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[ Abstract)
ers’ defending behavior. Methods: 1279 middle school students were investigated with the Chinese version of bullying par-

Objective: To explore the effects of peer status, social self-efficacy and moral disengagement on bystand-

ticipation questionnaire, peer nomination questionnaire, social self-efficacy questionnaire and moral disengagement ques-
tionnaire. Results: (DRejected peer status significantly and negatively predicted defending behavior compared to average
peer status; @Social self-efficacy mediated the predictive effect of popular, rejected, controversial, and neglected peer sta-
tus on bystander defending behavior using average peer status as a reference; 3Moral disengagement mediated the predic-
tive effect of popular and rejected peer status on defending behavior using average peer status as a reference; @Social self-
efficacy and moral disengagement mediated the relationship between rejected peer status and defending behavior, using av-
erage peer status as a reference. Conclusion: Peer status not only directly affects bystanders’ defending behavior, but also
indirectly affects bystanders’ defending behavior through social self—efficacy and moral disengagement.
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