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Abstract

College students are the future of the motherland and the hope of the nation. Procrastination not
only affects the development and progress of college students, but also brings them a lot of anxiety
and regret, which seriously affects the psychological health of college students. The study of ex-
ecutive function and its development has been a hot topic in the field of psychology in recent
years. According to previous studies, executive function may be an important factor affecting pro-
crastination. Therefore, it is of great theoretical and practical significance to study the relation-
ship between executive function and procrastination. This study uses the Executive Function Scale
revised by Tan Shuhua and the Procrastination Scale revised by Guan Xuejing, taking 339 college
students as subjects, and uses SPSS 26.0 statistical software to describe and analyze the data col-
lected from the questionnaire, investigate the current situation of college students’ procrastina-
tion and executive function, analyze their differences in various demographic variables, and ex-
plore the relationship between current college students’ procrastination and executive function. It
is expected to provide basis for improving college students’ procrastination and executive func-
tion. The results are as follows: 1) Procrastination behavior of college students is common. 2)
There are differences in different aspects and degrees of college students’ procrastination in gender,
residence, only child and non-only child, different grades, and parents’ educational level. 3) The
executive function of college students varies in different aspects and degrees in gender, residence,
only child and non-only child, different grades and parents’ educational level. 4) There is a nega-
tive correlation between college students’ executive function and procrastination. 5) The execu-
tive function of college students significantly negatively predicted procrastination, that is, the
stronger the executive function, the lower the level of procrastination, and the weaker the execu-
tive function, the higher the level of procrastination.
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“UEIEIM G BRCOA, HRERBEHARIEE, T, HirdEAEg e X, ARZEEAA
[F [\ %, 1 Solomon and Rothblum (1984) I\ it f& —Fhik A 7o 73 BE AR H UL %5 AT R, 2%
BT 7P AN TG B 3 A A RE 1 S5 R R T AR 55 B DRGSR, AR SR ) 5 1 2 et A
() — I B LR R o Lay (1998) 55 AEHR 7t R L ANAS ALY r S 53 14 5 46 48 1) 5% ZR I 42 HH 4 A 2 — P A A A\ i
) M ECRR R (AT R AEIR , B A B A R S — 2 . Schouwenburg & Lay (1995) %8 Hi X 2k e () 2L 17
SEiE MR IEAT NI — AN E R, FOREN A QA TS BUE RIUA AR B8 KR SO A
(OSEMAEE, DRI R O A SR A IR 58 BB S AT IR L A] R 22 R AT 55, DAL ZE R R &, kb
f AT CREII SFIVEANY o 4 KA LRAEE A — Fh U AT i), 388 5 A X F 67 T (947 A
) ST HEIEAT N RS ARG B S 2Rz, Bt iRAT i < RER MRS KEBRNE. AW
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I A AR A8 H AT S SO SR 1AM 2R 56 B B R A (TR IS, 4L 55, 2017). KM BF 58 AT B i 1)
TMINHL LT RN =TT HLEE E A, R AR F R IR B 2 RA G a5, (EA)
SR [l B AR AT AT 45 BT 75 BOAT S, DR HE R S A5 DU R = AN ARG AT s 1 AL S B i)
TFENZ AT 25 ANRIAT AR OBIBLGEKa, 2014). E NI AT 83.4%[1 KA E 174 AR FFE
FERIHEAE, F 15.6%(1 K 2EA4 8 T HE R (05, S0/, T, 2018).

PAT e S H R R I T2 A e SR O B 22 AU 78 1 F s . AT DR & )RR T2, — RN
JE Xt R A S0 FEHEAT PR AN ) A s PO R o TR S MR A B A A T S0 1 FE A
R CANFIBE SRS L IR it R P I ER DO AN T TH 45 T BAT T RE I (4, 15K, 2004) . Miyake
G NWEPAT I RE S A O BE B (SRR SRR B BAHI RSy, IV IAT DR S 2R )
AT 55 A & (Miyake et al., 2000). A% 4 T IURMERATIIRM TH . FEAHE 1) EIAHM
R: BT BEE 6 4 AT 55 (WCST) FIE 3HS 1145 (the Tower of London task). 2) ¥IZiAKIZHEM R,
F BN EAH) FEHFRE: Stroop 1145, 3) 1T AER: FIEMIEABATREITAL R (FAVRES),
ITDIREAT NI E B3R (BRIEF). 4) $#ATIhRE AR E TR : PATIIREAT NITE ER(BRIEF). A i b idi
DI 4(BAFQ). AT Dhfe i H(EF1)5F (Necka et al., 2012).

HELE W RAR I (R AN . B2 R MW EES, IEIEPAT IR T R RSN, £
P55 i G R B R AR AORRE o A W 7E 3 A B L 3R B HE e 0 0 S i (K 2, R B e A AT
ThRekEfG(Rinaldi, Roper, & Mehm, 2019). FBAESE A MW 700 K BB IE 5 HAT DhRBSREAAE G, HLA#HT)
R B Be AT AT — AN P H ZE 2R R (- I 4%, 2018). Gustavson (2015)% N FIAT ABAR 24 10 7 1EAF 72
DB IE 5 — AT ThRE 2GR G, B0 B G G 11 i DR 2 i 48 AH 5% PR 38 % 10 5 5 AT T R 1) A AL
AHESHIA S FUCARSIERT ARG b, R MR A S KA S S HAT TR BLR, b
TEH NN E FWZER, WA RFARE SPATIHREZ MIISC R, DU BGE K5 A 1 e R i
A AT T RESR LA .

2. ARAZ*
2.1. FAEHR

PR T8 LAK 2 AR AN TEXT B, SR 1046 2 B TR s AT P A OO o LT 2 1) 26 38 ie [l 352 7,
BRI GG, WA MG 339 17, ARCERES] 96%. HOAFEAR I W& 1 Frn.

Table 1. Basic distribution of research objects

"L ARMREANEES

A KEAE N4 Hy

) 168 49%

53
4 171 51%
*— 55 16%
K 102 30%

FELR
= 66 20%
N 116 34%
W 177 52%

JEAEHE

At 162 48%

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.132063 509 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.132063

(ENEEE

Continued
KK L 46 14%
) N Er 131 39%
R IKT (B ) .
kel 123 36%
INFE R LLR 39 11%
JhA 146 43%
RTEME
|1 193 57%
22. fixI R

2.2.1. PITHhREESR

SR PR AR S8 7K K (2008) g il FEIHAAT Th RE SR &K 2 AR AT ThEE, ZIn 8 19 ok B4R,
FoTA s, AEHEIER. ARSI IR R WEhEdl. B TERANER . EAM T, ZER
1 o RECH 0.74.

222, Tl HEEESR

K OCE 75 (2006) g BEAE T 11 25 b i 4 B R A AR AR S8 i e S0 )% %8 e AR, &
54E5%5 . SPRERAT NIX 6 N5 T IHELE TS OL, #1245 MAHT R B BRI, LS AN AR AR e 4 2 1) =
18 ANKH, fimiihsr. EARBTH, ZERMN o 7% 0.82.

2.3. BuRAbE

K-F SPSS 26.0 HEAT £ 4is B HLAN 347 .
3. ARGR
3.1 HWIHERE, BITIHREIRIAE
3.11. RE&EERNRIBFE

Table 2. Number of procrastinators of each academic task

=2 BEWESEEAKIFER

VAT S e N H HEAE b7 N B L
FERLF TR S 126 37%
Bo&% 122 36%
SRR AR 122 36%
Z51% 160 47%
VA AT 55 156 46%
I ERRAT 122 36%
IS IPNG ¢ 115 34%

WRIEHTAB TS, R HEREE 55 LI > 12 MDA AR, 57 < 12 AN
HAGAERIE . ERIEADAES B0 > 3 WYONBEIZIUE S5 FAAAEHEEE, 1577 < 3 NN IAE
BIEAAT S M AFAEIEREAT N, X — e e 2 sl & 2 AT S5 R IE 15 00, RITAH 25— &850 K
EAEAE R VAR S5 PRI A FIRE B I SE RS 00, R R A2 I AT RO i
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3.1.2. KEERITURESHEEREIL ST
NT TR RIAT D RE 5 148 AR RE 5, R RS E AT D RE S 1 AT ik G ik o i, R
RIEOLILE 3.

Table 3. Overall characteristics of executive function and procrastination

=3 PUTIHRESIEE BT =

Yt G [/ ON: HE i
AR 1 5 2.854 0.656
T 15 1 5 3.206 1.042
TR AR 1 5 3.396 1.046
M 1 5 3.401 0.953
LT AR 1 5 3.079 0.660

T8RS 1 5 2.794 1.068
B%% 1 5 2.845 1.106
78 R A A 1 5 2.743 1.069
Z 5% 1 5 2.497 1.068
2 E AT S 1 5 2.503 1.034
P ERAT A 1 5 2.676 1.000

IRYE R 3 R E R, fERATINREN 5 YR (IRAE R I, IR, pPahfEdl. BiET
V) Y8 5t s (1) b B4 ), M AE B AR ) A ) 0 5 ANEBE (1738 4340 51 2.854. 3.206. 3.396. 3.401,
3.079, 45 UL K4 AT T B B AR A A

TEHRAE ) 6 NEE P GERUCEIIR L R o1&% . S 505 5SS PIRTERAT M) BME i
MRE &%, BERIKNES 515 6 MRS 70 008 2.794, 2.845, 2.743, 2.497. 2.503.
2.676, i B KA I 2l 4 SE AR B AL T A 25 KT

3.2. {iTIhEE, HERAEM EHER

N T IRFERAERPAT DR SHEREAEVE R E2 AT 257, FMIAOIAEA t 5 KA AT DI RE
SHIEFAT G0, SR 4 PR,

Table 4. Gender difference analysis of college students’ executive function and procrastination

F 4 RFEPITRSHELENMERER S

H (N =168) % (N =171)

WA M SD M SD t
A= 2.717 0.659 2.988 0.627 -3.879™"
i ST 3.498 1.131 2.918 0.857 5327
R AR 3.504 1.143 3.290 0.933 1.886
B 3.639 1.005 3.168 0.837 4,694
LT AR 3.250 0.583 2.910 0.689 4896

SERUF A S 2.395 1.109 3.185 0.865 -7.323"™

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.132063 511 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.132063

(ENEEE

Continued
H&% 2.401 1.119 3.281 0.903 -7.976""
T8 R A A 2431 1.144 3.051 0.891 —5.574""
Z 5% 2.343 1.131 2.647 0.983 -2.642"
NV E BT S5 2.387 1.076 2.618 0.981 -2.067"
N FERAT A 2411 1.038 2.936 0.981 -5.001""

: "P<0.05, "P<0.01, "P<0.001.

RYEE 4 8o, BALPATINREN 5 NEEh (FREE . BRI, WHG R, rhahfEdl. BET
VE)SSME e i A2 b sh ), SRR EHE 2, BARTERAT IhRE R 5 AN4EEE M IME 5 5l 2,717,
3.498. 3.504. 3.639. 3.250, Ut B 55 A AE M AN 7 1 AT DI RERLZE . AEHRAES 2K O7 T A AT T e AH
PR . LAETERAT IR B AN (HUA R, BT IR phahish). Tk TR BME s
(A TR, IME BRI T AR, LAERATIIREN 5 NERERI35E 5 7l 2,988, 2.918. 3.290.
3.168. 2.910. kB L AE7E Tl 1 0K 5 TH AT Dh R 22, 75 &3 LA J7 T BI4AAT ThRE AR X B . AT Ih
BB 4 /N2 HEAE 2 (P < 0.001). fdHESI I8 (P < 0.001). #&Eh#%HI(P < 0.001). £ VETAE(P < 0.001)7E %
A FAAEREZER.

MR 4 B, BEEMEN 6 MEERGERFIIW L. B8% . T AEL. Z351%. %
WA FAT S PITLEARAT M) BME B i (1 42 58 B AL, M SR 2 S A BT 55, B AEAEHEAER) 6
ANUEREIIIAE S 0N 2.395. 2,401, 2.431. 2.343. 2.387. 2.411, iR 5 A=A 58 AR A AR L A (4 SE AR
EEE, EEE RS PR BAC. AR 6 NMEE R (GERFEIIR L. B&F . Mk
BEEN. 2505 P EES . FIRAAERTR)ER &R E &%, BMERARK AL E AT
%, WAEAERIEN) 6 DNEFERI4 /> BN 3.185. 3.281. 3.051. 2.647. 2.618. 2.936. I LAfER ]
PRI B R, TR AT S R IHERE KPR, HERE T 6 /N4E R 58 A T SC(P < 0.001).
2 21#7% (P <0.001), SElAEEEL(P <0.001). Z51F55(P <0.01). S HAESS (P <0.05), “FIf7ER
7 (P < 0.000) 7 il A7 4E 35 2= o

Table 5. Analysis of gender differences between total executive function and total procrastination

=5 BHITOIRES BIEEA MR EHNER ST

H2E(168) ZHE(171)
TiH M SD M SD t
PATIIRE 3.340 0.626 3.069 0.587 4106
Hi 4T 2.395 0.953 2.953 0.621 —6.403""

¥: "P<0.05 "P<0.01, "P<0.001.

W 5 B, LRaPUTH MBI L, Wz M FEEEER. WAEAIT R e T 54,
AR E ST B4,
3.3. {EIE, PITTHREERE FHHER

N TIRFERZAERHAT D Re SHESEAE R 2 A 2507, MIAOIAEA t o K24 AT D) e
St Tt otr, AR 6 s,
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Table 6. Analysis of the difference between college students’ executive function and procrastination in residence
6. REEMITHRESHEEERE ENER S

i A rs
(N=177) (N =162)

i H M SD M SD t
HARF 2.870 0.695 2.836 0.613 0.471
gt e =) 3.153 1.032 3.263 1.052 -0.978
AR 3.399 1.033 3.393 1.063 0.055
MEhE 3.416 0.970 3.385 0.936 0.303
LR 3.109 0.680 3.045 0.638 0.891

T8 R8T 2.776 1.028 2.813 1.113 -0.317
H%% 2.821 1.016 2.870 1.198 -0.409
56 BRI 2.710 1.018 2.780 1.123 -0.601
5% 2.503 1.027 2.490 1.115 0.113
SV AT 55 2.482 1.030 2.527 1.041 -0.397
SEIERAT I 2.623 0.992 2.733 1.008 -1.004

7 'P<0.05, "P<0.01, ""P<0.001.

WRIEE 6 Bow, KREPAPATIIRER 5 NERAE R T FXICRE 25, HIER) 6 e AR R 1
WEESR

Table 7. Difference analysis of total executive function and total procrastination in residence

T BPITRS BIEEEREER EMER S

WT(N =177) KF(N = 162)
gE| M SD M SD t
PATIIRE 3.208 0.636 3.198 0.606 0.157
Hi 4E 2.653 0.823 2.702 0.878 —0.535

% 7 SR, RIATIIRE S BB AE R bR TEAE B 2R
34. #EESHATIIREEIRE SIRME FROER

Table 8. Statistical analysis of the differences between procrastination and executive function between only and non-only

children
= 8. EESHMITRAME SIERE FERSIH AN
HA: (N = 146) FEAhAE (N = 193)
URE| M SD M SD t

HLARF % 2.712 0.679 2.960 0.620 -3.498"
TR R I8 3.418 1.139 3.046 0.935 3.300™
T AR 3.471 1.129 3.340 0.979 1.142
WEhFE 3.493 1.059 3.333 0.861 1.539
LETAE 3.103 0.696 3.060 0.633 0.597
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SERCEF R S 2.556 1.142 2.971 0.975 -3.597™"
Ho&% 2.623 1.160 3.010 1.036 -3.236""
56 R JE AR 2.627 1.214 2.830 0.940 -1.730
Z5{14% 2.430 1.124 2.546 1.025 —0.993
OV E AT S 2.393 1.114 2.586 0.964 -1.704
SN FERAT N 2.605 1.128 2.729 0.892 -1.129

7 'P<0.05, "P<0.01, ""P<0.001.

MRHE L 8 IR, FEPATIBERIRIETE R (P < 0.01)) fEREIMI(P <0.01) b, MAET L5 T L
(A7 2 22 57, EHAE I 58 B IR S0 (P < 0.001) B J475(P < 0.01) b, WA T 54T L 2 18]
R ER.

Table 9. Analysis of the difference between total executive function and total procrastination and the only child and
non-only child

0. BHITIRERM BIEE SMAE SRS 2 B ER DT

FAE(N = 146) JEMAE(N = 193)
TiH M SD M SD T
AT IR 3.252 0.695 3.167 0.558 1.245
a4 2.539 1.009 2.779 0.691 -2.592"

¥¥: "P<0.05 P<0.01, P <0.001.

W 9 ERER, BPITIIREAEIMA SIEMAE Y MIAGFAEE R, BIEELMESIEMA: 2 77T
BEZER, JEMARAIHE KT & A gOR A HEIE KT
35. HUTHRESHEEE RARIFRHNER

Table 10. Difference between executive function and procrastination in different grades

#F# 10. PITYRESIERARRFRNERER

K— K= x= NL|
(N = 55) (N =102) (N = 66) (N =116)
i H M + SD M + SD M +SD M £ SD F
HRAR5 2K 2.932 +0.746 2.868 +0.671 2.735 +0.641 2.873 £ 0.605 1.029
B = 15t 3.224 +1.252 3.405 + 0.955 3.187 £ 1.051 3.032 +0.981 2.368
IR R 3.224 +1.260 3.686 + 0.920 3.444 £ 0.989 3.195 + 1.022 47317
Bl 3.215 +1.074 3.552 +0.896 3.424 +1.036 3.434 £ 0.879 1.721
Ly TAE 3.115 + 0.296 3.209 + 0.640 3.066 +0.714 2.954 + 0.646 2.817"
SERF BT S 2.552 +1.157 2.726 + 0.956 2.803 +1.184 2.963 + 1.031 2.070
Ho&% 2.812 £1.217 2.735 £ 1.029 2.884 £ 1.101 2.934+1.124 0.626
56 R R AR 2.842 +1.230 2.562 +0.962 2.727 +1.146 2.865 + 1.021 1.651
2 51% 2.782 +1.354 2.294 +0.903 2.580 + 1.063 2.491 +1.030 2.705"
2V FRAT 45 2.776 £1.291 2.366 + 0.968 2.434 +1.072 2535 +0.911 2.025
SN EERAT 2.812 +1.156 24710978 2.586 + 1.006 2.842 +0.907 3.073"
¥: "P<0.05, "P<0.01, "™P<0.001.
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Table 11. Analysis of variance between total executive function and total procrastination and different grades
= 11 BT S RIEESTEFERNAESH

R— K= K= L]
(N =55) (N =102) (N = 66) (N =116)
i H M + SD M + SD M +SD M £ SD F
PATIIRE 3.143£0.722 3.252 £ 0.571 3.188 £ 0.634 3.110 £ 0.587 3.026"
Eiirg0s 2.763 +1.015 2.526 +0.829 2.669 +0.933 2772 +0.711 1.761

: "P<0.05, "P<0.01, ™P<0.001.

R 10 B7R, EPATIIRER T HI %R (P < 0.01). &VETLAE(P <0.05) F, NFEFER AFFERE %
. EHIERZ 51555 (P < 0.05). “FI{ERAT AP < 0.05) F, NRFERAAFAEREZER. WXL 11
BoR, BPATRIEA FAE QAR 2 2 5 (P < 0.05), MHBIETEANRIFERAAFAERE 2R .
3.6. BATRESHERERBEHKELHNER

Table 12. Difference between executive function and procrastination on parents’ educational level
12, ITYRSHEEERXREZHKELNERER

KEKLLENN=46)  @mP(N=131) HIHF(N=123)  /N¥EKLUF(N =39)

i H M + SD M + SD M + SD M £ SD F
itz 2.967 +0.786 2.286+0.697  2.819 +0.608 2.923+0.473 0.793
e >1 15 3.522 + 1.058 3.252+1.044  3.054 +1.037 3.154 +0.9973 2.426
T AR 3.725+1.034 3.256+1.161  3.407 +0.904 3.419 £1.022 3.236
EhE 3.754 + 0.863 3.333+1.047  3.379+0.868 3.282+0.915 2.581
L T AR 3.275 + 0.602 3.079+0.710  3.033+0.646 2.992 + 0.564 1.802

FE R IR S 2.500 + 1.063 26461135  2.940 +0.985 3.171+0.942 4.524™
Ho%% 2.464 +1.067 27181160  3.002 +1.020 3.222 £1.058 4916
T8 R ARl 2515+ 1.044 2.723 +1.156 2.743+0.974 3.086 + 1.069 2.072
2 54% 2.138 +0.968 2537+1.110  2.561+1.022 2.581 +1.139 2.041
VA PIAT S 2.275+0.876 2.453+1.107  2.588+0.970 2.675+1.123 1.491
SR ERAT A 2.268 +0.952 2.695+1.025  2.764 +1.000 2.812 +0.881 3.185"
#: "P<0.05, "P<0.01, P <0.001.
Table 13. Analysis of variance between total executive function and total procrastination and different grades
13, RIITIREMRIEE SARIEEM A EN
KL BLE(N = 46) HF(N=131)  FIHF(N=123)  FERBUR(N =39)
i H M + SD M + SD M+ SD M + SD F
HATIhfE 3.471+0.623 3.163 + 0.660 3.160 + 0.570 3.161+0.579 3.376"
iy 2.360 + 0.859 2.629 +0.872 2.767 + 0.846 2.925 + 0.649 3.943"

: 'P<0.05, "P<0.01, ""P<0.001.

R 12 SRR, BATIIREA 5 MBI DIk T B3GR AE2E Ttk HAEAG 6 /N4
SEMF IR SC(P < 0.01) HSI&H(P <0.01). PRI LERAT AP < 0.08)7E B A I 2 Ji K F 2 [ 47 4E 2
Seo AR 13 GRR, BHATIIAE S MIEETE R BER 2 Fi KT FETE RS R,
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37. PUTHRESHERRI X R 4T

Table 14. Analysis matrix of correlation between executive function and procrastination

F 14, PATIRESHEEMR XM 7 T AERE ]

M R Wl wEiiE RET el RelE eldls S5 Sl

& 15 R il i3 Wi % il % HAL S
A 5 2% 1

eI —0.200" 1

FHlRE  -0.1937  0.686 1

MEhiEEl  -0.2427  0.6837  0.7177 1

LT 01637 05297 04767 0533 1

2o ‘,ﬂl»ﬂ: . x - - -

T 016" 0507 -0348" 0457 -0.414 1

17498

g34% 0076 -05207 -0.361" -0.484" -0.453" 0.736" 1

2o e A ]

LT 0.195" -0.653" -0.595" -0.687" -0.508" 0564 0505 1

N

5% 02717 -0553" -0563" -0.6977 -0.377" 0.390" 0.373" 0.653" 1

v Par=

%ﬁgﬁ 0.170" -0.555" -0.620" -0.658" -0.413" 0454 04077 0640 0.691" 1
$§j§& 0.1617 -0.578" -0.540" -0.638" -0.491" 0.622 0599 0635  0.619" 0.632"

¥E: "P<0.05, "P<0.01.

Table 15. Correlation analysis of executive function and each dimension of procrastination

F 15 PATIRESHEE R YK IR

IH SRS "A%EF EREAEL S5E% FUEEES CPRERTHR
HAT Y -0.489™" -0.527"" -0.714™" ~0.637"" -0.667" -0.652""

¥: "P<0.05, "P<0.01, ™P<0.001.

Table 16. Correlation analysis between total execution function and total procrastination

F 16, BHITIIRES SHEEHEERX

iH AT ThBE Hi5E
AT IhBE 1
i —0.764™" 1

¥E: "P<0.05 “P<0.01, ~"P<0.001.

R4 14, % 15, % 16 MERER, RFEAPITHRESHEESE Z AN FIFEAMHILR, &
IR AECN-0.764 (P > 0.001), UiHHRKZFAERATINRE S HELE 2 (M7 1E 2 AR R .
3.8. FITIThEE SHEERIEYI 4T

AT SRR, phAhEE] L ARSI ISR AN T R AR, %A R rh b sl
s BERR ST B Ron A R A 2 G S B A, L RERE AR AT 1 AL T 64.7%.
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Table 17. Regression analysis of each dimension of executive function and procrastination

=17 PITRER Y SRR R YIS AT

[ 2% & THU A% B t R? F
M —0.449 -9.696""
Hi T 115 -0.332 -7.207"" 0.647 204.584™"
LT AR -0.136 -3.243™

: 'P<0.05, "P<0.01, ""P<0.001.

Table 18. Regression analysis of executive function and procrastination
= 18. MITIRE SHEEAU[EYA 53 4R

[X73% THU A% B t R? F
He ik PAT I EE -0.764 -21.727" 0.582 472.063"

: 'P<0.05, "P<0.01, ""P<0.001.

A I AHEIE N AR5, DAHAT DIy B A2, SRATIZ D R 7 SO0 B dE AT Ab . i3 18 WA,
AT T RE BE IS R REHESE ) 2 A2 57 58.2%, AT ZhRE Xt SE B A7 2 25 7 1) W

4. g
4.1, REEXNEEITARE R

WRIEHFF AR TR, REPERIEEAT AR E BN . R, KSR T2 AR
BEINE . ENREEE R T RIKERARAE, ERFEZATEREZIM K KR T gy, #
AR JaHEE S 222 T5 R T IR AR, BEE XM AL AR, KRR 1 A AR AN
B, BT AR e TR B SRR AT AEHEIEAT . JLUR, AT AT RERE /N ST AT
FEIER I, B ANAEE ] EHA A ORI — BB S, AR MR BVFE NN 22 2] iR E
G T IR RE 2 S

42. REEHEESAODFZRE LFETRSE. FREENER

1) REAESIEENE N TT A AE R 2257, B ERHEE KT & T B ARG K . ARy, it
T[] W] B 2 T IR R AL B B IR (TH R R P i, TH B R 2 B W K 2 —, HEIEAT N
FELCHEREIR P RIS WIS, 2GR OOMERCR th o m 22 LR I ZE B, ERERIB TH BRI, e
BEAE " 2 R IR A T R B AT AR . 2) HeiE KPR A AR A R T 2 [ A B2 2, TR
PRIAT e AN R T I AR R AN IR KA BE T2 RIFNEE, WS ENEZTEHH L
ZRRIEAESE/N . 3) RIFHEIEAEIE T 2 HARMAE 7Lk B ZER iR, fEE s SRR ]
fAAE 22 5 HARAE B A AT i T A s A S KT . R T RE R AR E A WS, R KTV
B EEAS T B I DU e AR, AR MR A 3] LTkt B SR ESR, SECR IR T .
4) WRIETTEZERER, BT AEAFER L B AFAERE EZR, £55F%5 LR FERIHEIEK
FaeE, K EREHEIE AT k. JFRTRER NI N RZERIHE, AR AERFY. B
OV B NG N AR, O SR S AL T IERES, A REE B Z I B S B S 55 K
TR E AR R . I AERAT R DY SR I HESE KT B, K SR B IE KT Bl IR
PRI R RE A2 K DY 4 5 T s Al A 2 ST S B, s 2 BORE J0TRAE T A URE AR R A AE 55 b S EURIY

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.132063 517 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.132063

(ENEEE

FRAL T IHERAT AT BIE KT R o 5) SMARIE KT B AR B2 2 57, HACRE DK
R S VA ORI AR e IS, SBFSA DK 9/ 2 S LU Rk A FE A RE 8 s vy, L i AL T
e, PRI KEREEE . U X 2% 7R BRI A T B R, 2 7 B AR I 2 SN
FHG P AEE, AT b .

43 REERITHRERANFZE LFETRSE. FRERNER

1) MR SPATIIREENER] B Z RO A RE R, REPAEPATIIREAENER EAAE RE 2R, AR
K BLRTAI B A R I3 R 48, RIS o2 R AR, T2 PE R AT A R EE S5 K, IXRT g
FEANERIHAT I RELL BRI . 2) K2R RIAT DU REAE (R 9 RS I T 2 [ AN A B 25 22 57
HR IR gE R BEE AR A RS, ATRATEACE AR e, [ SR BOBE R, i MR A4S D5 T
22 BRI , i DU LR R AEAE AT DI RE IR — NI e PR B R %R . 3) MBIk EF, X
FHEPAT I REAE S BN T2 EIF R R 2R, (B AEHRAET R e S BOX AN EE B AR B 2 5%
FLJEUA AT e A AR AR AR SCRE A Dl o AR R R0 AN 0 IR s, A A 8k Ve R ATER A PR
FATRE 2 AT N 5 2R TR 5 R E 70, RILMBGRIIPATINRE . 4) MRIETTZ W, B RIHAT ThRE
FENFRLEG 2 (M AEAE 22 57 RV AT IRERS 7 e R BRI AT RE 2 K DU S i Bl agall S 4 2
WL ZR, AL AR AL S EOR AW E O, wHlEC, R EGRAT DR, 5) Bk
PAT DO REAE SRR IIANR] 22 [ 2 IAFAE S 2 22 52, TR DR AT A2 SRR 22 I JR= B e [ X RE RE SR (1 S8 47 I
WEL, BT E I EREEEE ), RETHEAEMRERE S, RIBERNPIITIIEE

4.4, REEBPITHEESHELE Z B FETIHEX KR

MR A A R BoR, KEFAERPAT I REK T S LE 2 (R AA7E W3 TG (r = 0.764) )0 &R, X —Tf
Fuagh B 5 H AT 70 11X — U BT 7o 45 AW A (Gustavson et al., 2015; Rinaldi, Roper, & Mehm, 2019;
TIBAEAE, 2018). AT IhEEECHR =R 20 B O SPIRBUA T VRS TR, FLREHL IR B CBE R 19 H bR 5t
B OO E BTERI, Bk R AT T B — R A . AT D RE R R T R AT A R
AR PAT Dy ek 5 A ZE (1 KPR, AT DRk S5 HEAE A APl . DRI, B R Y T R R
A AT DI RE A 7T BeA AR PR 2 AR B AE /K P .

5. il

T8 I AT SR AR A AR AT D R T AR A AT N A g BRI, BIBRAT Ty R L G ) R
Ko WOATIEI 2 M A AT ThRE SR B S AR B 1E /KT o X T an i $2 =i AT ThaE, 98/ HB 28 (1 e il
T

1) HEPXER AT AT D RE N SR S50 Tl B TR R M b RAT 55« TAEICIZAT 55 LA R HoAth 8 K
PATIEHIMALS, A KERIMEEMALRSYS, DS A S 03T 6.

2) Mg, P rEas. KT S R SRS B 5 bR SR E TR, Bt R eI BLSE R, 4%
B E T E T R 2 e k.

3) fnsdHEIR . TREFFAIRLA, HEBRAMT TP 2o ks, FRIB OBl 1) O3,
BIEAGMEERET.

4) FFREgE. e oTae )T, ARRA, FFREEF, F AR A e s ke S i, S R A

5) HHZHAMER, W RFHIESSIE, &S BBNCRES) . BT~ FEERE ST
T AR R 2T 157
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