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HEMBZRATILETSDERFXREME
SEEEXITANEREUXRE

KEH KEX TRM Kz
(A5 2 e [ R 77 M O 7 Q4 o o, LS 100875),

H E BRARA-FBRDIIE, AFASRRARARRNTEZER, RACHMRENY Akke R
HEE, RABRDEXZNA IR T RAEBEIT AL, TRERPEPFALREZRGHFRA 5K
o MAAAMELESHAMEATHMEG M LEFIENT, TEALEREAMATALERELZRNE T LR
HAE BRTAFLRAMBAOEMHEFARLRAEARAMATARTLE W TEA RN TR LE4E, B
P T A EA AT A RAEG M E S BRIL R LT FeBR NAT A RO Yo, ARFR LS S fith
M, % (BRI R RAHE, REBA A E AR R B A LK 558 —F o ig ok 63 0 BRK & 547
R, M BUF M A BEAR A S BB o ok b AR ARG

KR A BHE, HAME, RELLS, 2B YRdE, LEFYHF

HHES B844

1 58 19 Z Fh#A €, (Salmivalli et al., 1996), H7EA [
. . A AR 0 2 (8] 38 2 A B %% e (Zych et al.,
o s L E BTk ] B I AP
mﬁg@gﬁiéﬁﬁiﬂf£i;;§§§§ 2020). B GERT R £ 2 R 045 3)
A v v - 5 5 AAAB Y, 4/ . e i e AR 4IE
Yotk e T BL B F B AT Ty i skt o IR DIGEHOHEL UL, 5 ABE A AT
i OPmE AR T ‘ PP S 26 TP IR /0 41 AL 4 2 G
SRR, T S R T R A IR YT m Ter e PRGN
e UL X TR B KR LA
, TR 1 A B 0 iy oA A FEN
AT R B WO b ke PERRRBIAH A A R
Bk CEAENELGEEEEL x5E5L 0 2 HEMEMATHILEST VD EHE
S A o B0 TP 1 7 P A% 5% 148 5 (Gaffney %
et al., 2019), {ERIFEBEGRAOH 3e 0 rm AR > ‘ ‘ \ N
N 5 B R I R R B %, % JER, HERBIR MGy EEH AR
SRR M Bk R RO e A B, a1 Lk i DA RGBT, ROk gei
gy e T AL R PR R0 S 0,
o S b e gy NEEAE BRI R R 5%, s
FERIIUE R MR B F ;95— R Pt Ee DARALRIIRIET X (Steglich et al,
AL o 1 e 201OIESTERE A IR £ (I R 1
" S RN (L S 5 T T (i
TR A RSB 26 P HE— 35 3 3 A A
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M E SR R . AR, m At 2 4 o A
W, MRS S A 34T K LR
AL SR IREE, BE U SRS (T L
R ) DA T SO 4 254 b R A el — T T
AIREE T NTER R PUE /Y, flin, 2471 M2 A
Ep GERE TN/ B RTE 9 255 v (R 5 0 o B, LB A
A REASCR LS AT S (i, 5 A R R TR
o3 — 5T, W] REJE th AR R P g i, i,
AN B BRI AT R RS BE A A R S A 2 ]
T 45 5 57 B 45 %% (Steglich et al., 2010). HAT, -
23 P28 43 BT & 900 1 T AME Il 8 (Mot J85R),
A (SRR, P, P B (PR,
T, RIBRATE A A B 2 B3 7 (2 Ml R 50 B BF 52 v
(Gremmen et al., 2019; Veenstra et al., 2018; 5K4H,
ik, 2016).

TESRAT TS TT T, [R) R 3R A8 52 e 7 2
Tz R, CA W EOCTEA R AR A @,
B R T (R Pl HE A AR B 110 2 RN 254 (JUT A Pl 5
PR SRR, BRI G R R A BEAT L (i
B e 6 A ) 5 R B AH G AT O 1Y G AR (Shin,
2019) HiI# 2 HE R LA 224 A0 E 3 S 59 AR
ST, J5 2 A [l R A T2 25 g — A e
TFREMTTE, XSERFTE Y RELE—E R L aa /R Rl 1
FEA B R AN R B 25 BEAT S W A R e
YER o AHJE, MO BRIAT N R PERRE 1 R it 52
5125 (BIHE W 5 %k 52 A0 A R B ST 1) A AR A
B3 55 00 B TE 48 75 SR AT 2R 1Y) e 2E R e i R X
— [ AEAE A 2 A S P B A X — R AR
JRIBR o TR S — P AR SR L ShAS AR IA
18, W REN 2R f 02 5 BT i,
JLE T D AEA AL T 6 [8)£F BT R 1 4 2 169 2%
(social network)Z Hv, A~4A & [ #Y A [A] [E] £ % A4~
AT 5 3 I S R AT oA 77 B 6 A () R 1 52
M o A AR B AH DGAT Ry 1 & Je 52 3 8 A ] A1 R A
R b P e K SR MDA M s RA TS
FOPERT | 5 LA S SE R R DR 1 3K R S I 4 5
] FIFERE

JUHE T AR5 HR AR T 5 A X B
BAE £ %% (social network) (EHE %%, 2017), JL
B AR AR R 4 B ] 2 R R 8 N — R B
A PR b, 52— 2 PSS A 1
)2 BEAR I 2%, ik 1] 2 A AR AL D rh, 5 [ i
N B XN A R [ 4 T A Do 4%, ok S ) 2 S LA

AR E . SR . 3 RIE SRR R Ok, 5
ik, 2016). A¥E Nahapiet F1 Ghoshal 42 H %k
SR BHISARAY, 1h S N 45 o O 485 1 25 1) 4 BE A
XK R Y B ANV T A 2 4% o R B R 3 BUR)
£5 AFAT BUIE SE A & PR IR 1) 4 B 4 (Nahapiet &
Ghoshal, 1997). Z5t4EE F 2 2AARAEH 23 M
R RAE . MR AR, KRR R
FEA R AFE 2 28 1 6 ROR B | (RAT BE A3
TERE AR SO T 20 WL LI A4ERIEE R
KBt g . F R B AR ST AL S AT, Sk
ikt R UL 1%, R R . B E
B IR EREFERILETE 1, FEXEHsH
Bk AEAE N 125 AF 11296 ARZ, HHRAER
WHEM 6 %5 5 18 %, AEGIuHIW & 2 43 9 4F
G, 1EVE R AL R M4 rp 14 55 SCRRIRSE T K
JH [ 4% (Friendship Network, BJJil i 244 < 2R
BRI A2 R ST I R 45), 5 Joef SCHIRER 98 T XK I 2%
(Like/Dislike/Likeability Network, E[Iif i34 “IR
e WY [R) 22 HE ST A R 4%), 1 SCHRER 98 T 3%
AHIEAT Ry W0 445 Gl 48 2% < HE SR I 7, il 2K
VA, WIS I M4 X SETF S R LT
FE s W 2% 55 1R AH OCAT S A AH B R, BB
VEAHICAT Ny, WHoE & BT D4R P AL 4 25 I 45 25

* SRR R DGR %) OR (0

W6y OR (F M. K) OR (F M. Hik) OR (F . [lff:
f29%) OR (F . ZHK¥) OR (F M. ZHKH) OR (F/:

ZWive) OR (EM: [FffE2%) OR (EM: f£4") ) AND ((E
e HLRAS) OR (FML: JUTACM4%) OR (F:A . [l M 2%)
OR (. HWML) OR (F/8: HEME) OR (FH: A~
EW ML) OR (EE: 112 M%) OR (FM: 1ML 5HT))
FE v R R T O e SCBOHE AT R R, LR R
(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*))
1E Web of Science fil PubMed #h SCEUHEIEDITH R, #ik
1o 2022 4F 8 H 1 H, LEREOCCHK 2103 5. LT
P Sfe the S K R B I AR ERIE AT S8 A AT (1) BT IE
PEWFSE, HEBR meta 4387 | SRR | BUHERF ST S AR SOUEPETF 5T
QW NMEGIRVAT Iy ZIRRAT R R AT AR5, HiE
R W2 IR AT A AR BT TE . (B)YWFFER G IE LB A5 45
TR, HEBR A BE A o0 AE A RRIR LB 4R, (DEUEE S
RFN R R P i — e, HEBR JE 1 SR IA SO BIFSE

R L 3 8 HIAR o 07 A A SO, B 3R IUAF 5 R 1 v
SCICHR 1R, ESCCIK 19 FE
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KRB ARAR O SR - FoAt 7 FRAZ A TR«
F3cn =21, 4M3cn=2080 h¥n=0, 4#pXn=2
‘ |
Y
EREE GRS :
HFXn=21, #h3n=1895
AR AR B AR 5 T
S| X KEERBEBRI K gk
v FESCUEHIBFS «
VIR AT SR H3n =19, 5hin = 1855
Fn=2, 4xn=40
HEBR TG 3C3CHR, e 0R
> HESREEAEA . SHATK.
Y FRERATEA R SCHRn = 22
KA SCHR -
Fn=1, 4pxn=19
B1 STk g R

Xt Hk A7 S B A5 B2 (Sentse et al., 2014),
TELRAP AT 7 I, AT AR R 2 ik, 5 A
CH NBREE R B A 2 e i, AT AT g 248
HER A (Pronk et al., 2013); 7EMREAT R, 4>
PR A BE R0 B & A TR A9 4 (Rambaran
et al., 2020); fEARKGFE I, EADLEEHN
IRV PR 2 v, AR AT Ry o AH R B 22
(Shin, 2019).

T AR G X L SCERTT LR DAY £
B INAE 2 09 265 1) 45 B R E T G R RRAIE 5 48 5 R
MRAT NI R, BARMIE, S5 FE 7T L4y
R BEVR G R (AN AR S PR ) BN AN R A B (AR A
FERASAR L), X RRHE AT LA RS C R
(HEF R R FIAVHR R )M B 5 R (W G R AELE,
A4 5 MR RN PR )0 R, A SCER AR T[]
PESCR 2%, P2 I 45 1) 25 4 4 N OC R 4 1
PIAN D5 T BRI B DR A il . 2K
V. RIS R IRUR OCAT O R R iR, DA BT
Rk SRS M2 e R IE R (LB 2),

3 HESMBZHEHFHFIESRIZMEXIT
ol opd

L AR P e At 2 B4R EE ALY, AN
A ATE R 25 S5 40 TR ik TR TR A2 B 46 Y
B RS HE FIASPRAE I 255 v B Ak B 67 B S5 B A K
1320 09 e R VDA O, 2 5 O o R SR A T g i i
INTER R . —J7 i, Fhas A& . B
RN RAR R MR LS S 1T

i % 1 %45 e(Lodder et al., 2016). s —J5 i, 4
IAEM L R AL T b RN AL E . IR
FESSOOCHEALE b, IR B R R &
O AT A ECE PR 1T (Meter & Card, 2016;
Wei & Lee, 2014),
30 HERNENBEEREMSREEXITA
GRS AL S 2% 1 R A PR bR, IR
TR TR ) 43 A0 00 22 57 o AN TRIREAAR 9 4 25 1)
ARG ERRRK, A B SF AL WA A
XF 0o AR SR 4k 2 I 45 0 5%, Tl
PLBEAS B 51 A [ A4 1 A5 () 52 3000 A B ok AR 3R) Y
3 AT IR 0 K i 3R A5 G PR FFE (Laninga - Wijnen
et al., 2019). BEHTEZWCGUAR L b AbRiE 280K,
UL TR BB B 24k, BN DU 58 B AR T 55
(Garandeau et al., 2011; Garandeau et al., 2014;
Zwaan et al., 2013), EAWFIFTUESE T HEY Pz K
AR ) SR ALK 5 EAT M OE R, b T
SR AE AL TEG T I 5 A L S O SE PR T 2 R
TR T REINCH G R B e 1Y 32 5 (Wolke et al.,
2009), HASMA 0 [F] £f AL 5 Sk s A7 S 2 1)
Y IF 7] 5% 2 W # 58 (Garandeau et al., 2011), 7EHf
[B) 4% I, Garandeau % A(QQ01)HF5E A, BH
ML F YA TR E 4T A Z S5 8w IR E AT N
KOV JUHAERS — AR, BRI KOT 15
Wil T BEAEE M 25 v, B 2% W 3 TE 1) T 55 2E [
P B 19 56 R B0k A UL KBRS IR AT N
(Pattiselanno et al., 2015), H LTI, PEHEH AL
IRV g — TR A A= 25 46 A BE 68 1 422 000 38 v
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TS MYEEN TS WMAEEA 1945 BTGy Ty 6L WHEEN R -
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Wy TR Ao Sl
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SU N FHE W G
Bisd UG iR Ay T4 “Sabol e TG
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LR

2 LR D AR R O FR M 2% -5 A AR AT iy 378
KERLEMA
T B TR D7 T U R SR A BT A

W R BRI HEBRE, EERIEEHEE Nt
Mg b, LR T D4R 0 A2 IR 1Y) R R ) fin
JRFIEA,  BTAT AT I G 5 A8 XU
32 MEEHSHMETHNUESERHEXITA

R T N 28 B R S R R I R e e, AR
B B 76 B b iy 07 & B8 TR I A O AT
(Meter & Card, 2016; Wei & Lee, 2014), fEREA
WAL B AR % . BRARST, AR T BE R 52 R
X4, 2, A TRERP.OBOCHME, R
R BRI R E AR, A S 2, B
] R R AR IO i R AT . AR R4 S B A
FERIIA RO L A A BE SR8 bR AT RE % T
W B FORAT N & A vl R o

AR R0 PE (Centrality) & 4 5 AR 78 4125 W)
2 APy R SPTINY (Ve wE AT 1= 7 L RTINS =
PR A A SR 8 TR S A ) 2% v 5 LAt 7 /D4R T3
oA R WS M I R 7E — R 35 /D 4F (Foshee et al.,
2016), AbTF 3¢ F W4 ol for B A AT Lk S AR 11
TRE R, SHMAWKREZ, HHam
FE KR, AEARTA AR, GEW T S D4F
ZM BTN, AT SIS F B A R
S, M MR HEB R
ARBREE R o X FPRE ) A B R LR A
WO M (Betweenness) 8 bR R M 1w, e Bt— A5 /D
TR b — 3B R A XA

I AR B R OR AU BE 1 (Neal, 2008), Hir s
PERT DU A ORIV AE LR 4P 38 19 05 1 (Meter &
Card, 2016), HAKEACE Lot ry 4R,
NSRRI, HA H 5 9 7 (Ennett et al.,
2006), HE M FU A A X I B B AL R A7 o 1Y)
FIRETE, R AR < 1T T BE
5% PR P (Meter & Card, 2016),

AN A JE (Embeddedness) f& % £ {4 7] 4
i) 4 A B0 P R b o A ] T 2 O 2R I 5% +h
B Z R R PR, AR IR R A e &
i, F T R 2 ) G o AR N A 2 e
MK ITRGE, (AU 2% btk A B4t 9T 114 [
PG R M2 2 v, NI 1 A A ] i B R PR
ANPRIA] A9 A 1 5% 22t B 2 [&] (Granovetter, 1973).
A AR YA 423 W 45 2 ik - o [l A 6 R W
26 P A X [R) A A2 SR e AR BE I S I, R BRI A
KZ ML ¢ B B A BE AR T o+ 1 B B A £
ZRVE, UL R 56 2R 2% Y R HR A T LA
0 /D R B A7 SR (Wei & Lee, 2014), Wik
AR ] [ G A B i bR 22, S SR [ A A7 R
A B, ARTERE 2 W R B B AR AR, BT AR
SRy R PR AR e R AT kg DR R A ) o A S AR
A, R HE R TR TR B A T AT e

4 HEMEMXRBFESREMEXIT

AWK R

JLE /DA R pE S P 4% 2 i R 2= ol HoA
FLFE G B 0 R AN AL B AR AT S 4%
HORTE R 5 b, BEAFETHAAGME LR,
BN £ 5 1 R AR A A AT S 7 A AN TR
IR, WA NS M SN MAEZET LE
H/DARAEAT 23 W 45 v I O 28 M TR 5 2 A 4e] 5% 1
N
41 NMMMFEASNEIHBESXREHEHEX

TA

185 T+t 2 28 BIF 55 48 7 T AR /AHE S 6 R
FTHBEMHXAT A RAEMER. —Jrim, IRLEgkRE
Pl 4 0 A 1A T A T R AT MR, M S Pk
fb AT IVE ATt HbR(Rodkin & Berger, 2008; Veenstra
etal., 2007), 73 —J7 T, A IR FR 2l R B2 H) £
AT R, ZEETE AR EE A A WA AR
'(Pronk et al., 2013), MAKAIFEZE HEAS
X4 [R) 2 5 AN R AATT ) (7] 2% 7 f7 7" (Rambaran
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etal., 2021), 52U H FI AR ) IRAP & 1 A7 3 [
A, B AT S [R)AS 0 B [R] BRI, B
A ] BE K A 24747 M (Oldenburg et al., 2018), 4
ZHEF LA C IR, P43 T 2R BUE B
R 4T M (Bellmore et al., 2012), 42 EH
5 A CKRRBALIS, PR3 5] G4 4L A 42 ) O
J1(Pronk et al., 2013), [RI i, 7EHRK¥%E & 2 8] [FAE AT
RE D% L AR 3, DA e 4P XF 7 AF O R 3 0y M s
(Huitsing & Veenstra, 2012); Z & 2 [0 A7 7
PRI AT g, YA AR TR IR 00 52 300 # 2x AHEL AR
$/'(Huitsing et al., 2014; Huitsing & Veenstra, 2012),
42 HEMEXRELPEZIAXITANERE

)4k 2 P26 B W SEIESE T A 2 P 2% 1 56
FRAELE 2 FEORG AN AT AR R, I
BEBNG . BV KIERRG, HRRNIEL
BB, AN 2 TR) R AR 2 A5 B0 — 2D b Hg
AN FRFR A R R IASK Y (Veenstra & Steglich,
2012),

B AT ARy —Fh g R R AN R ] £ iAo
I RATH, o Z R SME R m, B
ALY, DA BT R NI ml & i,
AT B B AR K- s B I [RAE, 4R
B ASAE I N 2R i, AT A B A K
V-2 A5 15 B K (Sentse et al., 2014); 4P MNMRE A
g5 U, TSI T b S I A A k) 52
(Rambaran et al., 2020). 3Z {RBAE b —Fh g0 2%
PR, AR ESNAT N, HREARE
B MG X R & (Lodder et al., 2016;
Sentse et al., 2013; Shin, 2019), 53 M KT =1
TR AL, B B 52 R0 AT RE A 2x Bl I
() P AL 1T 18 00, 32 R KA B3R o
2R BB RN G, WA AT OC R I IE L,
Hodr 2z — a9 A n s & kg (Lodder et al.,
2016; k=i &, 2022), fEXFTLATERFSE L5 R
e B2 M Ve A TR A 5 el BN 22 R AR R AT A0 AR
(W, Veenstra, & Huitsing, 2021), [F¥E, f£3F7H
& Z Bt S MGG P IR A KRR, SR
M & G R YT B, b TE A5 =2 B &
19 5 1 17 A PR 47 47 O (Salmivalli et al., 1998;
Lambe, & Craig, 2022; Rambaran et al., 2022), £
AR ) AN 35 0 B[] e 1 7 20 4 22 () Bt A AT DG R 1Y
FrgE, Wl e S A E AR (Oldenburg et al., 2018).

3R TR R S M RN 1) & A LR DA 25 R Bk

SRS AP EIS M LU R . 22 S IRES BB
FHAE IR 2247 IR A TR, JU IR
M (Miller, 2010); 48 i8I\ A 5 045 1) T
e/ME A CRTBERE B KR 22 5, AR REAK
SRS I E > B O AT 8 (MeGloin, 2009), &
M5 2, BT RG34 v 52 mi 8506 1Y) £ 7E,
Wit A A O R 45 R, A PRAE L 118 1R 2 A 56
AT WAL R L BAS (Lodder et al., 2016), #1434
H G R X 4 i AR AT T A s e, R
IRV A AT RAE T DA RER T Y BUL . X
T8I 3 30 A7 A T A B v v R . A2 R
PRIt

5 MEHEXITHANHESNELZRTHL

sk

RV AH AT Ry I AR B Bl i AZ A 2 X 26 1 52 T
PR AT A B 2 S T 2 9 2% 1) 45 4 R P TE
R TEAT A S S MG S RIS 7w, 71
HYLIEE, NG —Rimis, M
it ] TR S B CAR R AR A, X — 3
SAEDS BE AT R RS R ST 40 SRS A BT A B
(Montoya & Horton, 2013), XA~ B4 FR M 6] £
PERERIONE, VAR AT I BAHISL
50 MEEEHSHWERHXRTWL

W AT R BN At 2 B 28 4 BT eS8 T AT
A B $E 0N (Montoya & Horton, 2013), EAHH
R AT R KT A A, AL 25 9 2% o T ) g
NBRERES . R E S 3 2 AP ALY
[R)f, B8 AT 68 BE £ W] 2 R v 3 19 A R S I A
(Sentse et al., 2014; Sijtsema et al., 2014), 44>
e O [R) — A A, AT 2 ) o I A
(Rambaran et al., 2020) . X Ff 85500 1T LA =T
TS B A, AR TR] AR AL i T A ke 1Y
W51 1 (Byme et al., 1971); Hik, HuH Z g
R, T LAA BT WO AN . R R A b
H#¥r(Ojanen et al., 2005); /5, HHEH m R IH
RATLME 8 B e 32 ke, W DAAIRARI R B 32 0
FH IR O 2 (Huitsing et al., 2014),

52 ZMEEEHSWERHXRTWL

A 119 32 J e 22 10t v e A A PR AR A 2 I 4%
PIRRTE—E, AR T2 H ZEd
FETEREPERONE, B 32 v 35 T nl B 32 e
YERA A, 3 BP0 7E— MR 32 B2 (Lodder et
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al., 2016), H{RZ ¥ (Sentse et al., 2013)FIKFR
Z WKV (Sijtsema et al., 2013) ik AF1E, HXFh
BT ML REASEN, FOFEETRES
S B 532 AT AU [ AEE S I A, A
B sk LG B O A2 s ™ S RO A
Z P 0]38EFT A (Sentse et al., 2013; kK =iz 55,
2022), X Ff Ik £ &N B 2 kA TR T D AR
(Veenstra & Huitsing, 2021), ¥ F 32k & 1E L
JH AR R S E A E,  Z R RER AR . 1
e, ZMRBH Z A, R RE S M TR RE
Z B 1Y T B AL AR AR TE £ 0y B R0 S KR
(Salmivalli et al., 1997); HWK, 2w & Z 0L
TV IR B — e S B o B IR AT, IR B
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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 Libin, ZHANG Qiwen, WANG Chenxu, ZHANG Yunyun

(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 that the structural
characteristics and internal relationships of peer network as critical ecological markers for whether bullying-
related behavior occurs and how it develops and elucidates the selection effect of group aggregation of
individuals with the similar behavioral characteristics and the influence effect of behavioral contagion within the
group. Future research should further strengthen group ecological research on bullying governance.
Combining multi-dimensional social networks and multi-type network structures, as well as considering
different bullying roles and Chinese cultural context to provide a better empirical basis for bullying
prediction and interventions from the perspective of group ecology.

Keywords: bullying prevention, social network, group ecology, selection and influence effect, children and

adolescents





