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ABSTRACT 

 

Perfectionism is a multidimensional personality trait encompassing two higher-order 

dimensions: perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns. People high in 

perfectionistic strivings rigidly and ceaselessly demand perfection of the self and hold 

unrealistically high personal standards. People high in perfectionistic concerns have 

overly negative reactions to perceived failures, nagging self-doubts, and excessive 

concerns over other’s expectations. Research suggests perfectionistic strivings are 

predominantly associated with positive psychological outcomes, whereas perfectionistic 

concerns are predominantly associated with negative psychological outcomes. Theory 

suggests differences in personal resiliency may account for the divergent psychological 

outcomes associated with perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns. However, 

this contention has yet to be tested. It is currently unclear which perfectionism 

dimensions, if any, are uniquely associated with personal resiliency. The present study 

addresses this gap in knowledge. Perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns 

were hypothesized to correlate significantly with personal resiliency. In addition, 

personal resiliency was hypothesized to mediate the link between perfectionism 

dimensions and psychological outcomes. A sample of 425 undergraduates completed 

measures of perfectionistic strivings, perfectionistic concerns, personal resiliency, 

negative emotionality, positive affect, negative affect, life satisfaction, and coping 

strategies. All hypotheses were supported. Personal resiliency appears to mediate the 

relationship between perfectionism dimensions and both positive and negative 

psychological outcomes. 

Keywords: perfectionism, personal resiliency, coping strategies, neuroticism.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

1. Introduction 

Perfectionism refers to a propensity to strive for flawlessness, set excessively high 

standards, and experience disappointment or dissatisfaction with anything falling short of 

perfection (Hewitt & Flett, 1991; Frost et al., 1990; Stoeber, 2012). Traditionally, 

perfectionism was conceptualized as a one-dimensional personality trait indicative of 

psychopathology and neurosis (e.g., Burns, 1980; Horney, 1951; Missildine, 1963; Pacht, 

1984). Past research using one-dimensional measures of perfectionism (e.g., Garner et al., 

1983) support this contention. Perfectionism was found to be associated with depression, 

anxiety disorders, eating disorders, and obsessive-compulsive disorder (e.g., Ranieri et 

al., 1987; Rosen et al., 1989; Thompson et al., 1987). However, since the beginning of 

the 1990s, theory and evidence have converged to suggest perfectionism is a 

multidimensional, as opposed to a one-dimensional, personality trait not solely associated 

with adverse psychological outcomes (Aldea & Rice, 2006; Blankstein et al., 2008; 

Chang et al., 2000; Dunkley et al., 2000; Dunkley et al., 2006; Dunkley et al., 2012; Enns 

& Cox., 2002; Hill et al., 2010; Martin & Ashby, 2004; Mills & Blankstein, 2000; Sherry 

et al., 2013a; Slaney et al., 2002; Stoeber & Kersling, 2007; Stoeber & Otto, 2006; 

Stoeber et al., 2008; Stoeber et al., 2012).  

Currently there is a broad consensus on two higher-order dimensions of 

perfectionism: perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns (e.g., Cox et al., 

2002; Dunkley et al., 2000; Dunkley et al., 2012; Graham et al., 2010; Haase et al., 2013; 

Mackinnon & Sherry, 2012; McGrath et al., 2012; Stoeber & Otto, 2006; Stoeber & 

Stoeber, 2009). Individuals with high perfectionistic strivings rigidly and ceaselessly 
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demand perfection of the self and hold unrealistically high personal standards (Graham et 

al., 2010; Mackinnon & Sherry, 2012; Stoeber & Otto, 2006). In addition, individuals 

with high perfectionistic strivings describe themselves as living fast paced lives, working 

tirelessly towards goals, striving for superiority, and being forceful, dominant, and 

socially ascendant (Dunkley et al., 2012). Individuals with high perfectionistic concerns 

have overly negative reactions to perceived failures, excessive concerns over other’s 

criticisms and expectations, and nagging self-doubts (Dunkely, 2003; Mackinnon & 

Sherry, 2012; McGrath, 2012). Furthermore, persons with high perfectionistic concerns 

describe themselves as easily discouraged, eager to quit, unprepared, inept, cynical, 

lonely, sad, hopeless, and prone to anger and frustration (Dunkley et al., 2012). Finally, 

despite evidence that perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns correlate 

moderately and positively (r = .45 to .60; Stoeber & Otto, 2006) research indicates 

perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns exhibit divergent patterns of 

association with various positive and negative psychological outcomes (Dunkley et al., 

2012; Stoeber et al., 2006; Stoeber, 2012b).  

Although research has attempted to account for this discrepancy by investigating 

potential mediators (e.g., coping strategies; Dunkley et al., 2000) there is still much to be 

learned. Specifically, despite evidence that personal resiliency is an important predictor 

of both positive and negative psychological outcomes (Masten, 2001; Prince-Embury, 

2007; Saklofske et al., 2013), research into the perfectionism-psychological outcome link 

has yet to address the role of personal resiliency. Specifically, evidence suggests personal 

resiliency accounts for individual differences in coping strategies, sense of mastery, sense 

of relatedness, and emotional reactivity (Prince-Embury, 2007). Research also indicates 
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that individuals with high perfectionistic strivings tend to utilize adaptive coping 

strategies (Dunkley et al., 2000), have a strong sense of mastery (Aldea & Rice, 2006), a 

good sense of relatedness (Blankstein & Dunkley, 2002), and low emotional reactivity 

(Aldea & Rice, 2006). Thus, past research suggests perfectionistic strivings have a 

positive association with personal resiliency. In contrast, individuals with high 

perfectionistic concerns tend to engage in maladaptive coping (Dunkley et al., 2000), 

have a poor sense of mastery (Aldea & Rice, 2006; Dunkley et al., 2000), a poor sense of 

relatedness (Dunkley et al., 2000; Sherry et al., 2008; Sherry et al., 2013a), and high 

emotional reactivity (Aldea & Rice, 2006). Thus, past research suggests perfectionistic 

concerns have a negative association with personal resiliency. Given that past research 

suggests perfectionism dimensions are associated with personal resiliency and given the 

strong link between personal resiliency and psychological outcomes it seems likely that 

personal resiliency mediates the link between perfectionism dimensions and 

psychological outcomes. That is, the link between perfectionistic strivings and positive 

psychological outcomes (e.g., high satisfaction with life) may be accounted for by 

adequate personal resiliency, whereas the link between perfectionistic concerns and 

negative psychological outcomes (e.g., low satisfaction with life) may be accounted for 

by a deficit in personal resiliency. However, this contention has yet to be tested. The 

current study addresses this gap in knowledge.  

1.1. Perfectionism and psychological outcomes 

Perfectionistic strivings are primarily associated with positive characteristics 

(Stoeber & Otto, 2006). Specifically, research suggests perfectionistic strivings are 

associated with higher extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, positive affect, 
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satisfaction with life, self-esteem, self-efficacy, self-actualization, social adjustment, 

resourcefulness, motivation, perceived control, academic adaptation, achievement 

striving, test performance, positive appraisal of personal projects, altruistic social 

attitudes, perceived social support and physical health, and lower attachment avoidance, 

attachment anxiety, depression, self-blame, perceived hassles, procrastination, suicidal 

ideation, and interpersonal problems (Blankstein & Dunkley, 2002; Dunkley et al., 2000; 

Dunkley et al., 2012; Molnar et al., 2006., Stoeber et al., 2008; Stoeber & Kersling, 2007; 

Stoeber & Otto, 2006). Despite this, it is important to note that while perfectionistic 

strivings are primarily associated with positive characteristics, perfectionistic strivings 

are not solely associated with positive characteristics. For example, perfectionistic 

strivings are also associated with obsessive-compulsions and narcissism (Blankstein & 

Dunkley, 2002; Hill et al., 2004; Martin & Ashby, 2004; Rheaume et al., 2000).  

In contrast, research has consistently found perfectionistic concerns to be robustly 

related to negative psychological outcomes (e.g., Stoeber & Otto, 2006). Specifically, 

research indicates perfectionistic concerns are associated with higher neuroticism, 

negative affect, loneliness, self-criticism, self- and other-blame, paranoia, procrastination, 

over-generalization of failures, evaluative concerns, hopelessness, suicidal ideation, 

rumination, and interpersonal problems, as well as lower self-esteem, self-efficacy, self-

confidence, satisfaction with life, perceived social support, help-seeking, trust, 

competence, and physical health (Aldea & Rice, 2006; Blankstein & Dunkley, 2002; 

Campbell & Paula, 2002; Chang, 2000; Dunkley et al., 2003; Dunkley et al., 2006; 

Dunkley et al., 2012; Flett, Hewitt, & De Rosa, 1996; Graham et al., 2010; Hill et al., 

2010; Molnar et al., 2006; McGrath et al., 2012; Sherry et al., 2013a; Stoeber et al., 
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2008). Furthermore, perfectionistic concerns have strong theoretical and empirical links 

with Axis I disorders such as depression, social phobias, obsessive-compulsive disorder, 

and eating disorders (e.g., Halmi et al., 2005, Shafran & Mansell, 2001; Sherry et al., 

2013; Sherry & Hall., 2009). In addition, evidence suggests perfectionistic concerns are 

maintained and manifested via various insecure expressions such as intimacy avoidance, 

disengagement from decisions and actions, and suspiciousness (Dunkley et al., 2006; 

Dunkley et al., 2012).  

The discrepancy between the positive psychological outcomes predominately 

associated with perfectionistic strivings (e.g., high satisfaction with life) and the negative 

psychological outcomes predominantly associated with perfectionistic concerns (e.g., low 

satisfaction with life) may be accounted for by differences in coping strategies (Dunkley 

et al., 2000; Blankstein & Dunkley, 2002). Specifically, Dunkley et al. (2000) found 

individuals with high perfectionistic concerns, compared to individuals with high 

perfectionistic strivings, more readily engage in maladaptive coping. According to 

Dunkley et al. (2000), this finding accounts for why individuals with high perfectionistic 

concerns, compared to individuals with high perfectionistic strivings, have difficulty 

coping with stressors of day-to-day life and are at risk for encountering negative 

psychological outcomes (Dunkley et al., 2000; Dunkley et al., 2003; Dunkley et al., 2006; 

Dunkley et al., 2012). However, Dunkley et al.’s (2000) neglects evidence that the 

efficacy of a coping strategy depends, in part, on situational factors, preferences, and 

personal resources (Zeidner & Saklofske, 1996).  

1.2. Coping strategies and psychological outcomes  
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Coping strategies refer to cognitive and behavioural efforts to modulate internal 

and external demands appraised as exceeding personal resources (Endler & Parker, 1990; 

Lazarus & Fulkman, 1984). Over the past 30 years the relationship between coping 

strategies and psychological functioning has been a major area of research (Somerfield & 

McCrae, 2000; McWilliams et al., 2003). Specifically, evidence suggests certain coping 

strategies may alleviate stress, while others may exacerbate stress and subsequently 

promote negative psychological outcomes (Endler & Parker, 1994; Parker & Endler, 

1992, Zeidner & Saklofske, 1996).  

Theory and evidence suggests the majority of individuals use three types of 

coping strategies: task-oriented coping, emotion-oriented coping, and avoidance-oriented 

coping (Cohan et al., 2006; Endler & Parker, 1990). Task-oriented coping is 

characterized by strategies in which individuals attempt to reconceptualise or find 

solutions to perceived stressors. Research indicates task-oriented coping has a positive 

association with conscientiousness and negative associations with neuroticism and social 

loneliness (McWilliams et al., 2003; Zeidner & Saklofske, 1996). In contrast, emotion-

oriented coping is characterized by strategies in which individuals attempt to regulate the 

emotional distress associated with a perceived stressor by engaging in conscious 

activities related to affect regulation (e.g., self-preoccupation; Parker & Endler, 1996). 

Evidence suggests emotion-oriented coping has a positive association with neuroticism 

(McWilliams et al., 2003). Finally, avoidance-oriented coping refers to strategies in 

which the individual engages in activities and/or cognitive changes in an attempt to avoid 

the distress associated with a perceived stressor (Endler et al., 1993). Research indicates 
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avoidance-oriented coping has a positive association with extraversion (McWilliams et 

al., 2003).  

Despite this, whether a coping strategy is efficacious (i.e., facilitates healthy 

psychological functioning), is far from straightforward (Somerfield & McCrae, 2000). 

That is, the efficacy of a particular coping strategy is partially determined by the 

interaction of personal resources, preferences, and situational factors (Zeidner & 

Saklofske, 1996). Moreover, a coping strategy that is efficacious for one outcome may 

simultaneously detract from another (Zeidner & Saklofske, 1996). However, in general, 

when perceived stressors are appraised as changeable task-oriented coping is efficacious 

and associated with lower levels of psychopathology and higher levels of positive 

characteristics such as self-esteem, sense of mastery, and self-efficacy (Causey & 

Dubow, 1992; Sandler et al., 1997; Wills & Hirky, 1996). In contrast, the use of emotion 

oriented coping, in response to situations evaluated as controllable, tends to amplify 

distress and promote negative psychological outcomes such as negative emotionality 

(Endler et al., 1993; Endler & Parker, 1990; Flett et al., 1996; Lazarus, 1993; 

McWilliams et al., 2003). Furthermore, research suggests avoidance-oriented coping is 

often an appropriate initial response to an adverse circumstance, but over time is less 

efficacious than task-oriented coping (Avero et al., 2003; Endler, 1997). Moreover, 

evidence suggests the propensity to use a particular coping strategy in response to a 

particular situation is determined in part by personal resiliency (i.e., personal resources 

and vulnerabilities; Campbell-Sills et al., 2006; Kitano & Lewis, 2005). However, it is 

unclear if coping strategies advance our understanding of the divergent psychological 
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outcomes associated with perfectionism dimensions, beyond that accounted for by 

personal resiliency. 

1.3. Personal resiliency and psychological outcomes 

Personal resiliency refers to personal attributes that allow one to withstand, adapt, 

and recover from adverse events and circumstances (Bonanno, 2004; Prince-Embury, 

2011). Traditionally, personal resiliency was conceptualized as a unique characteristic 

applicable only to remarkable individuals flourishing in the face of extreme adversity 

(Masten, 2001). Examples include Resnick and Laura’s (1987) investigation into what 

differentiates ‘resilient’ adolescents with cerebral palsy from ‘non-resilient’ adolescents 

with cerebral palsy and Buggie’s (1995) book review of personal resiliency in 

economically deprived communities titled “Super Kids of the Ghetto”. However, this 

conceptualization of personal resiliency is antiquated and discordant with our current 

understanding of personal resiliency as a common phenomenon stemming from basic 

adaptation systems found in the vast majority of people (Bonanno, 2004; Masten, 2001; 

Prince-Embury, 2007). That is, personal resiliency is currently theorized to support 

ordinary functioning in ordinary circumstances and consequently may be more notable in 

its absence than presence (Saklofske et al., 2013).  

  Specifically, evidence suggests personal resiliency is a multifaceted competency 

stemming from three underlying developmental systems: sense of mastery, sense of 

relatedness, and emotional reactivity (Prince-Embury, 2007; Masten, 2001). Sense of 

mastery refers to an intrinsically rewarding innate sense of curiosity that drives positive 

expectations and is considered the source of problem solving skills (Prince-Embury, 

2011; White, 1959). Research indicates sense of mastery provides opportunities to 
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experience cause and effect relationships, which subsequently shapes internalized 

expectancies, which in turn influence conscious responses (e.g., coping strategies) to 

stressors (Bandura, 1993; Prince-Embury, 2007). In addition, research suggests 

internalized expectancies influence the extent to which an individual perceives an event 

as a stressor (Bandura, 1993). Furthermore, research indicates sense of mastery is 

robustly related to psychological flourishing, satisfaction with life, positive affect, 

emotional intelligence, emotional stability, extraversion, and conscientiousness 

(Saklofske et al., 2013).   

Sense of relatedness refers to an individual’s level of perceived social support and 

sense of how they relate to others. Research suggests sense of relatedness acts as a buffer 

against stress and promotes the use of adaptive coping strategies (Prince-Embury, 2011). 

That is, social relationships often provide support for specific situations (Thoits, 1995). In 

addition, past experiences of support often attenuate the negative impact of a perceived 

stressor (Prince-Embury, 2007). Research thus indicates that individuals with higher 

sense of relatedness are less vulnerable to negative psychological outcomes (e.g., 

negative emotionality) when confronted with perceived stressors (Prince-Embury, 2011; 

Thompson et al., 2006). Moreover, evidence suggests sense of relatedness is strongly and 

positively associated with desirable psychological outcomes, such as satisfaction with 

life, positive affect, and psychological flourishing (Saklofske et al., 2013).  

 Finally, emotional reactivity refers to the threshold of tolerance that exists prior 

to the occurrence of a stressful circumstance or event (Prince-Embury, 2007). Individuals 

with high emotional reactivity have excessive emotional lability (i.e., disproportionate 

emotional displays; Aldea & Rice, 2006). Moreover, emotional reactivity is thought to 
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reflect an over-reactive strategy in which negative feelings are amplified in an attempt to 

elicit support from others (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002). In addition, research indicates 

that whether one experiences negative psychological outcomes (e.g., negative 

emotionality) in response to a perceived stressor is largely determined by ones emotional 

reactivity (Prince-Embury, 2011). Specifically, evidence suggests the regulation of 

emotions is crucial for adaptive functioning (Block & Kremen, 1996). Thus, individuals 

with high pre-existing emotional reactivity are at risk for encountering negative 

psychological outcomes when faced with perceived stressors (Prince-Embury, 2011). 

Specifically, Saklofske et al. (2013) found higher emotional reactivity to be associated 

with lower life satisfaction, positive affect, and emotional intelligence and higher 

neuroticism.   

 In sum, research suggests personal resiliency is a multifaceted competency 

stemming from an interaction of personal strengths (i.e., sense of mastery and sense of 

relatedness) and vulnerabilities (i.e., emotional reactivity). Furthermore, research 

indicates personal resiliency supports adaptive functioning in ordinary circumstance and 

influences the likelihood of encountering positive and/or negative psychological 

outcomes (Prince-Embury, 2007).  

1.4. Advancing the literature on the perfectionism-psychological outcome link 

Evidence suggests individuals with high perfectionistic strivings and individuals 

with high perfectionistic concerns both pursue unrealistically high goals and experience 

excessive dissatisfaction with performance, subsequently generating stress. (Hewitt & 

Flett., 2002; Dunkley et al., 2003). Despite this, the elevated levels of stress generated by 

individuals with high perfectionistic strivings appears to be offset by a tendency to adopt 
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a mastery orientation towards a perceived stressor and engage in active, task oriented 

coping until a solution to a perceived stressor has been found (Dunkley et al., 2000). In 

addition, research suggests individuals with high perfectionistic strivings tend to 

experience the desire to excel as motivating and have emotional regulatory mechanisms 

that maintain and enhance healthy psychological functioning (Aldea & Rice, 2006).  

In contrast, individuals with high perfectionistic concerns tend to engage in self-

defeating styles of cognitive appraisal (e.g., interpreting a minor mistake as indicative of 

a great personal failure), self-handicapping (e.g., practicing inadequately), and 

maladaptive coping (e.g., denial) when confronted with perceived stressors (Dunkley et 

al., 2003, Hewitt & Flett, 2002; Honden & Pliner, 1995; Sherry et al., 2001). This 

propensity to engage in maladaptive coping, self-handicapping, and self-defeating 

cognitive appraisals is thought to perpetuate and amplify distress. In addition, the 

tendency for individuals with high perfectionistic concerns to have a poor sense of 

mastery is thought to further inhibit adaptive responding to perceived stressors (Dunkley 

et al., 2000). Moreover, according to the social disconnection model, perfectionistic 

concerns contribute to social disconnection (i.e., feeling excluded and unwanted by 

others), which subsequently contributes to adverse psychological outcomes (Sherry et al., 

2008; Sherry et al., 2013a). In other words, evidence suggests individuals with high 

perfectionistic concerns perceive others as disapproving and dissatisfied (i.e., perceive a 

low level of social support), which thereby predisposes negative emotional symptoms 

(Dunkley et al., 2006). Finally, research indicates the tendency for individuals with high 

perfectionistic concerns to experience excessive emotional dysregulation when 
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confronted with perceived stressors maintains and promotes negative affect (Aldea & 

Rice, 2006).  

Research thus suggests the divergent psychological outcomes associated with 

perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns are accounted for by how competent 

the individual feels, the level of social support the individual perceives, how well the 

individual regulates emotions, and how the individual copes in response to a perceived 

stressor. Given that sense of mastery, sense of relatedness, and emotional reactivity 

comprise personal resiliency (Prince-Embury, 2007), and given that coping strategies 

stem from personal resiliency, it seems likely that personal resiliency mediates the link 

between perfectionism dimensions and psychological outcomes. However, this 

contention has yet to be tested.  

Specifically, evidence suggests high perfectionistic strivings are associated with a 

strong sense of mastery (Aldea & Rice, 2006), a good sense of relatedness (Blankstein & 

Dunkley, 2002), and low emotional reactivity (Aldea & Rice, 2006). According to 

Prince-Embury (2007) a strong sense of mastery, a good sense of relatedness, and low 

emotional reactivity is indicative of adequate personal resiliency. Thus individuals with 

high perfectionistic strivings, after controlling for perfectionistic concerns, are expected 

to have sufficient personal resiliency. Furthermore, the adequate level of personal 

resiliency expected to be associated with high perfectionistic strivings is also expected to 

account for the link between perfectionistic strivings and positive psychological 

outcomes (e.g., high satisfaction with life).   

In contrast, evidence suggests individuals with high perfectionistic concerns have 

a poor sense of mastery (Aldea & Rice, 2006; Dunkley et al., 2000), a poor sense of 
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relatedness (Dunkley et al., 2006; Sherry et al., 2008; Sherry et al., 2013a), and high 

emotional reactivity (Aldea & Rice, 2006). According to Prince-Embury (2001) a poor 

sense of mastery, a poor sense of relatedness, and high emotional reactivity is indicative 

of a deficit in personal resiliency. Thus, individuals with high perfectionistic concerns are 

expected to have low personal resiliency. Moreover, the deficit in personal resiliency 

expected to be associated with perfectionistic concerns is also expected to account for the 

link between perfectionistic concerns and negative psychological outcomes (e.g., low 

satisfaction with life). 

1.5. Rationale and hypotheses  

Individuals with high perfectionistic strivings and individuals with high 

perfectionistic concerns both generate stress (Blankstein & Dunkley, 2002; Dunkley et 

al., 2000; Hewitt & Flett, 2002). Despite this, perfectionistic strivings are predominantly 

associated with positive psychological outcomes, whereas perfectionistic concerns are 

predominantly associated with negative psychological outcomes (Stoeber & Otto, 2006). 

Although, prior research has investigated the relationship between perfectionism, coping 

strategies, sense of mastery, perceived social support, emotional reactivity, and 

psychological outcomes (e.g., Aldea & Rice, 2006; Dunkley et al., 2000; Dunkley et al., 

2012; Sherry et al., 2013a), the role of personal resiliency has yet to be studied. The 

present research addresses this gap in knowledge.   

Six hypotheses were proposed: (a) perfectionistic strivings would be related to 

personal resiliency after controlling for perfectionistic concerns; (b) perfectionistic 

concerns would be related to personal resiliency after controlling for perfectionistic 

strivings; (c) perfectionistic strivings would indirectly effect negative emotionality (i.e., 
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DASS total), positive affect, negative affect, and satisfaction with life, via personal 

resiliency, after controlling for perfectionistic concerns; (d) perfectionistic concerns 

would indirectly effect negative emotional symptoms (i.e., DASS total), positive affect, 

negative affect, and satisfaction with life, via personal resiliency, after controlling for 

perfectionistic strivings; (e) the path model with personal resiliency as a mediator (see 

Figure 1) would provide a better fit and be more likely to replicate than a competing 

model with emotion-oriented coping as a mediator (see Figure 2), a competing model 

with avoidance-oriented coping as a mediator (see Figure 3), and a competing model with 

task-oriented coping as a mediator (see Figure 4). 
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CHAPTER TWO: METHOD 

2. Method 

2.1. Participants 

 Participants were 425 undergraduate students (109 men; 316 female); the majority 

(86.1%) were in there first year of study. Average age was 18.77 (SD = 4.04) years.  

2.2. Measures 

2.2.1. Personal resiliency 

Personal resiliency was measured using the Resiliency Scale for Young Adults 

(i.e., RSYA). The RSYA is a modified version of the Resiliency Scale for Children and 

Adolescents (RSCA; Prince-Embury, 2007). Research supports the reliability and validity 

of the RSCA (Prince-Embury, 2007; Prince-Embury, 2011). However, the RSCA was 

designed for use with children and adolescents and as such does not include items 

reflecting the developmental complexity of young adults. To address this a modified 

version of the RSCA was constructed and refined to be more developmentally 

appropriate for young adults (see Appendix A).  

The RSYA is an 85-item measure containing three global scales: the 28-item 

sense of mastery scale, the 31-item sense of relatedness scale, and the 26-item emotional 

reactivity scale. The sense of mastery scale consists of three subscales: the 9-item 

optimism subscale (e.g., “My life will be happy”), the 11-item self-efficacy subscale 

(e.g., “I do things well”), and the 8-item adaptability subscale (e.g., “I view obstacles as 

challenges to overcome”). The sense of relatedness scale consists of four subscales: the 8-

item comfort with others subscale (e.g., “I feel calm with people”), the 9-item basic trust 

subscale (e.g., “I can trust others”), the 6-item tolerance to differences subscale (e.g., “I 
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can make up with friends after a fight”), and the 8-item perceived social support subscale 

(e.g., “If something bad happens, I can ask my friends for help”). The emotional 

reactivity scale consists of three subscales: the 8-item sensitivity subscale (e.g., “I can get 

so upset that I can’t stand how I feel”), the 10-item impairment subscale (e.g., “When I 

am upset, I get mixed up”), and the 8-item recovery subscale (e.g., “When I am upset I 

stay upset for several hours”).  

Participants responded to RSYA items using a 5-point scale ranging from 0 

(never) to 4 (almost always). Scores on the sense of mastery scale range from 0-112. 

Scores on the sense of relatedness scale range from 0-124. Scores on the emotional 

reactivity scale range from 0-104. The resource index was calculated as the standardized 

average of sense of mastery and sense of relatedness. Higher scores on the resource index 

denote higher levels of perceived personal resources. The vulnerability index was 

calculated as the standardized difference between emotional reactivity and the resource 

index. The vulnerability index measures the discrepancy between personal resources and 

internal fragility (Prince-Embury, 2007). Preliminary findings support the reliability and 

validity of the RSYA (α = .93-.95; see Appendix A).   

2.2.2. Perfectionistic strivings  

Perfectionistic strivings were measured by standardizing and summing items from 

three short form subscales developed by Cox, Enns, and Clara (2002): The 5-item short 

form of Hewitt and Flett’s (1991) Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale Self-Oriented 

Perfectionism subscale (HFMPS-SOP-SF; e.g., “One of my goals is to be perfect in 

everything I do”), the 4-item short form of Frost et al.’s (1990) Multidimensional 

Perfectionism Scale Personal Standards subscale (FMPS-PS-SF; e.g., “I set higher goals 
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than most people”), and the 4-item modified form of Garner et al.’s (1983) Eating 

Disorder Inventory Self-Oriented Perfectionism subscale (EDI-SOP; e.g., “I feel that I 

must do things perfectly or not do them at all”).  

Participants responded to the 5-item HFMPS-SOP-SF using a 7-point scale from 

1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Scores on the HFMPS-SOP-SF range from 5 

to 35. Participants responded to the 4-item FMPS-SF-PS using a 5-point scale from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Scores on the FMPS-SF-PS range from 4-20. 

Participants responded to the 4-item EDI-SOP using a 6-point scale from 1 (never) to 6 

(always). Scores on the EDI-SOP range from 4-24. The HFMPS-SOP-SF, the FMPS-PS-

SF, and the EDI-SOP were selected based on past research indicating that they measure 

core cognitive, interpersonal, and behavioural features of perfectionistic strivings 

(Mackinnon & Sherry, 2012; McGrath et al., 2012). Research supports the reliability and 

validity of this measure (Hewitt et al., 2008; Sherry et al., 2010; Mackinnon & Sherry, 

2012; McGrath et al., 2012). The alpha reliability for perfectionistic strivings was .91 in 

Mackinnon and Sherry (2012).  

2.2.3. Perfectionistic concerns 

Perfectionistic concerns were measured by standardizing and summing items 

from three short form subscales developed by Cox, Enns and Clara (2002): The short 

form of Hewitt and Flett’s (1991) Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale Socially 

Prescribed Perfectionism subscale (HFMPS-SPP-SF; e.g., “My family expect me to be 

perfect”); the short form of Frost et al.’s (1990) Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale 

Concern Over Mistakes subscale (FMPS-COM-SF; e.g., “If I fail partly, it is as bad as 

being a complete failure”); and the short form of Frost et al.’s (1990) Multidimensional 



PERFECTIONISM AND PERSONAL RESILIENCY                                                  

 

18

18

Perfectionism Scale Doubts About Actions subscale (FMPS-DAA-SF; e.g., “I tend to get 

behind in my work because I repeat things over and over”).  

  Participants responded to the 5-item HFMPS-SPP-SF using a 7-point scale from 

1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Scores on the HFMPS-SPP-SF range from 5-

35. Participants responded to the 5-item FMPS-COM-SF and the 4-item FMPS-DAA-SF 

using a 5-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Scores on the 

FMPS-COM-SF range from 5-25. Scores on the FMPS-DAA-SF range from 4-20. The 

HFMPS-SPP-SF, the FMPS-COM-SF, and the FMPS-DAA-SF were selected based on 

past research indicating that they measure core cognitive, interpersonal, and behavioural 

features of perfectionistic concerns (Graham et al., 2010; Mackinnon & Sherry, 2012). 

Research supports the reliability and validity of this measure (Graham et al., 2010; 

Mackinnon & Sherry, 2012). The alpha reliability for perfectionistic concerns was .89 in 

Mackinnon and Sherry (2012).  

2.2.4. Coping strategies  

Coping strategies were measured using the 21-item short form of the Coping 

Inventory for Stressful Situations (CISS-SF; Endler & Parker, 1999). The CISS-SF 

contains a 7-item subscale measuring task-oriented coping (“Focus on the problem and 

see how I can solve it”), a 7-item subscale measuring emotion-oriented coping (“Blame 

myself for having gotten into this situation”), and a 7-item subscale measuring avoidance 

oriented coping (“Treat myself to a favorite food or snack”). Participants responded to 

items using a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much), to indicate the 

types of activities they engage in when confronted with difficult, stressful, or upsetting 

situations. Scores on the task-oriented subscale, the emotion-oriented subscale, and the 
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avoidance-oriented subscale each range from 7-35. Research supports the reliability and 

validity of the CISS-SF (Endler & Parker, 1999). Adequate reliability has been found for 

the task-oriented (α = .78-.87), emotion-oriented (α = .78-.87), and avoidance-oriented (α 

= .70-.80) subscales (Cohan et al., 2006; Endler & Parker, 1994; Endler & Parker, 1999; 

Endler et al., 2000). In addition, research suggests the factor structure of the CISS-SF is 

comparable to the factor structure of the original 48-item CISS (Cohan et al., 2006).  

2.2.5. Depression, anxiety, and stress 

 Depression, anxiety, and stress were measured using the 21-item short form of 

the Depression, Anxiety and Stress Scale (DASS-21; Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995). The 

DASS-21 is a 21-item scale containing three 7-item subscales: a depression subscale 

(e.g., “I felt that life was meaningless”), an anxiety subscale (“I felt scared without any 

good reason”), and a stress subscale (“I found it hard to wind down”). Participants 

responded to items using a 4-point scale ranging from 0 (Did not apply to me at all) to 3 

(Applied to me very much, or most of the time). Scores on the depression subscale, the 

anxiety subscale, and the stress subscale range from 0 to 12. A composite measure of 

negative emotional symptoms was calculated as the standardized average of scores on the 

depression, anxiety, and stress subscales (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995). Research 

supports the reliability and validity of the DASS-21 (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995; 

Osman et al., 2012). Osman et al. (2012) found good reliability for the depression 

subscale (α = .85), the anxiety subscale (α = .81), and the stress subscale (α = .88).  

2.2.6. Positive and negative affect  

Positive and negative affect was measured using the 20-item Positive and 

Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). The PANAS is 
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composed of a 10-item subscale measuring positive affect (e.g., “proud”) and a 10-item 

subscale measuring negative affect (e.g., “nervous”). Participants used a 5-point scale, 

ranging from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely) to indicate the extent to which 

they felt a certain way in general. Scores on the positive affect subscale range from 10-

50. Scores on the negative affect subscale range from 10-50. Research supports the 

validity and reliability of the PANAS (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988; Crawford & 

Henry, 2004). Crawford and Henry (2004) found good reliability for the positive affect 

subscale (α = .89) and the negative affect subscale (α = .85).   

2.2.7. Satisfaction with life 

Satisfaction with life was measured using the 5-item Satisfaction With Life Scale 

(SWLS; e.g., “I am satisfied with my life”; Diener et al., 1985). Participants used a 7-

pont scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) to indicate their level 

of agreement with items. Scores on the SWLS range from 5-35. Scores between 30-35 

indicate very high life satisfaction. Scores between 24-29 indicate high life satisfaction. 

Scores between 20-24 indicate average life satisfaction. Scores between 15-19 indicate 

slightly below average life satisfaction. Scores between 10-14 indicate below average life 

satisfaction. Scores between 5-9 indicate very low life satisfaction. Research supports the 

reliability and validity of the SWLS (Diener et al., 1985; Pavot & Diener, 2004). Good 

alpha reliabilities have been found for the SWLS (α = .79-.89; Pavot & Diener, 2004).   

2.3. Procedure 

 The University of Western Ontario’s Research Ethic’s Board approved the present 

study. Participants were recruited from the Department of Psychology’s subject pool and 

directed to the online study. Following the completion of the online study participants 
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were debriefed. As compensation, participants were awarded 1 credit to use towards an 

introductory psychology course.  
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CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS 

3. Results  

3.1. Data analytic strategy 

Less than 5% of data points were missing (.00% to 4.2%). For preliminary 

analysis listwise deletion was used. For hypothesis testing full information maximum 

likelihood estimation was used (Arbuckle, 1996; Enders & Bandalos, 2001). Research 

suggests full information maximum likelihood estimation outperforms classical missing 

data techniques (e.g., regression-based imputation; Kline, 2005; Peters & Enders, 2002; 

Enders, 2010).    

Data screening was conducted via SPSS 20. Specifically, multivariate normality 

was assessed using Mardia’s (1970) normalized estimate of multivariate kurtosis, the 

skew index (i.e., SI), and the kurtosis index (i.e., KI). Bentler (2005) suggests normalized 

estimates of multivariate kurtosis less than 5.00 are indicative of data that are normally 

distributed (Byrne, 2012). Computer simulation studies indicate variables with absolute 

SI values greater than 3.0 are extreme and tent to impact means (Byrne, 2012; Curran, 

West, & Finch, 1997; DeCarlo, 1997; Kline, 2005). In addition, research suggests 

variables with absolute KI values greater than 10 severely affect tests of variance and 

covariance (Byrne, 2012; Curran, West, & Finch, 1997; DeCarlo, 1997; Kline, 2005). 

The Mahalanobis distance (i.e., D2) statistic was computed for each case to assess the 

presence of multivariate outliers. Multivariate outliers can severely distort the results 

(Byrne, 2012). A D2 for a case with a low p value (e.g., p < .001) suggests the case is 

from a different population (Kline, 2005). Participants with a D2 larger than the critical 

value of X2 (i.e., p < .001) were excluded. Multivariate collinearity was evaluated by 
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computing the variance inflation factor (i.e., VIF; 1/(1-R2
SMC)) for each variable (Kline, 

2005). Research suggests a variable with a VIF > 10 is redundant (Kline, 2005).  

Path analysis was conducted via Mplus 7.0 (Muthen & Muthen, 2010) to test the 

hypothesis that personal resiliency mediates the relationship between perfectionism 

dimensions (i.e., perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns) and negative 

emotionality (i.e., DASS total), positive affect, negative affect, and satisfaction with life. 

Maximum likelihood estimation was used to examine model fit. Several fit statistics were 

used to evaluate path models, including the chi-square test (X2; Kline, 2005), the root-

mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993), the 

comparative-fit-index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), and the standardized root mean square 

residual (SRMR; Kline, 2005). Specifically, X2 is a badness-of-fit statistic used to test the 

exact-fit hypothesis. A non-significant X2 (p > .05) implies the sample variance-

covariance matrix is consistent with the model implied variance-covariance matrix. In 

contrast, a significant X2 (p < .05) indicates the sample variance-covariance matrix differs 

from the reproduced variance-covariance matrix more than can be reasonably attributed 

to sampling error. RMSEA is a badness-of-fit index with a noncentrality parameter that 

allows for a degree of discrepancy between the sample covariance matrix and the 

covariance matrix implied by the model. RMSEA is used to test the close-fit hypothesis 

and the poor-fit hypothesis. CFI measures the relative improvement in the fit of the 

hypothesized model over that of the baseline model (i.e., the independence model). 

SRMR measures the absolute mean correlation residual. That is, SRMR measures the 

average difference between the sample correlation matrix and the reproduced correlation 

matrix. Research suggests a non-significant X2 (p > .05), a RMSEA less than .06, a CFI 
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around .95, and a SRMR less than .08, suggests a well-fitting model (Blunch, 2008; 

Byrne, 2012; Hoyle & Panter, 1995; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005).  

Mediation occurs when an independent variable (e.g., perfectionistic concerns) 

leads to a mediator (e.g., personal resiliency), which subsequently leads to a dependent 

variable (e.g., negative affect). Indirect effects were calculated as the product of the direct 

effects that comprise them (Kline, 2005; MacKinnon, 2008; Shrout & Bolger, 2002). 

Mediation is present when indirect effects are statistically significant. The significance of 

indirect effects was computed using bias-corrected bootstrapping with 20,000 resamples 

(Geiser, 2013; Mackinnon & Sherry, 2012). Bias-corrected bootstrapping was used as a 

nonparametric alternative as a consequence of indirect effects tending to have 

distributions skewed away from 0 (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Distributions skewed away 

from 0 may violate assumptions of normality for the product term (Gesier, 2013; Shrout 

& Bolger, 2002). In addition, ignoring the skewed distribution of indirect effects, when 

the null hypothesis is false, reduces power to detect mediation and may lead to biased 

results (Geiser, 2013; MacKinnon et al., 2004; Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Finally, research 

suggests meditational analysis via bias-corrected bootstrapping requires fewer 

assumptions than traditional methods of mediation (e.g., mediated regression analysis; 

Bollen & Stine, 1990; MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007; Preacher & Hayes, 2008; 

Preacher & Kelly, 2011; Shrout & Bolger, 2002). If the 95% bias-corrected bootstrapped 

confidence interval (95% CI) for an indirect effect does not contain 0 it indicates that it is 

highly likely the indirect effect differs significantly from 0, which suggests mediation has 

occurred (Bollen & Stine, 1990; Preacher & Hayes, 2008; Shrout & Bolger, 2002).  
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If mediation is observed a standardized effect size will be calculated using kappa 

squared (i.e., k2; Preacher & Kelly, 2011). K2 measures the proportion of the maximum 

possible indirect effect that could have occurred based on sample variances and the 

strength of the associations amongst variables (Preacher & Kelly, 2011). K2 will be 

computed using the MBESS (Kelly & Lai, 2010) R (R Development Core Team, 2010) 

package. Values of k2 range between 0 (i.e., no indirect effect) and 1 (i.e., maximum 

possible indirect effect attained by the data). Preacher & Kelly (2011) recommend k2 be 

interpreted in an analogous way to R2 using Cohen’s (1988) guidelines (i.e., small effect 

= .01, medium effect = .09, large effect = .25). K2 was chosen to measure effect size, 

opposed to the mediation ratio (i.e., PM; Palwin & Hauser, 1975) or Sobel test (RM; 

Sobel, 1982), due to PM and RM suffering from severe limitations such as bias towards 

values that exaggerate small effects and trivialize large effects (MacKinnon, Fairchild, & 

Fritz, 2007; Preacher & Kelly, 2011). See Preacher and Kelly (2011) for a detailed 

review of k2 and critique of PM and RM.  

Following Cheung and Rensvold (2002), comparative fit index difference tests 

(∆CFI) were used for hierarchical model comparisons; these authors found a ∆CFI ≤ .01 

provided strong support that one model does not significantly differ from another model 

(Byrne, 2012). Specifically, ∆CFI was used to determine if the partially mediated 

perfectionism-personal resiliency model (PPRM) (i.e., the model with both direct and 

indirect effects) differed significantly from the fully mediated PPRM (i.e., the model with 

direct paths from independent variables to dependent variables constrained to zero). The 

Akaike Information Criterion (i.e., AIC; Anderson, Burnham, & Thompson, 2000) was 

used to compare competing non-hierarchical models. Specifically, AIC values were used 
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to compare the PPRM (see Figure 1) to competing model A (see Figure 2), competing 

model B (see Figure 3), and competing model C (see Figure 4). The model with the 

lowest AIC value was preferred (Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2005).  

3.2. Preliminary analyses  

Means, standard deviations, alpha reliabilities, the skew index, the kurtosis index, 

and bivariate correlations for measured variables are presented in Table 1. Means for 

measures were similar to prior studies of undergraduates (e.g., Smith & Saklofske, 2013). 

Alpha reliabilities for all measures were adequate (α ≥ .76) and complement past research 

(Crawford & Henry, 2004; Cohan et al., 2006; Pavot & Diener, 2004; Prince-Embury, 

2007; Mackinnon & Sherry, 2012; Osman et al., 2012; Sherry et al., 2013b). Large effect 

sizes were found for all relevant correlations (Cohen, 1988; see Table 1). The variance-

covariance matrix for the perfectionism-personal resiliency model is presented in Table 2. 

The variance-covariance matrix for competing model A (emotion-oriented coping) is 

presented in Table 3. The variance covariance matrix for competing model B (task-

oriented coping) is presented in Table 4. The variance covariance matrix for competing 

model C (avoidance-oriented coping) is presented in Table 5.  

3.3. The personal-resiliency perfectionism model  

Results indicate perfectionistic strivings correlates positively with personal 

resiliency after controlling for perfectionistic concerns (β = .25, p < .001; refer to Figure 

1). In addition, results indicate perfectionistic concerns correlates negatively with 

personal resiliency after controlling for perfectionistic strivings (β = -.72, p < .001). 

Furthermore, the direct effects from perfectionistic strivings to negative emotionality (β = 

.071, p > .05), satisfaction with life (β = -.009, p > .05), and negative affect (β = -.031, p 
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> .05), as well as the direct effects from perfectionistic concerns to positive affect (β = -

.093, p > .05) and satisfaction with life (β = .034, p > .05) are non-significant and did not 

improve model fit (see Table 3 and Table 4). These paths were not added to the final 

model. Based on past research all residuals were correlated.   

The final personal-resiliency perfectionism model presented in Figure 1 fit the 

data well:  X2(5) = 6.938, p =.225, RMSEA = .030 (90% CI = .000; .079), PCLOSE = 

.689, CFI = .998, SRMR = .011. Specifically, the model chi-square is non-significant at 

the .05 level and thus the exact-fit hypothesis is not rejected. This suggests there are no 

discrepancies between the population covariance and those produced by the model 

(Kline, 2005). In addition, the value of RMSEA was .030 and based on the lower bound 

of its 90% confidence interval (.000) the close-fit hypothesis is retained (p = .689). 

Furthermore, based on the upper bound of the 90% RMSEA confidence interval (.079) 

the poor fit hypothesis is rejected (Kline, 2005). The results also indicate that the relative 

fit of the final model is a 99.8% improvement over that of the baseline model. Correlation 

residuals for the final model are presented in Table 6. No correlation residual exceeded 

.10 in absolute value. The average discrepancy between the sample correlation matrix and 

the reproduced correlation matrix was .011. The final PPRM model presented in Figure 5 

accounts for 35.4% of the variance in personal resiliency, 44.2% of the variance in 

negative emotionality, 42.4% of the variance in negative affect, 37.2% of the variance in 

positive affect, and 41.9% of the variance in satisfaction with life.  

The decomposition for effects of exogenous variables (i.e., perfectionistic 

strivings and perfectionistic concerns) on endogenous variables (i.e., personal resiliency, 

negative emotionality, negative affect, and satisfaction with life) are presented in Table 3. 
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Specifically, the bias-corrected bootstrapped indirect effects of perfectionistic strivings, 

through personal resiliency, on negative emotionality 95% CI [-.182 to -.076], negative 

affect 95% CI [-.186 to -.076], positive affect 95% CI [.069 to .201], and satisfaction with 

life 95% CI [.099 to .232] were significant. However, the bias-corrected bootstrapped 

total effect of perfectionistic strivings on negative emotionality is not significant 95% [-

.169 to .052]. Despite this, the bias-corrected bootstrapped confidence intervals for the 

total effect of perfectionistic strivings on negative affect 95% CI [-.274 to -.050], positive 

affect 95% CI [.257 to .484], and satisfaction with life 95% CI [.045 to .268] are 

significant.  

The bias-corrected bootstrapped confidence intervals for the indirect effect of 

perfectionistic concerns, through personal resiliency, on negative emotionality 95% CI 

[.295 to .451], negative affect 95% CI [.292 to .466], positive affect 95% CI [-.495 to -

.335], and satisfaction with life 95% CI [-.567 to -.388] are significant. In addition, the 

bias-corrected bootstrapped confidence intervals for the total effects of perfectionistic 

concerns on negative emotionality 95%CI [.457 to .653], negative affect 95% CI [.480 to 

.678], positive affect [-.616 to -.402], and satisfaction with life 95% CI [-.558 to -.329] 

are significant.   

The mediating effect of personal resiliency on the association between 

perfectionistic strivings and negative affect (k2 = .22), positive affect (k2 = .18), and 

satisfaction with life (k2 = .24) is medium in size. The mediating effect of personal 

resiliency on the association between perfectionistic concerns and negative emotionality 

(k2 = .36), negative affect (k2 = .36), positive affect (k2 = .41), and satisfaction with life 

(k2 = .44) is large in size.  
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3.4. Competing model A 

For competing model A, with emotion-oriented coping as a mediator, the direct 

effect from perfectionistic strivings to negative emotionality (β = .002, p > .05), negative 

affect (β = -.062, p > .05), and satisfaction with life (β = .091, p > .05) are non-significant 

and do not improve model fit (see Table 8 and 9). These paths were not added to final 

competing model A. Residuals were correlated. The final model for competing model A 

(see Figure 6) fit the data well: X2(3) = 4.008, p = .261, RMSEA = .028 (90% CI = .000; 

.091), PCLOSE = .630, CFI = .999, SRMR = .012. The decomposition for effects of 

exogenous variables (i.e., perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns) on 

endogenous variables (i.e., emotion-oriented coping, negative emotionality, negative 

affect, and satisfaction with life) are presented in Table 8. The bias-corrected 

bootstrapped confidence intervals for the indirect effect of perfectionistic strivings, 

through emotion-oriented coping, on negative emotionality 95% CI [-.100 to -.027], 

negative affect 95% CI [-.151 to -.049], positive affect 95% CI [.023 to .091] and 

satisfaction with life 95% CI [.048 to .272] were significant. However, as with the final 

PPRM, the total effect of perfectionistic strivings on negative emotionality 95% CI [-.105 

to .109] is not significant. Bias-corrected bootstrapped confidence intervals for the effect 

of perfectionistic concerns, through emotion-oriented coping, on negative emotionality 

95% CI [.151 to .303], negative affect 95% CI [.283 to .434], positive affect 95% CI [-

.282 to -.125], and satisfaction with life 95% CI [.030 to .107] are significant.  

The mediating effect of emotion-oriented coping on the link between 

perfectionistic strivings and negative affect (k2 = .164) is medium. However, the 

mediating effect of emotion-oriented coping on the link between perfectionistic strivings 
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and positive affect (k2 = .060), and satisfaction with life (k2 = .087) is small. In contrast 

the mediating effect of emotion-oriented coping on the association between 

perfectionistic concerns and negative affect (k2 = .339) is large. Despite this, the 

mediating effect of emotion-oriented coping on negative emotionality (k2 = .212), 

positive affect (k2 = .175), and satisfaction with life (k2 = .220) is medium.   

3.5. Competing model B 

For competing model B, with task-oriented coping as a mediator, the direct effect 

from perfectionistic strivings to negative emotionality emotionality (β = -.008, p > .05), 

negative affect (β = -.100, p > .05), and satisfaction with life (β = .056, p > .05) are non-

significant and do not improve model fit (see Table 10 and Table 11). These paths were 

not added to final competing model B. Residuals were correlated. The final model for 

competing model B (see Figure 7) fit the data well: X2(3) = 4.260, p = .235, RMSEA = 

.032 (90% CI = .000; .093), PCLOSE = .603, CFI = .998, SRMR = .012. The 

decomposition for effects of exogenous variables (i.e., perfectionistic strivings and 

perfectionistic concerns) on endogenous variables (i.e., task-oriented coping, negative 

emotionality, negative affect, and satisfaction with life) are presented in Table 8. The 

95% bias-corrected bootstrapped confidence intervals for the indirect effect of 

perfectionistic strivings, through task-oriented coping, on negative emotionality 95% CI 

[-.083 to -.013], negative affect 95% CI [-.103 to -.023], positive affect 95% CI [.054 to 

.156], and satisfaction with life 95% CI [.048 to .156] are significant. However, as with 

the final PPRM and final competing model A, the total effect of perfectionistic strivings 

on negative emotionality was not significant 95% CI [-.167 to .055]. Bias-corrected 

bootstrapped confidence intervals for the indirect effect of perfectionistic concerns, 
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through task-oriented coping, on negative emotionality 95% CI [.017 to .088], negative 

affect [.029 to .107], positive affect [-.165 to -.064], and satisfaction with life 95% CI [-

.161 to -.061] are significant.  

The mediating effect of task-oriented coping on the link between perfectionistic 

strivings and negative affect (k2 = .072) is small. However, the mediating effect of task-

oriented coping on positive affect (k2 = .118), and satisfaction with life (k2 =.117) is 

medium. In contrast, the mediating effect of task-oriented coping on the link between 

perfectionistic concerns and negative emotionality (k2 = .064), and perfectionistic 

concerns and negative affect (k2 =.079) is small, while the mediating effect of task-

oriented coping on positive affect (k2 = .119), and satisfaction with life (k2 =.117) is 

medium.   

3.6. Competing model C 

Finally, in regards to competing model C, the direct effect from perfectionistic 

strivings to avoidance-oriented coping (β = .013, p > .05), and negative emotionality (β = 

-.055, p > .05) are not significant. In addition the direct effect of perfectionistic concerns 

to avoidance-oriented coping (β = .053, p > .404) is not significant. Furthermore, the 

direct effect from avoidance-oriented coping to negative emotionality (β = .033, p > .05) 

and negative affect (β = .017, p > .05) are non-significant (see table 13). These paths do 

not improve model fit and were not added to final competing model C (see Table 12). 

Residual correlations were correlated. Final competing model C (see Figure 8) fit the data 

well: X2(3) = 2.142, p < .544, RMSEA = .000 (90% CI = .000 to .072), PCLOSE = .837, 

CFI = 1.00, SRMR = .014.  
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The decomposition for effects of exogenous variables (i.e., perfectionistic 

strivings and perfectionistic concerns) on endogenous variables (i.e., avoidance-oriented 

coping, negative emotionality, negative affect, and satisfaction with life) for competing 

model C are presented in Table 13. Specifically, the bias-corrected bootstrapped 

confidence interval for the indirect effect of perfectionistic strivings, through avoidance-

oriented coping, on negative affect 95% CI [-.006 to .006], positive affect 95% CI [-.030 

to .025], and satisfaction with life 95% CI [-.033 to .027] are non-significant. In addition, 

the bias-corrected bootstrapped confidence interval for the indirect effect of 

perfectionistic concerns, through avoidance-oriented coping, on negative emotionality 

95% CI [-.007 to .010], negative affect 95% CI [-.007 to .008], positive affect 95% CI [-

.017 to .039] and satisfaction with life 95% CI [-.018 to .042] are non-significant. 

Moreover, the total effect of perfectionistic strivings on avoidance-oriented coping 95% 

CI [-.145 to .108], as well as the total effect of perfectionistic concerns on avoidance-

oriented coping 95% CI [-.076 to .174] are non-significant. Fit statistics for the final 

PPRM, competing model A, competing model B, and competing model C are presented 

in table 15.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: DISCUSSION 

4. Discussion  

 Hypotheses were supported. Both perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic 

concerns are significantly related to personal resiliency. Specifically, perfectionistic 

strivings has a small positive regression coefficient (i.e., r = .25) with personal resiliency, 

after controlling for perfectionistic concerns, whereas perfectionistic concerns has a 

strong negative correlation (i.e., r = .-72) with personal resiliency after controlling for 

perfectionistic strivings. Moreover, the hypothesis that perfectionistic strivings indirectly 

effects negative emotionality, positive affect, negative affect, and satisfaction with life 

through personal resiliency was supported. However, the total effect of perfectionistic 

strivings on negative emotionality was not significant. Thus, personal resiliency was not 

found to mediate the perfectionistic strivings-negative emotionality link. Despite this, 

personal resiliency was found to fully mediate the relationship between perfectionistic 

strivings and satisfaction with life and fully mediate the relationship between 

perfectionistic strivings and negative affect. In addition, results suggest personal 

resiliency partially mediates the relationship between perfectionistic strivings and 

positive affect.  

Furthermore, the hypothesis that perfectionistic concerns indirectly effects 

negative emotionality, positive affect, negative affect, and satisfaction with life through 

personal resiliency, was supported. Specifically, path analysis indicates personal 

resiliency as a mediator fully explains the relation between perfectionistic concerns and 

positive affect, and fully explains the relation between perfectionistic concerns and 

satisfaction with life. Results also indicate personal resiliency as a mediator partially 
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explains the relation between perfectionistic concerns and negative affect and partially 

explains the relation between perfectionistic concerns and negative emotionality.  

 Results clarify and advance our understanding of the divergent pattern of 

associations related to perfectionism dimensions. Both perfectionistic strivings and 

perfectionistic concerns generate stress (Blankstein & Dunkley, 2002; Dunkley et al., 

2000; Hewitt & Flett, 1993; Hewitt & Flett, 2002). Individuals with high perfectionistic 

strivings experience high stress as a consequence of a propensity to perceive performance 

as falling short of their own lofty expectations, whereas individuals with high 

perfectionistic concerns experience high stress due to a nagging sense of falling short of 

the expectations of others. Despite this, perfectionistic strivings are predominantly 

associated with positive psychological outcomes (e.g., high life satisfaction), whereas 

perfectionistic concerns are predominantly associated with negative psychological 

outcomes (e.g., low life satisfaction). Results suggest the divergent pattern of positive and 

negative psychological outcomes associated with perfectionism dimensions is largely 

accounted for by differences in personal resiliency.  

Specifically, individuals with high perfectionistic strivings and low perfectionistic 

concerns appear to have high personal resiliency, which may subsequently promote 

adaptive responding to stressful situations. Moreover, the high level of personal 

resiliency associated with perfectionistic strivings may predispose individuals with high 

perfectionistic strivings and low perfectionistic concerns to experience the desire to excel 

as motivating and allow for the regulation of emotions in such a way that maintains and 

enhances healthy psychological functioning. In other words, the elevated stress associated 

with perfectionistic strivings may be offset by a high sense of mastery, high sense of 
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relatedness, and low emotional reactivity (i.e., high personal resiliency). In contrast, 

individuals with high perfectionistic concerns appear to have low personal resiliency, 

which subsequently inhibits adaptive responding to perceived stressors. Furthermore, the 

low personal resiliency associated with high perfectionistic concerns may predispose 

individuals with high perfectionistic concerns to engage in self-defeating cognitive 

appraisals (e.g., interpreting a minor mistake as indicative of a great personal failure), and 

inhibit effective regulation of emotions. Thus the elevated levels of stress associated with 

perfectionistic concerns may be amplified by a poor sense of mastery, poor sense of 

relatedness, and high emotional reactivity (i.e., low personal resiliency).  

Moreover, results indicate personal resiliency advances our understanding of the 

divergent pattern of associations associated with perfectionism dimensions beyond that 

explained by emotion-oriented coping, task-oriented coping, and avoidance-oriented 

coping. The final PPRM, compared to competing model A (emotion-oriented coping), 

competing model B (task-oriented coping), and competing model C, provided the most 

parsimonious solution (see Table 15). In addition, AIC values indicate the final PPRM, in 

contrast to the three competing models, best minimizes information loss and thus is most 

likely to replicate.  

 Specifically, the mediating effect of personal resiliency on the link between 

perfectionistic strivings and negative affect, positive affect, and satisfaction with life is 

medium in size. The mediating effect of emotion-oriented coping on the link between 

perfectionistic strivings and negative affect is also medium in size. However, the 

mediating effect of emotion-oriented coping on the link between perfectionistic strivings 

and positive affect and satisfaction with life are both small in size. Furthermore, as with 
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personal resiliency, the mediating effect of task-oriented coping on the link between 

perfectionistic strivings and positive affect and satisfaction with life is medium in size. 

However, the mediating effect of task-oriented coping on negative affect is small in size. 

Thus, personal resiliency appears to outperform both emotion-oriented coping and task-

oriented coping, as a mediator of the link between perfectionistic strivings and negative 

affect, positive affect, and satisfaction with life.  

In regards to perfectionistic concerns, the mediating effect of personal resiliency 

was large in size for all outcome variables. As with personal resiliency, the mediating 

effect of emotion-oriented coping on the link between perfectionistic concerns and 

negative affect is large. However, the mediating effect of emotion-oriented coping on the 

link between perfectionistic concerns and satisfaction with life is medium. In addition, 

the mediating effect of emotion-oriented coping on the link between perfectionistic 

concerns and positive affect and satisfaction with life is medium and small for negative 

emotionality and negative affect. Thus, personal resiliency, compared to coping strategies 

was found to best account for the relationship between perfectionistic concerns and 

negative emotionality, negative affect, positive affect, and satisfaction with life.   

No evidence was found to support Dunkley et al’s (2000) contention that 

individuals with high perfectionistic concerns, compared to individuals with high 

perfectionistic strivings, more readily engage in avoidance-oriented coping (i.e., 

conscious activities and/or cognitive changes made in an attempt to avoid distress 

generated from a perceived stressor). Moreover, neither perfectionism dimension was 

significantly related to avoidance-oriented coping. Furthermore, avoidance-oriented 

coping was not significantly related to either negative emotionality or negative affect.    
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The finding that personal resiliency outperforms coping strategies as a mediator 

of the perfectionism-psychological outcome relationship may stem from personal 

resiliency being a higher-order dispositional tendency that underlies and predisposes 

lower-order characteristic adaptations such as coping strategies.  Research suggests the 

extent to which a coping strategy is efficacious (i.e., promotes healthy psychological 

functioning) varies depending on situational factors, personal resources, and 

vulnerabilities (Zeidner & Saklofske, 1996). By definition, personal resiliency is a 

multifaceted competency stemming from an interaction of personal resources (i.e., sense 

of mastery and sense of relatedness) and vulnerabilities (i.e., emotional reactivity). Thus, 

it follows that efficacy of a coping strategy may depend on personal resiliency. 

Additional analysis, conducted via multiple regression, partially support this contention. 

That is, the effect of emotion-oriented coping on negative emotionality was found to be 

moderated by personal resiliency (β = -.312, p = .029). Negative emotionality measures 

emotional symptoms related to depression, anxiety, and stress. Thus it follows, that the 

extent to which emotion-oriented coping promotes depression, anxiety, and stress 

depends on personal resiliency (i.e., personal strengths and vulnerabilities). Moreover, 

results indicate that individuals with high perfectionistic strivings tend to have higher 

levels of personal resiliency compared to individuals with high perfectionistic concerns. 

Consequently, the use of emotion-oriented coping (i.e., conscious activities related to 

affect regulation) may have more deleterious effects for individuals with high 

perfectionistic concerns, compared to individuals with high perfectionistic strivings, due 

to differences in personal resiliency. In addition, the effect of task-oriented coping on 

negative affect was found to be moderated by personal resiliency (β = -.465, p = .013). 
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Thus the extent to which task-oriented coping (i.e., actively trying to find a solution to a 

perceived problem) attenuates negative affect appears to depend on personal resiliency. 

Consequently, task-oriented coping may be more efficacious for individuals with high 

perfectionistic strivings, compared to individuals with high perfectionistic concerns.   

4.1. Limitations and directions for future research 

The design of our study was cross-sectional precluding us from addressing 

questions of directionality that would require a multiwave longitudinal study. Future 

research may consider using latent growth curve modeling to better our understanding of 

the effect of perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns on outcomes such as 

professional achievement, academic achievement, and psychological well-being. As 

noted by Stoeber and Otto (2006) it is premature to consider perfectionistic strivings 

‘adaptive’ before long-term effects have been demonstrated. Future research might also 

consider that while perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns are stable and 

resistant to change (Mackinnon & Sherry, 2012), personal resiliency is to a certain extent 

modifiable (Prince-Embury, 2007) and thus enhancing personal resiliency (i.e., 

increasing personal resources and/or decreasing vulnerabilities) may amplify the 

association between perfectionistic strivings and positive psychological outcome (e.g., 

high life satisfaction) and attenuate the relationship between perfectionistic concerns and 

negative psychological outcomes (e.g., low life satisfaction). In addition, future research 

might consider testing a model in which personal resiliency moderates the mediating 

effect of coping strategies on the link between perfectionism dimensions and 

psychological outcomes. Finally, future studies might consider investigating the extent to 

which findings generalize to a clinical sample. 
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4.2. Concluding remarks  

 The present study supported the hypothesis that personal resiliency mediates the 

perfectionism-psychological outcome link. Individuals with high perfectionistic strivings 

and low perfectionistic concerns may experience positive psychological outcomes (e.g., 

high life satisfaction) due to the presence of basic adaptational systems (i.e., personal 

resiliency) providing the support needed to withstand, adapt, and recover from perceived 

stressors. In contrast, individuals with high perfectionistic concerns may experience 

negative psychological outcomes (e.g., low life satisfaction) due to an absence of the 

basic adaptational systems (i.e., personal resiliency) needed to support adaptive 

functioning in the presence of perceived stressors. By better understanding the 

perfectionism-psychological outcome link we improve our understanding of the factors 

influencing positive and negative psychological outcomes, thereby advancing theory and 

knowledge.  
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Table 1 
 

Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations  

 

Variable      M SD α SU  KU  1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Perfectionistic strivings .02 2.60 .91 .02 -.46 1          

2. Perfectionistic concerns  .00 2.45 .89 .23 -.58 .62** 1         

3. Personal resiliency  .00 1.63 .88 -.53 .00 -.19** -.56** 1        

4. Negative emotionality .00 .93 .93 .89 .69 .28** .51** -.63** 1       

5. Negative affect  34.66 7.49 .90 .60 -.12 .20** .48** -.63** .64 1      

6. Positive affect 22.61 7.95 .90 -.54 -.08 .05 -.29** .59** -.33** .31** 1     

7. Satisfaction with life 24.18 6.58 .88 -.61 -.25 -.12* -.34** .65** -.46** -.48** .50** 1    

8. Task-oriented coping 25.02 4.68 .85 -.22 -.16 .09 -.15** .50** -.24** -.29** .42** .39** 1   

9. Emotion-oriented coping 21.75 5.72 .86 .09 -.36 .25** .60** -.66** .50** .61** -.39** -.42** -.29** 1  

10. Avoidance-oriented coping 21.56 5.33 .76 -.06 -.57 .01 .04 .08 .05 .03 .21 .21** .13** .06 1 

Note. M., Mean; SD., Standard deviation; SU, Univariate skewness; KU., Univariate kurtosis; Personal resiliency., Vulnerability index; Negative emotionality., DASS 
total; *p < .01; **p < .001.  
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Table 2 
 
Variance-Covariance Matrix for the Perfectionism-Personal Resiliency Model 

 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Perfectionistic strivings 6.734       

2. Perfectionistic concerns  3.980 5.873      

3. Personal resiliency -.857 -2.244 2.665     

4. Negative emotionality .695 1.177 -.969 .870    

5. Negative affect  4.139 9.248 -8.205 4.784 62.910   

6. Positive affect .988 -5.008 7.083 -2.299 -18.699 55.032  

7. Satisfaction with Life -2.046 -5.538 6.981 -2.046 -25.161 24.359 43.614 

Note. Personal resiliency., vulnerability index; Negative emotionality., DASS total.  
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Table 3 
 
Variance-Covariance Matrix for Competing Model A 

 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Perfectionistic strivings 6.734       

2. Perfectionistic concerns  3.980 5.974      

3. Emotion-oriented coping -2.049 8.371 32.653     

4. Negative emotionality .704 1.183 2.704 .871    

5. Negative affect  4.149 9.267 27.672 2.568 63.028   

6. Positive affect .986 -5.021 -16.275 -1.450 -14.841 55.139  

7. Satisfaction with Life -2.049 -5.506 -16.103 -1.508 -14.597 9.129 43.332 

Note. Negative emotionality., DASS total.  
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Table 4 
 
Variance-Covariance Matrix for Competing Model B 

 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Perfectionistic strivings 6.734       

2. Perfectionistic concerns  3.980 5.974      

3. Task-oriented coping 1.193 -1.634 21.882     

4. Negative emotionality .707 1.184 -.996 .871    

5. Negative affect  4.138 9.258 -10.591 2.091 63.014   

6. Positive affect .988 -5.020 14.641 -1.919 -13.660 55.130  

7. Satisfaction with Life -1.999 -5.448 11.719 -1.402 -12.455 11.322 43.207 

Note. Negative emotionality., DASS total. 
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Table 5 
 
Variance-covariance matrix for competing model C 

 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Perfectionistic strivings 6.734       

2. Perfectionistic concerns  3.980 5.973      

3. Avoidance-oriented coping .277 .580 28.395     

4. Negative emotionality .708 1.184 .282 .871    

5. Negative affect  4.132 9.254 1.673 1.878 63.011   

6. Positive affect .992 -5.016 7.781 -1.031 -9.716 55.137  

7. Satisfaction with Life -2.022 -5.451 7.377 -1.066 -9.044 8.639 43.188 

Note. Negative emotionality., DASS total. 
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Table 6 
 

Goodness-of-fit Statistics for Different Hierarchical Perfectionism-Personal Resiliency Models 

Model description 
Comparative 

model 
 

X
2 

 
df 

 
∆X

2 
 
∆df 

Statistical 
significance 

 
CFI 

 
SRMR 

1. PRPM with all direct effects 
and residual errors correlated 

           - .000 0 - - - 1.00 .000 

2. PRPM with direct effect from PS 
to SWL fixed to 0 and residual error 
correlated. 

2 versus 1  
.021 

 
1 

 
.021 

 
1 

 
.885 

 
1.00 

 
.001 

3. PRPM with direct effect from PS 
to PA constrained to 0 and residual 
error correlated 

3 versus 1 18.858 1 18.858 1 .000 .984 .023 

4. PRPM with direct effect from PS 
to NA constrained to 0 and residual 
error correlated 

4 versus 1 .391 1 .391 1 .537 1.00 .003 

5. PRPM with direct effects from 
PS to DASS constrained to 0 and 
residual error correlated 

5 versus 1 1.965 1 1.965 1 .161 .999 .007 

6. PRPM with direct effect from PC 
to SWL constrained to 0 and 
residual error correlated 

6 versus 1 .378 1 .378 1 .539 1.00 .003 

7. PRPM with direct effect from PC 
to PA constrained to 0 and residual 
error correlated 

7 versus 1 2.352 1 2.352 1 .125 .999 .007 

8. PRPM with direct effect from PC 
to NA constrained to 0 and residual 
error correlated 

8 versus 1 11.528 1 11.528 1 .001 .991 .015 

9. PRPM with direct effect from PC 
to DASS constrained to 0 and 
residual error correlated 

9 versus 1 9.661 1 9.661 1 .002 .992 .014 

10. PPRM with direct effects from 
PS to SWL, PS to DASS, PS to NA, 
PC to SWL, and PC to PA, 
constrained to 0, and residual error 
correlated (selected). 

10 versus 1 6.938 5 6.938 5 .225 .998 .011 

Note: Significant chi-square difference tests indicates a significantly worse fit to the data for the model. PPRM., Perfectionism-Personal Resiliency Model; ∆X
2., 

difference in X2 values between models; ∆df., differences in number of degrees of freedom between models; ∆CFI., differences in CFI values between models; PC., 
perfectionistic concerns; PS., perfectionistic strivings; SWL., satisfaction with life; DASS., negative emotionality; PA., positive affect; NA., negative affect.
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Table 7 

Correlation residuals for the final perfectionism-personal resiliency model  

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Perfectionistic strivings .000       

2. Perfectionistic concerns  -.011 .000      

3. Personal resiliency  .001 .004 .000     

4. Negative emotionality  .029 -.009 .006 .000    

5. Negative affect -.028 -.008 .003 -.008 .000   

6. Positive affect -.006 -.052 .004 -.001 -.003 .000  

7. Satisfaction with life .012 .022 -.001 -.013 .009 .006 .000 

Note. Personal resiliency., vulnerability index; Negative emotionality., DASS total. 
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Table 8 
 
Decompositions for Effects of Exogenous Variables on Endogenous Variables for the perfectionism-personal resiliency model 

 

                               

       Exogenous variables  
 

                    Perfectionistic strivings                                                             Perfectionistic Concerns 

 
Endogenous variables 

 
Unst. 

 
St. 

 
Bootstrap 95% CI (St) 

  
Unst. 

 
St. 

 
Bootstrap 95% CI (St) 

 

 
Personal resiliency 

        

     Direct effect .156 .248 .145 to .342  -.480 -.718 -.802 to -.614  
     Indirect effect - - -  - - -  
     Total effect  .156 .248 .145 to .342  -.480 -.718 -.802 to -.614  
 
Negative emotionality 

        

     Direct effect .025 .071 -.023 to .164  .069 .182 .085 to .279  
     Indirect effect -.046 -.129 -.182 to -.076  .142 .373 .295 to .451  
     Total effect -.021 -.058 -.169 to .052  .212 .555 .457 to .653  
         
Negative affect         
     Direct effect  -.095 -.031 -.133 to .071  .648 .200 .085 to .315  
     Indirect effect -.400 -.131 -.186 to -.076  1.230 .379 .292 to .466  
     Total effect -.496 -.162 -.274 to -.050  1.878 .579 .480 to .678  
         
Positive affect         
     Direct effect .649 .227 .130 to .323  -.283 -.093 -.207 to .020  
     Indirect effect .441 .144 .069 to .201  -1.261 -.415 -.495 to -.335  
     Total effect 1.059 .371 .257 to .484  -1.544 -.509 -.616 to -.402  
         
Satisfaction with life         
     Direct effect  -.023 -.009 -.135 to .087  .092 .034 -.117 to .149  
     Indirect effect .420 .165 .099 to .232  -1.289 -.477 -.567 to -.388  
     Total effect  .397 .156 .045 to .268  -1.197 -.444 -.558 to -.329  
         

Note. Unst., unstandardized; St., standardized; Bootstrap 95% CI., 95% bias-corrected standardized bootstrapped confidence interval with 20,000 resamples; 
personal resiliency., vulnerability index; negative emotionality., DASS total.
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Table 9 
 

Goodness-of-fit Statistics for Different Hierarchical Competing A Models  

Model description 
Comparative 

model 
 

X
2 

 
df 

 
∆X

2 
 
∆df 

Statistical 
significance 

 
CFI 

 
SRMR 

1. Model A with all direct 
effects and residual errors 
correlated. 

           - .000 0 - - - 1.00 .000 

2. Model A with direct effect from 
PS to SWL fixed to 0 and residual 
error correlated. 

2 versus 1  
2.456 

 
1 

 
2.456 

 
1 

 
.117 

 
.998 

 
.012 

3. Model A with direct effect from 
PS to PA constrained to 0 and 
residual error correlated 

3 versus 1 28.571 1 28.571 1 .000 .971 .034 

4. Model A with direct effect from 
PS to NA constrained to 0 and 
residual error correlated 

4 versus 1 1.497 1 1.497 1 .221 .999 .008 

5. Model A with direct effects from 
PS to DASS constrained to 0 and 
residual error correlated 

5 versus 1 .001 1 .001 1 .973 1.00 .000 

6. Model A with direct effect from 
PC to SWL constrained to 0 and 
residual error correlated 

6 versus 1 7.639 1 7.639 1 .006 .993 .017 

7. Model A with direct effect from 
PC to PA constrained to 0 and 
residual error correlated 

7 versus 1 19.064 1 19.064 1 .000 .981 .024 

8. Model A with direct effect from 
PC to NA constrained to 0 and 
residual error correlated 

8 versus 1 13.041 1 13.041 1 .000 .987 .018 

9. Model A with direct effect from 
PC to DASS constrained to 0 and 
residual error correlated 

9 versus 1 25.135 1 23.135 1 .000 .975 .027 

10. Model A with direct effects 
from PS to SWL, PS to NA, PS to 
DASS, constrained to 0, and 
residual error correlated (selected). 

10 versus 1 4.008 3 4.008 3 .261 .999 .012 

Note: Significant chi-square difference tests indicates a significantly worse fit to the data for the model; ∆X
2., difference in X2 values between models; ∆df., 

differences in number of degrees of freedom between models; ∆CFI., differences in CFI values between models; PS., perfectionistic strivings; PC., perfectionistic 
concerns; SWL., satisfaction with life; DASS., Negative emotionality; PA., Positive affect; NA., Negative affect.
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Table 10 
 
Decompositions for Effects of Exogenous Variables on Endogenous Variables for Competing Model A 

 

                               

       Exogenous variables  
 

                    Perfectionistic strivings                                                             Perfectionistic Concerns 

 
Endogenous variables 

 
Unst. 

 
St. 

 
Bootstrap 95% CI (St) 

  
Unst. 

 
St. 

 
Bootstrap 95% CI (St) 

 

 
Emotion-oriented coping 

        

     Direct effect -.488 -.203 -.288 to -.099   1.700 .727 .636 to .796  
     Indirect effect - - -  - - -  
     Total effect  -488 -.203 -.288 to -.099    1.700 .727 ,636 to .796   
 
Negative emotionality 

        

     Direct effect .001 .002   -.105 to .109  .125 .326 .209 to .444   
     Indirect effect -.023 -.064 -.100 to -.027  .087 .227 .151 to .303    
     Total effect -.022 -.062 -.105 to .109    .211 .554 .455 to .652    
         
Negative affect         
     Direct effect  -.189 -.062 -.201 to .044   .717 .221 .061 to .342    
     Indirect effect -.307 -.100 -.151 to -.049    1.165 .359 .283 to .434   
     Total effect -.496 -.162  -274 to -.050   1.882 .579 .480 to .678    
         
Positive affect         
     Direct effect .898 .314 .198 to .430    -.930 -.306  -.444 to -.168  
     Indirect effect .163 .057 .023 to .091    -.617 -.203 -.282 to -.125    
     Total effect 1.061 .371  .257 to .430     -1.547 -.509 -.616 to -.402   
         
Satisfaction with life         
     Direct effect  .232 .091 -.002 to .202    -.524 -.194  -.342 to -.046   
     Indirect effect .175 .069  .030 to .107    -.666 -.246 -.331 to -.162   
     Total effect  .407 .160 .048 to .272    -1.190 -.440 -.555 to -.325     
         

Note. Unst., unstandardized; St., standardized; Bootstrap 95% CI., 95% bias-corrected standardized bootstrapped confidence interval with 20,000 resamples; 
personal resiliency., vulnerability index; negative emotionality., DASS total.
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Table 11 
 
Goodness-of-fit Statistics for Different Hierarchical Competing B Models  

Model description 
Comparative 

model 
 

X
2 

 
df 

 
∆X

2 
 
∆df 

Statistical 
significance 

 
CFI 

 
SRMR 

1. Model B with all direct effects 
and residual errors correlated. 

           - .000 0 - - - 1.00 .000 

2. Model B with direct effect from PS 
to SWL fixed to 0 and residual error 
correlated. 

2 versus 1  
1.058 

 
1 

 
1.058 

 
1 

 
.304 

 
1.00 

 
.007 

3. Model B with direct effect from PS 
to PA constrained to 0 and residual 
error correlated 

3 versus 1 21.807 1 21.807 1 .000 .973 .028 

4. Model B with direct effect from PS 
to NA constrained to 0 and residual 
error correlated 

4 versus 1 3.215 1 3.125 1 .073 .997 .012 

5. Model B with direct effects from PS 
to DASS constrained to 0 and residual 
error correlated 

5 versus 1 .053 1 .053 1 .819 1.00 .002 

6. Model B with direct effect from PC 
to SWL constrained to 0 and residual 
error correlated 

6 versus 1 31.316 1 31.316 1 .000 .960 .046 

7. Model B with direct effect from PC 
to PA constrained to 0 and residual 
error correlated 

7 versus 1 46.770 1 46.770 1 .000 .940 .049 

8. Model B with direct effect from PC 
to NA constrained to 0 and residual 
error correlated 

8 versus 1 77.005 1 77.005 1 .000 .900 .063 

9. Model B with direct effect from PC 
to DASS constrained to 0 and residual 
error correlated 

9 versus 1 74.529 1 74.529 1 .000 .903 .065 

10. Model B with direct effects from 
PS to SWL, PS to NA, PS to DASS, 
constrained to 0, and residual error 
correlated (selected). 

10 versus 1 4.260 3 4.260 3 .235 .998 .012 

Note: Significant chi-square difference tests indicates a significantly worse fit to the data for the model; ∆X
2., difference in X2 values between models; ∆df., differences in 

number of degrees of freedom between models; ∆CFI., differences in CFI values between models; PS., perfectionistic strivings; PC., perfectionistic concerns;  SWL., 
satisfaction with life; DASS., Negative emotionality; PA., Positive affect; NA., Negative affect.
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Table 12 
 
Decompositions for Effects of Exogenous Variables on Endogenous Variables for Competing Model B 

 

                               

       Exogenous variables  
 

                    Perfectionistic strivings                                                             Perfectionistic Concerns 

 
Endogenous variables 

 
Unst. 

 
St. 

 
Bootstrap 95% CI (St) 

  
Unst. 

 
St. 

 
Bootstrap 95% CI (St) 

 

 
Task-oriented coping 

        

     Direct effect .559 .310 .170 to .419   -.646 -.337 -.452 to -.215  
     Indirect effect - - -  - - -  
     Total effect  .559 .310 .170 to .419    -.646 -.337 -.452 to -.215   
 
Negative emotionality 

        

     Direct effect -.003 -.008   -.119 to .104   .192 .502 .403 to .601   
     Indirect effect -.017 -.048 -.083 to -.013  .020 .053 .017 to .088     
     Total effect -.020 -.056 -.167 to .055     .192 .554 .456 to .652    
         
Negative affect         
     Direct effect  -.305 -.100 -.218 to .018   1.659 .511 .407 to .615  
     Indirect effect -.192 -.063 -.103 to -.023     .222 .068 .029 to .107   
     Total effect -.497 -.163   -.275 to -.050   1.881 .579 .480 to .678    
         
Positive affect         
     Direct effect .761 .266 .153 to .378  -1.200 -.395  -.540 to -.285  
     Indirect effect .301 .105 .054 to .156     -.347 -.114 -.165 to -.064    
     Total effect 1.061 .371  .257 to .485    -1.547 -.509 -.616 to -.402   
         
Satisfaction with life         
     Direct effect  .141 .056 -.060 to .171    -.880 -.327  -.446 to -.208  
     Indirect effect .258 .102  .048 to .156    -.298 -.111 -.161 to -.061   
     Total effect  .399 .158 .046 to .270  -1.178 -.438 -.553 to -.208     
         

Note. Unst., unstandardized; St., standardized; Bootstrap 95% CI., 95% bias-corrected standardized bootstrapped confidence interval with 20,000 resamples; 
personal resiliency., vulnerability index; negative emotionality., DASS total.
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Table 13 
 

Goodness-of-fit Statistics for Different Hierarchical Competing C Models  

  

Model description 
Comparative 

model 
 

X
2 

 
df 

 
∆X

2 
 
∆df 

Statistical 
significance 

 
CFI 

 
SRMR 

1. Model C with all direct effects and 
residual errors correlated. 

           - .000 0 - - - 1.00 .000 

2. Model C with direct effect from PS to 
AO fixed to 0 and residual error 
correlated. 

  2 versus 1 .044 1 .044 1 .833 1.00 .002 

3. Model C with direct effect from PC to 
AO fixed to 0 and residual error 
correlated.  

  3 versus 1 .701 1 .701 1 .402 1.00 .009 

4. Model C with direct effect from PS to SWL 
fixed to 0 and residual error correlated. 

4 versus 1  
7.944 

 
1 

 
7.944 

 
1 

 
.005 

 
.990 

 
.023 

5. Model C with direct effect from PS to PA 
constrained to 0 and residual error correlated 

5 versus 1 41.334 1 41.334 1 .000 .942 .043 

6. Model C with direct effect from PS to NA 
constrained to 0 and residual error correlated 

6 versus 1 8.551 1 8.551 1 .004 .989 .022 

7. Model C with direct effects from PS to 
DASS constrained to 0 and residual error 
correlated 

7 versus 1 1.279 1 1.279 1 .258 1.00 .009 

8. Model C with direct effect from PC to 
SWL constrained to 0 and residual error 
correlated 

8 versus 1 57.404 1 57.404 1 .000 .919 .075 

9. Model C with direct effect from PC to PA 
constrained to 0 and residual error correlated 

9 versus 1 77.450 1 77.450 1 .000 .890 .075 

10. Model C with direct effect from PC to NA 
constrained to 0 and residual error correlated 

10 versus 1 97.958 1 97.959 1 .000 .860 .086 

11. Model C with direct effect from PC to 
DASS constrained to 0 and residual error 
correlated 

11 versus 1 92.213 1 92.213 1 .000 .868 .088 

12. Model C with direct effects from PS to 
AO, PC to AO , and PS to DASS constrained 
to 0, and residual error correlated (selected). 

12 versus 1 2.142 3 2.142 3 .544 1.00 .014 

Note: Significant chi-square difference tests indicates a significantly worse fit to the data for the model; ∆X
2., difference in X2 values between models; ∆df., differences in 

number of degrees of freedom between models; ∆CFI., differences in CFI values between models; AO., avoidance oriented coping; PS., perfectionistic strivings; PC., 
perfectionistic concerns;  SWL., satisfaction with life; DASS., Negative emotionality; PA., Positive affect; NA., Negative affect.
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Table 14 
 
Decompositions for Effects of Exogenous Variables on Endogenous Variables for Competing Model C 

 

                               

       Exogenous variables  
 

                    Perfectionistic strivings                                                             Perfectionistic Concerns 

 
Endogenous variables 

 
Unst. 

 
St. 

 
Bootstrap 95% CI (St) 

  
Unst. 

 
St. 

 
Bootstrap 95% CI (St) 

 

 
Avoidance-oriented coping 

        

     Direct effect -.027 -.013 -.145 to .108   .115 .053 -.076 to .174  
     Indirect effect - - -  - - -  
     Total effect  -.027 -.013 -.145 to .108    .115 .053 -.076 to .174   
 
Negative emotionality 

        

     Direct effect -.020 -.055   .-.166 to .056     .211 .552 .423 to .650   
     Indirect effect .000 .000 -.008 to .007  .001 .002 -.007 to .010     
     Total effect -.020 -.055 -.166 to .056      .211 .554 .456 to .652    
         
Negative affect         
     Direct effect  -.497 -.163 -.275 to -.050   1.878 .578 .470 to .677  
     Indirect effect -.001 .000 -.006 to .006     .003 .001 -.007 to .008   
     Total effect -.498 -.163   -.275 to -.051   1.881 .579 .480 to .678    
         
Positive affect         
     Direct effect 1.070 .374 .265 to .483  -1.581 -.520  -.625 to -.402  
     Indirect effect -.008 -.003 -.030 to .025     .034 .011 -.017 to .039    
     Total effect 1.062 .371  .257 to .483    -1.547 -.520 -.616 to -.402   
         
Satisfaction with life         
     Direct effect  .402 .159 .050 to .268    -1.207 -.449  -.560 to -.338  
     Indirect effect -.008 -.003  -.033 to .027    .032 .012 -.018 to .042   
     Total effect  .394 .156 .044 to .268  -1.175 -.437 -.553 to -.321     
         

Note. Unst., unstandardized; St., standardized; Bootstrap 95% CI ., 95% bias-corrected standardized bootstrapped confidence interval with 20,000 resamples; 
personal resiliency., vulnerability index; negative emotionality., DASS total.
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Table 15 

 
Values of Fit Statistics for Four Nonhierarchical Path Models of the Perfectionism-Psychological 

Outcome Link  

                                                   

                                                                                            Model  
        

 
 
Index 

Final 
PPRM 

(Figure 1) 

 Final 
Model A  
(Figure 2) 

 Final  
Model B 
(Figure 3) 

 Final  
Model C 
(Figure 4) 

 
X

2 
 

6.938 
 

4.008 
 

4.260 
 

2.142 
 
df 

 
5 

 
3 

 
3 

 
3 

 
p 

 
.225 

 
.261 

 
.235 

 
.544 

 
CFI 

 
.998 

 
.999 

 
.998 

 
1.00 

 
RMESA 

 
.030  

 
.028 

 
.032 

 
.000 

 
SRMR 

 
.011 

 
.012 

 
.012 

 
.014 

 
AIC  

 
13749 

 
14930 

 
14959 

 
15127 

 
*Note: PPRM, perfectionism personal-resiliency model.  
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Figure 1. Final perfectionism-personal resiliency model. Values are standardized. Single-headed arrows between variables represent 
significant paths (p < .05). Double-headed arrows represent covariance. Rectangles represent observed variables; circles represent 
error variance. Italicized numbers to the right of endogenous variables represents the proportion of variance explained.   
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Figure 2. Final model for competing model A. Values are standardized. All paths are significant at p < .05. Single-headed arrows 
between variables represent significant paths (p < .05). Double-headed arrows represent covariance. Rectangles represent observed 
variables; circles represent error variance. Italicized numbers to the right of endogenous variables represents the proportion of variance 
explained.    
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Figure 3. Values are standardized. Final model for competing model B. All paths are significant at p < .05. Single-headed arrows 
between variables represent significant paths. Double-headed arrows represent covariance. Rectangles represent observed variables; 
circles represent error variance. Italicized numbers to the right of endogenous variables represents the proportion of variance 
explained.     
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Figure 4. Values are standardized. Final model for competing model C. All paths are significant at p < .05. Single-headed arrows 
between variables represent significant paths. Double-headed arrows represent covariance. Rectangles represent observed variables; 
circles represent error variance.  Italicized numbers to the right of endogenous variables represents the proportion of variance 
explained.   

                                  
 
 



PERFECTIONISM AND PERSONAL RESILIENCY  81

APPENDIX A: DEVELOPMENT OF THE RSYA 

 

1. Introduction 

 
Personal resiliency refers to an individual’s ability to withstand, adapt, and 

recover from adverse events and circumstances (Bonanno, 2004; Prince-Embury, 2011). 

Past measures of personal resiliency conflict with our current understanding of personal 

resiliency as a characteristic of normal development stemming from an interaction of 

personal strengths, vulnerabilities, and physiological make-up (Masten, 2001). To 

address this Prince-Embury (2007) developed the Resiliency Scale for Children and 

Adolescents (RSCA). Research supports the reliability and validity of the RSCA (Prince-

Embury, 2001; Prince-Embury, 2007; Prince-Embury, 2011; Saklofske et al., 2013). 

However, the RSCA was designed for use with children and adolescents and as such does 

not include items reflecting the developmental complexity of young adults. To address 

this a modified young adult version of the RSCA (i.e., RSYA) was constructed.  

2. Method 

 

2.1. Participants 

 
 297 participants (144 Male; 153 Female) were recruited from the Department of 

Psychology’s subject pool. Phase 1 participants averaged 18.75 (SD = 1.76) years of age. 

The majority of phase 1 (89.2%) and phase 2 (87.2%) participants were in their first year 

of study. 3.82% of data were missing. Missing data was handled with listwise deletion. 

2.2. Measures 

 

2.2.1. RSYA 

The resiliency scale for young adults (RSYA) is a 92-item modified version of the 

RSCA-R. The RSYA contains three global scales: the 33-item sense of mastery scale 
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(e.g., “If I try hard it makes a difference”), the 31-item sense of relatedness scale (e.g., “I 

have a good friend”), and the 28-item emotional reactivity scale (e.g., “It is easy for me to 

get upset”). Sense of mastery consists of three subscales: the 12-item optimism subscale 

(e.g., “My life will be happy”), the 12-item self-efficacy subscale (e.g., “I do things 

well”), and the 9-item adaptability subscale (e.g., “I view obstacles as challenges to 

overcome”). Sense of relatedness is composed of four subscales: the 8-item comfort with 

others subscale (e.g., “I feel calm with people”), the 11-item basic trust subscale (e.g., “I 

can trust others”), the 3-item tolerance to differences subscale (e.g., “I can make up with 

friends after a fight”), and the 9-item perceived social support subscale (e.g., “If 

something bad happens, I can ask my friends for help”). Finally, emotional reactivity is 

comprised of three subscales: the 9-item sensitivity subscale (e.g., “I can get so upset that 

I can’t stand how I feel”), the 11-item impairment subscale (e.g., “When I am upset, I get 

mixed up”), and the 8-item recovery subscale (e.g., “When I am upset I stay upset for 

several hours”).  

Participants responded to RSYA items using a 5-point scale ranging from 0 

(never) to 4 (almost always). Scores on sense of mastery range from 0-132. Scores on the 

sense of relatedness range from 0-124. Scores on emotional reactivity range from 0-112. 

The resource index was calculated as the standardized average of scores on sense of 

mastery and sense of relatedness. Higher scores on the resource index denote higher 

levels of perceived personal resources. The vulnerability index was calculated as the 

standardized difference between emotional reactivity and the resource index. The 

vulnerability index measures the discrepancy between perceived personal resources and 

internal fragility. 
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2.2.2. Satisfaction With Life 

Subjective well-being was assessed using the 5-item Satisfaction With Life Scale 

(SWLS; e.g., “I am satisfied with my life”; Diener et al., 1985). Participants used a 7-

pont scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), to indicate their level 

of agreement with items. Scores range from 5 to 35. Research supports the reliability and 

validity of the SWLS (Diener et al., 1985; Pavot & Diener, 2004). Adequate alpha 

reliabilities have been found for the SWLS (α = .79-.89; Pavot & Diener, 2004).   

2.2.3. Self-Esteem 

Self-esteem was measured using the Single Item Self-Esteem Scale (Robins et al., 

2001; e.g., “I have high self-esteem”). Participants responded to the Single Item Self-

Esteem Scale using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not very true of me) to 5 (very true of 

me). Scores range from 1-5. Research supports the reliability and validity of the Single 

Item Self-Esteem scale (Robins et al., 2001).  

2.3. Procedure 

 

Participants were directed to the online study and completed the 92-item modified 

young adult version of the RSCA (RSYA), the 5-item Satisfaction With Life Scale 

(SWL; Diener et al., 1985), and the Single Item Self-Esteem Scale (Robins et al., 2001).  

2.4. Data analytic strategy  

 

The factorial structure of the RSYA was investigated via a confirmatory factor 

analysis framework analyzed by AMOS 21 (Arbuckle, 2012). For all models the method 

of estimation used was maximum likelihood (ML). The indices used to assess the fit of 

the models were the chi-square test (X2; Kline, 2005), the root-mean-square error of 

approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993), the goodness of fit index (GFI; 
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Jöreskog & Sörbom 1982), the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), the 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR; Kline, 2005), and Hoeltler’s (1983) 

Critical N (CN). Assumptions of multivariate normality and linearity were evaluated via 

SPSS 20. Following Cheung and Rensvold (2002), comparative fit index difference tests 

(∆CFI) were used for model comparisons; these authors found a ∆CFI ≤ .01 provided 

strong support that one model does not significantly differ from another model (Byrne, 

2010).  

3. Results 

  
Descriptive statistics, alpha reliabilities, and bivariate correlations for the RSYA 

indexes and global scales are presented in Appendix A Table 1. Alpha reliabilities were 

excellent (α = .88 to .95; see Appendix A Table 1).  Large effect sizes were found for all 

relevant correlations (Cohen, 1988). Correlations between the RSYA global scales (see 

Appendix A Table 1) and subscales (see Appendix A Table 2) were in the expected 

direction and were consistent with the associations found between the original RSCA 

global scales and subscales (Prince-Embury, 2007). In addition, the criterion validity of 

the RSYA was supported via the vulnerability index positively and significantly 

correlating with satisfaction with life (r = .55) and self-esteem (r = .46).  

 Values of selected fit statistics for the three-factor RSYA indicate adequate model 

fit: X2(32) = 67.85, p < .001, RMSEA = .062 (90% CI = .041; .082), PCLOSE = .150, 

GFI = .955, CFI = .978, SRMR = .036, CN = 228. Specifically, the model chi-square was 

significant at the .05 level (p < .001) and thus the exact-fit hypothesis was rejected. 

However, the value of RMSEA was .062 and based on the lower bound of its 90% 

confidence interval (.041) the close-fit hypothesis was retained (p = .150). In addition, 



PERFECTIONISM AND PERSONAL RESILIENCY     

 

 

85

85

based on the upper bound of the 90% RMSEA confidence interval (.082) the poor fit 

hypothesis was rejected (Kline, 2005). Furthermore, the results indicate that 95.5% of the 

total variability in the sample covariance matrix was accounted for by the model-implied 

covariance matrix. The results also indicate that the relative fit of the three-factor RSYA 

was a 97.8% improvement over that of the baseline model. Moreover, the mean absolute 

correlation residual (.036) was less than .08 and thus the model meets criteria for 

acceptable fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Finally, the CN value for the hypothesized model 

(228) indicates that the sample size (N =291) was adequate based on Hoetler’s 

benchmark that CN should exceed 200 (Byrne, 2010; Hu & Bentler, 1995).   

The unstandardized and standardized factor loadings and measurement errors for 

the RSYA are presented in Appendix A Table 3. All subscales had high factor loadings 

(>.69). Correlation residuals for the three-factor model are presented in Appendix A 

Table 4. The correlation residual for adaptability and recovery (.115) exceeds .10 in 

absolute value, and indicates that the model underestimates the association between 

adaptability and recovery. In addition, the correlation residual for social support and 

sensitivity (.098) is close to .10 in absolute value and suggests the model also 

underestimates the correlation between social support and sensitivity. Despite this, the 

corresponding standardized residual for adaptability and recovery (Z = 1.858; p = .06) 

and social support and sensitivity (Z = 1.597; p = .11) are not significant (see Appendix 

A: Table 5). Thus, the model appears to explain the corresponding sample covariances 

adequately.  

The one, two, and three factor solutions tested were similar to those found in the 

RSCA manual (Prince-Embury, 2007). All models tested are presented in Appendix A 
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Table 6. The results support the three-factor model (see Appendix A Figure 1) as the best 

fitting model for the data. Specifically, both the one-factor model (X2(35) = 489.89) and 

the two factor model (X2(34) = 257.77) were found to fit the data poorly. In addition, a 

substantial decrement from the overall fit of the three-factor model was found for both 

the one factor model (∆X
2(3) = 381.04) and two factor model  (∆X

2(2) = 184.92).  

4. Discussion 

 

 The existing factor structure of the RSYA and its theoretical constructs was 

supported by confirmatory factor analysis. In addition, reliability for the RSYA indexes, 

scales, and subscales were excellent and consistent with those reported in the RSCA 

manual (Prince-Embury, 2001). Finally, the RSYA shows preliminary evidence of 

convergent validity via the finding that all indicators specified to measure a common 

factor had high factor loadings (i.e., > .69) and discriminative validity via the finding that 

the correlation between factors was not excessively high (i.e., < .90). Thus, while further 

validation and normative studies are required the RSYA appears applicable for use with 

young adults.   
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Appendix A Table 1 
 

Descriptive statistics and correlations for the three-factor RSYA indexes and global scales 

Variable M SD α SI KI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Resource Index .00 .90 .96 -2.58 -.40 1       

2. Vulnerability Index .01 1.63 .90 -2.15 -.96 .84* 1      

3. Sense of Mastery 93.74 14.53 .93 -.89 .51 .90* .76* 1     

4. Sense of Relatedness 90.57 17.51 .95 3.80 -.24 .90*
 .76* .62* 1    

5. Emotional Reactivity 41.48 16.28 .93 4.62 2.77 -.48* -.88*
 -.43* -.43* 1   

6. Satisfaction With Life 25.39 6.19 .88 -3.63 -1.56 .63* .55* .55*
 .59* -.32* 1  

7. Self-Esteem 3.57 1.24 - -3.94 -2.33 .48*     .46* .47*     .39* -.31*
 .50* 1 

Note. *p < .01. RSYA., Resiliency Scale for Young Adults; SI., Skew Index; KI., Kurtosis Index; Resource Index = (zMastery + 
zRelatedness) / 2; Vulnerability Index = Resource Index – zEmotional Reactivity.  
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Appendix A Table 2 

Sample correlation matrix for the RSYA subscales  

Variable M SD Potential 
range  

Actual 
range 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Optimism 34.52 5.95 0-48 16-48 1          

2. Self-Efficacy 34.39 5.56 0-48 18-48 .74* 1         

3. Adaptability  24.70 4.88 0-36 11-36 .62* .66* 1        

4. Comfort  24.10 4.83 0-32 5-32 .58*
 .53* .39* 1       

5. Trust 28.70 7.02 0-44 10-44 .57* .50*
 .37* .69* 1      

6. Social Support 28.36 6.08 0-36 4-36 .60* .50* .34*
 .67* .76* 1     

7. Tolerance 9.39 2.03 0-12 2-12 .45* .41* .38* .58* .57* .60* 1    

8. Sensitivity 15.30 6.122 0-36 2-36 -.41* -.39* -.30* -.25* -.32* -.23* -.25* 1   

9. Impairment  15.68 7.77 0-44 0-44 -.41* -.41* -.27* -.34* -.38* -.38* -.29* .64* 1  

10. Recovery  9.34 6.22 0-32 0-32 -.43* -.37* -.21* -.33* -.42*
 -.33* -.30* .64* .68* 1 

Note. N = 291; *p < .01. RSYA., Resiliency Scale for Young Adults. Resource Index = (zMastery + zRelatedness) / 2; Vulnerability 
Index = Resource Index – zEmotional Reactivity
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Appendix A Table 3 
 
Maximum likelihood estimates of factor loadings and residuals for RSYA measurement model 

 

                                             Factor loadings                                   Measurement errors                                             

Indicator Unst. SE St.  Unst. SE St. 

Sense of Mastery 

Optimism 

 

1.000a 

 

- 

 

.875 

  

8.241 

 

1.222 

 

.234 

Self-Efficacy  .916 .053 .858  8.104 1.091 .263 

Adaptability  .670 .049 .715  11.592 1.110 .489 

Sense of Relatedness         

Comfort  1.000a - .806  8.145 .853 .350 

Trust 1.559 .094 .866  12.286 1.539 .250 

Social Support  1.331 .082 .853  10.027 1.193 .272 

Tolerance  .361 .029 .692  2.141 .198 .521 

Emotional Reactivity         

Impairment  1.000a - .825  19.219 2.568 .319 

Sensitivity .737 .055 .772  15.095 1.687 .404 

Recovery  .798 .056 .822  12.48 1.649 .324 

Note. N = 291.  Unst., unstandardized; St., standardized. Standardized estimates for 
measurement errors are proportions of unexplained variance.  
 

aNot tested for statistical significance. For all other unstandardized estimates p < .05
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Appendix A Table 4 

Correlation residuals for the three factor RSYA model.  

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Optimism .000          

2. Self-Efficacy -.014 .000         

3. Adaptability -.011 .049 .000        

4. Comfort with Others .073 .031 -.021 .000       

5. Trust .028 -.033 -.077 -.006 .000      

6. Social Support .023 -.030 -.094 -.018 .018 .000     

7. Tolerance .019 -.018 .029 .024 -.027 .009 .000    

8. Sensitivity  -.038 -.024 .010 .057 .015 .098 .016 .000   

9. Impairment -.010 -.016 .062 -.009 -.028 -.025 .000 -.002 .000  

10. Recovery  -.028 .027 .115 .005 -.063 .016 -.019 .004 -.001 .000 

Note. N = 291; *p < .001. RSYA., Resiliency Scale for Young Adults.  
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Appendix A Table 5 

Standardized residuals for the three factor RSYA model 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Optimism .000          

2. Self-Efficacy -.191 .000         

3. Adaptability -.168 .714 .000        

4. Comfort with Others 1.109 .485 -.321 .000       

5. Trust .419 -.497 -1.201 -.085 .000      

6. Social Support .345 -.458 -1.467 -.254 .131 .000     

7. Tolerance .308 -.292 .458 .356 -.390 .131 .000    

8. Sensitivity  -.605 -.372 .156 .929 .247 1.597 .254 .000   

9. Impairment -.163 -.263 1.010 -.145 -.451 -.400 -.003 -.028 .000  

10. Recovery  -.437 .440 1.858 .242 -1.005 .259 -.306 .058 -.022 .000 

Note. N = 291; *p < .05. RSYA., Resiliency Scale for Young Adult
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Appendix A Table 6 

Goodness-of-fit statistics for confirmatory factor analysis of different RSYA measurement models 

         Model      X
2 

df p RMSEA 
(90% CI) 

GFI CFI SRMR 

1. One Factor 495.89 35 <0.001 0.21 (.197-.230) .49 0.72        0.33 

2. Two Factor 252.77 34 <0.001 0.15 (.132-.166) .60 0.57  0.31 

3. Three Factor 67.85 32 <0.01 0.06 (.041-.082) .96 0.98  0.04 

Note. N = 291; RMSEA., root means square error of approximation; GFI., goodness of fit index; CFI., comparative fit index; 
SRMR., standardized root mean square residual. 
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