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Abstract

In order to explore the relationship between adult attachment type, social support and mobile
phone dependence, the aim is to provide a theoretical basis for preventing college students from
forming mobile phone dependence. This study used mobile phone addiction tendency scale, social
support rating scale and adult intimate relationship experience scale (ECR) to test 418 college
students who were randomly selected. The results showed that: 1) mobile phone dependence
scores were significantly different in grades. In the case of seniors, the mobile phone dependence
score is significantly higher than the other three grades; in addition, mobile phone dependence
has nothing to do with gender, parental marital status, or whether there is a love experience. 2)
Among the four attachment types derived from the ECR scale, the scores of mobile phone depen-
dence and the scores of each factor of fear and focus attachment are significantly higher than those
of safety and indifference. 3) The anxiety component of attachment has a significant positive pre-
dictive effect on mobile phone dependence, and objective support has a significant negative pre-
dictive effect on mobile phone dependence. This suggests that the fourth-year students’ mobile
phone dependence is significantly higher than other grades; the fear and focus attachment indi-
viduals seem to be more likely to rely on mobile phones; the degree of college students’ mobile
phone dependence is related to attachment anxiety, and it is helpful to prevent and improve mo-
bile phone dependence if the individual’s social support is strengthened.
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RBEFRBARBRE, IR EFIKBIARNERR, BEENTBIRFEERFIARBR M —E
it RIS . ATFAERAFIRBEMEARAERE. HE&TFTEBENRAZTRXRELER(ECR)
STRENLHEL 41848 KFAFATHN, SREH: 1) FHKRBELIEER LFREEER, RIEKE
ERFIRBBR T EETTHMB=ANES; RIS, FHKBEE, KERRL, REAREL
PiFk. 2) ERBECRERA H M UMK ERRE G, ERE R BRERTBHFIKBRE T AEEHTFE
S LB EERTRERMAER, 3) KEBNERBERSFHKBEZEIEMHERX(r=0.45,p<0.01), BN
XENMEFHARBE BEAME(r=-0.17, p < 0.01); KERERIBERNFEHKBAE BE M IE M H
WER, BRIZFENFIEAE EZNARBNER. XERRT, KNZEENFIKBEEEERTH
fES; ERBEREERBKEHMEIPER G FIFEKS:; REEFIRBIIREE SKERERHE
R, TANBRAMERIH & X FERT F B EFIRBIR R E HE .
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1. 5|8

FHUKHi(Mobile Phone Dependence, MPD), X 4 FHUKHILEAE. FHLERE . Fi8 F2 AR Al F
LT FEAMRAT AR, AReE ], AL E IR 2B RSO E, 2009; JHE%E, 2010).
BREFE A, TS T b T30 i R e B bl A F AL 5 SO HLE 2 B AR B B0 B B AN IS
JRE PR — B RE (R 5 e, SFEAE, 2005). Boubul. TR AT i E A M H T 300 — Mg
PEECAEAVE R B RAS, HErm AR B RS R SR AU O BRI T A, BREFNCRSAE. F
MU RO FAUE BRI = MR Eunt, =0 0e, 2135, 2010)., EMBIN, BHTXFHLH
Tk S AT P T 7 A PRI AR, A o o Tk P A4 A Ak 2 ) B8 270 0 B AR 36 (U i B 220 A e B AL 46 ) R S AT
HIAE I FHR . B RIEE B (F/ha, (2, 2012). WA LRI BER BER T FHUK
WA G 2R, BN EE S 2 IR B 4% iRt 4T 7 B2 78 (Bahrainian, Alizadeh, Raeisoon, Gorji, &
Khazaee, 2014; Griffiths, 2000). 15 S5 A FIRE K & 5 F LA LD T #2428 07 BRI E 5 1)
B, RPN N AR M ) F A, A& THUE AR & T RS O RME . XM
FEEAE TG, AT LLE B FIFAROTIBRIEM, R rE Biai@ iy XM 2 A8
W2%, J3—J71H, I RS AL 2 R M R AR I B O R (U155, SRR, 2009). HIEXStEorh,
[FIRER T, A NS o T RO AN BE B IR, A2 AXTFHLA — & M H se g i i
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H &SR ES JkEd | SIFENRIEE, fin— A, RREFVERNE SRUE SN —F TR,
A UTRR I XS TFHUROBURE B 1) A 22 S 72 AR B B RMELAS PR 70, IR B WL Ay 5 e B8] 22 06 AT
fife IF o OO HEAEH

WA, UG T2 LI B — PN (8] 9 ARG, T SCRAFE B LSRR R, e TAME 4 2
PERBAER EE, WRERNZLEREZNTmMtS KR —. RN FIRM S, KR
P R R R 2 — a7, TRIESE, g, 2011). WERBOHEZEITHRYL, MEAHIRIGRED
AT EEORORAUEME I AEAE, ARSI RN R BESR RN [RIEE S I R R U] 1 AR A AN )
RIEARE AR EER K. U5 KEERZAMAE T L, BIF T 5RBIERI A AT, 2
PEMS Y I], AR 5 Uk AR DTSR AN AR FR IR I 26 o« A I FU 82 B P [va) 8 AT 1) 2040 1) T LA 9 5 A A 920
Bt 2 i = 27 S (Billieux et al., 2014; Reid & Reid, 2007), 1 Eh A1 5 FA% # A B = 9 £ BRAEAMAA i 15 4h
FARFEBE R (Jeong, Kim, Yum, & Hwang, 2016).

R SCRE, B RAERE TMAE E SRR RAR, WAQBE SR B A S AAE AN AR B 5 R 1)
HAE . 45 TR BB T B B A ORI — A RS, 2014), HAZSCRERT DU AR A 32U
BCE AR T B wmT LA 2 B)(Thoits, 2010). #HaXFHEN—DMERIPRG, AMUEH FEUSCHE.
W ELFE A B SR A SCRF IR BEIX PR AN 7 T 2 SCRFFE 002 M T B 2 BB SCReA LS, LA
FARIEGE R B O SR B AN B S BRI A B AR A RS R R ME SN, Wi
BESEANZE T (08 BRI SRR T SCRF BRI FH B2 2 F8 AN Aot B A3 B0 4 2o SCREOAT I B 1e ok, 38R
FH, 2008). fKSCREFIFH BE BRI R 1 R B AR B T Re A 452 . A FCUE AL 2 SCRE R
—Fp B AL TR BRI D AR RIS, HLR 5 KRR L2 SCREA R T T F AU S (227K &
FIAN, 2014; Liu & Cai, 2015; F A2, K5, 2015),

AT A FHURB S KA 2SR R AR A 2, BN T F AU AT 78— A A N RF
PSR BRI AT (G, HNEE, 20135 B, RFT, FRRET, 2013 ZE[REIH, AR, ZEEL
2006; FAHZE, 2012: F/hEE, 2011), HRZHAMB—RMAFITHRR. MELHIFTRIEY], KRR
5 FHURRBUL A VIR R o [ P22 0] W 2% i 5 N AR OB ST B, AR S AL 0F ) 2% 1A A
LM . A SCERR I, AN R RUAR IR T D A A A TR e B vy, AR 11 5 8 A X T AR R A )
BABZEWNER S Z4E, Hies:, 2014). FERIMAREFRERY, #2308 S FHUKRIGAAEE, HXTFL
WA 525 AT F RIS, 20145 “BHERH, 2012). (EEH=FIRR G AR, HUOREAE NN %
AT AT A S LR A

R A TR LR A S0 R, SR SO SR Y, o SCREX R A A AU e e, [ I 4R
R AR A S HE S TR SO 990 H A =4 1) IR0 44 K2R TR SRR L,
WIERESR, HNERE. 2) WARKFERDEEIT FHRBIN R I, AR 2 A AT LT K
FATFHRBINR . 3) H I SRR K2 AE TR R 520

2. fARGE
2.1. #iR

i AL e 32 L SR T e AR ) 418 BAERR K22 . L0 K IRIAE 480 4, [RI 464 43, BRI 418 4r.
HA A 156 N, & 37.3%; 4262 N, HEBIRK 62.7%.

22. TR
FHUSIREMA 2 [ B (MPATS): SR B ORSCE. S 4 MERE . il
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Wtk 2 8 AR F AL AR BRSO EE B 2R VAR R B, B TR AN A LA R 15 S T A
B LEFIAT NGB L, AR R IR FHEANENBR R RIER, OB 2 FHLid s i)/
IR GARN . PR FXFATE M 12 5 347075, 1 REEEATFS, sSREEER/FE, BolamE
WML B, Z RS IEN 16 8, B0 IAE] 48 S BIME S v FALKE A, HizERA
B RIFMERE, SRR SN 0.83, A RN A —BMAS EAE 0.55~0.80 Z 8], =
BN 091 (REGE, JE5R4E, BRoC, Wedml, 5, 2012).

M FPE RR: AFFCRA T HKEmEI GESXRRITFERER) , ZRREG RIGENE,
BREMICFE F SRR A 2SRRI X = AR, 2210 8. ZERMENEEN 092, HH—
HERECH 0.68. FEMTLIR L AERA RTINS, BTG H R “FFE” 8o “F2E” s “TFfl”
BN RN, BB L7 BUHBIF BB, SRBER, 2008),

JRNEHE R RA I ERECR): A 36 MEH, N 7 ZiPo(NAEH AR B FEHE #1), L9 N
NYERE, BIEEER MBI ERGEE I, INEAA, 2006). ECR H R TE [BI#E4EZ K Cronbacha
AEor 5N 0.82 FIEEFEYERE 1Y) Cronbach o RECH 0.77, FMMEFESFAITE 0.72 A1 0.71 CRAE, 2012).

2.3. BT

RiH] SPSS HEATHIRYEGE 104, J7ZE 0T, Pearson AHR 3T A £ To Rl 7 #r
3. EWHR
3.1. REEFHIRBH S AHFE

FHURBLHER 2 LL 48 A Fnl, 48 U EONm FHUREBUA % . TR R &5 0 Bk 2 IE

40
— | Mean = 42.00
§ SD = 10.457
304 _ 7 :\ N=415

i
204 /
: /
109
0 = T T T
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Figure 1. Frequency distribution of college students” mobile phone dependence

B 1. XREEFIRBINRS

R 1 R, K BIEERER MRMEEZ N FEARIRK 418 248, 48 23 LU ER#kit,
R et m) & 48 131 44, 2Bl B 80 31.3%, dEs a4 287 4, 28RS B 68.7%.
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Table 1. Differences in college students’ mobile phone dependence in grade

=1 REEFIEBEFRENER

i H K—(N=99) K(N=123) K=(N=135) KPY(N = 61)
M SD M SD M SD M SD g
TR 42.31 9.30 42.74 9.09 40.89 9.91 47.95 14.00 6.78"
ENTA A 10.02 322 10.30 2.65 9.56 2.96 11.79 3.70 7.64"
TR 16.84 3.91 17.22 3.98 16.76 439 19.07 5.46 4.44
OISR 7.73 2.46 7.49 248 7.09 2.29 8.62 3.33 521"
AT 7.73 2.59 7.73 2.30 7.49 2.67 8.48 3.26 1.97
HeAp & p<0.05.

A5 THURR R 1% B4 B SL IR T40 40 B AT AL 07 26 0T, W 1 s, FHLA
GMEAELLRIIG 2 BB (F = 6.78, p < 0.05), RIUE KIS TR B BB TR KK =%k,
FEIRTAASE, 0 ERTR, AR, R, TR OB SR R B R, B
RIUZEA 15 B 74550 19 23 0 T 3L =R 2 > 0.05).

Table 2. Gender differences in college students’ mobile phone dependence

2. REEFIKBAEM LHER

BN =156) Z(N=262)
M SD M SD '
FHURRA 42.48 10.56 42.99 10.41 -0.48
ETA 10.26 3.20 10.18 3.09 0.27
TR 16.84 439 17.49 439 -1.47
DB 7.67 2.52 7.53 2.64 0.54
AT 771 2.73 7.79 261 -0.30

B MSIFEAR T IR 2), KEFEEFIRB LS KL SHE P A EEN F T EREEP >
0.05).

Table 3. Differences in the marital status of college students’ mobile phone dependence

3. REEFIRBAERXFERRRE LHESR

RIFN =401) B RN =6) Iy EN =3) N =8)
M SD M SD M SD M SD f
FHRA 42.82 10.48 44.17 11.48 44.67 11.05 40.25 9.79 0.22
R 10.23 3.13 11.00 4.05 9.33 2.08 9.00 2.92 0.61
TR 17.22 441 18.00 4.86 19.67 3.06 17.00 4.40 0.37
LIRS 7.60 2.62 7.50 2.59 7.00 1.00 6.88 1.96 0.26
AT TR 7.76 2.66 7.66 2.16 8.67 5.13 737 1.77 0.17

TE I B RS BEUS HAAR I 1) 77 22 70 A vl R0, S BEAN[R] YA AR 0 1R R 2 A A T LR 8 ) 5 1 75370 72
0.05 KV EZRALEZE@>0.05, W& 3),
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Table 4. Differences in college students’ mobile phone dependence in whether they have a love experience

T4 REEFIKBERSATEER LNESR

WE(N =258) RABFZN =160)
M SD M SD '
T 42.57 9.81 43.17 11.44 0.57
ETA 10.21 2.94 10.21 3.42 0.02
TR 17.31 4.26 17.15 4.62 0.36
LA 7.50 2.50 7.72 2.75 —0.85
AT 7.55 2.54 8.10 2.81 -2.03

5 A AR R L A PGS TSI REA T RS, R REEANELN, #idn
FHUKA B LS TR PR Z R (p > 0.05, W&k 4).

3.2. REEFHNEKBERTEE LHERKE

G T, FEAS U 70 22 3L 63 N, MM 15.1%, TRIAZI B R IE 223 N, A AMAR) 53.5%,
LA AR 43 N, AEAMER) 10.3%, AERPHAIE 89 N, A NEAMER 21.3%.

AR A R S UK S & TR 0 0T 22 0 i RN 5 o, MR AL 3 RN 1
FH(p < 0.05), HE— BT RIS, B RR T BRI 1 LR I A 15 90 S & R oy
T AR E A (p < 0.05), HARAURI LR RUK R 2 (8] TG0 .35 1 22 7 (p > 0.05).

Table 5. Differences in the type of attachment of mobile phone dependence

5. FIKBSSERTRE LHES

et AR Y LR AR
M SD M SD M SD M SD F
FHURRA 38.35 9.06 45.00 9.95 47.47 11.05 38.17 9.67 17.69
ESTALS 8.94 2.81 10.85 3.05 11.02 3.45 9.12 2.82 11.99°
TR 15.98 426 17.96 4.10 19.58 443 15.24 422 15.38"
IR S 6.51 2.30 8.00 2.63 8.70 2.56 6.76 223 11.96"
AR 6.92 2.62 8.21 2.66 8.16 2.87 7.04 227 6.96°

HA"E p<0.05.

3.3. REEFHIKBEA ST LHERKER

R B Bk I 2 2R BB HES 1, 3l 5 il BT LA AT 0 1 v 70 4127 %) AR 70 2H.(27%) 5
SRR RSP HORAIAEA ¢ F256, S5 RIE 6 P, M AAVR AR SRS b
AW TR (p <0.05), FEHAM=ATTHIFRRIEZR .

3.4. REEEKBRE, do2XFSFIKRBEIEXIH

PR S R AERE | Fh 2 SCRF S B LRSS F UK S & DR DG o0 AT, &5 SRSk 7 BAH S P
FiR. FERE ER S FHURIISE 0.01 FI/KF E B2 IEMHZR(p <0.01), [BIE> BRI S 5 FHUK
B31E 0.05 BI/KF B 2 EM L (p < 0.05).

XA SRRy B S FoRUL, A SRR S A S B YR B U K (p < 0.05), [FIFE, F
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TR, DU

O STAREXot CIT 1 4 PEE AT S 2 A G (p < 0.05), X6 SCRF AR 5 AL 7 BAT 2 3 i 97U 2K (p < 0.03),
T2 WS 5 T IR L & R 5150 B 2 [ DU R (p < 0.05).

Table 6. Differences in mobile support scores in social support

6. FIRBEAELSFENESR

Fr (N = 113) RN = 113)
M SD M SD '
LIRS LISV 37.05 5.81 37.26 5.32 0.28
FLHF 20.84 3.94 20.58 3.61 -0.53
B FF 8.66 247 9.35 2.42 2.12%
o SR I F B 7.55 1.78 7.33 1.34 -1.06

HA™# p<0.05,

Table 7. Related matrix of college students’ attachment type, social support, and mobile phone dependence

7. RFEERDAE, HTFURFIRBRIEXIER

S S1 S2 S3 J H MP MPI1 MP2 MP3  MP4
S 1

S1 0.86" 1

S2 0.70" 0.33" 1

S3 0.50™ 0.20" 0.23” 1

J -0.13" -0.07 -0.19" 0.01 1

H -0.31" -0.21" -0.25" -0.22" 0.22" 1

MP -0.05 0.04 -0.17" 0.45" 0.45" 0.11" 1

MP1 -0.02 0.06 -0.14" 0.34" 0.34” 0.12" 0.84" 1

MP2 0.05 0.11" -0.10" 0.41" 0.417 0.01 0.88" 0.64" 1

MP3 0.09 0.01 -0.21" 0.40" 0.40™ 0.12" 0.80" 0.63" 0.59" 1
MP4  —0.14" -0.08 —-0.16" 030" 0.30” 0.15" 0.71" 0.44™ 0.49™ 0.46” 1

e S: FLSFEESY, Sl MR, S2: M CHE, S3: XTCFFIFIFEE, J: A E|E, H: FEEHER, MP: FHKBILS, MPL:
KRBV, MP2: WITE, MP3: OBESUE, MP4: HACHUE. HARE p<0.05; "HFEFp<0.01.

3.5. KEE KRBT FHABIA VI 947

AT IR IO Je 254 i 83 A 2 SRR 2 P2 2 R B AU 2 TOVE A, AR 3 T BT i g A 5%
DM RGE R, BTN 2 NERE . #2303 1) 3 NEE VA S, FHUREME M) &% R -7 AR AR & 1T
ZItiE S RASHT, E5RUWE 8 s,
4. Fig
4.1. KFE FHNKRBIE S FFFE

B RERFZR, SRFERATFIAB S REME. AW MOEN S EsYEREER, 5
IAE RUZEA NGB EE ST A=A ER, MEAZHERTFES L, EFRAHFTLTEEER. H
JE IR A RE R A BB 8] Ab T B 00 Ja 5428 Rk TAERIocgi ], RS ubEREY, Nz FETER
ARG FBHEH FEZ KBS FH, X—@BRUFE T UM TR R FE,ER EERMNEREE, 25
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2]

A

’

b

BILLE

a2 W R DY 2 A 6 T LKA ) S5 25 08 e O A2 T N BRSAE TR 22, W] e 2 RO BR S “A R A H
NHAL TG RIG 2 Iz SR B A SR M. BRI 2 A B TR 7 SRR TP A 35
AT 2 i T AR PR AT DA RRE . (HILSS R SR AT SR A e 2 — B, AW TR A1
FHURAIN RAE R = SEFd N R2E (KNG, 2014), WA BT FTRYITHUKIIT N IFA 2 Z BIFE LK ()
oo R, 2011 HMAT WAERXT FHURBKIE M I 5A — DGR, ARBERA R SR IR
REAS H T HORE I (8] A Z2 38 AN« A Ja AT USR5 LRI SR 2 AT O R s 28 SCBE T AR TUA S
A

Table 8. The gradually regression analysis results of college student attachment, social support and mobile phone depen-
dence tendencies

8. RFEEMKD., HRFESFIKBMERZELEADHER

[R5 T AL = R? F P B Beta t P
FHUR AT 5> HESER 0.21 54.716 0.00 0.30 0.43 9.69 0.00
B HF —-0.39 —-0.09 -2.01 0.05
P HEESER 0.11 52.82 0.00 0.07 0.34 7.27 0.00
W EEER 0.17 84.25 0.00 0.12 0.41 9.18 0.00
fEEER 0.06 0.37 8.17 0.00

LB AR 0.17 44.53 0.00
WS HF -0.15 -0.14 -3.06 0.00
) IS BR 0.00 0.05 0.28 5.96 0.00

A 0.10 23.24

B HF -0.11 -0.10 -2.12 0.04

SNBSS R 2, A FA R M TR 75 20 f k3 22 5 0F AN R (B0 2, 2013). (HIF
Wt — e e R, 5 AN, LAERE S ETHURBICANY, 2014). 3& MOXFESS R A P A
1) ATREAR IR T B IAF FEN . AT G (02 REGESE NAE 2012 454 ] (KT BB 171 1
E I (MPATS), 565 AW TCE RAS— B SCE AL I E T RO IR N T 2013 R4 K74
FHUIR EI 2 (EIEF, 2013)0 2) FIRERFEARHEFE, BIAT SR TGRS, gt
FPERE 2 IE K.

AT NBT T — B AN R B S RE 1 DL LA R 25 52 28 D B/ A T LIS 70 22 e AN B 28 (B 4 1,
PLELZL, 2014), RRUIKAERNTFHIRBINR BAEENE, LK EHL A SRR EEN,
BAE FRE R PR R -

4.2. KFEEKDE . HSFMFNRBBIXHR

AFERERB I BAE FIUREA > EREAEEEREE . SATAVIE B2, AU Fg R
PR S LR RS B MR LE T AU ) 5 175 70 38 e T R AR R (R 41, L, 2014). ££
JRSERIARICI TR, R AR B L 5 T LT 2 UG, HAERIA T h gt N T BT R . TR
AR AR ERUR R SR8 S BRNE D mEMK. XIR 17, AR ER AT e A 5 7
AFHURRBI (5 2118, DL, 2014). HAZBE UL RER W AR SR A A FHURBBI M EZRN R L —,
RERAAE R AR (0 D R AT e S BT R EE I 4R G2 e E L AR, Bt R it i, %
A BRI, WasE, i AR Sl AT O Attt T B R IR AU X N O

FEAL S SCRF S FHURBI R P, B BRI S (IR F WU B A SRR AR, 3R
TAERSCRNIA S TAUREUE <o fEHE— PRI SC AT ih R B, RS RES LR S 2% [ 1 2 4

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2019.92046 386 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2019.92046

IREAH, A DU

Ky HAEANBNHTTRE, B SRR FHURRIHBT A A 2 2% 1 5 R P A 3 5 A A 78— B 21,
PLELL, 2014)0 HBARFEAHI TP AL WS 5 T WU R BT P 4E FEAFAE IEAOG, (H WS IR AR
FHURAME > A SR T A 2%, HAEREERIEIA 24 hoRBEN BT RE, A5 R T R i TREA
WEIGE M. A Ja T EE— BT IE. DL ERE RN T, — BRI S S DA A B 2 9 A
RICFE RS T AE M R, AT W] RESE AN 2 25 4 BB SE A v (5 By, SRR B A —
PEIEIA . A Ja B VF Al I sE A IAE 2508, AT AR K R M FHLRBAT N, I F54 Ja IR
AT

5. &ig

AL F WU R & 1A, A2 SCRPEER MRARE R ARG ERAN TR, A THRE
KA, T2 SRR R E THURKAAORE M, R SR MRS TR A S 4 BEX AL O T4 . 25 5R
s 1) ALK T IR AR 2% 2257, HRHSIROL, A RELS FIURKBIC R, 2) 1A
TR AAMATT RE 25 5 7= A PRI G o 3) FEALS SRS b, FHUMM i 70 20 2 5 K TR
. 4) BENERE THURBIR LSS, 2SR FHURIUA &2 T k. X 9em TR SRR
AT UL A B ZL R K —, ARSRMVE AT DU s AR B SRR, AR K 272 [ LA A
M.
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