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The Influence of Hypnosis Therapy on the Marriage Quality of
Patients with Anxiety Disorder

HE Rui - zhe, LIU Fei, CHEN Yuan — tang
(Dept. of Clinical Psychiatry, Xi’an Mental Health Center, Xi’an Shaanxi 710061, China)

[ Abstract] Obijective To study the influence of Hypnosis therapy on the marriage quality of patients with
anxiety disorder. Methods 98 patients with anxiety disorder in outpatient service were divided into study group and
control group according to the set sequence. The study group was given hypnosis therapy and the control group was
given routine cure. All patients were assessed by Marriage quality questionnaire (ENRICH) , Hamilton depression
scale (HAMD) , and Hamilton anxiety scale (HAMA) . Results There was a negative correlation between
HAMA and Husband and wife communication, and sex life (r =-0.42, -0.41, P <0.05) . Conclusion
Hypnosis therapy can improve the marriage quality of patients with anxiety disorder.
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Tab. 1 Comparison of ENRICH scores in the study
group [(x+s), Points]

woH 504 %56 8
Joyx 307.83 +30.12 317.65 +29.67
RFERLUL 2378 +6.13 31.89 +6.214°
A= T 24.27 +5.98 30.79 £ 5.674"
A 2521 £6.17 23.14+5.88
N3] 26.27 £6.21 26.57 £6.07
Lo EAR L 23.79 + 6.57 24.96 +6.77
TR B 26.33 +5.97 27.21 £6.09
AL AN 27.32 £ 6.81 28.15 %635
HEKBIRR 24.58 £ 6.57 22.11+7.23
LR 23.99 + 6.25 24.05 +7.96
PR AR 25.17 +6.72 26.09 + 6.86
22U TV 25.47 + 6.63 26.17 +6.73
fEim—at: 28.27 +6.07 29.05+6.11

TG AN RS, “P<0.05; lRIILEL, "P<0.05.
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Tab. 2 Comparison of ENRICH scores in the control
group [(x +s), Points]
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22U 7Y 24.87 +4.57 25.16 + 5.01
fEm—at: 26.67 +5.05 27.42 +5.21
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Tab. 3 Comparison of HAMD and HAMA scores
between two groups|[ (x +s), Points]

A 5 n %0 & %6 &
HAMD

ifF5Ed 49 23.98 + 6.07 13.27 £5.33%
X HEZH 49 23.87 +5.87 13.57 £5.42%
HAMA

o 49 20.02 +2.76 927+201*
POy 49 19.76 + 2.39 932+ 1.96%

RITRTE N LSS, 2P<0.05.

®4 BERFHEXSH

Tab. 4 The correlation analysis of each factor

m H HAMA HAMD
RFTERLH -0.42" -0.23
PEAETE -0.41" -0.21
*P<0.05.
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