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Abstract

OBJECTIVE: The purpose of this study was to investigate the current status of family rearing pat-
tern and love values of medical students, and to study the relationship between them. METHODS:
Students of a medical college in Henan province were measured by love attitude scale and parent-
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ing style evaluation scale. RESULTS: 1) Love behavior of medical students is common, more than
half of medical students said they had love experience, and there is a significant difference be-
tween male and female students in love values; 2) The family rearing pattern of medical students
is generally severe, lacking warmth and understanding, and there are significant differences be-
tween male and female students in family rearing patterns; 3) Different dimensions of family
rearing pattern have different influences on medical students’ love values. Specifically, positive
parenting pattern has a significant positive correlation with positive love values, while negative
parenting pattern has a significant negative correlation with positive love values. This study re-
veals that family rearing pattern has an important influence on love values. In order to help child-
ren form a positive and correct love values, parents should educate their children in a more rea-
sonable way and create a more healthy and harmonious family atmosphere.
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AW AR MR AETE U 2 I 2 2 2R B K, i K E e 7. KBS 1818
75 3 A B £%F QAT B AR AL REI AS AR 5 (R 1, T L, 2005) KEEHFF T SR8 X BHE S T LA i
PR R IR I B B —BUEmAT AT, BN ETR T . B E LI T L s BRI
BT R, BAARENE, AN RIS (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). — 3 BAE Py k2225 A7
X R T8 R B S BE TR T AL — @ R B2 R AR W= e g, RIS BERAMR I 55 07 X (an 1 8k
TR 5 KA R IEA R, SRR BER 7 & 5™ 7« 487500 5 R AR5 W 2 Ui ok
(Bl 2ok, xocge, 2014). DA AEABARRIBE Fife th 7 AHE 25 5, RISCBR R 07 S B e A A 2
MA RFE R T, 2017).
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2.1. ARMREF*

AT SR A 73, U 4 5 S bR 2 A N RO B, JLR T3 391 4, b
R 365 4y, WA BIRIER A 93%. Mk EEALS B 1 fir.

Table 1. Basic information of the subject

=1 HAERER

N Hr

e 5 122 33.4%

% 243 66.6%

K— 87 23.8%

- 79 21.6%

T = 96 26.3%
NL 72 19.7%

K 31 8.5%

o 2 48 13.2%
e 4 317 86.8%
NN EigE 199 54.5%
KR ) 166 45.5%
I R 98 25.6%
e A= 267 69.7%

22. fiRIE

ZIEAEER(LAS): B Hendrick 25(1998)gwthil], FEHH THEERKFAEMDEZN, HANTERARK,
N IR, TR, FfEE, BSER, SAEMERE, BN ERTABE, Lo AmE, &
FRAZ R TR, A 1~5 RAERAFEEIIEF R R, ZERERE R AR A ORI A R
UFHIE FEERIBE (W, IS, ARTERIL 2008).

R BFE TR T AP B R (EMBU):  H 3 SURS #0822 K Perris 25 A (1980) 4], F I 223 15 24 55 A
(1993) AT P EAR LA BT, FZERRIFEN B ZTR T, A B R AR COE TR 7 AR BEE 2
FHR), BNEREE 66 MEEAM, KH 4 siitol, HPSCRBEE T RAANNEE, RN
XA ANYEE, ZRREWIEEREL R .

2.3. BURAE

FIH SPSS23.0 BAF X HAm HEAT SR BEF UL L34, Horh, M RIRBESTH TR B E A gt it
MAAEAR il RO, BRI, BLp<0.05 NER, A4 7E .
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3. fIRGER
3.1. EEERZHIR

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of love experience of medical students

#* 2. EFETELEHAMST

WO 20 €1 N H 4 H(%)
IR 96 26.3%
—IREF IR 181 49.6%
=R =KL b 88 24.1%

AUBHFIRE T 365 MHR, XABATHIARZ XECEAT AR (K 2), SRR HEREA DR
HOWERBONFRAEZAEHR 96 4>, HEFEAR 26.3%, WL —XEPHRIAE 181 N, HEFEAR
49.6%, RIT =R =IRLA LA 88 N, HEFEAM 24.1%. WJUMRMIEIE I, 7 KFRpalsad
BT, YT A A AR AT AR i .

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of medical students’ love values

3. EFERENER ST

WEM N3 B4t
RIS 24 6.6%
i34 33 9.0%
EEE 32 8.8%
N 34 9.3%
el 69 18.9%
BTN 75 20.5%
BE 98 26.8%

e EREMGT, W ARG SRR R, T AN ERAGFE NS, W
Bkl TRE .

XF &5 AE JURP AN [RI R A A A 2 R A7 404, A5 R 3. MRIETAE A R IAT T DR A1 W E W AR
BRI AR 24 4, (HREAR BRI 6.6%, WERTLHIA 33 4, HAFEARN 9.0%, FERA 324, &
SPEA 8.8%, BLSLALA 34 4, HEFEARM 93%, HAEMAH 694, HEFEA 18.9%, FEIALH 75 1,
HEFEAN 20.5%, BETIAE 98, HEFEARN 26.8%. HMLAT LI, BE2AETSE 0 LR AR EH W,
RIFIRUORFIAL, SR IR, AL [REAL, TRIAL.

Table 4. An analysis of gender differences in medical students’ values of love

F 4. EFETENNMERNER S

B n=365 g i34 [ £ P A Z R RE
5 122 8 16 16 7 21 18 36
& 243 16 17 16 27 48 57 62
X? 2.667 0.300 0.000 11.765™" 10.565™" 20.280"" 6.898"

s

¥ ™p<0.001,
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Xof AN [F P S 5 2 A PR 7R S R AT 2 A, 5 AR TR W45 4 55 1 N0 A A B UORTR B L.
B MR, W AR R AR AL VRIS AL IRSAY . L AR N LA R I N B A s B ORTR A
ZEERA . HA AL, BLSEA. PR, IRIEAURIE R, RO A, B, 5a
AL FERA(p < 0.00) AR AT (p < 0.01) X PURN N2 & LA BE M ZRLE 4).

3.2. EEEREHFHFAIR

Table 5. Statistical results of description of family rearing patterns of medical students (compared with norm)

5. RFEREHF HAREFITER(GEELR)
%

Fl F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 Ml M2 M3 M4 M5
FEAR

B 21.00  8.00 11.00  4.00 6.00 5.00 19.00  18.00 8.00 9.00 5.00

B 73.00  39.00 3500 1400 2200 20.00 7400 60.00 3000 29.00  18.00

SESE 5065 1925 2050 0 720 1081 1116 5071 3331 14.87 1504  10.03

il

A
P4y 5154 1584 2092 928 827 1243 5571 3642 1147 1113 9.9
o BT POl a7, St ACR R T30 I KB TR T O RdE, FURA T AR A T K

ML HE AT LS, B2 A KRR 5 I IR PR AR R 7 (F1 & MI)TE 21~73 73l 19~74 432
[ 5340, ~F341455 4 50.65 31 50.71 43, SSAKT W B4, BB R A4 K BE R 7 T AL BRI 45 T 1 %0 B
AN R, SCBEP™ [ A% T K 7 (F2 & M4) 737l 75 8~39 43 Hll 9~29 43 Z [ 5347, ~F-3553 43 il 19.25 43 F 15.04
gy, BETEEESE, YRS EREBFETH AR ™G, T EF S RS ES R REN, &
T 1% A ik, AR o T A FE LR R 7 (F3 & FO)TE 11~35 431 5~20 43 Z (850 At ~F34)
By 20.5 43 A0 1116 4, 43 SR T HAE 2%F0 10%, B 20 F i Fad B R4 5~ (M2)7E 18~60 43
Z a5 Ai s SPYIECR 33.31 4, KT HE 8%, UiHABR AU ENT H O THWAZ, JHHREXH R
Bt AR . SBR[ T-(F4 & MS)TE 4~14 53 F1 5~18 43 Z 165045, 395020519 7.2 43 F1 10.03 43,
FoA A2 ok 3% 743 /IR T 22%, BESEES = TR, SR ZZAENRSCEIFEAmEBR O, BEHE
MZHEC. KEHEAT AR T(F5S & M3)TE 6~22 73 F1 8~30 7> 2 (84347, ~F34153 40 3128 10.81 43 F1 14.87
g5, BImm TR 30%, W LAS R AE R BE R T 1A RER AR 48 5 NS B IS DL e, RN A %1
L 5).

Table 6. Analysis on gender difference of family rearing patterns of medical students

#* 6. EFEREHFHANMANER S

SRR FRIT B4 (M £ SD) %M £ SD) T{A
F1 5133+6.15 50.31+10.33 1.17
F2 19.88 +6.57 18.93 +6.58 1.293
F3 21.65+3.96 19.92 + 4.65 3703
F4 7.76 £ 1.79 6.90 +2.03 —0.580
F5 10.52 +3.04 10.95+3.21 1.839
F6 12.01 £2.77 10.73 +£2.66 4261"
Ml 52.69+7.72 49.72 +9.59 3.188"
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Continued
M2 3540+ 6.77 3226 +6.55 0.091
M3 16.16 +4.33 1422 +5.15 3.795™"
M4 16.78 £5.35 14.17 £5.02 4.584™"
M5 10.64 +2.17 9.71+2.32 -0.398

*

H: Tp<0.01, "p<0.001,

FER BEHERTT I TF R T2 B AS IR A B2 S AR HEAT JOLAE A ¢ flee, A5 HEE R SR A 5
M EA ARG T, SORMAF B AR T, RS AR 28 75 A7 ) 3
T %, (B E DT L A ST R, BRI ARG RR . TR TN A3 5 T Y
SRR T LU, R DT LA T R LK 6).

3

3. EFEREHFHAASBEUEX

Table 7. Correlation analysis between family rearing patterns and love values of medical students

* 7. BEEREREFARNSBENHEXST

F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5

JRig 01100 0.095  0.138"  0.006 —0.013 0.094 0.142" 0.031  0.065  0.093  0.032
W% 0.005  -0.110° —-0.100 -0.016 —0.031  0.081  0.007  0.019  0.034 -0.024 —0.028
Ff 01197 0.078  0.102  0.044 0020 0082 0.124° -0013 0.085  0.094  0.050
PsZ 0080  0.098  0.091 —0.025 0.033  0.066 0.1077 0.020 0.029  0.049 —0.010
A 0.109° 0073 0.096 0010 —0.020 0071 0069  0.018 0035  0.077  0.049
@k 0103 0.084  0.098 -0.010 0.027  0.031 0.119° 0.034 -0.018 0.076 —0.025

E: "p<0.05, “p<0.0l1.

X FREH TR TT A=A F T 5 7SR R 1153 53 AT R R IAH AT, Rk — 0 T KA K
FEH T NGB B IAE R &R, BT g T LIS A, B 22 AR TR IS AL 7 5 05 A0 o 1 Il IR 3 A
(p <0.05). BEEREBURIEEM(p < 0.01). EL DT < 0.0) 2 [BAFELZE EMHK, 554 5A
ZIAAFAESRISE, 5 HAR R 7 Z A St A, I L RE 3% 175 I i 2 A2 IR 1 5 VR 18 AR 70 2 W A 5 R B
KT ARG BT R BRAR Y o 2 5 2R Uit 2R 708 5 05 A BR A 5% R 2 [ I AEAE SRR O, RIPERLUZR W5 42
B IR IR B AR 2 (A A7AE 2 2 1IEA K (p < 0.05), SEER A BRI 2 18] 2 A5G . BN o
WG AL BE 5% B 7 2 [ AR ARG, 5 AR 5 W R 5 A0S 1 TR I R B 2 JR) 2 TEAH G (p < 0.05), ZRmikZY
T L5 AL R A KL R AR IR T 2 IR AFTE IEAH % (p < 0.05), 5 RH % K T 2 A7 7E Sk o< (W3 7).
4. ¥Wig
4.1. EEETRZNIR

MBS R 5, Al — PR RIE AT, KU A R AR R A — R, AT
REAAEFE i, X5ENSNETTRP RS RE—-BEE K, 2, 2013; 7R, 20165 14, 2019).
X[ s B R 22 B R 22 AR X T B AT RO RS EE, oL AT SE AP Z 1 iR BB 5 e e, 7%
A7 N i R A P R AR o RIS A 6], Re SN 2 R EE B AR S FE NI
BEAF R HHELHEEZWE, RERBENETE N, S SATEZEAEXN T 2SR R LR E R,
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AR E B E L, WERREL, FUIXIARE S A 2 KA.

RULAERR WA B ZR, WEEINSR, SAR, B, BeMEEWHABREEL T A,
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4.2. BEFEREHFHNIR

KEMESETHINEEN H OO L, WHOTEAZ, FPREEETS. FEEACH
B FAE R, SRR ST PR AR A T IA RIS, NATTH AT N, WA O™ E. R
KEFRFAVNEEEmEEC, SCREARMEAC. Xt ELGN “BRE™” WS
M, ALSEXAFE O o5, BESEIN) 2% A SR A 77 =

X AN R S P B 2 A R 23R 0 N iAo, SCBERT A )L R 20 ) LI SR BE 37 77 OB X, AR X
JLFREMM™G, MILFFEELZ, FE0)LFRIGEL TN, S UNENRE . BERS T IL
THEZHREMIE, (FURTEIRAT AN, 0™ )5 7 H At ) LR B e, 6 )L m % . 45
B, SCBREZFE 7 EX LTI, M) LENmE . X5 EERAE %A, AT
HE e, SAP AL EERMEZ ST, BHERKET), B Eke MR R S %758
A (BT, 20165 SC4, ZEHE, 2018).

FHR AT SRR, SCRHE BRI BRI 7 5IRIE BN Z W RIFE RN, 2k A 2 W) 2
FIEMR, Wi QRS T E LR, ZTaEmME SR, MR RNSEE
IR, X P RE £ /N ETE IR I (1 SR BE B K A DG T SQBEAE 11 7% [ R - A1 AL BEHE 46 75 A K]
T HIRERZ A AR 0 R A 2 0 B AR S B AN B3, B R K AR IR A
AR T IR FBEIR R, AF T TS A2 W SRk %2 R 7 5 i B AR 2 . IS B AR 5%
WM ZEERALRZ W R I AE G, PSRRI S R, T AR AR AR, TERERT A 2
ISR 2R, IRl FACR 22, AT AT IR, R P AT ARZ.

iR, FKEHFE T AREEMESEREWNERNZ —, REFMAKEZFERREERTHEREEET
B INARRR (1) 25 52

K FMNFIER TN Z T MM R, WA T AREFEREBFE TG EUZRM LR, R
WA, R CU R 1) SR fENFER, R DAL A S QB R 4, FAEL
WIRAE, MR ET I, vJUSHNGHYE, T EHAE: S RS2 554
SBRHENIERR, WS R, HACBRAT R IR AT R R ) AR TR, N d i 2 Ay O
B AR 2 AT BN o 1) 7 A, MBS G M SR AT O BB A, 7R BRI R, REAS K i b3
Wi, 2) FEEHH: LRHBEE T AR TR Z MM 28 R E, ELEHFRE TN YA TEZN
AR, SR RABNASE, AZEIEM™E, AWAEEEEZ, RS E%TFReE, 8
VIR IR P 5K B2 S5

5. &hig

AR ISR . WA, K A AN 5 5T e 7 3% MU BLAR DA K 2 2 11 36 7
1T A0HT M, LT i
) BB, AR R OER R A A EAR, BB 55
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WA (2017). SCBEEZE 7y 2O BT A AN g 7. TSRS, K. BRI K%,

208, kIR, ST, FXERQ2019). KGR 2SR R R R SR SRS B TRAER. 2T
7 12(6), 570-576.
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