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Abstract The aim of this study was to investigate the effect of parent-child communication style on smartphone
addiction and depression among female college students. The subjects were 151 female students in three different
universities located in S city. Data collection for Parent-Adolescent Communication Inventory (PACI), Smartphone
Addiction Proneness Scale, and the Center for Epidemiologic Studies-Depression Scale (CES-D) were conducted from
November 1 to December 8, 2017. The collected data were analyzed by t-test, Pearson's correlation coefficients, and
multiple regression analysis. Smartphone addiction in college students was 35.08 (SD = 6.83), and when
communication with the mother was absent and the problem recognized, smartphone addiction was higher (8 = .27,
p = .028). Open communication with the father lowered smartphone addiction (B = -. 27, p = .030). Depression in
female college students was 15.86 (SD = 10.45), and 45% experienced depression. Depression was higher when
communication with the mother was higher (B = .29, p = .022). Therefore, a customized communication program that
focuses on parent-child communication as a strategy to reduce or prevent degree of addiction and depression of female
college students will be helpful.
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Table 2. Differences of Smartphone Addiction and Depression by Parent-Child Communication (N=151)
Smartphone Addiction Depression
Variables Categories
M=SD (p) M+SD t(p)
Openly 33.86+7.15 13.29+8.31
Father-child -2.921 (.004) -3.871 (<.001)
Problematically 37.14+5.74 20.38+12.10
Openly 34.17+7.07 14.13+8.86
Mother-child -2.605 (.010) -2.948 (.005)
Problematically 37.30+5.68 20.27+12.59

Table 3. Correlations among Perception Parent-Child Communication, Smartphone Addiction and Depression

(N=151)
Variablos Perception Parent-Child Communication SmaI,TPl,wne Depression
1 2 3 4 addiction

Perception Parent-Child Communication

Paternal openly 1.00

Paternal problematically 602" 1.00

Maternal openly 753" =527 1.00

Maternal problematically -.558" 7247 661" 1.00
Smartphone addiction -328" 336" -238" 356" 1.00
Depression -330" 287" =319 3717 216 1.00

p<.05; “p<.001

1= Paternal openly; 2= Paternal problematically; 3= Maternal openly; 4=Maternal problematically

Table 4. Regression Results for Influence of Perception of Parent-Child Communication on Smartphone Addiction

and Depression (N=151)
Dependent variables Predictor variables B SE B t ‘ P
Perception Parent-Child Communication
Paternal openly -252 115 =272 -2.191 .030
Smartphone Addiction Paternal problematically .072 124 .069 581 562
Maternal openly 183 126 188 1.453 148
Maternal problematically 324 146 279 2222 .028
R2=.167, Adj. R2=.144, F=7.325, p<.001
Perception Parent-Child Communication
Paternal openly -.266 177 -.188 -1.505 134
Depression Paternal problematically -.066 .190 -.041 -.346 730
Maternal openly -.008 193 -.005 -.041 967
Maternal problematically 519 224 292 2318 .022

R2=.161, Adj. R2=.

F=6.978, p<.001
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