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Abstract

Objective: To explore the application effect of “online + offline” cognitive behavioral training in
socially anxious college students. Methods: The research subjects were 103 college students who
were troubled by social anxiety, and they were divided into three groups (experimental group 1,
34 people, experimental group 2, 34 people, and control group, 35 people). The “online + offline”
model was used to intervene in the experimental group 1, the “offline” single model was used to
intervene in the experimental group 2, and the control group did not receive any intervention.
This study used the Interpersonal Anxiety Scale (IAS) and the Online Social Anxiety Scale (SADS) to
measure the subjects’ social anxiety levels before and after the intervention. Results: Before in-
tervention, there was no significant difference in IAS score and SADS score among the three groups
(Fias(1,2) = 0.06, p > 0.05; Fsaps (1, 2) = 0.82, p > 0.05). After the intervention of the three groups,
compared with before the intervention, the IAS and SADS scores of the three groups were signifi-
cantly different, and the post-test scores of the experimental group 1 and the experimental group
2 were significantly lower than the pre-test scores tiasontine + offine(1, 2) = 4.62, p < 0.01; tsapsontine + of-
ﬂine(l,Z) = 3.5, p < 0.01; tlAs(,fﬂine(l,Z) = 3.39, p < 0.01; tsaps ofﬂine(l,z) = 1.42, p > 0.05, while the
post-test score of the control group was significantly higher than the pre-test (tascontro1(1,2) = —4.68,
p < 0.01; tsaps control(lyz) =-4.04,p< 0.05; tias control (1; 2) = -4.68, p < 0.01; tsaps control(lu 2) =-4.04,p
< 0.05), and the IAS and SADS scores of experimental group 1 were significantly lower than those
of experimental group 2 and control group (Fias(1, 2) = 32.83, p < 0.01; Fsaps(1, 2) = 12.35, p < 0.01).
Conclusion: “Online + offline” mixed group counseling is more conducive to reducing the level of
social anxiety than single offline intervention.
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AR RIBEA AR, BT RPN RIVEG, A= A2 3R Z 1 RE A [RDEE A A 1 15
147 J9(Morrison & Heimberg, 2013). A #713 BIR 2 AR BEAR I 4158 £ B FE B Cik 45.7% (Chisholm et al.,
2016). HATAEEAEIFAMEMALAZRE I, B HoAl TAEKF(Wu et al., 2013), BAKES 5= & 9%
J#i(Orme-Johnson & Barnes, 2014), W15 =AML Ra( T 1, 248, Kok, FZ34E, 2016)FIHNARSE i
(AR, #F, MBESE, B, TS, 2015; #EE, BR—M, H1GEE 2018). Ak, #H3gMEE
AR R AR TR, R 8 T s

HAT, 0T KA ERT IR ER AR SAT AR O3S S, R —ME T FUA R ot ae
% THIOT T A8 AL BT TR = o AF FEAIE S A RIAT YR TT RE S AR A7 1 603 R0 28 ()R R 0 At FE I | ROV,
NI A R0 S A A8 A R Il R (JBE 52 42, 2017)0 B2 F I A ST o7 v B g ot J8 o IRV A B 3 ik
Y, HAZERE R AR R T (a1, MRS, EERAL, SESCEN, 2003). {HIXEEHF K Z KA
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WAER, CAMIEAE R ER AR 1 26 1 0% X & 7 H BLAE O B T FRATIR P » Gavin %5 At SEUERF 7T
RO, FET WS IAEIAT NG IT AT AR GF R BB R3S, T HURERS b AR, S EEl, LK
PR HE ) RO B AN BB a7 1548 AR TR),  [R] 6t 6 58 v e SR AR VR 7 10 32 R H A, Nt
A R AMASRAL T 4T HA R FFASF (Gavin et al., 2018). ZMEEHTT “4 b + 4R OHEFHIT R
KRB, P THNE B A RO SRR BN AR IR 4, HLRRW SR AME SN EnAT N VA F T TIIX
— B HATAERIA R, A RER T8, SESE, XIgHT, S, #E, 2020). [FE,
25 b IE S SAR A A A R R A AT AR RS (T T, LI O 2 1K SR FUUE B B RGBT, I R
B BAME, SIVER DS S (Gotink et al., 2015). Hitk, ABFRGIESIN “&E + &1 TR
A

ik, ARUPARPICEH “4&b + &7 (HBMIRS + X RS )M SR, wiT R &+
T AR A AE £E R8N R B 2 B RUR , AR RAR G Fef A 45

2. MREFHE
2.1, MK

TR B8 24 K S i Tk W AR SR B AR AR A A BB TR I A& 3, 53] T — S B+ R [F]
SN o R HE SRR AE AT IR, F2 7 AR SRS T T AT R I AT E IR R 5
W 2 sk (8% 77 DL KA NI B R i BRER T de 24 0kt 103 42 93K, b B34 34 44(33%), %2 69 44(67%),
i 18~23 %, THJ(20.3+£1.27)%.

BHEFXS RBENL N =4, SLId— 34 N, L34l — 34 N, XHH4L 35 4. Wfaeagd—idk T “4k b
+ N7 FERIGR, WPSEIOH TR RN “RT 7 BRI, SEIRRT, FrA R E T G
A, JHESCIRE IR AR .
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221 WiRIA

1) APBRZZ {4 & &% (Interaction Anxiety Scale, IAS) (7E %, Tk, 54, 1999), Z&ERH TP
SE AN NAT NZ AN EMAL L FEEIRAZ . Leary T 1983 “E4mifil, 1AS H1 15 M7 i MR a04% H 4Lk, R
5 A, 50 15 3 75 R AT E B X3

2) A4 [nliE M 55 v £ 4% (Social Avoidance and Distress Scale, SADS) (VEf4<, 7y, oA, 1999),
ZE R TRV AL FE SRR L, RN 4k A8 A8 A e R v 1) [l BB AT A A 7 J 2 . SADS B AN 73
BERAM, 28 A%H, FERBEBEERZ “£” 8 “F7, 155 M 0 3 28 FRFA4LA k5 e fE
EERlicE2I=ne
22.2. ARLEBEHS WA R

ARFIET CNRATAITIE” 5 “WEINAT ITE” , ga R AESLPRG T — B4 BT
AR A OB T R, NAFTEALAE £ 8 o] K 52 A L1, DR RRARA TTEA A (1 £ 18
14, WFRILRIFMEERTS, RBANGRLERE S “4Gh + 217 BUARGETIUT 2 EBaHE =N
e M (TN 1~3 F), IZsaRiR e R i BgE, T EN, BANMATSEI%, 5
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FHREWE 1R,
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Table 1. “Online + offline” mixed group psychological counseling intervention program
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= WmEZ DR zﬁgﬁkgéﬁﬁ zﬁ;aﬁgﬁaﬁ, 2. SERE BN AEVHIRA
B, EEIfE. U B 2R Sk R E AR
1 R EE 1 25 YA, "
= wmﬁﬁlgftfg 3R, 2 SHWRHR, PiRED é;iiggzﬁﬁ
BURET swnm i, A, AR, - FERCGARIEMZE IR -

1. EE&TR,
2. dkERUTSE B Bl B4k,
W E B AR,

1. ERIEIL.

eI IS
AEMMRA 2. FRIEEEIZ.

R ] S e . L
WALAHTT B ;;ﬁgiﬁg 34@3&%@5 R AT
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90 73t [AIIN X S — AT S 8 A Ik BRI A IE AT &, R AT AT 4 . BAALE
SEIG IR AN BEATAE T TG ARG, 0 I SO AT N PR S AL AR 8 B 3R (LAS) AL 2 (1] 38E &% 7 i
K (SADS)M & . APRUER AR AL RS, A SEI0 45 5 0ok B0tk 47 BIR O 34 S . g X sk
S A A B A EAG 7 EAT 00T, TR “ b + BTR B FRRE ST S RS A A A AR R R
EHOR -

2.3. Gritgit

AT T A D HE N SPSS 20.0 ZEtHE A HEAT AP . ZH P T AT 5 R A EEBCR T B t
Fls, ARSI ALATG BEALE ELBCR 5 Z2 0 M, BA p < 0.05 N7 GEit 48 o

3. &R
3.1. SR S IRAH T EERLEKENEER

XF =20 1AS RTIAS53F1 SADS RIS /3 AT FIK R 5 ZE 0, SESR AR AN I ZH = 2 i R 2R /K0
F 2 7 (Fias(1, 2) = 0.06, p > 0.05); Fsaps(1, 2) = 0.82, p > 0.05), it BIFEHEAT A4 ST LA i <2 56 20 A
o PR A R P E R E T E R SR IE 2.

Table 2. Analysis of social anxiety levels and differences between pre-intervention experimental and control groups (N =
103)
= 2. FAISK AT BB M ERKTERAEERSH(N = 103)

A Gardh N M SD F
Kb+ & 34 40.50 5.69 0.06
1AS 7l LT 34 40.32 5.20
xR 35 40.74 4.47
b+ T 34 14.18 2.32 0.82
SADS il £rA 34 14.03 1.82
it HE 2 35 13.89 1.55

3.2. BixHSTHRESERANMNRAMZEERIERIER

ot A ST TR 5 S2UR ARG IR 4145 0 BT TR A t 4G 06, 45 SRAn3E 3 Fs. WNEHAT LA H,
KA b, “RE + BT AN EE(as(L, 2) = 4.62, p < 0.01; tsaps(l, 2) = 3.5, p < 0.01)A1 “4&F”
H(tias(L, 2) = 3.39, p < 0.01; tsaps(L, 2) = 1.42, p > 0.05) (=R AT M G E B E M E R, HERII¥E L.
T % B 2E W] B DA A A 4 21 P BT FE SR A0 11 5 (4L S R B AS M AP R 35 25 7 (tias(L, 2) = —4.68, p <
0.01; tsaps(1, 2) = —4.04, p < 0.05).

33. KRR BERTERELRRY

VAL 8 3 9 0 7P 1 S B 2L DA BT R AR A A R R S A 0 AT 22 e e, 285 2R 7% e .35 (F 1AS(L, 2)
=32.83,p<0.01; FSADS (1,2) =12.35,p<0.01), #— LMot ki, “4&b + &1 A/ EEKT
“ERTR EANXIRH . BEARSE R WAL 4,
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Table 3. Analysis of differences in social anxiety scores between experimental and control groups before and after interven-
tion (N = 103)
3. FaEXIARMI RARNTRZEERBTIER (N = 103)

AN M SD t
IAS il 40.50 5.69 462"
IAS Jg il 35.94 3.45
b+ LTl N
SADS Fij il 14.18 2.32 3.50
SADS J il 12.91 1.36
1AS Hijill 40.32 5.20 3.39"
28N SADS i illl 14.03 1.82 1.42
SADS Ji il 13.62 1.10
1AS i 40.74 4.47 -4.68"
IAS J5 il 43.80 5.10
popis e »
SADS Fij il 13.89 1.55 —-4.04
SADS J il 14.60 1.72

H: T#£p<0.01, "#p<0.05.

Table 4. Difference analysis of social anxiety between the experimental group and the control group after the intervention (N
=103)
4. FfEsERA M RAMZERPER SN = 103)

AR ! N M SD F LSD
b+ T4 34 35.94 3.45
. . - X > &, 2
0 2B R Y
IAS J& il 34 37.62 4.02 32.83 e
o R4, 35 43.80 5.10
%&b+ &T4H 34 12.91 1.36
y - M > &R >
ADS J5 AW 34 13.62 1.10 12.35 N
SADS J& il AN U LAtk
Xt 2 35 14.60 1.72

7 T#p<0.01, "% p<0.05.
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AT MRS RRE, “Zi b + &7 BANFIAT NNGRTT B M R F AR X 5%
FEXT e i 28 B B N L FE SRR (I GBS 0L, RN “ 4k b+2 R 7 AHZE & B O BT TIUE RO 2 A R BN 7
BB S R —B (5, 2020). HHILXFRRSCRER T RERR: B, b + L, & TH
I AR A, MR RV AE LG 2, (HAES BAEFERR IS (/D B2 TR AR, 3 s kot R A& s
J7 ) 2 RN H AR A F5 R AT LU 2 (Brown et al., 2007). 25—, 7EHLiRILL T RIET-T, SHACHEER
SRS N BEFRA A i 0 58 M T 75 R G b R R T 1l 28T B IR 45 AT AT &) BOR % R — IR
BEEI A G, S, sk, 2005). {HEFLEMLE EANEIRSS T ol A B RZGAN L

B LI A A, AATIN T 28 N BRASATALT- =) BUAH AR K N bR BB IS4 21 40l 4 X
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(Perle et al., 2013).
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