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Abstract

Objective: Family intimacy has a good adaptive function, which can buffer the negative impact of
adverse situations on individuals, and use questionnaire survey to explore the impact of family in-
timacy on the public crisis ability of isolated individuals. Methods: The Family Adaptability and
Cohesion Scale, Second Edition (FACESII-CV) and the new crown public crisis capacity scale were
used to conduct an online questionnaire survey among the ordinary people who had been isolated
at home for more than one month in Southwest China. Result: There were significant differences in
family intimacy and public crisis ability of new crown epidemic in different age groups and family
identity, but no significant differences in different genders; family intimacy and public crisis abili-
ty of new crown epidemic in isolated individuals at home (r = 0.376, P < 0.01), sense of responsi-
bility (r = 0.347, P < 0.001), self-restraint (r = 0.160, P < 0.001) and the total score of the public
crisis ability of the new crown epidemic (r = 0.422, P < 0.001) had significant correlation, and were
all positive correlation; meanwhile, linear regression analysis showed that the family intimacy of
the isolated individuals at home significantly affected the public crisis ability of the new crown
epidemic (F = 23.93). Conclusion: Family intimacy of isolated individuals at home is generally good,
and gender does not affect individual differences in family intimacy and public crisis ability of new
crown epidemic. Different age, family identity and significantly affect individual public crisis abil-
ity, and family intimacy is a positive predictor of individual public crisis ability, indicating that the
higher the family intimacy of isolated individuals at home, the stronger the public crisis capacity
to fight the epidemic.
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1. 5]

2020 FITUR, —ANEA B R QDU 6 2 4 [ 5 S A2, AATRR 2 3 B E R 35
(COVID-19). %JpBpil i CIRAIE UME Al 4R ae,  Ioy 1 P 1E 3 2 1 R G AR 25
G [ B A AT BIRE B BR T SCER T TAMB A A BT T, BAEK EAR T A AR ME . B
IE R AILSENL FEE P, A B REEN ERIEH, FANARZICUNANSS, WRRE, &
RO RLXT RB A, BIRIE S BURF AL B A SEEHL, SRAGFF DN BOR (5K, 2014). 240 H S BIfEHLEGR,
SENLTT RESIASEHURIX KT, W H RERBAEYI B RS FORSEZ AR L4 BURFRMESCRE, JF Hislb
AFSEHUHRAIBUR (RIS 2007). 2 REVEHLERMEHUSIN e I7E— 212 LER 175 AR EHS
L5 R ) A R A AR AR H

ik
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W B 2 V)M AT AR 3%, B R BR B R KA AN BRSSP B I — R AT B, AR S RHLIT R
TRERE PP IR S S ST R B AR L . R E 2 AN O BEREATRRE, b YR
PR A XIRGs, A DA BREN, BRERE N TR R N R A 2o EE N
TER(EAT IS, 2005). BhEg LB L gt “ RO EERHEIER A EE, — DRI, — N RHEE” .
AT R FEBGE, WA SRS AERE, BRI AR TS et N R BRI AN BA S
e, JERENER Rl A AR T (S E %, 2020) DRIRAE IR VHT R il 6 2 1 v, R[] 38388 B ARTE I SR
2~3 MHEHBEREZRE, WG BAURT A K, 170055 5 AT i b 21X B S KA
AL, (B WA RE S KR KA R BIAE R . TR, ERESSEMEM A &
H 52 2] — e PR S BB 258, AT RES IO iegk « R0 F0JoBh 45 — L6 47 T 1% 26 (2
i, 2020)0 SR, R FEL BRVA 00 S BE PSR T3 G A BE SR 70, A R TR IR 1 B X 7
X, WG, FOTE, R, B, 2014). FKEEDIAE R IF IS B A8 SR T 3R EUY R 75
BOAUCRE PS5, 24 08 TR S I, A SR B A 03 2 BB 5 T AR L SRR, B8 35 1 s D3 42 ST e ik A
RGO, SHAENIENRE, ZHLNOLET], WREERHEAREENREES, HEE,
TN, OMTER, MEEER, SRIEVE, 2019). FEHT N 2 RENE BRFERET BA L, SXE R R R] A AR HL B A
NERATME— P E BT, R T OCEAE A . ARV I S EE DG R R R R RT LB R Bl R 7 R B A
HMEIE T BP0 IR REFIARLCy, AT DU IS A 02 2 (A BE J R 3 20 SR O I e LA B B B
X R I, W] DU AT R R D B B PR F A R . RREIR R, SR G RN T R R A
AWM ZMER, KE AR A% R0 AR AR R B 5 IR, BR A R R A B A 4%
AR o R L 5% JE 55 2% B2 R A 28000 A 1 J8 S5 R 2 R 1, A3 S RE il D 2 [B) R IR ok
R, RIS AR O B AR SR 5K R S Th RE I AR

FREAE RN RAE KA S ) NBR LB BB T, AR eskig, HIEARIR & AK
FERL AR B OB Ao VR AR D5 T AR R A SR AR D B AR (i, 2013) 0 FRBESR W 2 IRV MA
FRE R RIS TR AR AR, 2 RS E AR 01 SR Ok R SRR R B AR I 45 S b &5 SR HUA] 1Y) K E
HEEHER N, IR AMAREIR S R BB, Wi KB Z MR, SR
HRBE RGN T NATAMEIREG K 7, 101 & 1) 63 BCRIZ AT RN, TG 58 4 A v v /P 56 77 (Meier, Ryan,
Keitner et al., 2020). RUFRIFEEFRE RS AL B TRIRZ FILG B/, M AIEOEDRE, #m AR
HREE IR IR B Sy (¥, EifE, JkHE, 2019). RIBATBAZFMICHKEES RGN A, KEFEAD
AL RS, 5RO B R DL R NS RHIE A B VIBCR . FKEEThRE RYEMAMAE, S {HiA]
FDURREFR E (1 7 A ) B, DARURR [A) (A T AR TR (1T 8%, 2019). BFFLEIR, FREESEZ W] LA
B AR TE TR ) BUSCF  BIRI Jr2, BRAE A T IR 6] SR RE AR PR A AR R T AAT
77, FRBEH FEAE— B FEE BT BE TR AMAAE IR 8858 1 ROt J7 ORI B 77 (YRR, 2013) . BRI,
R TE IR 2 V) 1) 55 25 P T R AR B X 7 2K

FAMW KRR s AR . ERRACEE SRR, SEBEEM AW R
BUHI” o — TSI 76 SEIS [ IR T, 1BER 268 NEHFENERP TN R, WNEFE—HIBERESE, HAHE
ST I N A58 SURSEE R RN 2 /DR BF5He . FEEAU RS 1 b 2 8] ) 175 %
SRPE, T ELIS AR H 5% G B o %t A48 A8 A AN A B S B AR (R BE 0 SR v 2t A R RE SR B 5 N T
NIIRRAERN, FEERE RS 5RO 7 S i g e . SRR, AER = /NS 2L
FIEAHG, SR e, AR 25 N ZJAR S NS A SO0 7 R 2 A SG(P  ek, 2018). FF HATRR
TRAESRE R IAMA,  SRESR 2 5 R 8 i AR ] 77 AR 52 A (1 B & R A BRAS AT, 35Nk
(R BB MEALE R (P 5 5k, 2018 A5EHEH, 2013).
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TSR ATA RFBERE L SR RE S« RO T7 s R B IR W] DA 5K B2 25 5 B 2 B
FESE LS B RS 77 SOMUSIN e 7T, EAE R Z2 B0 70 b ROGTE 1 A2 SCRpRT B s 77 s s, g
AW UG E 2R 5 FEE (R A1 BER AR T A SESEHLRE T FISEM o LT et A 28 BE 156 SE L AT LA 1 R X g 3
[ TR 67 PR A0 bty 308 3o 0 o S R A B FRBE 2 3 R R AR < AR BEAN B x B 7 5 1 A S e HL e F1 0
JrHAT A, R RS L SRR AR IO R . AT DAHEINAE I VORT R B A Sk e
PLEAF R, SRR 3 B IR X B s AR I A EHLRE /AT 15 1 E

2. MR
2.1. W&,

WS GO E RSB A, P SoN . U0 )1RE pE S e B Su st %, e 98 oK i s ief
[7E—AN H(H 2020 4F 1 H 20 HIFUE) DL BRI @ EEANMA, BUREIS )29 2020 42 H 20 H®E3 H 2 H,
W E] 7] 3 400 13 . BT 246 BSOS KB B T/ T 100 s (S MR, MR TE XL 20 4y, e 2]
%9380 t, EERHRIAEEN 95%.

2.2. FERZE

VA BT HERRE VL A | B S S I SO R, WS S A S T A 4
23. AEITR

2.3.1. pIRAHBHENESR

KHBwmPIEASEHEE BN, 2 4 NERE, 40 MIGEH, 5 ERIFS. EU EERER
SE X IFERE b, 4 420 H AR R AR 45 A SOk BRI R C S, AR DU K YERE ] T 48 AN, BEANYERE
12 /M8 H, 250 W4 OB A N A& B AT R R BT, BB EEAA B R H 9 8, JLRIT 39
ANEH, R ESR . SRR Z S PG R RN, AL ES 32 NI, L9 %
TERNE . HBOEN . TUE R E L SR ZERE o e 18 2000 B2 18 A AT 928 175 8 R I e 2 1 A R )
FEMES . AR, B BV RS E SRR ), A RO RS AT . ik AR RIS AR
15 BRI SR E T o V) A A e 2 155 11 XU B R R R f SR, e B8 A TR b Sk B S IR B AR A
T B RIGHOIFRAT T, DA R % RN SR IR R AR SRR N TR
Di—ANARFOSRER G, EshAESEHIER R B2E RN E O — IR 5T, DAV RS G R
fabl, RERREERPUE E, KA S B 5P F4RRER, Miftta—hTRANSS, A
FAMIATN: BRAAZH B AR PAT SR i, ORI Inss B 3B Rl
PAT B T RE ) o 1ZE RN — EOEAE R ECN 0.807, & 4E B P — B AE B R AE
0.720~0.759 Z [6]; 321 IU R 3 B B AR AL S P& PR BE AL 1 252, X ™/df 1M /NT 5, RMSEA [AI{H /N
T 0.08, CFI J¢ NNFI {E3I7E 0.85 DL b, RABMILEGEL, MERSBEERL . ®RKH 5 50T
E, R, RRAILENLRE IR .

23.2. REFEBEESBENMYERFACESII-CV)

K 5 E 3 55 BT A3 b 1 B R (FACES) P4/t . FACES 11 |1 Olsen 254w, 2 W&tk 1517, 1
FE R PER R (R PRoR 2 B FRAESR B B L SR EE AN FRRE ) R R A P (S B N . S AEE R
ENMEANHERE) 2 MrER, 304N KH. P REENEILE 14 M E, FRERFEELS 164
%H, H4HBERYWHLE S A B bREZ S AR ST R % . % ERM Cronbach’s o REH
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0.68~0.85, HARIFMASE. &% . KH Likert 5 ¥k, XD KM 1~5 HiFny, B “A2” it 1
gy, C“ARIR7 AR 24r, “HET 34, “GET b4, “RRT IS . foriE, HIHHKERE
AN SR AT (00, ERNRESE, 2014; ARIE, BRIENEE, 2019).

2.4. Giit A

&1 SPSS 25.0 et AT At ot MHSCVE AT BT SRR T Z 0, P<0.05 9%
FREERAGIHFEE L.

3. 458
3.1. EXIER

1] 35 (1) 3 EEM F A AT PRSI S FE R B (4 (18~30) HI4E(31~50)s Z4E(ST K LA B)) FEER 7 B (52
. BEE. LT L)L) BEACKBIES AR @ AR, Wk 1 R,

Table 1. Distribution table of basic situation of survey samples

1. PEFFERBRASHR

el IS B AT
E: u HE AR BAE B A7 WiE A
Foany 78 302 321 53 6 15 365

3.2. REFBESHERRALBHENN S AR

B ) R A AT IR Ao Ja, Al BN E RS AR L, R e e s A L LR
LA AE 76~145 Z[0], LB P75 (1198 5%, Brd s AL ahlae /s B0 B UL ER N E b 2
22%; WIHLCLE 7674 PSO (112)8 5, WH a2 AL LR s B S FE M AN B0E B 47%LL E, H
W AT WAE ORI 98 A FEFENLRE T, AFESEHLRE I SR EUT . FEESR S BE S/ EAE 39~91 Z i), J
HORT P75 (T4 R 5, FEESEHFEIRBIMN B I NE L B 22%, BIZH 50 2 — IAMA 0 5K BE 55 2 FE L
FEEER LR {EAE 39~91 28], HA KT P50 (67) N5, FKEEE% FER B S5 RE BE 1 AN E 5 3 49%,
BRI —F A I R SR 2 R ILAT, S5 R Lk 2,

Table 2. COVID-19 public crisis capacity related factors of the mean value of the total score (N = 380)
2. HEERBAHBHRENAXERNDIERIILWN =380

f/ME KA X 5
BRI AL fENLRE S 76 145 111.86 103.55
FREH 39 91 67.47 91.88

3.3. FRIZE EHMBEEIFALBYE DRSS

NT BB ARV B FKEERR S RERZE R S5 A BB A 1% A L fEHLRE SR
Wi, T RN AL SENLRE S 4 S 7 A5 06 DL S L 22 e b ATt e i, SRR 3. AR S
FWeB FBEL O S 2 B E AR S RS ASEHLRE 1, TUPEA . ARSI W ANTEAE 25 22
St RIS AT ARSI 0 AR e i 28 23 SRS HLRE /0 3 R o
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Table 3. Total score of COVID-19 public crisis ability and comparison of four factors
=3 EREAREIENE S REEZRNERR

BTN L AN

e 3 1 R R FAEER 4 Iy
TR B PRI IE R TR HIRLHR S LA S
F18
X s x s x s X s x s
5(78) 37.85 643 2646 589 2710 455  19.69 282 111 11.61
5 0.55
4(302) 3823 516 2586 572 2763 370 2034 292 112 9.80
FHH(321) 37.94 536 2572 565 2720 381 2032 289 111 9.83
e
B FHEE(53) 3942 587 2760 623 2970 382  19.60 275 116 1144 6432
EHE(6) 37.83 496 2567 543 2550 235  19.17 436 108 8.57
RIE(13) 36.62 955 2500 525 2700 577  19.08 441 107 1542
KBz BEE(47) 3930 550 2898 552 30.02 332 1940 274 117 10.63
B A 6817
G4y ILTF(5T) 3828 582 2684 559  27.04 451  19.65 245 111 11.11
% )1(263) 37.99 507 2531 575 2721 358 2052 2.89 111 9.26
PEUK BN (15) 3620 114 2613 886 2500 511 2013 513 107 1743
) 2.918

Wi A\RE(365) 3823 510 2598 560  27.63  3.81 2021 279 112 9.78

AR BT A AR FE R I A LG LRE DA T E L, SRR TEMERIERIX
ANYERE R, FEREHE S AL ENLAE ) RE LT @ =-1.19, P<0.05), RIATE > FE > B,
TETHR R X AGEE R, FHAERIHTR A A L fEHLRE ) B2 @ T 5 H (= 2.50, P < 0.01)RIZ4E(r = 4.20, P
< 0.05), RICAPE > HE > 29 EHEEE ARG a0, HFEMALEIRE B ERT
(1 =-5.21, P<0.01), RIVHE > HE > 29, EEEABERZINMEEHRICHPE > FE >
L FHRORIANEERRINTE > PE > ZHE,

SRR EERL R FARALE . BE. JLF ) LREa g 1E AL fablae /1T )5 i, 45 R
TG AB B AR T, BERRH SIS AL fELRE /1 B 3E & T2 (= 3.98, P < 0.05)F1 2 JL(t = 3.67,
P<0.01), RICAEE > JLTF > LU > 808 fETHERE R NEE T, BERr#idi i AL ailee
BEETAE(E=3.02, P<0.05). JLT(t=2.99, P<0.0)F % JL(r=2.81,P<0.01), XBUNEEE > &)L >
LT > A5E: fEHRAMRXAYEE S, L)L e AL aLEe /1 53 & T REE (e = 1.12, P < 0.05)F1
JLF(t=0.88, P<0.05), RIALIL > LT > BEE > 0% EFEEEAEHLRE IS0, BEER
AFESENLEE )1 B E TSR = 1037, P<0.01). JLT(t=5.90, P<0.0)FZ JL(t=6.67, P <0.01), KM N
BEE > LT > L > 0% TEREARERXANEE P RIUNEEE > LT > &L > Sk,

3.4. FEIEE EREFRHENFHES

NT =LA FE B FKEERA T BRI S5 A8 80 5K RE R % I RE I, XK
JE 5 55 P (A3 2 I 00 B FE 22 e AT LU B #r, S5 SR 40 BRI & 4RI BL . FBEE IR S 8 2 B35 5
WA AR ) SRS B B, Tl AR R AN AE SB35 22 5, B ) AR Ak 208 J31) o 0o 5 JE o1 85 i it

AR
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Table 4. Family intimacy and comparison of four factors

4. REFZERNEAZRHNERLR

FIESEH
FiE
X s
5(78) 66.76 7.75
531 0.541
4(302) 67.65 9.55
FAE(321) 66.70 9.39
WS B rh4E(53) 71.77 9.74 6.882""
ZHE(6) 70.50 9.20
AL3E(13) 69.31 12.49
BEE47) 71.94 9.07
FRE R 7 A 4293
JLF(57) 66.77 8.59
4 )L(263) 66.73 9.55
FENAE) 67.00 9.81
AR 0.037
e 3E A HE(365) 67.49 9.59

MIANFAFE RS B R BER AT R G IR, SRR HEMREREERERTHFEC=-507,P<
0.01), RILATE > EHF > FE,

X AN TR SR E F A B 3 1 R B 3 3 FEAT F G LU, S R R : BRI RE SRR T L F (= 5.16,
P<0.00)f%)L(t=5.21,P<0.01), RINEE > LE > LT > L.

3.5. REFRBESHEERALEHAENOEXREVTSH

35.1. REFBRESHEERQLEYENNEXIH

AR B T L5 B R e A SSSELRE ) A S DY R 3K 2 (Al T AR 0 WT, 0k 5 i, RBER
JE 538 R A SLSEHLRE S S B . THER IR BRI = AR DL RS s A L el ig
JIEI> LA RA B E AR, HAONIEMSE, BRI SRR % RO, B s A e pLeE Joat
G -

Table 5. Correlation between family intimacy and COVID-19 public crisis ability score and four factors

=5 REFZESHEERARBIENES RUEREXM

REREE  OEWARE  FEEN FAERR ok B

FRESRE 1

PN R 0376 1
PREEIE N 0.073 -0.134" 1
THE IR 0.347" 0.655" 0.063 1

HIRLHR 0.160" 0.382" -0.592"" 0.202"
gﬁ?%/gi 0.422" 0.803" 0.348" 0.826” 1
v, 1R 0.01 BRIGUR), MRMEEE.
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3.5.2. REFEEMNEEBEQLEYEAHEISSH
PAAMAII S BE 2R T FEAF N E AR &, CUBTE B A 3L SabLRE i/ E AR A Bl AT Bl 70, 53R LT 6 6.

Table 6. Regression analysis of family intimacy to COVID-19 public crisis ability
% 6. REFZEMNFEEEALZNENNEESH
A RS 2 Beta R’ FrAELJE I R F
KEESRH PR [ A SR IR 0.45 0.06 0.06 23.93"

VE: "P<0.05, "P<0.01, ""P<0.001.

FRHE 2R R VA BT 7, SR S 5 T I8 25 s T e 1 AN L fE LS S0 (F = 23.93), H1# 6 W&, FKiE
S W S A ILEHLEE TEI R RE N y = 81.544 + 0.45x, FEEEHERLH— AL, Hidk
TEAFLEHLAE 1K 0.45 AN, FBE SRS L IE A FRN A JE fE LA

4. g
4.1. BEREMEREFEELEARMR . FRE. RERRBNEBREXIINEROH

BB AR RSB TR B A SR L AR 0T i o B S AR R g 2R T 15
LR 2 AT T, A R BRI B KIER R S # = B AR KR, Mtk
T RS I AN A7 A i 28 22 5 s IR 3 ATVRRE AR SR AR X 5 e 256 o PO U i), X SR8 (1R 38, 2019)
FENIIFT TG R B ME SRR ERE &, 5 n PR B ERAN L, SR AFE
PR REM R —RLRA, FERZANMRL IR R AT, R AFEER &% T e a L& 55 RHE EE[R
SRR, RUTE RS RS 2 R (TS, 2019): AMARE Y ANIR B 4: 23 G400 1 K1) 43 B0 [ ) B4
t, EENAEAEHCHEE, JFHS5% B FREA A FREE RS, Bt 2 5 15 8 46 K 2
B X R E AR S Z NI FAE . IR, IE A R 257

4.2. BEBRENMTEEBOLBINENETRNS . FRERREMASH LHERIH

IIHTANFIE A . SRR BL. SRR A B B 0] T R AR KR T 1 N LB HLRE ) & YR K i 73 A
LS 22 AT U T, B R BRI B R 01 AR R o 3 R AR BT e B 1 A L SE AL
BEJT, TOVER ANAT A5 S 2 22 5, B 3 RO Bl i R ASLSEMLRE A ieiomi o e L IR B IR B
WHENE, FFASBUORPER ZE R0 E Bk s, SFE il R IR I, B B e R

43. BERREMREXREESHEMR ARBHENOBEXXRREESH

FBENR L GHE NG A IEHRE T PR RE L . SRR, BRAFRX =AML L A tE
BLRES) B0 2 1B B R E MGk, HAONIEMIS, RN HRYE B 3 A S8R BoR, RERT R34
SEMAH BT A FEHLEE I (F = 23.93) H LI ASLSENLRE S - SRR E BB I MA, REIRIGELZ I
FBESCHF, RIVHBORMFTER IR BRANR ST, AT 23 1A S8 e i 2 AR5 B AR
NHMA, G BLUEGL, FIN E OS5 X WA A CHUE B AT 5 K Ba S

4.4. BEAHARBZ

ABEFCEIRAET] 1 ZBE 5 FERIRAE - SR T 5 MAAE A I SE LS P i RO 5 U RE
G RISEMIE AR ERR . FKEERT LS AFEHURE S TR, e 0 2 B 25 % B T LU f =
IR S AR LA SR P 25 BE A 5 2R X B ek i 2 BE 1 S ML, AR ) 25 5 5 S LS Xy 2RI 3
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Y JE SRR B AR KSR T o FRBEAE At o SRR BB RS 73, X fE ML A G2 EH s R,
ZEEHFREUGE, FEERRY RKIE H SRS ER4ET RKEE R R, Fem K BEX faL AR B 1 5e
(K@i, 2015).

Bl A R 40 90 T SR BE SR 2 2 5 R0t J7 NI B 9 2R 0 i) — 2o kh e N IR, omss, 5
SENL AR SO D4R N, AR ML T — MM X A ILSEHLRE I BT O AN, KSR LR LA
YER—AREm R R X KRBT S m A L EHLRE BB, FTDIANFBESEE L RIA RN ES, T
TR RAR BT I R A L fE LA
5. &%

1) JoE S 6 2 U TR A P R B 2 s P A A, bt~ M DA PR R 2 S AT B I R KT

2) ek i 58 P I TA] i o B 1 AR 0 A L SE N LRE F0 e A K2 B e 5 B A A A el 2
B2 IEHLRE S A LB B R K.

3) FBESRE FEN B K B AR A LGN RE A B35 M s Ve R, 562 R 2 8] 2R 3 B LR
AR 75 30, 18 93 SR 53 2 8] B2 5 Ok AR 0 T AR RSB T U A 2o AR R, RES i N8R
3 ARV HBE T2 3o B S AL B B LIS R, R S0 o T e 8 175 1) R 2%

E&WE

2020 = E B E T HATTH (2020J0680).

SEEk
SIE 45(2020). T ST X ANTE SL R K R B S . S EHIR.
225 B1(2013). PR AE SR RE O B B RN SR 3G B IR S S R R AT, AL # F, (24), 85-86.
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