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XPAESRTE O B RR . HYSERE AL O PRRE R R R S S, T H 2R IR AT PR AE
EIT MRS, ST,

1 MRMAE

11 AENR

BB AMTG 30 K, 576 N, ¥IMEME, 4F# 17 ~ 193, Eh2Eli 568 N, K218 A,
AU HEBRARAAR KA ZRE FBR S

1.2 %

FEREE R 30BN A, 2 B4 T ARSCRR IR+ WA AT SR, FAe S MBS H 1,
[F S INAF R4 B A R 1 OERPHE 2] =~

(1) ABRXERZES2HrEZ (relationship comprehensive diagnostic scale, TRCDS)

KA H B bl NPROCREGIBWIESR, BRI 28 M, REISEX AR A
PRCRFRREL , SHEAE 0 ~ 8 SPWIRRRR RS, AMETE 9 ~ 14 3 WIRPRRREE 5, SMETE 15 ~ 19
SYWBRFAERE RS ™ 8, AMELE 20 ~ 28 SRR BEAR ™, iZim R 3 L, W T 2SRy i
22 5T M ABEY) | IV 5 A A 4405 T A A R 2 4w i BRI, ME R0 ~ 2.3 ~ 5,
6 ~ 7, EEGERVIRREEHTE, AFFSH T ~ V4ERERY Cronbach’s @ 43411 079, 0.80, 0.68. 0.73.

(2) fEIEAITRF (self-rating anxiety scale, SAS)

FEHFIFE AR EEZ, BRI 20 BB, HEAER B0 ™ R R A H 43 DU g%
Wy, Ho 15 ANERPESr, 5 ASRIIESY, £8H R St LR sy, RS 1.25 50U 1
ARHEEOT ARAESY o ARiEST <50 3 NG ESEIR, 50 ~ 69 A MR AE, = 60 NP EEAEE. 7
(BT, DARA A FEAEIRAR ™ 5 . ASAFSE P iR Y Cronbach’s @ 47 0.87,

(3) #AE AR (self-rating depression scale, SDS)

A5 20 N WHIER EWUERZ I 55 H , B SR HEGREIR T BB BE 43 UG5y, Horb 10 4 1E ] 147,
10 MR RV, #5880 H B350 B RLEST, BLEMY 1.25 50U HA RV bRy . bRk
43 <50 S MIJCANABREIR, 50 ~ 69 Zr AEREEHNAR, = 60 43 A MR, AMF5EH, Cronbach’s @ 47 0.90.

1.3 FiTNE

TS I N 2 S B 8, RS, WG ZeHE L A XA [ 8 B S T Lol i)
ODEREEE . B SPSS (V26.0) B HEFTMSIAEA ¢ K256 . Spearman A6 . 04k (0113 40 Hr 45
BT, DL p<0.05 FRZEFAGHHE XL,

2 #ZR

21 ANRKREZEES2H
Z T 36.1% (208/576) JoATA] NFn RN, B APRRARMLEEST 1 ~ 850 63.9%
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(368/576) o HH1 1 ~ 270N h 66.6% (245/368) , R NFEEMIRIZEH 84.9% (208/245) , ARG
FAr A 8.6% (21/245 ) F16.5% (16/245) o 3 ~ 543 24.4% (90/368 ) , 15 NFEWIINIL 33.3% (30/90 ) ,
LRGSR R 27.7%( 25190 )T 25.6%( 23/90 ) , 5 7PESEAT: 13.4%(12/90 ); 6 ~ 74315 9.0%( 33/368 ),
LK 42.4% (14/33, CRIFME 33.3% (11/33) , FEAEEW) 15.2% (5/33) o 55 PEEAERINE 9.1% (3/33)
T RRPCRERE, HAT MR AEL, Wk 1.

F1 ABRXRERULESEESH

Table 1 The distribution of dimension and degree of interpersonal disturbance

ARG (A

PO ]
IR A N 5 N ik 5 N\ S LA
04y 208
1~8 43 368 243 57 53 15
1~2 4y 245 208 21 16
3~5 41 90 30 25 23 12
6-7 4 3 5 1 14 S

22 fEE. HENBEEIRT

SAS M4y 37.25+8.49, SDS ML /4r 4533 +10.52, ¥R ZEEsTrhEAFEDS , AREHEER
(p<0.01) , W42,

F2 SAS, SDS N EHEAERILE (x+s)
Table 2 The SAS and SDS score is compared with Chinese model

HIE (N=576) AR (N=1957) il p 1
SAS HLE> 37.25+8.49 29.78 + 6.46 21.15 <0.01
SDS HLES> 4533 + 10.52 33.46 + 8.55 27.11 <0.01

2.3 FRIE. MIEBEE S APRKABRIED

SAS. SDS HLEF 5 ABRIE R i R A BT Fe 4 D YEFE Z ) 5L 3% ARG (p<0.01) o ABRKFR iR
5 SAS B4 r=0.589. r1=0.619, r11=0.547, rI11=0.438, rIV=0.438; 5 SDS i 4> r=0.586. r1=0.613,
rl1=0.558, rI11=0.405, r1V=0.447

2.4 SAS, SDS RES ARRKADEIRBE (1) FSAEY (1) HEZITk
A ElS paxi)

NBRFERTEA RS X FRIE . 0™ A0 (p<0.01 ~ 0.05) , U4 3,
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# 3 SAS. SDS 5EABRXREEICHERS TEMERHER
Table 3 Results of multiple linear regression between SAS, SDS and interpersonal relationship

comprehensive diagnostic scale

Ap i B PR bt B t p1a

SAS

AL 37.705 2.206 17.093 <0.01

I 1.009 0.182 0.242 5.549 <0.01

11 0.577 0.227 0.099 -7.016 <0.05

SDS

AL 56.869 2.468 23.039 0.000
INTES 3 1.138 0.175 0.221 6.503 0.000

E: L ARARRE R GA5 B3 RE T @, FAENS @,

3 g

LR BN, 36.1% LAPRKERMINIL, 63.9% W EAFAEARFERLEE A PRE R IR, F5 A3
5 RZERABEAN R R I ABR S WP 5 L e 2 g O £RE . RIS 45 I s TR R AL, RIS %
FHECIEE 28 5 28t APRSCRTEARRIRRE XM IR Esem . 5 ASSHRIE R . MARELEIE
B FIfER R, Re NS e R 4 AR e R 2 L U8 BRI e AT T PR R 1 AS REHERR
LA G N BRAT RGN . TSR B, APRIER PSSR AE R v XHEIE . PRS2k i
PHER, XATREEH TTEAN S AR B T, MAEZ RO A B S vk iEas, JF32 2 NS
2l O G S NE =g =Y SO 1 i S 3D

NBRASAE RN G ANZ MBI R A . S L. RIXEIE . s IES . CFEEhfE. RIEETFR
HEATVR A AR, o O [ 2 SRR A KA RIS R I E BT, SRR S 5
WIS AEAMSSH A CINTEG, BRATT . AEAR . BB AR G ARSI O, S5HMIRRAE
B XL R AR Z A0t scHgE T X AR S5 ANCRY R A3 R AL
PR EZE 3, 2R EME R B IAPRCRIFZ, FAASERE R A RR O A h R 28
HAEEACOHm e, HERZARMASREAEN, ERSEREOARE 7 .

KT APROC R BELEAUAR L TR R RS, MR . B3, AMEZm S KA,
TR R L BT O IEERE . JRVTRES | SIS A . KR, JEETRBIEAGER, B RAFIA
PROCRRRMAMELE R . Wi, $8m AEO . BEJa, WA Egae T, HomrEA . bR
BRI SigO B RE Ty, DR . R RAARE S, (R AR .

g RRTR, BrEfF AR . SAHRIE AR RENYE, AEE . AR, 5 ASCIRE
FEIE . ARIFLIE LR fE R 3R, R AGRYTE Z 0 e R 4 AR s ma R &

RPN
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Analyse to Correlation Between Different Interpersonal

Communication Methods and Anxiety and Depressed

Shuai Jun Chen Chen Wang Lijie LinZheng Qin Xiaoyu Zhang Zhenhua
Marine Corps Hospital, Chaozhou

Abstract: Objective: To analyze the correlation between different interpersonal communication styles and
anxiety and Depressed among recruits, and to explore the tight front entrance to promote environmental
adaptation of recruits. Methods: The new soldier 576 people were evaluated by interpersonal Relationship
Scale (IRCDS), self-rating Anxiety Scale (SAS), self-rating depression Scale (SDS) and correlation analysis
was conducted. Results: According to IRCDS, 63.9% (368/576) were scored between 1 and 8 points,
Among them, dealing with people is the most prominent problem, followed by talking and making
friends. SAS total score of 37.25+8.49, SDS total score of 45.33+10.52, were significantly higher than
the Chinese norm, there was a significant difference (p<0.01). Correlation analysis between anxiety,
depression and interpersonal relationship: IRCDS scores and SAS scores r=0.589, r[=0.619, r[1=0.547,
rll1=0.438, rIV=0.438, Riv=r=0.586a, r[=0.613, rl1=0.558, rIl[=0.405, rIV=0.447, were significantly
positively correlated (p<0.01). Linear multiple linear regression analysis of SAS, SDS factors and
interpersonal relationship, and interpersonal relationship had an influence on anxiety and depression
to varying degrees (p<0.01~0.05). Conclusion: It is the main difficulty of recruits’ interpersonal
communication to deal with people and talk with others, which has influence on anxiety and depression.
Talking with others is a common risk factor for the formation of anxiety and depression, while treating
others is a more influential factor for the formation of anxiety.

Key words: Interpersonal communication style; Anxiety; Depressed; The new soldier
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