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Development of Resilience Scale for Adolescents with Body Surface Defects
HUANG Shu-hui, YAO Ping, CHEN Yue, et al
Department of Psychology , Peking University, Beijing 100871, China

[Abstract] Objective: To develop a resilience scale for adolescents with body surface defects and evaluate its psycho-
metric properties. Methods: Study 1 focused on scale development. The content of the 140—item preliminary scale was
drawn from a number of sources including reviewing literatures and interviewing patients. Then the primary inventory was
conducted among a group of 181 adolescent patients with microtia, and the scale length was refined to 31 items via item
discriminant analysis and exploratory factor analysis. Study 2 consisted of confirmatory factor analysis, reliability and va-
lidity analysis with a sample of 234 adolescent patients with microtia. Results: Study 1 provided exploratory evidence for
the 6—factor structure: acceptance of defects, emotion regulation, adaptability, self—efficacy, external support and frustra-
tion coping. Item—factor loadings ranged from 0.38 to 0.78. Evidence for construct validity was supported by confirmatory
factor analysis. Internal consistency coefficient of overall scale was 0.89 with all six subscales above 0.60. External validity
indexes included correlation coefficients of 0.64 and 0.39 with Resilience Scale for Chinese Adolescents and Meaning—
Focused Coping Scale respectively. Conclusion: The Scale shows good psychometric properties and is suitable for the as-
sessment of resilience for adolescents with body surface defects.

[Key words] Body surface defects; Adolescents; Resilience; Scale

(resilience), N , 2
) o Block s
b b
o b
131
’ o b
[4]
o o
’ ’ ’
b ’ o
o b
o
o Luthar ™ s
o
o “ N 9
9 b
] ( TS . 5 :
“(81071113) (Resilience Scale,RS)™, Connor—Davidson

(Connor—Davidson Resilience Scale,CD-RISC)™®,



-380- Chinese Journal of Clinical Psychology Vol. 21 No.3 2013
(The Resilience Scale for Adults, RSA)" o 1 32
° ) ) , 18.9, 5.7, 21,
, 9 .12
( ) m, o
1.1.2 3
o , 4~6 -
o , o 30 50 ,
Bl , 60~80 o
N N \ 1.1.3 3
, [9]O ,
o 10
Loy , , 140 ,
m, 10 , s
° 5 ;
2 .
o} b b 9 b b
o} b o 10 b b
) o 10 ,
° 7 ,
1 : 7 :
1.1 ’ s o 11
1.11 o ’ o
9 5 ) )
0 9 ;
° 9 ’ ’
b o 8 b
o 30 ,15 , v
45 15 15 ; o 12 ;

10 ,5 ’ )



2013 21 3 -381-

° 6 , o 210, 181
;s o , 86.2% . 10-25
18 , , , 159 . ,37.0%
; o ,24.9% ,21.0%
, ,15.5% ,3 ;40.9%
, ,27.1% ,23.8% °
1.

° 4 5] R PN TN

7 NBR)  10-14 % 15-19 % 20-25 % OB

% 68 27 27 122
) , ) 4 15 17 17 49
O 83 44 44 171(10 ABER)

1/3, , 5 ) 20-25 )

’ o

1.2 123 SPSS18.0
121

2

B H

B P 5 52 1 4 i 5 6 )% fE J1 PR hE b 8 S FE 7 DL XF

N>

95 13 A BB AN E 0.770

28 A H B C Y Bk BB AR ™ E 0.712 0.379

111 & 68 % 3 4K T X A C 19 Bk FA 0.694 0.366
69 i FE 25 A R T ™ E Y 0 3 0.661 0.393

29/ RA K, RWEMMMA — 5 0.657 0.353

102 [l 24 1] AR 2 I Sy 38 A e B i i 55 38 0.514

R2AMN—FHNK, HELEDNRKG GG 0.419

88 Fk & B N — AU/NF M A A 0.755

18 & 1 26 1R %5 5 Uk 8 0.718

23 R B R X 52 AR AR BN R Y R T 0.707

40 R M AN B ZEIT HERE 0.637

73 N HCR TR Sk O R A 0.505

126 & 9 15 1y iz X & MR AR 2 F 0.464

108 FERT A G L, 3k & F g 4k A Ul if 0.781

136 & 48 K o A 4T 22 i 0.718

140 & 8 R 36 M ab B 1A 0 Y X A 0.634 0.352

133 W0 K B e, FRAR 45 5 4R B9 0.616

71 3% BE L A PR b E R OB B BT 0.537

82 Jaj A5 2 ol %t 3 ke 15 AR B wfE 0.775

77 AR A B E 2 ST i ik 0.771

62 i F [ X & A ok R 0.602

81 Ml NFH K, REBAAE 0.560

3K A C R P n) 0.375

87 MW MM, BA — N ARBEH R 0.738

131 38 2 0 Ak, KA g 4 AR U7 1 I 0.731

101 B T el RS RWE R F WX 0.726

36 Tk A8 FH 4 B Ok X AR R 1Y R 0.635
63 Tk fiE FH Ha 2R ok Xt £ IR Ak 0.570
106 F& 68 6 7K 52 & J1 F0 44 47 0.567
96 & & — A~ IR A 0.492
10 #4471 ik R 3 AL 0.437

1.2.4 , 140 ) )
o 27% 27% o 025 45 , 95



-382- Chinese Journal of Clinical Psychology Vol. 21 No.3 2013
1, 44.0%, o
, 6 , 6 2.2
. , 221 tioy
, 0.3 , , 27 , . \ N
0.2 , 35 5 ,5 o
, 33 “ 0.85, o
o 31 , 6 , 222 (3]
54.4% o 26
s 1 25.2%, 4 o 0.86,
, “ . 2 223 (Index of
7.2%, , well-being) 4
« 3 6.8%, .9 7 ,
“ 4 5.6%, 2.2.4 0420 4 ,
“ 5 52%, 2.2.5 0420 4 ,
“ 6 4.5%, “ 2.3
. , . 2.3.1 a
2, 0.89, o : 0.79 (
> ),0.73( ),0.74( ),0.68(
),0.67( ), 0.65( ) o
2.1 2.3.2 , 3.
0.01 ,
, 300 234 025 052 o
78.0%, 162, , , 0.57
71.1%, 28.9% 9 0.77 o , 3l
5 ,49.1% ,24.8% ,
,26.1% o ,61.9% :X’=697.43 ,df=419,x*/df=1.665 ,RMSEA=0.053,
o CFI=0.94,GF1=0.84, NNFI1=0.94,AGFI=0.81,
3
B B 4% % % %5 A iE N RE J7 B 3 & ae Hh#B 32 e 47 JL % O J e
B B 4% 2 1
17 45 W 4 0.471%* 1
& N AE 0.367%* 0.314%%* 1
Sl 4i 0.470%%* 0.466%* 0.435%* 1
Hh R X e 0.340%* 0.343%%* 0.336%* 0.369%* 1
e 47 B X 0.355%* 0.391%x* 0.518%% 0.428%%* 0.251%%* 1
O B 5 0.770%%* 0.744%* 0.683%* 0.744%% 0.566%* 0.673%% 1
2.3.3 (r=0.635,
o . P<0.01),

(r1=0.387,12=0.369, P<0.01) ,

(=-0.317,P<0.05),



2013 21 3 -383-
: & (
. . )
G ( \
“ ” ) ,
o “ ” 7 .
, 25.2%, ,
o (Resilience Scale for Adolescents, READ)
) ’ (el
(READ) o
( )
[15]
6 , 31 , 54%
° , 5%
5 ( )s
” , “ ” , “ ” o 0'89 ,
, o 0.65-0.79 o
5 “ ” [ 0.64 ,
" : 0.39, ,



-384-

Chinese Journal of Clinical Psychology Vol. 21 No.3 2013

[17] [18]
N

1 Luthar SS, Cicchetti D, Becker B. The construct of resili—
ence: A critical evaluation and guidelines for future work.
Child Development, 2000, 71: 543-562

2 Richardson GE. The metatheory of resilience and resiliency.
Journal of Clinical Psychology, 2002, 58: 307-321

3 Block JH, Block J. The role of ego—control and ego-resili-
ency in the organization of behavior. In Collins WA. The
Minnesota Symposia on Child Psychology, 1980, 13: 39—
101

( 485 )

16 Duyan V, Duyan G. Turkish social work students’ attitudes
toward sexuality. Sex Roles, 2005, 52: 697-706

17 Marin BV, Kirby DB, Hudes ES, et al. Boyfriends, girl -

friends and teenagers’ risk of sexual involvement. Perspec—

4 Masten AS, Reed MGJ. Resilience in development. In Sny—
der CR, Lopez SJ. Handbook of positive psychology. New
York: Oxford University Press, 2002. 74-88

Wagnild GM, Young HM. Development and psychometric

W

evaluation of the resilience scale. Journal of Nursing Mea—
surement, 1993, 1(2): 165-178
6 Connor KM, Davidson JRT. Development of a new resilience
scale: The connor—davidson resilience scale(CD-RISC). De—
pression and Anxiety, 2003, 18: 76-82
Friborg O, Hjemdal O, Rosenvinge JH, et al. A new rating

-

scale for adult resilience: What are the central protective
resources behind healthy adjustment? International Journal
of Methods in Psychiatric Research, 2003, 12: 65-76
8 . 410
,2007,87(6):383-386

9 , .
,2002,6(10): 1400-1401
10 , .
,2008,40(8):902-91
11 s Connor—Davidson
,2007,30(5):1169-1171
12 ,

,2004,27(1):2-4
13 Gan Y, Guo M, Tong J. Scale development of meaning—
focused coping. Journal of Loss and Trauma, In press
14 .
,1998. 83-84
15 , ,
. ( ),2008,26(1):89-96
16 Hjemdal O, Friborg O, Stiles TC, et al. A new scale for ad—
olescent resilience: Grasping the central protective resourc—
es behind healthy development. Measurement and Evalu—
ation in Counseling and Development, 2006, 39(2): 84-96
17 , , ,
,2009,107(5):51-55
18 , .
,2009,32(2):466-468
( 2012-11-02)

tives on Sexual and Reproductive Health, 2006, 38: 76-83
18 Jaccard J, Dodge T, Dittus P. Do adolescents want to avoid
pregnancy? Attitudes toward pregnancy as predictors of
pregnancy. J Adolesc Health, 2003, 33: 79-83
( 2013-03—14)



