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BMREASFLEZIEZIRPHERN “BG” B, Ik XBOMEBEE, EREE 243 ek OF
FM VR RSREMSAERRR) PEERZLNG 462 DA—FTENARNR. EFIEMTA
WHE (FBA) BENESAFBICHEGING, THEIBIMNOHT . ZNRIAITMERTFSHRIVEABESZ
FIBEOXREK, R (1) B2RFVPHTAENBELZL2NEEN 02" S 5= NELDMHE, B
SPNREBRLVKIEZHRBNE, (2) BRTANEBRSZRETRS (ZUEDSRAARR) 89 “#
77 Wanh, MEZEMIL A1) BEBARERSR (71.4%) » (3) R ‘REEZL” NR: TRARER
RARPBIETEP, FESFRESHL, THRNEHENEAHSHESZE NEMA” « (4) R—RKS
PUPIREEE R : MREDE “AFGMe” B, FEPRE "SRR B, RINERE “RIOWP”
BARIFALUDME “MMETI B, 58 REEEFRBEPAIARNES, BEMESHEZR
ROED. FRIMEESZ—FANERE0H, MRUREAZIL. KR EDRRDNESSHED.
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1 g I 'é' ( Kearney, 2008) . TEEFRMEF T, FH DR N

U RO SEIRRE , W R RRRIR . BB S BT 2R

HRSEATH (School Refusal ) N —FEZRIGGI Beos 2 dis hhi5c8) (BBEDE, 2025) o ZEFRE S HESE

S aAg, BN AREE REMIGN RPN PORETRT, RREBBUOFLES . R AR

B [TRE20255FEESRESNALSHNBEERITHETNRA (20252D2X4083) ; PEREFX2024FEHERH—K
ARINFR (202416372006B) ; [ MESEHRFHRESHSFNETIEIE (2025ZLGC05)

EVES . 76k, LRIDEARZFINESESHE, FTESID, ARAE: VBRE. EEMR.

WESIA: RNGE, 2R, E, HER, TG4, (2025). REQUBRNER? —EFSFERNS FNZIFRMAR. LENZEZE]
B 712),1658-1666.
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KUK BERER I, h B AR H 4 2
ERArFE R BRI R R G, B ARl
WA CBET 45, 2023) .

HET, FARFNEERBN TR Z R TH %N
FAL” LA R AT BUA R R AR T T 2
J1 AR ARG ER IR 2 R A PR (Sun
etal.,, 2013) o #RTM, XFMUET “FESE” BT
SR WA RIBR . 28920 T X R LA 42
P, AFEARKRRE B2 TR I E AR ()
B RIEN (2024) $5i1, E2IFARRLAENAT
I3, TR A RO BB 0 P AR IR 4R
2 GUIRMIRY:, BRAHITOR R R R E I % AR
A, HOOBME Y E R 52 R R Ay, K
JE MR A% U SR T B AN . X — AR AR T )
JIFLEL, IS YA R M S H

TEAR S 2 T, RIEME N S HER G R R
B AEYS (Bronfenbrenner, 1986) , i & 4%
HEOMAE, hESUEERT, RIEXNF Ll
SRR R = OB, A SR AT e S
A5 R R ARE R SR (Lin et al., 2021) o {HAS4HE
(2025) Ay, BMEFEILAERRT, RKEES) B
PRI “BERCZBET OCkE, TR I E R
A AT R A, IRBRE SRR NTEREH, A
XA B 48 7R GREE SRR SCAE T TR B DV A2 AEMLH
TRENHE LB PR E R T IIREMEAT R P (FBA) HHKY
W ARSI RIS (Kearney, 2006; 325, £
IRIR, 2012) o AW BHERDT: RIEMLERRHL
WRE 2N “Fm” 7 WX AR, DU a2
AR TR 55 T HUR LR LA

2 WARFE

21 HARNR

AW FEBE B A FE 2= 2 05 B H AT 2R Rt R
— BN S, SR BPER AL (Retrospective
Survey ) X R IR N E 2 AT HATIRGE . X —%¢
SE 2P B (Y S RS AR P AT 58 A L A R S B el
T, AR R BRI i B 28orE S (R0 4%,
2024) .

ARG T 2EZ M8 AATEIX, 2%
2 E S RE, ZUiE FEET TR (n=177) |
J7ZR (n=53) . W@ (n=34) . it (n=33) KUK
(n=21) AT, [ TLR R, on, HK
2530 ALK, B RUFAHIRACRM: .

TERERAETT T, 25 53k A4 243 friy
K, Bt AN R B 2 BRSO —W” .
985, 211 TAREE Rl e mfs, Wik 1y AR
I R L AL, XA JE G AREAAE B, SIS

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc

SEIBRERSES BRI M Sl e 4 i, RIS (Sun et
al., 2013) .

AR 502 4y, BIBRAER—2#E s
R RR N TCRIAE G, RERIFABEAN=462, H
AR 92.03%

22 WRERSIE

RBFFAMGI LR 1 AT W0 O PHIE B, )%
AR (EESR ) BXAFRE, @l MEREE R
i, Fizo H e mEUR RSN, SRR R 2L R
EIpI0E il u A oA EEE =28

WFTE AP A AT . TR )46 1 WA 0
WroE B BT R R AR R, RS2 44 45 AN
HTHRIASEIKER

23 HRIAR

ARG 2% T E B B 4E 2 D) e T Ak AE 42

(Kearney, 2015) AR ALHFIFEHA (B &,
2023) , Gl TRAFER LD FBRERE . 5 E
AL LT

(1) NAZSEhEER . AaHE R G E
WEERHG . ST R

(2) RN ZERRAE: Z% Kearney (2015)
HITIREPEAT AL (FBA) HESR, B Rzl ET)
BN ABR . KEEFRER . MRCHL, BIMRE )Y

(3) BFXFREZERMNE: ETAESRGM
W, BEGBESHF . FREF. ABR (R 323t
S SR DT

24 AR

SR F SPSS 26.0 #FATHEIANHE . bR HEE A
F2ARR G . 2 E AR AP B TR 5
TR A LR ( Crosstabs ) Sl S7 VR 7 k5
(x Test) , FFE BN (Cram é r's V) FITAE
FRE SRR R B SeBrac)) (B2, 22080,
2012) .

3 &R

31 IEEFFENERER

3.1.1  FEAR N [OSAFE S5IEEAT A 5

RTINS 462 4 4F 2 A RAARRRIE AT T Fiik 1k
Guilatr (1) o FEMEFAAE L, BEARE U —ER
M2, Hp S 274 A (5 59.31%) , Lok 188
N (5 40.69% ) , B bBlZih 146 ¢ 1,

AR R (R SR BORE S P BURE AT R
W& (53.03% ) , W& TRITRE (46.96% ) o TF
2l B PR T, R B BRI K R B
R i HR 61.90%, B3 R TRIPBEN 33.10%, X—
Bt LR, R B BRI A AT A el R e [ 3k
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TS A2 T A AU 14T 1

TR 2ETG 6, 51.73% B AR R R BESEEL T
REEY, 27.49% WAMELERSF B SE e |E . 6
TAREI BRI TR, 75.11% B9 MARIRSAI KA —4E

1
Table 1

DI, AR 24.89% MBS —4F, MeAh, ad-E R~
TEE PR R R v, R Bdn R, ket
AR T B F AR R T R R A
B

EFFENAOSHEREF—E F I E LRSS ( N=462)
Descriptive statistics of demographic characteristics and school refusal-readmission timeline among school-

refusing students (N=462)

A dE Fl 1 Hebr WL (n) HOH (%) ¥ (M) Fri2s (SD)
AR 19.39 1.53
AR 9.8 6.29
fEIE 7.56 5.31
TR AR (4F) 1.25
PE5) 5 274 59.31%
‘s 188 40.69%
TR FF RS wh 217 46.97%
i 245 53.03%
KT / R4 wrh 176 38.10%
wh 286 61.90%
T ZHFR wih 96 20.78%
i 239 51.73%
P 127 27.49%
PR < 14 347 75.11%
> 14 115 24.89%
R FERY (ERE) 336 72.73%
HEERAE 125 27.06%

312 HEERKZFTHNERSIHES

BRI, HEAAT A AR AL B A 0 Y2 BRI S
N (A5 E) BT,

(1) FIHB B #1047 M R &
W1, AR R RS 721 T R B Bt BT, X
—ME5HEMEERARETEN MM mES,
HIAMRAE D) % Bt TR — a5 % E &,

We oy F B I8 B AS R 5 [ (/N iR,
2004; FEIRAR, 2020)

(2) WL —ARRAMUE R R A3, R
SRR SR TS P R A R Bl R, =
BrEeralk ) (g )i ) SR AL T T e
TERPERIIEALA L. SHIPBBAALL, Wb MAREA T
NSRRI, T Al AU

2 EEFE. KE EENELEDH

Table 2 Grade distribution of the onset of school refusal, school withdrawal, and school readmission

e PR KA /R HEPAER

PN A" PN Bk PN Al
W— 62 13.42% 35 7.58% 6 1.30%
w=— 89 19.26% 84 18.18% 24 5.19%
w= 66 14.29% 57 12.34% 66 14.29%
[ 79 17.10% 77 16.67% 60 12.99%
i 82 17.75% 88 19.05% 67 14.50%
= 84 18.18% 121 26.19% 112 24.24%
K— 127 27.49%
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EAEIEE YN QR AL KIIHIER /IR B A5 FEZS YN Gl
30.00%
25.00%
E20.00%
=
§ 15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%
#— = = i [ = K—
B 1 EF—hF—EFXET R E 57 E
Figure 1 Time distribution map of key nodes: school refusal-school withdrawal-school readmission

3.2 EFRESEFZHRRNIEIMN DM

AT K FH 2 E W R 437 ( Multiple Response
Analysis ) , XTREAHE2E IR R K G SR E T T %
2, WE3PIR,

32.1 EZEREK S EWR ST

AR, FEARAIEE T, St 1342-0 i R g
&, SRR T 2.0R R A (1342/462~2.90)
Bl won, R AR E ot Sm s, %
AR 2EAT B H R 2 R Z L FE AR, 2O e
B4 2t 5 S B AR ( Kearney, 2008; HIBESE 4,
2023) . FESTUERHE P 2SR FEEE RN 2 A
R, MEROILEIE 753%; RN EIEESH0A,
Br2EdL EF 08, 2R ABRE R ) (58.2% ) MH Al

FREE (42.9% ) WEHHEREAKEHR; SAHEE
(42.2% ) BFHEHE (34.0% ) IMEAEFMEEER .,
POl 32.7% W2EA 3R BIRANE B S 1 (R 2
FEEAL PRI R Z —

322 HEZHBREENSEMRN S

PEARMAA: 5 20 SC R R RO, 2 Ui TR
D3NSR, HTEE SRR FRBE SR B A RO
HHESN 1, NEASE 114%; NBRXER (554% ) 5%
KHEE (51.1% ) FEE 2R PR T Bt M 32
PR AL RERERRRA 30.0%, 45REH, Z2EH
FIIFARMAR— R, MREKE. e, PRE X
ILFEWERMZR, 8 RETHR P SR
AR EDR (BB 45, 2023)

*3 EFRESEFXHEZRNSEMMFES AR

Table 3 Multiple response frequency distribution of school refusal reasons and readmission support factors

A5k (Variable ) SH (Tiem) o i . MEEIE
ATy 348 25.9% 75.3%
B. # e i bR 56 R ) 269 20.0% 58.2%
C. HAth2 AL R 198 14.8% 42.9%
FE2EIEE (a) D. FEHE 157 11.7% 34.0%
E. EBAMT AW S| I F4) 151 11.3% 32.7%
F. A AHZE 195 14.5% 2.2%
G. HAbA 24 1.8% 5.2%
Bt 1342 100.0% 290.5%
A NBRGHR 256 24.4% 55.4%
B. KEEH R 330 31.4% 71.4%
CES 2L EAEY C. AR 236 22.5% 51.1%
D. ft &% 180 17.1% 39.0%
E. HAhPFE 48 4.6% 10.4%
Bt 1050 100.0% 227.3%
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33 EFRERESSFTIFRRNVKEDH

Sy kR IE AN (M) 5E I (h
J1) ZRITERE R, ARG 0] 0 2 22 0 e g 2% R R AT
TR FAHTINEATTR . (35S HA IR, HF 134
EIGFRERE (p<0.05) .

331 ZEH THSEXFHRERAZ

XA Sl R ST SEUESERMA, HE
S Z TR, BRI BN, ZRHA R
BRI TREELH ( x°=8.81, p=0.003) | AN ELHF
( x’=397, p=0.046) IAEHELF ( x’=11.64, p=
0.001) o XFIHEWEF B LRV W, FAERERS
PRGNS T T RESE A SR 2

332 “HKEHRZE” WIEREEH

PR EI—MES RTINS . BR “FENE

SR I 2 R (RS H71.4% ), (EXFTFRRE
HESEHE AR S, ks “REHE ER
B2 HH] (59.2% ) BERT AR EE N E 2441
(777%) ( x’=1732, p<0.001) . %— “Se#pmiE” M
SN, UFERGEAGBCNEIIIER, HAE R & 2L
TIMThRE S, e A B TR PR R
( x’=10.00, p=0.002) KALL=,

3.3.3 R 5K PE F K B4R LA

MFHE CHALERFE R HENEL, R
BN BERMAREREE (x’=8.36, p=0.004) ;
A A APRBIE" 5221 AME, WI7EE 240 R
X2 E (x = 8.64, p=0.003) MR EMwEE. I
b, B/ ANBER” EEAME, HE 28071 R
EMEE R, WEPIERA HMAEER" (x’= 1547,
p<0.001) .

F4 EFERSEFTHEZNBEXBREST (N=462)

Table 4 Analysis of significant correlations between school refusal reasons and readmission support factors (N=462)

R )5 LSRR X’ P Cramer’s V Wk (1) ikt (2)

A 2B T B. FEEH R 8.814 0.003 0.138 75.00% 60.50%
C. 2R 3.974 0.046 0.093 53.70% 43.00%

D. fh o E 11.637 0.001 0.159 43.40% 25.40%

B. ABRICH A B. KEEH R 5.14 0.023 0.105 75.50% 65.80%
D. fhx % 8.639 0.003 0.137 44.60% 31.10%

C. HAt A A NFRCRFE 8.358 0.004 0.134 63.10% 49.60%
D. fhaHE 6.144 0.013 0.115 45.50% 34.10%

D. KEEHZR LWNIS SRS 10.002 0.002 0.147 65.60% 50.20%
B. FpEHE 17.324 <0.001 0.194 59.20% 77.70%

D. # &M% 6.679 0.01 0.12 47.10% 34.80%

E. &5MK51 77 A NBRRERER 5.111 0.024 0.105 62.90% 51.80%
F.ANAHEZE E. HAb R 15.47 <0.001 0.183 16.90% 5.60%
G. FA R = E. JoAbFER 26.599 <0.001 0.24 41.70% 8.70%

Ao (1) Rk FE EFRET KT, AL CIFRE

HEE BE5k.

EH A Bk (2) Rz EFRET GBRP, RS E L

3.4 RERFREEFSEFIZEDOWERDN

B TR LT (Crosstabs ) AL MR HG5
( Chi-square Test ) X GBERRTEES () H5E%
(g SRR RO TR EE ST

34.1 AREFEFEETREHNENERELE

DRk — X T KRR RIE%" B
(n=157) 5 “HERBEENFIEF" BEHE (n=305) 7EHF
SCRPREIRARI B 225, ISR .

KEESCHFH) “UIREZ " M. Forksies, K
FRE MR BUEAIME, 2l B RKIE o

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0712269

DT EIRM LR 59.2%, IR TS e F R 4 i1
77.7% ( x*=17.32, p<0.001) . XK, BRERGA
BRI CsRFohse . RIEDIRERE ) A EY:
W, HAER B R 2 B B 2 594k

a5 ABRERMREENLE] . L2 T, FRER
FAE 2R 2= A XTI BB A R BE T g o X A BROG
FRIHE (65.6% ) At KR IHF (47.1%) TR B3
BT (59050.29%H134.8% ) o X—KBUR,
X REDIRESZ IR A, @R AR SRR
MR RG” B BENTANER, RAERE SR
HERAR (MFI5FY 42, 2025; Linetal., 2021) .
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#*5 ARERFEZHESFRRERNZEZHEESZIRBELNER

Table 5 Differences in readmission support paths between the group refusing school due to family factors and the non-

family-factor group

SN HZRpE R E (n=157 ) EHKIEREE 2 (n=305) KR
B. FEEF R 59.2% 77.7% p<0.001
LWNIS S 5ES 65.6% 50.2% p=0.002
D. fhaH % 47.1% 34.8% p=0.010
C. 2R 52.9% 50.2% p>0.05
E. HAFEER 11.5% 9.8% p>0.05

E:OCEFoA EREmERFrRR (x7) FR. A EREAMEFE MASREE,

3.4.2  FREEX RN E TR B O T A

RN, AN GBEVE R SR 5 AN R
S AT R, FRBESCREA AN R 28 B R 2= R B
ZEFART RO

TEREWRE], FKESFRE LR R (75.0%,
p=0.003) Ke2E4 ABRialER (75.5%, p=0.023) A
R = A BN . XUl 462 R R &
Bk AR NIRRT, AR SR 5 5 RedR koA RO
it AU mUEEo P

I OCHR X [H], X TARSMR S (73.5% )
PMAHE (70.3% ) RHAMPRINE (74.7% ) W)
WIHEEAT R, RIESIFRR R B, (BT o0k
Kk B EKF (p>0.05) o X B LA E 25
DU BN 4, B I BE T BT RE Xk A7 A e 1
M, AR EAFGEN 5] ATIREPEAT AP ( Functional
Behavioral Assessment, FBA ) #4755 i B I ALIR
A5 F T (Kearney, 2015; #Z5d, AIRIA,
2012)

* 6 REXFERERAREFFERBERNIHFERILERE (N=462)
Table 6 Distribution characteristics and effect size test of family support factors among groups with different school refusa
| triggers (N=462)

A INHFBERRARLFF L (%) XMl pla Cram é r’s V {H
D. FERE (Z184]) 59.20% — — —
AR 75.00% 8.814 0.003 0.138
NS S 75.50% 5.14 0.023 0.105
E. KA 51 7 73.50% — >0.05 —
F.AANHEZE 70.30% — >0.05 —
C. HAZ AR 74.70% — >0.05 —

EAMRIACH FEE TGRS ST B REEF S A HIZREES RAE R RS L ZRTG ek,

4 itig

41 ERITRNNEBEKMERS “REDH” KHE

ARBIFFTIM AT X 46244 AR R A R B, K2k
BOTRA 2 DA A T E B B = 5 R
=7 BT X — R IAMUE R THEHAT IEA
)2 B (it P, B ) ) L v 2 A A /D AR R R DG
WA i A R SRR

W ZARAE W B B 2R m R, SRR
COEBFNT R RIS EE A I, A
B ST BRI P B 2l AR 1) il 532 Y
BRIT, AR REAR I R a8 P S 4, AR S
I A RE AL (BT, SRR, 2004) o HEZR
SR (2020) 15, TEBLBYEE, BB B AR x
K, PR LA R AR O BUE T-BL

BB (RS =) AMURIESF IR,

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc

BRI W (R%) MRBREX ., AT, &
T BO IR 5 LS ik 61.90%, 48R T T E NI E
RN BRI R . Sun SF A (2013) AR
FEUESE, i =AW R AE e — AR ), TR
FTHA3E 4 o G008 o BEIUI S LA ROAROR AN S P25 22
SODBE T BB o AU A8 PR S BT A A
OBIRRHE AR R = O AT ] R S AR A I
e

42 HBFFREEFHNN “HE—H" FEHNH

AWFFEE L 2 TR T B, TH R AT R
N (oot A4 VAN (WA RS = v NUNLIE S (EVAE 2
ST, EEAEMRTREMASL; MEZL R
17 W TRERSE (714%) .

P ZR LT A] A AN X BRI R et A2~ T T S Ak
Kearney (2008) A2y, fE2ARARLEIAG “AH AR
75 CREASEIWRG )7 T RE R 2
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& Sun7 S RO = o e i e SO T € 27 VAl W X o
AESIRAFN R KN “HHES)” (Ingul et al., 2019) o 5
BT DI SN (2023) @ FrEAF ST R B,
A ARY 2 2R RN RS AU, Hp R B
AARAMAER R, I, A REERE AL R SR
A%, HAUERG R, WRE= AR “hih” iz
AENE, AP - MRS R R TR R AR, R
5N (2024) #5i, XFPRUEMEAAIR T & 2t i
AR PSR, ReB T BN 4 AT A SE R
PREFFI AL 2 D ERE I

43 RERZOVULENL: DRI SHENS

AT A “FKEEEE” R ESUEE R TR
MR EER LN, RIEESREHE, FKEME M
NXTANAE I E R ‘43 H”  ( Bronfenbrenner,
1986) . 2R, FEHREMEG L, FREESHFL izl
BURAA T THARIGRE | LM Z T BT
ZEMRZEE (Sunetal., 2013)

2 5% ) B A Ak o T AL B R, R BE R
MC“BERE” SR CRART o XA PTER, W
FUERFAE AR, HA 2 B0 G2 S i R %
(59.2% ) WEMTIERERHEL, HopH (2025) A
J, XF AR RERT SFEERES KA,
FUESZFFUIRE LA e 40 . BRdk (2025) 5 TH#2F
(2023) 3R, FEXFESLT, RERGHEIITHR
WSk ) SRR

R DR 38 A AMARTE IR AR R SR R
JABh CHMEE RS o MIGEREE A (2025) YA
WFIFTIEN, Y 2RRERNS SR, R e L m
FWTETAER, Bt X—E AR
FEMIGRE X TR RZEANE, THESNMN
HAiREE R TR AT B/, B RS
FIFATRME R S AR A2 A S S 0 U 2P (Lin et al.,
2021) .

44 BEFRSZRHERINVEEEREE

WIS K, ARHRST R S DU EAT R RN
(LAY VLA

(1) AEEIR “RGaMz" B, BiEFhs
N3 ki i e RN e e b R N B =257 D
SEHE ZICIARE . BE R, 2l R B AT R
BE | 2ERE Bt 2GR B AR . X UL R R
F1 0 L At e Bt T A A A 2 R LAY SR R SR
(Ingul etal., 2019) ,

(2) REEWETH “SCRFH” . RERER
GiAE oh s T ETEAS AR IR, (H LR LR TR E AR R
e, KT (2025) MIRFIT RIS T & DA g
IR BERE , AR A, WA B
RmEERGN BT o X—BERIEEEEE,

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0712269

[B P S RFAE R BE T RE 55 AL sk B A SRR My " AR
(I8 4, 2025)

(3) “He—hr" XFmpt=: LARI RIS X P s
Ko FAT RIS R B IR IURTL fE,
WIS R 228 1 R TR A BR R . X
MR XU SN | ) ) AR 7 T R 8 TG 29, T
e T TR M R B sk AR A 6 1 <1
g3 (G g, 2009)

(4) Jedumipmp@iy) “AEeT I WiE. w5
KB, RANCHERE (£E8, HERSE) 508
e, P CHAEAEAR AR MBI R . BB D
(2025) FEEFRUET T R hddg i, B
EESEME . X, Kearney (2015) #ESCRHIIREMEAT
FFAE (FBA) SRifEf T RE IR I EAARSINL, 225 522
IH4E (2012) BEAIPTR T FBA MSEHE R, ARk
HEVPAR JRAR DR ZAi 4 A B A, BRIETR AN H i
EMAEERRN “FEHEERX .

5 HiBHEI

51 HAREGE

(1) BB RAE . ST R REFEN 9
=5 R BRI T BRI SR
= AP iva: i I EN - =y e e R A i s i ot}
F,

(2) REREMIEAEN: FE0FE W07
BETHRAESRG (ENERAARR) , RS
ol “hid)” WFRERGEN S, TiRiERAM, K
JEMRZIE R F AT E R SR+, KEEEAT
YEM.

(3) HEEEAMGERM:: PRGN RGAME. X
FEEERE . LI AL T DR BB A, IESE T
FEZE T UL NG “PER—BEIR” PCRCIs, BTy
BRI 2 RS RE, KEEh AR %R, MR
5| B N BREE S, 7S O B P 28 TR D) e i g 8k
AR EL T

(4) THREShFRK: BrikresE A (2023) 5,
IR T A R B R T R, AR A it
—PHER Tk — WA, SRR E R RGE PRI AR

52 SEEEN: MEBEURENZIVEVES AR

XS FRSEIS, AU LT CRAER T
=i,

(1) RERH: BAZKOTES Ll o)
ABo RME N B Ry 52 2 S R G th AN AT U A A
FA AW B 5 BU5 6 T IR LR Y0 B2 4k
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How does the Family become a Cornerstone? Investigating
Support Pathways for Successful School Re-entry among
Students with School Refusal
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Abstract: Purpose: This study aims to explore the motivational mechanisms and support pathways of students
returning to campus by retrospectively tracing typical cases of successful re-entry. It provides an in-depth analysis of the
“cornerstone” role played by the family system during the transition from school refusal to re-entry. Methods: Utilizing
a retrospective survey method, the study sampled 462 university freshmen with prior school refusal experiences from
243 higher education institutions across China (ranging from “Double First-Class” universities to local undergraduate
and vocational colleges). A questionnaire was developed based on the logic of Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA)
and Ecological Systems Theory. Data were analyzed using multiple response analysis, crosstabulation, and Chi-square
tests of independence to examine the correlation between refusal triggers and support pathways. Results: (1)The timeline
of school refusal and academic interruption exhibits a significant “bimodal distribution,” peaking in the second year of
junior high (Grade 8) and the third year of senior high (Grade 12). Senior high school is identified as the critical risk
period for evolving into long-term academic suspension.(2)School refusal is primarily driven by “push factors” within
the school ecosystem (academic pressure and campus interpersonal relationships), whereas the core “pull factor” for re-
entry stems significantly from the family system (71.4%).(3)A “Family Paradox” was identified: in cases where school
refusal was triggered by family factors, the family’s support function is significantly impaired, leading individuals to
demonstrate a clear “compensatory tendency” toward peer and social support.(4)Four precision-adaptive models were
extracted: the “Systemic Compensation” model for environmental pressure, the “Support Transfer” model for family
conflict, the “Pull-Offset” model for external temptations, and the “Personalized Intervention” model for atypical
issues. Conclusion: The family is an indispensable cornerstone in the support pathway for re-entry, though its efficacy is
moderated by the initial causes of school refusal. Interventions should capitalize on the “golden window” within the first
year of re-entry. It is essential to construct an ecological support framework centered on the family, characterized by the
collaborative synergy of families, schools, communities, and medical systems.

Key words: School refusal; Re-entry support path; Family system; Functional behavior assessment (FBA); University

freshmen
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