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Abstract

Objective: A questionnaire survey was conducted on 450 college students in Hunan Province using
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the Parental Phubbing Scale, Loneliness Scale, Refusal Sensitivity Scale, and Liebowitz Social Anxiety
Scale to investigate the impact of parental phubbing on college students’ loneliness and the effects
of refusal sensitivity and social anxiety. Result: 1) There is a pairwise positive correlation between
parental phubbing, rejection sensitivity, social anxiety, and loneliness. 2) Rejection sensitivity and
social anxiety play a parallel mediating role in parental phubbing and loneliness among college stu-
dents. Conclusion: parental phubbing can significantly positively predict college students’ loneli-
ness, and rejection sensitivity and social anxiety play a parallel mediating role in the relationship
between parental phubbing and college students’ loneliness.
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1. |[a)EfRH

POMUAE H % AE BN E W, BT M S TR 5 ABRKE R KM . BIRED, 20 % 2K
A — AU (Lee et al., 2019). K HOR S A ARG T UMUK, 17 KA U IIOMUR R K 2 42
WZFfE. MXFTFED, MRS SECER . 040, HEREHEEE SIS, 2024). oh, FLWR
R, KA IR A2 S8 BT A, G0, PIOMERBAIE 52 AL 0% 52 Hb IE 1A T30 K 222 1 B
FEEBIEE, 2023) AU, JURERLE K24 THUSIE YR S 5 LR E A, BAR
BN HIOURR 15 200, K22 A A5 1) T R B 5 A 7™ 5 (0 T LR AT 9 (CE 7 45, 2023) st Al ATCAh
TR K2R B R IR AFAE V2 50, TRt R 2 R IO AT B 9 2 AW L TR 4

Wi BT A R FRNRLF . A28 T AT ARG HEFR], SRI, X LR — R 515
k2 R . R B A FE T LT 220 5 30 (0 AT I R BEAC T L, IR RN “ARSKAT R . FE
SET AV, 24 5B B R BRI T WU I S TRATTRR 2 9 SORHIG Sk AT N 7(32 65 2545, 2021).
WAE S R GG, FKEEH BRI PR TS R 2, A B L R T B
FERALI . B I A E TN, ST IS, 208 T IR, 23858 72 s s,
A LT B BT (AR AN 56 B o AR MG 0 P 30 AR, L S5 A0 BF IR A o B LS R B T ANk
FERNGRT . SULFIR, 2R, kg AR 5 4 3 & p U (Shaver & Mikulincer,
2007; SKAREN, REEE, 2014). DRI CUBR HUAHT SRR 10 AOEMIE AT A AT DAL ) Tk 2 A 918
JR%

oY o

0 A U 2 R A R AR PE U . AR RN B B OB B XM B AME, A SRR
OHR. 2D RRE, 64 BUR MUK i 2] T OB IE O S M4, 2019; BXH4%,
2023). B A BUBME AR TE 25 55 VR ZI R B0 B PIOMUBE, X PP AU AE A T A N T 58 B o v N Brfgua:
(B FETE AU ) A, H T SOPE TP (R R R, A6 1) TSR FH 7 1A P S8 A SRS, X b SR AN ) 1
MATRIAEAE B, T3 T A R T, AR AR . 1A B A FHLNAT 9, 32
M504 7% B4 2 (Romero-Canyas et al., 2010) . H 1 A] 4 H A HIE 50 B 20 FB 48R 78 ARG SR AT
IR S AR TR o0 R A E

AR RIS AT, MR LA S o R AR STk AN 2 . 1900 115 25 AR 56
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o [0 38 2 A8 AT FAT A Al (Lee-Won et al., 2015). A 0 78 36 B A 38 2 JR 2 (i 75 AIOMUBAR B b T (25 0%,
2024), AAZEEERIAAE BIEBEALRAEAT N, MECVESIER A SR ER R, MBI ANFRR R,
BE P AE MR . BEAh, XBEERMCKIITFIAMEZL T, S EKERHERIK. FIEREE e 6
TRMAL A R R U 455, 2023)0 AR 1E G HE SR 26 T BRI IR I /M 28 5 P AR AL S0 fR R . FHE AT DAgR
AT AR B 3, 4138 AR REAE A RHR AT R0 K 235 AR IR &2 A1

i b, AUFURRIEABURME . A EEIE TR AR, RRHMESAT AE N E AR R, IR R AR
&, WAVEZ KRR, EX -, AT GE IR JIOMUR K B8 42, R I A SRl i A S48
AXRERR BURSAT A K22 AR IOMURR I T e, 2 IR HAGSKAT , ZR AR R A I AU

2. MREFHE
2.1, WK

AT 5T DA R e AR R 2R AE N A 5, SR 4R i 7 S T &R 9T, LR 450 43 IR 4,
TEMIBR AR v B AN TE R & J5 , FEEI R G 408 1, A &L EIRCR 2 90.6%, HH 554 95 1y, Zo4: 313 s

22. Bk

2.2.1. XBHELITHER

AFFCRH TS NMET ARBHIGCKIT N RR, ZERILEHE 9 MIE, Hd 1 ANKEEE 7 )X
M Beatap 77 (T 15, IR, 2022). BEFRRMIZ TR 5 P, BRI G, LT VIS
MR E . EARTIHH, % &R Cronbach’s o % 0.70.

2.22. MMBRER

AW TR Russel 25 N\ 2 il A AIMURR ) 35 (Russell et al., 1978), %W 20 M4k H K, oA
% H(E 1,5,9, 10, 15, 16, 19, 20 )R I FiH4r e BFRFFETTRE 4 FATH], A28 0 2% B 4
BT B A DIUMURFE B = . ASHIF 0 % B3R 1) Cronbach’s o R4 0.80.

2.2.3. {EEBURMER

AWK ZEEE BT IELEUREEERE, ZERILUE 18 MHH, b6 MA@ BN 1,
2,4,9,10, 17 A1 18)KH T Jlalit4r R (ZEE, 2007). ®RFH 72004 5 205r0h, Mo, WE
AN B 45 L U ME Bk . ASHIE 5T HRiZ B3R 11 Cronbach’s o 2% 0.83.
2.2.4. Liebowitz t X EEER

AT R Liebowitz 48 A\ 2wl Liebowitz #EAZ LR R, ZEFRIL 24 8, BFF “THBEEL” A
“lalE” PEANYERE (Liebowitz, 1987). HERKH T2 TR 4 P, S s, WERIHAMARIHE A RE
KF i . AHESE R iZ ER 1) Cronbach’s o %04 0.94.
2.3. GeitibE

AHFF KA SPSS 26.0 B A4 X E B AT IL R vk m A I . A YES . MOLREAR t RIS A
M1, FEH PRCESS v3.3 HIE Y 4 i 48 A8 U ME AN 4 38 £ R B P A 25087 34 746 565

3. &R
3.1. HREGFERERE
A F K Harman 508 2 36 vk k4T JL ) v ZE A 06 o 45 SRR, A A AR EAR KT 1 1Y
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K BRI R AT, RICSCEHERAT Y IRARURNE . M AR R AR A SRR &, SR 1
B o

Table 1. Correlation analysis of variables

=1 BSTEMREXON

e SEHERAT A AR HAZEERE P
SCBHIESLAT N 1
AU 0.23" 1
AR 0.14™ 0.46™ 1
P 0.21* 0.43" 0.46™ 1

7E: "p<0.001, “p<0.01, p<0.05 K.

SBHE AT N SR 48U (r=0.23,p < 0.01). #A2HEfE(r=0.14,p<0.01). FIHE(r=0.21, p<0.01)
R IEA . A B SR AARURE (r = 0.46, p < 0.01) 2 5 IE A5 . IR 545 4a iUt (r = 0.43, p
<0.01). #:AHEFE(r=0.46, p < 0.01) K2 & IEAH<.

3.3. HTHMERAKRRE
HI ] PROCESS i fF (I 4 BEAT h A RN, 45 RN 2 Ffor.

Table 2. Tests of the mediation model
= 2. PNRERIE

S5 R A T A & EPNEELAN REEEE
R2 F t B

PR SRHIGRAT N 0.04 17.85" 4.23™ 0.33
AR EHIERAT 9 0.05 21.89" 4,68 0.43
AT EERE EHIERAT 9 0.02 21.89" 2.92* 0.63
A R 5.53™ 0.22
PR 1A FE 0.28 53.47"" 6.49™ 0.13
SRHIERAT A 2.31 0.16

BRI SLAT AT LA IE [ MU (B = 0.33, t = 4.23, p < 0.001); S RHK AT ] LAIE [ T 4 46 i
JEPE(B =043, t=4.68, p <0.001); SBHIKSLAT ATT LLIE 3] Bl +E 22 £ FE (B = 0.63, t = 2.92, p < 0.05); K42
BHIGKAT A FEABURYE . +E8fEE— R NEA T, 2R ERH, SCRHMCSAT AR AE H 23 B =
0.16,t=2.31,p <0.05); FE4aBURME: e W3 1E 17 Tl MU (B = 0.22, t = 5.35, p < 0.001); #LAZFEIERE W3
1E [ AU (B = 0.13, t = 6.94, p < 0.001).

AN, Ine 3 Bion, AR AARURE /2508 ) Bootstrap 95% ) B 45 [X ] 9[0.05, 0.15], A4k 0, H.
HHA BB 0.09, (5 RKRIIK 27%, i BAHE ZERIUB I 7E SCBHIK Sk AT -5 RS A IS ke 38 3 v A AR
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H o A2 FERE R /2N Bootstrap 95% B {5 [X ] 4[0.02, 0.14], AELHE 0, H A28 A 0.07,
ARSI 21%, T BH AR RS AR B AE SCBHICSK AT A 5 R A IR g i i AR . AR /AR DL ] 1

Table 3. Decomposition of total effect, direct effect and mediating effect

3 BN, BEEMNK PR ER

HANEIL] BNAE Boot FrifE iR BootCl TR BootCl |- [§ AR 5 NAE
BRI 0.33 0.79 0.18 0.49
BHERN 0.16 0.07 0.02 0.30 48.48%
TR LAl 0.09 0.27 0.05 0.15 27.27%

A EEE 0.08 0.03 0.02 0.14 24.24%

o IS K

_ 0.16"
REHELAT N o PR
063+ A e oV

Figure 1. Parallel mediation model diagram

B 1 T ERE
4. VWHig
AT TR AR B SR AT A9 AT BAIE 16 T A 25 A OB, 6 A4 R R 20 e B R A AT PR A1
ST KA IO AR T TR g
B2, ABFIR A BHE AT AL 5 A 25 A IO A7 1E S AR 9, T LA BHIR Sk AT 9 7T LA B
92 1F 160 T K 2 A IR o 33008 W A0 B MR SR AT o B, K S A O DI R AR I B 3R 2 X — S5
Pancani 25 A fIHT 5 45 5 — i (Pancani et al., 2021). ANl 2 Bl AHEFRTE S 23 ANV G U A
REHELETFHLAML T« TR T R (8 BR8N S B TR, ik AMAE2
RERIEXR A T, MR T4 B X — AT AR A B O HE R, P Ak S HE R RS, HET = A
MRS, 2020). BRIk, AT BRAR 2R DI EAALG, AEAAAR BERR G, SRR 1% 4 BEAE 4L,
CRBTER, HRETFHFR, TR FEN RS, W IR, (LA 5O .
UK, A TR AR U TR AL BHIE S ATy b5k S A AU R e 28 4 T A P, B SCSRIE T i
2. BRKUE, 1%, SRMESKAT N IE M BUIE A BUsE . 7E3% FH AR R, A BHC I IR Sk B TAL,
T (0 R ] B D, BT B 2 (094, TSR S R4, 52 R .46 1 sk
Ve dEsh, BORSMIERIEINY, ik o R R AL A T R A MR ORI B P R e A e A T
EAURE (0T, S, 2016). SRR, RS BB AT LA TE A TR0k S A PR . AR Lotk
WAL Z IR, R (25 S5 4 BB (AL AR M R kA 3, TR A BT 26 5, 1T 20
BT A& (Watson & Nesdale, 2012). %HF 5845 4 B B ALK 24 2 (040 48 BURME7E R BHIE K AT A
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FTRE I TR B HE R R, A R IR TR R TIER B e 0 A0 L« XA SRR A 20 %
TR DI REAE AT R, 30 AT RE A IS LA S 38 S BB A B M AL S g b P AR R, SR T AR
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FURH T RE S, TARENS VR, WERARRFEIEFVE, AT Rt RS AR IR (1 A T Tt 7
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