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Abstract

Purpose: To investigate the relationship between Internet social time and loneliness among col-
lege students with different personality traits. Methods: 205 college students were tested with
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online and offline questionnaires. The questionnaires were Chinese adult version of Eysenck Per-
sonality Questionnaire, on Facebook, intensity scale and UCLA loneliness scale compiled by Rus-
sell et al. were used. Results: After data analysis, it was found that there was a negative correlation
between the intensity of social network and loneliness, and no correlation between the three was
found in personality traits. Conclusion: The higher the intensity of social networking, the lower
the loneliness.
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Table 1. Basic distribution of demographic data of subjects
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4 5]
& 108 52.68%
K— 54 26.34%
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FERH _

K= 46 22.44%
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K H (Ellison et al., 2007) 4wl (1] Facebook i FH 5 /% 53R, o RECH 0.839. (Fki#1A%5, 2000)H) AR
N\ H i) 2 ] X B T [ R (EPQ-RSC), 1% 3% Cronbach’s a %}y 0.989 1 Russell %5 AfE— JLLANEE
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Table 2. Descriptive statistical analysis of loneliness, online social intensity and personality traits
2. MIRRL. PLgAE 3SR B A AR FE R AV FIR M Ge it 43 4

A N M L ON: W MA SD
FEAT B 205 21.71 30.00 6.00 6.41
Pl 205 48.63 56.00 27.00 2.95
E 5 205 40.80 66.34 19.85 15.62
N 5T 205 51.86 74.37 33.69 17.31

32, REEMEE, MEMLZHEERSABERSAOZAHEELNESR
RARITEPER . Tlk . RAMAREARIE L, RS 44k S 1A 3518 5 AR A

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.149613 11 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.149613

e, JHKTS

TAZERRARRMOAEA t 875, RRAAEH ERRAEIUR, WA R R 5 AR T2
B ZRRMIRTT Z 0. RIRE RN, RPN P2 08 8 DL AR i = AN By
AAEMER . FEH . Tk, REMETLMZEEIRTA NO 2R AR E R W& 3.

Table 3. The differences of loneliness, social networking intensity and personality traits in demographic variables
3. Rk, MEHZEEMARBEREAOZTE FNER

= P Do 4% - 52 o MNI&FFIT E NFEREI N
M+ SD M+ SD M+ SD M + SD
% 48.88 + 2.64 2216 +6.14 39.89 + 15.80 52.72 +17.25
PE5 % 48.41 £3.20 21.31 £ 6.65 41.62 +15.49 51.08 + 17.40
F el t t=1.14 t=-0.95 t=0.79 F=-0.68
K— 48.26 +3.78 21.70 + 6.85 44.02 +15.29 55.00 + 17.38
P/ - 48.95 +2.77 21.41+6.85 38.19 + 14.74 48.08 + 16.51
ER K= 48.54 +2.60 22.17+6.12 38.69 + 16.46 54.42 +17.50
N 48.76 £ 2.41 21.61+5.82 4222 +15.82 51.86 +17.31
F ol t{i F=054 F=012 F=171 F=2.04
R 4851 +2.51 21.75 +6.52 39.69 + 15.72 50.92 + 16.95
Ll H TR 48.76 +3.34 21.67+6.34 41.92 +15.51 52.81 + 17.69
Faktfy t=0.61 t=-0.09 t=1.02 t=0.78
& 48.70 +2.42 21.26 + 6.67 41.02 +15.53 51.78 +17.37
RTMAE D 48.53 +3.57 22.34£5.99 40.49 + 15.84 51.97 +17.31
FaitfE t=-041 t=1.19 t=-0.24 t=0.08
A 48.86 + 2.67 21.72 +6.40 40.50 + 15.91 52.34 +17.51
22 SR 75N 48.47 +3.14 21.70 + 6.45 41.01+15.48 5152 +17.23
Faktfy t=-0.94 t=-0.02 t=0.23 t=-0.33
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R BURARZEM R T ETTE DT TR AENAR R PR S W 4 SR 2 [ R &, W
SUREIR, 1 e, R M AL AT R A 00 5 ITOMURR 15 73 2 (R A7AE X 2 A 5% (r {59—0.156: p < 0.05).
FLR, N5 IR LA K (X 28 4 52 Ik 8] 5 2 O ANAFAE A R . LR 4.

Table 4. The relationship between social networking intensity, loneliness and personality traits
4 WMEAATEE. MRS AREFRIXR

e FEAT B P E FFm NEEil
AR 1.00 (0.00™) -0.16 (0.03) -0.02 (0.73) 0.02 (0.78)
P& -0.16 (0.03™) 1.00 (0.00") -0.07 (0.32) -0.02 (0.78)
E )% —0.02 (0.728) -0.07 (0.32) 1.00 (0.00") 0.95 (0.00)
KR 0.02 (0.787) -0.02 (0.78) 0.95 (0.00) 1.00 (0.00")
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RIBR A TR, 6 i) A SRS I ()R B S TV HE R VA o FEASTIBENLYE, ARRMEIEE RRR AT
4) AL RFZE BN AZH ], AR RE T S —NHEER, ARk AT LA 42 25 4122 5 B 3 A
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