Advances in Psychology D>EH2E3EE, 2019, 9(12), 2048-2054 Hans X
Published Online December 2019 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2019.912246

Mediation of Rejection Sensitivity between
College Students’ Parenting Style and
Interpersonal Disturbances

Yingrui Zhang, Xiaoxing Tu

School of Geographical Sciences, Nanjing University of Information Science and Technology, Nanjing Jiangsu
Email: 370145445@qqg.com

Received: Nov. 25", 2019; accepted: Dec. 20", 2019; published: Dec. 27", 2019

Abstract

Objective: To probe into the relationship between college students’ rejection sensitivity, parenting
style and interpersonal disturbances. Methods: Rejection Sensitivity Scale of College Students, Pa-
renting Style Scale and Relationship Comprehensive Diagnostic Scale, were used to investigate 491
college students randomly selected from 5 colleges. Results: College students’ rejection sensitivity
was positively correlated with interpersonal disturbances and negative parenting style, and nega-
tively correlated with positive parenting style. Parenting style and rejection sensitivity can predict
college students’ interpersonal disturbances. Rejection sensitivity has a significant mediating ef-
fect between parenting style and interpersonal disturbances. Rejection sensitivity completely me-
diated the relationship between positive parenting style and interpersonal distress, and partly
mediated the relationship between negative parenting style and interpersonal disturbances. Con-
clusion: College students’ rejection sensitivity mediates the relationship between their parenting
style and interpersonal disturbances.
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HE: HRFEBLGRELRFEHANABRRRERRTR. FE: RAKFZEELGRER.
KEFEHAER. NRRREGASEH BRI AT REPER 49148 KEAHTRE. 4R K
FARELEFRS AR RRBEI. KRBT T AFERENIEAR, SXBREFETAERE R
R KBFEAN. ELABRT UMK EENANFRRBENR; ELEBBREIFFETRAE AR
RKAWMZ FEA BE R HAHSL, ELEBBRERBSFEEANRRRE R HETETMEM, HEHK
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1. 5|

16 44 51U (rejection sensitivity) & /MAHE 26 (R FE T, 72 PR 00 o A B S B ) — i ) o B 4
TRURRAE (1) AR 22 25 5 P LR A £ 50 RV A T, 3o At AT T 0 N B 5 A HP A A T T A7 1 246 R v
PEA AT SRR RE IR R (KA & E VS, 2013; TKAEHI& Y Ui, 2018). RS A
s RIR Z U s, EAMATT R R, ERABURSIHE . BUHAT UL N BRAS A R S A7 E R A
5%, R AU AT DA A 2k HIAR DL e 5K JE 2 ) 45 A 45 AT A (Downey, Feldman, & Ayduk, 2000;
Gleason et al., 2008; Romero-Canyas et al., 2010), =45 4a B 1) AN A 2 ARIE A BUR I MA R B RN
Broge, 756 2 Hink A Broe R4E B A7 T AT (Romero-Canyas et al., 2010).  [E Py FIAF 5819 3¢ B R 2424 (4R
ARG NS 2 R E MM, SHoaE SR M IEMX, I HAEH S N PRMEEMt S EER
A R AR F (FMPEFS &R IHIE, 2011).

AL BEFR E J7 2 (parenting style) & S BHEFR M E T L R I H RS FEAT i SRR B 7 AR
JEREE e B R, A LE R SR S E R R R . R IARESE B 7 R A LA TN
MDETIRERNT LN EIER . OHERE, a3k BRI R IEAT NEE 2 T (i
2016; WZPH&MHE, 2016; HZfM, M—fE, &FEAK, 2014; TR, XJEPH, &FELFME, 2005). fH4
BUR AL 2 N B BRI R B # SR I, A R SRR R E 7, R R IER D). LR
Wi ERF AR A2 00 2 T A AR 48U ) 25 35 Rl 4 (Romero-Canyas et al., 2010; lbrahim et al., 2015), E X
AR 90t 2% B AL BRI AR 4 5 N\ B BURR 52 2 3 ) A O (R %, MR e, &3kAk, 2013).

REFARINRASAE RGN E S, ABRRRIRE R MW AE AR, F kg, +
W SEAR K EE LR 2, AN BR o6 R K5 ) AR TG I B AR RE (5K R 55, 2007). DIAEMIBFFCIESE, R
B3R 7 R ER NFRK R E 5 BB (XS & I, 2009), (HM SN A R R IR 4 BUR
VRSN EEE R T . Rk, AT FEE I ALK 2 AR SR U AE A BE R E 7 N5 ARk R R [l A
VEH, 75X HE 4 U A 2 AR 3 A BEAS B8 AIE X [RIN , H 36 K 2 A o B R 28 7 AT — o R S BR  3L
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2. NREF*
2.1 W&,

BENLHEUT 2578 5 BT KB AT MG A, LR A 500 3, WlalA &4 491 4y, Rk
FON98.2%, #ikd LA 275 N, 15 56.0%, H4E 216 N, 5 44.0%; OB} 125 N, 1 25.5%, FEE} 238
N, 5 485%, TR 128 A, i 26.1%; KRHAZAEJH 199 A, 5 40.5%, AR 292, 5 59.5%; Jh/E7
% 313 N, 5 63.7%, dEMET 4 178 N, (N 36.3%.

22. fiRIR

2.2.1. EHEPURER

SRARA AR, 22300, TRARgmibil CRPAEIEABURER) (B, 20, &ikik, 2012), %
T H B R AEAE H R AR TS T B A N B 18 MG R W5t A B 8 1) SR R A
YERERI R O XHEAREEFEE, KA 6 2P0 (1 = e A HL, 6 = JEFHIHL), BolmRngii
XA 240 R RS RIRL OO R K @ WP AR 48 1 TR RE S, SR FH 6 Aid e (1 = S AT RE, 6 = AEH A RE),
3o R IR T AN TR 48 B BRI T REMERR 5 SR BURIERR 4y = TR EEETEE x IR TN
FEEERIG 5, 3rihm, FoRE4austE R e, AR R h a4 fuR =R 1 o RECH 0.755.

222. R{FHEAR

KRR B SR, TR NI E T AR R (EMBU) (IE4 15, 1993). &
RESRPOAMZ B P SRR T30, 34T 4 by, EREIA 66 MalH, Hrr, SORHGRT
PAR AN ER(G R B, . P T mERGK; B4, Sk R, BERE
FTREREIARR(H IR B, . JRERYS B4, S &5, ™0 W), T
THEAT TR R, X SRR 8 U5 30 11 AR AR il 3 o Wik AT PR 2 0 M 19 21 =S8
R BRFRE. WIGRE . WEFRE, =DM T 77.6%M04 5%, BTARB Rl 2N
WA T AN A 5 S ARSI A 7 2o LA, AR B ) 23 Hr I 2 5 FE AR IR A AR IR B SR T
BN B RS SCRHE R IR . BRI, TR B B8 SCRHEST . g T, SRR SERER,
P BRI o K00 09 0.918 A1 0.892.

2.3. ABRRZREH

KHIFBH B NI (AR RREGEGEWER) (BH 5, 1999), ZEE£ZE M ABRRRIT AR
MR, JL28 E/ME, FIEERA “17 “07 ihaklE 27 B “hmT, HEPIH AR RN
RS, BRI APRSSREI ABRSEKNI Fr AR 55 SR WD AN ERE, ARttt &
R o ZHN 0.818.

2.4. HEMFEFAEIELIE

£ 5 Pris A BEN LA LR AT R R I, g 4R FiE, g AEEIFRR G . R SPSS20.0 #EAT 4L
RN RgETE. MR AR AT AR B, {3 Mplus6.0 2E4T P A ROSIA B o

3. R
3.1. £REGFZERE
AR FIBIEL KA T BERMEEHATIEE, 45 10T 582 2L 7 idn 2 B 520 « b ixX — 5,
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AWFFAE B EREAT I e AFRBER MM AR SEMT 2075 W8T Harman #[A
TRIGKIZREW, FHEARAT 1R A 124, i, BB Z R 30N 13.946%, A7
FE SR — AN DAL BN TR TR R UK B IG 0» 0 AASAIT 78 (1 A3l AN A7 48 7™ 3 (1 36 R 5 v A 22
E, AARR KRG .

32. BEBWARGIHTREXKR

REPEAARARUR . ANPRR RPN R IR B 75 MR GRS R IR 1 fos, 4 BURS
NBRR A WIPA B WIEM R, SPMFEETEEZE K. KRR E T SIELBURA bR K R I
MAABZFNOHRKR, Hh, BIRET S AR ANEE BF K, WRET NS ABRKAR

PRI 5 2 TEAR O
Table 1. Correlation matrix of rejection sensitivity, positive parenting style, negative parenting style and interpersonal dis-
turbances
= 1 IERERSRARFEAN . HRAE A RMARREX ZE K AIHEXIERE
M SD TEAARUR YNNG HRFRE HIRTRE
THA UK 8.396 1.463 1
PNGRLSE7 6.216 4.699 0.361" 1
MR E 116.729 19.643 -0.318" -0.136" 1
WG 109.735 24.687 0.225" 0.232" -0.315" 1

7E: *P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 F[.

33. RGFEHASEAEEUR. ABRXRBRIRAEXSHT

BB R B B T A B AR SIELBURA R R RIEPEEATH R, a5 Rk 2 Pos, {8
ORMIFRE TT A, R TSR N E ) SR A BURAI PR R R R E A, AR SORMEBEREM ., IR
BRI 7 5 7 A3 SR A RUR I 20 2 UG, EHBGR O SN R, BERIE RS 5 A Br ok R IH L
RIFHSREE fhey,  BESRIBZE TN SR A BUR IO R e o

Table 2. The correlation between parenting style, rejection sensitivity, and interpersonal disturbances

# 2. FEAABZETSEERRFAAGRX REIRBIEX I

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

WUk —0.3377 0.8 0.1697 -0.001 0174  0.113° -0.259" 01777  0.218" 0.221"  0.013

ABRE$E  -0.192"  0.166™ 01217 -0.018 0.146"  0.164" —0.069 0.228" 0.197"  0.242" 0.006

T LAORERR. MR 2 SOR™IT MBS 3 AR 4 SURME: 5 SURIEATE; 6 SRR 7 RERBEAR. Mg 8 RE
RS 9 BERIEATIA: 10 RERIETI™GE: 11 BERmE .

34. EARREFRBARNSABRXRBRRFHIPNABR ST

KHZ R BNA S BT R R DB 4 BURAE TR B 77 5 ABR R RN AR, 58— P ki SRR
F AR E ARk RN R R, B PR E 7 2 A A8 B AU R 2
RRE, B=PRRIMAPNEERABURS, KRR E 0 ARk R R RE, 2
SNk 3 firon. KA Bias-Corrected Bootstrap 27 #EAT HH /1 2B 1) 2 35 1 A 55, Bootstrap [ A IR £L
91000, HA RS A 4 Fs .
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Table 3. Analysis of mediating effect of rejection sensitivity between parenting style and interpersonal disturbances
= 3. IEREREREFEARS ARXREMR < B PNEE2

AR BB FHirE BRE B t R?
B PNZRLEE7 A S -0.136 -3.004™ 0.019
1) BFEE - B4R L i~ EEEG G D o] -0.318 -7.3417 0.101
- NBrR RN s -0.019 -0.429 0.140
HE= NERIAE
1B L UK 0.367 8.200
i BRI HRFRE 0.232 5.209"" 0.054
2) WHLFEH - AR E ;2 TR U HRIRE 0.225 5.402"" 0.050
- NBRR RN M E 0.156 3622 0.162
Bk NBRIAE
E(EECE O 0.338 7.871

Table 4. Bootstrap analysis of mediating effect
= 4. PAMAEIEHY Bootstrap 54T

95% H 15 X [f]

%A% TR AL B boot FrifEiR
TRR BR
PRI E - EAHUR - AR -0.081 0.024 -0.142 -0.020
WERFE - BRI - APrEL 0.077 0.018 0.031 0.124

R 1 b TR A BURAERA R B 07 N5 NBR ok RN BRI R AR, 3B—0. 3 PRI RH
B, BN E 5 T LU RCTUINAE 2 USRI A bRk RIEBE, 28 = 00 v A AR B e UK R I g\
ARG, BURIEE X ARG R AR EE, WIEABURERNRIEE 5 AR R RALZ
[R5 4 R A VER, FEALBUBR T TR A ZURL K 959% 1) B (5 X 8] [-0.142, —0.020]AVEL% 0, a B/ 250 vi
BE. B 2 ISR ABURETERIE B T NS AR R R A8, Rk 3 iR, 4,
BOPRIARKBIRE, NI E I AT DU SR 4 USRI\ B 6 RIFPE, B =¥ R AR EE 4
BUR RN N BE RS, TSR B MR REUKSR B2, B RIRE 7 U ikss, X a4 4
RIETH TR B 5 AR RRP R R AER, AN 5 EHROS I Ey 0.225 x 0.338/0.232 =
32.8%, FHEAABUBIIH A NI 95% ) B AE X [A] 9[0.031, —0.124]1 A 0, Ul B R0 2 % .

4. 71ig
4.1 IEHEYRERXBFERIRAHNXR

AR, SRR E TR G R AN ARURE A BN CR, KEMELTE. &,
ST AR SR IR B U7 2Un] BAIE (7 PO AR 4 st X5 DAAE A [ A OB 7 45 SR A — 8, QBFR4E 4
5 [E] R4 41406 S 16 48 BUR Y i 2 R % (Romero-Canyas et al., 2010). 5 ZA8UR i 4 2 D\ KR 7R o i 24
MERUEEBEREER T, HERAE. B, RS BEIRAHRARNT, MRS G e A 0 4 1 £ R Tl
W 5 4B 48 BRI (K 2 F & 4574, 2013; Brendgen et al., 2002). [ P FIRIF T 2t 4 A BEL B AR 4
s 5 N PrEUR R IEA S, SCRERE FE AR T BEE R B 0 Lo a5 . AR T A e B Y BTN R
AR N B3 1 T sk 2 48 il 0 8 1) A RN A & ORI B, I8, &FEhE K, 2014). AHFFRIERM, B}
HERE . BERNENTEE 77 N0 DA PR R =R IR AU (PN, T8, &%, 2016), X PLHIR
Wt 75 & 77 2n] LAFE Bh/MARR IS B8 22 S AT AIEE G, G ST AU A B BB A al, X 545 48 HUsk A
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4.2. EAHRAS ABRXRE R

AR, EABURE ARk R EPLEA & E W IEAE IR o] LRI R 22 A i N B e RIEIE, 64
TR R s R R AR RS G PP AR N R R N . B UM O AR B TRl AR 4 200, x4t
SR B TR TUY, AR TR 4a U AME, A2 SE VR NPT REIIFEZE, T HLWHE 4
PN S S SRR AN, IXATARATT 2R G B AN BRIz, TR M R B S 2 i — 2B i A ARA T N R 22 £ v
HAERT, BT —A%MERIEIA (Ayduk et al., 2008; Purdie & Downey, 2000; Morf, 2006). 1X—HF 5T
SRV, FEANBRRRB BT, WE “IAE - AT R — N EER, TR —
TESTARBR BN N AR 202 A5 B K 2 AR A o N B oG R IR I R B

4.3 EHBREFEAASABRXRER PP ERA

KRFRI, FELGURERNTEE 5 AR KRR MR A ERH, EEREES AR RA
P (A HAAER, XU BRI & 77 2T DLRRAIC 1 K 25 AR P 48 A s 7 A At AT 5 2 b 5
NFRICR R, 1T % B 7 2R AT DL B BEgh R 2% AR A SR B 0% 2 PR B 1 52 e, mT DIl il 38 580 K 22
(R 2 U R AR TE AR & BRI AT e B 4 BUR I AL 2 A SRS A R S B R AR 40 22 50 22 S 1)
HELARUR, JELERUBRAT MATE N BRAg R v it — D oAb b AR A Hl e M T, v 5 LA UM R MR BE 25 5
WA (]38, AT P2 A2 A BRo% R I HE(Romero-Canyas et al., 2010). A< YT 78 H 45 R IGAIE 13X — %,
A RURAE L BEFR E 7 NG ARk R IEBE R A EH . B AMYIR 2 0t 7R R A fUs 2 A 0 5 0
PRAT I e B ) B L A AR B (PR RS & = WAIE, 2011; Rosenbach & Renneberg, 2014).

AW FEI 45 R DS O FRATT A 2 DA 0 1) B BRAR T ER R AR VO 24 N B ok RN B R4S, FRATTE
KEAROEMEREAE T, vTLUNFEEBERNT, i I3 B A A B 3R e s 5 B B A ARk R/ A
YLK 5 A ST NS AT RN D, T AR N BR ELBhIE R, AT BRAIRAE 4 BUs e, ol A Bk R
FE 3t (Stinson et al., 2011).

5. &

AT, FELABUR G NBR RN PEA R FRIEAR, SCREBIREIFR E 75 0] DA RS
REERE A BURYE . SEAABURAERIGR T 5 NPk RN RS 2P, fEERIRE 5 A bRR
AW FEH > A EH

E&WE

TLIR A R At B 27 3 4 T H (20158B072) B B 15T H .

SE K
IR, T —RE, FEHK(2014). REFHEFEIT S PR E NBRBURIE IR R, A F R0 P45, 22(5), 908-911.

ZRURUR, PR ER, SKAR(2013). ACREHFE T R EH AT B R IEABURME . BRI PN 3008, 5 [T (o P
e, 21(3), 444-446.

WRH, WiE#(2016). KEFAOBRZMHSEIFRE TR KEINKR. AR O F 4% 7, 24(5), 931-936.

INE, FI5, #5ERA(2016). FUNTRE WBEISTE T SHE R, KA F IR G F - 2F1FHR), (5), 213-2117.

FhRES, REIIE(2011). KA A& IEABUBME  NBREE SRR R, A G KO 442, 19(40), 537-539.
PR, XFERH, ZEEM82005). KA S OEFOIRILS X BER 8 Jr NINA G 58, 71[F 52 E 4, 26(T), 558-590.
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