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Convergence Study on the Effects of Adaptation, Self-Esteem and
Self-Control of University Students on Smartphone Addiction

Seo-Yeon Kim'
Department of Dental Hygiene, Songwon University
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Abstract The purpose of this study is to identify the factors affecting the adaptation, Self-esteem and
self-control of college students to smart addiction. We surveyed 380 university students in Gwangju area. Data
were analyzed by t-test, one-way ANOVA, Pearson correlation analysis. Smart phone addiction according to
general characteristics showed the lowest in fourth grade and high in health-related majors. Smart phone usage
time was the lowest in less than 3 hours due to the actual usage of smart phone. School life adaptation,
self-esteem, and self-control according to general characteristics were higher in satisfaction with college life
and majors. The most influential factors on the addiction of smart phone were perceived smart phone
addiction, and the self-esteem and self-control were more likely to be addicted to smart phone. Therefore, it
is necessary to develop education and programs to enhance self-esteem and self-control of college students

and to find ways to prevent smart phone addiction.

Key Words : University students, Addiction to smart phone, University Adaptation, Self-esteem, Self control
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Table 1. Smart phone addiction according to general ek shde] AL 43hd(2.06+0.74) 8] AREE FEo|
caracteristics o 7]](]_ L) L}E}‘;}gﬂi 2@5(2.63i0.60), 3@5
mart pnone - v
Characteristics N(%) addiction (258£052)3 #FolE HAI(p<0.05), AFS BHAL
— ] 22”4130%8 P (2612058)°] HIRAAL(245+0.56) 20} A LrEbsk
otal .54+0. - N
b ¥ (p<O.05). HstAE vh oA &= ENk(2.70+0.67)] 2=
st 133(36.5) | 2 48+0.58"" | 0.012
rad ond 103(28.3) | 5 g3+0,60° HEZE Fo] 7MY A Vel e whE(243+057) %
e Tag 119032.7) | 5 550,50 Frolgh 2ol & HYaL(p<0.0D), He EEe] lojA e
4th 925)| 5 0o5+074" BREH2724053)0] 7HE =A UEbtHp<0.05). BA
ot ;Z?;::ﬂe'ated 216(50.3)| 261+058 | 010" FAAIZE] 79 9AIZE 0]4H(2.80+059) ol A AutEE F
ajority .
field health-Unrelated ol 71 A HERtHp<0.09).
. 148(40.7)| 2.45%0.56
majors

University satisfaction 149(40.9) 243+057% 0.006** 3.2 ADI'EE OI%g'EHOH [[l'g ﬁDI‘EE._E %E

life noraml 170(46.7) ab = . o o=

satisfaction [ - 50124) 260054 ) AREE o] &2 Ho] 2 AnlEE FEL Table 2

A | 270067 =
— ¥ o} 2t} 2nfEE ALE7|7ES 5-101 HIYH68.7%), A
satisfaction 186(51.1) | 2 47+0.58% | 0.026

majors noram! 153(42_0) 26140 57(11} }\] Zl'% 3*6/\121' U] 1i[_}'(47.0%), /\}%&TZL% 4*8?_}'% H]t\’l'

satisfacton unsatisfactor 25(6.9)| 5701053" (56.3%)°] 71 wurk 7P ol AMgsle Ve

Average [ 76209)| 261:055 | 0.341 SNS(525%)01 93, el/9sl/AY S(217%)°] 1 o

grade 3.0-4.0 237(65.1) | 2.54+0.59 Q—O]Oj\l:]—
> 40 51(14.0)| 2.45+0.55 = oA

Drinking 1 /28 322(88.5)| 256055 | 0.355 gl 1A AEE A Sl (G41%)0] 7P Bk,
no 42(115) 2.45+0.73 = 0 A5+ 0/)2~0] ) O A} A B} AV AR

Alcohol | current smoking | 39(10.7)| 2.40+0.62 | 0.075 BEB5:7%), ARH102%)eel e e A ]i

use in one| past smoking 27(7.4)| 2.73+0.48 T HIS TR(B1.7%)7F 7P BekaL, At AntEE

year non smoking 298(81.9)| 2.54+0.58 FEojlo] AL o 453%, ol 54T%E UEFTE
less than 1 - -
times a week 274(75.3)| 2.55+0.59 | 0.676 ZULEE A7) 7)] glojAE 5-104 meH2.50+0.58)
Usual 2-4 times a 64(17.6)| 254055 of 2ulEE F&5o] 7MY A YERGIL(p<0.05), AHEA]
i week ’ ’ :

RO e 7k 3A17F MeK230:053)0] 7H4 WAl thebykar vl
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(p<0.00D), A& REEE glofAl= wHH3.34+064)0] 7+
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Table 2, Smart phone addiction due to the actual use of smart phone

Smartphone addiction
Characteristics N(%)
M£SD p
*
< 5 year 87(239) 245+057" 0.036
Period of use 5-10 year 250(68.7) 259+0.58%
>10year 27(7.4) 237+058"
<3 hours 88(24.2) 2_3010.53‘1 0.000**
Time to use 3-6hours 171(47.0) 555:053"
>6 hours 105(28.8) 2_73i0_62b
< 40,000 50(13.7) 2.52+0.69 0.816
Fee to use 40,000-80,000 205(56.3) 2.53+0.55
>80,000 109(29.9) 2.57+0.58
call/message 39(10.7) 2.35+0.58 0.095
internet information retrieval 55(15.1) 2.53+0.56
Most Popular Features
music/movies / games 79(21.7) 2.63+0.63
SNS 191(52.5) 2.55+0.55
severe 37(10.2) 2_69ir0,54a 0_042*
Degree of university regulation usually 130(35.7) 2.61t0.59"b
no regulation 197(54.1) 2.4810.57b
important 210(57.7) 267+059% 0.000**
Weight of everyday life usually 102(28.0) 2_41i0_50b
not important 52(14.3) 2_30i0_54b
yes 165(45.3) 2.81+0.56 i
Perceived Smartphone Addiction 0.000
no 199(54.7) 2.32+0.49
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Table 3. Adaptation to

university life according to general characteristics, self—esteem, self—control

Characteristics University life adaptation self-esteem self-control
M=SD D M+SD p M=SD D
Total 3.15+0.61 3.23+0.50 3.18+0.36
st 300071 | o000 | 321052 0.734 3.15£0.38 0293
Grade 2nd 3300580 323+0.53 3.15+0.35
3rd 314204490 3.23+0.45 321033
4th 3.5040.75" 3.41%0.55 3.32+050
Malority field health-Related majors 3.16+0.51 0.692 3.24+0.50 0.460 3.20+0.36 0.114
jority health-Unrelated majors 3.13+0.73 3.20+0.50 3.14+0.35
. . * % * %k *
satisfaction 3.30+0.65" | 0.000 3.30+0.54% | 0.000 3.25+0.39¢ 0.006
University life | b b ab
satisfaction noram 3.04+0.46 3.14+0.39 314031
unsatisfactor 273+0.64° 301+058" 308037
: : Kk Xk * %
satisfaction 3344064 | 0.000 3.35+0.56" | 0.000 324+0.39" | 0.000
Majors satisfaction noraml 298+0.49° 3.10+039° 3.13+030%
unsatisfactor 276+061" 3.06+0.33" 299+0.32"
* % *
<30 299+064" | 0.000 3.09:045" | 0.002 312034 0070
Average grade 3.0-40 3.13+0.58" 323050 317035
> 40 3.47:050" 341:051" a27:041"
Alcohol use in one | yes 3.17+0.58 0.097 3.23+0.49 0.523 3.17+0.35 0.907
year no 3.00+0.79 3.18+0.55 3.18+0.45
current smoking 3.14+0.82 0.958 3.22+0.44 0.984 3.07+0.28 0.172
Smoking past smoking 3.18+0.64 3.22+0.46 3.19+0.36
non smoking 3.14+0.58 3.23+0.51 3.19+0.37
less than 1 times a week 3.16+0.57 0.792 3.22+0.49 0.736 3.17+0.36 0.855
Usual exercise 2-4 times a week 3.10+0.75 3.27+0.55 3.20+0.36
more than 5 times a week 3.17+0.60 3.20+0.44 3.19+0.35
<5hours 309+0.57 0.630 322+0.44 0.415 3.17+0.39 0.619
Average sleep time 6-8 hours 3.17%0.61 3.24+0.52 3.18+0.36
>9hours 3.12+0.71 3.07+0.48 3,09+0.22

Table 4, Adaptation to university life, self—esteem, self—control according to the actual use of smart phone

Characteristics University life adaptation self-esteem self-control
M+SD p M=SD p M+SD p

< 5 year 3.05+0.57 0156 | 330:050%° | o003 | 328+038% | 0013
Period of use 5-10 year 3.16+0.64 3.19+0.49% 3_14i0_35b

>10year 3.29+0.41 340+052" 3.16:039"

<3 hours 3.26+0.60 0.076 3.28+0.44 0.382 3.23+0.41 0.208
Time to use 3-6hours 3.14+0.66 3.23+0.54 3.16+0.33

>6 hours 3.06+0.51 3.18+0.47 3.14+0.36

< 40,000 3.15+0.69 0.289 3.29+0.60 0.226 3.16+0.44 0.214
Fee to use 40,000-80,000 3.19+0.59 3.25+0.48 3.20+0.36

>80,000 3.07+0.61 3.16+0.48 3.13+0.33

call / message 2.96+0.85 0.062 3.23+0.41 0.999 3.23+0.40 0.526
Most Popular Features internet information retrieval 3.24+0.67 3.22+0.47 3.15+0.35

music / movies / games 3.07+0.51 3.22+0.58 3.21+0.38

SNS 3.19+0.56 3.23+0.49 3.16+0.35
Degree of university severe 3.10+0.69 0.845 3.12+0.41 0.107 3.14+0.28 0.072
requlation usually 3.17+0.52 3.18+0.49 3.13+0.33

no regulation 3.14+0.65 3.28+0.51 3.22+0.39

important 3.14+0.63 0.405 3.20+0.53 0.360 3.18+0.38 0.476
Weight of everyday life | usually 3.11+0.63 3.23+0.41 3.15+0.30

not important 3.25+0.49 3.32+0.52 3.23+0.39
Perceived Smartphone | yes 3.09+063 0138 3.16+0.52 0013 311:033 | g1
Addiction no 3.19+0.59 3.29£0.47 3.23+0.37
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Table 5. University life adaptation, self—esteem, self—control and the correlation of smart phone addiction

Smartphone addiction University life adaptation self-esteem self-control
Smartphone addiction 1
University life adaptation -0.088
* % * ok
self-esteem -0.372 0.312
* * * %
self-control -0.384 0.163 0.464 1
Table 6. Factors affecting smartphone addiction
Variable B SE B t p
Perceived Smartphone Addiction(Yes) 0.313 0.052 0.268 6.062 0.000***
self-esteem -0.223 0.054 -0.193 -4.154 0000 "
self-control -0.382 0.076 -0.239 -5.052 0000 "
Weight of everyday life 0.106 0.027 0.172 3958 0000 "
Time to use 0.070 0.021 0.148 3.396 0001 "
Degree of university regulation 0.078 0.026 0.127 3.037 0_003**
Majority field(health-Related majors) 0.129 0.050 0.109 2.576 0_010*
- *
Period of use -0.023 0.011 -0.086 -2.053 0.041
F= 30841 Adusted R” = 0.397
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