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Abstract

With the rapid development of mobile network devices, students’ daily life, social networking and
learning are increasingly inseparable from mobile phones. Cellphone interaction addiction has
become one of the important factors affecting college students’ physical and mental health. It is
necessary to explore its causes. Based on the sociometer theory of self-esteem and use and satis-
faction theory, the present study explored the relationship between self-esteem and college stu-
dents’ cellphone interaction addiction and its mechanism. 419 college students were investigated
with self-esteem scale, fear of missing out scale, perceived social support scale and college stu-
dents’ cellphone interaction addiction scale. The results showed that: 1) Fear of missing out com-
pletely mediated the relationship between self-esteem and college students’ cellphone interaction
addiction. 2) Perceived social support was positively correlated with cellphone interaction addic-
tion. 3) Perceived social support significantly moderated the mediating effect of fear of missing
out.
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1. [ElRER

BEER S LB R R JE, FHEE RN KA EERR, SRR T FHAER
SRS F 2 A BRI AN 2 ST R, EEE BRI R M SR (S 4%, 2014; De-Sola et al., 2016). [,
A W BT R A LA A8 WA 36 P B R

CABFFRE, AMREE 8T G RAFE 57 SRR 445, 2019). & H B A& A BRIE
FIPERELTE, AN Gy AR POMURR,  TEG 1 2 0 A A 2 A5 BRI {8 P FE LA L A8 10 DA 2 1 B A B 5 2
(De-Sola et al., 2016). A HFFLAERGT T 8 2 R A8 SA4 48 F (152 (Franchina et al., 2018; 2%, x|
W, 2019). HJAH(Fear of Missing Out, FOMO)Fi A& BRI HH Lot S At N )37 75 28 1 BRAE 14 AR 1T = A 1)
—FPIREOE AR LS, MAFEE S IS I S B R A A AR S R L AMEAT MR, SRZUIRE KB fd A
ZHRH MR R DU (Abel etal., 2016; T {545, 2020). 44 AR /K PR O AMA T IB SR T R4k A A8 1k,
TR B & F AR, LA AR TR AT s 2 A T RSN OB R SR (R RS, 2018).

FRAFE [ 284 £ 1B 25 318 (sociometer theory) (Leary et al., 1995) 11 1 53 & ¥ 1 (use and gratifica-
tions theory) (Katz & Blumler, 1974), & H /MG H & HMER, X H CREARMRAERS, P4
BRI B RS S R, BRI T EEA G, RS 7= A0 4 A N B8 4
IEVEFRROHEME, AR BRI AR, AT AU S AR R B FT RESA s T {1 1 B A0 AN DU AR S
AT TSR AE LR RS BT AR B LN, T A A A T TR L, BASIRAR DAL, IR AT
2RI 5k, AT H], TR AT K (Scott & Woods, 2018). #fitk, W Fiffi% H1:
R BVE AT RETE F B AT AL S SRR Al P AR
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A +E 42 SRR (perceived social support) 48 AMATE 123 ot 52 B E | kSRR SR 100 155 T A 06 R G A
FE, R AN B AL 22 SCRR(Zimet et al, 1988). VF 20 7 A MR B4 2 SCRF LA IR L 22
SCRERE BRI AN A O B BE R 2, DR A TR FH SRS AL 2 SRR AR R AL 2 3CRF . AT AR T3
Fr 5 P A AR BT FT 45 RAFAEA — 2 (Konan et al., 2018; Mei et al., 2018). R T REZWF T 1K
B X GBS AL 22308, F B9 2R S TR R 0L A R/ET, HAN &R N,
DRt &5 R AT e AR GE (Chen & Leung, 2016). {HAS #2112, BEIRT AR A BEAAAMRE 23 7 A P B o
H AR R 2 AR R T A4 28 G0 A 1) B R A AR A, At AT B A [ T ol o T LR A T A SR B 22 S RE
(Carbonell & Panova, 2017). #Eik, #FFCECE H2: FHUAEAS AR S KA BRI UEAE & S fR R
IEFEE

WAk, AR, *hox SCREAT DL 1 4 A8 A8 R AL RORE 0 F0 A FH (] 1825, 2019), 4158 Wik
SCRRFE IR TSRO 4L SE sl R R S A EAE AR R (FMEE e, 77, 2021)0 (ERZAR A, 4230 RExS
FO OB SR 003 208 AT B KT T A A AR T = A 1 — SRR j2 0 (Shaw & Grant, 2004), JF H
2 SCREAT DL T AN IR O BRARASN FALAAS AR A T E T o 26 TR H2 DLKAE A S5 2 3,
AN NTF AU A BEAAR A P BT SR B 14 2 SCRF T e dE— D IR S . 454 A BRI EA L,
e H B MAE LS A T A B 2 AL 3R, M T, IRE BRI R R &, 6 ABRR
RER G EEER, I RS AUE L2 30 RKF T R 2 oAb aS R AR5 F LA A8 AR AR 2 7] 1)
BEZ, MM A] RE TR B — R P G HA 5 2 (Chen & Leung, 2016). #iEitk, WFFCRE H3: AitEH &S24 ar L
TR B F AL AR 1 R A B AR (LA 1),

Y WASR
4 RN 4ifs
/ e

N\

/ S
e i j
//’ \\;yws
FHL
Sk Pl

Figure 1. Hypothesis model
1. BRIgRE

2. MRFZE

(—) AENR

KRR 738, RATEE LIRS EAT R 7L, e BUYE AR 52 (AL HE AR it 75 B, 5B AR 56 B
PEZ . dERZAETER . MBI K O 60 )45, [FISCH R A 419 4, ~PIJHEES 21.67 (22.54)
%o PERIY, B 219 A(52.3%), & 200 AN(47.7%); FEELIE, K— 81 A(19.3%), K 129
A(30.8%), K= 94 A\(22.4%), KPU54 N\(12.9%), fif# 61 A (14.6%)-

(Z) ARTA

1) BEEZRE. FXH Rosenberg i ] [ i & 7 (self-esteem scale, SES) (Rosenberg, 1965), 3:-+/4~%H,
NEgERER, KA “RAFE” 8 “EE/FE” 04 s, b 4 MEE R, HETE%H
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(135> 2 AU B R 7, BRI R B BKF RS . BEIE B2 0.85, I — (5 A2 M 0.78,
K FHZER I A — M R EC 0.891.

2) BERBUERER. KM Przybylski 25 A\ (Przybylski et al., 20134 il 148 2 RetH & % (Fear of Missing
Out scale, FOMOs), L+ H, KA “dEWEAFFE” B “EHFFE” M5 miitsr, SWHS MmN
Ry, A5 R AR (0 R R R IR P R AR SR SR A IR R A AR P S S ROE R IA
SR B AR R AT T BN R RE S M RRAR (TR K TS, 2019), B RO 0.81, BEHIZE RN
W SRS R PT A2 o ARHIE 0 FR R 1 P9 i — B R %0h 0.878.

3) MEHESIIFER. AW TR ™I =5 HE T 1 4HE+ 2> 3 FF 3R (perceived social support
scale, PSSS) (4152, A=, 2006)Wll & K254 RS2 Bk B K EE . R BIAMAN (I [F5. SRR
DR BRILEFE 12 MEIPIH, RRESCRE RSP A SR = AN E R . R “M)
AFR” B “WRFER” W7 2010 ERMS DGR NZLE RN N 5% B30 2/l B 2SR
YR ZANEEAR 5y 2 A, 135k e R RS2 B (A SR AP R . AR AR R BE SRR IACCRE . I
Al 374 1R P R — B R A4 A 0.891. 0.894. 0.863, M EFIHI A EE— Btk 2%y 0.951.

4) REAFIMTEREIER. K R Z g 0K T BRI =R (54 %, 2014),
A28 % H, GFE 5 ANYEE: REMECRFAXN T BT C 4 BN N FZ LT ).
FEAE 1 f (R 2 AR AT B (1) TF AT LA A S (1) A5 PR B O R (0 503 ) R A 1 (OR 2 A 5 LA A8 T Ak o DA
B E S5 m3l) . hRECRFA T BT FES A ) TR AT AKRE
7 J&) RO P (S B FH LA S AR B AR50 B A PUB 48), R “ R fa” 3 “BafE8” 1
5 mithare KP4 TFHUA AT AR B R 1 &AL FEAR 73 N2 4EFEX IR 2% BAS 40 20, KRBT
ACWARARAG e 7 R AN S A B R, AR K AT A ARARIRAR B, 15 770 1 2% B A0 M P 7™
B, AP ZER NI RECN 0.949, 54PN —EUE REUAE 0.775~0.796 2 [A].

(2) Gt TR KR L

K SPSS25.0 K Hayes %l fit] PROCESS %25 (Hayes, 2013)HH T4l AbEE, ALHEIEF 5 i w2 K
5. ARG AT BT

3. HREHHh

(—) FERAFERZERRLR

KH Harman B[R 23250 L) 7 iR R Z2 A TR 5, 43 0 YA B3R 1B — AN 26 H TR R MR R 74>
B, BB Z RN 23.42%, IR T- 40% NG FAR e, U BAASAE BH 2 103 [|) 7 v 22 () 77
WAL, 2004).

(2) FEZBRHFREL AR

W R BRI STUTE AL 2 SRR R A LA S WA A 6 (7 R TRT PR A A SRR ) 1 23 B
WG AR ST GRFW, HBEEHHERRMA, KEE TS SRR R 2 2% 7 2% (p < 0.001),
H 85 UG AL 2 SCRF R IEAH R (p < 0.001), FE R BVMR 5 M08 KR AE T AT AR ORI 2 .35 1E
FHK(p < 0.001). For, BB 2 SR 5 HEAS AR E 1 A5 2 FE I IEAH GG &R (r = 0.32) 0 AHICHE (2
DR PIRAG AL B 2 R 1R REBE T H:fill.

() BRBBERPNBPALE

TEN A AT ARHEACAL B (N 1 228 BB A0 IF HAZ ] 7100 SE9E, {8 H Hayes 2wl i) SPSS 7 #4%
J¥* PROCESS (Hayes, 2013) 1 AR 4, Fa il R BRI AN, 45 R (WA 2)oRn, BHER LR E fiq)
TS KRB = —0.27, p < 0.001), 452k L E AT DL 2 1E 17 M FA LA A2 BEAA K #6i(5 = 0.49, p < 0.001),
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DL TR S XA E 0. 245 KU R BRI AN B2, I AR BMRE A 8 5 FHAR
PR 2 T 58 A TR AR FH(ILIE] 2). SR AW 2257 IE H 4347 Bootstrap %, & HliHX 5000 KAEA, X
I BRI NAE AT R 56, FEAkTH 95% ) BAE X [A], 45 R wow, BRI 2N A8 J9—0.14 (Boot SE = 0.03,
95% CI = [-0.20, —0.08]).

Table 1. Correlation analysis of variables

F 1. FETEMEAMSITRBX SN = 419)

M SD 1 2 3 4
1 A% 31.02 4.77 —

2. HEIRAVA 33.79 6.75 -0.30™ —

3. YUEALASCHF 62.92 11.41 0.317 033 —

4. HATHARA 84.26 13.72 017" 0.53™" 032" —

*: "p<0.05, “p<0.01, p<0.001, FRF.

Table 2. The mediation effect of FoMO
2 2. $ERTBIRA PN

EVEYYE BARILETREL A1) R AR 3
o S TRNAS & R R? F B 95% ClI t
R RUA Ef 033 011 3.00™" -0.27 [-0.37 -0.18] -5.76""
FE A BEAAAR 6 B 049  0.24 4.00™ -0.01 [-0.10 0.07] -0.31
IR AR 0.49 [-0.40 0.58] 10.63™
0.8
0.6
& 04
® S e ek
S o2 Ty
b —— e
20 S
P - - =Rk
-0.4
-0.6

B RBARKT

Figure 2. The moderated effect of perceived social support on the mediation
model

2. QEH SRR ER IR PN R EEH ERAETER

(M) SEALE SRR RS

TEH AR AT AR AL AR FE (N 1 2248 R A HL ) 100 SEZ5, 14/ Hayes gl i) SPSS % FE
J¥ PROCESS (Hayes, 2013)91 #5544 14, 4556 A0 HE 2 SRR 20 B E 2 FHLAL S AR 1 A B AR 1
TN, ERNAR ) TR, B R RIS TE A 2 SCRE RE IE ) IO AL A AR i (p < 0.001), 42K

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.125181 1519 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.125181

BB YUEAL 2 SCRF A A TIPS ARG ) I 1 0048 FH 825 (8 = 0.13, p < 0.001), VL EPTHE
EXRZAEE 0.

FEAIUEAL 22 SCRF MR CF BB — PR EZE) . b (230 L i CHP 80N — MR iE22) = AN K-F i
QR A2 SR T P A BR AR IS A G RV [ 25 LA SS AR A 2 18] ) vh A 208 b M 95%  Bootstrap
BRI 4 Fro , AT f o SCRF (FE B P I RR g 23 SCRR) A 26 AR B rh /i A2 i 1 B 9 /R T 4
K2 e A EZERERET, UG & SORFAE R R AR B o SO p A R R A

Table 3. The moderated mediation model of perceived social support to cellphone interaction addiction
= 3. EH ST HFEFNERZEFNTRAT RN RE

TRz &= R RVA FEAZIREAAAR A
B t 95% ClI B t 95% ClI
SR -0.27 -5.76"" [-0.37-0.18]  -0.08 -1.52 [-0.18 0.02]
1 RV 0.40 8.07"™" [0.30 0.50]
SRTE AL 2 S FE 0.22 4.28™ [0.12 0.31]
RV x QUG AL KR 0.13 3.62"" [0.06 0.20]
R? 0.11 0.29
F 3.00™" 6.00™"
Table 4. The mediation effect of FOMO in different level of perceived social support
4. FRIGIEH ST FKFIET PN BRI BRIR B A 3R
YIRS R S 7 o HA BNAE Boot #ik i% 95% ClI
M - SD -0.07"™" 0.02 [-0.12 —0.03]
M -0.11" 0.02 [-0.17 —0.07]
M + SD -0.15™" 0.03 [-0.21 -0.09]

ZiLpTid, H BN TS BRI BRI BIIAER], R BRAE B S TS SR iz
Al e AR, i ELiZ AR A4 F AR = B2 ST AL 2 SCRFIIR TR (LK 3).

e | ‘
RRE ks

/ | (e AL
/,«’ ‘
/ AN
Y, \ 0.32%%*
4
Ny TR
S SO 008 ——=—————— A
F1e 0.08 N

Figure 3. The moderated mediation model

B 3. BiETRRRE
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X
=
4

4. g

AR FIE R T B K22 A TFALAL A B4 A 10 5 i o 2 s S AR 0 w4 Y DA B B A 2 S
MATTER, TRE T H B FHUAL A BRI A ST, A TR R R K 2 A 4 2 A AR DL S TF AL
B it JEL

(—) SRBAER PR

W R I T 8 R RARAE B B 5 KA A A AR AR 1 ¢ R Pt B 535 (1 58 A /e 3082, B0iE T
B HL, RS 2R SR A B A A S5 2 B8 . i T A 2MAMATE 25 2 B0 B 15 32 B
FREI IR A RE R P 2 4, DRI AT R 77 A B 2 e B N A N G fRT VT ) L IR SR O A R (S 5
2018). #AJiEBL, K H & MA T BER I R ZI S AR, TR AL A BRI AR, R
A <RIt « “RIAARE” | 8l FHAE S BARIAT NBR BT (A%, 20145 KA
&5, 2020).

(Z) GBS R B

R I T KRR I AT A 2 3 F5 5 F AL S AR R I 2 LR I IEAR DS L R, B0IE TR
H2, FROIRZEA BRI T LA S B, AT REBNEITE 2 LS FE, BESRA BE R T 3 2
AT F YA BRI 2 S RE, 5 & A IR AT, 51 A 7T 45 3 — 2 (Carbonell & Panova, 2017).
FT RS AT AR AR RSB BOR BT A R A — VERSE B O R E N, 4Ed RGN B S 2 IR AT AR
REN BREENR BTG —, Hhegm Tl kRS R EARS, M FHLAL SR AT LA 20
JE KR AEBEAAR IX — K R 75 3K (Carbonell & Panova, 2017).

BeAh, AHE TR I T R A TR U A 2 SRR A R AR B TR A SN P S R T, RIDZEAIR B 5
RS R AR AR 2 A R, ATUE AR 2 SRR AT A A AR AR B E TR, B0 7R % H3. ARYE
HE A2 ESEIS, ALK FREEEBENASHRIESES, S EA R it Uk % pE
Y IR H O S5 P A7 (Leary et al., 1995), K AR [ 25 (1) k228 £ T N SR A SE P HLAL S A
RARIAL 2 3CFF, HUHE B BMEREE. G605 HEETR, MR RRESSHEE,
SRR IR AEAT Sy, TSR 1 25 AN B AR T AL A A4 (Katz & Blumler, 1974). CH WA
UESE 7 AR A8 A4 AT AAE S A R SR R IR (B 35 R %, S & SRR T (Shaw & Grant,
2004). HEAEBE, FHLAEAS AT LB A s AR B MRN8 T2, R A AR R 5
JIREINEEZ, NI B2 5 7 A LA A B AR, B A TT RE T AR — i MR 24 4 5K (Franchina et al.,
2018).

&) HARRERE

B, WFFUIESE TE RS AR Y, & A ER TR R R &R, KA S MAER S
PR IRAR, B P A AR AR AR M . R, XA R KT R0 0 2 SR ke re R O B i
TAEMEENE. HEEBNE, THRIERIIERFER RS, FHAMCEREHBZ, A2
FRERZ . X R T U2 — AN IRER AR R EMEATFFIL? Fik, BHEafikeg T
FEAZE VA A B o B R R PR Lo B2 A R DA K B0 R R A, i 2T
L TS5, A E RFEN 2R RR .

5. &g
1) A CTUIETE [ ¥ 5 A A TS AR 2 IR 52 A AV R 5 2) STUHE AL 2 30 HF B P At ok
BRI A N

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.125181 1521 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.125181

E&WmE

1) FEBEERFZOIRES: —BXRE TR EERE &K EE SR FT(20ZFQ84001);
2) HhEBOE R AT HIBA (21CXTD04);
3) AR AA R OEAT 9T T4 (23621009) -

SE K

ek, ARREN, HERRfR, ZRAL, REA, PMRE(2018). A5RMMVE: RO T4 OEEFLFEY R, 26(3), 527-537.

THE, EJRH, 5KiKkik(2020). BB TFHUSRE: B 0B R ] AL RS 2k A I R B R AR L. AP O P
#-2, 28(6), 1152-1157.

fIR2(2019). AL/, XL, 2 HFGFHRRITRA. LA, TN TR

Lg%, XW7(2019). RIS K25 A A8 W48 BRORE RS2 I 458 X 48 38 A AT FH S5 4 A8 IS SCRFIR R M. O
R BEHE, 35(5), 605-614.

RATZ(2014). A4 FHLH LR EHGHT 7] 250 1) B4 e 70, T g, B TR R

FERRTE, W (2006). KFAMHE, BEMEMERENKRTA. OHLESHE, 22(3), 60-64.

RHOR, SR, WL, FhBEEE(2019). HEXS FHALA R IR RIS M. B R O B E,
27(3), 95-99.

SR, 2Rk, ArHE R (2020). R AE RIS SN ARG IR R TS BARUGSR s e, P& RO PE %
F-&, 28(1), 72-75+86.

TRTA, BREEZ, RAME, HER, DEE, KR, 25(2018). KA BN 5 A BRE N TEE B 85 FHUREME
IR AR, 77 [F0 P8 A4 745, 32(5), 420-424.

TR, ZICE, TE, W (2019). ot SRR A AR W R B R MBI N ER. A A e B
#4, (5), 928-931+936.

JAs, WALZR(2004). FERIJNEMZEN G SEm5E. O HEEFH R 12(6), 942-942.

Jalfd e, J775(2021). 158 Pk SRR 0T K28 AR A A8 WXl R T s AR R R O B R G A, 9(5),
293-299.

Abel, J. P, Buff, C. L., & Burr, S. A. (2016). Social Media and the Fear of Missing Out: Scale Development and Assessment.
Journal of Business & Economics Research (JBER), 14, 33-44. https://doi.org/10.19030/jber.v14i1.9554

Carbonell, X., & Panova, T. A. (2017). Critical Consideration of Social Networking Sites’ Addiction Potential. Addiction
Research & Theory, 25, 48-57. https://doi.org/10.1080/16066359.2016.1197915

Chen, C., & Leung, L. (2016). Are You Addicted to Candy Crush Saga? An Exploratory Study Linking Psychological Fac-
tors to Mobile Social Game Addiction. Telematics and Informatics, 33, 1155-1166.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2015.11.005

De-Sola Gutiérrez, J., Rodriguez de Fonseca, F., & Rubio, G. (2016). Cell-Phone Addiction: A Review. Frontiers in Psy-
chiatry, 7, Article No. 175. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2016.00175

Franchina, V., Vanden Abeele, M., Van Rooij, A. J., Lo Coco, G., & De Marez, L. (2018). Fear of Missing Out as a Predic-
tor of Problematic Social Media Use and Phubbing Behavior among Flemish Adolescents. International Journal of Envi-
ronmental Research and Public Health, 15, 2319. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15102319

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Ap-
proach. Journal of Educational Measurement, 51, 335-337. https://doi.org/10.1111/jedm.12050

Katz, E., & Blumler, J. G. (1974). The Uses of Mass Communications: Current Perspectives on Gratifications Research.
Sage.

Konan, N., Durmu, E., Bakr, A. A., & Duygu, T. (2018). The Relationship between Smartphone Addiction and Perceived
Social Support of University Students. International Online Journal of Educational Sciences, 10, 244-259.
https://doi.org/10.15345/i0jes.2018.05.016

Leary, M. R., Tambor, E. S., Terdal, S. K., & Downs, D. L. (1995). Self-Esteem as an Interpersonal Monitor: The Sociome-
ter Hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 518. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.3.518

Mei, S., Chai, J., Wang, S. B, Ng, C. H., Ungvari, G. S., & Xiang, Y. T. (2018). Mobile Phone Dependence, Social Support
and Impulsivity in Chinese University Students. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 15,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.125181 1522 (LA


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.125181
https://doi.org/10.19030/jber.v14i1.9554
https://doi.org/10.1080/16066359.2016.1197915
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2015.11.005
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2016.00175
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15102319
https://doi.org/10.1111/jedm.12050
https://doi.org/10.15345/iojes.2018.05.016
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.3.518

504. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15030504

Przybylski, A. K., Murayama, K., DeHaan, C. R., & Gladwell, V. (2013). Motivational, Emotional, and Behavioral Corre-
lates of Fear of Missing Out. Computers in Human Behavior, 29, 1841-1848. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.02.014

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE). Acceptance and Commitment Therapy. Measures Package, 61,
18.

Scott, H., & Woods, H. C. (2018). Fear of Missing Out and Sleep: Cognitive Behavioural Factors in Adolescents’ Nighttime
Social Media Use. Journal of Adolescence, 68, 61-65. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2018.07.009

Shaw, L. H., & Gant, L. M. (2004). In Defense of the Internet: The Relationship between Internet Communication and De-
pression, Loneliness, Self-Esteem, and Perceived Social Support. European Journal of Marketing, 5, 157-171.

Zimet, G. D., Dahlem, N. W., Zimet, S. G., & Farley, G. K. (1988). The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 52, 30-41. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5201_2

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.125181 1523 (LA


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.125181
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15030504
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.02.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2018.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5201_2

	自尊与大学生手机社交媒体依赖：一个有调节的中介模型
	摘  要
	关键词
	Self-Esteem and Cellphone Interaction Addiction: A Moderated Mediation Model
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 问题提出
	2. 研究方法
	3. 结果与分析
	4. 讨论
	5. 结论
	基金项目
	参考文献

