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Abstract

This study intends to explore the impact of family intimacy on the adaptation of left-behind child-
ren in schools. The family intimacy and adaptability scale and the school adaptation scale were
used to test 196 left-behind children. Results: 1) There is a significant positive correlation be-
tween family intimacy and school adaptation; 2) Family intimacy predicts the school adaptation of
left-behind children. Conclusion: Family intimacy has a positive predictive effect on the school
adaptation of left-behind children.
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Table 1. Gender differences between family intimacy and school adaptation
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Table 2. Correlation matrix between variables
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