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Abstract

Objective: To explore the relationship between test anxiety and attentional bias by using me-
ta-analysis technique. Methods: Firstly, 14 studies involving 837 subjects in the last ten years were
obtained through literature search and review. Secondly, CMA3.0 software was used to calculate
the overall effect of positive and negative attentional bias of test anxiety subjects, and the mod-
erating variables influencing attentional bias were analyzed and discussed. Results: (1) The re-
sults of meta-analysis showed that the overall effect sizes of positive and negative attentional bias
were 0.055 and 0.219, respectively. (2) Compared with other paradigms, the positive bias effect
size of ERP technology (g = —-0.742) and negative attentional bias effect size of Stroop paradigm (g
= 0.485) were significantly the highest. (3) The effect of word stimulus (g = 0.081) was slightly
larger than that of picture stimulus (g = 0.015). (4) The effect of positive bias (g = 0.548) and nega-
tive bias (g = 0.281) on attentional relief difficulty was significantly higher than that on attentional
facilitation. Conclusion: Compared with positive stimuli, test anxious individuals may have selec-
tive attentional bias to negative stimuli. Different measurement tools, stimulus categories and bias
components used in this study can regulate the relationship between test anxiety and attentional
bias.
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Table 1. Heterogeneity test results of effect size

F 1 WNERRMEIES

SRR Q df P 12
R 2 A ) 169.698 13 0.000 92.339
AR R 1e) 158.789 13 0.000 91.813

Table 2. Publish deviation test results

® 2. RRREVBER

SRR E Egger’s Intercept SE LL uL P
FRORR A 725 Al 12.28 2.13 7.64 16.92 0.000
T PR A 1) 11.32 2.90 4.99 17.64 0.002
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Figure 1. Positive bias funnel plot
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Figure 2. Negative bias funnel plot
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A 73] J86 3 AR, 0T LS e 25 AR FE AR S VR R ) 2 R OC &, HAhd B 2 A 28R & (g = —0.200, Q = 4.875,
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Table 3. Positive attention bias subgroup analysis results
= 3. MEEREIL LA I HLER

ST
WAHAR & K K G 95%ClI (LL, UL)
Q 4HH] P 12
T 170.475 0.001
Stroop 0.330 -0.030, 0.691 134,557 0.000 98.514
fUR 3 0.144 -0.228, 0.517 5.353 0.069 62.638
LR 0.012 -0.420, 0.445 0.311 0.577 0.000
SR -0.058 -0.269, 0.154 25.891 0.059 80.688
ERP —0.742 -1.119, -0.365 4,363 0.037 77.078
169.526 0.000
Al G gt W 0.081 -0.115, 0.277 144.723 0.000 94.472
&) 0.015 -0.232, 0.261 24.803 0.000 83.873
137.183 0.000
HEESHN -0.200 -0.418,0.019 4.875 0.300 17.943
%
TR R 0.548 0.310, 0.789 132.308 0.000 94.709
b=y b -0.790 -1.293, -0.286 0.000 1.000 0.000
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Table 4. Negative attention bias subgroup analysis results
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i 1) J 5 )
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