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Relationship between stress perception and university adaptation among medical
freshmen and the mediating role of psychological resilience

CHEN Jing,ZHOU Xueying,ZOU Zengli
(Department of Mental Health Education, School of Public Health and Management , Guangxi University of Chinese Medicine , Nanning 530200, China)

Abstract Objective To investigate the stress perception, psychological resilience,and university adaptation of medical college
freshmen, explore the mediating role of psychological resilience between stress perception and university adaptation, and thus provide a
reference for the psychological development of medical freshmen. Methods A questionnaire survey was administered to 1 359 medi-
cal freshmen selected via convenience sampling using the Chinese Perceived Stress Scale (CPSS), Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale
(CD-RISC),and Student Adaption to College Questionnaire (SACQ) . A total of 1 307 valid questionnaire responses were used for data
analysis. Pearson correlation was used to analyze the relationships between the stress perception, university adaptability , and psychological
resilience of medical freshmen,and a Process and Bootstrap mediating effect model was used to analyze the mediating effect of psycho-
logical resilience. Results A significant negative correlation of stress perception with psychological resilience (r = —0.683,P < 0.01)
and university adaptability (r = =0.691,P < 0.01) was observed, as was a significant positive correlation between psychological resilience
and university adaptability (r = 0.642,P < 0.01) . Psychological resilience played a significant role in the mediating effect between stress
perception and university adaptation, accounting for 31.45% of the variance. Conclusion The higher the stress perception of medical
freshmen, the lower their university adaptation;furthermore, psychological resilience plays a partial mediating role in this relationship.
Schools should focus on strengthening the psychological resilience of freshmen to alleviate the negative impact of stressful events on their
university adaptation.
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Tab.1 Comparison of the scores of medical freshmen on different scales by demographic variable
Sex Place of origin Only-child
Variable Male Female Rural Town Only-child  Non-only-child
(n=413)  (n=go4) ' P o) vy ! (n=2%6)  (n=1071) g

Stress perception

Total 3807774 3881757  -1615 0.107  3893+728 37.75:833 2456 0014  37.78+825 3875+748  -1.758 0.079

Loss of control 1799482 1832+469  -1.188 0235 1841460 17.76£500 2280 0023 1756486 1836+4.69  -2368 0.018

Tension 2009+452 2049426  -1.542 0.23  2052+4.17 1998470 1969 0.049  2023+458 2039+429  -0511 0.610
Psyehological resilience

Total 6419+ 1428 6244£1353 2138 0033 6220£13.56 64801416 -3.137 0002 65.14+1440 6252+1361  2.656 0.008

Toughness 3259791 3136+7.53 2.707 0007 3135£759  3265+781 2815 0005  33.06+7.87  31.46+7.60 2.909 0.004

Power 22.09+486  21.57+4.66 1.841 0.066 2149465 22.28+487 2765 0006 2211504  21.65+4.66 1.338 0.181

Optimism 951+2.53 9.51+245 0.006 0.996 035£242  987+256 3450 0.001 998254 941+245 3223 0.001
University adaptability

Total 13331£20.29 133311973  -0.006 0.995 132511991 135.14£19.80 -2.197 0028 135332022 132871982  1.722 0.085

Interpersonal adaptability 2894:481 2917434 -0.826 0409  29.02:444 2928461 0989 0323 2956445 29.00+449 1.758 0.079

Overall evaluation 2052+564 29242551 0.869 0385 29.07£559 2991544 -2522 0012 2954£559 29.28+554 0.659 0510

Individual emotional adaptability ~ 26.07+6.37 2633649  -0.668 0505  2601£640 2679655 -2.010 0.045  2720£6.63  26.04+640 2512 0.012

Learning adaptability 1809347  1815+£327 0333 0739 1800331 1843£336 -2.159 0031 1842£339 18.07+332 1.485 0.138

Approbation degree of college 3069542 3043+5.60 0.782 0434 3042£567  3072£525 0950 0342 3060536 3049+558 0.284 0.776

Pearsonff M43 Mr 45 3 W, R 1M1 O B TR AL AL 3, A O o0 B 5 SR ) vl 1 245 2R

9P 5 A Al N M 2 ) R A G, TR ) N
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-0.691,P < 0.01) ¥ 5 B 3F ARG, O BRSM: 5 22 AL
T M R A OG (r = 0.642,P < 0.01) o R8T
Az TR D7 AV A Y 5O BRI SR G
PRI R AL B B AU OC, O M i RS e S
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vA.07 A5 7 Hh (A A A4 Hp A 00 AR, 7 428 il %J
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(~1.806) H4 1% b 468.55% , Jt 7 1156 38 a0 B 5
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Tab.2 Correlation analysis of stress perception, psychological resilience, and university adaptability (n = 1 307)
Individual Approba-
Loss of Interpersonal ~ Overal Learning
Variable Tension Toughness Power Optimism emotional tion degree
control adaptability evaluation adaptability
adaptability of college
Loss of control 1
Tension 0.413" 1
Toughness -0.667"  -0.405" 1
Power -0.682" -0.396"  0.833" 1
Optimism -0.609" -0.337"  0.678" 0.701" 1
Interpersonal adaptability —0466" -0413"  0429"  0509" 0.456" 1
Overall evaluation -0.499"” -0351"  0563" 0.590" 0474”7  0.488" 1
Individual emotional adaptability -0.472" -0.645" 0.378" 0411 0350  0.525" 0.383" 1
Learning adaptability -0.558" -0.409"”  0.594" 0.625"” 0463"  0.506" 0.664" 0418 1
Approbation degree of college  -0.385" -0.337"  0.401" 0461”0341  0.582" 0.652”  0.425" 0.604" 1
1)P<0.01.
R3 DESEMETEE N E RS EROE M 1 8 8 T R
Tab.3 Mediating effect of psychological resilience on stress perception and university adaptation
Fit index Coefficient significance
Variable 7
R R° F P B t P 95%CI
Psychological resilience 0.685 0.470 230.417 <0.001
Sex -0.656 -1.082 0.280 -1.845 - 0.534
Place of origin 0.710 1.058 0.290 -0.607 - 2.028
Only-child -0.947 —-1.182 0.237 -2.518 - 0.624
Stress perception -1.226 -33.409 <0.001 -1.298 - —-1.154
University adaptability 0.731 0.534 248.044 <0.001
Sex 1.753 2.134 0.033 0.142 - 3.365
Place of origin 0.137 0.150 0.880 -1.647 - 1.921
Only-child -0.440 —-0.406 0.685 -2.568 - 1.688
Stress perception -1.238 -18.268 <0.001 -1.371 - -1.105
Psychological resilience 0.463 12.338 <0.001 0.390 - 0.537
University adaptability 0.692 0.479 239.380 <0.001
Sex 1.449 1.671 0.095 -0.252 - 3.151
Place of origin 0.466 0.485 0.628 -1.418 - 2.350
Only-child -0.878 -0.767 0.443 -3.126 - 1.369
Stress perception -1.806 —-34.385 <0.001 -1.909 - -1.703
R4 BHE, BEEYNEFNHESHER

Tab.4 Breakdown of total, direct, and mediating effects

Influencing factor Effect size Boot SE Bootstrap 95%CI Relative effect size (%)
Direct -1.238 0.076 -1.384 - -1.088 68.55
Mediating -0.568 0.054 -0.675 - -0.464 31.45
Total -1.806 0.052 -1.906 - -1.700
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