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H
igher education institutions are seeking proactive w

ays 
to reduce rising rates of anxiety. This study m

easures an 
anxiety intervention called H

am
m

er, G
lasses, Pillow’s 

(H
G

P) im
m

ediate and long-term
 effectiveness in 

reducing state and trait anxiety rates am
ong 

undergraduate students.

Participants
A

 sam
ple of 351 first-year students w

ere selected from
 a 

southern Christian university. 253/351 participated. O
ut 

of the 253, 18 com
pleted the post-post STA

I test for the 
group they w

ere assigned, for a com
pletion rate of 7%

. 
O

ut of the 18 participants 61%
 w

ere fem
ale and 39%

 
w

ere m
ale, w

ith fairly equalsam
ples in each 

experim
ental or control group.

Instrum
ents

The State-Trait A
nxiety Inventory (STA

I) is a tw
o part 

40-item
 inventory com

m
only used to assess trait and 

state anxiety (Spielberger et al., 1983). Form
 Y

-1 
consists of 20 item

s m
easuring how

 participants feel 
right now

(State A
nxiety) and form

 Y
-2 consists of 20 

item
s m

easuring how
 participants generally feel(Trait 

A
nxiety). Item

s are rated on a 4-point Likert scale from
 

“N
ot at A

ll” to “V
ery M

uch So”. H
igher scores indicate 

higher anxiety levels.

Procedure
This intervention utilized tw

o proctored 15 or 45 m
inute

video presentations focused on anxiety sym
ptom

 
reduction and self-care presented at Fall O

rientation to 
the incom

ing first-year students.

Procedure -Cont.
The students w

ere random
ly assigned into one of three 

groups:
•

G
roup 1 -H

G
P and psychoeducation about the 

neurobiology of anxiety (45 m
in)

•
G

roup 2 -H
G

P only (15 m
in)

•
Control G

roup -no intervention

Both G
roups 1 &

 2 w
ere adm

inistered a digital pre-
survey, post-intervention survey, and a 90 day

delayed 
post-post survey. The Control G

roup com
pleted the 

survey at the tim
e of the pre-test and post-post testing 

tim
es of the other groups.

1.
A

 onew
ay

A
N

O
V

A
 found no significant differences 

betw
een the 3 groups on the pre-test for State A

nxiety 
(F(2,15) = 3.12, p

= 0.07) or Trait A
nxiety (F(2,15) = 

1.23. p
= 0.32).

2.
Repeated m

easures A
N

O
V

A
s found no significant 

difference betw
een the three conditions (pretest, post-

test and post-post test) on:
a)

State A
nxiety for G

roup 1 (F(2, 6) = 37.00, p
= 0.51).

b)
State A

nxiety for G
roup 2 (F(2, 8) = 20.07, p

= 0.82)
c)

Trait A
nxiety for G

roup 1 (F(2, 6) = 69.25, p
= 0.14)

d)
Trait A

nxiety for G
roup 2 (F(2, 8) = 45.07, p = 0.51)

3.
A

 onew
ay

A
N

O
V

A
 did find

a significant difference 
for State A

nxiety betw
een the control group and those 

w
ho had been exposed to the intervention (both G

roup 
1 &

 2) on the post-post tests (F
(2,15) = 4.06, p

= 
0.04).

Fisher’s Least Significant D
ifference (LSD

) post hoc 
indicated a significant difference betw

een the State 
A

nxiety scores for both G
roup 1 (M

=37.75 SD
=6.40) and 

G
roup 2 (M

=40.80 SD
 17.11), and the Control G

roup 
(M

=57.67 SD
=13.72) (p

= 0.03 &
 p

= 0.04, respectively).

1.
N

o differences w
ere found on anxiety betw

een the 3 
groups initially suggesting that the participants w

ere 
experiencing sim

ilar levels of anxiety.
2.

N
either intervention conditions w

ere found to 
influence their respective groups, w

hich m
ay 

suggest:
a)

the psychoeducation on anxiety or w
ays to m

anage 
anxiety used in this study do not low

er anxiety, or
b)

that if these interventions do low
er anxiety, the 

difference w
as not able to be detected due to the low

 
num

ber of participants.
3. The control group reported higher levels of anxiety 
than did both intervention groups for state anxiety at the 
tim

e of the 90 day
delay.

a)
This result m

ay suggest the intervention provided 
coping skills to G

roup 1 and G
roup 2 to use during a 

stressful period (ex. finals w
eek).

In conclusion, it’s possible that w
hile the intervention 

did not low
erthe students’ state anxiety, it did help 

preventtheir anxiety from
 rising w

hen they experienced 
greater external stressors. This suggests the intervention 
m

ay provide coping skills that help participants m
aintain 

their State A
nxiety w

hen confronted w
ith stressful 

situations. This is particularly notew
orthy due to such a 

sm
all n. 

The biggest lim
itation for this research w

as the 
extrem

ely high attrition rate resulting in a com
pletion 

rate of 7%
. Such a sm

all n
left little room

 for detecting 
differences. In future studies, this researcher should 
w

ork to elim
inate factors contributing to attrition.


