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The aim of this research is to study (1) general information and
Internet use of teenagers, and (2) the method a;xd the affecting factors of the
teenagers’ self-defense on Internet communication. The population of this
research consisted of 358 high school students in a school in Jatujak
distrisct, Bangkok. The data was obtained from a questionnaire and analyzed
by using descriptive statistics i.e. frequency, percentage, mean, standard
deviations, t-test, One-way Anova, multiple comparison and Pearson’s
correlation coefficient.

The results of this research can be summarized as follows:

1. The differences in demographics affect the teenagers’ self-defense
on Internet communication. The females’ self-defense is better than males’

self-defense on Internet communication. Teenagers’ residence also affects
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their self-defense. The self-defense of teenagers who live with their relatives
is better than those who live with their parents or siblings. The more income
the teenagers gain, the less defense the teenagers use on Internet.

2. The differences in Internet use affect teenagers’ self-defense.
Experienced teenagers and long-term Internet users tend to be cautious when
faced with unexpected events on the Internet use; however, they might be
on-line without using caution. Teenagers who access the Internet at home
need privacy and freedom to join Internet activities. On the other hand,
teenagers who access the Internet at school and at the Internet services tend
to accept adults’ supervision more than the others.

3. The level of teenagers’ self-defense on Internet communication is
on average. Most teenagers do not concem about risks on the Internet. They think that
the Internet is safe because they can have conversations without facing each other, and
they tend to reflect on other conflicting opinion on Intémnet. However, they tend to be
interested in seeking further Internet knowledge that will benefit to their self-defense
on Internet communication.

4. The result of the study in relation between Internet use and teenagers’ self-
defense on Internet communication indicated that Internet experience and Internet
use per week has a negative correlation with teenagers’ self-defense on Internet
communication. The more Intemet experience and Internet use per week increase,

the less teenagers’ self-defense on the Internet decrease.



