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The Effect of the Dental Technology Students’ Stress
on the Degree of Smartphone Addiction
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Deparrtment of Dental Technology, Kyung-dong university

[Abstract]

Purpose: This study aimed to investigate the relationship between dental technology students’ life stress and smartphone
addiction in order to detect smartphone over-users early, prevent them from getting addicted, and obtain basic data for
creating a positive environment for academic achievement by using smartphone in a right way.

Methods: The subjects of this study were university students at D University and G University in Daejeon Metropolitan
City and Gangwon-do. A questionnaire survey was conducted to the subjects who understood the purpose of this study
and participated in it from March 1 to June 10, 2018, and 243 were finally analyzed except 24 questionnaires without
sufficient answers.

Results: As a result of multiple regression analysis with variables, which were significant in univariate analysis, as
independent variables, there were gender and smartphone dependency as general characteristics affecting the degree of
smartphone addiction, and family relations and future problems among stress sub-factors were selected as significant
variables.

Conclusion : In the case of college students, they choose the smartphone as the easiest way to relieve stress because they
lack the time and space to actually release stress. Therefore, club activities or on-campus and extra-curricular activities are

recommended, and it needs to seck a way to get rid of stress by solving the cause of stress through counseling.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Participants
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(N=243)
Characteristics Categories N(%)

Gender
male 120(49.4)
female 123(50.6)

Grade
freshman 75(30.9)
sophomore 87(35.8)
junior 58(23.9)
senior 23(9.5)

Time

of Smartphone use  less than 1hours 3(1.2)
1hours~3hours 50(20.6)
3hours~5hours 95(39.1)
more than 5hours 95(39.1)

Start

of Smartphone use  Elementary school 18( 7.4)
Junior high school 124(51.0)
High school 78(32.1)
University 23(9.5)

Purpose

of Smartphone use  SNS 168(69.1)
Voice call & Message 3(1.2)
Information searching 26(10.7)
Gaming 9 3.7)
Video, Music, and movies 37(15.2)

Credit
<20,000 3(1.2)
{20,000~40,000< 38(15.6)
{40,000~60,000< 73(30.0)
{60,000~-80,000< 72(29.6)
(80,000< 57(23.5)

Reliance

on Smartphones very low 3(1.2)
low 5(2.1)
midium 88(36.2)
high 120(49.4)
very high 27(11.1)
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Table 2. Life Stress and Smartphone addiction according to General characteristics

Stress Smartphone
High Potential General
Characteristics M(SD) - M(SD) - risk risk users s
N(%) N(%) N(%) X
16(6.6) 31(12.8)  196(80.7)
Gender
male(120) 108.28(27.28) —4.762*** 32.08(5.57) —6.046"** 1(0.8) 9(7.5) 10(91.7)  20.606™**
female(123) 124.80(26.79) (.000) 36.60(5.88) (.000) 15(12.2) 22(17.9) 86(69.9) (.000)
Gender
freshman(75) 116.12(25.30) 32.24(5.93) 3(4.0) 13(17.3) 59(78.7)
sophomore(87) 118.40(29.28) .205 35.75(5.89) 2.860* 9(10.3) 11(12.6) 67(77.0) 7.068
junior(58) 115.72(29.29) (.893) 33.22(6.84) (.038) 4(6.9) 5(8.6) 49(84.5) (.305)
senior(23) 114.04(31.78) 32.47(6.23) 0 2(8.7) 21(91.3)
Time of Smartphone use
1hour (3) < 104.66(3.78) 22.66(7.50) 0 3(100.0)
(1~ 3hours < (50)  114.58(27.56) 467 33.02(6.28)  5.187** 3(6.0) 5(10.0) 42(84.0) 2.196
(3~ 5hours < (95) 115.96(29.66) (705) 34.60(5.67) (.002) 6(6. 11(11.6) 78(82.1) (.901)
5hours € (95) 118.78(27.61) 35.236.35) 7(7.4 15(15.8) 73(76.8)
Start of Smartphone use
Elementary school(18)  120.66(28.66) 34.05(5.09) 0 2(11.1) 16(88.9)
Junior high school(124)  118.33(26.79) 676 35.40(5.96) 2.482 10(8.1) 22(17.7) 92(74.2) 8.455
High school(78) 114.58(30.29) (.568) 33.29(6.75) (.062) 5(6.4) 6(7.7) 67(85.9) (.207)
University(23) 111.34(28.74) 32.73(6.14) 1(4.3) 1(4.3) 21(91.3)
Purpose of Smartphone use
SNS(168) 116.00(27.89) 34.57(.45) 11(6.5) 22(13.1) 135(80.4)
Voice call & Message(3) 120.00(25.15) 35.66(6.74) 1(33.3) 0 2(66.7)
1.059 .248 5.684
Information searching(26) 112.34(31.81) 33.92(1.33) 27.7) 2(7.7) 22(84.6)
) (.378) (.910) (.683)
Gaming(9) 134.00(37.19) 33.00(2.12) 0 2(22.2) 7(77.8)
Video, Music, and movies(37) 118.08(24.61) 34.00(1.16) 2(5.4) 5(13.5) 30(81.1)
Credit
<20,000(3) 83.00(23.81) 32.00(1.00) 0 0 3(100.0)
(20,000~40,000=(38) 112.86(26.40) 35.28(6.05) 3(7.9) 7(18.4) 28(73.7)
2.525* .608 4.896
{40,000~60,000<(73) 122.42(30.01) 33.73(5.95) 3(4.1) 6(8.2) 64(87.7)
(.042) (658) (.769)
{60,000~80,000=(72) 112.52(28.96) 34.81(6.53) 6(8.3) 10(13.9) 56(77.8)
(80,000<(57) 118.73(24.48) 34.14(6.56) 4(7.0) 8(14.0) 45(78.9)
Reliance on Smartphones
very low(3) 103.66(4.72) 18.00(4.35) 0 0 3(100)
low(5) 134.40(39.31) 1139 27.20(5.06) p— 0 0 5(100) 34,435
midium(88) 113.13(26.72) 32.11(4.79) 1(1.1) 3(3.4) 84(95.5)
) (.339) (.000) (.000)
high(120) 118.40(28.93) 35.72(5.79) 10(8.3) 19(15.8) 91(75.8)
very high(27) 118.40(28.53) 38.88(6.30) 5(18.5) 9(33.3) 13(48.1)
Total 116.64(28.22) 34.37(6.24) 16(6.5) 31(12.8) 196(80.7)

*0¢.05, **p.01, ***p{.001
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Table 3. The Correlation between variable
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Table 4. The affecting variables of smartphone addiction

212 2|7 g otat S Ee) AE AEdAvt Ante

Variable B SE Beta t p—value
(Constant) 26.47 1.35 19.56 .000
Gender
female 3.36 72 .26 4,64 .000
Reliance on smartphone
high & very high 4.07 72 31 5.65 .000
Life Stress
Future 10.55 3.76 .16 2.80 .005

dummy variables : 1. Gender : male (0), female (1)

2. reliance on smartphone : very low , low, medium (0), high, very high (1)
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