sz A 2 1] YL 5 BRI A A B AN — B 1) S B (913.32 + 21.73 ms)
WA W3 755 (p = 0.535) 0 HoAh 3 RS AN BAR A RE (BTA p > 0.05).

35.2. IE#a%

5 MR 4 5 5 TR A 2L 1 TR 3 AU B2 3 [F o6 = 85.26, p < 0.001, 75 =0.60], fik F FME
F [ IEHH22(96.00% + 0.30%) . 351 T~ /5 B M-S & (1) IR 22(99.40% + 0.30%). 4 FIAL BRI H
TEF B [Fuog = 9.23,p=0.004, 77 =0.14], (RPN R, W FRERMESE S, RRERKEH
SR SIS B — BUSH Y IE R #(97.10% = 0.40%) 5535 i 182 Bel R A S 1V S5 HR M s o B A — 3K
I 1R TR 2. (94.90% + 0.40%, p = 0.001); T T H FME & & 1 5, B R AH S TRlIE S48 s for B — 2
IS PR TR %2, (99.10% + 0.40%) A1 el i AH 5G il Y1 5 PRI s A7 B A —BUN Y 1IE 7 22.(99.70% + 0.40%) A1
BEZER(p =0.414). oAl E RN AR HAE SR ZE (BT A p > 0.05).

3.6. &g
&% B BN &K P B D ST AR A R RAAAEVE R AR I, 1T & B RS 7K T 1) 20 S8 5 A Tl 3k
AR R AAFAEIE B AW

P
U3 3(2013). 2 SHBIX JLEL B DA FE RS (R 5055 —— ik 2002 AETIVAEIE. 1) 3 A58 45 9, 25(2), 6269,
B, ERH SO (2013). RTINSO TP RO RS R MU, AT S - BRI 5K, 12(6),
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