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Conclusion

Objectives The Young’s internet addiction test (IAT) is used worldwide, and the psychometric
properties of IAT have been documented in other countries. The aim of this study was to evaluate
and validate the factors and structure of the IAT as applied to Korean college students.

Data was collected from students (n=2216) at Kongju National University via an online
survey system. The factor structures of the IAT were assessed using exploratory and confirmatory

Results The IAT produced acceptable internal consistency and reliability (Cronbach a=0.921).
We discovered that the two-factor structure of the IAT produced acceptable psychometric proper-
ties. Factor 1 consisted of the aspiration and obsession to achieve orientation in cyberspace, Fac-
tor 2 consists of loss of control, withdrawal, and neglect of social interaction and duties. These find-
ings were inconsistent with those of previous studies. There were no significant gender differences
observed in internet addiction rates.

IAT is a reliable scale which identifies two internet addiction factors in Korean college
students. This scale could be useful to quantitatively evaluate internet addiction.
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Table 1. Mean, standard deviation, Question-Total correlation, Re-
liability (n=1967)

Cronbach’s
ltem Mean STCH’?d(?ﬂ'd Peors.on Alpha if item
deviation  correlation (r)
deleted
Ql 2.89 1.20 0.687 0.917
Q2 2.31 1.24 0.710 0.916
Q3 1.42 0.79 0.648 0.917
Q4 1.67 0.89 0.430 0.922
Q5 1.29 0.66 0.584 0.918
Q6 1.52 0.88 0.723 0.915
Q7 1.73 1.09 0.522 0.921
Q8 1.71 0.97 0.758 0.914
Q9 1.36 0.73 0.660 0.917
Q10 1.25 0.63 0.675 0.917
Qll 1.47 0.82 0.670 0.916
Q12 1.90 1.08 0.649 0.917
Q13 1.37 0.75 0.626 0.917
Q14 1.98 1.03 0.690 0.916
Q15 1.08 0.37 0.460 0.921
Q16 1.87 1.05 0.748 0.914
Q17 1.59 0.93 0.724 0.915
Q18 1.30 0.68 0.649 0917
Q19 1.28 0.66 0.700 0.916
Q20 1.16 0.52 0.570 0.919
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Table 2. Intercorrelation among items from the internet addiction test

tem QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 QIO QI Q12 QI3 QI4 Q15 Q6 Q17 QI8 QI8 Q20

Q1 1

Q2 0.669 1

Q3 0.385 0.444 1

Q4 0.213 0.243 0.295 1

Q5 0.266 0.342 0.403 0.317 1

Q6 0.430 0.483 0.438 0.254 0.444 1

Q7 0.358 0.317 0.279 0.188 0.211 0.312 1

Q8 0.485 0.522 0.417 0.265 0.418 0.735 0.351 1

Q9 0.338 0.393 0.417 0.257 0.427 0.469 0.286 0.530 1

Q10 0.314 0.378 0.476 0.225 0.403 0.542 0.295 0.543 0.572 1

Q11 0.366 0.373 0.297 0.297 0.387 0.403 0.281 0.427 0.434 0.523 1

Q12 0.454 0.429 0.406 0.239 0.268 0.386 0.332 0.408 0.303 0.334 0.478 1

Q13 0.302 0.355 0.377 0.223 0.493 0.418 0.235 0.402 0.429 0.434 0.463 0.352 1

Q14 0.534 0.505 0.351 0.259 0.295 0.471 0.329 0.511 0.356 0.382 0.384 0.376 0.291 1

Q15 0.155 0.176 0.303 0.179 0.330 0.281 0.213 0.265 0.303 0.386 0.372 0.436 0.532 0.309 1

Q16 0.559 0.506 0.385 0.212 0.351 0.477 0.363 0.537 0.424 0.429 0.462 0.420 0.512 0.336 0.655 1

Q17 0.508 0.499 0.362 0.176 0.358 0.491 0.313 0.546 0.425 0.424 0.422 0.445 0.366 0.325 0.474 0.494 1

Q18 0.327 0.363 0.356 0.278 0.417 0.445 0.238 0.464 0.598 0.478 0.424 0.472 0.413 0.417 0.479 0.472 0.498 1

Q19 0.315 0.573 0.573 0.294 0.460 0.485 0.301 0.485 0.497 0.534 0.500 0.399 0.301 0.455 0.343 0.354 0.424 0.556 1
Q20 0.227 0.463 0.463 0.207 0.363 0.378 0.259 0.357 0.395 0.490 0.441 0.626 0.690 0.460 0.748 0.724 0.649 0.700 0.570 1

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Table 3. Principal component analysis of the internet addiction test (n=1967)

. Factor
Question
1 2
Q20 How often do you feel depressed, moody or nervous when you are offline, 0.736 0.122
which goes away once you are back online?
Q19 How often do you choose to spend more time online over going out with others? 0.729 0.305

Q10 How often do you block out disturbing thoughts about your life with soothing thoughts of the Internet?  0.689  0.317

Q15 How often do you feel preoccupied with the Internet when offline, or fantasize about being online? 0.656 0.044
Q9 How often do you become defensive or secretive when anyone asks you what you do online? 0.621 0.348
Q13 How often do you snap, yell, or act annoyed if someone bothers you while you are online? 0.616 0.301
Q5 How often do others in your life complain to you about the amount of time you spend online? 0.612 0.240
Q18 How often do you try to hide how long you've been online? 0.608 0.349
Q11 How often do you find yourself anticipating when you will go online again? 0.598 0.366
Q3 How often do you prefer the excitement of the Internet to intimacy/ 0.562 0.366
relationships with your partner/friends?

Ql How often do you find that you stay online longer than you intended? 0.074 0.839
Q2 How often do you neglect household chores to spend more time online? 0.171  0.789
Q14 How often do you lose sleep due to late-night logins? 0.247 0.702
Q16 How often do you find yourself saying *‘just a few more minutes” when online? 0.349  0.699
Q17 How often do you try to cut down the amount of time you spend online and fail? 0.371  0.663
Q8  How often does your job performance or productivity suffer because of the Internet? 0.430 0.448
Q12 How often do you fear that life without the Internet would be boring, empty, and joyless? 0.303 0.578
Q6 How often do your grades or school work suffer because of the amount of time you spend online? 0.469  0.571
Cronbach's standardized alpha 0.882 0.889
Eigenvalue 8.18 1.52
Percentage of variance explained 45.5 8.5

Rotation Method : Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
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Table 4. Confirmatory factor analysis of the internet addiction test

RMR RMSEA GF IFl CF
2 Factor, present 0.040 0.089 0.876 0.881 0.881
3 Factor, Chang MK (2008) 0.044 0.093 0.866 0.866 0.866

4 Factor, Park et al. (2010)  0.049
4 Factor, Oh (2010) 0.048 0.090
6 Factor, Widyanto (2004) 0.044 0.095
RMR : Root mean square residual, RMSEA :

0.085 0.880 0.876 0.876
0.869 0.859 0.859
0.846 0.853 0.852

Root mean square

error of approximation, GFl : Goodness fit index, IFl : Incre-
mental fit index, CFl : Comparative fit index
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