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A5 WA NATTRTEE, FERRAER AN Z MRS, RK B fE M E3fTiY . iR, F0FEX
IR S AN, i TR SR AL S AR B RREE T AN FEE DAY, AR
BARFLCIIEA T E R, Hasr ZiR . AREH AR, B4R RSN, B,
SRAEARULEA L, 5D EAEAASE s SR B m KPR ga skt | o X PR R R
AR, 4R AL SE G Sl T BN AL G T T AL SR s R i XS R B R A L BT,
A LEGHERIRPIRCHT R T, MR U AE L At e im sl iy R L

X4 A B ) i 32 B TR B R R R B R R P Ah = AF SR A AR il Bl R
A, EORBOAPHE A CE 2 KRR bW B S5 S IR, an “ZE B FMERT, s
FoRERY 7 MR REA NDR GGG A S A SRR AR, W TR B A IR E
w0 Hoh DU R R SRR R M R A PRSI RR | AR S R R AR
X RO I N TR B s, JF BEAT RAFERUE 7 o SR, BE BEE AR & R,
2 PSS BB AAE AT H W R e A B E U, SR ERN RN AL T L DAt
S OE TR YN 11 4 e o TR (R 9 4 25 N 515 9 o Wb (o L AR e X 2 . e i

N TR R R SR BRI, LB A Andrews ) ' AE A Gl T4 LR A AR 4a BUR i 2R online
and offline social sensitivity scale, 0°S’) . ZEFMA SIEMH, M AHUANLERE: (1) X AIART AL
(2)7Eatze b gh; (3)#cHEA; (4)FEAS KBS ARSH, [RIFHI T 26 FRZE N3R5~ MA M HE 4 stk
PR RAEIEE 12 ~ 89 B IFEA T A RIFMERUE | R 3 TiX — RV B
FERAE M o (R E FT R AR & A BRI A BN N AR A USRI AR e, I Bk
FE P SCEESE AT A R 1935 P MR 2 PR 0 TE . STk, ASBIFSEXTER b4 A Ae 44 fUske v it 3
PEAT T BT, DL R A B B 2 R (5 AU A TR 5

2 WMRE5AFX

21 #Hax

KR RBEAE R vk, BRIV JEWITT Forhat 1065 A0 P A N A X 5, LABRG hy B db A7 4k
PSRBT, WMBRRUERAEZ . R R (B, HRBUEEEE A AARREET ) MIBERNNEE, i
ZAGTARLNE: 1017 iy (ARH 9549% ) o Hp A4 522 N (51.33% ) , 24495 N (48.67% ) ,
RAERS R 12 ~ 16 2 (4RI 13.39£0.80) o FAEE IAEAS HREALHIER 100 ALEDUE S5 E L i,
FHF S AR

22 18R

22.1 Z&EFRTHRIELERMEER (online and offline social sensitivity scale,
0°’s’)

ZE R ZAEE N (Andrews ) S NG, S5 18N H , A M PUAHERE: O AT (365 8, < 3%
PLOTRXT A A RS ) | feat g sl (45, i OSIRTH TSRS, HA APEE
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B, FRAAESERBRE ) | #hacfe A (H4 88, i R AHGE 7 EEIR, AT R A S 2w
KT ) At KB AR (24 80, a0 CFER AR B R AT AR VS Z T, AR SEEIEE” ) o &
K Likert 4 gi3t55, A “ERARE" B “EEREE" 230101 ~ 450, PR S HERHIER T,
O, RMAIE S USRS R . EAMIFSS IS R R A R g

222 T ZHEERER (generalized anxiety disorder 7, GAD-7)

SRR R R IR (Spitzer) " AR AGRH, IAERT 0 SABIT NS, HT IR
EMERERZ, L7 A%E, R4 505, N B2kl B8 L E—RT a0 ~ 348, B
SRR MA R E R B B . AW R DY Cronbach’s @ REH 0.92,

2.2.3 JRNEFERLZIMEFEFR (patient health questionnaire-9, PHQ-9)

ZERL, EMEmeW 58t F M (55 4M0) ) (diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders
fourth edition, DSM-IV ) [HIARBEER GG AL, i 9K H, FFERA 4 S35, N 2l 2 “JL
FPRE—KT AL 0 ~ 343, 1850 RWIMECAER B . EFRE, PHQ-9 # EIK TH#ZE U6
SAMARRE T L R . DArp ERE AR O T s th R Bz i R B R ERUE 7 o A
HZ R A Cronbach’s @ RECH 0.90,

224 faRAB%EFR (ruminative responses scale, RRS)

PN (Treynor) 7 25 A 25 )5 2 B4kt 36 P SIARHISC A0 HA3 20 T 10 45 H IO AR 2 8 gk
%, ZRSAVUERBERANLERE, R 4 siitor, N LR B JLRRET AR L ~ 448,
SR R AR R 2 B KO R . ASBIFSE % R AY Cronbach’s o REH 0.92.

2.3 WRDE

231 HRBRE

TEAFAR R FRAEF MR BT , X O°S" Pl H U THI%. H5EM 1 2 0HEL g i 3 4.0 02
BFSE A TF R 208 H B A h S, 2t BT R Rt . BRI S35 T — 90 . X5
| A SEL S A ORI R HEA T 00336, P I35 10 B0 R 5 2 1 2 SO P T B, R MBS kS8 U 1Y
O°S* FSCRR i FEMEAT /NS FRAIN , ARl i 7 i o 5 v S, s G o 5, SRR 5 B 9 ) 7
s T RGN Y SR 0%

232 BitHE

i SPSS 27.0 AT FAMT . R0hR SIS B 0 W R BES3BT o ] Miplus 8.3 HEATUGEME K 224347 .

3 /R

31 IMBEDH

PIAE A BURE S0 A b B Bi HE Y, 30805 0 27% A oy 4L, A0 BURR 27% A
AR o MRS AREAS ¢ K U AeAS T H e o L S AR 28 53 o IR FEE A I H 450055 X0 7 248 B2 7y
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ZIEMASER B AR E 1 PR, BRACH 3 7ER R LB WL 225001, HAA HI A RAFR X 7>
JE (p<0.001) o I HFTA 4 HE SRR GEE B0 BASCHE 2 (p<0.001) o MRAEIH TS5 R, I

246 H 3.

=1 mESH
Table 1 Item analysis
O AT TELAA T 5 A A58 IRUR: A
%H t r %H t r %A t r %H t r
1 -20.77"" 072" 2 -2263" 0727 5 -27.83" 0.69™ 3 -0.75 0407
6 -26.99"" 0.81" 8 -34.15"" 0.84™ 10 24381 0.80"" 4 -2423"" 0.69™
11 =2551" 0747 9 -26.84™" 078" 14 17737 072" 7 -17.32"" 0.69™
13 -26.14" 0.78" 12 -24.08" 076" 16 -23.12" 078" 15 -18.92" 0.66™
17 -32.08" 0.83" 18 -29.83" 0.78""
E: *p<0.01, **¥p<0.001, TR,
3.2 WMEDN
3.2.1 SHRE

% B RNZAR R A LIERT S B 2R B B AR DU AR FERR Y, A R PR UE N P 2R 0 AodS 5
ARSI . ASBIEFORE 2 H A B O A AN AT | TEA S HEl | A S AFIAE S KBS 7 1 DY A2 2
DK 6 12 0 14 DU 24 PEEASE R £ P 1090 P A R A o 3

13k,

1
Figure 1
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HRAEIH a5 5B 25 H 3 )5, SRAERKRBRE XS RIS 17 A5 B 0°S® th U T4 EME P 3
O3HT . G R, B K4 (CFI=0.89, TLI=0.87, RMSEA=0.09, SRMR=0.05 ) . 4% 723 & ( Kline )
P AOFRME, 24 CFI, TLI > 0.90, RMSEA<0.08, SRMR<0.06 I, HERIDIA RGF, [R5 31T
WEBIE, K H 5 “RERIRHI A RIS M&E 12 YIREH TR0 SR, R
HEANTR” , UKSH 10 “WRMAHE T HILWIR, MITTRSASERI®R T M&H 16 “
RN AER R AR, T SE R 7ErhSGE R BEARRL, PRI BIERARL, s SURLZE
HIER A C, FUGH TR UETE R R . 45 Won, BT MBI RIF (CFI=0.93, TLI=0.91,
RMSEA=0.07, SRMR=0.04) , %% H K F#m ZE07E 0.52 ) 0.80 Z ], 4nisl 1 iR,

3.2.2 FARFBEALE

ABFFEM T2 AR R 3 | A g RIS PV AR Sk SRR T IR 2 SR B A kb, T 0°S” ol
P TRPR CIRAL RGBSR /R O°S” W SORMUR A A 2 S A . SIS AN s 24 SE Ak 4 2 B 2 A G
(p<0.001) , BAKUNL 2 iR,

Table 2 Criterion association validity test

e PE T Ay fEE HIAR S 4 Y
O AT 0517 0.49™" 0.48""
TELA A T 5 0.43™ 0.42"" 0.39™

A 0.53™ 0.54™" 0.43"™
A28 IXURG: 4 045" 0.44"™" 0.33™
RS 0.56™ 0.55™ 0.48"™

E: ¥¥p<0.01, *¥p<0.001,
3.3 MRESNE

i FHAR ST FEA ¢ K562 52 0°S° o SURUE 70 M A AEFEAS A PR N 25 5, 455040 2 3 TR, 45 R R W
AR ET R (12691, p<0.001) , TEHUERERITTor oA, L AEAE AN HERE 9755048 T 05 4
(1=4.03 ~ 7.83, p<0.001) .

3 IEABURERMERNERWR

Table 3 Sex difference test of rejection sensitivity

Ap B (n=522) 4 (n=495) t
O GAAT 11.52 +3.69 12.70 + 3.68 5.10™
TE AT HE) 10.08 + 3.62 11.88 +3.74 7.83"

AN 8.02 +2.62 8.99 +2.64 5.89™
A28 XU A 5.51 +1.99 6.01 +1.98 4.03"
Bay 35.12 +10.23 39.58 + 10.34 691"

E: Fp<0.01, #Fp<0.001,
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3.4 BEDHM

BIT)E 0°S’ H3CRRIY Cronbach’s @ RECH 0.92, K5 A 0.90, FEIEEE K 0.77 ( p<0.001) .

4 tig

ARFFEXF LR LR T A AR iUt AT THE1T, AP ER P A AR, 3E1T T 300 H 4307
RLEESIHT . HEREGET ARG B30T . 25 R RIEIT 5 i 263 b ) vh 2R B

I H MR, 0°S’ v SCRRI 18 AT A543 5 %6 1 4 B A 40 24 5 W 2 IE A DG, Rl 4
&, BRECH 34h, HAbS HAER IR AL 22 T3k 8 K. & H 3 “REHBAKEERK” 8
TR AT S A AR GE R , KA BE HE AN PR T R B A5 A A Ry A R LA B A kS A B A A B
20 T AR LR, MATEIEM AT B CIASEER, AT B i 4 SR A
A AR B S . X — e R R A 1 P 7 B RO R h RO e 1, (R E
SR S AT AL SV R R R 25, MR SR [ BRI 0, e R
FIAARZE R ISIFA R . 28 LTk, B2 H 3.

FOEDHTHIZERFW, 0°S’ SO EA KA 45 308 RO C B30 . MBR A& H 3 IR AT5
TEMEE T, RIS R AL, XA A T& 1 J5 & A R4 A (1 48 b ik 1 AT DURE 32 (K F-
BRI A AT 2 R WY, SR A Rk S I . AR RIS 4 R AR ) B S IR ARG, S AT AR 4
B S

PN ZE ARG ZE SRR, LB O°ST WP A AN 4E B LA W s T A, FIas Aot 4
R0 o XA R R T E RS T B A, I oA A e L A B gt i, A
PR ASTE Hr gl B 25 o 2 0 S0 AR 1) 8 O 2 s A e 1 T A B U R 4

TEASBEDT T, O°S HR SR Cronbach’s @ KN 0.92, 43245 4 0.90, [6] B DU JE 1 {5 FE N 0.7,
PRSP 2R, SRR T %R A T B A R A L 3

SR, 0°ST SCMUEAT RIS AR, AFSE Rz i e i ) rh A A P 38 FH MR ARE 1IE
i, A0 — S R PR R AR IR AT . 8, ARBFITIEEUREAR R A28 i h e, JREaedE
B H A A E BRI AT RRAG S, ASRAFIE AT KRR, B4R A HruEds s Hak, g scfk
22 SEARIE L USRI RIUE R B A P25, AU WM 2 TORE T EgaR A & 8
AN AT LU T 22 1 A v A SOk A5 S e sk i 2

5 Z5ip

T LR B2 R A SRR R R A o ) P AR A AR LA R A I, T DIV — A R 4
BURAED & T H,

L P
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Reliability and Validity of Online and Offline Social Sensitivity
Scale in Chinese Junior Middle School Students

Lu Zengyan LiYangjin Sang Qingsong

Anhui Normal University, Wuhu

Abstract: Rejection Sensitivity refers to the degree to which individuals are sensitive to rejection
information in Social communication. With the development of the Internet era, people spend more
and more time in Online social communication. To measure rejection sensitivity in online social
communication, researchers have compiled the Online and Offline Social Sensitivity Scale. To test the
reliability and validity of the Online and Offline Social Sensitivity Scale in Chinese junior high school
students, a cluster sampling method was adopted and 1017 junior high school students (aged 13.39+0.80)
were selected as subjects for item analysis, validity test, gender difference test and reliability test. The
revised scale retained a total of 17 items and was divided into four dimensions: concern for others’
approval, online social interaction, social investment and social risk-taking; the results of confirmatory
factor analysis showed that the model fit the data well, with CFI=0.93, TLI=0.91, RMSEA=0.07,
SRMR=0.04; the internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s «=0.91) and test-retest reliability (r=0.77,
p<0.001) were good; the criterion-related validity was good. The above results indicate that the revised
Online and Offline Social Sensitivity Scale has good reliability and validity in the Chinese junior high
school student group and can be used as a measurement tool for rejection sensitivity.

Key words: Rejection sensitivity; Reliability; Validity; Junior middle school student
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