
Demographic Comparisons for Family Functioning, Distress Tolerance and Resilience in 
Adolescent

Abstract

Research Article 10.33897/fujp.v9i2.878

© The Author(s). 2020 Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 
International License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any 
medium or a, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link 
to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party 
material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise 
in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and 
your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to 
obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver 
(http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the data made available in this article, 
unless otherwise stated in a credit line to the data. 



Introduction



functioning in fostering resilience shows that 
adolescents need resilient families to successfully 
navigate a variety of problems (Yaakob, 2017). 

A study on working women was done by Safdar 
(2019). The sample included N=150 married working 
women between the ages of 29 and 50. According to the 
study's conclusions, there is a strong negative correlation 
between poor family functioning and unfavorable 
employment conditions. According to Khursheed and Inam 
(2019) in a study on family functioning and parental stress, 
family functioning and parental family functioning are 
positively correlated, according to research, which also 
shows that paternal anxiety is not related to the study 
variable. The study's findings also showed no connection 
between family functioning and family income. 

Resilience plays the role of protective factor for 
individuals who attempt suicide. Research also 
indicates that the relationship between symptoms and 
early childhood trauma is moderated by resilience. 
Adolescents were the subject of a study to evaluate 
gender differences and distress tolerance. Men are 
more tolerant of suffering than women (Luther et al., 
2000; Ko et al., 2018). According to a study on the 
relationship between distress tolerance and 
internalizing symptoms, boys and girls with low 
distress tolerance have higher internalizing symptoms 
(Daughters et al., 2009). In the same way, a 
longitudinal study on stress and how dealing with mild 
stressors can help people become more resilient to 
dealing with challenges and stressors in the future was 
undertaken by Nrugham et al. (2010) reported that 
resilience of people during times of force. According 
to research, psychological problems play a controlling 
function in the relationship between bad situations and 
adolescents. Research comparing resilience stated that 
women are more resilient than men. Positive reaction, 
minimal worry, adverse distress, and improved 
adaption after suffering are all associated with 
resilience (Mealer et al., 2012; Ouyang & Wang, 2015; 
Shi et al., 2015). 

Resilience is a component of these controls, 
and cognitive and emotional states might influence 
distress tolerance.  An investigation was made into the 
resilience's predictors. Multivariate linear regressions 
using resilience as the outcome variable and distress 
tolerance as the predictor. The results of the study 
show that resilience is predicted by distress tolerance 
(Leyro et al., 2010). The relationship between 
resilience and the amount of tolerance can be 
disturbed, according to Sullivan et al. (2018), by 
factors such as emotional management, cognitive 
regulation, and physical regulation. 

Literature has shown that family functioning 
and distress tolerance are the mechanisms through 
which resilience flows. Family functioning reduces an 
individual's externalizing problem and provides a solid 
communication foundation for personal growth. There 
is a substantial association between distress tolerance 
and resilience in six dimensions of family functioning. 
The family system improves family functioning, which 
leads to an increase in resilience and distress tolerance. 
Distress tolerance is recognized as a protective 
characteristic of resilience and is also associated with 
a functioning family unit because solid family ties help 
people control their emotions and exhibit greater 
distress tolerance.  

An individual's life goes through various 
changes during the adolescent years, which is a crucial 
time. Adolescent’s emotional responses are managed 
in large part by their families. The importance of a 
healthy family, a person's ability to handle stress, and 
a person's capacity for resilience have all been studied 
individually in earlier studies. The goal of the current 
study is to examine how various aspects of family 
functioning relate to children's and teenagers' capacity 
for resilience and distress tolerance. In terms of family 
functioning, coping with distress, and resilience, this 
study compared gender and age groups. The study 
offered evidence regarding the different types of 
families and their level of resiliency. In terms of family 
functioning, coping with distress, and resilience, this 
study compared gender, family income, family 
relationship, and family system. 
Hypotheses

50

1. There will be a difference in the family
functioning, distress tolerance, and resilience
across gender (girls and boys).

2. There will be differences in family functioning,
distress tolerance, and resilience across family
system (joint and nuclear).

3. There will be differences in family functioning,
distress tolerance, and resilience across family
relationships (extremely satisfied, satisfied,
neutral, unsatisfied and extremely unsatisfied)

4. There will be differences in family functioning,
distress tolerance, and resilience across family
income (Less than 20000, 21000 -40000, 41,000-
60,000, 61,000-80,000 and above 80,000).
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Table 1
Descriptive of Demographics Variables (N=663).

f

Note; M = Mean, SD= Standard Deviation, f = frequency, % = percentage.



Table 2
Independent Sample t-test Comparing Gender Differences among Study Variables (N=663)
Note: M= mean, SD= Standard Deviation, LL= lower limit, UL= upper limit, p= significance, *p< .05, **p< .01,

Table 3
Mean, Standard Deviation and One-way ANOVA in Family functioning, Distress Tolerance and Resilience 

Note. FF= Family Functioning, DT=Distress Tolerance, RS= Resilience Scale P<.05

Variables Gender 
Boys  Girl

t p Cohen
’s d

M(SD) M(SD) 
1.. Family Functioning

Affective involvement 
Behavior control 
General functioning 
Problem-solving 
Communication 
Roles 
Affective response 

123.57(17.46)        119.41(19.61) 
15.34(3.79)
20.17(3.68)
26.47(4.33)
10.38(2.82)
15.22(3.97)

2.60
2.32

.00

.02

.23

.00

.08

.09

.00

.02

0.22

2.. Distress tolerance
Tolerance 
Regulation 

22.98(4.85)
12.50(2.95)
35.20(9.48)        
7.18(2.7)
7.04(2.70)

.16

.62

.41

.37

.03

0.06

      Appraisal 
      Absorption 
3.. Resilience

Emotional
regulation 
Adventurousness
Determination  
Self-reliance 

14.89(4.56)
4.95(1.92)
68.80(8.24)
21.47(2.97)
18.09(2.44)
14.28(1.97)
14.30(2.08)

14.65(3.90) 
20.53(4.22) 
25.40(4.78) 
9.32(3.23) 

14.72(3.55) 
21.76(5.89) 
11.95(3.38) 
34.63(9.92) 
7.29(3.08) 
6.86(2.80) 
14.56(4.01) 
4.64(2.79) 
67.00(9.23) 
21.11(2.89) 
17.68(2.50) 
13.92(1.99) 
13.82(2.15) 

-1.18
2.9
.23
1.7
3.1
2.3
1.38
-.48
.81
.88
1.97
3.15
1.16
2.16
2.34
2.91

.00

.10

.03

.01

.00

0.11

Measures Firstborn 
M  D 

Middle 
M  D 

Last Born 
M  D 

F 2

Family 
Functioning 122.25 19.41 121.96 18.64 120.70 18.01 .78 .01

Distress 
Tolerance 35.52 9.49 35.18 8.28 35.59 9.68 .35 .02

Resilience 68.67 7.42 67.28 6.94 69.29 7.46 3.31* .03



difference in distress tolerance subscale at the p < .05
level such as tolerance subscale (Mean=7.57 matric; 
Mean=6.74 intermediate) and appraisal subscale 
(Mean=15.11 matric; Mean=14.97 undergraduates).In 
resilience subscales significant difference at the p < .05 

level in the adventurousness as individual in grade 
level matric (M=18.14) scored higher as compared to 
intermediate (M=18.12) and undergraduates 
(M=17.39).  

Table 4 
Mean, Standard Deviation and One-Way ANOVA in Family functioning, Distress Tolerance and Resilience 

Mean, Standard Deviation and One-Way ANOVA in Family functioning, Distress Tolerance and Resilience

Note. M= mean, SD= standard deviation,  AI= Affective Involvement, GF= General 
Functioning, PS=Problem Solving, C=Communication, R=Roles and AR= Affective Response *P<.05,
**p<.01

Table 5 indicates the results of one-way between-groups ANOVA to explore the difference of 
the family relationship in Family functioning, distress tolerance, Resilience and in their subscales. There was a 
statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in mean score of satisfied family relationship 
(M=128) and unsatisfied (M=123.31). This indicates higher the satisfied family relationship, the higher
will be the family functioning, distress tolerance e resilience of the individual. The difference was found at the
significant level p < .05 level in the mean score of general functioning mean score, problem-solving scores, 
and affective response. Table 5 also reported results for difference in distress tolerance subscales.
Results showed a difference at the significant level p < .05 level in tolerance, regulation, and appraisal 
subscale Furthermore, In table 5 a significant difference at the p < .05 level in resilience subscales such as  
determination and self-reliance was found in extremely satisfied family relationship and unsatisfied Family 
relationships.

Measures 
Matric 

M D 

Intermediate 

M D 

Undergraduates 

M D 
F 2

Family 
Functioning 123.05) 18.58 121.90 17.27 120.09 19.94 1.42 .24

Distress 
Tolerance 35.91 8.363 34.00 7.847 35.90 9.845 3.50* .03

Resilience 68.63 6.349 68.62 7.245 66.40 7.808 7.06** .00
AI 15.16 3.90 14.94 3.59 14.87 4.08 .34 .24
BC 20.70 4.19 20.13 3.86 20.21 3.80 1.35 .03

GF 26.52 4.55 26.01 4.39 25.25 4.81 4.33*
.00

PS 10.71 2.96 10.44 2.86 9.89 3.22 4.26* .01
C 14.78 3.69 15.29 3.71 14.84 3.91 1.21 .01
R 22.74 5.16 22.40 4.69 21.97 5.23 1.31 .02

AR 11.78 3.24 12.41 3.05 12.46 3.22 3.10*
.02

Tolerance 7.57 2.75 6.74 2.79 7.39 3.09 4.99* .24
Regulation 7.23 3.03 6.83 2.39 6.79 2.77 1.76 .03
Appraisal 15.11 4.57 14.08 4.31 14.97 5.39 2.97*

.00

Absorption 4.72 1.95 4.63 2.00 5.03 2.06 2.39 .02
Emotional
Regulation 21.12 2.70 21.57 3.00 21.18 3.09 1.50 .01

18.14 2.19 18.12 2.39 17.39 2.76 6.55* .03
14.11 1.71 14.24 1.88 13.95 2.32 1.23 .02

Adventurousness 
Determination 
Self-reliance 14.26 1.99 14.11 2.07 13.82 2.29 2.49 .01



Table 5
Mean, Standard Deviation and One-way ANOVA in Family Functioning Subscale, Distress Tolerance Subscales and Resilience Subscales 

Measures Extremely. Satisfied      
M                SD 

Satisfied 
M D 

Neutral 
M D 

Unsatisfied 
M SD 

Extremely 
.unsatisfied 

M SD 

F 2

FF 121.90 15.98 128.00 17.72 120.05 18.66 123.31 17.36 120.53 19.54 2.31* .01

DT 36.75 8.04 38.34 7.57 35.94 8.22 35.27 9.12 34.22 8.98 3.48* .02

R 68.90 8.63 69.68 5.98 69.32 6.78 67.55 6.46 66.98 7.42 3.64* .03

16.27 4.62 14.76 3.82 14.66 3.52 15.05 3.89 14.59 3.47 2.02* .01

21.73 3.86 21.18 4.08 19.96 4.25 19.96 3.81 20.22 3.54 4.11* .02
27.88 4.28 26.47 4.84 24.90 4.31 25.79 4.54 25.80 4.81 4.49* .03
10.57 3.05 10.90 3.17 9.90 2.97 10.29 3.00 10.25 2.91 1.72 .01
15.13 4.28 14.71 3.29 14.97 3.89 15.05 3.83 14.88 3.73 .21 .01
22.96 5.09 22.11 4.97 22.23 5.09 22.26 5.03 23.22 5.08 .75 .00
12.70 3.19 12.00 3.24 12.51 2.96 11.98 3.31 12.81 2.65 1.66 .02
8.41 2.41 7.20 2.80 7.37 2.96 7.02 2.99 7.12 2.67 2.85* .01
7.88 3.19 7.00 2.73 7.58 2.77 6.54 2.71 6.92 2.12 4.91* .02
16.38 4.35 14.45 5.06 15.20 4.69 14.15 4.69 15.90 4.83 4.14* .03
5.14 2.00 4.62 2.02 4.75 1.94 4.75 2.04 5.14 1.92 1.11 .01

21.43 2.93 21.28 2.78 21.66 3.03 21.06 2.85 21.69 3.43 1.26 .01

17.71 2.57 17.89 2.54 18.23 2.24 17.70 2.48 18.34 2.62 1.57 .02
14.39 2.08 14.19 1.83 14.37 2.13 13.83 1.99 14.56 1.68 3.17* .03

AI

BC
GF
PS
.C 
R 
AR
Tolerance 
Regulation 
Appraisal 
Absorption 
Emotional
Regulation 
Adventurousness 
Determination 
Self-reliance 14.36 1.98 13.86 2.21 14.55 1.85 13.89 2.14 14.22 2.37 2.69* .01
Note. M= mean, SD= standard deviation, FF= Family Functioning, DT=Distress Tolerance, R= Resilience , AI= Affective 
Involvement, GF= General Functioning, PS=Problem Solving, C=Communication, R=Roles and AR= Affective Response *P<.05, **p<.01



Table 6
Mean, Standard Deviation and One-way ANOVA in Family Functioning and its Subscales, Distress Tolerance 
and its Subscales and Resilience and its Subscales 

Note. M= mean, SD= standard deviation,  AI= Affective Involvement, GF= General Functioning, 
PS=Problem Solving, C=Communication, R=Roles and AR= Affective Response 

Discussion

Variables Less than 
20,000

M SD 

21,000-40,000
M             SD 

41,000-60,000 
M              SD

61,000-80,000
M           SD 

Above 80,000 
M              SD 

F 2

FF 119.05 18.29 121.22 17.78 123.31 19.81 126.93 18.08 125.79 20.08 3.26* .02
DT 34.89 7.70 33.96 9.20 36.07 8.79 38.16 9.75 36.70 9.282 3.66* .02
Resilience 67.75 7.27 67.44 6.96 68.69 7.27 67.86 7.29 68.45 7.94 .66 .03
AI 14.14 3.45 14.97 3.94 15.75 4.14 16.10 3.82 15.82 3.94 6.07* .02
BC 19.85 4.07 20.32 3.96 20.55 3.62 21.33 3.70 21.21 4.57 2.49* .02
GF 25.79 4.58 25.89 4.64 25.85 4.64 26.57 4.28 26.15 5.27 .42 .03
PS 10.51 3.01 10.17 3.06 9.96 2.84 10.57 3.15 11.42 3.28 2.00* .03
C 14.92 3.56 14.78 3.85 15.13 3.77 14.59 3.69 16.58 4.64 1.87 ,02
R 21.69 4.74 22.25 5.22 22.84 5.14 24.26 4.72 22.09 5.32 3.92* ,01
AR 11.75 3.10 12.14 3.23 12.51 3.27 13.30 2.77 12.39 3.42 3.64* .02
Tolerance 6.91 2.75 7.03 2.87 7.87 3.07 7.73 2.89 7.27 3.07 3.07* .02
Regulation 6.86 2.67 6.68 2.89 7.27 2.64 7.13 2.67 7.64 2.93 1.59* .02
Appraisal 14.79 4.52 14.62 4.96 14.22 4.76 15.91 5.39 14.36 4.21 1.52 .03
Absorptio
n 4.60 1.86 4.66 2.15 5.00 1.96 5.27 1.85 5.12 2.44 2.29* .02

Emotional
Regulation 21.11 2.91 20.98 2.88 22.01 3.01 21.33 2.98 21.52 2.76 2.79* .02

Adventuro
usness 17.95 2.43 17.95 2.41 17.75 2.63 17.54 2.63 18.30 2.33 .72 .02

Determina
tion 13.96 1.86 13.99 1.94 14.41 1.96 14.23 2.15 14.24 2.68 1.32 .03

Self-
Reliance 14.21 2.18 13.97 2.05 14.04 2.25 13.91 2.01 14.00 1.87 .45 .02



Conclusion
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