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Abstract

Objective: To explore the relationship between nurse anxiety, work stress and psychological crisis
vulnerability. Methods: A random sampling method was used to extract 341 nursing staff, using the
Self-rating Anxiety Scale, the Chinese Nurse Work Stress Source Scale and the Psychological Crisis
Vulnerability Scale. Results: The incidence of anxiety symptoms in nurses was 41.1% (140/341); the
Self-rating Anxiety Scale standard was 49.43 % 8.508, which was significantly higher than the domes-
tic norm (t = 42.643, p < 0.01). Nurses' anxiety and work pressure were significantly positive (r =
0.222, p < 0.01). Work stress had a significant positive predictive effect on anxiety; nurse anxiety and
psychological crisis vulnerability were significantly positively correlated (r = 0.340, p < 0.01); psy-
chological crisis vulnerability has a significant positive predictive effect on anxiety. There is a signif-
icant positive predictive effect on anxiety; the main effect of psychological crisis vulnerability is sig-
nificant (f§ = 0.303, t = 5.785, p < 0.01), and the interaction between work stress and psychological
crisis vulnerability is significant (f = 0.164, t = 3.264, p < 0.01). Conclusions: Work stress affects an-
xiety through the regulation of psychological crisis vulnerability.
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FEIEE — Mo R R AL RIS 40RES, RIS AN, ToII W R STk AH L, 38
AR RER R R EEHREAR T MR AT NI, Bk, SRtk

OB s 77 5RO B ) OB S [RGB — BN ERIAT RS B . BT OR, R SRR 4 R AEAE
B A, (R SR ARG B SR W B R K (4, Favb, 2003), MEE S ROEF RS
SR ) SRR A MR PR S b e s A R, TG EOR ) TAER /), Xt
BT L EIRAS rm TR AR AR E S LA RS 2 I s L AN TE T O B AL 59 M TR
W3R AEHLI B TR bR (2 5L, v, 2018), M TR AMME G 2 faLE 7145 35 DL K& fEHLK 32 6e
(Ruchlewska et al., 2016). BT ABFFRKIN, AIE AR ARG BE T 7780K, A ATUE 55 1 AP il b s
OEERKFWBARCE RS, R, E9IE, 2017), JEHOEEHUEISIEKE & B N 57 AL 8 S
TR R IR A R (S0, B BE, RN, BEANSE, AR, 2018). Bk, (OPEENLMGESS ] RER
W TAE R I3 BB S e (B R R . AT B /R A 2 OB e LG 55 4 SR T TAE R 7
XA RGO, TR e R L, R RO B

2. ARMREFZ*
2.1. ARMFR

2019 % 1 A~3 3, RABEYLIFE AT, i EVEE A 341 23BN BOMIREX 5, 347 1961
Bo PANGFA: WGP EROLBHGE, AREZEEIPRNS 5. SBRFEI: RN, R+,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2021.111034 304 DR


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2021.111034
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Rz 4

2.2. AEEE

22.1. £ERBIFER

£ 18 V¥ &2 3 (Self-Rating Anxiety Scale, SAS)— L1 B 20 NG H, &R MUK (1~4 7)iF5
P, R 20 ASEEH A AR 2, B R L 1.25 JE BB BIhRAESY, SAS ARt 1 FHUE A
50 43, Horh 50~59 43 NERIEERRE, 60~69 - AR EEARRE, >T0 o NEEFERE, BRI R 0.903,
Cronbach’s o RECN 0.91 (BLRIE, R, 2012; KW, @Eks7, 1994; FAEF, IBEZF, 1984).

222, FEPTIEEDHEESR

W E P TAE R DR R B 2N RSB, RVR Y L TAEERME R TR, A8 EE
Cronbach’s o REK 0.946, ERILAH 35 Mk H, A% HH 1~4 FOHATIRGY, 2R m A1 L RACEE
R AR KRR K R 77, VPorilReE, R TR (2= ek, X, 20005 F4F, %, 2007; R4E, 2007).

223, ILEBHRSEER

O FR S LG 55 10 B 2 oy S0 S AT Y ) B A5 AU RS, SR Likerts siihor 775, | REIEEFFE,
2 REFLEFFE, 3 REEAWT, 4 REWBEARKS, S AEREEAFE. MOWE MRS, T
B w2, Ao R O LR TSR & . %R R K 4EE Cronbach’s o REUTE 0.841~0.891 2
], HEEXN 0915; &4EEE Spearman-Brown 7515 BEAE 0.808~0.891 Z[f], SMERMHLEEN
0.871; FHAEME R EMSEALE 0.842~0.901 Z [0, MERHN 0.900 (L, TH:, ZEHNN, FINNE, 5
#, 2018),

2.3. #HIE\GEIT

i H SPSS24.0 BAFHEAT B HEAL B, X LR 4. TR ), BG5S YT R S it
B, SRJEXT =R F AT A G /i 5 1B A 73
3. ARGER
3.1. —iRER

LRI A 414 4y, FRNE 341 4y, AREEN 82.37%. il 20 2 LAF 2 N(0.6%), 20~24 %
39 N(11.4%), 25~29 % 76 N(22.3%), 30~35 % 148 A (43.4%), 35 LA L 68 N(19.9%), KK 8 A
A 4 N(1.2%), = 1 N(0.3%), K% 88 AN(25.8%), &Kl 230 A (67.4%), i -5 Pl E 10 A(2.9%),

Kkt 8 N TAEFIR 1~2 429 AN (8.5%),3~4 4 41 N(12.0%), 5~6 4 49 A\ (14.4%),6~8 4 29 A\(8.5%),
8 LA E 185 N(54.3%), ARt 8 A

3.2. P EREHEE. TEED. LEBHESERI

EEZ MG R 341 B EAN G, EEIERM KL TN 41.1% (140/341). 311 SAS Fr#ED R
49.43 +8.508, BEETHEANHE(r=42.643,p<0.01). $HHEEESE. TIHEE. OFGHUGEE R
W2z 1w

3.3. PPEAEEBESTIEES. (LIEEHARSSEEX I

AR R I 2 BoR, P LEREES TER IR EZE EHXE=0.222,p<0.01), I LEEHE
2 50 AL 59 2 IEASG(r = 0.340, p < 0.01), '+ TAEENSOEBHMEES M2 EE IEMXE
—0.257, p < 0.01).
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Table 1. Nurse anxiety, work stress, psychological crisis vulnerability

=L TEEREE. TEEN. CEENMRSMEIRR
ME WRAE BE ez
TAEET 39 174 105.70 22.940
I e TAR T TH 7 35 23.28 5332
IR} 1) 93 K S AR B 5 T 5 25 18.22 4322
BR(EZS: YN E S| 3 15 9.16 2.976
RN BT T 11 55 31.32 7.841
(I INTT Y] 9 45 23.71 7.661
O BN 1E 24 80 55.64 9.533
Sy gtk 6 25 16.20 3.636
INva W] 6 30 15.33 3.879
SRS 5 21 11.52 2.906
K71 5 20 12.59 2.925
FEEARESY 31 80 49.43 8.508

Table 2. Correlation analysis of nurses’ anxiety, work stress and vulnerability to psychological crisis

F 2. PEEERBESTIEEN. LIEEVAESSMEEXS R

FEIE NG TAEES D fEHUETSE
I 1 0.222%* 0.340%*
TAEES) 0.222%* 1 0.257**
O FRAE AL 55 7k 0.340%* 0.257%* 1

i AE 0,01 7K ORI b 2 25 A0 5%

34. PPEEREBHRESTEESN, (LEBHARSENEYESH

3.4.1. PEITEENROEEHRSEE S REREN RS
BT RN 3 frs, OB EiUEss xRS A B R BIER, L TEERD)
X R B 45 A S 2 B IE 1R AR

Table 3. Regression analysis of nurses’” work stress, vulnerability to psychological crisis and anxiety

3. P TRENROERHMESMSERIFENRF ST

RA & AR R R i TR J5 Beta t Sig. F Sig.
ODIENETEME 0340 0.115 0.113 0.303 5.785 0.000 44.249 0.000°
fEREE 2
PETAERE S 0.367° 0.135 0.130 0.144 2.747 0.006 26.325 0.000°

3.4.2. FPETEENMOEEIES TS EENEERBENS LRSS EIESH
ORI AR I 7RO B S LG 95 12 4% 4 O fR R G 48 IO T BE 70, ARSI 4 NI A2 5, LA
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L TAE R RGBS NG 59 VE S 4E O H AR, SR 2 70 A0 M sk, BTz R &R . 45
RUE 4 Fros, A5 ADBETHNTREIETGRE, 2R B ). WA BT H . AR KA
BT IR EC fe TAR BT, 5 A7 X iR fR S 1 28 IR S RER Y 18.5%.

Table 4. Multiple stepwise regression analysis of nurses' work stress and vulnerability to psychological crisis on anxiety

4. PEITEEAFOERHMESM S EENERIFENS TELS AT

it R R W R K Beta t Sig. F Sig.
1 0.323° 0.105 0.102 0.232 4.467 0.000 39.618 .000°
2 0.378" 0.143 0.138 0.201 3.940 0.000 28.197 .000°
3 0.411° 0.169 0.162 0.197 3.057 0.002 22.873 .000°
4 0.425° 0.181 0.171 —0.203 -3.053 0.002 18.522 .000*
5 0.443° 0.197 0.185 0.168 2.581 0.010 16.399 .000°

a TiPNARE:: (&), SRy bINARE: (K&, SCRPJ1, RNy o BilAes:: (Wi, IR, RxEJr, WS BI TE; d B A
(W), s, RXt g, AT, AR RAGER & T7H; e TR (W&), /1, RxtJy, WA BRI I, TR
AT, I T 3 1E B AR BT

3.5, LEEESERETER

RSB O FR A UE IS X TAE ) SR G AT ER, DUEREE MR RE, TAEE A0
FEAUIE S M S T AR 5 AT BN 0 Hr, 1 Sl AR J045 70 FC BE fE LI 55 PR 45 2 B AT S P A AL B,
SR AR AR R AL B FE NGS5 M RIS BARE I, H enter ¥EX R BIG 5 0HAT 70 )2 2 BIA 0 Hr . 2521
g 5 s, OER UGS PE R 80N B35 (B = 0.303, 1= 5.785, p < 0.01), TAEJE /7 A1CoHE fE MG 55 14 1)
L HAEFH R =0.164, t=3.264, p <0.01).

Table 5. Test of the moderating effect of psychological crisis vulnerability on work stress and anxiety

= 5. DIEEVESEMEN TEENWSERBENETIERRLE

5 B Fr#ERZ  Beta t Sig.  WERIT F Sig.
TAEE S 0.144 0.052 0.144 2.747 0.006

1 0.130 26325 0.000°
LI FENUESE P 0.303 0.052 0.303 5.785 0.000
TAEES 0.165 0.052 0.165 3.171 0.002

2 LR FENLIE TP 0.308 0.052 0.308 5.971 0.000 0.154 21.602  0.000°
TARE Sy HE fE WG 59 1 0.169 0.052 0.164 3.264 0.001

a [RALEL: FEIEARESY

N BB B G HLE 59 1R R B AR AR T BRI £ 1 A Z2 7 iR O B S LG 95 PE AR R Rl 70 D e
R4l HEAT TR, SR WA 1 Fs.

PARRRE TS 46 WAL &, U LAR iy HAS SRS, (OB AENUESS e, (K2 I AR e g % R RS G 44
FOIE A BOAE AR 25, 0 T OB aiUEss v s 70 A £, TAR K ) 5 RS2 IEAH ¢ Ham g, moxs
TOLEEHUESI IR I £, TR ) 5 R E 152 IEA G (H A IR A .
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Figure 1. The moderating effect of vulnerability to psychological crisis on the
relationship between work stress and anxiety

B 1. DRI MR TIEE H S ERIEE £ RAHERER
4. it
4.1. PPTEEBLEORR

ARG A S B i Es REoR, RS EE A LR, 1 d: SAS bRtk B T H A H
B, X5 UAERZ 2HG SRR, P EERRERIRRECRE, 2007), JHAG R T HE
(EZRt, BE, WLk, Ak, s, 2018). #—HaM K, SCEMAML, KRR S
& SAS FR#ESSE TR AR LR (AMIE, HEE, I, ERte, 2019). ATRER BT H AR
TTAEEERAES, SR RO PR EELF, X AR E B> 5 RE S A E 2 R BE SR, JF
HITE M2 Dr, 352 7 NSRS s I R DB R B ARG 7%, LSRR AR R dH A6 A X
BAOMTHES A, R AR FE R AR SR 0 M T AT S0 (7 LR A (HAHE T i
¥t SAS Fr#E BT LR S I AR S 0 AR (PRl Fy . F0E R, SKAUK, 2018), HARTZERBAER
B LB EEAR A (PVET, W HTHL « SUIRG SR, RO, AR, 2019), XARERAH TILRSESI LK
FERNEEBE P LA R IR LA, TAR TR IRIOA R, A BRI TR, HikfE
TR OUART SN ™5, ] fE At DAL 2 80T 5 2 o L K OB R R L, S0 TR LI MR
RS, DUEBGE LTRSS, "si LR TR, JFHDUS 7 @Rk, BgmE,
BEEEVAAN T E, RO @R EAR BN, Filt SRR LIRS

4.2. P ETEEDMRERERRA

MRS AR R R, LRSS S TR RREEMR, BIHMTERER, P TER
FBERBEAEENIERBIER . X5IERTERS /A2, PR EERE LIS, TIF
JE SRR S HAEBEVIBRRCGLHE, X, BB, 51, 8%, 2012), RAEEEEN L
ARG EEJBEN L TS s, JFEPER TR O, SRR, —F B UMK ERE
25 2011) e AIRWFTEFHRISIE T AR A0 FEB I 4 OS2, BEE AL 2 AR, 07 2ROk =,
IR 10 I ORI - AR BR A E B, FRERmACT IS T W R B 7RSI 135 KR B 2 R AR5 5
MO B A EE, FEBEE 70 BRI 57 I B = R ARG, U I AR IS 702 S B LR e 2 1
TR WS, Ses LR, AN+ AR R A T, AR N AT
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M AR EEY R AT, Bt T8 R AR AR R I8, RGNS T2 AR 18] 73
TARET T, AES T, ERRR: £ TR RAER e w3 TARAER R, SO0 R
XAHBE @A L RF I WA E I, BRI A SRS, e RN TR
ZISCRFASCIR, TR VREN L TARRE OE, SREIANER R EEEANRRARTTH, EHAR
WNLZE T AR N BRI SRy, RIS M AR, b, 6 RIEFRE 1R

4.3. fPLIEEHLRSE X R R RN

MRPPERER, P EEEES S OISR 8 EHX BIHS 8 RER, 0
SENUNE S TEXT AR R8I 45 A R I IE R BRI . X5 PERMTT RS RN, 2o Bail)E Rk
AR I R SAS PRIt IR i T IR RN 4 IS0 (61, FHE I, 23R 7, X/ K, 2015),
FIRELES L2 AR AR, AhATT AR BRI S NERE FE 5 LAR B A 4t S B I 285 ) AR AR DR SR AR (/N Bk
ZEEFe, 9KEL 2004). DMERFALRE R, SHUESSTEK PN, (OEEHCHIIL, 75 T EHK
MR R AR, IR RS AR 26 S A OB L IR 5E, 2R, 5, 2017; S0FF, FHE,
NIEN, BIANAE, T E A, 2018), AWFTURISREE—PIESE, (OEEHUIEISTE LS IR, S
RS A F0y BRI gk G B AR 4 AL T — e BRI, FEASHIT SUREAT O BR SEAUME 55 1 % 4R S
X REFE IS 4 2 TR BIA M eh, A SR AR AR REN T RIS RE,  TRkAR S AR T
AT ARBEN, BH >S5 R AR AT B8 B T3P XSGR R0 §E 0 AR AE BB FEALIE BT 3451952
R B 5 RS A I DG SR 2, Bk ) A 9 MR SRR A R I S RS B 12— P Bl BE 70,
FEME R R EHLHIPREREE ST, TR ARG IEF RS IR B0 — Rk, KR 4R A4
PifedUa & 5 RIRRE I (CEARR, U8, WL, AUk, FHER, 2018), &SP LEEEHER
FHRELTSCRFITRIRIX AIARXT 85 o WAL RIEm JAT, Iamxt 37 TR NS e LR T ks 7%, AC
FiJi RS BeEAE U TT A T BRI TR L EE LRSS e, W] R AR R
MR .

4.4. PPHOBEHIESME TEENSEKEREXRDORTER

WAL RER, OHEAYMEIEER TN RE, TAERROCEGHUETEN R EAEH . OH
FENUNESE M s A% 2H 00 A F oot £ 1% 46 I B ) TN E P 3 2, T O 3R UIE 55 M & o 2L 0 4
+, TARE S EERE % M HoRg, M T OB GG R4yt TEE D SEEEZ T
FHOABEAN TR EN . DR BOAH GBI TR AR T 25 AR T 3CRE, AT, OHEEIVER )5 08
R HAZHAEH, 23 OB R, 7R RO B R AR (G 2, A,
Y, A/, 2018), AETEFAFE IR, fENUMESSE R R R, OB A B I /K S (Ruchlewska et
al., 2016). K14 FEAMER I ILOIL RS, (HARFEAE RPN, fEAUE S K E N E 28 5 7= A
JEAHLE SR OB, I TEIR R AR S R, TG 55 M KPR A N U] 52 B0 R R PR e P e AR 25 SR (2
H, EBE, ZEWEN, SOERE, SELE, 2018; HATHI, MANS, BEEE, 20105 XU, TkE, LT,
T, B9, 2014 FE, FEIEE, TIONGE, TR, SEAE, 2019). XE5AMALRMERGF, TIEE
Jyi O B AU E S VE R R T R AR R 4, BRI L AR L B NLESS M, T RO TR
JEJIXHEEIE R, SRR Tl AR S a6 e 0 BRAR L OB fE LSS T T, A
FITERSE TAE R I MIaT 4 T, SRR H 1.

ELmAB
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