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Abstract

The semantic difference scale was used to measure 391 pre-service teachers’ stereotypes of
left-behind children. The results showed that: 1) Pre-service teachers have significant negative ste-
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reotypes about left-behind children; 2) Pre-service teachers who have left-behind experience and
have been in contact with left-behind children have more positive evaluation of left-behind child-
ren, which verifies the effectiveness of stereotype intervention strategy-familiarity strategy; 3) The
principal component analysis shows that the pre-service teachers’ stereotype of left-behind child-
ren can be summarized as four content dimensions: “tenacity”, “adaptability”, “affinity” and “indi-
vidual ability”. The pre-service teachers’ stereotype of left-behind children is multi-dimensional
and multi-level. Finally, the conclusion of this study is helpful for pre-service teachers to treat
left-behind children objectively, so that they can respect the individual differences of left-behind
children and teach them in accordance with their aptitude in practical work.
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Table 1. Semantic difference scale score

* 1 BXERERTS

1 B ER
Bs)LE -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
JEEFILE -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

3. ARER
3.1. Par¥Efx g, EETFILESTN2EFER
2 B RN B S LB I ZIRR BN R, 5% KU BEAK[10] B 45142 40 0 7 HE AT 200t B9 57 AIERT < L
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Table 2. Examining the difference between the ratings of left-behind and non-left-behind children
2. WA BETHIEBFILEMTNERKE

wRTE M SD t 18
PPN B 57 ) LFE 1 )46 e 4y 3.79 12.39 -4.73™
PN AR 57 ) LE I A6 6.82 11.20

*: "p<0.05 “p<0.01, "p<0.001.
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A AR ORI A R T F VP A, 3 BB 125 0 B o A1 B o LA 2R O A 1
B ARAESE 3 AURI 1) WORTELUR O NI E(L AET - Sk 2. %6 - Bl 3. R - O 4. fiite
- 5. M - okl 6. B - MG 7. HUS - REE: 8. RIS - UL 9. At - ADRE R LY
PP AL B M TARR R L S0ob BT - (R — I LRI A K, 173, 2)
R R - RS AMEGEL T - R, 2 M - RS 3. B - RBE: 4. 6T - I
FOURRPFAMETRE ST, 3) WkfE B 18 IS PR3- 183G 2. FIE - fedis 3. iy
S 4 R AL 5 RN - W 6 Jol - AR 7. F i - RN 8. BUDXE - REAM, o W
Fo - A 10, EAE - B 11 B - bR 12 FFEI- BB 13 SR - B S LI IVE AR
BEET M ILRMT A, Horb “BUb %% - RBRL” — 0 LR LRI AR, K
LO7. Gt R AR, RIWGRTE R4 A8 LI A 2 5, BT 8 L
TRUER O ABUEN R, BEABURA AT IR BRAT ST R A N B = LR AL, 1 AR, T
HUHRFILBAET 205, (. i,

Table 3. Comparison of average scores between left-behind children and non-left-behind children
3. W BETILEMIFETILENE DIEELER

MrJLE JERSFILE t{H Mr)LE JERSrILE tfH
el i 0.68+1.37 023+0.92  584***  JifigH - 5k -0.03+139 0.13+0.88 -1.89
77 - i 0.88+1.17 0.27£0.99  9.29*** @&k - K& -001+119 019+101  —2.82**
s - XOR 0.48+1.01 0.37+0.88 2.11% WK - ¥RAT 0.08+1.09 0.46+0.92 —5.66%**
fhti - Bh7s 0.61+111 0.17+090  7.17***  X{f -jEF 017+1.00 0.28+082  -2.25*
ST - MRS 122+128 -050+1.12 1749 % - A 019+109 033+083  -2.39*
T - 0.87+1.18 -0.15+0.95 12.67*** Jikik - i -0.7+093 0.36+0.86 —7.65***
U - IBEl 0.94+113 —0.04+0.69 14.90*** JKi» - iAT —0.04+1.09 0.36+0.82 —6.06***
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Continued
TG - T 064111 -0.04+090 255*** XzF-f##f -003+£1.03 0.33£0.95 —5.21***
B - B 1.04+115 —0.20+0.97 1521*** H[{4 - 34F -0.73+1.18 0.69+1.08 —15.54***
Wb - R 0.71+122 0.67+1.08 0.61 EHfg- 3% —051+118 0.61+0.98 —13.63***
R - WS 0.22+1.05 0.32+0.88 -1.91 P - #hA —0.74+1.21 052098 —14.12*%**
WX5E - JkE -0.23+1.15 —0.27 +0.86 0.59 FFEH - I —0.41+£1.17 0.57+0.99 —11.95%**

BhobXKZ - kEARL -1.19+131 079+1.16 -19.10*** N -5FH 078+109 041+085 —14.81***

*:

: "p<0.05, “p<0.01, "p<0.001.
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Figure 1. Comparison of the mean scores of left-behind children and non-left-behind children on each
item of the questionnaire
E 1. mEERmn AT LEMIEETILEMITSHERR

3.2.2. RETBIREF. JEBFILEZMREDRASFHES

RIS T A6 5 L A0 SLATP Rt 2R 7 26 BT L, St B )L
TR SREA BB, LU0 MRS, SRR, 20 ALH P SIATK O 1t BB S, I
F, fE B3 AT B R - R 20 BET - A 30 0L - KA 40 R IR 5 RS - ISk
6. 77 - Ml 7. g - XOR; 8. farti - Bhwys 9. Mo - AR 10, TR - BOY; 11 B - IBE; 12
Aery - IR 13, B - AR B B ST LE PP BIECR T 0 7, b BOZ - KA — TP 1
fHim, 122, bdEZER 1.28. EFITH 7 AEHE EQ. B - Jhe: 2. SRE - KERL: 3.1
1o - M 4. 815 - BY%: 50 IR -4l 6. TTEH - A 7. ZTIN - B ) O B 51 )L B PR M
AT 05y, HALL “BE - REFL” W BIMERIR, N-1.19, trifEZN 1.31. Zia L EWsis
BB, AR 8 57 ) LE TR SR E S JLE R BT L2 5 [aE 0 #EATXSEE, #iant
B 51 ) LB 1R 2 BT R 350 2 MR AICRI I A  A 77 THD , T ot B 23 BT 1 52 S R PN 28 A8 - YR AR T 28 4] 6 (iR
M AR BB NI VR ) AR 9 N(RET: B0 AR, EhA ST, fEEE B
B Ty ).

3.2.3. BRRTEUBAOAE X B R X T ) LEXIRENR HIR N

DA <7 LB ) 5 i o AR &, R IR B0 . P DO AE . R B A S A ) LE
AP AR B AT SR A t RIS AN L RIR T Z 0, e R EoR: 1) Balittn). 4047 Pt
XPBARLE B 7 L ) G BN AR R 2 22 5 2) il B < 22 I LA 5 B LB R 5 B <
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JLER G SRS ZSR, SRER, METIILELSNE: BTyahmaleEa T el yah
gk “RADJLRT BEFT C—EEAR” , BIPgak “RAOJWKRT H B s JLE R ¢ — ERARE S L
O LER 0 BOE R (LR 4. 3£ 5).

Table 4. Comparison of evaluation scores of subjects with different left-behind experiences

% 4. FTREFEHRILITFN S HMHERILE

60 AR BAF4 AN RSO bR t 4
PN H 100 5.81 14.29 1.74"
I 268 3.04 11.54

: "p<0.05, “p<0.01, "p<0.001.

Table 5. One-way analysis of variance of evaluation scores of subjects with different exposure frequencies

5. PRIEEMEHITN AR BRRFEDN

FAE & Ji ZERIR V- 75 F1(SS) H B df 175 MS F & BEME
RSy ¢ 18] 2022.50 3 1041.54 3.847” 0.004
P 54324.39 364 270.75
it 56346.89 367

*: "p<0.05 “p<0.01, "p<0.001.

3.2.4. RETHUm ) LERIREN R HLEH

RT3 SR B 57 ) LEE REAR ZIAR B R I N AE S5 1, 3% BN A AE ZIAR EP (1) 22 THURFAIE 1]
HEAT F R 0T, BURE 78 70 MEAS 36 25 B (KMO = 0.882, X2 = 3675.16, df = 231, p < 0.001), A LA 4T
BRI Hr o I R AT R 0, (R RO IEACTe s, 5 RAHER KT 1 MR EA 4 1, R
J5 ZEfRRE R 58.36% (WL 6) [11]. PR BB 55T [A 175 22 DTMR 2 BR LLE 7 ZE DTk Ae s Tl H B 255
TR E R DLE R A H £, IRl 100 VBRI

Table 6. Analysis of pre-service teachers’ stereotype of left-behind children
= 6. AR EFILENZIRENR E & 547

oL o2 ey
GET . B - WG AN - X ST - O

NTL o g, o - 06 605 - UL Ak - i 2O 041 513
e~ et D0IE - R HE - A R -

A3 Tots - ot i - EEE: il - 81 6.39% 011 157

XF 4 R - AR 5.29% 0.09 9.00

LA ASE ] SE A0 LM Hh DA 3R AT Xt A T 000t B ) L (0 AR ED R AR A . MDY [ B
B IR AR X AT DL Y, RTS8 <7 LR A 2R BN R P 2 4 B PTEAE Dy “ IRHIE” L @Mk
CORMWE” o CAMRBETTT o AT, BARTHONR B AP LI KRR R B YERE, 2RI
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4.1, FRarETxT )L EMZIREIR

IR AT 2T B 57 ) LE VE o 53R SF ) LE I AT RO AR A t fde, DLACSHIEME 0 #R47
BAREA t R R HRAT TN B 5 ) LE B ERR I ZIREN R, BAFETH AR ZIAR N R o (A B R B
FXTLC A I AP AE RS SV, BIPRAORT LE o v 35 e ey, BRATEUTAON A B 7 )LE B A 90 B8
P Be4g: w8 STWNAOHRRAE, 10 HSEUCONE ) LE R &R 20w &N %577 Mg, Jhor,
M, BUR RGO B RIRHE. ERDERRTTH, A REEANMIF RS R TR S9ERT
JLEAHLL, BE~7)LEMIIMEGR, SEARBMK[12]. PMRZE . FSRERWIAERM: B ) LERIHEZ KK
TP RBE R, BEEANAT TR 57 ) LB HAUBURAR TS 525 5 T B0k A 4T L B <7 )L AR < )L
[13]. W B XEFILENEFHERBE FR R W) LEEANT, TOE, 2, Mg n IR
WAL 5 AL RER D R A AR AAT 13 ke 8wt 31 1 O IR AN 27 s B =7 ) LEE A 3 A R T R A1 22
FRTE S, 55 ST B ) LE AL E[14]. SKIGF TR B LB A Lot R 5
T AR 7 LB RI[15]. TRRMEM FL N B T 2 BRI, B 5 L PR AR A 2, e i id v T HLEk
RN, OB Z A58 Uil WTVREE 7 L v E, SRR LA, 23S BER) 48 Te AR LaAH 0 50
XA TR )LEAS R E 2 0 BRNE, B EMmEE, it 5ArEm R ik &[16]. fELL Eis
W, BT 2 R R — TR AR B A P 0 B o 0T R R R 5 R E B T ) LEE O BRARE BT, AR TR O L
ZRERBARE RGN T HRFTEBUTX B 57 L2 B A I L7 AR AR 5 T AR I ZIARO 52

4.2. BRETHUTX B FLERZIREN RS MmE R

AW FEEE RS, PARI B 7 200 WAL 5 B <7 LB IR 5 B <7 L3 R G B AR B T E 5
AU ST LEE TS 1) A48T igale s T ERsamgot; 2) “RAOJLRT BEFaT+ “—
BLAEAR” , BIgR AR LR BB S JLE L C — B AR S L 0 B S LB T B .
WRAREE R, 520 EN R T S o () BRI SIS AT A AL AL, AH SR SHIERTT 4T 28 E 52 R % B BN
FIA R ARG A S5 R T2 - YIRS SR S L 2B A SRS AR 321G i LA 7 SR [17] o
Hafner A1 Stapel [18]% ZIBR FI 5 T TG — ZAENE NS (FIRIF FU 45 R W« AN B BEHG 55 2 AR R th e Uk
FIZIRACR, REAE TS 2B AR RE R WRZIAE BN 82, R MELE R
W 23S ZIMAG . FEARRT S, BRATHUME “BF2 00”7 UK “—Himh” B )LERZL T, #Heeigil
AT OMIE RN T B 7 JLEANMARE I 70 B <3 ) LB MR B 2. ditt, AT mHE 1 #4E
P SRR ANAAAE EL I 2 30 RE 08 IR 58 ZIRR AR

4.3. BRETETX B 7 ) LEXIREN R ) S454a

AR, T ZIRRED R P 25 S5 R IE T2 A — AN TR R, 90 3 AN IR I ZIAR B B A 2 G5 R 4 FE
Horr, B HARRIEM) 2 Fiske 58 N2 H I ZIMR B 5 A 2545571 (stereotype content model, fii#x SCM) [19].
Fiske A A MIDREMERSE I A A SR TE , ZIRR ED R 4R 1E % M BRATEEAR B3 4 [20] [21]. S AMT8
Bl FAAN A B A T 23 AR B I AR LA TE X 7 AT N R EURIBE PRI, B2 ZIBR BT R A 258 (SCM)
Yk SR B Bt (warmth) R AE 77 (competence) [22] [23]. ASHF 78 32 i 70 Hridef5 O WIT 92 &5
VIR, HRRG UM B 57 JLE M ZIA BN GO AL AR RAE A RE I AN ERE, MR EIHZER. £
YT IHE A BRATFOMT B S LB AR ED RGN 2450, BEELS T M e 1 N A5 28 mp S R 6 1 11
YERE, RN SAS GERMET . CREIMET . CSERE” URRE.
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(A28 BN At 2 — A B L AT, IR R N — T AR SR IR NER D .
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KBTS LT 418 — R BAT BT B <7 )L EA AR R T AR 5 — 52 B < 22 T T
FOMAN— ELRE A B < J LB P IR 20Ot B <3 ) L3 A 1P AN SEDNAR A, 00 T 9 BE 22 B B R T i S — A8
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