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Abstract

To explore the relationship between parental parenting styles and school bullying among middle
school students, as well as the mediating role of empathy and sympathy abilities in this relationship.
Methods: A total of 520 middle school students were selected as research subjects in this study. The
Campus Life Inventory, Short-form Parental Parenting Style Scale (s-EMBU-C), and Adolescent Empa-
thy and Sympathy Scale (CAMES) were used for assessment. All data were processed using SPSS 26.0,
with statistical methods including independent samples t-test, correlation analysis, and PROCESS
macro for mediating effect test. Results: (1) There were significant differences in parental parenting
styles of middle school students regarding the variable of “being left-behind children”. (2) In the
relationship between parental parenting styles and school bullying among middle school students,
the “Rejection” and “Overprotection” dimensions of parental parenting styles showed a significant
positive correlation with middle school students’ school bullying behavior. (3) Middle school stu-
dents’ school bullying behavior had a significant negative correlation with their empathy and sym-
pathy abilities. (4) In the relationship between parental parenting styles and empathy/sympathy
abilities, the “Emotional Warmth” and “Overprotection” dimensions of parents were significantly
positively correlated with middle school students’ empathy and sympathy abilities, while the “Re-
jection” dimension of parents was significantly negatively correlated with middle school students’
empathy ability. (5) Regarding the predictive effects of parental parenting styles, empathy, and sym-
pathy abilities on school bullying: There were differences in the direct predictive effects of parental
parenting styles on school bullying; “Father’s Rejection”, “Mother’s Rejection”, and “Mother’s Over-
protection” could all significantly positively predict school bullying, while parents’ Emotional Warmth
had no direct predictive effect; Empathy and sympathy played a significant mediating role—par-
ents’ Emotional Warmth could indirectly reduce school bullying by enhancing students’ empathy
and sympathy. (6) Empathy and sympathy played a partial mediating role between “parental Rejec-
tion” and school bullying; parental Rejection could indirectly exacerbate school bullying by weak-
ening students’ empathy and sympathy. (7) Mother’s Overprotection showed a dual effect: although
it directly and positively predicted school bullying, it could indirectly inhibit bullying behavior by
enhancing students’ sympathy.
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2015). ZHEFHERIMEL WA IAEEEE B0 AR REE W2 AEIMUT . 2R K
R AL BERS, HIMA P RMEL. BIRAERE I ES . HEACTFRAR. EREERR, X7 R
A, FKEEWANIREAT NI BN “AEoWbas” o DRk, Har i EE 2 BT URHER 5 R R KL
HFIAZ O R, FEITFRAIRLS

FER A kg i s R = e, KEE RGN HR R T HaE M EHEH 2R EM. AR
Wy, SETREMENSE T RRNZOYENE, XN DEREKEZ 517 ARG RETNEH, (HRER
PRARAFAEZE S BN, AR AR AT a5 M A B KO )42 2 [F] A K0 2 5 (Pan et al., 2019), TR
AR TR 5 X856 Rk % 3h 96 &P # 2 1E M 96 (Kokkinos, Algiovanoglou, & Voulgaridoul,
2019). BUBBLZFE 5 W TR B2 AT 9, 1 ) 5 80 2Y TE 1) T o AH A SOk 2 5 Ak A Bl s oy e
RE—ERREE, SH A gk RN R U R RSN E T A E——
HITAE -

JL1E - A1 g /1 (empathy & sympathy) 8 #0930 o ifi o AR 56 41 2247 9 B BN BE IR, OB Ik
R RYEE T BBt . BAN e/ drdia th, SCBRERE I I I PT30 d 38 o o00 fUCR 352 5 1 I AL G e b )L
# W ifi (van der Stouwe et al., 2014), 1 Bl Y IF 52 758 & W FL 16 78 2057 75 25 T 20 4 90 2% 3 [8) A7 £ 38 70 v
o FET U, ARWFFRAEHET A EEER I SREKE =F KRR, BLAEWHFHLL N L0
A — e G BRI R R . fEAE . T ERIHTEARF A DGk =B M. FR. &R
MAEF L, REESTILES) BN ZER, KH SRR ARG 50 U L [F 1 s I E L
BE# 7 A G R R m B R, 8 K BE R 3= 2 7 /D AR IR AT R B LB L] =R X5
R BFHFRTT AR Y FE (AN A SR AR 24 5 BRSO ) A% B8 ) SR el s 1) 22 S AL T E A, Jd i
M “KEE - TR - TR BEE AT, AHE ST EE e T s 1) R S B T TR A SR AR A 5 4 A
Bo

2. WREFE
2.1. ARMR

AWK BB 7%, DA 48 BN 17 e w22 vh S R g i R AR R B 5. SRR
)4 520 4y, [EIULHE R0 513 47, B REBER N 98.65%. A WFEAF, B4 257 N(50.49%), %4 252
A(49.51%)

22. fiIRIE

2.2.1. REEREREEE

AW IR AR (201281 2 (K EA G =R (Campus Life Inventory). %33t 27 /8, 404 “¥K
WHT HIREET CHEWET SACPATER, ATRRPE VG AR T R AR 2 E A . R
eI R AR HVE, N R B R 5 IR, Likert5 Sitr(1= MR, 5= M),
1k R R I E B AT E B . TAAN = 186)E 7, MEHE Cronbach’s o = 0.83, =4 o /T
0.78~0.81; I&iETEK 70T RMSEA = 0.06, CFI=0.94, 1530 H4T,

22.2. XEBFFHAEE

T N Q010ET IR (B T %) (s-EMBU-C). 220 BEHE, % 21 8, It 42
B, ¥R CARYE” CNERBURRET W ERYT SAYERE, MEILL BB 2K 4 FIFE( = N
A, 4= B, B0 BER R ZgE RIS . ARRFEA S, SRR Cronbach’s o= 0.723, RESEE
£ a=0.696; =XKL TR A R IF(x¥df = 2.21, RMSEA = 0.05, CFI = 0.92), 1] - fr 24
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2.2.3. #iF - FEfFEIE

1 FHIRAR S (Vossen et al., 2015) 4wt B N EFH BIEBITH (HOFELERERERE) (AES-Youth) (Li,
Tan, & Ying, 2019). 3£ 12 {8, & “AF3LE” GRFMMAEL). “BEE” (BHEY). “FIE” o8
OHFAEF BN = ANERE, Likert 5 St (1= EEAFR, 5= &) TAg $EH, LEE Cronbach’s
a=0.84, =4EfE o 7E 0.70~0.78 Z[A]; ISkt R 2 43 Hr SCRF =1 45 (RMSEA = 0.07, CF1=0.93), AJ{E
RN ERAMRIE GV SR AE S A R .

2.3. BIRabiE

AW FAEH SPSS26.0 X T S B AT g1t 7M. A& [RGB SR B RIS 1 W6 51 B,
EEHE G — F NS R B AE, B SPSS it BT R G MW, MOIEEAR t K5, RIRETT
ZoNT, RIS, LA R A A RN AR

3. RER
3.1. £RFERE

K H Harman H.0H ZAG L0 7 20T L M i m 24650, 25 BB R: PR 13 MHIEE KT 1 1A
¥, RIFTTEMBERN 68.32%; HH B — AN NRF R ZMREZEN 22.75%, EAKT 40% KI5 S brik .
Wi B A FEASAEAE ™ 5 f S (R i 22, W] LAREAT Sl 4 i S5 Ab B
3.2. fwikgit

ERGEEIN 11~19 &, BEARESEVITSETRIE, MANOZEEESMRE, Walm, B4 257 A
(50.49%), £ 252 N(49.51%), PEMLEIER S FH5nAm b, YI—5¥_5E NEHEE, 228 108
N 21.22%), =24 82 N(16.11%), &— 79 N(15.52%), & 71 N(13.95%), ¥I= AN¥HEb, ~
61 N(11.98%). R NETILELERE, JEW)LE 467 N(91.75%), 57 )LE 42 AN(8.25%).
33. FEERBEFHFANERBNETILELHNER

XS AR S LB R T A R E AR T NS ST SRR ¢ /50, 53R Wk 1 Pos, &5 AE
SFLE ) A EAESOR TR IR IR (p < 0.05) BERTERIRIZ(p < 0.0 )MIEERIEAi(p < 0.05) 4L/ 1471 .
EXES, (EAORTE4E . SR BERY . BRI BRI 4EfE EAFEEEZE R, WNRFTLEH, BsrLE
AL S 1 BRI AN RS 75 SRR PR W A4 2 B VP 13K TR R <7 LR

Table 1. Differences in parental parenting styles of middle school students based on whether they are left-behind children
® 1. FEERBEFARERTABTFTILELNES

2 KR Bs¢JLE M+ SD L8 <7 JLE M+ SD t
A5 I IR 16.29 +3.67 17.29 +4.92 5.876%
RESE I BSR TR 16.60 + 3.45 17.77 + 4.50 10.298%*
AR B LR A 17.14 + 3.66 15.71 +3.83 0.024
RESEIL B R4 17.43 +3.66 16.15 +3.80 0.031

SRR 11.79 £3.41 9.78 £3.36 0.242

BESRIEY 11.79 £3.41 9.70 +£3.36 3.634%*

H: *p<0.05, **p<0.1 (KR,
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3.4. XBFEFHN. #1E. FE. KECROBEXSH

NIRFU P R AR IR AT O S SRR 77 SN S LG L R RE 0 L 1Al B9G22, K Pearson AH 2% 734 %
A B R YEFERAT S BRI 2 R, EREEEE T, BRI SR # 4EEAE 0.05 /KPR EE
TEARDG, T RIS 5 RS 4R LY 5 55 0 4EFEAE 0.01 KF 2 B35 IEM G R BFHEER T A7 H, Bk
TR L RE IR SR LN NERE 2 S5 BOUE A 0.01 AP 82 AR SCRHF IR AN L BE fR 37
SINFSEEAE 0.01 ACF 28 Z LA, SCEHEL S IRIILTELE 0.05 ACH 203 LA SCRFF R AN
LR 5 R 4EBEAE 0.01 7K 2482 IEAH K

Table 2. Correlation analysis between parental parenting styles, empathy, sympathy, and school bullying

F2. XBHFHR £15. FF. RERRZEEXSH

Bl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Rk
2. MRS 46%* 1
3. M 52%%  (.55%% ]
4. SCETERRE 005 —0.02  0.04 1
5. BRI EGRERE —0.07  0.01  0.05 0.68** 1
6. SORIE AR 20%%  0.16%* 0.21%% 0.34%% 031%% ]
7. BRI AR 0.13%% 0.19%* 0.26%* 0.32%+ 0.35%% 0.65% |
8. SLZEHHAL  0.29%* 0.22%F 0.19%* —0.41%* —0.38** 0.36%* 0.30*%* |
9. BESEAHZAL 026 0.25%% 0.25%* —0.39%* —(0.42%* (.28%* (.33** (.7]1%* 1
10 EIFEE  —0.14%%  0.05  0.04  0.26%* 0.25%% 0.24%% 0.23%% —0.20%% —0.19%% |
11 BESE —0.14%% 0.11% 0.12%% 0.28*%* 0.20%* 0.26** 0.27** —0.18** —0.17** 0.58** |
12. [A1E —-0.06 0.05 0.16%* 0.28%F 0.30%% 0.22%* 0.29%* —0.05 —0.07 0.49%* 0.53%* |

3.5. RN o4

A IR A RS B AR 7 2 A LA 5 A S PE SRR IR 7 S R el e R R e . g Rk
3 PN FEACEFFE T AT, SCSETE 4R 1E [A) P A% el k2 (B = 0.136, p < 0.01; B =0.134, p < 0.01),
T A2 57 17 TRl R 5 3 B8 R R A (el Bk TG Y 35 TR A P s [RJ Y, ST 1 IR IR 5 1o OR 4P R 8 1 1) Tl
LR (B = 0.236, B = 0.244, p < 0.00 )FI[E 5B = 0.178, p = 0.205, p < 0.01), (M EIRLN L4 5 F 5B
BEWMAEH. EANTN ARG, 3055 EE R 00w H0AL ez (B = —0.008, p < 0.01; B=-0.039, p
< 0.01), HACEELAAE 2 0E ) T AS [k es , 3R L1 5 R 1% 78 Qo4 4 55 el v 2 ) mT R R 4%
o AER

Table 3. Regression analysis of fathers’ parenting styles, sympathy, empathy, and school bullying
F 3. FEHAFAN BAE HEMRERZREAS

EVEpy i AR A IREL [ ) 2R B 3
G R THNAS & R R2 F B t
SRR 0.084 0.079 15.454%* 0.136 4.420%
el SR IR -0.02 -0.096
AL BE AR 0.012 0.434

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2025.1512663 363 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2025.1512663

PESEE 0.106 0.101 20.005%* —0.049 -0.727
[ 1% A A IR 0.178 4.769%*
& SUlL LN 0.205 3.389%*
Ao 4 0.091 0.084 12.592%x* 0.134 4.367**
e SR BRI 0.005 0.308
LSRR A 0.020 0.720
[ 1% -0.039 —1.938%*
SRR 0.417 0.174 35.365%* 0.099 1.679
eyl A SH A I IR 0.236 5.171%%%
AR B AR A 0.244 4.097%%%
SRR 0.091 0.084 12.592%* 0.281 4.620%*
ARG BRI 0.067 1.382
w52 Il i
Ao FE R 0.93 1.497
eyl -0.008 —0.166**

FE: #5p < 0.001.

AHIF TN FeAE 5 R 7E BRI B3R 7 NS AL el e o6 R i sp A E TR G . 45 R a0k 4 Fos: B
FFEL(B = 0.149, p < 0.01) S EEET B (B = 0.021, p < 0.01) A% 1E ) TR Fel iz, 1 BF 5 1 BRI
PIFTOIAE FHAS 235 E TR 3L S S5 F6 7 T,  BESR S B IE 5 B IRy 3 2L %EWMIJ( Ef: B =
0.237. 0.233, p<0.001; [E15: B=0.186. 0.268, p<0.01), BEEIELN A5 T B HIIER, HAE
G T A4 (B =—0.047,p < 0.01). TEANANHNZE G, AL RIS R B fua BeE @ =
—0.026, p <0.05; =-0.036, p<0.05), HEFEAELLA) e 235 1E m) TR el ke, R WA ILA% 5 [F) 1% 7E BESR R
o 55 Pl Rz (1 06 &R B Ry AR

Table 4. Regression analysis of mothers’ parenting styles, sympathy, empathy, and school bullying
F 4. FEEHFHN FF HERERRE RIS

EIVE iy AR E RS EVEFS e
45 AR T A% R R? F B t
BESRAE 4 0.068 0.063 12.366%* 0.149 4.805%*
e 7 e BESRAE BGR I 0.002 0.116
Bl B R A 0.021 —0.783*
BESRARAS 0.147 0.142 29.125%* —0.047 -0.703*
[ 1 B R 1% 0.186 5.101%*
RESIL B LR 0.268 4.673%*
BESRAE 4 0.074 0.066 10.047%* 0.148 4.758%%
N— BESEE BRI 0.009 —0.494
BRI B R A -0.011 -0.419
[F]1E -0.036 -1.717*
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iS4 4 0.416 0.173 35.157%* 0.121 2.125
LA RESE G BGR 0.237 5.150%%*
REsgd {4 0.233 4,074%%%
BESRARAS 0.384 0.147 21.790%** 0.328 5.639%**
BRI BRI 0.107 2.236
el N ‘
Bl B R A 0.090 1.524
LA -0.026 —0.579*

H: *p<0.05, **RIN p<0.01, ***p<0.001 (FFE). FrEAEEChREMAEBNRE 7.

AW TR SPSS % A i 22 J5 IE 43467 Bootstrap 7%, 43 AIAG 56 315 5 [R5 78 S REHEE 7 2 5 A% Tl K
BREATRNEM . SR ER, EREBRAT, SORTHEBOURIE . ORI B IR FIRESE I B2 OR Y = 2%
12 1) 1A 422 200 N7 428 25 (R NEAB 23 591 0.01174 0.0104. —0.0141), 3 Bootstrap 95% B 15 X [A|X AL 05 FEIL
TEEE AR, SR B IR I AR RE 57 17 TR L IR T 2% 3% 428 1) 1) 422 38087 ¥ 28 (ROREAE 23 0 D9 0.0419. 0.0382),
Bootstrap 95% &5 X A IR A 0, HARBAHI R ZIEZE P AP gHRRE, CRHERIRIE L 8T
PETHILE 5 RN Re 200D R e ias , T BRSO BE ORGP BT e B B IR, (AR Read e [F) 15 0 s E
IEIREEAT N PRI R 5. & 6 Fiw, HANELE 1. K 2,

Table 5. Test of the mediating effect of sympathy between parental parenting styles and school bullying
# 5. BRERXSHFHAFIRERRZ B P AU

95%I B 17 [X 1]

R A% NAE Boot frifEiR
FRR TR
S SRR 4 — [F) 175 — 452 el s -0.0017 0.0022 -0.0088 0.0010
B SRR 4 — [ 175 — 452 el e -0.0027 0.0026 -0.0107 0.0005
S E G IR R — R — A Il ke 0.0117%* 0.0060 0.0016 0.0256
B 175 R I — [R) s — A [ ke 0.0104%* 0.0056 0.0013 0.0236
ARSI FE AR — [R5 — % [l v -0.0131 0.0163 -0.0451 0.0189
Bt B IR — [R5 — 458 el e —0.0141** 0.0036 -0.0309 -0.0025

&

FREHEE 7] HEE

BRITERP

Figure 1. Diagram of the mediating role of sympathy in the effect of
parental parenting styles on school bullying

E 1. ERFERXSHEFAANRELRZE MR MMERE
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Table 6. Test of the mediating effect of empathy between parental parenting styles and school bullying
o HBFERXBHFHAFKRE IR Z B P AU

95%I B 17 [X 1]

A AR BONAE Boot fRifE iR
TR LBR
S SRR A — [ 15 — #2 ml fiise -0.0017 0.0022 -0.0088 0.0010
RESEHE 46— [F) 1 — 12 [l e -0.0027 0.0026 -0.0107 0.0005
A S TR — [R5 — A% [l v 0.0117%* 0.0060 0.0016 0.0256
R4 BRI — [R5 — 1% [l ik 0.0104%** 0.0056 0.0013 0.0236
eI FE AR — [R5 — % [l i -0.0131 0.0163 -0.0451 0.0189
Rl id B ARG — [R5 — 1 el i —0.0141** 0.0036 -0.0309 -0.0025
HiE
0.236***
— — -0.008**
S&%fa:& uJEI:I:I.Hﬁ
0.237*% N
RERUZ
RS RGRRE
Figure 2. Diagram of the mediating role of empathy in the effect of parental par-
enting styles on school bullying
F 2. HFEERXBHFHANKELREZZ WA 1ER B
4. g

4.1. FEERBHFAASEE. LHEMRERRHXR

MRAEHT LS R, P AR IR . B S B RIS RS AR T Rl X — 45 2R AT e St At
T2 A R AR B SR B AR D o RT3 — 45 R 5 IR (201 8) 5 T el i ¢ 742 3 e A F A7
fE25, MRS RS T, Pakiks KIv e CERZA I, X B4R R fel s 1) R A L ] AT 1 B
ok, X EL R SIEMBT IR ) 75 4 A B AW FU s R st

SCREHER T AT, TG RGRARYE A o e, ELRESRAS 00 vy 500K, OBk T SKBE i 0 TXT
TR0 IR, WS RERES RO RS G TR &, BRI 2R T R a3
AR 2 DA, T SR D SEA i T 473 TR DU o) P A s, TR 22 S T RS T AR 2 1 IEOR R A R
MCKANE, 2022). FEEAAF(2025)%F B <7 JLE W TS5 — 2, AW T B <5 ) L EE AL S B IR IR 28 72
ERDEAR, MWREENERE, 2K T AHAC I R PR 2 89 2 A N RIS, T 22 A SR IR IR R
FId A, X AT e 3B ) LEUE DB SR SRIRAT AL 06 10 SCHF o IR MR A Pl e AT KR
B Mo, EAH SRR A MO 5 e T BB s, TS5 L 4EE Bk i v, RSP
FQOFIAIIGE R 3 B0 3CFF T “FERGILIE” v 5T 5 BE 45 44 58 HE M S M A A 208 7 ¥ 4%
O R —— S RE S ) 1AL BN W] RERR SR A SR BE T RE I AGE T, PRIk Tl it i, TGN 5 208 AL
el 3G AR RS o RH SR 0T 3R B, SCRHE 268 55 0 JEE fR g 248 P2 5 R e Sk B2 Y 35 TE A 5%, T S B TRk T e
53 FEfFRE RIS, R SREBERIT N R B TG, X RIS St > #
WHITUH — 2 SCREE I U IR 10 BT 8 T iR R A 2omie, RiEHIE 5 RS RE 1 KR
X AP R 7 (PR TH AT el D AT NI R A e, SR8 5 ORGP I #0575 QU AT R A% 386 Y5 A
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SR GRAETL, JHER, 2025, Z5HEs, BREE, 2023). FEMIFANE, XL B K AR AL T
IR R, FFRUESZR RS, HNAEERIEL TP 5RAE.

4.2. EItE. HEBEEFNER

JE bt AR A A T R AL BREEE T S LA/ R O R 1 B B R A BRI BT R B, (R 4E AR A
SHRENRA AR SORIEBORIE — RS R g . SR R — R A s . RESEI AR
- [ A i LIS AEE P 2R B P A B AR SO R E — L — Al s . BESEN IR
B — ot — R [l oz . 45 IRERWT, AL BGRIE v REE Ik $2 T L 1 1R ik 0 R0 17 8 7 Tl B8/ b 4% [l
RAAT N AEASE R AR R B AR R B O R SRR A L AT R SR kA AT A7 AE B R BE,
[ B S RS R R O AE — @ R B 5T N R A O ML BR2EAL A AT AR G T A Re . RESR I
RIPIRT “EINNEIL” B BERI, XEAT LB BT Ll /L B B AE P4 4507 3G <5
HARDGER RS, SETFLE P Z SRR LR 77, AT AT RESE DK AT 9 UK (Panier &
Weinberg, 2025), {H 55— 77, i BR3P 20 & 5 IO T RETEAR B 16 58 T IR & T IR O, TE RO
HRAAT RN TELI R (Kim & Park, 2021). IXFROBE RN PR ZI IR B T #5037 77 A L B 2 24 P (Karaca &
Ozkan, 2025; Celik & Ozeng Ira, 2025), FFIEFH—4E S K S HBOE TR T Re iSRS, it — D EDE T K&
BFAT RN T2 R s 2 ootk S5 B .

FRFA NG RGP EE T RKEBEE R K B, RIS REF R 7 AT R 1
SRS X — 1 R AE 1R SR EIGEIT N R R BE . WA S SR E, EHRRNE, XxE5Y
FONT AR E TS BAR T REA, AT IS SR RE T 00K R, 2 1T BE IR R AT N IR R A (D
L, 2023; Yuan, etal., 2025; Fhiff, 2024), &RZ, #HXBEREUEASMHRAFE T, LTRS84
B PEAT A, R T AR SR A 8

MEE LEMAE, XL R F R8I PER H O B L T O IR R X G 3, B5 9
ARG ST [FIN, HRERISCEEAGE T R AEAE— e MR, AN TR A RO 2 SR O R el R v
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