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This study examines the nexus between internet addiction (IA) in parents and their adolescent children, with a particular focus on the
influence of the family environment. While previous research has largely investigated IA in either adults or adolescents, relatively few
studies have explored IA within a familial context. However, none has specifically addressed the distinction between internet-addicted
and nonaddicted parents. To bridge this gap, we conducted an anonymous online survey of 404 UK parents, collecting demographic
data alongside validated measures, including the Internet Addiction Diagnostic Questionnaire (IADQ), the Short Form of the
Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ-SF), the McMaster Family Assessment Device (FAD), the Parental version of the Young
Diagnostic Questionnaire (PYDQ), and self-reported frequency of internet monitoring behaviours. Findings revealed that
inconsistent discipline, as measured by a subscale of APQ-SF, significantly predicted adolescent IA among nonaddicted parents,
whereas general family functioning played a more crucial role for addicted parents. Additionally, nonaddicted parents perceived
their IA symptoms as less severe than those of their children’s, whereas addicted parents rated their own symptoms as more severe.
Loss of control, marked by excessive online time, emerged as the most prevalent IA symptom in both parents and adolescents.
These findings highlight the intergenerational transmission of IA and underscore the need for targeted family-based interventions
and digital parenting programs to foster healthier online behaviours among adolescents.
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1. Introduction

The proliferation of internet usage has catalysed transforma-
tion in the way children and parents interact, integrating
into various aspects of daily life such as accessing services,
entertainment, work, and socialising [1]. However, alongside
these many benefits, concerns arise when internet usage
evolves into addictive behaviour [2]. The term internet
addiction (IA) refers to prolonged online engagement
exceeding intended durations, despite awareness of its nega-
tive consequences. IA manifests through preoccupation,
tolerance, diminished control, withdrawal symptoms (i.e.,
anxiety, depression, or agitation upon internet deprivation),

and use of internet to escape or alleviate dysphoric mood
states [3]. Although IA’s definition and classification
remains controversial, prevailing definitions and assessment
tools emphasise individuals’ emotional, attitudinal, and
behavioural reliance on the internet, while also delineating
its detrimental impact on various domains of life and daily
functioning [4]. Despite its omission from latest versions of
diagnostic manuals such as the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM) or the International
Classification of Diseases (ICD), IA shares discernible paral-
lels with established addictive behaviours, such as tolerance
and withdrawal [4, 5], thereby warranting professional
attention and intervention [6].
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A decade ago, research predominantly concentrated on
children’s IA [7]. However, recent investigations have wid-
ened their scope to examine IA among both parents and
children, recognising the equal susceptibility of both groups
[8, 9]. Notably, a recent systematic review and meta-analysis,
incorporating data from 2,123,762 adults across 64 coun-
tries, unveiled global pooled prevalence rates for various dig-
ital addictions. The findings indicated rates of 14.22% for IA,
26.99% for smartphone addiction, 17.42% for social media
addiction, and 8.23% for cybersex addiction [10]. These
adult cohorts include not only current parents but also
prospective parents and individuals with potential future
parental responsibilities. Therefore, investigating how IA in
parents influences IA in their offspring, and to what extent
the patterns of IA symptoms in adolescents reflect the same
symptoms reported by their parents, is crucial for under-
standing the intergenerational transmission of addictive
behaviours. Such understanding is essential for developing
effective prevention and intervention strategies that address
family dynamics and parenting practices.

1.1. Family Influences on IA. According to Bronfenbrenner’s
ecological model of human development [11], the family
microsystem represents one of the most proximal environ-
ments exerting a direct influence on children’s developmental
trajectories. Within this theoretical framework, parenting
practices and family functioning have gained considerable
research interest in the realm of IA. For instance, factors such
as permissive parenting [12], poor parental control (i.e., [13]),
diminished family cohesion [14], and family functioning [15],
along with an imbalance between warmth and protection [16],
low family expressiveness, and high levels of family conflict
[17], have been identified as contributors to adolescent IA risk.

Moreover, recent systematic reviews have identified
direct links between parental IA and various factors,
including parental practices, family functioning, and socio-
demographic characteristics and highlighted how poor

parental practices, a dysfunctional family environment, and
low socioeconomic status contribute to problematic internet
use among children (Figure 1).

However, most research investigating the relationship
between the family environment and IA in offspring has over-
looked an important factor: whether parents exhibit IA symp-
toms. This omission is significant because emerging evidence
indicates a significant correlation between parental IA and
children’s IA. For example, a study by Yen et al. [18] found
that children of parents with IA are more likely to develop
similar issues. Similarly, recent studies demonstrated that
parental IA scores were predictive of corresponding scores in
adolescents, implying the necessity of supporting parents in
addressing their own IA symptoms [19]. Aziz et al. [20] pro-
vided further insights by examining the interplay between
parental IA, adolescent IA, and family dynamics. Their study
suggested that the relationship between parental and adoles-
cent IA is not straightforward and that multiple factors,
including parental conflict and internet parenting styles, con-
tribute to this complex dynamic.

1.2. Theoretical Perspectives on IA Transmission. Several
existing theoretical models contribute our understanding of
the relationship between parental and children’s IA. For
example, social learning theory [21] posits that individuals
learn behaviours by observing others, especially influential
figures like parents, through processes such as imitation,
and reinforcement. If parents frequently use the internet,
children are likely to adopt similar habits. This enjoyment,
or relaxation that parents derive from internet use, as
observed by children, can encourage them to seek the same
gratification. Moreover, according to normalisation theory
[22], parents’ attitudes and behaviours towards internet use
may set norms for children; if parents engage in excessive
internet use, children may perceive this behaviour as accept-
able and desirable. Another theoretical model, attachment
theory [23], implies that parents with IA may be less
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Figure 1: Current research linking family environment and children’s IA. Note. The small colour-coded lines on the right indicate the
corresponding links. The question mark denotes the less researched link.
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emotionally available, leading to insecure (whether avoidant
or ambivalent) attachment in children. These children might
turn to the internet for emotional fulfilment, seeking com-
fort, coping with emotional neglect, or filling the void
created by lack of parental engagement.

In line with these theories, family systems theory [24]
views the family as an interconnected system where each
member’s behaviour affects the whole family dynamic. This
theory posits that families strive for stability, and if a parent
is addicted to the internet, children may also increase their
internet use to maintain a semblance of balance or align with
family norms. Therefore, considering the role that parental
IA can play in the IA in children, it is essential for future
research to include parental IA as a variable. This will pro-
vide a better understanding of the intricate relationship
between family influences and children’s internet use.

1.3. Methodological Approach and Hypotheses in the
Present Study

1.3.1. Distinguishing Between Internet-Addicted and
Noninternet-Addicted Parents. One limitation of studies
supporting a direct relationship between parental and chil-
dren’s IA is the lack of differentiation between internet-
addicted and noninternet-addicted parents. This distinction
is important for several reasons. First, the mechanisms
through which IA influences children may differ signifi-
cantly between internet-addicted and noninternet-addicted
parents. Internet-addicted parents might exhibit behaviours
and establish household norms around internet use that
are more permissive or even encouraging of excessive inter-
net use [8]. These behaviours can serve as direct models for
children to emulate, thereby increasing the likelihood of IA
in the younger generation. Noninternet-addicted parents,
on the other hand, may exhibit more controlled and bal-
anced internet use, potentially promoting healthier internet
habits in their children.

Additionally, the family dynamics and the overall environ-
ment may differ markedly between families with internet-
addicted and noninternet-addicted parents. Internet-addicted
parents may experience higher levels of stress [25], conflict,
and dysfunction within the family [26] and may use internet
as a copingmechanism. This environment can create additional
risk factors for children, such as emotional instability, reduced
parental supervision, and heightened family conflict, all of
which are known to contribute to IA in adolescents [15, 17].
In contrast, noninternet-addicted parents are likely to maintain
a more stable and supportive family environment, which can
serve as a protective factor against IA in their children [27].

1.3.2. Implications for Prevention and Intervention. Cru-
cially, understanding the differences between these two
groups of parents can help in designing more effective
intervention and prevention programs. Interventions for
internet-addicted parents might need to focus more on man-
aging their own IA and reducing the negative impact of their
behaviours on their children [19, 28]. In contrast, interven-
tions for noninternet-addicted parents might focus more
on enhancing their existing protective strategies and further

reinforcing healthy internet habits in their children. By
differentiating between internet-addicted and noninternet-
addicted parents, researchers can gain a more nuanced
understanding of the specific pathways through which
parental IA influences adolescent IA. This distinction will
allow for more targeted and effective interventions, ultimately
leading to better outcomes in preventing and addressing IA in
both parents and their children [29]. To address this issue, the
present study will focus on two groups of parents: those
exhibiting IA symptoms and those who do not.

1.3.3. Cultural Considerations. The existing evidence on the
relationship between parental IA and adolescents’ IA pri-
marily comes from Middle Eastern populations [19, 28].
Given the significant influence of cultural differences on
parenting [30], these findings may not fully apply to British
families. This study aims to fill this gap by providing insights
relevant to the UK context, thereby informing the develop-
ment of culturally appropriate measures to address IA among
British adolescents. Moreover, a recent review highlights that
parental monitoring behaviours vary across cultures, influ-
enced by differing expectations regarding parental control
over adolescents [31]. For instance, in some countries like
Jordan and Kenya, high levels of behavioural control are asso-
ciated with high levels of parental warmth. In contrast, in
Western countries such as Sweden and the United States, high
control often correlates with low warmth or an unrelated pat-
tern [32]. Recognising that cultural aspects and family affective
responsiveness impact parental monitoring of adolescents’
internet use, this study measures the frequency of monitoring
both the time spent online and the activities undertaken.

1.3.4. Hypothesis: Transmission of IA Symptoms. One impor-
tant question yet to be addressed is whether the symptoms
of problematic internet use observed in British parents are also
evident in their children. A recent study on the Arab popula-
tion reported very similar patterns of IA symptoms in both
parents and adolescents [19]. Although these symptoms, mea-
sured by complementary scales, showed a close correspon-
dence between parents and adolescents, it is reasonable to
hypothesise that the different dynamics in families with
internet-addicted versus nonaddicted parents can lead to var-
iations in how symptoms of problematic internet use manifest
in children. For example, internet-addicted parents may inad-
vertently model excessive and problematic internet use, nor-
malising these behaviours for their children. As a result,
children in these families might develop similar patterns of
internet use and addiction, such as withdrawal effects, staying
online longer than intended, or dysfunctional coping. In the
present study, we addressed this question by systematically
comparing perceived symptoms of IA in parent–adolescent
dyads in internet-addicted and nonaddicted parents.

2. Method

2.1. Participants and Procedure. Data was anonymously col-
lected from 404 parents and caregivers residing in the
United Kingdom through an online survey. Eligible partici-
pants were those with children aged 12–15, including
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biological parents, carers, foster parents, and stepparents.
Both parents and caregivers had the opportunity to partici-
pate individually. In this study, parents were asked to pro-
vide their perspectives on themselves, their family, and
their child. If parents had more than one child aged 12–15,
they were asked to answer the survey based on the adoles-
cent closest to the age of 12 years.

The participants were informed about the study’s objec-
tives, the voluntary and anonymous nature of their involve-
ment, the confidentiality of their data, and their right to
withdraw from the study. Informed consent was electroni-
cally obtained from all participants, and ethical approval
was granted by the Ethics Committee at Bournemouth
University (Ethics Approval ID: 45945). The survey was
conducted via Qualtrics, and participants were recruited
through Prolific (https://www.prolific.com), an online
research platform. Upon completion of the survey, partici-
pants received a debrief form containing additional informa-
tion about the study and details of organisations offering
support to parents facing internet-related challenges. They
were also compensated for their successful completion.

2.2. Measurements

2.2.1. Short Form of the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire
(APQ-SF). The APQ-9 is a concise version of the original
42-item Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ-42;
[33–35]), which is designed to evaluate specific parenting
behaviours linked child disruptive conduct [35]. This short-
ened form includes nine items aimed at facilitating a quicker
assessment process [36]. Each item is rated on a 5-point
Likert scale (1 =never to 5= always), with higher scores indi-
cating a more frequent occurrence of the parenting behav-
iours being measured. The APQ-9 assesses three domains
of parenting practices: positive parenting, inconsistent disci-
pline, and poor supervision.

Previous research validated the APQ-9 reported that fac-
tor loadings were 0.77, 0.76, and 0.79 for the positive parent-
ing; 0.74, 0.63, and 0.74 for the inconsistent discipline; and
0.62, 0.75, and 0.65 for poor supervision [37]. A confirma-
tory factor analysis in the present study indicated 0.77,
0.94, and 0.68 for the positive parenting factor; 0.74, 0.70,
and 0.64 for the inconsistent discipline factor; and 0.61,
0.72, and 0.52 for poor supervision indicating similar pre-
specified latent factor structure. Further analysis indicated
a good fit of the three-factor structure to our data
(χ2 = 25 24, df = 24, p = 0 38; the comparative fit index
CFI = 0 99, the Tucker–Lewis index TLI = 0 98, and the
root mean square error of approximation RMSEA = 0 01
together with the upper CI for RMSEA = 0 04). Cronbach
alpha in our data was 0.72.

2.2.2. Internet Addiction Diagnostic Questionnaire (IADQ).
The IADQ was used to measure the presence and severity
of internet dependency among parents in our sample [38].
The IADQ, derived from diagnostic criteria for pathological
gambling, consists of eight items administered with a binary
response format (i.e., “no” or “yes”), resulting in a total score
ranging from 0 to 8. Each item serves as an indicator for

identifying symptoms associated with problematic internet
use: preoccupation with the internet, tolerance, unsuccessful
efforts to control internet use repeatedly, withdrawal, staying
online longer than intended, risk/loss of relationships and
opportunities because of internet use, and lies to conceal
the extent of involvement and dysfunctional coping [3].

The classification of IA using the IADQ varies across
the existing literature. According to Young [3], a total
score of 5 or above indicates dependency on the internet,
while a total score below 5 indicates a nondependent sta-
tus. Another classification approach delineates three sever-
ity levels: “nondependent internet user” (endorsing 0–2
“yes” responses), “at risk of dependency” (endorsing 3–4
“yes” responses), and “dependent internet user” (endorsing
5 or more “yes” responses) [39, 40].

The originally proposed criteria of the cutoff of 5 to dif-
ferentiate nonindependent from dependent internet use
were tested against internet usage and psychological dys-
function in a large sample of young adults across Europe
[41]. It was found that individuals scoring 3 and 4 showed
an undistinguishable pattern of internet use compared to
those scoring 5 and suggested that the endorsement of 3 or
4 criteria might be adequate for categorising internet depen-
dence. Based on these findings and the median of the IADQ
in our sample (median=2), we will use this new cutoff point
for the present study where scores above 2 will be considered
internet dependency.

Previous studies reported Cronbach’s alpha values
ranged between 0.60 and 0.72 [38]. In the present study,
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.74. In addition, we tested agreement
between the total score of IADQ and the perceived degree of
problems associated with the use of the internet within
respondents’ households. A correlation analysis showed a
medium effect size in this positive association (r = 0 41,
95% CI [0.32, 0.49], p < 0 001) with the Bayesian factor pro-
viding strong support for the association (BF10 > 100).

2.2.3. McMaster Family Assessment Device (FAD). We used
the McMaster FAD [42, 43] to assess perceptions of family
functioning. The FAD is a 60-item multidimensional self-
report measure of seven subscales including problem solv-
ing, communication, roles, affective responsiveness, affective
involvement, behaviour control, and general functioning.
For the present study, we used only two subscales: affective
responsiveness (six items), which assesses the degree to
which family members can experience, respond to, and
express different emotions in an appropriate way and gen-
eral functioning (12 items) which measures the overall
health or dysfunction within the family unit.

In this study, we selected the affective responsiveness
and general functioning subscales of the McMaster FAD to
maximise both theoretical relevance and methodological
efficiency in assessing family functioning in relation to ado-
lescent IA. Affective responsiveness has been widely high-
lighted in addiction research due to its strong association
with emotional dysregulation and compulsive behaviours,
factors that are directly linked to problematic internet use
[44]. Additionally, studies have shown that affective respon-
siveness has the highest correlation with the total FAD score,

4 New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development
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reinforcing its importance in capturing family emotional
dynamics [45]. The general functioning subscale, frequently
used as a proxy for overall family health and dysfunction, pro-
vides a comprehensive measure of family dynamics without
the need for administering all seven FAD subscales [46, 47].
Given that several FAD subscales overlap conceptually—such
as communication, affective involvement, and problem sol-
ving—general functioning has been demonstrated to effectively
capture these dimensions in a holistic manner [48]. Further-
more, structural family dynamics assessed by the roles and
behaviour control subscales have shown weaker empirical ties
to IA compared to emotional and global family function [49].
Finally, to minimise participant fatigue and enhance response
accuracy, we prioritized the most relevant and nonredundant
subscales, ensuringmethodological efficiencywhilemaintaining
a robust assessment of family influences on adolescent IA [47].

Participants are asked to rate how well each item repre-
sents their family on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree
to 4= strongly disagree). The subscales are calculated by
averaging the items for each subscale. Lower scores reflect
better family functioning. Numerous studies have reported
the strong internal consistency of the 60-item FAD scales
across diverse cultures (i.e., [50, 51]) and various family
types, including nonclinical, psychiatric, and medical popu-
lations [52]. In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha was
0.84 for the affective responsiveness subscale and 0.89 for
the general functioning subscale.

2.2.4. Parental Version of the Young Diagnostic
Questionnaire (PYDQ). The PYDQ is an adaptation of the
IADQ, and it was developed to evaluate parents’ perspectives
on their children’s problematic internet use. This adaptation
modifies all eight items of the original IADQ to gather exter-
nal assessments rather than self-report ratings (i.e., using
“your child” instead of “you”). Like the IADQ, the PYDQ
comprises eight items derived from the criteria for patholog-
ical gambling outlined in the fourth edition of the DSM [53],
with binary (no/yes) response options. The close alignment
between the IADQ and PYDQ enables the evaluation of per-
ceived IA symptoms in both parents and their children. The
total PYDQ score is calculated by summing the values of the
eight items, where a higher score reflects a greater risk l of IA
among young individuals. In the current study, the reliability
of the PYDQ, as indicated by Cronbach’s alpha, was 0.74.

2.2.5. Frequency of Monitoring Activities and the Amount of
Time on the Internet. Respondents were asked to indicate
how often they monitor the amount of time their child
spends on the internet, choosing from the following options:
never, very rarely, rarely, occasionally, frequently, and very
frequently. This study focuses on the general tendency of
parents to monitor rather than conducting a detailed analy-
sis. Therefore, we grouped these six options into two catego-
ries: rarely (never, very rarely, and rarely) and frequently
(occasionally, frequently, and very frequently). Additionally,
respondents were asked to indicate the frequency of their
monitoring activities on the internet using the same six-
item scale. For the analysis, we aggregated these responses
into the same two categories: rarely and frequently.

2.3. Data Analysis

2.3.1. Descriptive Statistics. We provided a sample overview
separately for the entire sample, as well as for the two groups
(internet addicted and internet nonaddicted), to facilitate a
more comprehensive comparison. We also reported the
prevalence of all descriptive measurements to enable com-
parison across studies. Additional demographics (i.e., with
whom the child lives, financial status of parents, parents’
employment status, and education) are reported in the Sup-
porting Information (Section 1: Figures S1 and S2).

2.3.2. Multiple Regression. We conducted a multiple regres-
sion analysis to identify factors predicting total PYDQ
scores. The factors tested included parenting style, parents’
gender, family functioning, and monitoring of time and
activities on the internet. Before conducting the analysis,
we ensured that the assumptions were met. Cook’s distance
values were relatively small (mean = 0 16, SD = 0 09), indi-
cating no multivariate outliers. A Kolmogorov–Smirnov
test confirmed the normality of data distribution (D =
0 07, p = 0 06). Additionally, assumptions of heteroscedas-
ticity (γ = 0 84, p = 0 89) and multicollinearity (all variance
inflation factor VIF < 1 9) were met. We used semipartial
correlations to calculate the effect size for each predictor. The
semipartial correlation measures the correlation between the
outcome and the unique aspects of the predictor, distinct from
all other predictors. The unique aspects of a predictor were
obtained by saving the unstandardized residuals from a regres-
sion of all other predictors predicting the predictor of interest
as a new variable [54, 55]. It must be noted that when two pre-
dictor variables are highly correlated, neither variable may add
much unique predictive power beyond the other. Therefore,
the semipartial correlations will be small in this case. However,
providing these effect sizes helps determine the extent to
which the predictors, singly and in combinations share vari-
ance with the dependent variable [56].

Two additional statistics were calculated to obtain the
evidence and test for robustness of the regression model.
First, we employed Bayesian inclusion criteria to enhance
the reliability and interpretability of our multiple regres-
sion analyses. Unlike traditional stepwise methods, which
rely on arbitrary significance thresholds, Bayesian inclu-
sion criteria provide probabilistic evidence for the inclu-
sion of each predictor, allowing for a more nuanced
and data-driven approach to model selection. This
method accounts for model uncertainty, reduces the risk
of overfitting, and ensures that only variables with sub-
stantial evidence are retained [57]. Second, we converted
the observed p value for predictors into the false-
positive risk (FPR), which represents the probability that
the observed result is actually a false positive [58]. FPR
corrects this limitation of traditional p value by incorpo-
rating prior probabilities and showing the actual risk of
a false-positive result. Even when a p value is below the
typical significance threshold (e.g., p < 0 05), the actual
probability that the finding is a false positive can still
be much higher than 5% if the prior likelihood of a real
effect is low [59].

5New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development
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2.3.3. Generalized Linear Mixed Model (GLMM). Both the
IADQ and PYDQ use binary response scales to indicate
the presence or absence of corresponding symptoms. This
study aims to investigate how parents’ perceptions of their
adolescents’ symptoms of IA vary as a function of their
own IA. The main advantage of using GLMM is that the
data is hierarchically clustered by parents’ assessment with
two ratings (own and their adolescent) being nested within
parents. GLMM allows us to account for the nested structure
of the data by including and estimating a random variance of
each subject in the model. Moreover, as observations from
the same subject are usuallymore like each other than obser-
vations from different subjects, we cannot use statistical
methods on these data to assume independence, because
estimates of variance, and therefore p values, will be incor-
rect. GLMMs allow us to account for the nonindependence
in the data and provide us an estimate of that correlation.
Specifically, we estimated the proportion of the total vari-
ance in the symptoms of IA that is accounted for by the clus-
tering by computing the ratio of the between-cluster
variance to the total variance (intraclass correlation, ICC).
The ICC will provide us with the correlation among observa-
tions within the same cluster.

We estimated the model parameters assuming that the
responses were drawn from a binomial distribution using
logit as a link function. The inference in GLMMs is based
on the likelihood. To get probabilities out of our model, we
used the inverse logit. We used simple coding scheme, which
is centred to zero and compares each mean with the refer-
ence category mean. The reference category is the first
appearing in the variable levels; therefore, the interpretation
of the results was adjusted accordingly. In the PYDQ data,
some items had missing values for two respondents. The
mean and standard deviation of each item with missing
values were used to scale the scores which are computed
with the available data of the variable, independently of pos-
sible missing values in other variables. The relationship
between a binary outcome and categorical predictors was
expressed in odds ratio (OR) which compares the odds of
the event occurring for each category of the predictor
relative to the reference category, given that all other vari-
ables remain constant. All post hoc tests were performed
using Bonferroni corrections for multiple comparisons. To
compute standard errors and confidence intervals, we used
profile likelihood–based confidence interval, in which the
bounds are chosen based on the percentiles of the chi-square
distribution around the maximum likelihood estimate.

3. Results

3.1. Sample Overview. Table 1 summarises the descriptive
statistics for the entire sample of this study (N = 404) as well
as for subgroups based on the level of IA among parents,
based on the IADQ assessment, where Group 1 and Group
2 represent internet nonaddicted parents and internet-
addicted parents, respectively.

3.2. Predicting IA in Adolescents in Internet-Addicted and
Internet-Nonaddicted Parents. We analysed two multiple

regression models. The first model tested whether parents’
gender, general family functioning, parents’ affective respon-
siveness, parenting style, and monitoring behaviour could
predict problematic internet use in the group of internet
nonaddicted parents. The second model examined these pre-
dictors in parents who showed IA. For each model, we also
added two parental behavioural control variables (monitoring
time and activities on the internet) that may have implications
on parental impacts on adolescent IA [13, 60]. We excluded
the school performance variable from these regression analy-
ses because parents’ evaluations of their adolescents’ school
performance did not differ significantly between the two
parent groups (X2 2 = 2 78, p = 0 25).

To increase the precision of parameter estimation and
the power of statistical testing of the parameters, all contin-
uous variables for regression analyses were mean-centred
[61]. For all regressions conducted, the VIF values were
below 3.0. Given that multicollinearity is generally consid-
ered a significant concern when VIF exceeds 5.0, the findings
suggest that multicollinearity was not an issue in this study.

In the nonaddicted group of parents, the predictors
explained 21% of the variance in adolescents’ problematic
internet use, representing a significant proportion of vari-
ance explained, R2 adj = 0 21, F 8, 215 = 3 32, p = 0 001.
The results for each predictor within the regression model
are shown in Table 2. Only parental inconsistent discipline
could predict problematic internet use in adolescents. No
other predictors added a significant unique contribution to
the model.

It must be noted that the effect size for parental inconsis-
tent discipline on problematic internet use in children is very
small. We conducted two additional analyses to test this
effect. First, we performed the same regression using the
Bayesian framework and used Bayesian model averaging to
obtain the posterior probability of the inconsistent discipline
predictor after considering all the candidate models (i.e., the
number of models that were constructed given all predictors
in this regression). Assuming that all models are equally
likely a priory [62], we estimated the posterior summaries
of coefficients and the inclusion Bayes factor (BFinc) which
quantifies how much the observed data are more probable
under models that include a particular predictor relative to
the models that do not contain that particular predictor.
For the parental inconsistent discipline predictor, BFinc
was 608.64 indicating that the model containing this predic-
tor is about 608 times more likely than the model without it
when we consider all candidate models. In contrast, all other
predictors had a very small BFinc ranging between 0.23 and
1.0 (see details in the Supporting Information, Section 2:
Table S1). Second, we calculated an additional parameter
by converting the observed p value for the inconsistent
discipline predictor to the FPR which corresponds to the
probability that the results occurred by chance only [58].
This analysis revealed that the likelihood of the existence
of a real effect of inconsistent discipline on problematic
internet use in children given the effect size (as multiple of
standard deviation) and p value was 106.89 times (vs. the
existence of no effect) corresponding to the power of 84%
(alpha = 0 05) and FPR of 1% (0.009).

6 New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development
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TABLE 1: Descriptive statistics and prevalence of the variables in the present study.

Whole samplea
Prevalence
(sample)

Group 1b
Prevalence
(Group 1)

Group 2
Prevalence
(Group 2)

Parent gender
Males 202 0.50 125 0.56 77 0.43

Females 200 0.50 97 0.43 103 0.57

Adolescent gender
Males 227 0.56 114 0.51 113 0.63

Females 176 0.44 110 0.49 66 0.37

Parent age Mean (SD) 44.91 (8.10) 45.31 (8.16) 44.40 (8.02)

Adolescent age Mean (SD) 13.3 (1.31) 13.37 (1.13) 13.21 (1.50)

Parent groups (based on the
IADQ assessment)

Group 1 224 0.55

Group 2 180 0.45

IADQ Mean (SD) 2.6 (2.0) 1.2 (0.8) 4.5 (1.4)

PYDQ Mean (SD) 2.6 (2.0) 1.8 (1.7) 3.6 (2.0)

Frequency of monitoring the
amount of timec

Frequently 291 0.72 161 0.71 130 0.72

Rarely 112 0.27 63 0.28 49 0.27

Frequency of monitoring
activitiesc

Frequently 310 0.76 170 0.75 140 0.78

Rarely 93 0.23 54 0.24 39 0.21

The extent that the internet
use within the household is
perceived as problematicc

Disagree 234 0.58 162 0.72 72 0.40

Agree 169 0.41 62 0.28 107 0.60

Parenting practices (APQ-9)

Positive
parenting

13.2 (2.3) 13.2 (1.6) 13.1 (1.7)

Inconsistent
discipline

7.4 (2.4) 7.0 (2.3) 8.0 (2.2)

Poor supervision 5.3 (2.0) 5.1 (1.9) 5.5 (2.1)

Family functioning (McMaster)

General family
functioning

20.5 (5.3) 19.8 (4.9) 21.3 (5.6)

Affective
responsiveness

11.2 (3.3) 10.8 (3.1) 11.7 (3.4)

Note. Group 1 (N = 224) and Group 2 (N = 180) were defined based on the IADQ scores as parents showing no interned addiction and internet addiction
symptoms, respectively.
aTwo parents preferred not to disclose their gender, and one parent did not disclose the gender of their child.
bIn this group, two parents did not disclose their gender.
cData from one parent was missing in those questions.

TABLE 2: Multiple regression results for the prediction of adolescents’ IA in the group of internet-nonaddicted parents.

βa
95% CI for β

B p r2a b, c b

Lower Upper

Positive parenting −0.01 −0.16 0.15 −0.01 0.95 −0.0001
Inconsistent discipline 0.28 0.10 0.30 0.20 < 0.001 0.09

Poor supervision 0.10 −0.03 0.21 0.09 0.12 0.01

FAD-GL 0.02 −0.05 0.06 0.01 0.84 0.004

Affective responsiveness −0.01 −0.10 0.09 −0.01 0.90 −0.004
Monitoring time on internet 0.06 −0.15 0.32 0.08 0.49 0.001

Monitoring activities on internet −0.09 −0.38 0.13 −0.13 0.33 −0.05
Parent gender 0.13 −0.25 0.67 0.21 0.37 0.06
aβ represents standardised regression coefficients, and B represents unstandardised regression coefficient.
bSemipartial correlation (effect size).

7New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development
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Among the internet-addicted group of parents, the pre-
dictors explained 10 of the variance in adolescents’ IA, rep-
resenting a significant proportion of variance explained, adj
R2 = 0 10, F 8, 171 = 3 61, p < 0 001. The results for each
predictor within the regression model are shown in
Table 3. General family functioning and parent’s gender
could predict problematic internet use in adolescents. No
other predictors added a significant unique contribution to
the model.

Using Bayesian regression analysis, we also estimated the
posterior summaries of coefficients for the general family
functioning and parents’ gender. For the general family
functioning, BFinc was 20.18 indicating that the model con-
taining this predictor is about 20 times more likely than the
model without it when we consider all candidate models. In
contrast, our data does not provide evidence for the effect of
this predictor on problematic internet use in children
(BFinc = 2 21). All other predictors showed small BFinc
ranging between 0.33 and 1.21 (see details in the Supporting
Information, Section 2: Table S2). In addition, we calculated
the FPR for the FAD-GL and parent gender predictors. This
analysis revealed that the likelihood of the existence of a real
effect of general family functioning on problematic internet
use in children given the effect size (as multiple of standard
deviation) and p value was 41.39 times (vs. the existence of
no effect). This corresponds to the power of 83.91%
(alpha = 0 05) and FDR of 2.3%. However, the likelihood
that parents’ gender exerts an influence on problematic
internet use in their adolescents was small (2.76) with an
FDR of 26.62%.

3.3. Parents’ Perceived Own Symptoms of IA Versus Those of
Their Adolescents in Internet-Addicted and Nonaddicted
Parents. A GLMM was used with a binary response variable
(“0” or “1”) as the dependent variable. Three fixed-effect fac-
tors were included: assessment type (IADQ: parents evalu-
ated their IA symptoms and PYDQ: parents evaluated their
adolescents’ IA symptoms), parent groups (internet addicted
and internet nonaddicted), and items (subscales measuring
preoccupation with the internet, tolerance, loss of control
[cutting back], loss of control [time], withdrawal, risk of los-
ing relationships or opportunities, and lies to conceal inter-
net use and dysfunctional coping). The respondents’ ID
was used as a clustering variable.

The GLMM revealed three main effects that provided
insight into how parents estimate their own symptoms of IA
and those of their adolescents. Specifically, fixed-effect omni-
bus tests indicated a significant effect of assessment type
(X2 1 = 7 37, p = 0 007), showing that parents generally per-
ceived their own IA symptoms as lower than those of their
children (OR = 0 76, SE = 0 08, z = −2 72, p = 0 007). There
was also a significant effect of parent groups (X 1 = 285 93,
p < 0 001), suggesting that the overall rating of IA symp-
toms was lower in the internet-nonaddicted group com-
pared to the internet-addicted group (OR = 0 09, SE = 0 01,
z = −16 93, p < 0 001). Furthermore, a fixed effect of items
(X2 7 = 722 86, p < 0 001) indicated high variability in the
symptoms, with “staying on the internet longer than
intended” receiving the highest rating, while “lying” and “risk
of loss of relationships or opportunities” received the lowest
ratings (see details in the Supporting Information, Section 3:
Tables S3 and S4). An intraclass correlation analysis
suggested that correlations among responses within clusters
contributed only 20% of the variance in the dependent
variable. This analysis also revealed interactions between
assessment type and parent groups (X2 1 = 82 60, p < 0 001),
assessment type and items (X2 7 = 120 01, p < 0 001), and
parent groups and items (X2 7 = 27 62, p < 0 001). However,
the interaction between assessment type, items, and parent
groups was not significant (X2 7 = 8 52, p = 0 29).

Our primary objective in this analysis was to examine
the relationship between perceived symptoms of IA in par-
ents and adolescents within each parent group. Conse-
quently, two interactions reported above were of
particular interest—between assessment type and parent
groups and parent groups and items. We investigated
these interactions in detail by conducting post hoc com-
parisons employing the Bonferroni adjustment to account
for multiple comparisons.

The interaction between assessment type and parent
group revealed an interesting finding. In the internet nonad-
dicted group, parents perceived their own symptoms as
lower on average compared to those of their adolescents
(OR = 0 30, 95% CI [0.19, 0.40], SE = 0 05, z = −6 86,
pbonf < 0 001). Conversely, in the internet-addicted group,
parents perceived their own symptoms as higher on average
than those of their adolescents (OR = 1 93, 95% CI [1.53,
2.32], SE = 0 05, z = 6 28, pbonf < 0 001< 0.001). Additionally,

TABLE 3: Multiple regression results for the prediction of adolescents’ IA in the group of internet-addicted parents.

β
95% CI for β

B p r2a b, c
Lower Upper

Positive parenting −0.03 −0.20 0.15 −0.03 0.77 −0.0004
Inconsistent discipline 0.10 −0.05 0.24 0.09 0.20 0.008

Poor supervision 0.15 −0.01 0.32 0.14 0.07 0.02

FAD-GL 0.32 0.11 0.53 0.11 0.003 0.05

Affective responsiveness −0.15 −0.36 0.06 −0.09 0.16 −0.005
Monitoring time on internet 0.10 −0.09 0.28 0.16 0.30 0.001

Monitoring activities on internet −0.16 −0.34 0.02 −0.27 0.09 −0.01
Parent gender 0.36 0.05 0.67 0.71 0.03 0.03

8 New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development
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internet nonaddicted parents reported fewer symptoms of IA
compared to internet-addicted parents (OR = 0 04, 95% CI
[0.02, 0.05], SE = 0 01, z = −16 18, pbonf < 0 001). They also
reported fewer symptoms of IA in their adolescents compared
to internet-addicted parents (OR = 0 24, 95% CI [0.18, 0.30],
SE = 0 03, z = −10 44, pbonf < 0 001) (Figure 2a). Details are
reported in the Supporting Information (Section 3: Table S5).

The interaction between parent groups and items revealed
that the internet nonaddicted group consistently reported only
one symptom of IA: spending more time on the internet. In
contrast, addicted parents reported several other symptoms,
including dysfunctional coping, preoccupation with the inter-
net, the need to spend more time online to achieve the same
satisfaction, and some withdrawal symptoms (Figure 2b)
(detailed pairwise comparisons are reported in the Supporting
Information, Section 3: Table S6).

It should be noted that the interaction between parent
groups and items provides an averaged assessment (IADQ
and PYDQ). To further investigate these effects, we plotted
and analysed symptoms for parents and adolescents in each
group (Figure 3). In the internet nonaddicted group, parents
reported that their adolescents experienced more symptoms

of being preoccupied with the internet, needing to spend
more time on the internet to achieve satisfaction, and feeling
anxious about reducing their internet use compared to
their symptoms (OR = 0 19, 95% CI [0.16, 0.21], SE =
0 05, z = −5 81, pbonf < 0 001; OR = 0 14, 95% CI [0.12,
0.17], SE = 0 05, z = −5 20, pbonf < 0 001; OR = 0 08, 95% CI
[0.05, 0.1], SE = 0 04, z = 4 64, pbonf < 0 001, respectively). In
contrast, in the internet-addicted group, parents reported more
problems with cutting down on internet use (OR = 5 97, 95%
CI [0.16, 0.21], SE = 1 51, z = 7 08, pbonf < 0 001) and dysfunc-
tional coping (OR = 6 68, SE = 1 74, z = 7 31, pbonf < 0 001)
compared to their children.

4. Discussion

The present study examined the role of parental practices,
family functioning, and monitoring behaviours on adoles-
cents’ IA in two groups of parents: those exhibiting IA
symptoms and those without. In addition, we directly
assessed the associations between symptoms of IA in par-
ents and adolescents in those two groups of parents. Our
findings indicate that the prediction of IA in adolescents
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Figure 2: Interaction between (a) assessment type and parent group and (b) parent groups and items. Note. Error bars represent 95%
confidence interval of mean.
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varies according to the IA status of their parents. Specifi-
cally, among parents who are not internet addicted, incon-
sistent parenting emerges as the primary predictor of IA in
adolescents, while internet-addicted parents exert their
influence through general family functioning. Moreover,
we observed distinct patterns of perceived IA symptoms
in parents. Parents who are not internet addicted per-
ceived their symptoms as less severe compared to their
adolescents. In contrast, parents who are internet addicted
perceived their symptoms as more severe than those of
their adolescents. Interestingly, in both groups, the most
commonly perceived symptom of internet addiction—re-
ported by parents for both themselves and their adoles-
cents—was loss of control, primarily defined as spending
more time online than intended. However, this may inac-
curately imply that adolescents’ own perceptions of their
symptoms were measured.

4.1. Factors Predicting Adolescents’ IA in Internet-Addicted
and Nonaddicted Parents. Consistent with our hypothesis
that parenting practices and family functioning predict IA

in adolescents, our results demonstrated that in the nonad-
dicted parent group, inconsistent discipline was the only sig-
nificant predictor of adolescent IA, although it can be within
a manageable level, but this should be explored further. This
finding implies that parents who generally adopt inconsis-
tent discipline practices may face greater challenges in
adhering to rules and establishing an appropriate framework
and guidance for their children. Consequently, they may
struggle to foster healthy internet-related behaviours among
their children. This result concurs with previous studies
observing a positive association between inconsistent par-
enting and problematic internet use among adolescents
[63]. Supporting this, Miltuze et al. [64] found that the con-
sistent application of general and internet-specific rules is
linked to a reduced risk of IA in children. Their study also
revealed that the establishment of parental rules concerning
the use of electronic screen devices, as reported by the child,
functions as a protective measure against the development of
IA. In contrast, the outright prohibition of internet use by
parents did not seem to offer the same protective effect. Sim-
ilarly, another study among Dutch adolescents showed that
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Figure 3: Symptoms of IA among the internet-nonaddicted and internet-addicted groups of parents and their adolescents. Note. Dashed
black lines in each plot indicate the mean level of symptoms of problematic internet use. Asterisks denote significant differences between
the symptoms in parents and their adolescents in each group (p < 0 001).
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the establishment of parental rules concerning the content
accessed online can play a preventive role in regulating IA
[65]. Although our study did not focus on internet-related
discipline practices, it is plausible to draw a parallel with
existing evidence suggesting that parents who struggle to
consistently enforce general boundaries and rules may face
similar challenges in establishing and maintaining rules
about their children’s internet use [66].

Several psychosocial mechanisms have been proposed to
link inconsistent parental discipline with early adolescent
behaviours [67]. One such mechanism highlights the nega-
tive impact of inconsistent parental discipline on the devel-
opment of a positive self-concept in children [68]. This
impact often results in reduced confidence in offline settings,
leading adolescents to spend excessive time online seeking
validation and affirmation [69, 70]. Additionally, previous
studies suggest that adolescents with low self-concept are
more susceptible to IA due to psychological vulnerabilities
such as self-distrust and a sense of loss of control and failure
[71, 72]. This aligns with the attachment perspective in the
development of psychopathology, where dysfunctions in
adult–child attachment intersect with attachment insecurities
such as anxiety and avoidance [23]. Additionally, our findings
contribute to attachment theory by demonstrating that IA is
not solely a behavioural issue but also a relational–attachment
issue. While traditional attachment research has mainly
explored the relationship between different attachment styles
and offline behaviours, such as excessive reassurance-seeking
in social interactions (i.e., [73]), our findings extend this theo-
retical framework into digital contexts. Specifically, we pro-
pose that adolescents who experience inconsistent parental
discipline may turn to excessive internet use as an alternative
source of security, validation, and emotional regulation. That
way, IA may serve as a compensatory mechanism for inse-
curely attached adolescents, further integrating digital behav-
iours into the attachment theory.

Our results also showed that among the internet-
addicted parent group, general family functioning and par-
ent gender were significant predictors of adolescent IA. In
families where parents struggle with IA, research consis-
tently demonstrates a pattern of low family functioning,
which can elevate the risk of IA among adolescents. Prior
studies have highlighted the adverse effects of IA on family
functioning [74, 75]. Our findings align with this, revealing
that families with parental addiction exhibit diminished
family functioning, subsequently increasing the propensity
for IA among adolescents as supported by various studies
(i.e., [76, 77]).

The negative impact of family dysfunction on adolescent
IA can be attributed to a complex family environment char-
acterised by a deficiency in familial resources and inadequate
collaborative decision-making and nurturing responsibilities
among parents [78, 79]. In such environments, individuals
often struggle to form and sustain warm, supportive rela-
tionships [80]. These families typically lack mutual support,
guidance, and the quality time necessary for healthy interac-
tions [78, 79]. This lack of emotional support and nurturing
can drive adolescents to seek fulfilment, relational bonds,
and a sense of belonging in the virtual world [81]. When

their fundamental psychological needs are unmet by their
families, adolescents may turn to the internet for escapism
or emotional support, significantly increasing their vulnera-
bility to IA [74, 82, 83].

Our regression analysis indicated that parents’ gender
was also a significant predictor of adolescents’ IA among
the internet-addicted parent group. However, additional
analyses assessing the parent’s gender as a predictor of ado-
lescent IA on the internet-addicted group of parents pro-
vided very weak evidence for this effect. Previous research
has reported mixed findings on the impact of parents’ gen-
der on adolescent IA. For example, some research has linked
gender differences to variations in parenting style, internet
use, and addiction [84, 85]. There is also evidence indicating
significant discrepancies between male and female parents in
judging child’s behaviour [86]. For instance, male parents
generally reported fewer internalising and externalising
behaviours compared to female parents do; also, maternal
care, but not paternal care, is negatively associated with IA
in adolescents [25]. However, some studies argue that gen-
der does not alter the relationship between parenting style
and IA [27, 87, 88]. Previous research has highlighted the
different responses of fathers and mothers to their adoles-
cents’ internet use. For example, studies have shown that
mothers generally have a greater awareness of their chil-
dren’s online activities compared to fathers [89]. In contrast,
fathers are often more proactive than mothers in engaging
with their children’s online activities [90]. These findings
indicate that both fathers and mothers play crucial, yet dis-
tinct and independent roles in influencing adolescents’ IA.
Our study may not have identified gender as a strong predic-
tor of adolescent IA because it did not account for these dif-
fering roles that mothers and fathers play in preventing IA.
Additionally, the nonsignificant effect may be due to our
omission of the quality of the perceived parent–adolescent
relationship, which prior research has identified as a signifi-
cant protective factor against adolescent IA in gender-
specific associations [91].

4.2. The Links Between Perceived IA Symptoms in Parents
and Adolescents. Our findings indicate generally similar pat-
terns of IA symptoms between parents and their children in
both internet-addicted and noninternet-addicted groups.
This suggests a mutual dependency between parental and
adolescent IA, underscoring the significant role parents play
as behavioural models [21]. The findings further extend
social learning theory by highlighting how observational
learning occurs in digital environments, where both adaptive
and maladaptive behaviours—such as excessive internet
use—are modelled and reinforced within the family unit.
However, parents addicted to the internet tend to view their
children’s internet use as less severe than their own, while
noninternet-addicted parents perceive their children’s inter-
net use as more problematic than their own. This disparity
can be understood through the lens of normalisation theory,
which suggests that behaviours become perceived as more
attractive and less problematic when they are widespread
and socially accepted [22, 92]. In the context of our findings,
it can be argued that internet-addicted parents have
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normalised their excessive internet use, considering it stan-
dard and nonproblematic. Consequently, they may see their
children’s internet use as less severe, reflecting a higher toler-
ance and more permissive attitude towards such behaviours.
This aligns with existing research linking parental tolerance
and permissive parenting to IA among adolescents [84]. On
the other hand, noninternet-addicted parents, who have not
normalised excessive internet use, are more likely to set a
lower threshold for what they deem problematic. This per-
spective likely leads them to view their children’s internet
use as more concerning. Our findings contribute to normalisa-
tion theory by demonstrating how parental perceptions of
internet use shape their assessment of their children’s behav-
iour, reinforcing the idea that the acceptability of a behaviour
influences its perceived severity. Moreover, this study extends
normalisation theory by demonstrating that the normalisation
process applies beyond traditional risk behaviours (i.e., sub-
stance use) and occurs not only at a societal level but also
within smaller social systems, such as families.

Another notable finding was that the most commonly
perceived IA symptom among both parents and adoles-
cents was spending more time online than intended, indi-
cating a loss of control over time. This symptom was
prevalent in both internet-addicted and noninternet-
addicted groups of parents, highlighting that time distor-
tion while online is a widespread issue regardless of addic-
tion status. This pattern can be attributed to several factors
inherent in modern digital platforms, which are deliber-
ately designed to maximise user engagement through a
continuous stream of content and activities, creating an
environment that encourages prolonged use [93]. The
anticipation and excitement of unpredictable content trig-
ger the brain’s reward system, promoting extended online
engagement beyond initial intentions [94]. Additionally,
the effortless access to digital content further complicates
time management, making it challenging for users to regulate
their online activity effectively [95]. This ease of access often
distorts users’ sense of time, increasing the likelihood of pro-
longed usage and the potential for addictive behaviours [96].
The consistent reporting of this symptom among both
internet-addicted and noninternet-addicted individuals
underscores a broader challenge in managing digital con-
sumption. It highlights that the pervasive nature of digital plat-
forms affects all users, necessitating greater awareness and
strategies to manage internet use effectively. This finding also
emphasises the importance of advocating for more responsible
design practices in digital platforms to mitigate the risks of
excessive use.

In our study, both internet-addicted and nonaddicted
parents, as well as their adolescents, exhibited low scores
for the symptoms related to “risk or loss of relationships or
opportunities” and “lying to family members, therapists, or
others to conceal the extent of internet use.” This result
could be attributed to parents being the sole informants for
both questionnaires, possibly finding these symptoms too
embarrassing to acknowledge fully. Another plausible expla-
nation is that the measure used to assess IA was adapted
from pathological gambling criteria, which may not accu-
rately capture the symptomatology specific to IA.

4.3. Advantages and Limitations of the Present Study. There
are some limitations to consider. Firstly, while the cross-
sectional design provides a snapshot of relationships between
the studied variables, adopting longitudinal methodologies in
future research could more clearly determine causality. Addi-
tionally, our sample was restricted to early and middle adoles-
cents, which limits the generalisability of our findings across
the entire adolescent age spectrum. Incorporating multiple data
sources in future research could offer a more comprehensive
view and potentially mitigate overestimations due to shared
method variance. For instance, parents may exhibit biases when
reporting their own internet use due to the common issue of
denial associated with problematic behaviours [97]. Conversely,
parents tend to overrate their adolescents’ level of internet gam-
ing disorder compared to expert assessments [98], while adoles-
cents often underrate their own addictive behaviours [99]. To
address these potential biases, future research could incorporate
objective metrics, such as screen time data, to provide a more
accurate assessment of internet use.

There is also evidence suggesting that parental attribu-
tions can affect perceived behaviours in children. For
instance, parents experiencing higher levels of depression or
anger may perceive their children as exhibiting more prob-
lematic behaviours [100, 101]. While these attribution biases
may lead some studies to question the reliability of parental
reports [102, 103], the attribution bias context model empha-
sises that each parent provides unique insights into a child’s
functioning. This model considers complex factors beyond
simple attribution biases and accounts for the context in
which an activity is observed [104]. Therefore, using parental
assessments to evaluate a child’s problematic internet use is
valid, as these observations reflect real dynamics within dif-
ferent settings [105]. Nevertheless, the similarity of IA symp-
toms patterns between parents and children in our study may
be influenced by the fact that parents provided responses for
both themselves and their children. For a more accurate
assessment, future research should ideally gather separate
IA responses from both parents and adolescents.

Despite the above limitations, our findings carry signifi-
cant practical implications for addressing adolescent IA. First,
our research indicates that the prevention of IA in adolescents
is fundamentally a family matter. Educating parents about
their own internet habits and their influential role as models
is crucial in fostering a more comprehensive approach to pre-
venting IA among youths. Second, our results provide valuable
insights for practitioners working with families of adolescents.
Practitioners should evaluate the IA levels of parents when
addressing adolescent IA. For parents not exhibiting IA symp-
toms, guidance on setting and maintaining clear, consistent
boundaries is essential. Conversely, for parents who do experi-
ence IA symptoms, interventions should support them in cul-
tivating a healthier family environment. This includes
teaching skills for joint decision-making, fostering parental
responsibilities, and promoting emotional support and quality
family interactions. Third, the finding that losing track of time
is the most prevalent symptom among both IA-addicted and
nonaddicted parents, as well as their adolescents, underscores
the need for interventions focusing on time management and
digital literacy. Implementing strategies that address these

12 New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development

 cad, 2025, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1155/cad/8145487 by C

onstantina Panourgia - B
ournem

outh U
niversity T

he Sir M
ichael C

obham
 L

ibrary , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/05/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



areas can mitigate excessive internet use and lower the risk of
IA across all family members. One way forward to effectively
tackle adolescent IA is implementing a holistic approach that
involves the entire family, not just the adolescents. Digital pro-
grams should include features that evaluate and support par-
ents’ internet use, encouraging them to serve as positive role
models. Furthermore, family counselling should incorporate
methods that comprehensively address excessive internet use
within the family unit. Adopting these strategies can foster
healthier, more balanced family relationships and reduce the
risk of IA for everyone involved.

4.4. Countermeasures. Our findings indicate that inconsis-
tent discipline among nonaddicted parents is a key predic-
tor of adolescent IA. To mitigate this, parents should
establish clear and consistent digital boundaries, including
defined screen time limits, guidelines for online activities,
designated device-free zones (e.g., no phones during meals
or bedtime), and appropriate online behaviour. However,
beyond enforcing rules, it is important for parents to
engage in open discussions with their children about the
reasoning behind these boundaries and the potential conse-
quences of excessive internet use. Encouraging collaborative
decision-making can help adolescents develop self-regulation
skills and a more responsible digital consumption. For parents
struggling with IA themselves, seeking guidance or profes-
sional support can be beneficial in fostering healthier online
habits. Modeling balanced digital behaviours and prioritising
face-to-face interactions can reinforce positive family interac-
tions and reduce the risk of IA among adolescents.

Schools can play a critical role in the prevention and
early intervention of IA among adolescents. Actively inte-
grating digital literacy education into existing curricula can
equip adolescents with knowledge and skills to explore the
digital world more responsibly. Schools can also extend their
reach by offering workshops for parents, providing them
knowledge to recognise early signs of IA and practical strat-
egies for establishing digital rules and offline family engage-
ment. Policymakers can further support these efforts by
promoting family-centred interventions that empower par-
ents and educators. Government-supported community
programs on digital parental can help families develop
effective digital strategies and encourage open discussions
about healthy internet use. Additionally, public awareness
campaigns—potentially in collaboration with schools and
mental health organisations—can provide parents with
accessible resources and tools to prevent and address IA.

These recommendations reflect a multisystemic under-
standing of human behaviour, highlighting the need for
coordinated efforts across families, schools, and policymak-
ers. By leveraging existing support networks and promoting
digital well-being initiatives, we can foster healthier online
habits among adolescents and their families.

Data Availability Statement

All anonymised raw data supporting the findings of this study
are openly available via the Open Science Framework (OSF) at
https://osf.io/u3fcn/ (doi:10.17605/OSF.IO/U3FCN).

Ethics Statement

The study was performed in line with the principles of the
Declaration of Helsinki and in accordance with the BPS Ethics
code of conduct. Approval was granted by the Ethics Commit-
tee of Bournemouth University. Electronic informed consent
was obtained from all participants included in the study.

Disclosure

The funder played no role in the study design; in the collec-
tion, analysis, and interpretation of data; in the writing of the
report; or in the decision to submit for publication. The find-
ings herein reflect the work and are solely the responsibility
of the authors.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Author Contributions

Conceptualization and design: R.A. and C.P.; data collection:
C.P.; data preparation: A.Y.; formal analysis and investiga-
tion: A.Y.; writing—original draft preparation: C.P. and
A.Y.; writing—review and editing: C.P., A.Y., and R.A.;
funding acquisition: C.P. and R.A.

Funding

This work was funded by Bournemouth University, UK.
This publication was supported by NPRP 14 Cluster grant
# NPRP 14C-0916–210015 from the Qatar National
Research Fund (a member of Qatar Foundation).

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information can be found online in the
Supporting Information section. (Supporting Information)
The following Supporting Information are provided and
attached as a separate document to accompany the manu-
script: Supporting Section 1: Detailed demographic data of
the study participants. Supporting Section 2: Bayesian multi-
ple Regression 1 and Bayesian multiple Regression 2. Support-
ing Section 3: Generalised linear mixedmodel. Thesematerials
are intended to provide additional context and support for the
findings presented in the manuscript.

References

[1] M. Stoilova, S. Livingstone, and R. Khazbak, “Investigating
Risks and Opportunities for Children in a Digital World: A
Rapid Review of the Evidence on Children’s Internet Use
and Outcomes” 2021, https://www.unicef.org/innocenti/
med i a / 5 62 1 /fi l e /UNICEF - I n v e s t i g a t i n g -R i s k s -
Opportunities-Children-Digital-World-2021.pdf.

[2] G. Talis, “Internet Addiction,” in Substance and Non-
Substance Related Addictions, ed. E. Akerele (Springer,
2022), https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-84834-7_7.

13New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development

 cad, 2025, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1155/cad/8145487 by C

onstantina Panourgia - B
ournem

outh U
niversity T

he Sir M
ichael C

obham
 L

ibrary , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/05/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://osf.io/u3fcn/
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/U3FCN
https://doi.org/10.1155/cad/8145487
https://www.unicef.org/innocenti/media/5621/file/UNICEF-Investigating-Risks-Opportunities-Children-Digital-World-2021.pdf
https://www.unicef.org/innocenti/media/5621/file/UNICEF-Investigating-Risks-Opportunities-Children-Digital-World-2021.pdf
https://www.unicef.org/innocenti/media/5621/file/UNICEF-Investigating-Risks-Opportunities-Children-Digital-World-2021.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-84834-7_7


[3] K. Young, “Internet Addiction: Diagnosis and Treatment
Considerations,” Journal of Contemporary Psychotherapy
39, no. 4 (2009): 241–246, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10879-
009-9120-x.

[4] K. S. Young, “Assessment Issues With Internet-Addicted
Children and Adolescents,” in Internet Addiction in Children
and Adolescents: Risk Factors, Assessment, and Treatment,
eds. K. S. Young and C. N. Abreu (Springer, 2017), 143–
160, https://doi.org/10.1891/9780826133731.0008.

[5] Y. Qiu, K. Liu, and Y. Li, “Association Between Internet Addic-
tion and Substance Abuse: A Literature Survey for Early Detec-
tion and Treatment,” in Proceedings of the 9th International
Symposium on Social Sciences (ISSS 2023) (2023).

[6] N. A. Fineberg, J. M. Menchón, N. Hall, et al., “Advances in
Problematic Usage of the Internet Research–ANarrative Review
by Experts From the European Network for Problematic Usage
of the Internet,” Comprehensive Psychiatry 118 (2022): 152346,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2022.152346.

[7] X. Wu, S. Tao, Y. Zhang, S. Zhang, and F. Tao, “Low Physical
Activity and High Screen Time Can Increase the Risks of
Mental Health Problems and Poor Sleep Quality Among Chi-
nese College Students,” PloS One 10, no. 3 (2015): e0119607,
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0119607.

[8] C. L. Dennis, S. Carsley, S. Brennenstuhl, et al., “Screen Use
and Internet Addiction Among Parents of Young Children:
A Nationwide Canadian Cross-Sectional Survey,” PLoS One
17, no. 1 (2022): e0257831, https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0257831.

[9] L. T. Lam, “The Roles of Parent-and-Child Mental Health
and Parental Internet Addiction in Adolescent Internet
Addiction: Does a Parent-and-Child Gender MatchMatter?,”
Frontiers in Public Health 8 (2020): 142, https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpubh.2020.00142.

[10] S. Q. Meng, J. L. Cheng, Y. Y. Li, et al., “Global Prevalence of
Digital Addiction in General Population: A Systematic
Review and Meta-Analysis,” Clinical Psychology Review 92
(2022): 102128, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2022.102128.

[11] U. Bronfenbrenner, The Ecology of Human Development:
Experiments by Nature and Design (Harvard University
Press, 1979), https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674028845.

[12] B. C. Y. Lo, R. N. M. Lai, T. K. Ng, and H. Wang, “Worry and
Permissive Parenting in Association With the Development
of Internet Addiction in Children,” International Journal of
Environmental Research and Public Health 17, no. 21
(2020): 7722, https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17217722.

[13] M. V. Martins, A. Formiga, C. Santos, et al., “Adolescent
Internet Addiction - Role of Parental Control and Adolescent
Behaviours,” International Journal of Pediatrics and Adoles-
cent Medicine 7, no. 3 (2020): 116–120, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ijpam.2019.12.003.

[14] S. Chung, J. Lee, and H. K. Lee, “Personal Factors, Internet
Characteristics, and Environmental Factors Contributing to
Adolescent Internet Addiction: A Public Health Perspective,”
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health 16, no. 23 (2019): 4635, https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph16234635.

[15] H. C. Chen, J. Y. Wang, Y. L. Lin, and S. Y. Yang, “Associa-
tion of Internet Addiction With Family Functionality,
Depression, Self-Efficacy and Self-Esteem Among Early Ado-
lescents,” International Journal of Environmental Research
and Public Health 17, no. 23 (2020): 8820, https://doi.org/
10.3390/ijerph17238820.

[16] A. Faltýnková, L. Blinka, A. Ševčíková, and D. Husarova,
“The Associations Between Family-Related Factors and
Excessive Internet Use in Adolescents,” International Journal
of Environmental Research and Public Health 17, no. 5
(2020): 1754, https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17051754.

[17] Y. Sela, M. Zach, Y. Amichay-Hamburger, M. Mishali, and
H. Omer, “Family Environment and Problematic Internet
Use Among Adolescents: The Mediating Roles of Depression
and Fear of Missing Out,” Computers in Human Behavior 106
(2020): 106226, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.106226.

[18] J. Y. Yen, C. F. Yen, C. C. Chen, S. H. Chen, and C. H. Ko, “Fam-
ily Factors of Internet Addiction and Substance Use Experience
in Taiwanese Adolescents,” Cyberpsychology & Behavior 10,
no. 3 (2007): 323–329, https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2006.9948.

[19] K. Chemnad, S. Alshakhsi, S. Al-Harahsheh, et al., “Is It Con-
tagious? Does Parents’ Internet Addiction Impact Their Ado-
lescents’ Internet Addiction?,” Social Science Computer
Review 41, no. 5 (2023): 1691–1711, https://doi.org/10.1177/
08944393221117408.

[20] M. Aziz, A. Erbad, S. Brahim Belhaouari, et al., “The Interplay
Between Adolescents’ Internet Addiction and Family-Related
Factors: Three Common Patterns,” International Journal of
Adolescence and Youth 27, no. 1 (2022): 418–431, https://
doi.org/10.1080/02673843.2022.2115307.

[21] A. Bandura, Social Learning Theory viii, Prentice-Hall, 1977).

[22] H. Parker, “Normalization as a Barometer: Recreational Drug
Use and the Consumption of Leisure by Younger Britons,”
Addiction Research & Theory 13, no. 3 (2005): 205–215,
https://doi.org/10.1080/16066350500053703.

[23] J. Bowlby,Attachment and Loss: Volume 1: Attachment (Basic
Books, 2nd edition, 1982).

[24] D. V. Papero, Bowen Family Systems Theory (Allyn and
Bacon, 1990).

[25] C. Trumello, L. Vismara, C. Sechi, P. Ricciardi, V. Marino,
and A. Babore, “Internet Addiction: The Role of Parental
Care and Mental Health in Adolescence,” International Jour-
nal of Environmental Research and Public Health 18, no. 24
(2021): 12876, https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182412876.

[26] Y. Zhou, D. Li, J. Jia, et al., “Interparental Conflict and Ado-
lescent Internet Addiction: The Mediating Role of Emotional
Insecurity and the Moderating Role of Big Five Personality
Traits,” Computers in Human Behavior 73 (2017): 470–478,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.04.012.

[27] J. Cai, Y. Wang, F.Wang, J. Lu, L. Li, and X. Zhou, “The Asso-
ciation of Parent-Child Communication With Internet
Addiction in Left-Behind Children in China: A Cross-
Sectional Study,” International Journal of Public Health 66
(2021): 630700, https://doi.org/10.3389/ijph.2021.630700.

[28] K. Chemnad, M. Aziz, A. O. Abdelmoneium, et al., “Adoles-
cents’ Internet Addiction: Does It All Begin With Their Envi-
ronment?,” Child and Adolescent Psychiatry and Mental
Health 17, no. 1 (2023): 87, https://doi.org/10.1186/s13034-
023-00626-7.

[29] S. Nogueira, A. C. Canário, I. Abreu-Lima, P. Teixeira, and
O. Cruz, “Group Triple P Intervention Effects on Children
and Parents: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis,” Inter-
national Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health
19, no. 4 (2022): 2113, https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19042113.

[30] X. Chen, R. Fu, andW. Y. V. Yiu, “Culture and Parenting,” in
Handbook of Parenting (Routledge, 2019), 448–473, https://
doi.org/10.4324/9780429401459-14.

14 New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development

 cad, 2025, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1155/cad/8145487 by C

onstantina Panourgia - B
ournem

outh U
niversity T

he Sir M
ichael C

obham
 L

ibrary , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/05/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10879-009-9120-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10879-009-9120-x
https://doi.org/10.1891/9780826133731.0008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2022.152346
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0119607
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257831
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257831
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.00142
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.00142
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2022.102128
https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674028845
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17217722
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpam.2019.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpam.2019.12.003
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16234635
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16234635
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17238820
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17238820
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17051754
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.106226
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2006.9948
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944393221117408
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944393221117408
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673843.2022.2115307
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673843.2022.2115307
https://doi.org/10.1080/16066350500053703
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182412876
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.04.012
https://doi.org/10.3389/ijph.2021.630700
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13034-023-00626-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13034-023-00626-7
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19042113
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429401459-14
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429401459-14


[31] B. Soenens and M. Vansteenkiste, “Taking Adolescents'
Agency in Socialization Seriously: The Role of Appraisals
and Cognitive-Behavioral Responses in Autonomy-Relevant
Parenting,” New Directions for Child and Adolescent Develop-
ment 2020, no. 173, 26https://doi.org/10.1002/cad.20370.

[32] K. Deater-Deckard, J. E. Lansford, P. S. Malone, et al., “The
Association Between Parental Warmth and Control in Thir-
teen Cultural Groups,” Journal of Family Psychology 25,
no. 5 (2011): 790–794, https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025120.

[33] P. J. Frick, The Alabama Parenting Questionnaire. Unpub-
lished Rating Scale (University of Alabama, 1991), https://
doi.org/10.1037/t58031-000.

[34] P. J. Frick, R. E. Christian, and J. M.Wootton, “Age Trends in
the Association Between Parenting Practices and Conduct
Problems,” Behavior Modification 23, no. 1 (1999): 106–
128, https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445599231005.

[35] K. K. Shelton, P. J. Frick, and J. Wootton, “Assessment of Par-
enting Practices in Families of Elementary School-Age Chil-
dren,” Journal of Clinical Child Psychology 25, no. 3 (1996):
317–329, https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp2503_8.

[36] T. J. Gross, C. B. Fleming, W. A. Mason, and K. P. Haggerty,
“Alabama Parenting Questionnaire–9: Longitudinal Mea-
surement Invariance Across Parents and Youth During the
Transition to High School,” Assessment 24, no. 5 (2017):
646–659, https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191115620839.

[37] F. J. Elgar, D. A. Waschbusch, M. R. Dadds, and
N. Sigvaldason, “Development and Validation of a Short
Form of the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire,” Journal of
Child and Family Studies 16, no. 2 (2007): 243–259, https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10826-006-9082-5.

[38] K. S. Young, Caught in the Net: How to Recognize the Signs of
Internet Addiction–and a Winning Strategy for Recovery
(Wiley, 1998).

[39] I. J. Bakken, H. G.Wenzel, K. G. Götestam, A. Johansson, and
A. Øren, “Internet Addiction Among Norwegian Adults: A
Stratified Probability Sample Study,” Scandinavian Journal
of Psychology 50, no. 2 (2009): 121–127, https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1467-9450.2008.00685.x.

[40] T. Durkee, M. Kaess, V. Carli, et al., “Prevalence of Pathologi-
cal Internet Use Among Adolescents in Europe: Demographic
and Social Factors,” Addiction 107, no. 12 (2012): 2210–2222,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2012.03946.x.

[41] N. A. Dowling and K. L. Quirk, “Screening for Internet
Dependence: Do the Proposed Diagnostic Criteria Differenti-
ate Normal From Dependent Internet Use?,” CyberPsychol-
ogy & Behavior 12, no. 1 (2009): 21–27, https://doi.org/
10.1089/cpb.2008.0162.

[42] N. B. Epstein, L. M. Baldwin, and D. S. Bishop, “The McMas-
ter Family Assessment Device,” Journal of Marital and Fam-
ily Therapy 9, no. 2 (1983): 171–180, https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1752-0606.1983.tb01497.x.

[43] A. K. Mansfield, G. I. Keitner, and J. Dealy, “The Family
Assessment Device: An Update,” Family Process 54, no. 1
(2015): 82–93, https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12080.

[44] A. Nannatt, N. M. Tariang, M. Gowda, and S. M. Devassy,
“Family Factors Associated With Problematic Use of the
Internet in Children: A Scoping Review,” Indian Journal of
Psychological Medicine 44, no. 4 (2022): 341–348, https://
doi.org/10.1177/02537176221090862.

[45] A. Caño González and C. Rodríguez-Naranjo, “The McMas-
ter Family Assessment Device (FAD) Dimensions Involved

in the Prediction of Adolescent Depressive Symptoms and
Their Mediating Role in Regard to Socioeconomic Status,”
Family Process 63, no. 1 (2024): 414–427, https://doi.org/
10.1111/famp.12867.

[46] K. L. Boterhoven de Haan, J. Hafekost, D. Lawrence, M. G.
Sawyer, and S. R. Zubrick, “Reliability and Validity of a Short
Version of the General Functioning Subscale of the McMas-
ter Family Assessment Device,” Family Process 54, no. 1
(2015): 116–123, https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12113.

[47] J. Byles, C. Byrne, M. H. Boyle, and D. R. Offord, “Ontario
Child Health Study: Reliability and Validity of the General
Functioning Subscale of the McMaster Family Assessment
Device,” Family Process 27, no. 1 (1988): 97–104, https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.1988.00097.x.

[48] I. W. Miller, C. E. Ryan, G. I. Keitner, D. S. Bishop, and N. B.
Epstein, “The McMaster Approach to Families: Theory, Assess-
ment, Treatment and Research,” Journal of Family Therapy 22,
no. 2 (2000): 168–189, https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6427.00145.

[49] G. Niu, L. Yao, L. Wu, Y. Tian, L. Xu, and X. Sun, “Parental
Phubbing and Adolescent Problematic Mobile Phone Use:
The Role of Parent-Child Relationship and Self-Control,”
Children and Youth Services Review 116 (2020): 105247,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105247.

[50] C. W. Cong, S. A. Tan, S. Nainee, and C. S. Tan, “Psychomet-
ric Qualities of the McMaster Family Assessment Device–
General Functioning Subscale for Malaysian Samples,” Inter-
national Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health 19, no. 4 (2022): 2440, https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph19042440.

[51] C. Pak Gül, M. D. Pak Güre, and V. Duyan, “The Examination
of Family Functioning in Immunodeficiency Patients in the
Context of McMaster Family Therapy in Turkey,” Asia Pacific
Journal of Social Work and Development 34, no. 1 (2024):
51–65, https://doi.org/10.1080/02185385.2022.2155232.

[52] L. Staccini, E. Tomba, S. Grandi, and G. I. Keitner, “The Eval-
uation of Family Functioning by the Family Assessment
Device: A Systematic Review of Studies in Adult Clinical Pop-
ulations,” Family Process 54, no. 1 (2015): 94–115, https://
doi.org/10.1111/famp.12098.

[53] American Psychiatric Association, Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders (American Psychiatric Associa-
tion, 4th edition, 1994).

[54] A. M. Aloe and C. G. Thompson, “The Synthesis of Partial
Effect Sizes,” Journal of the Society for Social Work and
Research 4, no. 4 (2013): 390–405, https://doi.org/10.5243/
jsswr.2013.24.

[55] A. Bakker, J. Cai, L. English, G. Kaiser, V. Mesa, and W. van
Dooren, “Beyond Small, Medium, or Large: Points of Consid-
eration When Interpreting Effect Sizes,” Educational Studies
in Mathematics 102, no. 1 (2019): 1–8, https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10649-019-09908-4.

[56] R. D. McPhee and D. R. Seibold, “Rationale, Procedures,
and Applications for Decomposition of Explained Vari-
ance in Multiple Regression Analyses,” Communication
Research 6, no. 3 (1979): 345–384, https://doi.org/
10.1177/009365027900600305.

[57] E. J. Wagenmakers, M. Marsman, T. Jamil, et al., “Bayesian
Inference for Psychology. Part I: Theoretical Advantages and
Practical Ramifications,” Psychonomic Bulletin & Review 25,
no. 1 (2018): 35–57, https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-017-1343-3.

[58] D. Colquhoun, “The False Positive Risk: A Proposal
Concerning What to Do About p-Values,” supplement 1,

15New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development

 cad, 2025, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1155/cad/8145487 by C

onstantina Panourgia - B
ournem

outh U
niversity T

he Sir M
ichael C

obham
 L

ibrary , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/05/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1002/cad.20370
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025120
https://doi.org/10.1037/t58031-000
https://doi.org/10.1037/t58031-000
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445599231005
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp2503_8
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191115620839
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-006-9082-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-006-9082-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2008.00685.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2008.00685.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2012.03946.x
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2008.0162
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2008.0162
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.1983.tb01497.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.1983.tb01497.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12080
https://doi.org/10.1177/02537176221090862
https://doi.org/10.1177/02537176221090862
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12867
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12867
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12113
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.1988.00097.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.1988.00097.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6427.00145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105247
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19042440
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19042440
https://doi.org/10.1080/02185385.2022.2155232
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12098
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12098
https://doi.org/10.5243/jsswr.2013.24
https://doi.org/10.5243/jsswr.2013.24
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10649-019-09908-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10649-019-09908-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/009365027900600305
https://doi.org/10.1177/009365027900600305
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-017-1343-3


American Statistician 73, 192–201, https://doi.org/10.1080/
00031305.2018.1529622.

[59] D.Colquhoun, “An Investigation of the FalseDiscoveryRate and
theMisinterpretation of p-Values,” Royal Society Open Science 1,
no. 3 (2014): 140216, https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.140216.

[60] G. Giles and I. R. Price, “Adolescent Computer Use:
Approach, Avoidance, and Parental Control,” Australian
Journal of Psychology 60, no. 2 (2008): 63–71, https://
doi.org/10.1080/00049530701829896.

[61] H. C. Kraemer and C. M. Blasey, “Centring in Regression
Analyses: A Strategy to Prevent Errors in Statistical Inference,”
International Journal of Methods in Psychiatric Research 13,
no. 3 (2004): 141–151, https://doi.org/10.1002/mpr.170.

[62] D. van den Bergh, M. A. Clyde, R. A. Komarlu Narendra
Gupta, et al., “A Tutorial on Bayesian Multi-Model Linear
Regression With BAS and JASP,” Behavior Research Methods
53, no. 6 (2020): 2351–2371, https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-
021-01552-2.

[63] S. Sebre, A. Miltuze, and M. Limonovs, “Maladaptive Cogni-
tions, Hyperactivity and Inconsistent Parenting as Risk Fac-
tors of Adolescent Problematic Internet Use,” in
Proceedings of the 76th International Scientific Conference
"Human, Technologies and Quality of Education" (pp. 95–
110, https://doi.org/10.22364/htqe.2018.09.

[64] A. Miltuze, S. B. Sebre, and B. Martinsone, “Consistent and
Appropriate Parental Restrictions Mitigating Against Chil-
dren's Compulsive Internet Use: A One-Year Longitudinal
Study,” Technology, Knowledge and Learning 26, no. 4
(2021): 883–895, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-020-09472-4.

[65] R. J. J. M. van den Eijnden, R. Spijkerman, A. A. Vermulst,
T. J. van Rooij, and R. C. M. E. Engels, “Compulsive Internet
Use Among Adolescents: Bidirectional Parent–Child Rela-
tionships,” Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology 38, no. 1
(2010): 77–89, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-009-9347-8.

[66] Q. Ding, D. Li, Y. Zhou, H. Dong, and J. Luo, “Perceived
Parental Monitoring and Adolescent Internet Addiction: A
Moderated Mediation Model,” Addictive Behaviors 74
(2017): 48–54, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2017.05.033.

[67] L. C. Halgunseth, D. F. Perkins, M. A. Lippold, and R. L. Nix,
“Delinquent-Oriented Attitudes Mediate the Relation
Between Parental Inconsistent Discipline and Early Adoles-
cent Behavior,” Journal of Family Psychology 27, no. 2
(2013): 293–302, https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031962.

[68] I. Hay and A. Ashman, “Self-Concept,” in Encyclopedia of
Adolescence, ed. R. J. Levesque (Springer, 2012), 2516–2536.

[69] R. Perrella and G. Caviglia, “Internet Addiction, Self-Esteem,
and Relational Patterns in Adolescents,” Clinical Neuropsy-
chiatry 14, no. 1 (2017): 82–87.

[70] C. Ross, E. S. Orr, M. Sisic, J. M. Arseneault, M. G. Simmering,
and R. R. Orr, “Personality and Motivations Associated with
Facebook Use,” Computers in Human Behavior 25, no. 2
(2009): 578–586, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2008.12.024.

[71] B. K. Wiederhold, “Low Self-Esteem and Teens' Internet
Addiction: What Have We Learned in the Last 20 Years?,”
CyberPsychology, Behavior & Social Networking 19, no. 6
(2016): 359, https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2016.29037.bkw.

[72] M. Z. Yao, J. He, D. M. Ko, and K. Pang, “The Influence of
Personality, Parental Behaviors, and Self-Esteem on Internet
Addiction: A Study of Chinese College Students,” Cyberpsy-
chology, Behavior, and Social Networking 17, no. 2 (2014):
104–110, https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0710.

[73] J. R. Abela, B. L. Hankin, E. A. Haigh, P. Adams,
T. Vinokuroff, and L. Trayhern, “Interpersonal Vulnerability
to Depression in High-Risk Children: The Role of Insecure
Attachment and Reassurance Seeking,” Journal of Clinical
Child and Adolescent Psychology 34, no. 1 (2005): 182–192,
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp3401_17.

[74] Y. L. Chen, S. H. Chen, and S. S. F. Gau, “ADHD and Autistic
Traits, Family Function, Parenting Style, and Social
Adjustment for Internet Addiction Among Children and
Adolescents in Taiwan: A Longitudinal Study,” Research in
Developmental Disabilities 39 (2015): 20–31, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ridd.2014.12.025.

[75] H. Choo, T. Sim, A. K. F. Liau, D. A. Gentile, and A. Khoo,
“Parental Influences on Pathological Symptoms of Videogam-
ing Among Children and Adolescents: A Prospective Study,”
Journal of Child and Family Studies 24, no. 5 (2015): 1429–
1441, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-014-9949-9.

[76] J. Li, D. Li, J. Jia, X. Li, Y. Wang, and Y. Li, “Family Function-
ing and Internet Addiction Among Adolescent Males and
Females: A Moderated Mediation Analysis,” Children and
Youth Services Review 91 (2018): 289–297, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.06.032.

[77] X. Shi, J. Wang, and H. Zou, “Family Functioning and Inter-
net Addiction Among Chinese Adolescents: The Mediating
Roles of Self-Esteem and Loneliness,” Computers in Human
Behavior 76 (2017): 201–210, https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.chb.2017.07.028.

[78] C. S. T. Wu, H. T. Wong, K. F. Yu, et al., “Parenting
Approaches, Family Functionality, and Internet Addiction
Among Hong Kong Adolescents,” BMC Pediatrics 16, no. 1
(2016): 130, https://doi.org/10.1186/s12887-016-0666-y.

[79] X. S. Wu, Z. H. Zhang, F. Zhao, et al., “Prevalence of Internet
Addiction and Its AssociationWith Social Support and Other
Related Factors Among Adolescents in China,” Journal of
Adolescence 52, no. 1 (2016): 103–111, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.adolescence.2016.07.012.

[80] A. Sharabi, U. Levi, and M. Margalit, “Children's Loneliness,
Sense of Coherence, Family Climate, and Hope: Develop-
mental Risk and Protective Factors,” in Loneliness Updated
(Routledge, 2013), 65–87.

[81] J. Kim and P. M. Haridakis, “The Role of Internet User Char-
acteristics and Motives in Explaining Three Dimensions of
Internet Addiction,” Journal of Computer-Mediated Commu-
nication 14, no. 4 (2009): 988–1015, https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1083-6101.2009.01478.x.

[82] G. S. Chng, D. Li, A. K. Liau, and A. Khoo, “Moderating
Effects of the Family Environment for Parental Mediation
and Pathological Internet Use in Youths,” Cyberpsychology,
Behavior, and Social Networking 18, no. 1 (2015): 30–36,
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2014.0368.

[83] W. Yan, Y. Li, and N. Sui, “The Relationship Between Recent
Stressful Life Events, Personality Traits, Perceived Family
Functioning and Internet Addiction Among College
Students,” Stress and Health 30, no. 1 (2014): 3–11, https://
doi.org/10.1002/smi.2490.

[84] C. Chou and Y. H. Lee, “The Moderating Effects of Internet
Parenting Styles on the Relationship Between Internet Par-
enting Behavior, Internet Expectancy, and Internet Addiction
Tendency,” Asia-Pacific Education Researcher 26, no. 3-4
(2017): 137–146, https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-017-0334-5.

[85] L. Wartberg, R. Kammerl, S. Bröning, M. Hauenschild, K. U.
Petersen, and R. Thomasius, “Gender-Related Consequences

16 New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development

 cad, 2025, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1155/cad/8145487 by C

onstantina Panourgia - B
ournem

outh U
niversity T

he Sir M
ichael C

obham
 L

ibrary , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/05/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2018.1529622
https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2018.1529622
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.140216
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530701829896
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530701829896
https://doi.org/10.1002/mpr.170
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-021-01552-2
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-021-01552-2
https://doi.org/10.22364/htqe.2018.09
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-020-09472-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-009-9347-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2017.05.033
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031962
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2008.12.024
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2016.29037.bkw
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0710
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp3401_17
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2014.12.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2014.12.025
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-014-9949-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.06.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.06.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.07.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.07.028
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12887-016-0666-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2016.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2016.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2009.01478.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2009.01478.x
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2014.0368
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2490
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2490
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-017-0334-5


of Internet Use Perceived by Parents in a Representative
Quota Sample of Adolescents,” Behaviour & Information
Technology 34, no. 4 (2015): 341–348, https://doi.org/
10.1080/0144929X.2014.928746.

[86] J. Stokes, D. Pogge, B. Wecksell, and M. Zaccario, “Parent-
Child Discrepancies in Report of Psychopathology: The Con-
tributions of Response Bias and Parenting Stress,” Journal of
Personality Assessment 93, no. 5 (2011): 527–536, https://
doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2011.594131.

[87] M. K. Lee and Y. Kim, “Parental and Child Factors Associated
With Internet Addiction in Children,” Western Journal of
Nursing Research 45, no. 11 (2023): 1001–1007, https://
doi.org/10.1177/01939459231201248.

[88] X. Zhu, C. Deng, and W. Bai, “Parental Control and Adoles-
cent Internet Addiction: The Moderating Effect of Parent-
Child Relationships,” Frontiers in Public Health 11 (2023):
1190534, https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1190534.

[89] A. K. Liau, A. Khoo, and P. H. Ang, “Parental Awareness and
Monitoring of Adolescent Internet Use,” Current Psychology
27, no. 4 (2008): 217–233, https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-
008-9038-6.

[90] R. Wang, S. M. Bianchi, and S. B. Raley, “Teenagers’ Internet
Use and Family Rules: A Research Note,” Journal of Marriage
and Family 67, no. 5 (2005): 1249–1258, https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00214.x.

[91] Q. X. Liu, X. Y. Fang, Z. K. Zhou, J. T. Zhang, and L. Y. Deng,
“Perceived Parent-Adolescent Relationship, Perceived Paren-
tal Online Behaviors and Pathological Internet Use Among
Adolescents: Gender-Specific Differences,” PLoS One 8, no. 9
(2013): e75642, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0075642.

[92] H. Parker, L. Williams, and J. Aldridge, “The Normalization of
‘Sensible’ Recreational Drug Use: Further Evidence From the
North West England Longitudinal Study,” Sociology 36, no. 4
(2002): 941–964, https://doi.org/10.1177/003803850203600408.

[93] M. R. Hasan, A. K. Jha, and Y. Liu, “Excessive Use of Online
Video Streaming Services: Impact of Recommender System
Use, Psychological Factors, and Motives,” Computers in
Human Behavior 80 (2018): 220–228, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.chb.2017.11.020.

[94] X. Tian, X. Bi, and H. Chen, “How Short-Form Video Fea-
tures Influence Addiction Behavior? Empirical Research
From the Opponent Process Theory Perspective,” Informa-
tion Technology & People 36, no. 1 (2023): 387–408, https://
doi.org/10.1108/ITP-04-2020-0186.

[95] X. Liang, “Research on How to Perceive Their Behavior for
International High School Students Based on Using TikTok
With Semi-Structured Interview,” in Proceedings of the 2021
6th International Conference on Social Sciences and Economic
Development (ICSSED 2021) (Atlantis Press, 2021), 796–799,
https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.210407.151.

[96] Y. Qin, A. Musetti, and B. Omar, “Flow Experience Is a Key
Factor in the Likelihood of Adolescents’ Problematic TikTok
Use: The Moderating Role of Active Parental Mediation,”
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health 20, no. 3 (2023): 2089, https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph20032089.

[97] L. E. Thompson, J. R. Barnett, and J. R. Pearce, “Scared
Straight? Fear-Appeal Anti-Smoking Campaigns, Risk, Self-
Efficacy and Addiction,” Health, Risk & Society 11, no. 2
(2009): 181–196, https://doi.org/10.1080/13698570902784281.

[98] K. Yazdi, C. Bilous, M. Mittermaier, K. Staudinger, and
I. Fuchs-Leitner, “Self-Reported and Parental Assessments

of Internet Gaming Disorder, and Their Accordance with
DSM-5 Criteria in a Clinical Relevant Population,” Cyberpsy-
chology, Behavior, and Social Networking 24, no. 6 (2021):
407–413, https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2020.0335.

[99] L. A. R. Stein, R. Rogers, and S. Henry, “Denial and Misre-
porting of Substance Abuse,” in Clinical Assessment of Malin-
gering and Deception (The Guilford Press, 2018), 151–173.

[100] A. De Los Reyes, D. B. Henry, P. H. Tolan, and L. S.Wakschlag,
“Linking Informant Discrepancies to Observed Variations in
Young Children’s Disruptive Behavior,” Journal of Abnormal
Child Psychology 37, no. 5 (2009): 637–652, https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10802-009-9307-3.

[101] J. A. Nelson, M. O’Brien, S. D. Calkins, and S. P. Keane,
“Mothers' and Fathers’ Negative Responsibility Attributions
and Perceptions of Children's Problem Behavior,” Personal
Relationships 20, no. 4 (2013): 719–727, https://doi.org/
10.1111/pere.12010.

[102] A. M. Duhig, K. Renk, M. K. Epstein, and V. Phares, “Inter-
parental Agreement on Internalizing, Externalizing, and
Total Behavior Problems: AMeta-Analysis,” Clinical Psychol-
ogy: Science and Practice 7, no. 4 (2000): 435–453, https://
doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.7.4.435.

[103] D. F. Hay, S. Pawlby, D. Sharp, et al., “Parents' Judgements
About Young Children's Problems: Why Mothers and
Fathers Might Disagree Yet Still Predict Later Outcomes,”
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry and Allied Disci-
plines 40, no. 8 (1999): 1249–1258, https://doi.org/10.1111/
1469-7610.00541.

[104] A. De Los Reyes and A. E. Kazdin, “Informant Discrepancies
in the Assessment of Childhood Psychopathology: A Critical
Review, Theoretical Framework, and Recommendations for
Further Study,” Psychological Bulletin 131, no. 4 (2005):
483–509, https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.4.483.

[105] R. D. Laird and A. De Los Reyes, “Testing Informant Discrep-
ancies as Predictors of Early Adolescent Psychopathology:
Why Difference Scores Cannot Tell You What You Want to
Know and How Polynomial Regression May,” Journal of
Abnormal Child Psychology 41, no. 1 (2013): 1–14, https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10802-012-9659-y.

17New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development

 cad, 2025, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1155/cad/8145487 by C

onstantina Panourgia - B
ournem

outh U
niversity T

he Sir M
ichael C

obham
 L

ibrary , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/05/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2014.928746
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2014.928746
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2011.594131
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2011.594131
https://doi.org/10.1177/01939459231201248
https://doi.org/10.1177/01939459231201248
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1190534
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-008-9038-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-008-9038-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00214.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00214.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0075642
https://doi.org/10.1177/003803850203600408
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.11.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.11.020
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-04-2020-0186
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-04-2020-0186
https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.210407.151
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20032089
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20032089
https://doi.org/10.1080/13698570902784281
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2020.0335
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-009-9307-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-009-9307-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12010
https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12010
https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.7.4.435
https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.7.4.435
https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-7610.00541
https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-7610.00541
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.4.483
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-012-9659-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-012-9659-y

	It Is Not Only the Child! Exploring the Nexus of Adolescents’ Internet Addiction With Family Environment in Internet-Addicted Versus Nonaddicted Parents
	1. Introduction
	1.1. Family Influences on IA
	1.2. Theoretical Perspectives on IA Transmission
	1.3. Methodological Approach and Hypotheses in the Present Study
	1.3.1. Distinguishing Between Internet-Addicted and Noninternet-Addicted Parents
	1.3.2. Implications for Prevention and Intervention
	1.3.3. Cultural Considerations
	1.3.4. Hypothesis: Transmission of IA Symptoms


	2. Method
	2.1. Participants and Procedure
	2.2. Measurements
	2.2.1. Short Form of the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ-SF)
	2.2.2. Internet Addiction Diagnostic Questionnaire (IADQ)
	2.2.3. McMaster Family Assessment Device (FAD)
	2.2.4. Parental Version of the Young Diagnostic Questionnaire (PYDQ)
	2.2.5. Frequency of Monitoring Activities and the Amount of Time on the Internet

	2.3. Data Analysis
	2.3.1. Descriptive Statistics
	2.3.2. Multiple Regression
	2.3.3. Generalized Linear Mixed Model (GLMM)


	3. Results
	3.1. Sample Overview
	3.2. Predicting IA in Adolescents in Internet-Addicted and Internet-Nonaddicted Parents
	3.3. Parents’ Perceived Own Symptoms of IA Versus Those of Their Adolescents in Internet-Addicted and Nonaddicted Parents

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Factors Predicting Adolescents’ IA in Internet-Addicted and Nonaddicted Parents
	4.2. The Links Between Perceived IA Symptoms in Parents and Adolescents
	4.3. Advantages and Limitations of the Present Study
	4.4. Countermeasures

	Data Availability Statement
	Ethics Statement
	Disclosure
	Conflicts of Interest
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Supporting Information
	References




