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The Effects of Interpretation Bias Modification on College Students’ Public Speech Anxiety
LI Dan—feng, YU Zhen—zhen, DUAN Tian—yi, CHEN Xin—yu, YANG Zhi—hui

Department of Psychology, School of Humanities and Social Sciences, Beijing Forestry University, Beijing 100083, China

Abstract  Objective: To reveal the intervention effects of interpretation bias modification(IBM) on public speaking anx-
iety. Methods: 77 students with high public speech anxiety were enrolled and assigned into the experimental group and the
placebo group both received four times of IBM therapy in two weeks. Results: Experimental group’ s Speech anxiety symp-
toms improved better than the placebo group and control group after intervention. The experimental group showed signifi-
cant improvements on physiological behavior, emotions and feelings, and Language of thinking, but the placebo group only
showed significant improvements on physiological behavior as well as emotions and feelings. The control group had no
change. On physiological indicators, experimental group, but not the placebo group had significant differences on pulse
variation after intervention. The experimental group and the placebo group showed no significant differences on blood pres-
sure’ s changes after intervention. Conclusion: IBM intervention can release the public speaking anxiety.
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