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Abstract

Objective: The relationship between anxiety and the collective efficacy of recruits in intensive
training was explored, and the mediating role of troop cohesion was investigated, and the level of
troop cohesion was effectively improved through reasonable and scientific methods. Methods: The
whole group sampling method was used to measure 370 recruits of a department in the northwest
region using questionnaires such as the Anxiety Self-Rating Scale, the Army Force Cohesion Scale,
and the Chinese Soldiers’ Collective Efficacy Scale. SPSS24.0 was used to perform descriptive sta-
tistical analysis, common method bias test and Bootstrap mediation effect test. Results: 1) The de-
tection rate of recruit anxiety was 14.2%; 2) Anxiety was significantly negatively correlated with
collective efficacy (r = -0.284, P < 0.01); It was significantly negatively correlated with troop cohe-
sion (r = -0.198, P < 0.01). 3) Force cohesion played a partial mediating role between anxiety and
the collective efficacy of recruits in training, with a mediating effect ratio of 34.21% and a 95%
confidence interval of (-0.276, —0.074). Conclusion: The anxiety level of recruits can directly affect
their collective efficacy, and can also indirectly affect their collective efficacy through unit cohe-
sion. Reducing anxiety levels through reasonable and effective psychological counseling interven-
tions can help improve collective efficacy and can also be achieved indirectly by strengthening
force cohesion.
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1. 51§

ERARMBRIRAE 20 T2 70 SEARWIREEE B TRiE A B oA T BARE S5 115 0K, BlE
LA R N FH B A [5) AR ) [T A o o 244 %5 el (Sense of collective efficacy) & il 52 6t T 144 H AR 1S AT
SME” , BARNE, EARMEEES TAES U (R4 W3 IEAHE(Gully et al., 2002; Z=4i, 2006). SEMAXHE
AT DML RIS DS, INEPATAESS, AR FoRudt, KRB S SRk, MG EF R MR IR )
A, fRREE IR AR R A TR BRI AR Z R BCG,  IX Sy H A SR AR R IR I S T o 8
FURT AR, P DR B AR R 2R, S B RO T, AT A SR AR AR TR T
FEAERRAEH .

RN — AN AERGEER AL, RS ER S £ o0, NMISHLER, EIAESE R
iy FENS LA S R AR B VI ZRI 520 T, LSS DR B AS R 3 B0 B0 I N B IR 22 T
(M F%5%, 2010). BONFENE T S EEIEHE, HAEETIRI— R VIS0 E T30 B TARE R F
Z—(MRILEE, 1999; JHENAE, 2014). FEFE(Anxiety) & — R A HOHERIRE, RIUONKR KA R E
(B B SER  — AR AR ARV, BRI R TR Az, O, U ESEE S . AR T DU 3
SO NATTH) B AE . AT ARG R . FEBCE PO R, AT TR I A A R R B S AR Rk e AT 3
FDE, PR AR RE AT AT 24 A 2 S (A= i, 2005). JEF UL RFEIS, $RHERLE 1. fEEx ke
AR R BT fm TR
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BN &ESR 71 (Military Cohesion) 2 &BEA B IR Z (A EAS . HB). BIZ5 NGRS o0 55 N 3R 2R &
K. RN LSS, RREIAN RTINS H 5. xR, HAEER )
() A 2 BB 3 - S AT T AR S Rk g (Griffith, 1988).  AMTTAEAT N BB BARESE J K 5 Ak 2k 15 5%
AEFEVIBR, RIS OEDRES A K. AOFRRI, FEIER AT 5 EER )55 W)
DIEFERS (IS, PTSD 25) 22k R (Du Preez et al., 2012; Jones et al., 2012). #FBAEER J11E A—14 58
HEIIR S AL AR ) — N T, AUCS AR B O @B O, IR S AMRIB A R k. 1
HEUT NFAERMRF L, Li % (Li et al., 2020) K& I B\ AV U RIS AR R e R 2 A O, I R
UFI A AR BELR 227 RBBA GIE B, [RIRE AT B2 38 0 1 A s 01 (1 2 5 FE AN Sz B[R] [T A B bw 1 2R
TERT NS b, BB 2. PR S TE £ R SRR I R A TR AME

2. MREFE
2.1 WH

AT 58 7 PG b b X RS A 1 P 7 e A B St 1) A5 0 2 o R FH BB e 1) D7 VR F v BT D5
R MPE A 370 4, ESCH 20N A 317 6, AR N 85.5%. Al RAE N B, SFIEES
9(21.01 £ 1.59) % .

22. TH

221 FREBEER

SKFHHH Zung (1105 45, 1995) 4 il (1) 4 8 H -2 7% (Self-Rating Anxiety Scale), 7] LARE#ERfiH R~ A
SRR EAARLS, R HNE TR, 8% 20 4MNH, B85 RMNERIRSHIIAYERE, I “RE
Gy BLGUEL B O AS L7 SR (1 = WA BURDETEA, 4= 4307 B A iR [a]) i 77 2k id
FER A AR . EHA 5 WU LR, 8GR i, HREWUNIEESy, SR, oo
DL 1.25 BURAS BIbRiESy o Fc MR AP E R BURRE, SRl KT 50 Sen A FERARIR(F I, mif oy, 1994). 1%
F W E—EE Cronbach’s o 4y 0.812.

2.2.2. BEFEARBHER

K Griffith (Griffith, 2002) 7%, T3 (1 ¥, 2014)[BFAET 15 223 BEER 11 &% (Army Mil-
itary Cohesion Scale), W Uf [ % BN ER R Sk ZERIL 2344 H, A& RS R
LTS SR BN AT SR A S b R AR I SRR DY AN 2, dn “ B AS FRATTBE (HFBIGE) 14k 1
NSRRI TRE” , RN Likerts it (1= WAHE, 5= JEHFER), B0, W
Fon L R IER DK o %R PUANGERE [ 9 38— Cronbach’s o 405004 = 0.87. 0.81. 0.92
F10.70,

223 FEIFEARGHERR

K B2 S5 (4 45, 2006) 2 i 1) B ZE N SR 443 e 242 (Collective Efficacy Scale for PLA Soldier).
ZERIE 184Nk H, BEPEKAGE, AR, PEPUEERM B KE S 4 DNYERE . xR Likert6
Zorrwl( = AFEARE, 6= FEHFE), nEuME, WHZEHRIEARBREROKFlE, HERANT
—3 1% Cronbach’s o 24 0.897.

224 N\OFTE
AFRERY . R L R ERTEE,
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2.3 KMIRERANGITHERZ

DIE A4 2 AR AE TR, DAY RA SO R TR . 1S ST, St i S
i, MORERR S T RE R R RS B . i 5E B 3 B A

{8 SPSS24.0 FE BRI 4 B s S AFNGe it 204 . A8 F Harman 508 22k 3023047 SL 7] 75 1 ZE s 5
(s, Jearzg, 2004), WERAHEERT 1 MERTZ2T 14, HEBEIRRKHIETFEREMRKT 40%IE 57
FrifE, TR B SRAE AR A A ™ B LR 7w 2 . I SPSS A 24 M ddif4 ProcessV3.5 Al Bootstrap
TG A A RSN A SR T 3k s b SR XU K 36 34T G40 B (o = 0.05)

3. &R
3.1. AO¥SEEHEEERIR®

e SRR LB E R L LT 83.5%. AR KDL E 16.5%, REALM . ITTHILLEIN 55.2%.
44.8%. FEAFENIIFEAFAE T, AR UL EZR) SAS B0 B R T LR LA R, ZRAESFE P <
0.05), TM4ERS. BRSNS B AT AE B S2IA] () SAS 150 E R G247 L (I P > 0.05). W% 1.

Table 1. Comparison of SAS scores among recruits with different demographic characteristics (n = 317)
= 1. FREIAOFEFFERFTRIE SAS 150 LE (n = 317)

SAS 54>

X*s t P1E

RS -0.806 0.421
20 % K LLF 113 30.99 £ 9.20
21 B KUk 195 29.76 + 9.69

FEEFTAE 1.207 0.229
il 142 31.48 +8.90
A 175 30.21 + 9.56

SAGTR -2.029 <0.05
LRRLLE 265 31.64 £9.17
PNy 4 52 29.42 +9.30

317 Z¥rierh, HERIRESH HEN 14.2% (45/317). HricfE[E153(30.82 + 9.26) T 1 [H # 15(29.78 +
10.1), ZRA SR X (P < 0.05) (W% 2). Fr iR IR R U S B A O B R R R, XS
AT 7T A R 45 —F (MacDonell et al., 2016; Morales et al., 2018; TEEFHL%E, 2019).

Table 2. Recruit anxiety assessment scores vs. norm (n = 317)
F 2. FERERMTR/S5ERN=317)

SAS 1553
2H 5
X+s t1H P&
B 30.82 +9.26
1.98 <0.05
TR 20.78 +10.1
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3.2. £EFEMERRE 33458, BMINRRNSREHEERKEX

i/l Harman # AR R IR AT SL DT i 2R g (05, earsg, 2004), RIUFEAE KT 1 M5
134, Ho R I K TR RN 24.49%, KT 40%IG Fbrit, RUSRAEMEUE A AE ™ H
(A [R5 v 22

3.3. FRIE. FPPNEER NS EFMAERAIE X

W3 3 o, FEREMESRAERESE 7). SRR REIRR 2 1A B2 Sk o0, AHC R ¥0v—-0.184, —0.220 (P <
0.01); HBAKER I RGEMARREIR (M L BLE 25 IS, MR ARHON 0.453 (P < 0.01). X WHEFRMERB
F 6 B E S At o

Table 3. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis of anxiety, troop cohesion and collective efficacy (n = 317)

3. R, BBVERN SR EERIER ST KX (n = 317)

AR Xts R A EER /1 NG
1) £JE 30.82 +9.26 1
2) TREAEEER ST 82.79 + 11.68 -0.184" 1
3) BEARRRRIE 88.33 + 13,51 -0.220" 0.453" 1

¥: "P<0.05 "P<0.01, "P<0.001.

3.4. ERPAEER NIB0hrRL

NE— AR AEE SR S B EE AR R R e R R AR, 8 SPSS H A28 4dif+ ProcessV3.5
HHATHEEE AT, SR 4 FE 1o i REIR, FEREXRRAEESR )1 B S TE (B = -0.351, P <
0.001), FHBEAKESR JuxTERAA R Re A W IR TI/E- (B = 0.475, P < 0.001). H 2SS AR X AR B AR AR AL
REIR I BLEERNAE N—0.3191 (95%CI = [-0.473, —0.158]), HBIAEESRE S3 A28 H—0.166 (95%CI = [-0.276,
—0.074]), Fr A RIEE XSS 0o DL i BB BAEE SR T 0k £ FE RN AR A R BRI ) 3 4 AR

Table 4. The mediating effect of troop cohesion

4. ERBAEEER SIEN TR MR

Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI BN 5 L
HBBAEESE 11 -0.115 0.036 -0.191 -0.051 35.83%
HHRN -0.206 0.074 -0.354 -0.059 64.17%
pug i -0.321 0.089 -0.497 -0.149 100%
HBNEER 77
| ¢’=-0.206"""
‘ Gl | =-0321"" ‘

Figure 1. Schematic representation of the mediating effect of troop cohesion on anxiety and collective efficacy
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4. #He
4.1 EREEFHERNXR

BT NATIN TE AT 0o B B AR AR KIS S, B B 77 5 T AR g 9 P2 I R 55 B 3K 2 LA M 21 S 10
DI RKCE, RN SURZE T 5 O B AR S 24 (GRA 5045, 2020). AR REAVL 200 B A fi 5™ A= 5
Wiy, G I B . BN A% (Chrousos, 2009), JERTEESI A — RALOERE, WRAR. AR L Roe vk
AR 7245 i Al (Abbate et al., 2012). AWFTERH, FREM R 1 Hr e AR EeE. BERRET ARIE
WELE RN, (S AR, o N AR . e AR R IR A T DU AEAT 55 SN AR 1S
FEON TR, H R Rt 2 8 AN AR T B 55 I B AR LA 0o KT, AT X B A T BA 7 ZE AN 2 (Conner: &
Norman, 2015). It4h, mEEERE TR L REARENAZERT N, L5k —RINKARER, A
TMTHISY J HE BN AR RE RS (Bliese & Castro, 2000). HRIEASHTFLEE R, 87 24 R Al id 24 (.00 B TR 259+
T B (AN EIAT RIRIT « B ERIAIT . BIPRC S 3 A0 SSRI R25W%%), FEARHT MR IE KT, $& i RA
SERRLREIK,  MTTINSE AR A 2 18] I PME AT, B2 BBk} 77

4.2. ERBNEEER FIE0 R 38R

EHLOIAINN, BB IR MARIE A T, RS IR R, SR AREER 1 AMY
RERMAFAEN G RIAR, EREWRIFIE M I EZELRIE(5E, 2009), FERRBAA, BER T2 )
O EZLA BB 7Y, AT AR E B BN AR ERCR o PR et 78 B BA 2R 0 By S BB S S il e A
FIERRE KT, DTS 8 AR 0 MR AR R RE IR, MTTT 93 DA PR £ RREAC R T 1 W SIER kit . £ M T T 3
T B ERBAR RS NG N AREER S ROEE T WU AT LA . VS B . Bnh T 3 nsi BT 4%
AEAEIT I A, Inemxs S RAEEERE I B M. PR AT G, ARPESERR TARNE O, 2 d A IS TR
BABEER 17758, NYESP RN L, SR B BAR S B 0 d

5. &g

ASCARVE T BB ABER JIE W SR8 SRR BAEER IR R PP A, SR EIR: 1) BB SEAAEE
RERF I SRAEER 2 8E AR, 2) MIEER /AR AH R AR R H 7 Ay
YEM . S5 EFTid, B b (RS KT AT B R M FL AR AR AR IR, th mT I I S A5 2R 77 [R5 M R AR R RE K
OEERGE N NSRRI ER, B SR/ A B T3 BAEESE T 13T, AT m AR 1A 2L
RERR. ABIFUIRIE VAT ARG, F5 TR SEAEER I AR RE B R BRI 7T, N e i
BAZR BEFR A 1 AR HR S A AT AT T R

E&WE

2K B SRR R 4 B R 00 H (11932013); - ZE A J5 Bk HE # A1 H (BWJ19J004, BWJ21J002): [ 5 )
BRE X S0 H (21-163-12-ZT-006-002-13);  [ElFiRH 5L 4E A 2% 2 4 100 H (2021-JCIQ-ZQ-035) »

B
TH(2014). W78 HBHER A BAMEAT BRI, LR850, 2M: PR

25, sk, Z2519(2009). LR WG SEME R KO R BB EN. JLRITEAFEZEIR. #HEF50K, (6),
47-56.

F, R, SRR, 555, T35 (2006). FEZENEMRRERRIRUE, BEVIS N, SRR EFEFE5%,
24(6), 425-426.

Z281(2006). Tolk 5 H LS A (AR AR K. O BRI, 14(6), 924-931
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