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G, 2000), 7}F&2|(Hong, 2002; Park. Y. S., 2002), 737
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<Figure 1> Conceptual framework
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b Bolie< 1
ChAsREe] QR S

A7 U dery B4 T AL @AE 3351
(50.5%), A7} 3297H(49.5%)°1Ath FEAYo| 3549(53.4%)
o8 TEEAo] 310846.6)ET) Bgton, Eolo] ¢A|sm
guAdHL FAH| 334(503%) 0.2 71 Bk, A
o] 1857(28.5%), dF1Fol 1379(20.6%) ©]3utt A
Hut okxlo] 9= AL7} 5997(90.2%) 0.8 HRES
A&, oA 7L JEUlE ARRERE H$E 3999
(60.1%)0.2 ALE3A| P AHS 251H(37.9%) R Wk,
omus AEYS ARESIA &E A97T 33EGLI%SE
ALEeHE A9 305%(45.9%)B T Bl B E YL
S AHEE w) opiA|e] HEE BY FAHA AT} 370
H(55.7%)0.2 7P Bdn BEQ A$ 21998(33.0%) 234
3l AF 6789.4%)T oL, WYY HER FA4AA A
97} 3847(57.8%)CF 7P B¢ HEQ AS 2019
(30.3%) =A% AT 679(10.1%)= °ollet 1 HE
olMe FAAA ALt 317H(@E7.8%) R JHY By BE
 AE 204H@43%) FAAQ] AS 46HWI%T oA
<Table 1>.

g do o
o o

o7 ol MaX 3

2 d7dMEs BE SANsEc] ATEX glens 2
¢S (Maximum  Likelihood Method)& 288 & it}

<Table 2>.

AN

{Table 1> General characteristics of subjects (N=664)

Variables Categories N*(%)*»
Sex male 335(50.5)
female 329(49.5)
Educational level middle school 354(53.4)
high school 310(46.6)
School record upper 186(28.0)
middle 334(50.3)
lower 137(20.6)
Status of parent father only 12( 1.8)
mother only 26( 3.9)
both 599(90.2)
neither 19( 2.9)
Internet use of father yes 399(60.1)
no 251(37.8)
Internet use of mother yes 305(45.9)
no 343(51.7)
Father'attitude good 62( 9.4)
for long time moderate 219(33.0)
bad 370(55.7)
Mother's attitude good 67(10.1)
for long time moderate 201(30.3)
bad 384(57.8)
Friend's attitude good 317(47.8)
for long time moderate 294(44.3)
bad 46( 7.0)

* The differences between total(N=664) were missing

** valid percent

B A wete] AaaAE

3> of A3,

78N 2¥ol AT

zggr_

A3 <Table

=(Goodness of Fit)

ELICEREE

{Table 2> Descriptive statistics of variables (N=664)
Variables Mean{(S.D) Scope Skewness Kurtosis
Psychological Characteristics
Self-esteem 27.5( 5.37) 10~ 40 057 -.050
Self-efficacy 55.2( 7.39) 17~ 85 219 970
Stress 29.9( 5.07) 10~ 50 404 3.150
Social Characteristics
Family support 29.5( 7.65) 8~ 40 -.180 -284
Friendly support 28.3( 6.15) 8~ 40 -.047 -134
Impulsiveness 55.3( 8.11) 23~ 92 224 2.004
Loneliness 41.5( 9.64) 20~ 80 .086 -.093
Internet Addiction 34.8(19.50) 0~100 .539 .035
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Haue] el S50 &8 2F MY

{Table 3> Correlation among variables (N=664)
Variables 1 2 4 5 6 7
Self-esteem 1.000
Self-efficacy AlTF 1.000
. Stress -321%% -.307%* 1.000
Family support .294%* 190%*, - 123%* 1.000
Friendly support A406%*, 243%%, - 107%* A35%* 1.000
Impulsiveness -361%* - 486+ 269** - 2324 -212%% 1.000
Loneliness - 450%* - 270%* 215%* -412%* -657* 202%* 1.000
Internet Addiction -078%* -.094* .103%* - 145%* -.092% 150%* 147%*

* p< .05, ** p< .01

He AZoln], Hyo] AARE Z A9 EoE AL 9 o 7 HYPo| RIE

g, EZ% AAY, $RAFG DHAEE olgdHe] 47l 3

£ A9 7HA 2o digh RFAFE <Table 4>l Al ZE AAT ¥ HF349 4 EYS AN
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<{Figure 2> Hypothetical model
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<Table 4> Fit Index of hypothetical model and modified model

(p) df X/df GF! AGF! RMR NFi NNFI CN
. 35.85
Hypothetical model (p<.001) 2 17.93 99 73 016 98 64 167
Modified model 3899 6 6.50 99 90 02 98 88 278.81
(P<0.01) . . . . . e .

2E#27Y 675, ATt w28, F84] ¥
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{Table 5> Direct, indirect, and total effect in modified model

Frelsh) e,
Ay FEo| 7HY 2 JBL VAR WERE AW, S

A A, 24, AokEF3,, ATAAE o] ATi<Table 5>.

= 9

B gl ATANE FHoR s nade AZuA,
Jadel Qe FE JPLAEL FHoE BEFAY
7183 gatel] dis) =elekant s

£ A7 ZPE WeEEe] BF Fade QY % 2
Ag dden Adadme % & glou ERuaw A
BATE TAR FaF 290% FHoE ANY BYL T
Esgch

A mRel NS Y AR, AVEST,
Edles, A=A, AT S ol
RS AR olfE QB F5H 4Bl

© AqATA thEo] 7] wlolth

Endogenous/Exogenous Variables Direct Effect(T) Indirect Effect(T) Total Effect(T) SMC
Impulsiveness

Self-esteem(V12) - 46(-9.44)*+* -46(-9.44)*+*

Self-efficacy(Vis) - 27(-7.24yxxx -27(-7.24y%x* 35

Family support(vis)
Friendly support (Vis)

-41(-8.85)++
22( 4.81)***

- 41(-8.85)***
22( 4.81)r**

Loneliness
Self-esteem(V2) - 87(-32.75)%++ 07( 6.03)*** -.80(-31.98)**+*
Self-efficacy(Vas) 04( 5.32)*** 04( 532)%**
Stress(v4) - 55(-30.77)*** - 55(-30.77)%** .83
Family support(¥2s) - 74(-29.35)*** 06( 5.87)x** -.68(-28.02)**
Friendly support(Vz) -.08( -3.14)** -03(-4.10)*** - 11( -4.43)r**
Impulsiveness(B2:) ~15( -7.84)*** - 15( -7.84)%**

Internet Addiction
Gender(vs1) -30( -7.94)*** -30(-7.94)***
Self-esteem(Vs2) A2( 251y -30(-6.10)*** - 18(-3.57)%**
Self-efficacy(vs3) -.01(-1.18) -01(-1.18)
Stress(Vis) 25( 5.57yrE* = 17(-5.34)x** 08( 1.96) A5
Family support(¥ss) -.25(-6.10)¥** -25(-6.10)***
Friendly support(Vss) A5( 2.84)** -01( -.93) A3( 2.71)**
Impulsiveness(Bs1) 0( 2.46)** -05(-4.46)*** .05( 1.20)
Loneliness(Bs) 32( 5.43)%* 32( 5.43)F**

* p< 05, ** p< 01, *** p< 001
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<Figure 3> Modified model
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A Study on a Model for Internet Addiction of Adolescents
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Purpose: This study was to identify the effects of the predictive factors ofInternet addiction and to develop a
predictive model that explains Internet addiction among adolescents in Korea. Method: Data was collected from
664 adolescents in Puasan and Ulsan. Data analysis was done using the SPSS 10.0 Win Program for descriptive
and correlational statistics and the LISREL 8.53 Win Program for Covariance structural analysis. Result: The fit
of the hypothetical model to the data was moderate, it was modified by deleting four paths. Compared to the
hypothetical model, the revised one had a better fit to the data(x’/df=6.50, GFI=.99, AGFI=.90, RMR=.02,
NNFI=.88, NFI=98, CN=279). Gender, friend support, and loneliness had significant direct effects on Internet
addiction. The direct and indirect effect of self-esteem on Internet addiction was significant.The indirect effect of
family support on Internet addiction was significant but its direct effect was insignificant. The direct and indirect
effects of stress and impulsiveness on Internet addiction were significant but their total effects were insignificant.
Conclusion: Finally, to decrease loneliness, and to increase family support and self-esteem, an effective
intervention program and education should be developed to prevent Internet addiction of adolescents.
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