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Table 1 Internet Addiction of college students
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Table 2 The 16PF difference between Internet
addicts and non addicts’significant test
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Table 3 The difference of mental health level of
College Students Internet addiction and non
addicts significant test
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Study on Relationship Between College Students’ Internet
Addiction and Personality Characters

XIE Ying
(School of Electrical Engineering, Yancheng Institute of Technology, Yancheng Jiangsu 224051, China)

Abstract ; One concern of the college students is internet addiction. And there are significant differences existing in students gen-
der and whether serving as a student leader. The factors that cause the remarkable differences of internet addiction or non internet
addiction students are social gregariousness, stability, bullying, perseverance, self — discipline, fantasy and tension. Also the
factors that cause the remarkable differences of mental health status are somatization, interpersonal sensitivity, anxiety and hostil-
ity. Recommendations from both college education and college students are put forward to intervene in the internet addiction.
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