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R

EE A ) 4 301 e B B R 2 Kk — 22 4E7E Connor-Davidson D BB B R (RISC) 2 FHRTAEHE LK
257, BUEERBARNEITHERNX SME 5%, ~NOEBME AT RNA LSS
BT . AIAK—%432004, HAERLELE(=736). B2 BEEMm = 736). ML Lk
(n=864). ML (n=864). RARISCERME LEHM(SHEF25%H). MHLRERGTEZSHTHLSD
HeRBHBNHAER, itHCohen’s AP E, FETHMNETHELEHNXARES . WHAERISCE S K
BB BREHE. #2234, BHRETEYEEREEZER(p<0.001), LEMBEEHR ‘ML BLE >
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Abstract

To compare the differences in total score, factor scores, and item scores of the Connor-Davidson
Resilience Scale (RISC) among first-year college students by gender and help-seeking status, and to
evaluate the discriminative validity and item functioning of the scale using post-hoc tests and effect
sizes, thereby informing localized application of resilience assessment tools and precision interven-
tions. A total of 3200 first-year students were enrolled and divided into four groups: non-help-seek-
ing males (n = 736), help-seeking males (n = 736), non-help-seeking females (n = 864), and help-
seeking females (n = 864). The RISC (25 items, 5 factors) was administered. One-way ANOVA with
LSD post-hoc tests was used to compare group differences, and Cohen’s d effect sizes were calcu-
lated to evaluate item discrimination. Significant differences were found among the four groups in
RISC total score and the factors of competence, emotion management, acceptance of change, and
control (all p < 0.001). Resilience levels followed a gradient: non-help-seeking males > non-help-
seeking females > help-seeking males > help-seeking females. Comparisons between non-help-
seeking males and help-seeking females yielded small-to-medium effect sizes (d = 0.33~0.50), with
the largest effect for emotion management (d = 0.50). At the item level, “feeling powerful” (d = 0.51),
“likes challenges” (d = 0.46), “making decisions” (d = 0.46), and “feeling proud” (d = 0.39) showed
the highest discrimination. Conversely, “acting on gut feelings” (max d = 0.18), “adapting to change”
(max d = 0.18), “close secure relationships” (max d = 0.22), and the two items of the spiritual influ-
ence factor (max d = 0.22 and 0.08) demonstrated very low or no discriminative ability. The ac-
ceptance of the change factor showed internal differentiation: the first two items did not differ be-
tween groups, while the last three items did. Help-seeking females are the priority target for resili-
ence interventions. Based on effect size analyses, we recommend deleting the “acting on gut feel-
ings” item and the entire spiritual influence factor from the RISC, and using sub-dimensions for ac-
ceptance of change. Universities should design tailored resilience promotion programs.
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1. 518

O FEBRE (Resilience) /& 1A FE TN 045 . Q1475 B H K 0 I 76 98 4 o s s A 5200 B AR RRE T B
(Masten, 2018). K&t /D M RN R ), AR ERN . APRRRE, AiEH
PHAEZ FUPRA, O BB KT B i O BR AR BEAR DU AT 2k st (Wolke et al., 2025), SRR 540
BSRBIZ ETE, ERE R O BBk B S A B ) 72 S 1 Bk = R ST KRS BT T

Connor-Davidson C» 3 3 %: £ 3% (Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale, CD-RISC) (Connor & Davidson,
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2003)2 H i [ br bR 2 OB & TR . 2 &REAE 26 MEH, N6, RE . 52
A FEHIAE R TN T SR, IZERAEAF ST 5T 5850 [ 2% H IREAFAE S Yu
SF 011 E A E R RAEE R T oA AL, R LR TR RS A, SEIE AR A DU R a5 A (I ER
FEAPREIIA 7). BEAh, M2 BN “IRTUSAT S “ariz sl B RERT AT RERZ ST SR, 78 AP E
R AP X 03 R ) R R

BEAEA TR, Lot O B /KSR T 53 14 (Lyubomirsky et al., 2005), 33K 23385 B 1) AN 38 11 B
AR LB (Masten, 2018). (HIUA W7 2 A T 870 BUH 720 (LB, SkZ 0N A 2% H X 20 BE TR
AT, BRI AT PR S SRS S AR . 2808 (effect size) AT LASRPELL p {H 58 = 15
B FEBLHIWT 2 57 (1 5C PR L (Cohen, 1988). SRTM, FE.CoBRFE 2% H 2047 v N 2808 & AT S 73 25

PRIk, WS AE: WA FER] & A B2 Ik — 2 44E RISC a7« &7 Kk H EZESR; i
T 5 GG R TR LE 2 ) 2 IR AE 25 72 5t B ELBORT ) Cohen’s d A6, R X 73 JiE fie s AR AR
Mgk B BT RONE T, 42 RISC BRAE D E R AR P BT UG DRk XA [ AR B b
HEAL Lo B B T TR it SAIE KA

2. ARA*
2.1. FAEHR

RABENLIFRE, T 2025 4 9 A% 12 A TG+ PR UK — 22 A8 WFFon 5. 9 AN FnitE:
(1) EHHIR—24; ) MBFREIFAESS; (3) BWMALEMIEEHS . HriritE: (1) BAMEK
IR EINFEIGLIEI & (2) MBRE A EBERE > 5%) AN B MY . RAE2 5 8 RO
BN ARG B S O BUE BT LS I RS, B2 5H 0 s A S53Emic 4. iz diE
SON: NEJREDH RIS AT BN ER R R G RO B AR SS I AN A
1600 fil, Hrmtiz B0k 736 Bl iz Lotk 864 Bl ALHUZAUNIRIEIZANER] . k. REAFER. X
JE 22 B M BEAT RO R B K — 22 A2 3kt 1600 A4 4k, HrbARaiZ I3 736 44, ARmtis 4 864 4.

22. fiRIE

Connor-Davidson /0¥ £ % (RISC): KM Connor 5 Davidson (2003)Zw#. Yu 2(2011) ALK AR
Ao 25 MNKH, HNSAET: (1) BEAIETF@ANKH): W “REKRLE S “ENBkig” “REE9RH”
% (2) WHRREBEET(TANKH): W “FRRMBR—TT AR RS CHTUBITE” % (3)
BT (B AKH): W CENAEL” CRERAERR” CRENAHMEME” CHE O M
ARAMEESRARRIKE” 5 (4) BHIKTE@ N&H): “HEEMEF R “HRZIERR” “fEE
BHOWER” 5 6) FimRE 12 McH): ‘iz Bwaeiin” “SEHRELRAERR” o &
G5 J s R 4 iR e s O B AP R AT, % [RF 1Y) Cronbach’s o #0531l fig ) 1K 0.89,
THIRE LR T 0.87, #3272 LF ¥ 0.85, 4K ¥ 0.82, FEFHZMIA T 0.71, HHEEK a=0.92.

2.3. BIRWSK S REEH

M2 g8 —FrIl OB 2 T L SO AR AR T DABEZON SR AT B A, I (8] 25 15 73
AR RO I W O SE, ARzl A LB BRI . RGBS, B, 4
s AR P A 2 (B 2 010 ) — B T00) S s B e 596 6 =, A Bl R 96.2% .

2.4. Gt
K SPSS 26.0 #HATHHE M. DIABIAERZ B4, sz Bk, demiiz 4. whiz Leth) va&E, L
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RISC &40 &7 S ok H o AL &, 34T 3= T7 230 BT (ANOVA) . J5 255 A8 K H Levene tul,
77 AT R H Welch’s ANOVA. )5 LLECR H LSD vE (/N e 2 71E), [HHE: Bonferroni /& 1EJ&
R EMKFRIES o = 0.05/ LR BN E NS % . BN &K Cohen’sd, Z K/MHIWTAR#E: 0.20 v
ANFRE, 0.50 J9H AR, 0.80 A kAL (Cohen, 1988). FTA Kb ts AU, p<0.05 ¥ A% 5.
3. MIR&R
3.1. &4 RISC BN RAFEIRAELLBRSHMEN

1 RIREH RISC 250 M R F4543 I 4H 1A B S 3 Ja A e (LSD) MRS B B 25 L, DU4HLAE RISC & 57
Khe s TEERE L, 2B B R 2 R R3S (p < 0.001) . KSR A TR 0 IS B Siit 2
3% (F=23.654, p <0.001), {HRGW & BB/ F AR 7o 450 B OEsa e KCE SRR JEsti2 548 >
etz L > iz B > ge k. JEatis LA e B0 2 RAEFTE R T BN B3 (BRI T
BGEEA), T ARSI AR #5E0.

Table 1. ANOVA and post hoc tests (LSD) for RISC total scores and factor scores across groups
#* 1 BERISC B RAFENNAESTSEFRIE(LSD)

R I\ == S =) > EElij_\‘
Ei=pan F p HGHK(LSD BELLX) mKEM Cohen’s d

FERizE > ezt MizH, ek
T > ek mizh > gk
FERizE > i, MizH, ek

GEPALES . <0. ‘ s N s . wie e .
RE/1IRT 78.637 <0.001 Bl > bl HBH > Hhibk 0.32 (At iz B vs Wiz &) 043

st MwizH > ez, #iz%H, el B s s
W 73,008 <0001 Ok gj " jéjﬁ,/)f 5&;;%;; I o 36 stz vs 2 4) 050

iz % > meHme i Fiex > iz

RISC &4 54.653 <0.001 031 (Aktiz S vs iz %) 045

B2 A8k, 56.543 <0.001 TR A A T vs JERLS 4 ns. 0.26 (AL vs iz k) 033
¥EHIEF 73.670 <0.001 P 20 ¥ 2 033 (FEMtiZ B vs itz &) 041

FEthim 23.654 <0.001 ARtz > iz siieH vs Mz Lib% 016 (Ftiz L vs iz &)  0.21
TE: nsFaRAEE. &K Cohen’sd f5AEELL T 5L L LB 0N B (R 1 FE IR R A1) o

3.2. BEBR/SHARLLBRSHNE S

3.2.1. BEHEF%EB
T B LN B AN VR LR 2, Be TR 8 AN 2% H AL 1) 22 S I A e 35 (F = 21.29~61.61, p < 0.001) .
CEMPRAR” B F A (61.61), FEL B A (2.44 + 1.06) 5ati2 Lo (1.96 + 1.03) ) ZEE A K (0.48), K
g d=0.46 (B a8 . AERS L EAE “REKSS 71”7 (2.98+0.90) BB & m TaAEsi2 B E(2.84 £
1.05,d=-0.14), {H7E “HXHik” BB T AL HA(d=0.22). i L HERTA % H EES &K,
JEHAE “38A N7 (2.15 £ 0.99) A1 “BEIFHMH” (2.09 £ 0.98) FFH %= .

Table 2. Cohen’s d effect sizes for key comparison pairs on each item of the competence factor

2. B NEFRFHEXRILEH Cohen’s d MM E

%H iz vs iz« iz vs wiiz Mz B vs iz iz & vs Bz B
R K557y 0.06 0.22 -0.02 0.22
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DS TRER 0.28 0.28 0.14 0.13
N € 0.26 0.25 0.13 0.10
ASNE 0.42 0.25 0.22 0.02

WA SN 0.41 0.28 0.32 -0.04

8¢ 157 0.46 0.25 0.38 -0.14

IEEH bR 0.21 0.28 0.04 0.25

IR B 0.39 0.30 0.26 0.03

TE: RN >0.28, HAL/NBIPRN . SFRORETERMETEE .

3.2.2. [EREEETFRE

% 3 WonTE R IR T4 B R LW N R, P TIURAT IR R ME— 7 5 4R R N L8 T
E2RI%H(LSD, Frf p>0.05), HAMEMRAL(ERK d=0.18); %5 HIUHIIEN T 1.90~2.08 Z[H],
BT LA d {f39<0.20, R FEAEARA X8 . “HE” % HX 0y ERmE(F=76.23), HtizH
Vs BRIZ 21k 0.50, d = 0.51 (PR, “AbFRIELE” “fitchig” 54k H R I BT X 43 B

Table 3. Cohen’s d effect sizes for key comparison pairs on each item of the emotion management factor

3. [FREEREF XK E XRILERIH Cohen’s d N2

%H FEizB sz FEHichvsmich  wMizHvswick  FEMicLvs#HizH
B FI B 0.28 0.19 0.07 0.11
B 0.51 0.28 0.26 0.01
TR 0.32 0.21 0.08 0.12
i kAEH 0.40 0.19 0.23 -0.05
Bk € 0.46 0.23 0.36 -0.13
Ab PR 2 0.37 0.31 0.14 0.15
FTRAT H 0.18 0.05 0.10 -0.06

Vi EIUEAT F RN RN 0.18, KT /NUNEI{E. 5 RRATHERTIT EH

3.23. BEZTWEATFXE

% 4 SRR AN T4k B R LS RN e, TSR IR ik ERNARRT R 3R
B ERR” WA BEITA Y LR 257 (p = 0.651 F1 0.117), HAMNE KGR K d = 0.11 Al
0.22). 1fi “RENAHTATE" “HEOHENFPEE” “ DRMEBBIRRPIIRE 7 =42 BI04 ) 2 7 0%
(p<0.001), Hr “MIEAMESRBIFRIIKE " 1) F 1H 5 7(86.78), etz B vs w2 &L d = 0.36.

Table 4. Cohen’s d effect sizes for key comparison pairs on each item of the acceptance of change factor

=4 BETUEFRFEXRILERIH Cohen’s d MM E

%H EtizH vstizck  FEizkvsEiic  #MizBvsiz L oA FH
& RIARAE* 0.11 0.11 -0.08 0.23
REE R 0.17 0.22 -0.02 2.47
RE S AT AT A 5 0.32 0.17 0.05 71.84
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B0 X Pk 0.36 0.26 0.10 36.99
MBI AR PR 0.36 0.19 0.13 86.78
s FRONEAARER. SRR ERMETEE .

3.2.4. EHIEFEE

7 5 R T 2% H OGHE LUBOH I RN B, = AN 4k H SR I HE B 5 5 ¥ 4 ) 22 7 (F = 24.70~36.97),
HA e —%: EHeY > Ehizk = Hi2h > izl REWKIN: SSHRE “miE L ES
KEBY” ERESMET IR S EEAERIZ T vs 52 5 d=0.26, dEti2F vs 52 & d = 0.36).

Table 5. Cohen’s d effect sizes for key comparison pairs on each item of the control factor

5. IHIEF R LB B ETH Cohen’s d N E

%H EstizB vs iz 2B sz iz vsmiiech  MizBvs ek
T 2B B SR A B 0.26 0.36 0.26 0.08
A IREL E 0.06 0.30 0.23 0.23
A H O AR 0.21 0.32 0.26 0.11

3.25. T MEFEE

6 WAL KAk H OCR LU RS, “Amig Bl BAr AR AE S A LR E E R =
0.429,p=0.512), Frf LR E3<0.22. “HiF KA DRARHA” d % 5.3 (F=3.514,p=0.061),
ROV A 0.08 (AEsti2 % vs k2 %), VEILEE 6.

Table 6. Cohen’s d effect sizes for key comparison pairs on each item of the mental impact factor

5% 6. fEHENE T & £ B X BELBTHY Cohen’s d N 2

% B iz B vsdEtiz FEmizP vsiiek Mz vsitich BRRKRNE
fiviz el by GEFE T -0.04 0.19 0.22 0.22
HERERRAFRK -0.04 0.02 0.08 0.08

E: MSRREHERSIRTEH .

33 MNERE: RoEsRSSRRMKE

AT T e 2 B A 502 ot B B A (e L i EXE"JQHXT), FHMPEHF N 7. KT
ADEH, “HHE” WMEHN 051, RBIHENIAKT, %% HETIHBEERET . HA% HIEB HN
ROBIK, RAN RN 0.32~0.46, 2k HralJE TRe /18 15 R BN 1. H52 AR 7 s il IR K
P PR (S 2% H RSB /N T4 T 018, B TRk H

Table 7. Ranking of RISC items by effect size
= 7.RISC ZBHMNEHF

£ RN #H & A5
RN 0.51 [I1E T R

/N = RN 0.46 Bk RES)
0.46 R E T I PR
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Gk
0.42 A% e
0.41 [ paliiUN e/
0.40 iy A 15 R B
0.39 el e
0.37 AbPRIE 2 1 Rk B
0.36 BAZ Ok Bz A,
0.36 KR A B3 AR Rk 5L R
0.36 ITE W8 B SR T Bh kil
0.32 LB 15 R B
0.32 Ae ML AT A g5 ez A4,
0.32 ey ORAN kil
ToI R <0.30 HA%H --
N BWBAT S BN, SRETARR. mEE R, FERAE
z 2N S l \ -
TR H 0.18 A R
3.4. XBHBFHHMELE R BB AT RKE
5 SR B R T o 0.50 [0.42, 0.58]
— HhiE @ 0.51 [0.43, 0.59]
— ke o 0.46 [0.38, 0.54]
— A LA o 0.40 [0.32, 0.48]
L— jphEts @ 0.37 [0.29, 0.45]
RISC f44% o———————— 0.45 [0.37, 0.53]
RESIR T 5 o 0.43 [0.35, 0.51]
— EWEkE o———— 0.46 [0.38, 0.54]
— o 0.42 [0.34, 0.50]
— @ A o 0.41 [0.33, 0.49]
L— B o ——— 0.39 [0.31, 0.47]
eyl PSS o ——————— 0.41 [0.33, 0.49]
— 138 2ok B SR A B ®o—————— 0.36 [0.28, 0.44]
— ReEEEE O o———— 0.32 [0.24, 0.40]
AR T gy ®o———— 0.33 [0.25, 0.41]
L— G50 Pk ®o—————— 0.36 [0.28, 0.44]
L— MOIRHMESRR RS @ 0.36 [0.28, 0.44]
— BEN AT ®o———— 0.32 [0.24, 0.40]
FERRSZ I R A 4y ° 0.15 [0.07, 0.23]
L— fyigm B RE T ® 0.19 [0.11, 0.27]  (ns)
L— HERAREFFEFKG O 0.02 [-0.06, 0.10] (ns)
HTURAT H O 0.18 [0.10, 0.26] (ns)
&R O 0.11 [0.03, 0.19] (ns)
RELERR O 0.17 [0.09, 0.25] (ns)
E: @ = NERZEH>0.20 (MM KALLE); O = g <0205 ns: AR,
Figure 1. Forest plot of effect sizes (with 95% confidence intervals) for each domain and key
item comparing non-treatment-seeking males and treatment-seeking females
E 1 FEFIEBESHIS LM ERE S EF R X HEFE LN 2 FRKE (95% AT {5 X [8])
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BT 1-6 MRS R, DUNRRS B LBk HAEIERS 5548 5302 otk B Ao b i) 2808 &
(Cohen’sd) Jz$L 95% ] {5 X 1], JEL[E 1, WTULEMMES], “HHE” “ERPEE” FHXHIER T H
R, TAS# eI R 1 A B RTINS H SN EEIE R . H 1 ER: “A&E” d=051
[0.43,059]; “EXkHki%” d=0.46[0.38,0.54]; “FFUEATH"” d=0.18[0.10,0.26]; “dmizal 77 HeHs
f-”7 d=0.19[0.11,0.27]; “i&MAE{L” d =0.11[0.03, 0.19]; F&EAHEZMIIA T &4 d = 0.15 [0.07, 0.23].

4. 71ig
4.1, DIEEMEEE B RENLE

401 DIEEEMABEST: SIS ARMRSSRE

B TR, OEFVEACE 2PN A2 B4 > e L > 2B > s KR,
X5 Masten (2018)% T Lt K H BTG O BN I 2510 — . UHERT RS, ERiZ Lt
52 MR E T LR ERRKZARZEGUNE < 0.20), RUMERKZIES SRS 5 IEAE OB
EAETFREAK o X CANFENE R LR AL AT RE S TP AR AS ] R AR RS kAR S a4
FPRIIEN, MRS 51 B O IO BN PLE 5 O B 48 2> TR AERE /1152 (Wong et al., 2017). iz &tk
FEFTA AT A 1 B3 AR, 3R e AT TAS (S T i S v RO A Co B4, LS B3 ) B Y ™ LB
A e I B A T TR AR S SE N -

4.12. MAZERPEMFSHSITHHE

AHI SR I G 1 O BRI K B 2 e T et 1X 455 Lyubomirsky %5 (2005) K 7643 B 48 18— 55
MIEW %, Cobham #l Rohner (2024)45 th Bz 5T B /KT~ T 23 P Lo BB KT, T VAR I 0 1945
AR SR N N - AR - B B RR(HPA)R SR, 3R SR iGN, AT 55 O BB . B
B, WEER 5 R BRI A2 LA FH AT REAE 4ok g 2 S U £ AR R FL SR IE

MAL LS 734, Wong 45(2017)45 Hi AR 4t 53 M USRS SR 1 26 el . 2 sl ok ] AN I8 Fp AN
BT, XK S OB RO E R S YA . AT, B B AEE “ARBEE” (d = 0.26)F
“ORA RN (d = 0.41)3E% H ERIRE, ENE TR BRIk, iR R T SR Ik
4. FRA LS, HRA LTI R TR R AT RER O A B, ST I 95 0 B A% (Nolen-
Hoeksema, 2012).

4.1.3. MISKSH “WERG” B

KA E IR ARG R TSRS OE B ) “XESAG 7 . HAEisdmtt, miz@AMMUE
AE SR AV B L 1S TEAG, IERBLH “SRBVRIFER Y —RISERR SR BRI B SR B
REJIVPOT TR . X — IR o] NCL LRI ERAR: 23—, SRBVE IR SiALR: . Gulliver 45(2010) ) R &t Lxik
BN, FIE A0%HI T AR UOR B R IG BB R AR . SERFI A K BB RO A . X ] RE S L
CEECIMETRRNT , FRARSR BN B R B, BRAH SR R o RIS E N REORE AR By 2 P Bl A
INFI I WL(Beck, 1976), B MET R TKAh B &6t /. BdEREEE 1. =, HamatrIni.
B mhis, MEVIATRE N L “SRBVETHRES” Witk ei54, ML B 45T K5 #(Vogel et al.
2006).

414 ERMBTER “BFD - R ERE" BE: BERBR AR
ML LR “RERE N7 o EERS L B4, H B0k AR E R T HE. AAR
P #ik(Heath etal., 2009) 734, XAl B SBR T, AMERTT 1T TN EERZRSULE S, MAME
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SEAMER RGN WAESIHLERE: SRR B iAo M B EIEREE HERTK: =% ERIR
H B Sk B A AT IR (Schaufeli et al., 2002). X —#ffA BAB R SArdE, HOAT “mET&
WE” o WRARATHEET I, FTREAE A IR BOR B A DB R P A AT A B A R 55
S TRk T AN G S RS T RIS OU R, ST ARSI i 4 ?

4.2, “REDFMAIFIR” BOREREHTSIGR RLX SR

42.1. “REMVGNREFR” MERE

COHTE SR L SR E B 4 H R B R = 0.26~0.36), T RS SR AR 2% H B ARVA B K2 1) 2 5
JEFSH T RER R L R FoR A B BRI CAIE A OB L7, AR — MRS
AR TR (I T TE TS B A= ol FRA Tl 7)o XA “RNUBR S NGBS 2 7 B R, 7R AR RO B 2 g
PR “INFNE AR RN (Schwarz, 1999).

(1) WELHEZERE: FHERN “SRSHPL”

PSR SIERSHHALE “ R 2R SRR K H NS SER, ATREE BT a1 %E
RARR L 52 ERUE RS2 5. 4B Schwarz (1999) AN AT B8, AMALE A1 B TR 55 o] B,
SARIE AR RN S RS E R W T REUS TR, Rl BT oR B NI RE M B N
R, A2 AR B = I B3RP . Tkt F Ca & Pid se ek Bhid R 2 Bk, 125 Bl
REME A S A R A S LSRR bR, B A AR T AN . WA RAER . AN EAE S E O
T ERAEIRTT . SWIIR T O IC e L LA Bk R e . 2Ot AL AR, R H DR Z AR SR B
SRS R SR BRI 2R el A 27 A Xt o B R R T2 8 P 2801 P8 8 5 A A A o v PR SR B AT A
AR AR ZEEH LS B E M TIEM IS4, RIS ERXR “miE” MESZES, FEHie
HI CRE” RERBETRIbE, BizE N CrE” RELBEMMEE ), “HER—BREFH LAATA
I (4 P PE B R

(2) WEROEZEERE: RBIZHK “XBEL” SREER

AR R AR R H SRV DI AR S0 & . HH 4 LB A AR AE 1 R Bl R & Dy it A TR
IXEEAARIG B E F AR T A AT “niE 2 R BY I E RPN . —TELE 90 T AL RS LEIR K I, KL
PR RR R 25 A0 B N S A TS & 515 B A B R T AR IAT A R M I BEAG R 2, 11 26 T AR AR I
ARG AL B B IR S EE AR Z . Gulliver 25(2010) ) R Gi gk 3t — B ESE, S5 )i K
RZ BN N L3RR ITRCR A AR R, R AL SR B I R v 5 DL AN SRR . X S £
TS AL FEAR T AR AR B R, AR EEIES T A “ g 2ol Bk BY 7 X —R8 7)1 B 3AE 0
—— AT RE A ANTE “ETREL” KRBY, (Rl T AR, A “RiE” R EwE “aeike
AREE/” o dbhh, AREFUARH, OB IR S5 A By 1R SR LA T AT A DN IR S5 R I I, PRI
PEGT FHAECEIRTT TR SSAELE, X EIRE T w12 B IR S5 I Kk Bl B 3R AL e I mT REAR T3k N IR 55 F
7KF

(3) N LM RETERBEEERN “BEFTKR”

Bandura (1997) 1) B BB FL TR H, AMAR B IRAEIEANCKIE T2 5 2 JI M BRI IR S, 32 3%
RAL . FiBUARAE M EBRRS SR . SUSTHATE “RnE 2w B F R & H Lk, &
J I M SR B 1 B R B (help-seeking self-efficacy) I FA% . 24/ MAZ T 1 SR Bid R 5 A SRS T )
S, R B B BRI AT RE MR BIRT M R K SR R B A Fida i, BREERIERE & 51T
BB, BRI LRI T A R BT 3 (B35 R BT R) S S B [z, Bl R BN FE s
TSI BN S5 A T . IRSS T Je Mk 22 . JRIT RURASERAR), AMAXT B B RBAE H1I1E OBEZ HI55 . AHF
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RS LR %4 H ERE B R(2.20), 5IAE “F R (L4 “ReEdEH O (2.19) LK
KA TE R — SRR, L EE ) E R AR I A T S5 . IX R B2 BRARTE I N R S5 B mT 6 L L 45 1%
SR B B FRAL R, TSR BhE D R S RIS P A X RS, S BUS SR BhEE ) B3R
PR R AR T RS IR R4

(4) LEERRFMERE: N “ERAR” B “GeINA” KIBR

Oy HE{ S 25 9% (mental health literacy, MHL)$E R IO B[RS . 1 ff AT 3R AR 55 A0 2% 0385 B s
FIHiRE. Jorm (2012)F8H,  “HniE L WR B SR AR 70 R R AR R T8 2 IR (IR AT KA
W), (EILSEBRINAE A R AR T 2 AR R . AR R IR, S B S RS BER 2 T )
ZES, AIREME TOOBEE R IR “RIRZM 7 7] “Re IS WAL T Wi sz LotEfE %k H B
1355 5 11%(2.20), 5IHAME 7 R ATHAK > — 35, IO HE 377 1T Ag 5 A0 B M 48 [ 20 52 40
AT EAR LRI SR B R, (H AR 4k tH AR E R BhRE 77, B RN i A4 a6 5 Bk Bh kil
SR SBRREIBE I . Bk, ARG, FRBFIR A A SR BE T BRI g — i
bl SR = R0 1 B L )

(5) FRIERMERE: REWGMHH “WHIFL” BB

Vogel %:(2006)[X 7 7 Wi SR BIAHOGHIT5 44 A A5 % (public stigma, k2t >Rk Bl (1 471 1 24 Ep
G)FH Fi5 4 (self-stigma, MK A5 4 WA B RIZAK) . BE L s zh SR B, MR AT EE A1k
ORBIEWRERT” MthaiE4, AWTTE A WRBIRE IR 4 AR B TR SO SR, 4
W2 (15 A AT Re B N S . BRIk, Rl 2Bl LR F 7 K HEMIZEHA TR RS, TR RN H
B RRIKFRIEVE T2 — B A ) B BRI AR —— 2 & rTRE VORI B O« R 2 il ok gl
GTARNAC “HOBEME” , FUEFVEPUN T EHR Y. X—MRSme LEERGRT LR
GVEAR D — 3, B T HEDIRS TR N 2. A RBEI, ML 5 AR
TEAE 2 S R SO AR TR R Bh & R . Rk, MR “RBIYRHRIZIE” B, DR S % RS 4
AL AR A S s 22 1 22 ELAEFH

(6) INAOEZRRE. A AIRE

Beck (1976)[NAIE B YN, MACEE BH A RGN AR Z, SEUAIR AR, HARR
K= AT LB FTE AR AN o BRI, B2 AR OUH A BA I RIDAREEIR 1) 2 )% B & R Bhfe 1 vr o v]
fee RAMEMITT, WATACOE SRV ATRER A, XA S5 B G RE S R AL A
TNV 2 SRR GRS, TR ME TSRS 2 )5, AR w2 =28 T RN B AP
M S PR B = 52 o s B 448 56 1 4 1

4.2.2. GAMREIRE5IEK R KA

SRE PN E R BIRARRE, JRATIRM “ORBIFIRIRR” M2 BB G iA . 2R, W2
FEARAE “RNIE 20 L FRFEBY” 2% H LR 2 2 EALHIZ AR A R S IRE “RbeE 87
¥z “SCbrReS1” 5 SEPRRBH ISR IR I 95 T ORBIRERS (OB AR E IR MRIRBIRE ST AL
HEITRE SRB S B E 3RS A B R B BRI AR,  FASAR S B S DA R e 22 3 P AR PE

BT R, AT IR TAEAERBATIR M BLUFEU: ImR PP AR R e sti2 & B &
MR BOEIAR, BB RBIRR I B AR S 0, JRERAE “SRBISH” MRS RISC BRMX 7> “FIiE %
WREL ORI 5 “HREARERE B AR S, BTE RN RRRIE, 5 VDR B B A e
M B, XACHE, JCHGRMS ot T B SR BORINE R B “SRBIAIAE Z AR )
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B IR, BRSNS R SR AR R IR K, R AR B R o2 . B R R, &%
B H b A IE DR BIAAZ: BRSNS R S5 A Uik 1 REEAE AL, (OFRBCE MR “ KRB RE
MAEARE” o MrEe=: BEAIMRE, %P B B AR AR B REIR, FARSEE R M il 2k, oL “R
BRI HAE” o ARBFR RIS MR “F iR R CEsHlERT LRy, AR 7 R B =
AET 1.

4.3 BETHHENFEDEITNSEREITEIN

4.3.1. BIMEREIZE

HETUBAT R (EBEHERT): %% BIERTE A RN §19<0.20, MWW FF, %% HEE
T B R B B M (Whitson & Galinsky, 2008), 1 13 b 14 175 45 1 15 (Gross, 2015). [Ht, 5@E1EIY
£ RISC H3ChH R 5% H -

FERISEME WA H:  “arigsl BRI B A TIE X M4 (p = 0.512, HK d = 0.22);
CHEAERAERRA R AGL SR B AN EARARER K d = 0.08). X5 E A PR HUR AL,
W “Amiz” AR AU R T SERRR SOGT BE 5 1) S04 TS St — 2 (Shek, 2010). AT 45 R SCRF Yu 45(2011) 1

Shit: TR E KA R R R RS A RS A R, SR A DU Rl T 25 44 1 RISC.

T2 T CENARN 5 CORERARRT - XA HAEN AR TG R % R (p = 0.651,
0.117), MR/ <0.22)o BATRTRENN & 7 AN PRAR T R I “HRe R MEE N R (R A 22 Axig . JEah
ERREST), AZURIHLSIRE W B, AR N Z R F St B, IR R — A
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432 BREBHZLFE

PAF 26 H X 2 BE e, ATANIGIRPRE I & TR “H&E” (B )N E 0.51 (FRR), KR
KRR, AR & E B R U bR . EORBRER” (REJ7) RN 0.46, BB ENHL,
AERINFIE VP TR R . e ” (1 B EE) AN & 0.46, [BUES: - INRIEGRE ). IR B3R
(RE 1) i 0.39, SRt @Rt .« MR MESBR R IR 7 (B2 k) 0N i 0.36, HL 32l &=k
ST, OB RO TR FR(Bonanno, 2004).
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(1) AHa&m?

AHIEFE R I 52 AR AR T N BB AEAE I B ) A S5, RN AE H “IERIARAL” R “SEERERR
T PR AR A AT . Bowlby (1988) K ZARER IR HY, LA MRKAURMIXI AR E 1. MEBEERREIR R
OERGE, ARG RO FRIG S . AR PR B A e B Eie L% E RE
¥R, URIZ L EIRIG, BERARE. ik, “HORMESZERIRIRE” SRS ERE T, B
BT IR AOIRAS, AT R EUR 4 B . Bk, ARBFFR i, IR VRS ol 58 4% B
VER OGNS AL ) B 25 W U FE A » K e S BE VR A T T A% 00 48 J A o Ji = 2% B (R LATHT AT 5
A5 O PRAR . MR ME B 1R PR &) I )2 I AR S BUR B R RE 7o IX— R, JRER
() B[R] - 5 R 7 R R 2 AR R AN ST o AT TR DA R IR F 72 R FH B0 M IR 7 0 AR B0 — R A3, JRAE
SR R FH 3 R o e 3 R B YRR Bl X i 0 A4k FE R4 45

(2) BREX: AFRERIERIZIA RN H#EL

FHI2 Lok e g BRSO M B s (AR AN R 35) , (BB REXHE 0 B AR o 3X— U - ] T A
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RBGEFHGET AR . BRI RIS, LI rh 21 A€ B AT DhREIZR,
FRTHES S T SRS I RE 0 By sty o « o RIREHIA B SO “ RITRFBAD KEE, &%
ZABUHET” .

4.4. MRFBATM: HWEBIRRNRIF B THE

4.4.1. Attt p EFBA?

AW AT 25 N4 H #9 ANOVA p f544<0.001, ENEZERER: N “A 8”7 #d=051 %
CHETURATHR” d=0.18. UK p {E, AT REETIRHLOR B A 26 H .« Cohen (1988) F.7£ 30 4F i mh
Hi “p EFEFE WfEE: EEAWKMHEART, EMH/NERHTBESRE. KPFFAFEAZILT
3200, SuilThaohlims, DRtk i 74 4 W 2% i PRSI P 1) SRR R A

4.4.2. BTHNERFK B RE/MIBREHEEL
T AW TR Rl P DU BRAEAARTE, P 8.

Table 8. Recommendations for retaining or deleting RISC items based on effect sizes

%= 8. ETFMMEM RISC £BREB/MIKEIY

WEREE . KRR 2% H
42040  1KF *ng%gg? B . BE . BRI S A
030<d<040 LA R G AR AT, DO, ATtk
020<d<030 M U BEOCHER. TR . RS, BRNRAE. H AR
d<0.20 - RUHG BRI, R, FRRAKR. g L. R

4.43. FEFHEME

AHE TS A BT AE L — VU5 2% B VPN, mIHE 2 O B E R I SO IE R T . PR —,
ANOVA 56 241 18] 25 5 (F#1) | BUAER), B —, LSD HG iR Bk 2Rk, SH=, HExt
BN Cohen’s d (WG IREH vs fEE4)s SPIRIY, HETTivk d RE R E % H EE . X—ERA ST ™ 1E
PERIEPR S I, 9 1% G5 U R IR I AN 2

45 FHER: HEOEEMEHRHFR
LT VO 2H BRI 22 AR AE . AFFUHE 0 )2 T TSR G .
45.1. gisLE
KT R IS it N B ST IEE ABE, wiis oM HEAL T TSR Mg VR 2 W38 9.

Table 9. Recommendations for precision intervention strategies for treatment-seeking females

F 9. MISHMRRENL T IR E N

ZAYESE T H b BAREA AR S5 2]
15 IR R R J% I “IRELEL” FE FRIELEPRIR + RThid sk d=051
PR B BIBL 22 RN T ABCDE #i A (Ellis) d=0.46
{L3-5913 T 85 )5 O B E& + BREIEVIZR(Neff, 2003) d=0.36
H g% AR L HT71 WEMR AT + BiriE d=0.30

Vi BTN 8~10 IREMARIN AT NIGST, B8 1 K.
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BREMNZRMI ARG YT ARIHEZE .
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JER55 71 VB H AR ALK R 78 PR R e

454, ERICBE
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4.6. MRBRSRFKFE
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