Advances in Psychology ‘B2 HERE, 2019, 9(6), 985-992 Hans X
Published Online June 2019 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2019.96121

The Understanding of Other People’s
Intentions in College Students with Social
Anxiety

Youjie Zhong'*, Liang Huang?, Yanhua Li!, Dangdang Cai!

'Department of Applied Psychology, School of Humanities and Social Sciences, Fuzhou University, Fuzhou
Fujian
’Institute of Applied Psychology, Minnan Normal University, Zhangzhou Fujian

Email: *yo ujie.zhong@foxmail.com

Received: May 22", 2019; accepted: June 6", 2019; published: June 13", 2019

Abstract

Objectives: The aim of this study was to investigate the differences of the delay interpretation and
the instant interpretation among college students with different levels of social anxiety in ambi-
guous social scenarios. Methods: 53 college students completed all the tests, including 30 subjects
with high social anxiety and 23 subjects with low social anxiety. The Intention Assessment Scale
was used to measure the delayed interpretation bias and E-prime procedure was used to measure
the instant interpretation bias. Results: There were no significant differences of delayed interpre-
tation (ps > 0.05) and immediate interpretation (t = 1.07, p > 0.05) among college students with
different levels of social anxiety in ambiguous social scenarios. There are gender differences of the
interpretation bias in college students with high social anxiety. In the delayed interpretation, fe-
male students had significantly more hostile interpretation for ambiguous social scenarios than
male students (t = -2.35, p < 0.01), while female students had significantly fewer friendly inter-
pretation than male students (t = 2.15, p < 0.05). In instant interpretation, girls with high social
anxiety responded faster to friendly intentions (t = -2.14, p < 0.05) and hostile intentions than
boys (t = -4.16, p < 0.01), but there was no gender difference of ambiguous intention pictures (ps <
0.05).
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SR AL AT 16 B B SR RRE R 1], E-prime BT SEIRAE S R M E AR BHERER A . &5 AR
RSP K A TR AL AT 138 T b A = B B FE B #%% (ps > 0.05) RTEN A ik (t = 1.07, p > 0.05)
PG EEEER. AHRERBRZENBRRAGEESINZER, EENEREY, AN ER
K EAREZEL EAL(t=-2.35, p<0.01), TENKFEREEELEAE D (t=2.15, p<0.05); 7
EVm R, B ERTEN KT EE(t=-2.14, p<0.05). HEEENRMEBER{=-4.16, p
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1. 51§

RN A R F N BRASAT RE T IR B I, AEIXAMRRERI IS 0, A AT ] AR ARAG 400G K, RIS AT
A USRI S5 o [ Py — LEBI TR AS [F) DX K 2 AR AT PR A, RILKZH 16% 1)K 548 8 24450 1
PRI A A RS, R OIS W = BRI T RS I, 4O o #2 5 N BRASAEAR G (5 H, 55 9]
B, &SEEIA, 20055 241, 2001). FMREEAEAS RN KRG IRE, HEEREAS A HIB A e &
WIS AR A 47 AR R R AG  JUE 14 (K 3K (Mathews, 2012).

FEREI N S W B 0 mT S SR B, T SR b A S s 0 S4B RF T A AT T R R 4 . R )
S MK H CUBTAL T SRR A BRI o Hirsh HEARBER A1 20 N N7 T, — /2 “on-line” iR, R
2 CHPEFT B CTEZR” R, TR MR SR DU K B (Vasey, Dalgleish, & Silverman, 2003), @
I S S ARS8 ORI . B Fh 2 “off-line” MRS, FRZN “IERT” B B MR, fRIEMRIES
55, S BRI A B2 R A AR, SR A I & 7 = iR 45 1 V% (Hirsch & Mathews, 2000).

DIAEVF Z W SR, A1 A8 B AN A A I S A AR R B A I BT ) . — DU 9 LE iy 4 A £ R
AMEAL RIS — IR R S — XA WE R, By B aRE S eoiG s, SRS E
R R AR e B A ) T DAY AR P 7 2R g A5 1 1 1 175 5% (Constans, Penn, 1hen, & Hope, 1999). 3 &l ) — 1
TP 519 B s A A8 R P R 2 A A ) T 0 4 58 A7 S5 AR B (1 i e (2= 017, 2013) 6 In-Allbon 55 AR A3
BRI, 1hAE R RRAG R, SREURE B AR AR R i D 5 — R VIBOM AL A b, 45 SR I
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AL RE B L AR AR R A T A D) W O 1 = R W A YE Al (In-Albon, Dubi, Rapee, & Schneider, 2009). i )5k
REVE A SEIGHIT IE A AL ST R B DB AR RS, A 5 2 T AR R\ 7] (Beard & Amir, 2009).

SR, HAZFE R AHERT N BRASAENE S R ) AT TS5 1R TEAN G — o il — T 0 R AN [ SR 2 1)
R RO #E A2 R AN AR R B B LB AT, A5 SR R 1), AL SRR 7 IR A HT S
BT PR 77 2R B ARASIAR 99 PT I B S A3 B s 508 BT L P 228 1) e -, A 22 572 (In-Allbon, Klein, Rinck,
& Becker, 2008). Eysenck %5 N4 T IEIIAEZ R, W [FE 7 Gu N AR SR A M A, X
B FRTREA RAF BUS S PSR AERE, R SO AT . PR I A) T, 1R e R e f)
THAUFRIT BB —HE, S5, ARSI A LI R Ao —Fh 6 7 0 R 7] 4 (Eysenck, Mogg,
May, Richards, & Mathews, 1991).

MHE BT ARG, AT A ISR 75 A7 R AR O ) (R AP 8 45 RIS — 8. AN — B B A v] e 4
ANFFE S A ARZE T SR RNE P 1 22 e A R A K 2 RS R R . H RTEE R RS A R R
R AR (i DL AR SR 2 R R B TG 5 T R B, B = A SRUE, B8 R a5 2 i 2K,
M) AR A B AR O T o AT 5 DU B o 2 T b o) 4 58 8 R8N AR R AR Al L BEA T AF 7, 4 BT AR Al
IFa) M P AR Al [ FRI BT 7 o (RN R A A5 AR 2 R B SR IR B it rh 26, IR S0 45 10 7K e 5E 4 st SR B
AT IR BT HLUSE G T TORR T R AR SRR

2. MREFE
2.1, HWRIHE

i3 L 1) 2 R 07 SUAEAR A 356 NiHAT “ AR MR ER(IAS)” IR A, 5Bk
Kol P E BT A AMREZE . B AR U R B IR R T ESE, RERT 296 MalEdE. M
S 3 i i AR AR K 159% 57 A s i A SR FE MR SC RSB A, B Ja 25 SEIR I A R inl2
53 4 K, Hrh A 28 44, i 25 440 ORI AT

22. fAIRIR

221 ZEEEER

4 £ FE & % (Interaction Anxiousness Scale, IAS), iZmEFE—IL 15 M H, A 11 EIERE, 4
T8 S [F) 1438 (Leary, 1983). 5 ¥y, 145r#iE, RIS EEREEE . AR iZERKNT—
Bk R ¥0N 0.82.

222 ERERED: EEEERR

R TS5 T i AR i Ju =0 (Mathews & Mackintosh, 2000; Miers, Blote, Bogels, & Westenberg,
2008), HYeME T 17 DNERAATHERPBI AL S, Bl “IRSIn—REJ g, (HiE
LRI PFREAT 2] — 20, RN RIARITIR R R o SR JE1E 60 44 K2 A0 9 'S AL A 1 Sl 7E 4R
G L AT RETE DA SR R HOS AT I IR T BRI 1~5 I TPk AREA T RER A, 5
AR P RER L) ARIEAT VAT o X S5 75 SO (P R AR F TR ISR I, “ AR At i R 43X 4
2 7, REARAE B BB AT i, R I 5125 20 R R AN RO R A IS L, 11K R
TR WAE R EAR— 20 BUR AR A H (1 X B & 7 5« A28 B8 AR NI DL 3R 0 1 B,
Xl N AT O PRI B AN A ARE B O B BT b At N HE e B e g ) i, AR ISR, 7
“RHEHT” “CNNERSTEIN o KIEFRIBBRRAAERE ZRRRAER . o s e e
BMELKIRR, 0 “ABEARIT” “MBERER, e E” o MERPEA AL RN, T8
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AN R B BUE I — MR iR e U AE T REVERI T390 KT 3.5 70 HORGF RECE R ) LU A 7E
0.3~0.7 Z[al/E H, —3kiki 8 1EMH, AMEEIFEER.

2.2.3. B fERE MR SEIRTZFF

KRR F S MRV AT B (R 2850, PR, IR, ORIE, &EIIIYE, 2014), @A A5
Ja SN BERE L, AR RO T A SR AR R, AR B A BLER 2 SRR
I e 25 A PN NAE B B LB N HL, SR 5 M5 P 5 4 AT e DRt fORE L R B Sz o 1B P 4
N 3 FPSEAL: B 1 Rh RPN A BN ST N AR R (151 1A); 55 2 R 2B A
HAHBGE X J7 135, a0 /s N AR R (] 1) 55 3 Fh S I I8 AN Re 08T I o (R A0 1
B, B — AN NFIEEN 7 ki, ARG N A RSk, A AT RERAEST X T 1k

v

500ms

Figure 1. Interactive intention picture material

1. BEEEEE AR

PL I = 2% A 3 BIE B E NI AN &0 8% 7 30 A, =Rk 2k fH3L 180 A . i &
FABRKNE —B R MEsen, %A 186 MIER KL 110 N, £ 76 N, Fity 19~23 %)
X =R A T IR AL KR AT VRE, W IENDN: AR, BURER, HEEEANE. &5
el > 80% M NV RE A A T B B AR Ak S TR B s >80% 9 5 o Al i S IR FE R 1 B
BIRPEL: BRI BRI A AWK, —2H 50% U LM ANEFNER R EIANG, A e, LR
PN B AR N 1 300%~400010 181 Frs SieJa ide th RS« Mreke RVBERs] e P 181 A 4% 30 4504 15 4, %
415 4H), —FL 90 AK )7

2.3 EFRBELE

231 EBF

RIS R 1] AT FERE P ORI S BRIV E R, KB T Mm%, 2.

B BT A2 A o) RO BIE FE R« S SRR B0, 4% enter B85 E NSRS, BAMRUCN BRI —AN 47,
18] 249 500 ms, B )5 H 31 23— ANER SRR s A, BN R DY 1000 ms, 25 8 3h B E 3 5%
SR -NEFEF, Bl EEE R E A SR 2 B AER R, HRYE E SRR P A
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H N, BB RE R N Z JE BN T — MR SRR AT AR “RGRT 1 EAR A AR AR B
R B Ak A D D B 2 (IS [R) AP T 1, SO A% 2).
2.3.2. HIELE

Fr A HdE R A SPSS16.0 S AFIAM AT o ZE I 5 I (R B4R 2 s Bl il B AT A . RO AR (R i, B
Ja gt AR R B0 . BRSO A BE /£ SN SPSS16.0 2 B it E-primel.1 it FEAKNHE, HIFRES
TR IR L) R B, #3000 ms R NET TH/FE 3000 ms, #4300 ms [ B E THE 300 ms.

3. ZBRE S
31 WIREXFEEER(AS) LNELSUHNERSH

Table 1. Gender difference analysis of interaction anxiety scale (IAS) scores

F 1 WIRERZEERER(AS) LB IIMERZES (M £ SD)

B A FEREIF A (1AS) t
N = 84 %2,
174 (n = 30) 51.84+2.76 12 88+
&4 (n = 23) 33.73%5.11
H 4 (n=28) 4250 +10.48 -
4 (n = 25) 49.78 + 6.02 '

FE: *p <0.05; **p < 0.01 (FIl).
R LERER, B ERARRH A ERATE IAS BR R EZREE, AodmssREs
TR H. R, AR RE L S A .
3.2. ERIERRENESR T
321 FEFEERKPAENEMHZERBELEHRBERNESR
Table 2. Differences in delayed interpretation of ambiguous social scenarios intention among subjects with different social

anxiety levels (M * SD)
T 2. NEHAZERK RN M ZEREEE R ERNZES(M £ SD)

BER 42 (n = 30) f&434(n = 23) t
KU iR 3.75+1.78 410+1.94 -0.67
(@Y (&2 419 +1.86 3.75+1.80 -0.67

2 MEEREY], A HXS BRI AN oA 2 WA iRE, BRERARE, mrHEE 2R
ER, HRERALE.
3.2.2. AEMEERKFH A EMHLZIFRTEN BRI ER
Table 3. Gender difference in delayed interpretation of ambiguous social scenarios intention among subjects with different

social anxiety levels (M + SD)
2 3. TEIEEKFH AR 2 1E R ER RN MR ZF(M + SD)

5 'y t
S| R e 4.42 +1.56 3.15+1.63 2.15*
L R 3.42+1.73 485+ 1.63 —2.35*
4l KU iR 442 +1.88 3.75+1.98 0.76
HUs feR 3.42+1.62 4.25+1.98 -1.03

E: mEBA 16 N, KoEFA 12 N, moEid 14 N RS A KL 11 N(FR).
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% 3 GRRY], WA SCERIE KSR A A S S E N R R AR B 2 5, e AR IR R
BEUHED, WERKIFRRERELL A D (RSSO A RO A 52 1 557 (0 SE I R AN A7 A1
|25
3.3. BB mEER S
331 FEFEKFHAMNEHNERBEAMNERR. RNFRHNESR

-

S0

Table 4. Differences in accuracy and reaction time of high and low social anxiety subjects in judging the intention of ambi-
guous pictures

T4 & RHEZEERIARME R EEFIERERHR. REFNZESRM £ SD)

54 (n = 30) 44 (n = 23) t
1E#f# 22 57 i 17.77 £5.14 410+1.94 1.07
(=934 12.23+5.41 410+ 1.94 -1.07
LI 72 R EE 1780.83 + 1017.46 1575.18 + 739.82 -0.05
[ =995 1768.20 + 1023.04 1939.21 + 1169.83 1.39

T4 SRR, F RS RS AR 1R P (0 A B A e PR R R T Y L i R AN A
BEER
3.3.2. NEERKFHIAMNEZFNHEE R ERENRMEOEHNER

i AR S R RE KT iR AR 11 P S W DA A P AT P [ L Al SR S A AP AR R 3 22 572 (ps >
0.05). # 5FKH, mtbalmL X i EE . Bos R EE R RS 5 AR ARAR A A 55 AR X
R E R SO E B R R RN B AR

Table 5. Gender differences of reaction time in responding to friendly pictures and hostile pictures among subjects with dif-
ferent anxiety levels (M * SD)

% 5. REVE AT AFAHREH R AT AE S (M + SD)

5% “ t
(SR RIFE R 1357.55 + 277.64 1246.60 + 227.04 —2.14*
(=A< 1317.40 + 313.22 1102.52 £ 192.69 —4.16%*
Ko 4l KB R 988.93 + 34.66 1638.77 + 461.43 6.45%*
(=A<l 1072.77 + 164.97 1384.83 + 371.38 4.40%*
e EE A 16 N, AR SEA 12 N, o dlicdk 14 N, R LR 11 A

4. +1ig
41 HZEEXFEERBERRENSFS

W EEVFERERAWERE, (KA B AR B A A B 2 ORI RRE, Habm
HAZERHNZEFARE,; S CERAAEZNEHEMRE, HERAFERAEE. XWAARIALE
FEIK KA AR AL A 1 38 T A [ B R AR B 2 . ANSEI0EE 5 F 5050
45 BAE (In-Albon et al., 2009; ZE7-F, 2013). HARYF 2 S HRIE B 4458 B R AR ) 452 15
SAPTEIERS RVE AR AR R I 1], (R IR AN RE AL AR 2 et S B IR TR],  tedn Kanai FHAOHI#E

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2019.96121 990 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2019.96121

Bt 45

SN FAE LI BIARE, LR 1 SO IO RS, R I A A AR SR LE AT AL A 15 S o At AT
NIEAT RRRRI , A 28 £ FE H A A A2 AR FE 4H 1 T8 72 57 (Kanai, Sasagawa, Chen, Shimada, & Sakano, 2010),
XERFMEE R —80. BT AB R HARE & K — M4, AT — NS AR A 5
FAAE R AR 4, X P RRAMUOR B FAERS, T A2 A 0 A 335 R FE DS RIS e 2547 R0 1)
RS, XFPEEEE R 2 SEORFAEN BB, s m B bRAcH, 1 3R E Rl 1)
BRI E AR T E . SR TR — SR R R T RE s e B SR IR 25 R, ANSEERVa ARG, R R
RO e R — P I IR B RUR G T, Bl ARE DA 2 50 (5 BB AT & 4k 2 KA BT B VP I
SRR ) 7 A L BT, TSt 2 ) 555 A P Y AR AR B ) 1) S B0 45 SR (R W &I, 2013) 0 MRS AY
KE, AFE VBRI e £ R AT Th R B S5 R A, I R O ) 5 A R8BI
FHRR AR, ALl 22 7 R — ANk EE R F 2 (Yiend, 2004)

4.2. {ZEEXRFE NN BRERDNE R

Tt 90425 SR IR I v A A8 A R ARMER A 2 A R A R SR 758 1] P S W Dy At R A T PRI 9 I A e 0 72
S ms RS AR AU AR R R N B R 2 s BN A AR A A R A A
RV R ANAFAE 2 22 57 . Beard A1 Amir {5 Al A ARV SO AT SE 88, S5 R R A £ R
TN I LE 1 A B 2 IR R A Re T HLEL AR AL AT £ R 2 B D AR RE (Beard & Amir, 2009), X5 AHE5T
2R . HAE In-Albon [F5RIEIE R S0, WA FZEAY M B M RE X LA AR IR AN AR S FE )L
AT, 25 R RINALAE RARRE 1 7% - L e £ R IR 7% FH B8 Iy A 1) 7 A A 6 T ) 4 58
o SATTARE R 8 FUH R AT AR G U B AR . SR AL IS AR B B )
WHURE R DR Sy U 22 5 S 800, T B By 4158 £E R T A7 AE R N R (s WA A5 i — 2D R
(In-Albon et al., 2009). #ATfi, AHF FL 1 Albon ¥ SEEEAHXT T Beard 5558 3 (11 75 7 T4 SE 1 A 0%
I AR s bbRt, S By ke S50 E AR TE S B T AR LR S 45 o (BRI AR — 28 L, 5] 4
B B EAME R B, B TS i e R 75 R R, TR PSR S AT 9 I 3 & PR IR 2ox s B &5
S a A
43. HZEERFEBRBBRRENMIIES

AT RIS RIF o RE T B, BN A — L SO 78 25 SR R I 2o PR AR A2 R K
FEE S 1 (Crick & Ladd, 1993; JjR, 2007), XE5AWFFIEE LM BN B F A
B, VA S IS AR O i) R BT BT AR v 1), [ B v e S R P SR P A A8 1 S R sk = At 1)
fifERE. XV RE R TR, St e TR, kRt S Ak s, AR “ 5
FhHh, RN FEENES, B A TRZ BRI E ST, AR P 0 “ AR,
WRERESARZ M “RR” KRBT ZH, FN 2 RAGEINSUR, 25 S s 2Bt H
BREE, Rk aA 5 R0nEE 2 MR, WS EERSERZ ARSI AEA L INEZ, H
EE T B Pk, L AR AE AL A G S P A R N B VR AN PPN, SIS Al N W R P4
5. &g

1) ANTEI A AE A B KT R 2 A AR AOR e S 175 458 Xtk N T P ) B AR R L B A R B0 AN A A 2 3 2
Fo

2) kAT FE SRR A AR (AR e Ir) AR AE M0 22 5, FESE I AORE TR, 0 A I ASTR A 58 155 5% ) S e S
FWRAZ, WHAENKIFFRERZEILSED, RS, st fRrAax ki ar, SEEEm
SSLEE S5 AR, B2 AR B 1) i AR I 1 i) 22 S
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TR~ NS SR T
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fTHg, BHADE, RHE(2005). K2EE—K B RUBER SRR, F1H 08 A4, 19(7), 477-478.

25, 1H3E(2013). #LATEEIEMRR R ZE: BRFTIER. ARIERIFIE. LB F I RE, 21(12), 2196-2203.

WAIT(2001). AL AL EREIE R EIE T TR & RoEoE. Wie s, Kb W1 e K.

BV (2013). 71 IEAEBA ALV M 1] FUREFE thi 1] 945 4 R F- T 75, W S0, W | R R 2.
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