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Abstract

Objective: To explore the relationship between parental control, teacher leadership behavior and
smartphone dependence of boarders and non-boarding adolescents, and to provide intervention
support for the prevention of smartphone dependence among middle school students. Methods:
Three secondary schools in two western cities with 850 students were selected for the survey, and
the Parental Bonding Instrument (PBI), the Mobile Phone Dependence Scale for middle school
students, and the Teacher Leadership Behavior Questionnaire were used to measure the high and
low scores of parental control, smartphone dependence, and teacher leadership behavior among
secondary school students. Results: Father control and mother control were positively associated
with smartphone dependence (r = 0.24, p < 0.01; r = 0.24, p < 0.01), teacher authoritative and
permissive leadership behaviors moderated the relationship between father control and smart-
phone dependence among boarding and non-boarding adolescents (f$ = 0.08, p < 0.05; g = 0.09, p <
0.01), and there was a moderating effect of teacher permissive leadership behavior on the rela-
tionship between mother control and smartphone dependence among boarding and non-boarding
adolescents (8 = 0.09, p < 0.01). Conclusion: The negative effect of father and mother control on
adolescents’ smartphone dependence was greater among boarders, teachers’ democratic leader-
ship behavior had no protective effect in the effect of parental control on adolescents’ smartphone
dependence, teachers’ authoritative leadership behavior had a negative effect in the effect of fa-
ther control on adolescents’ smartphone dependence, and teachers’ permissive leadership beha-
vior had a negative effect in the effect of father and mother control on adolescents’ smartphone
dependence.
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1. 518

P o ] LI 28 4 0 (2021408, #E 2022 4F 6 H, FRETFHLNRIBHE 10.47 N, KBR4E
WIECHT 3 BB s 17.7%,  FHUSON AR BAE N RR A8 o 22 A4 B AR A ST B 2 T ALK
NTFHURE. W YT IS, RIS, 2014) M Tl BT T L FHUNEN B A& s, Xt
B A 5 RUARF B2 (R SR AR, BEMAR B B B & 50 IR EN IS . FIUKBI 2% H D5
7 SRS R, L B B AR T 52 (01 PR A7 25, 2017) B 1B 26 48 R (Jun, 2016). A 25l s 4 (Samaha
& Hawi, 2016)% . FHUHAG AT PR 2R 51 2B TR0 B AL, BRI o] 33 B AR D R LR AR A B
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ARG (Bronfenbrener, 1977)IAA, 22 REE(UNSCREFEIM) o] Ge 2 AH BAEH, SLIRIm & /b 4E
MR R FEEIREER R XA Be FHUKIG R A B BIAER, ARSI BB N D i it
T, PR EDRR SN T A H AT RiE sl 7 NS R4, SRR TR5%, 2012), SCRFRIE
Rt aEEETOFENA I, BREDENS G, SEEDER B FIERS . FRER
FRELLAKT T DR B R I R GE, VEEAT & D ETE R B fule 2 I B BN o 2040 AT 2 BE
FARAEYEGE B AR TP B S 2 AR A A T R I R IAT 7 2, O B A IR 25 S A0l A S 2 7= A (1) R
(#7425, 2000). WAL, HHE, 2002), RERASAT AN 2AER R R, &, JMEn
FEA AR H B R T AR MR, MEmERERREREER. KK p R
(Risk-buffering Model)45 Hi, 35 A IR DR 25 T DAYk 2% IRV R 2 (R AN R, SRS )Xo - ARt 1) 7
W AE FH AR BT A 52 RN UM A5 S AT M 8 75 A2 v (Hollister-Wagner et al., 2001). 4 B 7T 52(Zhang et
al., 2019), HUMSZHRFOT LLRAT A BHEL 5 M BRI R, — 05 D EEP N BAERA E, —L%
HREFE AR S OMERE, TS 7O B 2 R S 1) LR B g AR AR AR 2 TR I 2 R (VA A
2015) R E A BGE AR A 2 UM FErE . AR )88 R (I AR 45, 2007), U8R, 458
28 ) JBE 7 /0 4E T LM XU R (Wang & Mao, 2018), BRI 25 1 A2 MR 3228 1 A LR i 100 7T E A
[Fo PIt, ASHE TR A S5 AN RS 45  xof A 15 A6 A0 231 A= T WUAR 140 18 FH 2 4] 52 381 B0 450 5 47 9 1 1
W5, TR D TR BRI AL A o

2. MREFHE
2.1, WK

RHE T EERL, T 2021 45 4 H 4y AERGE S PE T = B 2E L 850 44 Hh 2 AL R R A, 2%
B K S B B AR 105 133 4, SASREUE G 717 4, AR 84.4%. 54 328 N, LA
389 N I 453 N, DHEE 264 N A 471 N, F1EE 246 N BEES 249 N, J\EEZ 156 A,
+4E 161 N, T4 151 A, FIHER 14.88 + 1.63, Rl FHFHLE /ML K 592 N, — /N
M UL Ry 125 N, Horb 575 AR E O —3FHL. ARFFS T H Huat 82 &, BT W FoRe
TEMNARAG T, BIAARRE /DR S BN 5~10 f51HE, BEIRFEAL TT1E 410~820, SERRFE
AREE R LT R AW FIFAGFE M H FTEERAC B RS Gy fivte, A5 T MDA i vrmT, BG4
EANEIE R

22. A%

2.2.1. X BFEFHF R EFRK(Parental Bonding Instrument, PBI)

LR R LI 55 (2009) 11T o ASHIEFAE FH & 2R T A SR A BRI I 4EFE, A R R A5 6 Iisk
H, KH 0~3 Likert WUsithsy, fbkaE, RSB 74 dl KT in . EARMIF, SR
BRI 1 ) P9 38— A5 FE 23 31 0 0.62 Al 0,63

2.2.2. HELEFHRTGER

SR H /N HE(2010) Gl () P 22 AR FA UK 3R A5 T M . SR R A R = AN 16 MK H, R
F 1~5 Likert Fi ity o0, R A FHURBRE R, S50 i 48 /- HImT e SCNFHLK
. ARERNI—HIEEE N 0.90.

2.2.3. BURMRITARE
R R, R (1978) %], AAE 60 NITH, N =AYERE, RIRE. BURABUE, &4
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UERE 20 N2k H, RA 0. LieriIJrik. RN 2 HAR2 BOME P B 2 p vl R B AOAT RO HiE
EZETY E QAR BUT AT N ST R B, —FNWZET0N 17y, AR08 0 2, A
YE P RIS o0 BO N, BUEYE DN 0~20 73, 520 515 2R - BUBRBUE = ANE B 19 70 . AWFFEH IR
BUBANBE = AN YEEE 9 P 38— Bk &= %073 %104 0.85. 0.75. 0.83.

2.3. RETH

FH 20t BE I A0 O BE S0 T AR A N EARTE IR AT R B T 52 BB e . iR E 3248 S8 IR I8 5 i),
15 237 B, M T £ 20 min.
24. Gtk

1§ ] SPSS22.0 A AT HIE /0 M1 RS AEA t K656 AN B IR 27 22 A LU ESAS RN 1 22 BRHAE &%
e FRITS, R Pearson FRZE MR TR I &40 & 2 (A FIAH =4, SR A SPSS22.0 # PROCESS 72
FF R AR S R R B A T 0T, 38 A T R SRR AT S AR LR B AT .

3. &R
3.1. EERFZERERE

T Hi ok B 70 R E BRI REH R AL A iR w2 RN, AR Harman  H R TG 56 %
RN AT (EE, JBar s, 2004). g5 R, 27 ANHETHRHEE R T 1, 5B — W iR A fEh
10.74%, /N 40%, FIIANGFLEILR 5 120m 2ZE RN

3.2. kgt

ARG T UK B 155 44, LUl 21.61%. F AU A BEAE A E 3 i (t = -5.13, p < 0.001)
FBESEESHI(t = —5.25, p < 0.001) b iI755r 23 i T AR . SIAETER RIS LR e T 24, Lk
TEF IR DL R Z B BT BTEAT N MR BE R THAE, FEAERESETE LW ERAREE
(#1).

Table 1. Tests for differences in variables by gender and boarding and non-boarding

F 1 FETEAMNNEFEREEZNERCE

PE5I T R
% kS t Ik A t
A SR 0.68 £ 0.53 0.60 £0.49 2.16" 0.60 £0.53 0.66 +0.50 1.44
RESEE il 0.74 £ 0.54 0.66 £0.51 1.98" 0.67 £0.55 0.71+0.51 0.86
FHLA 3736 £12.09  4019+12.05  -3.127 39.27 £11.62  38.19 +13.09 1.13
REMHGFITH 5.03 +4.42 5.08 + 4.19 -0.16 4.66 + 4.33 5.26 +4.26 1.78
BB AT 9 11.65 +3.55 12.01 +3.56 -0.23 12.29 +3.87 11.82 +3.37 -1.70
AR SR AT 15.64 +3.48 16.40 +2.93 -3.17" 16.08 +3.28 16.03 +3.18 -0.19
N 328 389 246 471

¥: "p<0.05, "p<0.01, Tp<0.001, FH.
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3.3. XTI

FHRAHT (R 2) KB SO BT R EMFHUBUEMS, 5 BOTBUEA BITBAE TS,
RESFHUKBAR AR, BOTBUEANBAES FHLRA AR

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis results (N = 717)

2. WMRGEIT SRR IERN =717)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1) SR 1

2) Bz 0.88™ 1

3) FHLIKH 0.24™ 0.24 1

4) MR F 0.12" 0.11" 0.04 1

5) HUMEL -0.17" -0.16™ -0.13™ -0.39" 1

6) HUMBUT: -0.24" -0.22" -0.18™ -0.35" 037" 1

7) AR -0.03 -0.05 -0.04 -0.07 0.06 0.01 1
M 0.64 0.70 2.43 0.25 0.59 0.80
SD 0.51 0.53 0.75 0.21 0.17 0.16

VE: PR R T (0~3), M AT U VE I (0~1) -

3.4. BBV DT

XS AR B ATAR AL B, FEFE ) YRR JS , 18 F SPSS A2 T PROCESS #2471 15 &4
RLoyHT . KW ZEARL IE R H 4317 Bootstrap J7 A4, B HURE 5000 %, T4 95%) B A5 X 1H]

Wi 3 frow, T HERIAERE, HURR 3P =-0.05, p > 0.05) M {EHALEE; ZUHEUREP
= 0.08, p < 0.05)FNHi AL = 0.09, p < 0.01) A K AH M. (& 5 AERZ (B = 0.15, p < 0.05) 1 8 2 15 5%
11X T B ) 5

Table 3. Analysis of the regulatory effect of teacher leadership behavior on father control and cell phone dependence (N = 717)

= 3. BINSIT AL FITRIF FARBHBE T 2 #7(N = 717)

Modell Model2 Model3
TR AL
B t B t B t
5 0.26 3.54™ 0.26 3.61™ 0.29 3.96™"
R 0.02 0.81 0.02 0.74 0.02 1.03
TR -0.03 -1.46 -0.01 -0.16 -0.02 -0.31
&=kl 0.20 425" 0.18 3.96" 0.16 3.50™"
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Continued

HUMR E 0.01 0.24

MR, -0.10 -2.61"
UM AT -0.16 -451™"

* *

COEYEN] x RBRAER 0.13 1.75 0.15 2.01 0.15 2.04

N

AL x FUTR F -0.05 ~1.46

ALRIER] x BB 0.08 2.26"

ALSEFE] x ZUTUE 0.09 2.65™
R? 0.08™" 0.09™ 0.117"

F 9.13 10.58 12.60

7E: Modell EAFUM R 1A SAT A 15388, Model2 LLEIMTBUEAL 14T A 4748 B, Model3 AZUM SR

WD R (] 1), KIMTE R 1E AR, KT (B = 0.41, p < 0.001). f%(B =0.26, p < 0.001)
BOS Y BOM AT N, BEAE SRR, TR W58, P M rE s, e
BLAE R, 2 B B BOMA AT NI /D AF, SCSR4a ) 8.3 1 m) F00 = ALK #6i(B = 0.26, p < 0.001),
T2 BB BN A FAT R A AE, SR HIFHURS B AE AN 535 (B = 0.11, p > 0.05).

0.4 -
0.3 4
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0.0
-0.1
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-0.6 r S
TR AR 4l SR

Figure 1. The regulatory role of teacher authority between father control and cell phone dependence

Bl 1. BUDB B ARSI S FHLKHE AR R

—8— JERE, RHEUTEUE

—e— EEAE, SRR

FHUH A

- & - A, ARBUTEUEL

—.'-ﬁ‘

:
i}
i

= UL

BB R (1 2), RIUAEF A EREA, T (B = 0.40, p < 0.001). 1K(B = 0.21, p < 0.01)
AR R UM A7 02, BEAE SRR N, FHUROBIS B30, mlUEAsE MR, ek
AR, B2 B U AL FUM AT AT A R T DA, WA SO A3 In, T HLAOmURR B 2 & 19 I (p = 0.25,
p < 0.001), &ZFMLHBATTYBIMFAT NINE DA, SR FHURITIAE HA B3 = 0.07, p >
0.05).
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Figure 2. The regulatory role of teacher indulgence between father control and cell phone dependence

Bl 2. BUMMEAEEAEHI S FHLKEEAETER

Wk 4 Fror, TR T HEMAER S, FUGREP = —0.02, p > 0.05)FHUTEU QP = 0.07, p = 0.050)
(5 1 AN 2 2 5 R UM BUE(B = 0.09, p < 0.01) BA S AH B & AL (B = 0.18, p < 0.01) ¥ 35 1 5 RE 57 42
o FATLAR S ) 52 0 o

Table 4. Analysis of the regulatory effect of teacher leadership behavior on mother control and cell phone dependence (N = 717)

= 4. BURGSIT AR BRI SIR FHKRBIE A ETER S4T(N = 717)

Model4 Model5 Model6

T AE

B t B t B t
el 0.26 3.68™" 0.27 3.70™" 0.29 4.06™"
R 0.02 0.86 0.02 0.77 0.03 1.14

FERAER -0.01 -1.17 —0.0004 -0.005 -0.01 -0.14

BESE A 0.20 414 0.18 3.96™" 0.16 3.50™"

HIMR 0.01 0.32

B -0.10 -2.68"

HIMRAE -0.17 457
BESEFEH x REAR 0.16 2.23" 0.17 2.35" 0.18 2.50"
RESEHEH] x FUTRE -0.02 -0.74
BESEFEH] x ZUMBUR 0.07 1.96
BESRHEMHI < BUNHUE 0.09 2.59™

R? 0.08™" 0.10™" 0117
F 9.56 11.15 13.45

7E: Modeld PAFUM R AU SAT A 15388, Model5 LLEITEUEAL 14T A8 1748 B, Model6 AZUM SR
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WD R (] 3), KIMAEAF1E E#ER, XT(B = 0.43, p < 0.001). f%(B =0.25, p < 0.001)
AT RS BOMAFAT N, BEAE BESRPEHI N, FHURBY R 38m, BT A M e s e, ek
BEAR AR, RS2 B T B UM AT R I T D4, B BESE R B 38 I, UK R R 2 2 38 m (B = 0.25,
p < 0.001), /&2 FMEBUT B HUMAURAT NI A, BESRAEHIN F OB IIIAE A B2 %@ =0.07,p >

0.05).

0.6 1 —B— g, RBUNE
04 et
0.2 4 — & - EiRAE, "B

£ 001

=

002 4 - & - FEE, RBUTHBAT
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-0.6 4 —o— 5L, EBUNIT
0.8 r "

(IREZ il 1 BESR ]

Figure 3. The regulatory role of teacher indulgence between mother control and cell phone dependence

B 3. SUTHUEE ) S FAL R T 1E
4. Wig

BFUSE T2 25 RGO, 52 T AQBh42 ] 6t S [ 228 (9 1 A7 152) /0 4 LI It 6 R £ 52 11 B
FAEF TR . G RER, SRR S TR, SRR B b3 5 T
WU B BRI 27 1 A P K 2800 B 7 AR AT RS 1 136 35 R LK 05 (R 1, 20T
RN SO TR A A2 S e 36 75 AR WU h B 5 L R, 0 O B S b e 750 4 L
M B S AR A

BRFCR I, PG5 D A0 A B ) IE 1 T UK, 5 AR IR 5 — 8. AU AL
REZEHI0 02 5 T AR ARE, HILaT L, BRI A— R R R, SR TR E 1,
BT A5 750 41 7 I % 57 55K 1 3 ek 1 2 R DA HEARAR LA 48 (Flemiing et al., 2006) 0 52 B 7 B /b 3o FE 43
HISW AR, 2 UEIES BRI EI R G AR, G B IUER R X TR (R
%, X FHUKIUEA fR TRIAE I B JEA5 4, 2015).

B 507 R B0 [ 2 7 400 A7 9 7 SRR 36 75/ SR WU HE P P B 5 M R 38 . % T abksh
SR LA R AR “HMOKZEH” W28 B BERI NG E, 287, 2017), BUWRKERASE DLZE
R R R (0 R AR, B A2 B4 (0 i B A P A, 0 B 3 R LA, R BT ST 1
PRI BTG AT, AR OI R, B, S B STR S e I B BRI, ER 2 LA 42
S 0 7 AE U I WA P o 0% 1 R 451547 A9 0 16 984542 3 42 1 e 75/ 4 T LA 1 1 1
TR, ELAE 2915 A o R OREE A TRE A th R OE, BOTROAE B AU 54T A9 1 [0 45 42 B4 e 7572
SEF LRI I FI TRIE D, ELZE 29 2 b Rz T i A v O s A B o, B B AT
(R BAE RS AT b, A BRI I A B I P SR T 2, M LA D W B AT, 1
Wl E 72, TT UA AT A 4R (0 A b BRI 25, 2021). 250 A 7E SR R B R 5 198 A2 30
BEEI0CT, SURHERIR A IE P FRGE S A, BE AT A2 1 2R MO BB N, BE SR AT A A A B 4T

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.133123 1037 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.133123

(A

RS2 AEFE TR E SR e LRSS SRR SR T AR S R G AY,  SCREFNIE AT 0 75 /4 (K 506 45 77 77 THI THI
PRI, XTEE A ERE, X the. R B EX A AR S ORI R, SRR D
ERRBAETHEMIC N EE,  [FI PE AR AL 22 A 4 O AR b ROk Sy A 05 7 2K, A8 SE AR Fry 40
FATA.
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