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Abstract

Objective: To explore the influence of father presence and parental conflict on college students’
self-differentiation. Method: To apply FPQ-R-B scale, college students’ self-differentiation scale
and CPIC scale in the investigation on 459 undergraduates of four universities in Sichuan province.
Results: 1) college students’ self-differentiation and father’s degree of authority are generally
higher, low level of parental conflict; 2) on the whole, the higher the level of parents’ education,
the higher the degree of college students’ fathers presence and self-differentiation, the lower pa-
rental conflict; 3) the level of self-differentiation was 106.2 for boys and 97.0 for girls; 4) fathers
presence and parental conflict have a significant predictive effect on the level of self-differentiation
on college students, which is supported for the mediation model of parental conflict. Conclusion:
father presence has a significant predictive effect on the self-differentiation of child, which does
not only directly affect college students, but also indirectly affect the level of college students
through parental conflict.
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HEY: WICSOREA SRR KEEBRSUKIRW . 55 RAREMER(FPQ-R-B). K%
A BRIMEBER S F M5 BB R E R (CPIC), XU VTR 4592 AR AEFFRIAE. 45!
1) REARKAEMBERE S BRSUWEE AR, KB ROBAERRK; 2) 2L, KFXhE
FERR, RPAERSOREA R, B R K PR, KB RED; 3) BKBERTLE106.2,
BERTL197.0; 4) RSB RN F L HRMMUBEER RETNER, BHESTFEERE
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K, tREIE I SRR R AR R A4 B B KF
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1. 3]

HAEN B T A AN R R A, [E AR E V2 OB R R . L DOk, el
[ SR ST K AR D B (o o, 5K, &ATTHE, 2012), KEMBFRER, BERKRERZX—H
B KRB IAE S5 (Erikson, 1968) (7 N\, #& 0%, AEAN, 4%, 2010), HA—ANEZI7HZARFAENH
oA dl. Bowen FIKEERGEIRIE, AT MALLEASAMA 7 EMEE T, T4k
P R RIS IR IR R ) (Bowen, 1978). KA TEAMER B ANBR R RIVE LN, THEEERR. B&E
) EH BB S AMATE I i E N A2 ARFF B 4@ BE (Tuaron & Friendlancher, 2000) (Skowron &
Friedlancher, 1998), ¥ AMA.CoB#E 23 & R A5 1R B 2 /5208 (Johnson et al., 2003) (Jenkins & Buboltz,
2005), Fe % T O B Y 2 FIUS QA% 7= B (Skowron & Friedlancher, 1998).

PO 5 SCAGBR AL F ., TR AR PE—E 2 E LRSS BRI s, (HRELTHK
—HUFENZ O E S, ZTHARSNKER BRI, FEXNTFZr AR KF
BEM AR, HATM RS RIEARKTEW .. SORE T RMEERM, 9K, RTICEEFN
TR TR, AXSEAE LT (father presence) ARSI 78 CLCN FERT 7E BT T Al BFFER I,
REFZ 5T LR R 2 s fee S5 R E R (4, smdy e, skigrt, 4%, 2010)
(BCIE, PhalR, &AEE, 2009). PRIbT L IIACSRENI AR BE 2 75 Bt AR W 5 3R 7K AR 78 %
eI

U U 5% 2R 2 1 o SR B G R P B SRR A, BRI R R P o SRR R, REEMPIER, B4R
S0 T i B 0 R R B K A 5 (6 1, 2017). H T OE T B 2R 535/ EAMA K B I 52 L4153
BV 2 MBS MRS (R B 37, AORRIE, 2%, 2014), (HEEHREAL, T BT AR i

][l
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3 A&

FRD o CREPTIR, ABETUR MR B BRI K, BETOREASORAEAL, SCBEI SRR BN
HH AR, LIRS R A O B FE R e S A G A BB A8

2. ARFG*E
2.1. fARTIR

KRS ERIMAEE, JREY D48 e T DU R s A R — BRIV I FEREAR R A, W% R A6 571 17,
BISCE 20 4 459 4y, AR 80.4%. A RMFEAIERIVENLE 1,

Table 1. Demographic variables statistics of 459 valid samples

%= 1459 N BEYHEANAOZETES51T

ECEa n %
5 % 189 41.2
% 270 58.8
AT & 178 38.8
7 281 61.2
A Wl 117 25.5
AT 342 745
T K— 108 235

P - 170 37
K= 153 333

PN 28 6.2
SRR KRV E(ERERE) 65 14.2
B () 92 20
ks 185 40.3
NI RAR 117 255

BER SRR K UL (IS AE) 35 7.6
e () 69 15
GIEs 183 39.9
N RAR 172 375
SEHISIRAR L 1EH 389 84.7
2R E A 41 8.9

KBRS 13 2.8

REsg 2t 6 1.3

R 10 2.2

22. fiIRI AR

221 KFEBBROUER

AR B AT 120, RS AT 2010 BT IR AR AR ER (R &
TAEF, 2010), iZEERIL 27 EM, AR SthARE, EERNE, BRME, HRREL.
KRFRNEIESr, mHos, REBEARSUREB S . S8R o K508 0.896, HA RIFMGERE.
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2.2.2. FRENER

KD A5 B RS NBAT I SLSRAEAL I 46 H SUEIT RR(FPQ-R-B) (i /b1, 17, S, %5 2012)6
R SIGVIANYESE, 5 N =A B 4R\ A3 53R, 35 31 T8 . =N 4E o BN S AR R R
FRERBFRR, SCRARNES. RARLY, DEBREARE SRR SR . S8R o /RE
EF T 0.73 LERIKT.

223 XEHRFLMBER

KH 2 E WA 5 2 5o AT 2003 BT 19 S BEph 98 1 4 ki £ 3K (Children’s Perception of
Inter-parental Conflict Scale, CPIC) (Jl & H 58, 2003), ABEANMNEE, SIFN=ANTEREPE
FEAE, BBAED, BIRIAMR). 340 8, RAUEIF, 2B E R B Fh o 5m 5, Ak,
MR, T ARAR S, B2 EERE . ENRRABEEN 087, A%k
558 0.88, HA RUFIHERE.
23. HSIRFRGEH 3%

i ) 35 52 APP W% R 4, SRR FERIA AL . 6 Excel B N 58 FI¥YE, SPSS19.0 %t
BT FR R HT
3. &R
3.1 XKEX BRI, RFEEMMRIHRBAN2EHER

P o4 B M TS5 A 99.1 + 17.4, A4 5 A \GhE . BIRALE . 152 NI KL
WA N T 150 %58 3.4, 3.9, 3.4 5 4.2, BRI T 3.5 4, B0 BAEHI R E. EEAES
35458 106.0 £19.9, 7E5AEMIRRYEFEN 715 3.3; KEERBRK RYEFE N T1549) 3.4, HRAEM
ERGEE R R TR 3.4, BETHERE TS 3 e XA EERIEHM A5 90.6 +17.8, HAN4E
FER T30 phoSBHE 3.4, BUAED 2.4, HRFAR 1.9, HIGHE 1% 252, BoERE K. A8k
A FRE WL 20

Table 2. The overall perception of the self-differentiation of College students, the conflict between Father and parents

F? 2. REEBRSN. FEEMSREHRIEAM A EI(N = 459).

TiH Min Max M SD
S NS 39 148 99.13 17.39
HAmE 11 60 34.22 8.54
A E 5 28 19.38 3.82
&4 R BT 7 36 20.33 5.27
17 R W4 9 36 25.19 5.32
SCSRAENL G 44 155 105.95 19.89
HARRR AR 19 95 62.18 14.89
FKEERPRK R 14 40 30.19 5.70
H HRAERIE 4 niniannian £ 4 20 13.58 3.84
US AR TR S5y 45 140 90.63 17.78
MPIRAFAE 20 76 44.52 10.56
21N 12 48 28.79 6.67
EEEAELN 9 34 17.32 4.43
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B

32. REE BRI, RFEMMFHRBEAMPERS

AN 22 AR B RS g PR AR, SRR 7. SORBESRSCACRERE LR S BRUS AR R 0 45
NBEARE, B SOREMASC B REROY R AR 1 2. 8RR, VR AR SCEEL
WA E A G, fEFESR A, RS T B SCRHSIIRBLBA et 22 5 3.

321 KEXBEES K, EEMMRXFHREAELH EHERRE

NIRBRFAER ARSI, SORTEN R AR R A AR L LR AR EER, K5
PRAMT tARES, 25 RN 30 I AR AR SSRAEN B R 4R FE (R BE PR R &) FA 2% % 7 (P < 0.05),
Hh L AR EARRE RS M =30.76 Rim T 54 M=29.39. BRMMCERNS NG, BRAE,
T R =ANYEE E UL AR AR R E E (P <0.01), HHBEMNBE T EEERT L4 . EiF
AR E R B, HRIARYERE LB e B35 2 7 (P < 0.001), BAEMH T HRIAN. Btz
Gh, EHMADFTER RS REREEEER.

Table 3. Gender difference Test of Self-differentiation, Father's position and Parental conflict perception of College students
3. REEBRSMU. SCEERMREMITEA MR Z F (N = 459)

5 H 205 Min Max M SD t p

5B 102.23 17.113

B 36 148 3.234 0.001
S 96.96 17.274
- 5 35.92 7.995

5 ARG 11 60 3.615 0.000
S 33.03 8.723
X % 20.05 3.971

AR E 4 5 28 1801 5648 3.157 0.002
5B 21.30 5.310

L0 & 7 36 1066 5,130 3.331 0.001
5 24.96 5.157

eSS 4 9 36 2536 5437 -.778 0.437
o % 104.52 19.157

SESRTENL 5y 44 155 -1.286 0.199
ks 106.95 20.365
N E 61.80 14.229

HAERIR R & 19 95 62.45 15,359 -0.462 0.644
5 29.39 5.321

FRERFRR R " 14 40 —2.549 0.011
30.76 5.891
, % 13.34 4.002

HRAENEE ” 4 20 -1.105 0.270
13.74 3.719
X % 91.30 16.535

U I 9 B L S & 45 140 9017 18,613 0.670 0.503
5 44.12 9.205

THIEHFAE 20 76 -0.703 0.482
“ 44.80 11.418
5 28.65 6.401

3N & 12 48 28.90 6867 -0.396 0.692
] 18.53 4.330

EESE! & 9 34 1647 4301 5.033 0.000

¥E: *p<0.05 **p<0.01,***p<0.001, F[.
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322 REXRRSH, WFEMMXBARBAEXSCUEE LHERRR

WRIETT Z W a R R )8R, SRR AR RS2 A A B B LG B ISR 1, SR AE
BLIAIY RPN YRS, phRIRFNE Iy MPRAFIELEE, 22 R Ak B8 % /KF(p < 0.05). Zd/Ek5E
KL, BAR L, FESCRESCA K R B O R 22 A B Ry 2 RONAS 7 MAORAE AL 4 73
s, HAORIIR AL, SAC0RA RIE SRR, P RIBAE D HRRFEBAR.

Table 4. Analysis of variance between father's reign, self-differentiation and parental conflict perception in parents’ educa-
tional level

A SOGRTEN, BRSNS REHNRBAERXGIUIEE LHHFESH(N = 459)

F P F P LSD
T H
SE R NSy 0.449 0.718 3.017 0.030 2>4,3>4
H5Am& 0.042 0.989 2.276 0.079
EEADACS 0.485 0.693 0.374 0.772
(EESADALH 0.246 0.864 3.098 0.027 1<2,1<3,2>4,3>4
15 R W26 1.619 0.184 1.920 0.125
SRAEN 4.967 0.002 3.152 0.025 1>3>4,1>2 2>3,2>4
HARRM KRR 5.193 0.002 4.802 0.003 1>2,1>3,1>4 2>3,2>4,1>3,1>4
FREARBR K R 2.079 0.102 0.171 0.916
A RISRIES 4,058 0.007 0.239 0.869 3>4
SRR RIS Sy 1.724 0.161 4.412 0.005 1<3,1<4,2<3,2<4
MRFFE 2935 0.033 5.644 0.001 1<3,1<4 1<3,1<4,2<3,2<4
PN T 0.669 0.571 2.060 0.105
SE AN 0.134 0.940 0.720 0.540

VE: KRR (R KT = 1 mR(BdE ) =2 WIR =3 AERULT =4,
33. KEEBRAUEREN, XEBMRBHINXER

331 KEABRSUSEENM, RXEAHAEBMERXSH

ARFER A B 5 AELERL, SRR SR KR R, B B BRI o B L DU o 4
FASRAERL Iy ML= AP YESE, SRRl T AR T, SR EIR(ER 5), TERVR L, ARMEER
SRAEAL 2 8 BEAH G (p < 0.01).

Table 5. An Analysis of the correlation between the self-differentiation of College students and the perception of conflict
between their Father and their parents

FT 5 AFEBRSUSFAEN, REHRBMBEX I

T H PN 5y EE T VALY EE YA T T £ H R s 5y
SRR B S 0.15** 0.20%* 0.10* 0.32%* 0.25%*
FREARBR LR 0.09 0.15** 0.09 0.31** 0.20%*

A S FRHE & —0.12** -0.02 —0.14** -0.04 —0.12**
SR G R KN R —0.39%* —0.21** —0.29%** 0.56** —0.46%**
PRAEFME —0.29%** —0.19** —0.26%** —0.33** —0.36%**
JBUIN S —0.43** —0.20%* —0.29%* —0.38** —0.46**
EEqE! 0.21** -0.08 -0.11* —0.42%* —0.28%**
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3 A&

3.32. XFEEBRSUSFREME R EHRREMIB A EYISFHT

Pade 6 P, REAESORAECLAN SRR R AN PRI B JMEEEN T B3 EM AR . thlh
RV, SORFENLAASCBEF RPN 4E NS B A B35 M TIAE R (p < 0.05). BIL, AHEFTR] LAK 2
PLACSRAENL N A2 5, EHRAMONRAR R, SCRHRREFON AR, (R0 2 B A2 K P Ay
e

Table 6. Multivariate regression analysis of father’s reign and parents’ perception of marital conflict to self-differentiation
2 6. FEAEN REBIEARMEEI BRI TEYIASHT

A A B R? AR? F Beta t
py: Bt 0.231 0.226 45, 477***
SR d JER A N -0.383 —8.080%**
HA -0.106 —2.350*
SSRTERLE T 0.100 2.288*

3.3.3. BMMARIERFREMSBERSUHHNMER

Table 7. The return of threat Cognition to Father’s reign

F£7. BIHARSTRFEEMAEYT

RIS 5 SRS R? AR F Beta t

SN SLSRAEAL 0.113 0.111 57.936*** -0.335 —7.612%**

Table 8. The return of self-divided Father’s reign and threat Cognition

8. BRSO FEENM. BAHAREE)T

R AR HAS R R? AR? F Beta t
SCRTENT 0.101 2.312*
kb 0.221 0.218 64.812%**
AR —-0.427 —9.727***

7 I, SORTEALS BUHA B A B3 15 m (p < 0.001). % 8 L5 ER, FHAAR S Eb L H
FI RN RBCE R KT (p < 0.001), SSELELINT HESHIENH RE 0.245 %4 0.101, HA G2
B Wik, BHARIEASEEALS AR ALERS] 73 ER, AN N 58.4%. AR
K 1R,

334 BRFAAERXFEMNSBES P NMER

% 9 BoR, AR HRARNEEEMNS BRMMEERE] T E5 R MER, BN 15.4%.
AL 2 BT .
4 ig
41, KFHEFENM,. BRSUERBARBRANEERAER T

PEARSCEE RN, KRN EF EKT . M52 S R & X —4E 1S B, e
AIRE S R RS IE, REISCERZBERIAANE ST, TRENANS FLMZREL, KRALER
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BN N

-0.427°

¢’=0.101""
SCSETEAL Bk
c=0.245""

Figure 1. The intermediary Model of threat Cognition in Father's position and self-differentiation

1 BAPMARMERXFAEMNS BRI P ARE

EESAEIES)

c=0.207" H R

c=0.245""

SRTEAL

Figure 2. The intermediary Model of self-Attribution in Father's reign and self-differentiation
2. BRIFAERFEEMS BRI U NRE

Table 9. The return of self-differentiation to Father's reign and self-Attribution

9. BROUMRFEEM. BREAERIE)T

(R AR HAR & R? AR? F Beta t
SCRTENT 0.207 4,652%**
H& b 0.120 0.116 31.180***
HIRIH -0.249 —5.600%**

o REFAROCEEAR THEKRE, NAFENESEE SR, BEAREOREEE R, Bz
SRR GE e, AR, A9, 4%, 2011) (Krampe, 2009). fEFESKEES, AR L NS
P&, TR EREUD, R T SRR AL B A 2 kS -

SERFH], KA ARMCE H Y0 E TR ), KA — S E R E S,
RETERRE ANPRoC R R EE B, T S BURIB R B TR 28 RN, 1A SRS AN MEE RS, X5
DUERIBF R G B — B (kB 40, X5, &BE, 2011) (XIFEH, X735, &TFFE®, 2011) (SEHIH, 2011)
(SEJEHE, 2008)0 (HAR BRI LIA R, AR EE T REAT, ATReM R R K A, H
BRI RIEAR — o FEXH BRI SCAFE AT, s 2 B0 B R A B S K TR o AT DA H
SCBRESZHCE AR AR, X 2o B O RO FE SRR . S EE 84. 7% GAR TE AR AL REAS AR L 1E
MxREE, KRR ZHDSRE T, TRMBERSWIKFREELE, TSk,

IeAh, SEREIR, SRR R SR A RAEAE B 1) BORE s, T B R IA AR UG, HER K
FAAEAWT A RS AR O B R e, i B RIE R . AT, B A 2
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B

DUNSEI A 00 I, BRI, A, SRR OL, 1EA)LL, SERRIBISCREZ ARG MR, (HA2RE
LN A A1 22, BIZMHIRIE , AT s AR KT AR SR SR o
42. REERFHEM, BRSN. REARBANAORIHFEERSH

BTN, SORS BRSO IR T SORAE LR BE 5 AR IR SRR AL, AR T5 Z2 M 4h
Fits, SCRERISCACRE FEBE, SORMERI AR RS, ISR SRR W] . RERINSCICRE Sy, £
T ARG . BRI Bl S UURCARRT RS T, D ERZHEER S 2T iEiE s
A8 %, FrUAnl s 152 2 RER IR K,

BeAh, ESSRAEAL b, RAEVER EAEAEAR, Bt R zR, (HESM4EE ~(RERRRR)
EAAERZFRESR, BAENSMRT 24, SWAPRA-REHDE, 57, &FEA 2012), X—2FA]
REERBORIEHUI A %o AT IREUN BTG S & TR, 458, DARBRZRERFMER MBiRL . A m)
RE 2 A VR (A S 3 ) L A1) S A, R N 1T o 74.5%, SN R 5 25.5%, tk4t, 53 L LLBIRs A kA,
F]REWA R REXT S5 RIE . fE B L L, BREATTIR B AR SCALRE S, R4 5 ekl Bt
BT G ER IR, B AR A S YRS EX Tk XIS v S A R g A B
HIEHHE, AEEE bR S NIEE R . SCRFPP SR IN 22 AR 00 2 R S 55 A 1 | A R A 7 T
o, X FREGEAN (A&, 2016), ATAERH T BAEMNNG LB RED , A TSR
RIPIRDL, BT B HIAR

4.3, REERFEM. BRSU. REBARBABEX I

SR EIRSCRAEN S BN R R EM K. B N TN BRI R, HI XK
CIESE, X257 LB MRS T LR SRR R II% & (Storey et al., 2000). SIRFEANL
HSTABAT B U P K B 2 P — R 5 SR ISR &R, T H AL EIR I3 — 2 & SR AR AL BN PR R 2
E/, RARMAFE S FNET) —F AR RIS IE I RE /1 (Bowen, 1978). FESCRIKIPRZNT T, T
RA AT BE SIS0 H AT M, BEmizm B S B 3 eeg

AWFFEHIR R T GRER N, KRR SORAENLS SRR SR BN S 2 25 UG, BISOORAE AL AR P
s SCRRPRIEIEUN; SORFERIRE LA, SR RIEFICR . B0 | 25 N B (e & F
1, 2010), HACRHGRS 5RSFE T I BOGE AN SR EDZ R 7. SH4 LB,
RIEXTTHIA R T, AMUCESLRMZE T, RN R SCRIEESE . R 575 80A kR EIH &
VENSCRIITUE, AU b J7n BT S R 2 2 m . SRR % T R XTI SUE, &R — T AME
P ERAENREEAR, T — T B DA AW, HAMEMBKERR. R NPECHRTRT, =1
ZHRREEMNHAAL T, ST NETRAY BISCEHIR 2 U, i DA TR T SR AE AL 5 SCRE S I
g R R EAER] TSRS SR DL &

4.4. BRAUSRFER, REBARBABPNBRNE RS

A BRI SRR, I AN SCREP SR LU B ST B RIAR 4RI =R R A, K
SRAEALNS B BRI E RS, HIERA R FEM, RIACRE S B A R, E BFIAE P73
YEPER R E A ERT, RSN 58.4%, 15.4%. TTIL, SCORAEAIN I LEEA EHAE I, thAh
e 3 AR e SRR LA S FL AN 4 E TR . R TR E ] LR, SOORAEAL 1 S SRR R
AT E I, TR T L B R . XGRS DAERIRT UL, EREE ARtk S
URIATR IR LA K A b — AR, BB R M, s AR Y, RPSCREpi Sl i 50 1 &
B H LR 53 5h— AP AR B, B U A o SR8 L o A B R B AR, VR4, & 7158 3, 2015).
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T

T AL A AL E AL HINLE, AR 5 REEAE R T I KRR th 3R B R R f e, Bk e
— I A T REA LTI B . P E R0 R T KB b s R B — %k
SRS, BRI TE RS, 55— 5 AT Al et He = A 4y, ZEBDVAIB I T, W AT A= A 2

TR SR R S P PR VP A A B A AT T 3o 5 ) S 2, 58 A T By R AT R R IR I T
W AL 5 11 B4 G TE PO B S AR R VPN /A 2 . Bowen IIRIE RAFR IR, AR K gEh
BRI N BB S A AR IS, TG BB REE, AWHRR I BHE IR, W TR T e
FUE LA A AR, B AR I A BRA A . B FEAL R 02 ST B S, T tE R B g h 53453
(FF AR U M R R, ATRE e A BRAS b R R . RIEER G I, A
YL SR BRIV 3 2 R R T LR 5 1 B R RN AT A, AR P SR BE AR B AR
(FH54E (Bowen, 1978). JRId 3R, A2 IS LR 1] R 2 ot 12 16000 B0 R JRE M6 PR, LI IS I A A2 L
B2
5. &g

XA T4 E A E R TR, AQSE7E A BE Ak ELRERE A A2 ALK, LRIl
X A2 B R A B KA 1 AL KT
S

JUTAS I T (R SR R R 22 20, 7RI S0 R R i O S 3T, AR, A TR
1L SR 0, FEB NG A B . IR /N A — 5 At R 1 T R R AT
SRR T BRI TR 555 R DU T BT 1A R R S A R A T R I i

SEEk

SEFRIRN01L). A4 A GFIET RE BN T)RE. W03, A WAL R,

TRE, =% H #5(2003). JLEEX WS ERIEMNENT. #6080 F4 445, 17(8), 554-556.

XBZzgl, VrgE, Je 3 (2015). BRI S AR PRV IR AAERL. JLEIFEAF#F# IR #FIFR, 250(4),

HERRR(2017). SO EHHESHHHEF NS A A 10 PG T e AR R 4 T80, TRl TRMIREA,
A0, Fhae, R (2009). SQHE R M FUIIR 2 BEX SReE . A EFFSE E, 21(10), 73-78.

e, HATAE, TRAEM, (2010). ARESE KM ILE KRR MM R LR, SAEFPFEH B, 24(5), 18-23.
X, XIHTH, T&58(2011). KA BN ERMBRR R, FEAIE T4, 27(9), 1091-1092.

WAAE, ZER, AT, S5(2011). WA SORIEAL BB AU RE KRR, SRINAFEFE IR A LR R, 28(2),
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