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Abstract

Objective: To explore the current situation and characteristics of depression and depressive
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shame among middle school students, and the intermediary role of self-efficacy in middle school
students’ understanding of social support and depressive shame. Methods: 875 students in a com-
plete middle school in Lanzhou were investigated with the Perception Social Support Scale, Self ef-
ficacy Scale, Self Rating Depression Scale and Shame Scale for Depression. Results: There was a
significant positive correlation between family support, friend support, self-efficacy and individu-
al shame (p < 0.05); self-efficacy plays a partial intermediary role between family support and in-
dividual stigma, and a complete intermediary role between friend support and individual stigma.
Conclusion: Family support can not only directly affect individual’s sense of illness and shame, but
also indirectly affect individual’s sense of illness and shame through self-efficacy; friend support
indirectly affects individual’s sense of illness and shame through self-efficacy.
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1. 518

EFXE B ATAER RIS B 3 DA T D SRR S R m IR, RE S TR ST, KR
(TIN5 A R FRAS BV 2 P, (HRTE AR IR T PR 2 B A A B8 Tk iayy, LR
A2 O EEER” FEAESE . i IR Fi A3 TR AR 17 7= A 1) — O R BIE B ARG, S T A T — o R
LR (P, R, King, 2010). FIARER HEEEL & PN J7 T, AR5 I S AR ELER . A HiE
TG FE — AN NG T HIARE P ARV AN AS B, TR0 Bk 2 8 R 2801 5 81 1 At A0S T IS JRE Fr ARV AN &S
(Griffiths et al., 2006) . B 78 & B, 5 7K - O HIARSE o kg 2 s £ (R SR B i) SRBIAT RN EARAE,
2013), PR AL R T A SRR YT 4 B [ B T B (Menke & Flynn, 2009). ZR&
DAAERFFERIN, TG TS0 Hik S AR 76 = B2 X AT A5 3 AT 9 DA B 53 DR AR P At 0 ek 1A
HRZHCE ARG T« AT R AT D IR PR A I A0 55 HiE BT R 1 L i R 3%, f BTG Hik ek
B SRR AT A E EEE X

ATUTE AL 22 SRR PR ANARTE U B2 B R SRR PR AR A 5 ) 45 1k 56 (Barrera, 1986). — TR
R A SR A4 o3 TR BRI 0 I, 5388 N 0 4 22 SR oD I AR AR s e () v 2, T,
T, 2018) o TR A 5T RCIRE o ISR PRI AR A BT AR 4 SR B ) T (49 B X ER AL 1
2019). RIBOHZEFATAFACHNIES RAHB N, AR ERAMES B B85 38 BAEH 45
H FRAL R IR AT T 3 CRET 58 B TUE 55 1) = W H W (Bandura, 1986). H BRI & AMATT BE 2 1A
N AR R BRI At REIA BIAR AT (VR 7 8CR, AR R BB . A OCHIF ALt S8 7 WA,
— DU T AR B B KRR S B IE R AR TR I, B RS R R, AF IR HIE K SRR (2
KAA%E, 2015). REXRTHE RS ARBEERMT AR H TEN—8UI4e, B2 SC R
i, MR B AR BB R (A LI, 2008).

DA G PEAFE 58— r FRATT0 12458 25 A R AVRT o ISR IR gE AT 1 R A 4, W0 3R 1 P B AR A AL 2
RS IRILREIC R, K AR AER, R R, BRI 2 A AE A 2 SCRFRE 2 0 40
I BH = LE AR ) LR ), B2 i B FRALRE IR A AR F = AR R
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2. MREFHE
2.1 WRR

AW FE 2 PSR A, AT M T I AR A BRI A5 875 4, A AL
5 829 1y, WMIAEA RN 94%., HAp B4 357 44, |4 43.06%, ik 472 44, 15 56.94%. YLK
169 %, 7 20.38%, ¥ 44 114 4, 5 13.75%, ¥ =44 158 4, 5 19.06%, mi—44 220 4, &
26.54%, = AEZ 168 44, 5 20.27%.

22. TH

221 FEHSIHER

AW TR FH ™ bR 2255 N (2006) 21T B+ 22 SCRF R (PASS), i E R KA LI, M “JE
WARHZ” B AW HZE”, 356 2 ANH, "I N=AYERE, SRR FREE SR ISR A S .
BROBMGE, MM RER SR CPRE . ZERE RIFNERE, AW A — k(s
% o H¥0H 0.945,

2.2.2. $NEBRELARESR(DSS)

AR TR B Griffiths 25 A (2004) 2w APARHLRE R . ZERCE 18 MH, 758 ML
5 RRARRLERIEANGESE, SR 9 ERH . RAASIT MR, EREME, WRABIKCE ti
e AR A o RECN 0.873,

2.2.3. BHRWEEREIR(GSES)

AWFFCR A Schwarzer 25 A (1981)gwm il 1) — M Bk & HPRR, ZEREE 10 ANWH, KA
Vit orid, M “FERADIER” B “ERIEMR”7 , o, RonB R EE . ZERET6
520 MH, &SRS 10 NHE o A I AR BU0EAE o RECH 0.935,

224. MHERIEER

TR H Zung (1965)% il (AR FIF &R, ZERGE 20 NMIH, RANKIHE, ERE
L KT 40, ULIAERIEIAES, 47 3L LR AR, 55 4) DA AT H AR, 1% R A 2 A A
A RIS R . ABEFEH P — S B o RECH 0.883.

2.3. £EAFZERERE

HH T AW 70 100 36 R 2k B RS R4S, IBE RS BT 3L R 7 ik m ZE A 5 . KA Harman
BRI R IGER TR, S5 R BRWRHEE AT 1 WRFA 10 4, B R FRIEBRERA 15.83%, M
A0% 1l bR, DRI ASHIF 7 (A B v DAHERR (7] 7 V2 22 IR B I o
2.4, GiitFATE

AT K SPSS21.0 HEATHEIA S i1 AIAH 40 #r, i1t PROCESS3.3 i 4%} B FR A AE Bt faf 5 75 /b
SEATURE AL 2 SCRE S AR LR 2 8] ok REAT A ROV AR 3R, B p < 0.05 NZEFA GIHEE Lo
3. ARER
3.1 EXKAOFETE

311 MAER
XA AR VR ZE R I I, AR K 2w T A, BAR A E R R SR
P BRI S B BARERR, it E R R . AR EIC R E R (R 1),
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Table 1. Gender difference test of each variable
=1 ETLEMMINERKE

P GEAL SR KR A5 ik AN i gk EARELE A RAER
H(M+SD)  69.66+13.68 36.70+9.11 52.94+1260  2576+6.56  27.18+7.03  28.55%6.62
4(M+SD)  66.48+1457 3868+10.19 50.36+12.12  23.98+6.28  2637+7.06  26.27 +6.95

t{H 3.197 -2.90" 2.99” 3.96™" 1.64 478"

e “"” R p<0.05,

312 FRHER

ITheka)) i%i—\‘ p < 001,

“r R p<0.001, FHE.

W TT SRR IEL S, SRR, YIRS ERIOEAL SR IIASRILE R B Bk hE
L T, ) R TR BRSO T B AT AL, B AR R e
ARARPSG e, HATH AR AR KT B T & T & R GE 2).

Table 2. Grade difference test of each variable

®2 BLEBNFRERRR

R [ S AR K VA5 ik ik AN i gk S5 L EESVEE
¥—  71.62+1155 35.86 + 9.20 55.50 + 14.40 27.18 +7.37 28.35+7.70 28.53 +6.29
¥ 71.50+12.08 35.90 +9.02 53.11 +12.20 25.77 +6.53 27.33 +6.86 29.08 +6.75
¥=  69.49+1373 36.59 +9.47 50.23 + 12.16 2411 +6.32 26.13 +6.88 28.44 +7.15
®—  65.03+1556 3876 +10.0  49.13+11.32 23.20 +5.83 25.93 + 6.88 25.75 + 6.63
B 63.73+1513  41.04+9.94 50.51 + 10.81 24.24 + 555 26.26 + 6.67 25.58 + 6.96
F1H 11.55" 8.80" 7.89” 11.03" 3.65" 10.15™"
313 HfhER

XA EAE T VR I Z S T A B, ST B A R ISR AL SRR, ZREE, AR
RUBER S AWEACE . SR AR B EJE RE MG % R (5R 3).

Table 3. Difference test of household registration nature of each variable
3. ELENFOMRERKVE

FUOER SRR SCRE KT MASRELE ADMARIEE ERREE F AR
k7 69.07+14.30  37.47+959  50.74+1207  2451+6.42  26.23+6.67  27.58+7.04
At 67.11+14.22  3805+990  51.91+1257  2490+649  27.02+7.27  27.05+6.81
t{H 192" -0.83 -1.33 -0.84 ~1.56 1.08

B RZ BRI TR, MR SOR B R R T RPN, HRER L2
THABKN-, TAEHAN AR E AR RFR S R L 4).

3.2. fmikgtit

HOEMEAL 2 SR IR IR L S B BRI iR gt i 45 R I 5.
HI3% 5 TR, o A R SRR B R v T A I J

DL A5 LEA 38%, HHEECA 16.8%, N 3.6%.

X AR A AR B B AL, S R K
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Table 4. Difference test of fathers’ educational level of each variable
F4 ETENRETHEREEERRRE

FEH 2SR IR K 75 Tk % AMEFRILER AR H e
NERLPLR 65.00+14.45  37.37+£9.70  49.00+12.43  2400+658  25.00+6.76  26.26 +7.62
2 67.26 £14.98 3840951 50.99+1233 2462+641  2636+6.83  26.96 £ 6.93
LR 69.36 £12.99  37.35+10.14 5371+1260 2550+6.66 2821+7.64  27.58 £6.87
KEAR 68.45+14.22  36.73+10.14 50.70+1220 24.48+6.37  2622+6.79  27.87 £6.77
WA K 64.94 +8.81 3500+801  49.06+10.83 22.94+574  26.13+6.44  26.94+6.01
F1{H 1.32 1.62 2.45" 1.21 3.27* 0.80
Table 5. Statistical results of variables description
F5 ETLEMWMRAGITHER
G K E MK HoAth K HIHL 7 A AN Bk
(IS & S X X 7K Tk g% LR WRHOLEE ARRRER
SEHME 67.80 22.74 22.62 22.49 37.8 51.47 24.75 26.72 27.25
PRt 22 14.28 5.59 5.17 5.08 9.78 12.39 6.46 7.05 6.90
3.3. X

X E DGR SR BB S ELER A R T A B, AR IR YR L 5 AR A
SSCHFFRIY S FBEESCHRE . AR . BIRARERRI B B35 IEAROC . BRI S R EE SCFF . B RALREK
FIEMR, SASCHR MBS AN, FARZ KR 6.

Table 6. Correlation coefficient among variables

R6. BETLTEZEWHEXREK

A 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1B AL SRR 1
2 FpESCHE 0.88"" 1
3 A HE 095" 076" 1
4 Hofh S HF 0.88™ 059" 0807 1
5 IS5 Hik Sk 4 0.09™ 0.14™ 0.09™ -0.01 1
6 M itk 013™ 0177 0137 0.03 0.917" 1
7 SR HIL Ik 0.04 0.09™ 0.04 —0.04 092"  0.68™ 1
8 H IR ALRE K 0557 0507 053" 0467 0157 0187 0.10™ 1
3.4, PABNILE
FHAR SR 7 A P, ANUTE AL 2 SCRR I SR BE SCHP IR A CSCHFAE B 5 L FRAKRE R A0 Bk J2 i A 2 ) A7

FERFEMK. TR A BABERGE BAEWE 2SR 5 MR B B A AR, AR
PROCESS3.3 #fift i 1 A an el 1. 1] 2, JRfEEH Bootstrap 26 A8 AT T 1FAl, 45281
R BRI R E SR 5 MR LR G HS > AR, A BRI A SRR S5 A AL 2
[ sE M ER, ZPRIET. &8,
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H B AR

$=0.198 p=0.120
p<0.001 p<0.01

B=0.124 p<0.01

REXHF AN Hit R

N

Figure 1. Mediation model of family support, self-efficacy
and individual shame
B 1 RKEXH. BRYERS MR PR

Table 7. The intermediary effect test of self-efficacy between family support
and individual stigma
T 7. BRYMERAREIFS MR Z B A

B BE BN (hrHEAL) Bootstrap 95% Cl p fH

SRR 0.198 (0.120, 0.276) 0.000

B 0.124 (0.343,0.213) 0.007
[EIEE 2 0.074 (0.025, 0.127)

M2 7 ATRL SORE SCRE—MASR ML 1) ELFZ RN B 9 0.124, Bootstrap 95% [ & A5 X AL &%, Ui
W BN IE 2 s S E S — H AR — AW HIL IR (1 A1 B2 RN F 0.074, Bootstrap 95% ) A7 [X [a] A~
BEE, UHIERANRE . B, B RBEEEAE R IE SR 5 MR LI [ i 2> R 1

H R peR

l3=0.701 B=0‘ 145
p<0.001 p<0.001

B=0.063 p>0.05

FAR ¢ AMASR LR

Figure 2. Mediation model of friend support, self-efficacy and
individual shame

2. A& XF BIRMEERS MR F M EE

Table 8. Test of intermediary effect of self-efficacy between friend support
and individual shame

8. BRI S MARAL R Z BB AR A3

BRRLAE RSB (PR AELL) Bootstrap 95% ClI p 1l

PR 0.156 (0.081, 0.250) 0.000
BB 0.050 (-0.035, 0.162) 0.207
ke 0.102 (0.046, 0.160)

H13% 8 W, AR~ MBI EL#E AN {9 0.050, Bootstrap 95%IH B A5 X M4 &%, Hid]
BLARRNANRZE s WAL — B BARE R~ A LR 1 18] 5 2408 0.102, Bootstrap 95% ) B 15 X A A
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BEE, UHIIRANEE. B, B IRBEERAE I AR 5 MR IR 2 [ 58 4 P A
4. ¥hig
TR AL P AR 2R ) — KR, AR 2 52 RO 35 RS AR R B 1 e (i SR B BL, &

BOAHR ) FEBOR B ™ 5, PR, SIS IE B AR AT £ R0 . AW T IE R HAR GE Tt M A RS BT, R
W CAZAEABAR SRR AR OUA TG A2 S0FF . H B RS SRR TR R &R

4.1. HIEBKF SHIBRRE LR A AR

AWFFERI, SR LR AR A, AR T 5, B A IR e T A LK
X5 EBUH & R — AR LR AR 0 T 45 18— (e, kA, ERES, 2019). IXJH R IRATE A
G2 FVH DB YD AR, I 5 Ry o S B VRIS AE 2 A A oCo B RRE T T AR B AT RE A B HE A2 )

4.2. PEEREHLIF. BRMERS MR XR

SE AL 2 ORI B D R R B BB, KA SR W AR AL 2 STRFBRAT MAAS RO
BB ORER (1, 9KIZ2Z, 2017). Ak, WFFCIEARBL, SE AL 2 SORR A B0 5 A 4% 10 ) S X IS
L, TRIBCE BRI SN 77 (A5, JERRE, 2018) . Hprf AR B B i it 23 SORF E2ORIE T X e
AAC, PRI AR 2 SCRFICH AR T R BE A ACHI SRR, AR — B R L RS 22 A 0] TR SRR P45
O, T H ARG AR T 22 S G R IS R 3R, AR B BRRE R A 5 & & e R I A
FATNZE T, XA ERRRAr G2, =208, 2009). [FEF, AR HRAERS
fk RE. B AERDON T SAFAE ARG, TS SRBISEAT AR, UHORE, SR & SCR R
PRI B B BERS A A EEE

H LA BEEAE — E R L BRI AR (A FEANAT e td i, At S M A kK
SRTIAEATE T, A TR B B RER S AR LB (B A AE IEAH G . A A NAE P22 B B A R 1)
A RN AT D, B ) B JA B U B 2250 B AT R AR, OB R, X
VRIS (1 S AR th 0 S I Kk, XA AT 2 AR AR B B ARG, MBS R AR, SR
A B BRSNS T AR, Xt 53RATH H OB EE TAEMEA— . BLsh, FEARDEF X Mo o
ML PR S M0 E BT AR I AN AR LR T, — e R P U B AT T 2 A AR AT 35 A BB A 2 Kok
XTI R LAGS I, E2 )RR A SRR =+

4.3. BIRMAERBIP LS4

R BE SCREAE 1) T o 2 A A L o SRBE SRRy, AF BRI PRI, B AR 7K S il
MBS R R, WYL, AR 1AM T e B A& B2 ARG DG AR, A L A5 ik
WK XS HIALE B FOR AR A T A -SSR SIS N R, HAERH
R A2 ST s, L RGBRAR (4 4205, JREA%, 2020). XU BT EAMARE EEET =, BRI 2508
HA PR MR SRR, AR A BRI, (H BT TR EniR sk =, oA
RLIAS R R R AR i o X5 DA R0 A, X THARRE B 1 5 SE SCHRF AT DA AR L5 Hik
S, AR TR AR S, TSR (4 B AR AN G T ABR AR IR . 75 SE B TAE R ERA TR B, S48
i SRR T BE 22 HRE D AT AR A DS . AT I E AT R AU T HIAR I SRR AN, X HAIESE T
AT D HIAIRE A5 44 LG ATD SR ™ B, A A HIVERRE S BV B (L 250, W 1R, 2017)0 IXJE Rk
AINEAZ K ST IR A A A AR AR ERYE . Reavley 25 A (2011) [ —J5HF 78 & B, FASIR HI 85 5 s e
PAENRE TR LS VIAROS, X R AT 2 AR I R SR B B A TR
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B BRI AR T 2R AR B A 2 SRR, SRR IR G SR R LU Z A PP O B
FANF, AT R IR A SR AR T3 T A K B AR S B B (R, 2SRk, 2015). X
SRR B AR, MR B BB RGBT, HAH L B R KT By, x4
I B R TE AR RS A, RS AR A A5 iR B vy o 3K IS T B RAR T 5 R D ) 5% 2R 7T B R i 41
I PRURSE » Xk T FHIEE R BREAAR T 55 [P SRR A 2 A A 2 SRR ) B RS AT LA R B AR AR o i JaK

4.4, W

AWETCR R BEAT,  FEARSASI IR EE AT SRR AR N T, B0 b 22 A 5 A e th R A v
MO0, IZRCAT B PEM AR B R AL B 3 R, A AR R 22 O B R4 AR, JEid
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24(5), 343-345.
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