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1 3=

KA NA B F R WA 2 719 - £y
ar RS R A B HRE B OR B AR SRR
FRAE Y “ ¥ A AL AR BN AL 27 5 AR Y H
A AR SRR BL 2 o SR TTT, R 75 Bl 52 3
T Atk bt ) £ A ESR AR AR e K2 EGHE
R —BON K AR AR P e BAFTE
H—E W R R (R H, M E b, 20205 Tk 2,
2020 ; 5Kf% 9 ,2019 ; Batruch et al. ,2019) , FHLAS T X
SeRrEA T R R R R, XS Z AR E
DRI ) — [ R A R B 10 LA i~y ARk
A N FE SR R 5 — AR F AR TE L T
WO, — Ok U, % BT AL AL 255 5L
ANTR] T LIORE R 272 3 kg G B 2 — AR 27 A= ( First —
Generation College Students) F13FE % K 55 — 1R K2
Ao FRESR — AR A A SRR SRR Y I A 45 3%
AR SFHE R AR AR R 2 — U2 A 5 AL
YO R - mERT LIRS E
(Garriott et al. ,2013; Stephens et al. ,2014) , 1EH
A OB G SCR T %R A T fE K A
T8 2 e e o — UK AR X — AR
TETHBE R — AR A 0 BRAT SR B R %) i P e
YEFHBLHIXS T 02 #E BUAT 208 1K R 21 19 SE 3 LA Je

HAE VRIS B Z A B i 3h BA A e
SCFISEERANE (TR HE 20205 3Bk F 45 2017) . 7
SCH I X SCAAS DG i B A T R 5 — AR K2
Az U BRAT R R AE AR DG 98 B T B AT T R4
FREE SR REAS 5 | e AH AT 5 5 0 A2 < -y
TIRe AR

FRER— AR 2 A TR i A KA I 5 AR
FRER — AR 2 P, AR BRI A 1
oA R B S 2% A Y PT BE (Astin & Oseguera, 2004 ;
Barry et al. ,2009 ; Schwartz et al. ,2018), [FA), 5
FERIE R — AR A E M I, RE S — R A e
MY A 55 Hh 27 A TR A A N S Z BT 22 (1 17
15 %% (Jenkins et al. ,2013) . 7EABRAIBIAL T 1A,
FHEF— R FE TR 7 R AL S 90T TH AR )
F 3% Be J7 B0 K s AL AS 5 45 [R] B (Jury et al.
2016) ., WFFEERY], SAEREEH — KA AL,
FHEF— R AF A By 5l R 2% | 32 W= A oK
AR (Ellis et al. ,2019) , BRI IE, HE
S AR A 1 28 T3 AN SR8 AR G A1) SE M 1) 7T g
Pk (Delima 2019 ) | i 25 40§ 52 jg 45 — AR 22 9E A
FESSIE B TAEAE 16 R0 AE FF 22 9 52 W ( Rivera &
Tilesik ,2016) , & JE3N T 5 R AP KA
FHEFL SO Z AL, DL e 2§55 R R TR S W R B 5
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— AR AR 5 — AR A= A P A E ),
W58 A R HE B X S K R e ), S AR E
SR AL, B S — AR A AR AR IR A g el
&N NBRICER Al R I 4 (B A S AR OK P
LG J7 HERRIE T — 5 1 JR BRI J& (5537 , 2020
AE &, 2016; Ishitani, 2003; Ramos — Sdnchez &
Nichols,2007 ; Soria & Stebleton,2012)

DIERFSY 22 S8 WL T T AR 19 S PR R AIE DA
HHLVIREE L5 M R G 5 — AR 2 A 0 L 95 5 5
I ( Crook & Evans,2014 ;Rivera & Tilesik ,2016) ,7E
IR b WA G T A SR R X T
S R (WS 2 X /s PN DG S S Y
SR R T I R RO 3] A7 B 22 5 BF T K e
R AWNE L 3 A TS &S YR Y d i
— PR AR5 I A A R S 52 i 443t 1
B o PSCA AR AR X8 52 e 55— AR R 2% A2 e T
R IRAT R PR AT I F TS RO R AR
FFAB S LA 7 AR B SCAL BRI R0 . 3
ARk A N E S BT B T SO B SO )
TR E N B #mAT, 26 H B L HH
HEVWREE MR R T o (e m
2% 2020 ; Greenfield et al. , 2003 ; Hamamura, 2012 ;
Kagitcibasi & Ataca, 2005 ; Keller & Lamm, 2005 ) ,
IJFHAMEHE R X — 2B N 2GS
AL BRI () SR — 2, R BE A #1252 55 AN
K AN S SCAE U] 5 5 22318 5 ( Inglehart &
Baker,2000) , 1X—SCAHI ] A AR T 1
ARAGIAFN 7 A B (], b B T H
RS N A 55 5 BT Al [e] % 208 57 S A6 AR
SR , FE NS TC R S Hb B 5 R A Y S
B CEFEALAS ,2018 2557 [§, 20135 BEOE, M,
2015 ;Stephens , Markus , et al. ,2012) . K2ZEF H
() SCARIR ] 2385 23 I e 5 — AR R AR FEE R
J o — AR A A A 4 38 0L, 2l 2 B DA B2 3 AR
Rl i) 2 5 (Garriott et al. ,2015; Dittmann et al. |
2020 ; McNaughtan et al. ,2020) , H [, & F 3CIb4r
TE5 ZRBE S — AR 2 AR Pl T I 190 BRA T g PR R
KARCEMH THFRENTN ) Z 0, s 17—
FE SR (Carey & Markus,2017 ; Chen et al. ,2020;
Herrmann & Varnum,2018 ; Phillips et al. ,2020) , 7£
“DNEL BT AR E ST W =T, RAT
SCAEASVEE F IR R AR T S B2 55 — AR R 5 A 0 PR
TERRIFTEHEA T 28 20 Hi B 2L, A il A 7 S $ T 20
B DR A7 S Bl R 08T 00k A A 1
PR | fE kR P DI RE Y SE B

- 38 -

2 XHUACERBILHERY S

2.1 ARE®R

SO 5838 I A RS BB 2 ) A
Wi, MAR A R H S5 S0 ny 22 A
Ak, BFIEAE 3 3 A A AR B FRAE AL 2 PR g
AWK T2 AR AR 2 sofk B3 IR
( Northoff et al. ,2006) , #£ LA SCHkH, AFFE E AT 13
] T AR S AR B 3R DDA DG I 23 6 R AR
7 ( Cross & Madson, 1997; Markus & Kitayama,
2010) , — MU N AR R, XA
FESS R FAETE AR T BV 25 F0 H Ax ) B2l B
IS N S S T o RV [ AT INY 1 NG =V
TERX A2 R S e U B 3R Y 28 AT 9t
FRR A~z FR” (Cross et al. ,2000) , H—MIEHRFR
T AFE O R XM A B AR 23 ¢ R IMA R A
(STBORST N BN ¥ D=8 B s S X 1 )
FEAREAMAE AL O MBERE L, KR FHHT
22 R FREAR R ) B Fer S BLAT LLFR D« BAR
F&” (Cross et al. ,2011 ;Chen et al. ,2020)

AR 2 B 2T Rt 23 33 2 A AN TRl 1Y
SCAE IR, R AR 2 R0 s R AR 2 B R SC
T Bl & — R YR 1 SO HI S | S A BE
XUEP R A A2 B R Sy SOk B R
Stephens , Fryberg %5 A (2012) i\ 4t & B )2 1 5= 98
T AR AR R 2 I i A Y S0 B R
K H B R A2 B 2 B 2R AR AR A AR T 22 b 32 )
ST RLTER SE R, R 1) B AR 23 2R A e T
Frampeitc s 3 F 0 B IR, ik A 5K
FEE YR IR A BT B PR S 25 S 2 A A TR i 7
FEESSEG P AL S SF R R AL 23 B S 6 Al
ANBYT3R (Piff et al. ,2010; Stephens et al. ,2011) %
FEE B R 0 AR TR ) B AL s SR AR AR A ]
THEE AR BARTR” 30 A T

2.2 FRKILE

SCAEASPE B BRI 2 e ik 5 A FROC R 1Y
PR TEN, SUEARILR IR ES T 301
o) ML # i ( Identity — Based Motivation Theory )
(Oyserman et al. ,2007 ; Oyserman & Destin,2010) |
FE A 8] SC 4k PR 3E (Intersubjective Culture Theory )
( Chiu et al. ,2010; Wan et al. ,2007 ) #0> A\ — Fh8%
“PLHC” #Li (Person — Culture Match Theory) ( Ful-
mer et al. ,2010) ZEPIEAOAZ. LW B S CET H
BT Z IR A i = SF HE WG T A
FANSACTE I E N N ALy SR T R R B
RHAER, EARHLUL, SCHEAR VT LA A K22 20



Brh E R0 SR HE S XA R A S B 2T S K
2p A pE A R ] B9 52 0 ( Dittmann & Stephens, 2017 ;
Stephens , Fryberg et al. ,2012) , R2FHE WAL 281
JE IR T2 B2 3 ) 3 RS KA
SCAEMTE R DL ECRR B, A F A R SO E
AHVC L A 2% A R B 4 b I R 22 A 0, IR B 1y
(2 R 5 T B FRAE 2 5 R 2 SO R AR DL L 1
K2 A T T I T 22 14 0 B AR ( Townsend et al. |
2019) .

— PR UL, ok A AN AE 2 SR i R AR e R
B AR & 25 5, I E A XA S
2N AR RS R R RS A B
JEAHIE R ) B FAR X Az 42 R SO e
Je i iy B FRAE g HA B BT AL 1 4k 25 B J2 15 S A
TN, EARE AL B R SO I 1 E AR A
FEZE S (R Se 22 RN AL TR B 255 T
27 A HAT IS MR SC (AR HiSs,2020) 7R LUAE
SCHR R, W5 ) T R S — R A | T
2B R Ry ek A AL BRI
FyMAERE S AR | Tt S 27 5
2 U A AL P 387 b 3 (Markus & Kita-
yama,2010) , BRI, EEEHF D , KA
FIELL ST RIS N 32 SR ] 8 SRS,
AL AR AR IR ST RSB, i A Kk
B, m B A B D8 A B O T R E 1Y Sk
SEURNSL Y, N e A R SN G R
AT SR A ) R L B 3k B OO | R T At
NHIREST o X R R AT & B, A AT T8
IS A 2 AT B o H S IR B R 2 D
“HST” A bR E R 2H 213X 2L B 1Y ( Stephens, Fry-
berg,et al. ,2012) , R AR, B Fh 2% 1 SCAL FLVE
TRFE ARG R — AR AR A T it v B Sk,
17 220 1 78 G BE 5 — AR AR A b X AR A S
AERFIE A9 752K ( Carey & Markus,2017)

R NS L AWNE S & VRN VA ESE | P2
SR A s 7 S 0 3 AT S T
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Bt SCAEANVCECER IS I A F BE 1 &, R i B R e
S — RO AR AE S v T ) | O BRAT Ak A
TH A ('Stephens et al. ,2011; Stephens et al. ,
2014) . FASCAI B BF 58 & A Ry, AT HE AR
J& , RSG5 HE A 1 A AR Z [ 28 1
VER SRS M R 2 A e SR GEFIAT R, TR
R AR RS — ORI B A Ky
SCABFFIEIE AL VL L, SCAR R AE A 3o A5 X5
SR VE L2 #E — 25 5 B A 52 5 — AR 2 AR X 2R
SR AR ()38 07 LA SR 45 32 A s B8 n AR 19
e FNHNT , B A AEAT S5 R AL T A FIHA, 53k
FHEF— R AF AN L, B S — AR 22 A MR
KR A s 5 Z 19 SC AL BE 22 ( Covarrubias &
Fryberg,2015) . ZBEESH — R HARTK” K
F 0y A FRAL G A= SO B i D)< s AR
RO SALHFFIE = A2 SCARAN VL E . SCARRRAE AT B 3
BT SR AN VB TE 25 47 S8 BHL A5 22 2 5 — AR R 2 4
BRI 2 D RE AR A (A8 5L, BR,2014 ; Ste-
phens , Townsend et al. ,2012) (W& 1), B2, PiFh
H A = S0 P A S 1 S A A Sk
VEMC S ANVE AR 58 B, A 3 T A 52 AR ) i
fili B2 B IR G AR Z [ 7= A T 3 L B AN
R PAMURES X0 AT IR GF i B 1 A el e 26—
RRAEAE R ZH h 2T B 210 PR

2.3 ALK IE BRI R 0 R 4k B 1]

SCAEANDG PE 313 ML 28 Ty DA Bt 2 2 il 98
T RS PREERAE =22 8] 9 OC RS & XA
(38 W AT AT TR BRI T AR
FESXBY 2 B SCTE Y S0k B FRAR S PR B R AIE Y G
£, IFIAh B BT R 5 SCARAIE A2 75 VS L 2 1
B2 A 2 T R 32 00 S A Rt 23 B J2 25 % 1)
—ANEBEE, DR E ISR T SO T
BEXT G BE 2 — AR A A O BRA T A RRAE 4 T8 A 5
SR, X T SCAAN DT 2 75 6 A5 I ] () 4 RS R 225
M 2 B — AR R 2% 28 32 W3 0 3 — ) JE | AN ) 1Y
P Z B AR W B

iR SHES K1 (5508
iy . .
W s\
—— i (AP £
D)
= AVEHD

FE e > A wme >

PR BT s e ’

(R ED)

B 1 i APCEIE i EE ( Stephens, Fryberg, et al. ,2012)
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— U AT Ry R EE B — AR K A AR A WA I
SN AR R HE BT RE A% (e a2 0
T SRR B e DA B sl B AT 1 AR HLR
Ut R AT 3R TE R 4 4R RE S
— R F S0k A AL S I E AR 5 AR
poEL R Y R AN T BV BT RO R SR
W& R S I B 1) SCARAS DR FE , 328 ¥ 4 e 3 L3
4 ( Morphew & Hartley,2006) , FRM 4t 234k 242
R BE B — AR 2 A B v 3 0 3 0 Mk ) — S A AL
#A%(Sam & Berry,2010) , FH52 [, R4 T —
AR B IR AT DASEA T %5 4 i AL 2 A0 T Bl RS
WG NAT H (Saks et al. ,2007) , KR nl DLSE 4
DURAEF AL, R 1 & 24206 DL B 5 B
1B A T XA H 3 ( Fryberg & Markus,2007 ) , #EE
Fhos b, SE H AL LA, JE R 5 OR R KA
BEFF S fim, RpE s — R A e & W E.
WA [ Fe s A [ IR 25 b AR R
FBE R — K22 A ] B SCARAS VG TS B 2 > 1 17

SN 2 I o B () 328 T 9 557 , 3 U 3 7 R i 4
15, IR AR A 1y 2l SR E 2 R

T3 —FOUL s AR AR RIAE 28 7 4 4P KA, K
Ji 55— AR 2 A Ao T 1 B B 3 7 R 2 1 SO AR 3R
5, BT SCi H AR WA S R A A, Bk
Wb, AN S AT 5 5 DA A 730 ) SR AS DG i 2%
RELAS 2 i 55— AR R 2 A Ak A FRAsE = ek 28 ( Phil-
lips et al. ,2020) . WUl HKEEH AR ES
— ELORREE HlE AR A 19 AR [ A
FEA R B 5T 5 AR {5 A8 Bl A )R] Y ¢
FRER— I EE A K2 SO R Bk i % (H
JE AR 0 38 0 I AN BE A A (a2 5 7 M %) AR
R AR 23 SCRERE T S WS R M Y  Je T
H 2 (Edwards,2008) , 50K, 2R — UK
A AR ZE G ARES By k23 R K A A b A 5 %5 &
MSE AR, FEA AR BAR Y B FRA A f i
Jris AR A 2 3R, TEB 2 A RO 2 SRR
TR SGRAE B34 I X LA i 52 B2 55 — AR K2 2R
Ak B B A9 A (Gelfand & Harrington,2015)
[ PEE A BTG J5 , R — AR E AR L 1R
PR B A A el S A 37 i b v o 4 21 4% 254t
A E, X FE B S IR R 5 — R 2= A
X FAR TN SO RIS DT L A 8% AT e & BOR
A AU B AR 1 RE 2 A B T AN BEAR U By IR A
B B R 2 A A AN AT SCAE H 38 2 (Batruch et
al. ,2019) . B, BARAY B IR A 2228 I AN RELE
Kegrpoe A A8 b, w101 SCAE AN T T

. 40 -

R BT S R 23— B ZER B, IR R BE 5
— R S HAD S S B A Z R A 2258

ATk — 20K g L3R B O A, Phillips 45 A
(2020) XTI 2= B KA AR 04T T o 1 4 4F Y36 BR
WHot. SRR AR I, K —RR¥E
TERZFEMP T LA EAR RS A 3 3 AE R E S — 1R
KA A S A 1 R R 325 73 M7 T, REE S
— RO A AR 1 F 0 oy R i AN T, TR KB 26—
PR A 1Y = LA o Je% B s 1] P 4 8% 38 17 348 5
4k, Tibbetts 45 A (2016) 198 58 & B BV 76 K 2
¥ T AR FEER — R A B X R
SCARARITR R, BT UL BRI IR AN E &
TERAAEAT TSN T, Kz — R4 A
AR LUAR ME I & 1] 8] 04 4 7% 0 2 7 & AR U . K
JE S — AR5 A H FRAR 5 R 2 e el SR R 1Y
VT FC A% Bt wfE LUAE 4 A7 9 B 1] o 15 31 B 25 4
(Pratt et al. ,2019) . WLgiE Ui, K2 — R4
H FAIS R SRS A AR D i 25— BAFRAE O
TEREAN R F W B 2 AR

3 MXUARTEAIERVLE

FEAH DGR A B FE | A 1 = A S 8 ( Norm-
ative Well — being Model ) F1 5 8 S fk W & L 7Y
( Critical Cultural Wealth Model ) X} F A1 5 4t #h 3¢
fift SCHAN DR E RS 5 & B — AR R 2 A 77 A ROV Y 1L
il S HAR G 1 3 A A A S B (i, B
WA AR BB AL A O TR ) S R S A R & e 2 4t
SINHIE 2 A SCAG IR R 152 e, 2438 5K 1Y H bR AE
SCAEIREE 2 BB A AR BN 2 5 E K BE
H#Fr(Lent et al. ,2004) , J&TZAER T INN
XFEAMES S5 S5 R T DL SO DGR 85 rh 3R
LAt SR 2 SR AN DG TS %o A A 77 A 5 i) 1) T
TAHLH ( Garriott et al. ,2015 ; Garriott et al. ,2018)

OCSHESCAIVA 5 A5 DU 5 8 A A% AR JoT S A A R I
EIEE I H Bk G S — O A 2l AR 3
OFVEEEA % B BYF20H ( Duffy et al. 2020 ; Garriott
et al. ,2020) , ZEHIANA[FE 2B E SO 22 5
PR BER— IR B O BT i B AR T 3
SN ST BTS2 T 3N A it 21
TEARR 2B R S B, R — O 4%
AL B B SRS S A B SR AR 32 G o il it
WS 5 G E SRR R AR VE D, AR I
A 2R A R AL — FRE G S AN DL %
FIE AT P AR B

S - GRBE PSR K 2= BB ST 1Y SCAE R A K
BE T AH B AR AF 1) SCAL 75 0K Z [8] ) wh 2 ( Garriott et



al. ,2020) . TERFHE TR T, FRE M Ll i
SUATIEE , S A S PR A i I B2 A RE 6y
ANBEAT I Z a1k B B2 B 2T
S HL BRI 32 T 0 2 AR B T ORI 2 1 S aE
55 MR AR YR 32 HARRISC
PEREIE S, P SRR B R BE L 2 5 R BE Tk
WAL 2 B £ 19 B ] ( Vasquez — Salgado et al. |
2015) . JEH Xk AMRA S Y E M RS — UK
SR, BT T AL B R AT G A AR
B | SCAEHRE RS2 BR 28 56, B85 T S B 1F A\ K
IS O W 5 0 R T, B R BE PR AT 5K
JE S — AR A= R BN [ AN AHAL JBAT SR E LS5
IR N SE AT 55 A5 F RN, 6 LA SCik
BT AR P ZRE SRR i 7K T 1 2R 1t
NP 2E G — FRBE PPN E 2RI,

[FIERF G B SO AR W 6 B9 DA O — 284> AR AE
(I FEBIPEAAE ) RE S I8 SCAEAN DT L X 5K 2 55—
KA E IR . IF B, HETR 223
{18 ST ] 1 A, 25 XF 52 B 35— AR R 2 A 7 A AN T
FISEI o DR, MR OC B SO I o 5 g 0L O 45
GIA TR A SCER P e T MR B L2 A A%
8 RIS 7] S AR AR ] 1 X6 SC P AN DG e &5 0 1) 1 75
YE A ( Dittmann et al. ,2020; Herrmann & Varnum,
2018 ; Hu et al. ,2020) .

ETU ERR X ERES NS5 451 e
191 AHREFREE R A2 SRR LA B FRBEAH R HE
BB i R SO AN UG X 52 5 — AR K 7 A0 B AT
R AEON H E AL 5 A X R, A DG 45 A A Y
TN FZER T2 5 B T 55 E BE 19 15 |
H PSRRI AN I I SR 3 9 5K BE SRR RN AR
JE PRI A K TR A5 742 e A SCAKA DR E R0 H | A
YERT HeAh BTN AR BT RIS el SC AR ) 5 S04k
ANVETCAH FSZ0A B0 A8, B A AIF 5% SCHR U0 1T
F A 23 2 B B 5y | A SRR R AR

S5 FOR sg,

20232 EE S g -
PSYCHOLOGY — “Autites

S PEA T 2 A A8 X SR AN WG e A5 ) 90 35 A
. B2 LU R R G 22 B0 SO AR AN DG e X R i
SRR 22 A O BRAT 8O0 1 A AR B (A AL
i) B HARSC A3 S5 AR B (IR HLARD) .

3.1 AR T BLst B 4G AUk

3,101 FWANIE R

FEANTE o P 2 SC A AN DT JE X 220l 1 & 7 A
BRRON 1) — > E P AL AR B, WA L
PEFEMATERR 8 A U B b = AR R3S 1Y 3 A
4 ( Edwards et al. , 2006; Schmader & Sedikides,
2018) . SCAUANDERC LA, A FeA 5 SCAR R
SRR N USSP R AW N2 R E s U S ]
J&, Phillips 55 A (2020 ) 38 15 X5 A 2 S ALY I & 5k
PR AR S A R, 45 R 5 SUIE AR LD
FRE 3, R o g 5 — O 2 A AR Sh AL B 5
Xof 7 A A FRAE DL BARTR” Ry 3 AR R A — UK
AR Zh AL SR, A A DL TR S
R WF 9828 R — 20 I, 7E R B g v LU B
I Ay T4 G2 55— AR A 1 3 U3 o ek o 3%
T o 3 A EWHER S UK, B,
H FAR 5 2B SO R 22 8] 7 DG AR B e T
2R S N R, DCECRR BEAR Ay 2= AR W b2
HREEA C R WmIE A R X IR 58 T 38 1)
A IR i E A X T R AL S o 2 0 B R R
Hea DA T AR 3 N B PR B8 Y 2k 48 (Harack-
iewicz et al. ,2014) , [RIAF, 32 WASE W8 25—
UM 52 12 5 — AR K o AR 7E K2 W R iy 22k R B
AT A 7 R A £ 5 32 A A T T R X P At
M Z I NIEN A RIAER R E B ARG
HIRRWAESSBE H OABEE, Il W, SCfeAs
DEPC T S 20y WA B 23 1 h 2 A 2 0 2 iy 4k
2= JE 1120l R ME (Johnson et al. ,2011) . ik, 3
AN 07 JR% S SR AN VG 0 %o 52 it 55— AROR 2 A 7
A TR S e ) — > E A TR A LR AR

SRR | >
LR I:> T
Rk N\ EAE R AL
P [— K AT AL
Rk ENELT LKL
MR REX LI O IN R R
ST E REC i I
T MHEMET S B .
ERESE-RAFEE Tk H IR ) gy
GTRESE e | SRR E T i)
TAERER | pm RESL AR REESHY R
R Sogial S EE 52 BN SRR | AN
R Py e - —

B2 XUALEEEHERILE

- 41 -
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3.1.2 AEFHMERERI A

BT SO RE S A AT SRR IEAL , 5 B2
— PR LR T 25 T vy il HEAE DR 2 A Bl v D5 1 A
KATS5 WIMERE o AN 5 B AT 55 ME B2 0 o 25 PR AR 4K B
B AR AW 55 2B, SO DT D B8 5 0
TR 23 B J2 8 S5 8 2 2B X 28 AR AT 55 ME BE A
ATEA L8G4 AF T ( Dittmann & Stephens,
2017 ;Stephens et al. ,2014) , H TIA N K2EER L
RE S BB 5030k A RA 2, FES 1A
REFA X A O X R 2 A 1 Rl 2 2] O RE T 7= 4R
MRBE, XM E M 23 (i R 5 — R AR X H
FRAE 777 HE TN, 328 100 52 e R 8 5 — AR 22 A
B2l 22 PR ( Atherton, 2014 ; Wright et al. ,2013) ,
CAWESE I, SCIEAS DT E 23 38 £+ 38 5 iz 565 — 1K
R A 1 3 1) AT 55 M B8 T 52 i HG A R DG @3k
AT 45 S0 . Stephens, Fryberg 25N (2012) ¥ 5@ 53
PR IR AN [R] B R 22 WA (o R ik 7 5B AR AR
) ARG 2 A 1 U B A R A Ak, DLt
A T SCALIL L s ASVE BE PR FRAG 35, S5 A IS
SRR AR SC Ak ) S 1 B A LU, 78 5 I A 7 SRy
SEE IR, RBE S — UK 2B A S Iy 4 S
1155 78 SCRMERLSE B IRAEATE 55 . st/ 1, Sk
ANVERE 23380 3ok 52 2 55 — XK 27 A X AT 55 ME B 19 01
WS HAT 55 R

3.1.3 W z5E

SCAEANVE JE 34 7T R 3E of 220 2 5 BEX R E 5
—RRZAE WO AT R = A, 1R i i
REAEBAK I AN SRR B B 255, Sl 2
EJEE KT AT LA 2 b P00 A 2 A= 1 2l R
Krista 8¢ A\ (2012) i@ A ik i A 7 RE A7 R
F—F2 5 EIFNE IR RGN, b
RERERY TFES LG, FE s — K
AR 25 B B AR T AR R o — 1R A
AR, PR AE N (2015) RIS EE R 32 20E 18 B i i
S 5ER MR AL R, WU, bR
TRRBAN A RS Z 2R R 2% KA my 2l
RIAE BHZWAN S BEZ ZUE TR b 23l i) 2
v 25 B B A AR T R 2 A 1 27 Ml 3R R 7 A T
FE5om , X ERFIR R I GEBE 5 — RO 2 AR IR
(2l 2 5 BEAR AT BB 2 HC T i 27l Pk 8 — A
FRA, FEE, 22002 50K 5 AR SBE S
ST B SCIEAS S % AN 0] 73 F 50 3 i i TA
M AERIES — AR A WA BHEZ W A H,
RERE A BRI 2R B 22 T R iR B 5l 2 5 () 2

<42 -

P X2 )42 28 30 8k I S BE B — AR R AR A A
SN R EEIRE AR DG SCARBEAS . SR, % T Kz
S — AR AR, IX 2SR BT AR 118 il = K 52w
2l AR L, INITAE 2700 35 3y o 7 2 [l 34T 24 (Jack,
2016 ; Jenkins et al. ,2009; Yee,2016) , 1REH I, 2%
WGBS 5 R 5 RS B R g« 3 FR 3R
K" ST SR A B X T AR —
PR K 5l 2 5 78 B AR AE 7l B3R B
WERE,

3.1.4  AFRRLHR

SCAEASDE 2 A1) LA Wi 425 B J2 7 S5 AN [R) Y R
2 ) FRRLBE IR, b i X R S SR AR R,
H IR AL BB T8 A XS B B 2 75 A BE ) 58 iU &
H#5 B {5 2 ( Bandura, 2004 ; Skaalvik & Skaalvik;
2017) . AREHESE AN (2014 ) % B FeA=U5 A F A% HE
ZHPCRIAT T REMET, MATHBER & B
DL 37 FRAREMA N BB SE I, OB
BATIAR S ) B R BRIk, 7EX —id
t RE R B AR 52 B, B 3RS R A B OR
2T, AHS, DA BARTR™ SRy 3 B R AE AT 1k 37 B AL
NSRRI T SR AN A5 85 0 AR BE RN A
1M 3 R e M LA SR A5 $E F+ ., Ramos — Sanchez il
Nichols(2007) FIBFSE W & B0, LA« HARFR” I ER
7 R AW N 22 Y = 5 S W 0. B2 o A D S 1 Vi
7 R FERAEZRE R — AR, X b 22 B Ay 18]
—AERAEE T — HAATE . X WARY A BGR A ST
SNAILAYAR SR 2 55— AR A A 78 A 7 S i K
G B RAGR IR BE A5 BRI TR 2
S — AR A 1 B TR HE 2 ] 455 i S I ( Ramos —
Sdnchez & Nichols,2007) . JF H., /4 5w~k %
P E BN ER, A IR RN & A R T K%
A2l R4 (Vuong et al. ,2010) ., FETL B
FEUESE , FRBESE — UK 22 A F FRALRE B L e i 45
TR BT AR R 22 ) iy 2l 3R B, 2 it
TERSFH AT, A BB A [ 25w Rk
F FRR BRI R X R R T RIE S — UK e A
A RIS A N — LA,

3.1.5 FEEXFF

TEIUA SCHR K22k NG RE RIS 1Y S
SALFEAE B SRR BRI A T, 7EAR R
e, AE R BE S — AR 2= R B SRk rh 2 D — 5 4]
A SHEED . P AR EE S —URFA MK
JiE REAE 4R 1L 1T 224 OC KA B B SCRe (CAn iR iR
BB RLRN A B ) o 22 5 — AR 24 A iy A B



WITCEEARAE B B 2850 0 2 7 B A I A9 15 B S0 Fr,
X T G BE B — AR 2 A A R 5 B B i
i B2 INME, BFFEHE SR o — AU AR ik
INA RSB RE B SR B E R TAERE S —R
KA (Harper et al. ,2020) o KK P B2 17 S
SCRPAT G BE 55— AR A B B Y T K- 4
Jill( Wang & Castafieda — Sound ,2008) ,

TEG R HF T, Sy 45 A (2011) BF9E &2 B, &K
Ji 55— AR 2 A R 3] 1) 2K 2 17 TR S K P
FMTAERES —R¥4, I, Bz FEiF ik
SRR 2R AR TR R (14938 I 58 77 J K ( Dennis et al. |
2005) . BRILZ A, SAEREE S — AR M L, K
&S — AR 2 A A AR 2 5 7 BRI Z K
JE L5 (Pascarella et al. ,2004 ; Vasquez — Salgado et
al. ,2015) . XA T RKIES UK FAETERRZ
A RUGRIE SRR N X SCAR G 742 1 Ta] B s 9 AR A0 5t A
AT AR BE L 55, X TCRE#E— Ll T
Ji 55— AR A A 3B SR AN N H B A28l Uk ) B ]
IV T 2AAE — SRR PSR, I 8 T AT Y 3 N BE T
B 2 P SV 1) S B2 26— AOR# AE TR OR
FBE A B SR RIS SRR 2 T I T 22 5
7 PRIME

3.1.6  ZRE U NP

FE S PR Family Achievement Guilt) f&
FIEF—RKFERBE I REN A SGFUE TR
PIAT SRR B A5 2 A BIL 23 10 7 25 Y — ol T 115G Jk
(Covarrubias et al. ,2014) MR REE— R
A GRRE S NIRRT AR S 4 /s BB i O 1Y
U5 57 BE I A ORI =2 [] Y 2 BRI S % A B B
TERSHE PR R, JIF H, BEE ZEE BN
PRI G B o — AR 22 A 32 B (1 45 LK T 1
O3 KT S 2E R R AR RE R W B
( Covarrubias & Fryberg,2015) , J&2E X 5 K2 Bt
YRN8 98t & B, A0 LE FHE R E 5 —AR
K GRBE A — AR LR W R BE NIKOK P
RSB TH A R K 25 VR A T 45 T
Z ., WU, N A FAE S R SRR B AN L
Be, ZE S — AR AR IR B T 0 22 1 53 2 Ul
PR, X PP — 252 | AR5l F AR
VA Bty B3 W 7K S ( Covarrubias et al. ,2020) . 4%
M7, 5 RBEH — AR FE A AR, SCHA T SR i8I
K THZ = S HE 2 i 5 i AR B S
ke A B Rt 2 B 2 R G 5 — AR 2 A AT LA
W28 1 TR A N B bR, B3 1 5K Bk A
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3.2 ALK T B R 69 98 AL

3.2.1  EGPEAMK

HIRFE 5 — R 22 A & D) U R L B 5
REPRFRIL O LS B KPR, = 2 5 AR, A
AR IR A R 52 1) RE {ELATS 1H A AE 30 3 R e 55—
PR 22 A= BB A A A b 3 1 K 2% A2 3% ( Demetriou et
al. ,2017) . EAWIT A, fEE ARG S, R
A T ST I A S S E A
FEHM (Wang et al. ,2013) . KA TEF IR EE vh %
B T3 AT 0 5 AEA B B A B 3P A 5
ATy, AR —FRE X R B ARRE BT, B E A
XS AT R PR o i B K 2l B FRAL R Jk
VLRt s 5 25 7 A BRI B 52 e ( B LI, 258
2018;Lin et al. ,2014; Yu & Davis,2016) . 7F 4%
T B2 LA I, A 3l A% B AR 2 FRCR U T
FRUCEIR, IR R R BRI, A F
T 1Y 45 S ( Bateman & Crant,1993) . I, % F
TER A IR AL T AR R 25 # i R RE 5 — AR 7 4R
HKeidi, T B T BE 2 18 17 SCAE AN DT L X 5 2 56
— R A K e B R MR, A TR PR SC AR A DE G 7
AL BRAT PR AR, 32 B0 P RS 8 ] 5 7D R JE 5
— R A TR BRBRCR AT 30, A /DN S AR R g o
— AR AT PR A R B P 22, Hu 5%
N (2020) BYBIFFEA A B, 75 28 3 SCARAN 38 I 1 R 2
A B 2l A 2 WA T [ )
YER . BRI S, S0k 385 & A 8 i, B
R BPE NS B R A s B X Bk 8, TEAR R
i o B AR ER S T & E BT RE S5 BLRE
SE HR o B 3 3l Me A 8 1) 585 1) 52 5 — AR o
A AR SCAEANDC FLIE 5T D045 A 4 3 , B AT R T A
FEAZ A FREE M DL S B 1 K P 4 T B2l 3R
PP

3.2.2 H2BEICAL S

FRAE SO PEREHE , SR 5 — UOR 7 A B
R (R ) A ARAL 2B SO R
2B 5y o SR I X SCARAS DR 9 45 R Bk A, SR )iz
SR EHRERES AT RS (R
A2 ) FNBAR AL 23 B )2 By (R BE L 51 ) (Nguyen &
Benet — Martinez,2007 ) , PAfE#FFE R, %5 H )y
SR I8 N A OGR4 22 B 10 i R E 233
A3 N RE T S 7E 2l R T AERE 1 A BR AC
HFH BoA R0 ( Nguyen & Benet — Martinez,
2013) . WHLR UL, ZEE 5 — AR~ A T X A S Ak
ANVEECXT T3 A B & e MR Pk AR A E L, Her-

.43 -
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rmann A1 Varnum (2018 ) %} Z2 F2 58 — X K22 A= Fndk
FREF— K22 A AL 2 B )2 SO (R A B 4 7
RGEWWITE, 4R AW, A BARK E S0k J7 i, &K
JE 5 — R 2 A A ) A B A e s TR S 5 —
PR E A TE T 7 B 2 S0 T T, P Z R TE
BEER, WRED, M TAERES — UKy
A FBEE S — R 2 AR AT BRI A A S B )2 XUk
By, FESs B R B B 0y B 5 R BE v 1 K E 5
— KRR FAGE PGS 58 A TG
JEREAK P R S, IF B SRR
B0y 85 AT DUA SR SO B Fe 7, #E T4 & 0
R /K (Herrmann & Varnum,2018) ., &2, %t
2B )E AL B 3 3 A 1 K V- BE A RO 5 S0 A
D P 5 B 5 — AR A I O B A T 800

3.2.3 FREHF

PR SRR GBE S — AR F A AR R BE S
— PR AR W, AR SR T8 R 5
XFRAA A AE N G BT B 4 I 1 SR (Tor-
sheim & Wold,2001) , — kUL, R BEEH — K
AR N E BT JE AL s [ 2 ] DUAR AR A Y S
’f{QVﬁuH:ZIK(Duffy et al. ,2020) , [AEf, AEREEH —ICK
AN A BB )2 T AR AR I SO B A 5 i S E
T BA 1SRRG — B0 . A RS RE, 2
AR SCALTEA B2, FE FBE 5 — AR A A2l
A PAAE R E DL I G s b S S 5 B
LTI Y S AN, 7RIS S RIBHK
P X E S A T HE R S — R AR IR
SR BEEE ( Atherton, 2014 ; Yee ,2016)
W AR GRE B — AR R 22 A X T2 I SR P AR 1 44
585, W THEE I SRR G i e A e s vh Iy
T R AR Z b A R GREE B — AR R 2 A A
H Ak Byt 25 [ 2 HE DL 3RS 5 v 45 20F AH G 3
FEBEAS | 2 SCREXRTTABATT 4 2l it DA K 32 0=
FEEK S 5 A5 G BB (Jenkins et al. ,2013) .
Garriott 58 A (2018) BYBF 580 & B, M T AE K2
AR R — R F A R BN TE £
M2 BN A A SRR R, BART 2R SR 42
FHRES B & PR S 25— AR = A e B 7
BT XS AR ZRE 5 — AR A2 A 18 s 1 0o 7 A i
ERWW B2, R Z 52 AR G I SCAL BEAS 2
W SR AR o B — AR o A IR SCAR AN DG TE 32 i
R IRAT PR A E

3.2.4 R X

SCHAN VB BE R 52 B 55 — AR 7 A 1O BRAT
RN 52 BN o v Al 7y e . AT R EHE T,

<44 -

FERT R 2 AR 2l R FE A7 PE A B 22 5% F B8k 174
9772 o XFPIPAN Iy 258 A 5 2 0 2 AR vy R
% MST i IR) R RE ) AT 5% R 5 R B
SIS SO A — 2y . SR, BT R BE A —
KRR S AT« BARIR” 7, BidK
AT O KW T R E S — R AR TR
BB IPAL b — 4~ XfE DL 8 Y SO Ak RE &2 ) BRI R
M5, Dittmann 55 A (2020 ) AR 6 % =E & Bt Al
T 3B X A BUR ) DAk L 8 A B B 1 R
flhitk Rz, DUEA B R A AT 55 R IIT
ili INEAT: 55 45 SPPA | [) 20 B 03 DA LA KA B4
N TAEFRbR, LW T ARSI R T st A A
NAE S5 B A2 [RAE 55 Bt b i 25 5%, BFoR 45 2R
RIL,2R FH AT AL 1 77 2O 55 B EA T 1T H
i, AE R LR — AR A A I R B T R 55— 1R
HKeEEAE TR L [R) TAE BCREAE R A bR e
FRE S — R A L v 1 141 B B S 1 I 34
(Hildreth & Anderson, 2016; Huang et al. ,2017),
] DA Y 2 W] A Ot i Ak O 2T LR &
MV E SR BE 25— AR 2 AR 1 B FRAR X HE e 1 1
FREF— K F AT 55 RIKF, AL E T AR
BURPEAG T, FBE S — AR 7 A ] LURAZ 3] | FRoAR
G RFMNETT R B — Bk, Bz B S E A F
P H AR TR 1 AL, AT A BN AR Y U Kk
(Townsend et al. ,2021) , gt , RFETFRM
A PEAL 7 2T DL RS SCAAS DG BE B I AR R 0 . 3
i = RO T 3K, AT DL — 2P R S A —
PR LE B2l RE S A2l ¥ 7

4 EBEFXUATEREIEHTFR

HRAE SCALAE R B8, B — AR &
B2 FRAT R B R AR A D PR 2 L A IS S Ak
5 R AFSCA R A A () S B0 34 107 5] 8t B AR
RMTE A 0GR SCARAS DG TE I B 3% 1 14— 1
A RORAE R N E o — AR = 4 i s i A 2 e
RS 5 A O BT R B AT X A e S
AR ZR R, i 58 3 AT 2% 0 2 45 A
PRET R EARARAE ZE B 2 — AR A 5 4 A B it
Zx B 2SRRI R A AR el A At AT e TS
ANV FE 3 ) O BRI AR . 78 LA SOk b WF 5 o
TSR T ECES T & T B 2 (Values
Affirmation ) fl122 7 #(F ( Difference Education ) #jF}
TR I A T A 2 SRR A A S AR AR
FBE S — O L I Rk o 5 Ml s

4.1 HAEALE & Kok

P E LS S R 2 38 ot 5 S A O M (B0



PEm A B 3R e R 3 AN (AN () — B T i
Tl mACER A IR S8 B B R AN IR A BT
G R T7, IF AT AR e A A I X 3 PR 5 vk ik 1 g
73 ( McQueen & Klein, 2006; Cohen & Sherman,
2014) . DMEBFFERI, X+ 1005 20 A5 A i
TAEVEAN A5 v 2 Ty B 03 BB B A 1Y) 2 2] i B
(Sherman et al. ,2013) , 45 /N T K2EAEFEANTTHY)
FRURFE SR P ) 22 H ( Miyake et al. ,2010) , DL &
LR T B TR S 2 AR &l K
H: 1220l Bt ( Harackiewicz et al. ,2014) . Ty
EVL 1 A2 SRS AE LA AR DG U o v ) R AR B
WFEFAT T 220 2R g iz T 3 1 TH BR SCiE A T
BEXT 52 25 — AR 2 2B T AR R0 | 19 52 e v
TELAEBFIE A | B X R 28— AR = A X — 4
RNHE BTG — LBt T AP 22 7 1
UINIERUNSRAER 1

4.1.1 BOUME T O

BOHME T T Utility Value Intervention) =
Eccles HY3H 22 A (A AL S JEAli 107 O 4 3 119 (Ee-
cles et al. ,1983) . MRATIHEMHILIE, A TE#AL
PRI T B A 35 S 22 TR T R RE X T 2 R B (8 A
H 5 M B9 A A1 ( Hulleman et al. , 2017 ; Klebanov et
al. ,2017) , BT AR, RO B (8 T sk ah 2 2k
AT LR B I PR TR N 2 5 2 ) 5 AR s L
AT AR, | k2% ) 3 R LT 2 HEXT F H &Y
HH ( Rosenzweig et al. ,2018) , TERTAHITRANE #
I B A BR AR A R B A 2 B 2 TR
b, TEXFRSEMET  IREEA 455 20 B B AN TG Jke 2 ik
ERRAG, A IR M EEAS R A e, 59— Jrm,
Harackiewicz % A (2016 ) (W5 i R BE S — 0K
AR — IR S HLARAE B Rg % 1 A
C T EAR R RS RE RS B A, 54t 2x, B
Qb T X PRI e BEANIE IR ASTT , FRBE S — R A
A X FPENALU IR R B 255 RUT AN (B B 1 R
G BEF— AR ELE R S HLRHE , A 9% 35 i o TR AR
WX R — RN RIS H
JIreE PRI R BT T — 2T BRSO AN L BE I
G AAIDR DT S S S X L e 2 i
FHBF B AR PR AR VL K 26 45 20 A SR 2 A
2] i W URAR N2 SE PR A T AR 3R | O 28 101 i R
XL 3 1 PN 2 T AR] T A AR 5 S R 7 AR
By, dat 4 A28 T, A R B, R A2
MZE s 2 G A5t &, [HA
e MR X — TR, KB — AR A 2 4 3
%, WEMA/N T HHA SR R

S5 FOR sg,
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MV S ) 22 88 ( Harackiewicz et al. ,2016) .

4.1.2 MFRBEH— AR RS S HL R I 2k
gt

TEM BV & SRS b AF 9% 38 38 B ARAT 55 1)
T8 2O T i Bk R 0 & R AR AT T3, WFoR & 4R
AR T X Bk 5T T A EDUR , 422 32 T T8I B AR 45 &
FAE R MEW ST SR, @A BRI, %%
T FRA A T m PR R EBLH A B AN
(ELHEAT B B, DT 4 = B 08 1 X BE 77 (Jordt et
al. ,2017 ;Rapa et al. ,2020) , 7E [ Jii SCfb A DT g #
WHREASILSUS  WF 58 F AT T At Sr sh L2 8 B <
o S — AR IR 2 A o7 X % ol Bk R 1 A% A (EDUL .
ST EIHLA G S 4 /N A BE A — AU R A S R R
B OIS AR PEFC A FR BT, AT 2 5 A 1 2
WE B, Tibbetts %5 A (2016 ) 440 & At 57 shHL A
SEULS I E AR & B BLAA K2R LR A Bk 8k
WEAE R BT P N R R E M, R,
Xy 27 e oK g o — O 2 A 7 3 T
H Y Y [a] g 35 3] 7 %8 20 7 A0 BV A 5, AR X
T FON 2k s AL 1 S AL Y 5 R 5 — AR R
1 3 5 H A A IR — B, (H G i Xl Sy
LR SR FEARES 5 A 5 3550 A oA
R ELRY b, R 5 — R Az 3 A B sk
SR SACHTE S Z AT WIER P Sy Nt
FZ X — R R BEH — ORI H
CRAFA S5 2CE R 8 0 kS SRR Y, A
I ML, GREE B — AR 2% A 1 2l UH e JE g 5, 3500
ANGE I 2 505 Bl B AR AR PR, 2 R R BK
- 2% $2 55 ( Brannon et al. ,2015; Tibbetts et al. ,
2016) ,

4.2 EFHEF TR

T — MR AR R o E o — UK R D B AT
R T BRI Z2ERHE TH, ZREF T
TSR KR AR 2 B B R AR 6 4 A
MPEH AR TERIATIT AAFEAR G H ) Be iy bR A7
RS N T 3 N K 27 R BT 1% 7 (Stephens , Bran-
non, et al. ,2015) , FETF LIS AR AR BT T
RS WD 3ok 498 77 1190 314 T 2 S W ( Townsend
et al. ,2019) . 7EZSHE THirh 1 105t # 36
S FRBE S — AR T A [ A 25 2 77 5t
122 57 DA Ko A OG22 S 8 M W a2 T i R i A 1Y) o
SRS, XA AR I AT LARE B 5 5 — AR
FAEWA H O AL 2 = AN n AU B i A
FRAMELIER, FATA R N7 SO R & 2l i 4
Fr s 2 50 B U5 ( Townsend et al. ,2021) , Ak
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Heihi, 22 2 ZE T Hl— 8 LU AR A 2F 55 Wy 2 AR £
X JOART IR R 2% A 3 e DL g 1oy A T 0 T O e
PHERIE N H AT, DHS M L0 AL 2 B 28 5
AFER ARG E A, TEbhgd T, R AR
i A S 0 ) A A T4 ) A AR DG R B 1) 22 A
BEAILIEIZ . P8 0 ) B B R AR s h A BB
18 B A Tl & A A PR ) R, AN TRl AL 23 B2 A
SR AR R A A RN AR TR R B 2 AT
HHAL SO EE SO R PSS G R R A
PR ERIEEL T A Btk B 2T 50 s R R
SV 1 ) LA e SRE G 3K o TS W TT LA B A
[FAt 23 B2 8 S ) 2R B AR L4 | IR IR R 22 4
T3, 34000 =2 A 7 | 2 v ] R 2R R X B RE T
E LR BN B9 K2 B 1) 58 B ( Stephens et al. ,
2014)

22 HE T IR W TE S 2 o — AR A2 A B
SCAEAN D FE A5 07 1 BIF 5 v s 4 3 1 — s 1
an Stephens 2N (2014) FIH S AERA LS BY
TR AE AR A bl v 28 38 00k o 28 Dy 0 AR AT
T/ EREE T, TR R, EREA
TR A S ) RS 6 43 ) 283 S [ 423 B J2 8 S
EARG R AT R BARTE A O B A iy A
fili B45G A Bk B2 SO R AN S ER L
(TR AT I 25, 55 W 23 WU B A HE S WL RS
TN — 10 52BN A R A, BF5
EERR 25 1 T B G RE 5 — AR A Ak
HRE R — AN R AR5 — 27 AR 25 O i A 14 2
W25 A 25 T BT D T 63% ; IRl 5 5
AR AT L HE N LS 2R S 5 s
AT THARS B TR Ak 3 a6 R DG 4
IR aE Y R 4h | Stephens 55 A\ & L5 HoAth 46 /)it
S U 2 5 0T I AN [R] , 22 R 80E T AN (L RE
% A0 R B — AR 2 A 1 0 B IO IR S RN 2l
BCAE , o AT DA SR E A R 4k 23 B 2 SR 2 )
1022 S o o 3 3R 52 BE B — RS 2R i A 2 ot
(Stephens, Townsend, et al. ,2015; Stephens et al. ,
2018) . RN, ZESHH TR LL—Fh SR
B Ir A 5 — R4 T A B R
S BRSPS R A T DA S 3 AR
T S R A DR A B LR 28 55 DT S5 IR R 2 A
BRI 3 B

5 RiEFIRE

SCAEAN DL P RO ik 30 20 T B o 0 SO s 1
SRR SR B Bt X 2 18] £7 78 45 VR AC 5 A DL e
PIFRIOC R, R4 1B Y ST LS 5 A FRA =AY T
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Be 55 A5 AN [l 4k 23 B J2 8 S5t 1 B 2 2R A 3 Ny A
R EAAAE 22 B — AW, AT
PCH ] DA i R G 5 — AR 2R 3X — e e AR
TERSHE RO IAT R G 5 2 PE A
JE R I X et G e o — AR 2 A 1 2 A 4 Ty B At
TR RS SR . WA U, SCAEAS DL FE PR e X 2
PR 2T K S 4 /N 23 B 2 10 Rt 22 5 42
AT BB WA RS )y T B A S
BOSCHSE B (8, A8 BT SCHR XS SCAE A DG fic 28
WRHN SR 28 TENRSE KAWL
B EAT AR I BIS A B iR R —
4 JRy IR (anast T 22 WL, XoF LA (0 BRAT A R AT I AR
N2 BN 2 9 TC OGS 1 1) T4 ) ATHAR T oE A
JEHE b — S R ] R R T oK . Rtk A
KA AR 5 IR AFAE R ) I A0 9 e 25 [) 1 ¢ e v
T RKMEFEE B T 75 B Uk 2257 35 SO AN T i 3
WA B S AT DITE DL Sk gk 2 B I it — 20 i
FK, hy T A T M PR A A0 B — AR 2 AR 10 BRARFAIE
SRR A 2 R o — AR R A A 1 4 T 3l o 2 it
VISR BRI HLht

501 AMBEEWMAE

AR F LT T A B ST
SR Z [H] DG R B XoF 52 B 5 — AR R 2 A 2 A3 g 1Y)
S B2 SO A 0 RS — R A E R
2P T LT BRA T S P D R AT T T
AP, Stephens B ATE$E: H SCAL A D Bt B8 5, ok
7 22 B I 9 38 A E AN W PR O A 2500 1 i 1 ok
AN RE 23 B 205 S 0 RS A0 BRA T R R I
ZEPE BRI I RIS Z AR T AR S AR
X SCARAN VG LS00 AS B (852 0], A 2800 1 4 A A%
FRIE5 SCAGAS DR TE 7 25 1) 28 B AR FH OO 52 i 2 — 1R
REFAEOIRAT R R B RLN 0 H R Bk 14 3l
BIUAE R 2% A8 138 I 4o 78 AR 11 B A% 47 Vil 3 Lh A o
B Ff o, U SCAAS DC BCAS0N 14)5 Wi {ELAA0F 5%
ME—2 e, FENZEMAT , ARIBYZ 2
ZPIIBRE T ORR B R A ) S e 7 | H AR i e
fisit 1) AN X 5 32K ( Stephens et al. ;2018 ; Townsend et
al. ,2019) , A HFFRE S T “Se Pk gh 717 i
A, BRI {1 B B 2 AR5 i A SR AR & )
PHERSN 1, X BBl I AT DL R Ry T — 8 432k B
BARAL B R T S AT 5 S R AT 2
> R AT — 2 A 00 %) BRI , I AR 335
1S AUE AR I (R A, FRRK A, 2016) RS
E oL RIS (RS = S U R S
FIRR L, BE I 2 A5 72 B WA & WA A 25 Bt



KA AR 18] LR B Ty (R, BEK A, 2018 ;5K
HRER K7 51,2018 3 ¥4 AR 82,2019 ) . {HIf A SEIE
W R GEHAE R X R B S e 2 A R ARG, ey
FREE LA S RE RS TE 2 KARJE b G2 Al el SCA AN DL i 3
B PR . S LANE, HAB AR RRAETR SR AR
I RRN R T I A 4 A S8 BE 5 AR T DX 22
TR KA R E AR B35 28 5%, B i B
TR A2 B 2 50 A WA AR A AR TR Y
NAEFEAE o PRt AR B 90 by i AR 30 R e 55— X
REFAEREEA B 1 57 B, I 221838 R IR T E 2
55 R0 B A A AR D T AT Y 22 5
HOXF SCACANVE BN 8 15V T

5.2 #F SO

PRUTHCE BB XS A [l 4 23 B )2 Ut i AN ] 52
Wi 2 HEE 2 F A R AL 2 B 2 0 8 i — A P
g, MR SIS, 72 R A hd rh 22l £ T
PRy 557 BB Z2 e ST RLTE, T AN
S e Ve BN e I = S = VRS I N o A Y U
P ) AR B B LA BRI 4 /NS [ L 2x B J2 4 S5t
PR Z AR O Y 22 1R OF R A S e SR L
B RBE A, BEOREL, S E 2 ook T
PAPRIRAE RS R A A F A 2 22 50 10 98 38 X g
KA R Z T B =

5.2.1 AR Zoobny i

FECA SCHk Sz 37 5 BARTR” PR S
A 18 FRATE IR N7 %o B G 1) O B R0
T H, A0S 22 W RE 5 & AR 1) T 6 TE e EAA
Be— H BA AR T 2 0% 55 —Fh, G52 b P I
FE S 1A FRABE A A 1 IS i T A
AR AAERE < gty 387 A BRI IR AR 2« AR itk
R B AH B HE e B0 P R g 1 i 2 ] LA A 3
BRI A A TAE R — RS b, R, Rk
WFFETT LA I FRAR A 22 4 T Jo 114 f1 B2 o 42 3 A B
S — AR A B0 B I, BN, AP K
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— AR A A AN DL BARTR” S 548
DL 37 g 3 B HARTR” 5 <SR
e B TCHORAS (BT AR TE XU ,2020) , WF
FERUL A Z 50 A A A, T DLTE R E TS S5
62 R Rz 53 Y FRAS R AR R I Y
15075 30, I AE IR b XAt 25 B 122 25 S e 1 9%
TR AN R 25 R BT B T e R, 342 15 4 253 o B
I3, 04 B & AR FI AL 5% (Townsend et al. ,2019)
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B RS I R I 5 — UK AR i AR
el J AT I, AR AT LA [N DA =07 TR (g
KCAHAT G . 5, IR T B AR KB R
Bi o SCAEASDE FE HR R 53 A 1 R 2% 1E SO R 19 i
[ P S H e i T AR B el 7R R bl v BE RS TA
WEIFEES —fCR A HARTR” S F 019 F T
FEHE BT AF R 9 SO T 48 /INAS [R] 423 By
R R 25 P A B S B (., STUERF AT
4R X — B R AT AT P TR . AN B
T YRR FEEE SR T FE AT 55 b, A3 i A KO
I (oA AR SCAC R ) 1Y 722 A3k RE 52 Wi 5K a2
SRR 2B AE XTSI I L B SR B e 41 55 3%
B (Stephens , Fryberg, et al. ,2012) . MK H& %W 57 45
FTEARR R 25 1 Bl SCAR A8 B v AT DL 2% B TR R a2
S — RO A A RT3 00 3 2 T o A K ez
TR A ABRE B A SO, HOR, sk
REEBMEE . FBEH R FA AT T i
JIT 2 B R A AN B T A 1) ik DR AN RE AR S 2 A
MWNIEPIE S S 3PN £ 2 Ul IS §= REE~I R SN VA =
MM REDS N TR 2 1 72 BE 2 — AR 2 A 5 )
BRI R AR R BEAE X BB TAEMEeE
TR R K2R ST B 5 — b 5 Ak 27 2E ph vy
e TR [P AL ) R ), T e (] I 2 2 2 A 5 AR AT:
G5 IR I, il R o — R R A R4 A B
AR o R, 5 Bl 3 41 235 0 m] LA S5l
o AR AL 23 By 2 B9 A O AR i i G E A EE
IEXIE S A B &5 s R E S — UK
A LA IRk A HE B I 22 5 R e AT L
T Ik 2% SIS B Bl AR E A — R 2 A B s S B
HEMEMLL, B, R¥ErT D% 25 HFH
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(Harackiewicz et al. ,2016; Townsend et al. ,2021)
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DEC A R4
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Psychological Challenge and Its Explanation of First — generation
College Students: A Perspective from Cultural Mismatch Theory

Li Yusu Zhang Kun Bi Yanling Zhang Baoshan

Abstract ; First — generation college students face certain challenges in campus learning and life. Previous
studies on first — generation college students show that their psychological adjustment, school engagement, and
academic achievement were at lower levels than their non — first — generation college student counterparts. Cultural
mismatch theory provides an alternative explanation for the disadvantages of first — generation college students in
their adaptation and academic achievement from the perspective of disparate experiences between their interde-
pendent self — values and values of independence typical of higher education. Based on the claims of cultural mis-
match, we systematically review the psychological and behavioral challenges first — generation college students
faced in higher education and strategies to address the cultural mismatch. Several directions (e. g. , role of per-
sonality factors, the shaping of a multiple self, advocacy for a diverse cultural environment in higher education,
self — development in the face of social change, the role of unique cultural attributes) for future research are dis-
cussed.

Key words ; cultural mismatch theory ;first — generation college students ; psychological challenge ; cultural self;

social class
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