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Table 1 Interview results on online unethical behavior
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Table 2 Total score and item correlation coefficient chart
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Figure 1 Scree plot in exploratory factor analysis
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Table 3 Factor load matrix of college students’ online unethical behavior
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X 4 R BESELF R IR AR R i E R, HABERAER . HAR N 1R T 38.739% 7 22,
R E BRI T .
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P2 SR | o0 25 (17 DU HEE

23 EREEVEDLH

(1) BUEtERH 75047

HT T IEAERE, TG R, SHEIT)E AR ST T8 UEE 40T (confirmatory
factor analysis, CFA) .

W RREMEE TR 16 MBI, SRS S SRy, iR BRI SRk, 14
JRUNBL, RAIIE, MR 5 AN, MR 1 ~ 534y, SMESEREEA T AL, XA
6 FITTEAS K2z R ), SIS 612 (i . Zaad X8l mdr, BIBRZ TR 1 204h L G B sy
16 B 80 MM AL, R Jn MR 532 1.

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pss https://doi.org/10.35534/pss.0603072



0 RELEMBBBISEITHER R

4 BAREXEREITER

Table 4  Statistical summary of basic sample information
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Table 5 Reliability of the questionnaire on university students’ online unethical behavior
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Table 6 Fit indices for the college student online unethical behavior questionnaire
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Development of a Scale for Measuring College Students’ Online

Unethical Behavior
Lin Ying' Tang Zhiwen’

1. Guangdong Women'’s Polytechnic, Guangzhou;
2. University of Electronic Science and Technology of China, Zhongshan Institute, Zhongshan

Abstract: Online Unethical Behavior has increasingly become a prominent issue in the digital age. As a
significant group of internet users, the ethical development of college students warrants attention. This
study aims to develop a scale for measuring college students’ online Unethical Behavior to provide an
assessment tool for online ethics education. The initial item pool for the scale was constructed using
literature review and interviews, resulting in a preliminary questionnaire with 55 items across four
dimensions: cyberbullying, online infringement, online deception, and online pornography. Through item
analysis and exploratory factor analysis of survey data from 412 college students, a pilot questionnaire
with 16 items across the same four dimensions was developed. Subsequently, confirmatory factor analysis
was conducted with a sample of 532 college students to test the structural validity of the questionnaire,
and reliability was also examined. The results indicate that the scale has good reliability and validity,
comprising 16 items divided into four dimensions: cyberbullying, online infringement, online deception,
and online pornography. This scale can be used to assess college students’ online Unethical Behavior and
provide a basis for online ethics education in higher education institutions.

Key words: Online unethical behavior; Scale; Cyberbullying; Online infringement; College students
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