Advances in Psychology ‘OB 223E/E, 2018, 8(9), 1259-1266 Hans X
Published Online September 2018 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2018.89148

Research on the Relationship
between Social Networking
Addiction and the Big Five
Personality in Female College
Students

Wei Wang
College of Teacher Education, China West University, Nanchong Sichuan

Email: 281020178@qqg.com

Received: Aug. 29th, 2018; accepted: Sep. 7th, 2018; published: Sep. 14”’, 2018

Abstract

The study explored the relationship between female college students’ social networking addiction
and the big five personality. Method: 262 female students were involved, and the social network-
ing addiction questionnaire and the big five personality questionnaire were chosen to use; the re-
sults were analyzed by descriptive statistics, independent sample t test, variance analysis, corre-
lation analysis and regression analysis. Results: 1) At present, the social networking addiction rate
of female college students was 33.2%, higher than that of other samples. 2) Among female college
students, the openness trait of the only children is significantly higher than that of the non-only
children. 3) Among the five personality traits of female college students, neuroticism and extro-
version positively predicted the social networking addiction, while conscientiousness negatively
predicted the social networking addiction.
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1. 5|8

BEE S SRR IR, et 8 e E DURT T ARA B A, BRRbk 22 10 8 i 458 ) 28 St A
REFBRRIF 3N B OIS, (R BEACR #E 58 X 4 20 23 25 AR IR B O FREFH I S AR i Hh 4 22 S8 1
W RIH AR o FEAE W48 BSORRRIFE O B QAR A8 Wt A7 R LB S B LB FH AL A 4%, FE SR R R
(B ARG AR Wt b, AT 45055 B Al AL 2 3E Bl 2 I BTAE . ABRIC R, F/E00 B 4 R 248 7
(Andreassen & Pallesen, 2014). #5825 il 5 X 28 ek ol A5 5T 2o 55 ) Ja T X 28 O s, 735
GRS MZORHE, BIREME OESAE T2t ATRER . IR R M +L A 2% il n]
BEXTAMA P2 AR ZVE I, Gk AR TN . SR SR AR BRI, TR R T B A B FRANE A 3 3R
WAL TAERBUT %, MEHRPTEE 25 (EYE, 2018).

NS BORAT N B BT AR AR, 2 4158 0 28 i U D] 35 FR AR DT B 2 110 AR SR AP R 2k 1)
HERIL, EMEX TN RS A — OB ST, Rl — AR, BTN S
B R PIR NG BRI A AKE 2 tH— AR R, MRS MR e & ERANE, R T AT
AL NHE (R 22 50 GRS, 2001)0 DRIE, AN AAS KRR BT A A 7T B 22 AN 8] R #E 22 28 45 FHAT A

RN B H N B BRSSO 382 SO kAN [F] B89 58 BERHS
BON—H3ME 1R, AR AREE AN EARYESE, B4 4 (neuroticism) 4P ] P (extraversion)  FF i
% (openness). ‘EL A\ E(agreeableness) 1L 57 P4 (conscientiousness). 145 Jif 4 & S i 1 NMAE 45 1) A s TE AN
ANNFFEOL, S4EE R md W BRBI, B sh R ShmtE st 7 AR R B KSR, e
SRR TR IR WAL, R RmaENKEZ, HEES A
KBRS, WERMAER ). BRSNS A0S, R R s
AWM B B, A S mE A TN vEH. EAREC, BEfhA, mRTiE
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YRR T AR BB, SaEMEEFE Gkl R0 KIAKEAE TS R A
Tttt

TER NGRS A 2848 B BB 9T B, 1A A 1) )N AR B R AR A A8 N 4%, IMANE 21
Facebook Ff4, 185 K MR [AIFE4EAZ 4% | (Caci, Cardaci, Tabacchi, & Scrima, 2014), EAG WM& FEFEK
N BB W 347 A I AE & B R(Ross, Orr, Sisic, Arseneault, Simmering, & Orr, 2009). X1 45 & 1)
LB, w5 B A48 o R N AE A EL RIS, S5 SR ) S B BE 5 Y, DRt BE 4% N\ (Yan, Li, & Su, 2014).
TEHA NSRS LA W28 sRa AT 7T b, ARk SRR ST = ANMRE R ok, S8 4%
FOREAR JG L2 o W T K I Facebook R 5 41 Al w48 5 Bl Y 35 TEAH G, 5 R 57 M Rl I 35 £7UH o6
(Andreassen, Torsheim, Brunborg, & Pallesen, 2012); #Mr)25 Lt P [a) 35458 FAE 22 W28 TEAIEE ) @4 438 WY
£814 F IS 18] 58 4 (Wilson, Fornasier, & White, 2010; Ross et al., 2009); Wang Z5(2015)fWF FE R B, —MK
W 2% Fl R A e A U RS T, IR 28 AR B 5 A (IR D PRI T T8, T e 5 I 5% b A v ol
2 A= A A M (Wang, Ho, Chan, & Tse, 2015). Ak HiRBFFE38k B W AR,  Frfl B BO4E A W45 3
PR facebook, twitter S5 aC T H, 75 E A A[RI#EAE W 48 R BUFE FHBEAR A, R AKE 5428 9 28 BT
Z AR BB AR

FGh, MR R K AR N R B L R K 2 — o B A TR W i Lot b B M T = A
A2 R AR, AT SRR FuFi H K 22 2 AR AR A8 X 4% R S 3 =1 T B3 A (Lenhart et al., 2015). 24
90 J5 LR, FARRZRE S 9, TR TR, A RE, A ANRAET Bz (6%, 2,
2014); HORZAIEALT B E—MEmSZ 0 8, B bt 8 5 iR fl, Lot A e 554,
DL S A% G 2ot R R EIAR et BRI P, oK AR LR O FR R R b b AR AR T 1 25 B 22 1% ) R o 5
G, R AL ER T R AT e ss BUR, HARMM, A5 5L, Erhasimd, Lt
AT HE TR AR 2 S Fr(Liebler & Sandefur, 2002), H{7EILSE#AC 2 BI4THS, RIRESIERER
3 P P 12 P Y P - 1 R G = 23A 2 = U N o a vl 08 [ R (NG S s A= 1 R S (Y €7
LR EAE R T NS LSS ) 2% IS RIS M B, 28 8 20 K5 AR R A S AL I 2% R IR G R o JFR Y
e 1) AhmPE R 2R i 52 1E 1) PO A A 2% JE s 2) B AT 3 3 67 ) TN A 22 X 4% S I

2.
2.1. it

AW T ) R AR, R WA 270 4y, BIBRTERR A, BeRSRAGE R 262 4y, P
AR N 2017 £1.03 2.

22. TESHH

—BIBAE NS AAEEER. S FER k. BE. BREMAET L, RERESEA
NS AE

TERRAEEE: RAERIE R AR FBCEATN, MREE, A5, THL 2, 2008). %
B3 60 NH, FANYER 12 3, KA 5 S0P T IEMEs. SMatE. JFtE. B AERM ST
5 BRI Z BRI R, OO E 22 U WA B AOAE FEAN U, AEAHIE TE G P — B R O
0.824.

MG BRI K EBE2016) g R A A M R I 5, &L 18 /M H, M5 A
o dias Hep L RRIEFEATT G 2 REARFTE . 3 MR 4 BB E. 5 KEFEERTE.
HEOE =BT, smiath. HEU G NE, AT A S R Oy 0.921,
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Young #3848 ke ] . A ER %0 H Young M4 Bl %, JLEHE 8 MEH, GiF“R7EH“E”
PIAR[EIZE, W AMARTE AN R ILLL BT E A <27, BIa) e A A 4 ol (Young, 1999). 7E
AT P — B R BN 0.743

2.3. BRI S 5r4h

WEFERH] SPSS18.0 X e dtAT 4. AEX Bt it T A &Rk 5, (£ SPSS hsiitiftiidth g it Ahar
FEA k5. T 2200 AR A | A 23 #r

3. &R
3.1. MR FERERTF RS

1) KA AT 25 R R

KRR G5 T R 4 R, @it i H Young MM & RIATIHE, 4551
RIAE BB A 87 NAHAZ M BifaE, AN 33.2%.

2) LR E A AT W 245 R A 53 1 O

KRG H G T LORFAM TP 28 SRS 50, AR, KRS W 28 B 2 4~ 35 4y
N 57.54, BREZEN 113800 = ANYEE S0 im0, KOO &IERL, 155 RN 4k T &5
P, BARGHRIE 1.

3.2. KAARIERD

1) REEAR TS K R SR
KRG L T LRFAE RGO, BRI 2.

Table 1. The total score of female college students’ social networking addiction and the
scores in each dimension

® 1 TARFEMRMERRE S RENMEESNER

TiH M+ SD
LEPES 21.81+4.575
FL2IE B 18.54 + 4.423

SRIE 17.19 + 3.655

By 57.54 +11.380

Table 2. Score of each dimension of the five personality traits of female college students

#" 2 RAFEARBEREEESIER

TiH M +SD
Rtk 39.27 +5.890
HAME 39.36 + 4.786
FEic: 39.57 +£5.258
A 37.34 £5.624
FHEE R 36.33£5.515
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2) REARTAMAET . FEE AR S AT B2 ik

RAOIHEA T RIRH R T LR E RIS RAARAN OS2 B ERE I, 428K, K
TNMEAERNL . REE A, RENE ERERARE. EREAEMET L L, IR ERES, RIN
MWAET LRI R & T AR T 2, BAREE R I 3,

3.3. HXMERBSKEAREIKX RS

1) A AT 2 B 5 K T A 16 3R 40T

SEH Pearson AH 264NV LR S A 1A I 408 RO I F 44 4 B 5 K SRR Z I 2R, 25 R
B, MRS SR T B R U, TSR S TEAR S, RS LR 4.

2) KB AT 4% B A AR B A 534

SIS IR AT TR, Lo K2 AL 8 I R 5 AR R R A TE S AR 05, it — R KA A
R A8 I 4% BREAT AT BRI, TR 5 A58 46 B0 A B A0V A TR B, AR A K 5%
Y FE N A AT AT . SRR, FZ . ShVE SR SN A R e, AR
YT PR B30 = o B S P 2 PR B S TR, S BEATINA N 21.9%, ELEIA 72
oy B L Fo, RS A M TE 1 TR A I 4 B, TR T G T A I R, LA
JIEEN
4. +1ig

PRI T Lo K2 AR IR SRS I B 2 I 6 R 125, M5B Yong #5384 Ui 145,

AR T REAS oA A2 P2 R A0 87 N, B NEON 33.2%. BT — S8BT LIRS 1K= A
AP PR R, A SRR Z AR RO ZE . AR, M8 KA R Young FYY WY 48 e ) &

Table 3. Independent sample T test of the big five personality on whether only-child (M + SD)
F 3. KEABREREME FL ERMIIHEAR T #21EM = SD)

YEJF A A 74 t P
Rtk 40.07 + 6.624 38.63 +5.526 1.792 0.075
HAME 39.54 + 4.635 39.53 +4.843 0.016 0.987
FEIE 40.56 + 5.440 38.66 £ 4.793 2.934 0.004
CANCIRE 37.66 £ 6.212 37.11 +5.387 0.750 0.454
P2 R 37.05 + 5.945 36.22 +5.294 1.168 0.244

Table 4. Pearson correlation matrix between female college students’ social networking addiction and the big five perso-

nalit
*® 4.y TRFEHZMLE MRS AT AR R /RIEME KB
Ky SR IE FEEES ARSI

Rtk -0.230" -0.115 -0.216™ -0.273"
PN -0.211" —0.148" -0.220" -0.193"
TEE -0.077 -0.080 -0.080 —0.049
AR -0.012 0.108 -0.055 —0.064
2R 0.442" 0.318" 0.431" 0.428"
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Table 5. Regression analysis of female college students’ big five personality traits on social networking addiction

|5 WARFE AEF BT R M R R EIVA iR

AT B = RS R? F B Beta t p

H— P2 0.192 63.080"" 0.907 0.442 7.942 0.000

iRy 1.014 0.494 8.452 000
b 0.210 35.740™

bAETRER 0.308 0.154 2.637 0.009
HE=0 AR 0.945 0.460 7.619 000

A1) 0.219 25.460™" 0.343 0.171 2.920 0.004

Rtk —0.225 -0.118 -2.014 0.045

A EE 0.000 EEREE,

R 204 G KZFHE A, 52 R 48 ORI ) o N0 49%, T v e B IR 24 BGRRA 1) o s NB 10% (4K
B MR, 2014); XIS, EUKAZ(2014) R FHERER R S g il 1) RS AR M 45 5% RO A) & R (IRDL)) Xt
REEREARAT A, GREIR 7.8%MI B A st A8 W 4% eia s 1 it BA BA 25 N\ R % SCIR 5 N i il
COR A 24 BRI Y ) 25 ) %o K 2% AR Tl 48 SR R B0 s R AL 7 s N1 28.67% (Bl FA B, 527, 2012);
A QOVT)EI AT 7 CORZA I 254 5 R MK ) B R (IRDL)) Al CR 2 AR 28 i R A 1) ), RN
TR R PAAEZE R, CREEAE LSO R B R (IRD)) Mk Z08 11.20%, i H
CRZEAE PR B 0348 ) 15 e I R A 16.80%. 3 AKX — 25 5 i JiR DR AT A 2 b -9 T AL AS
Ao H AR A28 9 2% R il 0 T2 3 B LR Ll — 2 AR4E Young (10 45 R 528 e 1 K 1) 1) 36
L8 MEH, Bk REA 5 AL ERFE AT A A S R o 5 — AN IR A R
BAR2006) 4 I K24 M4 o R A B R RDI)) , ZERIL 27 MEH, &K, 5%

S SRR SR SCIF2007) il CRFAEM A BB m ) , 3L 20 MEH, A MSRRE. M
i A SR AT D) 2% A5 JEL 4 AR U = AR, L W e b A A I TE AR S P 48 RSO R4S 20 T 19 2RI
AW R « X =R B SIS, ALMESHZESR, BTLUS R % L ES. 55,
AWFFCR A ERER LM S 5) AT, EHA MRS b, S 57.54, trdEZEN
11.380, X5 FHEH(2016)FT1H1 51.19 + 9.95 FHLLE &, S4EEA 0 s m T IL it 7t . Ui R4
) FCIRAEE ) T e i S o T ST 38 4

HIR, MAFR T W RFAERINEFREEARN DR FNZEREN, SR, ZR¥EAER
FMETET N, FKEH AR, REEE FERARSE, EEGMAETZ L, FHMNESEE, RIAN
MAF TP R S T AR P2 BB T AERENZER, WA T 53MA F L 2 mFEAN
R LR ES, WA T LB SRR R EEFY), MR ITE G,

TR, W FCART 22 R A NS AR ST 458 9 268 SRa AT A T BRI 2, S I [B1 )3 0 A R0, #R 5
AP R B M =4 P 6 458 I 268 e L S TR, LA R 8 5 5 A7 ) e T e T 4 5 D %
FSCR, TR BT A7 A TR AL A P R . IX 52 BT 2 WAL — 5. 41 Andreassen 45(2012)%F KA (AF
FL K B Facebook a5 AMEPEFI M2 it 52 2 25 IEAHOC, SR T 2 AAH K (Andreassen et al., 2012); 1
Wang (2015)55%F 902 £ F s 22 A2 WF SR I, Ah AP 20 5 5 44 58 I 4 B & FH OG22 3 (Wang et al.,
2015)s 5 —TOURFF FE YA T R EE 50 AN A1 ) 1 0T 3B 3 75 /0 A A0 B N AR 58 9 % 3 At P 5 5 T 8% i
FRRFF 7E R B o0 48 S5 AE A B AR v 340 A TUII Ak 58 X 8% FAD e 38 s PR R A A8 IR 488 i T 7 v 1 R RN
A H 5 4 A2 P 285 P 3t P A FH AR A 52 I 2% 1 B I AH G (Shiirley, May, Edmund, & Lee, 2017).
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PREE BT 18I IR 15 26 A e AR 5 K, mr i & it I N AR AT REFE I B DTS 25, T4 sl Bk,
FEx, R w4R, I BEAREBUR(Hughes, Rowe, Batey, & Lee, 2012). AJREIERH T IHRERE, mELH
(AR A 22 SR B T4 58 W 28 SR 2 ARARA TR0 BRIG 2, IF FLBRWI O 52 190 25 11 Dy 70 38 11 B AR 4) (LaR ose,
2010). J34h, WABIFIEH, SERMEAR B IR, RIS 2D SRR, itk ERE i
AMAET] RE 2 AR IO T3R5 i ST A LG (Correa, Hinsley, & de Zafiga, 2010).

HMA M PR MARLE NBRASAE P IR BE RIS o bl R i N Ab ). AR 35 T 32bR, T4 AR A
IRHINF Z . WIal(Hughes et al., 2012). DMERTFURI, moha P MR 2 EUAR AR ) PR AN B2 2 1
R, AMAIYE R NAEAL A N2 i e B R B2 10 “ORIE” , Qe 22 o WAt N 00, BRINGF K% (Gosling
et al, 2011)e XFE ARSI fk I8 5 AR B0 B B, AMBIMEAN “OciE” RIS E . DU
KM SRR, 2014). ATRESE N Ah ) & A 3 s AL AS 753K, AT 5E AT B B R 3800 B 5 i it
gl FHFEBA, B P S BEARAE N T NBRAST I ZE A o BH T4 58 19X 28 35 A2 A1 ) 28 5 k2
SRAAL A TR B, ARATT AT BE 2 o R RO 52 0 28 SRl e ABATT B A 2 TR oK, DRI b B o I TR] R HE RS 22 T
SR ] (Andreassen & Pallesen, 2014).,

ZHTHFFRUESE TR ST 5 W 2 B A7 7E S5 35 I R (Miller, Beutel, Egloff, & Wolfling, 2013) A KAk
T 5 5 AR OB 2 18] (1) 32 3 AH e (Wang et al., 2015). AT RIS S eSS P vh_E BT AE 9% i
MRS, IFH, =TT R A B 5 D AT 458 st B AR B (Ryan & Xenos, 2011). AT g
N TR R T X TR 3TAE O, BRI 2 iE a4t 2 2%, BEONIX 2 BR TAEEE E AT
HEAES 0. TSR RAR I AAEAE B IR AEHIRE AN IR, AT 23 T B0 K ) 45 B0 A1k 52 9 45 B ie
ARG EEEC.

A R—AT AR R BT s (R (Davis, 2001), 75 725 P9 2% 05 2 FR B S 52568 A FA)_E AT SR A 0 1 5
TSN EAEE BT SIS . fEX B, RATTLAE B, AMARIELE NASRHIE 78 Y 1 ol B8 F 4R 28 R 2%
PIRTHR SR, i b e M A S8 S S A SR, e 0 o A A 2 A A 1 4 R 1B e TR, IR TAE:
PEA A il TAEBRHANAE 55, ML #EM EAEAS . 5 — 7, LB NIRHE 7 — A 24, HE
W EAE G, O S TEDN EASRAREE, A W3 9 220 47T S 053 123 BE 2 (Caplan, 2005). BRE, 24
PR NALZE W 2 TR 3R A5 B 2 ARG, PR, TBORA S, gt — DA AL S I 2 A, 498 o 0 452
LRI MR B o AR 415 I 2% R ) T T 328 R AMA () NAR AR BRI, A TR, X9E R 2. 2
RAE P W NE R TR AN TER IR, AR M 2% o it 16 3

5. &t

BRIWT L T LR RIS S A S IR &R, R

1) BT RS L RN 33.2%, T A A (1 R

2) R, AT L HIT I & e T AR A T

3) LRFAERTNARRE B, AR5 b P I 1) B A SE X 28 Feie, TR Bk A7 e 000 2ok 28
FEAZ I 2% R o

SE MK

XA, FUKEQ2014). KFEAAIT S RREIIR . R IR 5. HACEHIT 29(2), 218-219.

TATNI, ARG, KBS, THI, HLAA2008) . FHAFELLENAT G R HAMEMRR. LOHFIF 31(4), 774-779.
WL (2001). A OFEF(ETRR). ALRT: JERTIMTE R AR AL

S R(2014). FIEHIET 1T R TTIA BAFEFET. WL A0S, SRR, B
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