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ABSTRACT
44

The study examined moderating role of core self-evaluations on the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates. A total number of one hundred and forty-seven (147) participants were involved in the study, comprising 57 males and 90 females. Participants were selected using purposive sampling technique. Three instruments were used for data collection: Core self-evaluation scale by Judge et al. (2003), Mechanisms of moral disengagement scale-10 adapted by Concha-Salgado et al. (2022), and the cyber-aggression scale by Buelga et al. (2020), which obtained reliability scores of 0.60, 0.795 and 0.901 respectively following a pilot study by the researcher on a sample of Nigerian undergraduates outside Godfrey Okoye University. Three hypotheses were formulated and tested and Hayes Regression based PROCESS Macro was used in the data analysis. Result of data analysis indicate that moral disengagement significantly predicted cyber-aggression among undergraduates using regression (B = .44, p = .001); core self-evaluations is not significantly associated with cyber-aggression among undergraduates (B = -.20, p = .39); and core self-evaluations did not moderate the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression among undergraduates (B = .02, p > .05). The implication of the finding is that presence of moral disengagement may lead to increased levels of cyber-aggression, regardless of level of core self-evaluations. Limitations of the study were acknowledged, and recommendations were made to guide future research in understanding factors that mitigate cyber-aggression among undergraduates.
CHAPTER ONE
Background to the Study
Advancing technology has expanded opportunities for connection and self-expression, revolutionizing how people work, study and live (Foo, 2023), but it has also weakened traditional social boundaries and fostered shifts in personal accountability and self-regulation, bringing about challenges such as privacy concerns, internet addiction, and at an especially alarming rate, cyber-aggression.
Cyber-aggression refers to deliberate actions intended to harm other people via digital devices such as laptops and phones, which the victim perceives as distressing or harmful (Lapierre & Dane, 2020). It is any recurring behaviour that involves deliberate and unwanted technologically-mediated violence against others through actions that distress, insult, intimidate, or menace the person in question (Vale et al., 2018, summarizing multiple studies). Although closely related, cyber-aggression is broader than the more commonly heard of and researched cyberbullying and differs in that the negative behaviours involved in the former are not necessarily repetitive nor do they include unequal power dynamics, both of which are fundamental to the conventional definitions of cyberbullying (Uddin & Rahman, 2022). Research (e.g. DeMarsico et al., 2023; Fulantelli et al., 2022) has also indicated that cyberbullying is recognized as a subset of cyber-aggression, as well as other harmful online behaviours, such as cyberhate (sharing hateful and discriminatory messages online), flaming (posting aggressively hostile messages online), trolling (deliberately provoking a reaction by posting inflammatory content), social exclusion (deliberately preventing someone from joining online communities), defamation (damaging someone’s reputation by disseminating untrue information about them), doxxing (exposing someone’s personal information online without prior consent), masquerading (falsely posing as someone else on digital platforms to inflict harm or mislead) and harassment/stalking (repeatedly sending unwanted messages to someone). However, as cyberbullying is the most frequently occurring online aggressive behaviour (Fulantelli et al., 2022) and its definition mostly coincides with cyber-aggression, both terms are frequently used to refer to the same concept (Gattulli et al., 2024).
More broadly, cyber-aggression can occur either directly or indirectly: direct cyber-aggressive behaviours are attacks specifically directed at another person, whether verbally, such as insulting someone online, or socially, such as blocking someone from groups to limit their social circle while indirect cyber-aggressive behaviours are assaults involving content alteration, identity fraud, and hacking to cause harm on another person online (Buelga et al., 2020).
The issue of cyber-aggression is becoming ever more rampant with roughly a third of adolescents now perpetuating the act (Ybarra & Mitchell, 2007, as cited in Lapierre & Dane, 2020; Pabian et al., 2015), and the consequences of the act weigh heavily on the victims who may suffer from mental health issues such as feelings of sadness, anger, anxiety and rumination, and psychosomatic symptoms, including sleep alterations and stomach ache (Lo Moro et al., 2023). While perpetrators of the act rarely face any negative consequences (Baumann et al., 2022), there is a high correlation between cyber-aggression perpetration and victimization, meaning that most perpetrators of the act are likely to be or to have been victims as well (Lo Moro et al., 2023; Baumann et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2022), and without these behavioural consequences and feedback in place, those who commit cyber-aggression can slowly lose their sense of empathy and guilt over their behaviour (Sourander et al., 2010), leading to a continuous cycle of perpetration-victimization. Thus, it is pertinent to study the causes and motivations behind cyber-aggression to form intervention plans and curb it at its roots.
According to DeMarsico et al. (2023), the motivations for cyber-aggression include a desire to strengthen social bonds, defend socio-political views, respond in kind when provoked, cope with relationship-related stress, adopt an online identity that differs from real-life behaviour, participate for entertainment, seek revenge and act on spontaneous urges. Other studies have also highlighted individual, environmental and technological factors that have been linked to cyber-aggression, including high impulsivity, low empathy, neuroticism, peer pressure, exposure to aggressive behaviour, online anonymity and moral disengagement (Lo Moro et al., 2023; Nocera et al., 2022; Bayat et al., 2021; Falla et al., 2021; Buelga et al., 2020; Lo Cricchio et al., 2020; Álvarez-García et al., 2018; Runions & Bak, 2015).
Moral disengagement (MD) involves cognitive strategies that help individuals separate their actions from their moral beliefs, thereby facilitating unethical behaviour free from guilt or unease (Concha-Salgado et al., 2022). Simply put, it is the process by which individuals justify their immoral actions to feel more at ease with their behaviour.
First coined by Bandura et al. (1996), moral disengagement may be summarized into eight mechanisms, which are:
1. Moral justification, which involves framing unethical behaviour as acceptable by framing it as fulfilling a moral obligation.
2. Euphemistic labelling, which involves verbal manipulation to make the action seem less severe than it actually is.
3. Advantageous comparison, which entails justifying immoral actions by contrasting them with more severe misconduct to dislocate the attention from the harm it poses. 
4. Displacement of responsibility, which is defined as shifting blame to authority or external forces. 
5. Diffusion of responsibility, or sharing blame across a group to minimize the severity of behaviours realized by the single person. 
6. Dehumanization of victim, which involves viewing the victim as undeserving of empathy or depriving them of human characteristics. 
7. Attribution of blame, which is assigning responsibility to the victim for the wrongdoing they experienced. 
8. Distortion of consequences i.e., downplaying the harm caused by the unethical behaviour to reduce personal misconduct (Caroli & Sagone, 2014).
According to Concha-Salgado et al. (2022), these mechanisms may be further grouped into four categories or loci, in which internal moral control can be detached from negative behaviour: 
1. Cognitively reinterpreting immoral behaviour, known as behaviour locus (mechanisms 1, 2 and 3).
2. Diminishing personal responsibility, known as agency locus (mechanisms 4 and 5).
3. Blaming or denigrating victims, known as victim locus (mechanisms 6 and 7).
4.   Ignoring or misrepresenting consequences, known as outcome locus (mechanism 8).
As a cognitive process, moral disengagement can be influenced by several factors, such as the prevailing norms in society, which shape our moral standards, group dynamics, including peer pressure and conformity, personal justification, emotional factors such as anger, frustration and fear which may cloud our judgement, and a perceived lack of consequences for our actions (Maguire, 2023). Runions and Bak (2015) posit that under certain circumstances, online environments may enable cyber-aggression by supporting mechanisms of moral disengagement. Thus, it is pertinent that the effect of moral disengagement be studied, as it pertains to cyber-aggression among Nigerian undergraduates, using the students of Godfrey Okoye University as a case study.
Differences in personality and other individual characteristics can moderate the link between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression (see Pabian & Vandebosch, 2023; Li et al., 2023). Core self-evaluations represents one such trait that has demonstrated a link to cyberbullying (Yudes et al., 2021). Core self-evaluations, introduced by Judge et al. (1997), refers to the foundational perceptions individuals develop about their self-esteem and competence (Farčić et al., 2020). It encompasses various positive traits that shape a person’s self-perception, including their sense of self-worth, confidence in achieving goals, belief in personal control over life, and capacity to stay resilient and emotionally stable during challenges (Gnambs & Schroeders, 2024). Judge et al. (1997) identified four dimensions of personalities that make up one’s core self-evaluations; self-esteem, self-efficacy, locus of control and emotional stability. These four areas are not the same and each has its own role in the fundamental assessment of the individual (Farčić et al., 2020).
Self-esteem is an individual’s subjective perception of their overall worth or value, characterized by self-confidence, a sense of security, personal identity, belonging, and competence (Cherry, 2023). The formation of self-esteem is a lengthy process, often related with the formation of self-image and self-conscience (Abdel-Khalek, 2016) and several studies have linked the importance of family environment and parental involvement to high self-esteem in adolescents (see Coopersmith, 1967; Rosenburg, 1965). There is little research on the relationship between self-esteem, moral disengagement and cyber-aggression, but studies have revealed that individuals with low self-esteem scores often exhibit a general negative outlook, affecting their perception of others, personal circumstances, and various aspects of life (Mackinnon, 2015, cited in Abdel-Khalek, 2016). Low levels of self-esteem have been connected to increased aggression, high neuroticism, and internet addiction (Aydin & Sari, 2011, as summarized by Abdel-Khalek, 2016; Stavropoulos et al., 2015) which may set the stage for moral disengagement and cyber-aggression to occur (Nocera et al., 2022; DeMarsico et al., 2021; Siddiqui et al., 2021).
The second trait implicated in CSE, self-efficacy, is defined as the belief in one’s ability to plan and execute actions necessary to achieve specific goals or performances (Artino, 2012). Thus, a person with high self-efficacy tends to develop a strong interest in their activities, quickly bounce back from setbacks, and see challenging problems as opportunities for growth and mastery (Cherry, 2024a). The concept was first coined by Bandura (1977), and he postulated that people form their self-efficacy beliefs by making sense of the information they receive through learning and mastery of new experiences, vicarious learning from the experiences of others, social persuasion and encouragement, and emotional and physiological states (Lopez-Garrido, 2023). Maddux (2013) also suggested a fifth way of developing self-efficacy beliefs through visualization, or imaginal experiences (Lopez-Garrido, 2023). While few studies have directly examined the link between self-efficacy and cyber-aggression, Tong et al. (2024) found that there was a positive relationship between self-efficacy in one’s ability to lie and moral disengagement when telling antisocial lies. This shows that self-efficacy as a construct under the CSE is worth exploring in trying to understand moral disengagement during antisocial behaviours, including cyber-aggression.
Locus of control, the third construct in core self-evaluations, describes the belief in how much one’s actions, rather than external forces, determine life events (Rotter, 1966, as summarized by Botha & Dahmann, 2024), and an individual is said to either have an internal locus of control or an external locus of control. Individuals with more internal locus of control opine that events are contingent upon their actions; while those with more external locus of control feel that events that happen are due to external factors beyond their control, like luck or fate (Nießen et al., 2022). Multiple studies have shown that a higher external locus of control is positively related to moral disengagement (see Guo et al., 2021; Tsai et al., 2014). Moreover, Obindah and Okem (2023) in their study revealed that there is a noticeable but moderate correlation between external locus of control and aggressive actions.
The final construct that makes up one’s CSE is emotional stability, which describes an individual’s ability to remain calm and balanced across various life situations (Maheshwari & Gujral, 2021). Emotional stability is often defined in relation to neuroticism, its polar opposite. Neuroticism describes a consistent tendency to react with negative emotions when faced with threat, frustration, or loss (Lahey, 2009). Simply put, neuroticism is the lack of emotional stability, such that the higher one is on the neuroticism spectrum, the lower they are emotionally stable, and vice versa. People with neurotic personalities often experience anxiety, irritability, self-doubt, depression, self-consciousness, low resilience, and difficulty regulating emotions in the moment and often view minor problems as overwhelming (Cuncic, 2022) while Shafir (2020) summarizes the possible causes of developing a neurotic personality as being linked to early trauma, genetic factors, poor parental involvement, brain function, climate and survival instincts. According to González-Fuentes et al. (2022), the results of studies into the relationship between neuroticism and moral disengagement are not consistent, with some reports claiming a high positive correlation between the two variables and others claiming no relationship between the trait of neuroticism and moral disengagement. As for the relationship between neuroticism and cyber-aggression, Hasbullah and Zhou (2023) concluded that neuroticism had a negative but insignificant correlation with cyber-aggression while Godinho et al. (2023) did not find a significant correlation between the variables.
Generally speaking, there is little research linking core self-evaluations as a whole with either moral disengagement or cyber-aggression, and it is pertinent to study the interaction among these variables, particularly among Nigerian undergraduates who represent a key portion of the country’s internet users as the insights obtained from this research could help in developing and implementing specific intervention plans that tackle the underlying psychological processes behind cyber-aggression, thereby reducing the act.
Statement of the Problem
Cyber-aggression is becoming more rampant among Nigerian undergraduates, spurred on by the extensive use of social media in modern times and the anonymity this form of aggression offers as opposed to more traditional forms. This rise in cyber-aggressive behaviours among Nigerian undergraduates has seen rising levels of cyber-bullying, which in turn leads to a host of negative effects on the victim, including poor academic performance, lowered self-esteem, depression, anxiety, suicide ideation, anti-social behaviour, substance use and delinquency (Akeusola, 2023; Akuneme & Nwosu, 2023). Despite this harmful trend and the negative consequences it poses to the academic and mental well-being of the victims, most research being conducted still focus on studying traditional aggression and bullying, leaving the mechanisms of cyber-aggression under-explored, even though individuals who are bullied in school often face online victimization as well, school bullies are more inclined to engage in cyberbullying (Hinduja & Patchin, 2021, as cited in Akeusola, 2023). Few studies do look into digital aggression (e.g. Talwar, 2022; DeMarsico et al., 2021; Nocera & Dahlen, 2020; Álvarez-García et al., 2018), focusing on other factors such as socio-demographic differences, personality traits and technology use as potential links to cyber-aggression, while fewer studies focus on crucial cognitive factors, such as moral disengagement, which may influence cyber-aggressive behaviours as it does traditional aggression, through the justification of unethical behaviour, especially in the Nigerian context. Furthermore, other studies on cyber-aggression in Nigeria (e.g. Anyaegbunam et al., 2024; Olubode et al., 2023; Nwokedi et al., 2020) do not consider variations in individual personality traits, such as the traits that make up one’s core self-evaluations, which may influence the interplay between moral disengagement and acts of cyber-aggression among undergraduates. This creates a critical gap in the research trying to understand cyber-aggression among Nigerian students and failing to address this gap could hinder the development of effective interventions and policies to curb cyber-aggression in Nigerian universities. Therefore, this study seeks to examine how core self-evaluations will moderate the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression and aims to provide answers to the following questions:
1. Will moral disengagement have a significant relationship with cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates?
2. Will core self-evaluations have a significant relationship with cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates?
3. Will core self-evaluations moderate the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression?
Purpose of the study
The main aim of this study is to investigate the moderating role of core self-evaluations on moral disengagement and cyber-aggression. Specifically, the study seeks to:
1. Examine the existing relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates.
2. Ascertain the relationship between core self-evaluations and cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates.
3. Determine whether core self-evaluations will moderate the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates.
Operational Definition of Terms
Moral disengagement: This is the mental process through which individuals attempt to justify their unethical behaviours, as measured by the 10-item abridged version of the mechanisms of moral disengagement scale (MMDS-10) adapted by Concha-Salgado et al. (2022).
Core self-evaluations: This is a construct composed of several traits that reflect a person’s assessment of their self-worth, competence and capability to control their life, as measured by the 12-item core self-evaluations scale by Judge et al. (2003).
Cyber-aggression: This is the intentional, harmful behaviour conducted through online spaces, including social media and various online communication tools, as measured by the 18-item cyber-aggression scale (CYB-AGS) developed by Buelga et al. (2020).






















CHAPTER TWO
Review of Relevant Literature
The review of literature is examined from two perspectives, theoretical and empirical reviews.
Theoretical Review
Theories of Core self-evaluations:
1. Trait Theory (Allport, 1936)
2. Self-Concept Theory (Rogers, 1959)
Theories of Moral Disengagement:
3. Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1986)
4. Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Festinger, 1957)
5. Neutralization Theory (Sykes & Matza, 1957)
Theories of Cyber-Aggression:
6. General Aggression Model (Anderson & Bushman, 2002)
7. Online Disinhibition Theory (Suler, 2004)
8. Social Exchange Theory (Homans, 1958)
9. Self-Control Theory (Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1990)
Trait Theory
Trait theory is a key approach in personality psychology, defining traits as consistent patterns of behaviour, thought, and emotion that appear across various situations, remain relatively stable over time, and influence individuals’ behaviour to varying degrees (Novikova, 2013). The concept of traits as attributes of personality has been floating around in psychology since the 20th century, first discussed by Allport (1936) and then further developed by the likes of Cattell (1946) and Eysenck (1967) who both contributed to the wealth of knowledge on the niche. The central assumption of the trait theory is that relatively stable personality traits determine behaviour by predisposing one to act in a certain manner across different situations and over time, although these traits differ from one individual to another (Mcleod, 2024). 
In other words, traits are adjectives we may use to describe ourselves and others comparatively (i.e. person A may be more generous than person B, leading the former to perform more acts of service than the latter. Here, generosity is the personality trait leading persons A and B to act differently in a given situation). The four dimensions that make up one’s core self-evaluations (self-esteem, self-efficacy, locus of control and emotional stability) and one’s core self-evaluations in itself are all personality traits described as dispositional variables that may range from high to low and can influence an individual’s behaviour in multiple settings (see Bono & Judge, 2003; also Judge & Bono, 2001). Empirical studies have linked certain personality traits and aggression, including those implicated in one’s core self-evaluations (Quan et al, 2024; Jabbarov et al., 2023; Thomas & Egan, 2022; Levy & Gumpel, 2020) and the strength of the trait theory is that it explains why people of the same background may behave differently in the same situational context as well as how stable personality traits interact with cognitive processes to influence cyber-aggressive behaviours among undergraduates. However, it is important to note that traits have been seen to be poor predictors of behaviour (Cherry, 2024b), and in this case, there might be other factors such as online anonymity and other contextual and cognitive factors that will influence cyber-aggression in any given situation which must be studied.
Self-Concept Theory
	The self-concept theory was propounded by Rogers (1959) who believed that the view we have of ourselves influences our personality and actions, both of which are motivated by the need for self-actualization (Ackerman, 2019). According to Vinney (2024), self-concept refers to our understanding of ourselves, including our thoughts and emotions about our physical appearance, personality, and social identity. It is an individual’s awareness of themselves, including their traits, identity, and self-worth. There are three components of self-concept according to Rogers (1959) which are self-image, self-esteem and the ideal self. Self-image is how we see ourselves, including our physical traits, social roles and personality characteristics, which may be distorted from reality, whether positively or negatively, while self-esteem refers to how much we value ourselves as influenced by our self-assessments, comparisons with others, and the reactions we receive from them in various aspects of our lives. Finally, the ideal self reflects the version of ourselves we strive to become, which often differs from our self-image, and this gap can negatively affect self-esteem. When there is significant alignment between how we see ourselves and who we want to be, we take a step towards self-actualization, but when there is a mismatch, it leads to cognitive dissonance, which hinders personal growth (Vinney, 2024).
The formation of self-concept is an ongoing process that starts in early childhood and progresses over the lifespan, which involves shaping and structuring beliefs, perceptions, and self-evaluations based on personal experiences, social interactions and cultural influences (Oliva-Garcia, 2024). While everyone’s self-concept is different, they all share some characteristics in common: it is unique to each person, ranges from highly positive to deeply negative, shapes a person’s life, changes with time and context and includes emotional, intellectual, and functional aspects (Delmar Learning, n.d., quoted by Ackerman, 2019). Developing a healthy self-concept is important as it shapes an individual’s choices and actions, ultimately influencing their ability to realize their full potential and achieve their goals (Sicinski, 2018). Moreover, recent studies have also established a correlation between self-concept and aggressive behaviour (Ajiboye, 2023; Castro-Sánchez et al., 2019).
The strength of this theory in the present study lies on the fact that researchers have often defined core self-evaluations in relation to one’s self-concept. For example, Di Fabio and Palazzeschi (2020) define core self-evaluations as positive self-concept that encompasses self-esteem, general self-efficacy, an optimistic outlook, and a strong sense of control over one’s life. Thus, in developing one’s self-concept, an individual also develops their core self-evaluations, and as one’s self-concept influences their personality and actions, similarly, their core self-evaluations would do just as much. However, understanding one’s self-concept alone is inadequate in explaining why individuals with a high sense of self may still engage in cyber-aggressive behaviours.
Social Cognitive Theory
This learning theory was propounded by Bandura (1986) who posited that observation enables individuals to pick up behaviours and cognitive skills without necessarily experiencing direct reinforcement (Green & Peil, 2009, as summarized by Nabavi & Bijandi, 2012). The theory expands on the social learning theory, also by Bandura (1977), and studies how mental processes, such as perception, judgment, and motivation shape a person’s behaviour and the environment in which they operate (Nickerson, 2024).
The social cognitive theory was developed after a series of well-recognized studies on observational learning, known as the Bobo Doll experiments, in which preschool children were shown videos of adults acting aggressively towards an inflatable doll, after which they were rewarded, punished, or neither. Then, the doll was brought to the children and it was found that children exposed to the videos where the adults either received rewards or no consequences for aggressive behaviour were more likely to act aggressively towards the doll (Nickerson, 2024).
This experiment paved the way for more research on observational learning, leading to the discovery of certain cognitive features that can influence behaviour according to the theory (Nabavi & Bijandi, 2012). These features include (a) anticipation of future outcomes and reactions based on present circumstances, (b) observing others’ experiences and their consequences, (c) future outcome expectations influence how we process new information, (d) expectations shape decision-making and behavioural choices, and (e) when expected outcomes do not occur, it impacts cognition and behaviour.
The social cognitive theory also emphasizes that both characteristics of the model and the observer influence whether a behaviour is successfully learned, known as the stages of the social cognitive theory. These stages are attention, retention, motor reproduction, and motivation (Bandura & Walters, 1963, cited by Nickerson, 2024). This suggests that for learning and behaviour to take place, one must first pay attention to the behaviour being exhibited by another person in the environment, who is known as the model. Attention towards a particular behaviour may be increased when the action is more unique or striking, or when the model shares similar traits with the individual. Secondly, this individual must be able to remember the observed behaviour, which can be improved on through rehearsal, and then be capable of replicating the behaviour as observed. Finally, there must be motivation in the form of reinforcements and punishment to push the individual to demonstrate what they have learned (Sutton, 2021).
Stemming from the social cognitive theory is the social cognitive theory of moral agency, also developed by Bandura (1986), which posits that moral standards connect to everyday behaviour through self-regulation processes that oversee, adjust, and assess individual actions (Thornberg et al., 2020). The idea behind this theory is that there must be some form of self-regulation process that prevents individuals from pursuing self-serving actions that are detrimental to others, even in the presence of weak external sanctions that would typically act as deterrents (Bandura, 1991).
True to its parent theory, the social cognitive theory of moral agency describes moral agency as influenced by self-sanctions and social sanctions, in other words, individual and environmental influences, not unlike any other behaviour. Furthermore, this sub-theory emphasizes modelling and observation, as moral agency is built on moral standards which are shaped by diverse social influences, including norms, evaluative social feedback, and role models of moral commitment (Bandura, 1991).
However, the theory insists that the development of self-regulatory abilities does not establish a fixed control mechanism within an individual, meaning that an individual does not always behave in line with how they know they are meant to. Bandura (1991) suggests that selective activation of self-regulation may occur in an individual, such that they do not impose sanctions on themselves in certain instances of negative behaviour. This is done to bridge the gap between opposing moral standards and actions. It is from this theory that Bandura introduces a collection of self-serving cognitive distortions that disable self-regulation and disengage moral self-sanctions, allowing individuals to act inhumanely or aggressively without guilt or remorse (Thornberg et al., 2020). This is otherwise known as moral disengagement. 
The social cognitive theory is valuable for this study as it exposes how individuals learn and replicate behaviours like cyber-aggression through observation, reinforcement and cognitive processes, such as moral disengagement, and its emphasis on self-regulation and the influence of environmental factors, like online anonymity, aligns well with the digital context of this research. However, the theory does not fully account for stable personality traits like core self-evaluations, which may influence how individuals process and respond to online experiences, making it necessary to complement it with trait-based models for a more comprehensive understanding.
Cognitive Dissonance Theory
The cognitive dissonance theory is a psychological framework by Festinger (1957) that accounts for the discomfort people feel when their cognitions and actions contradict, motivating them to restore consistency in their attitudes and beliefs. Signs of cognitive dissonance may include discomfort before making a decision, attempts to justify past actions, feelings of shame leading to concealment, guilt or regret over previous behaviour, and acting under social pressure despite personal misgivings (Cherry, 2022).
The concept of cognitive dissonance arose following a participant observation study by Festinger (1957) of a cult that predicted a flood would destroy the earth and how its most committed followers, who had left their jobs and homes to serve the cult, reacted when the prophecy failed (Mcleod, 2023). It was found that while less involved members were more likely to acknowledge their mistakes and view the experience as a lesson, committed members tended to reinterpret the situation, convincing themselves that their actions were justified by believing that the world’s destruction was prevented by their faithfulness. Festinger thus suggested that pairs of cognitions can be relevant or irrelevant to one another and these cognitions, if relevant to each other, can either be consonant or dissonant, yet we are naturally driven to maintain consistency between our attitudes and behaviours while avoiding contradictions, a concept known as the principle of cognitive consistency (Mcleod, 2023; Harmon-Jones & Mills, 2019). The theory also posits that experiencing dissonance, which is psychologically distressing, compels individuals to minimize it, often by avoiding information that could heighten the conflict and that the stronger the dissonance, the greater the urge to resolve it (Harmon-Jones & Mills, 2019).
Four common paradigms are often used in dissonance research: (a) the free-choice paradigm, (b) the belief-disconfirmation paradigm, (c) the effort-justification paradigm, and (d) the induced-compliance paradigm (Harmon-Jones & Mills, 2019).
The free-choice paradigm, as investigated by Brehm (1956), suggests that after making a difficult decision between two similarly appealing options, individuals tend to increase their preference for the chosen option while decreasing their preference for the rejected one, known as the ‘spreading of alternatives’ (Coppin et al., 2014). This is done to reduce the dissonance felt after making a choice, particularly a difficult choice, by justifying the decision to go for one item rather than the other.
In the belief-disconfirmation paradigm by Festinger et al. (1956), dissonance arises when individuals encounter information that contradicts their beliefs, often leading to misinterpretation, outright rejection, seeking validation from like-minded individuals, or trying to convince others to adopt their viewpoint (Harmon-Jones & Mills, 2019).
The effort-justification paradigm, as studied by Aronson & Mills (1959), explains how people tend to assign greater value to outcomes that require more effort to obtain as a way to justify the unpleasant or challenging experiences involved (Klein et al., 2005). Here, dissonance is reduced by overemphasizing the desirability of the outcome that took great effort to actualize, even if the outcome does not measure up to the work done to get there.
Finally, the induced-compliance paradigm, originally referred to as forced compliance in the experiment by Festinger and Carlsmith (1959), occurs when an individual performs an action that does not match up with his or her beliefs. Thus, the person’s beliefs do not line up with their behaviour and to cope with the dissonance, they may decide to change their belief or attitude to correspond more closely to what was done (Harmon-Jones & Mills, 2019).
There is a link between cognitive dissonance and moral disengagement, which both involve psychological mechanisms that allow individuals to reconcile conflicting beliefs or behaviours. According to Hindriks (2015), moral disengagement happens when a person perceives a conflict between a planned action and their moral intuitions, triggering cognitive dissonance, which is then resolved through rationalization, allowing them to justify and proceed with the desired behaviour. Furthermore, models such as the moral dissonance model draw a clear connection between the two concepts, explaining how dissonance can occur when an individual’s actual behaviour in response to a morally challenging situation stands in contradiction to the behaviour that aligns with their moral values or ethical standards, which creates psychological discomfort that can be reduced by the justification of immoral acts (Te Brake & Nauta, 2022). 
While important in understanding behaviour and motivation, especially as a backdrop for the justification of antisocial actions, the cognitive dissonance theory has been criticized for its assumption of a universal drive for internal consistency, which oversimplifies human motivation and incorrectly generalizes cultural differences. For instance, while this assumption holds in individualistic Western cultures where most research on this theory has taken place, individuals from more collectivistic cultures may place more importance on social harmony and collective good over internal congruence (Pass, 2024). Thus, it will be interesting to understand the role of cognitive dissonance in a collectivistic country like Nigeria through the lens of moral disengagement and the implications it may have on the perpetration harmful practices like cyber-aggression. 
Neutralization Theory
	The neutralization theory by Sykes and Matza (1957) attempts to explain how individuals can break societal rules they still believe in, often without feeling guilty, by using justifications that protect their self-esteem and allow them to temporarily excuse their behaviour as acceptable under the circumstances (Kaptein & Van Helvoort, 2018). Sykes and Matza (1957) argue that those who engage in deviant behaviours do feel guilt and shame, often admire those who conform to the law, make moral distinctions between who can and cannot be victimized and also participate in normal social functions, which prove that they engage in anti-social behaviours, not because they outrightly reject social norms, but because they temporarily neutralize them through socially acceptable justifications (Copes & Maruna, 2010). The theory also differentiates between neutralization and rationalization as methods of justification, with the former occurring before the unethical act and enabling the behaviour, and the latter, after the act to help individuals make sense of behaviour that might otherwise conflict with their personal or societal values (Liddick, 2013).
	Sykes and Matza (1957) postulate that individuals use at least five neutralization techniques when trying to justify their actions, namely; (a) denial of injury, which involves claiming that little or no harm was done, (b) denial of responsibility, or arguing that the act was accidental, or beyond their control, (c) denial of the victim, which entails suggesting the victim was absent, unaware, or deserved it, (d) condemnation of the condemners, by discrediting those who judge the behaviour by highlighting their own moral failings or hypocrisy, and (e) appeal to higher loyalties, which is justifying the act as obedience to group expectations (Siebert & Stewart, 2019).
	However, using both deductive and inductive approaches to create a model of neutralization techniques, Keptein and Van Helvoort (2018) defined two broad categories of neutralizations as denying deviant behaviour and denying responsibility, both of which may be further divided into two categories, making four distinct and comprehensive categories that explain how offenders will typically justify their actions, either by challenging the deviant nature of the act (through facts or norms) or by deflecting responsibility (through external circumstances or internal limitations). These four categories are arranged from least to most defensive, from admitting fault up to complete denial, and are divided into three subcategories, each of which has five further subcategories, making a total of 60 subcategories of neutralization.
	The first of these is distorting the facts, which entails misinterpreting facts to themselves and others to free themselves of moral obligation. This can be done through nuancing the facts, denying the facts or inventing new facts. When an individual nuances a fact, they postulate that (a) there is no truth, (b) there is no single truth, (c) the truth is unknowable, (d) the truth requires proof or (e) the truth must be personally observed. So, for instance, they may say that ‘facts’ are just opinions, and everyone is entitled to their own opinion. They may also ask for proof that events are real or choose to not believe what they did not personally observe. On the other hand, denying the facts involves an offender’s denial of behaviour, consequences, context, cause and identity by insisting that they didn’t exhibit that behaviour, that the consequences are insignificant, that their behaviour was taken out of context or insisting that the behaviour is not the real them; and when an individual invents facts, they may do this either by fabricating justification (“I only posted those insults because they started it first”), creating mitigating context (“It was just a joke. Everyone in the group chats roast each other, it’s not that deep”), suggesting alternative causes (“If their parents had taught them better, they wouldn’t be acting like that online and people wouldn’t bully them”), claiming factual error by others (“They’re exaggerating. I never said anything that bad”) or introducing misinformation (“Actually, I heard they were spreading lies about me first, so I exposed them before they could do more damage”).
	The second category is negating the norm in which the facts remain unchanged, but the standard used to judge the behaviour is being challenged. This can be done by reducing norms to facts, appealing to another norm or relativizing the norm violation. In reducing norms to facts, the offender insists that norms are historically contingent, socially constructed, subjective preferences and are not universal or enforceable. By appealing to another norm, they may appeal to higher moral obligations (“I had to call them out publicly because people need to know the truth, I’m standing up for what’s right”), appeal to authority’s expectation (“Everyone in our department group chat is expected to keep order- if someone is out of line, we’re supposed to shut them down”), appeal to laws or rules (“They violated the forum rules first, so I just reminded them with a harsh message”), appeal to good intentions (“I wasn’t trying to hurt them; I just wanted to teach them a lesson so they don’t embarrass themselves next time”) or appeal to fairness or reciprocity (“They insulted me last week, why is it wrong for me to respond in kind?”). Lastly, when an offender relativizes the norm violation, they make statements such as “It wasn’t even that mean. I’ve seen way worse online”, “This kind of banter is just what people do on this app”, “At least I didn’t hack them or post anything illegal”, “Why is it even considered bullying to call someone out publicly? People should learn to take criticism” or “Yeah, I said some things, but I’ve changed since then”.
	Blaming the circumstances is the third distinct category and it involves externalizing unethical behaviour and protecting oneself from blame. Blaming limited options, blaming limited role and blaming limited choice are the three ways an individual may display this technique of neutralization. By blaming limited options, the offender believes that their situation was once in a life time, they only had one option, or that the options available to them were conflicting, difficult or unrealistic. Meanwhile, when a person insists that they were only following orders, lacked authority, simply went along with the act, had minimal involvement or that it was not their responsibility to report wrongdoings, they blame limited role and finally, blaming limited choice involves attributing unethical behaviour to pressure from authority, peer pressure, performance pressure, overwhelming temptation and big opportunity.
	The fourth and final category is hiding behind oneself in which an individual claims a lack of full self-control, reducing their sense of blame or guilt in a situation. When an individual hides behind themselves, they insist that they possess imperfect knowledge, capabilities, or intentions. The first sub-category, or hiding behind incompetence, occurs when an individual maintains that they were not aware what they were doing was wrong, they did not understand the situation, they lacked knowledge to decide, they didn’t think it through, or were not smart enough. For example, they may make statements such as “I didn’t know that was considered bullying”, “I’m not good at handling online conversations; I didn’t mean for it to come out that way”, “I was just joking, I didn’t think they’d take it seriously” etc. Possessing imperfect capabilities, or hiding behind character flaws, is characterized by blaming one’s own natural shortcomings, and holding opinions such as “I’ve always been blunt online. That’s just how I talk” (Just like that), “I was angry, and I just snapped. I didn’t mean it” (Bad temper), “I didn’t think before posting” (Impulsive), “I’ve never claimed to be a saint, so don’t expect me to act like one” (Not a moral person) or “I’m going through a lot right now, so I lash out sometimes” (Personal struggle). Finally, when an individual blames imperfect intentions, they hide behind emotions such as anger, fear, sadness or depression, and love or claim to have been under the influence.
	Neutralization theory and moral disengagement discuss similar concepts of rationalizing unethical action in order to prevent self-guilt (Lee, 2023) and although developed independently of each other, many ideas discussed in one can be found in the other. For instance, the neutralization techniques of denial of the victim, denial of responsibility, denial of injury and denial of humanity are akin to the advantageous comparison, diffusion of responsibility, distortion of consequences and dehumanization mechanisms of moral disengagement respectively. However, while closely related, neutralization and moral disengagement remain distinct concepts that influence rationalization of unethical actions differently but harmoniously. According to McCormack and Chowdhury (2024), in rationalizing unethical actions, a person first undergoes the process of moral disengagement which then gives rise to a concrete behavioural excuse in the form of a neutralization technique. The research also suggests that the different loci of moral disengagement affect neutralization differently, with those who activate the behaviour and victim loci before neutralization techniques more likely to engage in unethical behaviour.
	This proves the importance of discussing neutralization alongside moral disengagement in research in order to paint a clearer picture of the cognitive process involved in excusing aggressive and unethical behaviour, even in the presence of existing social norms and by those who would normally conform to these norms. However, the neutralization theory is limited in its explanation of how individual differences, such as personality traits, may influence one’s propensity to morally justify and neutralize their unethical actions, instead of owning up to them.
General Aggression Model (GAM)
The general aggression model by Anderson & Bushman (2002) is a comprehensive framework that explains aggression by integrating social, cognitive, personality, developmental, and biological influences (Allen et al., 2018). The GAM has been extensively used in psychology to study aggression in various contexts, including domestic violence, intergroup conflicts and media violence. 
According to the model, aggressive behaviour is based on three knowledge structures that are developed from an individual’s experience and can shape the perception of individuals in various contexts. These structures are: (a) perceptual schemata, which refer to mental frameworks used to recognize and interpret phenomena, whether simple or complex; (b) personal schemata, which are individual beliefs about people or groups; and (c) behavioural scripts, which contain stored knowledge of how people typically behave in different situations (Cardoso, 2010, as cited by Adachi & Willoughby, 2011; Anderson & Bushman, 2002).
The general aggression model is also divided into two main processes: proximal processes and distal processes. Proximal processes refer to the immediate factors that influence aggressive behaviour through situational factors and intrapersonal inputs (Anderson & Groves, 2013). It is made up of three stages: inputs, routes and outcomes.
The inputs stage outlines how personal and situational factors impact internal state variables, increasing or decreasing the likelihood of aggression (Allen et al., 2018). Person factors refer to individual differences that may affect how a person reacts to different stimuli. Characteristics such as fragile high self-esteem, narcissistic tendencies, a propensity for aggression, confidence in aggressive actions, a tendency to interpret others’ intentions as hostile, rationalizing violence, perceiving others as less human, and heightened neuroticism have been identified as risk factors for aggressive behaviour (Allen et al., 2018). Situational factors, on the other hand, are parts of the situation that may increase or decrease the likelihood of aggression occurring. Examples include social rejection, provocation, frustration, violent media, ego depletion and anonymity, amongst others.
The second stage of the proximal processes, the routes stage, emphasizes the routes or internal state variables, through which person and situational factors influence appraisal and decision processes, leading to aggressive or non-aggressive outcomes. For instance, an input variable may affect one’s affect, which is their control over moods and emotions, leading them to feel more hostile and, thus behave with more hostility. Input variables may also affect one’s cognition, leading them to think more aggressive thoughts, and one’s physiological and psychological arousal which can all aggravate aggressive tendencies (Allen et al., 2018).
The third stage of the proximate processes is the outcomes stage, where an individual evaluates the situation and determines an appropriate response, thus influencing the encounter, which then influences input variables, beginning the cycle anew (Allen et al., 2018). An appraisal of any situation is often immediate and is influenced by one’s present internal state, leading to aggressive behaviour if they feel that the outcome of the appraisal dictates that, even without conscious effort. It is important to note that multiple alternate appraisals of the same situation may occur and this aggressive behaviour occurs when no appraisal seems satisfying (Allen et al., 2018).
The second aspect of the general aggression model, the distal processes, operates in the background during the proximate processes and highlights how biological and persistent environmental factors work together to influence personality, which in turn can alter the input variables.  Examples of biological influences that heighten the risk of aggressive behaviour include ADHD, hormonal imbalances, low serotonin levels, and low physiological arousal, while the environmental influences contributing to aggression include cultural norms that condone violence, adverse life experiences, victimization, diffusion of responsibility, and prolonged exposure to violent media (Allen et al., 2018).
Quoting Li (2007, 2010), Anyaegbunam et al. (2024) insists that intentions of cyber and social aggression are the same, and cyber-aggression should be considered an extension of other traditional forms of aggression due to similar impacts and behaviours. Thus, as a broad framework for understanding aggression, the general aggression model is applicable to various research areas related to aggressive behaviour, such as cyber-aggression (Anyaegbunam et al., 2024). However, it fails to fully account for the role personality factors play in determining an individual’s aggressive behaviours, particularly in the online space, due to its over-reliance on aggression as a learned behaviour (Ferguson and Dyck, 2012). 
Online Disinhibition Effect
The term ‘online disinhibition effect’ was coined by Suler (2004) and refers to the tendency for people to act or speak more freely online than they would in person, due to feeling less inhibited or restrained in virtual environments (Mueller-Coyne et al., 2022). This means that, for instance, a person may be outrageously flirtatious online while being painfully shy offline, or might gossip and forward others’ emails online, or seek information online that they wouldn’t dare do offline (Joinson, 2007). Suler (2004) differentiates between two types of disinhibition: benign disinhibition and toxic disinhibition. Benign disinhibition occurs when individuals openly share personal experiences or engage in acts of kindness to gain self-awareness or explore new emotional aspects of their identity, while on the other end of the spectrum, toxic disinhibition involves the use of offensive language, harsh criticism, threats, or engagement with harmful online content, driven by a need for emotional release, compulsive behaviour, or destructive impulses without personal growth (Suler, 2004).
Suler (2004) also spells out six causative factors of the online disinhibition effect, which may interact with each other to produce a greater effect: (a) dissociative anonymity, (b) invisibility, (c) asynchronicity, (d) solipsistic introjection, (e) dissociative imagination, and (f) minimization of status and authority. Dissociative anonymity refers to the degree to which an individual feels that they can conceal their true identity in an online environment, such that they feel no need to take responsibility for their behaviour, as they disconnect it from a cohesive sense of self that spans both their online and offline identities. Invisibility discusses the degree to which an individual perceives that they are not being physically seen by others in the online environment, giving them the courage to do things they wouldn’t usually do. Invisibility often goes hand-in-hand with anonymity yet differs as people may know each other’s identity online but are unable to see facial and bodily expressions which may make all the difference. Asynchronicity refers to the extent to which individuals perceive online communication as allowing delayed responses, which can disinhibit behaviour by removing the need to deal with others’ immediate reactions. Research (Suler, 2004) indicates that in platforms like email and message boards, where feedback is typically delayed, individuals’ thoughts may evolve rapidly, leading to deeper expressions of both benign and toxic disinhibition that bypass conventional social norms. Solipsistic introjection describes how individuals mentally construct voices or images of others during online interactions. Dissociative imagination refers to perceiving the online world as a separate, unreal space disconnected from reality; and finally, minimization of authority highlights the reduced influence of real-world authority figures in online environments (Cheung et al., 2020; Suler, 2004).
Previous studies have attempted to describe the relationship between online disinhibition and cyber-aggression. For instance, DeMarsico et al. (2021) found that factors such as anonymity, invisibility, asynchronicity and dissociative imagination can trigger impulsive cyber-aggression. Also, Kurek et al. (2019) concluded that online disinhibition is a significant predictor of cyber-aggression. The study also posited, from a systematic review of Bandura (2002), that people are more likely to engage in harmful behaviour when the consequences are not immediately visible to them, whether due to physical distance or delayed effects over time, which the online disinhibition effect provides. Furthermore, D’Agata & Kwantes (2020) suggest that personality factors, such as high emotionality can predict online disinhibition, which, as established, can predict cyber-aggression. 
While the online disinhibition effect is useful in explaining why there is widespread aggression in the online space, the theory has been criticized for oversimplifying online behaviour, not considering nuances present in different online contexts and overemphasizing the role of anonymity in disinhibited behaviour (Aljasir, 2023; Lapidot-Lefler & Barak, 2012; Joinson, 2007). These pitfalls create a gap in trying to understand how internal processes and personality traits interact in the online space to cause online aggressive behaviours, especially those sustained over a long period of time, as in cyber-bullying.
Social Exchange Theory
The concept of social exchange was first discussed by Homan (1958) and is often used to study human relationships, but further research has broadened social exchange theory to account for power relations, social cohesion, and issues of risk and uncertainty (Nickerson, 2022). According to the social exchange theory, people apply economic principles to relationships, consciously or unconsciously, by weighing costs and benefits while also considering alternative options (Nickerson, 2022). This means that people will pursue relationships and endeavours where they feel they will gain the most benefits while keeping personal costs minimal, as measured in the short term.
Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) outline the principles of social exchange to be reciprocity, negotiated rules and alternative exchange rules, otherwise known as Meeker’s framework. Reciprocity highlights mutual interpersonal transactions and is divided into: (a) transactional reciprocity (wherein an action by one party prompts a similar response from another, (b) folk belief reciprocity (wherein people believe that they will eventually receive what they deserve, whether positive or negative), (c) moral norm reciprocity (wherein people are expected to return favours because it is the socially right thing to do). Meanwhile, negotiated rules imply that parties clearly negotiate the terms and conditions before any exchange and are thus obligated to fulfil agreed-upon obligations. Finally, Meeker’s framework provides six decision rules for social exchange: reciprocity (returning favours received for a balanced relationship), rationality (the use of logic to make decisions that maximize personal gains), altruism (helping others selflessly, even at one’s loss), group gain (contributing to a common pool of shared resources), status consistency (sharing rewards based on social rank) and competition (striving to outperform others, even at one’s detriment).
According to the social exchange theory, people may engage in cyber-aggression if they believe that the social benefits of doing such outweigh the social costs. Results from multiple studies (e.g.  Wright et al., 2015; Wright, 2015; Rodkin & Berger, 2008; Juvonen et al., 2004; Rose et al., 2004; Buss & Shackelford, 1997, as summarized by Lapierre & Dane, 2020) show that some benefits attached to online aggression include procuring resources, maintaining social ranking and competing for sexual partners, while costs incurred may include being hated by peers, more peer conflict and insecure attachment, among others (Lapierre & Dane, 2020). This theory helps explain a possible root cause of cyberaggression being that perpetrators do so to gain personal rewards. That being said, this theory fails to account for why some people continue to be aggressive online, even when they are aware that the potential cost of their action outweigh the reward. 
Self-Control Theory
Developed by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), the self-control theory suggests that individuals with low self-control are more likely to engage in aggressive behaviour due to their inability to resist impulses and desire for immediate gratification, even when facing negative consequences (Ruhl, 2023). According to Burt (2019), Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) describe people who lack self-control as impulsive, insensitive, myopic, physical, non-verbal and risk-taking and assert that it is only rational to consider self-control, or the lack thereof, as useful in explaining aggression as these traits tend to be relatively stable throughout life. Nagin and Paternoster (2000), drawing from Wilson and Herrnstein (1985), posit that when people with low self-control are making gain-loss decisions, they are more likely to be enticed by the short-term gains of aggression than deterred by its long-term implications. 
Ruhl (2023) also spells out three core components of this theory: (a) the parental management/socialization thesis, (b) the stability thesis, and (c) the spuriousness thesis. The parental management/socialization thesis emphasizes the critical role of parenting in the development of self-control, maintaining that inadequate parenting, especially in the early developmental stages of a child, may lead the child to develop poor self-regulation skills, thus increasing their propensity for aggressive behaviour. The stability thesis asserts that self-control is established early in childhood and remains relatively constant throughout a person’s life, and so is their continuity in offending, which is the cause of recidivism. Finally, the spuriousness thesis rejects traditional notions that mostly social or environmental factors are the cause of aggression, insisting that the main cause is low self-control, while other factors may be coincidental or indirectly correlated.
Lit et al. (2023) suggest that self-control may serve as a mediator between moral disengagement and cyberbullying perpetration, as well as other online aggressive behaviours. Moreover, there have been multiple other studies (Whitten et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2021; Vazsonyi et al., 2012) that have found direct and indirect links between one’s self-control and participation in cyberbullying and other forms of online aggression. Studies such as Neves and Champion (2015) have also explored the relationship between one’s core self-evaluations and self-control, positing that individuals with higher CSE are more likely to possess a greater ability to self-control.
The self-control theory offers a clear and robust framework for understanding cyber-aggression by emphasizing that individuals with low self-control are more likely to act impulsively and irresponsibly online, where anonymity and delayed consequences provide a conducive environment for instant gratification. However, its heavy focus on self-control as a stable, internal trait developed in childhood weakens the role other situational, contextual and cognitive factors may play in fully capturing the motivations behind cyber-aggression. 
Theoretical Framework
	This study is anchored on the General Aggression Model (GAM), developed by Anderson and Bushman (2002). The model provides a comprehensive framework for understanding how personal and situational factors interact to produce aggressive behaviour by positing that aggression arises from a complex interaction between one’s internal state (including cognition, affect and arousal), input variables (personality and environmental variables) and outcome processes, including appraisal and decision-making (Anderson & Bushman, 2002).
	In the present study, moral disengagement functions as a cognitive person factor that influences how an individual rationalizes harmful behaviour in the online space by creating pathways through which unethical behaviour may be justified or acceptable, thus increasing the likelihood of engaging in such behaviours without feeling guilt or shame. Similarly, the moderating variable, core self-evaluations, comprising of an individual’s self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and emotional stability, is being scrutinized as a higher-order personality trait that can influence how individuals process aggressive cues and regulate their behaviour. In other words, how one perceives themselves and their capabilities may affect how they interpret their unethical actions and that of others online, which may lead to moral disengagement and consequent negative behaviours.
	Finally, the dependent variable, cyber-aggression, is framed within this model as a potential behavioural outcome of a morally disengaged cognitive state, especially when situational factors such as online anonymity reduce inhibitions, and personality factors, including core self-evaluations, influence the degree to which individuals morally disengage or are impacted by its effects.
	Therefore, the GAM provides a suitable and extensive theoretical foundation for examining the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression, as well as how this relationship may be moderated by individual differences in core self-evaluations, as it accounts for the emergence of cyber-aggression by considering both individual traits and contextual influences (Luo et al., 2023).
Empirical Review
The review of relevant empirical studies is organized under two sub-headings:
1. Moral disengagement and cyber-aggression.
2. Core self-evaluations and cyber-aggression.
Moral Disengagement and Cyber-Aggression
In investigating the role of moral disengagement and media literacy in the relationships between risky online content exposure and cyber-aggression among Korean adolescents, Lee and Jun (2024) obtained 3,002 responses from the 2021 cyber violence survey conducted by a national agency in the Republic of Korea using a systematic stratified sampling method. The survey measured eight forms of aggressive online behaviour as indicators of cyber-aggression: verbal harassment, defamation, cyberstalking, dissemination of provocative content, leakage of personal information, online bullying, extortion, and coercive threats, and results proved that moral disengagement related to cyber-aggression increased the likelihood of aggressive behaviour online.
Hasibuan et al. (2023) studied the relationship between moral disengagement and cyberbullying among adolescent social media users in Indonesia, as well as gender differences. Using a quantitative correlational approach to ascertain the relationship, a total of 265 adolescents who actively used social media were selected to participate in this study, via purposive sampling technique, and were administrated the Hymel’s moral disengagement scale and the Willard’s cyberbullying behaviour to measure moral disengagement and cyberbullying behaviour respectively. Analysis of the data obtained through linear regression revealed a significant relationship between the two variables, indicating that adolescents perceive cyberbullying on social media as morally acceptable and often justify it as reasonable behaviour.
Liu et al. (2023) obtained data from 4969 participants when trying to investigate the relationship between moral disengagement and cyberbullying perpetration, with a focus on the mitigating effect of empathy. The results showed that while most participants upheld strong ethical standards and viewed cyberbullying as unacceptable, perpetrators frequently relied on moral disengagement to justify their actions, resulting in a positive correlation between moral disengagement and cyberbullying perpetration. Also, empathy emerged as a protective factor, weakening the strength of this correlation when included in the analysis. This proves that the emotional traits an individual possesses can affect their likelihood of perpetrating cyberbullying, even in the presence of moral disengagement.
Lee and Jang (2022) investigated the association between type D personality, moral disengagement and cyber-aggression among university students. Multiple regression analysis of the data obtained from 400 university students using an online questionnaire showed that in anonymous settings, cyber-aggression was more common among male students and those with type D personality traits, higher advantageous comparison, lower moral justification, greater distortion of consequences, and higher attribution of blame, while in non-anonymous settings, cyber-aggression was more prevalent among students with lower social inhibition (a component of type D personality) and those with higher distortion of consequences, attribution of blame, and advantageous comparison. In summary, the study revealed that type D personality and moral disengagement were associated with the extent of cyber-aggression. 
Nocera et al. (2022) explored whether the mechanisms of moral disengagement predict cyber-aggression among emerging adults. 404 participants were recruited through Amazon.com’s MTurk website, between the ages of 18 and 29 and made to complete measures online, moral disengagement measure by Detert et al. (2008) for the mechanisms of moral disengagement, and the cyberbullying experiences survey by Doane et al. (2013) to measure the participants’ relationships to four types of cyber-aggression perpetration (namely; malice, public humiliation, deception, and unwanted contact). Path analysis was used to analyse the data and the results showed that different forms of cyber-aggression were linked to distinct moral disengagement mechanisms, with advantageous comparison and dehumanization being the strongest predictors, with dehumanization being the only mechanism that predicted all types of cyber-aggression. This means that the perpetration of cyber-aggression is contingent on how an individual chooses to justify their actions. These findings highlight the importance of these mechanisms in cyber-aggression and suggest that analysing moral disengagement mechanisms separately may enhance our understanding of cyber-aggression in emerging adults.
A longitudinal study by Falla et al. (2021) investigated the role of the mechanisms of moral disengagement in mediating the transition from cyber gossip to cyber-aggression. The final sample involved in the study consisted of 1392 students surveyed in a three-wave study at six-month intervals and the instruments used were the cybergossip questionnaire-adolescents for cyber gossip, the European cyberbullying intervention project questionnaire for cyber-aggression, and the moral disengagement scale to measure the different mechanisms of moral disengagement. The results obtained from the analysis of the data showed that there was a direct and positive relationship between cyber gossip, subsequent cyber-aggression and a mediating effect due to moral disengagement. This goes to show that moral disengagement plays an important role in blurring ethical lines, leading to increased cyber-aggressive behaviours.
Zhao and Yu (2021) conducted a meta-analysis review of the relationship between moral disengagement and cyberbullying, along with various psychosocial and cultural variables. The analysis involved 38 studies gotten from multiple databases, including Web of Science, ScienceDirect, PubMed, Wiley Online Library, EBSCO and SpringerLink published between 2005 and February, 2021, and comprised of a total of 38,425 participants. Utilizing the PRISMA methodology, the study applied a random-effects meta-analysis to derive accurate effect size estimates and investigate potential moderating variables, such as age, gender, measurement methods, and cultural background, and the results obtained revealed a moderate positive correlation between moral disengagement and cyberbullying while the other variables served as significant moderators in the relationship.
Lo Cricchio et al. (2020), after analysing 41 studies, confirmed that significant positive associations exist among the mechanisms of moral disengagement and both the perpetration of cyberbullying and passive bystander behaviours, even when other variables, moderating and otherwise, are kept constant. This proves that moral disengagement not only directly worsens the rate of cyberbullying and other forms of online aggression, but also keeps the numbers high by affecting passive bystanders, such that online aggression when observed goes unreported.
Research directly linking moral disengagement and cyber-aggression in Nigeria is non-existent, but there are some studies on moral disengagement and other unethical behaviours. For example, Umukoro and Okurame (2019) studied the impact of moral disengagement and moral awareness on unethical workplace behaviour. 230 participants from the Lagos labour force were recruited for the study using random sampling techniques and analysis of the data obtained revealed a significant difference in unethical behaviour between employees with high and low levels of moral disengagement. Findings from the results also show that moral disengagement will lead to justification of unethical acts, irrespective of moral awareness. The implication of this is that knowing right from wrong is irrelevant when discussing the relationship moral disengagement and unethical behaviour, including cyber-aggression.
Core self-evaluations and Cyber-Aggression
Shang (2024) looked into the influence of adolescents’ core self-evaluations on cyberbullying, with loneliness as a mediator. The results from 3218 participants obtained through cluster sampling revealed that there was a significant negative correlation between core self-evaluations and cyberbullying behaviour, as well as a significant negative correlation between core self-evaluations and loneliness and a significant positive correlation between loneliness and cyberbullying behaviour. This means that when loneliness was included as a mediating variable, the direct predictive effect of core self-evaluations on cyberbullying behaviour became non-significant, suggesting that its influence on cyberbullying is primarily exerted through its impact on loneliness.
Ajiboye (2023) reviewed self-concept as a correlate of aggressive behaviour in the Nigerian context, using stratified random sampling to select 720 participants from the University of Ilorin (53.61% male, 46.39% female) who were then administered the Self-concept and Aggressive Behaviour Questionnaire (SABQ) to measure the variables involved in the study. Results from testing the hypotheses with Pearson’s product moment correlation and the t-test statistics indicated a low level of self-concept among respondents, as well as a high level of aggressive behaviour among the university undergraduates. This shows that core self-evaluations, often defined in terms of one’s self-concept, negatively correlates with aggressive behaviours, which may be carried into the online space. 
While examining the relationship between parental conflict and adolescent cyberbullying, including the roles of parent-child attachment and core self-evaluations, He et al. (2023) collected data from 1,245 participants using a questionnaire survey on parental conflict, parent-child attachment, core self-evaluations and cyberbullying. Findings of this study revealed a positive correlation between parental conflict and adolescent cyberbullying, with core self-evaluations playing a mediating role in the relationship. This proves that core self-evaluations serves as a link between certain independent variables and online aggression, of which moral disengagement may be a part.
A study by Bayat et al. (2021) explored the role of personality traits in predicting cyberbullying using a sample size of 322 participants and the NEO Five-Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI) and the cyberbullying/victimization experiences questionnaire to measure personality traits and cyberbullying respectively. It was found that then that neuroticism has a significant positive relationship with cyberbullying, meaning that emotional stability, the opposite of neuroticism, has a significantly negative relationship with cyberbullying, such that the more emotionally stable an individual is, the less likely they are to engage in cyber-aggressive activities.
Özdemir and Bektaş (2021), while investigating the effects of self-efficacy and locus of control on cyberbully/victim status in adolescents, collected data from 786 participants and used multiple linear regression analysis to determine that self-efficacy and locus of control scales significantly predicted becoming both a cyberbully and victim, the two variables explaining 16.8% and 12.8% of the variance in becoming a cyberbully respectively. This proves that there is a possibility that locus of control has a singular or joint effect on cyber-aggressive behaviour, alongside self-efficacy.
Peker et al. (2021) posits that one of the strongest factors that contributes to one engaging in cyberbullying behaviour is for them to experience cyberbullying themselves. Thus, they aimed to study the relationship between cyber victimization and cyberbullying, with self-efficacy as a moderating variable. The research involved 340 high school students completing the self-efficacy scale for children by Muris (2001) to measure self-efficacy and the cyberbullying and internet aggression survey scale by Hinduja and Patchin (2008) for cyber victimization and cyberbullying via an electronic link. Correlation analysis was used to test the relationship between the main variables while hierarchical regression analysis based on the Hayes method was performed to determine the moderating effects in the study and it was revealed that there exists a low-level, negative and significant relationship between self-efficacy with cyber victimization and cyberbullying, in which self-efficacy played a moderating role. According to the results of the study, having high self-efficacy will decrease cyberbullying, as individuals with high self-efficacy are better able to resolve conflicts without aggression and have better support systems to protect them from the impact of cyber victimization that can ordinarily lead to retaliation of the harmful behaviour. The implication of this is that the role of self-efficacy as a protective factor that can intervene to reduce one’s propensity to engage in cyber-aggression should be further studied, even when considering one’s core self-evaluations as a whole.
	Core self-evaluations also exerts its influence on cyber-aggression in moderating roles. Yudes et al. (2021) investigated the role of core self-evaluations in moderating the relationship between problematic internet use and cyberbullying. The study involved 456 identified cyberbullies aged 12 to 18, drawn from an initial sample of 2,085 adolescents, who were administered three self-report instruments that measured cyberbullying perpetration (ECIP-Q), problematic internet use (IAT) and core self-evaluations (CSE scale). Findings revealed a positive relationship between cyberbullying perpetration and problematic internet use, and a negative relationship with core self-evaluations, which provides empirical support that core self-evaluations can buffer the relationship between risk factors of cyber-aggression, such as moral disengagement, and the act itself.
Lei et al. (2019) used meta-analysis to determine the relationship between self-esteem and cyberbullying. Using a comprehensive meta-analysis software to analyse 61 articles with 49,406 student participants, the study revealed that cyberbullying, and other forms of cyber-aggression, has a significant negative relationship with the self-esteem of the students involved, regardless of the instruments used in measuring the variables in the different studies, and the presence of other moderating variables such as age, sample size and geographic regions which only work to increase or decrease the degree of the negative relationship between the two main variables that were being studied. Thus, a student with low self-esteem may be more likely to engage in cyber-aggressive behaviour, even in the presence of other variables. As one’s self-esteem plays a part in determining their core self-evaluations, it is not far-fetched to infer that low core self-evaluations, due to low self-esteem, may also lead one to engage in cyberbullying and aggression.
Summary of Literature Review
The following theories were reviewed in this study:
Trait theory (Allport, 1936) which posits that stable personality traits, such as core self-evaluations, influence consistent behavioural tendencies, such as susceptibility to cyber-aggression. Self-concept theory by Rogers (1959) which believes individuals behave in ways that align with their self-perception, so a positive self-view, or high core self-evaluations, reduces justification for morally disengaged cyber-aggression. Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) that explains that people learn and replicate behaviour by observing others and regulating their actions through internal moral standards, which can be selectively disengaged in online aggression. The cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) suggests that individuals who perpetrate cyber-aggression experience psychological discomfort unless they use moral disengagement to rationalize the inconsistency between their actions and self-image. Neutralization Theory by Sykes & Matza (1957) which argues that people justify deviant behaviours, such as cyber-aggression, by temporarily suspending moral obligations through rationalizations similar to mechanisms of moral disengagement. The general aggression model (Anderson & Bushman, 2002), doubling as the theoretical framework for this research, posits that both personal factors, such as moral disengagement and core self-evaluations, and situational factors, such as online anonymity, interact to influence internal states that lead to aggressive behaviour in the online space. Online disinhibition theory (Suler, 2004) suggests that the anonymity and lack of immediate consequences online reduce self-control, making individuals more likely to morally disengage and act aggressively in cyberspace. Social exchange theory (Homans, 1958) posits that individuals weigh costs and benefits in social interactions, and those who engage in cyber-aggression may do so because they perceive it as a low-risk, high-reward behaviour. Finally, the self-control theory (Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1990) asserts that low self-control is a key predictor of deviant behaviour, meaning that individuals with poor self-regulation are more likely to engage in cyber-aggression.
	For the empirical review, studies looking into the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression and core self-evaluations and cyber-aggression were summarized as follows:
Moral disengagement was seen to have a significant positive relationship with cyber-aggression across board (Lee & Jun, 2024; Hasibuan et al., 2023; Lo Cricchio et al., 2020 etc.). However, the meta-analysis of 38 studies by Zhao and Yu (2021) found only a moderate positive relationship between the two variables. 
	As for the relationship between core self-evaluations and cyber-aggression, Bayat et al. (2021), Yudes et al. (2021) and Lei et al. (2019) all found a significant negative relationship between the comprising traits of core self-evaluations and cyber-aggression, while Shang (2024) found that there was no significant direct relationship between core self-evaluations and cyberbullying when loneliness was not present as a mediating variable. Other studies (He et al., 2023; Peker et al., 2021; Yudes et al., 2021) found that core self-evaluations also plays a role in both moderating and mediating the relationship between other factors and cyber-aggression negatively. 
	While investigations into the relationship between both moral disengagement and core self-evaluations and cyber-aggression are mostly consistent, most of these studies have not been replicated outside Western contexts. Thus, this study aims to explore how these variables interact within the Nigerian setting, where cultural and digital dynamics may shape patterns of behaviour differently.
Hypotheses
Three hypotheses were tested in this study:
1. Moral disengagement will have a significant relationship with cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates.
2. Core self-evaluations will have a significant relationship with cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates.
3. Core self-evaluations will significantly moderate the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates.



CHAPTER THREE
Method
Participants
	A total number of one hundred and forty-seven Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates participated in the study. The participants comprised 57 males and 90 females, out of which 75 were between the ages of 16 and 20, 55 between the ages of 21 and 24, 15 between the ages of 25 and 30, and 2 were over the age of 30. 143 of them identified to be Christians while 2 identified as Muslims and another 2 as African Traditional believers. A multi-stage sampling technique was adopted in the selection of institutions, faculties and participants to ensure adequate representation across different universities, faculties and levels and allow the researcher intentionally target a diverse cross-section of the student population relevant to the study’s objectives.
Instruments
	A structured questionnaire composing of demographic information and three scales categorized into four sections (A, B, C, D) was used for collecting data in the present study via Google Forms. These scales include core self-evaluations scale, mechanisms of moral disengagement scale-10, and the cyber-aggression scale.
Core self-evaluations Scale (CSES)
	The core self-evaluations scale was developed by Judge et al. (2003). It is a 12-item instrument designed to measure an individual’s fundamental evaluations about themselves. It is made up of four core traits: self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and emotional stability. Each item is rated on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”, with higher scores indicate more positive self-evaluations, reflecting a person’s overall self-worth and competence. The core self-evaluations scale has demonstrated high internal consistency across multiple studies, with a meta-analytic average Cronbach’s alpha of 0.84 (Ock et al., 2021). A pilot study conducted by the researcher with a sample of Nigerian undergraduates revealed a good reliability score of 0.6.
Mechanisms of Moral Disengagement Scale-10 (MMDS-10)
	The mechanisms of moral disengagement scale-10 (MMDS-10) is an abridged version of the Moral Disengagement Scale by Bandura et al. (1996) which consists of 32 items. The MMDS-10, adapted by Concha-Salgado et al. (2022), measures moral disengagement strategies by evaluating four key mechanisms: justifying harmful behaviour as acceptable (cognitive restructuring), shifting blame or denying personal accountability (minimization of responsibility), downplaying the impact of one’s actions (distortion of consequences), and viewing victims as less human to rationalize mistreatment (dehumanization). Each item is rated on a 5-point Likert scale, from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” with higher scores indicating greater use of moral disengagement strategies. In developing the test, Concha-Salgado et al. (2022) found that the 10-item version produced a Cronbach alpha of 0.865 while the pilot study by the researcher with a sample of Nigerian undergraduates had a reliability of 0.795.
Cyber-Aggression Scale (CYB-AGS)
The cyber-aggression scale (CYB-AGS), developed by Buelga et al. (2020) is an 18-item instrument designed to assess cyber-aggressive behaviours. It distinguishes between two types of cyber-aggression: direct cyber-aggression, which includes overt behaviours such as sending threatening messages, and indirect cyber-aggression, which involves covert actions like spreading rumours online or impersonating someone. Respondents rate each item on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from never, once or twice, a few times (between 3 and 5 times), several times (6 to 10 times) and many times (10+ times) over the past year. The scale reports a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.88 for the global scale (Zhou & Hasbullah, 2023) and excellent reliability of 0.901 on a sample of Nigerian undergraduates during a pilot study by the researcher.
Procedure
	To determine the research population, the researcher assigned a number to the different universities across Enugu State and randomly selected one using an online number generator to minimize selection bias and ensure a fair chance of inclusion. The number generated corresponded to Godfrey Okoye University, which was then chosen as sample for the study.
	The researcher developed a questionnaire comprising demographic data and the scales to measure the studied variables using Google Forms and distributed the link to Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates via social media platforms using purposive and snowball sampling techniques. Purposive sampling is a method of selecting participants who meet specific criteria or possess particular characteristics, experiences, or traits relevant to the research population or objectives (Stratton, 2024) while snowball sampling involves obtaining referrals from initial participants, who then direct the researcher to others who are also believed to share the relevant characteristic of interest (Johnson, 2014). This approach was used to ensure that participants were drawn from all faculties and levels (100 to 500 level) within the university, had internet access, and actively used social media, through which they may have engaged in cyber-aggression, while also helping to broaden the study’s reach and capture a diverse range of student characteristics.
On the first page of the form, participants were given the opportunity to indicate their consent to participate in the study. Those who agreed to participate were assured their responses will be treated with utmost confidentiality and reminded that participation in the study is voluntary. They were also encouraged to respond to each item freely and honestly. The researcher introduced herself at the start of the questionnaire and before each section, gave a brief description of the scales, along with instructions on how to complete them. 
The questionnaire link was distributed to a total of 200 students, out of which 147 responded to the questionnaire correctly and completely. These 147 responses were used for data analysis, while the remaining 53 did not respond. The researcher remained available throughout the data collection process to answer questions and provide any needed clarification. At the end of the questionnaire, the participants were warmly thanked for their time and contribution.
Design and Statistics
	The study was a cross-sectional study. Analysis of data was done using Hayes PROCESS macro for regression based. Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 26 (Hayes PROCESS macro) was employed for data analysis.















CHAPTER FOUR
Results
[bookmark: _Hlk164602165]Table 1: Means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables
	S/N
	Variables
	                  1
	             2
	           3
	       4
	    5
	M
	SD

	1
	Age
	
	
	
	
	
	-
	-

	2
	Gender
	-.18**
	
	
	
	
	-
	-

	3
	Religion
	.08
	-.15*
	
	
	
	-
	-

	4
	Moral Disengage
	.02
	-.28***
	.07
	
	
	18.73
	8.17

	5
	Core self-evaluations
	.03
	.26***
	.14*
	.04
	
	41.77
	5.60

	6
	Cyber-Aggression
	.03
	-.12
	.17**
	.44***
	.11
	24.81
	8.78




Note.  N = 147, * = p< .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001. Gender: male=1, female=2; Age was coded 15-20=1, 21-24=2, 25-30=5, 30 above=4; Religion: Christian=1, Islam=2, Traditional=3, 

Results in Table 1 showed that cyber-aggression is a positively significantly related to religion (r = .17, p< .01), and moral disengagement (r = .44, p< .001), but non-significantly related to age (r = .03, p> .05), gender (r = -.12, p> .05), and core self-evaluations (r = .11, p> .05). This means that an increase in cyber-aggression among undergraduates is associated with an increase in moral disengagement. Age is only significantly related to, gender (r = -.18, p< .01). Gender is significantly related to religion (r = -.15, p< .05), moral disengagement (r = -.28, p< .001), and core self-evaluations (r = .26, p< .001). Religion is significantly related to core self-evaluations (r = .14, p< .05). Moral disengagement is not significantly related to core self-evaluations (r = .04, p> .05).
Table 2: Results from the Hayes PROCESS macro examining how moral disengagement predicts cyber-aggression with core self-evaluations as a moderator.
	Variable
	Internet Addiction

	
	  B
	  T
	p-level
	95%CI

	Moral Disengagement
	-.15
	-.39
	.69
	[-.88, .58]
[-.67, .26]

	Core self-evaluations
	 -.20
	-.87
	.39
	

	Moral X Core self-evaluations
	.02
	 1.70
	.09
	[-.00, .03]


       Note: *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001.
In Table 2, it was found that moral disengagement was not significantly associated with cyber-aggression among undergraduates (B = -.15, p = .69). This finding did not confirm the hypothesis tested in the study, that moral disengagement will significantly be associated with cyber-aggression. Core self-evaluations is not significantly associated with cyber-aggression among undergraduates (B = -.20, p = .39). This finding did not confirm the hypothesis tested in the study, that core self-evaluations will have a significant relationship with cyber-aggression. The interaction of core self-evaluations and moral disengagement was not significant (B = .02, p > .05), indicating that core self-evaluations did not moderate the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression.
[bookmark: _Hlk200736759]Table 3: Results from hierarchical regression analysis predicting cyber-aggression with religion, age, gender, moral disengagement, and core self-evaluations as predictors
[image: ]
	In table 3, regression was conducted. The result showed that moral disengagement positively predicted cyber-aggression contributing 18% variance in cyber-aggression. This means that increase in moral disengagement increases cyber-aggression. Hence, the more young people have orientation that make them morally disengaged, the more they engage in cyber-aggression
Summary of the Findings
1. On correlation, cyber-aggression was significantly related to religion and moral disengagement.
1. Moral disengagement significantly predicted cyber-aggression among undergraduates in regression analysis.
1. Core self-evaluations was not significantly related to cyber-aggression among undergraduates. 
1. Core self-evaluations did not moderate the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression among undergraduates.






































CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
The study examined moderating role of core self-evaluations in the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates. The first hypothesis tested in the study which stated that moral disengagement will have significant relationship with cyber-aggression among undergraduates in Godfrey Okoye University was confirmed. The findings are in line with previous empirical studies such as Lee and Jun (2024), Hasibuan et al. (2023); Lo Cricchio et al. (2020) etc. who all found a significantly positive relationship between the two variables. This means that undergraduates who try to rationalize their negative behaviour through the mechanisms of moral disengagement are more likely to engage in cyber-aggression than their counterparts who do not morally disengage.
The second hypothesis stated that core self-evaluations will have a significant relationship with cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates. Results from the data analysis failed to confirm this hypothesis. This finding is consistent with previous empirical research such as Shang (2024) that found a significantly negative relationship between core self-evaluations and cyber-aggression only when loneliness acted as a mediating variable, but without which the relationship between core self-evaluations and cyber-aggression was non-significant. This proves that core self-evaluations alone may not be a strong factor in determining whether or not a person engages in cyber-aggression.
The third hypothesis in the study which stated that core self-evaluations will moderate the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression was also not confirmed by the finding of the study, hence, core self-evaluations did not moderate. This is inconsistent with the study by Yudes et al. (2021) where it was seen that core self-evaluations had a significant negative relationship with cyberbullying and moderated the relationship between problematic internet use and cyberbullying. However, in the present study, core self-evaluation plays no role in buffering the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression.
Implications of the Study
	The present study has theoretical, empirical and practical implications in the society. Firstly, the positive relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression provides support for the moral disengagement theory by Bandura (1991) and confirms it applicability in the online space, by proving that individuals who cognitively distance themselves from the moral effects of their actions are more likely to engage in cyber-aggressive behaviours. The study also revealed that core self-evaluations has no direct relationship with cyber-aggression, neither does it significantly moderate the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression, which challenges the notion that positive self-appraisal has impact on morally disengaged behaviour and suggests that one’s core self-evaluations may not be a universal protective factor in all maladaptive behaviours, particularly in cases involving cognitive restructuring or online anonymity.
	Empirically, this study contributes culturally sensitive knowledge to existing literature by examining the interaction between moral disengagement, core self-evaluations and cyber-aggression, concepts that are often explored in Western contexts, within a Nigerian undergraduate population. The found positive relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression emphasizes the global nature of moral disengagement in digital aggression while the lack of relationship between core self-evaluations and cyber-aggression calls for further research in other culturally relevant variables, such as empathy, conformity, or cyberbullying attitudes that may play a role in moderating the perpetration of cyber-aggression in Nigeria.
	Findings from this study also offer important real-life applications in intervention and policy design to curb cyber-aggression in universities. To start with, educational campaigns and digital responsibility workshops on cyber-aggression should focus on helping students recognize and correct patterns of moral disengagement that may arise in the online space, instead of simply talking about the morality of the act, as mechanisms such as blaming the victim or minimizing harm can still lead one to engage in the act, even though they know it is wrong. Furthermore, school counsellors working with students that have engaged in cyber-aggression should consider assessing levels of moral disengagement rather than assuming that someone with poor self-concept is more likely to be aggressive, as results from this study show that even students with a solid moral upbringing and good self-evaluation may engage in harmful behaviour if they morally disengage.
Limitations of the Study
	One limitation of this study is that the generalization of the findings may be limited to Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates and may not be applicable to other undergraduates from other universities in Nigeria.
	Another limitation presents itself in the design of the study being cross-sectional, such that data was captured at a single point in time, limiting the ability to infer causal relationships between moral disengagement, core self-evaluations, and cyber-aggression.
	Furthermore, the study did not control for other psychological or sociocultural variables, such as empathy or peer influence, that could influence cyber-aggression or moral disengagement.
Suggestions for Further Research
	Based on the above-mentioned limitations of this study, the researcher recommends that future researchers who are interested in this study should consider increasing the sample size, as well as involve undergraduates from universities all over the country, to see if the findings from this study remains consistent, and for more generalization and conclusion.
	Future researchers should also consider adopting a longitudinal study design to better assess how moral disengagement, core self-evaluations, and cyber-aggression interact over time. Furthermore, future research could benefit from including additional variables such as internet addiction, peer influence, empathy etc. to further explain or moderate the dynamics of cyber-aggression.
Conclusion
	The study investigated the moderating role of core self-evaluations on the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates and one hundred and forty-seven participants were sampled in the study. The results from the data analysis indicated the following: moral disengagement positively predicted cyber-aggression among undergraduates; core self-evaluations had no significant relationship with cyber-aggression among undergraduates; core self-evaluations did not moderate the relationship between moral disengagement and cyber-aggression. This indicated in the present study that while higher rates of moral disengagement may lead to higher rates of cyber-aggression, one’s core self-evaluations plays no part in determining whether or not a person engages in cyber-aggression among undergraduates.
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APPENDIX A
Introduction and Consent Form
Good day, 
My name is Azubuike, Mary Nkenna, a 400 level student of Godfrey Okoye University. I am conducting a study on the moderating role of core self-evaluations on moral disengagement and cyber-aggression among Godfrey Okoye University undergraduates, which is part of the requirements for the award of Bachelor of Science (B.Sc) Honours degree in Psychology. 
By agreeing to this study, you consent to taking about 5 minutes of your time to complete a questionnaire with information about moderating role of core self-evaluations on moral disengagement and cyber-aggression as honestly as possible.
Please note that all response and information collected will be treated anonymously and with utmost confidentiality. 
Thank you for your participation, 
                                  						 Azubuike, Mary Nkenna 
                                         						Student/researcher










APPENDIX B
SECTION A: DEMOGRAPHICS
INSTRUCTION: Please fill as appropriate.
1. Age Group:
(   )15-20          (   )21-24          (   )25-29          (   )30+
2. Gender:
(   )Male          (   )Female
3. Religion:
(   )Christianity          (   )Islam          (   )African Traditional Religion

SECTION B: CORE SELF-EVALUATIONS SCALE
INSTRUCTIONS: Below is a list of statements that has to do with how you see yourself overall, including your confidence, self-worth, and ability to handle life’s challenges. Read each statement carefully and respond accordingly with your agreement to each item (1= strongly disagree, 2= slightly disagree, 3= neither agree nor disagree, 4= slightly agree, 5= strongly agree)
Please answer as honestly as possible. Remember that there is no right or wrong answer. 
	S/No.
	ITEMS
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1.
	I am confident I get the success I deserve in life
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	Sometimes I feel depressed.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	When I try‚ I generally succeed.
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless.
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	I complete tasks successfully.
	
	
	
	
	

	6.
	Sometimes‚ I do not feel in control of my work.
	
	
	
	
	

	7.
	Overall‚ I am satisfied with myself.
	
	
	
	
	

	8.
	I am filled with doubts about my competence.
	
	
	
	
	

	9.
	I determine what will happen in my life.
	
	
	
	
	

	10.
	I do not feel in control of my success in my career.
	
	
	
	
	

	11.
	I am capable of coping with most of my problems.
	
	
	
	
	

	12.
	There are times when things look pretty bleak and hopeless to me.
	
	
	
	
	



APPENDIX C
SECTION C: MECHANISMS OF MORAL DISENGAGEMENT SCALE-10
INSTRUCTION: In this section, a list of items is provided that has to do with how people perceive themselves and rationalize their actions in different situations. Read each item carefully and respond honestly according to how strongly you agree or disagree with the statement (1= strongly disagree, 2= slightly disagree, 3= neutral, 4= slightly agree, 5= strongly agree)
	S/No.
	ITEMS
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1.
	Slapping and shoving someone is just a way of joking.
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	Damaging some property is no big deal when you consider that others are beating people up.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	It is okay to tell small lies because they don’t really do any harm.
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	To hit obnoxious classmates is just giving them “a lesson”.
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	Stealing some money is not too serious compared to those who steal a lot of money.
	
	
	
	
	

	6.
	Taking someone’s bicycle without their permission is just “borrowing it”.
	
	
	
	
	

	7.
	It is okay to insult a classmate because beating him or her is worse.
	
	
	
	
	

	8.
	Someone who is obnoxious does not deserve to be treated like a human being.
	
	
	
	
	

	9.
	Insults among children do not hurt anyone.
	
	
	
	
	

	10.
	Some people have to be treated roughly because they lack feelings that can be hurt.
	
	
	
	
	



APPENDIX D
SECTION D: CYB-AGS
INSTRUCTIONS: Below, you will see some behaviors that some boys and girls might do to intimidate or really bother others (not as a joke) through the cellphone, Internet, social networks such as WhatsApp and other platforms. Respond with how often you have done any of the following in the past year. All responses will be treated anonymously so you're encouraged to be open and honest. 
	S/No.
	ITEMS
	Never
	Once or twice
	Few times (between 3 and 5 times) 
	Several times (6 to 10 times)
	Many times (10+ times)

	1.
	I have insulted or ridiculed someone in social networks or groups like WhatsApp to really screw with or annoy him/her.
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	I have called someone’s cellphone and hung up to bother or frighten him/her.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	I have threatened someone to make him/her do things on the Internet or smartphone that he/she did not want to do (like recording him/herself on video, giving me money, doing bad things).
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	I have told someone’s secrets or revealed personal things about him/her in social networks or groups (WhatsApp, snapchat . . . )
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	To make fun of someone, I have made or manipulated videos or photos of him/her and uploaded or distributed them on social networks or by smartphone.
	
	
	
	
	

	6.
	I’ve logged into someone’s profile or accounts, and he/she could not do anything about it.
	
	
	
	
	

	7.
	I have pretended to be someone else so I could say or do bad things on the Internet.
	
	
	
	
	

	8.
	I have purposely created a webpage, a forum, or a group just to make fun of someone and criticize him/her in front of everyone.
	
	
	
	
	

	9.
	I have put someone’s cellphone number on the Internet and said bad or false things about him/her so that people would call him/her and get him/her into trouble.
	
	
	
	
	

	10.
	I have taken someone’s smartphone and used it to send photos, videos, or mean messages to others to get him/her into trouble with them.
	
	
	
	
	

	11.
	I have criticized someone or made fun of comments, photos, or videos he/she uploaded to social networks or groups like WhatsApp.
	
	
	
	
	

	12.
	I have created a false profile on the Internet with someone’s personal data in order to impersonate him/her saying or doing bad things.
	
	
	
	
	

	13.
	I have ignored and did not answer someone’s messages or things he/she shared in groups or social networks, just to make him/her feel bad.
	
	
	
	
	

	14.
	I have provoked someone in social networks or groups by insulting or taunting him/her to make him/her angry and cause a big argument.
	
	
	
	
	

	15.
	I have eliminated or blocked someone from groups to leave him/her without any friends.
	
	
	
	
	

	16.
	I’ve stolen photos, videos, or private conversations and uploaded them or sent them to others.
	
	
	
	
	

	17.
	I have changed someone’s password to social networks so that he/she could not access them.
	
	
	
	
	

	18.
	I sent someone taunting messages to bother and annoy him/her.
	
	
	
	
	



APPENDIX E

Reliability

Scale: CORE-SELF
	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	100
	100.0

	
	Excludeda
	0
	.0

	
	Total
	100
	100.0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.



	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	.600
	12



	Item Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	VAR00001
	4.0300
	1.02942
	100

	VAR00002
	3.6100
	1.22181
	100

	VAR00003
	3.9700
	1.08670
	100

	VAR00004
	3.4200
	1.34975
	100

	VAR00005
	3.7800
	.92747
	100

	VAR00006
	3.2700
	1.15343
	100

	VAR00007
	3.2600
	1.25223
	100

	VAR00008
	3.2900
	1.19168
	100

	VAR00009
	3.4500
	1.01876
	100

	VAR00010
	2.6000
	1.20605
	100

	VAR00011
	3.6100
	1.06263
	100

	VAR00012
	3.8900
	1.17116
	100



	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	VAR00001
	38.1500
	31.765
	.095
	.592

	VAR00002
	38.5700
	26.692
	.455
	.513

	VAR00003
	38.2100
	29.501
	.275
	.558

	VAR00004
	38.7600
	25.901
	.452
	.509

	VAR00005
	38.4000
	31.657
	.135
	.583

	VAR00006
	38.9100
	27.739
	.400
	.529

	VAR00007
	38.9200
	30.074
	.166
	.582

	VAR00008
	38.8900
	29.069
	.268
	.559

	VAR00009
	38.7300
	31.654
	.108
	.590

	VAR00010
	39.5800
	31.680
	.058
	.604

	VAR00011
	38.5700
	31.520
	.107
	.591

	VAR00012
	38.2900
	27.743
	.390
	.531



	Scale Statistics

	Mean
	Variance
	Std. Deviation
	N of Items

	42.1800
	33.927
	5.82468
	12





Reliability

Scale: CYBAGS
	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	100
	100.0

	
	Excludeda
	0
	.0

	
	Total
	100
	100.0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.



	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	.901
	18



	Item Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	VAR00001
	2.1200
	1.17448
	100

	VAR00002
	1.7300
	1.03333
	100

	VAR00003
	1.2800
	.75318
	100

	VAR00004
	1.2700
	.67950
	100

	VAR00005
	1.1700
	.53286
	100

	VAR00006
	1.3300
	.65219
	100

	VAR00007
	1.2200
	.62893
	100

	VAR00008
	1.1100
	.44710
	100

	VAR00009
	1.1100
	.44710
	100

	VAR00010
	1.1200
	.45572
	100

	VAR00011
	1.9500
	1.10440
	100

	VAR00012
	1.1600
	.59831
	100

	VAR00013
	1.9900
	1.12362
	100

	VAR00014
	1.4600
	.89239
	100

	VAR00015
	1.2100
	.60794
	100

	VAR00016
	1.2900
	.82014
	100

	VAR00017
	1.1800
	.65721
	100

	VAR00018
	1.4400
	.75639
	100



	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	VAR00001
	23.0200
	62.464
	.491
	.901

	VAR00002
	23.4100
	64.891
	.420
	.902

	VAR00003
	23.8600
	65.031
	.605
	.894

	VAR00004
	23.8700
	67.145
	.480
	.898

	VAR00005
	23.9700
	66.878
	.664
	.894

	VAR00006
	23.8100
	65.529
	.663
	.893

	VAR00007
	23.9200
	65.933
	.648
	.894

	VAR00008
	24.0300
	67.545
	.708
	.895

	VAR00009
	24.0300
	67.565
	.705
	.895

	VAR00010
	24.0200
	67.495
	.701
	.895

	VAR00011
	23.1900
	63.044
	.495
	.900

	VAR00012
	23.9800
	65.959
	.682
	.893

	VAR00013
	23.1500
	63.078
	.482
	.901

	VAR00014
	23.6800
	64.442
	.538
	.896

	VAR00015
	23.9300
	66.349
	.629
	.894

	VAR00016
	23.8500
	65.179
	.536
	.896

	VAR00017
	23.9600
	65.069
	.703
	.892

	VAR00018
	23.7000
	64.475
	.651
	.893



	Scale Statistics

	Mean
	Variance
	Std. Deviation
	N of Items

	25.1400
	72.950
	8.54107
	18










Reliability

Scale: MDS

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	21
	100.0

	
	Excludeda
	0
	.0

	
	Total
	21
	100.0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.



	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	.795
	10



	Item Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	VAR00001
	1.8571
	1.06234
	21

	VAR00002
	1.7619
	1.04426
	21

	VAR00003
	1.9048
	1.17918
	21

	VAR00004
	1.5238
	.74960
	21

	VAR00005
	1.1429
	.47809
	21

	VAR00006
	1.1905
	.51177
	21

	VAR00007
	1.6190
	.92066
	21

	VAR00008
	1.3333
	.73030
	21

	VAR00009
	1.2857
	.46291
	21

	VAR00010
	1.3810
	.80475
	21



	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	VAR00001
	13.1429
	18.929
	.459
	.782

	VAR00002
	13.2381
	20.890
	.243
	.812

	VAR00003
	13.0952
	15.490
	.799
	.725

	VAR00004
	13.4762
	21.962
	.253
	.800

	VAR00005
	13.8571
	22.429
	.363
	.790

	VAR00006
	13.8095
	21.362
	.566
	.775

	VAR00007
	13.3810
	18.248
	.662
	.752

	VAR00008
	13.6667
	20.733
	.456
	.779

	VAR00009
	13.7143
	21.614
	.574
	.777

	VAR00010
	13.6190
	19.648
	.561
	.767



	Scale Statistics

	Mean
	Variance
	Std. Deviation
	N of Items

	15.0000
	24.300
	4.92950
	10






Matrix

[DataSet1] 

Run MATRIX procedure:

***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 4.2 *****************

          Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com
    Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

**************************************************************************
Model  : 1
    Y  : CYBAGS
    X  : MDS
    W  : CSE

Sample
Size:  147

**************************************************************************
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
 CYBAGS

Model Summary
          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p
      .4653      .2165    61.7054    13.1744     3.0000   143.0000      .0000

Model
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI
constant    24.4719     9.8516     2.4841      .0141     4.9983    43.9455
MDS          -.1454      .3690     -.3939      .6942     -.8748      .5840
CSE          -.2031      .2339     -.8682      .3868     -.6655      .2593
Int_1         .0147      .0087     1.7022      .0909     -.0024      .0318

Product terms key:
 Int_1    :        MDS      x        CSE

Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):
       R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p
X*W      .0159     2.8975     1.0000   143.0000      .0909
----------
    Focal predict: MDS      (X)
          Mod var: CSE      (W)

Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

        CSE     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI
    37.0000      .3995      .0892     4.4806      .0000      .2233      .5758
    42.0000      .4732      .0796     5.9408      .0000      .3157      .6306
    47.0000      .5468      .0921     5.9383      .0000      .3648      .7288

Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:
Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

DATA LIST FREE/
   MDS        CSE        CYBAGS     .
BEGIN DATA.
    11.6800    37.0000    21.6237
    17.0000    37.0000    23.7492
    25.3200    37.0000    27.0733
    11.6800    42.0000    21.4682
    17.0000    42.0000    23.9854
    25.3200    42.0000    27.9222
    11.6800    47.0000    21.3127
    17.0000    47.0000    24.2217
    25.3200    47.0000    28.7711
END DATA.
GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=
 MDS      WITH     CYBAGS   BY       CSE      .

*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
  95.0000

W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

------ END MATRIX -----


Regression

	Descriptive Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	CYBAGS
	24.8095
	8.78303
	147

	Age
	1.6259
	.79563
	147

	Gender
	1.6190
	.48728
	147

	Relig
	1.0408
	.25849
	147

	MDS
	18.7279
	8.17326
	147

	CSE
	41.7687
	5.59974
	147





	Correlations

	
	CYBAGS
	Age
	Gender
	Relig
	MDS
	CSE

	Pearson Correlation
	CYBAGS
	1.000
	.030
	-.116
	.172
	.439
	.106

	
	Age
	.030
	1.000
	-.176
	.075
	.019
	.031

	
	Gender
	-.116
	-.176
	1.000
	-.148
	-.284
	.259

	
	Relig
	.172
	.075
	-.148
	1.000
	.073
	.144

	
	MDS
	.439
	.019
	-.284
	.073
	1.000
	.035

	
	CSE
	.106
	.031
	.259
	.144
	.035
	1.000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	CYBAGS
	.
	.360
	.080
	.018
	.000
	.101

	
	Age
	.360
	.
	.017
	.184
	.410
	.354

	
	Gender
	.080
	.017
	.
	.037
	.000
	.001

	
	Relig
	.018
	.184
	.037
	.
	.189
	.041

	
	MDS
	.000
	.410
	.000
	.189
	.
	.338

	
	CSE
	.101
	.354
	.001
	.041
	.338
	.

	N
	CYBAGS
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147

	
	Age
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147

	
	Gender
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147

	
	Relig
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147

	
	MDS
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147

	
	CSE
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147
	147




	Variables Entered/Removeda

	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	Relig, Age, Genderb
	.
	Enter

	2
	MDSb
	.
	Enter

	3
	CSEb
	.
	Enter

	a. Dependent Variable: CYBAGS

	b. All requested variables entered.




	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.195a
	.038
	.018
	8.70370
	.038
	1.891
	3
	143
	.134

	2
	.462b
	.213
	.191
	7.89965
	.175
	31.591
	1
	142
	.000

	3
	.466c
	.217
	.190
	7.90609
	.004
	.769
	1
	141
	.382

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Relig, Age, Gender

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Relig, Age, Gender, MDS

	c. Predictors: (Constant), Relig, Age, Gender, MDS, CSE




	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	429.790
	3
	143.263
	1.891
	.134b

	
	Residual
	10832.877
	143
	75.754
	
	

	
	Total
	11262.667
	146
	
	
	

	2
	Regression
	2401.235
	4
	600.309
	9.620
	.000c

	
	Residual
	8861.432
	142
	62.404
	
	

	
	Total
	11262.667
	146
	
	
	

	3
	Regression
	2449.294
	5
	489.859
	7.837
	.000d

	
	Residual
	8813.373
	141
	62.506
	
	

	
	Total
	11262.667
	146
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: CYBAGS

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Relig, Age, Gender

	c. Predictors: (Constant), Relig, Age, Gender, MDS

	d. Predictors: (Constant), Relig, Age, Gender, MDS, CSE




	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	95.0% Confidence Interval for B

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	1
	(Constant)
	21.870
	4.490
	
	4.870
	.000
	12.994
	30.746

	
	Age
	.020
	.921
	.002
	.021
	.983
	-1.801
	1.840

	
	Gender
	-1.669
	1.516
	-.093
	-1.101
	.273
	-4.665
	1.328

	
	Relig
	5.389
	2.821
	.159
	1.910
	.058
	-.187
	10.965

	2
	(Constant)
	9.702
	4.615
	
	2.102
	.037
	.579
	18.824

	
	Age
	.182
	.836
	.016
	.218
	.828
	-1.471
	1.835

	
	Gender
	.576
	1.433
	.032
	.402
	.688
	-2.256
	3.409

	
	Relig
	4.887
	2.562
	.144
	1.907
	.058
	-.178
	9.952

	
	MDS
	.469
	.084
	.437
	5.621
	.000
	.304
	.635

	3
	(Constant)
	6.508
	5.882
	
	1.106
	.270
	-5.120
	18.136

	
	Age
	.125
	.839
	.011
	.149
	.881
	-1.534
	1.785

	
	Gender
	.162
	1.510
	.009
	.107
	.915
	-2.822
	3.147

	
	Relig
	4.465
	2.609
	.131
	1.711
	.089
	-.693
	9.623

	
	MDS
	.461
	.084
	.429
	5.477
	.000
	.295
	.627

	
	CSE
	.109
	.124
	.070
	.877
	.382
	-.137
	.355

	a. Dependent Variable: CYBAGS




	Excluded Variablesa

	Model
	Beta In
	t
	Sig.
	Partial Correlation
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	Tolerance

	1
	MDS
	.437b
	5.621
	.000
	.427
	.917

	
	CSE
	.120b
	1.386
	.168
	.116
	.895

	2
	CSE
	.070c
	.877
	.382
	.074
	.883

	a. Dependent Variable: CYBAGS

	b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Relig, Age, Gender

	c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Relig, Age, Gender, MDS
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