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A cohort study for Internet Addiction Disorder of Adolescents: the Secondary Year Investigation
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Abstract:

The aim of the study is to evaluate for the risk factors of internet addiction based on a
prospective study among adolescents. We evaluate the emergence of Internet addiction in the period
of one year. Then the factors associated the emergence of Internet addiction was evaluated to be the
risk factors of Internet addiction among adolescents. The result demonstrate that depression, ADHD,
and hostility was all the risk factors for Internet addiction, however, depression was the most
important predicting factors for Internet addiction. Lower frustration tolerance and fun seeking was
the risk factors for Internet addiction. Within them, discomfort intolerance and fun seeking was the
important risk factor for Internet addiction. Moreover, lower peer, family, school esteem, family
support, and life satisfaction were the risk factors for Internet addiction. The school self esteem was
found to be the most important risk factor for Internet addiction in the cohort study. Further, leisure
activities with computer and internet, intraparental conflict, live without father, and family smoking
were also the risk factors of Internet addiction. There risk factors of Internet addiction should be
addressed in the preventive schedule of internet addiction among adolescents.

Key words: Prospective study, Internet addiction, Adolescents, risk factors, depression
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Table 1 The association between category variables and incidence of Internet addiction

Internet addiction (The last assessment )

Variables Yes1 No 2
Number (%) Number X
Internet addiction (first assessment )
Yes 84(47.5) 93 225.79***
No 142(8.5) 1526

Within the group 1 and group 2

Internet age > 4years
Yes 78(9.0) 792 0.39
No 64(8.1) 725

Internet use every day
Yes 34(13.7) 215 9.60**
No 108(7.7) 1297

Internet use> 20hours/week
Yes 15(14.6) 88 5.07*
No 124(8.2) 1397

Internet activity
game 71(10.7) 592 6.83*
chat 25(6.9) 336
others 46(7.1) 598

internet use at home
Yes 113(8.4) 1236 0.17
No 29(9.1) 290

Academic failure (the last third)
Yes 25(11.4) 195 2.64
No 117(8.1) 1331

Leisure time
computer & game 52(14.9) 298 23.10***
sport 30(7.4) 378
Others 60(6.6) 850

Cared by parents
Yes 106(7.8) 1259 5.39*
No 36(11.9) 267

Live with father
Yes 108(7.7) 1290 6.88**
No 34(12.6) 236

Live with mother
Yes 116(7.9) 1359 6.89**
No 26(13.5) 167

Conflict with parents
Yes 11(14.7) 64 3.82
No 131(8.2) 1462

Intra parental conflict
Yes 15(15.3) 83 6.17*
No 127(8.1) 1443

Family alcohol use
Yes 30(12.6) 208 5.97*
No 112(7.8) 1318

Family smoking
Yes 64(10.9) 524 6.56™*




No 78(7.2)
Frequency of internet limit

Yes 62(7.3)

No 80(9.8)
Limit internet use < 2 horus

Yes 58(6.6)

No 84(10.7)
Care the academic performance from parents

Yes 113(8.2)

No 29(10.2)
Care the activities from parents

Yes 92(7.9)

No 50(9.9)

1002

793
733

823
703

1272
254

1069
457

3.59

8.93**

1.32

1.70

Table 2. The association between continuous variables and emergence of Internet addiction in the

cohort study

Emergence of Internet addiction

Yes No T

Mean+SD MeantSD
Hostility 58.93+£13.02 55.06+£13.49 3.16**
Depression 18.28+9.55 15.21+£9.16 3.65***
Social Phobia 31.8616.34 31.3346.20 0.95
Attention deficit 19.89+4.83 18.8414.44 2.60**
Hyperactivity 17.3945.21 15.62+4.54 4.27**
ADHD 37.0849.15 34.4048.09 3.56***
Behavior inhibition 20.65+3.23 20.64+3.27 0.04
Rewarding 16.85+2.63 16.49+2.80 1.42
Driving 11.98+2.55 11.57+2.60 1.77
Fun seeking 10.23+2.55 9.46+2.46 3.54**
Frustration intolerance 73.07+£21.06 66.18+20.97 3.47**
Life satisfaction 29.67+6.78 31.3616.47 -2.91**
Family support 13.154£3.85 14.08+£3.74 -2.79*
Peer self esteem 26.6514.53 27.57+4.02 -2.53*
Family self esteem 27.3745.38 29.04+5.51 -3.43*
School self esteem 26.11+5.08 28.13+4.64 -4.85***

Table 3. depression was the only psychiatric symptoms to predict Internet addiction in the cohort

study
WALD OR 95%Cl
Gender 19.09*** 0.39 0.26-0.60
Age 0.05 1.05 0.69-1.57
Depression 13.77*** 1.04 1.02-1.06




Table 4. Discomfort intolerance and fun seeking predict Internet addiction in the cohort study

WALD OR 95%Cl
Gender 16.74** 0.45 0.30-0.66
Age 0.001 0.99 0.68-1.47
Discomfort 8.37* 1.05 1.02-1.09
Fun seeking 9.12* 1.13 1.04-1.22

Table 5. School self esteem was the only predict factor of psychological wellbeing for Internet
addiction in the cohort study.

WALD OR 95%Cl
Gender 1717+ 0.44 0.30-0.65
age 0.03 1.04 0.70-1.53
School self esteem 17.02*** 0.92 0.89-0.96

Table 6. Leisure activity, living without father, intraparental conflict, and family smoking was the
predict factors for internet addiction.

WALD OR 95%Cl
Gender 16.29*** 0.43 0.28-0.65
age 0.09 1.06 0.73-1.54
Computer and internet 4.95* 1.65 1.06-2.55
Sport 0.61 0.82 0.50-1.34
Live with father 5.66* 0.60 0.39-0.91
Intraparents conflict 5.10% 2.00 1.10-3.64
Family smoking 8.89** 1.73 1.21-2.49




Table 7. The association between category variables and remission of Internet addiction

cias3
Variables 1 0 X
Number (%) Number

Internet age > 4years
Yes 50(45.0) 61 0.87
No 34(52.3) 31

Internet use every day
Yes 49(49.0) 51 0.32
No 34(44.7) 42

Internet use> 20hours/week
Yes 30(56.6) 23 272
No 53(43.1) 70

Internet activity
game 55(51.9) 51 2.09
chat 12(40.0) 18
others 17(41.5) 24

internet use at home
Yes 69(45.7) 82 1.28
No 15(57.7) 11

Academic failure (the last third)
Yes 27(52.9) 24 0.86
No 57(45.2) 69

Leisure time
computer & game 52(54.7) 43 4.42
sport 15(40.5) 22
Others 17(37.8) 28

Cared by parents
Yes 65(45.8) 77 0.82
No 19(54.3) 16

Live with father
Yes 72(49.0) 75 0.81
No 12(40.0) 18

Live with mother
Yes 66(45.8) 78 0.82
No 18(54.5) 15

Conflict with parents
Yes 12(57.1) 9 0.90
No 72(46.2) 84

Intra parental conflict
Yes 7(53.8) 6 0.23
No 77(47.0) 87

Family alcohol use
Yes 22(59.5) 15 2.70
No 62(44.3) 78

Family smoking
Yes 31(50.8) 30 0.42
No 53(45.7) 63

Frequency of internet limit
Yes 37(46.8) 42 0.02
No 47(48.0) 51

Limit internet use < 2 horus
Yes 19(40.4) 28 1.27
No 65(50.0) 65

Care the academic performance from parents
Yes 63(47.0) 71 0.04
No 21(48.8) 22

Care the activities from parents
Yes 49(47.6) 54 0.001
No 35(47.3) 39
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Table 8. The association between continuous variables and emergence of Internet addiction in the

cohort study

Remission of Internet addiction

Persistence Remission T

Mean+SD Mean+SD
Hostility 68.31£10.86 68.43+£12.69 -0.07
Depression 21.49+10.62 21.69+12.34 -0.11
Social Phobia 32.23+5.99 32.1616.46 0.07
Attention deficit 23.20+4.85 21.95+5.57 1.56
Hyperactivity 21.50+5.90 20.27+5.54 1.37
ADHD 44.65+10.10 42.22+10.36 1.51
Behavior inhibition 20.86+3.11 20.93+3.26 -0.16
Rewarding 17.02+2.04 17.00+2.48 0.07
Driving 12.28+2.37 12.74+2.68 -1.19
Fun seeking 11.82+1.96 11.83+2.53 -0.02
Frustration intolerance 82.81+22.75 83.73+25.70 -0.24
Life satisfaction 28.80+7.00 29.85+7.21 -0.98
Family support 12.63+3.67 12.24+3.94 0.67
Peer self esteem 26.16+£3.44 25.99+4 .61 0.28
Family self esteem 25.36+5.68 26.49+5.95 -1.27
School self esteem 24.92+4 .47 25.17+5.05 -0.33
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