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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the effects of family dynamics and self-esteem on resilience in college
students. Methods: The Systematic Family Dynamics Scale, Self-esteem Scale and CD-RISC were
used to survey 1206 college students. Results: 1) There was a significant positive correlation be-
tween family dynamics, self-esteem and resilience. 2) Family atmosphere, personality and disease
concept can positively and significantly predict resilience, while system logic negatively predicted
the tolerance of negative emotions, sense of control (f = -0.119, 0.107, p < 0.01) and individual
ability of resilience (f = -0.090, p < 0.05). 3) The significant effect of family atmosphere on the
positive prediction of self-esteem (f = 0.35, p < 0.01) was greater than that of personality and sys-
tematic logic on the positive prediction of self-esteem (= 0.11, 0.10, p < 0.05), but disease concept
has no predictive effect on self-esteem (f = -0.05, p > 0.05); Self-esteem has a significant positive
predictive effect on resilience (ff = 0.53~0.65, p < 0.001). Conclusion: Family dynamics can posi-
tively predict college students’ resilience, and self-esteem plays a part in mediating between fam-
ily dynamics and college students’ resilience.

Keywords

College Students, Family Dynamics, Resilience, Self-Esteem

Copyright © 2021 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 51§

O HR B (Resilience) i 7 50) T 70308 858 R AMA SRR 10 BEOE B O B JE, R AR OB FUR
JR DB AR (L L0, BN, 2011). EWAMFRE S 2T, BOV—BUNE5I0 2 OB
TERRR R ft v, RS OCHE AR FH 002 BRI “ORIPPERI R " (I AT, TR, 255, 2017).
Masten Fll Coatsworth (1998)445 T3 23 JLHERFFE M RIR,  RILRS M R 3 A FEAMA SN R 2,
FLanfE R BE T H, BRACBIRISEE R R BARMKEE S BN FREIREE . BRI A (A R S50 & A Ak
O HRFPER R R 2, R T AMER TR E, W E B E RAER . Kumpfer (199982 T —Mg
SEAEA S AR SRR M - R - AR SR SRR, 2R S R PR ) S B RN R M (R R
LMW, R EFERERZ G R Tiee, mHRSEER S MER R g mdfEd, MeF
AR BN IEZ A W, T2 R T R U M B N PR AT G B N (L AR, Sbr,
R 2008), X EBAFEIRZ OEBEMERZ, Flamls. B 178E, UHER RS NTEOE PR
FHTZHAEH, OHEBEER SRS RER T . AR, MEOHEBMER R R S R EEZ (6
TEEWNTERE R, OB R AMATE 5RE BB SR AL 2208 B /7 1Y) 8 ERE i (Masten & Coatsworth, 1998;
Kumpfer, 1999). R4 EER RAGFEE LL I K B R BERIAR S5 SCREX £ R DGR A B il
BB TR OB 3T R AMA (W, Tsang, & Ming, 2014; #MEFS, 077, %, 2012, ANLE,
ATAM, TEERLL, 2010).

ZFK 2 RS BLIRTT EL SR [ 1 A A R NN R, RIE AR N — AN AR R AR, IR
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REMERMAR T FERRFIKAZAMEER, BT R KED) )25 HESE (Kuisma, Murtonen,
Paunonen et al., 1997; &, FALEE, BI04%, 2002). EWNINCHHERTFRIESE, FKES)HXAME
(0 B FER L « W AR DA K ) B85 35 A SR BTN AE FH (Rask et al. 20035 £ 4E, X7, 2017;
TRt BEZR, 2018). HNFKEES) /)M 25 8 5 O BLEE I 50 R B AL 2D

AUEFARH, OISR AR LR D AR AR R R, X A A O B 2 DG
(Lee et al., 2013; Hu, Zhang, & Wang, 2015). PRI N FBHLHI AT REER B A ¢, B &2 MEEH
FL B R SRR 1A 6 B BN E AR TN SRR ELIZ 1, 1997). TFFURIL, B B2 OB S I R
YRR, Aeig 2 25 M T O B3R E (Daisuke Nishi, Uehara, Kondo, & Matsuoka, 2010). o0&, m=H
Bn] DA m AR NS SR Re 71, BRSSO — EUE(Cai, Wu, & Brown, 2009). [RIRF, ZREE N2 RE
Wi A4 ) R B AR R . AR AR, AR 00 B A BEIA] (1) ph SGBR AR A L 5% [ P V) R
AN BORDUBR 22 (EUKORT S, 2014)5 SCRERBR DM RE 35 1E ) T ) L1 1 25, SCRE I BE AR 546
e T 25 A7 ) O J L PR RO A 2016) 0 BT AR I SR BES) 3 2E AR BT LA TN AT R AR 1 B KSR
SERR(GLE, BIEZ, 2017; #RtE, B2, 2018). ZFKEESSIET LATIN (5 2, T [ 26 3 O B () 7
PR R, BEENEZENPNTE, H 0 REERES) S OE s i s AE R . R, ARHE
FEIHET Kumpfer (1999)$& H O BLFMEHE R, 8 A+ R EES) J1i¥ 8 B3R 2T s Jind K2
R A R JE (R s e B N ST [l R, o] DAgE— 20 i [ A G T S RE SN 7 O BR SRR AN [ B0 R
STk B N R A, e D OB M BN K B R ENS R O CRIL SR S AE .

i BTk, AR T REN R AAMA NI R, I FKEES) 715 B B OB s,
FEHE S 1) FEESN A CAT R 22 AR OB s 2) REESh J1 5 KA BB EMC, HEERES
OB MR FER A ER, BRI A A 1.

_ LI
i kv
N DS IRE R
RG *'gggk

) o7 il Jak
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Figure 1. A hypothesis model of the relationship between family dynamics, self-esteem and resi-
lience

E 1. REH. BE50EEMEXRHRIZRE

2. MR
2.1. W&

2018 5 5 H, REBENUEEREEUCRE 7k, TERM LU AR S i RS2 EREAR 1230 4y, A RCFAER:
A 1201y, BRER 97.64%. HF B4 608 ], Lk 50.6%, 24 593 #, &Lk 49.4%. ARFFTIEN
AR T F AR EFEE TG RED.
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22. TR

22.1. REREHNHFEEWFER

1% R i AL IR AR E 4525 N (200 )&, W A f AR E 2255 N (2014)181T . B4 B 78R & B i%
BREHTILEME DERE, SHEENE—ZERT 0.688, EREME R, BIHARSEAN,
2014), ZERILH 23 M, /4 MEE. O FREAR: BRERFNECR . VEENEERHE, K
SRR i, REESGUBRERIA L b, . @ ML FERE ARG 2 S AT I AR
AL BEAS oy s, WU SRRE 7 R B R FE iy, SCREXTHZ T I i/, RV +A B asor
RIBHZE . © RGUEH: 8 FKEERAMEAIW B AERE. 38 “HEgbRIfE " Fg Ay “EE--- 37
PR i, RGBT iy, FRBE R A T« BE - 37 SRR B4R 2 o i 4R X
BRFBERMNFI K EERE . @ BME: H8FBE LR DG T B 0 4 2508 A R BB i 72 1 3 R 5T
B, —WON “EAENRZFEER , SN CEAENATREY o BN SYEEEAE, SR R R
A F YA NI O BRSHE H 1S RO N R A K. RRMER 4 AN4EE Cronbach a RECH
0.66~0.87. BEXRZTMATEE: y/df=4.78, RMSEA =0.056, CFI=0.899, SRMR =0.057.

222. BEER

TP R4 B RN EM B IRBHRBREZ, 310 MH, 1 AEEARFE)~4 AERRE) 4 5
o, B EE RN A BT . AR Cronbach o RECH 0.86. BRZL AT /df=
7.51, RMSEA =0.074, CFI=0.941, SRMR =0.049.

2.2.3. Connor-Davidson /1>IES# ¢ E R

KH] Connor & Davidson (2003)ZF i, Yu 1 Zhang (2007)f&1T fJ-Co B g4 B3R A SO, 35 25 N4 B S
HHE Connor & Davidson (2003)/) 5 IR /MED NN NGEST . HZEWMIE R, 280, $Hlsk. FiE
i s ANGERE, 1 (ARA)S (—E k) 5 ik, Sk s R s B K R . AR R 5 N EREY
Cronbach a ZE0N 0.73~0.89. B % & WL A 6350 */df = 5.87, RMSEA = 0.064, CFI = 0.885, SRMR = 0.047

2.3. it Ak

KH SPSS22.0 £ MPlus7.2 G i+ # A%t £ dia db AT b BRAN 3B o THECEE R B 2 ) Ffiidk . 1T 5%
B IES DA, RHGE = drdez)iiid . 25 B BUA M THEIML) A B BRI E .. 5 H K7
it HWEANSTERR(CFD . AR T HEAL 2 (SRMR) 77 HRAR Z L UE (RMSEA) 5 90% B35 X [H]
(Beauducel & Wittmann, 2005; Hu & Bentler, 1999)k | A (14105 - 24 CFI > 0.90, RMSEA < 0.08, SRMR
<0.06 B, MI$LE & AT PAEE 32 ff)(Heene, Hilbert, Draxler, Ziegler, & Buehner, 2011),

3. 58
3.1. BT EERGHTMEL ST

M TR 1) BEE S SOBE T S AT SR EES A 4 AR ARG, 2)0
BEBRE A AP R RS I RS KBS S ) 4 AN T R EFIEMG. 3) KRS
FREFE . ME . R 5 OB 5 ANET R R IEAX.

3.2. MEEINEE

TRRIF S ST BV AR B A A 7 R AR R AN S B P Sy . MR A RIS, EIERQ
SR TR T I AR AT AR O, TR AL R AR AU R AP AT SR (e AN 2, TELADBE,
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JRTUH, 2004) HRAE T BN IS AR P CELAGIE, HE0E, 2014), SefPn AR B VAR BT IR
R AR AP WINRSS, P ATCERR . R R AR 2 5, MR RN
AR AT . T AR UNE 2 P P A AR AL B AT R A R, T IR
T R AR B BA R HRRE, & E R T A RS, WTRLEEHT T — D a0 R A

Table 1. Correlation of factors of family dynamics, self-esteem, and resilience, mean (M), and Standard deviation (SD) (n =
1201)

F 1. REHN. BEMLEEMRETFOERX. FEHRMFIREESD) (n=1201)

A M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. g& 30.58 452 (0.86)
2. =K 7.90 227  0.56%%  (0.73)

3. KERREAD 5.21 140 022%%  0.31%*
4. BRI 1750 413 0.54%  0.72%+  0.38**  (0.77)
5. NANBEA 2124 524 0.61%F  0.75%F  032%F  0.80%*  (0.89)
6. HAA 1391 315  0.61%  0.701% 036%* 077 0.78**  (0.79)
7. R 13.88  2.84  023%x (032%F 020% 031%F 033%  033%*  (0.66)
8. FEESE 3084 582 0.42%*  047%F  0.16%F  039%F  047%F  046** 0.50%*  (0.87)
9. R4 17.78 348  020*% 0.10%* —0.01 0.03  0.11%%  0.13**  0.00 027* (0.69)

10. ML 23.46 416  032%  035%* 0.18%* 0.30%* 0.36%* 039%* 0.40*%* 0.62** 0.21*%*  (0.85)

e WSS BAAR MR BAAE R E B Cronbach a; p<0.05, “p<0.01, ""p<0.001, *p<0.10,

Table 2. Fitting degree of measurement model
F2 MERBENEE

R 7 df) RMSEA (90% CI) CFI SRMR
PR
F g 55 62.57 (19) 0.044 [0.032, 0.056] 0.984 0.021
PR 1.99 (2) 0.000 [0.000, 0.000] 10.00 0.008
AL 18.33 (8) 0.033[0.013, 0.053] 0.995 0.013
ARG 532(4) 0.017 [0.000, 0.049] 0.998 0.011
A 3.75(3) 0.014 [0.000, 0.053] 0.999 0.009
TSN R IR 47.66 (13) 0.047 [0.033, 0.062] 0.979 0.024
MIN Y 122.55 (18) 0.070 [0.058, 0.081] 0.965 0.029
Eill 00.00 (0) 0.000 [0.000, 0.000] 10.00 0.000
S 232.73 (31) 0.074 [0.065, 0.083] 0.941 0.049
SIERRI(NV=1201) 445523 (1481) 0.041 [0.040, 0.047] 0.890 0.047

Ve O B o R RS A = AR, 7R BB AR — M AR H AR 54640 CFI=1, RMSEA =0, SRMR = 0.

3.3. BEEERENSOEEEZ BRNTER S
WRIEHE TR S AR T AR, 25 52 rh A ROBR B 7 T A I REOSEIE R 5 4 A 8L 1T S
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BT, R 1) ANEFEEES E A Model 15 2) BLE B4R RN 1) /B8 Model 2.
it 45 F e 3 Fion, Model 1 Al Model 2 L4 4 AT, @it AT, Model 2 E Model 1 475
B BTN, FKEESN O R, J R ER

Table 3. Fitting index of self-esteem mediating model

3. BEPNERRENUEIER

gt | 7 (df) RMSEA (90% CI) CFI SRMR
Model 1 (AVELIE BB 4607.53 (1501) 0.042 [0.040, 0.043] 0.885 0.057
Model 2 (145 B HR58) 4455.23 (1481) 0.042 [0.040, 0.043] 0.890 0.047

MZE 4, FEEGFE W DUE R B AR B RAE . AN NBETT, S FU 42 i RS o
fE e AMEACTT DAL [ B B 32 204k . Al ARSI (S0, (EX B2 Mg, 2 BLE S AN RE I E
PN R . RGEE AT LA T2 S I AR K AR RAT AN N RE A7 B0 R AT LA [ T 2 52
A BERIERIER. REARSEM. B REUNE 2 TR, SERE . MER. REZEN HEA
B RIE R BWIAE A, EZRALE E 8B TR (8 = —0.05, p > 0.05); HEXDNABESS 261,
R B2 A RS 1 A5 A #4311 v T4 P

Table 4. Bootstrap analysis of significance test of mediating effect

= 4. PAMN EZMHERIEH Bootstrap 24

- PEY i 95% M 1% X [H]
BB 1735 YA TBR EBR
FRER B> 0.110*
KRG - B H %22 0.225%** 0.145 0.321
ME 2 0.081"
ME— B B2 0.072* 0.011 0.135
RGN -0.066
R HE LT 0.067* 0.013 0.133
P B 0.125%*
PR - B B> 0.032 -0.045 0.101
R E U —> 2 52 T A A Ik 0.140%*
FKBEH U — B % H 52 IR & 0.213%** 0.136 0.304
AN — L SZ I A 1 IRk 0.026
AEAY > [ B T2 T A1 0.068* 0.010 0.125
RGIE B BT —0.119%*
ARG B H IR IFE 0.063* 0.012 0.125
P W > B2 VG I 0.120%*
PR o —> B B> ST 1 Ik 0.031 -0.041 0.097
IR > & 0.273%#*
FREF Hl— B S il 0.201%** 0.127 0.286
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Continued

AL &
AMEAL— B Ik
RGT BT
RGITHE— H Wi
PR >4 ) 1k
PRI 5 —> B > K
KL B > FE
FEEF - B R E A
AEAL K FE
AEAL— B RS E
RGBS IERME
RE B H SR EMm
PRI > G E AT
PRI 5> B Z R (5

FEEFE > ARE
FREF - B> N R
AL A RE
A — B B AN A
REBH>NNEE
ARG H—->HE >R
PRI N g

PRI —>BHE>DARE

0.038

—0.107**

0.062

—0.308*

0.346%**

0.026

0.518%**

0.178%*

0.039

—0.090*

0.090*

0.064*

0.060*

0.029

0.184%**

0.058%*

0.055*

0.026

0.215%%*

0.068*

0.064*

0.031

0.011

0.012

—0.037

0.093

0.011

0.010

—0.041

0.135

0.011

0.012

—0.043

0.121

0.119

0.089

0.331

0.141

0.133

0.088

0.302

0.128

0.127

0.096

7 p<0.05, “p<001, "p<0.001, “p<0.10.

e N TR, HRRAE B AR BN

Figure 2. Mediator model of self-esteem

2. BENHRNERERE

0.65%**

0.61%**

EEC AU
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7E R Hr AL B, SRAAESEE 04 Bootstrap 4> BTG A RS ) BB . ERIABERWN =
1201)7F, SR H 2 FEHUBURE 7E3h B 1000 4> Bootstrap #EAS, SRJGHRIEREAIN AR, 50 H A 260w
PRI B R BB 95S% M B F X ], #HEGXENAEE 0, WA SRR ZCEHE, 2009). A
4 AL BRTHIRMEZ AN, FKEEREL . RGBT [ R0 S AN S R I R BE RN
BRE, HABER 95% BEXEEHEA SR 0, HAKBEE. Hd, MER 22 H R, faH
B ANANREN I EEN AR RE, HBEANE 22 s, HlE A NRE ) 2 e se P A E
H: RGZEXTEZRN. BIEMERESN AR, H YRG0 8B 2 A RURS i S 2 ek
FEEPNER . AEEREREN 2N BZWEWIER. BHE. DA R E MR A2
LR 67.17% 60.34%. 42.41%. 54.71%. 37.40%, %H7ESKEER N300 . 2 52 et Ik
BRI NANRES T RS MR TNE F 3 30 67.17%. 60.34%. 42.41%. 54.71%. 37.40% 2381t H
BEIER M. HBIEN AR Z AR RS I A o H A2 47.06%H0 14.36%. I BLAE R G084
XA R AN BT B TR RS A EE A3 )2 34.62%. 35.93% 1 41.56%

g b, KEEFN N BB EERN R E, FR RKES) ey DU H R O B, H A
FREEN) S RE O B R 52 b R A T R A E R

4. it
4.1. REzH3HLIEEERER

SURRY], FEESN P SRR . MR U 2 BE I 17 525 O B . X 5 PRI BIE AT
—ELCEA, ORTEZREE, 20095 FRHEAE, 2013). HREEFHIFRERERE . AR, FKEEM R ZIE KR
FEXSARSL . T FARXTE T, SCREXT AN Pl b, SRRE P PR R A SRR RS, AR AR o B 3
of, R, HMREB RS MBI, MESHEE AR RN LS. SR AER
H CRmER A SR8 DML E AR R, BEE TS B OO OR A ESh ), R omny,
EEAE B CREACE, BOHI A SRR e BB 7y, JLO BT, ARG R K A AR AL
PRI R M. 2, WRFEEEF ST — LA E AR A IE B, RER R s, §t
o, AR E TG B RN 5E A AN FEEAR R, MR R E X BRI, VB R
TEAE RIS B AN (Y, HoL BRSSO S LGB . R KRS SR AN GERE T, SRR
LAY R M KT A TR 3 L BRI 20 o X5 DA BB ST 45 R — B (=, ORIBZRAE, 2009). 1X
] HE 2 S BE Sl RS AR T HAB B SR B2 2 — i RGEEAR SR 3 TR 2 AR A B . T
RERIAFR IS I R BIRR BAH N IEME— A LR RN K IEE 1% B FRRCEDY, B0, B,
BRIEIAR, 2010), RGN S5 | BRI (E R 5K ) /) A BAE, T E A ST 5= 5 E BRI,
[ S A s AR ST B 3 2 e, B SO B SRR AR, W2 e E AR E SR A B
PRI, w2 oo B4k Ty sURTMEDUE K 2 G032 30 2 S e 000 v B R A 2R X O B o th ] R A TR UK
FEAXT GO, IEANT WE R 2 S B 20 B, AR RN B E D EfmRE “H
W —7 PSS ERXAHE, K EREMBIZ T, 2o ER, AR, mxRE
AhZITHIE,  CBEeeee e FIRGEE T RES IR 24 B H PRSI A £, FnER
TRALIPIRZS, AR T o0 B ) A RE

4.2. BEERE NS LB XREHNRNMER

SRR, R M. RGUZ RS IE R R TR AR B X 5 DUERIRT A — 8
WA B (TREE, BEZR, 2017, B, BUEZR, JT53E5E, 2014). SRS S HEMX, H
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AN BRI E B PTRE R BT I A IR 2 S O B IV, A TR RO IR K22,
A RO I ANBCE I R, BRI A OC, (EAE AR, B AR H K. 2N
HEW R IIE 2B SR ISR, AW, KETPSCEHEARFER “EZMAN , XF
HEEAPFSABONRZ W, AFREP R EIN R, FKEFRERR . SERRKAE, [FR B
2 TOA ) B B 0 SR BE UL BERN,, K5 AR 1 KT A R 22 42 157

KA BB O E A B2 IR TR, X5 E WA E (Lee et al, 20135 EHESEA, 2019)
(RRIE S48 TRAH — 3. B BAE OB M 1) B S IR AP R R, A MARIE BT, & B B
R R o BRAER A (R RO, AT 5 B0 B i %o AR A B o A, R F O B AR R

WA ERERH, FRESFRIEEREL M RGO HE ST [ SO S~ R . K
PR FEF RN . FKEM R B B8, EHn T “RerareE” , MER B EKCERLG B
PEM R, T H B AR S BES) Rt O B ) g R FE A E R . O BRI SR AR IR A, A
(1470 R B ANASUAS B2 PN 0 PR A A (1 4 o B TR 2R s e L ) B, 71 %) AN 5 0,58 G B TR B 0 O R L 2
ZHMRKIIFEW . KERE NP — R EREERIIFEW, Rl & 58T a5 2 e LU 1)
PR R R IRIR I Bl (Johnson & Hartlage, 1997; Millikan et al., 2002). 1T Eb T AR,
TEFEME, U TEIMIFRERR, TEOFERREMES, M5 HKERNERENER,
RIS R 22 BT 1 R BE , B LIRS BE 5l AT REx FL ™ AR Somi (2 2 B ZR 55, 2009)« 1A 58 1) &5 R A&,
TERRMGIR TAEH, EARRE RS A OB S MEAD F BACE IR, B2 E Aot R EmAE . 5
KA E EM, ISRF R H 05 )NS5 H O EWSS RIS, M & K224 1 H B KR
O PREAE

43. ARTEEKRERE

ST AEE TAERAAET, FES S LEEPERR R, IR 7B S TP A EAEPIE R AT
MR o AEZIT FUR A5 (B HORE 07 30, FEAK R 2 BB M B R 2 B R, BEAR AR LI 17
P, FEARSRAIBETE A RCR F IR AR Ty e 2 TR BT 78, Tovkidt— B R R K R,
5 Ja MW U L ZATIB BRI 7T, UIBRKRESN 1. B35 OB R A, NimB# ez
[EIFF G 2R, AT B IR N b B L v (R s e L

5. &g

SEEEN) 0] LLIE [ TN K 2 A O FRBNE , RE SR FESh 175 kS A O BB 2 A S 0 40 H AR
S

ARG T AR L R OIE S, BRI B0
SEEk

Mk, BER, SR, 5502014). RAKEN I AIFERWBET RIERFZERERIERBN. /FEFZEFR,
32(2), 247-250.

Wrtt, 2458, BUK, HEKRQ2013). FOFEREXT FKEES) 145 0 BAEFER DL AR, 7[5 (0 PE 5 s,
21(12), 1865-1868

B, AT, SRIBZL(2010). SEERR. O BSRPE S & SCRE AR LB SNt 7T, B0z, 3(3), 47-52.
BT, ILEBE, T IHQ2004). ZHH 7 FERAE R ANt Abat: BERHEH AL
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