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Approach Bias Towards Smartphone-relevant Stimulus in
a Smartphone Addiction Tendency Group

Yeonjoo Son Myoung-Ho Hyun'

Department of Psychology, Chung-Ang University, Seoul, Korea

This study aimed to explore approach bias among individuals with the tendency of having a smartphone addiction. There
were 183 male and female students who completed surveys that measured their level of addiction. The smartphone addiction
and non-adddiction groups each comprised 27 participants. The approach-avoidance task (AAT) was administered to mea-
sure the avoidance and approach reaction time. The smartphone addiction group showed a higher tendency of having an ap-
proach bias towards smartphone-related stimulus than the non-addiction group, while no difference was found in the group
of neutral stimulus. In addiction, the level of smartphone cravings and addiction predicted the level of approach bias towards
smartphone-relevant stimulus. This study suggests the prevalence of approach bias in the smartphone addiction group
through the AAT. Clinical implications, limitations of the study, and suggestions for future research are discussed.
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51918910 & 0]F0j#] QJrh(National Information Society Agen-
cy, 2011). SAS2] H=pof| whel T AL EAHEH 447 oA T
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Oy 1 1o

O

), A A Y AFRAFE(EA 40-437 E= JARIEA o) 147
Ol*o“?l 747, A ARSARL(F A ofHolllE HoRA] = 39
2 SRk 1907, WA 91 AT ANEE 5
4 O, AN AFAEE N AHEA TR0 B HE S
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o Tifgt 2 428 27517] 9190 Lee (2016)7) 4743t
4-5199C). Y2 == Tiffanay2} Drobes (1991)7} 7H2st
9] th=3H(The Brief Questionnaire Of Smoking
Urges QSU—brief)_QE/H Kim (2009)0] 5% HE & 424 weks}

o, Lee(2016)7} AUFEE AFE- O 2 =A5|o] AR5}
G % 108459] 51 A2 SAsle] 6] 1 Spolle] A

Table 1. Mean (standard deviation) of demographic and psychologi-
cal variables

Control (SD)  Smartphone Addiction (SD)
n=27 n=27
Gender Male (n=11) Male (n=11)
Female (n=16) Female (n=16)
Age 23.14 (2.46) 22.11(2.72)
SAS 28.66 (4.59) 46.22 (5.11)
Smartphone Craving 19.55 (5.70) 30.00 (6.20)

Note. SAS = Smartphone Addiction Scale.
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Al4=(Cronbach’s a)+=.9040]31th

F2-3|m|2ixl(Approach—Avoidance Task)
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Smartphone
stimulus

pull

500 ms

Figure 1. Approach-Avoidance Task for smartphone addiction group.

Table 2. Means (SDs) for AAT scores and Reaction Time (msec)

Smartphone
stimulus

push

o

Group Stimulus type AAT scores Avoidance behavior RT Approach behavior RT

Control Neutral 5.65 (40.47) 1,053.28 (79.30) 1,047.63 (92.75)
n=27 Smartphone 1.47 (28.86) 1,052.28 (86.65) 1,050.80 (86.68)

Smartphone addiction Neutral 19.88 (33.18) 1,074.15 (69.86) 1,054.26 (63.48)
n=27 Smartphone 41.40 (34.58) 1,094.30 (80.33) 1,052.89 (68.09)

Note. AAT scores = Avoidance behavior RT - Approach behavior RT.
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O] AT}, F(1,52)=13.191, p<.001, &} Ak} 2H=+03 0] AFo 2t
& F(1,52)=5.047, p<.05, = {234 A5-73 9] a3}
fol8kA] eFQkth F(1,52)=2.300, p>.05. 1 A¥}= Table 29t
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T oox JU
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tendency . B Neutral
O Smartphone
g 40
1z}
c
30 -
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g 20
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. -
Avoidance Control Smartphone addiction
tendency v

Figure 2. Difference of AAT scores (RT) according to group.
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AUEE ZE20] kS SQI5lal A}l g Alg)d o]l w2 H(Seo, &
Lee, 2016), AUFEE o] 8 57| F HJHF TP ANfEE F= 4
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