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Abstract

Objective: To explore the relationship between college students’ interpersonal relationship, self
regulated learning and mobile phone dependence. Methods: This article mainly uses the interview
method and the questionnaire method. We take the university students as the research object.
Through the collection on the spot, we invite 300 college students in Yantai to carry on the ques-
tionnaire survey. Results: 1) The top three functions that college students use are: surfing online
(44.7%), making phone call (20.6%), and watching movies (15.5%). The number of people who
use mobile phones to surf the Internet has been far more than the number of people who make
phone call using mobile phones. Three of the most important motivations for mobile phone use
among college students are interpersonal communication needs (43%), entertainment (25.8%),
learning and work needs (13.7%). College students’ interpersonal communication demand is the
largest, far more than other motivational needs. 2) College students’ scores of mobile phone de-
pendence have significant difference between the sexes (P < 0.05). 3) College students’ scores of
mobile phone dependence in different grades are different significantly (P < 0.01), which are sig-
nificant on un-control, withdrawal, escape and inefficiency. 4) There is no significant difference of
total score of mobile phone dependence between the only child and not, while significant differ-
ence exists in un-control and inefficiency of the mobile phone dependence among the only child.
Conclusion: The continuous deepening of mobile phone dependence will seriously affect college
students’ interpersonal relationship, which is not conducive to college students’ self regulated
learning.
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HE: MAKRZEAGRR. BRFATEIEFIRBORR . FiE: ZXEERAWRE, BB,
DERKZEAAANER, EIRGHRBETIRE, WG W HRE30042 ZEHTHHBRE. HR:
1) REAMERARZ KFIIIREHE T =—RAFI LM (44.7%). THE1E(20.6%). FHE¥(15.5%). H
FHLEMKAS LT B HFEHITEIEOAL. KREEFIEAREENZSHIT =R ARTEER
(43.0%) BRRIEE(25.8%) I ETHEBE13.7%). KEENRZEBREERLK, Tme b
FVLER . 37.8% KZEFHFHE R FHE E2~6 ho 34.4% K324EPHEREHFHE EI2~4 h,
2) REATFIRBUES N Z FIFEREEZR (p < 0.05).3) ARAFEZRZENFHRBE T ER
BE((P<0.01), FARAFEFRFEFERENE. R, BEHEAEHE LBE (@ <0.01). 4) RE¥EEFH
KBS EMETF R EBZBAAFESERER: MMETFLEFIRBIIAEE, KAEXHENEE
FHRERBEER. 410 FIUKBPABINASmERMRZEMARRR, IR TFREEMERAT
%3,

XA
FHKBL, AR, BRETES, K2E

1. 518

BEERHE AW, HFILCRCN T —F R AE 3, AT CAAEAR (T B 8] AT ] b i il
EHEEAZ R, HIRe B ANB I — b 2 ot k. FHLCE A 7B 2 AT AT Bk (1 4R 7%
W . ARIEEE 36 Wk (R E EBM A R RS TR ) Mg, #uk 2015 45 6 AR, FRE M AR
iL%E] 6.68 14, HIEM KZHREETE 48.8%. KFEHEMENFRE—RINE, CHROATHEHEER L, &
i 2R 2 KA AL A SRR . UK & SR 1 4K 2R AR AR, BT RE
SRR R VAT S | B I R R SRR, T A S — 0 KA DA YU T X R R L A A
PP (RIS T R A BRAS AR, SIS ANBR R 7T, AR T2 A 1N N B LA 4
BN, PRI G AT G ARG & 705, W H SBR[ ) RO, A O3 R
Fhox Dy e 3 ™ B e (i [, 2009) . ALK SCRIFRHEA —, {HR Z 300t ST 9T HLAK R 2
TR T LFHUNEA B & MES, W FHUER = EmE RREEERER SRR, HHGEEEMN
M-S EBME R B B A4 OBINRESHFE (Yen, Tang, Yen, et al., 2009). SAWFR A, HEMHT
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W2 T 20 AR 38 127 56 J ) 27 STAT 55 BRPEAIG 52 A 95 O 2805 (Leung, 2008), 1T HiE 2 PEBEA i FE AR
AR 38 N PROCRBURSEA BRI, e, oA, 2013) R SRR, E94L, 2011),
PRIE,  FHUARAS A % 32 B AATTA AL .

2. MREFHE
2.1, MK

FEARI R I K07 R, FEUME Mo sk i v 3. RBU4 300 4, [Fl1L 291
By, HA R 291 17, AR 97%. oy, Horp 54 123 A (42.3%), 4 168 N(57.7%). ST &
140 A\ (48.1%), JFEMAE T4z 151 A\(51.9%), 3l 124 A (42.6%), 24K 167 N\ (57.4%). K— 74 \(25.4%),
K73 AN(25.1%), K= 69 AN(23.7%), HFFi4: 75 N (25.8%). AARTIAISN 2015 4 3 A %] 4 AE, i
7 5 241 H DY A4 B9 70 A R RE I, R OK 2 AR B Bl ST A B 5

22. iIRIA

1) FHUKHE: AW 7R FHURI R R (MPAN B R A FA/EH Leung ZBIRIAL, F s SCK 2R K
JRBI R LR R SO, B T DR R RS FHLRRE . %R 5 AESr, 1 RRMA,
5FRAE, —IL 17 ANET, 4 N, SR E . e RACE AR . B FEIUE 8. 9.
10, 11, RE\EWHEFE THH 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7, KAMEEFETHE 15, 16 17, HEMEEFEIE 12,
13, 14. S50 N R PAME T IR BRLE R . MPAI S B £ 1) Cronbach’s a £%¥CH 0.91. Kftt.
TRCUBT I 36 TR 1 A 2 DU A 73 2R 1 Cronbach’s o %0737 0.84. 0.83. 0.87 1 0.81. &R AIEHEM
G 0.69, RAzE sacKr I . R AR R YA 75 B 3 1) SIS 243 1) 9 0.61. 0.70. 0.69. F1 0.60.

2) KEFAENRKR: RAMHBERE CRFAOHZE 2) i (ANRRREGZHER) . %
BERE AR RTARBZHER, L28EM, FEEE R, ‘B HE. [BE 27 A1
g5, “B7 30 . ANUANGEANGRZIREE. ABRASRKRE. R N, SR A5
tH, Corbnach Q = 0.7598.

3) HFIATT>]: E AT (2003) LA 20 S E g LA, fEC A B WA K E SRR B w7
CHFTE Y, Hgnhl H RN E AR BT S 20KF . BN 7S SIHE
W TR, 2 2] SR ) 5 LA RN SRS . BRI RIS 1) 45), EARSRIE A5, 2l dE AVS THeng
HEGEHL. BEEHINE). ZERN5 mER, “57 REEEFS, “47 RERLREFE, “37 K%
g, “27 WEAFFE, “17 RERFEATE, EHE A5, (. slELE@m ik “57 ,
W Z RIS 5310 B)o AR #5250 43 i 1 00 S 0K S5 4 P AL B (W I E A3 40 M, TS R
BRED . ERUERE SRR REITE N NG EAREENE SR, 6 OB E2baE, R
BATEER, DA a2 e e L RR R %0570 . 0.8889, 0.9231, 0.7012, 0.7561.

2.3. it

ARHF TR Gt i SPSS19.0 HEAT AL ER AT
3. &R
3.1 KEFEEFHLIKEA S 4T

RS R Z T REHES BT =2 F FAHL LM (44.7%) . T HLi%(20.6%). A H5(15.5%). M 1
rRATE AL E R A B S AT HE B
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Figure 1. College students use the most mobile phone function distribution map

1 REEERRSHFIIIEESHE

KZAFHUE i FEEZE R BT =72 NPRAC 75 3K (43.0%) . %R H 18 (25.8%) )5 TAEHR %
(13.7%). M [ 2 FArE K2 E NFRACAHE R b B ok, it FAh LR =R o

37.8% K2AAE FHL TR R AL FHLIT ] 2~6 ho 34.4% K224 P34 K Ad I FHURA] 2~4 ho MIE 3
HRTE RS AR 2 B TR AEETFAL L.

3.2. REEFNMBAMS, FR. WEFLERLEREE

3.2.1. REXEFHNKRBEMF LHERHAR

AN F K A FHUR R t 1560 R I 42 1) KFEAETFHUR RS 1E T Lo R B
Z5(p<0.05); WatRvl, SHAEM, A4 EE T8 E £ Kmka L
3.2.2. REXEFNKRBEFER FHERBLE

AN [F AR K2R A TR IS 2 By S ANEEE B 5 Z it (O 4 2), 15 RREEL R AT
AR 27 R (p <0.01), NEEFKFEALERZNE. bk, Pedi: At 152 <0.01).
3.23. KEXFHKRBEMREF ST LHERRE

TR A RS AE A O AR IR G t B3R 3), RBL: RFAFHUREUS 2 EMh A T &
5HEZAAFERENZES, MHE T LEFIURBI R R PIANYEE FEEREER.

3.3. ABRXRENEKREFHRBIENESR

HRAR TRy, 3% i 2 2 (27%) FIK 73 2. (27%) . WTTRZHIEAT T AaSe. 2550 TF: K¥AETFH
s A S FHUR IR PR RYEE FIRRA BB ER; /5 NEYRIRYEE L, FHLUKI S
SRR B E TR H(p < 0.01), W4 4,

34. BRAETEIETRKEFINRBIEHESR
MRHEFHURIE 2, e & HQRT%) AR A (27%), MAT TR, SR~ KEETFH



RUpARS

et o 5 FAUR R 0 AE B R 22 4 FIRR A BENER, I EE4E E, PR
i A8 o 13 R4 4 (p < 0.01) (WL 5).

35. FHEBE AKX AR BRBTEXHAR

XTI > B R I BEIEVE . RS A PRk R B HNFRSGRIFTE . A Pris KN
Yoo PR NV, RUESAE NS BRI 2 S BT, SRS 6. FAUKEE T 5 A
PRAZAE > 2B E T (p < 0.0), HARIEME. M. BEREVE . ARSNE S5 NPRAZAE 70 3 2 5035 7k
FK(p <0.00). fEABRFRARIYANYESE I, FHAKHE L 735 ANPRSGRIFIE. NBRSSRRI . £ AR IR
FUESAE NP R R ZE TR KR PN, RSN R B e, (R
EAEREZETMR, ANBRSREIE AP F IR AL E AT A 35 DA G ETFHLIK
S BRI R R L, Bl BoR T UKL 7> S LB YERE S B BT 2] 0 AN EFE A B
MR
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Figure 2. College students use the most important mobile phone distribution diagram
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Figure 3. College students on average daily use of mobile phone time distribution map
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Table 1. College students’ mobile phone dependence on gender differences (n = 291)

i 1. REEFIKRBRENER EFER(n = 291)

H(n=123) 4 (n = 168)
M ) M ) ‘
FHLIK 71.84 22.32 82 23.59 -3.712™
FepEtk 15.67 3.394 15.15 3.337 1.298
TR 1 24.72 5.926 24.62 6.011 0.147
W 43.26 9.905 4271 9.898 0.465
[y g 83.65 19.140 82.48 19.176 0.514

¥ TR p<00l, "FERp<0.05 ().

Table 2. Mobile phone dependence of college students in grade difference (n = 291)
= 2. REEFHIRBEFR EBES(n = 291)

K—(n=74) K =(n=73) K=(n=69) F5E 4 (n = 75) .
M SD M SD M SD M SD
FHLIK 72.89 2351 83.19 21.65 69.58 23.68 84.59 22.32 8.99™
Jepztk 15.77 3.29 16.00 2.73 13.61 3.05 15.97 3.75 9.94™
TR 25.35 5.74 26.08 5.20 21.42 5.33 25.59 6.44 10.72™
e 4411 9.61 45.42 8.46 37.39 8.85 44.49 10.57 10.25™
IR 85.23 18.54 87.51 16.29 72.42 17.18 86.05 20.69 7.71™

Table 3. College students mobile phone dependence on the difference between the only child or not (n = 291)

7 3. REEFNERBERE FL5E ENESR(n = 291)

HAE T4z (n = 140) el AE F %2 (n = 151)
M SD M SD ‘
FHLIK 77.05 26.404 81.08 19.324 -1.083
Fepztk 16.50 3.490 15.24 3.348 2.304"
TR 26.37 6.097 24.60 5.784 1.858
e EE 45.87 10.244 42.79 9.367 1.960
IRk 88.73 19.755 82.63 18.401 1.998"

Table 4. Mobile phone dependence of college students in different dimensions of interpersonal relationships (n = 291)

3 4 REEFINKRBEARXRENMEE EHZER(n = 291)

ik fi& 44
M SD M SD ‘
NBRAZ R A A 12.40 1.61 12.09 1.65 1.185
NBRAZR N 12.05 1.64 11.89 1.71 0.62
5 N A 13.15 1.26 12.44 1.62 3.06™
SR 12.90 1.40 12.65 2.82 0.706
NG SEE A 50.50 4.84 49.06 5.67 1.71




Table 5. Mobile phone dependence of college students in different dimensions of interpersonal relationships (n = 291)

35 REEFNEKBMEARK RS NMERE LHZER(n = 291)

. i 4
M SD M SD t
LG 14.54 3.10 14.38 2.45 0.36
TCNELL AR . BEURE 20.35 5.14 20.54 3.47 -0.28
H b2 > 5 ms 14.23 3.19 14.09 2.04 0.33
O RE 13.33 3.11 12.00 2.70 287
SEi 4l NP iy 62.45 12.88 61.01 8.17 0.84

Table 6. The relationship between mobile phone dependence, interpersonal relationship and self regulation (n = 291)

3 6. FHRIBE AREREREHRFTREARR(N = 291)

eyt
T
R
skt
FHLK
HE
NG
WA
NG
e/
NS
IR
SR
FER
INGS S
BRIy

JRIAAIL
NS

TN, .
o e e e FIUR ABR AR BAJE SR ARK WME HiEE 2am Lo
AeFett DR SRR R g Wi ARt RS R R VR IR ks
e &
1
09717 1

0.982™ 0.992"” 1

ek

0.987 0.995™ 0.999 1

0.141 0153 0.174" 0.162" 1

ok

0.029 0.050 0.038 0.040 -0.292

ok

0.076 0.072 0.067 0.071 -0.206" 0.557" 1

ok ok

-0.055 -0.042 -0.050 -0.049 -0.268" 0.622" 0.499 1

ok

-0.003 -0.034 -0.032 -0.027 -0.228" 0.313" 0.353" 0.309" 1

wox

0.016 0.012 0.005 0.009 -0.326" 0.789™ 0.774™ 0.760™ 0.714™ 1

W&, ZJE —-0.039 -0.034 -0.058 -0.048 -0.095 0.086 0.057 0.088 0.059 0.094 1

R
S

H bRz

> SR

HAR

EEi AL

T3]

By

-0.070 -0.050 -0.068 -0.063 -0.113 0.072 -0.008 0.103 0.064 0.076 0.669" 1

-0.024 0.000 -0.022 -0.016 -0.080 —-0.050 —0.064 —0.079 —0.020 —0.066 0.585" 0.491" 1

-0.042 —0.032 -0.056 -0.047 -0.139 0.096 0.039 0.091 0.051 0.089 0.921™ 0.805~ 0.764" 1
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4. g
4.1, KREH FHMREM B EFFHE

AWFFCEILT 300 44 K24, KREAFHKIBL D A0 ZIES i, BP0 2 78.97, B
THWHME 60 77, RZLEFHMBUE AR TFIME, U R AT A1 5. g
300 A KFARIFHUKBAPIRGL, 9’5 5 EHA M, BOVRHMMER: 1) RZEEMHEZ TRk
=R HTFHL LM (44.7%) . FTHI1E(20.6%) B HLEE(15.5%). FHFAL LM AEC &t kit 41
FTHIERIAE. TREME 2B E F UL R MR 2, TS A () d kb, 5 A 7 id 2 s
6], SEAEHAMAEWE. 52377 R R, AR Al i FHLRIT RIS A R ARTHE, AL
{8 BB SE 52 LR RE A 1 R AR I LW AR o I BEA LT st SO 1 —Fh o348 2) KREFATFHL
18 FH B 2 BRI BIHLAT =& NPRACAHE 77 5K (43.0%) 13 /R THIE (25.8%) %25 TAER E(13.7%). K%4 AN
PR TR R b B e K, dzmize i HAR DL oK . mIRRJE TR 22 AR an S Ay vh 2 S IR 08l ORI H
Jerrt e RE, HEEZHIZERETACNER. K¥EEGEZRETH O EMZSE, 7EX—HF
BAEMME Z 0. JEH, RERTFRRHBEMEAT N EIMER, a2 RFEEVIRRR. IUHERRIA
Wit #ESSCREAWHED, SOV NS AN, K2R BN A MR IR N R S
BUFHURIR( T 75, 488, ERTIESE, 2008). 2442 #ES B F— @ MEMRIGHE, Al DAZE IR e 2 4t
ZIF LG, FERFEAEMNAER, LFESEAISC RN R A E L, 3) 37.8% KA FHL IR RAE
FAFHLIN ] 2~6 ho 34.4% K244 P39 R AL FH FHL 1] 2~4 he FHUE FHERBK, 8255 54 FHLEH
] R LI, 2014) 0 KZEAEAE TN RGBSR, AR T 224 G O @B LA S 5 TR .. Al
Bl — e 7 kG S RFAEERMEH T, 512 RFAEREAISE, AW IFRER LA 2P AL
BE (K&, AN, 2013).

4.2. REEFHNRBENR, FH BETFELETHERER

TS5 SRR WY S AN R 1 0 R A LAY t A IR R I R 22 AR U 40 18 55 L 2 [ A7 AE
BEMZER(P <0.05); WptRd, SHAML, LAELTIEREEE, FHHTEE 2R a6 T
Blo PET2AEFTR, BIPETEHE A TFHRESLMAERFH A RRE 00, JE, T8, 2007). F4&ck
HIHETFHUE N L, BER P EEE e T . JRNATREE T, JE S VA E RS w
ATy AR Fe, B —LERT RO SERS, ABTHEE 2R A QRS R, BAR A s s
K, BIER, . B, R LAmm E SrN N A EAA R 5 5\ > = aiE, 2
F2 H TR AR o A2 [T B 28 BEAT TR B el il AT A B bR B2 B O R AT 5 .
H AT AT FOURBU M 22 5, A —SES5e . — it ARy, R T AL 7 72 1 0l 18]
MIZF TG (i, AR, A0Al, 2018). (B — e UM FERHIESE T AT, I KRFEET
PURAR BT 258, 5 IR, LAEER S A FIURBAT AL, 72d, 2011),

FEAEGL 2 8], KAWL M PR R =, W RESR R 2 — R A RAE IR M E R AR S A &
KR 220 2R i AN ARG, S8 ORI FDBRE 213 O MR ABR R R . & EHTHLA
TR P2 TN S e O P TR A 3 1 e = I 1)) e SR S il P e e e N T I N 23 SRT. P L
AT UEIEANET A R AN, B DA BE A X I AR B, SO B S AN B S K — I
A, FIREESGER . =M% AEENE, 47 @RS, K=k, bk, K
MBI FE AR ERAR . RIFVERIGFHUE I FHAEFHL AL RN W, AREE . Ml i F
HUR B3 — LRSI [l ARG A 4 o LA P LR M 1) H ARG 22 ST R . K = SR [F) 2R A A
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Tt %, WITIRHEEE CRmbLIT IR, EFHLETRER Wik, WIRI RIS [T 6480 . SMER)
B AP AL S 77, AR =R A A AT B

ME T LA AARI L T LORRA 18], AEFHURBUR VRS . AR 4E I Ay & 25+, JFH.,
MWAET LB EE R T A T . 55, AT LBARMAE T RPN EEL, JLTRA RS
Bi, mRHELETB%, —RRE, KERHPEIMATER. EIRKTURAE ML b, ANFEE R,
AR FH 27 20 A2 [ I S e B A0 AT B O R o AR T ZOMDR T A 7 20 b B AIOBURK,
AEZ BRI Z .

4.3. FHKBS ABRXRERBRATHEXMR

FHURIR 5 N BRAg a4y 2 53 AU (p < 0.01), FLAmiE, sk, bert, (Rt 5 A br
AL BB R RZE TR (P < 0.00). BB FHRBE TR, APRRFRMMZE. . Ao o 2k
EAA R THE RO, AT DR SR ROR 2 AR A A T . FEABRR RPN |,
T 73 5 ANPGRS NBRAAIRI . Fp NERIRPE . FRPEASAE R SRR 2 B35 SRR & Ay
NN AR RIS e RBEE . RRE EAF A B2 AR O . K2R N A
FlhZ, FEEEMUR, THURKBE™ . 2R 2 QTR £ A K R v 3 2 (0 PR AT R, 255 — €
Hfe . RN BATEEBEARIT R RREE, 91 S RAEE AR NP R, D A3 ha] DU R
WL, I S FHLRI IR A AETHURBS BRI 2R R L, B Er, PHUREUS 2
BYERE S B BT 2000 RS YR AT B E R R

5. &1

1) REAAEH &2 WFILIREHEA AT =2 HFHL LM (44.7%) . $TH1E(20.6%). F H5#(15.5%). K
2R FHUE B B BB LT =& N FRAC A 755Kk (43.0%) . 12 SR8 (25.8%) #>15 T/E 7 E(13.7%).
37.8% K244 FHL V- K4 R AL FH FAL ] 2~6 ho 34.4% K244 - 244 K A% FH FALIN 18] 2~4 he

2) REEAEFHUAIG S A3 A0 ) 2 (A7 AE 2 2 PR 22 7 (p < 0.05) 6

3) NRFLRAA M F LML 7> 7 53 (p < 0.01), AFFLRFEERIEVE. MITTE. BEE
FURRPE .2 (p < 0.01).

4) RAAET I AL T 2 585 2 WA R EVEZ R AT e TR Az 1
R PN P AT RS 2 R

5) FHUKH L 5 NBRZ RS BEE M (p <0.01), ARtk M, dEE, ks A
PRAg ks 4 S B2 AR (p < 0.01). TEABRK RIS b, FHUREBS 05 NFRACR AT ABR
R R N R AR P 2 R AU R R AR Rt A0 R TE SR 2 1k |
T PE . B . ARAME BARTE R E UAEOG, ABRASRIAPE . ABRAE K W PAEF- UK DY AN GEE A7
RS Z TS EFHURES BRATT IR AL, Bl ER PRI 5 M YR 5 | BRI
SISy R AN A BB
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