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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to explore the mechanism of the influence of social support and par-
enting style on vocational school students’ self-efficacy in career decision-making, and to verify
the mediating role of social support. The questionnaire survey method was utilized to investi-
gate 790 vocational school students using the Short-form Parenting Style Questionnaire (S-
EMBU), the Social Support Scale for Adolescents, and the College Students’ Self-Efficacy in Career
Decision Making Scale. The results showed that: (1) parenting styles had differential effects on
career decision self-efficacy, with emotional warmth and trust and encouragement parenting
styles significantly positively affecting self-efficacy, while authoritarian and neglectful parenting
styles had a significant negative effect; (2) social support demonstrated a positive correlation
with self-efficacy. Parental emotional warmth was positively associated with both social support
and self-efficacy. Social support partially mediated the effect of parental emotional warmth on
self-efficacy; (3) female vocational students’ self-efficacy was significantly higher than that of
males. The study suggests that positive parenting styles have a positive effect on vocational stu-
dents’ self-efficacy in career decision-making and that social support plays a partially mediating
role.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistical analysis of variables
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B IR IR B 77 )y 2 1.00 4,00 2.90 0.90
ARSI EF7 J7 3 1.33 4,00 2.94 0.72
Lt B AT 7 2 1.00 4.20 2.76 0.98
BIBHGETT 1.00 4.00 2.79 0.84
BRG] 1.65 4.94 3.71 0.78
ER/E 1.20 5.00 3.64 1.03

AR & 2.00 4.90 3.67 0.71

H R AUEER S BORIER #0728 2B IEMZ(r = 0.291, p < 0.001), HIZXMEEERSETE
RHFRT7 N B 2 W35 IEAHOE(r = 0.333, p < 0.001), HIRAABRIER 122 3CRF 2 7] 2 3035 IEAH O (r = 0.416,
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Table 2. Analysis of the correlation between self-efficacy and parenting styles, social support
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T IR AR 8 0.291" —

fEAE BB 0.333" 0.321™ —

Lt By ' -0.101™ 0.113" 0.471 —_

A -0.087" 0.566™ 0.383" 0.627* —

R 0.416™ 0.521" 0.604™ 0.183"  0.360™  0.645™ —

ARAE X TN EAT SSERE A t AT I P RN (LR 3), AT B FRAKER IR SRR AR t A58 45 R o B k)
FrEZ A 0.8, t15 45-3.088, pfE )y 0.002 (“/NT 0.05), ZPEMIFRAEZ A 0.75, R HRFGER L, B
PR 2 AR R E 2R, W ARAGEE S & T 5 ARG AR E T ER .

Table 3. Independent samples T-test for gender
2 3. MRIMMIIFEAR T 450

AR 5] N M £ SD t
- ‘ 5 396 2.91+0.88 0.408
% BRI T #5E 5
i 391 2.89+0.92 0.408
o . % 396 2.94+0.71 -0.151
{EAE SR H37 77 2
& 391 2.94+0.72 -0.151
) 5 396 2.78 £0.97 0.463
L B R
& 391 2.75+0.99 0.463
) . 5 396 2.77+0.84 -0.483
BB AR T
& 391 2.80+0.83 -0.483
. 5 396 3.63+1.03 -0.229
ENS &S
© 391 3.65+1.03 -0.229
) 5 396 3.66 + 0.69 -0.313
tE e Fr
& 391 3.68+0.72 -0.313
- G2l 396 3.63+0.80 —3.088**
H R RE
& 391 3.80 +0.75 -3.089

X B FAARERKAEAT HA e FI(L A 4), H R ARIREN REON 2.05, FrdERFRy 0.141, tfEN
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Table 4. Regression analysis of self-efficacy
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Table 5. Mediation effect analysis
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