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Objectives : Internet became essential component in these days. This study primarily tried to find out the chara-
cteristics of high risk internet users through using the communication scale.

Methods | We investigated levels of internet addiction using Internet Addiction Scale in 1,193 high school and middle
school students. Participants were divided into 3 groups (high risk user group, potential risk user group, normal user
group) according to the results from internet addiction scale. We additionally surveyed characteristics of internet use,
and patterns of communication and Communication Scale based on Satir theory in 614 from 1,193 participants.

Results - Boys showed higher tendencies for internet addiction than girls in internet addiction scale. There were signi-
ficant differences in mean computer using time especially during weekends among 3 internet user groups. The distribu-
tion of communication types in each internet user group was similar and this finding coincided with previous study
results. However high risk user group showed higher scores in each inadequate communication pattern such as placating,
blaming, super-reasonable and irrelevant stance.

Conclusion : These results suggest that adolescents who use internet in addictive patterns may have more problematic
communication styles and these may be associated with poor interpersonal relationships.

KEY WORDS : Internet Addiction - Communication Type - Interpersonal Relations - Satir.
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4. MI¥(Irrelevant stance)
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Table 1. Epidemiological characteristic of participants

Number Age (years) T
Total 1193 Middle schooi 3@ year class 263
participants* High school 1t year class 34
High school 2nd year class 499
Boy 796 16.17+£0.95
Middle school 3 year class 40
High school 1¢t year class 33
High school 2nd year class 324
Gid 397 16.57+0.69
614 participants Middle school 3d year class 263
who additionally High school 1t year class 34
answered High school 2nd year class 182
communication Boy 479 15.84+0.95
scale
Middle school 39 year class 40
High school 1¢t year class 33
High school 2nd year class 62
Girl 135 16.18£0.85

* : Ages of 5 participants were not described, T : Age is described as mean age +standard deviation
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Table 2. Comparisons of sex ratio in each infemet user group
determined by internet addiction scale

Sex*
Total
Boy Girl
High risk user group 32(40% 3(08% 35(29%)
Potential risk user group 181 (22.7%) 64 (16.1%) 245 (20.5%)

Normal user group 583 (73.2%) 330 (83.1%) 913 (76.5%)
Total 796 397 1,193

* 1 p<.01
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Table 3. Comparison of each subscale score according to sex
in internet addiction scale (Boy 796, Girl 397)

Mean=S$.D. tvalue

Internet addiction scale Boy 71.24+2012 7.80
total score* Gin 62.65+£16.72
Internet addiction subscale score
Disturbance of adaptive Boy 1764+ 535 460
function* Girl 1618+t 4.84
Disturbance of reqlity testing* Boy 404 161 455
Girl 3.65+ 1.29
Addictive automatic thought*  Boy  11.16% 427 770
Girl 943+ 3.30
Withdrawatl” Boy 1033+ 382 4,08
Gin 905+ 3.23
Virtual interpersonal reality* Boy 912+ 345 864
Girl 757+ 262
Deviate behavior* Boy 932+ 334 717

Girl 8.06+ 2.60
Tolerance* Boy 9641+ 372 441
Girl 871+ 3.23

* 1 p<.01

Table 4. Main purposes of using computer (multiple answers

allowed)
Number of responses %
Game play 331 40.9%
Chatting 86 10.6%
E-mail check 84 10.4%
Internet web surfing 110 13.6%
Download 149 18.4%
Others 50 6.2%
Total 810 100.0%

Table 5. Computer using fime in each intemet user group
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219 A FEd gl HrE IEF A 69

Number Mean=S.D. (hours) F

Mean computer using time in weekdays* High risk user group 24 2.64+4.89

Potential risk user group 127 2.03+1.60 8.36

Normal user group 454 1.50t1.47

Total 605 1.6611.80
Mean computer using time in weekends* High risk user group 23 5.06+9.73

Potential risk user group 114 3.46+£297 1247

Normal user group 418 2.39+2.39

Total 585 2.72+3.22

* 1 p<.0l

The numbers differ because not all participants responded o every item on each guestionnaire
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Table é. Self-assessment of infernet using patterns in each internet user group

High risk user Potential risk user

Normal user group Total
group group
Number % Number % Numiber % Number %

Appropriate 7 28 23 18.4 212 457 242 394
Need time redus:hon although | don’t 6 o4 a1 3.8 150 343 007 386 yom755

spend much time _ OOi
Spending too much time 6 24 43 344 83 17.9 132 215 p=
Feeling the necessity of time reduction

but having difficulty in reducing 6 24 18 14.4 10 22 34 55

intermet using time
Total 25 24 125 100 464 100 614 100

Table 7. Distribution of communication fypes in each intemet user group (n=614) determined by communication scale

High risk user group Potential risk user group Normal user group
Number % Number % Number %

Placating stance 19 79.2 94 73.4 350 758 12=6.9
Blaming stance 3 12.5 26 20.3 92 19.9 p=.330
Super-reasonable stance 1 42 0 0 5 1.1
Irelevant stance 1 4.2 8 6.3 18 32

Table 8. Communication scale scores in each infernet user group

High risk user group’  Potential risk user  Normal user group® - Tukey
(n=24) group? (n=128) (n=462)  Total (n=614) analysis F P

Placating stance 29.42+11.09 24,45+7.39 23.27 £7.61 23,76+7.81 1)>2),3) 7.862 .001
Blaming stance 2317+ 9.36 18.64+5.54 16.72+6.54 17.37£6.61 1)>2)>3) 14.390 .001
S”sﬁg:r;"so”"b'e 1342+ 621 10.25+3.87 9.57+4.50 986+451 >3 9123 001
Irelevant sfance 2071+ 9.08 16.21+5.35 13.67 +5.84 14.48+6.11 N>2>3) 23211 .00
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Table 9. Correlation coefficients of internet addiction scale fotal scores with each communication scale score
Intemet addiction . ) Super-reasonable
sedle total score Placating stance Biaming stance stance Irrelevant stance

Internet addiction 0.215* 0.243* 0.217* 0.399*

scale total score
Placating stance 0.233* 0.337* 0.455*
Blaming stance 0.467* 0.550*
Super-reasonable 0.582*

stance
lrrelevant stance

* 1 p<.01
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