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[ Abstract)

trust, interpersonal trust, social anxiety, and loneliness. Methods: The Online Social Communication Attitude scale, Online

Objective: This study aimed to examine the relationship among online social communication attitude, online

Trust scale, Interpersonal Trust scale, Social Anxiety scale, and Loneliness scale were applied to 456 adults. Results: The
results indicated that positive online social communicationattitudecan was positively related with online trust and interper-
sonal trust, and negatively related with social anxiety and loneliness. Online social communication attitude and interperson-
al trust both had direct effects on loneliness. Conclusion: This study suggest that online social communication attitude in-
fluences social anxiety and loneliness.

[Key words]  Online social communication attitude; Online trust; Interpersonal trust; Social anxiety; Loneliness
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