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Abstract

Objective: Social interaction is an important component of college students’ life, and the characteris-
tics of social anxiety deserve attention. Based on this background, this study aims to quantitatively
study the real-life social anxiety of college students from multiple aspects (online self-disclosure, ru-
mination), and provide more basis and choices for reducing the real social anxiety of college students.
Methods: In this study, the questionnaire survey method was used, and the “Interaction Anxiety Scale”,
“Online Self-disclosure Questionnaire”, and “Ruminative Responses Scale” were used as research tools.
The questionnaire was released through the questionnaire star platform, and 368 college students
were collected. Questionnaire data and statistical analysis of the collected data. Results: Online self-
disclosure and rumination were significantly positively correlated with real-life social anxiety scores.
Rumination scores mediated the relationship between online self-disclosure and real-life social anx-
iety scores. Conclusion: 1) College students’ online self-disclosure is positively correlated with real
social anxiety; 2) College students’ rumination is positively correlated with social anxiety; 3) College
students’ online self-disclosure is positively correlated with rumination; 4) College students’ online self-
disclosure affects real social anxiety through rumination.
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1. 51§
1.1. #32EE

L11. #3Z KBRS

MRS I LA S 2 o AR S EDRS AR O IS TR v B8 TR, 5 HARR PR H R UM IE
A, RIFROHAZ R R (%, RIS, 2020). @9 SE N T, H BB IE H 2 AN SR B BRI,
(7] N o A2 52 AR B IR TR AR K G 12 4, 2018)5

1.1.2. #3ZEEAVEIS

AR REINFAT NNy, A AC R T RN A 10 Y ot B o5 b N EL Bl T AR %, 7E8t
AN b 2 DUBUUMAE 77 SRR S A, TN R AR R IR 51 K [8# 4T A (Clark & Wells, 1995). BRI, #2
WA, 2 SO E AR G AASHEES, EmiEREERGTH, 2022).

NBRia@E R, A EEH EAEARMARGERR, 4 RIWE 5 AR REA 2 S5
FLAE R IR ABATTAE A 22 I R P S B BB SR, T MG PR (Mellings & Alden, 2000; Modini et al., 2018).

BB IAL A BB B —Fh BB TG R se AR08, FLDhRRAE T8k e MA AL 2 HEF (Trower & Gilber,
1989). AMA A4 BUE £ M AL B AT 1T 2 5 354+ (Gilbert, 2001), {H A WLEARE RIS 3R 75 16 1H /e i, A4 A
O TR LERET P2 A BB (YR 2, 2014),

1.1.3. ML EREMELIZER
WA Eon, P S A FE e i i T W 45 4 A2 B2 B . High Al Caplan (2009). Rice Al Markey (2009)PA K
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5 PR EEQ2014) I E 45 RIB CHRFIX — G510, RAEH—DI8H, ZF BimML, HISHTEESTIK
W28 422 B R (AR AT 74, 2022)0

IS 5 P 28 AL AT AR R IR 22 e W e I 28 AL SE AR A 0% — 24, PTRRGBUAH SRS B i, (2SI
HHE@, RS, RTERSBEINE, SRRk, S REEE, ETRERESE, 5T
151k [El(Valkenburg & Peter, 2011).

RAE W AAT TR AR A B 5y, AHHRREJT A8 A SE R . JUHAE 1% B 4% 80T
Ja, REALNIESIH S, KA 70K s SR IS AR s TP A A AR

1.2. MEBRRRE

1.2.1. MEEHRRBHOBS

HREEBERENGDI T, @il F5i8% R ES b N RENS N, B2 8E g
(Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; Dindia et al., 1997). BE&E ML &, HRRKELEHERL L, MEHKKRED
B H B AR SR AR H AR, 2012).

1.2.2. MEEHRRBOMKS

THIBEIN Y, 2 B R FE R MATE M 2SS i 457 B B 1 fE B DGRIE BRI AR T, 2011).
Chen Al Sharma (2013)#8, Hal 0 AF SN, B Rt —S 5 e Lo hmsk: —2H
FPEE SC, oI HOMIEHEN IR SRAGALSSI 2 AT Jys sl 30, M Tl 5545 07 SN E Bk
BB SO AL A B BRI 545, 2013) PR A AT A ER S (8 £, 2014), AHEA
IR I E S

1.2.3. MEBHRREHEL

FA TR R 9 i 5 R F2 B AR 7 B T 5 8 . T W AZi o R B 44 7 AR v, B kR
HOY T RS, 2014) 3 2IBEII R IE, N EREFRILESRNMUE X R R,
AR e T I 28 2R 5E(Gudykunst, 1989).

TBAPER ISR, BT MEEM G AT E S, BIREC 73 B RE RIS, RN S 1%
W24 AS SRR, DRI B A N 8 TR gk AT H KGR #5 (Reicher et al., 1995),

13. RER%

1.3.1. REBYNHTE

Nolen-Hoeksema AN, =242 —FiEtkr B4e 0, RIONRE B 8 S MaER. HE LG
R BOHURIMR. FEEEMIEY, JHFEUT N EREEWNolen-Hoeksema & Susan, 1987). 1A 4E 4
MAE—FhFa e 1 NSRRI (Conway et al., 2000), 234 ARG R IR (E 75, 2010).

1.3.2. REB4RYIER

1) Nolen-Hoeksema 1] J2 )b KUk 2 18

ZHR X PR N T 20 &N O RS, BT SR B EE ) R8T R DA [ R s ARsd
AL, WIFRFSE N TE AR A AT A VA, BRAS A HR )R /13 FH(Nolen-Hoeksema & Susan, 1987).

2) Martin ] H AR 9K50 ) 2 B8

Martin $2H, K2 B4EE HITE BAR RGBT « MEX S BARAHCHE BUR, & RE-BE W45
ANIUIRS BARZERE, BHZE B RIEBURE, RAA1F1E(Martin & Tesser, 1996).

3) Wells &5 (1) B TR 174047 DR i AL 2 i
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Wells 5 Matthews A, AMEXT R4 7ol misgm RO 77 N5 145 . BT INRIILR 4 88 R
B AR CIA N i B S R RS . T A SR, MR R R S, Stk
2, FNFREEAE M (Wells & Matthews, 1996, 2014),

L4, MHREER. WEBRRESKGBHEZ BRI

1.4.1. MEBHRRE ST ZERHUELHR

OGBS R KA AR S AR RIS oMU S AL S R R

AR S AR RSB E H, HASAE RS MEA I AR E IR RIFEI SR, RS &
LA B T 3RAFAR S i, I AR EEEE (12, 2021)0 2NN, ISt £ SR AR R I AMA £
A MEAL 2 TR, L “ 5 H AT IR, RIS A S I W 2 B3R 2 IRCCRF . M, A
BB CEEEE” AN, RISk IR MAMALE N 4 BE TE BB AT B IR R, T
A £E R LE I 2% T ) BB AT g AP (Kraut et al., 2002).

SSERF AT T, RELE RIR AP A8 5 M4 B IR 5 B IEA KRS 2022); Wang &F
AR AR AT AT S 3 3 B3 IEAR S5 (Wang etal , 2011). BbAh, PRIDREETE H, PLSTH A H g 5/
26 HIRRFE RS EIEA R, 5REHE TS, 2016); (RKIBFTRE— B BoR, BISEHt A M
RERN AR EBIEAR, St AREIFAEATE, 2021),

14.2. REBYHESMLHIZERBEXTR

TR AR T RS B 1 5 H AR IR B BEAR (R R, R A, 2021). A AR 7 e
AMERINTC RS S, IR AS R RE I AL 25, 2018); Bk 2452 Rt 22 45 R A TA TS, AMADH [ &2 18
8 ZEBR T 7= AR A R8 o 4128 A R BT B IR Y A6 A ) )R 2 AE RO SR AL TH RS B
B EE R (Clark & Wells, 1995). 2 HSHIEN 7T SCRF ;2 4 220 4 52 R B (Mellings & Alden, 2000; Mod-
ini etal., 2018; Brozovich & Heimberg, 2008; Ji¥%4x, BREM:, 2018), {HA U Field 55 A (2004) W7 K
W, HREEF ARG A EEE A e TP

143. REBRRESREBENEXHR

H AT = BRI R RIS BT R4 B4 SRR ZIR AT B W eE, Fiknl i
LHTES HREE AL

SR N, FAREEmAANEREE N AT ARNREFEE, WA E 2 [ REEE MR
(Derlaga & Berg, 1987). HILWAMFT REIRIE, mARWEEH e HIR TN FER, BRI THRE
Fo BB MAR S, I ARFATRE 4% 285 DAL PRI ¥ R A 0 v k2> 3 %

TESEUEJT T, HETMEEE . —IERH 7 B i R, & TaRRES RS B4R
IEMRFE R, 2021). 5RAMEAMERERIELE. ARE. ARZIN) S QIREENTF AL RN
— 8 FAFRBEEE W] RE AL (Okdie, 2011) 8 /> £ #& (Joinson, 2001), B52Z FEIK(Li, 2017); MAHIKEZIN
D) T ) P00 R B (S 7 2 2009)6

grlb, RECHMIR RS M BREBENII, HEERMA -8 BB 50 R AR x4 B 4E
HEEERBEWRY, FHE— BT RO R L S .

144 MEERTE. REBYE. IXHXEE=FNHEXHAR

H Al MR A B R EER T =F KR KIEE S ERES AREIM SR, MALERM % H R T
APt SR REES Y, RETHRE, R4S,

3 —J7 M, %% E IR AT AR ORES AL EE . 2 S R R (1 557555, 2013), BAEARACIE AR
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R B SR AR I T U B B 5 T U (Primack et al., 2017). I G AR A T A Al S N
S AR (SR B AR BR ), 3T 51 SR AR AR 4 o
Gl = IR R ERBL SRR U — PR .

2. MRANBSFHE
2.1. HRAF

I R AR TR AR A R (AEEEER) (MEaREHER) Al (484
HR) , FH SPSS23.0 HATHHEAEE, WA KM HRKRE . KA B4 SIS EEIUR, T
RICHEMANOG T B RS =AM AT ERRR. HIERNRR KA R4 B4, W% HRER SDE
AR Z MAFEM BAAROR R, $ H PRI 54158 £E RSP I T AT 22

2.2. IERM&R

b3 ToRSFARR AR IE 368 N, A 4 313 1, BRK 85.1%. HP B4 192 A, &4
121 N, “FHFERN21.03+£1.44 5,

23. fiRIA

Leary Zaffils VERZREFBITH (CCHAERER) , ZERFEMNTWFE MR WL EE, 7154
TiH, Likert 5 piih4r, 8o, A RRRRE S . T A — 80k R4 0.800, AHEFLH A
0.86.

Leung 4l # ERIEIEITHI (MBS HRERZ ML) , MEMEBREZNHAGERE: ZiRtk. Bk
PEL MR IREERISEE, 3R 18 @, RA Likert 7 siitsy, Mordsr, MAMSG HREE KPS . R
WF 58 3 — B0 R ECN 0.799, AHFFEH R 0.90.

Nolen-Hoeksema #iffil. #iH MM % VBT (R4 BERER) . EROFEEAEE: BRKRA. R
BRI SRS, 22 NGH. RA Likert 4 fiit4r, MRS mRmEAR K4 By ™ E . JFEF T
BRI R%0.90, AHFFRFH 0.95,

WM Tl R FlKE RERFATI. ERARERSEANO¥TEEE. HTE
SRS ISR, K — KRAFERRIBREA 2 s/ MRS 30, B R—. K- &HMEER,
K= K. KREAIFENEES. BHTEWAKTE 25%08RA L 30, Ik o0 AR 50%M15
50%.

2.4. UEGHEE

i SPSS 23.0 AT HER AT FOTEEAR ¢ KZIS . AT BUES BT AR T .
3. BRI
3.1. £EGERERE

56T Harman B 7R IR HHT RO . I T, ABURHIER(ER T 1 BRI 11 A4,
REAFERE I — A7 AR T AR TR 24.76%, /N T8RRI 40%, DRI AT 7E 3L 5] 7
AR ZEA
3.2. REEMEERRE . RBP4, WA HRAHRYE S

RS INE, Mg BRER . A8, I BRI, FEELE 1.
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Table 1. Descriptive analysis of variables

F 1. BLEMEMSH

A M /ME PN E] M PRAEiR %
T SEA AR 313 19.00 73.00 48.607 0.565
W 2% H KGR 313 24.00 124.00 73.847 0.999
JEEEY Y 313 22.00 88.00 50.144 0.765
A BYEEIR 4 313 12.00 48.00 26.182 0.447
A BYE B RE 313 5.00 20.00 12.390 0.188
4 B e T A 313 5.00 20.00 11.572 0.185
W 4% 1 3R B IR 313 3.00 21.00 14.796 0.166
W 2% 5 R R BB 313 3.00 21.00 10.997 0.226
P 2% [ 3R G AR R 313 3.00 21.00 14.099 0.202
WA 255 [ FRAR iR 313 5.00 34.00 17.249 0.336
PR 2% [ PR i I T 1 313 4.00 28.00 16.706 0.299

33. PXHZEERHAOFEEEROH

M FEAR ¢ ISR R Bk, BENFETI. B E LM R, W
%2 FR.

GERRE, LEAEILS A A R YRR BRI s E T 0 AR (1= 2.213, p < 0.05); FE TR AR
SHRT SO R 22 (1= —3.838, p < 0.001); FAETFEBII MK T B2 AL FEB I K2 A4 (t=-3.195,p <0.01);
BIRR IR A R T AR 52 LR F A (1= —5.134, p < 0.001).

Table 2. Demographic differences in real-life social anxiety

2. ULHREBEAOFLNER

WA E UNEEZ'S ES 10 M<+SD t
4 192 49.594 +9.538
2.213*

5 121 47.041 £10.538
TR 192 46.922 +9.839

} —3.838 %k
. S} 121 51.281 +9.697

P St A8 £ - -

JE AT 154 46.799 + 10.163

. N —3.195%%
A T35 159 50.359 +9.544
HRZS 200 46.510 +9.849

B —5.134%%x
Tz s 113 52.319+£9.184

T ¥ <0.05, **p<0.01, **¥p<0.001, M F¥{H, SD iz, FH.

3.4. MEERRENAOFEEEZRSN

il FHARSEAE A ¢ A0 R 22 AR R AR BN W 2% AR B (R RAEAT R G, 45 2R Ik 3 o

LERRW], ARFERR AN B BRE S ME T E IR (t=-2.365,p<0.05); RFEHAEAENH K
RERPERSET SER KT (= -2.710, p < 0.01); RFEHKFAN B RRERRIESE S IET @ HFER
KE(t=-3.387, p <0.01); IRFEFRAAER M 2% H B R FE MR MET = FEH AR (t=-2.383,p<0.05).
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Table 3. Grade differences in online self-disclosure

3. MBEBRREEFRLNESR

WA & ELR 310 M+ SD t

RFEH 65 48.714 +12.497

WA 2% B AL i N —-2.365%
HER 248 52.413 + 14.786
X (IS 65 13.769 + 3.600

P2 B AR R =R N —2.710%*
mER 248 15.065 +2.687
. IR 2% 65 12.785 + 3.998

W 4% 1 3R SR AR AR A N —3.387**
mER 248 14.444 +3.378
. RAFEH 65 15323 +5.652

W2 B A R S N —2.383%
HER 248 17.069 +5.150

S A SIAE A ¢ BRI IR ZR R 2 AR 2 K0 I 2% B FRAR SR 52, 45 R 4 s

Table 4. Academic performance differences in online self-disclosure

4. MBERREAFUKT LHES

WA = 2l K EF 10 M+SD t
e i 50% 248 10.762 + 4.025
M HRKEHE -2.039*
J& 50% 65 11.892 +3.796
. . R 50% 248 16.903 +5.816
W 2% H IR K BB IRE —2.024*
J& 50% 65 18.569 + 6.245

EIREH, FAIKFNET 50%KFAIMEE B IREBEFE RS2 = —2.039, p < 0.05)FIRERF 0 (t =
—2.024, p < 0.05)MK T J5 50%H1 K4

35 REBENAOFEERERST

ML FEA i IR R M Lol ez BAERf2m, 455036 5 & 6 Fior

GERRE, BN R B S T k(= —2.286, p < 0.05); BRI BAERR 4B ET
LME(t=—2.512, p <0.05). H TR} I 2 YRR Sz 24 BRI 800 4 B A5-95 #B B Lot S s Bt =
—2.489, p <0.05; t=—2.172, p < 0.05; t = —2.962, p < 0.01; t = —2.030, p < 0.05).

M FEAR ¢ B IR R 5K ] 2 B 4E R 5, S5 R 7 Fos.

GEREH], SEAKOPET 50% MK A 4 YRS (t=—3.292, p < 0.05)F11 s 2 BYEREIR )R 4153 70 (t =
—4.050, p < 0.05)MK T J5 50% M K224,

Table 5. Gender differences in rumination

=5 REBEEMH LHER

WA & UNEES'S NEH M+ SD t
) E/8 192 48.714 £ 12.497
EEpsY s —2.286%
% 121 52413 £ 14.786
) 8 192 25.266 + 7.285
S B [ AR —2.512%
5 121 27.636 + 8.624
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Table 6. Major differences in rumination

Fo. REABUAETIN EMER

WA E N HZA5 & EF 10 M+ SD t

TR 192 48.646 = 13.369

e B Y \ —2.489*
b 121 52.521 + 13.487
) TR 192 25417 +7.778

S BYEREIR S 4 ‘ —2.172%
P 121 27.397 £7.975
‘ TR 192 11.953 £3.312

S22 B B TR IS —2.962%**
b 121 13.083 +£3.244
TR 192 11.276 +3.248

4 B Y ian SAR \ ~2.030*
b 121 12.041 £3.249

Table 7. Academic performance differences in rumination

#®7. REGBEAF KT ENESR

HRAE PNEECZSs =10 M= SD t
A 50% 248 48.875 + 13.433
=4 B4 —3.292%x*
J& 50% 65 54.985 + 12.862
B 50% 248 25278 +£7.729
S 2 BYEREIR 4 —4.050%**
J& 50% 65 29.631 +7.652

3.6. MEEHRRE. KaBY, IXTHZHEBHERXIR

X4 FIRER TR . R BYE S AR EE = FH AT T, S5 RWEE 8 Fon, M4 HIRKREES
ISEAT AT FERE B B3 IEAH O (r = 0.12, p < 0.05); 2 4E S IS HE 28 £ 8 83 TEAH O (r = 0.43, p < 0.01);
W2 5 R K R 5 2 e IEA K (r=0.21, p < 0.01).

FERLIEAE b, KM H R TR RABYESELZE, PSSt 2 AT A i, PR
%9,

P St A2 He R 5 WA 4% 1 R 3 R B TR P R T T 3 IE M5 B Seat ae e R 5 e & B IR X 4
FAATRIE S BiRE FAR = AR RN 3 TE A .

A BAERRER R A4 5% R BTG ECE . RIE. WY B3 EA R4 B4 RE
RIBAERE S W2 BIRGR B IIBCE . IR R3S ARG, OB TR L a i FOARYE T 5 N 45 B 30K 4=
RIS 3 TEAH G

Table 8. Means, standard deviations, and correlations of variables

F8 TWEME. WEEURBXRXR

M= SD W 2% B K i =4 B4 B ey
W 2% H LK R 73.85 +17.69 1
JCEEY Y 50.14 +13.53 0.21%** 1
P28 e 48.61 +10.00 0.12% 0.43 %% 1
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Table 9. Means, standard deviations, and correlations of subscales

Fo. NERME. WEEUREXXR

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 & 1

2. Hi= 0.420%%** 1

3 Bt 0.542%%% (0 457+** 1

4. RE 0.405%*%* (.8]5%** (425%** 1

5. WSEE 0.483%%%  (,676%**% (.652%%*% (,614%** 1

6. R4 0.00  0.298*** 000  0.312%*%* 0.124* 1

7. RAERE 0.089  0.203***  0.055  0.179**  0.109  0.810%** 1

8. miaEAH 0.065  0.230***  0.055  0.223*** 0,107  0.766%** (.771%** 1

9. MIAHZEE 0089  0.133* 0.041 0.116* 0.108  0.431%*% (397%** (32]%** 1

37. MEEHRRE. KaBHESHATHIZERIPNYE ST

] 7B SR SIER . RE AT ALBEL. PN N
ARG, {HH SPSS i PROCESS 3.0 X /4% H I e . 4 M 4E 5 IS 3SR AT T A N A 56
SERRI, Mgk B IRER B 4 BgE R A B2 R BINEH @ = 0.221, p < 0.001), 28 5 3R 50 B
FEAZ R RS AT B2 E R FNAE (B = 0.122, p < 0.05), [ 24 JE4E X B SE A28 2 FE A 2 25 1E 1) TRAE FH (B =
0.417, p<0.001), .3 10.

Table 10. Mediating effect analysis of online self-disclosure, rumination, and real-life social anxiety

F10. MEBRKRE, REBHESUSIHZERIFNTYN S H

g Vg T AR R R2 F AL RS ARk t
WAt e 2% 5 K FE 0.382 0.146 7.452%%* 0.122 0.031 2.240%*
S Y 2% 5 K FE 0.351 0.123 6.629%** 0.221 0.042 4.011%%*
o [FEISE &3 0.030 0.029 0.593
B SEHASHERE ] 0.545 0.297 16.064%**
J2 4 B4 0.417 0.038 8.084

W 2 B B o DS S AR B8 R EL R RN o IR RN 1 24.6%, - 95% 11T L5 X [A] 9(—0.040, 0.074);
190 2% [ 3 i 0 3o 5 4 JB o B ST A 5 B ) ) 12 RO E 7 S BN 75.4% - 95% 1 T ELAE X T3] 9(0.022,
0.086). HITIIAHRANAE 4 BYE)a, Mg | RR T DL BRI BRI BEEX S 0, B
DU 2 YRR I 4 B AR e LS At S R B I R R e b R, AR 11, PR LI 1

Table 11. Total, direct, and mediating effects of rumination in the relationship between online self-disclosure and real-life social

anxiety
Rl REBHEEMNEERETBEMMLHZEEZ EHRR . EESRAHR
P A=A T BNAE FrRUER CI TR CI kR BN 5 b
BN 0.069 0.031 0.008 0.130
BN 0.017 0.029 -0.040 0.074 24.6%
WX 2% T 5 — S B — P St AT R 0.052 0.016 0.022 0.086 75.4%
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a=0.221%*%*, b=0.417***,

c=0.122*. -
Mk HRERE. [--mmmmmmm PLSeAt AR,
¢’=0.030.

Figure 1. Mediating effect of rumination in the relationship between online
self-disclosure and real-life social anxiety

B 1. REBUHEENEERTESUALHREEZ B P HN

4. GERIIL
11 MEERES. RABE. HIHLRBHLR

4.1.1. TEHEXXRITE

AR, Mg EARERE . AR 5P A RS P 2 A2 2 B3 IEAR G

W 2% E T T2 SISt SRR IEAR S, SCRR T R4 4 (2022) HIRT 98 54k S AR, BRE Sz rh 458 5
FEA R MIAMATT BE % 7] WX 263004 T T 2 R 58 DUREC FE. o, REM “BE” 5 “RE” GRS 505
HARERIEM S, BE . BIRINES T RO A PP T 5] R £ E.

A4 BYE SIS SRR IR S, 5 UERF R —8(E 0 4, AT, 2018), HE4EECERKR 4.
SRR BRI AR S IS A B R 3 IR AR O . XA SONE URS RS, RIS A AR 4 e N4
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