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Abstract

To explore the buffering effect of self-affirmation on individuals with different levels of anxiety and
the differences in effectiveness, a 2 (intervention: self-affirmation/no intervention) x 3 (anxiety level:
normal/mild/moderate) between-subject experimental design was adopted. Sixty college students
were selected as research participants, and the experiment was conducted using the Self-Rating
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Anxiety Scale (SAS) and a standardized self-worth intervention program. The results showed that the
post-test anxiety scores of participants in the self-affirmation intervention group were significantly
lower than the pre-test scores (p < 0.01), while the scores of the no-intervention control group did not
change significantly. The buffering effect of self-affirmation on normal anxiety status was significantly
weaker than that on mild and moderate anxiety statuses (p < 0.05), with the best buffering effect ob-
served in the moderate anxiety group (p < 0.05). In conclusion, self-affirmation can effectively buffer
individual anxiety states, and the buffering effect tends to increase with the level of anxiety, showing
the most significant intervention effect for individuals with moderate anxiety.
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Table 1. Basic information of experimental and control groups
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Table 2. Paired samples t-Test results for experimental and control groups

2. LIOH. FEHIARIHEER (RIEER

95% 17 #i [X 7]

T RRHERE AR THE TR t p

SpaGdH SEEI&— G 5.565 7.704 1.384 2.739 4021  0.000
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Figure 1. Experimental group and control group experimental variation chart
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Table 3. Results of one-way ANOVA
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Table 4. Post hoc multiple comparisons
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