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Abstract: Background: The pervasiveness of smartphones has raised concerns about an increase
in the prevalence of problematic smartphone use (PSU), which depends on a set of psychological
and behavioral risk factors. Previous research has yielded mixed results on factors predicting PSU,
including social anxiety and trust. In particular, the role of trust remained largely unexplored. In the
present study, we aimed to investigate the relationship between social anxiety and PSU, via the
mediating role of time spent on the phone, and to explore the moderating role of dispositional
trust toward others, by using a moderated mediation model with PSU as the outcome. Methods:
A total of 240 young adults (Mage = 23.33, SD = 3.90, 50% male) answered an online questionnaire,
which included the 12-item Social Anxiety Scale, a question on the daily duration of smartphone
use, a single-item measure of dispositional trust, and the 10-item Smartphone Addiction Scale
Short Version. Gender and occupational status were included as covariates. Results: Social anxiety
was significantly and positively related to PSU; however, smartphone use did not mediate this
relationship. Although the relationship between smartphone use and PSU was significant and
positive, the link between social anxiety and smartphone use was not. Dispositional trust moderated
and strengthened the direct relationships between social anxiety and PSU as well as smartphone use
and PSU. Conclusions. Heavy smartphone users as well as socially anxious individuals, with the
tendency of trusting others, are more at risk of PSU, which can be explained by their preference and
search for online connections.

Keywords: problematic smartphone use; social anxiety; trust; moderation; mediation; young adults

1. Introduction

The pervasiveness of the smartphone affects the private, social, and work lives, inas-
much as the constant presence of the device leads to a hyper-connected experience [1,2],
where individuals are continuously connected to others and information through techno-
logical devices [3,4]. The widespread diffusion of the smartphone has solicited increased
research interest in its use and problematic use, with specific attention paid to young
adults [5–7]. In 2019, 96% of U.S. young adults owned a smartphone on which they spent,
on average, 4 h per day. According to the same study, 15% of them could be classified as
heavily attached to their device [8,9], which is an indicator of problematic smartphone use
(PSU). PSU was found to be associated with different adverse outcomes, including sleep
disorders [10,11], anxiety and depression [12,13], and decreased productivity and academic
performances [14,15].

PSU shares some commonalities with the better-researched concept of internet use
disorder (IUD) [16–19]. PSU usually involves: (i) spending a lot of time using the smart-
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phone; (ii) unsuccessful attempts to reduce such behavior; (iii) reporting a positive mood
when using it, while the mood changes to negative during offline periods; and (iv) report-
ing interpersonal problems (with family or friends, at work or school) due to excessive
use [20]. It has been suggested that IUD should be considered as predominantly mobile or
non-mobile, with PSU as an unspecified IUD form, predominantly mobile [19]. Similarly,
gaming disorder [21], a condition warranting of further clinical attention and included
in Section III of the fifth edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disor-
ders [22], also shares many characteristics with PSU and the suggested mobile/non-mobile
taxonomy [19]. PSU has been described as leading to functional impairment and distress
comparable to characteristics of other well-recognized (behavioral) addictions [6,23,24].
In general, the constant portability and connectivity of the device shapes a specific behav-
ioral usage pattern that lays groundwork for smartphone-based behaviors and PSU to be
considered as an umbrella category for both online and offline addictive activities [19].

To better understand the complexity of the causes and consequences of PSU, one can
draw on the Interaction of Person-Affect-Cognition-Execution model (I-PACE) [25,26] model.
The I-PACE is a comprehensive and multidisciplinary theoretical framework of new behav-
ioral addictions; it foresees the integration of different research areas and current findings on
internet-related disorders (e.g., PSU), including psychopathological features and dysfunctional
personality traits and states. The I-PACE model suggests that personal characteristics, together
with the contents of media consumption and the gratifications obtained, play a crucial role
in developing PSU. There is evidence on an existing link between media addictions and
dysfunctional psychological characteristics (the P-component), especially regarding the social
sphere and, more precisely, social anxiety [27,28].

This evidence calls for a better understanding of the risk factors of PSU. These com-
prise, among others, personal and behavioral characteristics such as personality traits,
anxiety levels, and the type and duration of smartphone use. In the present paper, we aim
to examine the relationship between social anxiety and PSU, taking into consideration the
mediating role of smartphone use and the moderating role of dispositional trust.

1.1. Social Anxiety and Problematic Smartphone Use

Besides the I-PACE model, Elhai and colleagues’ [29] model on anxiety symptoms
and PSU conceptualizes anxiety as a risk factor of problematic smartphone use, through
the mediation of anxiety-related transdiagnostic factors such as the fear of missing out
or rumination and increased smartphone use. A meta-analysis reported a strong associ-
ation between stress, general anxiety, and PSU [30]. Additionally, meta-analysis [31] has
suggested that individuals with higher levels of neuroticism (a personality dimension
determined by emotional instability, including high sensitivity to others’ critics, similar to
social anxiety [32]), shows significant and positive associations with PSU and other prob-
lematic online activities. Although interesting, the abovementioned studies considered
general anxiety symptomatology or personality traits in association with PSU. To date,
literature on the role of social anxiety in predicting PSU is still limited. Social anxiety is
defined by the fear of social scrutiny and negative evaluation, characterized by tension and
nervousness in the social setting [33–35]. Individuals with higher levels of social anxiety
tend to feel anxious about being disapproved or excluded by other people, and they are
likely to interpret social stimuli as aversive or hostile [36]. An excessive amount of worry
about social relationships can result in a pervasive fear of embarrassment accompanied
by the avoidance of social or public situations, and, in extreme cases, social isolation [37].
Social anxiety is associated with a preoccupation for the “observer’s perspective” on the
self [38]; therefore, by eliminating others’ face-to-face reactions of in-person interaction, the
smartphone allows socially anxious individuals to find a safe place through which they
can communicate [39]. One way to avoid offline social situations is by means of mediated
communication and, more generally, smartphone use. More precisely, seeking relationships
in the online environment may compensate for the lack of gratifying face-to-face relation-
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ships, which also explains the role of social anxiety in predicting internet addiction [40,41].
Based on past evidence, we formulated the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Higher levels of social anxiety are positively associated with higher levels
of PSU.

1.2. The Mediating Role of Smartphone Use

Smartphone use (SU) can be conceptualized in different ways, such as the dura-
tion or the frequency of use, the type of use, or the motivations and purposes of its use.
These conceptualizations are not mutually exclusive, and past research focusing on the
relationship with social anxiety has primarily used measures of time spent on the smart-
phone (duration) [21]. Although the time spent on the device is not problematic per se [42],
an exaggerated amount of time spent on smartphones has been linked to PSU [43–45],
and longitudinal studies have demonstrated that higher levels of SU predict PSU over
time [46,47]. Hence, we decided to focus on the duration of smartphone use as one compo-
nent of PSU.

Socially anxious individuals do not tolerate uncertainty well [48], and thus social
interactions seek more frequently for reassurance. At the same time, as previously pointed
out, they are more afraid of negative evaluations in face-to-face interactions. Lee and
Stapinski [49] reported decreased social anxiety in online environments because they
allow easier, less stressful, and more gratifying social interactions. This leads socially
anxious people to check their smartphone more frequently in search for notifications [42,50],
e.g., of incoming messages in online conversations. Previous studies demonstrated that
the easy access to smartphone-mediated communication substitutes more anxious face-to-
face social contacts [51,52] because it augments the sense of anonymity and diminishes
appearance concerns [53], thus strengthening the relationship between social anxiety and
the preference for mediated social interactions [49,54,55].

However, results from research are contradictory. A novel meta-analysis found a
small-to-medium correlation between anxiety and smartphone use [30], whereas another
meta-analysis [56] evidenced that social anxiety is not significantly related to time spent
online, but to problematic internet use. In other studies, social anxiety was associated with
more time spent on the device [39,57], e.g., on social networking sites [58]. Furthermore,
heavy smartphone users reported higher levels of anxiety in cross-national samples [59].
Returning to Elhai and colleagues’ [29] model on anxiety symptoms and PSU, higher
levels of smartphone use, both in terms of duration and frequency of use, are considered a
mediator in the relationship between the two concepts. Following this model and empirical
evidence supporting an association between social anxiety and increased smartphone use,
we formulated the following hypothesis, concentrating on time spent on the device:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Higher levels of social anxiety are positively associated with longer durations
of smartphone use.

Although smartphone use cannot be reduced to spending too much time with the device,
the time spent on the smartphone has been considered an ubiquitous indicator [23,60] and
predictor of PSU [45–47]. The I-PACE model also acknowledges media usage characteristics
and, more precisely, a repeated use of digital devices for gratification needs as a risk factor of
PSU [61]. Among young adults, smartphones are primarily used for communication purposes,
through social media and instant messaging apps, indicating a predominant social interaction-
driven usage [8]. Considering social smartphone use, Instagram, WhatsApp, and other social
media platforms promote a prolonged and highly frequent use of the smartphone, with up
to 74% of the respondents indicating to visit these platforms daily [9]. At the same time,
non-social activities, such as gaming or viewing videos, have been linked to longer and more
frequent use of the smartphone [62]. Past studies have shown that both social and non-social
smartphone usage are associated with PSU [63–65]. Accordingly, there is consensus about a
link between PSU and the excessive amount of time spent on the device [45], and longitudinal
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studies have demonstrated that higher levels of smartphone use predict PSU over time [46,47].
Thus, to complete our partial mediation model, where social anxiety is directly associated
with PSU, and indirectly through the mediating role of smartphone use, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). A longer duration of smartphone use is positively associated with higher levels
of PSU.

1.3. The Moderating Role of Dispositional Trust

When it comes to communication and disclosure of information about the self in the
online environment, a key personality factor to consider is dispositional trust. Dispositional
trust is vital to healthy psychosocial functioning and a key variable for the formation
and maintenance of healthy interpersonal relationships [66]. Dispositional trust can be
described as a psychological state of voluntarily placing oneself in a vulnerable position
based on confident expectations of the good intentions and actions of others [67].

Previous studies showed that the higher the trust, the greater the propensity to
join online communications or actively seek for social interactions [68–70]. Dispositional
trust motivates online communication intention, especially at the beginning of a relation-
ship [71]. By increasing the intention to start an online interaction, dispositional trust
increases people’s willingness to disclose and connect [71–73]. Accordingly, online trust
was related to self-disclosure and reciprocity, which proved to positively influence so-
cial interactions [74,75]. Moreover, higher trust in others was associated with a greater
amount of time spent online [76,77], especially in social media applications. This may
reflect personal preferences towards online over face-to-face interactions, which can lead
to more time spent on the device [61] and, if repeated habitually, to problematic device
use [78]. High-trusting individuals also tend to be more positive and are more likely to
accept new things, indicating a moderating role of dispositional trust in the online envi-
ronment [79]. In the present study, we were interested in the moderating role of trust in
the interplay between social anxiety and (problematic) smartphone use. More precisely,
we expect a stronger association between smartphone use and PSU for individuals with
higher levels of dispositional trust, especially considering the social use of the smartphone
for communication and interaction purposes.

Furthermore, the moderating role of dispositional trust in reinforcing social anxiety
and smartphone use, respective to PSU, needs further investigation. Higher levels of
trust are likely to promote interaction seeking; however, combined with social anxiety,
this would promote these interactions more in the online environment. As such, we can
expect a stronger association between social anxiety and (problematic) smartphone use
for individuals with higher trust levels. These considerations lead us to formulate the
final hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Dispositional trust moderates the relationship between social anxiety, smart-
phone use, and PSU inasmuch as it strengthens the relationship among these concepts.

The theoretical moderated mediation model is represented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Theoretical moderated mediation model.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

The data for this study were collected during the baseline assessment of two ex-
perimental studies on smartphone-mediated communication conducted in spring and
autumn 2019 [80]. Participants were recruited through flyers, Facebook advertisements,
and snowball sampling in Canton Ticino (Switzerland). The experimental studies received
approval from the Ethics Committee of the university where the research was carried out.
After providing informed consent, participants filled out an online questionnaire with
measures for the concepts of interest to this study alongside socio-demographic charac-
teristics. There were no missing data due to the forced-answer format for all questions.
The analytical sample consisted of 240 young adults (Mean age = 23.33, SD = 3.90; range
18–35 years old), balanced in gender (50% male, n = 120) and primarily based in Ticino,
Switzerland (87.1%, n = 209). Most respondents were college students (62.9%, n = 151) or
workers (32.9%, n = 79) and had graduated from college (36.6%, n = 88) or high school
(48.3%, n = 116).

2.2. Measures

All measures were self-reported, and data were collected through QualtricsTM (Qualtrics,
Provo, Utah, UT, USA), an online survey platform. When necessary, scales were translated
from English into Italian and back-translated by two independent researchers to assure
linguistic validity. Some items were adapted to the adult context (e.g., items referring to the
school environment were adapted to college and/or work situations). The order of the items
within a scale was randomized, whereas the order of the scales was kept constant by the
researchers. Cronbach’s alpha (α) or inter-item correlations (r) were employed to examine
the internal consistency of the concepts (see Table 1). All the scales and items used in our
analyses are available within the article and its supplementary information.

PSU was measured with the 10-item Smartphone Addiction Scale Short Version
(SAS-SV) developed by Kwon and colleagues [81], translated and validated in Italian by De
Pasquale, Sciacca and Hichy [82], and complemented with the item: “The first thing that I
do in the morning is checking my smartphone (for example: checking notifications and
social networks)”. Response options ranged from 1 “strongly disagree” to 6 “completely
agree”. All items were averaged, with higher values indicating higher levels of PSU.
Example items are: “Constantly checking my smartphone so as not to miss conversations
between other people on Twitter or Facebook” and “The people around me tell me that I
use my smartphone too much”.
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations, internal consistency measures and bivariate correlations
(n = 240).

Measures M (SD) α/r 1 2 3 4 5

1. Social anxiety 2.45 (0.75) 0.891 1
2. Dispositional trust 4.17 (1.34) - −0.034 1
3. Smartphone use 3.54 (1.55) 0.572 −0.046 −0.030 1
4. Problematic
smartphone use (PSU) 2.71 (0.85) 0.822 0.218 ** 0.101 0.329 *** 1

5. Gender a - 0.134 * −0.047 0.187 ** 0.121 1
6. Occupation a - 0.106 −0.083 −0.007 −0.045 0.095

* 0.05 level (2-tailed). ** 0.01 level (2-tailed). *** 0.001 (2-tailed). a point-biserial correlations between gen-
der (1 = male, 2 = female) and current occupation (1 = non-students, 2 = students) and other variables
are point-biserial.

Smartphone use was measured with an estimate of smartphone use [83,84] during
a regular weekday and a regular weekend day with the following two open questions:
“How many hours do you usually spend using your smartphone on a typical weekday?”
and “How many hours do you usually spend using your smartphone on a typical weekend
day?”. The final measure was obtained by averaging the two scores (ranging from a
minimum of 1 h to a maximum of 9 h per day).

Social anxiety was measured with the 12-item Social Anxiety Scale for Adolescents
(SAS-A [85]). Example items are: “I’m afraid that others will not like me”, “I get nervous
when I meet new people”, and “I feel shy even with peers I know very well”. The validity,
consistency, and test-retest reliability of the SAS-A have been tested in different popula-
tions [86,87]. Response options ranged from 1 “Not at all” to 5 “All the time”. All items
were averaged, with higher scores indicating higher levels of social anxiety.

Dispositional trust was assessed with a single item, which has been used in prior
studies and was shown to be a robust indicator [88–90]: “In general, how much do you
trust people?”, rated on a Likert scale from 1 “Not at all” to 7 “Extremely”.

Covariates include gender (1 “male”, 2 “female”) and current occupation (1 “non-
students”, 2 “students”).

2.3. Analytical Plan

Data analyses were conducted using SPSS Statistics v. 25, SPSS AMOS v. 23, the SPSS
PROCESS macro by Hayes [91] and R statistical software [92]. SPSS was employed to
check for normality of the data distributions, and for calculating descriptive statistics.
Using the “pwr” package in R, power analysis resulted in 87.8% of power on the threshold
of 80%, reflecting enough power to detect small-to-medium effects. The effect size was set
to 0.2 according to literature describing social anxiety, smartphone use and problematic
smartphone use as moderately correlated [27,45,93]. Pearson’s correlation and the point-
biserial correlation were employed in a correlation matrix to determine the bivariate
correlations among all the measures. Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were run with
IBM SPSS AMOS 23, and Hu and Bentler’s [94] guidelines for various fit indices were
used to determine the goodness of fit indexes. The following indexes and cut-off were
considered: the chi-square (χ2) value and p-value, the comparative fit index (CFI; adequate
if ≥0.90), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; adequate if ≤0.08) and
the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR; adequate if ≤0.08). The moderated
mediation model was tested with manifest indicators by using model 59 in the SPSS
PROCESS macro by Hayes [91]. The conditional indirect effects of the mediation were
considered significant if the bootstrap confidence intervals for the index of the moderated
mediation did not include the zero, as suggested by Hayes [95]. Moderation variables
were mean-centered [96]. In order to test the interaction and obtain a meaningful and
interpretable plot, raw regression weights were reported, as suggested by Whisman and
McClelland [97]. Finally, one-way ANOVA tests were performed to plot the significant
moderation effects considering the values of the predictor and moderator variables at the
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16th, 50th and 84th percentiles, as suggested by Hayes [91]. The results were plotted using
the Johnson-Neyman representation by the “rockchalk” package in R [98].

3. Results
3.1. Preliminary Results

At the univariate level, skewness and kurtosis values proved to be in the acceptable
range between −1.96 and +1.96 (SkewnessMIN = −0.16—SkewnessMAX = 0.69; KurtosisMIN
= −0.58—KurtosisMAX = 0.50) [99]. CFAs showed acceptable fit to the data for both the
social anxiety (χ2 (51) = 163.787, p = 0.001, CFI = 0.929, RMSEA = 0.096, SRMR = 0.066) and
the PSU scale (χ2 (41) = 105.866, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.908, RMSEA = 0.081, SRMR = 0.057).

Table 1 summarizes descriptive statistics for all averaged multi-item and single-item
scales included in the final moderated mediation model alongside internal consistency
measures and bivariate correlations among them.

Regarding the daily hours of smartphone use, 40% of the sample reported to use a
smartphone for at least 4 h per day, while the median across the entire sample was 3.5 h
per day.

As shown in Table 1, bivariate correlations revealed that social anxiety and smartphone
use were significantly positively associated with PSU. Furthermore, females showed higher
levels of social anxiety (Mfemale = 2.55, SD = 0.76, Mmale = 2.35, SD = 0.74, t (238) = −2.09,
p = 0.038) and smartphone use (Mfemale = 3.83, SD = 1.62, Mmale = 3.25, SD = 1.42, t (238) =−2.94,
p = 0.004) than males. Occupation status did not correlate significantly with any of the other
variables. However, it was still taken into account as a covariate in the final model to control
for possible biases due to work-related use of the smartphone. All significant correlation
coefficients were below the threshold of 0.70, overcoming concerns of multicollinearity [100].
Moreover, the absence of significant correlations between dispositional trust and the other
measures ensured its suitability as a moderator [101].

3.2. Primary Results

A moderated mediation model was performed to test the hypothesized relationships
following a full information approach. A unique model was performed, as suggested by
Shrout and Bolger [102] and Hayes [91], who argue that indirect effects can be significant
regardless of the significance of single mediation paths. The results are shown in Figure 2
and summarized in Table 2.

Figure 2. Results for the final moderated mediation model. Note: gender (1 = male, 2 = female)
and current occupation (1 = non-students, 2 = students), * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Only
significant path coefficients are displayed. Dotted lines display non-significant paths.
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Table 2. Regression results for the moderated mediation model.

Predictors
Smartphone Use Problematic Smartphone Use

B SE [95% CI] B SE [95% CI]

Constant −0.890 0.446 [−1.77; −0.12] 2.782 *** 0.225 [2.34; 3.22]
Gender 0.611 ** 0.201 [0.22;1.01] 0.066 0.102 [−0.13; 0.27]

Occupation 0.017 0.207 [−0.43; 0.39] −0.099 0.104 [−0.30; 0.11]
Social anxiety −0.152 0.134 [−0.42; 0.11] 0.280 *** 0.067 [0.15; 0.41]

Dispositional trust −0.028 0.075 [−0.17; 0.12] 0.074 * 0.037 [0.00; 0.15]
Dispositional trust +

Social anxiety −0.033 0.091 [−0.21; 0.15] 0.109 * 0.046 [0.02; 0.20]

Smartphone use 0.177 *** 0.033 [0.11; 0.24]
Dispositional trust +

Smartphone use 0.064 ** 0.028 [0.01; 0.12]

F (5, 234) = 2.02 (7, 232) = 9.00 ***
R2 0.04 0.21

Note: SE, standard error; 95% CI, confidence intervals with lower and upper limits. Gender 1 = male, 2 = female; current occupation
1 = non-student, 2 = student; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

Firstly, we hypothesized that higher levels of social anxiety are associated with higher
levels of PSU. The direct path between social anxiety and PSU was positive and significant
(B = 0.280, p = 0.001). Thus, H1 was supported. Secondly, we hypothesized that social
anxiety is positively associated with smartphone use. However, the relationship between
the two concepts was non-significant (B = −0.152, p = 0.255). Hence, H2 was not supported.
Thirdly, we hypothesized that higher levels of smartphone use are related to higher levels
of PSU. The direct path between the two concepts was positive and significant (B = 0.177,
p < 0.001). Thus, H3 was supported. Consequently, the indirect relationship between social
anxiety and PSU, mediated through smartphone use, was also non-significant. For the
concerns of our covariates, smartphone use was only predicted by gender (B = 0.611,
p = 0.003), with females reporting higher levels of smartphone use.

Finally, we hypothesized that dispositional trust moderates the relationship between
social anxiety, smartphone use, and PSU. Evaluation of the interaction terms revealed
that dispositional trust did not moderate the relationship between social anxiety and
smartphone use. However, dispositional trust moderated the direct relationships between
social anxiety and PSU as well as smartphone use and PSU. Specifically, the conditional
direct effect of social anxiety on PSU was positive and significant at moderate (B = 0.261,
p < 0.001) and high (B = 0.418, p < 0.001) levels of dispositional trust, where moderate
and high were at the 50th and 84th percentiles of the dispositional trust mean-centered
distribution, respectively. Similarly, the direct conditional effect of smartphone use on PSU
was positive and significant at moderate (B = 0.166, p < 0.001) and high (B = 0.258, p < 0.001)
levels of dispositional trust. These results partially supported H4. The overall moderated
mediation model explained 22% of the variance in PSU. In order to visualize the conditional
effect of three levels of dispositional trust (low, moderate, high) on the relationship between
social anxiety and PSU as well as smartphone use and PSU, the interaction effects are
shown in Figures 3 and 4.
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Figure 3. Interaction between social anxiety and dispositional trust on PSU.

Figure 4. Interaction between smartphone use and dispositional trust on PSU.

4. Discussion

Smartphones have become an indispensable part of people’s everyday life, especially
among young adults. The pervasiveness of the smartphone is reinforced by its portability
and utility for both social [103] and non-social purposes [63]. This poses questions on
whether dispositional and behavioral predispositions are risk factors of problematic smart-
phone use (PSU), which has been linked to negative health outcomes, with prevalence
rates continuing to augment [104]. Considering theoretical insights from the Brand and
colleagues’ I-PACE model [25] and Elhai and colleagues’ model [29] on the link between
anxiety and problematic smartphone use, we aimed to examined a moderated mediation
model predicting PSU from social anxiety, partially mediated through smartphone use,
and moderated by dispositional trust.

Our results were consistent with previous research, sustaining the direct link between
social anxiety and PSU [40,47,105]. Indeed, according to Brand and colleagues’ [25], socially
anxious individuals proved to be more at risk of developing a problematic attachment to
the smartphone due to the easy access to online social gratifying contents as well as their
preference for online interactions [12,93]. That said, socially anxious individuals are more
likely to find relief from interactions carried out via the smartphone, which allows them to
avoid potentially stressful and face-threatening interpersonal interactions, due to reduced
dependence on non-verbal cues and an augmented possibility to control the social situation.
The preference for online interactions may lead to a dysfunctional attachment to the device
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itself, i.e., PSU [106]. In addition, excessive reassurance-seeking behaviors, frequent in so-
cially anxious individuals, may trigger a habitual and constant checking of the smartphone,
looking for social-related notifications [50]. At the same time, socially anxious people may
show higher levels of PSU through a non-social smartphone use, e.g., by searching for
information, entertainment and relaxation activities, all described as media-related predic-
tors of PSU [27,107,108]. By doing so, socially anxious people consume non-social contents
to fill their time, obtain gratifications, escape from problems, and compensate for the lack
of face-to-face interactions [63,107]. In general, the significant relationship between social
anxiety and PSU is also in line with the results of contemporary meta-analyses [30,31,56],
reporting a large correlational effect size between the two concepts.

Although it was associated with PSU, social anxiety was not associated with smart-
phone use in terms of the time spent on the device on a typical day. Although previous
studies reported higher levels of anxiety among heavy smartphone users [39,57,58], an ex-
planation for the non-significant relationship between social anxiety and smartphone use
may be that a longer duration of smartphone use in young adults may likely be due to work
and study-related use, and other activities such as gaming, online searches for information,
and organization of day-to-day activities, which do not necessarily involve online social
interactions linked to social anxiety.

In other words, the amount of time spent on the device is not a partial mediator in the
relationship between social anxiety and PSU. This finding contradicts Elhai and colleagues’
model [29] linking anxiety and problematic smartphone use indirectly through higher
levels of smartphone use. However, it should be noted that the model considers frequency
of smartphone use while we considered duration of use in the present study. Both are
highly related but distinct measures of smartphone use, with frequency, i.e., high intensity
of repeated checking behavior, being a stronger predictor of PSU than duration of device
use [21,109]. Thus, future research should consider the frequency of smartphone use and
combine it with automatically recorded smartphone use data to provide additional valuable
insights on the mediating role of smartphone use in the relationship between social anxiety
and PSU [109,110].

An additional and innovative result of the present study is the partially moderating
role of dispositional trust in the relationship between social anxiety and PSU as well as
smartphone use and PSU. More precisely, our results suggest that those who spent more
time on the device and trusted others more showed higher levels of PSU. Young individuals
with high levels of trust have been found to be less adapted in their social context, compared
to people with intermediate levels of trust [111–113]. Highly trusting in others has also
been described as having its “dark side” [114], because some trust experiences may result
in an unwelcome burden due to less-than-benign intent in the people involved. In general,
individuals with high levels of dispositional trust have been described as more prone to look
for online interactions, initiate smartphone-based communications [75], and invest their
time in the online social context [61,74]. As more and more connections are initiated and
maintained through social media, or via smartphone-mediated communication in general,
this predisposition may strengthen PSU. This is particularly true for socially anxious
individuals who tend to avoid face-to-face interactions [106], and for those particularly
attached to their smartphones in terms of usage and time engaging in smartphone activities.

Finally, consistent with previous scientific literature [6,57], the results of our study
showed higher levels of smartphone use in females compared to males. However, gender
did not significantly predict PSU. This finding, although not of focal interest in this study,
stands in contrast to results from previous studies identifying females to be at higher risk
of developing a problematic attachment to their smartphones [23].

This study has several limitations that should be acknowledged. Firstly, the collected
data were cross-sectional and did not allow any inference on causal effects among the
tested relationships. A longitudinal design would provide insights on the stability of the
concepts over time and their bidirectional effects (e.g., using a cross-lagged or, ideally,
a random-intercept cross-lagged panel model). Secondly, all measures were self-reported,
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raising the concern of social desirability, recall, and estimation biases. The self-assessments
of smartphone use, especially, may suffer from time distortions, generating cognitive
biases [21,115,116]. Finally, future research should also include other personality traits such
as gratification and impulse control concepts as influential aspects which may transform
smartphone use in compulsive behavior [25,117,118].

Despite these shortcomings, the present study provides evidence that social anxiety
and smartphone use, as well as their interaction with dispositional trust, are directly
associated with PSU among young adults, which highlights the role of psychological,
social, and behavioral risk factors of this new form of problematic behavior.

5. Conclusions

Heavy smartphone users, with the tendency of trusting others, are more at risk of
PSU, which can be explained by their continuous search for connections. Conversely, lower
levels of dispositional trust toward others do not boost socially anxious and heavy users to
developing PSU [119]. The link between smartphone use and the dark side of dispositional
trust would benefit from further research on a content- and functionality-specific use
of the smartphone, as suggested by Brand and colleagues [25] to identify PSU and its
psychological determinants.
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58. Doğan, U.; Çolak, T.S. Self-concealment, Social Network Sites Usage, Social Appearance Anxiety, Loneliness of High School
Students: A Model Testing. J. Educ. Train. Stud. 2016, 4, 176–183. [CrossRef]

59. Peterka-Bonetta, J.; Sindermann, C.; Elhai, J.D.; Montag, C. Personality Associations With Smartphone and Internet Use Disorder:
A Comparison Study Including Links to Impulsivity and Social Anxiety. Front. Public Health 2019, 7, 127. [CrossRef]

60. Lin, Y.-H.; Chang, L.-R.; Lee, Y.-H.; Tseng, H.-W.; Kuo, T.B.J.; Chen, S.-H. Development and Validation of the Smartphone
Addiction Inventory (SPAI). PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e98312. [CrossRef]

61. Huisman, A.; Eijnden, R.V.D.; Garretsen, H. ’Internet addiction’—A call for systematic research. J. Subst. Use 2001, 6, 7–10.
[CrossRef]

62. Liu, C.-H.; Lin, S.-H.; Pan, Y.-C.; Lin, Y.-H. Smartphone gaming and frequent use pattern associated with smartphone addiction.
Medicine 2016, 95, e4068. [CrossRef]

63. Elhai, J.D.; Levine, J.C.; Dvorak, R.D.; Hall, B.J. Non-social features of smartphone use are most related to depression, anxiety and
problematic smartphone use. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2017, 69, 75–82. [CrossRef]

64. Ellis, D.A.; Davidson, B.I.; Shaw, H.; Geyer, K. Do smartphone usage scales predict behavior? Int. J. Hum. Comput. Stud. 2019,
130, 86–92. [CrossRef]

65. Rozgonjuk, D.; Levine, J.C.; Hall, B.J.; Elhai, J.D. The association between problematic smartphone use, depression and anxiety
symptom severity, and objectively measured smartphone use over one week. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2018, 87, 10–17. [CrossRef]

66. Simpson, J.A. Foundations of interpersonal trust. In Social Psychology: Handbook of Basic Principles, 2nd ed.; The Guilford Press:
New York, NY, USA, 2007; pp. 587–607. ISBN 978-1-57230-918-0.

67. Haselhuhn, M.P.; Kennedy, J.A.; Kray, L.J.; Van Zant, A.B.; Schweitzer, M.E. Gender differences in trust dynamics: Women trust
more than men following a trust violation. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 2015, 56, 104–109. [CrossRef]

68. Dwyer, C.; Hiltz, S.R.; Passerini, K. Trust and Privacy Concern within Social Networking Sites. A Comparison of Facebook
and MySpace. In Proceedings of the 13th Americas Conference on Information Systems, AMCIS 2007, Keystone, CO, USA,
9–12 August 2007.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2013.03.030
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23721758
http://doi.org/10.1002/cpp.1910
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24947201
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.03.041
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2016.00175
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.05.091
http://doi.org/10.1556/2006.4.2015.037
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2011.10.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2011.11.001
http://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-01-2017-0019
http://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2006.9980
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17305461
http://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2008.0096
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.03.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22791928
http://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2006.9963
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-11-66
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.04.003
http://doi.org/10.1556/2006.4.2015.010
http://doi.org/10.11114/jets.v4i6.1420
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2019.00127
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0098312
http://doi.org/10.1080/146598901750132036
http://doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000004068
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.12.023
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2019.05.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.05.019
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.09.007


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 2452 14 of 15

69. Gefen, D.; Karahanna, E.; Straub, D.W. Trust and TAM in Online Shopping: An Integrated Model. MIS Q. 2003, 27, 51–90.
[CrossRef]

70. Sledgianowski, D.; Kulviwat, S. Using Social Network Sites: The Effects of Playfulness, Critical Mass and Trust in a Hedonic
Context. J. Comput. Inf. Syst. 2009, 49, 74–83. [CrossRef]

71. Cheng, X.; Fu, S.; de Vreede, G.-J. Understanding trust influencing factors in social media communication: A qualitative study.
Int. J. Inf. Manag. 2017, 37, 25–35. [CrossRef]

72. Lowenthal, P.R. Social presence. In Social Computing: Concepts, Methodologies, Tools, and Applications; IGI Global: Hershey, PA, USA,
2009; pp. 129–136.

73. McCarthy, M.H.; Wood, J.V.; Holmes, J.G. Dispositional pathways to trust: Self-esteem and agreeableness interact to predict trust
and negative emotional disclosure. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 2017, 113, 95–116. [CrossRef]

74. Metzger, M.J. Privacy, Trust, and Disclosure: Exploring Barriers to Electronic Commerce. J. Comput. Commun. 2006, 9. [CrossRef]
75. Posey, C.; Ellis, S. Understanding Self-Disclosure in Electronic Communities: An Exploratory Model of Privacy Risk Beliefs,

Reciprocity, and Trust. In Proceedings of the 13th Americas Conference on Information Systems, AMCIS 2007, Keystone, CO, USA,
9–12 August 2007.

76. Usta, E.; Korkmaz, Ö.; Kurt, I. The examination of individuals’ virtual loneliness states in Internet addiction and virtual
environments in terms of inter-personal trust levels. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2014, 36, 214–224. [CrossRef]

77. Valenzuela, S.; Park, N.; Kee, K.F. Is There Social Capital in a Social Network Site?: Facebook Use and College Students’ Life
Satisfaction, Trust, and Participation. J. Comput. Commun. 2009, 14, 875–901. [CrossRef]

78. Kim, J.; LaRose, R.; Peng, W. Loneliness as the Cause and the Effect of Problematic Internet Use: The Relationship between
Internet Use and Psychological Well-Being. CyberPsychology Behav. 2009, 12, 451–455. [CrossRef]

79. Chen, Y.; Yan, X.; Fan, W.; Gordon, M. The joint moderating role of trust propensity and gender on consumers’ online shopping
behavior. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2015, 43, 272–283. [CrossRef]

80. Petrocchi, S.; Marciano, L.; Annoni, A.M.; Camerini, A.-L. “What you say and how you say it” matters: An experimental evidence
of the role of synchronicity, modality, and message valence during smartphone-mediated communication. PLoS ONE 2020,
15, e0237846. [CrossRef]

81. Kwon, M.; Kim, D.-J.; Cho, H.; Yang, S. The Smartphone Addiction Scale: Development and Validation of a Short Version for
Adolescents. PLoS ONE 2013, 8, e83558. [CrossRef]

82. De Pasquale, C.; Sciacca, F.; Hichy, Z. Italian Validation of Smartphone Addiction Scale Short Version for Adolescents and Young
Adults (SAS-SV). Psychology 2017, 8, 1513–1518. [CrossRef]

83. Butt, S.; Phillips, J.G. Personality and self reported mobile phone use. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2008, 24, 346–360. [CrossRef]
84. Mireku, M.O.; Mueller, W.; Fleming, C.; Chang, I.; Dumontheil, I.; Thomas, M.S.; Eeftens, M.; Elliott, P.; Röösli, M.; Toledano,

M.B. Total recall in the SCAMP cohort: Validation of self-reported mobile phone use in the smartphone era. Environ. Res. 2018,
161, 1–8. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

85. Nelemans, S.A.; Meeus, W.H.J.; Branje, S.J.T.; Van Leeuwen, K.; Colpin, H.; Verschueren, K.; Goossens, L. Social Anxiety Scale for
Adolescents (SAS-A) Short Form: Longitudinal Measurement Invariance in Two Community Samples of Youth. Assessment 2019,
26, 235–248. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

86. Inderbitzen-Nolan, H.M.; Walters, K.S. Social Anxiety Scale for Adolescents: Normative Data and Further Evidence of Construct
Validity. J. Clin. Child Psychol. 2000, 29, 360–371. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

87. Storch, E.A.; Masia-Warner, C.; Dent, H.C.; Roberti, J.W.; Fisher, P.H. Psychometric evaluation of the Social Anxiety Scale for
Adolescents and the Social Phobia and Anxiety Inventory for Children: Construct validity and normative data. J. Anxiety Disord.
2004, 18, 665–679. [CrossRef]

88. Arora, N.K.; Gustafson, D.H. Perceived Helpfulness of Physicians’ Communication Behavior and Breast Cancer Patients’ Level of
Trust over Time. J. Gen. Intern. Med. 2008, 24, 252–255. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

89. Bianchi, E.C.; Brockner, J. In the eyes of the beholder? The role of dispositional trust in judgments of procedural and interactional
fairness. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 2012, 118, 46–59. [CrossRef]

90. Knack, S.; Keefer, P. Does Social Capital Have an Economic Payoff? A Cross-Country Investigation. Q. J. Econ. 1997, 112, 1251–1288.
[CrossRef]

91. Hayes, A.F. Partial, conditional, and moderated moderated mediation: Quantification, inference, and interpretation. Commun.
Monogr. 2018, 85, 4–40. [CrossRef]

92. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing; R Foundation for Statistical Computing: Vienna, Austria,
2018.

93. Darcin, A.E.; Kose, S.; Noyan, C.O.; Nurmedov, S.; Yılmaz, O.; Dilbaz, N. Smartphone addiction and its relationship with social
anxiety and loneliness. Behav. Inf. Technol. 2016, 35, 520–525. [CrossRef]

94. Hu, L.T.; Bentler, P.M. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives.
Struct. Equ. Model. 1999, 6, 1–55. [CrossRef]

95. Hayes, A.F. An Index and Test of Linear Moderated Mediation. Multivar. Behav. Res. 2015, 50, 1–22. [CrossRef]
96. Breitborde, N.J.K.; Srihari, V.H.; Pollard, J.M.; Addington, D.N.; Woods, S.W. Mediators and moderators in early intervention

research. Early Interv. Psychiatry 2010, 4, 143–152. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.2307/30036519
http://doi.org/10.1080/08874417.2009.11645342
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2016.11.009
http://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000093
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2004.tb00292.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.03.072
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2009.01474.x
http://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2008.0327
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.10.020
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237846
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0083558
http://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2017.810100
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2007.01.019
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2017.10.034
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29096315
http://doi.org/10.1177/1073191116685808
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28052690
http://doi.org/10.1207/S15374424JCCP2903_7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10969420
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2003.09.002
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-008-0880-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19089501
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.12.005
http://doi.org/10.1162/003355300555475
http://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2017.1352100
http://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2016.1158319
http://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
http://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2014.962683
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-7893.2010.00177.x


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 2452 15 of 15

97. Whisman, M.A.; McClelland, G.H. Designing, Testing, and Interpreting Interactions and Moderator Effects in Family Research.
J. Fam. Psychol. 2005, 19, 111–120. [CrossRef]

98. Johnson, P.E.; Grothendieck, G. Rockchalk: Regression Estimation and Presentation. 2019. Available online: https://cran.r-
project.org/web/packages/rockchalk/rockchalk.pdf (accessed on 8 September 2020).

99. George, D.; Mallery, P. SPSS for Windows Step by Step: A Simple Study Guide and Reference, 17.0 Update, 10th ed.; Allyn & Bacon, Inc.:
Boston, MA, USA, 2009; ISBN 978-0-205-75561-5.

100. Tabachnick, B.; Fidell, L. Using Multivariate Statistics, 6th ed.; Pearson Education, Inc.: New York, NY, USA, 2013.
101. Namazi, M.; Namazi, N.-R. Conceptual Analysis of Moderator and Mediator Variables in Business Research. Procedia Econ.

Financ. 2016, 36, 540–554. [CrossRef]
102. Shrout, P.E.; Bolger, N. Mediation in experimental and nonexperimental studies: New procedures and recommendations.

Psychol. Methods 2002, 7, 422–445. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
103. Kim, Y.; Wang, Y.; Oh, J. Digital Media Use and Social Engagement: How Social Media and Smartphone Use Influence Social

Activities of College Students. Cyberpsychology Behav. Soc. Netw. 2016, 19, 264–269. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
104. Van Velthoven, M.H.; Powell, J.; Powell, G. Problematic smartphone use: Digital approaches to an emerging public health

problem. Digit. Health 2018, 4, 2055207618759167. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
105. Turgeman, L.; Hefner, I.; Bazon, M.; Yehoshua, O.; Weinstein, A. Studies on the Relationship between Social Anxiety and Excessive

Smartphone Use and on the Effects of Abstinence and Sensation Seeking on Excessive Smartphone Use. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public
Health 2020, 17, 1262. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

106. Erwin, B.; Turk, C.L.; Heimberg, R.G.; Fresco, D.M.; Hantula, D. The Internet: Home to a severe population of individuals with
social anxiety disorder? J. Anxiety Disord. 2004, 18, 629–646. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

107. Elhai, J.D.; Gallinari, E.F.; Rozgonjuk, D.; Yang, H. Depression, anxiety and fear of missing out as correlates of social, non-social
and problematic smartphone use. Addict. Behav. 2020, 105, 106335. [CrossRef]

108. Rozgonjuk, D.; Elhai, J.D.; Täht, K.; Vassil, K.; Levine, J.C.; Asmundson, G.J.G. Non-social smartphone use mediates the
relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and problematic smartphone use: Evidence from a repeated-measures study.
Comput. Hum. Behav. 2019, 96, 56–62. [CrossRef]

109. Marciano, L.; Camerini, A.L. Predicting Problematic Smartphone Use from Digital Trace Data and Time Distortion in Adolescents.
In Proceedings of the 70th Annual Conference of the International Communication Association (ICA), Gold Coast, Australia,
21–25 May 2020.

110. Orben, A.; Przybylski, A.K. The association between adolescent well-being and digital technology use. Nat. Hum. Behav. 2019,
3, 173–182. [CrossRef]

111. Rotenberg, K.J.; Boulton, M.J.; Fox, C.L. Cross-Sectional and Longitudinal Relations among Children’s Trust Beliefs, Psychological
Maladjustment and Social Relationships: Are Very High as Well as Very Low Trusting Children at Risk? J. Abnorm. Child Psychol.
2005, 33, 595–610. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

112. Betts, L.R.; Rotenberg, K.J.; Petrocchi, S.; Lecciso, F.; Sakai, A.; Maeshiro, K.; Judson, H. An investigation of children’s peer trust
across culture: Is the composition of peer trust universal? Int. J. Behav. Dev. 2013, 38, 33–41. [CrossRef]

113. Rotenberg, K.J.; Petrocchi, S.; Lecciso, F.; Marchetti, A. The Relation Between Children’s Trust Beliefs and Theory of Mind Abilities.
Infant Child Dev. 2015, 24, 206–214. [CrossRef]

114. Skinner, D.; Dietz, G.; Weibel, A. The dark side of trust: When trust becomes a ‘poisoned chalice’. Organization 2013, 21, 206–224.
[CrossRef]

115. Andrews, S.; Ellis, D.A.; Shaw, H.; Piwek, L. Beyond Self-Report: Tools to Compare Estimated and Real-World Smartphone Use.
PLoS ONE 2015, 10, e0139004. [CrossRef]

116. Boase, J.; Ling, R. Measuring Mobile Phone Use: Self-Report versus Log Data. J. Comput. Commun. 2013, 18, 508–519. [CrossRef]
117. Everitt, B.J. Neural and psychological mechanisms underlying compulsive drug seeking habits and drug memories—indications

for novel treatments of addiction. Eur. J. Neurosci. 2014, 40, 2163–2182. [CrossRef]
118. Everitt, B.J.; Robbins, T.W. Drug Addiction: Updating Actions to Habits to Compulsions Ten Years on. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2016,

67, 23–50. [CrossRef]
119. McKnight, D.H.; Kacmar, C.J.; Choudhury, V. Dispositional Trust and Distrust Distinctions in Predicting High- and Low-Risk

Internet Expert Advice Site Perceptions. e-Serv. J. 2004, 3, 35–58. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.19.1.111
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/rockchalk/rockchalk.pdf
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/rockchalk/rockchalk.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(16)30064-8
http://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.7.4.422
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12530702
http://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2015.0408
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26991638
http://doi.org/10.1177/2055207618759167
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31463071
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17041262
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32075336
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2003.08.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15275943
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2020.106335
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.02.013
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-018-0506-1
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-005-6740-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16195953
http://doi.org/10.1177/0165025413505248
http://doi.org/10.1002/icd.1891
http://doi.org/10.1177/1350508412473866
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0139004
http://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12021
http://doi.org/10.1111/ejn.12644
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122414-033457
http://doi.org/10.2979/esj.2004.3.2.35

	Introduction 
	Social Anxiety and Problematic Smartphone Use 
	The Mediating Role of Smartphone Use 
	The Moderating Role of Dispositional Trust 

	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Measures 
	Analytical Plan 

	Results 
	Preliminary Results 
	Primary Results 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

