3342 /j. eoki. cjhp. 2002 0L 001

: 1
OISR 20024E 8 1055 1M H ealth Psychology Journal 2002 Vol1Q Na 1 ° 1

S5 F5 5 2 2R LK (02 ST B, BRI 1) Ee i

ZuAY FRH BT FIR FEX AWH HLE £ W

WE B RHERFARGIARORAFHLERL FE AFIHINEL A RARETRLFIBABTEANF K
FAFITRRORFARITUNE T, FR OFIRFORFARFIRRORFAENANRDNGZ, EHERFEE
SR ML EFQ FARF O RF AR FAT A0 A KRR FALF IR RO RFAEH;O £ R )3 E e X )3
R7d, AEARFARLER HW RBREARSFIRFRRFAFIGANRFIA D R KF, RELXFEFIR
Rk D49 o 231 T,
X FILR FAKALS RFLE FH askxit FE

Camparison of the Two Kinds of College Students in M otivation Self- efficiency and Contrbution in Learning Y i
X iaan ing, Li B inzhou, Fu H e ing, et al ShanghaiJiaotong University 200240 P. R. China

Abstract Objective To find outwhy some college students are poor in learning and the way to mprove their learning
perfomance M ethod Two kinds of college students(good learners and poor learners)were surveyed w ith the Learning
M otivation Questionnairg the Learning Self- efficiency Questionnaire and the Learning Contribution Questionnaire and
compared Results @ The good learners had a higher score than poor learners in inner learning motivation but there was
no difference in their exterior learning motivation between than;@ The good learners “ self- efficiency levels ability and
behaviour were all higher than the poor learners @ There were no differences in the attrbution of success and the

attribution of failure between the two kinds of learners Conclusion It’s necessary to mprove the poor learners” level of

mnnermotivation and self- efficiency in order to mprove their learning perfom ance
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Relationship between Subjective Body Consciousness and Psychological Factors of Students of M edical Sciences Guan
N ianhong, Zhao W eilin, Zhang Y abei et al The 3rd Affiliated H opital of the Sun Yat— sen University of M edical
S ciences Guangzhou, 510630 P. R. China

Abstract Objective
relationship anong them. Then try to find out the psychological problems correlated w ith orthopedics and cosnetology.
M ethod
90) and Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ ). Results

fem ale The male whose E scores of EPQ were lower had less body esteem, and the famale whose N scores of EPQ were

To study the status of the subjective body consciousness personality and mental status and the

190 students ofm edical sciences w ere investigated by the Body Esteem Scale Symptom Check— List 90(SCL-

Their scores of body esteem were low, especially in the

low er had more body esteem. Their body esteem was inversely related to their scores of subscale of anxiety of SCL- 90
Conclusions The students of medical sciences had low body esteem level and it was related to personality and

psychological status Itwas necessary to develop psychological counseling for the students in orthopedics and cosn etology

fields to increase their esteem.
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