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Abstract

A self compiled questionnaire was used to investigate the psychological coping status of university
faculty members in a closed management environment. The questionnaire investigated the psy-
chological coping status of faculty members from three dimensions: native family, negative emo-
tions, and coping ability. By asking faculty members to conduct a self-assessment of their feelings
about the above modules, it was found that the faculty members displayed certain negative emo-
tions, while their psychological coping abilities were at a high level. This indicates that closed
management not only stimulates the negative emotions of teaching staff, but also stimulates their
potential ability to respond positively. Therefore, the article proposes coping strategies such as
enriching campus workplace culture, adding psychological counseling activities, and adjusting
their own psychological state.
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Figure 1. Scatter plot of anxiety scores of senior staff at a university
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Table 1. Basic information about the staff of a university during the closed management period in 2022

= 1.2022 FHAEBRERSKREIRTEKIFR

T EARAR G BRI BRER - 7 P1H
531 0.083
5 13 (25.49%) 3 (27.27%) 7 (58.33%)
s 38 (74.51%) 8 (72.73%) 5 (41.67%)
() 0.774
>45 10 (19.61%) 4 (36.36%) 2 (16.67%)
35~45 20 (39.22%) 3 (27.27%) 5 (41.67%)
<35 21 (41.18%) 4 (36.36%) 5 (41.67%)
2 0.182
AR} 8 (15.69%) 2 (18.18%) 4 (33.33%)
fisit 38 (74.51%) 6 (54.55%) 8 (66.67%)
S5 5 (9.80%) 3 (27.27%) 0 (0.00%)
AT & 0.171
& 38 (74.51%) 9 (81.82%) 6 (50.00%)
P 13 (25.49%) 2 (18.18%) 6 (50.00%)
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BUATHSR 0.024
ks 14 (27.45%) 3(27.27%) 4 (33.33%)
HAth 37 (72.55%) 8 (72.73%) 6 (50.00%)
Ei Sl 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 2 (16.67%)
=KD 0.253
EAEHT 22 (43.14%) 4 (36.36%) 2 (16.67%)
SIS 5y 9 (17.65%) 0 (0.00%) 3 (25.00%)
SR 14 (27.45%) 4 (36.36%) 3 (25.00%)
TN 5 6 (11.76%) 3(27.27%) 4 (33.33%)
TAERERR () 0.229
>15 18 (35.29%) 5 (45.45%) 3 (25.00%)
10~15 5(9.80%) 2 (18.18%) 0 (0.00%)
5~10 10 (19.61%) 1 (9.09%) 6 (50.00%)
<5 18 (35.29%) 3(27.27%) 3 (25.00%)
B FH 1 L 0.186
TE % 45 (88.24%) 9 (81.82%) 8 (66.67%)
e[y 6 (11.76%) 2 (18.18%) 4 (33.33%)
WS L 0.752
N 29 (56.86%) 5 (45.45%) 6 (50.00%)
WS P A 22 (43.14%) 6 (54.55%) 6 (50.00%)
PE T LB 0.529
W 17 (33.33%) 4 (36.36%) 5 (41.67%)
14 23 (45.10%) 2 (18.18%) 4 (33.33%)
24 10 (19.61%) 4 (36.36%) 2 (16.67%)
24Uk 1 (1.96%) 1 (9.09%) 1 (8.33%)
1 X R S A R 48 R 0.646
W 31 (60.78%) 5 (45.45%) 7 (58.33%)
H 20 (39.22%) 6 (54.55%) 5 (41.67%)
X9 AF I D 0.021
NG 5 (9.80%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%)
— % 10 (19.61%) 2 (18.18%) 1 (8.33%)
B 32 (62.75%) 4 (36.36%) 6 (50.00%)
k% & 4 (7.84%) 5 (45.45%) 5 (41.67%)
0 A S P R PR s e A 0.520
KB A2 50 7 (13.73%) 1 (9.09%) 1 (8.33%)
H 2R 18 (35.29%) 2 (18.18%) 3 (25.00%)
PN A 13 (25.49%) 2 (18.18%) 2 (16.67%)
s 252 13 (25.49%) 6 (54.55%) 6 (50.00%)
H _Em 0.267
<2h 5 (9.80%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%)
2~5h 11 (21.57%) 1 (9.09%) 1 (8.33%)
5~8h 16 (31.37%) 6 (54.55%) 3 (25.00%)
>8 h 19 (37.25%) 4 (36.36%) 8 (66.67%)
BEYAINRIS 0.041
>1h 13 (25.49%) 7 (63.64%) 3 (25.00%)
<lh 38 (74.51%) 4 (36.36%) 9 (75.00%)
JEAE L 0.010
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=S¥ UNEILE: 40 (78.43%) 7 (63.64%) 4 (33.33%)
E 1 (1.96%) 0 (0.00%) 3 (25.00%)
Lk g FE 2 (3.92%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (8.33%)
HIFTER 8 (15.69%) 4 (36.36%) 4(33.33%)

FEEARBIR TS WS WA 1) 74 BBUR T, 5ME 23 N, etk 51 (68.92%) \; 35 UL LK)
R T 21 (28.38%) N5 20 (27.02%) % HUHR TAMAE T4e, 55 (74.32%) %4 FCHR TN 175 1 2y P A X 1ty &5
R 31 (41.89%) % BUHR T8 R MBS B KT 8 /NI s 50 (67.57%) 44 Z0HR T4 K- YA 4B R it
[EANE 1 /NI 24 (32.43%) 44 208R T AR 36 i A v A S22 % I 520

Table 2. Anxiety detections among staff at a university during closed administration in 2022

% 2.2022 FHAEBRREBRSKRAM T ERFERLRER

SRR R guit-Hf FEETE
(D)
>45 16 (21.62%) 1.0
35~45 28 (37.84%) 0.67 (0.18, 2.45) 0.5418
2 30 (40.54%) 0.71 (0.20, 2.56) 0.6059
3]
A} 14 (18.92%) 1.0
iy 52 (70.27%) 0.49 (0.14, 1.67) 0.2547
At 8 (10.81%) 0.80 (0.13, 4.75) 0.8059
P51
5 23 (31.08%) 1.0
5 51 (68.92%) 0.44 (0.16, 1.26) 0.1258
RTEMA T4 0.28 +0.45 1.56 (0.54,4.52) 0.4136
BUATIH 0.71 £ 0.46 0.76 (0.25, 2.26) 0.6182
A 0.16+0.37 2.65(0.75,9.35) 0.1305
NS A 0.46 + 0.50 1.44 (0.54, 3.86) 0.4712
PN I B 0.42 +0.50 1.42 (0.53, 3.83) 0.4880
5 H 8RR 0.69 +0.47 0.44 (0.16, 1.26) 0.1258
RGO 0.31+£0.47 3.97 (1.38, 11.40) 0.0105
S
LA 28 (37.84%) 1.0
SIS 7 12 (16.22%) 1.22 (0.25, 5.98) 0.8044
LRSI 21 (28.38%) 1.83 (0.51, 6.59) 0.3533
LIRSS N 13 (17.57%) 4.28 (1.04, 17.62) 0.0442
TAEFRR(FF)
>15 26 (35.14%) 1.0
10~15 7 (9.46%) 0.90 (0.14, 5.66) 0.9106
5~10 17 (22.97%) 1.57 (0.44, 5.64) 0.4851
<5 24 (32.43%) 0.75 (0.22, 2.60) 0.6503
A ¥ Lot i
WH 26 (35.14%) 1.0
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14 29 (39.19%) 0.49 (0.15, 1.65) 0.2510
24 19 (25.68%) 1.37 (0.41, 4.64) 0.6092
B 0 A S TR S e A
KB AN 52 5] 9 (12.16%) 1.0
H 25 m 23 (31.08%) 0.97 (0.15, 6.23) 0.9763
Koy 250 17 (22.97%) 1.08 (0.16, 7.42) 0.9400
AL Z R 25 (33.78%) 3.23 (0.56, 18.71) 0.1907
X9 A R DA
AN — 18 (24.32%) 1.0
L 42 (56.76%) 1.56 (0.37, 6.52) 0.5403
e = 14 (18.92%) 12.50 (2.29, 68.25) 0.0035
& H LMK 0.76 + 0.43 4.80 (1.00, 22.99) 0.0497

gihd 1 52, FERREIR TAERAKT IR IS RSN R, 23 ABOTAAEEEES, il
#31.08%. HH, FEAEER 12 (16.22%) N, BEEE 11 (14.86%) N HEEHHRHREFERB. X
B SR CERE MG H M KA ER, ZRBERITEE (P <0.05). fEHH. #0. 258
AT, BUARTHS . WNSCHEDL. & H AR 75 T 2 7 R G0 5 L(P > 0.05).

Table 3. Multifactor logistic regression analysis of staff anxiety at a university during the 2022 closed administration

= 3.2022 FHAEBRERSKRBIMTERIFELER Logistic @IS

EISEECSE N
HH MK 4.80 (1.00, 22.99) 0.0497
JEAEAE L 3.97 (1.38, 11.40) 0.0105
o e BT
AN B— 1.0
L3¢ 1.56 (0.37, 6.52) 0.5403
5t 12.50 (2.29, 68.25) 0.0035
EEDA
AR 1.0
SEIG R 1.22 (0.25, 5.98) 0.8044
LRSI 1.83 (0.51, 6.59) 0.3533
LIRSS N 4.28 (1.04, 17.62) 0.0442

W TAF A R S h ), B AR 2 10X 5 3.80 £5: 5 P BEAE A R A5 SR A L 2
BT A LL, H AR R i SE 1 R i 2.97 15 2 T Hh o 25 08 5 o 3 0 45 v B e e % L R I L,
B RS ST 11,50 £ GHRSEI A FURTEL LA b A A B, H R R 1 48 1 U i 3.28 1.
4. T1ig

A Y O IO R B A A T S R O B AL, TE A KBRS R I« 77 58 1 47 T B
SR IZERE S U M A TR IX M, B AT R R R b, AR ek aR . AT 5K, I R T
5 4 [ 90 B P AT B R B XTSRS, X T B ot T NI, (L3R AR IR 4], 4 RTHT e 3k
THRMEA R, AREA R 31.08%00 NI LE A FEIE NI 1)e HIRIZAE 10 B AETAT WS 2 R
B IR SRR R AR 1.5%~5.5% [5], A SR R/ERENE SR W), AR VUCH 50 b i B 0 TR AR
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ANG U 2 R 2 1 2 mm [ 7]
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