Advances in Psychology 1EEZHERE, 2022, 12(5), 1596-1604 Hans )0
Published Online May 2022 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.125191

SEHEBET/LEMRR R H RN E R
HHE S

IOAY R W RBEL B AT

LRMER A O R E 5SS WL, S St
M BERI B AR, BN SR
SRR EZ R AN S B ER, S S

ET&

ks HiH: 20224F4A7H; FHEM: 20224F5sA12H; KA HM: 202245 419H

H E

HE: BT EEHETLEIMBRABERF AEEMER. Hik: RATERHILE 6824 8 T4+
A, RAFBEENSEATHER. SBHEXFERNIVIBRERNERTRE. SUBHEZFHFIN
FHURR, SR PV AR AT R ORI FE SRS, R A £ BllogisticBH iR IR K R K. 4
B, EEPET)LEITMRT 2 RIHRE (27.2%) PR (44.3%) A= IR (28.5%) 3
MEERT, BEMBLERRZARIFIMER, SEIEHEL, XFERES. BEEE585E+tS
TEHEAMENBETILEEAR AR IRIME. £ FFENETLEIOUREERFRBLERT, BT
HISEFRABAFE R WA 2570 B T R,

XA
B)LE, R, RTRE, SUBHSSHR, BERESHT

Adolescent Left-Behind Children’s
Loneliness and Its Effect Factors: Based on
Latent Profile Analysis

Fan Wang'2, Rui Wu3, Luxi Yu?, Dan Peng!*

'Mental Health Education and Counseling Center for College Students, Guizhou Medical University, Guiyang
Guizhou

’College of Medical Humanities, Guizhou Medical University, Guiyang Guizhou

3College of Humanities and Management, Guizhou University of Traditional Chinese Medicine, Guiyang
Guizhou

TEAEH .

WESIH: TN, BB, KB, ©2512022). HEME S LEIHMR IR R ETBENT . OHEFI R
12(5), 1596-1604. DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.125191


http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.125191
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.125191
http://www.hanspub.org

48

ER

Received: Apr. 7th, 2022; accepted: May 12‘h, 2022; published: May 19'h, 2022

Abstract

Aim: To explore the potential categories and influencing factors of loneliness in adolescent
left-behind children. Methods: Convenience sampling was used to select 682 left-behind middle
school students. Family Adaptation and Affinity Assessment Scale, Perceived Social Support Scale
and Loneliness Scale were used to measure parent-child Cohesion, social support and loneliness.
Potential profile analysis was used to explore loneliness categories. The multinomial logistic re-
gression analysis was used to explore the influencing factor of loneliness’s potential categories.
Results: The loneliness of adolescent left-behind children can be divided into three potential cat-
egories: low loneliness group (27.2%), moderate loneliness group (44.3%) and high loneliness
group (28.5%). Boys, compared with girls, are easier to experience high loneliness. Compared with
high loneliness group, the left-behind children with high level of father Cohesion, mother Cohesion
and social support were more likely to experience lower loneliness. Conclusion: There are differ-
ent potential categories of loneliness among adolescent left-behind children. Better parent-child
Cohesion and higher social support can reduce loneliness.
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1. 51§

BEE T E IR AR AW R, BRI Z RN FH AN L, SERERILELA T B IR .
4 E OB RIS Bor, EEA R BT LE 610255 17, (HA&FJLE 37.7%, H4aFE)LE 21.88%,
AT B TS B — 7 MARAT A 55 T(— MR BA R, B B AR AR AN e AN A BE X7 S [R] A & 7E — g (42 3
IR, 2013)s BRI SE T8, FKEEDNREH G, /38~ LB = A M S T AR 1% 26 14
I (Cheng & Sun, 2015; #7, HiL>%, Kik, 2016). Hrh AR B <R JLER “ACFRIE” EEIRR (X
B, RS, HigksE, 2007). SRS AMA #E2 S AT KT BB RE 5 SRR A A KA AE 22 BRI = AR ) —
Ty AR AR 28 AR 56 (Weinera, 1975). Ab T HHEARBE 7 JLE, AMUERNE ] w8 55 1 B3,
B E RS FE AT G S5, XA IOMBARIG R (F L, BT, WRgE, 2017). BRITRT, SRV
IR S ) LEE ATOMURK ) R B B B S

POMURAE Ry —Fp i AR A 2 ke, ARRFRRE BROR TR~ LB SR . 158, UMUK % 16 R
BEREFIEMG, USRI ) LERI B S IHER, HEMism s ) lgi(3 4, 2018). Hik, —
T\ AE B EERF 3B, 5 % F1 9 & I AIUHUBOR 13 2 B AR IR A 5 2 i U /E i, B 2 4 ) 1
SR IMUBRTE R T —Fh NBRIE 77, A8 LB 2¥ 5 75 5 /0 4 0 H LA ARAE IR (Qualter, Brown, Munn, & Ro-
tenberg, 2010). F#, UMEBIL R FEH %4 AR IAT N EE B EZR, IURBGERAME, B2
BARHTIE LM B RN, FH ALK, Mgl kB8R, B2 I E /T R (Stickley &
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Koyanagi, 2016; 3275, #Mufr, JolEF, 258, 387, 2019).

NT BEAR RS <7 JLEE IR, A0 B0 s ma JIUMURR R PR R AT R, FLH B S MR R PR R 7 (125
ToRA MGEA 22 SRR B FEH G . SR TR AT TR RR % I KR, e RImT L
RIAERRM TIAT N2 F, NATLLRINFEE H 5 )LE OB EX % 55 % % 5% (Zhang & Fuligni,
2006). RTRAEREE LT RRAMME, XK ) LRGSR HE AR S, i, 5
G¥, BEARAR, 2016). ZWUFTRM, EFoEGNE ) LENIIMREA BE WA R IIEH, SEFH
TRFFRE I RRE,, A BT AR R < ) LE M IOMUR, 2 i 3L O BILE 9 K S (Zhao, Liu, & Wang, 2015; &
s, XNEE, 5KSCH, 2013).

RUUTE AL 22 SRR A AP S AL 2 SRR B 1) AR R 5174 (Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet, & Farley, 1988).
SUEA SRR SRR, Ha SRR SIS, R LRATRAFIISCRE, mAfE L S 2 O
WS, AR FIARLEBIISCHRE, PTLGR AR, Wl DUR AR SEN . 4 ORI MIME AR
FE2x SCRERT LAZZ i I 77 FAR R SR T s, T 5 B 1) LB TG O BRI AR AN SR 140 B B0
RUF 1A 2 SCRE A B TR vl e AR T AR G IR0, AR T S b 2 S 85, ATE AL & SR AT fE
B H AN A B R (38 25 PE T RE(THR S, 2005). VA WFFEBAESE, AMTEAL 2 30 R 5 AUMUR 2 2 2% fui
Ky AMRBZ BI04 S SRR R, L ATUMUB AR LS K (Qiao, Li, Zhao, Zhao, & Stanton, 2014; 5K 55,
TR, A, BEALH, 2019). BhAh, FOMSCRERISCRESCRES AT LA 3 4 T ) L3 R pIOmURe, 28R
JLEAMR A EEE RS, 2%, 2007; HatH, k508, MoukE, 2014).

B B ST ) LB AU AR O SCHR A B, —J7 T, H ATRF 38 K 245 B8 < ) LEE B A — 1 [R] PE IR RE 4k,
AR S LB AT ILE, TIAS B S ) LB O B 5 AT N R IS5 . Bk, A ARYE S BEA
T OURE B SF LB 42 NSRS . BERAMHAIXGCES MY, RILTGIR IR IMHIE R RCESM T, H AU
KR ES TG ILECEHN, &6, MaE, 2014); WFFE N0 B AR R <7 i 1] 1 BT T 908k
BN ESR, SRR, 5 BERENG & LAaT), TSP KA, &t )L UM R, 15
BFIRIR(6 2 LAE), FSFRTIEERK, AOMUBARIG B B (e, 55, 2012), S5 WFF PRI R <7
JLEERAT 2K, RO RS s T R T, BN LB U AT 2 BIPE S . RSP
B spif T S R g, H DL BB AU AR B~ LA A — N BA SR B s ) LB AT L, AR B 7 )L
AIREAR — AN B B (B Rk, 45, 2018), Horh BEAAAE IIOMUBA IR 5B B ) /M, G IO AR 560
AN, DA AR /D25 B B s ) LB IO G e B 1tk o 55— D7D, DA IOBURR R 9t 9 3 20d i &R
ST BRYEFE oy FLHEAT o0, BUDH BRI ER &A% H ERRM. TikZ UCLA JIMUR & RIL 2
Asher 25 N\ gl UM R, ARG IIMURE ME 2 s — 2, DIBIRAE B3R 115G 2 1 s R = IOMUER /K
Py AEAMREIIIMUE AR BRYE R, PTREAFEA TR Bk, RDAMAE N O ORNIZ I B, 5
WA 7 LB IR DA LEAN [A) R AR 2

TETEZIN ALY (latent class model, LCM)s& H FiKE AN 53 BAS [F9E 78 20 AT (1) 5 5 (Mokros et al.
2015). ¥E:7E ¥ 2> 7 (latent profile analysis, LPA)ZE LCM 7EiESMEAN BAS R ER TR0, R—ARYE/MALE
A 2% H BB BRI ANR PR E O BRE AT 20 98 o AHIF T 30K VB 75 35 T8 23 B 0t B8 <7 ) L 38 ATt
17728, RNIZIR B <7 ) LE IIUBUR SIS AE 4540, JRAE UL A BRIV Eg. BEsFRAL. SEToRam
WUE L2 SRR R ST ) LB IOMUR 520, DI R R B (B =7 ) LB AT A AT TR 5%

2. MREFHE

(—) &
KA ERRER 730, ML I 4 BT AL 2 8 223 B 1000 44 0] R AR iR, (el s

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.125191 1598 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.125191

FI &

TREH 976 11, A R% 97.60%, Ui B KR A 5 SO BE B S BAQ BHT A — T et o B <222 682 (69.88%)
N, BRSP4 294 (30.12%) N o FE B s R, SRS 25 T 162 (23.75%) N, BESEAMH 55 T 88 (12.90%)
N, BRSNS T 432 (63.35%) N ;5374 332 (48.68%) N, /4 350 (51.32%) \; #1— 200 (29.33%) A,
). 288 (42.23%) N\, ¥]= 194 (28.44%) \; “FHI4EHS 14.14 &, hrdfEZ 1.87.

() Hik

1) SETaRERNE

1 E 92 M55 N (2007) 1B 1T B K BEIE B 5 2% A VA 2% (Family Adaptation and Cohesion Evaluation
Scales, FACES) (|25, K308, 2007), 7 10 N H, % HAHFRRIHA 2 8RR VG SR
HHBEREGMERE . BREH S T (1= JLPAA, 5= JLFag), EEE D ERMEIETE
R st B o: y2/df = 4.66, CFI=0.92, TLI=0.90, RMSEA =0.07, SRMR =0.06; BEEXRATER
FI AR R R M 45 B . 4df =5.12, CFI1=0.92, TLI=0.90, RMSEA =0.07, SRMR =0.08, *H&
RIS RIF, HAEAERM Cronbach o 2%4 0.73.

2) WUEAL 2SRRI A

W FH Zimet 28 A 2 i) () AHE 1 £ S22 (Zimet, Dahelm, Zimet, & Farley, 1988; Z4,4:, 2001), £,
TR A%EH, RA T RA = BEAFEE, 7= B2FAR), BEROSHELE. WA
SR =ANERE, =A% R E R ) LEAUE R R 2 3RS 0L, 150 1m, R JLEM
TE R AL 2 S . AR R IR N R M4 RN °/df = 4.73, CF1=0.93, TLI=0.91, RMSEA
=0.07, SRMR=0.06, HEFRHNH—HM(EERE, Cronbach a %4 0.85.

3) AR )

e Asher 25 A (1984) 4w 1] (1) HURS 5 2% (Loneliness Scale, LS) (Asher, Hymel, & Renshaw, 1984), 1,
245 H, Hrb 16 AN IEIIHUER T 2% B A 8 MR N B 115 B Ch TR RR BHUAMES). ER
KA S Gty i (L= —HIRXFE, 5= LIARIXHFE), o i B UM . B R AR R R o pr 4l
BN yYdf =4.29, CFI=0.87, TLI=0.84, RMSEA =0.09, SRMR =0.06, H &% NS IE(EE R IT,
Cronbach o &%~ 0.92.

() LR FARZERL

TR EAR T, RIS = A SR e, X s 5 = A= 3[R 75720k 22 (common method bi-
ases). [AUk, KA Harman 58 Z A EVE R AT IR 7w 22 IR S0 (S 15, Jearsie, 2004), 254N,
LLARF IR R T 1, HA s — AR TR 7 23.46%(1 77 24 &, /N 40%1IG S britE, KK
LA RIS R AR S

(VU) Geitibst

KH Mplus7.0 HEAT AU R TB 28 3 T 04T (LPAY . AWF RS R 0 0 WS AT 55— B0 hE &
AR 7 LB AUMUR S TESN],  MAIRIE Y TR LR 120 3 Iy e 8 B, BRI A B A, 35—
AR — R, BAFEZNIEIE SRR, MHl. FFRE KR 5B 3R E
NEAE, #4720 logistic [8]V3 54T

HEATVBAE S 0 M, AALEFC T bR fU 4% Akaike information criterion (AIC). Bayesian information
criterion (BIC) FIAE A AL IEH) BIC (aBIC) %5 (5 S vFAN 6 b5, & 6 b5 fH BN ) &k iF o 3E B 45
Lo-Mendell-Rubin SR LK 36 (LMR) . BEARZIE LMR (aLMR). #£-F Bootstrap (ISR L5 (BLRT) A
15 (Entropy), AZA ELAT IS X RL () p (E 22, R k NSRS Z0 T k-1 AN (Muthén & Muthén,
2012). J§§(Entropy)BUEYEFE 0~1, HUEERE, AR SRAERI KBRS, 24 Entropy > 0.80 i, #7432
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Tk 90% (Lubke & Muthén, 2007).
3. MRER

(—) EEAFERIRVEG A0
FT A AUEA S SR SO P IME . Aniie2E R AR s B A A B W 1. R EBIR: 0%
A BEEEAMAE &SR S0 B 2 8 3 A9 (p < 0.01).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis results of main variables

1 FETEMIEMSEITMEX OISR

M + SD SERE BERSRE MBS S kR A K
RIRIRE 26.33+5.33
BESEsRG 28.36 +5.43 057"
AUEAL SRR 61.66 + 10.44 0.33" 0.36"
PR 35.30 + 11.04 —0.24™ -0.26" -0.51"

*:

: "p<0.05, “p<0.01, Tp<0.001, FH.

(=) HHEME )L A9 E R T 2B

BB 7 L I IMUBAR R o0 135, 2 2K, 325, 4 3515 28, BETIBER A AR A A,
ZER BN BALERTEAR AIC, BIC. aBIC BESEMIEH BN, A FFE, (BN FEEEHZE#TE 2% . Entropy
HAE 3 KIFIAEIH K, H LMR F1 BLRT 7£ 3 KA R H W3 (p < 0.001), 4 2EK) LMR 1 BLRT #7648
TR B 3 AN RAIIB ARG R T 2 /N0, AR 4 MR Sk, Bk, HEREHEM
B <7 L FAOMUR R 73 3 AN TESR A, L3k 2.

Table 2. Fitting index of the latent profile analysis of loneliness among adolescent left-behind children

F* 2 BEEHBET/LEMMREETE SRS IER

e AlC BIC aBIC Entropy LMR BLRT e
1 32022127  32166.928  32065.324
2 28776.084  28997.810  28842.229 0.904 <0.001 <0.001 59.6/40.4
3 27948.849 28247501  28037.942 0.924 <0.001 <0.001 28.5/44.3/27.2
4 27618.801  27994.378  27730.843 0.882 0.619 0.617 25.2/11.5/35.9/27.4
5 27411.842  27864.345  27546.833 0.899 0.161 0.160 38.1/25.8/13.1/14.4/8.6

W3 AT, AN b () B <7 LB A8 T 1P 3285331l 9 96.1%. 96.5% 41 96.2, £
W3 M AE RN R AL 43 SR 45 B AT SE M) o ik — 0552 3 MBAE S MIFE B <1 ) LE AU 16 Mok H Eife
oL, W 1

B 1 AE, B8 1 RIS LEAENMR 16 N H EAR S HRIK, Mok H a2 A RIURA, f
186 4~ )LEJE TiZRAL, AR 27.2%. 25 2 88 57 ) LELEAUUR 16 /N4 H R340 4k T Hh ]
FrE, Mok H a2 &R, 1 301 AR )LEJE T2, L Eakm 44.3%. 5 3 KEFIL
HIEUIURR 16 2% H ErfG o sbm T HAM P AR, Sol oy 4 o8 s MU, 195 Z s LER T
ZRA, SR 28.5%.
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Figure 1. Scores of 16 items of loneliness in 3 latent categories of adolescent left-behind children
1. EEHBTILE 3 MNBELANENIMRRZ 16 MEE ENESER

(=) FHEWIE T ) LE UM 5w A R

N FHHENIE LRI R R, UL A S ) FEREI = NS H). RSk
SRS TOAZIR) . SORRE . BERR A MBS SR N B, R T 2 RE RO &, 3K
3 “rEfURAL” MR RRMES R, AT 2 T logistics [F1)3 4347, 43 Odds Ratio Z2%((OR fH), .
% 3. HPRERW]: SACAEME,  BAAERIUMUEAN IO A R AR FETEAR, i B L AR
Gy B IR RN B S AU 3 MBI BT Rk 5, SORSRE . SR 5 OUE
SRR OR EHI KT 1, WIS A LE, % 7oK & HOUEAL &SRR s, 3R 5 IR
N o S TR

Table 3. Multinomial logistic regression analysis of demographic variables, parent-child affinity and perceived social sup-
port on latent categories of loneliness

F 3 AOFLE. FTFEESAEHSFIMBRAERAEIZIN logistics BV

A 2H PR 2H

A 1S
OR (95% CI) P14 OR (95% CI) P18
P51 CE 0.50 (0.32, 0.76) <0.01 0.51 (0.34, 0.73) <0.001
¥— 1.69 (0.90, 3.19) 0.103 1.04 (0.63, 1.72) 0.877

T )
W= 1.23 (0.69, 2.21) 0.486 1.06 (0.67, 1.66) 0.819
SEAMH S T 0.79 (0.53, 1.17) 0.229 1.19 (0.77, 1.82) 0.429

EEE it

BERAME S T 0.84 (0.58, 1.22) 0.317 1.37 (0.57, 3.26) 0.483
Ty 1.03 (0.97, 1.18) <0.01 1.04 (0.98, 1.08) <0.01
BESESRE 1.04 (0.98, 1.10) <0.01 1.02 (0.97, 1.06) <0.01
E SR 1.36 (1.22,1.39) <0.001 1.15(1.12,1.19) <0.001
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4. g

WEFEMAAMA O R, T BRI LIRS R R, SRR, &
WIRE <7 )L EIURAEAE 3 MBS RIUHERLL(27.2%) P25 PR 2 (44.3%) Al = AU 2H (28.5%)
T AORURR ) B 57 ) L3 3l AP S AR 5 A8 B A A, A ST IR Y, ARAIORURR A < ) L3 10 6 5% 120 B I Ak 33,
WAFLE — IS G R 00, (HACAR 5@ I o RPN BRC RR MR, BB & OFETIPIRAS, a5l
MURLA M P LB T RS . W7, 2808 ) LB R SR DL BRI, X AR
UK R SE T 8, SR T EEh/d, SEFaBmaEsdR(Ease, SR, Ta5%, 2014), mz 4
EATHERIM B, HEZ R, OHIPRALE, XE5ETFRANNHE S 51 KB IS A% .
SRIG, (HAAEENR, SR B <7 )L o, X MR IRATT RN 33 2 B =7 L 2 St A R,
GIFAFI, oA AU

Z I logistics [FIA/r BT 45 R, MEA. ST oRE SOUEA & R B W R <) L 8 7E 2851 7=
somn, BEARRINA 5 AR b A AR AR Gy RIS B m IOMUR, X 5 2R GRS N BB 7 45 SR — (= ae, 5K,
Fer, akII, dkE, Asfk, 2021). FTRERVRRET B A L AERKEL N T RAEER, LAETH
) Fodad & A . R E QRIS AR, A TERERRINBSERZAETREA CNES,
T 3 TR 003 5 5 FR S o T B S 2R A (SRSB4 HE 55 Ty RSN 45 T 5 A0 RFAI A 45 ) A AT 7 5 5]
FEEENES, XULHLISRIE GG R S, WS ROEm It LRSS ER, ENRKERS
TR, FKEL—ADHEIMRG, BRI Z 8 150 & [ A B R A2 ) (Camisasca, Miragoli,
Blasio, & Feinberg, 2019), X2 RIAILEHHOA T AL, MEZF IR FEERERE, ot HHRidE—»
WESE T 2R TR A SR S SR RN ) LEIUEE o, 5EiRa g, SETEesS
SRR £ SRR B ST ) LB TE ROHE R HH DA ATOMUR AL AT rh A IOMURR AL, B e 7o S4B & 1R 10
By ) LE AR B IO AR, X5 DMERIBI A —B(u i, %, 2020), XW3RR-ATAT U g
SEFVIE ., MR RUFRIA 2 R R GORPRG R <7 ) LE A TOMURAR S

5. &ig

g bprid, HEMETLEIERAAE ARIERA” U A Ok =4
IO, FRAE AR AR TR RS WP SR TIR G BRSSO A IO, X
XA B S LE AU A A B R B L. B, EXPE T, HERICEE ) LE JOMRA R 2
TR R, P AT R E R P AT 07 58 LUk, SR IUURAL I o5 Bk, IXSRABE R feR 5 In
PP 2 AL AR IURR AL, AT DO I 8 i R4 IR el SCA G Bl ST 2 MKV I IRAE Sl R 3
B ST R At 2 SCRF R GER 51 3 B <1 ) LB RIS AL )i, X T IR A ) B <7 L2, 4
TN Y B, e AL N B I 900, AR AR BN s T, AT 5 B 75 2 0 B < L 3 v 2 3 P
B, SRR EAR.

E&UH

SN HE BRI 5 5 B < ) L3 AU (1 R DA 28 BT AT 9 —— 38 I8 7 35 1H 4 A 7
(%i5: 2019C015).

B
B, BRI, ERIEQ014). WLTE R FARM B RN SR REE. AR A SR E L, 120),
13-17.
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