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FEl N i TC9R % RMAR R 2 I BT LU SE . A BANX — PR H, AR B A
MR ERKFAFEE RAEERCR . AN FEE SR 5185 T 5
25, RIEERINHESAR, it — DI R s O IR TR MR 5.

2 MREFX

21 MR

ARG LS R SO B R — ARG (2021 4% ) 252k WA et 4, fd FiT )
LR SORAEA A, SRR [ 522 KT 667 0, BRI 26 47,
SARFA AR 641 0, TOR AR E KRN 712 45, BIR TR 25 6) .
FRIRFIE R4 687 1y, P REASEA(S BN | Pk,

#F1 WMRMNFHELREER (n=1328)

Table 1 Information of survey subjects (n=1328)

Ap g nk BEERAH Bl ESEES TN Bl
Pl b 275 42.9% 227 33.0%
4 366 57.1% 460 67.0%

SR 309 48.2% 408 59.4%

; R 125 19.5% 115 16.7%
A TH 146 22.8% 110 16.0%
R 61 9.5% 54 7.9%

yeditl 89 13.9% 99 14.4%

He Y b Mgl /B 320 49.9% 338 49.2%
B2 W 232 36.2% 250 36.4%

MAEF 231 36% 289 42.1%
REMETL A+ 410 64% 398 57.9%

22 METAH

2.2.1 BERXRZBEEIFNRE

AR (2005 ) X2 R ENTEN R, i A ERHEE
NBRK RGO BARR:, T B XTI EEAPR RO ERE o T
R 7 SIS, 1AM, T R
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222 BEXFANRRARS

AHFFER AR (2005) Sy (& APRCREHER) —, ZERR
AR B E S gmhii (F2= ABRERAT RIS WEE R ) dcdmmie, Jb28
BH, & AR, SAlEsciR. b 530k . TE NS K30k, m3R
5325 Bk E] 0.97,

2.23 —HHRBEERIAE

— P 19 TR R IR A AR I X6 25 FAS [ A5 11k ik e ke S 4 s 11—
TRVER) RO o ASBIFSE BE R SR BB AT FCE ( Schwarzer ) (1995) &1THYH SCAR
(M AT BBE )4 ) (general self-efficacy scale, GSES) AT, #%In)¥&
HE 10 B H, A4 Cronbach’s a0 5 Z%0H 0.88.

224 MANIFMES

A AP AR XS A O A A 25 IR BT 19 RE 1 16 WM. ASBIFSE 16 FH 2
FWEAMTRK (1999) BITHIA APEH IS HEATINE © . %3, 54 I H
HER Cronbach’s o 52 RBAE B VERMLAES 59 0.67 ~ 0.86, 0.74 ~ 0.89, H
RIS

225 FEFREERSE

ABESE R 2T ISR TT Y C GREE R B8 A& N M 3R (PSR ) ) AT
KR R S R R RN BRI O 7 o R 30 8, 4R WIS NS
REHERAN . R S SOPRAr, 950, FRUIGRNE R B B AR B A I P
FEBR, P53 Cronbach’s o {5 B2 250537120 0.88 F10.91.

2.3 FTEHEA

AHFGE R SPSS26 MEATHIRGE A ¢ K2, DL p<0.05 R 22 53 il 22 5
8 EARE

3 &R

3.1 B
N M THR G, IR BIRAERAN £ 0 Bk, ATIBE RIS Ak
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PP B R R R R AR, TEHATE bR L5 2r RAF.

F2 BERKNMEBEKEBEXRFBERE. BEEARXRERRL, —RBERIUEERK.
MANER . REFRFESENEEENEHBMITEE
Table 2 Mean and standard deviation of self-differentiation of dorm leaders and
non-dorm leaders on dorm relationship satisfactory, dorm interpersonal relationship
status evaluation, general self-efficacy, personal evaluation, family intimacy and

adaptability questionnaires

i H BERTPHE SEEREE EEERFYE EEERmEE
RERRKEEIT 5.52 1.57 5.47 1.49
S NRk RO S5 10.26 4.05 10.57 3.84
G GRS 3.64 0.642 3.54 0.68
NS 260.26 29.34 252.84 30.66
KUEEH A5y 68.97 10.028 67.51 10.37
FUEIENPEIR S 49.90 9.18 48.40 10.09

32 BERK—IFREKERELRLS

321 BEXZHEE. BEARXFRALR LESR

HE— 2B ¢ RIS HT 4 K AP 5 K A4 0 R R VP A P 3B
SRRV L RO IEOL, GEIIN A 3 TR . TEREECRIGEE F P A RIS
NFRFFARBLS b, SRR AR E KR R E2E R

#3 BEKSFEEEKENEEXRFBRE. BEEARXIFRIMN t 1K1
Table 3 T-test between the dormitory leaders and the non-dorm leaders on dorm

relationship satisfactory and dorm interpersonal relationship status evaluation

iH EEREHE  EEERESE t p
ERELRW T 5.52 5.47 0.549 0.583
e INTS SN =G 10.27 10.57 -1.403 0.161

322 —MEFHEER. PN, REREESENEREH
6] bb s 2R
B ¢RI E KR KA — M A TR . DAY . K
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WE SR 5 T8 N VE R B AR O, S5 RN 4 s . 1E— B A FEA BRI AN

F4 BEKSEEERE—MBRYER. PATEN. REEFESENEEERN
I8
Table 4 T-test between dorm leaders and non-dorm leaders on general self-

efficacy, personal evaluation, family intimacy and adaptability questionnaires

i BERFHE  EEERTFHE t p
— 8 B AR5 3.64 3.54 2.83 0.005™
IV B 260.26 252.84 4.50 0.000™
KB ER 68.97 67.51 2.60 0.009™
FBLiE MRS 49.90 48.40 2.84 0.005"

4 ig

PIEFERR . BRI S G NE R R R B, X SCAR2ABE 2021 2000 641 44
EERKM 687 HAREERKMATX L, AWF5E &I,

(1) BEKEZARCRWEE W, XHgoR (2015) HFRTRK—. K
TGRSR, BERSIEEEREEE SRR TEES R,
HEZKAEEERAEREEES . BEAPRCRRI ERLE R S50
R, HEERAMEEERARHEEZS . XM —#EEELR
MAEREN, FAEMIEEN SR A, R, MIEECRIFESR—HA
Wk, BA—EREMME, Aok 2% R I R9E % N PR 7 U T &
TAEE

(2) FAHRERTH, BEK-BARUERSTEESTIEEEK, A
R e EFsTEEERK, RUEEKRAAR&EY AN, TmafE, BXf
H A SR PAR B B 7 B B & . AT e R E Kb ATA S 2 AL
S B, fRUE T I R RGBT BE R i TR S KA A T
B H R, LA TR ] R R = KX — R

=
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(3) TEZBEFE EAIE LT, EERAMEERTREERK, Uil
B2 KOk ARSI R ARE, il A S I DO AT . X A A Al ]
RIS 5= ERTARE, WERGIEEEERTT, 1F 0550 BB 5 5T
Bk C

5 #5ip

ZEULEEUR, AUEL IR E R EFREE RS LR . AN
MFRBERZTTHBIBUR, W10 R B KRR S KA AR . KgAK
FIIE BT HAFAE 22 5% . TEARRAE S OEERAF N P, MREEERKY
EE IS 1/S YNNG VY 37 IS SN AR DS K=K (A RO (VS I A WIS = 73 3
RS R AR
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Comparative Study of Freshman Dorm Leaders
and Freshman Non-dorm Leaders on Dorm
Relationship, Self-awareness and Family

Relationship
Yan Xin Jiang Hui

Wenhua College, Wuhan

Abstract: In order to discover the advantages and disadvantages of dormitory
leaders, this study used dormitory relationships, self-awareness and family
relationship to analyze 641 dorm leaders and 687 non-dorm leaders in The 2021
class of Wenhua College. Results showed no significant difference between two
groups on dormitory relationships questionnaire; In terms of self-awareness,
dorm leaders generally had higher self-efficacy scores and higher personal
evaluation scores than non-dorm leaders; In terms of family intimacy and
adaptability, dorm leaders showed significant higher scores than that of non-
dorm leaders. This study provides guidance for further psychological education
work in dormitories.
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