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Abstract

In bullying incidents, bystanders’ supportive and protective behaviors toward
victims hold significant importance. Existing research has primarily focused
on the influencing factors and positive effects of bullying protection behaviors,
yet a comprehensive understanding of their negative effects on victims remains
lacking. Based on the nature and style of bullying protection behaviors, this pa-
per proposes a four-type structure of bullying protection behaviors and reviews
both the positive and negative effects of such behaviors on victims’ psychoso-
cial adaptation. Then, drawing upon the General Aggression Model, this paper
proposes the mechanism underlying the double-edged sword effect of bullying
protection behaviors from the perspectives of victims’ cognition, emotion, and
their interaction. Finally, this paper suggests that future research should ex-
plore the intervention effects of different forms of bullying protection behaviors,
investigate the mechanisms of the double-edged sword effect, identify pathways
to mitigate negative effects, and examine the behavioral consequences of victims
and bystanders within social networks.
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Abstract: In bullying incidents, bystander behaviors that support and defend
victims play a significant role. While existing research has primarily focused on
the influencing factors and positive effects of defending behavior, there remains
a lack of comprehensive understanding regarding its negative effects on victims.
Based on the nature and style of defending behavior, this paper proposes a four-
type structure of defending behaviors and systematically reviews both their posi-
tive and negative effects on victims’ psychosocial adjustment. Drawing upon the
General Aggression Model, we propose a theoretical framework explaining the
double-edged sword effect of defending behavior through cognitive, emotional,
and interactive pathways. Finally, we suggest that future research should ex-
plore the intervention effects of different forms of defending behavior, clarify
the mechanisms underlying the double-edged sword effect, identify pathways to
mitigate negative effects, and investigate the behavioral consequences for both
victims and bystanders within social networks.
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Bullying refers to the repeated intentional harm inflicted by an individual
against a weaker party, encompassing physical bullying (e.g., hitting others),
verbal bullying (e.g., insulting others), and relational bullying (e.g., spreading
rumors) \cite{Gladden {{{et}}{{al}}}{2014}}. Bullying is highly preva-
lent among children and adolescents. According to UNESCO survey data,
nearly one-third of adolescents aged 9-15 worldwide reported experiencing
at least one form of bullying in the past month \cite{UNESCO_{2019}}.
Bullying incidents not only directly impair the physical and mental health
of both victims and bullies, increasing risks of depression, loneliness, and
suicide \cite{Peprah {{{et}}{{al}}}{2023}, Wei {{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}},
but also significantly negatively impact bystanders’ psychological states
\cite{Duan_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2020}}. Consequently, bullying prevention and
intervention have become important concerns for both society and academia.

Bullying is a group phenomenon that typically occurs in the presence
of bystanders. Bystanders’ behavioral responses influence the develop-
ment of bullying episodes, and bystander defending behavior—defined as
actions supporting or protecting victims—is considered effective in reduc-
ing the negative impact of bullying on victims’ psychosocial adjustment
\cite{Meter_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}, Salmivalli_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2021}}. Ac-
cordingly, numerous anti-bullying intervention programs, such as KiVa and
Media Heroes, have prioritized enhancing adolescents’ defending behavior as a
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core component \cite{Gaffney_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2021}}.

However, recent empirical findings have challenged the positive effects of defend-
ing behavior. For instance, one study examining the effectiveness of support
group interventions found that at the end of the school year, victims partici-
pating in support groups reported significantly more defending behaviors than
the control group, yet nearly 40% of these victims indicated that their victim-
ization levels had not decreased or had even worsened compared to the initial
intervention period, while victimization levels in the control group decreased
significantly \cite{van_ {{{der}}{{Ploeg}}}{{{et}}{{al}}}{2016}}. This sug-
gests that defending behavior does not necessarily reduce victimization levels.
Inconsistent findings may stem from variations in conceptual definitions and
operationalizations of defending behavior across studies, as well as an overem-
phasis on its positive effects while neglecting its negative impacts on victims’
psychological adjustment (e.g., internalizing problems) and social adjustment
(e.g., continued victimization). Therefore, a systematic review of the double-
edged sword effect of defending behavior on victims’ psychosocial adjustment
and its underlying mechanisms is necessary to integrate divergent findings and
inspire future research.

This paper systematically reviews research on the effects of defending behavior
on victims’ psychosocial adjustment to address whether and why defending be-
havior is effective, thereby providing insights for future research and enhancing
intervention program effectiveness. Specifically, we propose a structural frame-
work for defending behavior based on a systematic review of its connotation,
examine the double-edged sword effect on victims’ psychosocial adjustment, and
elucidate the underlying mechanisms. Finally, we propose directions for future
research.

2. Connotation and Structure of Defending Behavior

Although defending behavior has attracted increasing research attention, op-
erational definitions remain inconsistent across studies. Before elaborating on
the double-edged sword effect, we first clarify the connotation and structure of
defending behavior.

2.1 Connotation of Defending Behavior

Defending behavior refers to all actions by bystanders aimed at helping
victims during bullying incidents, including directly %hBR ing bullies, com-
forting victims, and seeking help from adults; bystanders who engage in
such behaviors are called defenders \cite{Lambe {{{Craig}}{{2020}}},
Salmivalli{{{et}}{{al}}}{1996}}. Overall, the concept of defending behavior
has evolved from a unidimensional to a multidimensional framework. FEarly
researchers typically viewed defending behavior as a unidimensional prosocial
behavior, assuming that all forms shared the same nature and motivation—
namely, to help victims or stop bullying. Consequently, measurement instru-
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ments used total or average scores across all items to represent individuals’
defending levels \cite{Kollerova_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2018}}.

As research progressed, scholars recognized the heterogeneity of de-
fending behavior and understood it as a multidimensional prosocial
behavior with varying influencing factors and behavioral consequences
\cite{Lambe_ {{{Craig}}{{2020}}}, Wang{{{et}}{{al}}}{2023}}. Although
consensus on its dimensional structure remains elusive, researchers agree on its
multidimensional nature. For example, some distinguish between direct and
indirect defending, where direct defending involves confronting bullies to stop
bullying (e.g., verbally 8 ing or physically attacking bullies), while indirect de-
fending involves helping victims without directly confronting bullies (e.g., com-
forting victims or reporting to teachers) \cite{Pronk_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2020}}.
Others propose three dimensions: comforting victims, confronting bul-
lies, and reporting to third parties \cite{Jenkins_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2023},
Brehmer {{{Meyer}} {{2024}}}}.

Furthermore, some researchers recognize that defending behavior possesses
both prosocial and aggressive characteristics, distinguishing between construc-
tive defending and aggressive defending \cite{Luo_{{{Bussey}}{{2019}}},
Mozey{{{Bussey}}{{2020}}}}. Constructive defending involves proso-
cial interventions such as comforting victims or reporting to teachers,
whereas aggressive defending involves attacking bullies or spreading rumors
about them.  Research indicates that constructive defending is associated
with improved wvictim emotions and reduced self-blame |cite{Laninga-
Wignen{{{Pouwels}}{{et}} {{{al}}{{2024}}}}, while aggressive defending
is widely believed to exacerbate bullying |cite{Bussey{{{et}}{{al}}}{2020},
Healy_ {2020} }. Notably, constructive defending is defined based on behavioral
strategies and intentions rather than presumed outcomes. For instance, proso-
cial behavior is defined as behavior intended to benefit others, not assumed to
produce positive effects \cite{Pfattheicher_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2022}}. Studies
have found that constructive defending, such as comforting victims, can nega-
tively impact victims’ psychosocial adjustment when it leads to co-rumination
\cite{Schacter_{{{Juvonen}}_{{2020}}}}. Therefore, constructive defending
does not presuppose positive outcomes. Based on this analysis, we define
defending behavior as bystanders’ actions to help victims during bullying
incidents, which may manifest constructively (e.g., comforting victims or
seeking adult help) or aggressively (e.g., attacking bullies).

2.2 Structure of Defending Behavior

Current research has proposed various structures based on different criteria.
Some researchers classify defending behavior into direct and indirect dimensions
based on whether defenders directly confront the bullying situation. Direct
defending, such as 3BA ing bullies, is associated with higher popularity, while
indirect defending, such as comforting victims, is associated with greater social

acceptance \cite{Lambe_ {{{Craig}}{{2020}}}, Pronk{{{et}}{{al}}}{2020}}.
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For example, Lambe and Craig developed the Defending Behaviors Scale based
on multidimensional prosocial behavior theory, comprising four dimensions:
aggressive defending, problem-solving, reporting to authorities, and comforting
victims, with the first two categorized as direct defending and the latter two
as indirect defending. Chinese researchers using Chinese adolescent samples
identified an additional unique indirect defending dimension—tactical defending
—which involves using specific strategies to protect victims without directly
confronting bullies, such as shouting “Teacher is coming!” to scare bullies away
\cite{Wang_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2023}}. While the direct/indirect distinction is
widely used, it fails to differentiate aggressive defending precisely. Research
shows that aggressive defending can be further divided into direct aggression
(e.g., insulting bullies) and indirect aggression (e.g., spreading rumors), which
exhibit different associations with other variables (e.g., direct defending)

\cite{Meter_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2010}}.

Other researchers propose that defending behavior comprises constructive
and aggressive styles \cite{Steinvik {{{et}}{{al}}}{2025}}. Although both
strategies aim to help victims, aggressive defending also involves retaliating
against bullies’ deviant behavior and can be considered a form of bullying di-
rected at bullies, often viewed as a maladaptive coping strategy associated with
escalating bullying \cite{Bussey_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2020}}. Research indicates
that aggressive defenders exhibit higher victimization levels and depressive
symptoms compared to other defender types \cite{Jin_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}.
Constructive and aggressive defending show inverse associations with moral
disengagement \cite{Moxey_ {{{Bussey}}_{{2020}}}}. While the construc-
tive/aggressive classification is theoretically and empirically supported, it
inadequately distinguishes constructive defending subtypes.  Constructive
defending can be further divided into direct constructive defending (e.g., as-
sertively stopping bullies) and indirect constructive defending (e.g., comforting
victims), which may involve different intervention risks and benefits.

Integrating previous research and our own perspectives, we propose that de-
fending behavior can be classified into four types: direct constructive defend-
ing, indirect constructive defending, direct aggressive defending, and indirect
aggressive defending. Table 1 presents the definitions, behavioral character-
istics, and motivations for each type. This distinction holds important theo-
retical and practical significance. Theoretically, previous studies have isolated
direct/indirect or constructive/aggressive classifications, failing to capture fine-
grained differences among the four types. Generally, direct defending and ag-
gressive defending entail greater risks than indirect defending and constructive
defending \cite{Tian_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2025}}. Consequently, different defend-
ing forms may yield varying risks and benefits for victims. Practically, our
proposed structure facilitates rapid identification of defending behavior types
and provides references for developing effective intervention strategies.

Given the current lack of multidimensional research examining defending behav-
ior’ s effects on victims’ psychosocial adjustment, the following discussion does
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not differentiate among types. However, based on theoretical and empirical ev-
idence, future research should investigate differential impacts and mechanisms
of various defending types using our classification framework, which we will
address in the future directions section.

3. The Double-Edged Sword Effect of Defending Behavior

Existing research on defending behavior’ s impact has primarily focused on
two aspects: effects on victims’ psychological adjustment and effects on future
victimization risk. Accordingly, we review the double-edged sword effect from
these two perspectives.

3.1 Positive Effects of Defending Behavior

Overall, positive effects manifest in enhancing victims’ psychological adjustment
and reducing future victimization risk.

First, defending behavior positively impacts victims’ psychological adjustment.
The resilience framework theory posits that resilience is a psychological re-
source that helps individuals actively cope with adversities such as bullying,
protecting them from maintaining good psychological states when facing diffi-
culties \cite{Luthar_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2000}}. Resilience is dynamic, influenced
by the interaction between perceived external support and personal capabil-
ities \cite{Luthar_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2000}}. In bullying situations, defending
behavior conveys peer group opposition to bullying and concern for victims,
thereby enhancing victims’ resilience and reducing bullying’ s negative impact
on psychological adjustment. Social support buffering theories also suggest that
defending behavior reduces victims’ experienced harm; even when bullying per-
sists, defenders’ comfort or direct intervention can buffer psychological distress

\cite{Cohen {{{Wills}} {{1985}}}}.

Empirical studies find that defended victims exhibit lower risks of psycho-
logical adjustment problems such as depression, social anxiety, and lone-
liness compared to undefended victims \cite{Ma {{{Chen}}{{2019}}}}.
Moreover, these positive effects are mnot transient. Longitudinal re-
search shows that wvictims defended at least once at the beginning of a
semester report higher school belonging at semester s end \cite{Laninga-
Wignen{{{et}}{{al}}}{2023}}. Higher school belonging is associated with
greater psychological well-being \cite{Arslan {{{Allen}}{{2021}}}}, bet-
ter academic performance \cite{Huang{2022}}, and lower truancy rates
\cite{Chen_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2023}}. Qualitative studies also reveal positive
effects: nearly one-third of adolescents reported that defending behavior effec-
tively improves victimsnegative emotions \cite{ Bauman_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2020}},
and interviews with 24 children found that peer support and encouragement
fostered positive changes such as reduced loneliness and enhanced security
\cite{Heitmann_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}. Research not only identifies signifi-
cant differences in psychological adjustment between defended and undefended
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victims but also shows that victims experience lower self-blame and better
psychological adjustment when defended compared to when not defended

\cite{Laninga-Wijnen {{{Pouwels}}{{et}}}{{{al}} {{2024}}}}.

Second, defending behavior helps reduce victims’future victimization risk. Social
protect theory suggests that bullies select easy targets, such as vulnerable indi-
viduals lacking protection; when victims have defenders, bullies cease bullying
and avoid targeting protected individuals \cite{Hodges_ {{{Perry}}{{1999}}}}.
Empirical research supports this view. A recent study found that peer de-
fending, particularly direct victim protection, effectively stopped half of ongo-
ing bullying episodes \cite{Bauman{{{et}}{{al}}}{2020}}. Longitudinal re-
search also shows that bullying incidence decreases over time in classrooms
with high defending behavior levels \cite{Nocentini_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2013}}.
Intervention program evaluations provide stronger evidence: studies examin-
ing the KiVa anti-bullying program, which aims to enhance defending behav-
ior, found lower victimization levels in schools implementing the program com-
pared to non-implementing schools \cite{Bowes_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}, Huits-

ing_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2020}}.

3.2 Negative Effects of Defending Behavior

Despite theoretical and some empirical evidence supporting defending behavior’s
positive effects, recent studies reveal that it does not always benefit victims. Re-
garding psychological adjustment, theoretical and empirical evidence indicates
that defending behavior’ s positive effects may be limited or even harmful. For
example, prosocial behavior research shows that helping can create psycholog-
ical dilemmas for recipients, such as low-effectiveness help reducing recipients’
self-worth \cite{Li_{{{Chen}}{{2025}}}}. A recent review systematically ex-
amined pathways through which prosocial behavior negatively impacts recipients
psychological adjustment, proposing that different forms of prosocial behavior,
such as dependency-oriented help, may generate negative cognitions (e.g., per-
cetving oneself as disadvantaged, attributing helpers motives to self-interest),
leading to negative emotions \cite{ZF _ #ez3E {2024} }.

More importantly, bullying research demonstrates that defending behavior
can negatively affect victims’ psychosocial adjustment. The “healthy context
paradox” phenomenon provides evidence: in healthy classroom environments
(e.g., low class-level victimization or high average defending behavior), victims
exhibit more severe psychological adjustment problems \cite{¥BE% {2021},
Dong {{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}, Laninga-Wijnen_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2021}}. This
suggests that increasing class-level defending behavior may negatively impact
chronically victimized students’ psychological adjustment. Additionally,
one review proposed three pathways through which defending behavior
may harm victims’ psychological adjustment: triggering more bullying, re-
ducing victims’ sense of autonomy, or undermining victims peer support
networks \cite{Healy {2020}}. Empirical studies also show negative effects:
peer emotional support predicts higher depression levels among victims
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\cite{Desjardins_ {{{Leadbeater}}{{2011}}}}.  These negative effects are
influenced by the relationship between defenders and victims and the type of
defending behavior. In cyberspace, when defenders are strangers, adolescents
perceive aggressive defending as harmful to wvictims; when defenders are
friends, both aggressive and constructive defending are perceived as effective

\cite{ Leduc{{{et}} {{al}} }{2024}}.

Regarding social adjustment, defending behavior may sometimes increase vic-
timization levels. Healy suggested that defending behavior can intensify bul-
lying when defenders intervene maladaptively by attacking bullies, potentially
reinforcing or triggering bullies’ aggressive behavior. A meta-analysis compar-
ing different anti-bullying intervention strategies found that peer participation
interventions (e.g., encouraging students to defend victims) actually increased
subsequent victimization rates \cite{Ttofi {{{Farrington}} {{2011}}}}.

3.3 Explaining the Double-Edged Sword Effect

While bullying intervention theories emphasize defending behavior’ s positive
effects on victims’ psychosocial adjustment, empirical studies show that un-
der certain conditions, defending behavior also negatively impacts victims’ psy-
chosocial adjustment. This discrepancy may arise because previous research
has largely treated defending behavior as a unidimensional prosocial behavior
and focused on its positive effects \cite{Laninga-Wijnen_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2023},
Ma_ {{{Chen}}{{2019}}}}, while neglecting its multidimensional nature. Dif-
ferent forms of defending behavior may have differential effects on victims psy-
chosocial adjustment \cite{ Lamb{{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}, particularly since de-
fending behavior possesses both prosocial and aggressive characteristics. Most
studies have overlooked aggressive defending, potentially masking negative ef-
fects. Based on literature review, we propose that defending behavior can be
categorized into four types based on form and style, which will help future
research investigate differential impacts on victims’ psychosocial adjustment.

Second, inconsistent results may stem from asymmetric perceptions between
victims and defenders regarding the effectiveness of different defending forms.
Prosocial behavior research shows that helpers and recipients have inconsistent
perceptions regarding the likelihood and quality of help, termed asymmetric
perception \cite{Ei&i% _ #is3E _{2019}}. Such asymmetric perceptions may
explain why prosocial behavior negatively impacts recipients \cite{ZF __ #ifzdE
_{2024}}. In bullying situations, defenders and victims may also perceive the
effectiveness of different defending strategies differently. Indeed, studies show
that bystanders consider social support provision the most effective strategy,
with attacking bullies (e.g., angrily demanding cessation) more effective than
off-campus communication with victims \cite{Lamb_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}.
However, victims perceive strategies that calm their emotions or resolve
bullying as more effective than retaliating against bullies or amplifying their
anger \cite{Strong {{{et}}{{al}}}{2022}}. Thus, defenders’ perceived ef-
fective strategies may not meet victims needs, negatively impacting victims’
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psychosocial adjustment.

More importantly, previous research has predominantly used positive per-
spectives, such as social support buffering theory and resilience theory, to
explain defending behavior’ s positive effects, but these theories inadequately
explain its negative effects. Therefore, a unified theory is needed to clarify the
theoretical framework of the double-edged sword effect. Prosocial behavior
research shows that the impact on recipients depends on their cognitions about
the help, with different attributions for helping intentions producing differential
emotional adjustment outcomes \cite{Gao_X_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}. Thus,
victims® cognitions about defending behavior represent a crucial psychological
mechanism \cite{Laninga-Wijnen_ {{{Pouwels}}{{et}} H{{al}}_{{2024}}}}.
We introduce the General Aggression Model to explain the double-edged sword
effect of defending behavior on victims’ psychosocial adjustment from cognitive,
emotional, and interactive perspectives.

4.1 Defending Behavior Within the General Aggression
Model Framework

The General Aggression Model proposes that personal and situational inputs
influence individuals’ internal states (cognition, affect, and their interaction),
which indirectly affect evaluation and decision-making processes, thereby
influencing aggressive behavior \cite{Anderson_ {{{Bushman}}{{2002}}}}.
Researchers have applied this theory to explain cyberbullying s impact on
victims  psychosocial adjustment \cite{ Kowalski{{{et}}{{al}}}{2014}}. Ac-
cording to this theory, received defending behavior represents an input for
victims, influencing their internal psychological states (cognition, affect, and
their interaction) and consequently affecting their psychosocial adjustment
\cite{Kowalski_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2014}}. We therefore conceptualize victims’
perceived defending behaviors as inputs that influence their cognition, affect,
and their interaction, thereby indirectly impacting psychosocial adjustment.
The interaction between cognition and affect manifests in two ways. On
one hand, cognition influences affect: victims attribute defenders’ behaviors,
bullying resolution, and responsibility, with positive attributions generating
positive affect and negative attributions generating negative affect. On the
other hand, affect influences cognition: victims’ emotions affect their cognitive
processing, including attribution direction. Positive emotions promote positive
interpretations of bullying events, whereas negative emotions promote negative
attributions (see Figure 1 [Figure 1: see original paper]).

4.2 Pathways Through Which Defending Behavior Affects
Victims’ Psychosocial Adjustment
Defending behavior may differentially impact victims’ psychosocial adjustment

by eliciting positive or negative cognitions. First, victims may attribute de-
fenders’ behavioral motivations, with different attributions leading to different
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psychosocial outcomes. Specifically, when recipients perceive helpers as acting
from self-interest rather than empathy, they experience negative emotions
\cite{Erlandsson__ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2020}, Raihani_ {{{Power}}{{2021}}}}.
Particularly when helpers provide strategic help—acting from personal motives
—recipients attribute helping intentions to self-interest, generating negative
emotions such as indebtedness, obligation to reciprocate, and lower self-esteem
\cite{ Gao_ X{{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}, Lee_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2023}}. Conversely,
perceiving altruistic intentions generates positive emotions like gratitude
\cite{Gao_X_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}. In bullying situations, different moti-
vations drive different defending forms. For example, defenders with agentic
goals—seeking to gain or maintain influential social status—tend to adopt direct
defending such as attacking bullies, whereas those with communal goals—
genuinely caring about victims well-being and maintaining harmonious peer
relationships—tend to implement indirect defending such as comforting victims
\cite{Pronk_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2019}}. Thus, different defending strategies may
originate from different motivations. Victims who interpret direct aggressive
defending as status-seeking may experience indebtedness or loss of autonomy
\cite{Healy_ {2020}}, negatively impacting their psychosocial adjustment.
Victims who attribute indirect constructive defending to genuine concern may
feel gratitude, producing positive effects.

Second, victims may attribute causality for bullying events. Based on attri-
bution theory \cite{Weiner_{1985}}, victims attribute bullying along three
dimensions: stability (whether bullying is stable and unchangeable), locus
(whether bullying occurrence and resolution depend on internal or external
factors), and controllability (whether bullying is controllable). Healy proposed
that peer defending, such as direct constructive defending, may lead victims to
make external, stable, and uncontrollable attributions about bullying resolution
—believing they cannot resolve bullying independently, that bullying is stable
and unchangeable, and that they must rely on bystander intervention, thereby
generating helplessness. Additionally, in classrooms with high defending behav-
ior levels, victims exhibit higher self-blame attribution and more psychological
problems. This may be because in healthy classroom environments with high
defending behavior, chronically victimized students attribute bullying to stable,
uncontrollable factors—believing their victimization will persist and cannot be
changed  \cite{Laninga-Wijnen_ {{{Garandeau}}{{et}} }{{{al}}{{2024}}}}.
Victims may also make external attributions for their victimization due to
being defended. Both direct constructive defending (targeting bullies) and
indirect constructive defending (targeting victims) signal that others disap-
prove of bullying, leading victims to perceive that victimization is not their
fault, thereby reducing self-blame and emotional problem risk \cite{ Laninga-

Wignen{{{Pouwels}} {{et}} {{{al}} {{2024}}}}.

Based on the General Aggression Model, another pathway for the differential
impact involves affect \cite{Kowalski_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2014}}. Specifically,
when victims experience negative emotions such as indebtedness from being
defended, negative psychosocial outcomes may result; positive emotions such
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as gratitude may produce positive effects. Indebtedness is a negative emotional
experience of needing to reciprocate help, associated with higher stress,
tension, and lower subjective well-being \cite{Peng {{{et}}{{al}}}{2018},
Zhang {{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}. According to equity theory, defending behav-
ior—especially direct constructive defending—creates an inequitable relationship
between defenders and victims. Victims perceive an obligation to reciprocate,
and if they feel unable to do so, this indebtedness leads to negative emotions
like low self-esteem \cite{Healy_{2020}}. Conversely, when victims feel
gratitude—a positive emotion associated with better interpersonal relationships
and autonomous prosocial motivation \cite{Algoe {{{et}}{{al}}}{2013}}—
positive psychosocial outcomes result. Thus, defending behavior may produce
a double-edged sword effect through different emotional pathways.

Furthermore, the double-edged sword effect may stem from the interaction be-
tween cognition and affect. Victims’ attributions about defenders’ motivations
may generate differential emotions, thereby producing divergent psychosocial
outcomes. One study using large-scale questionnaires, computational modeling,
and neuroimaging found that recipients who perceived help as genuinely caring
felt gratitude, whereas those who perceived self-interested motives felt indebted-
ness \cite{Gao_X_{{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}. Experimental research also shows
that perceiving autonomous helping motivation enhances recipients’ gratitude,
increasing their prosocial behavior \cite{Yang {{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}. Addi-
tionally, victims’ emotions can influence their cognition. Based on the broaden-
and-build theory of positive emotions \cite{Fredrickson {2001}}, affect influ-
ences cognitive processing: positive emotions broaden cognitive scope and pro-
mote positive attributions \cite{Ali {{{Rizwan}}{{2018}}}}, whereas nega-
tive emotions narrow cognition and cause attribution biases. For example, vic-
tims who feel gratitude may interpret their world positively \cite{ Watkin{2014},
Zeng_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2020}}, viewing defending behavior as sincere help, be-
lieving bullying is unstable and changeable, and that victimization is not their
fault. Conversely, negative emotions like indebtedness or insecurity may lead
to negative attributions, such as believing defenders have ulterior motives, dif-
ferentially impacting psychosocial adjustment. Thus, defending behavior may
affect victims’ psychosocial adjustment not only through separate cognitive or
affective pathways but also through cognitive-affective and affective-cognitive
interactive pathways.

5. Future Research Directions and Outlook

Existing school bullying intervention research has emphasized leveraging defend-
ers’ positive roles \cite{fF% % _{2018}}, providing insights for bullying in-
terventions. However, as research deepens, scholars recognize the double-edged
sword effect of defending behavior on victims’ psychosocial adjustment, prompt-
ing comprehensive examination of its heterogeneous effects. This paper sum-
marizes the double-edged sword effect and, based on the General Aggression
Model, proposes that different defending forms serve as inputs influencing vic-
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tims’ cognition, affect, and their interaction, leading to different psychosocial
adjustment outcomes. Our theoretical model helps resolve previous research
discrepancies by comprehensively presenting the double-edged sword effect and
its mechanisms, and enhances intervention effectiveness. For example, based
on this model, the limited effectiveness of existing interventions may stem from
neglecting defending behavior’ s negative effects. Future interventions should
pursue dual goals: enhancing defending behavior levels while avoiding adverse
effects on victims’ psychosocial adjustment.

Although bullying intervention scholars have begun examining defending be-
havior’ s impact on victims’ psychosocial adjustment, this field remains in its
infancy with numerous questions warranting exploration. Based on limitations
in research perspectives, mechanisms, and methodologies, we elaborate on spe-
cific directions for future research.

5.1 From Positive to Neutral: Exploring Intervention Effects of Dif-
ferent Defending Forms

Previous research has not unified the concept of defending behavior and has
been limited to positive perspectives, treating it as unidimensional prosocial be-
havior while ignoring its aggressive manifestations, leading to inconsistent find-
ings \cite{Lamb_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}, Ma_{{{Chen}} {{2019}}}}. There-
fore, from a neutral perspective and building on previous literature, we propose
a four-dimensional framework comprising direct defending, indirect defending,
direct aggression, and indirect aggression. This structure accounts for both
the aggressive and prosocial nature of defending behavior while considering di-
rectness and indirectness, helping reveal the dual effects of different forms on
victims’ psychosocial adjustment. Future research should validate this proposed
structure.

Future studies should investigate differential effects of various defending forms
on victims’ psychosocial adjustment. Specifically, research should compare the
impacts of direct constructive defending, indirect constructive defending, direct
aggressive defending, and indirect aggressive defending. For victims, the risks
and benefits of receiving different defending types may vary. One study from
peer victimization victims’ perspective found that direct and indirect construc-
tive defending were more effective than retaliatory attacks in enhancing vic-
tims’ well-being \cite{Strong_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2022}}. Future research should
further examine how the four defending strategies differentially affect victims’
cognition and affect from victims’ perspectives.

Additionally, future research should combine victim and defender perspectives
to compare perceptions of the four strategies’ effectiveness. Previous research
has assumed that defending behavior’ s positive effects converge for victims and
defenders, neglecting potential cognitive and affective differences. As noted,
helpers and recipients have perceptual differences regarding help likelihood and
quality \cite{ B8 _ #B3E {2019} }, which may cause recipients’ psychological
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dilemmas \cite{ZF _ #i8%3E _{2024}}. Future studies should examine percep-
tual differences between victims and defenders regarding different defending
strategies’ effectiveness. This exploration will help reveal the roots of defend-
ing behavior’ s negative effects and provide insights for improving intervention
effectiveness.

5.2 From Effects to Mechanisms: Testing the Mechanisms of the
Double-Edged Sword Effect

Although research demonstrates the double-edged sword effect, comprehensive
understanding of why defending behavior produces divergent effects remains
lacking. Based on the General Aggression Model, we have integrated exist-
ing evidence to propose the underlying mechanisms. Future research should
test this double-edged sword effect from this perspective. While we have theo-
retically argued for the mediating roles of attributions for defenders’ motives,
bullying responsibility, and bullying resolution, as well as emotions like grati-
tude and indebtedness, direct empirical evidence remains scarce. Increasingly,
researchers are examining cognitive and affective mediators from victims’ per-
spectives. For example, Laninga-Wijnen and Pouwels revealed the mediating
role of self-blame attribution between defending behavior and victims’ psy-
chological adjustment using attribution theory. Prosocial behavior research
has shown differential roles of recipients’ emotions like gratitude and indebt-
edness in the relationship between receiving help and psychosocial adjustment
\cite{Gao_ X {{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}. Building on this evidence, future re-
search should examine cognitive and affective pathways linking different de-
fending forms to victims’ psychosocial adjustment.

Specifically, future studies should explore victims’ differential attributions and
emotions regarding the four defending types. Research shows that direct de-
fending, such as ¥FE ing bullies, is associated with defenders’ self-interested
motives, while indirect defending, such as comforting victims, is associated with
altruistic motives \cite{Pronk_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2019}}. Based on our proposed
structure, this research actually measured direct constructive defending and in-
direct constructive defending, consistent with research on dependency-oriented
help—where helpers directly solve problems \cite{Nadler {2002}}. Direct con-
structive defending, such as assertive protection, can be viewed as dependency-
oriented help that may undermine victims’ sense of autonomy, negatively im-
pacting their psychosocial adjustment \cite{Healy {2020}}. Thus, autonomy
may represent one affective pathway for direct constructive defending’ s neg-
ative effects. Additionally, indirect constructive defending may negatively im-
pact victims’ psychosocial adjustment through rumination. Research finds that
for female victims, receiving indirect constructive defending from close friends
with similar victimization experiences, such as emotional support, may lead
to maladaptive coping like co-rumination, resulting in more severe depression
and social anxiety \cite{Schacter_ {{{Juvonen}} {{2020}}}}. Future research
should test these pathways.
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5.3 From Negative to Positive: Identifying Pathways to Mitigate Neg-
ative Effects

This study proposes that defending behavior may cause victims to develop neg-
ative cognitions (e.g., negative attributions for defenders’ motives and bullying
occurrence/resolution) and negative emotions (e.g., indebtedness), negatively
impacting their psychosocial adjustment. Future research should therefore ex-
plore pathways to reduce victims’ negative attributions and emotions.

Specifically, future studies should examine whether increasing victims’ interper-
sonal trust in defenders can mitigate negative cognitions. Prosocial behavior
research shows that when recipients’ trust in helpers increases, their suspicion
of helpers’ motives decreases, reducing the risk of psychosocial adjustment prob-
lems \cite{Halabi_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2021}}. We propose that enhancing victims’
trust in defenders may help block negative attributions for defenders’ motives,
thereby reducing risks of negative emotions like indebtedness and low self-esteem.
Future research should test whether increasing victims’ trust reduces defending
behavior’ s adverse effects on their psychosocial adjustment.

Additionally, future research should explore the positive effects of victims trans-
mitting defending behavior to other victims. Research on prosocial behavior
transmission—where help recipients help third parties ( “you help me, I help
him” )—provides insights \cite{Chen_ {2024}, Gao_Q_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2024},
Gray {{{et}}{{al}}}{2014}}. Prosocial behavior transmission research shows
that recipients’ self-perceived capabilities significantly increase during the pro-
cess, effectively alleviating negative cognitions and emotions from receiving help
\cite{Alvarez_ {{{van}}{{Leeuwen}}}{2015}}. We propose that bullying situ-
ations may also exhibit defending behavior transmission, where defended vic-
tims protect other victims. Indeed, research shows that defender and victim
roles are fluid, with victims potentially becoming defenders in other incidents
\cite{Denaray_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2021}}. Victims are not passive recipients but
can actively transmit defending behavior to reduce perceived disadvantaged sta-
tus. Future research should test whether defending behavior transmission helps
mitigate negative cognitions and emotions.

5.4 From Individual to Network: Exploring Behavioral Reactions of
Victims and Bystanders in Social Networks

Bullying-related behaviors, including defending behavior, are dynamic group
phenomena influenced by peer relationship networks \cite{#z% % {2023}}.
Previous research has primarily examined the double-edged sword effect from
individual psychological and behavioral attributes, neglecting the peer relation-
ship network where defending behavior occurs. This limits understanding of the
behavior’ s dynamic changes within networks and focuses narrowly on emotional
adjustment while ignoring victims’ behavioral reactions after receiving defense.
Future research should employ social network analysis methods, such as longi-
tudinal social network analysis and stochastic actor-oriented models, to focus
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on bullying relationship networks and analyze how network structures affect
victims’ cognition, affect, and behavior.

Specifically, future studies should examine how defender-victim network struc-
tures influence victims’ behavioral consequences. Research shows that defending
behavior exhibits peer influence effects, where friends’ defending behavior influ-
ences adolescents’ own defending levels \cite{Lambe_ {{{Craig}}{{2022}}}}.
Future research should adopt victims perspectives to examine whether perceiving
friends different defending forms significantly influences wvictims future
reciprocity behaviors.  Reciprocity behaviors include two forms: “you help
me, I help you” reciprocity and “you help me, I help him’ transmission
\cite{ Gao__ Q{{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}. In defending behavior, the former cor-
responds to victims' reciprocal behavior toward defenders, while the latter
corresponds to defending behavior transmission. Victims’ reciprocity may
manifest as repayment to defenders, while their prosocial behavior transmission
helps establish group norms supporting victims—a mechanism confirmed as
crucial for intervention effectiveness \cite{Cheon_ {{{et}}{{al}}}{2023}}.
Future research should examine how peer networks influence these two forms
of reciprocity.

Furthermore, future research should investigate network relationship structures
between defenders and other bystanders. A key bullying intervention pathway
involves converting pro-bullying bystanders or passive outsiders into construc-
tive defenders. Based on social contagion theory, individuals’ cognitions,
emotions, and behaviors within the same network influence each other toward
convergence \cite{van_ {{{den}}{{Ende}}}{{{et}}{{al}}}{2024}}. Defenders
may thus convert pro-bullying or passive bystanders into active defenders
through social contagion. Future research should test this using network data.

References

IBER, B, B, Y, @A, O, (2021). SHit5EEIMUABER REF
B | MEMIARMRA R, LERR, 53(2), 170-181.

¥ iEedE. (2024). WANA TSHEEEEREAMEE. B, 47(2), 502-511.
€%, KEiE, Bn. (2018). REMRAMNRRSSHE: ®IPE. LERFSE 26(1),
98-106.

TR, WedE. (2019). EEMBBTMTGE: RESKEXN. OERZEE, 27(1), 117-
127.

KR, KEX, TRE, KEE. (2023). HRMERAETILESTVEREXRMESHUERR
TRNERZENXR. DENFHE, 31(3), 416-427.

Algoe, S. B., Fredrickson, B. L., & Gable, S. L. (2013). The social functions of
the emotion of gratitude via expression. Emotion, 13(4), 605-609.

Ali, A. Z., & Rizwan, S. (2018). Gratitude as a predictor of depressive attribu-
tions. International Journal of Innovation and Scientific Research, 38(2), 238-
243.

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180 Machine Translation


https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180

ChinaRxiv [$X]

Alvarez, K., & van Leeuwen, E. (2015). Paying it forward: How helping others
can reduce the psychological threat of receiving help. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 45(1), 1-9.

Anderson, C. A., & Bushman, B. J. (2002). Human aggression. Annual Review
of Psychology, 53, 27-51.

Arslan, G., & Allen, K. A. (2021). School victimization, school belongingness,
psychological well-being, and emotional problems in adolescents. Child Indica-
tors Research, 14(4), 1501-1517.

Bauman, S., Yoon, J., Iurino, C., & Hackett, L. (2020). Experiences of adoles-
cent witnesses to peer victimization: The bystander effect. Journal of School
Psychology, 80, 1-14.

Bowes, L., Babu, M., Badger, J. R., Broome, M. R., Cannings-John, R., Clark-
son, S., & Hutchings, J. (2024). The effects and costs of an anti-bullying
program (KiVa) in UK primary schools: A multicenter cluster randomized con-
trolled trial. Psychological Medicine, 54(15), 4362-4373.

Brehmer, M., & Meyer, J. (2024). Confronting the bullies, comforting the victim,
or reporting to university staff? Prosocial intentions towards social exclusion
in university students. International Journal of Bullying Prevention. Advance
online publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42380-024-00248-3

Bussey, K., Luo, A., Fitzpatrick, S., & Allison, K. (2020). Defending victims
of cyberbullying: The role of self-efficacy and moral disengagement. Journal of
School Psychology, 78, 1-12.

Chen, H. (2024). The psychological mechanism of internet altruistic behav-
ior transmission: A givers and recipients perspective. Current Psychology, 43,
35889-35903.

Chen, I. H., Gamble, J. H., & Lin, C. Y. (2023). Peer victimization’ s impact
on adolescent school belonging, truancy, and life satisfaction: A cross-cohort
international comparison. Current Psychology, 42, 1402-1419.

Cheon, S. H., Reeve, J., Marsh, H. W., & Jang, H. R. (2023). Cluster random-
ized control trial to reduce peer victimization: An autonomy-supportive teach-
ing intervention changes the classroom ethos to support defending bystanders.
American Psychologist, 78(7), 856-872.

Cohen, S., & Wills, T. A. (1985). Stress, social support, and the buffering
hypothesis. Psychological Bulletin, 98(2), 310-357.

Demaray, M. K., Malecki, C. K., Ryoo, J. H., & Summers, K. H. (2021). De-
constructing bullying roles: A longitudinal latent profile analysis of bullying
participant behaviors for students in grades 4 through 12. Journal of School
Psychology, 86, 32-48.

Desjardins, T. L., & Leadbeater, B. J. (2011). Relational victimization and
depressive symptoms in adolescence: Moderating effects of mother, father, and

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180 Machine Translation


https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180

ChinaRxiv [$X]

peer emotional support. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 40, 531-544.

Dong, Z., Huitsing, G., & Veenstra, R. (2024). Students’ school and psycho-
logical adjustment in classrooms with positive and negative leaders. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 53, 550-562.

Duan, S., Duan, Z., Li, R., Wilson, A., Wang, Y., Jia, Q., ---& Chen, R. (2020).
Bullying victimization, bullying witnessing, bullying perpetration and suicide
risk among adolescents: A serial mediation analysis. Journal of Affective Dis-
orders, 273, 274-279.

Erlandsson, A., Wingren, M., & Andersson, P. A. (2020). Type and amount of
help as predictors for impression of helpers. PloS one, 15(12), Article, e0243808.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0243808

Fredrickson, B. L. (2001). The role of positive emotions in positive psychology:
The broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions. American Psychologist,
56(3), 218-226.

Gaffney, H., Ttofi, M. M., & Farrington, D. P. (2021). What works in anti-
bullying programs? Analysis of effective intervention components. Journal of
School Psychology, 85, 37-56.

Gao, Q., Zheng, D., Liu, J., Bian, R., Wang, X. H., & He, X. (2024). Pay it
back or pay it forward? How emotions and regulatory focus shape employees’
repaying behaviors after receiving help. Current Psychology, 43, 35889-35903.

Gao, X., Jolly, E., Yu, H., Liu, H., Zhou, X., & Chang, L. J. (2024). The
psychological, computational, and neural foundations of indebtedness. Nature
Communications, 15, 68.

Gladden, R. M., Vivolo-Kantor, A. M., Hamburger, M. E., & Lumpkin, C.
D. (2014). Bullying surveillance among youths: Uniform definitions for public
health and recommended data elements, Version 1.0. Atlanta, GA: National
Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention and U.S. Department of Education.

Gray, K., Ward, A. F., & Norton, M. I. (2014). Paying it forward: Generalized
reciprocity and the limits of generosity. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
General, 143(1), 247-254.

Halabi, S., Dovidio, J. F., & Nadler, A. (2021). When intergroup helping helps
intergroup relations: The moderating role of trust in the outgroup. Journal of
Ezxperimental Social Psychology, 95, 104141.

Healy, K. L. (2020). Hypotheses for possible iatrogenic impacts of school bully-
ing prevention programs. Child Development Perspectives, 14(4), 221-228.

Heitmann, A. J., Valla, L., Albertini Friith, E., & Kvarme, L. G. (2024). A path
to inclusiveness-peer support groups as a resource for change. The Journal of
School Nursing, 40(3), 285-294.

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180 Machine Translation


https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180

ChinaRxiv [$X]

Hodges, E. V., & Perry, D. G. (1999). Personal and interpersonal antecedents
and consequences of victimization by peers. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 76(4), 677-685.

Huang, L. (2022). Exploring the relationship between school bullying and aca-
demic performance: The mediating role of students’ sense of belonging at school.
Educational Studies, 48(2), 216-232.

Huitsing, G., Lodder, G. M., Browne, W. J., Oldenburg, B., Van der Ploeg,
R., & Veenstra, R. (2020). A large-scale replication of the effectiveness of the
KiVa antibullying program: A randomized controlled trial in the Netherlands.
Prevention Science, 21, 627-638.

Jin, G., Bian, X., Zhou, T., & Liu, J. (2024). Different ways to defend victims of
bullying: Defending profiles and their associations with adolescents’ victimiza-
tion experiences and depressive symptoms. Journal of Youth and Adolescence,
58, 621-631.

Jenkins, L. N.; Yang, Y., Changlani, S., & Mitchell, S. (2023). Deconstructing
prosocial bullying bystander actions. Contemporary School Psychology, 27, 593-
605.

Kollerovd, L., Yanagida, T., Mazzone, A., Soukup, P., & Strohmeier, D. (2018).
“They think that I should defend” : Effects of peer and teacher injunctive norms
on defending victimized classmates in early adolescents. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 47, 2424-2439.

Kowalski, R. M., Giumetti, G. W., Schroeder, A. N., & Lattanner, M. R. (2014).
Bullying in the digital age: A critical review and meta-analysis of cyberbullying
research among youth. Psychological Bulletin, 140(4), 1073-1137.

Lamb, P. S., Nixon, C., DiFrancesca, D., Linkie, C. A., & Davis, S. (2024).
Perceived effectiveness of bystander behavior as a function of the context of
bullying, grade level, and gender. Current Psychology, 43, 29689-29704.

Lambe, L. J., & Craig, W. M. (2020). Peer defending as a multidimensional be-
havior: Development and validation of the Defending Behaviors Scale. Journal
of School Psychology, 78, 38-53.

Lambe, L. J., & Craig, W. M. (2022). The co-evolution of friendship, defending
behaviors, and peer victimization: A short-term longitudinal social network
analysis. Social Development, 31, 984-1000.

Laninga-Wijnen, L., van den Berg, Y. H., Garandeau, C. F., Mulder, S., & de
Castro, B. O. (2023). Does being defended relate to decreases in victimization
and improved psychosocial adjustment among victims? Journal of Educational
Psychology, 115(2), 363-377.

Laninga-Wijnen, L., Garandeau, C. F., Malamut, S. T, & Salmivalli, C. (2024).
The longitudinal role of classroom defending norms victims’ psychological ad-
justment, causal attributions, social comparisons. Developmental Psychology,

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180 Machine Translation


https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180

ChinaRxiv [$X]

60(3), 522-544.

Laninga-Wijnen, L., Pouwels, J. L., Giletta, M., & Salmivalli, C. (2024). Feeling
better now? Being defended diminishes daily mood problems and self-blame in
victims of bullying. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 94, 1294-1322.

Laninga-Wijnen, L., van den Berg, Y. H., Mainhard, T., & Cillessen, A. H.
(2021). The role of defending norms in victims’ classroom climate perceptions
and psychosocial maladjustment in secondary school. Research on Child and
Adolescent Psychopathology, 49, 169-184.

Leduc, K., Nagar, M. P.; Caivano, O., & Talwar, V. (2024). When is it help-
ful to get involved? Adolescents’ perceptions of constructive and aggressive
bystander support from friends, acquaintances, and public figures in cyberbully-
ing. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 21(9),
1142.

Lee, Y. E., Simon, L. S., Koopman, J., Rosen, C. C., Gabriel, A. S.; & Yoon, S.
(2023). When, why, and for whom is receiving help actually helpful? Differential
effects of receiving empowering and nonempowering help based on recipient
gender. Journal of Applied Psychology, 108(5), 773-793.

Li, S., & Chen, X. (2025). How does social comparison of received help relate to
interpersonal gratitude? The roles of self-worth and help effectiveness. Journal
of Youth and Adolescence, 54, 1396-1411.

Luthar, S. S., Cicchetti, D., & Becker, B. (2000). The construct of resilience: A
critical evaluation and guidelines for future work. Child Development, 71, 543-
562.

Luo, A., & Bussey, K. (2019). The selectivity of moral disengagement in defend-
ers of cyberbullying: Contextual moral disengagement. Computers in Human
Behavior, 93, 318-325.

Ma, T. L., & Chen, W. T. (2019). The benefits of being defended: Perceived
bystander participant roles and victims’ emotional and psychosocial adjustment.
Journal of School Violence, 18(1), 77-91.

Meter, D. J., Ma, T. L., & Ehrenreich, S. E. (2019). Telling, comforting, and
retaliating: The roles of moral disengagement and perception of harm in defend-
ing college-aged victims of peer victimization. International Journal of Bullying
Prevention, 1, 124-135.

Meter, D. J., Worley, J. T., Butler, K., Renshaw, T. L., & Poteat, V. P. (2024).
Adolescents’ perceptions of student and teacher /staff defending against stigma-
based peer victimization. European Journal of Developmental Psychology, 21(4),
663-678.

Moxey, N., & Bussey, K. (2020). Styles of bystander intervention in cyberbul-
lying incidents. International Journal of Bullying Prevention, 2, 6-15.

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180 Machine Translation


https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180

ChinaRxiv [$X]

Nadler, A. (2002). Inter-group helping relations as power relations: Maintaining
or challenging social dominance between groups through helping. Journal of
Social Issues, 58, 487-502.

Nocentini, A., Menesini, E., & Salmivalli, C. (2013). Level and change of bul-
lying behavior during high school: A multilevel growth curve analysis. Journal
of Adolescence, 36(3), 495-505.

Peng, C., Nelissen, R. M., & Zeelenberg, M. (2018). Reconsidering the roles of
gratitude and indebtedness in social exchange. Cognition and Emotion, 32(4),
760-772.

Peprah, P., Asare, B. Y. A., Nyadanu, S. D., Asare-Doku, W., Adu, C., Peprah,
J., =& Gyasi, R. M. (2023). Bullying victimization and suicidal behavior among
adolescents in 28 countries and territories: A moderated mediation model. Jour-
nal of Adolescent Health, 73(1), 110-117.

Pfattheicher, S., Nielsen, Y. A., & Thielmann, I. (2022). Prosocial behavior and
altruism: A review of concepts and definitions. Current Opinion in Psychology,
44, 124-129.

Pronk, J., Olthof, T., Aleva, E. A., van der Meulen, M., Vermande, M. M., &
Goossens, F. A. (2020). Longitudinal associations between adolescents’ bullying-
related indirect defending, outsider behavior, and peer-group status. Journal of
Research on Adolescence, 30, 87-99.

Pronk, J., Olthof, T., Goossens, F. A., & Krabbendam, L. (2019). Differences in
adolescents’ motivations for indirect, direct, and hybrid peer defending. Social
Development, 28, 414-429.

Raihani, N. J., & Power, E. A. (2021). No good deed goes unpunished: The
social costs of prosocial behaviour. Ewvolutionary Human Sciences, 3, Article,
¢40. https://doi:10.1017 /ehs.2021.35

Salmivalli, C., Lagerspetz, K., Bjorkqvist, K., Osterman, K., & Kaukiainen, A.
(1996). Bullying as a group process: Participant roles and their relations to
social status within the group. Aggressive Behavior, 22, 1-15.

Salmivalli, C., Laninga-Wijnen, L., Malamut, S. T., & Garandeau, C. F. (2021).
Bullying prevention in adolescence: Solutions and new challenges from the past
decade. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 31, 1023-1046.

Schacter, H. L., & Juvonen, J. (2020). When do friendships help versus
hurt? Perceived best friend victimization and support as moderators of peer
victimization-related distress. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 40(6), 804-
827.

Steinvik, H. R., Duffy, A. L., & Zimmer-Gembeck, M. J. (2025). Adolescents’
compassion is distinctively associated with more prosocial and less aggressive
defending against bullying when considering empathic emotions and costs. Jour-
nal of Adolescence, 97(6), 1494-1506.

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180 Machine Translation


https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180

ChinaRxiv [$X]

Strong, Z. H., Frey, K. S., McMain, E. M., Pearson, C. R., & Chiu, Y. (2022).
How do victimized youth emotionally and socially appraise common ways third-
party peers intervene? Journal of Child and Family Studies, 31, 29689-29704.

Tian, X., Huebner, E. S., & Tian, L. (2025). Defending behavior in bullying
and defenders’ psychosocial outcomes among children and adolescents: A series
of three-level meta-analyses. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 54, 1396-1411.

Ttofi, M. M., & Farrington, D. P. (2011). Effectiveness of school-based pro-
grams to reduce bullying: A systematic and meta-analytic review. Journal of
Ezxperimental Criminology, 7, 27-56.

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. (2019). Be-
hind the numbers: Ending school violence and bullying. https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark: /48223 /pf0000366483

van den Ende, M. W., van der Maas, H. L., Epskamp, S., & Lees, M. H.
(2024).  Alcohol consumption as a socially contagious phenomenon in the
Framingham Heart Study social network. Scientific Reports, 14, Article, 4499.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-54155-0

van der Ploeg, R., Steglich, C., & Veenstra, R. (2016). The support group
approach in the Dutch KiVa anti-bullying programme: Effects on victimisation,
defending and well-being at school. Educational Research, 58(3), 221-240.

Wang, Z., Laninga-Wijnen, L., Garandeau, C. F., & Liu, J. (2023). Develop-
ment and validation of the adolescent defending behaviors questionnaire among
Chinese early adolescents. Assessment, 30(7), 2258-2275.

Watkins, P. C. (2014). Gratitude and the good life: Toward a psychology of
appreciation. New York, NY: Springer.

Wei, X., Liu, D., Cheung, H. N., & Williams, J. M. (2024). Exploring the me-
diation role of self-compassion in the association between bullying perpetration
and depression: A cross culture comparison study. Children and Youth Services
Review, 163, Article, 107816. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42380-024-00248-3

Weiner, B. (1985). An attributional theory of achievement motivation and emo-
tion. Psychological Review, 92(4), 548-573.

Yang, Y., Li, W., Sheldon, K. M., & Kou, Y. (2024). Perception of helper’ s
autonomous motivation increases recipient’ s prosocial behaviour intentions via
feelings of gratitude. Furopean Journal of Social Psychology, 54, 1396-1411.

Zeng, P., Wang, P., Nie, J., Ouyang, M., & Lei, L. (2020). Gratitude and
cyberbullying perpetration: The mediating role of self-compassion and moral
disengagement. Children and Youth Services Review, 119, Article, 105608.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105608

Zhang, J., Feng, R., Li, Z., Liang, H., Jin, T., A, Y., & Li, X. (2024). Reliability
and validity of the revised indebtedness scale in Chinese university students.
Scientific Reports, 14, Article. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-82662-7

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180 Machine Translation


https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180

ChinaRxiv [$X]

Note: Figure translations are in progress. See original paper for figures.

Source: ChinaXiv —Machine translation. Verify with original.

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180 Machine Translation


https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202509.00180

	The Double-Edged Sword Effect of Bullying Protective Behaviors on Victims’ Psychosocial Adaptation and Its Mechanisms
	Abstract
	Full Text
	The Double-Edged Sword Effect of Defending Behavior on Victims’ Psychosocial Adjustment and Its Underlying Mechanisms
	2. Connotation and Structure of Defending Behavior
	2.1 Connotation of Defending Behavior
	2.2 Structure of Defending Behavior

	3. The Double-Edged Sword Effect of Defending Behavior
	3.1 Positive Effects of Defending Behavior
	3.2 Negative Effects of Defending Behavior
	3.3 Explaining the Double-Edged Sword Effect

	4.1 Defending Behavior Within the General Aggression Model Framework
	4.2 Pathways Through Which Defending Behavior Affects Victims’ Psychosocial Adjustment
	5. Future Research Directions and Outlook
	5.1 From Positive to Neutral: Exploring Intervention Effects of Different Defending Forms
	5.2 From Effects to Mechanisms: Testing the Mechanisms of the Double-Edged Sword Effect
	5.3 From Negative to Positive: Identifying Pathways to Mitigate Negative Effects
	5.4 From Individual to Network: Exploring Behavioral Reactions of Victims and Bystanders in Social Networks



