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Abstract

Objective: This study investigates the association between college students’ rejection sensitivity
and their dormitory interpersonal relationships, aiming to offer practical implications for univer-
sity mental health education and dormitory management. Methods: Data were obtained from a sam-
ple of 1347 college students recruited from nine universities, using the Dormitory Interpersonal
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Relationship Scale and the Rejection Sensitivity Scale as measurement instruments. Results: Dor-
mitory interpersonal relationships differ by gender, grade, and academic discipline. Rejection sen-
sitivity differs by left-behind experience and place of origin. Rejection sensitivity can negatively
predict dormitory interpersonal relationships. Conclusion: Mental health educators in universities
should pay attention to students’ levels of rejection sensitivity and the quality of their dormitory
relationships. It is important to identify and intervene in interpersonal issues in a timely manner,
and guide students to develop positive ways of social interaction.
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T NBRE R KA BUR BB (0 NBR 26 R 2 — (K3, 25280, 2008). AR T SR 5 vh 206 33 1)
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22. IRITR

221 BEANGRXRER
AW TR P F(2010) il K 2226 T A AN FRok RER ZE RO S EHA AR 5 1HEE IEZT A,
PABAT AN VERFAE 5 ANERE, 3217 N H, B T A MERELE R G, 18 & ARG Rk
7y BHARINEL. FiBE@EMIL AT AL a8 & ABR R RilkEr . B3R 5 it 1R
CREAEANFTE” B 5 FR ARG o KB E e oy A, 4Bk R I 1E E RS R .
kA A, &R Cronbach’s o RE°H 0.85.

222 IEEBBMEER

AW R Downey & Feldman (1996) 4], B4 HEME A (2012) 11T KB4 Ukt B R . %8
FI 16 AN HEF IS, O8R4 A R R A TR PN . B 6 i, iHE R A
TR L FE e FE P 36 AR GN T S 10 4543 0 B30 i R o H 0 A Uk il vy o b &8 ep, 2311 Cronbach’s
o ¥k 0.88.
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{4 ] SPSS 27.0 AP HE S AT RERME SR T, ZE R ML RSt ab .
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Y AW T AL 7 2 N B o SR ANHE 4 BUBME OB kYR T B RS, N IRIESE R 5atE,
HAT LRI VAR A IS . 45 SR R, R 11 MFEE KT 1 N7, RS AN AR AR
BN 18.76%, (KT 40%1JIR FEFRUE, 0 BH A O FR AN AE B B 3R R O i R 2
3.2. KEABEARXZNIR

KNI REAR t K I AT B R 5 Z 0 R KA T8 & NPk RS RS YEFEEVE ). SEg . FRlR
RI%E N\ 2225 B BT 00T, SR 1.
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HAaEm1E e ANBrok R0 BERIAR N SR 4E A0 B m T B4, T . AR 4E R
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A FEEERRRAL L, BERLEA R RN L AT NGRS 0 B T SOk EE SR T AR
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Table 1. The situation of college students’ dormitory interpersonal relationship scores (N = 1347)
F 1. RFEEBEARXRNGERN = 1347)

HE ] A fE&EAPRRAR  RERAR SIEE BTN SRR AMERHE
HB5rM+SD  M#£SD M+ SD M + SD M +SD M £ SD

Bk 491 18.42+302 3.67+0.88 331+0.81 170+0.78 322+104 208+0.81

el Lk 856 19.32+283 3.76+0.82 354+0.76 144+059 330+095 1.84+0.73
tfE -5.39"™ -1.92* -5.2™ 6.33" -1.41 5.58"
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K— 910 19.11+2.95 3.75+0.83 3.46+0.80 1.52+0.67 3.33+0.98 1.91+0.78

FLR - 437 18.72+2.88 3.67+0.86 346077 157+0.69 3.13+0.98 1.97%0.75
t1E 2.26 1.60 -0.13 -1.31 3.44 -1.47

SR} 619 18.82+2.83 3.66+0.85 3.46+0.77 1.52+0.63 3.13+0.98 190+0.73

izj R 728 19.13+£301 379083 346+081 1.55+0.71 3.38+0.98 1.95+0.80
- tfH -1.86 277 0.05 -0.92 —4.68"" -1.08

A 422 18.87+2.67 3.75+0.77 3.42+0.76 1.52%0.63 3.21+0.96 1.98%0.75

ziig SRS 925 19.04+3.04 3.72+0.87 347+0.80 1.54%0.69 3.29+0.80 1.90%0.78
t1E -1.03 0.58 -1.16 -0.52 -1.42 1.78

i 484 19.08+3.13 3.70+£0.90 3.49+083 1.53+0.68 3.28+101 1.86=0.78

ey W 309 18.85+2.78 3.72+0.82 3.42+077 154+059 3.20+1.00 1.96+0.70

i ARAt 554 18.99+284 375+080 3.45+0.76 154071 3.29+0.94 1.97+0.79
F1E 0.63 0.53 0.93 0.02 0.82 2.82

FE: *p<0.1, p<0.05, “p<0.01, *p<0.001, K.

3.3. REEIELHRMEIVR

PAPER S R0 SRR Wsp e AR Oy AR R, IRARURIE NN R, 0 R I AOIAEAS t
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JEPERS 20 B B AR T IR B R X PR 22

Table 2. The situation of college students’ rejection sensitivity scores (N = 1347)

2. REEBHEFRMENENTERN = 1347)

A 55 N3 M + SD t Post Hoc
B 491 8.08 + 3.46 0.55
51
rgan 856 7.97 +3.44
K— 910 7.96 + 3.43 -0.86
FER
K= 437 8.13+3.48
s SR 619 7.94+351 -0.71
R
AR 728 8.07 +3.39
BT 422 8.39+3.54 2,71
Y] )
JERE 925 7.84+3.39
] 484 7.66 +3.34 3.83" 1<2<3
AR IR 309 8.17 + 3.65
Vo] 554 8.22 +3.40

E: 1 20 3R . IREURIR AT
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3.4. EAFBMEEXRFEREES ABRXRANEXSH

R EEA R BURNE 515 5 ANBRKREATHR M. W38 3 WA, R TR A BURE 518 & A BR
KAZBEFIMK, MRARPON-0.32. KU, KAEFLRUENENSG MR, 168 PR R

Table 3. Correlation analysis of rejection sensitivity and dormitory interpersonal relationships in college students (N = 1347)

3 AFHERHRAMSEE ARXRIOBXDH(N = 1347)

A e AafgusE: RPN
e U 1 -0.32™
EEIN TR -0.32" 1

35. REEIELEHRMEEE ARXANEEASH

N T BB IRIUR A AR AU 16 B NPR R RO, fEAR IR MR RS, IR
PEOSTRIAZ &, 16 B N BR ok RO R A AT 2 LA 0, 45 R 4.

M3 4 IR, P Z A B R 802 -0.32, REA AR AU MR i & A PR o R A T MliE A, fE
T A2 5 ) 13%.

Table 4. The regression analysis of rejection sensitivity to dormitory interpersonal relationships of college students (N = 1347)
4. RN S5TEE AFRXRMEIAFHTI(N = 1347)

TR AR R R2 R2 i % B Beta F
EEPNG 0.36 0.13 0.13 -0.27 -0.32 67.13™
4. +1ig

4.1 REEBEE ABRXAZNICR 24

AHFCRIL, KA FNRRREER . FER AR PR E 2R, WA e A AR
Mo bR

FEVERIITIE, ATE & ANBRR R A BRI 5 A E 4 A8 o B3 m T B2k, Piibas A
PERHEZE A0 S E AT 5 2E, X5 DMERIFT L8 — (4T, 2011), BIZcA: BT T @ r AR i 1 &
IWFISHEAE, BT NED, M. HRA R ARG, £0E & At
SR F VA B AT, BB A BN S B AR UL, R E SR BRI R R (R A, ik, 2017), 15
HEANE TVAIEASHR, BB BN 8 2 R AR I sh s k. AL ORGSR 4 (R,
FEENGE, 20165 RXAASL, BEAE, 2016). BTEL, HBATMEL, LG A NBRR R BN S S E .

FEEGTTI, K2 E R & APk R B AL ZAT N MEER 0 B2 m TR =24 UMK
FRF AN R R R, EREE S &0 E RIS, X5 UAER B AR — B RLL5E, 2016;
BN, IRHE, 2019)0 XATRE S REAENIN R AL TGN O, MITHEN K2R A= B T I 58 4 22
A E L, N B SR ARG A 8 5y AR AR, SR I 5 < A1 IRk 4G 2 B 22 (Vi 1% 8, 2005).
[, SAEAITE & R A 2 (A R AL S A4, R W AR R EED, KR AR R e
oo AHREAEARALI 30, NS ASRRTTIRIN G, 16 & O AR T EINTR, A PRoR R ITIREEN B
ai, MR . AN, BEESERKTE, FAEREIRE 2 AR IMTES, R TE &
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NBRR R R E (4%, 2016).

TES R T, FRRMAETERAR N S LA AN LIS B3 T ocRk A, x5 DU
MR g R —E(F B, 2022). B TERMVAER B4R T, 765 RO AR Fp AN KR S4B AT,
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4.2, REFEEHBRMERILR S

AWEFORI, REAEIR LA BUR AL B 7 22 AN AR Pty AP A B2 22 e, AETE . SR 2R
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MU B DY B, DA AR L U AT A AR
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RERE A O R SRS i AL, LR B BAN AR R AR (Mischel & Shoda, 1995). $E £ U
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fii, 2023). UL, fEFEEATE T, (RIELE UL AT BE DAEVE A B A IO RE A BE B i, ST A
W AR R X SRR R RN A O B RS oI aixs A B3R AR U (0 OGE, T BOdE AR
TR 1RSSR 5507 BT A 2 B B S AE M RE /7, T B2 s 1 s AP R R .
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