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Abstract

In the assessment context, individuals with test anxiety usually show a wide range of worrying
thoughts and nervous emotions, which leads to the inability to allocate attention resources effec-
tively to the current cognitive task. Thus their inhibitory control function is impaired. In the stage
of compulsory education, students’ test anxiety becomes more and more obvious. Exploring and
discussing the psychological mechanism and related influencing factors of the influence of test anx-
iety on individual inhibitory control function is not only of great significance for deepening the un-
derstanding of test anxiety, but also can provide guidance for future identification and intervention
in educational contexts. This paper focuses on the subject of inhibition and control function of test
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anxiety individuals, mainly from the psychological mechanism, theoretical basis and limitations of
the discussion.
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1. EBREE
1.1. SR EHIFE

ZANEE FE (Test anxiety) FIHF 78 5 50T LLE W 3 _Etag 3], &1 Mandler A1 Sarason 7E 1952 4F & Ik &
th(Mandler & Sarason, 1952). HHl, —/N NEZWEER, ZEERIBEHEIE S, MR H
(T2 BOAEA | SEAE P F REL A L B S R AR B SN PR e) , A2 — B FE AR 8 PR R 1) AR i (Spielberger
& Vagg, 1995). FilfE SR — PR AR RS R Y, 5 AR M A REA A El . B AV AT BUR AELE /M
MIEE CHMRET, WaERERE PRI IR, JCH X HRIX e PP P BERS o XA A FERE
B AR e, ORI S BRI .

1.2. MERHEITH

TEXT BA A FEARRAE 1 AR AT IR B RVE A I, REORA T 2R ER M S TR . e T
HAFE i f 8 3R (Test anxiety scale, TAS). £ fE 7 45 (Test anxiety questionnaire, TAQ) LA ¢ £ 4 J&
18 B2 B B % (Multidimensional test anxiety scale, MTAS)4%, @it ix seipfh TH, Aefs41m. RIHlsE
S HEEHREE N8 L EE RN AR X8 T AU S 55 BBARR A E SRS 2
FAEB AR OB DL EEIR, SRR 7RO ER LA, DUE P A AR R R TR R,
NI 1) 5 B8 A R TR R0 ST SR o 3k T T B 2 R S0 R SR S R S B )z A AR
EANE B G, WAR T W 70N R RE RS MR S 3 A AR I 5 iR AR R KR

2. $eES
2.1, {MEERIEOES

4z (Inhibitory control)/2& F8 AN TE R & PR 5T Hp 43 il AN & AT N BIRE 7. X FhRE AU = IR T
PTG A B R S, P K0 ST AAT AR 35 I LA R B, DA RS BB 2 OO BT
[K % ) € /1 (Diamond, 2013; Dillon & Pizzagalli, 2008). ™ X _EF, S0l 5 A4 B = 0 4 BO A SR
FEEVIMEG, FAE NI Tl FE i 28 o0 S B IR M € I A U AN IE MAT
FEV TR BNHLK P RIS 2R 77 AR B 7 EBAE A, R Hodh 238 B D R = AR IRIZ 2 . 7RI
LT AR, MR H A A T g AT & S (Central executive system) A% Uy ZH BB 4Y, B 57 8 FRAI P 2%
FHIANEN G, DABRERANABERS R 3% N IR AR A o B AR IE AN A FE T 6 5 2% 1 B el RE 8 3 s 1 8 e
2, I BE S LE T HRAN S 2R AT ORI B ARAE 55 (0 L AR KR o 3P R 3 P A ¥ 58 %t T R 56 1 B b
R4 B R H S, R R LR 7 E S 34T N BT 6 [ B (5 0 T (Logan & Cowan, 1984).
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2.2. {BHEHIRAARER

YHTRIRE SR, HHE TR LA N 2 AN o, Ar 0 TP (Resistance to distractor in-
terference) A4 #4 Jz N 411 1] (Dominant response inhibition) /& 5 28 & 4 # WL () 410 1 42 1) 7 X (Friedman &
Miyake, 2004). 430 PN lFa & AMRTE R AN TG A E TR, BB A A S B 52,
NI LT R AESS RE ST TR 35 S B 4kt U A4 7E B S A ER ST AL SO o 3= S AL IS DL R, R
s X M IR PR OB, BB NI S AT IS B AT 9 SN o X PRSI I ) X 4, AMYEE TR
PN AL AR, i — 0 SR IR RT F I AR T T

DT HANE R — PN AR T, REE A RN 5 S BTE S R IE BT, AT ORERS H R 51
L. WEREY, %A 01E B A TS T BV A BRI S ) 5 TR S AN . N T IR AME RS
OFHANHI D RE, LB FAECR R T 2Rk, H Flanker JEX(Eriksen & Eriksen, 1974)F1 Simon
73X (Notebaert, Soetens, & Melis, 2001)J& 5 A V2 B 1) X 23 Aodid 51 NAH O PRI, 58 MATE
TN T HEI 2 15 BE 8 B D) 2 TR T 40T 55, TSR AN 700 TR RE 71 . 5 A DG
AN RN T RE R AR A S AR, R R I B B R BB A R B RE ST . X R S0
AR LE A EEAH A= AR B R N AR B, R AE AT FE LU AT 55 I 75 LK I AR VB B it [ B o
DL BRI B 3 B 7 A1) T A ) 52 56 75 AL FE Go/No go 7z (Falkenstein, Hoormann, & Hohnbein, 1999).
Stop-signal ExX(Verbruggen & Logan, 2008). JHR#kIm=l(Hallett, 1978) LA f ffuid] Stroop iz (MacLeod,
1992). ixeeyi A 51 MR A R RO, SRS EESR AL RS, SR AEI R . AR
ORI A F RSB, WA A EEER I 7O BSR40, Go/No go Y Uit 2k 2 5%
fE Go 55 FEH R, TM7E No go 55 FHIfI RN, LA A AT B4 §E 77 : 17 Stop-signal Y5
A FAR I EE BB S, RS 5FHENE RGN fé

3. FXEEAMFHIHIEHITh RERY SSIERT 5T

TR T, OB AR AL S RAN BRI 55,  DAPRIN 25 U AR R e s e 440 5 2% 1A 56
45 B 578 | (Dong et al., 2016; Keogh & French, 2001; Putwain, Langdale, Woods, & Nicholson, 2011).
XSG TV IR T B AR FE TV E B ) I se e B OC H BE IBd  RAE %, WAL e
W52 B2 AR AN LE AL B AS B (R g i n), U REAAAE T PRI IR S . e ok, SERIINAE
ML T — ARSI TB,  LLNE 2 538 500 R 8 A5 B B0TE B W) 32 B IS RS T . 25 1R
B, Hi RN B S BUMEAE U S B R 5 Z RIS T IR M, NI BRI T AR
FEhlRe SRR R B T RIRAES AN, R A S BAR A Flanker 455 K8 AW 505 i £ REAMALE
2 1 5 T )RR o Flanker AF55 (& v o VFBE 708 WA LE TN G T-HE BB BRI RIge 7. W
FeE R, RATLE Flanker 4155 (1 H AR RIS 5 38 AH G 1 BRI, 2% A 8N AR AR B TR
WHEEAME, Ao RILHE N EE TR (Zhang, Zhou, & Zou, 2015). X —KISRIE T EBHE KA
RS SN TP G R I E B, W ML T FE RS I, 58 B B (2% 1alAH 5 1)
JB M ) R A% S 2 1 55 AT TP ) 4 i

BB JE AR (2020) 38 32 % B e i Jon 25 1 A B NI AR Jot 2 kAR R 1 DR 2 A AE i EOIRAS T 1 o FL AR
IRNERIT 145 0 5 A e R T e (R it Mk s, g B A 2% U AR R 5 P Dy BB 2 ) 1 0% R B 4t 17 38 A
M. MR RIER, SRR A RAALE, SR H i A RS e F SRS T I 2 2 5w (1 i
alphal i1 alpha2 fefE. X—KIMKH, SRR EEE ARSI, FORM v 5t m 1
YERp— Pl s VB RAS, X PRSI RE 5 AR/ ARG A, W 900 A B e e o % i £ PR 2
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[T theta/beta {5 421K alpha BEE 2 [AMFAE IEAHOG R R, IRGEREAL PG 28 AN KL S5, by o5
REEHE R BRI N 24 . theta/beta FUAE AR AL H A N 513 55 /) B 45 1 66 ) (038
WEDIMER, BEAAME, theta/beta fHbke, 8% BRE MR E 32 HIGR 0TS, X—Wa/a T2
TR 72 52 5 (Putman et al., 2014; Van Son et al., 2018), K1 — &5 5 A HE 57 25 120 A2 R ] 52 i A S i 5
PR T E LR [FN, BT R I R R AR RS LA I TR B S R R . X
—RILGI TR I LENLE RN, 2 B I e Y T A S TR RS TR R N B s A 25
B o IX LG A B IR H I AT R R ARG T R R AR R, AMARAE AT (5 S5 A BRI THT I B o P o 22 B2 UV
NI 5 M8 LA R S (AR e PRI AR 1 o bk, TIN5 R R E R ) i A9 RO AT
X I H B2 A A e M, T E AR o =5 i R 8 U R tH IR AR A . IR IR I, e ie o
FR LR HE R EARES T 0 BiE 3 A RS se, JUHRAE SRR IS YA B X 45
XX Sl 2 SR POAThEE, SRR RS BTSRRI e, Bk, EERE e
S E I DX I ) 9 M 448 e T BB AR I LTI R A e . ST R AE IR, wT DI RS S R S
b5k B ATRUN X )i S A M L I 0 (AR AE ARG . IR, MR T AR RS, TR
SETEFREI, R/ FE 5 VR R I FHIAH S AT A5 0, AT BB R BN B 2 (1 48 SRR R 4k R AR X 1E 8
(IThRE . XFPEEAEI T ANMRBINERLER, ] BETEKCGE O BRI 28 8 rh 7 A AN R 52

UbAh, TR B R S A IV E R I RE ST T B, E M ANTE R X R D R AN A A R e v )
I 2 1) o TR 25 HORE TR R I, 1 2 R AR R A At 5 TG % 1 Hp e s P 3 2 0 45 A &2 (Thames et al.,
2015). B, XA EIEIE . R, SR BEI, mE IR AR IR TS 1
TR I TR B R 3o ABATIN g, = s i 0 ) 55 42 1 48 BT 6 1¥1(Zhang, Zhou, & Zou, 2015).
[, T AE1E4Z (working memory, WM) & —Fh 4 £E FIER VRS B AT 0 75 00 IR 25 2 1A J /7% & 48 (Badde-
ley, 2003), AJBeXFH AR EAMA, FERZHAINFI R 7 7= AR B K FE M . 540, Owens %8 \(2012) K3, 1E—
HIEH KRB 12~13 %)L&, TAFICIZ2 & (working memory capacity, WMC)7E % ik 18 5 25 S sz
] O R P R AR o RIS, AT 55 3 B2 A0 R 77 17 B0t o 25 kAR 8 A4k (19 3 3 77 4% 11 A5 52 T (Wei,
Beuckelaer, & Zhou, 2021).

[R5t 2% AR RH DGR 78, AT 3 B0 R 7 48 0) 2 4k A R A AR E SO0 sk 42 1) 5 THI (Y R B 3R 47 T 4]
IR T A RS AR S R S 1 T P R B (R A AR 945 B — Rt e R
BT VP ) A7 76 558355 AR S ot PR A o 4 b T DAGRAIEAMATE TN 23 Co IR , K ) BV A 3124
BTN AT S, Bl RIS BT P g e, H0l bl hRexs H il £ je Mk B A E S
o SR, H AT T B SR A — A B 00 SR AR 2 1 A R 1 DA AT s M A A F 0 i 4 o 2y

fit o
4. IBISIKIE
4.1, INHIFIRIER

WAL 18 (Cognitive interference theory)i\ Ay, FHiXfEE 5 INFIRE ) 2 [ B C R AT LUl “FH0”
K MUAEAT RN R . 2B, VP ST, SRR TR EORE A, AR
Eb 2 X A RSB A ST Dy iR ZU A HE VORI B 1 JROCTE o ARG, 3K 8 A o {0 ) K R ) 43
BI5 YRS T RMFNE L, e R 2R KRR GRE FE eE,  sE St AT AR R . X R
REZMTRAA & TAATE ST R, 830800 AT T 4R & 1 & 1 hilge .
TR IR ICORK RFES, AR 5 BN RIR I Z 26, RAIFBULSHN N, Hb)ih
b, FAAEE R AR TR 5 2 BT R R R0, 171X 8 40 DR 3% 2 Y AR A PR AR DA R R e %
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U, DT 1 55 HEAE 3R b (R RN R 77 FZ 3 (Sarason, 1984) . X —FRR N ERATHAE T — AN FRAE S WA R
TS v R 0 SRR AR 2 BE AL S M A SR B R L A DR 5imR 1 P T PR B e 2 R B rh A B

ST S, WEITIEEIR AR AR A B, JF HOUMRRE5 AR 8 ey ) 55 A AR RE 03 Bt T —
A PHERHES . X — B gl NEE A0 BT IR A, PP 1 5 R B T i A B A R
R, CHGRERIEIE S N MR TE 55 B B2 oA, AT R8-S BOA RN SR T AR AIE B0 188« SR,
JEZERAER T B IR HINRBE /IR R R AT BIVE RS EAAE e — R R . BARTT S,
ZHEAR RGN R FE DL A T S0 AT LS AR AR GE 7 AR . gt iil, Bk Z AL an i
Wi R AN AR AR I PEAR 4, JCHGRAEER ). TARCIZAE B A B A AN D RE IS 15,
VT FT TP LET e, HARA BIA B WRE . BEAh, B HORBEFE M R R XA T HRAEAN A4
g ZE SR, DARE e PR A (R DA RN SR B S AR AT BT AN IR DRI, RS R IR 9 T
A XA RE RIS PR 4t 7 — AN ESE AR, HE B AR IR R, R EHE P T
DU AERT IR 2R G AT M AL

4.2. NI 3&EFRiL

10Tk g B 8 (Processing efficiency theory) i1 Eysenck #1 Calvo T~ 1992 fE#2 MY, % FR 18 (A% O WL A 2
RS 55 AT RAMTIRE, AT REma AR AR R B (Eysenck & Calvo, 1992). R4EX —# i, #
WEEREAE N — PR ZI W U TS K56, STEZ JT AR 2 INATVRIAT A ok SRt R P AR AR il
MAMRLE IR B P R B R BT B ey B IRR I, AN R, JEH R TARICIEE S, S
BEZRE . R E AR LY 7 R R VA RS T, X R M R AR . TR
AN AL FR T AN FT 55 B SRR EN T RE, T A N L AR AR TR, R BEARIAE X TAE IR 12 R G i)
HRPATRGR T L. R RIIT RGO TR TTER ) AT 55 A B e LR 3 JE %15 BTt
EHERERIEEE T, SRS EMETIEA SRR T 4005, B ABATTRI A S BT s 4 48 8
4, O T R AP R A7 T 28 103 B DG o IR ARSI R R A BT R R BAT RS,
AERARBNFRRE AR, RN TAETCIZRE IS o A5 FEX e AT R 48 1 TP AN AR LA AL
Hb R B AN E KN TR, DT R A S AR FERD ) AR DL RE FT . DRI, N TARRE IR AR R T AR S
T 55 TARICIZ IR, IRk — B S FE AR IA SN B8 0 i B S m 4t 7 HR AR

SR, N T ACREHEAR O T A BB o AT R G it i 3 B AN SE A R 1, 2 AR ILTE & R
B R RPAT RG A BARIRLE I 2y 22 Z BRI . T RBUT RA R —ANERMINI RS, B2
ANTFIhEE, AFZIR IR FEANER T £5 82 QAT 73 A S MR SE D Be (. e b, BRI O AR R v Pl
PRI AR A ) DA S0 AL BRI I, T 2T A B RTE THDGT S P P SR P R R S AL o SRS b
AT R, 5 ARG, £ R8RS P ) 0 U o8 w5, T4 5 52 B L2 i (Zhang, Zhou,
& Zou, 2015). X —HF TR RR I, FEREASPRTE b3 P R S T BB 2 3R I H 5 o PR SR 58 A AR TR A
SR, X R IR E R AR A A AL B B O (R R . DRIk, VBN T Ak e BRI Y EE
FR AR FER AN T s ma SR 4 7 R ARESE , (HE R B8 78 70 MRS F5 RS A A THT I Jal J P SR ST ) SR B0
IR HIZ B TE SR AN AR

4.3 EEEHIER

TER 5 HIE 2 (Attentional control theory, ACT)#iA 2 H A iR 5 % 1ol A2 E8 Wil S2 i ANl 5
Pt Thfie (% 4 TH B8 (Eysenck et al., 2007; Eysenck & Derakshan, 2011). ZHEAEFE AT I E S AN T
RCREF A B — DR B, IRANERTS T A AN A TR . e m e i, il a8
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ANMALEIN R RGN, EESRIETH AP RPUT ARG EERIRE T LA L. BEmE, %
BRI MATESATAE S5, ToiEA RO R R R g S A A5 2, BT T [ 38 5 R SR 7
PR REAT AL BAT B R RS, I 2 51URCE 2 FARIT I, B S BUES AT E P E L
MR EmTIFAT, HlEEMEE RS N IE R %, BRRE S i B4R o T 70 5% Bk 2 ()
2, T BT ORI R . XA LR AE T I AR S5 I IO, RO R A S AL & ZAMA
VBB 2 BRI BORAE R AT TR B F ] EAE R, R AR MR N TR e (B == )
(PR BILAR ) A2 R 25 M, (B AR AR R I (RIAE 55 B AME 58 U O0) RISE AR XTI . SR T, BEE AR 55
REFZ SN, IO AE AT 55 A R P PR 75 SRR H A (A nT P BRI, A R R A7 1 P 2t — 2 e
RERW, FREADGEN AR FIIERE, R 95 B R S, S EUBRE S RIAEAL .

5. HiRBMRERRKRE

Pfltith, 20~40% ) KA A D RE 2 4 M 25 il R B (Gerwing et al., 2015). W76 N 5 EL4 HE 53K
F 18 525 ) G 2 8] 5 Uk 9% (von der Embse, Jester, Roy, & Post, 2018). Bt4h, HF 7T & 0 % A2 18 AT AT
I 00 S AR S I T (R AR A, 2 A SR AR TR 2 00 P A S i 5 I [) 174 184 0 175 P IS (Steinmayr, Crede
McElvany, & WirthWein, 2016). Plitt, IRAIRD AR R TE BObLE| A R0 iR B 2 2 .

A I E R 8 (Eysenck et al., 2007) LA & #H <A 73 (Shi, Sharpe, & Abbott, 2019; Mogg & Bradley, 2018)
R, FHIREE AT R S BRI B R N, (X LR B AR R 15 2 78 o H R G S 90 kA
SCHF(Putwain & Symes, 2018). 3X —4UR B SUEF AR IAAEVFZ AR, JCHIRAE I8 7~ H A i 5 ) 2
il 2 1) B BARHLHI AN S A 5 R TT 1 B BRI 5T 56 22 M SR AR T IR 5 AR o MR i R DA AR 212
RE 77 1) 57 T 527 (Owens et al., 2014; Putwain, Shah, & Lewis, 2014; Shi, Gao, & Zhou, 2014; Moran, 2016),
TR 42 1 X — R R DA N D R R S MR R Z VR N R B 52

HARKE: &5, EIRETm, DUERT T2 DUR AR M BT Fi R, BEx =5l AR R A i 42
BRI B SHIERF A o R, ROl i, DUERT R R ORI — I, AR
ERALFERE, MR SR RGO . ok, ERECE T, DR S A s 2 T
YRR, AR RURAE W 52 25 X A RE A A 10 o 32 1) SR B 1 7 A DR 8] 281 e e = il BB R A AE — ARV v
EAEH A R IR H I IS BN TAFAEShRE . e, 7EMSRRE T, B8 — Mg 2 2
NASRETL, 7 e R A EVEN RIS B T A R 0 A 42 SR I, B AE VPN IR 15 B8 T IX Fh SR e SEm B 2,
T MERIE FE -5 F 15 BE A BN Hr e

R, AR T AT LU 2 B R IE R ke 77 30, RN =5 8V m) 14, 32 sl e U5 %0, 8
G AL IBORE: 1) RS IE 8 28510 7 AR RO o AESEIR BRI R b, XIS R BT Al 5y, ik — RN B 8
AME B EIE S DY BEEAS RS BB 5 R RRIA TR F . R, BT HREEA R T — R R i EE,
F RS MR S AE VR I 5 Nl — P R B R e AR 5k I 4 . DR, SRR A D E R E AR
MARE ST, RIS AR B OCAAS I AR AT AR BEERAE, TR T 25 AR R A AR 110 28 3 A0 R0 1) 2 o Th
AR . BJE, THEAR RS E R ARG B E T E S ST, A e i R
POZORFFEE ISR . il 82 — P BRI R IR BT R, AR G AT RO% % B AR L 1%
AEEN, BOE BRI SERIBEOR, 502 ik A P& A ] 5 0 A A R 6 42 1 Th REREAT AR S TR IR T

SE
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