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1.2 J33A

1.2.1 PMIEF (loneliness scale university of california at los angel, UCLA) '’

1 Russell 55 A 1987 4FE1T, AWFFER MR RSO, e R 05 2 0 MEH, 4 53T
g3 (1 FRORMR, 47 FORSE ), 15508 2 JIUMUSRR B B mr o ZEARIE SR v, i RIS AT,
FHCH 086,

1.2.2 LT HEBEHAESR (generic scale of phubbing, GSP) "*

MR B - TR 3B IR FE AR A - M+ JEAS S HE#h 78 T S04 Varoth Chotpitayasunondh F1 Karen
M.Douglas 2018 4F-H &, ABHFITRFHIKIESE 2020 BITHI P SCRFHSEA Tl HIEER © o xERdt 154
BH , AR, S TCTHIRMELERE | ANBRoha4ERE | B TR 4R R A n EA 4R . R 7 siatsr( “1”
FORMR, 477 FoRESE) , BRI A TR B FEARESE D, IR RGE R, RECN 091,

1.2.3 3R B FKMEERE F (the scale of perceived social selfefficacy, PSSE )"

AR - M- BB A - E + D% Heather M.Smith #1 Nancy E.Betz 75 1999 4E 4], A<HF
T2 R SRR T SCEIT AR RIS 1I8ATH , RITS S (1 FRELRAEL,
‘57 FORTERAMO) . mBENAFERLEN, AT R, ZEROEE R, RE0Ch 0.93,

1.3 ittt

R SPSS22.0 FAF#ATHANEGT T 34T, FHSCHERITA 7B 70 5 Pearson AHSEHIZENE IR 70 4

2 HZR

21 BRGEITRAODSFESKNT

G5 NoN, A 370 N (41.19% ) IRKAT WS- 3501E 4 53 DU b, ARSKAT AR50 o A 779 A (85.8% )
AbAE AR T A IRCR S

SRR . #1538 A FRALREIRR . A AT N B PUA 7 (TEFHIRMRE . ABrppse, AFRMEE . 7]
BUNHD) L ARV AR FIM A T n sy BHEFT O 22000, SRR (1) FEMEID T, JCTALRME
SELEFEAR Lot s T Eatag (I IRAARRIER . ABRipoe i A IR B 4t 0 B B = T
M ()M AEF L7, #1238 A FRARRIER . ABRih S 2E AT 1 IR B4 1A 0 il AR o 2 e TR A 7,
TEFHUEMAELEE AR AR A 7 B8 m TR T (3) RSAT AEA R B AR & 2257, 18 ~ 25
BAIAAT M BFE T 26 ~ 40 %, 51 ~ 60 B /MEEKAT NI BEET 50 ~ 18 B LUF/MA,

1 MR, A3 BEBRERAR LT ARG T

Table 1 Descriptive statistics of loneliness, social self-efficacy and phubbing

P AR AR AT OPHLRMBEAERE APreh R4 A SRR R AR R4
M=S 223+047  3.39:0.71 3.85+1.19 4.31+140 342+1.52  3.60+150  4.16+1.43
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2.2 TMAIIRRE. HRZEBBMEERRSEKITREMERE

22 R, UM 7 S IS AT O RIS TR B B TE ARG . AR [ BRI S AU I
SAT N RILTIAH TR RETARE . M SR A RAREIR . T THLRMEIEAERE | A PRS2 B2 1 3
Pel A B 2 AAHOG o AT I 55 TR R A4 JEE 22 Wl 2 A G

F2 MR, HEZBARMERSRKITANERSH (r)

Table 2 Correlation analysis of loneliness, social self-efficacy and phubbing

=] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. PRRE 1
2. 43 AL BERR -0.51%* 1
3 ARKATH 0.38%F  —0.12%x* 1
4. TFHIVEIELERT  0.12%¢  —0.08%  0.70%* 1
5. NBrmpoede s 0.35% —0.06  0.84%% 37k 1
6. FIFRFE B 4E i 0.43%%  —0.14%%  0.87%%  0.40%%  (.72%* 1
7. [l B 0.33%%  —0.11%%  0.83%k  051%F  (.59%F  (.67%* 1
8. P -0.05  -0.08%  -0.02  0.15%% -0.16%* -0.07* 0.03 1
9. A% -0.019 0.01 -0.05 -0.02 -0.04 -0.05  -0.07*  0.10%* 1

E: p<0.05, #p<0.01, *p<0.001,
2.3 MM RZBEERMEERFRAIVRRER SERLT R Z B ER DM

g AR SRR . ST R B UG, IOUER S IS AT 2 W B ARG, AL
A VER B RTRE SR, T A T T A O A 5

W 3 s, PO AR B RALEER ( B=-0.51, =-18.18, p<0.001) KAkkATH (5=038,
=12.63, p<0.001) A WFEMIVEM . SAT AR I, AFESE AFRAGRIRSG , IRk
T3 TN FH R T, (B4R B2 (B =044, 1=12.42; p<0.001) ; HAEAS H IR AL AERGE W2 PR k&
10 (B=-0.12, t=-3.68; p<0.001) , RUEIMRGIAT RHZIN], A2 A BRI TE3h A 1EH
FRANBRONE 7 SRRV Y 4 R ~0.51 x -0.12/0.38=16.10%

3 HZBERVEEREMMBSRLITARXREPRI PN UERRE

Table 3 Atest of the mediating effect of social self-efficacy in the relationship between loneliness and

phubbing
A% bRk 9 7 72 R B SE B t p
B Y=0.38X 0.15 0.96 0.07 0.38 12.63 0.00
-y M=-0.51X 0.26 -0.77 0.043 -0.51 -18.18 0.00
gk Y=-0.12M 0.01 -0.20 0.05 -0.12 -3.68 0.00
+0.44X 0.15 1.10 0.08 0.44 12.42 0.00

Ee XA, M I A RAAER, YIIKKITAH; ROINELRE, BIh=)a 24, SEKimEE, 8
FARBEACE )T R 5
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3 tig
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PR AT N GG T b S Z B A VENER o HNICTEARFGE PRk AT et 5 b2 B
AW B3 25, nTReIE 2 2RI R Z T, SECMAYE— @R L2 MR S RE
MIXAS B LE, ARWFIEES R SR T ARG o (H R AE TC T LR AR 2 B 15 0 2o 3 T 5 1k,
S T T HLRRMLAE R 5 T AU ol T H0 08 0 & AR, DLAER g v & B0, A e 8 A LK
M REEE S, RIEX —4E 0 FAE LR E S T RS IETR — 8 78 AR 5 4 B A
AR RS BB ES Tt DIEAFRE RN, Lt HE S ke s scsc 4, (HBE 4
EH G RESEE Y o FrLUAERZmE LR PR, B Tt E AR S A
AR, M TV G SRR —FE S —BEEMR LR, LS BEML, &k dEFlpek
ELZRR M S RZRAMPLGEER o NI ZEF YL 5 5 S e AR e AR s gk R R
b S A R i e o AR AT, AR GE A H IR R 4R A A T B TR A L X
ATRE R A F SR s A FAR B, 3% Tl HFALA Jr =8k A BRSO R P R, AR R,
MAF L AR A F L fE APRSSR ERIRAEE R o Frli A o BRI oA AN T APRAC R,
S AESLAT A A SOk AT A IR IR BE PR g, UM A F Lo e AR wh 5 4 A A 3R B 4R Y
o e AR AE . ETFHLRVELAE 48 A5 rdE A 7 B 38 Tl 7, X5 VAR & B A 1
B FHUREM ) 2 2 s TAR AR P g5 R 7 o R T, 18 ~ 25 MRSk T AR i
T 26 ~ 40 AR, X5 IR IE & AR N FHLATE T I m —3 " o (BRI &3
51 ~ 60 % MAMK AT A B m T HMAFER B, AR EN, THREIEE D AR
ook M o AT RE R A H AT A8 T LA S e R i B (o, AT LS Bl rp B AR A GRAS T
& R B AN A SR TR AR B A TR E LS LR, ASA KL
RO EE . FrA S 80 B AMEKAT M EH B o [F RS AT M 7E H AR BRI R AR AR rp o Sy g
X PR AL B PR S , ATRE 1E B LAt A i B p AR I B i A BB TE s, i AR ML AR
TR R R G IS A NG TP S, N PRE s R BBk AT . Rt S S Hie ° , TRes
FENEE PR EEF YW 5], DT 867 52 T FHLAE Py R i3 I8, 1 J0 7 78 B0 52 A= 3 v
SN FR, PR NBRE RN R, MBS A BBk BAE B LU AT SR ) T A G
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The Mediating Role of Social Self-efficacy Between Individual

Loneliness and Bow Behavior
Qu Yanjie

Sanya college, Sanya

Abstract: Objective: We aimed to explore the effect of loneliness on phubbing and the mediating
role of social self-efficacy. Methods: Taking 902 individuals as subjects, they completed the loneliness
scale(UCLA), the phubbing scale(GSP) and the social self-efficacy scale (PSSE). Results: (1) The
proportion of individual with high total score of phubbing accounted for 41.1%. The scores of
interpersonal conflict dimension and self-isolation dimension were significantly higher in men than in
women, and the scores of only child were significantly higher than those of only-one children. In terms
of age, the phubbing of 18~25 years old and 51~60 years old was significantly higher than that of other
age stages; (2) Loneliness was positively correlated with phubbing(r=0.38; p<0.01), social self-efficacy
was negatively correlated with loneliness and phubbing(r=-0.51~-0.12; p<0.01); (3) Loneliness positively
predicts phubbing (8=0.38; p<0.001). Social self-efficacy played a partial mediating role in the relationship
between loneliness and phubbing, The mediating effect accounts for 16.10%. Conclusion: Loneliness not
only directly affected the individual phubbing, but also indirectly affects the phubbing by reducing social
self-efficacy.

Key words: Loneliness; Phubbing; Social self-efficacy; Mediation
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