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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the correlation between the degree of Internet Gaming Disorder (IGD)
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and inhibitory control. Methods: 190 college students (M + SD: 19.64 * 1.50) were recruited.
Twenty-Item Test for Internet Gaming Disorder (IGD-20) and Nine-Item Test for Internet Gaming
Disorder (IGD-9) questionnaires were used to measure participants’ degree of IGD. AND the Anti-
saccade task and the Go/No-go task were conducted to measure the inhibitory control of the par-
ticipants. Results: Participants showed a significant correlation between the degree of internet
gaming disorder in the IGD-20 and IGD-9, as well as a significant correlation between inhibitory
control in the Antisaccade task and the Go/No-go task. However, there was no significant correla-
tion between participants’ degree of IGD and their inhibitory control. Conclusion: Impairment of
inhibitory control due to IGD was not significant in response to neutral conditioned stimuli.
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1. 5|8

I 4 Jjf¢ %% [ 75 (internet gaming disorder, 1GD)/& —FiAZ 4L I RAT N, O ELFIN O
FRAS W 551 F M) 55 5 hii(Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fifth Edition, DSM-5),
HRI ARG NFERIHL XA [F] 29N 4.78%~15.7% (Wang et al., 2014; Yu et al., 2015). AW KL, IGD
XN B FE, SO @ B DA S AL 2> D e S5 J7 T 35 P] Bt ™ SR SE A, 5] an v I A8 45 (2022 ) i85 ko 2%
TR PRS2 W 0] B A IR ™ EFR IR B E R A 1 1181 Z¥IH A IGD (K2 Wit i Je SR ™ E AR, 45
RERRIREEE S IGD RIEMR: £ 7SI (2023 )5 T 9 24305 3% e B3 S48 - £508 - JE
JIERX 916 KA WA, KIKEA IGD SHEE. M2 B B MAh, IGD B AIL 5K
APERIGINCRIGE IS, 20165 HENNIASE, 2006)F1 F M AAREAIRAD (G55, flE, 2023; BRigSE, 2022)
BA W3 KK

Feil Z5(2010)F8H, S5k K% A AN T 547 08 8 S5 FR A T AT DhRe, AT DR
TR AL B (RN FE . SOE AN sz, A 4 ) A 2 o R DG B B2 e AR B (Mliyake et al.,
2000). FRfFE SR 02 AMATE SRR E B AR i 12 76 55 B AR P B8 71 (Rothbart et al., 2006), 1E
A BRI 7 A BT E R L S AT ThREREAT SR (Carlson et al., 1998). il Fa ]  NpFh 3 EHE A, B
SRR AN (Wostmann et al., 2013)o S AMHIFE ()2 EA FIRIEEEAE T, XAHRMEARF & KA1
SRVFEAT FI] T 0T SR A TR SR e 7 o 000 SR A B8 77 B AH VG 20 Erisken MUAMHI4E 55, Stroop 1
ARG s TR DA R HIA T A 24 B0 75 BB G M 84T NS F, B B B A ) AE S E SO
Antisaccade task, Go/No-go task 525,

[-PACE SRt A4t 1IGD A H A et B (1 s A B SR MR I 2%, AN DL S AT T
5 A G as BAE T 45 B(Brand et al., 2019). Rl W2 xR FEAS T B8 AT BE 25 52 2130 il #2541 2 R
Ve, RISk B AN AR R 2R S AR R EI SO, BE A R (8] AW R 0, A AR X TR
PRI 1T 7 A 1 3l PR R AR A, T S MED 17 7012 ) e Nz 400 | R v SR A1) ) 8 — R BUSAT ThRE, MITTSEL T
WERRERAT AR L. 45T, SE AL C4 KI IGD Ml ge ) IR A B3 cHk. Fl, Li
25(2020)F8%E T 34 4 IGD H/DEM £ SD: 15.81 + 1LoSWENRIGAL, LN 32 & 5iRIGAIMER], F#, #
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B FEEAHCEC AT EE IGD FH /DM + SD: 15.91 = L73)E XA, P4 5ER T Go/No-go task UK, I
PLIZIA H No-go P45 IE B 2 AE a6 Sy i br . 45 R EoR, WIGHTE No-go P71 IEH % 2
FRT XTI, BRULH 1GD /b & py il ag /1 K398 IGD B0 5. A, Yao “5(2015) W f#
T Go/No-go task 7 RZFAFEAARH I T 1IGD & #1428 il 58 7 FEARAH 5% o [FIAEA — 2wt 54 FH T Go/No-go
task Z AN HTE S (B 40: Antisaccade task, Stroop /E55)tH AT T IGD S5 aHIRE /1 T B 1) 235
KEK(Wang et al., 2015; Yuan et al., 2013). SRIMHA —LLiF 55, 1GD S04 6] §E /1 H %A BE KR
(Kriplin et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020; Yao et al., 2015). 401, Kriplin 5(2020)#% T 70 4 IGD HF /%M
+ SD: 18.90 = 1.07), 1 I HL T wk A i F 22 R 1EAL 1GD ™ B FEEE LA KA ] Go/No-go task Al At 41T i) 470
HilFEhlae /1. R R R 45 AR B IGD 7™ AR B 5 i e 71 0 B35 OCBk . bAh, Yao %5(2015)
RIAE Stroop (E55H1, 1GD AR T4 FEZH I F G R I H 3 n3 4 il se 71 B, Uk mT L, IGD
HhEslEe ) 2 MR R HRERGE —, ARSI

TERZHAR T IGD S35 58 /16 R SLIE U, WFea R 7 —F o7 U¢ln: R FH—H
FR)ZMEIK IGD 1™ ERLEEE R T —Fh i ya (1 an:  Go/No-go task) 2 I & #1145 1 G 77
AR F 5286 25 LA B EIE o T e — s g e, BLAR IR T 796 e ot 42 1) @ 7 00 2 ) v oK 2 i
IGD NBFRHIHIEHIRE S, SRR 2 T A—SN LR B0, Yao 25(2015)K I IGD 47E Go/No-go task
rh R T AR R BE ) BB AR T IR AL,  TIAE Stroop (RS HIWAE KDL R EZER . XAl fe 2t T8
) 1 o SI2 36 Y AR 52 P 4101 42 i i 7 2R AR [H] (Go/No-go task W& sz S 411l B8 7, T Stroop AT 251l 1 i 28
I BE F1) o ASHIF F0 K AL FH P ol I 265 Ui R e A k9 DA B 19 e 000 [ 288 i 440 ) 4 o) R g 1 S 56 i oK
(Go/No-go task Fll Antisaccade task)7E 252 4 K24 FIRIR 5T IGD 5 #3568 J1 (U BEHIH) R &,
FE T BRTE P AP E R 15 4> BB T 50k, LK AE Go/No-go task Fl1 Antisaccade task PRI R EFH
ATE SN S

2. SRRk
2.1. #iR

ARSIGPARN 190 F KA, FRTE 17~29 B 2 Z[A|(M + SD: 19.64 + 1.50), - F ¥ 95 AN (50%)-
B BRI B E A 38 TR, TR #0075 5 o A R A SE I TT 4 2 BT #0253 1 K1
Fo, I AT A BRI BE A I I BT BRI 7R AT A B 18 HE SR8

2.2. SCEEPPRY

2.2.1. EXRTHE

1) MI&FRR RS — IR (IGD-20)

MR Pontes AF(Q2014) 41, 355 20 NEE, AN . BARSERN: MBIEG]: “RE
W R KN BT R TR BEAR ) ST “ B 23k iT DS B R Rt — BEA AT 27 ).
M2 PE(: “AEId R0 1 A AR FRE 48 Ui X (B TR SR 387 ) BT an AN N 45 ik T 2
JEBPOTT” ) WERIEW: “DUONBTR SRR L R AN LA R R (] < RAMAR D>
H OB 2 X IR ), (RARHME” )o Bl FR EARYE SE PRI B A H R AP k(. 5= JEH 3%
M, 1= AW AREE)IAT HIRIPS, B8 H AT 700 20 I 25 Ui R B G ) Bk . A AL iz @R
) Cronbach’s a 2% N 0.91.

2) PR RS LR (GD-9)

SRR H Petry 52014) %, L& 9 NS MR FEIGAERARCHE H, Hlhn:  «RUELE A Dol
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IR A AL TR 2 I [ DR & sk S, B TR T — Rl a] 7 s “ 4 3R B 1R
A BTG VR R e R I o B o A R IR o B R R AR S B Dot RN R H R T ik
(B 5= W #ERE, 1= EEABR)IATBRIF, Pra 8 H SA5 7588 25 0 25 i 2R R 5 4 v R it o
AT iZEZR 1) Cronbach’s a RN 0.89.

2.2.2. HPHIIEHIES

1) Antisaccade task

ZAESS RS Hallett (1978) 2t p, 355 22 MRJAK, 90 MERXIRK . MR UTTE 5, bt
e I —ANEL AL, IZVERL ARSI RS [ 58 (1 1500 Z£FP~3500 282 [AIFEHLAR L) . 1EALAE RS,
PR R — M — MR (— N R A0 IETT ), ek 225 =8, RHE BRI R — (D B A sk
O IETTTE B 23 I — AN RFSE 150 AP HT H AR R R — A& A 1) b slim) T &k R ZRAE), BiJE 1% H
P SRR A TR A8 BRI S o i R EEAE RN R E bR R 0 38 0 e A L PR 2R R 0 P
Bl kAa (R gk b, s NEA B “F” B, A ESkEE, W “17 8. TR
H AR AT WL ) A 150 2280, DRI A 0 20400 0 A0 $2 7 1D 2 7o 350 AT B A b 0 ) 7 Sk 1
fRIA o ZAES IR, R A OB BRI L9 B AR FL A i R 77, TR ORI B A8 Bk v A
AN 25 1] Be 77 i

2) Go/No-go task

ZAES R Logan (1994) g i, 358 23 NgR=Jikik, 80 MEiA k. HMRUITEfE, bidsd
Jeor ML —AMELR, ZIELSHRSE 400 2280, ERLAUH RS, FRE “x” 8L “y” AR EE B (ELLMIX)
HIER—A B, AR ISR [AA 1000 2. TEHHIMPIFEE “x” 5 “y” e U “GO”
L, R T AR 7 BER DL NS R 7 R (R I B “x”, g M A BRI TT (),
FHBFRE “y”, NIRRT (<)) 0 EE H IR B 7 B E O “No go” B, Rz
BRI A B B AN B ARy (s SedE I RE “x7, i MR A T n) g
(=), & N —FEEFIIL “x” , WA TR ESL MR 7). EESIERX B g ilkt, “GO”
5 “No go” BILLBIN 17:3. ZATS IEGRKT,  “No go” 156 I 4 R i 82 5 38 (40 i) 45 1
AE7T,  TEH SRR 9 v A L A i 42 o e i
3. KRR

AR BAAT AR EEHRE =58, REEBMERES. Wik ES5RRERE, If
B 55 FA AT S BRI SE IR R AR R B R IR . ARG, 5 BB SR I 24 xR B A T R
IR 28 e X5 B i L IOk o 43 1K P 58 18 I 38 R BN TRD R 2948 12 b o SE IR 8 5, AT KR 58 T Antisaccade
task (£ 10 2381 F1 Go/No-go task (£ 5 435X P H1 42 HAE 5%
4. Gt iR

N TS IGD-20 #54 fF Rtk LA & Antisaccade task F1 Go/No-go task FEHLAT— 80k, H5 #ik f
IGD-20 201 IGD-9 &3, LAKILLE Antisaccade task Al Go/No-go task 1F 2 B3RV A ) IR 7 2R 43 1) 2k
AT B2 JR AR IR 534 o RO 7P T R 1 U5 53 DA B R AE PR B 55 R LI 3 S 35 A 5K (p < 0.05)

N T IR I £ i 3R i R B 5 4 2 i B 0 005G, K 43 a1 A DR 28 i i B A~ T A L Tt X
[1424r 5 Antisaccade task 1 Go/No-go task [ IEAf 2 AT B K @b AH 40 #T
5. &R

o 2 37 X P S Ik 5 A A AR S5 R PR SE TS R % | o W8] 1(a) 97 » IGD-20 2470 AT IGD-9
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SR 3 TEAH R (r = 0.851, p < 0.001); Wi 1(b)Fis, #iX7E Antisaccade task F1 Go/No-go task 1%
R R IE R R A B2 IEAH MG = 0.359, p < 0.001). 1/ 2 s, IGD-20 #4r 5 Antisaccade task (]
HERfZE(r = 0.074, p = 0.309) LA & Go/No-go task FITHERZ (r = 0.051, p = 482)¥7% A WM, wlE 3 fr
7N, 1GD-9 435 Antisaccade task FIHERAZ (= 0.100, p = 0.171)PL J2 Go/No-go task HIHERGZ(r = 0.052, p
= 0.473) [FI R A B E AR
6. g

S —#, #0li 1GD-20 & 70 A1 IGD-9 &4y B B EMHKME, X —J7 ] 7 Pifh IGD B3R A
AU, 5B MR TR E A IGD ER AP K IGD FE M R E . [FIREH, #7ik

£ Antisaccade task F1 Go/No-go task X P9 A0 | 45 il £ 55 v (1) TE A 28t AT X 28 AR DG, 1K 3R W Ak AE oy
AN [5082S A 554 300 4 P sz IS2 41 | B ) 7 AL AL EL ARG R 11

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the IGD scale and for the inhibitory control task
= 1. IGD E2RUARIMNFPFTEIE SR M HIHER

AT H $8 47 M SD
IGD-20 =134 43.026 12.677
IGD-9 1541 16.900 6.681
Antisaccade task #ERfF 0.938 0.082
Go/No-go task #ERf = 0.771 0.196

E: Go/No-go task HHERIF AIZAT S HREARINT “No go” MR TE A it S 3 iy L A«
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Figure 1. IGD-20 validity and inhibitory control task performance consistency tests
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Figure 2. Correlation analysis of IGD-20 total score and accuracy on inhibitory control tasks
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Figure 3. Correlation analysis of IGD-9 total score and accuracy on inhibitory control tasks

3.1GD-9 25 SHIHEHEHIE S ERRRNE X 2

SIS R W 1 IGD FE 5 HAE M2 H4E 55 o IR DU B R Z AN, X5 e mr i —LLa)t
TR DAL —E I (Kréplin et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020). <S50 28 il 4E 55 B AL 1 o 1k ) i - 5
PR R R R RIOT e TR ARG . A BTFER M, IGD B AT DR 47 T e B R Ak
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B R AR EIAE R 8 25 PR IR (45 00 28 i R AH D% 8 2% A 00 17T H- AR BTG 26 AR BN, Gao 5(2019)A0
Reed (2023)¥) &I Go/No-go task H 28 %R 5 IR AH OGS, IGD ZH LR IGD ZH 3R I H 6 3% B = i v
BN, 2R TR S R I IR Bl 1 2 e AN SR o AR R 4 o T B LA OK i B 2 JZ (prefrontal
cortex, PFC) N HIZBEAl, AL 185 MUHTEI B J2 BSOS HT 411717 5] B2 J2 56 i X (Bradshaw, 2001). &
RAZAE R RIA B2 i - SCRARPRZ B ZET A, HARRLE IGD B v 1 B3 ImT ge N 3 7B A4
WA DB TR0 45, 2022)0 245 IR ER IR A DG 2R RO T PR3, 1GD &3 % H 5 & 1 vh 3
5 OB 38 DK T AN A 0 4 ) S S R E RS, 24 TGD B8 R 4 B 27 AN 2 UG Uik By a2k R
T T PO, 0 b 3 JEA sl 2 1l i 0 22 T M 2 SE R B 38 (B G - RRIRAZ AR AR 38 i) X B BT
JEIGD NFE, BE 1T 20T 1A TE DA 287 3R PR S 00 4o o) 428 FAE 25 o R SR IR K T IF IGD B
T 24 30 142 AT 45 B T PR A R B, IGD B B A A 8 25 ) SR A 5 P 0 1 42 1) B T ek 55
{EATY ELAT — 5 B4 2 ) B R Lt 28 2R TP A G B A (1 R AT 25130 10 - 805 9F 1IGD A BERILE 5
i/

b4, 1IGD B8 T S AE G 1 2 2 RN 20 K AR B HLEIE 6 itk dEImEah T B3 R4
(UnHERTH B JZ A M SCIRAA) /T 1«28 AT DIRE(an . A28 ) i 4] 1 75 A0 A0 B = 55 1 X 4
S BT PATIhRECE e SR o T G A0 EE TS R PRI R, RURIECR 2 51 AR K
A ZHLEIE 4 AR AT, ANMAREE (i) T3 “A” $AT ThEETTZEAT #f#% Hi] (Brand et al., 2014; Yao et al.,
2015). DAk, 1GD AMALE LA RRAH 5G 2 2R A T H0 RIS )42 i AT 55 v 2R 200 HE B g S 2385 P o 42 o 2
IR, TAE A RN T X Rl R T RE A B

ZE LRTIR, ARSI 1GD F2 R 5 bt Bt 54T B AR PR I 45 B SRR 1 IR 28k i ask R 40 o
Pl ThEE 3245 T B H S5 AR BSR4 2 20 (R AZ 0 48 i AR AR S IO T4, i R B Bl . JX vl B
ST i RIOE A RE S 1IGD R X e 8 3 B s i) b Bl 1t 5 BURPE T 8. L UOh TR T REEE £ 5
B “¥” BT IIREMTTA R S0 HI 6], M S50 IGD i B i 45 1 Th e 32 1R 7E R~
RIFEA R .

7. BRRSRE

AW FE IR AR A RS, BRI T 45 R 4k 218 2 B i0h 75 2 — D I SR E . k4t
A FUR A0 2 AT 25 RARF0 T Bk i S LA BE Fa, 1 55 — Rl 42 1) 6 70 RO ph 98301 5 1GD 1)
KA — PRI A

WAL, AR T 42 AT 55 1 S5 25 SR 0T REAFAE H BRI, X AT RE kS 538 B S il 2 il /K~ ok
P BRI o A SHe 75 T2 — A5 e 00 i s A AT 55 152 0 X0 o AT R 0 2 5 5L WA P 40 o 42 o A 55 3 2
RefaE X4 IGD 54E IGD A#f.
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