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 E | BN AARSERNEEEBIENAZEFIURBOZIN, FHARRIVRBEI—IREPOPMER. DA:
HRXBEBSEENON, N FEERMESRZLENARNSR, RNEBHQESSY, EREBMBERNE
0%, INRRBREFANFIIKHERTITEE, HUBAMERFMSPSS 27 OMEHITRADARENL .. #WALSS
1HH0Pearsont8X DHT, FHEAMPROCESS 4. 1iGHHHITHRN MMM, SR BEHRIM. IRRIZISFH
KMZEBIERR, PNBRNDMRET, EBEHRBMN FHKHN EZRN AR IVRRO PN ID T E
(p<0.001) o BiE: REFBMEFRSTUVAZLENFIURH, HEIIRBREX—RAPRE S PNE
Ao B—RIMNFIEFAZENFIBITA, MBS FRBESRENIRBREFFIHEETEER

X, NINERRIEHREBHHIREH SIS,

KR | RIEEURM; FHUKNL, IR K2E
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1 3l

A E B2, FHUEN—FMERER S TR
MEFHLBRES, CARGHBANT B # AR 7
KRR, FHLE KR il SRR Rk B AT
BRFEE SR, RS R SRS % T A
TR R 2 A AU RN )2 96T . XN LT 4
TR Y4044 K EEA A TIAR A, ST SR Kapsk
FHURIAS > TR, RT3
AR (X/INGE, TESCHL, 2024) 5 EIELXFHLTRERCR
S FHUMBIE DT B, K TR N25.39%
(E£22, 2018) 5 TIEEE = FTRte 5894 K2F
HETFRRA, 255 R 65.5% B AR ARl

Inf

(T, 2024) 5 ZERBEXS MG HTRIBLRY90245 K%
HEEATIRAY, BSR4 R B8 66.1% 0 KA A AR
M (2R, 2024) 5 DA ARIE N844% KEEEF
JEVHE, IR IN35.9% MR TALIRE R (SR
gk, 2024) o MILTHEBAHERIL, FHURBC RS T
T E SRR E AR PR A . Tl AL,
WHERVETFHT M . FHUSRES, FERI M
JEUUE TS B FHIF RIS 2063, X FHFLa B HRE
HFEAREEE S0, SRR BN AT 258 1 AL OB
AL I RATIEEZ (Yen et al., 2009) o £T
B, BRATRIE AL TFAH A U A 56 AU H 3 3
K, AU BT R B FHUKBREE , 0RE 1R
FHb 2 2] AR BRI MMER S5 1R R

HERINE: BRFEASENFEIWIIZITRITIE (X202310580098 ) o
EVES . BIEM, SBREFRAERNSFSRARMIE, ARAB; FHKE.
VES|FE: FAERR, EBIEE, MGk, 22, TIEL. (2025). REERBHERME. IR FIRBVERAHAR. LENZEFELE 7 (4),

488-493.
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TERZFAEM H RS T, FHLAEHIE, ROAR
BRSNS TRAFAE, RS SR | M3, AR
FELATE, REEBDCTRION, A28+ TRk,
KAFEA TR, UIARERALRE, 5 500[F 5
SR ERENAOGEMERE N R, EHIEE S TIGRR
MBS, AN, TErAcHZh g, AR K ARHE
YA U, BN, TENAAEL S AR R A A, B
AR S AR R B, #FRTRES &AM P.008
RUNTE S AL o XIS A AEAE 20 U b
S, FEAEEBURRYE (Rejection Sensitivity ) , J2HEA4™
BT NP ey, 20l 2404 09 7] fe =4k
FEIBTH], WBTEIEL(ES B, — B A
KRR, BTG AR R RN (%
&, 2021) o HTT, 2RS4 fUR: R TFURE
[ SCHR I HRITIE A 253, Hoh (i N TEAE FIHLEI A
ARG . WALSSHMEMBERE , mAELA U
KA R IS e v i B TR A 4T, 23 f 1) g 10
HAZ, Sl TR SR 2, #Em e 8T
HMUKIS . ISR AT S, SR ffugdE A 5
ARG LG, AIIE BTN R . PRSI
B1, GMOOEN %, AMAZIE BT, 8k
WG BT R, KAF A TR 5 FE 240 sk e & 3%
IEADG (BRI, 2021) o FRAEMR, BREH, TEZEA™g
SIS R R 240 SRR 25 ) TR 2 A 5 A X 246 1
(CHBEM 45, 2019) , FHUH S0 BEPE R 508 1A T 1
YIE TRt R, B —E A, FT0L, fhafek
PR TF A 2 P AR LE N AR R, BT 2 [
BRI SEMAAILTE SR ERER W7

e R e, E UM R A A,
XA FEE . A5 A e, IEwD
A BRI ATELAE T o PR 22 AR T PR
AP EEZ.0ITE, BAHRBESEE, B
PR, AR, 4R EE TE AR 4 RO B AR DG PR A
ORI, AR 4 UM 2 5 B A B 3 EAH
X, TEAHURYE S A, BB RE (22F,
2007) 5 MEM . BRIISE MBS iR, SEA BURE
B L IE ARG (BRI 4%, 2019) o fIU
R B 2 iR T AR 4 RO S T AR 1 A
T I8 I A Ve B AT B R A A SRR, T
BUAL G 1 K U AR 3R T B UESERR AR . TEME
AR, AT LAY R A S NS R R, 3RS
BVESF [T R7 35K e 20 V1 6 A e A D0 AL 7= A AR
ERTFLUIEY], IS TR TE B2 ARG
1 G 28 D B ATl BB AT 5 T R 2% A6 T LA 10
AR RKOT e, HTF DR BB o I Bk T
%, FHMHERBRE A, X2, EPAL S s
WS RRIE S — 8 (X2r, Eibfl, 2012) , FAHZE,
TR AR A e ghie (AR, 2012; HHEM,

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc

2013) o SKHEF . KA MFEAX 11458 K2¥EEHATI
A, ZRRAFHURB S IR B EAe (G
B4R, 2022) o INETHITFRGR LR, KEAFIUK
TE R ST e L TR L Bk L IR - 59
SRR I W IE R A G . IIUER BB A%t 28 1 1) T
AFHURIR ATt . bt . skadidt . RBHE, AR
RSy (PMERT, 2023) o FIL, R4S IR
RN Z AR —E LR,

TSN, RIS A U X
KA FHUREE E R, JF B Ee i tp A
fEM,

2 MREFE

21 HRER

TR R AME RIS . ARG R 7 (IO 1 7
B, TREERFETT R THARE TR, BFrEHA IR
M TERE K2, Ha R 702408 . JREekt ENi )4
AT TR AL, SIBRBEAEIE BRI . ARt 5 (H 5 )
B TERLA A, AT EIA SR ES5950y, AR
ik84.76% . TEFTAS 5™, 2068 (34.6%) , &
1438944 (654% ) ;3 K—2¢4E36144 (60.7% ) , K2
7648 (12.8% ) , R=2H1174 (19.7% ) , KW
HRA14 (6.9% ) 5 TEL I, T %A R3744
(629% ) , SCHF2EAER2114 (37.1%)

22 HARIA

2.2.1 JELEEURIERS

SRR ARG N FHIFAETT I K22 2L SR A U ) 5
( rejection sensitivity questionnaire, RSQ) (@XHipk, 2=
S, KR, 2012) o ZERRILEE 16RME S, AR
B0 b £ FERRE RO g U RE B R, R
Likert7S 8500k o FEAABUBREAS 73 =0 240 £ IR = 352
TR B A R AR A3 AR, R BHAE L iU
R . ARSI P iZ A FCronbach’s @ %0091,

222 PMRER

RHHBIZER (Russell ) 55 Al 19 UCLA fRhgk
A PR F A PR B E T ( Russell et al.,
1980) . XAEERRE N, WT2005H, H
HUAMAIEF & H, 9P H . R HLikent Ui 453
W, WA BN AN, BRERS RN Ay, [
BT, ULIIRE IR A I R B S . AR
Z & Cronbach’s a 250H0.90,

223 FHKHER

RIVRAI (Leung ) 20 0 FHLHC IS B
( mobile phone addiction index, MPAI) XJ K244 F-HUKAS
AT (Leung, 2008) . MbEFEIGT1714H,
Was T UK AN SRR, sy ettt . Wi
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SRR . SR Likert A48, A B84
SRS, B R R TR R B . A
WF5EH, ZEE A Cronbach’s o REH0.89,

2.3 FEITEITA

AMHFTIE FHSPSS 27,05 it A T R i 25 4 55
S 43 B APearsonf 408, FRfEBIPROCESS
R PRI AL T A RN

3 HIRER

31 HASHERERK

RAH o IS ARk A gty A 4Rk, BrAR
YR Likerti 2, WTRESEEILR ik in2: (A
W, WArTR, 2004) . R Harman R Mg TR ]

FEWERL ., 45RER, E 14N RTFREEERT
1, Ho KR FiRRA AR N9.39%, /NF40%AYII6 7
FrtfEs BRI, AT AEAR B R 5 w2230

3.2 RELEFHRBITFILE

WKYEF WL 8 S R FLE br e, RI17404H
o, AN H A I, WHE A AE TR
ER. @FiT, BEMRNSA T, B302Z4FEFEX
—FbrifE, HA B34, Lt2094 . BIAFHUKE
WMFHN54.1%, BAKRIMNE, BHEFHUKBFERN54.9%, &
HN53.7% . AW PMPAIS AT TREAR T BE, Sk
IRZWiE A2, A BRI RIE WK .

3.3 ARG RABFEDMN

Xop 475 i S HL A BE A TR SO T R e #4550
WML FTR,

F1 BEENTHE. REEMBEXRY

Table 1 The mean value, standard deviation and correlation coefficient of each variable

ISy M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 4R LRk 9.45 4.15 1
2 PR 2.28 0.48 0.56"" 1
3 FHUK 2.85 0.75 0.36™ 0317 1
4 i 297 1.03 0.35™ 0.23™ 0.827" 1
5 KA 2.85 0.79 0317 0.26"" 0.92" 0.64™" 1
6 {RALHE 2.52 0.83 0.39™ 0.40™ 0.817 0.59™ 0.69™ 1
7 bk 3.17 1.00 0.19™ 0.14™ 0.81™ 0.66™ 0.67™" 0.48™ 1

E: *REp<0.001, *p<0.01, *p<0.05, TR,

e TAT A, FEABRURRE . FIOMURREY 5 PHLR
B B E AL (p<0.001) , EEIHE—HIT R/
BRI 43T o

34 FIREEEVPN NG

AWK EEERET (Hayes ) 405 ) SPSS 22 1)
Model 4 ( Model 4J&—fRj A FAEAL ) (Hayes,
2017) , KB AERA A RO . AERERITES. Lall
ARG N AR R AT, SRAE 43 Bootstrap 5

EARES0000 Al 1195% B AF X [H] , X A g i) b A 2800
TR S o SR PR , AL EUER M T L 3 T
I (B =0.557, p<0.001) . FHUKH ( B=0.351,
p<0.001) , PMUNT LI Z M TR ( 8=0.152,
p<0.01) o FEAHURNEXS T-HUHH G B0 R 0.266,
7 SN T 175.78% , AIAERAE 4R 2 SURR M 5 LR A
Z A AN 54 0.085, (BN FEAY24.22%, W73
FOR, AR ] 7R

F2 HAREGETEXRNEADH
Table 2 Regression analysis of the relationships among various variables in the mediating model

LR, TR
B R A I

SRV  FHLH

ZERAR R TFAUR

B SE t B SE t B SE t
P51 0.070 0.074 0.947 0.041 0.082 0.505 0.052 0.082 0.630
LR 0.020 0.035 0.578 0.109 0.038 2.859" 0.112 0.039 2914”
&l -0.050 0.073 -0.686 0.043 0.081 0.526 0.035 0.082 0.428
e fusk 0.557 0.034 16.239™ 0.266 0.046 5.818"" 0.351 0.038 9.156™
P 0.152 0.046 3.3457

R 0.557 0.396 0.376

R 0.310 0.157 0.141

F 66.347"" 21.964™ 242407
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F 3 BRML. HENEEPTENESHE

Table 3 Decomposition of total effect,

direct effect and mediating effect

BN S FVOmAL] Boot SE Boot LLCL Boot ULCL N (%)
SR 0.351 0.38 0.275 0.426
HEU 0.266 0.46 0.176 0.356 75.78
[EE225 4 0.085 0.031 0.025 0.145 2422
PR
A ¢ =0266"
TRt > FHUR A
E 1 IR R
Figure 1 The mediating model of loneliness
4 g = “TAMEEPIE” ARG E, #—HHAR
TE G, PR RE > AW . P s S —
41 RELESFHAGFEVIR FOOAIE 26, SR A SR HER RS, eR, T

AT R BN, FHURBRHZEHN54.1%, Ui
IS Y 3R] A v R AR 1 AL 0 e ™ . AR B
AR A2 BT aE R, JRATTAT LU BT A TR 58
HOAE Y MR RE T R I T RS, X R
TR TR S5 R A A AR . i, X et
P AL T R 2 AR R I S R AT % BT ALK RS, H R 434
(X, 2019) .

4.2 REHIBBHRET TR

ARG EIL, KA AR Lot REAE 1 B0 AL
WML, X5 LI R4 A — 20 (EEAESS, 2020) o =
R U E R ETEM A S B FRINHZ A TER R
B, X EESEUA I T AR m R SRR
s, AT BRI E 2, R A AR L [k
PIAT R, A A R AE LIS BN 2, B R ek
W HZ UG BIR LN AL T AR, [T A S 6
HFHEWEE, T VRpNX G, TR A A R A28
E AT RS o

43 JIHEEYPNER

WEFERWT, IO TE 7 AR R A U 5 ALK
R LR P AT, B2 R FT LA i I e
(1 S R A 0 THILAO . i 0 Sk A R A
R A — 2 TER R R TP T, LR A TR
HARRE LIS B, MRS R, BE
PR FRAF A R, I A S ]
AT o TR 52 (el (o Ao X BRI 9 A P56 R
TRMORHBIRM . R, YAt a RGN, #R & ikfb

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc

BUR T BT e, B . QQAFAE S I EAT B
WH S, —ERREE RGBS S R A IR
BEAh, RREARAR  BUil AT o L RE LA AT TR I 54 A2 3T
P ETE ) o KR TR O BITORAY R
" MG MR AR BT A v PR 4 S i A2
W, o A A, WA X THLAMRI, Rrb:
H B IO K o XL/ —E R B bR B | 3R
i, (HRHDRA AT RE T E S DR b, NIk, A6
FEIRRRT BRI RO BER R T TSR g B 20
S, A BTG A S A R A A SRR L
ST, AR O R R

44 FY
441 FRFE

(1) MERGEMSTHAR, BT AR U

AR RIS, X A A se e R b
AN 22 5 18 AR IE A B B OCHEAE . XAPER
BEREAT RO A NBRG LIRS, S PR A Se R4 Bl ok
AR BTN, BT | 52 AR SRR I R 55X, f
FEH e FORTE M S AT R BB . SR, AL
MR T BMERR T . 4SS AT )Tk
BT LIRAR, WA A e sn
BISAFHHN, I SBT3, YRR
ARG AE RIS . AL, FE AR SRR R
SERRAR A A U AR . 2R X B
SUHEAT LAV HI, B A SRR s 2 A 8 A R
HAZEFIE X, EAATRER N A5 . WA IS 5

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0704077



RELEBBHPRRE, TR FHRBOIRRHAR

492 -
. 5 #ip
(2) FRACFES, BRI
ABRF LT

2ERETT DUGE it 2 Ak AR SR A R R . —
i, BWITRZICIES), MUEHLEDS . XL
Mo s X S SCIRIG By, A S RO 1 S5 RR AW
BB, BERIPEARYIEE . ERE IR EE ARG,
R AR AR R VB, LA T7E 2GRS R 52 il
HEPURRIEAZ N, MMM, 55—, KJJ
PeRpit A, SO AR A A, AT A S
st 5 AR AL RSO, O ELE SRR B A5 3
I AL A ARG, HhviF B A sE A, B A
RO RAEAEAL . BAD, AT T
B, FRIEREEOBIES, Fan2édh.o B E
&, BRI EANGE, 1S EROT 0. RN
DMEREZ 5 RO AN TR, LUBRSE SR 20
K A S OB, R A TR IO AR 2 1Y
A B IMRTRINZ, A5 B A ERS 3R 242 1
[MEAE, SRS S5 .

442 FRFE

AMIKHETE BN, ACEER BN 237 7 X RERE AR
TR URE (R, 2014) , RAFWEF TR
A THT SR ZRBRINE R, N0 T
GARR, TETCIR AT A SR N RS G, 1 HLif
ATLURWHR T T 0 B R ERS, TEALA 1T O IR A
AEMREI SMIE, AACT R KRR & a2
AR FAE BRSSP IR IR, AT TR S B SGTEdE
ifs B, BT [ CAIA Al H AR T fh A 15240
58 wixtE4ant, 1525 5 ERIE R 0 5K R A 5|
AT A, ATASE H AR, MR EE R
IEEL, FEEIESn. W BR R SR T T
AR A, FEAE BURPERLAR, DUERO S L E ABR
KR,

FRBFIE WoR, ACEER B SR I X e T
LI (REmy, #ff, MHE, 2006) . HE, B
W TR RIS 5 2 S L, ACREE T RE .
AN SRR B S, OB T T BB
BT o BRI B LR L 78 AR S T RE AR N A )
BV 4 0 2 S B LT 3 vl 7 A AU 23 T B A I A
FBE P I IR SRR O HURLEE , Tl D IR R
78, Hwk, Bl R A S A RINE, N
ARSI T HEA PO AR . ACHE TG A1 R 6
WS, TRk i AR ERR, XA FRIA
RO SR T T2t i FLAE, Bl T B E 3R
Bei PR AR SSIR GE AT R . B, BURBEREL A 1
FakUgs, fAMAEIOR I REEE A BiE . (S
FWF . 5268/ ) B ETES, R ATER
B A BRI SE A FEEIRS
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Research on the Relationship Among College Students’
Rejection Sensitivity, Loneliness, and Smartphone
Dependence

Su Zhixin Ren Wanting Lin Zhifei LiDongna Fu Yuanshu

College of Education Sciences, Zhaoqing university, Zhaoqing

Abstract: Objective: This study aimed to explore the influence of rejection sensitivity on college students’ smartphone

dependence and to investigate the mediating role of loneliness in this process. Methods: A questionnaire survey

was conducted among students from a university in Zhaoqing City, Guangdong Province, with a total of 595 valid

questionnaires collected. The Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire, Loneliness Scale, and Smartphone Dependence Scale

were used for the survey. Data were processed using SPSS 27.0 software for common method bias testing, descriptive

statistics, and Pearson correlation analysis, and the PROCESS 4.1 plugin was used for mediating effect testing. Results:

Both rejection sensitivity and loneliness were significantly positively correlated with smartphone dependence. The

mediating effect analysis indicated that both the direct effect of rejection sensitivity on smartphone dependence and the

mediating effect through loneliness were significant (p<0.001). Conclusion: Rejection sensitivity can significantly predict

college students’ smartphone dependence, and loneliness plays a mediating role in this relationship. This finding is of

great significance for understanding how college students alleviate smartphone dependence through rejection sensitivity

and loneliness, providing a theoretical basis for the formulation of mental health promotion strategies.

Key words: Rejection sensitivity; Smartphone dependence; Loneliness; College students
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