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Figure 1 The proposed model of the mediating role of social anxiety and the moderating role of social

class
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics and correlations of the main study variables

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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R IR 4.15 1.56 -0.03 0.25" 0.06 -0.11 -0.17" -0.15" 1
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Table 2 Mediating model test of social anxiety

BEIS BEIE AR
B t B t B t
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R 0.23 0.12 0.16
F 12.05 6.59 9.61

E: oRRp<0.001; ##p<0.01; *p<0.05,
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FLURJE R F Hayes 2 il 1) SPSS 73 Hh AR Fh AR50 f) i > B A2 52 30119 1Y Modeel 14, ZE#H T
PRSI AFE DA R R LT XA U 1 P A BRI TAG 56 . S5 SRA 4 5 R, RSB R AR
UG, FEACHE R 511 2B )2 A IR R XT 90 285 R 1) FoU A FH i % ( B=0.38, 1=5.47, p<0.001) , Bif4tk
3B ERE ST T R A A RO P2 ORI A o i — D T B RbR AT R ] (DL 2) , Mk SsBi 24
il (M-1SD) B, #2826 il BT b 25 09 1E 1) B AR, bsimple=0.54, 1=5.54, p<0.001; fii
MALEEE (M+1SD ) B, 3138 f 8 B AR 206 90 266 A0 A 10 1) TV, (ELEL v /N,
bsimple=0.24, 1=2.26, p<0.01, FWIHE MAML LB EACE M3, Ab 58 A8 T 0 25 e i Fon i 4 1 522
BHIREAE S BLAL, TEAESI 2 = AR b, A AR R R 4 iU 5 I 265 BORE 06 22 v ity P A 200
EREIGEHE (WE5) .

F4 ARATHPNERKLE

Table 4 The model test of moderated mediation

Ag i B SE t
ezl 0.08 0.14 0.56
AR 0.02 0.02 1.18
G877 -0.06 0.03 211"
FATAEE 0.39 0.07 5.74™
JE AR 0.17 0.06 251
Fa e 2= -0.07 0.07 -1.13"
AR x $Ek 2 -0.15 0.07 227
R 0.28
F 9.22

. FRp<0.001; *#p<0.01; *p<0.05,
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Table 5 The mediating effect at different levels of social class

] S Effect Boot FrifEiR Boot CI TR Boot CI _FfR
A P R A M-1SD 0.19 0.06 0.09 0.32
M 0.14 0.05 0.06 0.24
M+1SD 0.09 0.06 0.01 0.21
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Figure 2 The moderating effect of social class on the relationship between social anxiety and internet
addiction
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The Relationship Between Rejection sensitivity and Internet
Addiction: A Moderated Mediation Model

Yang Lihuan

Department of Psychology, Wuhan University, Wuhan

Abstract: In order to give an interpretation for the relationship and complex mechanisms between
rejection sensitivity and Internet addiction, this study conducted a moderated mediation model, focusing
on the mediating role of social anxiety in the relationship between the two and the moderating role of
social class. The results showed that: (1) after controlling gender, age and grade, rejection sensitivity has a
positive direct effect on Internet addiction; (2) social anxiety can play a mediating role in the relationship
between rejection sensitivity and Internet addiction; (3) the indirect effect of rejection sensitivity on
Internet addiction through social anxiety was moderated by social class.

Key words: Rejection sensitivity; Internet addiction; Social anxiety; Social class

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0304039 www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc



