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Abstract

In order to understand the difference between the different grades of middle school students' mo-
bile phone dependence and its related factors, in this study, 370 middle school students in Beijing
were investigated by using the mobile phone dependence scale for middle school students. The
results showed that: 1) The detection rate of mobile phone dependence was 16%. 2) There was no
significant difference on mobile phone dependence in the subject preference and demographic
variables whether they were the only child. But on the gender variables, the female mobile phone
dependence score was significantly higher than the boys’ score, and then the girls' mobile phone
dependence was more serious. There is a significant positive correlation between the total score
of mobile phone dependence and total cost, communication fee, Internet access fee and time of
starting up. Middle school students, who spend more on the mobile phone, communication fees,
Internet access fees, and more time on the phone, are more dependent on mobile phones. 3) There
were significant differences in the total score of mobile phone dependence in the grade, and the
total score of the second grade was significantly higher than that of the first, second, and third (p <
0.01). The grade of mobile phone dependence of senior middle school students was significantly
higher than that of junior middle school students (p < 0.01). Grade Two in junior school and high
school are the highest proportion of mobile phone dependents. The proportion of mobile phone
dependents in senior high school is higher than that of junior high school students.
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AT RHZEFHRBIBEREAFERZ ANZERRIHXER, APARATZEFIRBERN I
WI704 H2AHAT T HE. FRER: 1) FIKBRRERAN16%. 2) FHIKBELMRE. RS
METFLXPADEZRE EAFEEEER; BAEMHNZEL, TEFIKBESTEERTHEERS, X
ARFIRBEE; PREFPYEBE D58, BER. M. FFHREEFERE EMX,
FHEIER. EEHR. MR TAHU RS P 2EFIUKBERB™E. 3) FHKBLE 2 EFES L
FEREER, BR_FRNTIKBETEZRTHE— #— ¥, #=(p<0.01); HPEZFHUK
BUS S RE R T FEEFHURBUE S (p < 0.01). FI=. BSHEYFH. BHMEIKBE bR
BER; B EFIKBE LB TR 4.
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1. 5|8

LA T3 5 WU IR e HEA R . 228 R VE, FHURIIANMER DR, TEAEE
DUk W&, fAE. AREFHII6E, FRILEE 7 TE. %S IEFERMEA LR, H
F% OO REAE AL 0T M (152 LA P S M52 ) T 52 1 (7 B2 AN W398 o 466 P A3 %6 AR 210396 2 )« #ES ThRe el IR
WA TAE. 220 #Ea0)AA I B (FE B 6 AR BRI RE A0 20 1) 55, X e e I S Pt RO R AR J o A1 U
FHRIG SR TSR, FHURI S ER—Fh “AT AR (R, RXUE, 220, FRICRT, 2008).
0222 0 FHURIIL R CE 3T THRD, AU R 2 K 2 £ 2 AR R MR R R &
SRR FHLIThEEN R 1) AR R 7E LME AT R BRI R B2 3 R & 2 744 . Takao,
Takahashi 1 Kitamura (2009)%H 17 & 35 & I ANENSLERHEK, S5 RRHEFHIUEH 7 LT i
BRI, AATTIA Y T B R SCHERR 1 SR 1 e ME BOREAT N . 534k Jenaro 45 N(2007) I 7E
DK 25 AR ikt 3 B L P S YA P L TH LB TR, I B PEad FE A A LS A AR B A R AR A O
2) MAKERINE . BH A5 R FHIE R IR R M, R A2, MEm, U, 5 THEE%.
Bianchi A1 Phillips (2005) R 70 &R 18 2 85 % Z [MHI A NAE N SEIHE R, B 7R, AMatE A K B
RN T AT BT T ALK Park (2003) BB SR T IS FHLUSBEAE IS Reid A= (2007)BA 16
B3 55 ZHINA TG, TR IO A A 2 T4T s REEAT A%, T B8 B AN A AT B8 M 52
TREAS, KT RO £ BRI NS 2 e F WK . 3) #A8HR R . DA E R I F LA
N AL A W —Fp T . Geser (2004)48 HiFHL AV AATHEAT 1845 11 A 52 7 2 P 9 5502 1) 11 PR
Nickerson %5 A(2008)#5 E#F 7t 7 1EA:ACH & F U AMTRISEE, 85 3R IAEFH FHLRI Tt 228
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B, BRLTFWEITH, Bl 2 AL T 28 bR FHL. 4) FHIIRERER. Joel 5 AT FLIA
NEBTFIAEEMIhEE, 7T DR AGTAGIEE) 2 MAEZE 2, W ErfiR. R 7l Il
Bk W B S 5 AN AL R BT P AR, BRI G AR, BT
2 K 2 (Billieux, 2012).

R, T UL M Sk, B TR s e R 3= (Mt 7L LAAE kbR 22 At 90 N D 2
BRI TN R o SIS R AT PH2010) IR 5E453 H R 22 A FHURKIS R AT B8 IR 2 v, R— 241
FHUKI A E R, FOUE R KM, RERTFHUKIGRE R BAC. A5 %A EIE2013) R 5T, A2
MRRRK B =B, & RERFERHERETIMB R ZRIFARSE, JEEF =, #F=1%4
HBA HILF NI DL A T8 R I =45 GO U A 2 1 v 4 25 A 5 L R AR 8 3 s T — A AT
TAERIARER A EANEQOTDAERE T 2 A Dy R AN ERBL, T R
0 R =R A= 87 i ) e = O S SR 458 T I 1815 Kl I ) s 27 41V E S 08 & (AL T A (= Ol et
EHAR e, FAVKBUR 2 b =g aHumm, YI—FR a8k,

FHUKR — N ECH o Fe e, B 7 — SRR, (AFEAR R . DV IE 2 R KR B A
DA A2 NEEI) FHUREE DT A T REMOTFL, (H2 B4 FHURE H 2R BRI AT L2
AR, BA R TS IR &S, SR mh 2 A AT, R
AMLEAN R BN FHURIG T P22 A fa s, S B R SR A 2 A FHURBCIR B R 5 2 B SR XT
2 AR FHURIR B FAR R b, FE BT — 28 8 = T UK AR A A L A0 o A AR R R

XA, ARFFALE T2 ERA, R HFHURBIE I, OB AR A THL L 155 22
s, JFRGHERANOEER, N, FRMWEZ . 24T L5 HETIURBIROC & .

2. ik
2.1. it

K EFE R 5 20, DA R & f 22 A, RBUAE 370 4. ¥ —E2E A
FLf, BIUCHE RS 353 4y, BRE 95.4%, HPHEA 188 A, LA 165 N: & 179 A, ¥ 174 A;
5z SR 186 N, Wz HERHI2AE 167 N AT 280 A, dEMAET 4 73 N MO ERN T
11~19 %,

22. METHR

(P FHURBER) BIRESENT 2008 FEgmfilmak, JLEHE 13 ANH, 4 MNMEE, 57l 2
Witk 2t HSThae Ay, ERNTE—EMHEESHIER 0.764. 0.653. 0.655 F1 0.630. F
HURBRE B 1 W B 5 B R B M E] 0.632 (p < 0.01), EXEARIGFRERE. BEERM S5 A
ok, 1 REZEAFTFE, s NREEFE. BEREH SR T YRR BRIR .

2.3. BuRALE
TS5 H SPSS17.0 A HATRHIA G 1T t 5. T EDHT.
3. &R

3.1. FEEFHKRBIRAL

3.1.1. FEEFHRBH S ERRT
353 &2 FHURELE > KSR R, WE 1.
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R T A FIOBRR) 24 13I8 HK 5 fam®, LU, FHREBUS 2 KT
39 73 HYSEAEREH s A T R, TR T 39 200 57 N, B ANER 16% (57/353). XFERI4S
a1, BRI S A R IE R R A T, DB A AR T AU &

3.1.2. PELEFHES: AOFTENER

B 2 AT, TEMERIAE R b, XPREHUREUL AR5 Z R @ < 0.01). B9 ZEFHIUKI L H1E
AIULE A FHUR S S T B A4, UL AR T 55 AR A R I T WL )

UEAME AN 122 A BRI, FHURBIE SRR Z . R B A T N D 2248 B e F LR
B EAGEREER.

3.1.3. FEEFHEBE S FIERBRNEXHR

HIZE 3 R SRAAERY S AP E TR 2 AR ARG, HRAETR, RARIEAE PR _E R 2
L TFHLIR [ A7 A 25 A K (p < 0.01) UL THLIH P82 (922 A 00 FALRI AR R, T AL T I a8
KA A A7 AEF WU o

Table 1. The total score and the scores of each dimension of the mobile phone dependence of middle school students

=1 PEEFIEBE S RSHEERS

N /M L ON: ST IEd Nl
TR 353 4.00 20.00 9.24 3.89
Tiif 52 353 4.00 20.00 10.10 3.97
2 TRE 353 3.00 15.00 6.14 2.69
A3 IR B 353 2.00 10.00 3.73 1.89
FHURI 5> 353 13.00 64.00 29.22 10.26

Table 2. Differences in scores of different demographic variables on mobile phone dependence

= 2. FRIAOFZEEFIERE NS S EMERKLE

N ¥ FrifEZ t p

Litan 188 27.60 9.69

4 531 -3.213 0.001
Lh 165 31.07 10.60
E 186 29.18 10.90

R M 5% -0.079 0.937
R 167 29.27 9.53
= 280 29.21 10.44

REMEFL -0.060 0.952
= 73 29.29 9.63

Table 3. Correlation between mobile phone total scores and mobile phone usage

= 3. FHKELE S SFIERIREREEX

W S G EAE 9k FEHLAT A
FHURAG 5 0.169 0.164" 0.0888 0.153" 0.212"™ 0.272"

VE: 77<0.001; "<0.01 KV B <0.05 KT EEE,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2018.86098 823 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2018.86098

FH

3.2. FRIFRPFEFHRBIELA LR

3.2.1. AEIEREFHMRBG ST LHEEE
4 GEREY: AFEERFAERTIRE LA ZR 8%, #— Pk, & ERFERTI
WIS BE S TE— W V. FI=FEMTIUBS S (e < 0.01): @=FHM TS > 5
ﬁmiﬁmimmﬁ I AEAE R E R W#\ﬁﬁi AARYITRA . TR 1R
ARG AR v AR R g o AR R LRI 2 BEAT (R A e R B, b 2 A R A LR e 20
%m?m¢%$mm)3%&p<ow)

3.2.2. FHEKBESIEKBENERIHTER

HIZE 5 IR, RITAHRY, ARFELHFHRBE 5AEFHURBE 21 RE AR @ mH =
AN TR L5 0] = AN b LBl s 20— SR, b AR AL EL
Bl TR A X3RoR, FHURBAE AR SEGOR % AN F K70 AT U .

4. W52
4.1. PEEFHRBOSERITETTL
AT, FHEFIURBIOREEA 16%. B EEQ008) I RE. RS M Tk

Table 4. Variance analysis of mobile phone dependence scores in different grades

& 4. NREFREFIERBES LNBES

N HE hEE ®ME R E F P
Bl 71 27.20 9.30 13.00 53.00
= 47 27.95 12.44 13.00 64.00
B1= 56 27.55 11.45 13.00 56.00
3 3415 0.005
o 52 28.63 9.47 13.00 53.00
e 65 33.46 9.75 13.00 56.00
= 62 30.02 8.38 17.00 61.00
B 353 29.22 10.26 13.00 64.00

Table 5. Chi square test for grade distribution of mobile phone dependents and non-dependents

5. FIEKEE SIERBENFER D HHIRGRE

FHEAK .

£5 it r p
LR 6t
H)— 66 (93%) 5 (7%) 71
Y= 40 (85.1%) 7 (14.9%) 47
W= 49 (87.5%) 7 (12.5%) 56
23.477 0.000

BH— 45 (86.5%) 7 (13.5%) 52
= 42 (64.6%) 23 (35.4%) 65
== 54 (87.1%) 8 (12.9%) 62
A1t 296 57 353
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FAEF PRI 20 9.7% . LA R P AR LUK 22 A 9 il B AR S 78 LA R 29705 30% (1141,
FHAL, 20125 AFHERR, FUE, 2013). MEHESS R BATRESS KL b 2L TR H 3 T 2008
FERAE TR A, BRI R E R A TR 1R, R U LA 1) FHLZEHNL
NMNVEFR LT, AR TR, 1A FH P 2AEARIEZ . 2) FHZIRAR £, AL
TURERS P HLEEATVA AL 8 SRR, (R AT DA 3805 ST B St o b 22 25 T LA ) S A
3) SRZAEMLIL, P EAEERA SN S, B2 EATES, PRI, KK, R
il 2 A T, I 22 2R TR T R B RS2 2E T LRSS 5o 4 R Wl 2 K7 rh
A RERS IEFA A RAE F AL, D ECR AR THLRIBIL S

4.2. PEEFHEBEMD LOESR

FEVER AR b, N FHURBUR AR R E 25, WETHURBE 2 BT HESD, WA
X T B A BOR A T AU, X5 DAERT ST 45 REEAR —BU(ANL, 7 20E, 2011 1348, HE3E0R, 2014),
N T B IRTCEARN T 5 AT BRI T LR BT 15 J5 R R, BEALII T 383 A AR AT TR
VIR B A P Z s s W R0y, FHLREON LA M iE s ft— D 2 e Fafl
fAEE, BIRE. EARZELTHITRE CHOHER. FRPAFOZE, AP Byt 4
AN PR RERS SRR RS LA E R MRS M PTG, DARGeig B A IR0, [
53 AP T rh R R R BN B AR AR R AR ARV PR IR I B R . XA R RN B LA FRK B R
RAK, AR THLE S MR K.

43. PEEFHNKRBEER EHNER

AFEEL P FHUKE 5T HRBE 20 8E A ) A& ER o 2vhdl. mhd
h PR L s R S, SR, @b ATV E Ll T oA, w2 S
R EN . FHURBEA RERAEAFK A & EREFIRBE MR —, P, ¥,
V=25 B3 R A=A R =R T R F RO 7 #A 2

Hh 2 A LR 0 AR 2 72 R AR AT RE -5 A A DT A B IR SRR Do BRR A 5% o MDA\ rh 2 AR Bl R ) — 272
THR BT 0 2 ST PRI A 2 21 H AR LS AN IIAE 2 A 2l I ORTE, 22 A K0RS 70 3 2 s iE 5 22 A o
WIS L, Iz R B E A T R FHURE S b BT ERI R AR, T
AR A RN A G =G PR S, WReS MBLE S BRI, FHLE L2 R
e T — R R, ARE S WS A E RSG5 2 66 J0 T8 AL Y B IR 4
TERAER A RA BN FON NS, BMEZ ISR EOREEIE A T, AR A REAE OB b REAL
BESREOR BB R AU . A KBUEAT AT F LS UK. TR0 =%, T Bkl
A7, R HEUn. RKEE2EH OSSR LA ERNERIFBRANE LI/, TR
LD FHUIER, FHURBEE B 2 R

a1 SRR ) e /& R IR VPN BN VP ik S R (EVSE 7 P Rib o i 1= SRR T
R AL AR 22 AL i b s AAT e, B 22489 B CE R ER A a8 s, 72— &R
BE B TR, i 7R A A TS B s R e =R T U A LR
5YI = MIZFEREEFER. AR T RGO R K, BEBCA R TR R AV ik
A7 =T 25 R, — BRGTR IR AR SUR B AR AT RE PG 8 IR B RE:, Kk
FEPHUE TR IR RO R E . BEAh, m g TR AN OB BB TR R TE Y
2, HRESFEMATEE A S S EATICR, TR LK
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FEHM G LR RAIT A mR AR TS L R S, HIR] . m R, KX
KRR A 22 A B FHUE IS LA BT 1, RS A RO B AR AL, R A B HE T AL AT 1] £ =7
A

PATHREAR BB A e R R R, EIR AR X SR 5 THURIII S &, ATy
FATRZNN R F WA T L] BB T PRFH UK AR BE 4 AR -

5. &hig

) g e LU PO, AR N 16%.

2) AR THUREIE AR %« RS IAE T RN DA s EAFEREZER, HENNZE L,
LTI 3 B3 T B AR TR EFHURKUD 7 5 S TFHLAE B UL T LN 5] #R477E 8 25 11
B

3) ANFRFERAETFHRE L 10e0 257 5%, AFREHHFHRBE 5T IRAEE 20 55 A,
e A AT AR R T AL ZE e e R, R AR TGS Le Bl TR AR, Bl m R
B e AT LA L] e AR

e HE

JEHEWHERY “+ 17 MRFELTGB(CFA14153);  “+ =17 BT E & m KT
I AL 28 e 3 RI(CIT & TCD201704073).
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