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Abstract

Objective: To explore the relationship between college students’ proactive social media use,
friendship quality, online positive feedback, and loneliness. Method: A survey was conducted on
346 college students using the Proactive Social Media Use Questionnaire, Friendship Quality Scale,
Online Positive Feedback Scale, and Loneliness Scale. Results: 1) There were significant correla-
tions between proactive social media use, friendship quality, online positive feedback, and loneli-
ness. 2) Proactive social media use not only has a direct positive predictive effect on loneliness but
also indirectly affects college students’ loneliness through the mediating effects of friendship
quality and online positive feedback. Conclusion: The study reveals the mediating mechanism of
friendship quality and online positive feedback between proactive social media use and the rela-
tionship with college students’ loneliness, providing some reference and enlightenment for cor-
rectly guiding college students to use social media reasonably to reduce the experience of inner
loneliness.
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1. 53|

B 5 X 25 P R RS AR 3R v, AATTBRSRBRAR A X 4%, T H2 DARUE - QQ NARTE M — R A4k 28 W i i3k
FPYREAS . MRPESS 52 Wk (h [ HBEMLE R BRI GE R ) Bon, #ZE 2023 4 6 A, FRE R A
BECUA ] 10.79 12N, HIKM f % mih 76.4%. +E32 Wk 0T LI PR HER 2 1 A N 25 (8] L R BhAs 5
T, TR A RS W3 B P — A A e 2 B A A S o T 3 R A < 9 3 4 (Verduyn et al,
2015) o SR H 3= 1 458 W9 3l 0 FH Rk P S TEAL A Il S EALZE s B 2 B SIS Rl A, JE R
PR At N 1) 20 25 55 5 H A FH A58 I3l (9 B P JEAT B8l S IRIIAT o SR P At s AR A 28 I sl FH ) i
HRPIEARAAA M R, AREE OIS, RS ARSI FABT 8%, PPesE, Btk
SR B B0y 1 4 58 I sl A FH PR AR AR D 5 AR R 7 P2 AR BB RS (KBS, MRsa A, 5k AHEE, 2020).

POMUBRAE N R A8 W OIS 2RI 22—, FEEEBEE KB AR AN BR A A, IOMUR AN A TE
FE @ N AR ARG ) [ B 5 A0 IR A2 BN FEHERS BT IS oA FRTE AR IR (22 75, 22k,
e, 2020). mflMIAMAAELR N A AGS AR AR AR A B MRS A D7 2, R b AR A 45 Al N 3 57 A %
ROLAIES, 2020)0 4R R ALAZ 46 0 LN D ABAT I3 4 T BB AR R 4L A 2, BRI, T4k, V2t
T TR 4128 W3k 1) 4 R ATCRRUBR 1) 56 R AT RIEFE, AT DG 3 380 0 P Ak = I iy (18088 PR 4 A 4 5 SR
W, Gn BRI B 1 PR WA DA R 0 Ak ) IR (Burke, Marlow, & Lento, 2010; I &
TR, 2017). AHD NI T 5 2 b OGTE B4 B M AL AT s S, DR DG T 2 Sl P A R I S A 1 A O
WA o SR E S A Wb I 54 B R4S 2 Bl RIACH, DRI AR B T4 sh
FEAZ 355 45 F 2 25 AN PR s SR I AR RE i, 35 2 1 A 58 TR 3l 11 s P D) B 22 2 4 AN 4 i SR AR Al B2 i (Wang,
Jackson, Gaskin, & Wang, 2014). [E Mg 858 &I, H P 1E Facebook HEUHishA MR S5, <3|
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SRR 2 I R R, R 2 Frd /b (Deters & Mehl, 2013);  [E #7805 AN, 7E4E52 K
ST B B IRRIE, RO AR RIS (TR 0O S5, 2017) 0 AR 27 A o k52 4 3 11 = Bl 1
R 2 RN FHCRES R 2RI, WS 5 RN s PP SRR O X e R oG T LR =
WA RE S FAR AR NBR R RIRANR B (T 1247, 1550, 2015), MM BT A2 B 9B AT e
B S N1 N S " e V) B v sl U B 22 T D AR T R Y

FAH FEMRTE 5 A A EAT A BRAe A2 13 AR il i B RFIEAE B A BT ALk i — P i R EE &
RV R 2 DU A A R AVE O R TR S I B AR AR (FH M, 7k S, BB, 2014), [RIRACE JR & B AT DLE
HEHRAR R B AMALE AL SR R R Ak 203E N AR B2 (Zhang et al., 2014). 1328 TWZSERIIKIE, 24
RRZFZAFLMED) QQ. MEHEHAMIEL Fifk T HIRKE . E B MA 2 T3, WA ANZERAL
TP HLEE R 0 R B2 E T A AT e 2 TR) 56 R B g 7 5 4 RF(Nadkarni & Hofmann, 2012). AFFEREH, Mk
FEAAS MG B R B O NS T MR A 2 [ L3, 35 1E BRI R (I D 4255, 2017). F3hik
FEAZ Pk A BT DU A 2 TR G B AR I IERRIA . th Ve E S, MM s 78, AT K
TR RAVEESLAIRFERIRN, M3 i AU T B (10 045, 2022) 0 J VR B8 1 e IO O0T K 2 A o A L AT
IR A BB, TR A T AR AN AR IS A 56 (1 11545, 2006). A v o B AR (1A
PRAEAN I A B AR AL T BB SRAG 2K B IR M8 2 3CKF, A T 2 MRS AR g, DRI B /D Jd 52 31 9 0 iR 90K
(X/NE245, 2018)0 PRI AHF ST 88 R B s =B A 5 WXl mT DA 3t A VLo 2 P Hh A A OGS I8 %
FEAE R o

2 FARU R AT AR TE AL FH A28 Wl i A5 b TR AR 0 SCREPE Rl R s B . PRIRSE, XFpok B4 B
P RF S 2T SR R AN AL 2 A0E R R e e A AR AR (RS, 2024) AWRFURIL, 4
AN A A8 W (AR AR B N, FLSRAS 2R E AR S 5 W M6 b 3t K (Liu & Brown, 2014). K1y
FEAE WA AR FE T B T AR I R A AR VR 2 ), MATE RIS R R R H CRIshas . k.
PR ARIZNZS, W LAS AR AT AP M4 2 E )y, AT 58 5 43 215K B At NI s AR PP 55 28 |
FARR S A5, DRI 32 3 Ak 22 sk A FH AT DA B MR SRAT B i 33 R B R AR S 15 (Frison: & Eggermont,
2015)0 X LR B RE MRTEA A WSk BTl R 1)K B I AR SCRERIDG L, X8R [ I A S
A0 1] DU RRAR AN P O B FMURS (Yang, 2014; Zhao, Kong & Wang, 2013). I ASHT 78 32 HAR % =
2 B PEA AZ I3k 5 FH AT DA Bk 2 AR B 5 ) R A A P e IO 7 A R

FEAE P 2N NP BB AN T, TEAREMEANBR R R S R EPRIEEREEEH, &
NNE N Z IS BRI R 515 B MR A TR 6. AMEFENTEA AW R AT E Crshds,
BEPP IR U A B BN A AT DU E 5 U A2 TR T A, in s i TR I 28 DT o AT O 38 1R R = AR AR A T
(Wang et al., 2014). i AV & P38 = (A3 4 22 B8 F BN RVEAME, U MERAMBNISRT, I Kt
R AT SRR RN VPR SRAT A, T B i AR B e AR S o R A e A R o I SRR 1) R A A
PRI B TE 22 IR BRI SCHRE, MR R BRAR 7 MR I TR AR S . PRI A Fe g AR & DY . =B M58
DA it 587 P P DR ok A VO R 2 b ARURK S B P R A A7 R K TR B = AR 52 T

g5 LT, AWK AN T R, 5 RS W S IOMUR D6 R, DUROKE T
LR E RN R AR X 38 Z I s A, DAAR A 2 30 4 58 I sl 7 Stof I s oo ) Co B ATL A1

2. MREHE
2.1, WK

AR IO ABHIRE 718, DARSEAE NI %, fE4k BRI 5 4E 370 4y, ARG 346 1,
ia] & R RR N 93.51%, #R TR Ny 19.57 % .

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.147510 530 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.147510

KB, YT

BORFEAME B 1.

Table 1. Basic information of participants

=1 HAERER

AR FEA
5 195 56.40%
59
g’y 151 43.60%
IR 167 48.30%
AEYRM
Vo) 179 51.70%
AT 124 35.80%
REMAE T4
Aeph A4 222 64.20%
22. fixI R

2.2.1. EzH MR

2015 4, [ Frison F1 Eggermont 4w, 3£ 5 N H, RHZEwWR LAt . EEAHRNEANETF)
SR AEAE W i fEAE A Pl ERERE S KA SIS OL, METE R E RS S, UM ) 3
AL RS Wk (A AT i (4D 2225, 2017) 0 AT TR A 3N B R 1Y Cronbach’s o 250N 0.83.

2.2.2. MILRER

K H Russell gl AR & 3R (Russell, 1996), ZEERA 20 Nk H, RAMNAT . FEH RN
AMEPMBARLS 2, %R FAmER S, Ui R AU Bk 5 . At 5T AN B R 1Y) Cronbach’s
a R 0.92.

223. KIEREER

ZE R AR PP R BN BIT (R, PhEZE, R, 2016), JLALEE 14 ANTIH, #%
BEXAMR LA L, B 1-7 RRNR R “SeATE” BER “wafE” A, #lE
ZERNE R, WARKRES AN KRS S A7 REELN Cronbach’s o RECH 0.94.

224, ZTABRBRER

Liu 1 Brown Z&fil] 7% &% (Liu & Brown, 2014), L5 ANH, RAZEGR AT 7. ZEREET
AR E A FH A58 Wi INF AR E 0 A8 ER AR BB IR BRI R, R % R R, DA g A
A2 Wt AR B 0T AR R s . AT 9T BN BRI Cronbach’s o %04 0.95.
3. &R
3.1 #EFERERE

BT A o B RVR T8 B3Rk S, ATREAFAE LR vE w2 . FEXS RS AT fE v, &2
ORI W I B 4 M SR M, ISR OUR TREAIC A, DU B HIL R A W2k Bhoh, 16
it FoRA Harman B[R FRIVEHT LR A R 2R . AR, B AR TR R RN
34.05% (<40%), AT A TE B AN A7 A8 ™ B 3L A A R 2= -
32. ETENERMESITSHEXS

XRBENRE JLE . BN PR D032 R A b AT e g, 4RI 2 o
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Table 2. Descriptive analysis of variables
2. BLEWMAESWN

H/ME SN FHH b2 Ji %
TP AT Pk A H 5 25 1351 427 18.26
PR 20 75 44.56 8.92 79.48
R 14 98 76.84 12.20 148.82
2 BB 5 5 25 18.37 5.03 25.30
XA FALEREAT | RORBIAER M, R WAL 3,
Table 3. Correlation analysis of variables
=3 BLEEXSH
B AR 3k £ PO R 2 AU 5
E B AL AE Pk 4 1
PR -0.32"
RAE R 0.35" -0.43"
2 BRI R 5 0.47" -0.39” 0.46™ 1

“RFEp<0.05, TMRFEp<0.01, K p<0.001, LUFFE.

M3 F LA, Ea A M SRS, ACHBTE . E2 BRI S U5 7 2 [ 2 2 AR G

3.3. R {ER S

R4 Hayes [¥) SPSS Z:#% /7 PROCESS #5446, FEFSHHil 1. Fhe. VML, 2 &A1 AR 1)
ZAF N, @i 5000 YE R AMFEAG T A K08 959% B A X [A), A6 G0 AR AT A DA [ 75 SR T BE -5 9 4 1 Atk

Z 18] 2R A B

Table 4. Correlation analysis of variables

F 4 BETEMEXS
EIEpyE AR A R A EVEESV&rE2is

gh A T Az & R R? F B t
KAH T & 2 B A AT WX 3 7 0.40 0.16 10.97™ 0.31 5.97™
& PR B MR WG 0.57 0.33 23.46™" 0.34 6.86""
KRR E 0.33 6.80™"
A/ F B A 2T R sl 1 0.52 0.27 1536 -0.16 263"
KRR -0.28 —5.15""
2 R S -0.19 -3.33"

WA 4 FR, A HTR MY, 323 VAL AZ Wl A A 225 4 0 1) B ACVE BT (B = 0.31, p < 0.001),
FEFNPEAEAE 35 (B = 0.34, p < 0.001)FH AR5 & (B = 0.33, p < 0.001) 1 & 25 1 1F ) T 28 b R 52 154 »
F B PEAL AP AE FH (B = —0.16, p < 0.001). A iHJi & (B = —0.28, p < 0.001)FZ AR s 5i(B = —0.19, p <
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Table 5. Correlation analysis of variables

F5 BLXEMXHH

95% . {7 [X [A]

RS AE ok SRR EE A
R THR
FSY -0.66 —0.44 -0.88 100%
SR -0.36 -0.23 -0.49 54.55%
Indl ZREET)RE— FL1% — P 2% ) fth -0.18 -0.08 -0.29 27.27%
Ind2 ZXBE T g — SE AN [R] — 9 25 F 1)t -0.16 -0.05 -0.23 9.09%
Ind3 ZXBE Tl — Htih — TE AR 5] — [ 2 ) il -0.02 -0.01 -0.08 3.03%

PeAak, inde 5 prR, BEEC A A A I8 5 B R , 1A R 1) A 0N —0.66 (t = —5.99, p < 0.001, LLCI
= —0.88; ULCI = —0.44), & /208 5 S8 1 EGA9) Dy 54.55%. FLHb, 2 2Pk 2 sl ff FH G IOk 5
i) F) L2 55 MR P A RN ) 95% B A X TSNV 0, [RIL LR R A RN 48 B 2 . IX R, 3
A 1 ) 3 Y GO T A 4 e U O 2 2R (R ATOURK i 0 o A R AN 2R R AR R AR ) = &
I B AR (R RS Y 265 R A o TR A BSOS S B AR AN ] 1 BT

0.33%+
% ERRRIR

A\ 4

0.31%** -0.19%*

0.34%*% 0.28%%*

Fahit -0.16%*x

3G E

A 4

Figure 1. Chain mediation model

1. R riEs

4. ¥1ig

B TR, SRR . AGE R 28 ERRR G AIUIUBR R ARG, D
ATV BRI, VA A st FH AT DL 2 e TN AIOMURR,  3X 5 DRI T — B (oSS, 2018).
B BRI GERRE, 38l CE RN KFEE TS RN EE TR, FALEAR#EE.
FEPE, JF H AT DA ) g R, PR AR T N ONAE AR 2 I 3l BT A e i 0025 1) g A IR R 515 R
e JEIHARXT T2 F4EAZ BE IR IS A, 4138 Wl g A AT ER AL T — s g R T R 2 1 A ST 4 O
ZI 77, WA TEEAT & EARAS, W T AMERAERE R, AR 1 AMATE IS0 A 3 A6 3 1)
PIOMUBR (P 045, 2023).

AHFFEHIEE RR, E M2 i B AT LS A TR 0 A B O A o, DAAE B AL
W, AN LSS Wk e 52 AR AR B2 Q1 B A3 AN A RN s 9K 28 36 2 PR AN AV o B B R ) (o
MAE, 2023)0 ZR BT EANALAT kA AT DATRANA R RIEE B I R S50 M 5 0 A AT B IS V)
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SEIIAS L, IR 1AM SR TR T i, ARERARACH R RN 4ERFAUR JE, AV it &t A
M #5324 F+(Diefenbach & Christoforakos, 2017). X464k b k47 FIARAR ELAh A1 R 4F AVH 5% R (M 4ERe (e it
TAMEAE R R, WA T AMERIEET R, ATIRRAS 7 AR A O H IO AR LS o

Bribz At B4R A8 sl A5 A A ] DAad i 2 B BRI B A5t B R A A RO AIOBRUER = AR s, 5 DU A
FUH A R 3 A R 2RI S Tt 2 8] 5 2R IR B 9 45 SRAH 77 (Valkenburg, Peter, & Schouten, 2006) . K24
FEAZ 3l A B 2 BT AN R R S AZE G, BT RL SN 32 B A FH A58 W35 K AT B2 (1 A 6
i, HRAG R B BN S ) LR AR, MR AR s b AE AL S Pl AT IR 2L, sl
B 24P R ITE, I3RS 5 2 (1 55 8% F1PE18 (Forest & Wood, 2012) . 3% SEFAR ) S 45 AT DA 25 AR
BEAIDCCy, PR At 22 B Dk 22 B PIOMURS

5, W FT 2 F 3 W 3 Bl A 5 P il A T DA 3 AV U R AN 2 AR R e i P R A4 G ATk
PR, DR R, SAMERLEALAE Wl R AT E e, AR 5 BURE B B ORI H oA 56
AL Iz, G SR R L IR SR 2, AT (R 3k AT 5t & #2 7 (Pittman & Reich, 2016; Sedgewick,
Flath, & Elias, 2017). [Klth, 4/MEFESHFEHSE Mk & AT H SRR, 2R B 32 I iR i
RTE ORISR, AR K RS ASHAT RN SO AR, AT DU IS 26 E AR B Al (R i A
KEFEMIR G HBEHERIN, BEE NN AN B3R R IR AW IR, HoE% 8 R A RN
B W7 A AT BB, BRI o A B 2 1 2 AR S5t (Diefenbach & Christoforakos, 2017),
TX LGRS A5 AT PARRA AN BN BRAN R I 7K, S AMA ) B FRALRE I, 45 M Sk BE 2 AR I IS 24
RS, DIAIZ N SO —HE, A BT BRI (=518, 2024).

E&ME
VO JNAGHE R  H AT SR A0 —— e (R A B K ML B SR B P B 5
S5

EARHE, FKE, ABENNR020). FHFEMT ML SIS R: AP SHRREEZ Eh N, 15
IO PR F2 %, 28(4), 824-828+833.

MRoekE, BXEE, BHEE, FREQ2018). Bl Ak 2 Wk A A S AU 1 s 28 DRSS T S AR MR MER. &2
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