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Abstract

Excessive use of mobile phones can easily lead to addictive behavior, and even induce some nega-
tive effects and consequences. In order to explore the relationship among stress perception, mo-
bile phone dependence and psychological congruence of college students, in this study, 400 col-
lege students in Chongqing and Hunan were surveyed by questionnaire using mobile phone de-
pendence scale, pressure perception scale and perceived stress scale. Specifically, 313 valid ques-
tionnaires were collected and SPSS19.0 was later used here for data analysis. It can be found that
the score of mobile phone dependence was positively correlated with the score of stress percep-
tion in all dimensions and the total score of stress perception (r= 0.218~0.278, P < 0.01), which is
also negatively correlated with the score of perceived stress (r = -0.259, P < 0.01). Psychological
congruence plays a role in regulating the relationship between college students' stress perception
and mobile phone dependence, and stress perception can affect cell phone dependency through
psychological congruence.
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FHIEEABRESEAEANRKITAN, BEBR —EERERNER. ATHETREEE .
FHKB S LE—BUBRZ RKRR, XCRAFIKBER. EAMEERMNOE—BURERTERM
WREH A R 400 B ER R AT HERE. WEARAE3134, EHSPSS19.0i 75 41r. M
1A LRI PN B EE AR SEER S EIRE LS B EE EMR(r=0.218~0.278, P <
0.01), 5O0B—FUREBHERBERMFA(r=-0.259, P <0.01). LIFE—BURFERZAEE B MEIRK
R R EBSETIER, E/AR e O —BURE ALK .
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1. 5|

BEE R RETFHLIE K, ANTTHEABIE 235 FHUR SRR R FI, XA OB Kb ™ 8, FHL
HHi (mobile phone dependence) & & M4 KU S FAAT ks, SECUAER ., OB 2 DR B2 40
FRIFRTRRARAS (Park, 2003). 111 R S A FE A FHLHOIUIT o5 L C 4 ik 5] 29.8%~74.8% (X141, Fik4l, 2012).
Peele (1985)#&H, ALf[id BEAEFH I, BLE M ANRIAT ATV R BIEIT A . (Park, 2003)iA i B
M NG AN B —FPIE S, T BE S RTRE AR A B I S B S SRS AN B SR R AT
N . Eyvazlou %5 A (2016) 8 7t K I, AL BEAE FH 2 2 MaiX AN, b2 Pl BB 1 s B AR RE L 5l L AR
ARG RBUREA RAEIR, AR 2 MRS TR UK. TS 25 D 2ReIR LA AR
OHL AT RAEVIEIS, TGRS0, N BREE S A kL2 ek .

E M AR, R I 500 B S AT N B VI &R R0, ol n sy, T
1B (Ames & Roitzsch, 2000). KZEAEH THREMAZIGER, FEAENE. %) 7 LMtk E
AR, Nz ZHEN ARG, AR ZRIET, ST ITEVEAE I SE AR vE o T SR BA 2E  J7 SR UE
IR, i F sk W7 S R I IEN G F UL . Bk, FHUON KA R IR is ez —.
Ab T HEARLEA S ANME, T BRS 1S B A e 5, RIBAEAE X T AR AR RIS
AT FRJ AR, S 30 S o 5% gk P A 1) 58 P [ L e 2 S5 AN R ) SRS o 17 BB — BSUBE A AR AE XS
A R T IG PR P9 AR BT, BT RO — AT i B B U — MBS WA, % kit B (R4 A
. O —SUKS R o 5 53 U SE (McFarland et al., 2007). {H H RO —FU 5 15 /7 50158 1 AH
K FAARMRE . RZH T FHRBEAT 7RI, A H7 0 508 88 70 77 A0t A= HLAK 6
MR, HFIFRA NEE I OB —BUSRI R =38 Z M S REATHE AT

][l
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[RIIH AT M SHIE AR FEAR R IR ST B8 — BUR I FHL = 2 T R
2. MRMREFZE
2.1. RMHR

K7 R R, TEE R, WS X AR, EAER R AR AR, 3L 400 44, Rl R &
400 1y, [ETUCR N 100%; HorPekrh = 8B NS B B2 H K BIZHH 555, 152045 %0945 313 4.
Hrp, BHA 139 A, o4 174 N #a BRI TR 1 s,

Table 1. The specific distribution of the subjects
= 1 WA RS HIER

A ES| N H 43 H(%)
% 139 44.4%
Gl
E‘8 174 55.6%
K— 49 15.3%
x= 63 19.7
= 135 42.2%
FH Nl 28 8.8%
W 27 8.6%
W= 6 1.9%
W= 5 1.6%

22. MIRF*

221 ENARESR

H A7 A AME R B o )2 A D5 R VAl B R 2 IR ) FN i & 3% (Perceived Stress Scale, PSS), F %M
SRVPAG M AR i AN AT 3 L TEiE TR EE B g AR TR T AR B . MR B 25 G R I SO SR S SRR
(1) PSS 5 5 H SCHRAS I i )05 5348 (CPSS) o W ST IR A At R B P ANERE, 43 A2 e 2 B
KRBT, BEROEH N 14 8, RHE5R 5 sty BA RGMERE, 6+ EANM S E
18 o DRIAHIE ek F M 3E S BB AT XA B R AR A9 A .

2.22. LEB—HRER

Do F — UK E R (SOC-13):  H12E [H 2% # Antonovsky W&, 85 PEAI X THE—E481T i) SOC-13
IR, B UG IR R 9 UM JFR I S SRR RE R 4 B v 4l . 5 — 30 13 M, Hh g =
AT ATER RS T) . AT ARIER (5 ) AT SR (4 ).

2.2.3. FHKBER

FHUR AR R (MPAT) & it SCR KR ] . %R 5 miFsy, BIL 17 88, FEM 4
ANEFEIEFHURA, X DUANLERE o O . et . Rkt . T A5 R Ry, JEH
AR ENE R, EZarfs HPRBUEH TR ERREE, Bk, AR IZE RS R T
MR 7] R
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2.3. BUESHT
AHFFCRH SPSS 19.0 Gt 40 i AT SR b 3.
3. BZRENh

31 REEEHAR. LE—HRNMFIKBSEREEAOZER LERSH
RFEARRIE S ANGE LB — BURA FHUI =M AN R 4ERE K AT BEAT MOLAEAS ¢ 4056, WA E
AR ERZESR. W& 2 fis.

Table 2. Comparison of gender differences between stress perception, mobile phone dependence and psychological congru-
ence scores among college students (N = 313)

T2 RKFEEENME FOMKH. DE—HRESIEMR EREREEE(N = 313)

Sex M SD T p
5 26.09 4.459
JE 3R B4y -0.143 0.887
S 26.17 4545
5 10.74 2577
Bk -0.712 0.477
S 10.94 2.416
5 15.35 2771
Eatilles 0.393 0.694
S 15.22 2.945
% 13.71 3.478
FHUK A 1.453 0.147
L 13.13 3.52
5 2.98 1.217 .
T BT 2.263 0.024
S 2.66 1.28
5 3.96 1.25
K 0.396 0.692
S 39 1.176
5 3.42 0.965 X
R 1.982 0.048
S 32 0.974
N 5% 3.42 0.892
B -0.134 0.893
S 3.43 0.908
i 5 52.32 7.313
LI —FU Ry -0.761 0.448
S 52.99 8.225
§ 5 19.63 2.9 .
] AR —-2.439 -0.015
S 2051 3.371
5 16.02 3.37
UK 0.797 0.426
S 15.71 3,553
. 5% 16.67 3.425
EELGHES -0.28 0.78
‘e 16.78 3.617

e T 7E 0.01 AKE(UN) R EAR S, s 7E 0.05 AKFQUN) EEZER Y. B =139, 4% =174,

KA R Aot S AEME ) B2 AR 2 (t = —0.143, P = 0.887), 734 & S ok B AN 2 il A P ) b2
FWARZE NNt = -0.712, P = 0.477, t = 0.393, P = 0.694). THUKMEUADMLENER 2 RAEE(® =
1.453, P = 0.147), Zr4EfEocpatt . MomErE et b 2s F AN R, i i AR R A ) A7 e 2
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S(t=0.024, P = 0.048), HBAMAS L ER. OE—BURSTEMERN L EFAEE(C = -0761, P =
0.448), Zr4kfE ] FRRAEM: ) E22= R B (t = -2.439, P = 0.015), H /ARy Bfi&a s K54,
MOURANA AR HEE M FZE R AR .

3.2. REEENARE. DE—HREMFHEBOXR

AR TS R AR S5 OB — BUBRI AR 1) A8 B AT T ARG/ BT, 16 =38 ORI
Bl FFEAT T RN AT
3.21. EHME. 1LE—BEBRMFHIARB=EENXR

SPRFEA R R ) @R OB — BURE R TR R R IR T, & AR B (A I AH %
W% 3w, BT S FHURM R B3 IFAH (P < 0.01), HEJ7& Sk, seisih, (st %
MR 2 ) 5 5 IEAOG(P < 0.01), HAHIGEE . AR5 5. 08— BUR 2 [MAF AT i M FUAH ISP < 0.01),
FLE 75058 5 T B AR R SURAIEHE R OUHE, AMXEEP <0.01). R HRMEAI, OHE—
&S TR AR B35 FUHIE(P < 0.01), /OB —SUR S MU | Jedzs v a1 5 12 25 7R 55 (P < 0.01),
HMXREE.

Table 3. The specific distribution of the subjects
= 3. Wik EGSHIER

s BRI P 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
LFHUHA: 0332 0232”7 0.320"
278 0281  0.205" 0264" 0.829"
KRSl 0.282"  0.184" 0283”7 08307 0561
4R 0.248™  0.157" 0254 0769 0.560™ 0.553"
5.1k 0183 0133 0.172" 0685 0442" 04567 0377

6.0 —FUK —0.3977  -0.2317 -0423" -0.176" -0.186" -0.168" -0.073 -0.136"

7. ] H K -0.309" -0.171" -0.336" -0.035 -0.064 -0.016 0.041 -0.072 0.703™
8.7 UK -0.258" -0.164" -0.263" -0.173" -0.179" -0.168" -0.078 -0.141" 0.740" 0.195"
9. 7] 4 il &k -0.347"  -0.196" -0.375" -0.188" -0.179" —0.194" -0.122" -0.098 0.854™ 0.463" 0.483"

VE: T 7E 0.01 AKCE(OU) B RIS, T2 7E 0.05 AKSFEORAN) LR .

3.2.2. WHEB—HRBERE DM EFFH KB E B BT 5

NP RIS TR 5 O B EUBOS PRSI TR - FRATIAE =38 A7 B 28 A R O it |
R AR B AT oA, LFAUREHE NN R, RBOZD AR, FERMED 0 Z BRS040
BLHNTTRE, WIMPrEEE ROLE 4).

B, R oah bk s s S NMEES T R B, BRI E I, L
ARSI R AT EE— BURHI H, 150E RER 77, A2 HIESE 2N, (ALK
X ARGE S DB BURAE B RS, BRLUT 4R BRI, A B A, B
HRIRIRAL, R WL B — BUROR I 0 R0 S0 A FAIUKAS 2 18] 5% R B SEAFAE A — % B AR AR R A
W7, OB SRR T 0 RN SE AN P AL 18] (9% /AT — € M S R T AR, RDBE A T 1 A2 Bt B — UK
ACPIITEE, E R PR Z 8] 9% R A B TR 1 A B OB BUBUKCP BRI, 1 R05E
AMFHRA B R R T BLESE REIRT & Fisb i .
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Table 4. Moderating effect test
=4 TR

FE Y Beta T P R R JHHE R J7
JESwAR 1k 0.311 5.337 0.000
1 0.335a 0.112 0.107
L — UK -0.052 -0.895 0.372
JESwAR 1k 0.314 5.458 0.000
2 R —BUK -0.050 -0.863 0.389 0.138 0.138 0.129
2 HI 0.157 3.021 0.003

Nt RO B — BUR QAT R0 IR R e A TR R S 2R, BEAT T bR da e, 45 R
K1 FR, SRR SUBOICT BRI (B> — MsHEZ LUR), I AMSEAM FHURKBUE Z ARG 20k
AR BUBOKCF R RN (B0 — M RiEZE DL L), ISR AT 4 5k

2.5
. 23
2
1.5 .g:
. T e OV — B
/ o8 T ML
0.5 -5
0 : . .
R A 505 e s 7

Figure 1. Slope test
1 BEREW

4. g
4.1, REEEHARE. DEBE—HESFIABEAODFTENEROH

AHFFCR I RERT 313 A4 KA AERATIHE, FRIFEFIURB. Emis Of—BUK =41
VeI ZE 5, S8R, REEAR R S EVE R B R AN R, 7 SR IBRN 2 R AE 531
EEFWARE A S Q01T TERY, I LR AR R N SE J SR R B AR LR B2 7
FEF A P b 72 5 ANIR 25, 407 B 5 A R o 31 B KPR SR B (2009) AN 5 AR BRI 2 e B 35
R HTNFIBE A2, BB T Lok 2 CRIEEATT, VRS, FE T ) FAF
15, AN EBE TARAAERAETT 3, DURBE SRS b, aVEt A e —#E, SEhnetm 22
P20 I AT AT A

O —BUR S EN ) B R R, B Marsh 25(2007) %5 R 27 Az & A AL 30080 B — SRR ) TR0 4
USSR S5 R — 2. IReR, KR¥PAEARPEFEM RS PER R0 70— BRI AR . 4R
TR bR R R, H AR ARG BT I TR SR TR A
AR IRATABE A B ARTEAR(2014)BF T2 Ui B 55 A4 0 T FAR AT 0 B T, TR OB —
BUBRAN A GG I — AU AR AR P, B AR ZRG SRMANARXS ARSI REAR . H CNAS B
FLAT (R BEIR DL RO A B SR o TR P ESCACT 5T, DO M 8 S (K I (e 3 SR AR S BRI 746
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BRIV RIBEAZ N, AL 20 ARV RS “ 7007 o “AFHE7, BBl B P H) e i i
fie, EFE ML @R, KBRS s LS daER.

FHRBUE S AEVE D B AR, 4R Rt deEVEEVE ) 2R AR, T AR
PEAEVE S EAFAE R . H B L MEAE MU PRI 4R 2 450 S . AL TR, fETHL
M 5w 25, KUEERSMEHTFIL, WA R B L ETHUKEUS mIF L 2R . XAT6E
5 FHURBI PPN 5k Z 58— B0br e, fE1H0 77 A BT REA FTASE, F38h A il REAAE R 22 e (I /425,
2011). UEHIREEIARIIARE, THLKZ DR B A2 5 LA FIRR, AN AR LR A &
FIAFE TR M FHLAR IR . FHLIALEE APP 4%, 0fE. QQ 55, WI LU 2 L A M T R 5 AL FoK
S5 T LA APP &%, TR 2 2 B B AR . R R AR A T UK O 20y — it
MR

4.2. REEREHAR., DE—BRSFIEKBHEXSH

AW FIEIS R R ZE AR T, 13 R RN aE S LY S UK G 3 . A A ST A
WA A - ZONNAAE (2016) £33 — BUS S R38N AHDE, Rt S — A i g % LA RAT N
FHER R, 5K G (2015) AL J7 A st KA FHUOBUR A IR [ FPE X 3680 & 0 A 5 F LS
EHHIG . SEOCINE (2009) W FL R B, 2 2] IR /)AL e J7 2 R Ra (1 S R R 2R o — SR F 5 R ALt
A8 EAE N —Fh T BeE 2R IS 1 (McMahon, 2001). 10 K24 il K B 22 77 S A7), AT RE B = I
(77 BN KHACME, XL it A AT 1 2% 7 AR 0 B ARFIE SR, AR A (1 5 SUBRES, PRI
R —FiAN A B 77 202 N ——F ALK

AT O —BUR S TR ) s AR R FARDS, OF—BUR R, RIS, BRATA
MR FE 45 R —30 . Antonovsky S5 838 B 4 AN (ACEE AH [F) (19 F A SRR, e O3 — BUR I\ GO 3 —
FURAMARE IS 44— A B R IIBE (Antonovsky, 1987). 4AMAALL T Sy i, AT 0 B — 3
SRR PRI T 1 AT SR 2t 45 4 £ 1 i JE K SF (Havassy, Hall, & Wasserman, 1991). 0B — By —BURAE
R AR SO A0, X 27 A B A S E A .

AFFEAF O H—BUR S FHURE 2 PG, I0UE TR, BRAT AR R —8 DA
FLR T, o0 B — FRUBAV T M0 0 57 M P 5095 B R P B, S R ) BB 59 e ) A&7 2 FAE &2 (Fallkin
& Strauss, 2003). FHUKE —FP4T R mE, 1m0 FE— BURAME, X FHURBIREEZIK.

4.3 IDE—BURRIBET R S

ASCiEIS SPSS19.0 LA Kt A A5 (2005) 115 RN ARG B, e 2845 O B —BURBERS/E VIR EH . X
SR ucHvy &, Ui 03— BUR AT DA A AR, AR g, O3 BT DU
ANTER o 240 B — BUB/KSFR R, R 75 AT AU 1) 6 R 2 BRAIG s 240 3 — BUBOKPBHIRET,
FE 1A M TG R R eIt Em. REAT AR R —%. ENIMOFTRE, O —Suk&E
AT 3 T RO M s T W « CAR R 808 AR R AL S PR 45, 5 OB ) 4E 9 (£ LU R R IR KT (S
T, 259, KR T, 2010) 6 o0 B — S50URK ey AN A4 2R FH B AR ¥ 77 =0 25 TH e 70 (L5 A6 0, Wk i 12, 2012)
O PR — UK 23 7 A7 1 A 5 A 5 o B R (1) R H R HE R 4 FH (Husselid et al., 1991) . Kidorf %5(2005)
I\1n) R A S [ R, I B — SUBKRE S TR Y AR I IOECIE N PR AR, RGO 3 — BB
AMAT S, BT 2B, RSO AL S OB — BUBOK T M S ERAE . (T DR A
W, O ER—BURRENS TR T 25 o (g I BRI AE . McFarland 25(2007) & IR BEMA T, 03— 3K
SRS LAY AR R 27 BN GBI R §Ee o AR T i) A4S O B — BUR BRI /R i 15 A8 S0t e
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JIFNCERAE R = A 500, T AU E A SR o) A —Ffr, 2 25 AN B0 SRR . 2 MRS B B
BRI AR SRR, PRAE IRRHE, B OB BUBOKCT I ANMAAR B At N 25 4 X e F
SRIVHARAE B s T AR LSA O 3 — BURIK T 1M AORE 23 7= A 6T PR HME S8 I /B, AT AT Bl 21 B 22 1) £ O 1]
R e O B BB 77 VR I ) TSR P B ot 5 I B R AN A I Al A R AR BT
BRI GBI, FEL, WA, S5, 2006). TN

5. &

ABE TR R 0, FEE N MR M SER AR b, B ORI aE . OB BUE AT
UK R 2R, R 70 B —BURAE R DRI A FHLER R ER, 2R T 4518:

1) RE¥FAEBIIFG S FENE B RA R, e SRR H R AR ) B R A RE. Tl
W eV B AN, YRR R BEEVEAE VR BRSNS, TR P AR A )
ERAERERER. O —BUREEMN EERARE . Y AT IR B R R, T UK
AR AN 2R A R

2) RIS 5 THVKBUR 73 & AE Uit . Sty (R, ket 2 ) 52 228 IEARSG, B
MREZE . ARG S OB —BURCZ AT S O, HIR R0 5 R BRI 7 SRR il J
BHMK, HMKEE. FNRMEH, OB —ZURE FHHBIE R 835 Tk, OB —BUX S5
Witk JAeth. skt 2 B2 0k, HAKREZ.

3) LB —FURAE B )5 5 T AR G i T ER, 203 — BUBOK-FRGRI, R0 0t
TR R 255 10200 BE — SRR BUIRI S 5 5 T 52 i 2 1 8

E&WHE

B CHitig” B2AFHFE I(2020CDIY GRH-YJ01).
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