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Abstract Objective: To explore the individual resilience in survivorsw ith fam ily m em bers lost inW enchuan
earthquake, and its relationship w ith social support, life satisfaction, depression, and sam atization.M ethods. To-
tally 166 survivorsw ith family members lost and 180 survivors w ithout family member lost fran earthquake sites
w ere screened out through individual intervien . They w ere assessed w ith the Individual Resilience Scale (IRS), So-
cial Support Scale, Satisfaction w ith L ife Scale, and Symptam Checklist 90 (SCL -90) .A't the sane tine, 133
participants fran nomal areaw ere assessed w ith the Individual Resilience Scale. Results (1) The scores of IRS in
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1.1

survivorsw ith fanily meambers lost were lower than that in survivors w ithout fanily member lost and participants
fron nomal area [ (2.41£0.74) vs. (2.74%0.71), (2.76£0.72); P <0.01] .They scored low er in social
support and life satisfaction [ (7.30 £2.03) vs. (7.69+£2.24), (2.86+1.09) vs. (3.33%1.16); Ps<
0.01], but higher in depression and somatization [ (2.40 £0.88) vs. (1.62 £0.74), (1.98 £0.72) vs
(1.60+0.69); Ps<0.01] than survivors w ithout family member lost. (2) Individual resilience w as positively
correlated w ith life satisfaction (3 =0.23, 0.21; Ps<0.01), while showed no significant relation to depression
and somatization 3 = - 0.04, - 0.09, Ps>0.05) .Social supportw as negatively correlated w ith dep ression and
samatization @ = -0.18, -0.21; Ps<0.01), and positively correlated with life satisfaction @ =0.23, P <
0.01) .Conclusion: The individual resilience in survivorsw ith family menbers lost is low er than that in survivors
w ithout fan ily members lost and participants fran nomal area, and it cannot help cope w ith their depression and
som atization, w hich dem onstrates the Iimitation effect of individual resilience in the extrene trauma conditions. It
mplies the mportance of rebuilding of social support system in psychological counseling in disaster area.

Key words individual resilience social support life satisfaction; depression; som atization, survivor
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