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Abstract

In order to study mediation effect of anxiety on relationship between perfectionism and internet
addition in college students, 584 undergraduates in Wuhan, Xuzhou and Beihai were selected to
be investigated by Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Questionnaire, Internet Addiction Test
and State Trait Anxiety Inventory STAI-Form Y. The results are as follows. 1) College students of
different genders are significantly different on perfectionism. Boys are significantly higher than
girls on CM, PS, PE, PC and DA, but girls are significantly higher than boys on OR. 2) College stu-
dents of different grades aren’t significantly different on internet addition. College students of dif-
ferent genders and professions are significantly different on internet addition. Boys are signifi-
cantly higher than girls on internet addition; students of science are higher than arts students. 3)
College students of different genders, grades or professions aren’t significantly different on state
anxiety and trait anxiety. 4) CM, PE, PC and DA are significantly related to internet addition. CM
and PE can predict internet addition. 5) Dimension of perfectionism is significantly related to state
anxiety and trait anxiety. We can make conclusions that college students’ perfectionism can posi-
tively predict internet addition, and mediation effect of anxiety on relationship between perfec-
tionism and internet addition in college students is not significant.
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B FUOEIED R S AL =R ZRER R A S842 AFF AT &, KA MK R ER(IAT)
FrostZ 4523 X O E B R (FMPS) AR — 1 A& 1B 738 (STAI-Form  Y)SRERIT KA EEBEREE
NEMBERAZFRFNMMER . HERER: 1) REATRENEANEFERN LOFAEREER, £H
DR MARE. SRR, B, TIINSR A, BARER T4, EFEE T, T4
BEERTRA. 2) REENBEEZHTANMEEEZER, EEINLV I HFEEEEER, BAENE
EEEERT L, BRNBEEEEERT XA IR . 3) KR¥AEBERT. £%. BV HEHAE
EEEER.4) KR¥EEIEENEFEE L REHE . QERHOTE. TR REFE 5SNEEEHX,
HOHEE RSP PRRITTIREE . 5) EERERE XFH O KEHHE., LBHIPFSREE
RBARERAEREEMRX, &i: 1) REARZEUNMNBER ERTUER. 2) REEEREREEN
EMBERRZFHFMEARRE.

XA
BB, PR, SEREX, KA

1. 518

5e32 E X (Perfectionism)— M A B A& —FF LR IE SRR B R SE M NASRE R . B RWFF0 5695 2 R B
FLOHEAE 5 MARGERZEIR 146 N Alfred Adler TA B 3R 58 55 /& NI A4l RN AR R I Zh AL, (40
PBARIERFEFEAE DAL DG B I, TR S EGE 2 OB . J5 R I 22 B LB O B IR A1 T 5
M. Horney tAJy, 56363 SCEHAE HLEGRIIIUERES, R IAEEAE SO B IAREAR —FER, 1R2E
OISR, 2004). DA EAALTESE F SOU SHGE B4R, FERRRTIGAWR A . HEX 20 4l 90
FEARHIH, LA Frost. Hewitt AR 1583 1 U AL 40 AlFe T /N A RI4ERE I 56 26 3 U5, %A
AL T A CMEEE LER . X 5E S BRI ] R N N 5 35 3 SO — P I SRR
N Z AT R PR T IR A R 2 T 1EH Ao

Frost AA), 583532 SUR PR SO 30 B ok m b, RIS 2Bl A% BTN A AR ] o Frost 2 4
SEEE NEFRRABONE M 5EE E UGN E T H, ME T 583 FE OO R, Frost ZilA5E3EE X
BARNYESE, o3 AR HOER AN APRIE SRR | SCBRHEYTE . 173058 RE « 2P (Frost, Marten, Lahart,
& Rosenblate, 1990). B 7t 5836 F LRI AL — L IETH S RS, WA, &%, B BAx. AEHRA
%, (HABRIATESE T X EIAR RS BRIEE . S BEAG & O B BN AR RS 1 T RO IEAR DR (7K 75 14,
PN, R 2, AR, 2008), M%7 CEERIIE AT RN Ry 7K P 56 38 32 SCH SR S i R 2 AR ) O BB R (1
s/, 2004). PRIRER BT AT BRI 58 36 S A AR BAR O B3 (M 22, 2009), 4bh, EREXT
LA I 5 A R AR 3R B G A 1 I 2 A Y 5 56 2 U] TR B AR B 3 1A DG, P A B 2 5
SRR TR R (LR, 2009), &I, BT HSESE SR IHHO AR RS AT NIRRT AR AE
FE A 22 ) OE [ PN 28 (Chang et al., 2011).
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R 245 PR A A 2 A H R 3 A E R I A, AR T X 4% B P BRI AN 2, N BB s — [ IR R AT
FRRR, AL AL SR X 2% a5 IR 28456 FH 25 (R A1k o D OB B o B TR 3R DA R SRR3R B A v
K. Horp, GWFFTHE H 56 38 32 SN R R A R I B ZET0000 (R 7, 56 98 3 SCRH O B 5 A BRI
Xof P B A S 3 R TR TR SRR AN A BREET OK 2 A X R I T S S I R (20 72 T, 2014) 0 T 19X 2% i
EEERFERREF(A, 2014; E£orfk, mREA, 2003; B, K4k, TRANAIZE, 2009; Kk,
5, F 277, 2009), F H i BR AR AR RS 8 T 2 14 1 1 TR ) 48 BRI (5K 05 05, 2555, 15577, 2009)

g LRTIR, 5e3EE XAER—F A JE T MR R 2R, 0 2 RO B I TIE R e
T X FAIREXT B B M TAE R, FERE T2 W R iR B L R &, AR O SCRX e 8 1 . 4
B S B = AN A B R R SIEAT 7RIS, AR IR = A 08 BT IR NIRRT 7L
REPRDT KA 58 36 8 SR i T X 28 e i), B R8RS AE = Z AR R PAETER A E A

XA AT LA 7 56 26 3 SUFE F T 28 O FROATLAR 3k — A R R O 2 AR N 248 RS I R 2 2 1L

2. ARF=*
2.1, #ik

KR BB A BENLIAE ) 3, R 48 dbiE =i AT ke, LR J0R 2 706 1,
B[ 1) 35 655 4y, BRI, AR5 629 4, ARCEEN 96.0%. B EHE 1 92.8%1F A7 Hr
Bl HA 54332 N, Z&c4 252 N, K—Z K ANEr78 109, 85, 235, 155 A

2.2. fiRIA

2.2.1. MIEEEER(AT)

I 2% Fi R 7% (Internet Addiction Test) H1 38 [E f7 2% £ K %% Kinberly Young 4w il (Young, 1998), 3t 20 i,
A E KA LJLTFA)~5(E2) 1) 5 Zeitsr, BEE W “ORUEASUR MR ] e AR Tivh (22K 2 7,
K43 20~100 43, 20~49 43 NIEH FIMLAE ¥, AMTE 50~79 43 NERIE G, A REA I 4% e ) AL,
80 73 M LA EoNEE ia# . Laura Widyanto 45(Widyanto & McMurran, 2004) R 7T 3 B 1% 1) 35 LA 3816
15 BEE R

2.2.2. Frost Z#5EEF UDHEHER(FMPS)

Frost % 45¢3% & GO HE B R (FMPS) i Frost gmiill (Frost, 1990), B W# % CBIRE(17%° €, 2007), 3%
BJBAEH, A& 6 MrER, SARIOHER. NARE. SRR, SCRHIEPE. ThEERE. KEM
BRI EXH LGSR E)-SEARE FFE)0 5 ity W “IRIISEEE AR E TR mARAE” .
RREM a RECN 091, KN a RECH 0.83~0.93.

2.2.3. W& - FHHREEIEIE(STAI-Form Y)

RE - R £ERE W5 Spielberger 5 NGl (VLA 4, Ay AR, b5k, 2000), 3k 40 UZHA, & H 40
CRIERBOAEE o MR 108 ~4EEE WIE) W 4 Kty TJ7 . 1T 20 BUNIRSEIEREE,
B TP R R s i — B TR sl SR tE Bk MR AP o i AR B 8RR SZ . W] T R LR
PPRAFERE. )5 20 BUNKHREEIEER, HTIEE AMISE SRR . T-Al FIEN{E & 0.73~0.86,
S-Al ¥ E JI{E EE 2y 0.16~0.62.

23. MREF

SR FH R AT AN 0 St (05 2K ik T AniE R s H L PIRI A A, B AR
HE. BASMEERILE, Wl 80y 40 7284, W55 )R Lz
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2.4. BT

BT B 8 H SPSS13.0 i NN 34T o BEAT T IR PEGE T, PRSI LA R, BRI 37 22 534, Pearson
AR e Z B EIH M. LA P <0.05 N REMER.

3. ZRED
3.1 KEXTEEFNHNARER

311 FEMANMFRAFETERENNER
X 58I B SAEVEAI ARG LB Z b TA I, AR 1. & 20 % 3. ARPEARSEARE SR E
S 6 NYEFERAG W ZE R, AEHOER. DASRIE. SCRHUEE . ORIV, ATBIISBEREIX b NERE R

Table 1. Differences analysis in perfectionism of college students of different genders
1 TEMHNKFETEEXESR (M £ SD)

E % t{E
FHLEE R 24.18 £ 6.52 22.96 +5.87 2.34*
PN 21.36 +4.83 20.58 + 4.66 1.97*
SRR 16.13 + 3.89 15.29 £3.79 2.62%*
BRIV 1024 +3.33 8.84 +2.99 5.26**
17BN A BERE 12.16 + 4.04 11.33+£3.91 2.50*
E S 21.77+4.79 2272+ 4.08 —2.53*

¥E: *P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001, F[d.

Table 2. Differences analysis in perfectionism of college students in different grades
7 2. FRIFRRFETEEXNHERTH(M £ SD)

K— r= K= PN FE

O 22.27+5.84 24,16 +6.18 23.91+6.61 23.95 £ 6.02 2.22
A ARk 20.77 £4.73 21.20 + 4.68 20.92+4.72 21.25+4.94 0.30
S BHHE 15.19 + 3.62 16.31 +3.98 15.52 + 3.87 16.24 +3.93 2.45
ACBRHE P 8.95+2.77 10.27 +£3.26 9.56 + 3.33 9.89 + 3.40 3.10*
1TEINEEE 11.62 +4.57 11.85+2.82 11.79+3.24 11.92 +5.06 0.12
Sl 22.06+4.14 22.26 +4.86 31.92+4.88 22.62+3.98 0.78

Table 3. Differences analysis in perfectionism of college students in different majors
7 3. PRIBWXRFETEEXHERTH(M £ SD)

CE A} TF F{E

LR 22.79+6.11 24.93 + 6.84 23.51+5.96 2.62*
A N ik 21.00 +4.78 21.01+4.70 21.03 +4.87 0.15
EHHE 15.73 +3.81 16.23 + 3.63 15.46 + 4.07 1.08
SBHLE 9.39 +3.29 10.40 +3.25 9.35+3.20 3.04*
7B 5ERE 11.68 +4.09 11.74 +3.48 11.87 +4.30 0.38
S 2271+ 4.39 21.70 £ 4.49 21.92 £4.62 2.05
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RAERFE S T4, ERAETT IR LERE ST R NREHRNRZAE RIE R PPYERE A B35 72
5, 2 LED ZHEIEAM: WERLU ERZF&GT FH, “FRXREEGT FH. 7R MHAR
UEEAEF R IR . ARFALF R AR ORTR IS BHIL PP A B 75 7, 22 LED ZH LRI
Bl: BRPRZEALESLOEHR . SORHILPPYERE 825 TOCR TR . 8363 SO HoAth 2 FZAE &b |-
KA GAEREER.

32. KEEMENARER

3.2.1. AEMSRIEZME N KFEEMEHER

o A ZE P A AN AL R B 3 AT AR 56, 455Nk 4. £ 5. #£ 6. AFEIVER KFA WIEFRE
EHEEEEER, BAETLE. AAFERRFAEMBEREEERAEE . ARV KFHEMBERLEES L
EZER, 4 LED ZHEEKRIFR 2 MEREE B S T 0B TR, (HXRHR TR k224 A
REREEREES.
3.3. KEERTEENARER
3.3.1. KEERSEENERIR

REFAPRE SRR B GTHEN S 7, s8BRERKAERSEEESFHREARE LR, HE
AR R R 2 T TR

3.32. NEMANMEZKFERENES

XHEERBAEME R AN b B B AT AR S, S5 RN 8. & 9. K 10 AFEMER. F. Bk
KL EBRIINFAERZE Z R .
Table 4. Differences analysis in internet addiction scores of college students in different genders

=4 TRMNIAXZFEMBETES DR
5 4 t{H

IAD (M = SD) 44.91 £+ 14.06 39.53+11.65 4.93**

Table 5. Differences analysis in internet addiction scores of college students in different grades

=5 TEFRRFEMBEIERIH
A— x= = A F&
IAD (M + SD) 41.45 +13.62 42.28 +12.67 42.71+13.58 4339317 0.47

Table 6. Differences analysis in internet addiction scores of college students in different majors

3 6. PRIFWAZFERBENER I

SR HA TH F
IAD (M = SD) 40.74 1279 45.94 +14.24 42.19+12.78 3.60%*

Table 7. Analysis of college student’ anxiety

T RFEEEREASH

F55y T ON ;i /ME Ry t
R AR 41.07 71.00 20.00 44.25 -8.10
R AR 44.50 64.00 28.00 43.97 16414.10%*

e RPPTH RS H BN 2009 SR H .
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34. REEFTEEREN. FEMMBAXRHR

341 KREAFREN. HREMMBHIHEXHR

XEESRESCEYEL . FRIE S MIREEAT BORIBAI R M, S5 RN 110 ARE R 5838 3 LAY
BRI & 1. O SCRHIE . SCRHIL PP AT B IR B85 R AR R 2 i IR A G . 4B
YRS BRI PP S RS AR R SR AR B BUR 35 IE A 0 . SCBHIII SR S5 RS AR B ARG i A 18 12 0 25 fUi %
IR EARE RIS 5 MR AR R A B2

34.2. REESTEREN. KEMMBHEYRSH

M T AR, R ARE N 5E 56 3 SO YEE 5 RAF A2 A R R ARG, B 22 5 Bl 9 ) A B4k
A e A3 I P 56 5 3 SRS JEE X R (R 52

XPREAEARE NV FE 56 T SO/ ERL . £RIE 5 IEREAT Z o kRl A b, e Frds Rank 12, & 13
s, AR B 583 3 SCRIFHG BB RS BRE PR X IR RS2 225, HORE I B35 . 4HO A A AL

Table 8. Differences analysis in anxiety of college students of different genders

8. TEMANKRFEEERABSERON

5 & t{H
RAEERE 41.44+9.81 4057 +8.85 1.11
e AR 4453 +6.59 4447 +6.17 0.11

Table 9. Differences analysis in anxiety of college students of different grades

3 9. TRIFEARFEEBRAERON

K— K= K= /L] F {&
REEE 41.24 +9.02 42.02 +8.98 40.70 + 9.66 40.97 +9.57 0.43
TR AEEE 4451 +5.79 44.38 + 6.16 4478 +6.71 44.14 + 6.53 0.32

Table 10. Differences analysis in anxiety of college students of different majors
F 10. TRIZWKRFEEEBRRES I

e R} TR F 18
RS 41.11+9.47 41.79 + 10.19 40.54 +9.06 0.49
R R 44.33 + 6.56 44.39 +6.70 4457 +6.15 0.52

Table 11. Correlation analysis between variables

11 REEBZEREXSH
O A LB BT 1T BB %E WSEIE R £E 8 MR

0 A 1.00
SBH 0.40%* 1.00
SCBHILVTE 0.63** 0.53** 1.00
1TahR 5 0.46** 0.37** 0.41** 1.00
REHEE 0.17** -0.08* 0.15** 0.07
e AR 0.18** -0.10* 0.13** 0.12** 0.78** 1.00
BY 0.42%* 0.22%* 0.47%* 0.28** 0.07 0.056 1.00
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Table 12. The regression analysis of internet addiction disorder to perfectionism and anxiety

312, MEABITEERE X SEERIEIANT

TR AR 5 B
PO A 0.21%*
S EHE -0.08
SBHIL P 0.35**
1TEhR5E 0.07
RS 0.01
AR -0.05
R 0.25%*

Table 13. The regression analysis of anxiety to perfectionism

3 13, FRBXEREXME IS

FHO 0.13* 0.16**
BHHE —0.24%* —0.27**
AL BRHE P 0.19** 0.14*
1TBhIR5E 0.023 0.08
REEEE
FETAR RS

R? 0.07** 0.08**

BEREPEXS PR A B2 IR R TAE A o $HO S . S BEIH B AN A REHE DX IR A B R Ay o7 A2 FE O 52 1) i
2, FO AN AL BEIE TR 25 £ R A T A pE A 2 R A TR, AQ B BE TR A R R MR 5 2
A BEN R E TER . IREER SRR AERS PR REMAEE, EEREREFENSMERRTH
HAERIAR R,
4, #He
41. RFREEEEZENHARERNTHL
411 KEEEXENEAOZETE FERNTE

MAE 1 A5, AP A e e T AR EAEAE R, B KA OAR . D AFRE. RBHH
W QBRI 1TshiR g BB S T, MR ENRIAEMEE N LA BESTEA, 586
I, & ALE, 2008)4R—8, MMM ERGFETREENNEZAYEE L, FHANXTES
R E A2 5 Lot P 25 S DA R A 2 . FRBEN BB e MR 2l O K B AR AR R 22 7 R T )
—IUF R WO E24, 20004 —8, il F R4+ XM FRBAEZE R —HE R . W&
2. R 3H, KREFAREFENEERMEN FERARE, X5 KRG L. X2l AR
AR E LA R AEER DA, WA AL, H A2 A 2 /N S /N 2
4.2. RFRZEMEFHRLERNOTHL

MFE 4 015N, AR KA B LAEREEER, BREAERE SEbR ST Lk
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A, XITTHASET NP I AATIT, 2007 XA, #5714, 2008 X7, 2009)45 RIEAR—. TATINH,
VAL LR b L 2oV S B TR, T 48 A — M L BORT I R R = Fe 5T N7 TR, BeAh,
VR H AR BRG] I KT Lot AN BRSBTS R A
BB SBEAN AEGF, B REEMShHHEE QA RIES . R RZ e E AL
E AL DN A G953 <V G S E =i s = 32

M5 TTA, KRR F 2 RN, X4 (2009)FF 0 2 B, R — 27 A 10X 248 Rl i 1 1) 55
EAR T ARG A o 5 K E A5 (2009) 7 58 3 B, K DU 2% 28 IR 28 Rt 1) . 35 v 1 K — 2 A= o 2109 25 (2007)
WEFERM], KRR DY A W 2% e i v 235 i T K — 24 . VARSI Fe 4 RA e A ], H 2 AE
R VU 5 A X 28 Rl 3 v TR — 2R IX — W B ARRF— 3. XATRe 5 KM A TG il . o MES EH
Ko AW TGS RTINS F IS BRI A B 25, 0T ULt ss K2 218 2009 4 LLHT
R, X TTRE B TR I R HERS ,  BCE B RS ARAE iy T B B BE A I {4 AR Ak R 2%,
HOEH— RN SR min, SN RRAE R T2 F A RE . ] Be=RE AT 25 (B i
BIF 5 25 T FH ) DX 28 R e R AN R T, (R DA A [0 P 199 8%l e 1 3 T S PR 19X 4% e 77 T A BT A [

M 6 AT, KEFAERBIEG Y 2R 53, 2 LED £ & i R IR \b A4 B B w1
R TR, AESCRPR TR b A IR R B B R 2 5 o 0T S R AEAS [F) Bk e A7 3
Z5, ARG RAFE. AR, OBV WS R KT BB T EAERAE . ZRERR L
KA, BHRVESRE .. SRERR LKA MG K R EZ R, i, e, 2007).
AL (2007)RF TR B, 3. BRRLR S A S /K P AEE R E Z R W E . 2 4055(2007) HgRAT
S(2009) A TR B, BRI AR N 28 OB /K P R 3 TSR R 3R o IR Be 250 5 AT 5 45 SRAR L

BAVNA, BERMVER S AR Z, T SCRH A A5 2, T R T AS [F) 14 790 DR 27 A2 X 248 BRa R AS [
AT DAAS H R AR T I 4% RO 7 T ¥ 3 v T SORHAE .

43. RTFRFEREMRGROTIR

M7 WTHEL, REFARRSEE S EBRA BE 2R, R NFAENFEIEREESTELRE. 5L
FERIRFFRREN, G, Sk, 1998)4 i —3.

M 8 TIEN, AW FE A R ADIRES FE REARR AR R AE M EAARE 22 e, X IR HOREE (0,
=K kA, 2010 R ARAE R —E. Spielberger SETERAE TAE NG KA @A Bl R AN
BE AT I I, 45 s A PE CIRAS FE R AVRR T AR JE) E V0 7 AL A 838 22 o 9K 2 (1998) % i vl
KEEAE R EER LT A R B AL BTV IR A B 2 . MR 9y 72 10 T, KEE AR fE R IR M
Tl EIIAEAEZE R, X AT RE 5 A ARGV IR K 2 A R T I S PPN R R B (Bl s ol &%) 55 b R
EFRARNIRRR, WEXR, BERRE)H XK.

44, RTFRFEFZEEN. FEMMBERXRNTTL

M T AR, KR ARG NV 5856 S 4 DMER SRS R E MG XA 8 4RdE
TS B 58 26 32 SR BE A Gy ) T (g 2 SR By, TP AR R . T LR R A A BRI VT 55 R3S £ 18 S R o £
JERE IEAR G IXATRE R BT SR T 20O & T RO, T ARG DL T 2 5 7 A B
RN AT B R AF EVR AL 2R, T CBRHO B SRR 2 A 2 2SRRI A KT REE T AFEI R,
X5 A ORI AR 2 L R B (NE RS FR IS IR R AR 8) « SCBRHY B SRS B AR T AR 8 2 8
FHMRK. XA S Tl B ORISR BS L RHRZ B VA R, A IMEEE B SR 2Ry
AR, MAT IR AT AMER TR RS HA L LIRS, RAERDNE 5 7 AU

FRRETH 4 (RS T W 3RS S RHI R TF) o
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WF 12 TR, L BT R L, KA ARE RIS 3 X OBt B SLEHIEE RS RS
GO, AR TR 380 TE TP . THTK 3 A A 5596 3 S 6952 B0 T SR By
U TR 524, R (AR B3 IR R R A 5 P RO M 3 . IS TR
A BB ST, AT R AU 97 45 7 AT 507 0 12 S0 At 5
HIFE, KT REMBRE 5 MRRNRG, Bl G ROULEL, JRRAT RIS
A, SELER G

5. &hig

1) KEAAEARE NSRS E S MR EAMR, HHO e, SCRHYE ., SRR PP RT3 R 5 5
P S 2 A

2) KFAEARE N SR E GRS WA A, O SCRHIEE . SCRHILVE SRS A8
FMK, HOWR. EHIE . SCRHIEPEAIAT SR BE 5 Re i A2 18 B 2 A Ok

3) KA ARG R P 58 3 1 SO AT IR P AR Lt Al . SCREREVEXT A 0 2 1A 1 )
TR, 0SSR R 5 AT Bl IR BES IR ) 0 £ AN S 2%

4) REFHERBEAERE LS MR AP P EARE.

BE#k (References)

BREE, Tk4kEH, JLENHI, 55(2009). KEA4 ML R R SHEZEIRINR R, FEEROEZ S, 17(2), 151-152.
AR (2007). T RS AR 2 R B R . O FLF, 30(6), 1482-1483.

2 TF(2014). KEFAESESEE NS MW, 20X B AR 75 74K, 13(4), 106-111.

XBIR, 1REHL, ZRutle, IRZME, fIUE(2008). K224 I 4% iR s i[RI 25 1) Logistic [BIVA 7M. AR F 07057,
5(4), 55-57.

MEFATH, K, THEE, B, REE, IR 2007). KL ST RRRI. EFELH 2, 20(11),
57-59.

MEFATE, BEE, Ko, THESF(2009). KEEAEMLE RS M ATHIE . L5/ 2, 22(5), 53-55.
BR(2014). A FAE PS5 RIS IR, WAL, IR, JRN.

P35 (2009). KA 583 1 UL B S A R R ARG 9. 7 [ (4 0 FE 4%, 2009, 17(4), 410-411.
TEFRZR, A, 55A(2000). LFF F4 P& 22 FAE T /(UL 318-319). dbnt: v ELOIE DA E 4L
AR, F40(1993). LI TAERIFE FM. #E O PSS, T, 191-224.

LR, BEHEAN(2003). KEEMB IR SH &30 AR BRAERI R RITIE. 7 E @EO PR, 11(2),
94-96.

TR (2009). LFE#FE F 4755 3 K -5 AEE A H FGE T, R, WAL RS, AR,
BN, MEE, THHEQ007). KA M e S 2= It BN R, 1 E 0P 44, 15(6), 650-651.

REHE, BEZ, FEBE2009). RICKZEML SRS QEIEHIRIR R, 1 TN K FEZIR (7 2 F1F/K), 8(3),
329-332.

U5 *4(2004). KAk B ERGE SR & SUBUA L5 O BRI ORB TT. B IITE A E IR ET L 2 F1FR), 31(4),
186-188.

FEHME, FER K, 5KME(2011). 1993-2009 4FE K 2 AR R INARIE: — TR T sE L. DR RS # B, 27(6), 648-653.
B, RAE008). RFATEEENE AR AMEIRR. FFEAFEFER, 22(4), 102-105.

% %(2007). Frost £ 45836 £ SRR AE 740 LARVERIKH. #7402 F4 4%, 21(2), 97-100.

Mz %, ik/NHE(2004). REAEMISESE 3 LS ORI C R, 1 E08 P4 44%, 18(9), 647-648.

B, BEK, SKRAKF(2007). KA M4 B S5 8B TR SR R T, A58 A R BT 7 2B 54%), 36(6),

73-77.



o

%9@621777;\ T E75(2009). mEIRACRE——HFRER. ANS5M%RIERRIITI. F 0 7FEDFEZEFE, 17(5),
gk N, BJEJ5(1998). 775 A K FARPRE——Re R B W& 45 R oM. FE KO PEF442, 2, 110-111.
K== (1998). RAFA MRS MERHER L. 7 [ (00 PR 5%, 6(3), 256-257.

WKF50E, BT, JEITSE, FAR(2008). 78363 XHKNE MR L (LR). 0 FE P4 A, 22(1), 73-T6.

RIS, O, A T (2009). DR AEAE W 2% e M HAH R I B R & o3 M. SEAT O il 70 4425, 17(8), 657-659.
241:(2004). FEFE T SCOIEFFA I P SEFBUR, O ZEF 5, 27(4), 943-945.

Chang, E. C., Hirsch, J. K., Sanna, L. J., Jeglic, E. L., & Fabian, C. G. (2011). A Preliminary Study of Perfectionism and
Loneliness as Predictors of Depressive and Anxious Symptoms in Latinas: A Top-Down Test of a Model. Journal of
Counseling Psychology, 58, 441-448. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0023255

Frost, R. O., Marten, P., Lahart, C., & Rosenblate, R. (1990). The Dimensions of Perfectionism. Cognitive Therapy and Re-
search, 14, 449-468. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01172967

Widyanto, L., & McMurran, M. (2004). The Psychometric Properties of the Internet Addiction Test. CyberPsychology &
Behavior, 7, 443-450. http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2004.7.443

Young, K. S. (1998). Caught in the Net: How to Recognize the Signs of Internet Addiction and a Winning Strategy for Re-
covery. New York: John Wiley and Sons.



http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0023255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01172967
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2004.7.443

	The Relationship among Perfectionism, Anxiety and Internet Addition of College Students
	Abstract
	Keywords
	大学生完美主义、焦虑和网瘾的关系研究
	摘  要
	关键词
	1. 引言
	2. 研究方法
	2.1. 被试
	2.2. 研究工具
	2.2.1. 网络成瘾量表(IAT)
	2.2.2. Frost多维完美主义心理量表(FMPS)
	2.2.3. 状态–特质焦虑问卷(STAI-Form Y)

	2.3. 研究程序
	2.4. 数据处理

	3. 结果与分析
	3.1. 大学生完美主义的研究结果
	3.1.1. 不同性别和年级大学生完美主义的差异

	3.2. 大学生网瘾的研究结果
	3.2.1. 不同性别年级和专业大学生网瘾的差异

	3.3. 大学生状态焦虑的研究结果
	3.3.1. 大学生状态焦虑的基本现状
	3.3.2. 不同性别和年级大学生焦虑的差异

	3.4. 大学生完美主义、焦虑和网瘾的关系研究
	3.4.1. 大学生完美主义、焦虑和网瘾的相关研究
	3.4.2. 大学生完美主义、焦虑和网瘾的回归分析


	4. 讨论
	4.1. 关于大学生完美主义研究结果的讨论
	4.1.1. 大学生完美主义在人口学变量上差异的讨论

	4.2. 关于大学生网瘾研究结果的讨论
	4.3. 关于大学生焦虑研究结果的讨论
	4.4. 关于大学生完美主义、焦虑和网瘾的关系的讨论

	5. 结论
	参考文献 (References)

