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Figure 1 Conceptual model diagram
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Figure 2 Grade frequency chart

WwWw.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0604080



REBFFHAEIIRENE: SRR PN
< 710 -
120 T =2.16
FrifEZ =0.732
100 AR =224
80
60
40
20
0
0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 25 3.0 35
R A O 2 A G G R
3 FERGHBREENEE
Figure 3 Frequency chart of student satisfaction with academic performance
F1 HAEHAOZZEEREE
Table 1 Basic information on demographic variables of subjects
At S LIES B (%)
, 5 153 68.3
= ‘S 71 21.7
D) 193 86.2
R RIp 21 9.4
FAth 10 45
o Wi 171 76.3
REEPTE ekt 53 23.7
A 93 41.5
AN
s e 131 58.5
L 157 70.1
o - AR} 58 259
AL AR BF5E 6 57
SR 3 1.3
R LR 164 732
N AR} 49 21.9
BRI B - 31
i+ 4 1.8
. = 85 37.9
GIGES = 139 62.1
AR 30 13.4
X AR SR B K B2 58 259
— 136 60.7
AkE 161 71.9
e AT (A AANEE ) 18 8
AR IS 2 ) 04
(RN 44 19.6
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- T 7 32.1
FKIEZGRARDL o 73 326
AASF 10 45
BLAT 134 59.8
E{kfi — i 72 321
AAHF 18 8
A 44 19.6
B BRZ 131 58.5
V= 49 21.9

1.2 HRIE

ATRFEITR I 22, 195k [ P R 3200 Sk TR ISR I T 2804 5 i t4hik, Hp
1 SER EEART , 5888 ERTFE .

121 RBHFHFRER

REHF R, RARLE RN 20 A KB R ACREF Rk A H R L
RIF R FESR B R. WRIRER AT BB MZ WAL Gk H I K
AE AT 25 R 1 2 BT TR A0 2" IR SRR B ARWIAT TS . AT 22
HF A LR MRS a R R 2 R R s A (R
FE A WS, PEATSEH AT, A AI ST P I — B RO 0758

122 FOEEEERESR

FAE AN, AT 7572 - KR Caprara) Sl 0T AR %, 353244 H
P FACABI ST P N — B R BUR 0.95, HURIZC F A BT A Ak A , bR R % s AR

123 KREBRRREER

R s, SRAE/IMG BT S 515 0104 (BPBQ) , 43 5 AME3. kTl . B
AT . IR R | ATk | B AT, R S0 A H . BRI o TRng 5 (0
s W HAIRET L R AEATIST P I P B ROk 0,954,

1.3 HUEDMIOE

KA T IBM SPSS Statistics 26 #T8EE HE 5 581100, BARMGE T 52T . Bootstrap
AT AR

2 MREHR
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ARTERe 0 £ AT, AR 19 MFALECR T 1 IR 1, AR — A 79 05 22 B
20.881%. — M, WRGHIZAWH T, I HE TR ZREERNT 40%, RPALFAEILETT
L2 o

22 REENZ. KEFFHIFERERTADS CHERIER

221 REKE. LBHFHXAERHEREE HEE LHER
MR ZRTT 223 A RO R s« QSRRSO TR BE AR AL el Sk FE B AT (3 25 5, ERUR A HR
Tr AR S BB g 25, AR 2 P,

F2 REEE. XLEFEFAAMEEERELEIUEELNER
Table 2 Differences in father’s cultural level in campus bullying, parenting styles, and moral

disengagement

A E LR AR} s S F
B BT 3.84 £0.82 3.88 £0.75 3.97 £0.59 2.67+1.46 2.203
THR S 7= 2.19 £ 0.64 2.15+0.58 227 +£0.65 3.00+1.92 1.664
Limhiies 1.58 +0.62 1.54 + 0.64 1.62+0.70 2.78 £2.03 3.462"
B A 2.13+0.72 2.07 £ 0.69 2.65+1.02 3.58+1.36 5.091"

E: #p<0.05, *#p<0.01, *##p<0.001,

2.22 REKE. LBHFFAERERESE CHERE LHER
MR Z T 22 0T A R s s BRI SCAURR EEAE T A R 07 2 A B 22 5, AR 73
el ATE B B 22 5%, SR an e 3 iR

#*3 KEEE. XBHFARAMEEERESEIUEELNER
Table 3 Differences in mother’s cultural level in campus bullying, parenting styles, and moral

disengagement

Ap g R LI AR ot i+ F
VA ESE YN 3.81 £0.83 3.95+0.72 4.08 +0.46 2.90 +1.34 2.391
ELSES EryiEe 221 +0.64 2.06 +0.57 2.02+0.57 333+1.12 5.166"
Tz el kg 1.58 £0.62 1.58 +0.67 1.60 £ 0.53 2.00 +2.00 0.524
TE TR 2.12 £0.69 2.15+0.81 2.42 £091 274+ 1.67 1.213

E: #p<0.05, *#p<0.01, *###p<0.001,

223 AREEE. LBHFH XAMEBHERE S KRR LHESR
IELPRI 37 22 BT A S s BRI AR BB O . TR Iy o, el o P et 1
AR LIRS, S5 4 TR

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0604080 www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc



RXEBPFHATINRERNE : UIBHBHER P 13

F 4 REHEER, LEHEFARANEEERESERELNER
Table 4 Differences in physical health between campus bullying, parenting styles, and moral

disengagement

AR b R4 — i KA F
BT 3.91+0.79 3.80+0.76 3.40 £ 1.07 3302
AR 2.10 £ 0.62 2.28 +0.63 2.49 +0.81 3.928"

e el e 1.50 £ 0.59 1.65 +0.64 1.99 + 1.04 4.851"
T FEE A 2.05£0.74 2.23+0.71 2.55+0.84 4333

E: o¥p<0.05, *#p<0.01, **#p<0.001,

224 ANOFZRE. LBHFEHA. EEHETUMBRERE IR 5T

N FAs e BRI AR o, S IO el S MO L o 22 0 4G 22 i g
SRS RN 5 IR AR - B A RS 3k 2 ) R B TG s B Ry A ik
Ve S A YSRGS s RIS Dol M 0 TE ARG LA e Pl ke 52 TE AT DG . B0
EP PR HE AR BRI AR GG B R BRI Ry s RIEMDG s BRI 7 =R 0
A A GOMI G . SRR SCAL R A R 5 A OG s B R B A L
AL, TR BE IR SR G L R IE ARG . AL BB P M B R sl IRt
ARG PR e PR ARG G R, T RASC Ry o S e A el ke P G 2 44 A,
SR 5 PR,

=5 BLEEMEXREH

Table 5 The correlation coefficients of each variable

A BiE ez 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. 4E4% 1.597
2. SESCAL IR B 0.603 -0.071
3. BEESCARFREE 0.628 —0.046 0.646"
4. REELVT 0.897 -0.007 -0.228" -0.096
5. BpiffdeE 0.642 0011 0103 0.02 0315
6. B 0.645 -0.07 0.072 0.103 -0.113 -0.069

7. B E ST 3.835 0814 0.045 -0.059 -0.02 -0.139" -0.155" -0.063

8. WM HF TR 2193 065 0.022 0.069 0054 0.115 0.185" 0.063 -0.646""

9. JEFEHE 215 0748 0.1 0141 0105 0.091 01917 0016 -0.480"" 0.437"

10. K el Hkm 1587 0664 007 0094 0053 0123 0.197° 0082 -0469" 0488 0.398"

E: o%p<0.05, *p<0.01, **5p<0.001,
2.3 ERERERXBHEFAHLISRERZ ZEINGFDHT

R S R A R, AR R T7 s A R 7 2O AL s AT 2, B R T s ) 2
Fepas , W HGR T AR A PR s DUETEHEG N S5 R &, B HGR I A #0707 =0
T PEHE AT B, ARSI A BRI A S B, IR R T SO TR AT IE I 5 LUK
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Pel i R o, R ER T3 TR R 7 SORGE TE R B e o AP FARR HR o =L T
WHIRTT KZ MIEAR R B, EENZEIMABREMRELS, BUWEIRT A R s e 2
(] 1T AR RO R (BB D7 R ARFRHELL RN -3.974 FEIRE] -3.1265 I EIRI7 U8
TEZR LN 3.408 FEAR R 2.924) , R4 6 . SRR 7 AU BN ETR 7 sURIE I R Jr 5K
1, EPESEME A SRR R T ORI e S 2 Talke i o h A O o

# 6 MBBHFAX. HRHEFAFX. BEERMKERZ&K TR
Table 6 Liner regression analysis of positive parenting style, negative parenting style, moral

disengagement, and campus bullying

4 AR Akt R W R F B Frifii ' p B
AGESUALFREE 0.074 0.063 1.183 0.238 0.067

i B A fRRE we  0.106 0.059 1.79 0.075 0.103
Liimhiiesd B At 0.314 0.298  19.932 0244 0.061 3074 0,000 0,299
NEL &S EiPiEaN 0.264™  0.077 3.408 0.001 0.258

AR E 0.112 0.072 1.549 0.123 0.09

e B A fEERRE we  0.104 0.068 1.53 0.128 0.09
AR B HFE 0-287 0.271  17.569 0303 0.071 -4.288 0.000 -0.329
THR AR 0.238" 0.089 2.682 0.008 0.207
SAEH ST 0.057 0.062 0.915 0.361 0.052

BEQLNIESEs 0.09 0.059 1.531 0.127 0.087
ReRE  BmEEE R 0335 0.317 18257 -0.197"  0.063 -3.126 0.002 -0.242
AT 0.227" 0.078 2.924 0.004 0.222

TH flfE 0.155" 0.058 2.663 0.008 0.175

E: %p<0.05, *#p<0.01, *5p<0.001,
24 EfRHERARXEHF LI SRERR 2B T BN

K TVEUBET (Hayes ) Zmil 1) SPSS 2 H 22 K% 1E A9 437 Bootstrap 2:F— 25 /3 Ml (8 HE MLAE F e
7y AR s TR A E R . BRERIT, B Ty 2O Bl e (9 B0 —0.197, BAF IX[H]
4 =0.321, —-0.074, Bootstrap95% E{5 X [A]AGUFE O (8, FRERON B35 18 T I A AR 255 5 2R A
el iz (45 ) HR PR B2 R B R —-0.047, LB XN 0,123, —0.01, Bootstrap95% B {r X (M ANELHS 0 {H,
Y T P A B Ry O A e e e T A 8O0 i 3, SR AN 7 R

7 EEHERERRHAF AR SRELRE Z BN B

Table 7 The mediating test of moral disengagement between positive parenting styles and campus

bullying
- - : 95% A5 X1
i ge BN Effect T i
TR 27 Ty X e B — A el S e (B34 T -0.047 -0.123 -0.01
TSR T X —me el i HIESUN -0.197 -0.321 -0.074
B X ik ey A —0.244 -0.365 -0.124
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iKW, TR Ty OO Bel e 1Y ELHEERON S 0.227, EAFIX TR 0.075. 0.379, Bootstrap95%
EAH X RUANELAE O {8, RN 2 TE R e T A B Ty R el 38 114 56 M v [ 422000 1A 0.037
HEFIX[E] 4 0.006, 0.078, Bootstrap95% A5 X [BIASELHG O (B, 1d B A4 i 7 35 A8 2055 X0 4 el
Wz P AR W3, AN 8 R . RIEHFR T A E T RSy A = AT,
TEEHE AR FE B Ty R e Z AR A T A VR

8 EEEREHEREFARNEREREZ BH PN HEEYE
Table 8 The mediating effect of moral disengagement on the relationship between negative parenting

styles and campus bullying

o . 95% ‘&7 X [a]
i %E BN Effect T g
THAR AR Ty T8 F e — s el e EIEE 3 dmA 0.037 0.006 0.078
TSR Ty X [l R 0.227 0.075 0.379
THR AR Rk RN 0.264 0.112 0.415

3 WxR 2: ik

31 WHRDESHR
T 2023 4F 11 F 3R H AT ToRab ik, o Apaiivk, o 3 A0 IR, Kk
SR, A RE N AR ART | B

#9 HREER

Table 9 Bully information

G5 5] FREPE R L
1 5 NI [=—
2 3 VI =
3 5B NIk 5=
#z 10 EWEREE
Table 10 Bystander information
G 5] FREVE R G B AR B4T R
1 3 DI = 2
2 B Wy = WxEH
3 5 NIk = FETF
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Table 11 Psychological counselor information
%' £ TAEAERR £ Ll L/ AR
1 i 1 it NISiiiies L
2 L 6 AR HHEY LR
3 & 7 AR} LI LR
F 12 HRABF
Table 12 Interview content
W FHUTIRN A FE VTR ES DB Z I VIR N 2
L ARA A2 A HA )77 L YRR BRI, ARA 2R 1 2R A A A R
2. PRI HAB R =R R B 2407 2 ARSETHIREE [l 2 A A BRI Y 2. 2 2 B Je A AT AR
YRR T [F2E LR, RE 448 s N "
i LTI AATARE 3 e gpy et s R INCE S P
RIS A ] 7 1 A T AR bk - ,
bR R AT 4 APEIRBEHPHE £ IR 4567
5. PRIe B AR R )7 DS SR Y
JE R
6. TEEFER T, ARm] RUARE G HA
[Fi)=¢7

7 AR ARG, BRI 2

3.2 BRAERSDN

32.1 B®RERXEHOER

XIS B I ViR R B, R T L 1 O IESZ , 2 A A Z,
WORZES . MPORFIRME . IRGUHAR A TR AR TR AR AR A ] 2 A
IHEREA T RR”  “RAL LRI AR MERTZ, SRR AC, RERACHRT . itk
THA .

TV AL TR A TR B # RT3k T A s, 3%
RHABR . OBE MR PGS . TR FOGE A O R B R, ORI B Al 0
ik, ”

2B BN BRRZ AR B L, R ARIUH 5 1 B PR, AT e e e 0 v 42 2k
H4REN T IR —3.

322 BMEEMZEEMRE— AR

VAR B, A S N E H ST, WORERE . Te— I FUR S TE A N A SR kb
A,

OISR . R T AR AT T, ATRRZ R — A, 7 RIS R 4
AR A B
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323 REBEFEF LY MRERE

TES A FLO BRI Z IR iR, SRR I X S D4R AT AL EE, DR & i A
EEWIERREA R B SR AT E DR ERE SR, SME RS A
PRI A G = RO . WS & E VTR HPIRIE |
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S H B, RRELE R 1) OIS O EE
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INEXRF A R, JFEEIRP AR A i A b A . BB IA &, 1T RS HEE, 5%
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4 1ig
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17 R 2Z B FRAE R AR 2 B DR , G5 5RIESE T 5 /4F BB B R s i 2 AL RE R T XS R %
[RIRF, ACHRERY#EE Iy =0 e i 3 R el R

[FEATES R s TR B AE SRR O =R el e =22 TRl 3 o H AR

AW R, B EER T O 1B A A I 52, AR 2R O E BN I M5 . IR - A
57% (Pelton ) ZE AN "7 38 AR FE I SR 56 2 0 F I 2057 5 3 K 0 75 /0 4 1) 18 A e Jd % 2 R 4
FeReAI, MiAE I 32 BIACREE ] | BRI X SCRERUR L % AR I KB 255 0 =0T B 1 i /D4R B a4
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Sy P TE T

ARG I S PRI T Jd R Pl v 22 [ 2 i 2 0 . B2 0 - A4 - V78 (Hyde) ZEAN 7 F8
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il T HARE R (s RaeE ) MUGEA T MR 2 JE, TR AT SR AT R A 3 I IE I 5
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The Influence of Parental Upbringing on Campus Bullying:
Mediated by Moral Disengagement

He Wenting

DRM Graduate School of Applied Psychology, Shanghai

Abstract: Objective: this study explores the impact of parental upbringing on campus bullying from the
perspective of moral disengagement. Method: Study 1 conducted a questionnaire survey on adolescents
in Jiangsu, Zhejiang, and Shanghai, and Study 2 used interview methods. Result: There are differences
in demographic variables among the parenting styles, moral disengagement, and campus bullying of
adolescents; There is a significant pairwise correlation between parenting styles, moral disengagement,
and campus bullying; Moreover, moral disengagement plays a mediating role between parental upbringing
and campus bullying behavior. Conclusion: This article enriches the research on campus bullying and
provides a certain theoretical basis for moral education.

Key words: Parenting style; Moral evasion; Teenagers; Campus bullying
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