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Abstract

To explore the micro-expression recognition characteristics and internal mechanism of social an-
xiety college students, and provide theoretical and practical basis for targeted intervention, this
study used the Interaction Anxiousness Scale to screen high and low social anxiety college stu-
dents and the two groups were compared in their ability to recognize different emotional mi-
cro-expressions through the micro-expression recognition test, and the fuzzy microexpression
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recognition test was used to compare the recognition characteristics of fuzzy microexpressions
between the two groups. There are significant differences in microexpression recognition ability
and ambiguous microexpression recognition characteristics between the two groups. College stu-
dents with high social anxiety are better at recognizing anger microexpressions than college stu-
dents with low social anxiety, but are not as good at recognizing happy microexpressions. Addi-
tionally, college students with high social anxiety tend to identify ambiguous microexpressions as
negative expressions.
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Figure 1. Happy-angry expression continuum
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Table 1. Differences in IAS scores between high and low social anxiety groups

=1 SRAZEERAWR IASBRER
el ek f&5r4H ‘ )
B % FRUEZE & % FRUEZE
HACEETE 81 57.96 4.485 81 35.84 3.773 33.974 0.000
W2 2 fios, ERAAS A A & E AE 132 ms F11 66 ms (1] IAS 154 Z R AR,
Table 2. Differences in IAS scores between high and low social anxiety groups at 132 ms and 66 ms
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Figure 2. The interaction effect diagram of social anxiety group and expression category under the accuracy index
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Figure 3. The interaction effect diagram of social anxiety group and expression category under reaction time index
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Table 3. High and low social anxiety groups’ choice of angry-happy fuzzy faces (M + SD)
@ 3. BIRAIZERE IR -SHAEME FLAYIERE (M = SD)

A RS A R4 (n = 80) AL AL (n = 79)
1B (%) 72.734 +13.710 73.339 + 17.499
TR L 151 (%) 60.555 + 17.908 54.219 + 16.637
T DL LL A1 (%) 39.444 +17.908 45.781 + 16.743
AR IR B M (ms) 1326.734 + 782.197 1289.172 + 661.599
1R IR S (ms) 1323.760 + 731.018 1113 + 412.260
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Figure 4. Selection proportion differences in angry-happy micro-expression sequences by social anxiety level
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Figure 5. Selection proportion differences of the high and low social anxiety groups on the No.5 face
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