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Abstract

This paper explores surveillance socialization in the context of social media and its impact on user
psychology and behavior. Based on Foucault’s discipline theory and Bauman'’s liquid surveillance
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theory, this study focuses on the mechanism of surveillance socialization on social anxiety, and pro-
poses a mediation model of “surveillance social-negative evaluation fear-social anxiety”. Through
the questionnaire survey of 307 social media users and the analysis of structural equation model,
the positive correlation between surveillance social interaction and social anxiety was verified, and
the mediating role of negative evaluation fear in it was revealed. Social monitoring behavior can
reinforce an individual’s worry about negative evaluations, which ultimately leads to social anxiety.
The results of this study provide an empirical basis for understanding the power relations and user
psychological mechanisms in social media.
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1. 51§

BE S+ LA R AW R, — Pl BT AR W A IEAE R IR A T — Rl 4 2 SO I R —
— IR EIAERE (FATK, 2023)0 #EAS T G HARZER BT YR ISR TR, A AR — AN Bl “ A sk ik
FE, G RAME RSO PT R TEER. EET RS k. HP NS5
HHISHREN, FAETEES NGRS, XFMATATER B AR R T R P 18] A B R
MR AE S o MR HE o ) EL PR X 2855 J2 P 0 (CNINTC)ZE AL 5 R AR I AR 52 Yk (rp B ELIER I 4% % Rl S it
WEY , HE2023F 6 A, PEMEHEECHKE 17912 N, HET 2022 4F 12 H, #HEMREELT
1109 Ji N, HEEME KR EIE 76.4%. 58 TR LA B 6 5 P K 54527 & B Vg Yok, 1
MAE A T 200 R SR B R SRR . P ST & L R shsipli shi % N N F 005 B
TN B AR R AL A TG Bh A 5, MR T RIS AR 5 DU P () A B R AT A A% O B
Wo B RT, RSB TRICHINZ o i) 8 -2 A b A7 75 0 AR A Ao, 98 e T 7
I8 FER2 A W ARAT N A 5 1 AR R RIS R RENAS? S —2, XPPRRER M AL A A A sk, A2
B REFRKEE B SRR ?

2. XEGFiR R RRIE
2.1, BUBHZRESHRZEENXR

“HRALRIARRE O AR FIAR SR B I R A e B R O AR AR K S, A AT AR
AR AE BT SRAL T IESRAT DY, AT LA S A P S i B AR A ST & B B RS R (K
2023). AWERHERG, WAL TP s a] LUB W] 18 tHA0TE[EH 22 58 K « S0 FE H 1 “ 2 Ui i
PR B, HROAE TR A AR AT WA SEBUBU 5. £E 1977 48, KREUR « ARFTE AR “ 4
SR RS T T BRI IR IZ M S D BRI 2 AR T EBESE A AL
), ANy “BU 7 SR BARNZEAT B B A5 BB (Foucault, 1995), U HEMIA R LR il BEPEA )
TR B PR AT

BB UG, FEE ST < 2 EIEAE (ESHEID el WURE ekt 7 RBERL,
“ AL B EUR DR OB S AL A N BERT DU AL AR AT LR M AL 2 R (Bauman
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& Lyon, 2013). A0S “IEWBIAAS” TE 260 2 B 7RO b 2 H 1 B R 40 sE 8, (HHEAATE
MRAPEQIHTE T E R8s T Hl A smm R &, it kR4 R . RO 5E BHIRICH
JEAIREN ), AR ER— MR TRV RAET R i “REmEEs s, Brig i m a2 4E
[EE 2 18], AR A S0 RN A ) % s () M B (Marwick, 2012). TH 722 5 S A2 1 “Facebook FRER” F5H 7
AR B RIS, WEIEFERTIRA . BB SHIC T (Kennedy, 2009), HEIESE T, HdfEm
“CHEANT AT RN =R 1R, R A AR B RAE . L HAEAR R R T
G W R ——22 F P A5 I BN L S T, R e s I b i) R o X RS L
PV 645 BEREAT R, $THE 7 PR — AR & B MBI, 51k TG E R El “ e
AR o X T RS SHE i S — e A A AT G TS A P &, AR TR ARk
HHART SR XESEEEEIT N, WG REMIET & EXHRCHE, XTI T —Fb
FRERIV A S 5t XIS & 15 BERESAFT0E 17 P A BB AT AR, i 1 5 A i
N ZANERAE Sk, W SEOE # AR — MR B AR, #EARRUINEETFE R
M, AP I N SAEES B Z R, kRSP, WMAT RIR KRR om0, HRTEFSXRF,
IERAT A SR W7 6 2 R B (2 %, 2023) o T I AS s S0 5 4 MY 55— N IF 9 1) RBURITAIT 9 A1k «

Wl —: FH P AEAS AR RS AR AT WA A AR, AR T WL S A R R DG R N 2

Hi: MR AE IE [ R 4158 fE e

2.2, YB3 S5 EITEN BIR

WAL A, P AT RE 2 R ARG B ST A N 250 1T = A R PR AR . B, e
B NZISE, FIRESHRL B CIAT IR NSRBI LI, AT 51 A S AN R (Villarosa &
Hurlocker, 2014). BbAbh, FRACHEAR I)3FE B VEFIAE B AL 38 18 B2 AE 153 F P (AL S8 AT B0 25 5 Bl At N 58 i AN
Hr, IXAEREEEE B IR T AR BB ET REME . BTN, SOAR TS BN AR SR AR R S AN 25 2L
Mo AFRSAEFT, MEX A PEN P BUBEAAAEZE R B, NSO s sm iR S 32 ORIt A PPARY
(0 L, MR ] BR T2 By DR SRR DAY T 7 A 7 ) P AR, T E P 7 STk, AR SCHE R R,
AT R OCVE B FRAFE A N, X BT PN I RAR AR X B K (Matsumoto & Juang 2016). X FHSCAL
ZE FRAEA A BRI R I ICON A, AR AT AR I 2 SR AR A5 (R SO TS S5 0 FH P B0 25 5 A LA Al
Fedse,  ATBNED T S PPN RAR B T REME . MAR QIR B RSB TE AR 5 S P 2
R R PRI ELEER . EHk, IR AL 5 A P BRI R R R &R .
# Villarosa J#3d SLIG BN IR FL, B T A IR AR Y AL 22 AT i S 2 S 80U VRO LR . #1538
PRI R E ThRE, W8, VPR, 2 AT BEXTIXFROC R P2 ARSI, AR T BR T B Ly — Pk 22 SCHE,
A AT BB RN IS RRAT Sy, AT 51 R PR 2R, R P E B B AN BIASET, FTRESHH.O B AT
WAt R FFER STV, W51 KR AREEIE 26, AL A8 A (K 518 R Dh R itk — D oK 7 ax Fp4a 4,
TATRES RORAHO B ER ST bl fth A 8258 17 8 B AN 22 (Villarosa & Hurlocker, 2014). FEF b, ASCHEH
DU R :

H2: AR A AE TE 1] S0 AN A (1 47 1) PEAN RAR

23. AEENBIRSHRIZEE

MBS Z M EFAIC, Hh P B = BRI R 2 —(Rapee & Heimberg, 1997; Weeks, et
al., 2008). VAT AR T LLAH 7> 9 0 m PP RARAT I B A AR . i PR R FR MR S I &kt
b N TTBESS T 1 SR PPN T 7 AR A — ARG B, XA RMBAREL AR A A AR AR T . A
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ot SN B FUH(Weeks & Howell, 2012). i AERSEUERT 7L CERNIRDT T FAIE BUR 5+ A0 R
Z IR AR, H—EdRH, TR PPN R A 5 A5 FE 1 EE ELR2 M K 2 (Cheng et al., 2015). Villarosa 1 Hur-
locker %5 N FLiE—20 R, AMAR G PEAN R APk Ry, kA2 £ RE (R B Bk = (Villarosa-Hur-
locker et al., 2018),

A £ R — P AE A 15 B R B N B A B T 1 T 2 A T PP T 5] R ) S 3 HL R R RV R
#i(Vahia, 2013) IXFHRMEIFIEEE T IS Bb, 72 UR T A4S 4158 185 15 )t FE AR AR AN A7 T PR o #1504
FEXTAMAR R HE AT OB DL A S DR B BE N A . ORI SRS B R E SN
FEAE L3 I IE A 9GO R (Buckner et al., 2016), X BIAHA A8 8 8 A e DK O 38 R4 52 [ 3k T
PN AT . dhAh, #EASEEREIE S MR AR B IR 3 ) S S8 (Maricic & Stambuk, 2015), &
RS B8 AR AT A DRSS 3] 1E 5 4158 LA R M AN . WIRAT IR A RS, AR R A&
AR R, AT AR R R AE R 7.1%3] 7.9% 2 [8](Stefan et al., 2010; Stein & Stein, 2008)iX %
AL A R R — AN Bl I o AR R I8, (A S AR T2 ik . AR & B, A
A2 O RAAT RS e, TR ST U7 IR 5B EE, AMEXT T B O AP & B
] PPAN BRI [R) A AE FE RS OC R UMATEAS IR, BT b3 tH DL M Bk

H3: AR ) PEAN AR I ) 52 458 £

H4: MRE) ) PR RV RAE AL A A S s fE s i R A EH

3. fiRFG=E
3.1. HASHIEWESE

AW FTIE F A R AL R, R “ R FEAR IR A, A KR A B i)
AT DAY D FEAS N Br PR, s R o) 55 e . ASIE 70 10 5 R SL IR 307 A2 i) s, DR AHIT 5T (R AR 0T
Goe IR B ERER, R IRHIZE 40 L UUR, PR A 45 75 5 BRAE 08 E 6k = DL R KIEREAS, Ik
Ab, ONPRIEEE B LT 5, IO TR BIBR B E S K KA R, DR AR AR R BUE 1 1), AR
AR 266 11, 185 R 86.6%. TEHHE /AT ferh, AW Fiiz H SPSS 24.0 AT X A Kt
BHATHER G0 8T, CAATH TS AR R SRR RS A . BhAh, DN T R B IRAIE I SRR 1) £
P& B AR B B0 R, AW IS AE B AMOS 29.0 #AE 34T 1 B6AE 1 K120 b AR PR 36

3.2. FEMNEREEHERKRE

3.2.1. MBI

A R AE S Tokunaga 201 )Zmil I APRHF M ER, BRI ITARA 1 35 WA AER,
Hr 1 foR “MBEEATFE” , SRR “MBELFFE”, G 6 NMEH, MEbks, Fongilnimm
RUAEASFEE R0 F AN F K Cronbach’s a4 0.845, KMO 1Hi5 F 0.863, Bartlett BRIEAS I /) p 5 /N T 0.001,
H BT ZTTREN 62%, 1X o455 FE% B B 3R A5 B A8 R M40 28 B0 R 4, 3 & AT 5 2R R 140 AT
IR B S B R A FE AT AR

3.2.2. GaEIENRIR

S BRI 2 Leary (Leary, 1983a)dw il () F AR G m) PPN RVMA B R, ERIPHT7=CRA 1 3|
SR RER, HEEERREAAN TP BB R s, ARYEEILE 4 AN H, AT, R
Cronbach’s o. %M 0.633, FKHERKIAH —EMEE B0 42527KF« KMO {4 0.765, Bartlett ¥3ILFG 5
1) p MH/NT 0.001, ¥RREIEEHATHE T 5. ok, RITTZTTIREEN 59%, Ui BRI R+ 5e i
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BOr iR A R AR S, AR EE AR A I 45 RN LA

3.2.3. #HZEE

I ERE S Leary (Leary, 1983b)fil BB =R P ST, PL EERBRAM 1 (FIFKE 4
AFFEE S (FERFEETF )T T730, MME S R s iR L R e R R, AR4EEIL S MR H. 1
KW, =RM Cronbach’s o ZECH 0.875, RAEREAEEMNE—EE, SERE. KMOEN
0.868, #iT 1, PLEAAREZ [AIWAE SRR, E&HATHE T 9. FR, Bartlett BRIVAIH p EH/N T
0.001, #FE—BIAIE | HAEMAHCIELSS MG & 720 b, RAATT Z 0T IA R 67%, KR T #E
R RE R A B R, W ERRSUEE . 2 LR, KRR RIS S T £
Rif, &&HTES.
4. AREMS4E
4.1. fER MG SEX S

KU T RFERFERAE, NWBRERTRBEFIE 18~24 F LK 25~30 %, # 1 A T AR
MAAERE . SR AN R . RIS AR T3 . FRvtE 22 DA SRR BRI B R AR 22 A ¢ R 3. Bdm s )
BORRIL, AR ARG A 2 B WA, o A AC S U PR R E 2 IE AR DR (r=0.171,
p<0.01); A PPN RUR A8 FE T B IE A 55 (r = 0.582, p < 0.001) o WEMLTU A A8 154 20 FE R8I0 B AR 56
PR Z(r=0.175, p < 0.0 REUEIK

Table 1. Correlation analysis results

# 1. BXMDIER

AR AT 7 PPN R AR AR
WA AR 0.71
BT R 0.171%* 0.68
MR FEE 0.175%* 0.582%** 0.77
M 3.15 3.48 3.33
SD 0.85 0.82 0.88

Y *p<0.05, *p<0.01, ***p<0.001; Xf L ibrIE 11175 ZHBUAAVE) T 7R

4.2. TR F 54

Table 2. CFA (N = 266)
= 2. WM REF 2N = 266)

RS Rl THE WS

AR B FrifEiR S.E. FRUEAL G I DR 7 3 4m7 P SMC ~ CR  AVE

Tl 1 0.697 0.486

T2 1.053 0.69 *E - 0.476

T3 1.128 0.74 wEE (548
aw itk iy 0.86  0.51

T4 1.12 0.71 wEE (504

T5 1.01 0.674 wEE (454

T6 1.244 0.788 ok 0.62
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T5 1 0.679 0.461
ST 2 1 004 0.6%6 M o
T7 1.099 0.719 wEE 0517
T8 1.067 0.643 wEE 0413
T9 1 0.789 0.623
T10 1.001 0.758 *k 0575
AR Ti1 1.001 0.832 k60692 0.88  0.59
TI12 0.868 0.718 ®Ex 0516
T13 0.908 0.731 wRE (534

AR B (15 L S5 R0, AWt Tt IR E B 720 M (CFA) X B AR B AT R 36 . ek 2 T
B, P A AR AEAL D 1 e AL 0.5, JFELAE p<0.001 /KPR . SERRNHEEECR
{E)VEREIFE 0.77 22 0.88 2 (8], T 0.7 S AniE; P77 ZZ R U VE B)Hm T 036, XRHINE
B BA RAFRCSICRE . tAh, AR AVE T IT IR 2 36 S i) 2 i T 3 5 HAd A A
REAH KB AEM] 1 HN R R AT SE

4.3. BRI

AW G FEAR DT I B AL AR A A R R s L, D988 Uk F ] AN R R A R A RS, AHE TR AE B
AMOS 29.0 W FEEER T REREAY, ENRFCIEARAL AT . A7 A RUAR 54k 50 2 18 22 1] (1 AH EL A #6842,
FEUNE BT = Z (B AR RNE EESN B R AR . W3k 3 R, @i BRI R ES B L
AR | 22 WEHIXIA]N . #e4h, RFI. CFI. NFI. TLI. IFI. GFI %) &4 B E =T 0.9, AGFI.
RFIfa#540F 0.8 & 0.9 2 [ H#EE 0.9, AL ZE IR RMSEA (KT 0.08. 1XLL2E RN, S5k 7 FEf
RPA R R IF, OGS ER .

Table 3. Fitting situation of structural equation model (N = 266)
3. FHHRERENIEERN = 266)

X/df GFI AGFI TLI IFI CFI RMSEA RFI NFI
S ik 1~2 >0.9 >0.9 >0.9 >0.9 >0.9 <0.08 >0.9 >0.9
AR AR 1.847 0.927 0.899 0.947 0.956 0.956 0.057 0.891 0.910

4.3.1. EIEY AL

FRAE I 1 RIS 4 S b el . B IS B4 A AT D I [ s i L A ) PRAN 2B = 0.195, p < 0.01), R
AMBFERASBEAR 0 MEARAT A, WA A7 TP PR R B R s, (R H2 B SCRe: SRl PR R
3 IR A R A AS R R (B = 0.683, p < 0.001), RIS T PPN A RVIR AR k0,  HAL S AR RE /KP4
i, ARG H3 L. SR, MSPLALAHAS 0 4128 fE R M BB ARAE N 0.055 AR (p>0.05), Ui B AL
MHAZHEEE IR ERE, AT EE R BERIEER, B H R EESCRE. o, AL
XA AT FE I B RNAR IR N AR (CR < 1.96, p > 0.05), RHZBAEPAERZEIHNMMERH, A
RN TG A TG B A i — DR . Ak, BRSNS B35 1 45 5 A DG A R I A A A 5 4
AR EA K (r = 0.175, p < 0.0 )JE RO L, X $R7RAS R0 ] GEAF A JE 2R M O¢ RS2 A B 7E A
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AT, WA IR IRA MR .
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AR AEARZ >
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Figure 1. Structural equation modeling diagram
Bl 1. S niERaER

Table 4. Path coefficient
= 4. BREFRH(n=266)

bR R B bRl B8 SE. CR. »
A—B 0.150 0.195 0.058 2.564 **
B—C 0.846 0.683 0.108 7.867 Hrk
A—C 0.052 0.055 0.058 0.905 0.366

W ASHALRAERE, B USRI A, C kAR,

43.2. BRI R P AERELE

AT 58K F A 22 B2 B R B 4347 Bootstrap ERI AR, HE Bootstrap FEAEN 5000, T 95%
BREXEERE TR LLCI S EIR ULCHWAL RN SE T & B X RIS 0, WIRBIHN B3 . fall4h
R s fros. RIS b, BRSO AS AR ER IS LRME R 0.181 (p < 0.05), FEAMAAIAHAL
1T AR b BB IR AL 22 £ 8K, s H A3 803 FE, B P Al A2 A A i 2
A AR RO, AR DU, a3 B[R EHAUNAE N 0.08 (p > 0.05) A3, 1A
FEROSE A B ] PP R A R ARIA E] 0.101, HANN & N 55.8% . IX — 45 IR ENIIE [ Sl PN VR
FE WA AT SR A AR R IR TR AR, HA o, HoA A 2808 ST iR e s RS i — 2, 7 A O R
71, (B, RELBANEZEPB=0.181, p <0.05), HEZMMALEP=0.08, p>0.05)5 FARw 2 2P
=0.101,p <0.05)FIXT ELR B B AN AL f 58 o 4 22 £5 P& R 52 00 58 4 A7 m) DA RV IRAR 3 . SR17T, R4 Zhao
SEMVEEVL, AT FUEE G “ se a7 BRI, T 1T SR A (AR A0S I G v 3 3 1 R A £ o B (55.8%)
DAL TR AT 50 B Al /N 3 B I P A s AR [ 2700 LA, BB BR AT A 2 25 PT RE G /s A7 AE HARIS FE R AR
WS AL XU BN Bl B FR R IR 058, FRAE RS Fu i — DR R .

Table 5. Bootstrap method detection results
5% 5. Bootstrap J3 3 ERMELE RN =266, Bootstrap HEZAE A 5000)

RONA BONAE se LLCI  ULCI ANt

A4 AZ — AT R RN 0.181 0.063  0.057  0.304
AR A A SRR BHERN 0.080 0.053 -0.023 0.184 55.8%
M AR B A2 — B A PPN R R — #1ACFE R EIE23 0.101 0.046  0.015  0.192
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5. g

ATFFHR T WA G AR R AR 5 4k A8 R R 2 1) 52 2 A DL . BFSCRIN, MWL
TR E G R R RSN, (DB ME AR B2, TR 0 PR AR 1 A 1E F
IR B KT . X RILEW, AT rh (0 WAT A AR R L — R TR, RO 36
AR R AR, TR I TR AR R 2 DA JHE SR —— B At A 67 T VA 0 o B A, R S
BURKJT (0206 . X — 250 SARRTI “ 4B BT RE: RS LA I W LT (L vty FF P2 B R4t
AT, SEAE AR AL “ BB AR EE, ML IR A A ST RN . B0 S
S HE— SRR 1 A AR WAL 2 T R E —— PP B WA A U 2 A, I3 2 455
THARRPARHEE, MR T SN BB R R B . SRR BRI A A S
FeRR 2 PR, I S S A B R AT AR R B R RS AR AT R B 0 B VR A
U ST ERITA” , SRS, HEMHRBERR . AR L e T, & Uk
AT WA T BEE AR FE A0 250 BN SR, 8% 7 B - PR RME - B B R, M
AR A A IR 338 1 () OV 0 BRAL AR 8 7 97 O FE e ) 11

R AT FCAE T S BARE LR 428 S AR 2 I B B h AR, (ARG 2
FEAC AR IR T 100 BRSO LA AT 2 . AR 50 SRR T AU BRI — C i i, {H R A 5E
AHER HARELE P A BT M. A AR, AR IR 5, WER R AT A B T AR B R
FH P HAE R R AR 04, TIANATE 2R B (1 B AT AT R N SRS B, F P T e 2 i
FIE SR A RIS, BEEER O TR H O F 6 OB R. SRR IR 4%
FIAR BRI — R S5, VRO BRI R R R 2 P RN B AT R 1 4 A
B, XU FE A7 AT BE AR . e el A AT SRR (0735 B T B 76 M AL AL AS B 20 B AR e A
PR S BE  E A A t. BRAN, ARSI BARIR T SRR MR R AE R, ERBEIRA
PRI — A ORI T AR o TR A 0N T B R AS P 22 5 9 858 PR BT R AR e 6 RS E 2 B A
MRS RITRRE, Wk RIB TR, BMOUAT R AETE R R SRR, H CR T A 7R (E
BEER. ERERD, PRI OB RTE, BRI G R BRI R R T AR T E
95t MR AT 9 AT BERE AL RSB » 525 55 31 R B KT 7 i DA AR R AR50 B (2, 2023)
e 3R AT BN W LA A 7 VAR AR I S B, HET R P A B A E AR 5 T
BRI NGERR, W2 T [ 2K T B A R R R B A 1, 7T 5 B e W KA P
IR DR G T DA () 5 e o AR, SRS SRS A D, AR SRS S FAMAH it A VR
(R T B S, T RESOR M MR A S I A7 [ A B R M A8 4 PR o AR TR R i
M S (R T A R, AL BN BB R . K B AR S AT AT Y P AR
UGB, CABIBG 0160 S T T A VR PR A R B %, AT I 50 45 SR (0 R 80 F M AR R 7,
9 BT TR A -

BT FRRI, ARSI R EF A BT, A B AT e A R AL D e 30 25 3
PR, B5F EBERR, Wb P S M UAT 9 Eh 5, T FRAEE S P R SR i R 303 s 78
FIFSE R, ROB BT E I 8E WA PR ML, Bt B A A G 2R
S T, ALV BRI A G AT L FE R AL B, 7 1A SR 4 0 A1
WAL AN SRR R R T T, 7 AR LR 58 PRI PR 5T, o 5 T35 e X ¢ 5 2
P

BN o

WEFER R IR IEAE TREAR CLE EREA N L, RAER & P B 5 T 9 BB, 15 # AT RER BORIE
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RE )22 AR D SR G PP R, RAE I AR RN R SR E, X h A S RISEE, e St T 5
MNAL S ML, PRV R R AT S MEAT N S AR IB IR &y Beh, FEIRTE SR AN AR o A
RS RE R e A2 NFRoc R I VE BRI 2R, 959 5% FORE ey i 45 M AL R A A2 5 e A AR 1Y)
K wa, WETFH MR ERX 2> “REFIE” 5 ORI 4B, RRFITRERBMNER, DR
IR ZE T A B AR BT R . 6 T IR AN AL AT A R RS 2 1A 5 IR A7 AR H AT A A5 7T AR IR 3R DA
LR R M ARAEASCHAT IS, AR e St Fudhife . BEE N TR B 5 SR IR B8, A SR AL
HITE SR B SR, AT AERORAG B ZE R P vl WAk SRR, B oy T — s &
IR

SE Tk

YK (2023). WS ALBLHEAS F MR i WO AR R, Brd5 5 1E, (2), 43-55.
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