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[ Abstract] Objective To explore the college students “personality traits and its effects on their mobile phone addiction , and to
provide references for college students “mental health education. Methods Using a cluster random sampling to recruit participants from
each class, in final 586 valid questionnaires were obtained. Eysenck Personality Questionnair ( EPQ) and College Students “ Mobile
Phone Addiction Tendency Scale ( CSMPATS) were used to investigate the personality traits and addiction levels . Results (D College
students” personality traits tended to be extroverted (12.63 +4.10) on Extraversion — Introversion, Neuroticism (12.96 +5.00) and
Psychoticism (6. 04 +3.12), which all belonged to intermediate type. @) There were statistically significant differences between
gender and professional on Neuroticism (z= —2.42,2.02, P <0.05) and Psychoticism (¢=6.10, -=3.98, P <0.01). (3 Mobile
phone addiction tendency was 34.13% , and distribution difference in grade was significant (Xz =11.68, P<0.01). @ Neuroticism
(B=0.24, 1 =5.83, P<0.01) and Psychoticism (Beta =0.19, t =4.53, P <0.01) could positively predict phone addiction
tendency, which could explain 12% of the variation. Conclusion The overall development of college students  personality traits is
good. The mobile phone addiction of college students tends to below the normal level . Neuroticism and Psychoticism have both
significant impacts on mobile phone addiction tendency .
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