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Abstract

Objective: To systematically analyze multidimensional differences in resilience and psychological
distress among university students across gender, grade, major, urban-rural residence, and only-
child status, and to examine the predictive effects of various dimensions of psychological distress
on resilience, providing empirical evidence for precision mental health interventions. Methods: A
cross-sectional survey was conducted using the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC) and
the University Personality Inventory (UPI) among 11,300 university students (5,600 males, 5,700
females). Differences in resilience and UPI factor scores across demographic characteristics were
compared. The proportion of high-risk individuals (UPI total score = 25) was estimated. Multiple
linear regression was employed to examine the predictive effects of UPI factors on resilience. Re-
sults: (1) Male students had a significantly higher mean age (20.63 * 2.14 years) than females (20.14
+ 1.86 years) (P < 0.001). (2) Total resilience score: males (2.53 = 0.71) were significantly higher
than females (2.43 * 0.61) (P < 0.001); “emotion management” was the lowest-scoring factor for
both genders. (3) UPI total score: females (13.47 * 11.03) were significantly higher than males
(11.96 + 11.31) (P < 0.001). (4) Proportion of high-risk individuals (UPI >25): 14.0% overall (1583),
females (14.7%) higher than males (12.5%). (5) Dual-risk (low resilience + high UPI) accounted for
9.8% (1103), with the highest proportion among rural, non-only-child females (17.5%). (6) Grade
differences: freshmen had the lowest resilience, highest UPI, and highest risk proportion (16.2%).
(7) Major differences: medical students had the lowest resilience, highest UPI, and highest risk pro-
portion (17.1%). Urban-rural differences: rural students had lower resilience and higher UPI
(15.8% vs. 12.9%). (9) Only-child differences: non-only-child students had lower resilience and
higher UPI (15.3% vs. 12.7%). (10) Regression analysis: UPI total score negatively predicted resili-
ence (ff = —0.42); the five UPI factors collectively explained 22.0% of the variance; emotional sus-
ceptibility (f = -0.26) and cognitive impairment (8 = -0.18) were the strongest predictors. Conclu-
sion: Female, freshman, medical, rural, and non-only-child university students are vulnerable
groups with lower resilience and higher psychological distress. Approximately one in seven stu-
dents is at high risk, and nearly one in ten presents dual risk. Emotional susceptibility and cognitive
impairment are core factors undermining resilience. Universities should establish a “multidimen-
sional stratified + precision intervention” mental health promotion system.

Keywords

Resilience, University Personality Inventory, Gender Differences, Grade Differences,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.168375 57 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.168375

WE %

Major Differences, Urban-Rural Differences, Only-Child Status, High-Risk Population,
Regression Analysis

Copyright © 2026 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. 5|8
1.1. ARER

KEAEBY B M T D 47 ] e JE OGN 3, TS 2 R 70 ORI ABRiE R, B3
IFAFEZERBAES. THR, RPEACBEERREH RN, SRR AL DA, a5
WU RS N St A R 10, 2 RSO B e AR A% o Bk R

Lo BESRAE (resilience) & F8 MR I T . Q07 H J7BF ARG S RE /0, A0 D O BEAg J 1) B 2R
$ A Z (Connor & Davidson, 2003). LR, & OELSPE MR RE B8 A RGN K 71, &P e R E
TR, FLAK 0 T i B 45 R 4 (Campbell-Sills & Stein, 2007). #H/, {ROFR#MESIE. EE. BR
B PO R S PIA S (Hu et al., 2015). HUbEE, K224 Ak i 45 (University Personality Inven-
tory, UPDAE N H A 7= iR S ZAFH A QBRI & TR, Bt G 80R00 75 22 B SO I = A B ik
(B, 45570, 2007). UPL &4y >25 40185 A i RS i A br i, 27~ A4 T BEA7 76 B 2 1O 3 A
P, B — BV AT

1.2. HRERAOESEAM

P W] R A R M Lo FER PR AL O PR BRI B 2L DR 3. b2 #f (5.7 18 (Social Role Theory)$& Hi, 51
A R YR T AN IR 1 4 R IA R R 7 :0(Eagly & Wood, 2012). Lotk B 4% S0 Rk s 4 A 3R B,
HW LS 5 B E N PR RE . HA) ;s VRN BRI L« W8ai ™ A0l gk, {H AT R 41
&, SEUMLRBINX ST N P H) (Nolen-Hoeksema, 2001). MWHEL ORI FARE, LRt
W R AR T Z R E AT, RIS RUM S BUR, XTI REARRE T P T I 4 S AR AR RE UK F
(Buss, 2019). MFREAEW A, BIF TR I LML A AT A0 17 28 0 s I B i, ) 5 A e ) R 3R
H R R i - FEAR - B B R (HPA) RS B 1% (Bangasser & Valentino, 2014).

1.3. R ERNEILEM

KO R R EA B BERE . K—BrAEmlE “ NFERIE”, TN RS, %2
T ANBRRREZHEA, 55 HPUEMNBEGEE R, 1K, 2018). K. KR=%4HAN “BEkK
JE7, DHURSHINERE . KPR Sl R 7, wiolk. R R 7 AT RE S 00 BE ) 8
(FKEHT, REE, 2007).
1.4. EWERHOIRIDEM,

AR MY R 22 AR TG AS R 22l o g RO BE Rk« PR RIS S E . 2 IR PR 7
K FEFF M5, CoFR A RRE A B9 (BRI SE, 2018). SRR E 24 AR H G ¥ 2 1R ILE S /1
WOV B o A SCHERES 2 A T BE X6 175 45 Al At 2 ) A5 50 A0S
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L5, W2 EFEREM

B RAAEBENIE T 1 » T SCAGIE L Ze5F IR 70 A SCREAS R 55 2 B IR (0 T 4, 1995).
SRR, RN A AT RE S OB W, FKESCRFRE /s, A S LG B NI

L6. 5% FEFEIREM

MAET L 5AMA T RAERETIR AT SRS SRR SE T HAAEZE R MAET &M
WHRREZMFERFEFRN, AEOEMR, (HHFEE = ZMEELK (Erol & Orth, 2011). JEAk
AT AT ReTH G IR R, (H AT A SE SR K R AE SCHF RS . AR ST OC TR F 0 O BB R IN G R
SR A5

L7. AREESAHRAH

RE A KEH AR OHEFEES ORI KR, BV EUTAL. B, HARAR, 2%
WAREAER A TN, S TRAREARNFREME, RSO, M CUEAT R 2840 1 7.4 53 4 A
Z A FEH5 M (Hu et al, 2015). 5=, SR ZYEELREHEL BAUTFR RN 0 irdenl. F5%. Tk,
W2 AT LS 2 A YRR OB AL BN SRR, DL OX SE PR 3R 2 R R A2 BAR I (Leys et al.,
2020). =, G E AR ANBERE AN ER, DAERT I 2 R B B — 16 UPL G4y BIE, REBR O NS
i UPL 4373 BEAT A o #r, SERZE & 24 N 1 2228 B U d e R ML ZH (R 22745, 2018). 25 PY, el
WA T S, 2B TR S A 0GR E, REFEAT 2 70 B H 2 AR SR A A8 & L RS S0 R,
T L% TR0 R () A X B M (Luthar et al., 2015). 5570, TR IEAR L, T8 2485 ks 40
I3HT, B TS AT AT R “ — 1) B U5 58 AR BE AT X AN [F AR AR 1 22 A ik 22 S A0 T T (Southwick
& Charney, 2018),

BT ERBEF A, AFFFEET 11300 AKFEA, BE RS LES LA/ OB UPL %K1 B
ZE5t, MARER . Tl RS . AT LB ARIEOEBRPE R UPL LZESR, {55 UPL &% >25 4311
o AU N TR Lol S 22 o0 AT, 28 A3 BT ARG — 5y UPT” XCEE XU AN, IR IR i s K 4, iz
F 2 T4 A% B UE 43 A UPL 2% PR~ Co BR A AR TR VE . 2 Hh 22 48 40 25 DR T T T 2 1L o

2. fARGE
2.1. ARFR

KA BRI, T 2025 4F 9 H 2 2026 4 3 H BEHLHEUSCHS T LT R 2K — 2R DY 24 A2 3k AT 1)
LA . AFE: © SHGBIERKEE; @ ABRSS5HEEMBRET: @ MLEmnE. H
Brbrdt: O RZPECHAE; @ [RIBIAS A w0 B 2R AR 2 (42 ik [F) — e 100) . 3t i n) &
11500 173, [BIWCAH R 11300 473, A5 R E IR 98.26%. ERETEE 17~26 %, “FIJ4ERS 20.29+1.96 % .

22. fiRIE

2.2.1. 1R ER(CD-RISC)

K H Connor 1 Davidson (Connor & Davidson, 2003)Zfi]. Yu 1 Zhang (Yu & Zhang, 2007){&1] #
SR U HE P B K (Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale, CD-RISC). Zm &I 25 NcH, 28 S MAF: fE
JIHRF-, MG A ORI M SEILE bR 1HECGEE, BRI REE . WATE RN 2L, NI
Bk RAGRIRT: $EHIA -, EEARE TR EEE S, REm, fREM. AR, HaE. ZER
KH 0 (MA)~4 (B2 TLRIF I, K535 0~100 43, 55 J a5 R 14553 #R LAY 73 T L2 ILGE L 0~4 47),

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.168375 59 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.168375

WE %

B EE T O T . AW T S B 3L Cronbach’s o 2305 0.89, &[T Cronbach’s a 2% 7
R BEAIAIT 091, 1EEEEE 0.78. #2521k 0.85. FEHH KT 0.80. FEHHEZMA 0.87,

2.2.2. K¥HE AREEEUPD

KR HARJE . EET K24 A 17 % (University Personality Inventory, UPT). %43t 56 /M4%
H, XH “R/B” ZmitnGe =14, 5 =074, BVaH 0~56 7. BFELLTFE L5 KA R(12
N&EE), WEkIE. P57 RIREFAEAIE; 2 REEQ MK E), mFHFNS A BRI E: WA
TE0NKE), WNERAAES W I PR NBRBUE6 Mk H), WERMATH . &
G 1G4 50 M EH), WMESEE. BEESIR. 50 R 10 M HA I, At
Ny o FR A A 2R A O B O b v, UPT S5 > 25 J A Ay XU (75 B A S ) FR s 2 A v (o 4
T NI, 2007). AHEFEH S E SR Cronbach’s a RECH 0.87, 75 [AF Cronbach’s a RE3H4: JRAE
REAR 0.82. #EAZ[FI@E 0.79. INENHRE 0.84. ABrEUK 0.76. 15% 5 i1k 0.85,

2.23. —RIEREER
Hégn— MG AR, WESAERMER . FE . F8. Tl KEMEHOE T/ AR B EMmA 7L

EEH.
2.3. MEMFER:

PATEG Oy A AT SRR o Ph 5 — B5 O B2 FE AR BT 4K, I il R AL 5531,
B DR I DN PP ) — B o W I T e 2 2R U B R A H R B A R R R ke, R A RS SIS
FREFEEY. BEAKTE. B E, B S SE B 2 15~20 738 Frf P EEAIRS,
Mg 5B EENNEE . HB RO 40N ST RN, FFE AR, w R s HE o
.

24. KIEEE

AT TG /R EIEE T ) RS ERE N, #7877 RE S BAC BEZ: I S HLHEIELHE S - IRB-2024-056).
MESS5EWR S TR ARIFEEBNERZET, BHEERIE B A AELAE R rE RN
TR, A%,

25. Gt

KH SPSS 26.0 F1 R 4.2 HEATHEIR /- 1. #iRGirh: ESLELIIE + frEEM + SDYERR, 7K
A DISEOR B 7 EE R o ZHIRIELAR: SRAOSIREAR ¢ R ie LU IRl i 22 5, SR IR 3R 07 250 i
(ANOVA) LB Z AR 22 5, KR 7R b st m MU L9 . #5248 & Cohen’s d (0.2 /NN, 0.5
R, 0.8 R KEAB)FN p2e RS LU H 5 SRR ST 505 UPL a7y > 25 o0 iILefl, 15
B R AESB0E A BE AT RAIE . SR S S AT OB RSy < B 25 H (<195 4)iE X
N ARG ERSIME” , UPL>25 40 5€ SCH “RmpOBR LY , BRG], e N D5 B e T
Hortr. MRIEESHT: RHA Pearson A5G/ 0B SRIE %K 15 UPL & 7KK R, ZondttRIE
T DUL BB E B R & T4y NI AS B, LU UPL A2y & T2y N A&, [RINHESIPER . EE.
L Bk, W AT LA, R Enter VAT Z 0 MR S ARAELENIE REB) . 95%E
FEXIAICT). t{E. PH. HEBIKFF(VIE)AA R2, BEMHKT: a=0.05), P<0.05 NERE
it X, P <0.001 brid AR .
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3. fIRER
3.1. FROBHMINER

w1 R, BYEFAERR(20.63 + 2.14 2)RE m T L 1(20.14 + 1.86 &), Z RN 0.49 %(95%ClL:
0.41~0.57), JUSZFEA t ik Bon 27 A mESR R L(t=11.73,P <0.001,d=0.22). FHIEFR LR
P MG o T Lo ME (bR 22 2.14 vs 1.86), i B 55 AR08 29 A 56 23 B

Table 1. Characteristics of gender and age distribution among college students

& 1. KEETRMAFR DR
5 BEAS TR tEXE CPEbRER 14 P Cohen’s d
Sk 5600 20.63 2.14 0.03
ik 5700 20.14 1.86 0.02 11.73 <0.001 0.22
&t 11300 20.29 1.96 0.02 -- -

3.2. ILIEEMEIMANER

nee 2 fis, BYEAE OB KB CARRgm” SN ETA B 3R T L (P < 0.001). 2
SRR R RS (t=11.99,P<0.001,d=023), LMAEKEEH EHEH TR, Rk
Wi 7 B P ) 22 S R IA B Ge 22 B K P (P =0.005, 4 Bonferroni £ 1EJ& P> 0.05). MR KE,
CRE TR R B AL EE S AR (B 2.44 £ 0.70, Aotk 2.27 +0.68), R ST N AE R K
A BRI L R SR IR . CRESIRIE T N B R B S m AN .

Table 2. Total score and subscale scores of the Connor-Davidson resilience scale (CD-RISC) (M + SD)
F 2. LEEMERCD-RISORARERFHEHNH + tREE)

531 RISC &% e IAF 15 I B BB I pigun=Al|
FHEN = 5600) 2534071  2.60+0.85%  2.44+0.70¢ 2.60+0.86% 2.52+0.86*  2.39+0.84
LN = 5700) 243+0.61¢ 2.52+0.73¢ 227 +0.68% 251+0.73¢  242+0.77¢ 243 +0.64

&N = 11300) 246+0.68  2.55+0.77 2.32+0.72 2.54+£0.77  2.45+0.80 2.40 +0.78

R 2 AR 6
18 7.96 5.34 11.99 5.85 6.39 2.81
P <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.005
Cohen’s d 0.15 0.10 0.23 0.11 0.12 0.05

T ¢ SRR SRR, P<0.001.

3.3. AREBRUPDHIMANZER

Wiz 3w, LMEAE UPL &2 KA BANH 7 B RE S T 5P <0.001). 255 KR FE =20
#E{=11.07, P <0.001, d = 0.21). 154 5 Bt = 10.45, P < 0.001, d = 0.20)FIEKAREIR(t = 10.42, P <
0.001, d =0.20). #:22[A138E(d = 0.09)F1 A FREUE(d = 0.07) IR M 5 /N
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Table 3. Total score and subscale scores of the University Personality Inventory (UPI) (M = SD)
3. KBEAZEEUPDENREEFTEIH + FEE)

53 UPI 73 JRARAEAR 22 [e] e IR E NGRS 1545 2 Ik vk
BPEN=5600)  11.96+11.31* 127+1.53* 0.59+1.04* 1.02+131* 0.83+0.87%  1.28+1.65

LPEN = 5700) 1347 +11.03¢  1.58+1.62* 0.69+1.10¢  1.30+ 1.36“ 0.89 +0.87 1.62 £1.79¢
HiF(N=11300)  13.00+11.14 148+1.60  0.66+1.08 1.21+135 0.87 +0.87 1.52+1.75

T 22 S R
t 5 7.18 10.42 4.89 11.07 3.56 10.45
P <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Cohen’s d 0.14 0.20 0.09 0.21 0.07 0.20

T e 5REAKELE P <0.001; o 5RAKELE P <0.05.

3.4.UPI B4 >25 57 H9S R A BEEL 65

Wi 4 iR, UPL&3>25 S HIEB A : 51 12.5% (700 N), &t 14.7% (837 N), ik 14.0% (1583
N)o Lotk RS LI L B 20 2.2 AN E S e SR AESEOE A B0ERHIE: 53 1% P85 =23 4, P90=28
grs M P85 =244, P90 =29 7. FHEH| UPl Sl B IEmMAS AT, SEBR s RS Eu) vl G LL At 52
TR 1~2 DNE 2 A

Table 4. Proportion and count of high-risk participants with a UPI total score of 25 or above
F 4. UPL RS 225 AR ABELBI R A%

LU I3 PR %= VA i AU L) N 95% 1] {5 [X [A]
N = 5600) 11.96 1131 1.15 12.5% 700 11.1%~13.9%
LN = 5700) 13.47 11.03 1.05 14.7% 837 13.3%~16.3%
AN = 11300) 13.00 11.14 1.08 14.0% 1583 13.0%~15.1%

35. FREERDW
W 5 froR, ANFRERIEOEFEMER UPL bR R E R KR—40 0B M A% UPL &7 s
o AU L B 1 (16.2%) 0 K =y K =22 AE A T AR AR . DR DU 22 A 0o B 334 T UPT 7590 B B S it

Table 5. Comparison of total resilience scores and total UPI scores across different grades (M = SD)

=5 TEFRUEEMES 2K UPL 2T EEE(M + SD)

TR FEA CoF AN Sy UPL 2.5 e R A3
K— 3000 2.38+0.71 14.21£11.56 16.2%
K= 3100 2.49 +0.67 12.65+10.98 13.5%
K= 2800 2.51+0.66 12.43 £10.87 13.1%
Ky 2400 2.44 £0.69 13.05+11.21 14.3%
Fly* {8 F=22.34" F=18.76" =1532"

TE: P <0.001; HEKLK: K—EBF LT HAELCOBEHANE), K— 835 T HAMFELUP).
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3.6. ENERTH
W 6 fir, ANEFEAEHEMERN UPL LAEREEER ., E¥REE ORI, UPL B0
e U O B i (17.1%) 0 TR T S A o0 3 S P A K B B o

Table 6. Comparison of total resilience scores and total UPI scores across different majors (M + SD)

= 6. TEFACIEEME S 2K UPL R EEE(M + SD)

LRlei] FEAHL YIRSy UPI .5 e AU L1
BTk 4500 2.51+0.66 12.45 +£10.92 12.8%
ANSCHFRFE 3800 2.44 £ 0.69 1335+ 11.20 14.9%
FVNN=ES 1800 2.49 +0.67 12.90 £ 11.05 13.5%
PRece S 1200 2.38+0.72 14.50 +11.68 17.1%

F/2 & F=2145" F=19.87" 72 =18.93"

H: P<0.001; FHEKK: EFREERTHAMBCOHEEE), BE& T HAMIUPD,

3.7. B ERDH
WL 7 fn, RN AR R BEER T I A4, UPL S B3 & TIRm 54, & XUt
53 1 (15.8% vs 12.9%).

Table 7. Comparison of total resilience scores and total UPI scores between urban and rural college students (M = SD)

F 7. NEWZ XFE O R 5K UPL B2 EEB(M + SD)

Wz FEA% OB ) UPL i 53 i ALK EE A5

) 6780 2.50+0.67 12.45£10.89 12.9%

ian) 4520 2.40 +0.69 13.85+11.43 15.8%
Fl? {8 t=7.68" t=6.53" =1834"

E: P <0.001,

3.8. MEFLHERSIT

w8 Fon, MEFR OB RS BE S TIRMAET 4, UPL B B3R TIRMAE T4, s
Eb A7t 55 2 AR (12.7% vs 15.3%).

Table 8. Comparison of total resilience scores and total UPI scores between only-child and non-only-child college students

%[; S;;)i%iz‘—ﬁHEZEE%*A@DE%'I&EQ& UPI B2 47 EEE(M + SD)
AT AL OB ) UPL i 53 i ALK EE A5
2 6980 2.50 +0.67 12.30 £ 10.95 12.7%
% 4320 2.42 +0.69 13.70 £ 11.30 15.3%
Fl? {8 t=6.34" t=6.78" =16.02"

E: P <0.001,
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3.9. WERE AT
BB R <8 25 HAML(<1.95 43)5E SUN “AROELFRYE” , UPL>25 435 XON “mRO BRI .
VUZH NBERIAE o bl B an 9 Froso

Table 9. Cross-tabulation analysis of the population with both low resilience (CD-RISC) and high UPI total scores
9. MMM SE UPL WERK ABERZX 27

an) Tk 7k At
WU KRR + = UPD) 8.2% (459 N\) 11.3% (644 \) 9.8% (1103 A\)
{8 UPT(#PE: IEH) 43% (241 N\) 3.4% (193 \) 3.8% (434 N\)
AU (G = ) 16.5% (924 \) 14.2% (809 \) 15.3% (1733 A\)
1EH 71.0% (3976 \) 71.1% (4054 \) 71.1% (8030 A\)
Pak:! 7.38% 8.69* 10.35%

E: P <0.001,

3.10. FERZESRAFER
e 10 fis, ARl WME . AT L EAER, AR R . R AR Lo X
{9155 1(17.5%) -

Table 10. Proportion of participants classified as high-risk (UPI > 25) across different subgroups
= 10. REIEANSRBEEESFIUPT > 25%)

e WA A
1 YNNI |01 SN - g 17.5%
2 RN + JEAE + S 15.6%
3 RN, + Ak + 2otk 15.0%
4 Wi+ 4Rl + Lotk 14.8%
5 BA + e + Bk 13.2%
6 W+ e+ 13.0%
7 Wi+ JEaAE + B 12.5%
8 Wi+ g+ Bk 10.8%

3.11. OIEHEMS UPI BOEX M54
% 11 fi7x, Pearson AHIRAHT IR, (OFE#MEE 5 UPL R4 2 MA@ =-0.42, P <0.001),
T ERE S UPL &4 A i 58 (r = —0.48) . KEAHEZI S UPT 22> IAHSSHE R 59 (r = —0.25)

Table 11. Pearson correlation matrix of CD-RISC subscale scores with total UPI scores

= 11. LIEMM R EFES UPI 249 1Y Pearson 1HX R EFERE

AP Re 1M 7 HREH BN bl e U=l UPI &4
fe IR 1.00
TR 0.55 1.00
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A 0.68 0.50 1.00

AT 0.62 0.52 0.60 1.00

i 1 5 0.48 0.41 0.45 0.44 1.00

UPI &% —0.35 -0.48 -0.30 -0.33 -0.25 1.00

E: AKX AL P <0.001,

3.12. Zx&EEYFSHT

3.12.1. EVEREEE

TEHHT 2 R EA TR, SRR © it k2R BIREMmi; @ Mo
4: Durbin-Watson Ziit &N 1.96; @ [FlyZEM: WERZEMIL A @ IESM: K2 P-P B miliikin
XL © ZEMLEME: Fra AEEN VIF EE 1.24~1.52 Z 8], /T 5.

3.12.2. UPI B o3 IBsE M 2 o BTl
W 12 fis, (A BBk [R A0 M 2ok, UPT S 7O B I 8 0 A S5 25 10 G 1) T FH (B = —0.42,
P <0.001), fi#RE 17.6%M748 5

Table 12. Multiple linear regression analysis with total UPI score as the independent variable and total resilience score as the
dependent variable

5= 12. UPI 2o yhOIEsad 2 p % Tk it B3 547

A HA & FrUEAL B t P VIF R?
TR UPI &4y —0.42 -49.2 <0.001 - 0.176
R 2 UPI &4y —0.42 -48.8 <0.001 1.00

PERI(Z) -0.08 -9.4 <0.001 1.00 0.182
S 0.01 2.1 0.036 1.00

VE: B 2 43 1R R MRS

3.12.3. UPI B EF3H 0% 2 4R T
Wi 13 fioR, 4 UPL AN TR 9N (o] 7R, [ AR O B BRI .0 22.0% A8 57t 1 4% 5 K
PEB = —0.26) FIIA KN T (B = —0.18) & S v Tl [K] -1~

Table 13. Multiple linear regression analysis with the five UPI subscale scores as predictors and total resilience score as the
dependent variable

% 13. UPI AEFxHOEE M S 00 Z Tt E A5

F AR & PRtk g t P VIF
144 5y %A -0.26 -27.4 <0.001 1.52
IWEIRE -0.18 -18.3 <0.001 1.48
PSR -0.10 -10.5 <0.001 1.39
#1752 [ gk -0.06 -6.1 <0.001 1.31
NNzt -0.04 -39 <0.001 1.24
P (Z) -0.07 -8.5 <0.001 1.05

VE: R R2=0220, W R2=0.219, F(6,11293)=530, P <0.001,
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3.12.4. UPI BB F3 & L3314 B FAO T

%% 14 Jrz, UPL 0B o AN ] Co B 8 D] PO T ) A7 A0 J 35 22 e o 15 SRR BB D) 1t UPT AR )
A ER(R? = 0.26) .
Table 14. Standardized beta coefficients (f) for the effects of each UPI subscale on each CD-RISC factor

= 14. UPI ZEFXAEOIEE MR FRFRELRVTRE s
HAE HESBE ANRRE AREIR AR ABREUR P (20) FR R?

e J1RF -0.21"" —-0.15"" -0.08"" -0.05™ -0.04" -0.06" 0.15
T I PR -0.32" -0.20" -0.12" -0.07" -0.05* -0.12" 0.26
2, -0.17"" -0.12"" -0.07"" -0.04" -0.03 -0.05™ 0.11
s i K ¥ -0.19"" —0.14™* -0.08"* -0.05™ -0.04" -0.07""* 0.13
i A1 5 -0.14™" -0.10™" -0.06" -0.03 -0.02 +0.02 0.08

E: P <0.001, "P<0.01, "P<0.05.
4. it
4.1. ERERB T REREE

AWHFOR BB DB S 2 B T R STk, otk UPL B i T R T S,
FEARUFEA T R I — BB 22 7 A 2 LU A2 A BRI BRI X — AL B0 mT BEMARE , 5 9 A 1 A
RS A S VS AR PR, A AT B — BEAR PAMfE DL 5 S iR ol 22 57t (1 SR A P A

411 H$2ABECHBRRENLA

A2 AR AR E, M B BIE 1A A B 1S 4 R A F R 7 (Bagly & Wood,
2012) BNy, BYEMNEE ST E T R <t . XABT R BRI T
A2 A VR Eih “ RIBIEIR” “FRCF” “HEMAN” , EAEFFRIEH, dRERE % REM RS
YT REAF) T B B, SO 38 0038 R $(Nolen-Hoeksema, 2001). AT, #4 £f (038 T 15 Pk A%
——REE LA MR AR H 2 2 o, RSN B AR T AT RR AR SS,  HAZ IR X DL
BE AR E [F]— 1 70 N A AE BRI AN ZE 7 o

4.1.2. BT A RO —FhHER

— PR G HE SR B O EE Y AR, oM R R R T 2 A E M
ST E BN R 5 F Zo2 AR O g ) BE URR, X R A 1) TE S o PR o B A AR E, (HTE
PR 2 e Bl i A g o v R AR R AN 25 5 Bt (Buss, 2019) . Z8AUlHb, £ 232 HE B3 PEZE AL T 5E 2 47
AR FH ARG T, FTRERJE T 5 2 1) 10 AR 1R 5 1) 1) I8 %o SR WS R XU 7K 52 8 g, X AT REAE O B LM
(1 “BE ST F “EHIR T EARINAR H(Geary, 2021). T EEHIRATE 02, HEALO B2 MR A B 1
FERRA, AT VOB L E AL, BRSEAN “ERNE L FIIEHRBIE(Gould & Lewontin,
1979) WEAl,  HEALAR A FEIFH D0 AS I 48 AR 5 A 1 A1) 22 SR P < AT 8 S0 i T —— 4 2 SO IR B R4 % e
28 75 R R (L 22 0 ) 2 2 o AR 7 (0 500 Tyt AR R AT B0AIE , A UVE i 22 AT REALA 2 — I LA 230
4.1.3. HELEMFRIRE MU

— LR B LY AR TR BRI MIENG . AR AR, PR AATAZ X ST 2 RO B S B T
PESESRE . SEREA, AR R N A A IR R 4% R AR 5 1 R R (Bangasser & Valentino, 2014). 5
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WICHER, IR S-SR LB R R K (SLCOA4) AL K15 T AFAE 22 3, SR 26 1A 15 1) b 20 3 g
fi(McHenry et al., 2014). HPA $h(N i - Fe44 - B _ERRAN IO R BIR, ZVEAE K )~ R I E
BT e B HLAK S BEA, T 55 1 ) HPA 3 4 B 5 (Kudielka & Kirschbaum, 2005). SRTf1, X L&A
V%28 2ok H/ANEARSEIR B A, N R AR HAMEAA RO RN R, Madyy 2 Agd
Z R4t SR FIIABE R 2 1 SEIE (RD 0 IE RS 7 ), SRR B PR R AR .

4.14. ZEMAPNBEEBERLER

bR R LA AL, ZBDEAAAE R AMES ST B AR . o, G MmfaRl —— A 2 S AT Re
59 1 BB A ) TGS BOAS R O BN, 177 o PR A O BR A R R A o ) B EE DA, AT SO0 B 1
W2 7 2 /D ER AR T T VA B 2 (Nolen-Hoeksema, 2001). 7, JE BRI ——2 M ] BETHIG T
ZRMIEIVEEIIEE ST ANBRh e YRR P145), AR L0 AH 8] Hs 0 1) SR 5 3 24(McHenry et
al., 2014). AHIF TR IS THICVE X 2 BB, ASRBIEFC TR 45 & A ES IS | i PR U5 R AN ) 18 ok it
— A SR I ) 22 S R R

4.1.5. “IEREE” {ERZOHE

AHIE TR, B IR B 7R B A S [ () B AR A3 O 3 B (K7, B UPL A 7 BIAE G M i (r = —0.48),
X—RIGSHERTR “Bi2WiER” S —%. Gratz fll Roemer (Gratz & Roemer, 2004)#& H )15 48 14
TN ALY (DERS) R, 1 5 TR TT BRI /2 2 Blo0 BEREAS AR . £ERE . USRS PERT . SEEFEfG. P
WEDFIFLFRINLE] . MIBIT A EE, BHIEAT AT E(DBT)FIE % B AT L EFT) %0 B is IE R THE S
HEfE JJ(Linehan, 2015; Greenberg, 2017)o AW FRGIRIER, ToietEnl, 152488 BINZRE AR Jy O BE 4 e+
TR AZ A o

4.1.6. “fEMEM” (EAMIRIPEIR

50t &, “Hrrsgm” BT LR EENES, HEWE F LS T B 1%Q2.43 vs2.39), X1
G I RO I E R TR AL AT R L e B T2 5 552 2053 . T SRR S
7 B U (Koenig, 2012). Pargament (Pargament, 201 )& H AT “SEZN X7 BISHEEH, MoEner bt
BRI R UR, AR R SR BRI E . S SCRE B IR . AT 1A 2 AT SRR X —
WA AR 5200 BR PR PR 2R 5 /N (R? = 0.08), 1t B e A2 — PR A Sz T H O B IR B B ORGP 525
XN AL OB R TAESR AL 7O S Il U, HAREE, IE S EARIE TG IR, AR — AN
AT PR AR Co B PR 0 A B S T TS 4% (Seligman, 2011).

4.2. FRERSRFEOLELRINE

4.2.1. K—ERH: HERAKREO

AHFCR IR 2R O BB PE IR AIR(2.38) UPL A /M (14.21) 15 RS L 91 35 79 (16.2%) o 3X— R 3L
5ZIE N R3O0 L, k8, 20145 250k, TH, 2016). K—#HAEmIE “ =HIEN” Phik: 37
BEIE R GKBE/TE 5 BIER R ATE) . @ RIS R F R B 3 5 00) . A BRI R g A58 W 2%)
(MRE278, 2018) e MO LK RILIRH , K—AbT Erikson (O BEEAES KB A — vs M IR EL "B Bt (Erikson,
1968). X —Fr BUMAMA TR EARR PR ita € I BINE, TR R M 7 F 8 HER <, Edi
K T IEFER R IR B R H RN F R AL AN, X R ) AT R AR R R AR . AHE AL
KA “IEEEE 5 BB T AL Q.20 vs KT 2.34), $EoRTELE T RE SITEE R W R
SEARRE . Arnett (Arnett, 2000)F2 H ] “HIE B A7 (emerging adulthood)EE i HIEH, 18~25 & &Mk
RENAETT A ) SRR, R B e 2 AN s PR AN 2 e 50
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422. K=, XK=: HxFEH

K R=E2A08HE M EFF UPL TR, TP X —Fr B AR O e & N, 7T
FaE A BE e RA IR, T H17K A B (Zhao et al., 2020). EEEERENZ, EMEARX— “Fia
W7 VA2 13%R 52 T AERRAS, 47 O B4R RR n) @0 A RARAE TR E R, T2 77 B HF 8k
T PR A T

4.2.3. X: HEEHR

KDY 2R A O T UPT 7590 HH B St = "GO B e A 2,51 P& 5 2.44, UPIL M 12.43 F+ £ 13.05,
AU EE B AN 13.1%F+ 2 14.3%) 0 31X — RIS will & 77 I [R] 43 /i — 3. Murphy %5(Murphy et al., 2015)
MR, ERLAT 6 A R REVEE BRI s, JCHAES G FAT R, Bl AR M . AR Bt
WAESE, RNZERNTIGES &L BH/HERES . REIK, Bese. 5E%E5EEES, 1
2SR RGEOUHAE A RSCFH X — B BT BRI (B 1, B0k, 2018)0 XA MR K IO 224
SROBESCRFIRSS, JCH R AR T A FA A 5

43. TWER: EFXFEHRFHRRESYE

4.3.1. EEFEFEHERERER

AT IR I 5 R AR T A OB K A5 7 IR (43 2.38), UPL &2 73 B =1 (14.50), 1=y AU L
Bl (17.1%). X— KI5 E N2 T 7T —3. Dyrbye 25(Dyrbye et al., 2006)%} 58 [H Z£ 22 4 1 560 #r
BoR, REFEEMALERRQT2%)BE m T BARE9.3%); RIS KEEERE AR R
15%~30% (BN, FRZE, 2017). FTREMIRIEGEE, kil RS S, ZME . o d il
U, HEM, BRI B AE, 2018); IGARET: i, AESEIN . BRI IE IR IR
5 B MR ) T 2 PR (Dyrbye etal., 2006); 5836 IR s &2 Tl BT R IR ZE R My, 5597
T EACF 563 3 A, fiesE S SR, HIAR R E A O%(Curran & Hill, 2019); A% 57 . Fraidifh
B AT Ae T BSOS I 57 ML AS B (Figley, 1995).

43.2. EFXAFENERERERE

AW R R CRFERE R 5 )A6(2.22), H “&HlHET 7 50 8 E KT HAa ok 2.38).
REEXHER “HERE” WEHX. Hojat & (Hojat et al., 2009)FIF TR, EFHELEPEYE
IR 2R RS O A2 8 = NIRIRJE) o X Bl “ L2 00 w2 — Bl AL ——d i 1)
15 R RS E R HE 77 5 AE SR 17 B ) 2> 400 54 8 AR n AT e 7, S mn 386 nC 2R R PE(Shapiro, 2013).

44. W2 ER: RETNFEFSHER

44.1. RFTFERNVELE

AT IR INACHT 2 A O B T AG(2.40 vs 2.50). UPI 5 5(13.85 vs 12.45). =5 XU L4518 751 (15.8%
vs 12.9%). iX— K525 [EHF 5T —%(Chen et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2017). A BERIHLEIAIE, 25 %
H: BAPEEFREA T AN E, RS AR EREE S, D “RERERE” (0 E /()
VRS, 1995); #ha3CRe: RN FAMNKELSEARCIEIBE AT B, #E2 P48 )il 5K T4
TispAs, 8 T I PR XIS ] R 45 %295 5 2 (Coleman, 2000); SCABIE R : MK BT K2, AU H B2
RS, TR —k “SCARE” o RS REIIGIE S . ARSI MEREZ T cferbd, &
PSR kA2 (Berry, 1997); “RE S 7). AR 5 AL 1T B [F] I TG 2K 2 2R “ N SkH” AN
SR ORFF A YE Sy, T P AR T EE 2 (8] R REAFZE 5K J3(Chen et al., 2013).,
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44.2. WL ERWMERRZE

AW T i RS AL A “RATHEIAE Lok (17.5%), X —BER RN RS2 R 535, BES L &«
PE=H §5% . Huang %5(Huang et al., 2019)IRF 7 AR5 T IR “ 2 EARIH R 0, $RTE
OB A AR 25 v R AR S DX — A

45 WEFLER: FEKPHRESFEHENRIGR

4.5.1. WEF L

AW 5 A IR AE T 2O BB B (2,50 vs 2.42). UPT HEAK(12.30 vs 13.70). = AU EL A R (12.7%
vs 15.3%). IX—KIE “HIFMBIEE” —8(Blake, 1981): FKEEFE(H] . 48k TR ZHRA,
TLHEREL, BT LORER SRS . A7 2O MK SRR RN, B I E
2. HEEESCRE. HE 1 H KRB (Falbo & Polit, 1986).

4.5.2. EEFERPRSHE

A= L G PR S S, (H AT RS G S S )[Rl £ T BN BE J1 A1 A AEAE #f(Cameron et al., 2013). ASHF
FORIAE A F LB AR UPL 5, $oR/E Q@R M, ST M OR 7 vl g8 KT [FfE
HANRHIER . 53— MR JEMA 7 Lo, KT BRI P EK” M, o RRE R E T
IR 26 BRI Fy, XA “ M EE” nREIE NG 3 5 45 (Erol & Orth, 2011).

4.5.3. MEFLMFTHIFIN

HAREEMNE, XTMAET LS ORI R, FARIAFAES UL 0T R I AE T2 U
SRR +E3ZRE S B 2 (Liuetal,, 2010), 1 55— 80 BF 58 R IUAAE 7478 B 8, OFR AR R 7 T R T AR AR
F4(Cameron et al., 2013). AW L FE#H . A, AWFREFEARFIE T L 5IEMAE T L& H—2F,
PZHAEFERS . MR EVCRE R 47, 45 REBCNTEE.

4.6. SREABNSHEIRNSTETH

4.6.1. WER KRB AER PR
AT RO B SRR S UPL #E4T 28 oA, R T “XE X" ANHE(9.8%). 1X— AL ks 2
“ XS RAEAL 7 (Risk Accumulation Model): (O FRAERRE ) @R /D e — R R 52, MAZ MREEERR
TR 45 R (Rutter, 1979)0 0B ZARAE MASR Z R 1B A5, & UPL BEME MEIEEL
R I N, SIS AMAR L T MESPIRES , 25 5 K IR PR FESS - Zubin F1 Spring (Zubin & Spring,
1977HI“ i - JE I ” (Diathesis-Stress Model)th 2 71X — W & RO B S & —Fh “ KR 7 (5 RHYE),
i UPLA “JE17 AR, P IEs S MAR) “RERBME” FRIC, S5 5 KA OHE G,

4.6.2. =M IELERIRR]

ABI TR I AT AR A 2 1 v XU A1 85 v (17.5%) » X — REAA [ IR 7 32 DU #5594« 1l (2 12k
HIRCEAT) . FKEEGERICEMAE) . B OFEN ). BT R, LS mEERN. Fik. a8
G Ar) B in 4 re A« AZ g RN (intersectionality effect), {ANMASTH] I B4R (1) « AN 7] fai A6 1 & /3 J§(Cren-
shaw, 1989) OEET-TRN H HIXMAZ LU, N2 ED GRS e f 1 S FE .

4.7. @A HEERRER

4.7.1. BEZ R - BREE - VERRBE
AT T TN 28 5y JAE A o BRE ) 5 55 7 1 FEN BRL (8 = —0.26), LI EVE B/ 52 UPL 20 i K
ISEPERE T (R? = 0.26) S a AR IS i RS BEL 5 5 28 2 IR (R AR 5K (r = —0.47), T LU — g
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FET, 58% D) IR 1 B BRI M — D BRI 3R, 1X— #8425 Gross (Gross, 2015)[) “ 1545 17 id FEp R ”
—H G D BV I AMART S 2 I UK, SR GBS RIS W R = A RO R B R
PTG 2RI, SR OERYL . NTHMEE, X —BRERREA TR — 2R
2 5 BIECET CBT WHIEM . RSN —RETHERE B )l DBT 45 M T, 1525 5RE
J7 %) (Linehan, 2015; Greenberg, 2017).

4.7.2. INFRIRE R IFHER

AT R BN FN 5 55 B B AT R (B =—0.18), H 5154 5 B R =0.70). A
FOBRE AR R IRE . B PR RIS, R SRR B O ER R AR R B, R O S
R IRIR . AR E2E M B, KA N T 5 2 B 5 a2 Thie, b s ma kT Th e fn
TR 1l (Armsten, 2009)0 [Z, WARITAESZ B A S A 1 AT RO TR, BRAR il R Vg T
T ROBHEIEIR o X — R BUSCRE NG - AT AT I O R E R YRR ISR, 1 e R
WISk, AT AR S k040 35 A1 E IO BB (Beck, 2011).

4.7.3. FEHREAREYI L R

[EVJH ST o, RS FRE S — 32 UPL B0/ OB R T-(R2 = 0.08),  ELIE BIXH S b B0 TC 5235 5%
(B =+0.02)0 X—RINFW, Kt m(Em. EARER. SRR — RS T H 4 LB 0 7
P MR OIS R, B L < LBSERRAR (psychological well-being) ) “ % 3 #Efi i 1
F(RyfY, 1989) MUEAALE LS 120 R R B (R AT B AR SURE, 3t 84 I A 1 0 BB 3 B (Selig-
man, 2011). X —RIFFHEA BEER: AGGOBETHRET WY GRiER. M),
T ST I 0T RO R SUT 3 TE 27300 AR T B 5 SURK” , T R 0 B M SR ) (8 18 P (Frank],
1984).

4.8. THHER: N “—7111” 3| “SHSE”

FTAGFRIRI, FATZ R E — MES IR “3 %3 FHAERE” HESE, 1R NARRT-FHE 5 it 1)
S i BRI R ZHESLAHR 2 TR I 78 R SR B VEE AR, A ok i R il L B A L TR B8(RCT)
SESLIGHT TN LA, AT EAE T B R R TT R

YESE—, WIS R . — R (W) LEERRFEE . HHEHLER; AR/ UPD: 8~10
JBIANZRDBT $fg. CBT IWAIER): =RONERE): AMEE# + KRR + g B,

YR, NBERRRIE. R—HE: ANS@MTAREY) . RIS RE, BEoed: R I S ILIERe 4
o SRR T SCFFABRINFAT N TI): KA EAE: SCE N SR FHERINE B, et Adix;
AT 2 FEEWIEE R B MINGR: A AR SRR B RN A o
SR CARREA b XURS B B e DS 4H) . SRR E i 2RS0T R .

UEFZ =, Bonblfl. 54 E R DBT BT RREIZ WL 0); NRTIRE: R, T2
Y5 RERRREW. ROOTE. ESEE.

ZHEZR I N T8 “ PP — ILEC— T PR 7 PIRRRAS, & — R ROER Y N8 1 R it
AR T REAT BRER VA . RORB TN U3 (1) R T U5 BT “—J10)” TR BA &
UL (2) ANTFI LA AS R TR i S 75 47 48 22 5 (BN AL T I B AR ) (3) T HRCR I+
L2 [r) IR ] SR

4.9. W RRY
REWTTT et Tt A R 50 & o OB BRVE 50 BE N T AT e TN B R (Windle, 2011)o 5 3AR i 75 -
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EERE

FESRVPE AT RE R I (] 2y, U B R O BN R ) D R (Nolen-Hoeksema, 2001). ey KU Al L. JE T 1E
A, PRI RERS . RIEHIAR R KELTT. KBFHE . BAENE . AMERRIE RS . Tk
PO RZE, K405 (QFE T LB TR 2 7).

B s EIRIB B O VERT UPT IBhAS R, B IGIRSHT: UPL 2fid TH,
W TH,  m KAREAS R T I AR B AS

5. &t

BT 11300 4 RZEAEMEE SR, A FRMAE T EEA0. WilEs. SrEomtREEs T
PE, ot UPL Ry B m T Bt “IEBE Y RILFEIHT . FHER: K—%AE 0B RIK.
W Z . XS L 55 5 (16.2%), KPUH L. k25, RS g v iRl Witk .
e AUSE LU A8 B3 1 (17.1%) o 0 2 22 5+ AR 2 A2 0o B3 1k TR L UPT B gy v XSS, B 491 B 1 (15.8% vs 12.9%)
MAF S AR F OO B, UPL &, @ RS LU B 55 (15.3% vs 12.7%). AU A :
SAE 14.0% (%1 1583 N)UPI > 25 435 EE K 15 9.8% (29 1103 N); AR FFARMAE 0 XU B 751(17.5%)
[EJ 534 UPL 53 67 [l U o BB (B = —0.42) s 1526 S B RN 45 T 2 e T BR1 5 17 Jak i 1L 2
UPI M K(R? = 0.26). SEEEW: AL “Z4E0 )7 + FlET” R, HARER—. EBYER K
B ABIA L LotkiEAE, ARG TIUNCE KU AT

SEEk

BEEIR, EUKQ018). A FEL L BERHE 5 OPEHL TR, THHERF AL,

TS, ikERFE(2014). REFACIHRBER BB A, OHLRESHE, 30(3), 289-296.

2P, EH(2016). KA S RTINS R, A E RO 5, 24(8), 1210-1213.
SHE(2018). KAECFEFAE 3 WR). NRBUE kL.

KGR, T, BRI, 25(1995). KA A G 1015 SR I, 1 E 08 A4 4%, 9(5), 209-211.

T, 22 5YT(2007). KA N M35 (UPDE K 223 A O Bg BE R A5 v IG5, 21(9), 635-637.

TR, 2N, 5KT2(2018). AL 0P BFEES T N A AL
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