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Development of Internet Addiction Measurement Scales and Korean Internet
Addiction Index

Jag-Sung Parle

Department of Health Cars Administration, Kosin University

Objectlves : To develop measurement scales of Internsat
addiction, and propose a Korean Internst Addiction Index
{K-IADY and classification criteria for Internet addiction from
the threshold scores developed.

Methods : The identification of the concept of "Internet
addiction" was based on the literature review. To select the
scales, an exploratory factor analysis was applied. A
construct validation was tested by a confirmatory factor
analysis (CFAY with a structured equation model (SEM). In
testing the validity of the classification criteria, ANOWVA and
non-recursive models with SEM were applied.

Results : Out of 1,080 questionnaires distributed, 1,037
were returned | a response rate of 96%. The Cronbach- eof
all items was over 0.75 Using an exploratory factor
analysis in the condition of a 6 factor constrain as the study
model proposed, 23 of the initial 28 items were identified . In
testing the discriminant and convergent validity of the
selected 23 scales using CFA with SEM, the Internet
addiction model explained about 93% of all variances of the

data collected, and all the latent variables significantly
explained the designated scales. A K-1Al was proposed
uzing the T-scores of the sum of all factor averages. In the
classification of users, the basic concept was a two-
standard deviation approach of the K-1A4l as the oritera of
MMPI. The addiction group had a score =70 in the K-1Al
the pre-addiction group between =50 and =70, and the
average user group <50 The Internst use times of the
classified groups were statistically different in the ANOWA
and multiple comparisons.

Concluslons : The K-14l is a reliable and valid instrument
for measuring Internet addiction. Maoreover, the taxonomy of
the groups was also verified using various methods.
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Table 1. Factor analyss of Internet addiction scales{orthogonal ratation)
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Figure 2. Confrmatory fador analysisiCFA).
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Table 4. K-Intemet Addction Index and Mon-recursive model test
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2 .
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jistzivi=is Aerage 0.99 0.99 097 014 672 =003 0.26* 0.04 -0.06
capability Bad 100 0.99 1l -0.29 10.06* -016 -046 041 -0.06
Paprts' Paatrve 0.99 0.99 4.2 -038 1138 -022 -032 031 -0.14
attitude on Bozo 1.00 0.99 370 -0.3 1083 039 -041 043 -0.11
jistzivi=s e gative 0.99 0.98 i1 -0.03 -0.19 -00% -0.25 -0.06 0,01
Pamrtajob  Mlamal worler 0.99 0.99 .33 -1.29 2270 146 231 1.83 -0.23
Selfemployes 0.99 0.99 .28 =007 431 -0 0.2 0.22 -0.01
Profeasion 0,99 0,99 372 0.4 -15.8% -031 011 -0.29 0,03
Mozthly 100 0.99 0.99 19383.00 -669,00 2900 123000 122700 283,00 -18.00
Iname 100-200 0.99 0.99 1.82 -022 829 -037 -0.26 032 -0.07
nof 0.99 0.99 052 -0.09 597 -0.06 -022 030 -0.15
*p= 03
¥ Nemred fit mdex — [fNFI approaches 1,1t1sabetter rodel.
T Relative fit index — IFRFL approadhss 1, itisabettermodel.
¥ Stability mdex — IfS] bel anggs to betwesn +1 and - 1, a non-recurarve model is stable
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Intemal consistency of Intemet addiction measurement
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