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Figure 1 Experimental flow chart

1.5 SitabiE
FTAT IR B 68 1] SPSS17.0 Zi3 i P HE T B b 3

2 ZREQH

21 REEXRRRIAOL

2.1.1  RZA XUF e S 01 ) B AR 100

P 1 TR LAE W, i KR RS R B350 R (4.56 £3.26) , A 61 NJE T XU A BE( ]
A B 31.4%; A7 133 AJR T RS-0, o5 A B 68.6%. J& T XU i -1 i A ik
A SRR ZHL

1 REPEKERRESHEARGET (N=194 A)

Table 1 Descriptive statistics of college students’ risk decision scores (N=194)
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Figure 2 The proportion of college students in different groups of risk decision scores ( N=194 )
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Figure 3 The proportion of college students’ risk decision scores in different groups under the benefit

framework (N=194)
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Figure 4 The proportion of college students’ risk decision scores in different groups under the

damaged framework (N=194)
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics of college students’ mobile phone addiction scores (N=194)

20 531) NE FIE FrufE2E

FHLERERLA 88 54.61 6.691

AEFAHLRELH 106 38.75 6.684
AT 194 46.68 10.35

2.3 XRIRRUBAESL T XIR RS FA AR R0

MRYEHHATETFHLRURER G T 91553, a7 s s R 28, P40 AR H a7 KU
FIAS . HELLTT XU D3k AR o M A ) o s s ARGy A, S TR R, et FALBUORE S
SN 52 i -3

2.3.1  RZA XU R e SR i) %t - AL B TR B 525 Wi

WA AT RIE 1, RS HEOR 5 202 R ARG e A % 2 = 5 U e S AT 04

4 RBEREXTKFEFHRER E B0

Table 4 Influence of risk decision—making on the incidence of mobile phone addiction among college

students
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Table 5 Influence of college students’ risk decision—-making tendency on mobile phone addiction

score under benefit framework
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Table 6 Influence of college students’ risk decision—-making tendency on mobile phone addiction

score under the damaged framework
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A Survey of Risk Decision Making Propensity of College
Students and Its Effect on Mobile Phone Addiction

Zhang Zhishen' Yu Xin’ Zhou Zhilin’

1. School of Humanities and Social Sciences, Binzhou Medical University, Yantai;
2. School of Education Science, Henan University, Henan;

3. School of Computer Science, Shandong Union College, Shandong

Abstract: Objective: To explore the relationship between risk-making propensity and mobile phone
addiction in college students, and to provide a new direction and basis for studying the relationship
between mobile phone addiction and impulsivity in college students. Methods: A total of 221 college
students were randomly selected to study the status and correlation of risk decision propensity and mobile
phone addiction with the questionnaire of risk decision propensity and the MPATs. SPSS17.0 was used to
analyze the data. Results: (1) There were significant differences in the variables of students’ risk decision-
making tendency (p<0.05), and the risk preference score of urban students was significantly higher than
that of rural students.(2) There were significant differences in the risk decision-making propensity of
college students under the impaired framework (p<0.05), and the risk preference score of urban college
students was significantly higher than that of rural college students;(3) There were significant differences
in grade variables of college students’ mobile phone addiction (p<0.05), and the score of sophomore
students’ mobile phone addiction was significantly higher than that of other grades;(4) The incidence of
mobile phone addiction in the high-risk decision making group was significantly higher than that in the
high-risk decision making group (p<0.05). Conclusion: (1) Student-origin variables are the influencing
factors of college students’ risk decision-making;(2) Student origin variables are the influencing factors
of risk decision-making under the impaired framework of college students;(3) Grade variables are the
influencing factors of college students’ mobile phone addiction; (4) The higher the score of risky decision
making, the higher the rate of mobile phone addiction.
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