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Abstract

Objective: To analyze the effect of positive parental rearing patterns on internet addiction, as well
as the mediating effects of impulsivity and anxiety in this relationship. Methods: A questionnaire
survey was conducted among randomly selected undergraduates from a university in Heilongjiang
Province in August 2025. Results: (1) Positive parental rearing patterns were significantly nega-
tively correlated with internet addiction (r = -0.466), impulsivity (r = -0.440™) and anxiety (r =
-0.400"). (2) Both impulsivity and anxiety were significantly positively correlated with internet ad-
diction, with correlation coefficients of (r = 0.438") and (r = 0.529") respectively. 3) The mediating
effect value of impulsivity was —-0.103, with a 95% confidence interval of [-0.205, -0.022]; the me-
diating effect value of anxiety was —-0.132, with a 95% confidence interval of [-0.202, -0.075]. Con-
clusion: Positive parental rearing patterns can significantly negatively predict internet addiction.
Impulsivity and anxiety each play a mediating role between positive parental rearing patterns and
college students’ internet addiction.
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1. 5=

BB GE R e, M DO RS E HE AP EE TR WL BRSSOk
Eh, BIHEHAZEE KRR, PRI S K2R S 5RO, 18, 2026). K
AT DA 2R 054 21 & 5 IR ISR 52 S A A JT R R SR e, 4058 1 SR I RS
I Z AL, RMOR A R IR REEREIT 2%, dERANFRK R B, HAT. EiFRE TG,
Wik H AR AT S RERE(T A, 2026). HIRMGTTHEEERY], REMREEN 11 LMWE%E
FeHR 1%, HEA 1k 3 0 265 4> R 25 (1 [ FLIDE I 2845 Bty , 20240 B K5 A 5252 TELIK D9 £ ) ) )
W, WG 2 EAEEE, Hr KA A VTR AR 252k, W A5 X258 5 HE 0 e 0 A R IR AR
5 L2520, BEARIMZAE BIE A i NRCRIREE B H R IV, RY4err, 2024). HBIRFEES
HAEH M2 et KA B DB B A & — IE AL DAEFF . ARSCUONE R A INEA TR
WISRIR TV RE ST, JF HAM LB 2% B RS IR B A R SR . FR, WA BRI s R
PSR WM 0T 7 A B R 2% SR B iR S A

AEEWIRY], PURMZ I S GG BUE S, XMaE R 5 UGBS 45 Kk sh oy Bk
FEMERIE R HE AT, GIUAmAS, B8, haisE(Yang etal, 2026). AP A2 IR
MAEINARFFAL RGBS 26, 73 B0 BEAS [ B 190 2% BB B o b sl R AE 8 IOAAR AR, AR A A4
B AREE : Erih Sh B AR AEAR TR . RIS AT R A RO O BRI, 2P A XS L “AT W R4%” B4R . AL
fBsL: PhEPEAE R AR B57 T 3 W48 i TR v A o AT 2 AN 2 T 5 K 2742 R 246 Pl R )
BRERAE, T B MG ™ AR, OB S RE ISR E (VT A, 2025), SRR RE TR
o, KRBT RERY, mxtlk. Nbs. Sl 2 EIR D), 8RR AR AR AR 4. 491
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AR RS . IS O BT SR ACVE W 2 i, s b B @IS 7, iz P B A AU ke B AR
AR AR FEAE AR S B R 77 305 M 2% B (R P /A . ARSI eSS R B, RIS REEER 77
REN R ZE AR PR E DB SCHF, 2 RBRAR T 20T P 48 B R BE A (ST 4% 2024) 0 BRRSC BRI BR 7
AR AR Y T, REW A B KA R N RS BB TRE ST, PRI 28 Bl MR o H LB H B i
SBFHGF T7 A KA W 45 B LA A SR

A28 PR — W fie 2t [ 41235 Goldberg $2 HY , 1573 LU BEE I REATRS MR A2 W ket
R W28 J R E SONAE AN IR SR 25 RIS, — R S AT A (CETiE, 2025). Young FEMI 2% ik
VRSN I PR BRI » & — M AR TE 242 11 Xk W 28 A5 P AT D9 5 e 2838 A N A 2 DI RE B2 458 FA L BB
R %528 WA B IR S RIS W R, i8Rk 8 IR, 1RBENWRA 5 B LL ik e
B, R AR I 48 ORI ] (= 2555, 2024). Armstrong MAT A A EETIIF T, 1% I NN
B 2 A R ZAT RIS, BE MR AL AT O 2 I TR B s 19X 2% Ty ) R LA
Pofd RO BB 138, Fh b RS T A FEL ) 208 e ke P 1) R A2 26 B i (Zhwao et al., 2026)

2. REMREFHE
2.1. ARMR

AL TR I 738, RN 200k RS REER 75, R, mhalitE . 48 e S5 AH
KAZ IR, IR 350 By inl s, Wilal 350 ), RS 29 4, &4 321 trA K&, &K
N 91.7%. HPHEZIIET B4 180 N, Atk 56.1%, &4 141 A, G 43.9%. K—2#485 N, &
b 26.5%; K476 N, HEHE23.7%; K=%4 97 N, L 30.2%; KPO%4 63 N, (5L 19.6%.
AT BN ZIPANARES: (1) 2EFIEEARE; (2) BESIMIEEHF LG RE. HEtadE: (1)
IR NAREMERZ IR (2) IEERAREMHRAY: 3) b —MHNEBEKXEFSEMSF: 4) HENE
VEZ IR /NT 4 2%

22. METER

2.2.1. BRRBHFHRAER(S-Embu-c)

H SR AEATIE T KA, %R NSRRI BESERR 2 /N4 FLIX R 7 4 — 50, &
B 21 Nk E, 048 3 ANEEE I R4, R R . AR XU N, B REL
I 07 AR B R 7 R B2 BRI ZE 700 4 P05 T (1= MR, 2= /R, 3= &%,
4= ). 1Fm RN %% H R IR 5 SR BUBEE X B O B S DU FF O 2255, 2009). AL
KRG RIRBEAE 2% H, 20 64 94 11, 13, 17, 21. ABFFHZERK Cronbach’s a ZEH 0.776.

2.2.2. Barratt g1 & T TIEIT AR (BIS-1T)

HZER BT . =R 30 MR HAM, A 3 MEEILEHE. JEiRirhshte, 173hhshte, A
S EPE . AR R AN SN HR S S T4y o SR A TERE S P BT IR (1= AR 2= 1)
b 3= HI 4= ZHEM 5= BR), 13508E I S (R 255, 2011) . AR5 HiZ K ) Cronbach’s
o RECN 0.827,

2.2.3. EEIEBITEER(SAS)

B William W. K. Zung Zmfil, 20 N5 H, B4EEER, 5 DRIAMH . RHAZERER 4 L5kt
(= R EHIL, 2= A au I, 3= M2 I, 4= 230 E L) (KA, 2023).
AR 1ZEZEL N Cronbach’s a RECHN 0.734.
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2.2.4. PICMILE AL RERIETTR(CIASR)

AP ET, SERIL 19K H, 4 NGRS smiatE B WA 52 . R A8 £ i
a2 HE i . SRAHZETRE 4 Bt irik( = ARFE. 2= ARG, 3= 6. 4= EFRE) 70 b
T AN 2% R R K, 53 43 DA BN E R X2 RO, A5 53188 v 2 AR DX 2 RSO A 1 B v (118, AR
1S, 2005). AWFFEH1ZE R Cronbach’s o RECH 0.725,

3. 858
3.1. EEFERERE

AW BT SCEE F BE 2 A A % B IR S, TR i) 3 TR g N T 38 S ] Harman (Rl
Mk gt AT LR VA M ER 36 . R B IEE 27 MR FHRIEE R T 1L, 3B 1 MR FREEEREN 11.314%,
TR T 40%, 2R 7 B AN AEAE W B L E TR 2%
3.2. AR BEFAN. A, £iE. WERBHEX S

ARSI A BE R A whahtE . RS, WL R T ARG E 0T, SR SPSS 25.0 BAFAH G
T, SRR 1 BR, BUREEE T NS 4 R B R U D (r=—0.466"", P<0.01), Fk#FR T
AR B3 T K (r = -0.4407, P < 0.01), FIKAGRTT NG R B2 AAHK (@ =-0.400™, P<0.01).
MM I 2% e B 35 IEAH DG (= 0.438"", P<0.01), FERE 548 BuliE 2 2 2 1IEAH K (r=0.529", P<0.01).
REE SRR, BRAREEFE . . BEEEL 4 RO 1R AR R LR A L R

Table 1. Descriptive stats and correlation analysis of the variables

= 1. BEMERGITFEX SR

65 M =+ SD 1 2 3 4
FARRAL BRI T = 1.93 +0.42 1
i 3.84+0.43 —0.440™* 1
£ 3.06 £0.35 —0.400** 0.467" 1
I 245 RSB 3.10£0.34 —0.466™* 0.438" 0.529" 1

E: P<0.01%

3.3. RS

Table 2. Impulsivity mediation effect test

2. MEE R A BNARL

N N Bootstrap 95%CI o
N NI 7 RN L
RR TR
BN -0.377 -0.456 -0.298
BN -0.275 -0.359 -0.191 72.94%
g3 g -0.103 -0.201 -0.022 27.32%

AT A4 HT 52 SPSS H1(1) Processd. 1. 117 2, FAMLZFETT TR0 IR 4% FOJRa 11 s 3084 9—0.377,
95% B {5 X (8 A[-0.456,—-0.298], [X[HIAEE 0, WA TR 7 2000 X 25 plciia S 2 1 ) TR FH . AR AR
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IRy, 4 SO SRR o I NI B S, RRRR R J7 2XONT I 2% B 1) ELHE A —0.275,5 95%
BASXEH[-0.359,-0.191], XIAIANVELE 0, Ui IR 2R 7 20T 00 2% R e P T 8 7 ) Tl 44 P AR S8 (35
T I Pl A ) TR AR D9—0.103,  95%EAE X [8] 9[—0.201, —0.022], [XIAIAELE 0, BBzl h
RN FEAFAE . L5 BRI, AT LU S MEAERR IR 37 J7 215 I 28 i - ) Ak 6t 3 1R 7 VR

e 3, IR T 2N 2% R I B BB N —-0.377,  95% B AR X [A] [—0.456, —0.298], X [AIAN(L
B0, YIRS 7 2O 0 2% i . 2 AR el TR, AR TRk Er, 48 RO R B BRI . I N AE
FE e, AR 2R 5 300 0 4% R0 1) B 42 RSB N —0.245, 95% A5 [X 3] N[—0.323,-0.167], X [AIAEF 0,
Yt AR BT 77 2O 19X 248 S 1) B4 I S0 P AR A% A2 25 ol 8 18 2B 1 TR 30 REAB 9 —0.132, 95%
BIEXIAN[-0.199,-0.076], XIAIANEE 0, UWEERKH AN BEAE. 48 LA, ATRLANEEIELE
FARR 257 7 25 0 2% bl - RS il 25 (R0 0 Fh VR o sl PR R ) A RIOSE 23 301 o5 SR RN ) 27.32%
35.01%, AELER) AR 5 e s T s v, U B AEAR AR TR O TN I 2% e R s o, RE ) R A RRORE
R

Table 3. Testing the mediating effect of anxiety
= 3. ERPAYNRE

Bootstrap 95%CI

LIV RN 7R R L
TR kR
L -0.377 -0.456 -0.298
B —0.245 -0.323 -0.167 64.99%
EIEE23 9N -0.132 -0.199 -0.076 35.01%

GniE 1, AHIE TR R AR 1 K A R [ B A AR

y’ ;EI:IE}JI& 0.288"*
-0.466**
PR B FH LR

-0.400** =35 0.408**

Figure 1. Mediator model
B 1. riER

4. THe
4.1. AR BEFHFANRIPER R EHF
AT FAESZ, AL RE 2 7 FASS B 50 160 T 2 ) 2% e, 00 i o o 50 A2 A 8 i
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PR RAE R . X — SR TR TAESRGH RIS, BIXEEAMERKM RS, K
SRR MR BT il B R TR I G o BRI AL BRI RO R AR S il T RE ) “ 22 gk
A58 HLAE THTGT o 2% 155 s I L 2% B iR 100 B B URAN B FRAZ I RE /0, AT AT 28 BELT 17 19X 248 RO D T I A (/s
K&, 2026).

4.2. PN BENERSHE: BEFTRTITAES

AW — A EE R IE, R A RN 8 (35.01%) 5 = T sht(27.32%) . X —45 48R T 1E
R TR 77 TSm0 W0 2% e iR AR e, I 28 R HLAR AR R AR T-A7 e bilbLal . X nr e 5 RS A AR )
R KRB BURFIE A %

— 71, EIVELE PR AR E RS R, RSO A R E K2 0Bk 5 55 ),
SBEH TR T A L s ARG PR . 53— 71, AR A MRS S 2RSS, X R BE TS I
SN A UBRANBRIES . AR AT Bl X ANBRE I Z B Ty, A A B A A 7306 s B 5
R FROIBGHER) BRI o YSRHEALE BURIE S SR, ISR RO IR PR,
A LB 2 955 . BRI, AR T M S AT AR BE AR, SRR AR R 4 T Y B AR
Ief A1 ) 28 S DRSS Hh 47 T B A0 B R € XA ARAR T D] 17 5 R H A HE B R 2 2R T IR 288 1) DG i
PRI(AR R4, 2025),

43. SLEBRETEIN

Bt BRI, ABFONERECLEE R R TAEMRE A F RO 7 B se sl

H5E, XM EALOLEE L, MR EHIET MR TITR. ETEENHAERENE
Fo AR RS ORI A S T BRSSO AR A AR . R UOT BB X ARSI 28 B T U T AR 5
NIRRT R E AR RTINS, 5 B A S I 17 R T SR, AR A Y X 2% 3k AT
Mo [, EFENZREPSIAMSOLHEERRE, 51 92E R E SBEES, =RIHOEPE.

HG WTFFRKME, RS AT RER” [ “HEEE” B BOR RN . VR 2 Z KA X
TP RS TR R, AR SRR L T SR AR AR T B RN T K R S . AR,
FARRLE AR S RIS, i Ao . R BRI S SR, BURR AR T L I B8 AR
MK B9 UK R 24 ) B AL

e, LA RIS . RN E 18 S R B AR AR O B A, T K AR AR
WeHFR T N E N, BRI RARVN T LMERE S, TBREEE 1, SRS R 2%
ARSI S

4.4. ARBIRERFERE

AL R RIRE . 56—, FEARCORIRT RRITE R R, FEAARMEAIR, R
KIPFEAT Y R B LMK . ZRMEAL, DRI AR R &Y. 55 =, MR e DLA R AR R A i R 2R
K&, HEFHERSAL RN R RS . AR TR AN MG B, BB AT T Xt
W28 SR R TIN5 =, AW TERTE S R SC R AR B A R 1T AE . AROR AR
RITTONNTE 2 G AMRAR B, Ky 3 BN SEAA PR D0 2% Fl e A2 A AR, Dy 47 S SIS A U6 O 2 A T 2% e
TP A I SR SCRF (MBI, 220458, 2023),

EREFRIR, KEEA RIS ROl S EI ST BRI 5 1 9IS S AR 7 (Bilgin et al., 2026).
DAY B E 2 EipriwiiBuE UG PLmIES TR 5 o Ee RV N o e S MR g YN o s A S 9 o L P (B
O I R BLSR I 1 2 DR 3R AR R 4 S R AE LA PP A o, SRS T TSR B R S A B
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WL, SR BER R SRS 1 T T TS R T B AR B B, 2026)
5. &g

AR FT S5 RS DA U S RAR R, AR a7 7y 33 A ) T X 4 BORe (o5 v A
2023), 3 GBS UM ESE, 2021), B R TR G, B, 2025). phahtEREIE
[F) TR I 28 F R (Bulut, 2026), 5 5 3 1F ) 5000 W0 2% FRE(Wu et al., 2025). TSN PEERR R A B2 777
5 OR S A W 2% i 2 i) R HE R o v AR R o AR BEZ R T 2 mT it s 3 ke s e D 2% pci , AR S BR
7777 AR B AR 2 A MRSl IR O3 KT, BRI IL N 48 B IR, 55 AR 0 45 A & (2 255, 2021) 6
FEBTE R AL BEZ TR 77 20 R 25 A I 246 R 2 ) R HE R A A AR o 3 — &5 SR i B R SRR 7 2
530 I PR R S A RO B KT, 30T PR L 0 4 il R AR AR, 5 AR 7 45 SRR AT A (Yu et al.,
2025). £ bRTIR, R AT iE i B AR, LIRSl R A A B R AR R I R A R AR, TR
TSR ARFFFE T ORFA WL B2 HL AR OGRS, O SRR AR [ 8 . 56 38 0 BR A
RBERR . GG KM 2 SORIR DAL T SRR 5502 % .

E&WE

VTR A S BEE IR R I H (965 . 25SHCO11); 4 PHT W R R B8 ST H (9 5 -
HA25CR095); SBRITATEAEHERBEIHEGRS: ZHY2024-295); HHPHLERCR LR E )
&5 2021-MYBSKY-059).
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