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[ Abstractl Objective The paper ains at discussing the rehtionship anong peer acceptance teacher accept
ance academic ach evement and pup il§ mental health M ethods A Il 445 prin ary school chidren n grade twaq grade
four and grade five w ere random ly samp kd from the btal number of 2200 school chillren n three prinary schook n
Fuzhou. Socal Relationsh ip Test M ethods and Child B ehavior Checklst ( CBCL) were used to suwvey pupils i ental
health. The statistical analyss such asANOVA, was app lied to exp bre the re htionsh ps Results The boys had san e
mental problms such as aggression ( 8.45 £6.05), hyperactivity (4 82%3. 51) and can pulsion (4 564 18);
and the girk had sme mental problans such as aggression (7. 79 £6.03), depression (5. 054 20) and hyperac-
tivity (4 69£3.67) . Meanwhile pupils mental health was negatively comehted w ih peer acceptance  teacher ac-
ceptance and academic achievement (r= - 0.22 - 026 - 0 17, respectively P < 0. 01) . The pupik mental
health existed significant difference n different levels of peer acceptance teacher acceptance and academic ach eve-
ment (P< 0.001), such as the btalscore of CBCL of he high peer acceptance group was bwer than that of m ed im
and bw peer acceptance goup [ (25.3F17.2) vs (30.7E21.7), ( 42.4%22.2), P<0.001]; the score of
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mediun peer acceptance goup was lov er than of lov peer acceptance group. Conclisiorr Peer acceptance teacher ac-
ceptance and academ ic achievem ent m aybe exert great in pact on pupik m ental health

[Key worddl  mental health peer acceptance teacher acceptance socom etric m easurement pupik
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