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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the relationship between social avoidance and distress, prosocial behavior,
parental phubbing and family intimacy among emerging adulthood students, and to explore the re-
lationship between social avoidance and distress and prosocial behavior in emerging adulthood
students, as well as the mechanism of parental phubbing and family intimacy. Methods: A total of
512 emerging adulthood students were measured by the Social Avoidance and Distress Scale, the
Parental Phubing Scale, the Family Closeness Scale and the Prosocial Behavior Scale. Results: (1)
Social avoidance and distress were significantly negatively correlated with family intimacy, proso-
cial behavior and parental phubing, parental phubbing was negatively correlated with prosocial
behavior and family intimacy of emerging adulthood students, and family intimacy was significantly
positively correlated with prosocial behavior of adult students. (2) Social avoidance and distress
not only directly affected the prosocial behavior of adult students, but also had indirect effects
through three paths: the separate mediating role of parental phubbing, the separate mediating role
of family intimacy, and the chain mediating role of parental phubbing and family intimacy. Conclu-
sion: Parental phubbing and family intimacy play a chain mediating role in the relationship between
social avoidance and distress and prosocial behavior in adult students.
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1. 5|15

b2 ] B A A AR AR — PR B 2 N BR oG 18 B AR 1 ae B DG SRR I 17 8 S SN BB AT
(Guo, 2000), 3 & A 7E T F WA A F ) (Carlton et al., 2020). — Wi EF AR, Bl =22 —(36%)
A AR AT S AR R B B AT 4k A2 [0 38 A7 210 1) 1R (B B v (Jefferies & Ungar, 2020).  BRAEH] T2 A TR 102
SERLAE 18~25 BN T A4, ARME R B ve AR (1O B AL 25 R R L, IX — I U N7 S W Ok RN SN
HZ S R S M NEARRIAR R R, 2o EAN NAETES TS B4 (Erikson, 1963). fEIX—X
SR, AMA I B IR AR SR EE , NS AR TE I EE, HEIT AR S J1E N 2 o I AR AR IR R S S
TG 2 . Ao MR IE 59 M2 X — R B B SR BRRAE, 1T T P A T IR B AN A A AR A AR AR A 4 58 £
& IR — B B NATTHG ™ B0 B {5 ) A (Arnett, 2000) . 26 [ () — 07470 S M A s, REEV] B4
P R [ 3 HL G ) R A2 R 200N 3.4% (Blanco etal., 2008). H [E [ —IRAF 7 R B, ik 23. 7% AR 2
J 2 A A A [ SR8 AT AR (Cheng et al., 2017). b4, KERFFEFE, 28 BN k2450
FAMRBINBRAE M S S, PR AATRAEE TR, 800 E RS (Chung et al., 2022; Peyre et al., 2022;
Tongeetal., 2020). [Kl b, BRI AR 2 1 2% A5 4 58 0138 K 5 o 1) A 16 DR 28 B L ZE AL A2 38 D T b 11 o
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FAL AT AR ME M AT S AL B L XN BRI 2 AT MRS, ik, 2011). SEAboAT
NTEA AT NP A AL, EAMOR M A I FE AL O RGR 7y, BE A AR 44 A B R R0
WORRMEERA . AR, A8 S R s, JIOMURRUR &, R 5 h = 2 4 ORI = AR T
BRI, W MAE S 5 itk ALK T REE, 2018), BEMAEANFRACHE RARTIRGE IR R, 4 0 IR
AT . BRI, AWFASR R 1 412 [l K i A S 3 TR0 A AF 4 8 2 A S 24T

SBRHMESAT NI X BHE S F L A fE v, B FHLMAE & FIAT N(E S, T4, 2024).
EACABFRI, EHRHETR T 0 1 oph 5 a3k A i 5 1EAH 9% (McDaniel & Radesky, 2018), HifE
BT 5 A A A B3 e ik o S B BEE 5 il b 244, ATk — 2Bk 5 a0, 2 i S BHIG
AT G KRR, AR EERBUE R EE 7, AR BRSNS S N, 1 R g T At
SREL s MR, WRABERIUR (245 B K Ew 77 ORI T 895, T L a3 BRI twits 46 Jott:
A RIEEAT Uk D o SCBHIRSKAT 9 I 2 308 1 S 1 (] FRIVADE A e, 0 5K B 25 BRI 1O R 1 R
TEREW, BE A RS TR A AT B R R B . IRIESEAL AT N R R, K g ANMA
oI EAR, SRBE R AR SE I BB 22 R MASEAL AT NI R R (HIE 24, 248, 2024). DR, &
AP AR 2: SCRMIKSRAT N TE A ) S 191 255 A 4L 52 [ R it S 4 24T 9 I e o g2 R A1

FREHE LR FIERA 2 MG BOESS, BB SR E ) LB F N0 SRR B
RR L (A 2, 2019) RN FKEESRE B SR 2AT N M@ M. A E SURMTE R, #EX RS
AR, AR KK R RIS KA 4 AU §m SO Cal 25 3E, 2023), X AEdr
HOURA W (Niu et al., 2020). 45K BEH A BHISKAT iy, 5 23 AN m] 8 St 5| R 5K BE 1 A TR 1Y)
WS, HAFE RSB H CERER WA EZ R 2N, B BIgiagi. KIDE, ZrelaeE
T S — o B RS R PR R —— RV AHAT TS 5 B S 5 P R R AR IR, XA 2 S MR At AT T ) B RS AK T
I FT e A 5540415 0 BB R AR AN S SR A 2 AT A R R . DRI, A T3 H AR 3: FEESR % ETE
FSCEEAT) S 2 A A A2 (R S v 10 0] SR Ak 22 AT N I s v e A

FRER T D FAR R A — N EESNE, HAFR g 5D 0B R K K. KBS L
R ERHWRT RRRELE, WRES TIETFHL, M2 T EFRIERTR, ZFiaArsiEm
M B 5. SCBRES #2% T IRIAS e AT R A RLIVAE, SIMNETE R R AT I BRI R, Bt S BRI e o %
J& (Chotpitayasunondh & Douglas, 2018). BtAk, E i 75 K E R EIS IR ZIMIE R T NRRE R I IK TR
3R, A ELFE A R R 5 VR . IXRR R SRR MR R S R R RN T EGER Y — 4, B R R AR A
A HA) P F RGO SCRERIER: . SR, MACRELE H R AR 35 i FEAR IR TFALEEAT VA @RS, AT BE 2 22
MEZF R AR LS, I TSR R R R AT REECA) T 30, A, 2005). XAPAT AL
M T BT SRR IR R A E, T HIE T AR SBR[ B IR AT AR A S A
G N RE BB, DR, AR FH AL AT A2 A 95 5K BE 1 A TB] I 1 SRR BEK 2R, e PRAR R BE PSR 2 L
R, AR FTIE R 4: SCRHMESKAT AN 5K 0E 55 2 B T J A A7) S B 255 AR A1 52 [l K v 1 5 58 4 24T
DRI R EE U AR

2. MREMRFGE
2.1, #i

ASHIF 5 326 PR A i R B R 2 AR A B X g, R RS E R 775, @l BEUREEfE, DA
YR AL BEAT SRR, —FERTR T 586 1A, L AR IR AR, BIER T T B AN A
RTERH T, SE 512 44, ALy 87.4%.
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22. TH

AWFFIERA 4 DEFRIATIE, 2H2 B NER)  GCEHCSKMT NER) (REXR
FEIAE) M G iER) .

221, #XZEBEERER

%R M Watson A1 Friend T~ 1969 “F4w i, [ f57E 1999 4F HE [a] 2= K [RIATA IR HEbAT 17 H SO i
BT PO AR A [l X i R . %R IL 28 NIH , S A R RS T AN 4R, o
BRSA UNER, XA “R” . “B7 M7 vF o, Blalrh oz (a8 5 A2 B2 (1 58 55 1k 4 FA5-4>
EARIEE . AT iZE R Cronbach’s a &%°A 0.90.

2.2.2. RBELITHER

ARWFER T AEE ARG B R EATIE T (S BHIG SR AT Jy 52 F DA & AR A] 2 2 A i sz 3
IR BHME AT RIK, 1ZERIL 9 N H, KA Likert5 /5114, 1 RRIEFAFTE, 2 RRAKFE,
IHRARAWE, 4RRFFE, S RAEEMEG, HPHELETFERMI, GRASEE, KEEKITAH
™, AEAHF 7R Cronbach’s o RECH 0.72.

223 REXEEBEOE

AW TR LA S Nm il ) R EE % L e, JLEHE 16 MH . KA Likerts it Hr 2,
5. 10, 15 @lFF B M5y, EREE, RRFKEEEEEKVE . A5 ZER Cronbach’s a &
¥ 0.89.

224. FrLMmER

AR FCR A ERE PSR in &R, ZERILH 26 8, 7 ANMERE . &R KH Likerts i
iy, “l= EEAFE” . “3= AE” . “5= EEFE” , BEREMEE, REYREAS4T
A LT . FEASHT 7R Cronbach’s o Z2%0N 0.93.

23. GitEE

AW T IE L A ) A A 0 7 AR, X RIS R BT T ABOn IR IE SR, AR T AT S
FORMIRN G . 1 SPSS 26.0 X & ASEHATMIRVEGTTH M. O TR U BHISRAT AN R g 25 5 i
FEALAZ [ 38 K75 10 5 Ak AT 9 Z 18] ] BEAEAE (R A 28, 12 ) PROCESS #i (IR 4 HEAT 7047

3. #/R
3.1. XRGFERE

H T AW TR T 0 BEN BAE R A A TR A, ARSI R IA M ZE TR, W RE SRS
SRR, RIASHT FEE I Harman SRR R IR 2R D 2 T A7 AE IR [ D7 v 22 ). 45 R o, A
WETEAA 19 NP IR LE R T 1, Horr, 55— D AR 7 IR 19.39%, KT Ik FHE 40%[K I Wbs
#E,  DREASHI FEASAFAE ™ F 10 7] 5 92 0 22 17 A

3.2. fIRMGHRME XS

K Pearson FH R 7 WA IR FEAL A IRBE Sz . SCBHIRSRAT s SRAR AT FREESR T L Z 1A ARG
P, ZERWEE 1.
M3 1 AR, SCRHIRSAT MR BAFE YR A SR A AT N SR R B35 R (r = -0.31, p <
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0.01; r=-0.33, p < 0.01), FIAEH] i BA 2 Az 4148 [k A% 52 42 3% 1EAH X (r = —0.31, p < 0.01; r =—0.33, p
<0.01); FEEFEHEMNEA AT NE D FEIEAR(r=0.43, p <0.01), AR [E10E K 75 1 5 582 U 5% (r =
—0.41, p <0.01); #1732 [Hl3k f 5 5 o p b AT 8 2 3% FUkH 5% (r = -0.38, p < 0.01).

Table 1. Results of correlation analysis of variables

F 1 BLEEREXSNE

M SD 1 2 3 4
1 4732 [ B ki 13.01 7.06 1
2 FEHATH 93.38 13.50 -0.38" 1
3 RBHIGKAT A 21.77 4.82 0.20™ -0.31" 1
4 FBEREE 56.86 9.68 -0.41™ 0.43™ -0.33™ 1

VE: "p<0.05, "p<0.01, *p<0.001, FIH.

3.3. RPNV

AT FUAEH] process v3.2 (MY 6 HEAT FH RN AL SG AR TN LSRR R, ARG AT MR
FESRE L T A B, A A2 B e 1 A SR A) St 2 AR S A 2 A7 D K X rh A R REAT vh A OB AR
K. SERME 2 PR,

Table 2. Regression analysis of the relationships among variables

* 2 ELXEXANEIASH

EVEpyE BRI A PR EL EVEES (& E 2
SRR TR A & R R2 F B t
. 0.23 0.05 5.87
REHERAT R o
A5 [l % 7 0.13 4.35
0.50 0.25 28.66™"
KEEFEE F1AZ [ 38 K 7 -0.46 -8.46™"
SBRHIERAT A -0.50 -6.35""
0.52 0.27 26.31"
s A [ L ik —0.45 ~5.58""
AT .
BHESLAT I -0.48 -4.23
KR T 0.42 .75

1% 2 AT, A5 [ R 0 %o AT A S A AR S AT O B R I S A E (B = —0.45, p <
0.001), ffi& 1 FAr. #E32 [E]3E K v i 1E 1) T AL B S 47 9 (B = 0.13, p < 0.001), 71 ] TN 5 J 542 %5 55
(B=-0.46, p <0.001). SCBHELAT Ay f 1 T 2K i 535 % 5 (B = —0.50, p < 0.001) FlzE 42347 A(B = —0.48, p
<0.001), ZRREEH IR M P SE 42247 9 (B = 0.42, p < 0.001).

HA RO 4 (LA 3)3R Y, #22 [mlat K i AN Rl A BHER Sk AT DAy R 5 23 5 52 1) B R A1 FH
SO B I AR SR AL ATy, AR SRS AT A R e % E i U P MMEA, H 95%E S IX
[ESHERR 17 00 BEARVERE U R 2 4158 [l S 38 10 — AL BRI Sk AT N — S AT A, #L2C [ml 3l A v i — S B o7
WA AT, HAS El i R i — S BHIESKAT A — FEERH R AT . Ho, BN 5
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SN L9109 61.64%, T2 I HE R 5 B8O Ly 38.36%. DRI, 7 k2 [l G S R Sk 247
B SR BUR, A EHIESk AT A RIS R R B e AR, b A B R L 1.

Table 3. Mediational effect analysis of parental phubbing and family intimacy
3. REEKITAMREREEN PN

RSB Boot SE LLCI ULCI AFXS H A R
BSY S -0.73 0.08 -0.89 -0.57 —
BN -0.45 0.08 -0.61 -0.29 61.64%
PSSk I -0.28 0.04 -0.37 —-0.20 38.36%
a—b—d —0.06 0.02 -0.11 -0.02 8.22%
a—c—d -0.19 0.04 -0.27 -0.13 26.03%
a—b—-c—d -0.03 0.01 -0.05 -0.01 4.11%

TE: ar ARIZEIEE L b SCBHICKATN o FKEERWE; d: SRHESITN.

NI '0'50*** P =7
REHERAT A KEERE L

=

0.13"

2 I3 K — EA LN

Figure 1. Serial mediational model
B 1 g EE

4. #He
4.1 #XZERERENSHEEVNERAFEERASITA

LERRY], AR YA A S R e e i 2 R R U R A AT, BRIE T BB 1. APAEAR AL [
B I R S A A T RE R NI BE N B — ANl AT, TeR= AR MRS, A
7 LR ILREA S AT AL S I S5 AE AN 52, S BUS M N SSRBD, sma B R A A R AT A R e
PR R K2 e NP SAE BIRE T B IR R N B ST i S5 e AT B A A2 [ AT O S v ik s, (A
B SR AR B2 A A L R AT NI R

4.2. RBHEKATRE PN BE

AHIEFE R IW AL BIIC AT A A5 [ 38 B 1 6ok AR W) S B 2 A S dh 2 AT A I S i i R vh e 25 R A
H, BE TR 2. RIS R EIR, KBHMEATARA BENTRNER, KEERMERK R 05,
&N A R AE L OCER AR A WU A . SCRHME N SR BE R I Gk M 6, HAT AR 515 5 RIANS
AR AT G B B BURG RIS o BT SR A 2 A I 458 [l R i 2 Lk SRR LV sz 44, M
113 BOLBHR AT I, 3 70 458 AR 2 AR A L AT N R RS2 B . SLBEI 78 R %Sk
5 F FHUR 0% T T B B B I8 T SO 3 B RN s 5, 3t 3 3501 7 2 it ok 1) R IE AL 0
TR AL 24T = AR T AR s (1)~ L, 20225 Z=FR%%F, 2020).
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4.3. REFEER PN

ARBI TR I 5K 5 2 PEEAE A 5 [ 3 B e 1 0] G AF ) 2 A S Ak AT N R S e R e R
B 7RV 3. ARIESE R BN, FREENRE B BA REN A, 58RI R 2 8 5 R 2% 5 L FEAIR,
BETIAE R 22 A2 I SRAL AT R SR 2 B o« FRBEVE N A A b e SRR O PR BE R 3R, 0 A4 2. 39
AR R FEAE SR R . FKEEE AR S 7 I BN SR T R R IR A & EE MR, [F
I R AR A R R . SRR REE, BRI (B IS BOE R TIN5, RENS HEAT B
W, FKEESGULEMEE, AT RPEAEF AT NS KR (F#255, 2020). XT38 % BRI XK
FEM &, KRN N2 B DM S ERIE TR Uil 77 A AT HR I A — e R ). 17 %
TR AFRERRAZ AR BEEZAAERE N, FHEARR A & Ay B CRHAR AR R’
L Ve 38 7 s B L T A N R Sl N Va @, B R S — e b ARt i s . AR
18 77 A B T I B Z AL NARLE S5 AN VI b e A AL e FE AR AR, IR I B D oA AT
“A(Chotpitayasunondh & Douglas, 2018).

4.4. RBHEKITAMREFEENEAFNER

Lo 3 SRR [ T . QRS AT R SRR3R 25 B A AR ) B I A SR AL AT N IR 9T, R
B AR ALl P AR 10 06 T ZEAL 8 3 2 S AR K 2 2 S 2 ) 56 2R eP s A7 6 Ho b PR 25 AR LA
Fil ACBHICSKAT A, SRESE S5 FE AR S b A (AR T, k52 [l % i T DS 3o A8 BHIG Sk AT A 5 e 3
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BRI T HEAT R AR S, 7 Bh TR B 2 7 (0 O B B AP (WO 58, 2021) 0 3 38 B 4L 28 3
TR« AR S AT RV 5% 8 352 5 B S T/ A2 A S 2 AT A 072 A 2 B s L A1

BB, kA ] 2 AR T A A2 B Sk AT A R 5% R 512 285 £ X o A 10 PR o 40 S8 39922
(KIS AE 24T A A B
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&, 28(1), 178-180.
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