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Abstract

Objective: To explore the effect of internet addiction disorder (IAD) on attention of college stu-
dents, and to provide some advice for college students to overcome the problem. Methods: This
study will select 300 college students to use the Young scale of Internet addiction, then use the
Stroop paradigm to study the attention of the participants in each group. SPSS 21.0 was used to
analyze the data. Independent sample t-test and analysis of variance were used to analyze the da-
ta. Pearson correlation analysis was used to examine the correlation between Internet addiction
and attention. There was significant difference in P < 0.05. Finally, 122 valid data were recovered.
Results: The correlation coefficient between the total score of Internet addiction scale and the ac-
curacy of Stroop test was —-0.177 (P > 0.05), and between the total score of Internet addiction scale
and the average reaction time was -0.203 (P < 0.05). There was no significant difference in the
correct rate between the non-internet addiction group and the mild internet addiction group (P >
0.05) , but there was significant difference in the correct rate between the non-internet addiction
group and the moderate-severe internet addiction group (P < 0.05), there was no significant dif-
ference in mean reaction time (P > 0.05) , but significant difference in right rate and mean reaction
time (P < 0.05) between mild and moderate-severe groups. Conclusion: There is a negative corre-
lation between internet addiction and attention level of college students. The higher the level of
internet addiction, the worse the performance of attention.
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1. 5|8

Bl E B AR PR R B, 4 O O R R B AR 22 ST R S AN A sk (1) — 43« SR
Tk P AR IR 24 1T i 5 B D 48 J, o KR AR ) SRR VS P AR SR RS . BERT, AR, AL
T 51 =R AFAE R TR

AR r 5 B 2845 5L HUC (CNNIC) A A (56 51 Ik (b B B BRI 28 R RISt T HiR S ) B, Bl
2022 4 12 A, FRE R ML 10.67 12, 2 20~29 S E N 14.2%. #ERE, K¥EAEFR ER 1~5
NI R (5 LLIE B 66.7%. KM M EEH FAZIIR . RN R, S ATES . M
CRAEER R K AR FI, AR B HL S K5 R 1 & 7 T a3

I 2% Fi R (internet addiction) & —Ffpd 25 R 28 A58 FH A7 M B0 2247 A, A4 B 52 (00 A5 FH DX 28 i3 30 1)
— i PR B S B RS, TR A o 52 R e AT SN S R BRYE IR (Spada, 2014). TEEE
(attention) & i3 /U BEVE B B RGBT — 8 X0 RIGFR M AR b, & — U103 R A5 DU AR FNgEAT () 0 B A
BB, 76 R, 2004). EE 2 NFINFNDhRe 0 B EH 5y, T2 TAEFfHEAFREA K
=

ITAER, E AN AR DR RPN AT TORET S . Hor, HRTRERY, g ad. i
EM AT AR R AR KA T ERME G, Bo0te, 2022 o, 27475, 2015).
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N T IREEINSE 7, KA 2ol i P 28U R R 245 TG R 0 24 J A 5 X 488 47 Ry sk e s L5, T A4
W 4847 R AT B A YT T 4 (BLAR A4S, 2014)0 5K 4 (845 (2023 )BIF 78 R IR 2 HE 10X 2% P R o e 1]
BRI TR B . BT RIS Bl nT LA ) O A, T — g5 A EIE TR 4 R 2
S M BRI R —, B Al N2 2 SRR B k. e, g sl 7EH
(RSB0 2 SR B, Y T A 1R ) 8% R A 2 e S 22 TR (R AR PR3, T 28R 5 LR 28.42% (B %2
SE,2022). PRk, PRESECREANVY AT LB R0 2 RE , 1 BEAE I8 S A AR Ry R A ) e 7 R R
OVAHEAE . Ferrari (200 1) 00 2 VA6 8 1R 500 PR 28 70 A R IR = D 8RB 5 A 1 5. B 7193 Bk
SERSCRFUAL, EEEEI A E A B WUE I T BRI AT DI RE RS, RI/K ST I s ) S 801
ARG BN TR T B i k22 LE o Ty =2 %) B 3R 15 22 ¢ B B (Baumeister & Heatherton,
1996). &5 b, ML T REEREH TR, Ko fEMER B iEE .

T UL EE SR, AT S R RS A W 2% iU XV E DR, JEE— RO R X —
KAV TTVER o I RN 78T K22 A I 2% BORKSF VR R R IUALG B R 7K P, AR BAEE
4 THT 1 L K 2 A 0 2% FROREONTVE 8 T SRR, 5T D 2808 RO B AR R ATL A B8 A 0 A 1 = T4 it
O B T35 B 2 A T b R B g, AR AT R R ) DR A R R, AT B i ol SR A
TR .

2. WEE5HE
2.1. FARIIR

AWFIAE 2023 4 7~9 HEARIEEAT, B4 HBER R AERETONEFEL. Tl Hal RIESEK
SPYREBEHLAAE T, A credamo WA & KR 45 S AT 256 &S RIE SIS 7, HArA
R BEEZ5AR, IHCBBRMEERES. RS RIBOT R 187 a4, i it ik 1 bR o e
Ja, BEERNGEAE 153 1, FERJTNEARS AR 122 7. Hd, K— 43 A(28.10%). K 28
AN(18.30%). K= 79 AN(51.63%). KU 3 N(1.96%); 5Lty 1:3.37.

2.2. A&

2.2.1. Young M4 B E TR
SKFH Young il it 2% iR iR (Young, 1998), it 20 @, S=FRE Likert 5 251140, #0H 5504
INBIALE Sy, B 1006 53 A0k ms T 2 09 48 e K Tl o ARAIEFE R, 12 2R 1 P 30— St R ECH 0.894.

2.2.2. FESIMEESS(Stroop D)

Stroop ZX N (Stroop, 1935; Fif2%:, 2007): SEREOHE2ES TR, Stroop 7E 1935 FER I, EH T 4 5K
B, Y] R RN 12 R BT RN IR R SO — B, a1 s SR 1] L iy 44 6 1R B A B E B
B, WMfEm 2 EKEM “green” B, FTERIR HZILH A SE/KSH “creen” FrAEMIET A . X Fh
[F) — S ) A B AN IR A B R AE A BT R SOt 1Y Stroop 2, fES] K Stroop R (1) L HG AT 55 5t
MY Stroop 11:55. 7E& LI IR TFHAESH, Stroop YU IEARE 72 LB H A EW —DN—MHAHE
PR 5 R ) B R] SR AR BRTT L B TR A A AR R, T AN B 23X 3R] 1R 44 FR A AR AR
E S — BRI, —ROGETPRM, ZREIR, EOETIAMTT, Sl Em
AN E B S R e im], 1 HARAN B 1] 1) 44 FR BT AR 1 & S XA B A [, angk 4L
PS5 RE 32 ) S5 A 45 9K S T AS [R5 s PR A 6 1) BRI AR ) 4 R, 2L R IF SR i “ 8
o XFRT S5 1 Y 45 BL R €A TR AR A T I BL IR ) L A% 1) 2 A T B R SRS TR) G, 3K T v 2% A2 1) e 2
7] 22 57 5 & Stroop RUMI(E A 2%, 2007).

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.144242 477 LB 2t


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.144242

¥

-

X

&

2.3. BEHGE

23.1. REEHFNERBENEARRIEE

KA AR 1, KRS A R 2 IR I A, DL AR I 28 i o 72 K 2% AR AR
(7 o5 AR 350 DA R X2 a8 I N T 2285 A, bl . S Bk Tolk%E . BRI R

(1) WHERE: #H credamo WAL G BT M 6 (454 Young [ 4% RE B 3% )l £ K 2% A6 0 48 1k i 1
R

() BHWERN R EEEE, HESMER Young MK RIBERES, EREREE, BaER0H
B AT 73 4.

(3) I AT AR AT IR, B o D I 2% R 2 (S B 4 ) R I 4% R L O R,
MR FLA 5 PR R 2% B AL 9 s H s R (LRI PRt <40 43 R4 e, 40~60 43 % 5 W
LB EE, 60~80 4) N FERIZE K E, 80~100 2) N E ).

2.3.2. MEMBNRFEEFRNHFT

KB TR BB, R aAimiL . 72 P48 B AR I 2% i B 4L, DLEAS R AL 2 1A]
FEBER K. RIS HT S 58 BA MR, STRRAT RIS 5 TS e . R4 2% e 7] &
Hfr, I RPARLLA], A Stroop HMSES, X IHLBEATIEEAIHIFT . BARIEI T

(1) FhToRAE, WNSERIRE . LIS DL Se R, #irgalaesEhiE= .
B0 R B (A OB, DU DR 5 e L FO SCAS M €20 RE 98 355 Bl ) L o

(2) SHEAL E b SLIR I 18] b s o kB )5, [ U B S 0 H AL AR, RIS AT A 1S

=
o1l

J

() EHERYPRIE R IErp g, A2 M4k H Bl — K5 A BN . AN FHIE, 5
AP EAE RN . IR “LLf” (1), G “D” B RN FR “GE7 1), 5%
“F7 5 W2 CHWET 1, dEE C17 s WmRNER a1, 5% ‘K7 .

(4) FATTRIG(RPZR T E 5, LAAS B il A RAT S R D IR . 2550 8 0 it 8 Mk

(5) RISy . SRR TR Ty, R 55 RN A LR SR o A 7 AR 4 2 ok v
Tl [ 25 DL P R s BB, TS T RE b S A By i = i . IS g3t 72 AN iR o AR 23 8 .
WA 36 MRARE, RE 30 FP, 4k4E)5 36 AMliX.

(6) FEFHRIOHAE, TR A RO HEAT HE S dr .
2.4. GtE Ak

iz SPSS 21.0. Excel FA4% A B8R AT HAR . ¥, LG EHIRG . BOTEEAR ¢ A5
J7 750 HT Pearson #7418 H Excel FAN A A AT EAR AL B . 0. THIEA RS EE S,
WG VERNSE, St RS AR O ERE 2 1) o B s A Pearson AH 9K R 205 7 0 28 Rk 5 13 570 2 TR 1)
FHRK R, W€ P& [ A SRR FE AT W) o R 75 22 3 I BORE DGR 30 56, G202 ) 268 s i R = E VX 8% ol
ZH (BN R X 285 R RE R P ) RV E R D AT 45 LRI E R, " LUERLER Stroop R8N SE56 HH 1 [ v
I IA) FIAE AR S, DL P < 0.05 NZERA G245 Lo

3. &R
3.1. REEBREMEREENELLEIEE
B 1. 2 AT, WM S EEEA SR FNER: SRS NRERME. B
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Figure 1. The degree of Internet addiction in different grades
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Figure 2. The degree of Internet addiction in different genders

B 2. TRMEABIMRIZEER

3.2. MBIEES Stroop RSEHWAY P IETE, TR A

FIMBEREIE 5 Stroop RN S KT B LM . T IS 70 A2l 4k &, ke 30 | 4 Pos: IE
BRSO RERE AR, ROBEMIRAREEINEE, IERRZR PR, 10T~ 25 S S I 5 I TR R P 1) 5 28 T F B A
EIECT RS . Hb BERMRBARN- PSRN, BB EIRES, REH I PR T MR, &
o 2 FEE X R 2L A 15 0L

3.3. MBS ERNBEXE

D B R A AR R I 48 7K, TR 265 135 ) R I AR SR VE B JJ7K -« Pearson AH 2G40 45 SR B,
W2 R 5 R ) B R E A, MREERLS 5 IEMEIMHEGERN-0.177, ZHLREHLKREP >
0.05); MR S45 P15 ONE AR S 8—0.203, — 3% B BEMEMIRP <0.05), #HILE 1.
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Figure 3. Line chart of Internet addiction degree and accuracy
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Figure 4. Line chart of Internet addiction and average reaction time

E 4. MERESEHRMEITLE

Table 1. The correlation between Internet addiction and attention

1. MERRESEENRIEXMS

W R E S 347 J2 O B
I R Sy 1 (0.000™™) —0.177 (0.077%) —0.203 (0.043™)
RIRES -0.177 (0.077%) 1 (0.000™) —0.045 (0.655)

ST I B —0.203 (0.043™) —0.045 (0.655) 1 (0.0007")

W L. AR ER P<0.001. P<0.05. P<0.01 IR EHKE.

3.4. MEMBKESERNKTHNERNY

1B FSEREA ¢ 50 DA S 7 22 53 B 0t N 28 il K~ 518 3 0K I 22 kAT o0, 36 2~4 85 R IR
KEAELE M IR PR BRI RE Z R . i, EXMIE S 5 ML X 4 e S5 v s 7
ToREZR(P>0.05); TEJCPREL A 8 R IR 4 A 2 i 5 IRl 23 2 B 35 22 /(P < 0.05), T 5P
I 22 AN B (P > 0.05); (R FE RS B R 4 Hp X 4% R S 1 ) R S (P < 0.05)
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Table 2. The difference between no Internet addiction and mild Internet addiction

=2 MBS RENBHERYE

A4 AP Y FEA & FEIA bRz t fH P1g
T IE 34 0.964 0.031
NRGES t=0.765 P=0.447
15 PR 53 0.954 0.079
Mt 87 0.958 0.064
ToM e 34 1144.09 455.663
P45 2 RS t=-0.746 P=0.458
L2y b 53 1208.387 345.994
Mt 87 1183.26 391.218
Table 3. The difference between no Internet addiction and moderate Internet addiction
=3 EMESHEEMBRNERN
A g4 AR FEA & FEIA bRz t {H P1g
TR 34 0.964 0.031 .
IEf=R t=2.491 P=0.015
rp 2 R 35 0.904 0.138
Mt 69 0.934 0.105
TeM e 34 1144.09 455.663
SE8) t=1311 P=0.194
rp 2 R 35 1016.913 344.177
Bt 69 1079.58 405.083
Table 4. The difference between mild and moderate Internet addiction
T4 BEMESHEENENESH
A4 AR Y FEA & FEIA bRz t {H P1g
L=y 53 0.954 0.079 .
IEf=R t=2.145 P=0.035
rp 2 R 35 0.904 0.138
it 88 0.934 0.108
15T A 53 1208.387 345.994 .
SE8) t=2.546 P=0.013
rp 2 X R 35 1016.913 344.177
Mt 88 1132.233 355.99

sk ok

W L. AR ER P<0.001. P<0.05. P<0.01 {IREMKE.

4. g
4.1. KEFEMEREBIR

WEFE R, KA M2 R N 3 2 T I M O NG R AR B 76.47%, it BH I 2% il R
TERFAER AR WA . DX B N2 E R E ST BB, RS A N 4% e /K~
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BERT R REL, X512 1H2020) EHIRK(2020)FI0F LSR8, LKA M 4 iR IR 142
A RE BT, B RSA M SRR AL B Gt 2 RIS, 2023). 5K 4 {45 (2023) i 7t &
B, KEEAEM LS OB A 230 “eTtE %7 Rk, KRB B i ML oK s, AR IR0
K—Fr B KR=B, KU B &G, XG5 ARG RREBAEE, KW BRI &5 s

4.2. KEEMERBSIENHNXA

4.2.1. XM

o 28 35 X TR R R A SR IE PR R AFAE B ], XV 702 E 2h BLRp SR R EE <5
2011)0 FREIR A W 48 Bl 51 B AP AEAR G E o I 2% R BE M IE R EAEAEAH KR R (P> 0.05), X
FIREAR T AHT FURIFEA B A P /2 Stroop SEIRAR P T, AfFAE— @ RIREMAUERTE, T
BUCREVERMMOCR AR, R, —SiREAR R HUNMeE) o 5 B, Wl id SANR T 38 1 i x i
A, RERIER R REFIN RPN AR, SBORRIES R BRI, T 4% B AT 2
JSZI A 25 PR AR SR(P < 0.05), IX RIS AE L 5 124 S B Z TR AE — M oRIROR &, XA ORHK
KA RER T ILAAEN, (AR DI TR B AL A RIR R

422. E5M

I T3 B AL 288 BSR R AR XU, 3 ) R AP AE 35 22 S (R 55, 2019), 5 AR5 A A
SN ER A E R WS AT & o AT ICSS R, 50 5 0 48 e 3 1) TF A R 25 A
SRULTE L, ARSI K, MRIE ¢ AIRI0LE R, TOIE% RUE T R0 5 I 4% B 2 76 IE R 256 S I NI |3
AFAERZE M ZER . XA TREARRE/N #O A AR SRR M S B MBI, 1A B E
BIKFERZ SN S TREAEMNER, md— 0% R 2 N R T EEr a5 5.

TE TG 26 a7 A0 b B FE I 2% e # vh,  TE R 2R AR AE i35 22 (P < 0.05), gk i mf BAE— 3B HETD H )
SR AR B R VA . (Hl T RN P AE B RN, MOZHE R T IR R .
HARSRUE, Fp R 4R e 7E IR SRR MR R, ML R, P WL e b 1 P ]
K, T TC NS e R . H TR I — L 2 K SRR B 2R LR, MOZH
RNE RS RYMARGRER, WATH PSR, M7 e S5 R 7.

43. MRHBXETRE

A TS RS BUA DTSR — S8 DU — 2. DARTROBE S S da th, 48 ol o) e S BOME & 07
ARG EE I . FRATTRIAT FEAE R AE R AR R AT T SRR AU — RS T IXRR G R 1245 RAR M 1AM
SCRF, INER TR 2% R 5 R 2 RO AR O B

EAH A7 AE— LR PRIEIIR T ZE R %6, AT Young W% kB ZRAN Stroop 28 SEI6 AT
NPT R, (HIZETHEAG AR E MR IRZE . K, TR TR AE R, W RETeiE
7 BHAR RS BRI o BEAh, FRATBCER B AR AN BN, IX IR T 45 R — A T St

T RATRWE TG RARIL, FATAT DUFEHH — LR R TR TT 7)o 158, AT RAHE— DR TT I 45 i
SER A AR F A6 A (8] Gk A BT T vk (H AT #SE B A7), AE 54 th B L R ma L
il FIK, T UMRR AR R AL A WY 28 BB (A AL S AR L IR R TTHIRE, LU T AN [ 2R 7Y B FY)
ZEFE. oAb, TR AR PES TR M5, Gk s E(BEG) BRI BE AL R R (MR DA, DAt —2D
WA FRAT 45

B, RRFHRBE TR T RS M 2% R R RIS IR DR . AR AT FE T ARE— PR R
X—KFR, HHABTHIAAHR M — LR 5 -
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FRI B BA B AR A7, G BEAE RS . BeAh, A S AZ OGRS A (o BR A R 1)L, SR HAH Y (1
ORISR SRS . RS A7, FATTAT DA B K SA A T T B 2% AR 1), SR AT i
T 55 R

SE ik

Mg, xigE, K5 (2007). Stroop M (K i B——E18, R EEMR K. OEFESE 30(2), 415-418.
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