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Abstract

This study explored the association between social support and social anxiety among college stu-
dents and the mediating effect of rejection sensitivity. A total 0f 411 college students completed the
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Chinese version of the Interaction Anxiousness Scale (IAS), Social Support Rating Scale (SSRS), and
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire (RSQ). The results indicated that: (1) Social support negatively
predicted social anxiety and rejection sensitivity, while rejection sensitivity positively predicted
social anxiety. (2) Rejection sensitivity fully mediated the relation between social support and so-
cial anxiety. In conclusion, social support alleviates college students’ social anxiety primarily by
lowering their rejection sensitivity.
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AR RIBEA G, FZ RO Z 2N PN IR S 28, I S
BT (R SE, 2022)0 JEAESR, FRIE KA o H B 7 ke el ™ i P 4 A8 AR EE ) . —T00 meta 23 A7
RIL, FRE T DA B R AT A8 R B RER )& IR A HE 26y 23.50% (Tang et al., 2022). KZEAIEAF
TEANRIFR BE (AL AE £ RS, 65.40% 11 K 22 AR A7AE Hh B A1 A8 £ 18, 22,4001 K 2% AR A7 AE 1 JE A A AR BE (R4
ORI, 2016)0 FEACER FEANUN KA 1 24 AN BR A8 AR 55 07 TH 7= AR S 2 I, 3 AT Re s e K22 2B 1 A
A& (Russell & Topham, 2012). H#l, A% FKEEA 4 OE 0w BN KA M EE RS, AR
R, SRR EMAL RN EER R 2 — (Wi, 2021).

H KRR AR 2 SCHE R S SRR L 2SRRI SRR R R I = AN B (1 /KR, 1994), EM L
FrR e MR E S IR LRSS B 1S R RS — MBI 2 W S b B4R SR ok SR R B )
MRS SRR B RS . A SRR E N — PR R, RHRAEIEIA T B, H5 OB R MA7AE
B K AGEREEE, 2022), AMUA B TARSE AN O FREEE, 1M HLiE REOS LY A 10 348 BE K T (5K
1, 2011). Ae T RE G R B IKT R EA I AEAE OGS SR — e FE R LA X At
AR TINGE RS, W, 2020)0 K2R IR SRR 52 T BUGR HA AU 0 N om0 R IS LT (1 R 5%
AR R TR, MITERESRRAN AL N RS R, DUIREMA S HEE, g
A SR, HBHATCN L, SRR AL A R R N TENLHI AN B, U AL S SRR A
T PSRN S0 — 15 B R R R U AR 56

AU BLVFRE X — n) Rt — R R R . TE H W I 228, AR Vs AN R Gt H B HE 46
BAEEGOL, TR LB BUR I AMATE 25 5 RIS B v RIS BT WEh, BEZ X B SRR R M
OB R AN 2. Downey I Feldman WA, HELERIUBIE A6 45 28 T 22 30 HE SR I v 82 A RE AR T3
WPIRES, JRAERERE I R B A (220, 2017). [ PN AMIFSE R I, 46 48 BUBME 2 £ RS RS I I ZEML I (7
e¥s, SEHHIE, 2011; Nelson & Hajcak, 2017), B4R S48 2 BE AR, HARH I miiittse
FERE(Z/NBrSE, 2019; Lin & Fan, 2023), IHE XK MRS R 5HASEIEZ R R P A EH (T 105, 2024).
XN, Fh SRR TR AN 5 2 4K, P RR B PRI AN AR 4 1) £ FE PR T, v ) 55 LA AL A 8
HIEIE RN L5 RE, CHI RN FEIT AL A SR, AU SHA R Z R R, HE
HEIVIAAAEE I B2 R, SOt SRR 2 R IEAR R T, SR TIH I BRZ 50 % 46 4a U
PEROYEIE, WARMEYE KRR BT A& R IR AR~ RS R X e A
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St Bk, AUPTIE B A AR R, DHREBURMON A AR, RITURE AR S SRR
A EE BT MNLE], ARMER AL SR A SRTHRI AR O SRR B P SR SRR . Btk
SCREXTAE AR M T E e th iR A8 MU A% 3, I SCRR 7 AN B BRI RS 42 AR IA RN — 5 BN T AT
SN BIE N BB L AL, O T IUSE B UL . ST, AW SR SR DL P MBI

BRBE 12 REEA A S SORPO A AZ £ B RIFE 26 UM A B i) FIUIUA'E Y 5 45 £ BBt 4 52 £ B A I 1) i

MIPEFH

(B 2 SRR 78 K A o 2 S R R A A 2 TR TR A
2. MEE55*
2.1. FAEHR

A 5T LADY 1148 256 Ml e K 2 AR A SO B, SR T [ EURE B 7%, % 411 44 KA AR AT 1)
B, A RUE 2 400 4y, A RURIUE N 97.32%., o, MERIAE L, BARNTL N, b 17.75%:;
LA 329 N, b 82.25%. ESr A b, KR—fA 9 N, 4 2.25%; KA 36 A, 4 9.00%; K—=1 68
N, 5 17.00%; KPUAH 265 N, 5 66.25%, HAlf 22 N, /i 5.50%. MAT Lo, MAT & 136 A,
17 34.00%, FEMAEF4 264, £ 66.00%. fEAEVEHLITI, REL 209 A, 5 52.25%, KA 191 A, &
47.75%.

22. fiRIR

2.2.1. & #IEE B (Social Support Rate Scale, SSRS)

ZERARH H ARG (KU, 1994), 314 MK H, BIEIMECHE. B SRR SCR A BEIX
=AYESE, O 1~5. 8~10 KM 4 miity, M1 “R” B4 “ESRET . B 5T A USRI L
7373 8 e U RS A AL 2 SCRFBAT . FEARBEFEH, %8 3K W Cronbach’s alpha %7y 0.71.

2.2.2. Z1FEE BT ICAT (Interaction Anxiousness Scale, 1AS)

ZER W Leary Zfhil(Leary, 1983). WAl FEEMBIT (24014, 2004), 15 4%H, RA 5 siihsr,
ML — RAARE” B 5MHFFE 7, 157080 m Rt A R AR T  ZEAHE Fir, X231 Cronbach’s
alpha %54 0.86.

2.2.3. EEBUE M ERPICAR(Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire, RSQ)

1% &2 i1 Downey 4w#il(Downey & Feldman, 1996). XHEMRZAETT (X Hu k%%, 2012), F£32 AN4%H,
ELFE TGN () TR S AU FE 4 () R E AR BE TN E S, SRAT 6 slitsr, M1 “EaA0” 26 “IEH4E
07, BoER R EEREE R E. AR, i%Z2K T Cronbach’s alpha 2% 0.90.

2.3. BEAHGE

A FUR ] SPSS24.0 X 4 HEAS & HEAT AR Ge vh FAH 40 BT A5 BER 56, I8 ) PROCESS3.5 #4217
BEAT A N3 A
3. &5k
3.1. Harman 8 ERHEFERERS

XA B H SR Harman 5 0H 7 56 BEAT R IR IR R 7. B — N AHE TR N
17.56%, /INT A0%H IR S (J5 3, Jear s, 2004). BRIk, AHE R AAEAE LR 7 2
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3.2, KEAHAIH HXHEEMIELEREOMEXST

X EAT BT RIR G AR T, SRR, eSS R RE AR =-012,p <
0.05), #h& 37 Fr 50 AU 2 [0 A7 7E 235 S A2 (r = —0.25, p < 0.001), #ASHERE SR 4 Uit 2 77
7E 2 # IEA%(r = -0.38, p < 0.001), W% 1.

Table 1. Correlation analysis of social support, social anxiety and rejection sensitivity
=1 TR HRERMEESRMRNEX ST

(M + SD) 1 2 3
1) 3k 35.92 +5.90 —
2) ARG 54.08 +9.32 -0.12" —
3) FE4ulgus It 11.12 +4.41 -0.25" 0.38"™ —

JE: "p<0.05, “p<0.01, *p<0.001.

3.3. EEWRMEHIFNEZREBZERNER S

KH SPSS %:#2 /¥ PROCESS 3.5 Hr [ 8Y 4 kAT i/ s Bk 4%,  Z4fdi v H Bootstrap 777%, 95%
(B A5 X HAVETE 0 RS HEE .

DAt scfeE AR, MRV RAR &, @B R 1, SRRW, Ha SR TR R
(B=-0.11,p<0.05); Dt EZE, EALABRMEREEE, @ EIARE 2, 458 RH, e
FEA ) PO AE 28 BURAE(B = —0.24, p < 0.001);  DAAtSCRRAME AUy B4R, ARV &,
AL RE 3, S RRH, LA SCHES R T A2 AR FE (B = —0.02, p< 0.001), FE4ARURNE IE A T 4158
FERE(B=0.38,p<0.001), H— oA A, SRR B =-0.18,p<0.05), EHZEHNAEERP
=-0.04, p>0.05), [AIEERNE B = —0.09, 95% CI (—0.14, —0.04)].

RltE, wTLAMSH, fE4BURMEEA SR S R 2 iR e A ER, SN (5 HE 50%, L
2. K3, AT EEAE A 1.

Table 2. Analysis of the mediating effect of rejection sensitivity between social support and social anxiety
2. EAHREMAEL S TIFMAREEZ BTN MER S

TitE 1 (R S ETE) Jite 2 (FAZEE: JEAEURE) JifE 3 (MR HAEEIE)

FHRE a5 & [an= 5 & THAL R

B -0.11 -0.24 -0.02 0.38
t -2.32 -5.04 —-0.48 7.89

LLCI -0.34 -0.25 -0.19 0.60

ULCI -0.03 -0.11 0.11 1.00
R? 0.01 0.06 0.15
F 5.37" 25.38™" 34.25™"

W: "p<0.05, "p<0.01, ™p<0.001,
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Table 3. Test of the mediating effect of rejection sensitivity between social support and social anxiety
7= 3. EAHRMEH SIS REREN P NMERKRE

LYAE] p Bootstrap LLCI Bootstrap ULCI
SR -0.18 0.02 -0.34 -0.03
HAER -0.04 0.63 -0.19 0.11
EIEE Y -0.09 — -0.14 -0.04

B4 U

HEXH 3 H Ak

Figure 1. Mediating effect of rejection sensitivity between social support and social anxiety
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4.1. KEEHSTH, HXERMEERBMENXR

MRS REY, RFEMSIRFEHTHEERRE ML, XEEESEMER —H(FHE, 9
1, 2020), REMSLFRBEZ R SEAE, HALZEEKPITREEK . RIS RN Z A a, e
RN — P E BRI OR R, R TEAL S R IIE ST, MRS AUH IR S R . TEMH IS, S
FEAE 77 S AR AN A0 3 B () M, B AR AR 2 £ FE IR XUz (Cohen & Wills, 1985) . {H AT 5t Htt 22 S RF
SRR IS SR, X AT R S SRR Tim i R e R G 06 SRR BEUE X 4128 A R 1)
VE AR KRR 75 B4 Bh /MR B A 30 Tl A hn DAL I, SRR E B R TREMX A IR, XN fE4:
AN ISR TR o TR SIaustt 2 B8 A, X5RENER—8(FE, 2007),
T2 IRKFR S MR, BRI TEM S AR AR Mg B SRR, KRR A bRE ]
REk /> FEABE RN BT AR T, BRI 4845 5 B R 5, TR I B B U . FE A
S H AT BN B IEAROG, XG53/ R — (3 /N5, 2019), mE L BURPE AN Aot A bR L
B AR LR BRATAETE R A ), ) T3 B AR N B S AT JE TR A 48, 7 AL S 1 45 v B R B S kA
Az, BRARINE R EREKR S, Mo, 2018).

4.2. EAPRMERSIRESHIREBZERNPTERA

AT SRR, IEARURPELE A S SRR A SR R R PR B A ER . iRIEH A RS
INEIPPAL 18 (Rapee & Heimberg, 1997), A AIIAET T IR TE £ AMA PN F—— 15 BOL FE VP A% 5 5%
th, M PEAAT NG R AR IR 4 UM TE AL & R S AR 2 R IE e AR B, A
MR A SCRE N — MM ABR R, TCIE BRI AL RS, AR SCRFIGVE TR IL7E 238 Mk
X N BRI A R i, EPRRARIE it . & MAM S0k, KRB N 3 58 =,
FLNEBIAETSEMEIE, FRARIELRURTE, MAXT ARG A 2w in a4 id e, S FE /K RE 2 %
Ko k2, BEHESIFRAR, MEGDRAMARIEED, 755 K88 NI AR, SR TeA b A
Sds. S Ed, MRS WS EET N,
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ER g A S RIS BA IR R B E S —T, AFRs h SORP A S AR A ORI 1
P —Ah “NED - R RGEIE” TUARER RIS - AR SRR AR B S TR DA A S A
J&, A I SRS AT N BB 4 1 U5 R 7 SR DTAR G AR I, X S A FR S A R AR B i —
Bl H—Jrim, X RIS SRSt SR BTN, Sk A A5 AR 0] ER A R A 2 SRR AE R 2 A
TR, BIFER ST R SR, AT URh e 14L& STRPER gy () ) S8 BR AES 1
oy [B1E T AR 2 A A FEBTLAR 1 1

BT L], mALOEE N TAERT LA “BIRMEES 7 55 “ BN P AN R I P (R e . 8 BRI A
R, AR AR A R AL SO S SRR R G, WA SRR R R RORIERIE, JREIE A,
ANHIRL RN BRGE, M9 RS2 A A B SO AR SR, AENERIN TR 10, % T4k & SO R 1 ) 2 25
I PRI SCIL, R RSE R OGEE A A A RIS L IR VISR AR ERE I 2581
WAV B IEX TR 2 R A MR L, B IR Mok & SCRF IR A RN SR T RE 0, 3 S R 5 A
TELTRT R O SR T, AT B IRIE A U . SRS fRIE, ST RS AR L B AR HEK P

43. MRHFEERE

BT SRS S B TR B AT &, BV EHIRR: (1) AWFFRIFEARLENER . 500
AT EAEI T RRTEBIIBREAR, SEIPEARRARERNE . (2) AT TR 25 (E AR A 759, ToiEns 4
WA BB REAT IR, W RS MBLRER . WIELMEE AT, X AT RE S sUMa e IO HERR 5, 2k 1T R
AR LSBT, /R T IR 7L HEAT TlRe . ORUEREAS B ERR FE AR L. (3)
AT FERMEWTIE T, T e Se SR P 5 RER G B o AR RA 5T AT R A B B e vk B ) it BA
PRFAL 22 3CFE . A BURME AT BRI E R R (4) BRI T “4- 2 SR~ R 4afusrE —~ 458
FEIE” R — P, ASRETFUT RN IAIUIUR. B SSEB A h AR, BN R T/ B
MEMLS

5. &

LR R A SRR S SR IE 2 (AR S8 A P A, AR SORF 1 B0 I IR A U
BET AR AL A AR

SE 3k

HiH, BH(2020). ARVEHARZEESHSIRRRIRRA. m#H L5, (11), 54-57

LI (2017). A ZE L BRIERT BRI 15 B IR M 1. TR0 5L, WG SR KE

T, aE, TK/MVEQ022). A SKEENE D EIER BRI AR R R A RN, O FA T, 17(2), 39-42.
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