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Abstract

To explore the influence of parental phubbing on mobile phone dependence among high school stu-
dents and the mediating role of parent-child cohesion, 342 high school students were surveyed with
the Parental Phubbing Scale, Parent-Child Cohesion Scale and Mobile Phone Addiction Index. The
results showed that: (1) Parental phubbing was significantly positively correlated with mobile phone
dependence, significantly negatively correlated with parent-child cohesion, and parent-child cohe-
sion was significantly negatively correlated with mobile phone dependence; (2) Parent-child cohe-
sion played a partial mediating role in the effect of parental phubbing on mobile phone dependence.
Parental phubbing affected high school students’ mobile phone dependence not only directly but also
indirectly through parent-child cohesion. Specifically, the mediating effect of father-child cohesion
accounted for 16.67%, and that of mother-child cohesion accounted for 11.11%.
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1. 5|18

R A A W AR B 5 BBk IR 2 B B e B K, 2021 4 o BAE LR FH 1 IA 1.9 12, % Je 33K 96.8%,
Hr 90.7%ME DT LM, KRB NFHUBUI IR BT H . T 5% R AN 12
2. 15 BEIR T A BRoe R R 7 TH WOk SR (5 A%, 20135 W54%, 20155 XI¥E, 2014). KUk,
TRV PG B R A G B . BV ARY, FAm s, B#HFR . RBHEkAT
R NIERR . AESFEPREGIWAE, 2022; dkEES, 2021; MEHE, 2021; Ak, 2021), H
H A BHICSRAT A AE T K SO T8 B i

SBHENZTF RIS —ARZI, HEAT N T WA= B ), SCRER AT R
SBRFHREET TN, A AT RCTES, 2019), XEATR G T BT FHUEH A
KWZE, AT A BEIBOE T TR (Liv et al., 2019). MHSSFG R, FEERE TSR
R EEIET, RHOAT N S @ A SR R AR IB A % T, SRR SR AT VBT 4 & I ALK 10
], S BONET AT AT R, AT TN AT A .

KT RE R T Z M E RIS, et D (g R K 1) B B AR 14 F 35 (Zhao et al., 2015) . S2B}
SR HAPAEH TN, SN PRI OGERE, 2 %20 3% 1 B 3) i & (Kildare & Middlemiss,
2017)o H &L BERE RAE G T HANH AR R L, (Hr]Reie m TSR 2K, &ERETFILR
AT A0, 2021), FRIHSEF SR G R M TR I EZ N R, HRE 2R &8 R IR HAE K iz
Rl 25 55 A AEAT v il A VR O k5%, 20215 (il %, 2021),

Fhox 2 ) B TR M S 2 BN 2 2] 7 A, SCRHE R T I AT A B AR SKAAE A T, ik riEd
MEE I FAUE AT, T 57 (500 FH B )t 52 21 S B o 545 FH 785 B2 1A 5% il (Lawricella et al., 2015) 0 A2
B SLAT NAFEARBR AL BB T 555, 2018), AMUBAEZ FIIBRMEER, BB T R TERIT
NPT HE R SR (W2 % 5, 2022)0 SRR @IS S A8 FH F-HUIM Jo ik S [l S 4% 7 (75 K, itk i+
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HUAR A6 ) oA B S2 O K, 2020), BB TF-HUR A FE B I = (1
SCBHIESAT AT BAIE 7 T % 7 F ALK -

RBHMERAT N SR TR & B R EFUHK, SCBERRRRE I [, 5 7 A BR e oy, R 1T FEAIRSR
FHFFE(Kildare & Middlemiss, 2017). MRIFIHEIE LB, 7 7ERISBEVA @I X A BEE 15 BT
WEE, XBFURTFHE X —HEE, AR5 A UV, 3 17 PR T2 & K (Zi i, 2018;
PR TTEE, 20175 SEFRAE, 2020). [FIRS, ACERRPUR T FHUMEEREELSL W, SEBFFI=EARE
&, S Zm G, BnsET R AT RETE (W5 5, 2023). HACREE B AR E S F FHLEN PR % 15,
5 REEF kAl OB, 3PS TR R, SEBCETEEG/AKT TR, BISCEHICRAT A o a) Bl 5% 1
ot (Lee & Kim, 2018). Z5 BRI, SCBHILSAT AR TINEETE 6

RBEIR R, RIFFSETRARBEE T IREEESCR, RERGORE, MARKKETRERS
M T e AR, B R N R TR B, W S ECFNUREAT AR B INE (B 4, 2019 4R
Ao, 2022)0 FRAESKGEISTRE “HUSEAETIE M RBIT N FBE, BT RAaKCPRIRR, #%
T RAEFBE T = A TR ARG, 328 17 140 9 2% SR (R T B, T X2 B 5 AT LA S s BE A oG o A A 5
—HUERM, EEERRARTAMAR FHUREAT v, RIEFIRISETRE feil > &7 1 F VOB b, i
ST 2 ) 2 0 B R O T, 2021).

DRI, SR oRE NN EER TR R ERN R S H D ER RS RAMIER, Hh
X136 98 DL R AR R, RISE TR RAESCEHMIG AT N S FHUR Al rh AR Cul 36 76, 2021). (HIA
MAVHFE= AR R, — R EHMESKAT R BT R 5FIRI = XA/ AR D —RFHUK
AN REZ N RFE, BT mrb R R, e AT B FEE R =R SETFREA
HA AR BRI A B SAT A 5 i AR TR ISOC R BB =

EHR AR A, FHE I G, R B AR LA AL, B E SR, MR
T R AEF UK U e . AHIE T DL AR AR O R, I S T AR SRS AT N R
TRESFIMIIIRR, TS BHICSKAT AR & A FHUB R s L], FFRI0 SR 155 G 12 3% 18
IR AER, DA SR AR = b A AL ) R (e 255 .

2. WA
2.1. Rntg

ARWFFCR RIS, A A AR T SOF R T B, LRSS 368 4y, KMk
TR 26 1y, BRI A 342 4, AR 92.9%. N IVEFREW R PEAI7HE, 54 139
N(40.6%), & 203 N(59.4%); SEL T, H— 111 N(32.5%), & 130 A (38.0%), == 101 A(29.5%);
AR ST, IR 107 N(31.3%), KA 235 N (68.7%).

22. IRI R

2.2.1. XBELITAKNE
KHAZENHEBITICKHTAER, EHTNES DERERMRKIT N, &R 9 MTIH, KH
Likert5 miit7r, tHiGHE 1 (WAIXFE)~5 (—EHIXM), S5 9~45 75, el 7rllis R SCBHIGRAT A T Bk
., AW HIZEEN Cronbach’s a RECH 0.76, 155 RIf.
22.2. FFRENUE
KHAZK O S ERMEBITIETREGER, 108, KH Likert 5 5114y, 110G 1 (AA)~5
(B, Hi 4 /NEE Ry, BERAEICEEEMBEEEEWAN 'R, L9 10~50 77, B0

KED

2, 20205 AREH, 2017). BRI E,
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W7,

R T RGNS . AP ZER N Cronbach’s a RECH 0.87, SEEANREEN 0.82, BFKFE
GERN 080, (R

2.2.3. FHREBEEER

K A s T SRR AR G i O A LURB TS B R (MPAD), &F 3L 17 /8, K/ Likert5 fitsy, it
SPVEEE 1 (A5 (), B 17~85 43, I ilE Ron FHUR UK Pl E . iZ28REHME 1z, AR
Fr 3 Cronbach’s o RFCHN 0.85, BEERIT.
2.3. MEMFZFF A RIS A

KR TG — KL 243 Eir 7 R sen) B, iz SPSS26.0 b #dE k47 gt oy . Bk
SR RAMSIAEAR ¢ AR R T EZ TS T EEN AR FES; KA KR
FRZEM R HTIR VT BB B AR R R RNEA Process -G 558 T2 & R AE A
3. fIRER
3.1. XEHFERERE

AWK BV ERCEESE, N#ERItE kw2, ORI 3 E AT . SR
A0 Ay EEI A B e R P S 5 AT IR, JERH Harman B PR SR 563260 B HEAT 3L [H) 7
ERMERL . R ER, BKE TR EMBRERRN 17.87%, KT 40%FIIGFUE, A5 3 5
P ZEAE T B 52 Y LY
32 BRERBELTR, RTRESFGRM SR

F ARG M 5t i TR AR R BHMESKAT N SR o & 5 FHURI 1S 2 47 408, SR AE M)A
FRUEZE(SD) RN AR B ITGN, SRk 1, RIELEROTN, MERFE T HE. LRk
AT N E PSR, SR BHMESAT A G A I kA TERTFaReaX N EET, BEEREr 50
W& T AR A T 5, RHPREHA SRR RSR AR L SR RIR AR E & FAUKEG P15 5
RS KT, R YOS AE F LR T

Table 1. Distribution of study variables (N = 342)

= 1. IRTENDHIBERN=342)
/ME =N} ¥ Bt 22
EHIESRAT R 11.00 42.00 24.39 6.03
SERA 10.00 48.00 31.98 7.49
REESEE 13.00 49.00 34.61 7.06
FHUKA 26.00 79.00 50.23 11.55

33. BEBEAOF ENERSH

BEEEEFER ENERIH

PRETTESERER, SREATR ENEREIAE, SRNE 2. BT HEFY BAF
EREZE R (F=4.45p=001), #—32 LSD fi R, m R BHEAT R E ST R —. m=F%;
LB HER AR ELERF=348,p=0.03), LSD K E/R, o FRERGERERTE=F
G BEESRATEESR L EREE EZRF=1.77,p=0.17); FHUKBEFER DA EE 2R (F =494, p=0.00),
LSD te ion, =R TR E ST =
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Table 2. Differences of variables across grades (M + SD)
2 BLEEFREMER WM £ SD)

E— =1 = F p LSD
SBHIGSKAT A 23.83 +5.66 25.60  6.61 23.44 +5.40 4.45 0.01 1<2,3<2
SEEE 32.33+7.17 30.71+7.82 33.24+7.21 3.48 0.03 2<3
BESESRS 34.81+7.30 33.75+7.23 35.47 + 6.47 1.77 0.17
FHUAK A 50.38 + 12.05 52.23 £ 10.96 47.48 +£11.29 4.94 0.00 3<2

3.4. BELREEBEXXR

WFFER M BOR AR Z A R SCBHMIRSAT s SORBERIR G . TR =N R BTG b, 45 R
e 3, REHESRAT NS PRI B3 IEMSCRR & 5 TR A 2R Z UG R, BERR
B 5 TR 18]t 2 30552 A G

Table 3. Correlation analysis among variables (N = 342)

3. BELEZEMEXTHN =342)

SBHESAT A SRR BEERA FHLAB
RBHEAT A 1
% -0.26* 1
BEESRE -0.19* 0.60™ 1
FHUR G 0.36™ -0.31* -0.25"" 1

FE: YFR p<0.01; “FRp<0.05.

3.5. XEHEKATASFIKBZENXFR: FFRENPMER

351 RBELITASFIRBZENXER: XEFEANPTER

N — BRI TR G AE SCBHIC AT AR F WA B (8] 2 B AEE R A RU8, SR A SPSS26.0 #ift:
process X HEAT A RS 4T,  CERE AT IR RR R A AR 4, DUSCBHMIGKAT AN R R X, FHUKES
HNHBEY, SCEEENTNZRE M TR, RN 4, HERWTLIEE, SOBHESLAT A0 FHUK
A 3 TN FH (1= 7.16,p < 0.001), SXBHIGSLAT AN AL SE5 6 2 3 7 il FUNAE F (¢ = —4.87, p < 0.001).
HIINPN AR ERE LG, B RAT Jot FHUOm AR SR B 525 TE H (¢ = 5.96, p < 0.001),
A X PR 2 A B2 7 TR F (1 = —4.54, p < 0.001). b 4k, 38T boostsrap 7% 5 &2
5000 ¥, BEAFXIE] 95%X) HgHAT P4l , R BAS XA 0, WM E 3. ik 5 18 R
BREXER ENRZBZAEE 0, Bk, ACREETNMNRE, HERM R EZENY S 83.33%,
SR G IR AR AT EE 16.67% SLSESEATE ARG SKAT A5 FAHURIG I /A28 I 1,

Table 4. Mediation analysis of father-child cohesion on parental phubbing and mobile phone dependency

4. SCEFBEXBHRKTRMFIUKBA P N 24

FHLAR A FHLK
p ¢ p p ¢ p p ¢ P
EHERAT I 0.36 7.16™ 0.00 -0.26 —4.87* 0.00 0.30 5.96" 0.00
HFE -0.23 —4.54" 0.00
R? 0.13 0.07 0.18
F 51.30" 23.75™ 37.45™

VE: UEoR p<0.01; "FoRp<0.05.
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Table 5. Decomposition of total, direct, and indirect effects (father-child cohesion as mediator)

TS5 URFEFAATFNMNSBHN,. BEBNFF NN #ER

WUBAE Boot Friff iR BootLLCI BootULCI ABRT BN AE
RN 0.36 0.05 0.26 0.46
BN 0.30 0.05 0.20 0.40 83.33%
HRA RN 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.10 16.67%
-0.26** -0.23**
PSP 0.30*
BRHIGKAT FHLA:

Figure 1. The mediating role of father-child cohesion in the relationship be-
tween parental phubbing and mobile phone dependency

1 FEFAEXBRKITAMFIERBZ BB PN ER

3.5.2. RBELITASFIRBIZEN xR : BEFEENPNER

R E— SR8 TR B AE SR S AT AR TF AR M 2 (8] 2 R AELE R A RUB, SR A SPSS26.0 #ifH:
process X HEAT AN AT, FESERAF IR R E R AR 4, DICBHMIGCKAT AN B E X, FHLUKE
NRBREY, BEEEENRNEE M TR, SRNE 6, MRS, SCRHEKIT RN FHLK
HiA L TAE FH (1= 7.16, p < 0.001), SCBHMESLAT RN BESE SR A 835 0 A BUAE F (£ = —3.62, p < 0.001).
MIIANPN BB BEERE G, SCBHMIESAT X TR AR SRR A B35 TAE (¢ = 6.44, p < 0.001),
BESESES N AL B A B3 fua T (r = —3.76, p < 0.001). &I 4k, @it boostsrap 25 &
HL 5000 U, EAS XA 95%%F Hak AT VP4l , Wi EE X RAEHE 0, WA AN 3. Wik 7 4R R
BEXIEW ETFRZEACRE 0, Hit, BEEEEGH A NRE, BRI BN 5 L 88.89%,
FERA IR AT 11.11%, fFEHE Heo BEESEGIECRHIGKAT B 5 F UK /B8 L1 2.

Table 6. Mediation analysis of mother-child cohesion on parental phubbing and mobile phone dependency

6. EEFAERXHEKIT AT FIKRB T o4

TP BEERA TP
p t p p t p p t p
SEHIERAT I 0.36 7.16™ 0.00 -0.19 -3.62™ 0.00 0.33 6.44" 0.00
BEESRE -0.19 -3.76™ 0.00
R? 0.13 0.04 0.17
F 51.30™ 13.14* 33.71%*

VE: UEoR p<0.01; "FoR p<0.05.

Table 7. Decomposition of total, direct, and indirect effects (mother-child cohesion as mediator)

®= 7. UEFRAAFNMNEBHN,. BEEBRMFNEE S ER

RSB BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI HE X 250 R AE
PSR A 0.36 0.05 0.26 0.46
BN 0.32 0.05 0.22 0.42 88.89%
HA R 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.07 11.11%
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BT, m A
BERoR &
-0.19** -0.19**

L 0.33**

SEHRKAT A THUK A
Figure 2. The mediating role of mother-child cohesion in the relationship
between parental phubbing and mobile phone dependency
2. BEERAERBHRKITAMFIN KB 2 B PN ER

4. g

41. BEEBEAOF LHERTL

WS R ERBERR S EFE R LR ER, ORRE KEBHRSAT AM PR E g A B 2%
ZEFt o RGHTAMIBEFLEE R—B (P ¥, 20215 AR 2015) HPSORREMERRIER=RTH
o BHIRSAT I 22 57 R BB o A G SRR KT i e SR AN R = SR SRS KT
TR 22 57 A0 A2 vy —SF G T AL A 2 2 T i = SR PO A . = — SR, W
MATHR TR e, TR AR AT v AR e RO, TG BN AR A R AR, ATl A
5, AEHATRATIX A Z I EALG BAETHL L, 2] 7R Eg, QEIEN 1A, BRI IR AR
T, HEBAEZHEDNEIN, HOd LA B A ORI R, WA F LR T S s #EA
=Y RTINS YT, WE E S E 2 R3] b, AR AL,

4.2. BTEBNXRDTT

ARG B RN R EHESAT N 5T FHRHIR B3 EADE, SE0 RIS B —80(] 5%, 2019;
THAES, 2018)e SCBRHIKSKAT Ay 38 N2 158 FH 5 S AN F AU 00 R (R 5245, 2022) S8 BHIE kAT A —
PN 77, SRR E A A S R, O TR LA B L, ST M FAUR L R SR
B (4775, 2022; Meredith & Roberts, 2017; Liu etal., 2016). AR #RIEH G, #Z12 )
SCBFIAT AR, SCBFIUESRAT NS BORE TR N &, b T30 IR ORFAVEH, &4 S5
FHURIGRE AN, RS BHICSRAT g 1E 1n] POl s v AR (0 T LR

REHMIGSKAT NS R TR G ROLR E UG, A AR ALESE T I A RS H F AL 2 Lk £ 7%
ZERE AR, DTN H CICE L, I PSS 7 [ (S5 2 AN BB (YRS, 2020); [RIRF, QBEE &
BB TFHERG T, 251 E TR, BORE TR ROES, 2023). MW HEEHEEL, A
B 50 (A 8 L T LB U7 2 5 3R A5 AU EL 5 B LA G 2 T A e IRy, M E S — A
WX AR, s MRS (IR, 2016). FESETEHBIF, XREFUESLAT AT & T M AT SRk
MITI, At AL REF= A U B VEAL, IR 5 AL RE R B B A, MBS TR A& 7KF.

R RE S FHUKRBAAAE B AR, SATARIBEARSE R —3AR A3, 2022). RIFRAEIR, F4
NEA WP TR 22, SRR B 06 R 06 502 1T LB AT 16 I H RGBS SR A48 FRAT S FR R AR 477 (1) T 22
Mo SETFEA T LAURNCE FIHFEER. LaEAGER, ASRESETRAMSETHENRD, =
AR, FEE TR TFIF R RBRERKET, 2019). RIFPESETRAMEES DAME K LI
NREZEFRAEMET N B, EFRREEEMEREZ (LYY, 2016), SiLEZTEREHLES
I (] 5 A BEAH AL, T ASRAETEFAL L.
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13. EFEAELBELTHSFIRBZ BRFNERTS

AWFFERI, KT R AR BHEERAT S P A PR B2 P A fE A, SCRHMIKAT BT B
B R AE TR, BREEN IR ToRE B, H AP ASORR A P N b s T RER S . R
BHIECSKAT NI E IR, EERTAT NI RTE R, &l SR SRR AT, TR R 1T
BUEFISIBE, B2 R SR F LA T R 22 W5 7ok A P A AR Se B SCRHMIRRAT N & PR
SRTIRGKY, M TAERE AR E BN RSIRy, B P ROET 2, REMEFHL
MM, X —PRAREIE T “ KBRS - BT R - AT AR L

SR IRA IR RS o b, R AR T P AR R H I R 2 AR AL, 5 SRR AL I
IR, SR HEh AR AR 32 BRI, PR 72K A 7R SCRHISRAT J9 5 T LRI ] ) 1% 3 T R g
KA ARG IR RN R T RERSR &, R BN SCRHESEH A G TAR: SOR
NETRMET RS, 7E& T INRIF ARG A 31708, SCRREACT M, 27 e i bl iR
PGB THUL LS BoR RN TR AR IR SRR, B2 R T IEE TR, W& T THUE
FIAT R IREEAE s, IR AR R G A 3 R A o R B

BeAh, N - S EAR RN, NS ISR BAE IR RIAT 2 A EEAE IR, S5h5,
2007), FEHAERFHIURBAT R ME SIS BAR AR, 35 2% 7 KA TSCBHICR A P AL S 2
i, HARBEE RIFRSETREKR, MEROHEFE R SHEREEaAR BAER, ([Eat— 5
ENFHUKIAT AT R

BT R RAE R, AL ENZ R ERPE LTI . B, EXERM, CRNA IR
R AN G S B FHIUEAT Y, JCHRAERG . Vil RIS S 3 “TCR T, DLEHEN
NG WSLE BRI TSRS R, g in s BE Rt S5 A B08E, RIETREKT, O
HOFEMRBREF R KR, 2R, RO B FHE AT AR 5 3 5B, @I RE 257
HEMOBBRAT, RIAENEREREY), HFEERKREEI SR KERE ST T 7R
e a, AR, Bt — DB G R R B M HASE, E I ASCEALIRT RN “RkAT A 7
FESEH AL FRESIA T BT DS RIS, AT AR B2 MRS RGP D D S F AL
A e 2B AU o

5. &g

AU FUEER 342 AT AT, B 7 RBHMCEKT N B TEE S USRI OCR
EF, fHHLURER: B—, SR AEREHEAT N T KT, REREGK PR TACRES, mPd
AL S E U s 58, SCBHMESRAT N, SORSEEMFIRBAE TR LAEREER, &
TG BHESAT AR TR R =, = SRR R A R, AR R AR YRR AN A R 3O B
=, RBHMEEAT S FHUKE R B3 AR, SREFREAGERENML, R Re5 TR BE
TR BB, SEF R G TECBHMILRAT G AR F ARG R o R AR, SCBHMIGSKAT A BE ol B 4%
T ) T g AR LR, @I SRR S BESEsR A M e M T, H AR A R A N S T
16.67%, BEREA TR 11.11%.

6. MR AR

AW FATAFAE—RE TTES R . B e, ABHFCRMTTERRET %, FEA T ZORIE TR e X m s,
FEARRYEAIR, W RER MR USRI 1o RRWE ST I I KA . SR A BEA L 55 7 5K
RTH AR ENE . G ARk B RORA0 A Bk, BARE B A I E MG TS R ] T
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SR T5 w22, AR AT TCIE S A HERR (R YR A s R (TR AE RE R, 5 S 70 RT 45 4 22 YREIHR (I XAl At
FOMPEO S AT 8 LA St T W Sk . fa, AR FUR MW v it (RERR R AR B 2 H K
FRRKAGHAHU, TEFEAT ™ R (R R AE W, AR T I I I8 B B IR FU it — 2P i AR 2 ]
IR A .

E&UH

TR EREE =17 R 2021 FEEREE T E DT LSO IUIR I B AT 10 R
(2021B17)F 7T

Sk

BRIk, ARG, X8)%(2020). BHEFHPO0 AR GEF AR IS0 : %0 BRI 5.0 B R RN S ER. ©
FEFIS 43(2), 355-362.

XAETF(2015). HEEFEEFPLHCH . BT RG HEFERIIEF T TSR3, FEM: A8 RITTE K%,

THE, LA, KKK, R, HEQ018). BS54 i A ARSI I A S G 0 AT, 1B HR O PE 4+,
26(5), 952-955.

T, SRAOK, FZRZEQ2019). REHSKIR S T2 A FHUBIRIICR: KBRS ER. #ERFAHE, (1), 66-71.
FAAFVE2013). H1 A FHLIRRRHI A TN AL 5T P EFEFT i 7. it 2R3, AR AR T R,
RBEEQ021). A ENSFFIES FHRHI R, W22 A0S, R REFTTE K.

kg, BE4 ), BRAEDFQ2021). S BHISIH R 5t /N A R VR3S J M B BERT 78 SR TR AR ER. 2
LRI 19(1), 45-51.

Wil £.(2022). MACHEF“ MG B FF DAL UAMIATEHIEA. Wit 220083, 5P 15 BHiyE 7B

ZRIMiRI(2018). 81 /LSEKE H TERAMESTNT 55 7L 55 7 BB pE7s. B4 L, Thd: mEg R

Ty, MileH, #E5R(2020). XBFFHUSREN SR TR RINGEM, BT FARFZ 7R, 19(3), 129-132+137.

B, RE/N, TAEIFQ017). KK T TR TN SE TR A M. ZEH T, 4(36), 264-267.

W (2017). LEE5) FHLESTX A FHL R Em. A0, WY YR
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