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Abstract: Peer victimization has been considered a main source of risk-taking behavior among
adolescents, but little is known about the mechanisms underlying this association. Based on the social–
cognitive theory and the person–environment interactions model, the current study built a moderated
mediation model to explore whether self-control mediated the link between peer victimization and
adolescent risk-taking behavior and whether positive parenting moderated this link. We used a 2-time
longitudinal design (6 months apart) to investigate 488 adolescents (Mage = 15.63 years, SD = 1.64)
from 3 middle schools in Guangzhou. The results were as follows: (1) There were significant
correlations among peer victimization, adolescent risk-taking behavior, self-control, and positive
parenting when controlling for demographic variables. (2) Peer victimization not only influenced risk-
taking behavior directly, but also indirectly through self-control. (3) Positive parenting moderated the
influence of self-control on risk-taking behavior. In other words, positive parenting could enhance
the inhibitory effect of self-control on risk-taking behavior. The results help reveal the mechanism by
which adolescent risk-taking behavior forms and may help inform interventions against adolescent
risk-taking behavior.

Keywords: peer victimization; risk-taking behavior; self-control; positive parenting; adolescent

1. Introduction

Risk-taking behavior refers to individuals participating in behaviors with potential
risks or negative consequences in pursuit of positive results or benefits [1]. Adolescence
is a period of heightened potential to engage in risk-taking behavior [2], such as taking
dangerous drugs, conducting minor criminal activity, and participating in alcohol abuse.
Indeed, risk-taking behavior as a public health challenge has been linked to severe negative
outcomes [3,4]. Given the detrimental effects of risk-taking on developmental outcomes,
understanding the mechanisms by which adolescents are likely to engage in risk-taking
behavior is essential.

Recent studies have confirmed that peer victimization contributes to risk-taking be-
havior [5–7]. Peer victimization is conceptualized as the experience of being bullied by or
receiving aggression from peers [8]. Compared to children, adolescents show heightened
levels of sensitivity and responsiveness to peer feedback and rejection [9,10]. According
to the social bonding theory [11], peer victimization weakens adolescents’ social bonding,
which is not conductive to the development of social norms and, thus, increases risk-taking
behaviors (e.g., substance use, aggression, and gambling). Consistent with this theory,
Jiang et al. found that adolescents who suffered more peer victimization exhibited more
substance use [5]. Despite these findings, the mediating and moderating variables involved
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in this relationship remain unclear. Exploring these factors is necessary to inform more
effective interventions aimed at reducing adolescent risk-taking behavior. To address these
gaps, the first aim of this study was to examine whether self-control serves as a mediator
in the link between peer victimization and adolescent risk-taking behavior. The second
aim of this study was to examine whether positive parenting acts as a protective factor that
moderates this mediating process.

1.1. Mediating Role of Self-Control

Self-control is the ability to withstand impulses, conform oneself to social norms, and
support the pursuit of long-term goals [12,13]. In alignment with the social–cognitive
theory [14], the environment affects people’s behavior through their cognitions, and self-
control seems to be a plausible cognitive mediator of the link between peer victimization
and adolescents’ risk-taking behavior. Specifically, peer victimization, as an important
aspect of an adolescent’s environment, may decrease self-control and increase adolescent
risk-taking behavior.

From one perspective, adolescents who experienced peer victimization may be predis-
posed to low levels of self-control [15]. As a source of pressure, peer victimization consumes
adolescents’ cognitive resources, weakening their self-control [16,17]. Equal communication
and interaction between adolescents and their peers can help them form a sense of social
norms. In this process, adolescents restrain and imitate each other, which promotes a high
level of self-control [18]. Previous studies have verified a negative association between
peer victimization and self-control [6,15,19]. For example, Telzer et al. demonstrated that
victimized adolescents showed greater activation in regions involved in self-control [6].
Similarly, in a sample of 1849 Chinese adolescents, Wang et al. found that peer victim-
ization negatively predicted lower levels of self-control [19]. Furthermore, self-control
may further contribute to adolescent risk-taking behavior. Adolescents with low levels of
self-control may show a poor ability to inhibit impulses and delay gratification, resulting in
more risk-taking behaviors [3]. Meanwhile, adolescents with high levels of self-control are
inclined to consider the long-term consequences of their current behaviors; thus, they are
less likely to be involved in risk-taking behavior [20,21]. Prior studies have consistently
found that self-control is robustly associated with risk-taking behavior [3,22,23].

Although there is indirect evidence for the two separate paths from peer victimization
to self-control and from self-control to adolescent risk-taking behavior, the possible mediat-
ing role of self-control between peer victimization and adolescent risk-taking behavior has
yet to be tested directly. Directly testing the mediating role of self-control would enhance
the extant knowledge base by illuminating a specific psychological mechanism through
which peer victimization translates into the specific behavioral outcomes of adolescent
risk-taking behavior. Therefore, we proposed the Hypothesis 1: self-control mediates the
relationship between peer victimization and adolescent risk-taking behavior.

1.2. Moderating Role of Positive Parenting

Although exposure to peer victimization may increase risk-taking behavior via self-
control, victimized adolescents may not all engage equally in risk-taking behavior. To
understand the heterogeneity of adolescent risk-taking behavior, the person–environment
interaction model identifies other environmental factors that interact with individual factors
(e.g., self-control) to affect risk-taking behavior [24]. In other words, another environmental
experience may moderate the relationship between self-control and risk-taking behavior.
In this study, we examined modes of positive parenting.

Positive parenting refers to parental behaviors that are warm, supportive, and re-
sponsible, including, but not limited to, teaching, listening, expressing approval, and
providing emotional support [25]. Numerous studies have revealed that positive parent-
ing plays a pivotal role in individual adaptation, such as in problematic mobile phone
use [26], smoking and drinking [27], and sexual risk-taking [28]. Furthermore, previous
studies have found that parenting styles moderate the effect of self-control on adolescent
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development [26,29]. For instance, a study among Chinese adolescents found that the
interaction between self-control and parental phubbing affected addictive behavior [26].
Positive parenting, such as parental behavioral control and parental knowledge, may pro-
vide fewer opportunities for adolescents with low self-control to engage in risk-taking
behavior [10]. Based on the person–environment interaction model and previous research,
we proposed the Hypothesis 2: positive parenting may boost the impact of self-control on
risk-taking behavior.

1.3. The Present Study

In summary, the purpose of this study was to investigate the mechanism underlying
the influence of peer victimization on adolescent risk-taking behavior. We proposed a
moderated mediation model (see Figure 1) to determine (a) whether self-control medi-
ates the association between peer victimization and adolescent risk-taking behavior and
(b) whether positive parenting moderates the path of self-control to risk-taking behavior.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

Using a 2-time longitudinal design (6 months apart), this study recruited 488 adoles-
cents (49.60% females, 51.40% males) and their parents (61.60% females, 38.40% males)
by convenience sampling at T1 (June 2019) in Guangzhou, China. The average age of
adolescents was 14.44 (SD = 1.55) and the average age of their parents was 41.61 (SD = 4.34).
At T2 (December 2019), 448 adolescents (50.67% females; Mage = 14.46 years, SD = 1.56)
and their parents (62.20% females; Mage = 41.65 years, SD = 4.34) remained in the study
(attrition rate = 8.20%). Regarding parents’ level of education, 72.95% of the fathers and
68.03% of the mothers had graduated middle-school, 17.83% of the fathers and 12.30% of
the mothers had a college degree or equivalent, and 0.82% of the fathers and 0.41% of the
mothers had a postgraduate degree.

This research used a collective test method, taking class as a unit to investigate stu-
dents who responded to self-report questionnaires. Before the research began, adolescent
participants and their guardians and school administrators provided informed assent and
informed consent, respectively. All collection procedures were approved by the Research
Ethics Committee of Guangzhou University (protocol number: GZHU 2019012).

2.2. Measures
2.2.1. Peer Victimization at T1

The four-item Peer-victimization Scale [30] was used to assess adolescents’ perceived
peer victimization (e.g., “Have you ever been picked on or said mean things by your
peers in the last six months”). Items were rated on a five-point scale (from “0 = never” to
“4 = every day”). A higher mean score indicated a high level of perceived peer victimization.
This scale has been demonstrated to be valid and reliable among Chinese adolescents [31].
McDonald’s omega was 0.64.
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2.2.2. Self-Control at T2

The 13-item Chinese version of the Brief Self-Control Scale (BSCS) was used to assess
adolescents’ self-control (e.g., “I am good at resisting temptation”) [32]. Adolescents
responded to the items using a five-point scale (from “1 = not like me at all” to “5 = like me
very much”). A higher mean score indicated a higher level of self-control. This scale has
been demonstrated to be valid and reliable among Chinese adolescents [3]. McDonald’s
omega was 0.83.

2.2.3. Positive Parenting at T2

The three-item revised Chinese version of the Positive Parenting Subscale from the
Alabama Parenting Questionnaire [33] was used to assess positive parenting that adoles-
cents are perceived to be receiving from their parents (e.g., “Your parents praise you for
behaving well”). Items were rated on a five-point scale (from “1 = never” to “5 = always”).
This scale has been demonstrated to be valid and reliable among Chinese adolescents [34].
McDonald’s omega was 0.94.

2.2.4. Risk-Taking Behavior at T2

The 12-item Chinese version of the Adolescent Risk-Taking Questionnaire [35] was
used to measure parents’ perceived risk-taking behavior (e.g., “How frequently do your
kids smoke”) with their adolescent. Items were rated on a five-point scale (from “0 = never”
to “4 = always”). This scale has been demonstrated to be valid and reliable among Chinese
adolescents [3]. McDonald’s omega was 0.68.

2.2.5. Control Variables

Considering its impact on risk-taking behavior, we collected participants’ demographic
information at T1, including student gender (1 = male, 2 = female), student age, and
mothers’ and fathers’ education (1 = primary school, 2 = middle school, 3 = undergraduate,
4 = postgraduate student) [3].

2.3. Statistical Analysis

First, we computed descriptive statistics and correlations among all variables using
IBM SPSS 26.0. Second, we tested a mediation model using Mplus 8.3 [36] to examine
Hypotheses 1 and 2. Using a bootstrapping (N = 5000) technique [37], we tested the medi-
ating effects of T2 self-control on T1 peer victimization and T2 risk-taking behavior after
controlling the impact of covariates on self-control and risk-taking behavior, respectively.
Third, we integrated the moderator (i.e., positive parenting) into the mediation model
to test Hypothesis 2. Across the path models, we addressed the missing data using full
information maximum likelihood estimation [38].

3. Results
3.1. Descriptive Statistics

The descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations of the key variables and covariates
are presented in Table 1. Specifically, T1 peer victimization was negatively associated with
T2 self-control but positively associated with T2 risk-taking behavior. Moreover, T2 self-
control was negatively associated with T2 risk-taking behavior but positively associated
with T2 positive parenting.

Table 1. The means, standard deviations, and correlation among the variables.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Covariates
1. Adolescent age at T1 -
2. Adolescent gender −0.03 -
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Table 1. Cont.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

3. Parent age at T1 0.38 ** −0.06 -
4. Parent gender −0.04 0.06 −0.20 ** -
5. Father’s education −0.07 0.02 0.02 0.04 -
6. Mother’s education −0.08 0.02 −0.07 0.13 ** 0.44 *** -

Key variables
7. T1 Peer Victimization 0.01 −0.11 * 0.02 −0.01 0.09 * −0.04 -
8. T2 Self-Control −0.25 *** 0.01 −0.09 0.03 −0.05 0.01 −0.21 *** -
9. T2 Positive Parenting −0.04 −0.05 −0.01 0.01 0.06 0.12 ** −0.06 0.21 *** -
10. T2 Risk-Taking
Behavior 0.08 −0.15 ** −0.04 −0.05 0.01 −0.01 0.06 −0.26 *** −0.13 ** -

M 14.44 1.50 41.61 1.50 2.11 1.94 0.67 3.22 3.24 0.17
SD 1.55 0.50 4.34 0.50 0.53 0.57 0.54 0.61 0.98 0.22
Min 11.59 1.00 35.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.31 1.00 0.00
Max 18.85 2.00 56.00 2.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.92 5.00 1.64

Note: Sample size ranged from 448 to 488 due to missing data. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Adolescent
gender: 1 = male, 2 = female; Parent gender: 1 = male, 2 = female; education: 1 = primary school and below,
2 = middle school degree, 3 = undergraduate degree, 4 = postgraduate degree; T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2.

3.2. Mediating Effects of Self-Control

The mediation model depicted in Figure 2 exhibited saturated fit to the data. After
controlling for covariates, T1 peer victimization was significantly associated with T2 self-
control (B = −0.23, SE = 0.05, 95%CI = (−0.330, −0.121)). Our mediation analysis results
(see Table 2) indicated that the mediation effect of T2 self-control (indirect effect = 0.02,
SE = 0.01, 95% CI = (0.011, 0.039)) was significant.
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Table 2. Summary of the direct and indirect effects.

Direct and Indirect Effects
Bias-Corrected Bootstrapped Estimates for the Effects

Unstandardized SE 95% CI Standardized

Direct Pathway
T1 Peer victimization→ T2 Risk-taking behavior −0.00 0.02 (−0.039, 0.034) −0.01
Indirect Pathway
T1 Peer victimization→ T2 Self-control→
T2 Risk-taking behavior 0.02 0.02 (0.025, 0.087) 0.05

Note: T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2. The significant results are in bold.

3.3. Moderating Effects of Positive Parenting

Based on the mediation model, we continued to test whether T2 positive parenting
would moderate the association between T2 self-control and T2 risk-taking behavior and
to examine the extent to which positive parenting would moderate the mediation effect
of self-control. The moderated mediation model fit the data well: χ2 = 11.43, df = 7,
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p = 0.121; RMSEA = 0.038, 90% CI = (0.000, 0.075); CFI = 0.960; SRMR = 0.023. As shown
in Table 3, the results suggested that T2 positive parenting moderated the relationship
between T2 self-control and T2 risk-taking behavior (B = 0.04, SE = 0.02, 95% CI = (0.000,
0.075)). A follow-up simple slopes test (Figure 3) indicated that the relationship between
T2 self-control and T2 risk-taking behavior was stronger when T2 positive parenting was
low (B = −0.12, SE = 0.03, 95% CI = (−0.195, −0.064)) than when T2 positive parenting was
high (B = −0.06, SE = 0.02, 95% CI = (−0.097, −0.017)).

Table 3. Summary of the moderated mediation model.

T2 Self-Control (R2 = 0.11) T2 Risk-Taking Behavior (R2 = 0.2)

B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI

Covariates
Adolescent age at T1 −0.10 0.02 (−0.136, −0.067) 0.00 0.00 (−0.014, 0.013)
Adolescent gender −0.01 0.06 (−0.123, 0.098) −0.08 0.02 (−0.120, −0.038)
Father’s level of education −0.05 0.05 (−0.172, 0.063) 0.00 0.02 (−0.045, 0.050)
Mother’s level of education −0.00 0.05 (−0.093, 0.093) 0.01 0.02 (−0.035, 0.048)
Study variables
T1 Peer victimization −0.22 0.06 (−0.336, −0.114) −0.01 0.02 (−0.046, 0.033)
T2 Self-control −0.09 0.02 (−0.131, −0.051)
T2 Positive parenting −0.02 0.01 (−0.044, −0.003)
T2 Self-control × T2 Positive parenting 0.04 0.02 (0.000, 0.075)

Note: Adolescent gender: 1 = male, 2 = female; education: 1 = primary school and below, 2 = middle school
degree, 3 = undergraduate degree, 4 = postgraduate degree; T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2. The significant results are
in bold.
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As shown in Table 4, the moderated mediation model suggested that the mediating
effect of self-control was significantly stronger when T2 positive parenting was lower
(B = 0.03, SE = 0.01, 95% CI = (0.012, 0.053)) than when T2 positive parenting was higher
(B = 0.01, SE = 0.01, 95% CI = (0.003, 0.028)). In summary, peer victimization had a stronger
positive relationship with adolescents’ risk-taking behavior via self-control when positive
parenting was lower.
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Table 4. Conditional indirect effects of T1 peer victimization on T2 risk-taking behavior via T2
self-control by levels of T2 positive parenting.

Levels of T2 Positive Parenting Indirect Effect SE 95% CI

Low 0.03 0.01 (0.012, 0.053)
Med 0.04 0.01 (0.009, 0.038)
High 0.01 0.01 (0.003, 0.028)
Diff = High − Low −0.02 0.01 (−0.038, −0.001)

Note: T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2. The significant results are in bold.

4. Discussion

Based on the social–cognitive theory and person–environment interactions model, this
study prospectively examined the mediating (i.e., how peer victimization is associated with
risk-taking behavior) and moderating mechanisms (i.e., when the harm is most potent)
underlying the significant association between peer victimization and adolescent risk-
taking behavior. The results indicated that self-control mediated the relationship between
peer victimization and adolescent risk-taking behavior and that self-control also interacted
with positive parenting to influence risk-taking behavior.

Our findings confirmed Hypothesis 1, that the positive relationship between peer
victimization and adolescent risk-taking behavior is mediated by self-control. Many cross-
sectional studies have identified self-control as a critical mediator linking negative en-
vironmental factors and risk-taking behavior [3,19,39]. The present study is the first to
reveal a longitudinal association between peer victimization and adolescent risk-taking
behavior. Consistent with the social–cognitive theory, self-control seems to be a plausible
cognitive mediator of the link between key aspects of the peer victimization and adolescent
risk-taking behavior [14]. For many adolescents, it is important to obtain acceptance from
peers. In a normal environment, maintaining relationships with peers can help adolescents
form behavioral principles consistent with social norms and develop a high level of self-
control [3,18]. Conversely, adolescents who experienced peer victimization may be more
likely to experience a range of aversive emotional states [40]. This will result in insufficient
cognitive resources for adolescents to maintain their motivation to exert self-control and
thus increase their risk-taking behaviors [3,16]. This finding highlighted that adolescents’
self-control can reduce risk-taking behavior caused by peer victimization.

In addition, our results supported Hypothesis 2. Positive parenting moderated the
impact of self-control on risk-taking behavior. The magnitude of the path coefficient
from self-control to risk-taking behavior was large for those adolescents with high levels
of positive parenting. This result supports the person–environment interactions model,
in which adolescent risk-taking behavior is affected by a complex interaction between
individual factors and environmental experience [24]. Adolescents who experience positive
parenting may receive more emotional warmth and social support; thus, they may be less
likely to engage in risk-taking behaviors that are generally not allowed by their parents [41].
Moreover, even if adolescents have lower self-control, positive parenting, denoting higher
parental behavioral control and knowledge, may reduce the chance of adolescents engaging
in risk-taking behaviors [10]. Thus, positive parenting can moderate the impact of self-
control on risk-taking behavior.

5. Implications and Limitations

The results of this study have several theoretical implications and practical impli-
cations. Using longitudinal investigations, the current research explained how peer vic-
timization was associated with adolescent risk-taking behavior from the perspective of
social–cognitive theory and the person–environment interaction model. The results expand
the research themes of risk-taking behavior and help to further deepen the understanding
of its mechanisms. In terms of practical implications, future prevention and intervention
for peer victimization and risk-taking behaviors should be based on enhancing adolescent
self-control and positive parenting behaviors. From one perspective, educators could
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enhance adolescent self-control through interventions to strengthen self-control traits or ex-
ecutive function, such as mindfulness training, approach-avoidance training, and exercise
training [42,43]. From another perspective, parents should increase the use of positive par-
enting and strengthen their concern for their children’s daily lives, which, in turn, reduces
adolescent risk-taking behaviors. In addition, parents and schoolteachers need to form a
close home–school partnership to provide timely psychological guidance to adolescents
who suffer from peer aggression to prevent risk-taking behaviors.

Although the present study advances our understanding of the relationship between
peer victimization and adolescent risk-taking behavior, some limitations need to be consid-
ered. Firstly, there is the small sample size selected by the convenient sampling method in
this study, which led to the low ecological validity of the results, that is, the poor general-
ization. Future studies need to enhance the representativeness of the sample to improve the
ecological validity of the results. Second, the McDonald’s omega of the Adolescent Risk-
Taking Questionnaire was relatively low, which may not adequately measure the adolescent
risk-taking behavior. Therefore, future research may benefit from the use of more flexible
instruments and multiple informants to collect data to provide a much stronger test of the
model. Thirdly, negative adolescent developmental outcomes triggered by peer aggression
are more diverse, including cognitive, affective, and behavioral dimensions. In addition
to the mediating role of self-control between peer victimization and risk-taking behavior
and the moderating role of positive parenting, the influence of other variables cannot be
excluded. Future studies could further explore the role of variables at different levels,
which could help to propose more systematic interventions for prevention and treatment.

6. Conclusions

Drawing on social–cognitive theory and the person–environment interaction model,
this study presents a more comprehensive illustration of the impact of peer victimization on
adolescent risk-taking behavior. The mediation analysis revealed a mediating mechanism
of self-control by which peer victimization increased risk-taking behavior. The moderated
mediation analysis indicated that positive parenting played a moderating role in attenuating
the negative impact of self-control on risk-taking behavior.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, P.C. and Y.N.; methodology, G.W. and L.W.; software,
L.W.; validation, Y.N., P.C. and G.W.; formal analysis, P.C. and L.W.; investigation, K.D.; resources,
Y.N.; data curation, K.D.; writing—original draft preparation, P.C. and L.W.; writing—review and
editing, Y.N. and P.C.; visualization, K.D.; supervision, Y.N.; project administration, Y.N.; funding
acquisition, Y.N. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (No.
32071067); the National Natural Science Foundation of China (No. 31800938); the Plan of Philosophy
and Social Science of Guangdong Province (No. GD22CXL05); the Education Scientific Research
Project of Guangdong Province (No. 2021JKDY030).

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was approved by the Ethics Review Committee
(IRB) of Education School, Guangzhou University (protocol number: GZHU 2019012 and date of
approval: 27 May 2019).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding authors.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 14198 9 of 10

References
1. Ben-Zur, H.; Zeidner, M. Threat to life and risk-taking behaviors: A review of empirical findings and explanatory models. Pers.

Soc. Psychol. Rev. 2009, 13, 109–128. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Maciejewski, D.; Lauharatanahirun, N.; Herd, T.; Lee, J.; Deater-Deckard, K.; King-Casas, B.; Kim-Spoon, J. Neural cognitive

control moderates the association between insular risk processing and risk-taking behaviors via perceived stress in adolescents.
Dev. Cogn. Neurosci. 2018, 30, 150–158. [CrossRef]

3. Dou, K.; Wang, L.; Cheng, D.; Li, Y.; Zhang, M. Longitudinal association between poor parental supervision and risk-taking
behavior: The role of self-control and school climate. J. Adolesc. 2022, 94, 525–537. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Duell, N.; Steinberg, L.; Icenogle, G.; Chein, J.; Chaudhary, N.; Di Giunta, L.; Chang, L. Age patterns in risk taking across the
world. J. Youth Adolesc. 2018, 47, 1052–1072. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Jiang, Y.; Yu, C.; Zhang, W.; Bao, Z.; Zhu, J. Peer Victimization and Substance Use in Early Adolescence: Influences of Deviant
Peer Affiliation and Parental Knowledge. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2016, 25, 2130–2140. [CrossRef]

6. Telzer, E.; Miernicki, M.; Rudolph, K. Chronic peer victimization heightens neural sensitivity to risk taking. Dev. Psychopathol.
2018, 30, 13–26. [CrossRef]

7. Zhang, W.; Zhu, L. The influence of peers on adolescents’ risk-taking behavior and its mechanism. Adv. Psychol. Sci. 2021, 29,
1461–1471. [CrossRef]

8. Ladd, G.W.; Ettekal, I.; Kochenderfer-Ladd, B. Peer victimization trajectories from kindergarten through high school: Differential
pathways for children’s school engagement and achievement? J. Educ. Psychol. 2017, 109, 826–841. [CrossRef]

9. Stroud, L.R.; Foster, E.; Papandonatos, G.D.; Handwerger, K.; Granger, D.A.; Kivlighan, K.T.; Niaura, R. Stress response and the
adolescent transition: Performance versus peer rejection stressors. Dev. Psychopathol. 2009, 21, 47–68. [CrossRef]

10. Zhai, B.; Li, D.; Jia, J.; Liu, Y.; Sun, W.; Wang, Y. Peer victimization and problematic internet use in adolescents: The mediating
role of deviant peer affiliation and the moderating role of family functioning. Addict. Behav. 2019, 96, 43–49. [CrossRef]

11. Hirschi, T. Causes of Delinquency; University of California Press: Berkeley, CA, USA, 1969.
12. Baumeister, R.F.; Vohs, K.D.; Tice, D.M. The strength model of self-control. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 2007, 16, 351–355. [CrossRef]
13. Li, J.B.; Willems, Y.E.; Stok, F.M.; Dekovic, M.; Bartels, M.; Finkenauer, C. Parenting and self-control across early to late adolescence:

A three-level meta-analysis. Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 2019, 14, 967–1005. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. Bandura, A. Social Foundations of Thoughts and Action: A Social Cognitive Theory; Prentice-Hall: Englewood Cliffs, NJ, USA, 1986.
15. Chui, W.H.; Chan, H.C. Self–control, school bullying perpetration, and victimization among Macanese adolescents. J. Child. Fam.

Stud. 2015, 24, 1751–1761. [CrossRef]
16. Gao, L.; Li, S.; Li, G.; Yang, J.; Wang, X. The effect of adolescents’ friendship jealousy on aggression: The chain mediating role of

self-esteem and self-control. Chinese J. Clin. Psychol. 2022, 30, 425–433. [CrossRef]
17. Yu, B.; Yue, G.; Liu, H. The strength model of self-control. Adv. Psychol. Sci. 2013, 21, 1272–1282. [CrossRef]
18. Yang, L.; Shen, Y.; Ma, S. The Influence of Temperament, Teacher Expectation and Peer Acceptance on Early Children’s Self-Control.

J. Psychol. Sci. 2012, 35, 1410–1415. [CrossRef]
19. Wang, C.; Zhao, J.; Qin, H. Influence of peer victimization on adolescent suicidal ideation: Chain mediating effect analysis. China

J. Health Psychol. 2022, 30, 291–295. [CrossRef]
20. Sun, Y.; Li, J.; Oktaufik, M.; Vazsonyi, A. Parental Attachment and Externalizing Behaviors among Chinese Adolescents: The

Mediating Role of Self-Control. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2022, 31, 923–933. [CrossRef]
21. Van der Ende, J.; Verhulst, F.C.; Tiemeier, H. The bidirectional pathways between internalizing and externalizing problems and

academic performance from 6 to 18 years. Dev. Psychopathol. 2016, 28, 855–867. [CrossRef]
22. Holmes, C.; Brieant, A.; Kahn, R. Deater-Deckard, K.; Kim-Spoon, J. Structural Home Environment Effects on Developmental

Trajectories of Self-Control and Adolescent Risk Taking. J. Youth Adolesc. 2019, 48, 43–55. [CrossRef]
23. Kahn, R.; Holmes, C.; Farley, J.; Kim-Spoon, J. Delay discounting mediates parent–adolescent relationship quality and risky

sexual behavior for low self-control adolescents. J. Youth Adolesc. 2015, 44, 1674–1687. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
24. Cummings, M.; Davies, P.; Campbell, S. Developmental Psychopathology and Family Process: Theory, Research, and Clinical Implications;

The Guilford Press: New York, NY, USA, 2002. [CrossRef]
25. Chronis, A.M.; Lahey, B.B.; Pelham, W.E.; Williams, S.H.; Baumann, B.L.; Kipp, H.; Jones, H.A.; Rathouz, P.J. Maternal depression

and early positive parenting predict future conduct problems in young children with attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder.
Dev. Psychol. 2007, 43, 70–82. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Niu, G.; Yao, L.; Wu, L.; Tian, Y.; Xu, L.; Sun, X. Parental phubbing and adolescent problematic mobile phone use: The role of
parent-child relationship and self-control. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2020, 116, 105247. [CrossRef]

27. Wang, Y.; Tian, L.; Huebner, E. Parental control and Chinese adolescent smoking and drinking: The mediating role of refusal
self-efficacy and the moderating role of sensation seeking. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2019, 102, 63–72. [CrossRef]

28. Potter, M.; Font, S. Parenting influences on adolescent sexual risk-taking: Differences by child welfare placement status. Child.
Youth Serv. Rev. 2019, 96, 134–144. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Wang, M. Harsh parenting and adolescent aggression: Adolescents’ effortful control as the mediator and parental warmth as the
moderator. Child Abuse Negl. 2019, 94, 104021. [CrossRef]

30. Nicholson, J.V.; Chen, Y.; Huang, C.C. Children’s exposure to intimate partner violence and peer bullying victimization. Child.
Youth Serv. Rev. 2018, 91, 439–446. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1177/1088868308330104
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19193927
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2018.02.005
http://doi.org/10.1002/jad.12043
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35355292
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0752-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29047004
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-016-0403-z
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579417000438
http://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2021.01462
http://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000177
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579409000042
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2019.04.016
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2007.00534.x
http://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619863046
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31491364
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-014-9979-3
http://doi.org/10.16128/j.cnki.1005-3611.2022.02.035
http://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2013.01272
http://doi.org/10.16719/j.cnki.1671-6981.2012.06.005
http://doi.org/10.13342/j.cnki.cjhp.2022.02.027
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-021-02071-6
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579416000353
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-018-0921-7
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-015-0332-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26202153
http://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200207000-00024
http://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.43.1.70
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17201509
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105247
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.05.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.11.038
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31736530
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2019.05.014
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.06.034


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 14198 10 of 10

31. Dou, K.; Feng, X.; Wang, L.; Li, J. Longitudinal association between parental involvement and internet gaming disorder among
Chinese adolescents: Consideration of future consequences as a mediator and peer victimization as a moderator. J. Behave. Addict.
2022, 11, 820–830. [CrossRef]

32. Tangney, J.P.; Baumeister, R.F.; Boone, A.L. High self-control predicts good adjustment, less pathology, better grades, and
interpersonal success. J. Pers. 2004, 72, 271–324. [CrossRef]

33. Elgar, F.J.; Waschbusch, D.A.; Dadds, M.R.; Sigvaldason, N. Development and validation of a short form of the Alabama parenting
questionnaire. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2007, 16, 243–259. [CrossRef]

34. Jiang, S.; Jiang, C.; Ren, Q.; Wang, L. Cyber victimization and psychological well-being among Chinese adolescents: Mediating
role of basic psychological needs satisfaction and moderating role of positive parenting. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2021, 130, 106248.
[CrossRef]

35. Gullone, E.; Moore, S.; Moss, S.; Boyd, C. The adolescent risk-taking questionnaire: Development and psychometric evaluation.
J. Adolescent Res. 2000, 15, 231–250. [CrossRef]

36. Muthén, L.K.; Muthén, B.O. Mplus User’s Guide, 1998–2012, 7th ed.; Muthén & Muthén: Los Angeles, CA, USA, 1998.
37. Preacher, K.J.; Hayes, A.F. Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator

models. Behav. Res. Methods 2008, 40, 879–891. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
38. Acock, A.C. Working with missing values. J. Marriage Fam. 2005, 67, 1012–1028. [CrossRef]
39. Nie, Y.; Li, J.; Vazsonyi, A. Self-control mediates the associations between parental attachment and prosocial behavior among

Chinese adolescents. Pers. Indiv. Differ. 2016, 96, 36–39. [CrossRef]
40. Liao, Y.; Chen, J.; Zhang, Y.; Peng, C. The reciprocal relationship between peer victimization and internalizing problems in

children and adolescents: A meta-analysis of longitudinal studies. Acta. Psychol. Sin. 2022, 54, 828–849. [CrossRef]
41. Leidy, M.S.; Guerra, N.G.; Toro, R.I. Positive parenting, family cohesion, and child social competence among immigrant Latino

families. J. Fam. Psychol. 2010, 24, 252–260. [CrossRef]
42. Shachar, K.; Ronen-Rosenbaum, T.; Rosenbaum, M.; Orkibi, H.; Hamama, L. Reducing child aggression through sports interven-

tion: The role of self-control skills and emotions. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2016, 71, 241–249. [CrossRef]
43. Tang, Y.; Tang, R.; Gross, J. Promoting psychological well-being through an evidence-based mindfulness training program. Front.

Hum. Neurosci. 2019, 13, 237. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1556/2006.2022.00056
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3506.2004.00263.x
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-006-9082-5
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2021.106248
http://doi.org/10.1177/0743558400152003
http://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.3.879
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18697684
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00191.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.02.077
http://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2022.00828
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0019407
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2016.11.012
http://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2019.00237

	Introduction 
	Mediating Role of Self-Control 
	Moderating Role of Positive Parenting 
	The Present Study 

	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Measures 
	Peer Victimization at T1 
	Self-Control at T2 
	Positive Parenting at T2 
	Risk-Taking Behavior at T2 
	Control Variables 

	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Descriptive Statistics 
	Mediating Effects of Self-Control 
	Moderating Effects of Positive Parenting 

	Discussion 
	Implications and Limitations 
	Conclusions 
	References

