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[ Abstract] Objective To investigate the status and correlations among the social support , interpersonal relationship and
loneliness , and to provide guidance for enhancing the mental health education of nursing students in the technical secondary school .
Methods Using convenience sampling method , on October 15, 2015, a total of 210 nursing students from the technical secondary
school in Southwest Medical University were selected . Adopting the Social Support Rating Scale (SSRS), Interpersonal Relationship
Integrative Diagnostic Scale (IRIDS) and University of California Los Angeles Loneliness Scale (UCLA —LS) to assess their status of
social support, interpersonal relationship and loneliness . Statistical analysis was carried out by SPSS 18.0 software. Results The total
score of SSRS was (32.46 £5.14), and there was no statistical significance of each dimension score of SSRS between with and without
the love experience and different origin nursing students (all P >0.05). The score of IRIDS was (11.67 £4.66), and there was
statistically significant between with and without the love experience (1= —2.37, P=0.019). The score of UCLA —1S was (46.69 +7.69) ,
and there was no statistical significance of each dimension score of UCLA - LS between with and without the love experience and
different origin nursing students (all P >0.05). The correlations between the scores of SSRS with IRIDS and UCLA - LS were negative
(all P<0.01), and correlation between the scores of IRIDS and UCLA - LS was positive (P <0.01). Regression analysis suggested
that the conversation , communication and dealing with people difficulties in interpersonal relationship , subjective support and utilization
degree in social support could significantly predict the loneliness of the nursing students in secondary schools patients (R* =0.352, F =21.74,

P <0.01). Conclusion This study suggest that the relationship among social support , interpersonal relationship and loneliness were
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closely in technical secondary school nursing students. Improving the interpersonal relationship and social support degree is beneficial

to reduce loneliness and promote the mental health of nursing students .
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