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Differences of Psychosocial Vulnerability Factors between Internet and Smartphone
Addiction Groups Consisting of Children and Adolescents
in a Small to Medium-Sized City
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Objectives: The aim of this study was to investigate the relationship between internet addiction, smartphone addiction, and psy-
chosocial factors. This study was designed to examine the vulnerability factors for internet and smartphone addiction.

Methods: The participants were 1041 children and adolescents in a small and medium-sized cities. All of the participants were
evaluated in terms of their demographic characteristics and present use of the internet and smartphone, as well as using internet and
smartphone addiction and other psychological scales. Statistical analyses were performed to compare the psychosocial factors be-
tween the high risk, potential risk, and general user groups of internet and smartphone addiction.

Results: The participants were classified into three groups, the high risk (N=33), potential risk (N=203), and general user
(N=805) groups with regard to their internet and smartphone addiction level. There were statistical significantly differences be-
tween the groups in terms of the economic status of the family, academic performance, parents, use of internet and smartphone,
loneliness, family cohesion, family adaptability, perceived social support, and peer relationship.

Conclusion: These results suggest that the internet and smartphone addiction of children and adolescents is related to various
psychosocial vulnerability factors.
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Table 1. Frequencies of internet and smartphone addiction groups (N=1041)

Smartphone addiction groups

Variables - - —
High risk Potential risk General users Total
Internet addiction groups
High risk, N (%) 7 (0.7) 131.1) 3(0.3) 1(2.1)
Potential risk, N (%) 8(0.8) 50 (4.8) 51 (4.9) 109 (10.5)
General users, N (%) 4(0.4) 102 (9.8) 805 (77.3) 911 (87.5)
Total, N (%) 19(1.9) 163 (15.6) 859 (82.5) 1041 (100.0)
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Table 2. Differences of K-scale and S-scale among 3 groups (N=1041)

High risk

Potential risk

General users

Variables (group 1) (group 2) (group 3) F ) Tukey's test
(N=33) (N=33) (N=203) (N=805) (2.1038) (Growp 1.2,3)
K-scale
Total 41.30(6.16)" 33.09 (6.14) 25.88 (5.55) 226.545*  0.302 1>2>3
Disturbance of adaptive functions 14.09 (2.32) 10.79 (2.62) 8.35(2.21) 174.742*  0.250 1>2>3
Virtual life orientation 4.58 (1.44) 3.74(1.26) 3.07(1.16) 47.445%  0.082 1>2>3
Withdrawal 10.86 (2.37) 8.60 (2.09) 7.14(1.96) 90.132*  0.146 1>2>3
Tolerance 11.77 (2.40) 9.96 (2.58) 7.33(2.07) 168.596*  0.244 1>2>3
S-scale
Total 43.61 (5.13) 35.44 (5.44) 26.33 (5.73) 328.915* 0.387 1>2>3
Disturbance of adaptive functions 15.43 (1.60) 13.42 (2.30) 9.43 (2.36) 317.623* 0.378 1>2>3
Virtual life orientation 5.03(1.42) 3.74(1.18) 2.89 (0.93) 120.533* 0.187 1>2>3
Withdrawal 10.61 (2.63) 7.97 (2.28) 6.28 (1.84) 126.287* 0.194 1>2>3
Tolerance 12.55(2.32) 10.31 (2.08) 7.74 (2.08) 189.843* 0.266 1>2>3

*: p<.001, t: mean (standard deviation)
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Table 3. Demographic characteristics of the study participants (N=1041)
. High risk Potential risk General users
Variables Total x*(df)
(group 1) (group 2) (group 3)
Total, N (%) 33(3.2) 203 (19.5) 805 (77.3)
Gender, N (%) 0.513(2)
M 26 (3.0) 167 (19.4) 670 (77.6) 863 (100.0)
F 7 (3.9) 36 (20.2) 135 (75.9) 178 (100.0)
School, N (%) 0.906 (4)
Elementary school 3(2.8) 22 (20.8) 81 (76.4) 106 (100.0)
Middle school 22 (3.3) 132 (20.0) 506 (76.7) 660 (100.0)
High school 8(2.9) 49 (17.8) 218 (79.3) 275 (100.0)
Economic status, N (%) 12.252* (4)
Upper 2(1.0) 34(17.0) 164 (82.0) 200 (100.0)
Middle 23(3.2) 139 (19.3) 560 (77.5) 722 (100.0)
Low 8(6.7) 30(25.2) 81 (68.1) 119 (100.0)
Academic performance, N (%) 65.3717(8)
Upper 10.9) 18 (16.7) 89 (82.4) 108 (100.0)
Upper middle 6(2.1) 30 (10.6) 248 (87.3) 284 (100.0)
Middle 4(1.4) 52(18.1) 232 (80.5) 288 (100.0)
Lower middle 12 (4.4) 78 (28.4) 185 (67.2) 275 (100.0)
Low 10(11.6) 25(29.1) 51(59.3) 86 (100.0)
Rearer, N (%) 19.253* (8)
Both parents 21 (2.5) 154 (18.4) 663 (79.1) 838 (100.0)
Single parent 11(7.7) 36 (25.2) 96 (67.1) 143 (100.0)
Grandparents 0(0.0) 2 (10.5) 17 (89.5) 19 (100.0)
No rearer 0(0.0) 0 (0.0 1(100.0) 1(100.0)
Etc. 1(2.5) 11 (27.5) 28 (70.0) 40 (100.0)

*: p<.05, 11 p<.001
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Table 4. Frequencies of variables related with interet and smartphone use (N=1041)

High risk

Potential risk

General users

Variables (@roup ) (Group 2) (roup 3) Total *2 (df)
Total, N (%) 33(3.2) 203 (19.5) 805 (77.3)
Days for internet use (per week), N (%) 26.899%(8)
1 day 3(3.2 12 (12.6) 80 (84.2) 95 (100.0)
2 days 4(2.4) 26 (15.3) 140 (82.4) 170 (100.0)
3-4 days 0(0.0) 19 (14.7) 110 (85.3) 129 (100.0)
4-5 days 5(3.1) 24 (14.9) 132 (82.0) 161 (100.0)
6 days or more 21 (4.3) 122 (25.1) 343 (70.6) 486 (100.0)
Time for internet use (per day), N (%) 86.531%(8)
Less than 1 hour 6(2.0) 44 (14.5) 254 (83.5) 304 (100.0)
1 or more, less than 2 6(1.5) 68 (16.9) 329 (81.6) 403 (100.0)
2 or more, less than 5 9 (3.4) 70 (26.3) 187 (70.3) 266 (100.0)
5 or more, less than 8 11 (21.6) 15 (29.4) 25 (49.0) 51 (100.0)
8 or more 1(5.9) 6 (35.3) 10 (58.8) 17 (100.0)
Place of computer use, N (%) 13.712% (6)
Own room 13 (2.6) 96 (19.6) 382 (77.8) 491 (100.0)
Exposed room at home 7 (2.1) 65(19.7) 258 (78.2) 330 (100.0)
Charged internet cafe 12(7.9) 27 (17.9) 112 (74.2) 151 (100.0)
Etc. 1(1.4) 15(21.8) 53(76.8) 69 (100.0)
Place of Smartphone use, N (%) 22.427(6)
Own room 24 (4.2) 124 (21.9) 418 (73.9) 566 (100.0)
Exposed room at home 6(1.4) 74 (17.9) 334 (80.7) 414 (100.0)
Public place 0(0.0) 3(8.1) 34 (91.9) 37 (100.0)
Etc. 3(12.5) 2(8.3) 19 (79.2) 24 (100.0)

*. p<.05, 1. p<.01, . p<.001
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Table 5. Differences of several psychological scales among 3 groups (N=1041)

High risk Potential risk General users
. F ) Tukey's test
Variables (group 1) (group 2) (group 3) &)
(2,1038) (group 1,2, 3)

(N=33) (N=203) (N=805)
Real-ideal self discrepancy 7.29 (10.62)F  8.12(8.92) 7.28 (8.47) 0.774 0.000
Loneliness 4917 (12.61)  39.37 (9.49) 34.78 (9.42) 50.479" 0.087 1>2>3
Family cohesion 28.84 (8.89) 34.26 (7.37) 36.49 (7.61) 21.2897 0.038 1>2>3
Family adaptability 26.48 (8.45) 30.89 (7.24) 32.96 (6.72) 19.648" 0.035 1>2>3
Perceived social support from parents  77.60 (24.68)  95.53 (17.89) 99.32 (20.01) 20.903" 0.037 1>2>3
Peer relationship 57.30 (8.19) 60.84 (7.83) 60.93 (8.08) 3.228* 0.004 1>3

*: p<.05, 11 p<.001, ¥: mean (standard deviation)

Y5 gFecle R YrEFlo, B Apiis F5
thofl ot BA|ZQ) Aolzt LiehpA) eksiet. olefat 2ol
olF ATEo] QIEUF 5o gHyEle] AT =T Hofl A
ANIEEZES ERH B A7) E**Ol ng% oz
2Tt olo] QlEIFET} AnfEEZEO] 2pEHo| thal
x7]_Z—]O ;b o Fekal b K N1 Aﬂ;‘ﬂ_l:]—

%_cu%sq Aol VRO 55 245t HPAEA WIS 7
o] Qlaka] TAZ Wl FHCH o) Aakde] glom, A
2] 4ol Sbelo] Quial 7ol WAV AT,
3 A FrAEo] 255 15HAAY a4
S 1) o] o HES Bl Aol A8
HEo} YA go 2 Z4uo] 2EoMe) B

I~>

Hr: A
ut mo 1o

O A= o2 wefaiA] 3o H= &

27k e ololl 8, A= o] Hi-E St

oA o] FolA SEHASO] SATAR LY FEof A A}

22 AL geste] A SdE S48 RIS Ve
Qom, oft 7|8 34| HEA|0] ARHIE FHE

T ojeft ARkE Sl ek &

Tl ANfEEZZE 0] ZAko| A _l,ﬂ_

ox ™ rH o

1

ALEA] O AEES

2Ate]3] FlofadlEe mﬁ‘:}L Eﬂ —4—47} ek

U o ol
Fﬂiﬂo{‘_ﬁ
O{N

jabad

rhu

E*lOﬂ AF ZQ1 oAl A ¢lE
o] whE HeAReE Hopaslel 2

“*?‘iﬁ}. aopg oA IEUlF =} 2nf

ye M

9
b5
[‘rﬁ rlr

o
N
-
30
e
O: >i
v o
Y o l‘ l ﬂJd
i

No

olN
™

i
T ofN
we, i

ki
[
=)
m
I
olN
)
_k‘.l
(o
(et
u
2
7
2
l
N
X

flo 1o 1o o |m

ml &
e
[ o
2 o =)
o H
&
r.l
b
ol
©

N e
g
S,
o
il
E
o
s}
e
re
-

offt

ot

2o
o

ohe ARAEA S S8 Al AR 9 e

Conflicts of Interest
The authors have no financial conflicts of interest.

References

1) Korea Internet & Security Agency. 2015 research on the internet
use. Seoul: Korea Internet & Security Agency;2015

2) National Information Society Agency. A survey on internet addic-
tion. Seoul: National Information Society Agency;2015.

3) Choi W, Son J, Kim Y, Lee S, Shin C, Kim S, et al. A study of co-
vert narcissism in adolescent internet addiction: relationship to
anonymity, presence, interactivity, and achievement motivation. J
Korean Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry 2011;22:103-111.

4) Oh EJ, Choi SW, Lee HK, Park JH, Ahn JH, Choi JE, et al. Rela-
tionship between internet game addiction and psychiatric symp-
toms in a child and adolescent psychiatric clinic. J Korean Acad
Child Adolesc Psychiatry 2014;25:136-141.

5) Kwon J, Koo HJ. Risk and protective factors of internet addiction:
a meta-analysis of empirical studies in korea. Yonsei Med J 2014;
55:1691-1711.

6) Choi S, Kim D, Choi J, Ahn H, Choi E, Song W, et al. Comparison
of risk and protective factors associated with smartphone addic-
tion and Internet addiction. J Behav Addict 2015;4:308-314.

7) National Information Society Agency. Development of Korean in-
ternet addiction proneness scale for youth and adults. Seoul: Na-
tional Information Society Agency;2011.

8) National Information Society Agency. Development of Korean
smartphone addiction proneness scale for youth and adults. Seoul:
National Information Society Agency;2011.

9) Kwon M, Lee J, Won W, Park J, Min J, Hahn C, et al. Development
and validation of a smartphone addiction scale (SAS). PLoS One
2013;8:¢56936.

10) Hyun GJ, Han DH, Lee YS, Kang KD, Yoo SK, Chung US, et al.
Risk factors associated with online game addiction: a hierarchical
model. Comput Hum Behav 2015;48:706-713.

11) Jeong H, Park T, Lee S, Lee S, Chung S, Chung Y, et al. Internet
game addiction and emotional and behavioral characteristics in
upper grade elementary school students and middle school stu-
dents. J Korean Acad Child Psychiatry 2010;21:87-94.

12) Young KS. Internet addiction: the emergence of a new clinical
disorder. Cyberpsychology Behav Soc Netw 1998;1:237-244.

13) Hoge DR, McCarthy JD. Issues of validity and reliability in the



use of real-ideal discrepancy scores to measure self-regard. J Per-
sonal Soc Psychol 1983;44:1048-1055.

14) Choi J, Lee Y. The effect of actual self, ideal self and self-discrep-
ancy on depression. Korean J Clin Psychol 1998;17:69-87.

15) Russell D, Peplau LA, Cutrona CE. The revised UCLA Loneliness
Scale: concurrent and discriminant validity evidence. J Pers Soc Psy-
chol 1980;39:472-480.

16) Kim OS. Korean version of the revised UCLA loneliness scale. J
Korean Acad Nurs 1997;27:871-879.

17) Ray GE, Cohen R. Children’s friendships: expectations for proto-
typical versus actual best friends. Child Study J 1996;26:209-227.

18) Lee YO. Children’s behavioral and psychological expectations on
their friendships. Seoul: Kookmin Univ.;1997.

19) Olson DH, Portner J, Lavee Y. FACES III. St. Paul, MN: Family
Social Science, University of Minnesota;1985.

20) Han SB. The relationship between children’s self-concepts and
family systems as analyzed by the circumplex model. Korean J
Child Studies 1992;13:145-160.

21) Park J. A study of development a scale of social support. Seoul:
Yonsei Univ.;1985.

22) Yoon H. A perception of everyday stress and social network sup-
port in adolescence. Seoul: Seoul Univ.;1993.

23) Cohen J. A power primer. Psychol Bull 1992;112:155-159.

ML - LS - M - £

o
e

24) Mok JY, Choi SW, Kim DJ, Choi JS, Lee J, Ahn H, et al. Latent
class analysis on internet and smartphone addiction in college
students. Neuropsychiatr Dis Treat 2014;10:817-828.

25) Lam LT, Peng ZW, Mai JC, Jing J. Factors associated with Internet
addiction among adolescents. Cyberpsychol Behav 2009;12:551-555.

26) Kuss DJ, van Rooij AJ, Shorter GW, Griffiths MD, van de Mheen
D. Internet addiction in adolescents: prevalence and risk factors.
Comput Hum Behav 2013;29:1987-1996.

27) Wangberg SC, Andreassen HK, Prokosch HU, Santana SM, Se-
rensen T, Chronaki CE. Relations between internet use, socio-eco-
nomic status (SES), social support and subjective health. Health
Promot Int 2008;23:70-77.

28) Demirci K, Akgoniil M, Akpinar A. Relationship of smartphone
use severity with sleep quality, depression, and anxiety in univer-
sity students. J Behav Addict 2015;4:85-92.

29) Park JH, Hyun GJ, Son JH, Lee YS. Internet gaming disorder treat-
ment options in the hospital setting. ] Korean Acad Child Adolesc
Psychiatry 2015;26:75-85.

30) Lee H, Choi TY. The Psychosocial approaches of internet/game
addiction. J Korean Soc Biol Ther Psychiatry 2015;21:65-72.

31) Kwon J. The internet game addiction of adolescents: temporal
changes and related psychological variables. Korean J Clin Psychol
2005;24:267-280.

— 195 —



