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Abstract

In this study, the mobile phone dependence questionnaire of college students was used to investi-
gate the current status of college students’ mobile phone dependence through six dimensions: life
dependence, withdrawal symptoms, emotional comfort, interpersonal dependence, work effi-
ciency decline and compulsion behavior. A questionnaire survey of 546 college students found
that women showed a significantly higher performance score in compulsion behavior, work effi-
ciency decline, and total scores than that of males; college students in urban families scored sig-
nificantly higher than rural families in life dependent dimension. In the withdrawal symptoms,
emotional comfort and total score, the scores of urban families were significantly higher than
those of rural families; the scores of withdrawal symptoms of single-child children were signifi-
cantly higher than those of non-only children, while in the forced behavior, decreased work effi-
ciency and emotional comfort, the scores of parents were significantly higher than those of sin-
gle-parent families. The scores of the love group on withdrawal symptoms were also significantly
higher than those of the singular. The high and medium-priced mobile phone groups scored sig-
nificantly higher in life dependence than the lower-priced people. The structural equation model
shows that the mediating effect of emotional comfort is significant. This study reveals the overall
situation and influencing factors of mobile phone dependence, and provides some suggestions for
the intervention and guidance of mobile phone users.
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1. 5|8

bt ARRFERORRGE K R, FHLLILER M Framtt. Dhaet:. T thSdr s, kR KA
Pz . JUH R B 7 R s RGN GRIIRe 4, i BAM EaYy. k. MH, &
R 2 5M EAAE s S DRe . RV K RATCE WA BRI B M T, FHILHZE Tl
Haids e, HBONFERENET MBS ZNEN . TRRAERE., 1l FIERESAET, BERFE A
AR B NATEMAH T AT, FHLE BN AT H 5 A h AR 8B & o5 o

SR, BEE FHE S BB 13 b, 75 /DA FHLK i (Mobile Phone Dependence) il 4t H & /2 5, A
KARERIE” « TR BIFTRRGERCRE S . T EEREAE, XMIEREEHE, REFESR
RNFENAEG DM OBER, — BN RAEFIRSESASTREREE ST 7, ek
TG FAUE AR NS . FALR IR O T AT A7 20, S FLE A
VAT, XHERATI S AT, M7 sUEE AR G AR AT 7 AR AL 1 ORI (B 1

SR, FAULELE NATAEIE A RAR AR [R5 A6 10 A7 280t 82 5 | e 2 11 v B B A 3]
SRR R R BCF LA A EO 2 W YRR N 2 HOVE & I (Hiscock, 2004; Selwyn, 2003), £EFF 20 FH FHLET
FEUE 2 ROR R 3 24 1 R A2 % (Pennay, 2006; Walsh, White, Hyde, & Watson, 2008). H 7 Eow, K
TS KNEE, SBUEEAIAREST, B2 REBE DFEM)LE A N ERS, 52 HAL5g
1T RAMNIAE T 5 N8 I8 (Walsh & White, 2007), B8 FE 225 KRR, 101277 TR, AR F A
e XA (2008) I 8 B FHLAEAS S AT 2 B B 5 K 22 A I AR FE KT o X FRPd B, Ik B35 ) 44K st
FHLC &R N ATTH) SO R S AR, iy HOR 22 A48 FALSEBR B O o —FiAT iR

H AT, FE A2 0 AU IR & S AN BT o A 525« ALK 55 [ T FHLEURE” (Mobile
Phone Addiction). “ [l @14 FHEH” (Problem use of Mobile Phone). “JiEEMEFHIFEH” (Pathological
Phone use)% . Ezoe %5 A\ (2009) I\ AR peRa /2 AL IME S, FF PN 7 1 SCFHUAR RS ot FE A A
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o FHLIAT T 1 (56 v 2R . B — R “ AL A0 “ FHLIE " RIEAEAARTFHL “ 4052”7 FIBLR
PENESE, 2011), TMXHMESHAE—ANE BRI, FHUBZ L FYUBOR TR, FHLROREE 2%
FE PR 05 B IR, T AL N I 7E 1E 8 O PG BN o ALK AL BRI T, 5 &
CMERE 2] TAERARE = SIHER AT, TR FIAE I &5, 5550l
RVE BRI R, HL TS A TR B R T X T A8 A 5

BN AR I, (R & HE, 2014; K, ML, & T, 2016). FHOKET &
SR, 2016) AT LCGE M & UL, 2014; B EEE, ML, & B, 2016, &, HEME, & ik
Fi1, 2016) ARFIRVUFI K BEL GORBUN FHURSEAG TNER, (BESR BRI T A—SWIMR . §
NI FR Z A AEESS(2012)y Leung (2008)ZF Nl %R, (HIXLL R RAFIER Z TR A4k
JERI A TG . AR BRI TR S, B8 TN TR KEFTEH, T8,
R AMAET L, FKEERGL, WRARGFIFHNAEE AT AR 5B APRKi. TACF
B BRIEAT Y 6 MNEFEATFHURIG U 7 2R, AR A A 45 SR B VR AR AN T ORI B 5 L

2. 53k

ASCRH B AT AU A 5] 36 ) 6 K5 A FHUOIAR AT i) &R A, )5 (10 A A EE
KEFAEMEARGBMER . . KEERTEM, TR, BENMA T, FEERL, WRRFFHL
Prdg) s KA F IR BB, ABROB), AR TR SRIEAT I FMTRE DR ) FIAR 8%
RI(TE TR N A . 78 & TR A A2 b LR TSN 45 0] 3 440 £, MIBRIES A /N T 150 #0172 43, [
WCE 24 368 4s RTRAUT M AE3E 192 4, I 192 475 BBR & A ERAER S 14 4y, — LI EHG 2%
] 546 43 .

XoF Iv) 4 i A R AT (S FE AU R B 25 SRR W], E e R b AR o BB A FHLE K
BB SRS, BRESMA SRS 0.89, HIBAT AYERE N — B R4 0.80, TACF
B2 B 0 — SUPE R 2 0.72, 1 IRER R4 RS N — SUME 28 0.73, ABRAIZE BE N — Sl 24K 0.64,
TROBTRER A P52 A 38— v R 8 0.71, AR OB B2 N — BUME R % 0.59. SRFREARBENL -, ([EHR
FTRZE T T E A b — R e, 8518 RS A TR IR 8 7 1] 5 A G R 22 1) 8
T ZETTRFRIES] 56.96%. I A —FHAEHATIAEER KoM, 450 %M. */df=1.58, TLI=0.89, CFI
=091, RMSEA =0.05, ARG RAF. 1B 5B A B 2580 .

3. &R
3.1. KEEFHNKRBIZERT

AT TS KA A FHURBG OLREAT T AL I3, W 1, GURERMIA AR BRI 1254
YELE LB TS 2 e T S s B GZ R BRI H MR T 1 5 5 702206, #8032 85 iFir s
PRI EESREAR) s AEARWTEER BRI b T rh AR KT

3.2. KEEFHNKRBHNMEINER

2% 2 WD, PERIFETRCR B, sRiAT N B EEREE, MELAGSEESTEAE, HiY
FEVER 2 AN B2

33. KEEFNKRBNERREWER
MRERFETERER, KEEHFIRBEANYEE KB EEREE 3)MENRTE 4 -
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34. REEFHIKBHNRERERER

FEEFTERL I 22 7 0 M R, EARTEMRIS, RN R A B B2 R Bk 5), HR4gEmER
A AERHYEE AR EE, F=23.11, p=0.045, 2 EHEDLSD)SE R ER, WilisEsE
FE T AR =0.014). RBEERYEE LR, F=6.672, p<0.001, #—PZ2 &ELE(LSD)%
IR, Z8(p = 0.03)F T (p < 0.001)45 7322 5 T AAT o IR IERIL R 4EFE F AN B3, F=3.214, p=0.041,

Table 1. Overall situation in College Students’ Mobile Phone Reliance

= 1. REEFIEBB AR R

N M SD
A VS 546 4.03 0.52
FRMTIEAR 546 2.99 0.69
15 AL 546 332 0.58
N B 546 3.09 0.91
TRCFRE 546 3.60 0.57
HIEAT A 546 327 0.88
Table 2. Gender differences in College Students’ Mobile Phone Reliance
2. KEEFNERBAMINES
S T
& t p
N=172 N=374
ERAZIE T 3.99 +£0.57 4.05+0.50 -1.15 0.252
FRWTAEIR 2.94+0.72 5.55+3.80 -1.35 0.178
15 3.29+0.63 3.33+0.55 -0.82 0.411
N3 3.19+0.96 3.05+0.88 1.66 0.098
TR % 3.48 +0.64 3.65+0.53 -3.40 <0.01
AT A 3.03+0.95 3.38+0.83 —4.241 <0.01
M5y 3.46+0.49 3.56+0.41 -2.48 0.014
Table 3. Grade differences in College Students” Mobile Phone Reliance
3. KEEFNERBNERER
K— - K= PN T
S F P
N=57 N=352 N=111 N=26
A VE 4.02+0.57 4.04+0.50 3.98+0.55 4.19+0.62 1.164 0.323
TR TAELR 3.17+0.65 2.97+0.68 2.94+0.72 321+0.65 2521 0.057
I R 3.43+0.56 3.30+0.57 3.28+0.58 3.54+0.66 2288 0.078
N3 3.11+1.09 3.06 +0.89 3.20+0.86 3.13+0.90 0.729 0.535
TR 3.65+0.56 3.57+0.59 3.60+0.50 3.73+0.58 0.785 0.503
BT A 3.47+0.89 3.24+0.84 3.25+0.99 3.33+0.88 1.130 0.336
pse 3.60 +0.48 3.51+043 3.50+0.45 3.68 +0.45 1.880 0.132
DOI: 10.12677/ap.2018.88126 1050 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2018.88126

Eta% &%

Table 4. Discipline differences in College Students’ Mobile Phone Reliance
=4 KEEFNERBELES

BT AR e S RS
H#® F P
N =398 N =189 N=8
A VS 4.02+0.54 4.07 +0.49 3.73+0.41 2.042 0.131
TR 2.98 +0.69 3.03+0.70 3.00 + 0.41 0.337 0.714
1 IR 3.35+0.60 3.27+0.55 335+0.44 1.236 0.291
N BRAK 5 3.12+0.90 3.04 +0.92 3.25+0.89 0.558 0.573
TRCFRE 3.59+0.57 3.62+0.57 3.36+0.59 0.910 0.403
PRIAAT N 3.26+0.91 3.29+0.83 3.13+1.02 0.191 0.826
Ay 3.52+0.46 3.54+0.42 3394035 0.488 0.614

Table 5. Home location differences in College Students’ Mobile Phone Reliance

5 REEFIMBNREMREESR

.- A 2 Wl - )
N=131 N=119 N =296

CRELY ] 3.93+0.48 4.05+0.49 4,07 +0.55 3.110 0.045
TR 2.81+0.65 3.00+0.57 3.07+0.73 6.672 <0.001
15 IR 3.21+0.64 3.39+0.48 3.34+0.58 3214 0.041
INTTi 3.05 +0.90 3.09 +0.87 3.11+0.93 0.235 0.790
TRCF R 3.60+0.51 3.67+0.52 3.57+0.62 1.422 0.242
RIAT N 3.32+0.84 3.37+0.83 3.27+0.88 1.598 0.203

M5y 3.46 +0.42 3.57+0.38 3.54+0.47 2.568 0.078

B Z EIVR(LSD)S RN, 28i(p = 0.019) 1550 (p = 0.035) 2.3 & T LA 373« FKEEFTIEHLLE
FHURH S EENAEE, F=2.568, p=0.078, {Hit—PZEILEALSD)S RER, SHESES
T AR5 (p = 0.037).

35 REEFHNKBHMETFZ. RERAER

B2 6 AT, WK AE 2 75 A 72 BB, A T R e IR 1) A B 2 TR AE T
HApdEESARE,

TMTE KBRS e E R s i I 22 S AR R 2 (R 7), (B35 HLR(LSD) /R 7E 581817 N(p = 0.026),
TR (p = 0.034) S A5 B E (p = 0.03 D4 E_EXCEF ES 0 B & m T B REE.

3.6. XKEEFINKBHNESRAER

i 8 i 41, WG RS ER, WM REERWIERMN 2 L EZREE, TEALHES
EEESTHREH AL,
3.7. REEFIKRBFNNAER

9 WAL, FHUNLAN DGt E 4 RER, FHUNLA 1000~1699 (RN A0 IA 182 A,
FHNALR 1700~3399 (FEEMADIIA 169 N, FHANALA 4400 (FENAL)LL ERIE 182 N T ZESHT
GEREIR, AIEERNEE, F=17422, p<0.001, #—F L HEHLKOLSD)SERE R, FEMAL(p<0.001)
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Lo SN A (p = 0.032) NHEARIE WS 70 25 v TRSE A NS 0

SRR EEE S

SRR A S Y RS AT R R, SRR AR IR SR R BB I LA 10,

B AT R T A B, DAABRR, AR, RN BT R, WA i iR AR,
AT SRIEAT Y, TR BB RE DR A D A AR T I bR A AR

Table 6. Difference in the number of children in College Students’ Mobile Phone Reliance
= 6. KEEFHKRBIMETFLES

A2 JEmE T4
SN F p
N =257 N =289
AR 4.04+0.56 4.03 +0.49 0.022 0.882
FTIEAR 3.06+0.73 2.93+0.64 5.083 0.025
15 R R 3.32+0.59 3.32+0.57 0.004 0.947
NGRS 3.12+0.93 3.07 +0.88 0.297 0.586
TRCR % 3.56+0.62 3.63+0.52 1.555 0.213
AT A 3.23+0.92 331+0.85 1243 0.265
By 3.53+0.48 3.53+0.41 0.002 0.969

Table 7. Family status differences in College Students’ Mobile Phone Reliance

R REEFIRBHORERAESR

WEEF BE HORFRE IR
H#® F P
N =354 N =180 N=12
A VE R 4.04+0.54 4.02+0.51 3.98+0.28 0.072 0.930
JRTAE AR 3.02 £ 0.69 2.97+0.68 2.73+0.78 1213 0.298
15 AL 336+0.57 3.25+0.60 3.18£0.53 2.694 0.069
N3 3.12+091 3.07 +0.88 2.75+0.16 1.095 0.335
TR 3.63+0.56 3.52+0.59 3.63+0.55 2.264 0.105
HIEAT A 3.34+091 3.16+0.82 3.01+0.75 2.853 0.059
4y 3.56 +0.45 3.48+0.42 3.42+037 2.139 0.119

Table 8. Amativeness difference in College Students’ Mobile Phone Reliance

8. REEFIAKBHTERAER

B hp
& F p
N =402 N=144

AR 4.02+0.51 4.06+0.55 0.540 0.463
FTIEAR 2.94+0.70 3.15+0.62 0.088 0.002
i LR 330+0.57 3.38+0.60 2.014 0.156
NV 3.05+0.89 321+0.93 3.112 0.078
TR % 3.59+0.58 3.63+0.55 0.556 0.456
HIBATH 3.24+0.87 336+091 1.904 0.168

By 3.51+0.44 3.53+0.44 3.964 0.047
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Table 9. Mobile phone price differences in College Students’ Mobile Phone Reliance
= 9. KEEFNERBOFINNIES

R Br Hh A i SR KA

K= F P
N=182 N =169 N=182
CRELY ] 3.99 +0.49 4.04+0.49 4.08 £0.55 7.422 <0.001
TR 2.86 +0.65 3.01+0.70 3.13+0.67 0.096 0.909
1 IR 3.30+0.55 331+0.55 3.36+0.61 1.659 0.191
INTT i 3.09 +0.89 3.07 +0.86 3.11+0.95 1.574 0.208
TRCF 3.58+0.53 3.61+0.54 3.62+0.62 0.288 0.750
RIAT N 3.35+0.81 3.18+0.92 3.26 +0.88 0.593 0.553
M5y 3.50 + 0.40 3.53+0.41 3.58+0.47 1.699 0.184
Table 10. Correlation analysis
F 10. SHEEFEEXSH
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
LA TE AR 4.03 0.52 —
2. TR AR 2.99 0.69 0.44%* —
3AH AR 332 0.58 0.39%* 0.44%* —
EWNINT 3.09 0.91 0.19 0.29%* 0.37%* —
5. LR R 3.60 0.57 0.43%* 0.47%* 0.38%* 0.20%* —
6.5 1T N 327 0.88 0.30%* 0.51%* 0.45%* 0.31%* 0.47%* —
7585 115.20 15.83 0.75%* 0.75%* 0.71%* 0.46%* 0.75%* 0.68%*

E: **p<0.01,

AHWFFRH T Joreskog F1 Sorbom WAL B E MG, BN S56B0E 2 MEALEHT IEAT, Il A
AT 21— AT DA 52 (A A O T A BB A o 1 S AR B AT AR, N B AR AR I O
TN B I AT ARHE 8RR, R AT A8 B3 5 B0 TV R TE g . ik, 1%
TREAE N — MR Z IR R, WAl Re 2 FEUH I o 175 BB A AT Be 76 N B ORI AN AR & 0T
THEEMA 96 R PR 2] — N B A TR . RS O B R Y, mA&%E TR 1. B8 1admE 1),
N K 8 R A i AR50 PO e L 2 T 9 A e, e e 155 B T 030 2 R A VB LG S A R el 7 A2 3%

Jfi Bootstrap J7 53T H A 2GS, FEARTE 1 vk, R A B 4 IR B o/df = 3.431, RMSEA = 0.067,
CFI=0.961, TLI=0.930, SRMR =0.024, A& HLEcFEAE
4. Vg

FHURBE A 22 OB R DR ARFRRE Fo8 7254 RT3, Heh RS A R M E 10
R S AT I R AHIE TR B 4 K2 AR FALA R S 4T AR AEF N A BRI, I NS
FEARTR GEAARHE . APRRE . TRCT PRl 4R R, M uAOR AR 2R, B4 3 B F AL
K FHLSSEE. FHUGY . FHEREOHE B U R FEFHAEHAT A, DMEERA. REH
R FHBAE o X R A FHRBIRAT R, B, RSosvn. S8R 254,
FRELUOIRGL 0] T2 R FEEWNSE N 2278 B g N T WU o] 258 1) 43 A v AT 4 T 1) 2%
2, A F LR DR AT TR AL 58 A ThT . SR %A R A
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P~

t6 X t5

t4%,/,/4

t3

R Q2 AR 4 AR t6 VTR . X O BGEm. 1
WOAEAR S 5 NIRRT RS 13 J9BmiaqT .

Figure 1. Structural equation model 1

B 1. FEEiEEE |

N FAERNREE T HBA PER 2R, AW TOCRIALREA ¢ K56, S5 RZBERIE TR
B, sRiaAT N Ky ERERERE, WERSHEE ST HA. KENFHHBE R T 5, UM
5. QQ. FHAFMHAZ TR L, I HH A5G T UK RN FJR P A e A oAl AL
TR TREANGERF NPROR AR, PRI R QYRS H ZE i S EAR G R R, A 175 ZN T 2 (01
B, E S UURAENS RO R, RS 21 5 2 5 I NI 1 554 3 R AR AR & AN B il sk {3 H)
FHL, EOAREEEN, BORIEM TR AL .

REEAE R FHRBE AL AN EIFBA BEMZESR, WKL THRBT i —
FEAE AL o

FKBEFTAEHAE A0S MO, AR R AN R B2 R . P E RN R WO
o BRI B T ARG o TS AN 2 B AR A BT RE IR A5 20 AR ST AT 0 A 2 v T AR R
VR . FREEPTEHBA A RO, @ FHEMAE R R EE L, M FIRRBRZ M 2E R, JFH
EBNEZ KA TFHLE L.

MR T L BRI IR AR 0 2 v T AR T4, WTRER TR ME 7 2 B2 A SR SR A
Zf

FEERBL TG R B IR, BTN, TRCFBEAEBIER D L, SCEREN A/ REST
PSR BE AR AR 2y o U AR ARAE XU S RE R 2 A0 LI OB 2 U ST AE AR VR SR A =R R, T
PUBIAT TR 9% 1, R it 5 ORE S i i FA LS R A & o AT FERIAEA ok B ALK E
MIRZEAE NEB D, Fr AR — S5 R R B gt BOGE A it — D124

WEARBLNEE R GG woR, WERGERWOERF S > B R R, BRANLRETEES TRy
ANto BB N A2 7 SR KRR MO T FHLEAE A

FEFHU AL R AT LR, Rt A B b S5 L N AT R4S 00 03 = TIRSE M AL A A5 0
IALAREL T B B R 3K, SR S A A 3 5T R e R SR T T

SR TR I A AR, NP, A0 fRURT 15 ST R AT e L T LA R AR i . 3K
TR AL FHLEAT NBRAe A, TR LA T RS L, A LIRS A FEE TAL
i AT N 2 B S BOC A M FHUE SR K BT, #EM S BCFEIROBI 4. BRItz 4k, A
o A X A 5 M0 14V P 3 52 2115 ISR R BB 7 AR IS, X R BN PR O A 3 BOK A2 5T AL
PR BB IR A 2 —, IF BT RS2 A AR T Nt n s 1 A B HRsons 1 Al 2 mi 7R
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FHURA ) 7F — EFEE b e 7 RSB B RO B S AT 5R o Bianchi 25 AWK, AMAIISREA
WA, . AR BHASRRS, MATSTE —DNE R LSS RS, Fik, 2R E
TR AT BE A A T BE R ML, X — S5 IR S Rt BT AR B, BI K22 A 8 F AL AT A BR A
(AR B R0 2 3 IO AL 3 BT AR s s 53 ok, KA S e B 7K P v T B M, B S
RGN TR, B E 2 AT AR, FHUEH R SRR RA G, HaZERMAE
TS F LS SR> NBRACAHE AR RS, LLAndEFHL b I% T B nT DUA B 2 (RS (a5 &, 1X ] LAgG 3
PR TE LA ACAT AR R o 17 A RE ) N TE THDNT T 0 308 s A PR M, R b B T e A FH L 25 Atk R
R, MIMEEA SR RS WESL . B2, HACERINMANT ANFRE R E UK, AR B
ZTA TS ANASAE . BRG,  AhATT ) B B R T LA Dy TR T A% S8 A — Fp AR, sdad il s (S B
2% 55 it NI 2RIk AR RS o 0 SR AR FROREIRAS AN 242 1 0000, A AV T 2 A6 8 22 BN (A1 7E FF- BB 5 T Al it .
TX R 2 T LA S I Sk P O AR A5 B 75 SR K784k

H BT AT BB 28 SRR T S FAUR I HAR R 2R, i AU 7= A 5 A 2 TR 3R #0H  BL%
BUE AR R, I HAR AT 1) 2 B A R T FATHE U 1 T AR TR AR 5 LR 35 Bh AT 58 i
Hby S AR T SRV A o A 7 1) 45 PR 48 B AN UL T BT A 70 O 0 SR 48 P8 (5B ATy T
RO BEATRER), AR 24 AR5 A A FH WL RRR RN — S ML FE (AR v AR, FF BN [
AR PR 5 DR 2R (i N PR R AN 5 SR PR ) o DRI, ASTIE 0 RT DUOR A SR B IR N R LA s v R 2 42 1%
— € PR (1 R ALK K 2 T ), 1T ELASRATE S AT DAL AR i) 45 F5 R AR A A I )87 L R g DA KA1
RE IR S5 7 TS FAUVKIR DG R, £3 H LA I 58 4 TR (1 520 (R 2%

L EE I, FATEA S5 AR 7 FAUE X KA FHUR B IR, X 28 TR A 5
FFN A EFIEH, FER IR T DA R HAAETFIMAMEZ 1R BRI sh, it —Da
FEFHUVRRA R SRS 4t 7B B RIE, 5 7 TSRS L. A £ 1 M F AR AT
RGBT T AL S .

EHEWH

B X H AR R # 5 4:(J1210024, J1310031).
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