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HE: REHBERFAOLEFME(RISC)S O3 8 FEIR (SCL-90) F 17 22 RAFHIE & W& <BER, IF
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Abstract

Objective: To systematically investigate the gender differences in psychological resilience (RISC)
and mental health symptoms (SCL-90) among college students, explore their association patterns,
and examine the predictive effects of psychological symptoms on resilience and the moderating role
of gender. Methods: Using the cluster sampling method, 11,407 college students were surveyed with
the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (RISC) and the Symptom Checklist-90 (SCL-90). Independent
samples t-tests, Pearson correlation analysis, and multiple linear regression analysis were conducted.
Results: (1) Males scored significantly higher than females on RISC total score and four factors in-
cluding competence, emotion regulation, acceptance of change, and control (P < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
0.10~0.24); females scored significantly higher than males on SCL-90 total score and five factors
including obsessive-compulsive, interpersonal sensitivity, depression, anxiety, and phobic anxiety
(P<0.001, |[d| =0.11~0.17). (2) RISC dimensions were significantly negatively correlated with SCL-
90 dimensions (r = -0.10 to -0.41, P < 0.01). (3) Depression and interpersonal sensitivity were the
strongest negative predictors of psychological resilience; SCL-90 factors explained the most vari-
ance in emotion regulation (R = 0.178) and the least in spiritual influence (R2 = 0.068). (4) After
controlling for mental health symptoms, gender still significantly predicted psychological resilience
(B = 0.042, P < 0.001). (5) Gender-specific regression analyses revealed that SCL-90 factors ex-
plained more variance in resilience for males (Rz = 0.181) than for females (RZ = 0.146), while the
relative importance of predictors was highly consistent across genders. Conclusion: There exists a
close negative association between psychological resilience and mental health symptoms, with de-
pression and interpersonal sensitivity being the core predictors. A “male advantage” pattern in psy-
chological resilience is observed, but with small effect sizes; both genders show comparable levels
on the spiritual influence dimension. Psychological symptoms demonstrate stronger explanatory
power for resilience in males, suggesting potential fundamental differences in resilience protection
mechanisms between genders. These findings provide implications for gender-targeted interven-
tions in college mental health education.
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1. 51§
1.1 LIRS SRR

Lo PR (Psychological Resilience) & MAFE I WG . A%« B a A B KA iE 1), BefsA 2L
EXT I IR SR K TR B8 J1(Masten, 2001). X —ME& IR AL T = A E B B: 20 thad 70 48, &
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JE O EE ST IG I E B GRS R ) LB 1 RARE N IS, a7 MR s seim; 80 £ 90 4R, WA
HOFE RN R R R 20 ALk, FTIERNOGE R R oo iR, sRIETR IR AMA
SR HEh A HAE P45 B (Masten & Cicchetti, 2016). Bonanno (2004) I RTBEVERT 58 A s MRt 77 4ok 7 3
e AR . T8 I R AR N1 B 87 3 K HIBGE IR, th 3024 50%~60% 1IAMATES [ ™ 5 32 2Kk fa &
HILFRF A O T RERES, 1 A2 PREFAI G AR (OB BRI . X — RINE 1 b T« 48 S50
A kg, B T ARE N ORI AS AR i O A RZENA DA X — TR
() 1) B ] . Connor Al Davidson F & 0o B 3 14 £ R (CD-RISC, RISC) 2 1% 40 i EL s2 i A7 (il & T H 2
—(Connor & Davidson, 2003). %&FRE: T 0% O B FIER T, FREUE HAET: AN AR, 1B
ERRINE A R A 52 . BRI AR AR f o . X — TR TS5 2 18 S R )2 5
HE(Yu & Zhang, 2007), J:CoBRSVE ) 2 24 BE I AR 4 T T 5 T = . 18 SATHAREE L T B S0 1S 5t
il 7 H OB E R 5, HAEE, 2008), $R BRI fEEER BIROART . FKEE SRR bR
DBV AT, R TR EEN N BRYEEAE B E SO RS B B R RS AR O BB AT ST R
GuIml B — P HES)) T 2 AT P 0 R e (3 7745, 2008) 6

1.2, LIRS LIERRAIXR

OB 50 B (8] (1 DRI S AL AL O BB . KRBT TR ) F 70— SR B, O B
X EE R A B AR ER] . Campbell-Sills 5 AN} 132 A8 NFIWHTEARDL, i AMALE o0 £ 3
Jis FI0F ARt B ARG APREAR , BREAE AR RE A 22 T 5 2 DR UK 2 TR A A A G FH (CampbelI-Sills et
al., 2006). Hu && A%} 60 TR LI T Ml i, RS O B e TR AR 2 18 (& AR X R E08 r = 0.43,
FE B OB (g e P A5 BRI AR I K (Hu et al., 2015). 4RI, 5T H8 3 R AT A1 ) BATIA7-AE Gl
KRB TGN N B AR BRI R A AT H R, B A TR AR O BRI # L Th g
FIEISS T . BRI B UF, SOASER B RA R D RESR T (Beck, 1976) FRFEAEIR il REFH DA [B18E4T
(Barlow, 2002) SRIEAER A HIARIE 5 S5, #SA] RS9 M BN VE IR RE /7. DA, A E L EAE
IS LEREON TN B, ARG S FPE AN o (2 Ao [ T S0 — R

13. MHE=FAVEIR S E

P 22 S R BB VE 5 B RE T AT O B AR . AE O PR BEREIR T I, TR BR M, &
PELEFNHR . FE RS g bt b1 B R B 2 = T 53 M (Nolen-Hoeksema, 2012). X fh 2 SEAETH H W46 H
B, HZEAY. OEMAS SRR RNZ BN, EEFEBERA . OB M. B
B J1%5, BN AT BRI . 70O FR S PEATU, M 22 R RO N R 2 . SRR
TR 3 T L B e ) R A Y /K - (Campbel 1-Sills et al., 2006), {H 2otk £ it sy g s R 4E R | AT RE B 1
B, JoHSRAE NBRTATE . 43 E R & 75 T (Tamres et al., 2002). IXFhF J& B 45 B4R, BYiHLLE: “ 5
PEIE & G VO BRI B s PTREHE RS AN R SRR R b2 e e I . TE O ORBE ) —AN BER ) J2 «
BB P 1 1) 2 A 75 5 A B O B R AR B P 31 22 SR BT AR 2 X — [ R R v SRR IR 2 TR G R
AR WA HIREIR G VR ZE 50 2, UL SR 22 R 2 R B IR s o SR 22 TR R
DB 7R P P AE s 3 X FE AR ML b ] BEAFAE VR J2 1) 22 5 (Tamres et al., 2002). Ungar {142 A2 25 54 3
W, FAMEANDURAMANTERE L, B2 BRI A, UM S L2 Eim, =R
fiR LN E T IX— 5 )R B S 4T (Ungar, 2011).

14, iEl@E# L
T BRI AT, AHE T URFEA R A A R, 3R LR 5E ] .
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F— s AR TCHR R AREA T, OB 502 @ BOm R f M ) 22 A n 2 PITEAE RISC %4
FEM SCL-90 &7~ L0 BIAFAEWRAE 22 57, RO B 4] 2

S5, DR AR RO IR A BRL X R S R 0 B A A FE PR RTINS ey 2 R R A P R B L
BRORA ST 72 IR, I P AR P 1 2 8] 75 A7 A 22 5 7

= AR OB RO IR, YRR T BE R 2 T BB 2 S 0 ST RN A AN [ 5
VEYERE bR AFAEZE Y

2. AR GE
2.1. HIRMR

AW TR FREREA RV, BENLM OSSR %, T3 b K =B L EOR — 20K 09 19 2% AR JESR,
FH K — R VU ARVE R 4 . 12 DR BN AT SE A, bR 28 3k 35 911 7)o B 2 7 2R
AR, MHS R SE. MR 12,000 67, ZIRIEEAEE. MEMEESSTRAIERS, Flk
AR 11407 4, HREUEA 95.06%. fEAMFEAT, FitE 5624 N(/5 49.3%), Zoftk 5783 A(fh
50.7%). AABHRTFIER A 20.36 2(SD = 1.96), HH BIEFIE4EE 20.58 5 (SD = 2.14), & FIHE
% 20.09 % (SD = 1.86). JUILFEA t ke o J3 M AR B35 v T oM (t = 11.73, P < 0.001), {HSEFRY
EZERN 049 &, (EHE R B LT R R BEAR . FEAF R —2242 15 32.5%, K 28.7%,
K= 25.1%, KL 13.7%. R md e, B, T, B, @885,

22. fARIR

2.2.1. 1ILEEHMER(RISC)

SKH Connor 1 Davidson (2003) 4 ffill 1 SChi-Co B 1t B 36 . 2B R 3L 25 196 H, KH Likert5 455
(0= WA, 4= JIFEsg), GETART: B T@ MEH) HREME 7 MEH) 2B H
T(6MKH) BHIFE T @ A% E)RRE M E T2 A% H). Brf & B8RNIERTHY, S0ERso
BV KR . AT 7T S BRI Cronbach’s o RN 0.91, AT o RELE 0.70~0.85 2 |l

2.2.2. FERBIFEIR(SCL-90)

K H Derogatis %5 A\ (1973)%ffil. EAEFAEIT B SCMGEIR B IFER(EAET, 1984). iZ%&E#RIL 90 /4
% H, KH Likert 5 HiF4r(1 = ¥, 5= &), WAL, smia. ABRBUE. IEL. MR8, o,
Ry WP KRR E . A3t 10 AN A0 R O B A FRE IR B ™ B . AHIE AT R R )
Cronbach’s o ZR¥0°4 0.97, &[T o RELAE 0.80~0.90 2 [H],

2.3. BIELEBEGT o

K H SPSS 26.0 #HATHHRE M. G A ERE: MRS MALFEAR t K25 (BL Cohen’sd Ak
N FERR) . Pearson AHIE BT AL JCLR M R A 43 AT (Enter 7). [813 50 Bt Fh BT 3 4248 35 AL AR iE 43 (Z
S, AR ER GRS (B =1, &t =0). ZHEILLMW WK A 7 Z K KT (Variance Inflation Fac-
tor, VIF) VIF < 5 AbrifE, JLIE 57k 0w Z K656 K A Harman SR ik BRaRmEIT4h, 385 5% 5 A4
PEREASHEAT 2 AL B U 40 B, DA S A 2 frg e ) e S
3. R
3.1. HEFERERE

Harman A Z IR 45 R B 7R, 5 DRG0 23.5%, kT 40%[ IS bnitE, &
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HH AR HIE AN ™ 25 R 3 [F) 7 V23 22 1) # (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
3.2. LM 5 LERRIERVBEAMSIT SHINER

3.2.1. LRSI SHANES

SRR RISC B2 I41E N 2.46 (SD = 0.68), T/ M BRI : BEJIR (M = 2.55). #2
ZASE(M = 2.54) . FHIE (M = 2.45) FEHPEEM(M = 2.40). 15 FI(M = 2.32), 94T 250w _EKSF
BAREHE WA 1o MOrFEAR t i IS RN, B F4MP = 0.177), S3PEAE RISC &4 ) Be 71
THEE L, B, Fhl AN B R T k(3 P < 0.001). BT 3 2 R RN B 1Y
J& T /NS FEl (d = 0.10~0.24), 3 rvisk ka8 7 DR -1 1) A 5 225 SR M o K

Table 1. Scores and difference tests of total RISC score and each factor score among college students of different genders (M

+SD
*® 1.)7F1ﬂ'r$%uj<f-‘ﬁi RISC B REBRFHBHRERKE(M £ SD)
A HE B(n=5624)  LM(n=5783) AiF(N=11,407)  t{4 P1{H Cohen’s d
RISC &% 2.53+0.71 2.43+0.61 2.46 +0.68 7.85 <0.001 0.16
Re I+ 2.60 +0.85 2.52+0.73 2.55+0.77 5.12 <0.001 0.10
R 2.44 £0.77 2.27 +0.68 2.32+0.72 1161 <0.001 0.24
B2k 2.60 +0.86 251+0.73 2.54+0.77 5.75 <0.001 0.12
I 2.52+0.86 2.42+0.77 2.45+0.80 6.17 <0.001 0.13
LR A 2.39+0.84 2.43+0.64 2.40 £0.78 -1.35 0.177 -0.03

£: Cohen’sd AN EFEAR, 0.20 /NN, 0.50 AN, 0.80 KRN FUER R LRy T Bk, Pz
SIS AR A t A5

3.2.2. LIERREROHEMZETTESHANER

Table 2. Scores and difference tests of total SCL-90 score and each factor score among college students of different genders

M + SD
(ﬁz T)ﬂ MAHKFESE SCL-90 B3 REEFHE7TRERKE(M + SD)

A F 1 (n = 5624) ZPE(n=5783)  ATH(N =11,407) t18 P1{H Cohen’s d

SCL-90 &4 1.49 + 0.49 1.54 +0.46 1.52 +0.47 -5.52 <0.001 -0.11

WAL 1.33+0.44 1.37£0.43 1.35+0.43 -1.82 0.069 -0.04

@i 1.72 £ 0.62 1.82+0.58 1.79 +0.59 -8.43 <0.001 -0.17

N bR 1.61+0.63 1.68 +£0.61 1.66 +0.61 -5.64 <0.001 -0.11

AR 1.50 +0.56 1.59 +0.56 1.56 + 0.56 -8.02 <0.001 -0.16

FERE 1.47 £0.53 1.53+0.52 1.51+0.52 -5.73 <0.001 -0.11

Foxt 1.46 +£0.52 1.47 +£0.51 1.47£0.51 -0.89 0.374 -0.02

Rt 1.36 £0.49 1.44 +0.49 1.42 £0.49 -8.11 <0.001 -0.16

LZE 1.51 +0.56 1.51+0.53 1.51+£0.54 0.00 1.000 0.00

R I 1.45 +0.53 1.45 +0.48 1.45 +0.49 0.00 1.000 0.00

FoAl 1.49 +0.54 1.47 £0.49 1.48+0.51 1.94 0.052 0.04

R ERER 2.17 +0.58 2.20+0.48 2.19+0.51 -2.89 0.004 -0.06

£: Cohen’sd JAMEFEAR, 0.20 /NS, 0.50 AN, 0.80 KRN FUER R LR mET Bk, PEaE
SIS AR A t A5
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SRR SCL-90 &4 4{E N 1.52 (SD = 0.47), 34r i =/ NMHAFARIEM = 1.79). A B
(M = 1.66)HIHAE(M = 1.56), &K FImALT 2 73 (P EEREIR/K ), R BH RS AR B4 OB AR FER 1 R 4T
FLARKE WA 2. BOTREAR t AR50 45 B oK, LMEfE SCL-90 a4 Kia . ABREis. 8. ffe. i
AT LS EERE T HEGS P <0.001), FHMERFEFR SR MR ZEST HMHP = 0.004). g7k
oy B ke RERORPE . FAbh B AN R RIS MR ZE R (P > 0.05). T A 3% 2 R RN B 1 8
T/NRROSLYE Bl (|d] = 0.11~0.17) o i HHORURE 445 14 9 A DR 1 53 2 34018 56 4 AH A5 (d = 0.00), 3R P PETE X &
YERE FKF—Hs

3.3. LEEMSLIBRRIEREX S

Pearson FHI< /0 Mr 45 5 L& 3. RISC &-4E/% 5 SCL-90 &% 455 2 i) 5 i3 % /A < () P <0.01), #H
KARZHA AL 0.10~0.39 2 [H], J& T 55 B h SRR G, HERE B SCL-90 P51 £ AH G ik £
SE(|r| = 0.19~0.39), FHAF LM FUA 2B 55 (r] = 0.10~0.20). HIHARFI A BREBUK S RISC &K 7l FkH o B
2 H(Ir| = 0.17~0.37).

Table 3. Pearson correlation analysis between total RISC score and each factor score, and total SCL-90 score and each factor

score among college students (N = 11,407)
# 3. KFH% RISC 29 REETFS SCL-90 24 K& EFHI Pearson x5 #r(N = 11,407)

AR RISC is.4 YAl R T IR T He 2 AL, P N Fh A
SCL-90 &% —0.38** —0.35%* —0.39** —0.32%* —0.36** —0.18**
UILENa —0.22%* —0.20** —0.21** —0.18** —0.20%* —0.12%*
il —0.31** —0.28** —0.33** —0.26** —0.29%* —0.15%*
YNGR —0.34** —0.31** —0.35%* —0.29%* —0.32** —0.17**
AR —0.36** —0.33** —0.37** —0.30** —0.34%* —0.20%*
R —0.32** —0.29** —0.32** —0.27** —0.30%* —0.16**
Hovt —0.25** —0.23** —0.26** —0.21** —0.24%* —0.11%*
R —0.24** —0.22%* —0.23** —0.20** —0.23%* —0.13%*
THh —0.28** —0.26** —0.29%* —0.24** —0.27** —0.14**
R —0.29%* —0.27** —0.30%* —0.25** —0.28** —0.15**
oA —0.20** -0.18** -0.19** —0.17** —0.19%* —0.10**
EREFNZIN —0.25** —0.23** —0.26** —0.21** —0.24** —0.11**
i **P < 0.01 (ML) . K REIA Pearson FRZEA R RE(r). FUER OB FMEACE B, O3 g B Rk

b,

3.4. ZRLEMEEYADH

3.4.1. BFEYVASH

P RISC a4 AR &, SCL-90 AN K5I B AR = AT 2 o B3, SR NE 4. 18]
EJ7 R, F(11, 11,395) = 212.37, P < 0.001, Jir Filill A% & 3L ] ikt RISC & 73 8 71 17.0%. HIAT /2
B 5RA 3 0 A 1 TR R F-(B = —0.152, P < 0.001), KAk NBRBUE (B = —0.101). 1A (B =-0.085), £k
JE(B =—0.058). A5#m (B =—0.042). HK{ALk (B =—0.038)FfmHi(p = —0.036). (B =—0.019, P =0.114)
FHARP = -0.014, P = 0.161) M FMIME A B3 . fER S ARG, MERIRE TN RISC & =
0.042, P < 0.001).
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Table 4. Multiple linear regression analysis of total RISC score on each factor of SCL-90 among college students
4. K¥F5 RISC 24%t SCL-90 & A FHIS T RAN R

HA R FArHELL 2 E(B) kRt (SE) FrRUEL R 50(B) t i PIE  HLLRMSITH(VIF)

5 3.852 0.047 — 82.15  <0.001 —
A4l -0.062 0.021 -0.038 -2.95  0.003 2.14
CiB -0.098 0.018 -0.085 -5.44  <0.001 2.87
PNz -0.112 0.019 -0.101 -5.89  <0.001 3.12
IR -0.185 0.022 -0.152 -8.41  <0.001 3.45
IR -0.071 0.020 —0.058 -355  <0.001 2.98
Okt -0.035 0.016 -0.026 -2.19  0.029 1.76
o -0.026 0.019 -0.019 -1.37 0171 2.33
(R -0.044 0.018 -0.036 -2.44  0.015 2.65
PR -0.058 0.020 -0.042 -2.90  0.004 2.78
FoAth -0.018 0.017 -0.014 -1.06  0.289 1.92
A5 =1) 0.064 0.012 0.042 533  <0.001 1.05

7E: R=0.412, R?2=0.170, % )5 R2=0.169, F(11,11,395)=212.37, P<0.001. KZFE N RISC A4 MikrdEsy. P
AR AR, Pl RS A,

PA RISC FANH ¥y PH A8 & 1) [l 40 A 45 R s (W2 5), SCL-90 & A 5xf 175 Jak A8 B 1) A e e die v
(R?=0.178), HJEMKUCHEEHIKF(R? = 0.162). At IAF(R? = 0.155). #810(R? = 0.128), XAt
M) P A2 o 26 B fIR(R? = 0.068) . HIAR S I A3 1o/ 4 P& e — S0 1) W0 (57 (B = —0.089~-0.168, ) P <
0.001).

Table 5. Multiple linear regression analysis (standardized coefficients B) of each factor of psychological resilience on each
factor of SCL-90 among college students

5. KFHOIRMEMEEFI SCL-90 & EFi % Tt VA (FREL R 3 B)

HAE e IR 15 I B AL 3| AT i Fih 2
HEAARAL -0.041** -0.028* -0.033* -0.036** -0.019

PEIA —0.078*** —0.092%** —0.065*** —0.081*** —0.045**

N Brigus —0.095*** —0.112%** —0.083*** —0.098%*** —0.061***

Ik —0.145*** —0.168*** —0.128*** —0.152%** —0.089%**
& —0.062%** —0.055%** —0.048%** —0.058%** -0.032*
ont -0.018 —0.035** -0.022 -0.028* -0.011
et -0.011 -0.024 -0.015 -0.020 -0.008
e —0.038** -0.032* -0.029* —0.042** -0.025
i fih 7 —0.044** -0.038** -0.035** ~0.046** -0.028*
HoAth -0.012 -0.016 -0.010 -0.015 -0.009
PERI(E =1) 0.038*** 0.052%** 0.031** 0.044%** -0.015

R? 0.155 0.178 0.128 0.162 0.068
F 14 185.62*** 218.45%** 148.73*** 195.18*** 72.36%%*

JE: ***P<0.001, **P<0.01, *P<0.05. FHHEAFRAELIIAREL B Fra R A AL B R brdE 7y 15008
REMAR R, DL NS IR .
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3.4.2. SrERIEYVAS R

(1) AFEHEH RISC &4r%F SCL-90 & HF #5153 447

I3 BEAT DA TR R T A B S — S AR FRAE S, 25 5 W72 6, SCL-90 % R X} 5 ¥ RISC
RO TIfERE R (R? = 0.181) @ T & (R? = 0.146), XS 2% 74 24%., XX TE T/ 4EE - —(E
5. SRR R2 N 0.072 (FE a2 ) 21 0.192 (15 B BE), MR R A 0.058 (F #4152 1m) ] 0.158
(TR F) o SR, TR0 DR~ PO R Xof 28 0 e A e i) v — 35, TS Gy 4 2 SR o (1 47 o 000 [R1 -7, B
BUREBEH G . T T S HE T T AR — 8, RO R AUTE B MR Lok 2 1] B A %
g P o

Table 6. Regression analysis of total RISC score on each factor of SCL-90 and model comparison across different genders
2 6. FEIMEH RISC 247t SCL-90 & FFRIEII Nt RARRIEL 4R

HA &= F¥E(n =5624) B L PE(n =5783) B
A4l —0.042* -0.035*
I —0.078*** —0.071%**
YNGR —0.097*** —0.092%**
AL —0.148*** —0.138***
FEIE —0.055** —0.054**
frey) -0.028* -0.020
R -0.018 -0.016
(zE -0.040* -0.032*
1A —0.046** —0.038**
HoAth -0.017 -0.011
R2 0.181 0.146
F1d 77.30%** 134.62%**

¥: ***P <0.001, **P<0.01, *P<0.05, B AhrdEfblalH R%L.

(2) REES RISC &HFX SCL-90 & H T2 sl IH 447

IR SO IRE RS O BB M SR A M 22 57, AW 90 20 it B AR R e MR A AT T 202k
PEFEIF 4T, BL RISC % KFNAAE &, SCL-90 &K 7 N HAE . 78 718 1 %A A 5 AN f5e 58 Tl [
- (PRI BRI AR AE AL [53ROSRSO S 22 57 . — AN S H B NEH IR
P, ToRX T A LR, SCL-90 REAR A X7 55 O BRSO AR R 28 3 iy T Ltk o A R BN 7 |
51 R? = 0.192 1fi &P R? = 0.158 (M2 3.4 NE 4 1), Ae /I R 51 R? = 0.165 1fif Z £ R? = 0.140 (4
Z 25 NA ), PG T LB R2=0.172 1 &tk R2=0.145 (tH2£ 2.7 ME M), #2810 F5EH R?
=0.138 1 2o R? = 0.112 (fH 2% 2.6 1N EH 73 ), FafHgem 55 1% R? = 0.072 %P R? = 0.058 (11 1.4 4
B m). REGANYERE EEMEZERAKR, BRI A—SE(IAYEERRDIN T R? > 2t R2)FE
B T BENLE B AT e, RN —Fh R G P G 22

TI0 R 725 R 7 E 53 M R0 Lotk 2 e — 350 . RO AL R R AR AR M S 22 5, (BT BRI 1 PR AR G
HOEE R I R B R AR 2 0 B B A 4 P R R 0 S WU R (B B =
-0.088~-0.162, 1% p=-0.084~-0.155, ¥J P <0.001), ABrfURERI (5 p=-0.058~-0.108, it
B=-0.052~-0.102, P <0.001). Wifit—DF%4EE 10 4> SCL-90 K7 HI Tl & gHky, 7T LU B
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A > NBRBUR > gmig > RFHoRTE > R > KR > e > Bod > B > HARREE ARSI T
L LR e 8. XS BN BN, OEUEIR S0 F S 2 A A% O R B AT B R A 7E B 1k
ke vl IR S 7 I 5 R OPES S PRIVEHEANE |y m ey

PR R BN S ) 22 53 . NERAS TN R 5~ B AR HEAL RBORTE ,  FIHR AT A BB oS 55 4 25 3 1
YEFER B A m KT P (22 S IR E 4 0.004~0.010), J7 1A 5 R2 I 22 5 — 8. AT, IXE822 5701
R EERR /N, AN BE AR . SEAERA AR RS AR AR ROK T AR A, 7 55 A 0 L v ool 7 4 A AR AL
JEEOREOAR 2, (ELAERNGT 55 P 5k (0 “ B AR foRE 0 7 S0, X AT R RDA A P 3k 32 31 B 22 T AR DR 3 1
W
Table 7. Comparison of multiple regression analyses (standardized coefficients ) of each factor of RISC on each factor of

SCL-90 across different genders
= 7. FEMER RISC &EFxf SCL-90 & FEFHI % TEIAD Mt (IREL R B)

PR RS HE B Lt B B |
REI T HOHR —0.138%** —0.132%** B>
N BrgUk —0.092%** —0.088*** B> 4
R2 0.165 0.140 ST
fs e R —0.162%** —0.155%** B> 4
N\ BRU —0.108*** —0.102%** B> 4
R2 0.192 0.158 BrE
B2 HOHR —0.122%** —0.118*** B>
N BregUk —0.078*** —0.072%** B> 4
R2 0.138 0.112 5T
I EUIEY —0.145%** —0.140%** B> %
N BREUR —0.095*** —0.089*** B> 4
R2 0.172 0.145 BrE
e 5 ) E{EE —0.088*** —0.084%** ERBUN
N BrgUk —0.058*** —0.052%** ZE RN
R2 0.072 0.058 5 M 1
T %P < 0,001, A HHIERRT N BRAUR A I s TR0 K T B . R NS ARSI R
4. g

HETERZ, AR B, AT Ak T E A SR R E . Ik, ASHT
FOR B LB 0 PEAE AR IR 2 18] ORI BT E ARG R R, TIEHEWI RIR K R . AL R
ol O BAEIR N TN AR B L O BRSEAE Y AR R, X RO A T SRS e i e B, JEANSER
TAUESE T AEIR B (g DR SR 7 1] o O BESREIR 5 00 BR8] W] BEAFAE R CHG, Al REZ B8 — A5
RISEREZm . DU I8 BT R 2 T AR R R ISR, AW T Bt Je i B IE S R R T 1), AR
HERA R BT TEIA 56

4.1 HAERHEXSIR
AW TR BB FAEAAAE “ YRS LB “ LRIk, X4 R 5 HART L — 2
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(Campbell-Sills et al., 2006). #ATM, MM &SR T — AN RNERNES: A 2% %571 Cohen’sd %4
SHAY/NT 0.24, @ T/ EICHE. XEWE, REWENZERESI LS ERE@E R T AARER), H
HLPR R A E TR . P AR OB 5 OB KT AR RE S, 5B IR 7 (02 5l 22 S AR
BeoR(d=0.24), X 5HSACFIBHIM SR . Ao Etaed, B s REA “ 5
JUA VAR ), T Lo MR S VF 269 1 (BEM, 1981). Gross £l John FIRIFFTE—42 X 4> T A0 E R
FEIRANE PR G, B PE 5E Z2 I ZRIE I (Gross & John, 2003). A0l B AEAE I Py kD 175 45 41 %
BRI 5 AR AL A SO OG . — P AT REMIARRESE , AW 70 R S MEAEE A B i) “PR 37 T Re
IVRT I T HARAE X o3 I& R T 5 ARE R, X — R AR AR Sl — 2D A5 . (R A,
ARPACRIRS R 12 PR F-7E 55 e 1B 38 52 A% (d = 0.00). X — “FRI” BAEENHISE L, &5k
TRELEIRAT I U — 5 RS o ZLRE TS R 05 1Y) O 28 1E B Lo 2 IR 2 % % :(McGrath et al., 2008).
M SCRF 1 SCL-90 EIX e & F i sai e 21 1A M0 RS IR E MEAZ 7=

4.2. $ERFIABREBURHY 0 D I E R

AW 5 R BRSSO B B 0 B A7 ) T R 7-(B = —0.152), A\ B S BE 5 (B = —0.101), iX—
AR S AR 2 ) 1B A A v P — 3. SRR Y S P A= FH AT AL Beck (RIAENERIRAS BB (Beck, 1976):
PN ) B P A R0 =B O EL R TR AN ASR BTE IR 1) 5 O BB A O B R — A IR B Rk AN
TR, P EEEXSSL M—ANFERAN “IRAT A LT BB U, FR s SR 1 N 7E SN
JICEZ BINRAMESE o NFRBURII SR H TAE RS T OB IR R ARG R N 245X — L ZE Sl
e N B BURR T A A AL RV BE o 2 SORMBAE ™ HOoP J& O3, e DA 7 1 1E B SRR N B X & (Boyce
& Parker, 1989). 4TIl s S7F, ARG Z AT LUK BT %, WEZ SR N TE 2 A, X — R R3] T
WRASHAR 1 (]33 FF, Mikulincer A1 Shaver #g i, AEEAUKARAMA R RFEE N BRE BORES 2 FE KB AT H
T IS 0F oA Bk bk 0 B 8 Y5 (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). X SeHF 03 [FZE 0T, AR FI A BREUSAY S o 33
PERITA 7, BEn] B2 B R YRS S SR B R /AR o XS R IR R AR O BT T B4R R
KR FEARSER, AOGEME N EHA ARSI R L S M T I T Re A 78 4, GBI ABR L
BIAR QARN A 2 S R 0 488 S St 9Ll o T 1) 4 B

4.3. FEEMEEERZERECTIRN

SCL-90 % PH 7} 175 IR 3 A R R it i (R2 = 0.178), %o s e 54 1 4 A B 8 A IR (R? = 0.068) . 1X — 2
AR TS B s 1 O BRSO B (A2 O B TE G 9% . 75 IR ) TR PR 5 1T LU £ T e
LIRS BB AE . Ochsner 25 A\ (2012) MIZRiR TR tH, DRI 26 U 55 WOl T R A je J2 0 A A2 55 1 4 A4
B DX ) B TR i, TR AR RE C RS X — [ T e S R DA DS, A R 5 T A A%
R 52, (OIRER S G B B R L I o s AR R, R, SRR
FZE [l R T REBR 22 . M\ Gross [R5 25 8T BB (Gross, 2015) K5, 24K RIS 22 Filue BRREIRI, 1525
VAT FT R BN PR AT BEMCREIR BT AR ], 17 B R L A S RE R SR IR B B D) ) SRR R A . RS ARSI
AR RSN, R A2 T X PR AE SRR FE Oy F H O BRI s, B “HR” Rtk
X — KI5 Frankl FITELE 3 LM (Frankl, 1959)F1 Park 5% S #) () SEIER 48 (Park, 2010)— 3. Bpf#
TR 2, AR AT ORAT R AR iy i SO BT, X R SUBR R T D B IR E AR, AN AL 32
NN G4 F IR B T AR -

4.4, MRS IR E B
AT RN, FEFEH] 4 SCL-90 FEAR )G, PRG3R = 0.042, P < 0.001). XMk
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&, ORIV ZE R ARRE A I HRIR 2 B DL IR AR B AROR AR RE . RIS AERE R K S AH
[F] (1) S PR AN Lo, w7 A ) TR A B S O EE B . Tamres 58 AN 70 20 (Tamres et al., 2002) At 42
BET —NE VRSP ARRE . L MELE DN 77 B SEA ] TSR AR 26 SR AR I x5 st 8L L B k), i
55 1 A 1 4 P AR R o B R T (T AT B TR ke & “RBE R AE L B ORI 4
i, RPN T B E QR BN, T R R AT B 1 5 TR S R T4
HEEE . PRI SRS 2 S SRR ZE R, PTREI A AR T s IR S P 0 RS AR SR A LE ¥ S A
SR, PR BN 53 HT BoR, SCL-90 Xf 531 RISC IR R (R? = 0.181) T %1 (R? = 0.146) . iX— “H
PER R T i MRS 4 b —E0H . — M REMMR R, B OB K FE L
WA T 20 A O BRERRES 17 2 e 100 BE A U] 52 3] B 22 AL TR R g N DR R RIS, ke DGR 0 30
SRR R PRSI R 0 BRI AE . Ungar LS A 2850 B 18 (Ungar, 2011) 581, ik
& AME - IREE S HARF B, LoV kL 2 G5 R I D (o VMR L AR . AR SR BEXE
SUH) AT REAE B ORAR B L ME /K, T IR 2 PR 3% R R Bl AR AT T ASE 2R P e 412

4.5 LEERBER DR AR : TR TREATHLE]

AHE TN BRI — & SCL-90 AEAREEN 0o PR FNE (1 i BEZEAE S5 b R I s T Lok
X MR R R T BRI A AR B L, EAS SR S TN R T R A S
(P AN B U 2 AR R B R 22 57 05 170) o AN WA BB A XX — BLR AT 1L, 5 20 Y
fe, IXUEREE) R AT A SCER RO BN, A R AR 7T EL A 5

(1) WEAT NG INE— B RPER 22 57 . — BN R BB R B O BRI B2 ) N — Bk B
Yo BIFURH, FVEEVRE AR R, SR 78 AN A R () 4E R PR A BT — S (Schmitt et
al., 2017). IXATRESCME T 55 AL H BN L mds fai vt o — B0 B RIS, Mo MEEE RE s A 2 B A
(A7 T 2 [ 22 S AP J o AEAHTTTAR, AR — A B PERAE SCL-90 Eidh 1 HL 2 ML BAEIR, vl fE
BEIE TAE RISC EAANIET MBARIIVE Y, UAGERF “ EIDIRSA K" X — Bk 5 I 10— 5
Peo MHELZTR, Lol e AR X 70 AN [F] D7 T O FRAR G — “ BT LA L AR IS, (HIRX AN N
XF R ERTRE S o XA AL R R T KUK S B AR A BRI 3L ZE R, AR B Dy [ )5
ALY R B iy o ARORAI T T LA I 22 5 22 9200 o Bl s e v AOR AR B0 X — B

(2) LVEFRPER) “BOMRITINER” o 5B R RBEADY, LR RO RS ] E 52 B 2 AT S R g
ANBIZR ORI, AT AR SR B R A R R - Ungar R4 S £ 453 B8 (Ungar, 2011) 58 1
PR IEAR BAE A AMARRE T, TR R AL 2 R RSO Stz b okl s L S VA ) 2 AR
Ak 2 SRR 2% (Tamres et al., 2002), X R BRI REAEAERACT A E IREOL T, 9 bR AEAA T 56
Vet eAh, VESEAUR TR 2RI RN SIS AL 5 (BB S B RIE . TR 3CRE SRBNINTEE),
TTAMAARAG LA i F o b oL R B — SR . 240X 8 “HRAN 7 (ORGP BRI ZOR BN B AR, EAT T2 A
PREEW)—HB oy, BERARMERUN LoV s ok i e

(3) BRPER ML FRIE 5 ISR ZE B =R RS RO & T BAR B (1 SR . CD-RISC
ERIFHATREEZ BT« B s RaR Ty 0 “ IEE B A PRt 287 “ BV ),
114 T R S H A B A R TR AN AR 3 (il 1o e AR AR AR PRI H)) . Hirani 45 AFE—TiEH X 2 4>
NHE I AR PEE 7 (Hirani et al., 2016)F1 <3, CD-RISC 7E 55 PEAN 2o it 2 [A]A0A B 40l 264,
e H IR AA a0 22 5 . ORI R R SE S a7 WE SRR, WA e S5ERER
(SCL-90 I REFIFAAAENE A ZE, SR -l B2 20 VEAL I REIR R TK) 22 18] (1 SR IAE 55 1% v BE st AN (2 N 77
1o EAAFE X E A CD-RISC 1L HEIE AR EEAT T ARG %, KIERK N7 4MES %
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PEA P AL, BRI 2% H (A« FE e )i BT s AR PR e M 2 TR I 22 5, BRI R T REAY
FE—TEBITERI R 22 0 ARHIE TR — A CD-RISC £ A K27 AR R o iy 00 8 A5

(4) PR LW A I AE LR . AR NI AR 20 PR s (L L2 SR AN 2 30 1A 1 S0 ki 23
O AU S M 175 28 1810 RH QI X R DR o 3K i Jo] SUT VK P 7 28 1 3 T i Ao 2 1 ) o B A IR 25 5 38 K
P B R 9 28 SN B AS MR 2% AT BARAER 1 5 A W 0 B o 4 = 2 T ) B0 2 A K < 4%, McEwen
(¥ “AERRAS AT 7 BB (McEwen, 2007)#& i, SRBIE K4 R B A7 FE0 O B DD RE I 4R A7 AE DA ZE 7
AR A 2 e PR 5 A B T (AR AN B AR RS S A AR DL« AR S XU i AH ) AT g 1 AR AR A
il AEARIER 5 HE 2 R O% AR EANARLR T, FRAR 7 2R MR (R /0 AR ST R R N 1) S 4R B
BR VT AN A FRAR b (0 R B 0 3R RV SRR X — (R

4.6. IMEFFRAFESEMZEZ BN—H1E: XREANTEY

RUE B RRE R AFAEE R 22 5, BTN PR 7 () R 6 2 LR 7 P M 2 () v P — B IV G 4 2 F Bk 1)
T F, ANSrEUR SRS . X — 45 1] G5 00 B e BEE IR 5 o B 2 [H) (A% O R BR GE M B 72 5
PER L 2 (B i A G, RO RA fRilt— B SRS . o B2 Lok, PRI 465 F N Rk
H 2 FLR B OB PR AR F AR R R . X — RIS T TS A BB RN ST TR R AN
PEBIRE SOEAT “ROR” , (HAZOEE R, PVECTEZE SRR N BRI e S, TEM M IR SLIE . AT
JNYVETT (Beck, 1976)F1 A Fr L BEIGYT (Klerman et al., 1984)4% CLIE SE A T J5 3%, AT THmt k2
AET OB AR AT B . IR R X T R BE 2 AR BLPE S it 77 3 (i AR A S U B . T
M EPEREYINE), AR O] L.

4.7. A FrOMEx I

G 52 10 24 JBE 431 30 T I v 2 AL S 5 R At DT A 5 e 4 AN () AR AT L ABE 2R fAR e 3 1 AR e v S
AR R? = 0.072, % R?=10.058), HMHZEFHREHRR/NINE LANEH D H). X431
BE— PSR THTSCRIZE W RS AR T RO IR arig i, AR B OUR)ERE AR B T H
OIEUER B 5, BATE BRI LM 28— B0 < ” K. Frankl 2T 8905 & P 0IRZ) B E
e, BIAEAE AR s o A RIF AR ORAG IR £ FE I E | (Frankl, 1959)——ixX fl “HR5 i H 1 ” & A
BPERZARARIE . Park [SEUESEIR R I, Ay 52 BT O 3G L IR LR A7 380 B ST T — R IR R 17 2%
FUSRM T S, 2 — Pl (190 B B2 U5 (Park, 2010) o ASHIF 710 2 I -5 1K U 3190 F SR 4518 = B — 8. XK
HAROIREEE M )E g ERIEE S FERUA RN B AR RIS R 2 A7 75 P RORS b 14 150 R P R
W, AR NN AR A R BN EE R, TT R R R § RS O B A Uk AL .

4.8. MEERSRETTE

A FAFAEL TR 58—, BT W R R e R . BAREIR FARTE QR 503 sk
MIER ARG 0%, (HAH A REHERR AR P A8 5 5E SRR IR 1R M BR AR O, BCR = & (A0 28 A A%) JL R 5 i
P BT REtE . B ARSI STt 4 J5 ) (Ding etal., 2017). 85—, FrAAEHWANERIRE, A6
FEAE S MMM R RE MRS W2 . ARRN G 2 & (W FEEPEE  IEPRUTR) AT R bR (a4 30
B ATIES). =, KREBHIAERR ., BFEENEEESE s, JUHEMER, S/ iriEsd
SR SRER R EERE A EZ —(Huetal., 2015). I, FEAMCR AT SR, 4518 ) Al X .
ST SRR A . ARRNIFEZ O, BRI Fe . S, AHIE TR O B I
/2 CD-RISC &%, ZEE &G E AR AT B E T 1A Lot 2 18] 0 S M AR AR5
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