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Abstract

The article explores the effects of parental rearing styles on college students’ prosocial behaviors
and the mediating role of aggression. 1098 college students from eight universities in Chongqing
city were recruited in this study to complete short-egna minnen av barndoms uppfostran for Chi-
nese (s-EMBU), Prosocial Tendencies Measure (PTM) and Aggression Questionnaires (AQ). Results
showed that: 1) College students’ prosocial behaviors had a significant negative correlation with
parental rejection, a significant positive correlation with parental emotional warmth, and not a
significant correlation with parental overprotection; 2) Aggression played a partially mediating
role in the relationship between parental rejection, parental emotional warmth and college stu-
dents’ prosocial behaviors, but didn’t play a mediating role in the relationship between parental
overprotection and college students’ prosocial behaviors.
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AT B HETE T AT KA FZA ST N UL R B EH R P AR SRR R B TR S
(s-EMBU). SEA&MiR &R (PTM) BT 145 (AQXT EEK T \ i E R 110984 KFA BT RAE. 4
BREW: 1) REAFEHLSITASRKBHELEREZFRER, SXFBEREREREZEMR, SX-IER
PHERARE; 2) WEHHEEXEL. BRERSKEEFHESTAZ ER > FMEM, X E
B 5 REAEFNEITRZ BT F AR .
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1. 518

J:#E£217 A (prosocial behaviors) & M A4 2 E BH BGHR 7r, BRMEIAL Flfh. 2= &1E. 38
WL O L RS RN A B0 S A G I AT . SRR AT AL REAEAT 4R )
MR 2, 1 H AR SRAL AT A A S IROE RN [L], 1R I BARSE AL 27K 1 A4 vT g
DG ZENAR2], BI—MBk, SRS T NS MR RIFENAHEE R SRS AT Rt NBAAF 2
RIERIKETL, RN OB 22 A0 — N4 A B A 78 74 53]

E oA Z AR, AT N2 RIS RA  R R AAME AR R R I . B e e s &,
R A= 25 R 48 #12 (bioecological systems theory) (ML 55, FKEE2 5 MER R EVIFIM ARG . MEH2
BIR . TEERE A S AT R R MK IRIF 0, IR, tE 2 B E S A 2 B ARt 2 1 ot iE
R EER G MR KIESMERASIEN R THEEVIR LR, SR SIT AR A B
SO, TERSIAMASEAE AT NIE 2 FKER R T, KEHFE TR A BN R —. LB
77 OB AR AL BEN T L P TR A R R B H R A X AR 04T N T 3, R SRR R IR AT N (R R AR
. WHRRR, MERSERSATAS B R AP ET . 4B G BB AR, 5B
JEIERE . FRAARAALE B IEAHDC4]). WIRACBHME ™G . fhl M mBEE 7=, Bl OB s, 5
My BB, R, GhZ 2K, B MR EUR A 2T A[5]. AT, SCRFBER T AR AT N
HEIR

Br 1S BN IRBE R REM, IWAMENFRHERE , SEAE AT N S MER AR A EE VIR R,
FERR 00 NS AR IR B 88 B U BB AL AT R, T TH AR I SRR T U S 4L AT R RNV R ) A&
Jiish, ot (aggression) AT BE R LM SEAL AT I — AN EEAR R . W R — R B FE A (B O
A 3 R0 B A 55 (0o BRAG ) FAT ), AN B2 B R e 25 At N 32 B S 43 55 9 LR IR B b . It
it —MERE, & —FOERHE, g —MTER 2 H R I FE R R R B AR R e AR RER[6].
drtE AT REXT AL AT NI P A AT s M E P . B R M PE AR RS R AN, SRS AR B R4
BEHE51S, MeRIBBIAERIGET A, ERRBERA RS AR &I050. BA%, EREKR
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HfEE7].

E NSRRI, MRS AR 245 . RIERMA NS Z IR R, o, QRRIER
ot F L A R T MR I B A EERER . PRI, RERET™ . 4 7A. 1 T3
R4 AR S b R IEAIE, SCRRIIG IBGEIE . FRAES AMA M B M 2 7 A 55[8] [9]. I 4EAT XXy
P FURROR B2 B AN, (FE Bt Mk 5 R4 4T R ORBR IR e e, FL DU (W 78 R B G G M
HAh w2 MR KR, R RN H5REIE 0, AMRSEAL AT N Z M R RIT SR & 52
Wb VR — R ARHEIT, B SR ST N Z AR BRI R 2 B A R BE % 5 NS Mok &
1T RZIBSGERAT AFERIVER 2 X T IX 2e ) @, FRATHANBAMT . AW i Tix 2o ) @, $2 k. Motk
FER BRI T G KA B AT N Z M AR AR (A 1)

AR, BHERNOIEEREN KR, A T RS Z B E. HECHRH, KELLLE
MRS AT AT RN T, KT RSB R . KA R E N E R @i e % &, i bag
R I 2 DB 24T, KR i B A S (1 . DA I 0 3 B o T 8 B R U7 K
AR SAT A, SR, AUDGIESE A BE IR T G KA SR AL AT N Z I R X OGRS
& AR 7R A RE IR 07 SR K2 A SR AL AT I N R AL . B FE AL BER O 305 KA RSkt 2347
B TER AN BT 42 w30 Do K A A A7 A UG, A Bl 304058 7 1 3% 95 K 2 A 1S4t
SATN, AR BERI 2R KA ARG FR AR e 4R .

2. 7
2.1. #ik

K BEALBURE 1) 7 VA3 B BR T )\ T AR 1) 1200 44 KA A e B, KA 45 1200 4y, 4453
B4 2% 19125 1098 43, 43 XK N 91.5%. Horh: B4 544 A (49.5%), &/t 554 A (50.5%); k— 162 A (14.8%),
K202 N(18.4%), K= 394 A(35.9%), KPY 167 A(15.2%), W7tk 173 AN(15.8%); Jl/ET 4% 489 A
(44.5%), AEhA:7 4 609 A(55.5%): R} 488 A (44.4%), FAEl 317 A(28.9%), TFl 293 A(26.7%); I
4% 547 N(49.8%), AT 4E 551 A (50.2%); TR AE 17 2 27 & 2 [A], “F¥4E 18y 21.18 %(SD = 1.94).

22. fiRIE

221 BARBHEFHAEE

KR sUACBE IR 07 301 46 (s-EMBU) &K 22 A S BFEOR ke 08046 Hks 2255 N [1018H 160112
W A 42 5% H, BRSO 28R, R0 % 21 M kH, H MR AR 3 NEE
B4, AR, RS . R Likert 4 giicsr: M “MA” F “HG2” K8 1~4 9. Hrr, 5 15 &
Bl ity o BERGHE P2 K R T AR B C R B 5 sORBIT IR E AR T2 0 Rl R

ik vk

BFHFRTT A REFHEFALRATH

Figure 1. The hypothetical model of this study
1. ARABRIRIER
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BB AR R T, R i, Ron H A B B M R BZ A #5E 7 . AR 7R BLE =N E Y
Cronbach’s a &KXy 0.85. 0.90 A1 0.80.

2.22. Fita@EER

K e A5 N [11METT 155 #1215 i) £ 2% (Prosocial Tendencies Measure, PTM) & AMA 1554 4347
No BRILE 26 NKH, B 6 MEE: A, BN, PR, KA. BEEmEarn. 8RK
A Likert 5 giit4r, M “HEHEAMEIL” B “HEHBIR” 7alid 1~5 45, 26 ok H A HIEE R FRIR 1,
BUNIERTE 5o 13508 m R R AMA ISR 24T B . . AW 70 538 1) Cronbach’s o &% 0.89.

2.2.3. kkEE

SKFH 1 Buss F1 Perry [12]4 i A3 14 17 %5 (Aggression Questionnaire, AQ)il &k 244 f Bk, 1]
LIL29ANEH, OF 4N GARIGE, EEIGE. BUSHECR . MAER A Likert 5 siitsr, M “58
EARFFET B ARG R0 1-5 2y, HEAg 2 AN H (9. 16 ) Aty . Ao R B AMA
PERRSE . Z I 515 7 BE T DME AN RS MR Fa bR, BB A E Beh MR IR 4B AR [13] . ASHIF 70 ) 45 (1)
Cronbach’s o 2%} 0.85.

2.3. HIBSHT

o BT B AT N TR G, S SPSS18.0 #i LA}z SPSS PROCESS % #4213 HE AT Hu
Ab 3,
3. &R

3.1. XRFEREKE

T A SR A Ak, i |y e S, R & i R o n] R e A AR 3 R O i 22 [14]
N, EEE AT, SR SPSS18.0 X 4T Harman Fl A, PRAL LI [F D5 A8 S B AL T [15]
[16]. FrG4h RFH, RIeH: 1y It 27 AN F IR E R T 1 B — A FE RN R 21U
11.70%, 4T, AHF TR RIS R 520 22 il AN ™ E [17].

3.2. FEZEERRGITAMEX ST

FEA RGN 1R, MRONRY: 1) RS NS KA 2 84 T, r=
-0.11, p<0.001, 5 RHEEGRIE R EE IEAK, r=0.24, p<0.001, 5B EHEPHIAEE, r= —
0.03, p>0.05 HSHHWHMELELEENME, r= 012, p<0.001; 2) KFAEWdMESREHEL 2 R
1EAHSS, r=0.35, p<0.001, S5ACEHEHKEM 2 WEFHK, r= -0.15, p<0.001, 55k LRy 2B
FZIEA, r=0.27, p<0.001.

3.3. BEHMER RN

MRASPTER BN, KPR AT A G REHEL B8 E TAHK, 5ACRHTIRR IR 2 52 IEAE,
5B R RA R, RSB T A RN HT 2 A 2R 5 R E A 2 AR I A [18]
AT UK BB B AR SCRHE LS . SR BRI 5 K2 A SRAL AT N Z B R A 8 Do 22
SRR, IR, K oA R WA Sk, o 1 EAR R AT T AR AR ER[19], B BB AR R A A
K Hayes [20]71 % ff) PROCESS F2 > H A6 7 4 4 36 b PEAE SCRF R T A5 RS2 A SR A AT N Z Il Y
AR, R 5000 MEA(REMEAR R E Y 1098 N), KW Z AL IE ) 73 £ Bootstrap A
T 9591 BLAF X (Al AT R A RN A S, 5 BAR X AN 0 MR A Siit B3k [21].
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis of major variables (n = 1098)
= 1. FETERHARSHEX 24 (n = 1098)

1 2 3 4 5
1. A BHEA 1

2. SXBHE IR -0.41" 1

3. SRR EE AR 0.49™ -0.09" 1

4. Wkt 0.35™ -0.15™" 0.27™ 1

5. ERSAT N -0.11™" 0.24™" -0.03 -0.12"™ 1
M 1.38 2.94 2.06 2.56 3.48
SD 0.39 0.57 0.41 0.48 0.49

A p<0.05 "p<001, Tp<0001, FH.

SN 2 P, SCBHE 4 e 3 1E A T O 5 A4E BB 1, B =0.425, p <0.001; ACBHEZHIK S
A BB Y RE R S IR 24708, = —0.096, p<0.05, f= -0.098, p<0.01; HTRE
FELAE R RS S AT N B R TRINAE 2, p= —0.138, p<0.001, [Kit, FartEre QRHEL R K
AR SAT IR AT RE S ES A R AER . IMZERIERE 2347 Bootstrap AR I REH(WLE 3), Xl
PEAE AL REAE 48 5 K 2B A SR AL S AT N Z TR TR A RN 35, 95% I B {5 X (/] 4 [-0.075,-0.014] , A% 0.
HHA RN A-0.042, (N 1) 30.25% (14 2).

A BRI IR R BE S 25 4 [ RN K 2 AR M, p= —0.123, p<0.001; AQ BRI IR IR BE 5 25 1E A T
MR FA B 2T R, p=0.194, p<0.001, KA E G 1B R R fn Bl Hog i 2478, = -
0.092, p<0.01; HTACEHERBGRBER RS Akt 2T A B HNEH 23, p=0.205, p<0.001, X
Wb, BT PR AR SCREARE TR B X K 27 2E 21 4 247 9 B sg e v Rl BB RS0 o R R o I ZE AR IR IR B 4
Bootstrap J7 VG 56 2 B (L7 3), ZCili Mk AE QBRI IR IR 5 KA 5 AT A Z MR A 3N R 3%, 95%
(1) 815 X [5]°4[0.004,0.023], AELE 0. AN N 0.011, 5N 5.52% (] 3).

4. 7Fig
4.1, RBEFAATKEEFHSITANE

AR A BEE TR 7 O KA B SR A AT A AN RGN o IX R vl e A B, thm] B2 AR A
[22]c AWFFERI, KAEFRMDATHEXEHER B R E IR, 5 RIRIE 2 835 1EHK, 58
MERPRALE . AOTESRS AEWT TS5 REEA —2[23]

RMEAT AR MEEIRE L — o BN T — BRI 2 P& E AT,
TR E . BAREOG. R P PECEHELRNZ T KEEE A RE. Wik, im. M, JFA
AP ERUR[24]; ARG BUR R 2 I, M SR REBRLT, WA b A T 17 T SR AL
EATN; BV R 07 ST 7 i, MCRHEAME. Bezh. DAL, szttt M
MAK T 2R 2 AT NI R A [25] -

4.2. BUEMEEIPABN

WEE R RN, B E SO RHELE . IR 5 R AR A AT N Z AR T N 2, B Pk
B E AR, BB B R S RS A SR AT N BT RN . SBHELE . 1 R
I B S MO PR T S K S AR R AR AT O, b U, SCRHEZAA IR T SN e o R 2 A M B i
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Table 2. Regression analysis of parental rearing styles, aggression on college students’ prosocial behaviors
2 REFFFHFN WHEENKFEEFARITAHNEYISH

[EVEpE BAARRLA R EVEER oL
P SR A = TR AR B R R? F Vi SE t
1 (#4% c) AT N R BHEL 0.109 0.012 13.279 -0.138 0.038 -3.6447
2 (#4% Q) Yotk SCBHE A 0.345 0.119 148.061 0.425 0.035 12.168™
4% Ytk -0.098 0.033 -3.014™
3 (%;I tf) AT N 0.142 0.020 11.229 X
(1 ') R BHES ~0.096 0.040 2393
1 (#4% c) FASAT N AR R 0.236 0.056 64.676 0.205 0.026 8.042™"
2 (#4% Q) Yotk SCBP1 BRR BE 0.145 0.021 23.465 -0.123 0.025 —4.844™"
4% Ytk -0.092 0.030 -3.048™
3 (%;I tf) AT N ) 0.252 0.064 37.227
(1 ) 2 BEI R 0.194 0.026 7.546

Table 3. Mediating effect analysis of aggression between parental rearing styles and college students’ prosocial behaviors

3 WEMAERXSHFAREXRFEFH T AR FNERE I

T A = AR g R Vi) 482 250 Boot SE Boot LL95% Boot UL95%
passiar ] - -0.042 0.016 -0.075 ~0.014
Ttk FALEATH
A2 R L 0.011 0.005 0.004 0.023
- 0. 138"
SRR KA R AT N
I&I]l‘lﬂ:
0. 425+ - 0. 098"
- 0. 096*
BYaSTiEE] KA B AT N

Figure 2. The mediating path of aggression between parental rejec-
tion and prosocial bhaviors of college students

Bl 2. WEMERXHERESKFEFARAT AR PN ER

0. 205%*

2 B LR KEAETA 2T H
ook
~ 0. 193 = 0. 092*
0. 194*=*
A2 5 L I REFAEFAL AT A

Figure 3. The mediating path of aggression between parental emo-
tional warmth and prosocial behaviors of college students

Bl 3. WEMAEXFFRERSAFEFHITRENHNER
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BET M B R AL AT 0, AEHCRIU A oA 24T 08 TSRS IBGR IR 1 Bor 7 e PRI 2241
Wertk, #EmEm B R 24T, MR E L Rt 2T N,

SEHELAERIEER 7 N IE T 2O BRI SR R, #0512 9 VA & AN SR 75 22 [26], et A7 1t
CANEI B2 S 7 o S eI s P i P S B o P RN TP G B s WA
WA, G T, TR R WAL GRS E TR [27], B BGERIE R A S H I, 3RE
Ao SRR R PR MATR AL T RAFAORE O RE, R UL B MRS IE PR, s A R
B, BRI g ER8], AR T T LR . SR RS T L I T OE T
MZOR, BB T LMAE LT, BVF T LEHBGEMAT AR O E I, SESCREZ S HS HiE
TLAT AR, AR Bl 7T Bl k. AR AN I B MRS AT N 5 A5 )
FERIRIS, SCBERGZNGE H SETR, ERIEFKE LR, =il RIFRRESE.

LREPNIR, RS T 7ol B EIRIR, T RBEE AR, SRR R K LT TR AR
g W ERIPETERA TR T, W75 B, B i, RINBBADPRAESTN. B
REHENTRINBEE SHEE, Nz T B o EIIE, E2MEEEEm i, Ak
GRS, KREA AT T LI R

5. &
1) KA B AT NG R RHE L B R RIS, SRS R IE 2 5 S AR, 5 R R AR
N

2) Bl MR RHEL ., fERRIR S KA AR AT N R AR, AESCRE BRI 5 K5
AR AT N Z AT R A RN

B
BRI ATRS RIS SO (R 465«

SE
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