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Abstract

Social anxiety is one of the most common mental health problems among college students, jeopar-
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dizing the mental health of college students, in order to explore its causes, this paper starts from
the perspective of family upbringing style and campus cold violence, exploring the relationship
between family upbringing style and campus cold violence, college students’ social anxiety, as well
as the influence of campus cold violence and family upbringing style on social anxiety. Based on
existing research, this paper conducted an empirical study on 261 randomly selected college stu-
dents through a questionnaire. The results show that social anxiety and campus cold violence are
relatively common among college students; “father’s rejection” and “mother’s rejection” in family
upbringing styles have a significant negative predictive effect on college students’ campus cold vi-
olence and social anxiety; and campus cold violence has a significant influence on social anxiety in
family upbringing styles. Cold violence on campus mediates the effect of family upbringing styles
on social anxiety.
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Table 1. Basic information of participants
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of family parenting style scores
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Table 4. Social anxiety scores of college students
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Table 6. Descriptive statistics of campus cold violence scores for college students
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Figure 1. Location of Cold Violence
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Table 7. Differential testing of cold violence in gender
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Table 8. Pearson correlation analysis between family upbringing style and campus cold violence and social anxiety
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Table 9. Mediation effect test of campus cold violence on the relationship between father’s refusal and social anxiety in col-
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Table 10. Mediating effect test of campus cold violence on the relationship between mother’s refusal and social anxiety
among college students
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Figure 2. Mediating effect of campus cold violence on the relationship between fa-
ther's refusal and social anxiety among college students
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Figure 3. Mediating effect of campus cold violence on the relationship between
mother's refusal and social anxiety among college students
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