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An Analysis on the Influence of Smartphone Addiction by University Students of
Radiological Science on School Life

Jung Hong-Ryang"?-Yuxin Huang®-Choi JI-Hoon?

Y Department of Radiological Science, Hanseo University

? Department of Health Care, Hanseo University

Abstract This study analyzed the influence of smartphone addiction on adaptation to school life by using the ques-
tionnaire survey method of 431 students of radiological science in six regions, The results showed that 89.6% of students
are the general user group, 6.3% the high risk group and 4.2% the potential risk group, Adaptability to school life was
found to be social adaptability 3.71, righteous adaptability 3.17 and academic adaptability 2.95. Academic adaptability was
3.06 for male students and 2.79 for female students, And righteous adaptability was 3.26 for male students and 3.03 for
female students. As a result, male students were more adaptable than female students in academic adaptability and right-
eous adaptability, which was statistically significant, And Social adaptability was 3.73 for female students and 3.68 for
male students, but there was no significant difference(p{.001), Adaptability to school life by smartphone addiction level
was found to be the general user group 3.19, the potential risk group 3.05 and the high risk group 2.81. The difference
of righteous adaptability between the general user group and the high risk group was statistically significant. And social
and academic adaptability of the general user group and the high risk group was no significant(p<.01).
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Table 1, General characteristics of research subject (AV=431)
Variable N % Total
Male 247 57.3
Gender 431
Female 184 427
Table 2, Smartphone addiction (AV=431)
Variable N % Total
High risk group 27 6.3
Addiction level Potential risk group 18 42 431
General user group 386 89.6
2. st ME o] 3.73, HEYZ 3.68% ojsho] HIMYELE £
1}
2 A dete 4ge Bl gjel s e anle 4.
AN 5+o] S KX o e
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A5g Ak & ARt
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Table 3, Adaptability to schoal life (N=431)
Variable Mean+SD Total
Social adaptability 3.70910.549
Academic adaptability 2.950+0,638 431
Righteous adaptability 3.167+0.630
Table 4, Adaptability to school life by gender (r=431)
Variable N Mean+SD tvalue
Male 247 3.68+0,577
Social adaptability -.884
Female 184 3.7340.510
Male 247 3.0610.635
Academic adaptability 4,501*
Female 184 2.7910.609
Male 247 3.2610.625
Righteous adaptability 3.765
Female 184 3.0310.616
“p(.001
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Table 5, Adaptability to school life by smartphone addiction (MV=431)
) Value
Variable F value p-value Duncan’s
N Mean+S D
High risk group 27 3.71%0,567
social Potential risk 18 3.8240,533 419 658
otential risk grou + ns
adaptability sroup : = ’ ’ o
General user group 386 3.70%0,550
High risk group 27 2,78%0.875
Academic o
. Potential risk group 18 2.9240.834 1.000 .369 ns.
adaptability
General user group 386 2.9610.608
High risk group 27 2.81%0.739 a
Right 5
ghieous Potential risk group 18 3.05+0,757 4.920% 008 ab
adaptability
General user group 386 3.19%0.609 b
“p(.01
LUFEE BojEof whE {3k Afo)7} gl Ao ® B4 H oAl 20tH o] IRt 3.6%( 3.3%, & 2.2%), HAA]

ATHp.01), (Table 5).
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