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The resilience network in college students and comparison between
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Abstract; To examine the core features of resilience among Chinese students and to compare the
differences in psychological resilience networks between first-generation and non-first-generation col-
lege students, a survey was conducted on 3 017 college students ( consisting of 2 166 first-generation
college students and 851 non-first-generation college students) using the Connor-Davidson Resilience
Scale. Network analysis methods were used for network model construction, centrality analysis, and
network comparative analysis. The results showed that; (DThe item with the highest centrality of resil-
ience network structure was “I can achieve my goals” ; (2 There was no significant difference in the
network structure and network connection strength of resilience between first-generation college

students and non-first-generation college students; (3)Among first-generation college students, “I will
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do my best regardless of the outcome” was the item with the highest centrality, whereas among non-

first-generation college students, “I consider myself a strong person” was the item with the highest

centrality. Therefore, in the future, the resilience intervention of college students can be classified

and accurately implemented, and the items with the highest centrality will be used as the target for the

intervention of first-generation college students and non-first-generation college students.
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