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Influences of Stress, Loneliness and Self-Control on the Addiction of Cell Phone Use among
University Students

Lee, Young Mee
Assistant Professor, Department of Nursing, Kangwon National University, Samcheok Second Campus, Samcheok, Korea

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to examine the influences of stress, loneliness, self-control on the addiction of cell phone use among
university students. Methods: Data were collected through questionnaires from 467 students and were analyzed using descriptive statistics,
t-test, ANOVA, Schefle’s test, Pearson’s correlation coeflicients and Stepwise multiple regression analysis with SPSS/WIN 19.0 program. Re-
sults: Out of the subjects, 1.5% were found to be addiction group, 89.9% at potential risk group, and 8.6% at non-addiction group. Addic-
tion of cell phone use was significantly correlated with stress, loneliness and self-control. The influential factors affecting addiction of cell
phone use over use problem, self-control, health problem, main using method and stress, which explained about 25.6% of the variance.
Conclusion: The results of this study indicate that nursing intervention are needed to improve addiction of cell phone use, and that such
variables should be carefully considered in intervention for university students.
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Table 1. General Characteristics of subjects (N=467)
Characteristics categories n (%)
Sex Male 139 (29.8)
Female 328(70.2)
Religion Yes 206 (44.1)
No 261 (55.9)
Relationship with parents Good 378 (80.9)
Moderate 85(18.2)
Bad 4(09)
Relationship with friends Good 197 (42.2)
Moderate 265 (56.7)
Bad 5(1.1)
Pocket money <100 74(15.8)
(monthly, thousands) 100-< 300 213 (45.6)
>300 180 (38.5)
Using period (yr) 1-<3 101 (21.6)
3-<5 69 (14.8)
5-<10 247 (529
>10 50(10.7)
Main using method Calling 127 (27.2)
Message 239 (51.2)
Game 532
Camera 9(1.9)
Internet 49(10.5)
MP3 3(29)
Others 5(32)
Using time (daily) <10min 176 (37.7)
10-30 min 203 (435)
30-90 min 58(124)
1-2 hr 20 (4.3)
2hr 0@mn
Perceived overuse problem Yes 145 (31.0)
No 322 (68.0)
Health problem with cell phone Yes 40(86)
No 427 (914)
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Table 2. Differences of Addiction of Cell Phone Use to General Characteristics (N=467)
Addiction G. Potential risk G. Non-addiction G.
Characteristics Categories t/y? p
n (%) n (%) n (%)
Sex Male 0(0.0) 8(28.1) 21(52.5) 13417 001
Female 7(100.0) 302 (719 19(47.5)
Religion Yes 4(57.1) 186 (44.3) 16 (40.0) 0.762 683
No 3(429) 234(55.7) 24 (60.0)
Relationship with parents Good 4(57.1) 339 (80.7) 35(87.5) 4.209 378
Moderate 3429 77 (183) 5(12.5)
Bad 0(0.0) 4(1.0) 0(0.0)
Relationship with friends Good 2(286) 179 (42.6) 16 (40.0) 1.294 862
Moderate 5714 236(56.2) 24 (60.0)
Bad 0(0.0) 5(2) 0(0.0)
Pocket money <100 1(143) 62 (14.8) 11(27.5) 5.083 279
(monthly, thousands) 100-< 300 4(57.1) 192 (45.7) 17 (42.5)
>300 2(286) 166 (39.5) 12(30.0)
Using period (yr) 1-<3 1(143) 87(20.7) 13(325) 9.137 166
3-<5 0(0.0) 61(145) 8(20.0)
5-<10 6(85.7) 227 (54.0) 14 (35.0)
>10 0(0.0) 45(10.7) 5(12.5)
Main using method Calling 3429 104 (24.8) 20 (50.0) 21.203 047
Message 2(286) 222(52.9) 15(37.5)
Game 0(0.0) 15(3.6) 0(0.0)
Camera 0(0.0) 7(1.7) 2(5.0)
Internet 1(14.3) 47(11.2) 1(2.5)
MP3 0(0.0) 1229 1(25)
Others 1(143) 133.0) 1(25)
Using time (daily) <10min 2(286) 155 (36.9) 19 (47.5) 9.228 323
10-30 min 3(429) 183 (43.6) 17 (42.5)
30-90 min 1(143) 55(13.1) 2(50)
1-2 hr 0(0.0) 18(4.3) 2(50)
2hr 1(143) 9(2.1) 0(0.0)
Perceived overuse problem Yes 5(714) 139(33.1) 1(25) 21.381 <.001
No 2(286) 281 (66.9) 39(97.5)
Health problem with cell phone  Yes 4(57.1) 36 (8.6) 0(0.0) 24.839 <.001
No 3(429) 384(914) 40(100.0)
G.=Group.
Table 3. Levels of Stress, Loneliness, Self-Control, and Addiction of Cell ~ Table 5. Variables Influencing Addiction of Cell Phone Use  (N=467)
Phone Use (N=467) Variables B SE B R’ t p
CErEDS EgE e S ) (Constant) 60840  6.837 8899  <.001
Addiction of cell phone use 1-5 40.22+1296 Self-control 9690 1547 -282 097 6265 <.001
Addiction group >75 7(1.5) Stress 2498  1.106 103 110 258 024
Potential risk group 26-74 420 (89.9) Gender 2684 1233 096 119 2177 030
Non-addiction group <25 40 (8.6) = 113 F= 20876 p< 001
Stress 15 2824053 =13 P= 00/ p< UL
Loneliness 1-4 1.85+049
Self-Control 1-5 3324037 = 9

Table 4. Correlation among Stress, Loneliness, Self-Control, and Addic-

tion of Cell Phone Use (N=467)
) Stress Loneliness Self-Control
Variables
r(p) r(p) r(p)
Addiction of cell phone use 187 109 -311
(<.001) (<.018) (<.001)
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