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Abstract

This study aims to explore the relationship between stress and college students’ mobile phone ad-
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diction, as well as the mediating role of basic needs satisfaction and maladaptive cognitions. A
questionnaire survey was conducted among 412 college students from three universities in Shang-
hai using the college stress scale (CSS), the mobile phone addiction index (MPAI), the basic needs
satisfaction scale (BNSS) and the maladaptive cognitions scale (MCS). Stress significantly positive-
ly predicts mobile phone addiction. The mediating effect of basic needs satisfaction between stress
and mobile phone addiction is not significant. Maladaptive cognition plays a significant mediating
role between stress and mobile phone dependence. Basic needs satisfaction and maladaptive cog-
nition play a chain intermediary role between stress and mobile phone addiction.
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1. 5]

5549 Wk (P E EBM S R RS THR ) BoR, #ub 2021 4F 12 A, REM RN 10.32 12,
Hrp FHUM RN 10.29 12, EUB ik 99.7%. FHLAE KA HIIE A [ th ok 7 F LRSS FALAE
73 T A ) 8

FHURBR “FHURRE” « “FHURBHEEH” . B A FHUKEE T “47m08” (Behavioral
Addiction) (FI3EmE, & — R B (K SR K H 4T N (Bianchi & Phillips, 2005). A3 HF 708 3 2 SURAMART FHL
A B SPGB TR, AR SR RS 0 UL A RIS AU, I Bk S B0 B A2
OHLIIREARE . Billieux et al. (2008)INy, FAUMMG A P 28 Bt 2 o i —Ffr, 56 I 28 PR 340 T e LA )
LRI #EAE 2R A S5 7 R I TR 2 45 AR AL 2 D RE o0 BRI AR B AR B SR AR 5,
L5010 W 45 ROREAR LG, FHUARMSE 2 T iz MR P

JE 7352 B N FI SN T R 0 — B B0 B HOIRAS, R NTE IR 52 SR fil 35 R 25 1) 5 e v = AR
PR SRIES . B E R AR AR, KA TR IRk AN, ARRR. 2l EE 27
MRS (FLESE, 2014), B BB S, BFFRE TP 00 R 1 5 M4 i e R . WFFCREL, )
54 SURAFEIE R B R . FHLC AR B ATdcsE - LM, MEIRSZ B0 K )5 HFHURBUIR
WG ZR % Y)(van Deursen et al., 2015). AHE TR MR A, K78 5248 B 25 5 T2 BT HLIKRS (Jeong et
al., 2016). J& 7772 FHEF N E KK F % .

H 3 H e 218 (self-determination theory) I\ W ARIIA = FiREAOHE T E.: AXHEGEACKREH
CHIAT N, AR 5% 5 77 B (A 3 St N r AR RS B R) FIRE ) T B S O e 1 5E
FSCH L) o SR AR DL AR AT I SEER SRS R A X O BT B, AMACKE IS AN R B )
T 5 TR . FEAOIE T I S A ORI ST 4R, RN R TR A 2 B HES)
A AMEEAT MBI ER “3) 757 (Sheldon, Abad, & Hinsch, 2011). 24/ AN BELE IS 57 A A2 ZE A O
PRGBS, AATTET REFL [ ) 4 tHE LT SRAME (5 SOk, BRAEDE, 2006). FHUE AR F, Flbf A OB 2
(B A R B ARE, 2012), 33 bk i AL S AR 36 R AN AR AT AR AR AR B a Ak, 4607 56 FH 0L BN
AR T EREE T, B F EOT TR A FH R
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Davis (2001)42 Hi W2 BRRR KT “INEN - 4787 REAL, YONSKT LS5 0 2 th S48 1 A o 1 A R A2 A
25 R T B R BRI SRR R 3R o TR IR Z8 A FH 22 00 (25 Atk b, IS tH S e 1 o g 2 A A A sk o 285 57
FARR 7 THI PRI N, A 7 A g 0L thE 5 L I STt 57 B e (R A R 2 o 3G 82 A DA i — 5% D) 8% i Y ) AR
RS A2 I 265 B0 2 1 TR BERFAIE (Lee et al., 2015), R /AFML S XRE 2%, I HAERFEFE RS MW
2 [ BA A ER (Wu et al,, 2016). 53— 7T, 4/MARTEMRIG S I, ANATE I 2% 5 IS8 R0
Lt B 2% 5 S 1 9 24 TT DAk 38 B S A= 1% TR 2 3 B D 77 (Bozoglan, Demirer, & Sahin, 2014), F /b 4EfT4
PRSP ARV AR 2, AN A0] 0 2 456 F I R T 85 22 (L, Zhang, Li, Zhen, & Wang, 2010).

g5 b, ARBEFAIR TR FAE R b oo UK 52, DA R AR O B 75 2 5 R N M A e ) o
AER, 0T 30 F USRS m L], SR AR WU T Pl AR SR (L BRI SR

2. ZINEH*E
21, — AR

AT A=A g4 H IR RS AE T A N B, BEHLIEEON R, EAEAF A0 R 205 1) HOR i 3
FEFRFE YA R AW, TR A& sl RO RE, ZREERYE B S Sebrigmi o e % .
FJLRTRE A 450 fy, WCIEl i) 438 4y, HIBRICALIN A 26 4, AR 412 7, A RE 91.56%. H
o, 534E 149 $1(36.17%), 24 263 151(63.83%): SCRISE 109 151(26.46%), HEF}SE 303 171(73.54%): A}
A 377 151(91.50%) , fff 5% A 35 #5il(8.50%) , AW A4 G 43 A7i 4 15 9 K — 73 4l(17.72%) . K — 101 45 (24.51%) -
= 107 $1(25.97%)~ KU 96 £41(23.30%).

22. Bk

2.2.1. RE4AEEF1E5R(College Stress Scale, CSS)

ZERR M UL %8 (2002) 4w, 3% 30 NMITH, B4 3 MrER: ANALIA6 NIH). Ak
F3(10 NI ED A AR A E A4 AT H), S B Cronbach’s a 2308 0.91, =4~ & % Cronbach’s a %
5514 0.88. 0.84 F10.83. Zm R KA Likert 4 ;5950 = LK1, 3= IRKEN), HRSEGEEN
0~90 73, P HUB R RN K S1OR .

2.2.2. FHKBiEEE R 3R (Mobile Phone Addiction Index Scale, MPAI)

ZERH Leung 4iffi](2008), i AN (2013)121T, 4L 17 ANTiH, 6% 4 MaER: REWT AW
H). mbrit@ D). dEBer: 3 A H) AR REE N H), S EE Cronbach’s a &2%0C8 0.91, TIA4N%
% Cronbach’s a %123 %9 0.84. 0.83. 0.87 #1 0.81. 1% &% % Likert 5 A3 (1= WA, 5= #&),
SEURR S RN TV SR, 78 17 MR E T, W 8 AN AL X E M EE R, B e ATFHUK
it o

2.2.3. ERLHEEEH EEIR(Basic Needs Satisfaction Scale, BNSS)

Z & i Deci Al Ryan (2000)4wfil, Wizk i A (201201817, 3L 21 ANWH, W5 3 MrER: f8
TEO ANH). RATFEGANWHE)AMAEFE(T NUiH), HEK Cronbach’s o RECHN 0.83, = A7 &
< Cronbach’s o %4 7174 0.66. 0.75 #10.70, ZmF KM Likert 7 SivE (1 = ERARE, 7= E2F
B, o HOH R R AL B G A R BB
2.2.4. IEIERI M INENE R (Maladaptive Cognitions Scale, MCS)

ZERH Mai 55 A (2012) 41, L 12 NIH, MAASEF] 77kl H PR EEH =T T R R i f
U P 4845 FH B9 SN £, Cronbach’s o 225009 0.88. 1% %] Likert 5 SiE(1 = BN E, 5= 5%
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EFFE), 7 BOB RO I T 2% 5 T B ARG BRI
23. GtERE

i/ Excel HHATEHE SN 5B, (8 SPSS22.0 Siit it KAk fy . JEAS O 7 75 0 2
EE N NET . FHURIS AT RR e Si 1, 187 Pearson AH S B 4248 8 2 A (MK K R o RIASEIHEAT T
FrUELL AL TR, 3 Bootstrap Al Process %% SCAEAG 6 AR

3. &R
3.1. XRAFEREKRE

AHTFCRM Harman B FRIGE, W PTA R AT R IR ZRIER 70 0. 45 REW], FHEMR
KT 1HRETIAE 184, BB T RERIA R8N 20.10%, /T 40%HT e FHE . SRR ER 72047
LERRY, AW FUAAEAE B B IR R 7 i i 22 [

3.2. #IRG T SHEXSTH

T EZSNTRIFHMBEME S EAAEREER, Wk 1 Por, WEFIUKBE T EEm T 54Ep <
0.05). Fi JJFIEEACO I ZH R BTEFR IAFERZE LR, FERIKEH: K—MERNRERTAZ
(p <0.01). K=(p<0.05)%4, KAEKNEERT R4 < 0.05) 58 7t E(p < 0.01), K=4
JE 7753 TR A (p < 0.01)s K7 AR B AL B AR 2240 2 2 & e T K =424 (p < 0.01), K—=(p <0.05).
K=(p <0.05). KIU(p < 0.01)% A FeA 0o B 55 B0 R 25 B FAR T 7 AR o ARG RN ENTE T 200 A7
ERFEZR, SCORM A FHUE ARG R0 35 v T 2R 42 (p < 0.05).

R4 (TP o & b SR (MPAIY B FHU S e b, 852 UL 81 N, FHLIK:
Kt 29 19.66%.

Table 1. ANOVA of all variables on demographic variables

#1 BEEBEANOFEELNHFESH

By E77 FEAROHEFE E[STINVAESIN ] FHLK
5 23.30+14.11 98.29 + 15.52 28.05 + 9.46 39.19 +12.85
A e 2431+12.91 98.83 + 14.88 27.99 + 8.96 42.23 +13.42
F 0.54 0.12 0.00 5.017
K— 21.47 +12.37 101.06 + 17.03 27.97+8.84 39.60 + 13.11
- 26.88 +14.74 94.88 +14.92 29.12 + 8.46 43.29 +13.56
G K= 25.64 +13.44 98.80 + 14.65 28.47 +8.80 40,53 +11.92
NL 22.79 +11.87 97.87 +13.09 27.34 £ 9.68 4114 +14.13
WA 18.60 + 12.40 105.98 + 15.05 25.34+10.75 39.89 + 14.31
F 3.97" 4.30™ 1.32 1.04
peES 25.65 + 14.16 100.05 + 14.32 29.54+9.13 43.15+12.86
ol R 23.33+13.02 98.12 + 15.36 27.46 +9.08 40.40 +13.37
F 2.43 1.30 4.20" 3.45
"#oRp<0.05, "R p<001,
DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.1210424 3482 LB


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.1210424

F1h

wn#e 2 PR, AR M BB W], T /75 20 B 2 A2 25 UG
PENFIAT TR 2 1B A 50, ZEAC OB A5 2800 2 5 P U ARG R RN AT T L
HUEE A ARG BRI RS TR 3 A G AR B Z (A4 AR, 4F
Lo BT Gt 2K

Table 2. Average, standard deviation and correlation coefficient of each variable
F 2. ELENFHH. mEEMHEXRY

» SFHUE ARG R
WML 2 DA T
it AT R R

A 1 2 3
1) JEH 1
2) EARLHFE -0.51" 1
3) dEiE R A A 0.32" -0.32" 1
4) FHLIK 0.43" -0.28™ 0.45™
M 23.94 41.13 98.63
SD 13.35 13.28 15.10

28.01

9.13

"FoRp<0.05, TFKRp<001.

3.3. RNMRELE

Wi 3 fiow, AT R, 77 B8 s R I 35 A% 00 B8 75 25 /£(B = —0.52, p < 0.01), 1E[ITRMEE
MNP = 0.19, p < 0.01), 1EFIHFHLAKA(B = 0.31, p < 0.01); Lo HE 7 B & B A AR
TEMAEIAEIB =—0.22, p<0.01), XFF-HLAABIE A EEFMAE s R S DA N B 42 1 W) B0 F LA (B

=0.35, p <0.01).

BEA U P75 B AL T LA 0 T A P AN G285, A B 95 S A X AR I 2 DA R £ U0 £ P

Fy RS T AP A RO S .

Table 3. Regression analysis of variable relationship in chain mediation model

=3 AP REPTEXRNEASH

EIVEpy BRI RS EVEPS T
TR g AR G R R? F B t
77 FEA BT T A2 0.52 0.27 38.45™ -0.52 -12.23"
£77 B[S VANl 0.38 0.15 14.10™ 0.19 3.60"
A BT T 2 -0.22 -4.17"
JE7 FHLAK 0.56 0.31 30.08" 0.31 6.38"
FEACC ¥R TR EL AL -0.01 -0.17
IS VRSNl 0.35 7.817
TR p<0.05, TFoR p<0.01, AR EA RS bR AL ER 2 S AN A TR
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w4 phn, BEUh A ST R B, R I LR Y B4 RN A 0.31 (t = 6.38, p < 0.01), Sk
JIXFF ARG RLN(0.42) 1) 73.81%; = A0 B T BL35 /2 5 AR 3E LM W N TE e 77 5% F AL 5 el )
W3RN N 0.11, o5 & ) LRI R KR ) 26.19%, s )43 4% B ) Bootstrap95% & 155 [X 8] AN & 0,
TR R RN B BRI F UK B R ATI AR .35, BT DA AR O 3 7 80 2 5 3F
& LN RLE H 00 F UK s i v () 5 2R AR F s i o

HARCRE, WE 1 PR, 3 &HETH 2 268507 A 1 R8N R A 8.« g — FE R0 B
it B — TR WS AE 1, FRARRI RN 0.00, XA EIEA:  “E )1~ A 0B
5 — ARE B — PR MR AR 2, FRA IR RN N 0.04, AR AN BUN ) 36.36%:
R = ARE NN — TR MIREEE 3, PRI 0.07,  ZH A AN 63.64% .

HEA% 2 B8 A% 3 AN 1142 KU 1) Bootstrap95% B A5 X [RIAIANEL 75 0, 3 BH L A1 B2 34w 3571k 1) W 2 7K F
PN TETEE RO 53 3] o S RABE 1 9.52% . 16.67%.

Table 4. Analysis of chain mediation effect between basic needs satisfaction and maladaptive cognition

=4 BEAROEFTERESIFENMEAMBER PN

Bz RN HHb) bR BEXE
IRz JE 71— F AU 0.31 73.81 0.05
Sy B2 7 g 0.11 26.19 0.03 0.05 0.19
ﬁgﬁ? FE g AL R B R FHLRBL 0,00 0 003 005 006
Ik e 7 — 5 A B T —
B % 2 3 1 — T L 0.04 952 0.01 0.02 0.07
'iﬁfg JE 77— B33 B A 20— F ALK 0.07 16.67 0.02 0.02 0.12

RSB (R IE Y B4 6 Bootstrap YA TS bR AER 2, BEX I L. RIS 95%E (51X
) AR R

EALHMTFERL N

N
N 001
\\
-0.22" ~
A N
A
03 FHUHAL
0.19*
0.35"

E[SEIVAESIWSI

Figure 1. Chain mediation model
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R R

AW FC TR tH 2y 19.66%, HHh KA FHURBIE M FAEREER, LA TR
ERTHE, X451 5UAM RS RS, 2015), AP ETEG HMFEHR, X082
FAHEIM S, BAEEZ S ANES), T4 E A BT IR LB A 58S 3

AW TR IS 08 KA A TR A 228 IR w0, RIS 8ok, R A T B A 17 1o e
H, XSRS5UAALER 8 FHMBERE TAT AR, £ 712 2 FhiaAT ) =2 RS %,
DMEBEFCR I, A8 2 i 0 AR TG S0 2 W B B 0/ 4 9 28 iR (¥ R BB (524, BT, 20165
I NAE, 2015) 0 REAMH J700F AU B RN 5 SRR 73.81%, RSO BE 75 5 2 5 AR M A
SN E) MR RONE o 26.19%, X — &5 R AR WY s J 0 WSCHE AR EL RS R K T TR A . BN - A7 A
T i R 2R —— 3 S DA 0 2% R o R R, DA 5 BN 2 TR AP SR A 1) o i PR 2R T e
A B E LR

AL TR MR MERA RS, K Joidm i 35 PR S A0 B 55 T 2 AR R S AT
WURBAT N X—E5 R 5 A AAFAE, DAETF A, HEAR B 55 B 2 X 2 0 0] AT A B
TR FH 5 AR 0o 8L 5 SRAE He 70 45 DR 30068 X 245 s 7 /0 4 RS 458 FH 5 2 ot A FH b A7 S22 35 b /B H (Capllan,
2003). AHFFEIN N EIRFEAOILTE Z AW L4 T WEE T, BENNIAGIHFARAITME, A%
RSE 7 AT BAR B AMEAT A N3N IR BN A 84T I I R 23 52 BN 0 5 P B 2 3R 45 7 TR 52
Wi, BEAA W ST A R I, RO 75 AR AR O B 75 0 2 5 75 D SRR A AT v 2 1A B R R (L RE
M4, 2014).

AR NN EIAE e o0 R 22 AR OO E e B T B, XS5 RE U —3, DAMERT
FORIALAEFERE . #E 2 SCRFE DR 3 2 il i R0 S P D BN SR S0 X 2% Fie, A3 R DA R P AR v
AR AL AZ A BT I 2% BSGIRE FR S2m H A 7 t A E (2 4545, 2016) o AR I WP RN RS AR AL R 1 EL
BHAER], SCRF TF Davis BINAN - A7 J9BALIE RS DURRE KA AL R W AT 1. B3 B
FOR 5 %M R BT K C AT EUE I FHUSCON SR IBAE R SR AL S D RE T — MR LR & i e 4 o X
Be T fie 5 R AE R A W Dod s LR AR B A RS S a5 AR R ) B FRARES, T4
Zy i3 FAUE 2 B RS B FRBHE, 78 T AL rh A3 3] V3 & 28 5 18 I3k SRR (VAR A, AR , 2005) -

RO T EWN R SAEE NN BE P E SR T “RE - E” BRLE N - 1787
BORBEAT )RS, RIS U (BRI 4955, 2016)7E 75 /D A RVRT A5 FH « DX 2% b R o 5% J ¢ plis_E k4T 17 A 2
MG il e AMERTE IR A GG T B AL B R A AR 20 2, 72 7 3R N FES) /g, 1R
TR A A A 6 380 5 A6 2 2 S5 e UG FH P AR AR T3, AN 2 52 4T e R b R sd N VA SR S5 AT
ARG RS, AT T IR B A O PR 75 BRI R AE B ) de TN e A, RG] DLZE S4B
(1 0] /AT S R 5 B 2 (R R

SE 3k
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123-128. https://doi.org/10.16719/j.cnki.1671-6981.2012.01.002

SO, BRAEDF(2006). 2% R B O IEA LS K S5 A OB T T I, ORI 27, 14(4), 596-603

WG, RF, FEFAFQ013). KEFEETFYUKES KRINMEIIR R, #EHZfE P4, 34(4), 414-416.

VAW, BUEMR(2005). K24 EAT . SERSEMBI . OB F, (1), 49-51.
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