HEMBAATILETOFRFXRAMZSHIREX
ITANHEEZEURER
Kz skE skHSC ERE
CAEHEIRFE R A o [ R At o M P [R] €3 0y, BT 100875)

WE B —MEHASISERE, SRR R EEES. BRCHVTFEMN
SR I R AR 2 (B B 25 50 2 WA 0 SR IR A SR AT 9 R SR AR T e 5+
AR o WAL 2 W28 5 B AN RAT AR ELEE I (K SR B ) FELN 7, 3 28 B AT SR AT A
[l PRI R 2 P A R RE o B B T [ 5 2R I 2% 10 45 R AR AL AR A 08 5% R IR A R AT
KRR, LA R RAT 9 5 (Rl BE 50 & R 28 3[R A2 A0 o ) S R RIS M RN o AE L
FLA b VIR A 2 X 2% A0 A AN T VEAE R A B A O TH B BRSSO HAE T4 2 M5 R A
Xt Un e R A i B AR AR A ST FUAR A A R B
R Wk, oML, JEFMN, N, JLEFDE
HRS

1 5

e 2 H AT A Bk LB AN T /046008 (i B R (R B KB 2 — (UNESCO, 2017), 87T
WA B AR A R BRI D 1) 8 A R T 1007 G2 A BRIL IR ek, EDEREAT CORRBGE
NARAIED (TR BAE NJLFRIZED, & RIS NITT & BiiG BAT S SR MG Rk . K
BHEMET DEN B R T E AR IR IR B TR, X 5 T AR AT N M B )
JIMERFIEE UIAH G (Gaffrey et al., 2019). 7EFIFERFARIH A B A LIRS D FE IR EAT R A
RIEHIB TR AR, BB R IR RAER RIS RHE, X T @SR a
RO+ IRA R o SR, —J7 1, 75 Al S A T A 0) A 7 0 R KRR
LK) 52k (Olweus, 1993), ik 2 gt [FIAE A DU [F) A AL H I 53— J51H,  FIfEd
ARIBE AR BB AT R AR FRek . IR s 1B 1R 2 M £ (Salmivalli et al., 1996), H.
TEA RIS & AN R A 0 2 1R1IE 42 FH HL 45 (Zych et al., 2020). X815 2 52 R /R ioms A R R
(AL AE S ASFFAE SO SR ME AL BRI, FEANIBT AR A0 I [F) AR AR G R bR 3R /D AF s Al
FAT R eI R BERE, X T HRE B VA BRI A Y . IS LRGSR E, R s e iR

it

Wk H . 2022-01-07
Y F A SR I S — I H (21BSH104): 3 [E 22 25 1R 153 28 49 F5 R -5 A T TR =0 7¢ o
WiEL: K=is, E-mail: yyzhangff@126.com



R R

3

2 HEMBMBETHILETOFEHRITA

UTAER,  who LS ALAR A3 7 i i T LB T /D AR AT R R SR B ST, Xy
TETRBE T ML BRANAT SRR RHE R A G A KRB, BERE R A M BT O R Y 25 o
BEATHELE, EIE AR AT A LT D ER R R P RE SRR Ptk 2 4
G HT 7% (Steglich et al., 2010) 6% 7742 i) £ F4) 12 100 265 R0 (L A% 3 P ) FIAT Jhg s 343 2% o
S 53& AT v R T EME s R L ST, DS M A &
PPN 3% EEK 25 2 S 1 50 G2 A58 20007 ) R e 2 T 4 R 45 o ) [ AT DA AN AR AT A R 50 (B2 7R 28052
MM F BB R MEAT N G P R BB AR AR . ARk, Atk M riloA,
MBI B B S AT K DL R A A, s o 54 IS (AL 4ERE
B3 ) AT XA P 4 ) o L3 (R 50— 5 T R B H PR R R PUE 1, i, 24 R
25 (1 1 B G5 AR B ATE ) 2 vh R e 0 B, SR AT RB AN AT (o, ST
IR CAIR): 53— 5T, WAl AE2 BN R R PUE 1, B, AMEE SRR, A7 AR
PSRN R 2 1] B 7% 5 T ST IR S 2% (Stegllich et al., 2010). H AT, H-£ R/ L4t
R FAME TR R (Beds, J0R), AARTRRR(EERE, AR, A0, PIRTAE I (UGl, O, K
JRASE FH ) A 23 I (2 L B &) RO E 75 H (Gremmeen et all., 2019; Veenstra et al., 2018; 5K 45, %5
f#i£, 2016).

FEMR AT NI, PR R g ma 9 2 772 00 . S FEORIE A F ks
fath, BORIRT R PR B 1R M SR I ACTE T BEL. 2KY), B SR S by e L
A FEAT ARG (0 SRR v IR 45 5 IR AH DG AT IO & (Shin, 2019). BT # &4 FIEIL A2
AMHEISLEIAETT IR FC,  J5 5 28 RO E 55 1 — MR TT R BT FE,  IXEER 5T
B RETE— s FERE B3RS A AR AR h BRI AN I S BEAT A R R A R R M . (2,
ML BT g Ja PHEARFALE H R PR A% 2 07 125 (BIRREAIT 0 AN AR LA ST A s FH 35 S RO
PRV SRR IREAT IR AL R R R IX — I B AP AR G 2 AR SRR Z A X — RAR IR R «
M — R BLE SR SIS TERIREAAT N, R RN Z R A 2 50T hidiE,
JUE T D EEAR AT R TR A A 23 0 45 (social network) 2 1, AN BBl (AN [ i) £ 4o
AR 75 R I R AR AT = A A AN RIRR L IR o AMARIR AR AT IR R e 52 B HEA
[ P BE A P 5 RSN AR AR AORUMA, S I RGP . 3 8F DA G5 MR AE D



TR FRFE IR [ 77 ) R

JUBE T DR HEAE R T 5 A X B 25 () 4 23 9 2 (social network)({E# %%, 2017),
JUEE T D AR FEAAR I o3 B AR AR N — 2, TE R, SR % — 5 I Mzg
TERIR T 2B R, TR R SRAE AR AL X, 5 I N — R0 X 1 (R S B A I 2%,
XU FEAT ARG E . SR EARTE BEERE R (B, FR1HIA, 2016). HR¥E Nahapiet
A1 Ghoshal #2 H I FE 2 FEARBEIRARAL, b2 0 28 v [0 28 1 45 1) 248 J52 A O R 4E 2 A A di i
M2 R4 IR R AR 2R . BT ATEAE 2 PR A4 4> (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1997).
CERYE P B RAR MR S R AL B A RTINS MRS s 6 RYEE AR M T
NS G IS RARSE . (SR REAIE T . A SCREE T 20 LU L# B DERE LR LUK
PR RS IAL 2 I 5T, SCIRIFE IR LI 1F, A it e e ae ik, it
FEB, HRGREFELICL TR . XA E N 125 A2 11296 AA%E,
BRI E M 6 £ 5 18 5, FLIGHEI K 2 FHE 9 FH, (EW KMFMEK R+ 14
B SCHRAR T T AV 4% (Friendship Network, BLEIE R4 “WERAIRIILFIIAR 7 BALIKIMLR),
5 FESCHERIR AT T B 4% (Like/Dislike/Likeability Network, BB 244 “ IR 20 1 [F] 27
FEALMILS), 1 RS SCRRIR T T IREM AT A MG GRS SR 4 “ MRk, R 2K,
WERARI 7 AL XS TR I T 422 W4 SR A SAT A A LR . AR
BB MIZAT A, BT LTS A 4R b (R 2 W 248 2ot L s AT 9 3 B P= 2E 52 (Sentse et all,
2014). TELRYT N7, MHCTBEAE %20k, 5 H OA NRBCR I R 2k, A
PR T AT B ALY (Pronk et al., 2013); 7EEREAT AT, MR T RE Lk B S A RT
Rz 5 5 (Rambaran et al., 2020); TESEAMRFEITT T, R RARIRE YL N 24,
AR BAT A N BE 2 (Shin, 2019).

PR RO R DU R (E A &) OR (E/: i) OR (FRE: FHik) OR (F: Hifi) OR (&
B R EE) OR (T Z2HE) OR (FfM: A2 f) OR (L. &) OR (M. [FFEZE) OR (M.
TRY7) ) AND((F/E: AHMZS) OR (ERE: JIAMEE) OR (F8: [FIfEMZ) OR (E/: EAM4E) OR (F
Bl FRMLE) OR (@l ANEMML) OR (EM: ML) OR (M #2454 Hm)) 7 A B JT A T 7
FRSCEE BEIEATRE R, LR R A (TS=(bully* OR aggressive OR victim* OR defender OR defending)) AND
(TS=(Social Network Analysis OR peer nomination* OR friendship network* OR peer network* OR like network*
OR dislike network* OR likeability network*))fE Web of Science 1 PubMed 4t Ei#i FEHEATIG R, AL H
H2022 48 A1 H, HIKECCHR 2103 575, $2H8 DU bRvE R W e #4622 IAH R 702 B OIS0 (1) EL
SHEEREAL, FEBR meta 04T, £, BUMEBFAEAESTEET . QAL GIREAT N ZIREAT N TR
PATRAHRIIL, HEBRMSIRBAT NAHIAT T . Q)BT AN GO IR JLE ST DR,  HEBR A BE & Fo e
AR L H D . OB ER KRN AR R R, FBRICEIRI A ST . R85 Bk gk
BRI 1066 38OSCHR, A AR IR A 2SR B PR SOk 1, 2SSk 19 73 .



R B8 B RS I SCHR : FoAth 5 RIR1E R SCHR :
F3Cn =21, 4M3Cn=2080 H3n=0, #3xn=2
|
EZHEFFRBIICR:
Fn =21, #3Xn=1895
Bel e AR AT R R 5
RESEi S Y et
AT BT 5%
il Fn=19, #h3n=1855

9% J5 3RAZ I SCHR -

HEBR T 2300, BIEEE
HRESFEER. SRR,
RETRBRAE AR SR : n =22

A4

A 4

B AT A SCHR «

B 1 Sk L AR



1AL I LEH D EREAT AN
», / ), Y 7 Y P Ay T o Ny
T oowx  gn  xums T RN paaw Boomk Ol gy 0 AR HHHR
5 & FER N A
. — Wk Sig.
Salmivalli et 5% MM, 11~12 %  AFRus55 A6 o miion .
I 1997 e 459 S SR oL NA NA NA NA SEMRPEH: Sig.
4% Sig.
o 3 A=A
FLET I, 67 5 b
e 252 Wk N AN NG o o D T g A R 2
2 Wolkeetal. 2009 f%y"w" 663  8~9% ?ingﬁ’”*@ﬁx“ E%E&WHW NA  Sig. NA  NA NA
%X}\Mé@'; {éﬁ’*]ﬁ:}”ﬁl é})\rﬂﬁﬁmfﬁn 2
gt 2. 44E HEEK
R #%: Non-sig.
AT,
FIHEITH, B
Huitsing & BT, 05%  BEFNRZIET BEA T
3 Veensta 12 i, 94 s g MR MR wiﬁ e NA - NA NA
R,
BEpRI R
Ruggieri et BT, 132%  {RPAENERETH A2 % N (T R S R
4 al, 2013 s 8 Tl BRI I NA NA NA Non-sig. . Sig.
I, FIGEAT IR P 2% . _
~ i
5 Sentseetal. 2013 S 480  6~84FZK e B 7 e NA NA NA Sig. Sig.
AT (Overt) 2 A S 2 i
o Siemaet o Wk s 12-14n PHRERTUE ypams A A ATFEIE Sl ATFEMGE: Nonsig
al. K RIS 7~9 4 > ¥ X KBTI Sig K FZ s Sig.
" UL
S 4%
AT A, PSRRI 7S = 1) N
7 Ga;";?ea“ 2014 BEARHL, 11296 814';’;%& '“‘lgggigﬁ“ T Pog‘i't've NA NA NA NA
' kA e 9 IR YT B 5 g
HpAT 2% I \ Woskl  ME AN
. e W IR I e 5 AR , o . ,
Huitsing et ZHRAAT N 8~11% e PrrteMeg  FRZHR EERER
] 014 4 B sy AEPIRERIIL PR 1T SV NA NA
(147 9% Wok# AR




10

11

12

13

14

Sentse et al.

Sijtsema et
al.

Wei & Lee

Lodder et al.

Meter &
Card

Oldenburg et
al.

2014

2014

2014

2016

2016

2018

SBAT N
FAHM 2%,
MAIRASE

IS,
S

BT,
KM
oy e

TRIAT IR 2,
FAH P 2%

9183
133 4
JL
5,

236 %
HIH

wh

125

543

485

462

13.96 %
7~9 H42%
JLE:
9~10
%, 44
% H
FERH.
11 ~ 14
A7,

6. 7THER

THEY

Mage=15.8
% (14~
18 %)

132 %
6~8 FL

3L

WEAT NS 2B %2R
BEHIRF

75 LE AN DA
AT AR AT
NG RAE RIS
Wi 2 7

AR BEXS 52 s
AT NI

SRBAT A R
R0 PR AN R M R4

L PR R AP AT
NI

FAERRYAT NI R
M

N CE SN
7 AT

£ NCIE N
o

NPT
St B
R

G145
Sri

F W2 5y
B, 2=
A

e W2 5y
B, FEEEEHL
P

S HAH
frip

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Negative Sig.

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Positive
Sig.

NA

Sig.

JLE:

#wE: Non-sig.

#9147 4: Non-sig.

HAE R,
Wuz: Sig.
Y47 )9: Sig.

NA

Sig.

NA

Sig.

Sig.

JLE:

#: Non-sig.
£r37474: Non-sig.
HOEFEH:

Wwz: Sig.
£r3747 4: Non-sig.

NA

Sig.

NA

NA




15

16

17

18

19

20

Shin

Rambaran et
al.

Rambaran,
Van Duijn et
al.

Lambe et al.

Rambaran et
al

KZIE BN

2019

2020

2022

2022

2022

2022

BT A,
FIRBEITN,
S
Wk A7 A%
FIRAAT I
%,

S A2

{R3PAT %,
B CRENO
2%

SBAT N,
Ry AT A,
KE P24

RyIT A,
FAH A 2

ST,
FAHM 2%

736

481

1272

334

1354

1406

12.46 %
5. 64

8~12%
2~5

1125 %
5%

11~14 %
6-8 F- 4%

7~10 4
44

135 %

W RIS M 17 Iy e
B B EE R R
Bz

W BT 5
I 2 (A

B CAEXR) FfE
KRNI AT AR

SERBEAT NAN ORI AT
FE R A 4 TR ) i
PRI

TR AT NTE AGE
RN M N

WA A
PRI S

(Exponential
Random Graph
Models)

IR TS
o

G ) Ak 2 Y 2%
o

RN R

YT 2T
S

L2 2
I

L2 2
sb7

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

g
CLk
A
ek

g

NA

NA

NA

ZH#wz: Sig.

sk Sig.

ZH: Non-sig.

NA

{447 : Sig

24 Non-sig.

Sig.

Sig.

NA

fR317 : Non-sig.

R NA.

Non-sig.

Sig.

7E: Positive Sig. FRINIEF KR, Negative Sig RN MAHK K R, NA FRIRIZBRRIKT .



i 2R G B IZ e SCHR T LA HE AR AIE E 32 A £ P00 255 1 5 AL R AE A 58 R AR AIE 2% 52
SWEMFAT R R, BARTE, SHRAE T D RS R (O AR SE ) A
ROLE MR FENMANMA LR, SRRRHE AT LA N SRR (R R RMAGERR)
MENE KRR QERRRIELE, WAEERN LR ) o K, AR T R R R4,
A 2 90 256 B 25 K 24 JBE R 5% B 448 P2 ST T AR I LB AR R T s . ek, IR
=PRI AT R SR IERE,  DARAT R R AL 2 2% R R K A (LI 2).

kg

S R

K 2 JLE T DA R A IS R N2 5 A SRAT IR ¢ R 50 14
T R SR T M AURER R A T TUR L

3 HEMBEMEFHESIURHEXITANL R

JLE T D EAL 2 PSRRI, ANFE R AMRAE R 28 S5 4 b thAb T AR R B
IO 2% P B AR 5 KA R A A AE X 2 v i Kb R 7 B 55 B A RAT R R B DA R, RS
MFRAT BRI NIER TR . —J7 1, Ao MR R . BN KRB el AL
S SRR IR BAT N B K A 264G S (Lodder et al., 2016). 55— 7T, MAELEMZEH &4k T
DIERILGALE . ANERAER EeALE b, ARKRE L B2 M A S AT
B RP717 N (Meter & Card, 2016; Wei & Lee, 2014).
3.1 HEMEHBFFREMSIRERITH



RN RAL 2 PR K B TETR bR, I T REA N BB I AT I ZE 5 . NSRRI
Mo A EZERAR K, A R AR R A MR P (. LRGN AR 14 2
ZEHEFE, I E LAREAS 1 SR B0 R A A7 (FH B2 W0 R SRAR ) ) 2 A IR 0 e i ok I 45 2R 1k
fE(Laninga-Wijnen et al., 2019). FFZLAESZNGMFEEE AR Z R, AR E G ZE
1k, /N U35 BE B A e~ 45 (Garandeau et al., 2011; Garandeau et al., 2014; Zwaan et al., 2013) .
CA B FRAUESE T YR 2RO FE R SE P AL KT S AT MR &R, A THORFE A IEL
R 2R PSR T SR R P 1 22 A B AT RE RN R R Il AR X 52 35 3 (Wolke et al., 2009),
AR [ M A 5 Bt /R AT 2 8] 1) IE [7] 96 £ 1 58 9 (Garandeau et al., 2011). 7EH[i]
Yif% I, Garandeau 55 N(Q014)WTFUAHL, B I S AU TR 24 N A1 5 B IR
17K SEHAEAS — 302, BEEE SR TR T REfF AR R 22 0%, B B IER
I 55 2 [P Rl 1R O AR e/ AR R R ¥ 32 AT D (Pattiselanno et al., 2015). ik w]
W BEGEE A KVATE g — R AR A A T bR RS ELR TN AL (A A RN AR L, AR 4R
PAC LR A > g, ) LR D SR A S (KR Rk R RBAE, BT sk
10 T T K PR PRLRS: o
3.2 MEEHSMKEHINE SEREXITA

B 1 2% B AR SR R AR I R GENE RN, AR B SRR 17 Bt RE TN SR AR 54T
(Meter & Card, 2016; Wei & Lee, 2014). {ERFARA AN BEMIA S BN, AT FERk
NZERN R R, TR OEEREALE, FERHA TP AR R 2 M4, BA
KO I, W] B ARG B RAT N . A L BTt SO R BN R TR A
RN FESE AR RS RE 06 TN A A R AT R A AT REE

A AP (Centrality) /& ] B MR LE AL 2 W 2% Fhog B AL T O A B R FRAR . koK
T (T DR AR AE W 2% Th 5 H A e D SR T s B SR I R AE R 1 D4R
(Foshee et al., 2016). #4bT20 R W% O B A LR EAMARAT N MR E, H5HAAAR
KREL, (oW E R, AUMEPTARIAE, W RAH DEZEKEITN, b
A28 25 {5 S O AR TR 33, K 2% TR AR 2 18] AT BRI R I D SRR AR
T FRRE (1 0 7 B FT DU R A G 1 (Betweenness) TR ARk i &, Bk —ANEDFEELS K
FEJE b [A]HAE —X A BRI AR R I DRI R (1E 77 (Neal, 2008). H19 Lok
T DU A ORI CE A4 1) 712 (Meter & Card, 2016), H A 8w KPR 15
AE, NGORARELF, HATHE S LA (Ennett et al., 2006), HEWS T4 gz i £ 44t
RIPAT RI T RENE, B LeTT DR T <E 1IN A T BN % F F IR AR (Meter &

ot



Card, 2016).

IR JEE (Embeddedness) & % 58 M A 8] 36 [/ 4 ACBCRIFE bR IR E F] T8 0 &
W26 h i Bt 2 TR R IR AL, MRS R G AR 20, i T 2 1] ) — ook R
JH A Z B BRRA R 5% 2R FITAR SR, A 55 2 i bir A Atk BT Js 1 TR P50 R R 4% 2, AT N 5
TANATE IR R ARRE, MR IRIR AT 5% 2 th B 72 [ (Granovetter, 1973). A W 7E R HI A [ 4
PP HTIEAR TTIR 5% 2R P 28 PP N X [ P SR RE FE RIS, R DL R A5 AR I 2% ¢
B BOR RN LR T 1 B BRI RE S2 e, Ul B[R] 5 2R 10 28 v 18 e RN 2 AT DA 23500
DA PSR (Wei & Lee, 2014), At Ui /MATR LRI L BRI, 58 A PRS2 /b .
RO, AMRLERE S R R AL ELRFAE, AT BAE D9 RN AT SR AT D ARG A A ) i 222
SRE, NIRATHHRITRE SR G AT RETE

4 FHLMBEHXRFHIESIRHEXITANL R

JUEE T DA R A2 W 4 32 o [ 2 By HAR S R s 3l 1 (R i N2 R B> AR AR TE L
KM PARRT R, HEARTHANBRILE IR R, KR4 Z R BAME
TN BRI W E RSB AEE L [ LG D EEA 2 N )R
FA 5 5 B A ey S A 2 A RIAT A o
4.1 MIEMSMEFESKRASEREXITA

BEWTAL 2 WG FU iR 7R 1R /HE R R R T MR AT R A A . — T3, AR
WA AR LA A S AT REE 32 e, IR 2 Pk il i1 9 ity H 4% (Rodkin & Berger,
2008; Veenstra et al., 2007). 73— J51fl, AEHKARZHREL WRIATN. ZIRE E Al fE
REIRE H DA LRY (Pronk et al., 2013), TAK A RESZ 2] H 2 A B XK [F 2 88 A &
XABATTHY [F) 27 4 £& 47 (Rambaran et al.,2021). 2452 8 2 M B AE) R4 2 41 SE R A9 IR A
B BAT L FE AR R AR, A AT BE R A2 R41T 9 (Oldenburg et al., 2018). 2452 % #
& H ORI AR, R R RE 2 R BUE BRI PRY47 9 (Bellmore et al., 2012), 1] %452 FH#
H5HORREUER, Ry E AT RESR L4 1 /4" (Pronk et al., 2013). [FIF, 7EHEEZ
(][RI T REA L DR, ARG XS 5 1 9k 1 A7 (Huitsing & Veenstra, 2012); 32 i ¥
ZIAAFFEGRY AT, A AR RT3 ) 52 50 23 M L fR47 (Huitsing et al., 2014; Huitsing
& Veenstra, 2012).

4.2 #MMERXREEFEREXITANEREIMY



GNIFI AL 2 26 BORIT FTUESKE 1 Ak I 2 K O SR AE 4 S BUR A RAT N LI AR IR
s BHIR . EAHR ARG, ERRIESEN B, MR AR UL S5 28—
B, XA RERR A [E]AE 20 %N (Veenstra & Steglich, 2012).

W AT AR —Fh B s FE K A FE AL A RAT 9, W 5 52 B4k 2 I 28 58 R 1K 5%
Wiy, BAEGM. UFDEENSAERN N & E R, 8 S K- a8,
FIRE, M ADFEERAE NN RIS, A8 & kK TS24 75 K (Sentse et al.,
2014); =PI G5 U A, ARATTRE 23 0T 46 W0 3 I A8 (6] 5 (Rambaran et al.,
2020). ZIRGAEA—FIPOEEZ AR B, BIAAR EZAT R, EEFEA S M
252 R Y HUEaF (Lodder et al., 2016; Sentse et al., 2013; Shin, 2019). 552K T =K H
DRI, 8 B 2 AT RETE S BRI R A HERS TG 0, SR K- A A
BN I F R G, B KR RNES:, Horb 2 — Wil ik & Brios:
(Lodder et al., 2016; Kk =iz &%, 2022), EXF LMEHIFTHIZRIA b R I 2 3 2 [R] A R i RN 22
RAEFEFHDEMN Veenstra, & Huitsing, 2021). [FFE, RF4T W43 54k £ W 2% i &
KRERMIFEM o AR A ZE 5 RELARA AT A, At 58 25 5 52 3 I AP0 s e v A8 o £ A
7 A (Salmivalli et al., 1998; Lambe, & Craig, 2022; Rambaran et al., 2022). 15 #H [/ A~ 52Xk f [
PRI D 2 (B AR R INFESE, B nl e #H E AR (Oldenburg et al., 2018).

TR R P 5 0 28 E A AE AT T DL 2 S R S BAR AT AT BRI DA RE . 22 R B 4G P
W DAE R ZEAT IR E TR, JCHGZEL0 A (Miller, 2010); ~F#7 B IA
AR T 5 /ME B ST B O ZE 5, RIS RE AR /KT R i s> B AT
(McGloin, 2009). S &E 2, T [FEIFER R ML g2 SO R AAAE, BEE AR RINZS T
FREE, MR R AN AT AR & A2 2% (Lodder et al., 2016). 2% H [ 5¢ R 204
W25 th 75 AR BOAT N AR, (AR A AT N TE T D AR R T B B g . XA RN
e A7 AR TR el o e . IR AR AT

5 BURMEXRITAXH ML RE UM

S S AT I AR AL 2 P OB, DR AT o B 1 £ VR 4 4 A2 0 5
HIRITERCR . TEAT NSRRGSR RN, TFERIAE, AR IO,
R AR TR CUM AR R A, X BLRAE S AT AR

[ S A BT 3 (Montoya & Horton, 2013), XA AR AR Iy [RIFEGEFERON, B AH R AT



NEAGISE
51 REGEHSMEFHNXRTNK

WAAT NI D A2 P28 T BT IE SR T A AT 9 I $E24% (Montoya & Horton, 2013).
HAMREEAT NACFRAME, fEAL P g b B aT BEd S NBREkS: . & B0 B Ol
AR [EIAE, B AT B £ A 2 s 1R A E Jy T K (Sentse et all., 2014; Sijtsema et al.,
2014), AR EH KA R —MARE, AT T2 5 o I & (Rambaran et al., 2020). iX
Fs BB P AN =J7 RS . 508, AN IR R AR AU 3 I 1 4 s 51 73 (Byrme et al.,
1971); Hk, g Z B EREE, "TRLARI SRS 3R m RFEHLAL ) H AR (Ojanen et
al., 2005); i), SEGERE ROVNAAT DS B B e sz g, Rl EARAE K B 32 HE ) IR
P 1R 5 (Huitsing et al., 2014).

5.2 ZEREEASNERHXARTN

[FIRE 32 R 22 i ] B A MATEAL e S h B RE— 2. CAEWFITIESE T Rk #H
Z AW AFAE LRI, Bl 2 R 3 B ] BEIE 2 R F AE A, XM B RUNEAE — L2
v (Lodder et al., 2016). 5143214 (Sentse et al., 2013) A% £ 32 % (Sijtsema et al., 2013)
A AE . (HIX RS AR R R A 1), BAE T TRE RS B 5 iRk
PRI AR N A, TR S o i e A b B A2 R 7 KM UI A, 2RI H TR A T
A(Sentse et al., 2013; K =iz 25, 2022), XFhikFERN 12 K AETEH D FE 1 (Veenstra &
Huitsing, 2021). X 32 F e B AN I BILHOIEFERLN, A 2 AT RERIMRRE: B %,
R Z AR TR AT, SR T BE 2 MR 52 B ) R PR AR IR A5 T 22 1) B A R Sy
(Salmivalli et al., 1997); ik, 32 a8 AT LUK B B — ke S ik e & IR AT O, ik
FI{FP 4% 14 H 1) (Batanova et al., 2014; Huitsing et al., 2014); #x)5, ZRIAEF U (The
Default-Selection Hypothesis)iA 43 iz 2 72 [F] ¢ N BABARKIEZ R, EPEG 4k T4
X IAGHIAL, SR ATIERERII A, 5 [F) D 32 R 3 FOA I AT E 2 e ME— F 2 ¢ (Shii,
2019; Sijtsema et al., 2010).

ST 0 T LTSI I AR R BOARAR o AR b IS W I, AR iR AR A
(Lodder et al., 2016). 53X 4 B JE K AT e AN J7 1, — 7 T2 R P A B 5 32 3
WG, SRS B 2 BN % B (de-selection) A A 5% £ (Sijtsema et al., 2013); % —J7 1,
R A2 R I, AR A Dy R 52 e ARG T 3 Bl A el S f AR
()52 30 ¥ HF v th AR 2 #h(Lodder et al., 2016).

5.3 RIFEEHSMEHHIRRTL



BT Wi 5 A2 e, H RITAT XS ORGP AT e 3 8B IO TE 4020 - Salmivalli 55 A
(1997) B FARTE T IRIP 5 (L FERUL, R ILARIP 2 58 22 M 55 FoAt B A AR R R4 4T 97K~ 1Y
IR AR R, AN AT 5 e 5 DA R 2 (0 A A (s i B 7 IR s AL )
HEILRH . Sijtsema 55 A (2014)%0f JLE AN R D ERATIRIUR I, 72 LEIIAFEAE RS AT
NEBERON, T DRI IR AT N RIE BN . BeAth, BT R BLRS 3 I R
JNETE 42 AR R R T A B (Ruggieri et al., 2013). AT WL, {3 th 23 R A 77 (R
B, W R SR F R ). AR RYAT ONE B RIE RN, T RERE R &
R BAETERERESAE - ERNPURE, X524 -SRI E SRR 2T N K
(Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998), Ui/l 15 7] g5 HAth SEtt 2 FLRY R AL MASEAE . IXFRIE R
JS2 ] Bt DR 3 A SO SR e o R o 2 ST — o B R AR B o

LR R, IR RAT A M P I R B2, AR AEAT 7K LS A
AR NREAE i, IFHERERAHFES . BT R, TR EH
SRR HE AN T 52k B R, MERZHEYE, hambEh [ aszsFE™
HIRRRIN . I EO™ 2R SIS, BN IRSL TR k2 %
URo [FIRE, B AN IR, MR F IR MATE R — R E SRS, a7 —
AACBETRIIK, R T I RAT NE R AR A 3, MR T IR A SRAT T A 1
AT R TEARAT A R AR (1 A2 AL
6 SR

T k2 M AR A AT NI R AL R RTS8 1AL S 2 5 AT i)
BNRERFR, NG TG T EE WG R BARM SRR S8, METER RN
b AL E OB S, MER B TR 2RI, #S AR IER R T N
RIRAE R R BB ARG . AL, R AHSRAT Sy B A R RAT N I A 4R RO N R ST
BE— P A R T IR R, TR AN OC R IR SRR — 2D B8 il T R AR DA T N TE R
PR A G . 2 ISR I SRS 1 IR AE SRAT D AR A PR AE B ML R R B 5 BT AE
FEATEELISCIEC, RRBOIh B A AR R A N W ELE R SR AR b, $h R T BT
TERITTIRIE e, I AT s KU RE AR SR AL 7 AT RENE, DA AR SGAT A - BIR M
JTE BT AN T T FL B TH A5 DT TH B ORI AR A B . (B S P 4% T VR R R B K
BB R, ISR EZ AR, HIE B 2 WD T IR FUR AT 9 R R AL
WHot, ZHUCAETT O 5 TR M IR A — g e e S E bR, Bk, &



RNTFREA LB, EARER LT U5 :

G, E NSNS SR N IR RAT A RIBE A RGN 4Tl — 71, B
Z IR RAT NAEAL S W25 (K G5 0 4B FE AN OC RYERE IR TERTT . S5 4R W] DU ok
ZER I B RS P RAR T (2K R, B0k, 2014),  BUA BT FEAUAH FH A rhono MR RN B 8 FR 3R AT
TRFC . AR FE T LU I 2 g A B RAE 2% op i Rs o A B, B n R L
(degree centrality). #3211 H.0r(closeness centrality), LM SEHIALE, Filtn, S50 SE R
FEAT G RAT AR R R RAYERET AR R, S R IR BEMISC R AA (B
KB, Wk, 2014), BA WA RV BEREIEAT TIRSC. SR, AMERIR RIFAZ
A BOE . S EUR E APIRES, RRARAEAL S N A AR ROBE . R RABERISC
RBRATRFIHL GIEARAT NI R R AR . 53— J7 T, SRZANF R RAT N
M MRS T AR TT, 5 BRAE X R I AT AN 55 AT NI I EAFAE R R BEAh,
R IR PR BRI, — DAL ER, RN EUESWE B2 nEH,
XTRE, BERIRI AL 2 2% A B T 70 i LA 78 53 o RORIIE T 15 R G0 A TR T A FIIR
w2 5 M OAEAL S WL N R AR R AR, BN M (A R AT A AL 2 IR 2 SR A
BTG ARHRRATH AR, DLRIR FUAE AL 2 W 2% AN TR A7 €0 2 T AR B2 A Ry i R K,
R BRI A EAR AR, FR A AT PUT R, SR AT AR b R AR
JRA HRRAT IZ T HO H .

Fek, 0 LA RE S RN R E A2 P 4 S IR A SRAT NIEE TS, AN 2 BLA S 487
e ML IR AT R R IR I /8. — U7, AR RZERE T ARMLE, 1
H b, FH R KB R A4S M LE RN BRI, i, JEIE Ry > sls ik
AR AR FIRS N, [, SCBRE. BUMAs B N2 7 /048 N PRl 4% i) B 250 R 5
mo HAT, X TR AR S R b A4 A BB R A 2 2% 1) Hok Z RS PERORT T 5 — 07
I, FEAR S L SIERAT NI R R R ], RERMRRIE AN K ZOR 1 2 2 5
TEH, DhBEIRIEH 5. BN, FEAMARAETT T, AR A K 8 AR HE i 7K F (Caravita et
al., 2014; Sijtsema et al., 2014) K IFE VI TTER . A 2 8] )08 FEHE I 2312387 A2 15 58 AR AL,
I AR AR TE AR HE 7K 22 B AR L AR A AT e BEAN, BT i e Bk 52 3 A
PRAL AL IR (Dijkstra et al., 2011), EFERAE M2 )5, T FR0dAT N IR £ RN
T, YR BT TS > SR B Bl AT 9 R I A AR AT BE Ae ) et 2 iz
REAR LR FERHARZ AL RS R IE RO TR, Bt KA RSt a (fE
SRS R, T EA SR T A AT R AR B A, TR A



5 AR Bt 4T 4 (Laninga-Wijnen et al., 2017), ZEARICH AT (KR4 v AT A2 R
MEFERN . BEAR, AN A B 56 2R Ui A B AR Tk 348 32 1AM (AR (G 7 HE 5 ) AN A S5 (HIE
P KT AC R (Chen et al., 2018). FIRAFFLHRRIRAT, 7EAL 2 W45 ifF 78 k2 AH
FAT TR TRASBE N N FIZRAE H SRAE AT 2 B GO BEASE RS20, T B 24 45
HE, W TSRS K ER A D A 2 W2 RN

fJa, EPESERTSOCHLMETRE T, RIS Mg 5E DFEREM AT AR ER R
MRS LA, DA A S BRI R SIS A B U et . ftn, S e 2 A Al it
(S BRI 2 B S SR S A 0 . OB TRAURIL, TEFRE 2l i th Ak i 5 />
TG AP R A A R N, AT BAORY B 5 e 32 a2 (Tom et al., 2010), FF H 2l
JIET AR At B Rl 3 S R R B R AR AN 9 I A (V0 B 22, 5K A1 2%, 2020),
BB BRAR T AR Rl et . Al L, B A B S R BRI A AT N EAE &
PR R AE S . i, RESRA T O, NER AR SE 1 T 55
YRR AR N REE, AR B E BT L EHE 2 . FAVET T RLRE A
— BN, ZRKIRES RS, BIRFRMERR, FHHESNERRR, BT
FAE. EHHN. AREHE . FRELFEWNASPE R T, TEOE PRat 7l 1
REEFIERAR R, SRAGAN R 2 W 2R O R A 54T 9 A 2 R F v i) 28 T
FPUER .. sz, BmuRdE T3 E EE bR I R I R A A AT, PR E A A
FAT MRS SCA LIRANAE PRI ENT, M0 SE 4 MO AR A 25 R T b Az i B (A
AR o
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The co-varying relationship between children and adolescents’ peer
networks and bullying-related behaviors from the perspective of social

networks

ZHANG Yunyun, ZHANG Libin, ZHANG Qiwen, Wang Chenxu
(Collaborative Innovation Center of Assessment for Basic Education Quality, Beijing Normal
University, Beijing 100875, China)

Abstract: Bullying is a group dynamic process, of which peer ecology is an important context for
the occurrence and development of bullying. Although existing studies have focused on peer factors
that influence bullying, there is still limited research that systematically examines the development
and changes in bullying-related behaviors from a group dynamics perspective. This study focuses
on the key issues of the interaction between social networks and bullying-related behaviors.
Specifically, it examines the processes by which bullying-related behaviors develop in peer
networks. This study reveals the influence of the structural characteristics and internal relationships
of peer network on the development of bullying-related behaviors and illustrates the selection effect
and influence effect in the covariant relationship of bullying-related behaviors and peer network.
On this basis, the present study reviews the innovative advantages of social network perspectives
and methods in promoting bullying research, and proposes an analysis and prospect on how to

strengthen group ecological research on bullying interventions in China from a social network



perspective.
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