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Abstract

Objective: To understand the personality characteristics and influencing factors of the rural
left-behind junior high school students. Methods: The Eysenck Personality Questionnaire for
Children (EPQ-C) was used to investigate 291 rural left-behind junior high school students. Re-
sults: 1) The typical mentality of rural left-behind junior high school students accounted for
26.6%, the typical emotional instability accounted for 20.7%, the typical introverted type and the
typical extroverted type accounted for 27.8% and 11.8% respectively; 2) Rural left-behind junior
high school students of different genders and grades have significant differences in introversion,
emotional stability and mental quality; 3) The introversion and extroversion scores of the rural
left-behind students who were the only child were greatly lower than those who were not; 4) The
mentality scores of the rural left-behind junior high students taken care of by their grandparents
and other relatives were hugely higher than those living with their mothers. The mentality scores
of students cared by other people or relatives were remarkably higher than those living with their
fathers; 5) The rural left-behind students had greatly higher scores on introversion and extrover-
sion, emotional stability, and mental quality than their counterparts who were not left-behind.
Conclusion: 1) Among the rural left-behind junior high school students, girls were more outgoing
and emotionally unstable, and boys were more independent and aggressive; 2) The rural
left-behind junior high school students who were not only children were more outgoing than those
who were only children; 3) The third grade students had higher learning embeddings and were
more optimistic in the face of difficulties. The second grade students were more emotionally un-
stable, eccentric and rebellious; 4) The rural left-behind students taken care of by their grandpa-
rents or other people or relatives were inferior in the sense of judgment and more offensive than
those taken care of by their parents; 5) Compared with the rural non-left-behind junior high
school students, the left-behind junior high school students were more outgoing, emotionally un-
stable and feeling more lonely, not easy to adapt to the environment, showing typical introversion,
typical emotional instability, and typical mentality.
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HHEE AR S A, SR — R T 12 31 16 B 2 [A(EVLE, XS%E, 2012).
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Table 1. Basic situation of rural left-behind junior high school students (n = 169)
=1 RFEBFIREEREL( = 169)

FEANE I 4 NH(n) E 5y (%)
T4
H— 58 34.3
Z) - 49 29.0
W= 62 36.7
1 5l
5 56 33.1
% 113 66.9
FI (D)
12 40 23.7
13 42 24.8
14 46 27.2
15 4 24.3
MAEF
& 18 10.7
& 151 89.3
SCBRHT T A5
RfEEEi L 55 326
R LT L 56 33.1
HEIHHAT L 58 34.3
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FEBEPNIEN
wE M E R 50 29.6
0 i3 TR 44 26.0
FLAth A B IR R Jst 27 16.0
AT WIYIII A SRR ot 48 28.4
SCREFE AT I (]

6 MA~14 149 88.2
1~2 4F 5 3.0
3~4 4F 8 47
54D 7 4.1

22. fAIRIA

KA HR A 05 ) LER(EPQ-C), ZINGHHE 4 MER——P (FE#). E (WAMH). N (IE%F
EPE). L (). KA B H T EERY, HEE A HKESEN N @ERZE -7 8 “A2” . &
e Pl E R S5 1P b T 0 E B & B R E A5, RIEE B WMRE T 4, P45
N 50, FRAEZEN 10. KL, AEe, WA, SRR T 4 X R 4 A 43.3 # 56.7. 56.7 F 61.5 B 38.5
F 433, i 61.5 Hifik T 38.5 (2S5, 1984).

2.3. BAELIESE
W R BOAT T 20t Tikt L &R T 2K T 60 MIFEA, RA SPSS26.0 Xt T 43 #E4T ARG
ST S AL
3. &R
3.1 REBTFHPEERER

AR A, LWL FoIHA E 66.9%, BEWATESNT THIAAR 5T 5 34.3%, 28.4%I1)4%
A SE) A S SS U AN A SN BRI, B SFINTE] 1 4E A2 DA B 11.8%, FKEEAEYRN 5000~1 J3 TG
36.1%.

3.2. RFETFHHREARBFEIRK

PR E RGBT 2l a0k 2 fios, AT B e v A R0k fh st N Z0(T > 61.5) /5 26.6%:;
HAEEAFLENET > 61.5) AEY 20.7%; S8 Y RY(T < 38.5) AR H A AMET R (T > 61.5) N £ & i
27.8%-. 11.8%, H ML pyfiZy A Zm T S 78 A M B N\ % .

Table 2. Proportion analysis of personality characteristics of rural left-behind junior high school students (n = 169)
= 2. RITETFYIHE NSFFELL 54 (n = 169)

THE SENG! [FEgsY e K5 itk
T<385 27.8% 1.8% 4.1% 13.6%
385<T<433 21.9% 7.1% 5.9% 22.5%
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43.3<T<56.7 33.2% 55.0% 58.6% 61.5%
56.7 < T<615 5.3% 15.4% 4.8% 2.4%
T>615 11.8% 20.7% 26.6%

3.3. REBFHHEAOGIHFEER

3.3.1. FEMANRFA BT PE ABIHEEZRELER

n# 3 Bon, ENANRYERE L, BoE NN LEPp<0.001); EEEREEAEE L, BoEmEm
NP < 0.01); ERSHIBTAENE b, 159 S n 854 (p < 0.05). EMMHIELEERS 7 - F L%
S (p > 0.05).

Table 3. Comparison of personality characteristics of different genders of rural left-behind junior high school students (M + SD)

3. NEMANH R BT HEASHEERELBI(M £ SD)

NAEHRHE %(n = 56) Z(n=113) t p
M b1 4411+ 8.43 45.13 +14.90 —0.478 0.000
et se 52.86 + 6.53 56.68 + 10.54 —2.488 0.001
A 15T 56.07 + 14.36 55.31+12.12 0.361 0.039
FEI 44.11+7.93 45.40 £ 6.72 -1.171 0.171

332 BEAMETFLHRAHETFNPEARHEER LR

WA 4 Sor, EWANAZERE [, ASRIA T L HIAHS B 700 A4S0 B3 TR A T S AR B
SRR A (p < 0.01). FEHR=AYEER S LIEEEZR(p ¥ >0.05).
Table 4. Comparison of personality characteristics of the only one child or not of the rural left-behind junior high school

students (M £ SD)
F 4 BREAMEFLORF BT PE ABFFEER LR (M £ SD)

NAEHRHE #(n=18) Z3(n = 151) t p
VAN 39.72 £ 7.37 45.40 + 13.50 -1.750 0.004
THegfamtt 57.50 + 8.45 55.17 + 9.67 0.980 0.556
K& 58.06 + 12.97 55.26 + 12.87 0.869 0.550
He itk 44.44 + 8.73 45.03 + 6.96 -0.330 0.202

3.33. PEFEFHRFA BT PE ABIHEEZRELE

W 5 BoR, ANFRELIIRI YR ALE R a . %R R R4 RS> PHEEER(p <
0.001, p < 0.01, p<0.001), FEHEMHMELERTS 5 o3 7% 7 (p > 0.05).

N 6 Won, il LSD A s HEAT I LUt FEAAMRIZERE |, W WI=HHE S RE ST
—EZ(p < 0.01, p<0.001); 7ERE@FEEAEE B, W1, HI=FEHA 0 RE &S TH—F%P <001, p<
0.05); TEXEMHBRALLE I, W] FRAR 5 B3 @ TH—F % (p < 0.01), HI=FHAE7» BEMTH - FE5Rp <
0.001).
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Table 5. Comparison of personality characteristics of different grades of rural left-behind junior high school students (M + SD)
5. TRIFRMRFETRE ASFHEE R LR (M £ SD)

NHEHFAE #]—(n =58) ¥1—(n = 49) ¥I=(n=62) F p
P4 ] 38.36 + 12.54 46.53 + 12.26 49.44 +11.95 12.591 0.000
e R It 52.41 +9.33 57.76 +10.11 56.37 + 8.69 4.860 0.009
F o5t 54.48 + 13.79 61.43+12.91 51.94 +10.26 8.445 0.000
HEfi 1 44.40 + 7.56 44.49 £ 7.79 497+7.14 0.806 0.448

Table 6. Multiple comparison of personality characteristics of different grades of rural left-behind junior high school students
6. TRIFERMKRF BTV PE ARFHES EELER

AR (42 D% A ZAH (1) b
e (U w1 -8.169 0.001
Y= -11.073 0.000
Hl— ¥l -5.341 0.004
TH Rt
Y= -3.957 0.022
i #l— ¥ —6.946 0.004
=L
B ) Y= 9.493 0.000

3.34. FEBHFPANRFETIPEARIHEERLE
W 7 BoR, AEBEYP NG AR 0] AR R R4S PR B2 7 (p < 0.01), 7EH
e R EZ R 4 > 0.05).

Table 7. Comparison of personality characteristics of rural left-behind junior high school students with different caregivers
(M +SD)

F 7. NEEPANRF BT PE ABFEER L (M £ SD)

FREPA P4k W RaE I - Hetfit
2! H&
mzf% ? 4')"’@5 41,82 +11.37 54.89 + 10.54 51.48 + 10.03 45.00 +7.92
2528 HA [
é%?ﬁ %&;M 45.80 +12.80 56.60 + 9,17 53.50 + 11.62 44,50 £ 6.72
R o
%%%%ﬁ /285;@%,,“)@;?1 45.83 +13.22 54.27 +7.72 58.13 + 13.55 45.21 + 6.9
H 7 B
ﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁi’fi’@ﬁ 45.93 + 15.75 56.11 + 11.55 61.48 + 15.24 4537+7.33
F 1.026 0.575 4742 0117
b 0.383 0.632 0.003 0.950

N5 8 W, i LSD A AT PP LLELIG . AH2E oAb N s B A AT B ST 4 v 2R A A e
JRYEFES 4 152 T T U ik BRI 2 2E (p < 0.05, p < 0.01);  HoAth A ST R SR (10 4 A B9 < 4 v A FE G
T LA B 2 T e E A A R 22 (p < 0.01)
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Table 8. Multiple comparison of personality characteristics of rural left-behind junior high school students with different ca-
regivers (M = SD)
= 8. FEIBPANRSBTFIREANSFFHEL ELLR(M + SD)

NHEHFAE (1) Y AE 5 L () HETE 5K st Y ZEAE (1-0) p
Fi 0 4 4 1 R B UGIHI A Y 5T —6.648 0.011
FoAts N B -10.004 0.001
wEE M R FoAth N B R -7.981 0.008
T YWIH A R oAt N BT JR R B -3.356 0.264

3.4. REBFHPEESIEETNPEARFHELLE
WMz 9 Bon, KA ESFYIhA SR PRI AL N AN YERE . 1 R MRS MR 4R 1, R E A
433858 = T ¥ (p < 0.001, p < 0.05, p < 0.001). ZEHEMITELEEFS> =% TR &% 5 (p > 0.05).

Table 9. Comparison of personality characteristics between the rural left-behind junior high school students and non-left-behind
junior high school students (M + SD)

# 9. RIMETFYPESIEBETFTIPEARHELLE (M £ SD)

KA e Rt t p
AP 44.80 +13.10 33.73+7.10 8.481 0.000
e fasE It 55.41 + 9.55 46.72 £ 7.52 8.356 0.026
g 55.56 + 12.90 45.70 + 8.61 7.360 0.000
Ei(NA 44,97 +7.14 49.63+7.19 -5.476 0.380
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4.1, REBFHAPEASEAEIR 547

WAL R EIR, M B SF A ARSI 5 (T > 61.5) A3 26.6%, SRS AFEE (T > 61.5) A
Hh 20.7%. XEEARZHOE PR, U, LA BTG BaltEs Bk = B O 5 & s . Ak
THEHARE . MR HGUR, SRS NFAN ) R EE R s SO DSPE0 S, IR 31,
EHE RGP RS ER. Bk, IR .

VR AR R AR B Sy A AE MR 4R I (T < 38.5) 14543 i bl i T- M AR A (T >
61.5), WK ZHCRM oA R MR N, SRR EAELE, fyHiEEa. F£4
TR, AL RGBT

4.2. RFEFETFHPEABFHERA OFEHESH

RN, EARNESIR AT, WENSNRYEES S m T A, AR AT FES M ERA
W BRI AN OIENIER, TR MR AR, ZAEBERERERES ST HAE: —~
LR ELRTHERKEN, PlinA LA SIER LA EATE, SEUAIIS R, B
FRIARS ;. RRMNMIXIRR “ERREL” MEGNSHN, AR DZR 4R ARIETT, A
TRIFERE . EH A 3T, B ARSI TTLE AT 0 B o TAATIVERS A ) A BB S AN R A NSS4, A
RB5REA CESCAE, FILRA BT, i sm A BAT Bk k.
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X ECARAE G2 A S A RS OR B IR B . B3R, 5 MIANARE, M IPUE RE o il feqy 5
BRI KA 22 AT . B RN ANALEZR 2 AR, AT RER BT B2 BT,
BEANFABGETATE, N LCEA [T . ) =5 215 48 A e Pk 4 E MU 1 S 4 A5 foe v, WTRERE IR
NI ARG F RO (=g ], I ESRAZRD, ShZ K, wHMBURK. SR, AREAE
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A N BRI O o0t GOFARSR AR T O B 4O 2 IR, AR IR RIS T S T BT AR IR, IRt
FAXT RS PR ELVA

4.3. REETFANPESERFIRE ASFELL B 47

TEPISMIAERE by AR B S A AR B T AR e h A, (EZE DA — ek A B 57 L2 R 9 e
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[RGB, BUR. . RES R RS SEARTH, ORA BRI “hi. 5Huk.
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