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Convergent Study of the Effect of University Students’
Addiction to Smartphones on Self-Esteem and Self-Efficacy:
Stress Level and Mental Health as Mediating Factors
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This convergence research was conducted to understand the effect of university students’
addiction to smartphones on self-esteem and self-efficacy, with stress level and mental health as the
parameters. The subjects were students from three universities located in J province, and 303
questionnaires were used as the data for analysis. The data were analyzed with Pearson’s correlation,
multiple regression and pathway analysis by SPSS and AMOS. As a result, addiction to smartphones
showed negative (=) correlation with self-esteem, self-efficacy, and mental health, while showing positive
(+) correlation with stress level. In addition, the addiction to smartphones has an influence on self-esteem
and self-efficacy with stress level and mental health as the parameters. Therefore, in order to improve the
self-esteem and self-efficacy of university students, programs should be developed to prevent and manage
addiction to smartphones, relieve stress and promote mental health.
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3.1 AR Bty £

A dAre] e Adviny el 84m(27.7%)
oJ3H 2197(72.3%)017, SRR E Bk 3
4 (125%), W5 1707 (56.1%), w9 w5 957 (31.4%) =
Uehdth 7SS EE BeE 119(36%), T

1117(36.6%), "5 7HE 1817(59.7%) 2 el A
S5 Uit} 597 (195%), BB 2084 (686%), =T} 367

(11.9%) = Yepskth<Table 1>.

(Table 1) General Characteristics of the Subjects

(N=303)
Characteristics N %
Gender Male 34 217
rende Female 219 2.3
Satisfacti Unsatisfied 38 12.5
Satisfaction — —
With school life [220sted 170 %61
Very Satisfied 9B 31.4
Satisfacti Unsatisfied 11 3.6
Satisfaction —
With family life satlsﬁed' ' 111 3_6.7
Very satisfied 181 59.7
Low 59 19.5
Economic status | Medium 208 63.6
High 36 11.9
32 ADIEE 5, AEYA BT, MY,
IOIESH, A7|Esde] =&

AT 3=t iH}E%
2E 2 ALE it 2.83(£67),
2.9(+54), AlolEFT &
7 e 9t 3094002 YERTK Table 2>

T

(Table 2) Level of Variables

Min Max M(£SD)
smartphone . o e .
Addictions 1.00 AT3 2.72(+.67)
Stress level 1.30 4.20 2.83(+.50)
Mental Health 1.66 4.00 2.99(+.54)
Self-esteem 1.90 5.00 3.46(+.55)
Self-efficacy 1.71 492 3.09(+.40)
3.3 ANIEE FE, AEYHA M, HAMHZL,
XOtESH, IU |IESEe| A2
ArohgAe] ~lEE FEI ~Eds PRt 4
(+)9] ABBA (=368, p<0l), AFEE SE53 AANA
e F(0) 9] A (r=-515, p<0D), Z2FFEE F53)
ArelEF e ()] A (r=-.243, p<0D), &PFE

E T5I A& 5(0)9] A (=370, p<01)

7F Ao 2EH 2~ Arel ANAZE ()

AA (r=-626, p<.01), Z2EH 2~ AE9} zjo}

()9 ABAA (r=- 418, p<01), 2EH 2 s} A7 &
-)o] A#AA (r=-.388, p<.01), BAA7} 3} 2}

2 A+ ABBA (=501, p<0D7}F g om,

TJr A7) E57E ()9 AAA (=507, p<0l),

o
ETHE &

A7

ATERLS AREDE Al FRAAC S
POV = Aow Ve AdETUL AT

T<r 136, p<0B)F B(+) ] FHAAT} A Ao v
Eptom A7) 532 7 vk (r=.240, p<01), gt
(r=222, p<0l), AAGF1=129, p<.05)3} A(+)
o] A#A#AA7} Qe Ao vEbth <Table 3>.

=(r=.323, p<0l), StuwkE1e(r=273, p<Ol), A4
J(+
[e)

1
RHRE

(Table 3) Correlation Coefficients among Variables (N=303)
Se}tlsfactlon Satlsf_actlon Economic | smartphone Stress Mental Self Self
With school With L .
; Lo status Addictions level Health —esteem | —efficacy
Satisfaction With life family life
SR 1 323 136+ —. 180 =149 172 213 222
school life
Satisfaction With
- PR 323 1 359 = 17T —.306% 3595 3233 2403
family life
Eeonomic—status 436 3o 1 — s = 185 212 136 129
‘X‘:‘j‘“gft‘l‘m‘l“s 180+ ~ 70 ~O07R I 368k | Blbwr | 243k 370w
Stress
b =149 =306 —.185%x 368 1 ~.626%* — 418 —.38x
level
Mental Health 172: _35Quk:k 21 Qs — 515k — 526:k 1 50k 507k
Self
273 3235 136% =243 — 418 S0Tx 1 592k
—esteem
Self
. 222 240 129 —.370%x —. 388 D07 592
—efficacy 1

* p<05, *x p<01
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(Table 4) Factors Influencing Variables of Self—Esteem
Variables B SE B t P VIF
(constant) 2.087 431 4.847 .000
Satisfaction
With School 124 .039 .165 3.209 001" 1.138
life
Satisfaction
With 076 039 109 1.930 055 1.379 F=22.501"""
family life R*=313
Economic - 027 047 - 030 ~570 569 1167 Adj R* =299,
status DW=2.133
smartphone _
Addictions 041 .047 .050 834 378 1.395
Stress ~ 169 069 - 152 2438 015" 1676
level
Mental Health 381 071 371 5.368 000" 2.054
* p<.05, #% p<Ol, #xx p< 001
3.4 XOIEE O Fe¢S o|xl= 22 3.5 XpP|esH Fg2 olxl= 22l
AolEEgel] GES AL 20 detet] datel Al EsRel 9L AT 8AS setsy] Slstel
AR DA B F O JTE ROl g JBEHIA QY 5 F 508 4BS 6 S
ABVEE, ABVEESL AAFES FATL 2 ADVEE DRSS BAFES SAlT 2
MEE FRAE, 22 AR AANGS BUNSE vfEE FRAR, 2EYs 4R AR SRR
I AEFUS FEUFL o] UFAARAS & L AIL5RS FHURE B 1537184 243 3)
A% ARG F Aow vHepyion (F=22501,  ARFL Fong Aox Yepkom(F=20.640, p<001),
p<001), B&e] A4S Yehs 2AARR)E 313 2o A9ES Yehe AAARR))E 2952 295%
o 313%¢) AP uolth by 54 F Sfwy AW uolt: AN 54 3 SuAgUEE, A1
PAEE, APBVSEG PATES BAT delel  ABVSES AASES BAT FelN AESH
A AolEF] FAE v 200BE 2EHA A o JFE HXE 8QloRE AEE FEAR(3=-12),
E(p=-152), AAA(B=371)°] FostA driwtt a7 (p=352)¢] FolstAl YERt<Table 5>.
<Table 4>.

(Table 5) Factors Influencing Variables of Self—efficacy

Variables B SE B t P VIF
(constant) 2.465 318 7.743 .000
Satisfaction
With school .064 .029 116 2.229 027" 1.138
life
Satisfaction
With family 012 029 023 399 690 1379 F=20.640""
life .
Economic =29
<t 004 034 007 130 897 1167 Adj R2=281.
DW=1.928
smartphone - 077 0% 129 2240 026" 1395
Addictions
Stress 077 051 095 -1.497 135 1676
level
Mental . _ . .
Health 264 052 .352 5.029 .000 2.054

* p<.05,

p<.001
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<Table 6>[Fig. 1.

smartphone
Addictions

—» © direct effect p i

[Fig. 1] Structure Model

AR5 A9 P37 =3.031, df=2), T
Sl F(NFD7} 0.994, H]al4] 342 4+(IFD)
= .998, A A S(CFD) 9982 AnkAQl F-x

(Table 6) Goodness—of—Fit Model
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Model fit Absolute fit index Increment fit index
: GFI RMSEA NFI IFI CFI
Parameter p=>.05 >.90 <.05 >.90 >.90 >90
Estimated X?=3.081, df=2, P-.220 99 041 994 998 998
models

Note. GFI: Goodness fit index,
IFT: Incremental fit index,

(Table 7) Regression Weights

RMSEA: Root mean square error of approximation,
CFI: Comparative fit index

NFI: Normed fit index,

Estimate S.E. C.R. P I} SMC

smartphone Addictions — Stress level 272 .040 6.875 ok .368 135

smartphone Addictions - Mental Health -411 .039 -10.441 otk -.515 .265
smartphone Addictions d Self-esteem -.096 .031 -3.159 .002 -.161

Stress level - Self-esteem -.138 062 -2.207 027 -125 262
Mental Health - Self-esteem 435 062 6.995 sk 425

Mental Health - Self-efficacy 318 .042 7.622 ok 423 275

* p<05 #*% p<O0l #xx p<.001
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(Table 8) Effect Factorization Results

Path Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect
smartphone Addictions — Stress level 0.368"" 0.368™
smartphone Addictions — Mental Health -0.515™" -0.515"
smartphone Addictions — Self-esteem -0.265" -0.265"
smartphone Addictions — Self-efficacy -0.161"" -0.218™ -0.379™

Stress level — Self-esteem -0.125" -0.125"
Mental Health — Self-esteem 0.425"" 0.425"
Mental Health — Self-efficacy 0.423™ 0.423"
# p<l 0D #x pl O] #xx p<001
Sk Aol A7l as el vAE daeel BEa 2 ARe 27 9F o 2%, ANA% S B
AREAGTE 0423(CR.=7622, p<00)oz Arz17}o] 2.99, ApolEF7 2 Hit 346, A& S
ATl WA A0S FFEL FANOE 9 Wit 3002 ehder] AMEE F55} AolEFhe
g Ao Yepgon wel ole|dt RN A& 5(0)] AHAATE e AR YEA AnEE F
7o SMCE 02762 Yeht AvtEE FxAwet FAl =3 27|asq 94 50)9 ZaaArt Qe Aoz

A7) ANFEHS 215% AE Aeks Aoz e
WTH<Table 7>.
7 W5 AR P EY, & 9= <Table 8>
7 2au 25 %253 go= AN Esih
AHEE FEALE ~EY A AE(368 p<l00l), A
MAZH=515, p<001), A7 EFFH-161, p=002)°1 23
2l gy} glom zpofEFH-265, p=.016), A7 E5
=218 p=01)ell= g a7} gldeh 2B~ H=
= AEFRH-125, p=027)e] AHAQL ZA7} AL,
AAAZe ApobEFH 425, p<00D), A71ES7H.
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