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Abstract This study was conducted to investigate the connections between life stress and smartphone addiction of
nursing college students. The subjects included nursing college students in some areas. Data were collected in
November and December, 2018 from a total of 240 subjects. Collected data were subjected to frequency, percentage,
t-test, X’-test, and ANOVA analyses to identify differences in smartphone addiction level and stress characteristics
according to general characteristics. Correlations between smartphone addiction and stress characteristics were
investigated by Pearson's correlation analysis, and factors influencing smartphone addiction were examined by
hierarchical multiple regression analysis. The findings showed that independent variables had explanatory powers of
14.8% and 32.7% in Models 1 and 2, respectively. The study examined differences in smartphone addiction level
according to the general characteristics of the subjects and found that female college students had a higher level of
smartphone addiction than their male counterparts. The smartphone addiction level was high in those who were not
satisfied with college life, used a smartphone for five hours or more a day, and spent many hours on SNS. Evaluation
of differences in stress characteristics according to their general characteristics revealed female college students scored
higher for stress characteristics. The means of the stress characteristics were also high for those who were not satisfied
with college life, used a smartphone for many hours, and had a high risk of smartphone addiction. In conclusion,
female gender, hours of smartphone usage and SNS, academic stress, and value stress were important factors
influencing the smartphone addiction of nursing college students. These findings indicate the need to reinforce a stress
management program for nursing college students and thus provide them with multifaceted support for stress
management.
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Table 1. Classification of smartphone addiction according to the general characteristics of the subjects

(N=240)
Smartphone Addiction
Variables Total Risk group Average use group )
n(%) n(%) n(%) x _f
Gender Male 39 (16.3) 7 (17.9) 32 (82.1) 342 045
Female 201 (83.7) 66 (32.8) 135 (67.2)
Age 19-22 168 (70.0) 55 (32.7) 113 (67.3) 209 352
23-25 64 (26.7) 17 (26.6) 47 (73.4)
=26 8 (3.3) 1 (12.5) 7 (87.5)
Grade 12 120 (50.0) 34 (28.3) 86 (71.7) 049 287
34 120 (50.0) 39 (32.5) 81 (67.5)
Satisfaction 88 (36.7) 23 (26.1) 65 (73.9) 333 189
Satisfaction with Normal 117 (48.8) 35 (29.9) 82 (70.1)
school life Dissatisfaction 35 (14.5) 15 (42.9) 20 (57.1)
Academic credit >4.0 26 (10.8) 9 (34.6) 17 (65.4) 0.83  .842
3.0-3.9 161 (67.1) 48 (29.8) 113 (70.2)
2.0-2.9 47 (19.6) 15 (31.9) 32 (68.1)
<2.0 6 (2.5) 1 (16.7) 5(83.3)
Friend number <5 people 43 (17.9) 12 (27.9) 31 (71.1) 0.15 442
>5 people 197 (82.1) 61 (31.0) 136 (69.0)
Average daily using <lhour 5(2.1) 0 (.0) 5 (100.0) 9.82  .020
time 1-3hours 76 (31.6) 16 (21.1) 60 (78.9)
3-5hours 65 (27.1) 19 (29.2) 46 (70.8)
>5hours 94 (39.2) 38 (40.4) 56 (59.6)
SNS Average usage <lhour 30 (12.5) 1(33) 29 (96.7) 17.28 <.001
time(day) 1-3hours 124 (51.7) 35 (28.2) 89 (72.8)
3-5hours 61 (25.4) 27 (44.3) 34 (55.7)
>5hours 25 (15.4) 10 (40.0) 15 (60.0)
Life stress Low 104 (43.3) 18 (17.3) 86 (82.7) 14.90 <.001
High 136 (56.7) 55 (40.4) 81 (59.6)
Smartphone >44 31 (12.9) High risk group
Addiction score 40-43 42 (17.5) Potential risk group
<39 167 (69.6) Average risk group
Total 240 (100.0) 73 (30.4) 167 (69.6)
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Table 2. Differences in the life stress level according to the general characteristics of the subjects

(N=240)
Life stress
Variables Total Mean+SD Total
M=£SD Job stress St::snsomlc z::rceascielmc Value stress t/F P
Gender Male 69.5+£17.60 18.9+5.39  16.5£5.78  21.2+4.83 12.7+4.69 691  .009
Female 76.8+15.60 21.745.32  17.4£5.74  23.9+4.82 13.7+3.96
Age 19-22 76.8+16.46 21.545.52  17.1£5.90  24.2£4.90 13.8+4.22 146 234
23-25 72.9+£15.37 20.5£5.17  17.5£5.58  21.8+4.40 13.0+3.80
>26 73.3£16.34 20.1+4.48  17.1£3.90  22.6+6.36 13.5+3.50
Grade 1-2 75.9£16.06 2124548  16.7£5.61  24.1+4.78 13.6+4.09 020  .836
34 75.4+16.41 21.245.37  17.8£5.84  22.8+5.13 13.5+4.11
Satisfaction 70.3£16.46a 19.6+5.44a 16.5£5.73a  22.0+4.90a 12.0+3.95a 12.64 <001
Satisfaction with Normal 76.7+14.07ab  21.7+5.10ab 17.0+5.46a 23.8+4.25a 14.1+£3.72a
school life Dissatisfaction 85.6+17.33b 23.7+5.29b  19.8+6.13b  26.2+5.80b 15.8+4.31b
Duncan a<b a<b a<b a<b a<b
Academic credit >4.0 75.5+18.79a 21.6+6.11 18.8+5.87ab 21.3+4.15a 13.6+4.73a 251 .059
3.0-3.9 74.1+15.61a 21.0£5.28  16.6£5.71a  23.2+4.69a 13.0+4.89%a
2.0-2.9 79.3£16.43ab  21.5+5.59 18.245.63ab 25.5+5.51b 14.0+4.30a
<2.0 88.4+11.03b 24.3+4.45 20.8+4.17b  25.5+3.83b 17.6+3.07b
Duncan a<b a<b a<b
Friend number <5 people 80.1+15.34 22.3+5.13 18.4+5.59  24.1£5.41 15.1+4.23 1.99  .048
>5 people 74.7£16.27 22.1£5.46  17.0£5.76  23.4+4.80 13.2+£3.99
Average daily using < lhour 76.6+7.26 224+1.51ab  18.6+£3.04  21.8+2.28 13.8+1.78 235  .041
time 1-3hours 70.9£17.18 19.4+53%9 16.3£6.06  22.6+5.31 12.5£3.95
3-5hours 75.9£15.98 21.4+571ab  17.3£5.52  23.7+5.08 13.4+4.06
> 5hours 79.3+£15.08 22.544.99b 17.9£5.70  24.1+4.47 14.6+4.12
Duncan a<b
SNS Average < lhour 69.3£17.28a 19.1+£5.76a  16.5+5.78  21.5+5.28a 12.1+4.13a 441 015
usage time(day) 1-3hours 74.0£16.37ab  20.9+5.27ab  16.5+5.69  23.1+4.96a 13.4+4.21a
3-5hours 80.0£13.78b  22.5+5.24ab  18.3+5.33  24.8+4.41b 14.2+3.75a
> 5hours 80.6£16.35b  22.2+5.42b  19.246.37  24.6+5.28b 14.5+3.88b
Duncan a<b a<b a<b a<b
Smatphone >40(Risk group) 83.8+13.45 23.5+4.93 19.2£5.79  25.6+4.46 16.0+£3.86 545 <.001
Addiction <39(Average use group) 72.1+16.06 20.2+5.33 16.4+5.52 22.6+4.83 12.8+3.93
Life stress Job stress 21.5+5.41 8-40 4.63 <001
Economic stress 17.2£5.74 7-35 1439 <.001
Academic stress 23.5+491 7-35 Range - - 8.50 <.001
Value stress 13.6+4.09 5-25 11.48 <.001
Total Life stress 75.6+16.21 27-135 60.71 <.001

Table 3. Correlations of life stress including employment, economic, academic, and value stress and smartphone

addiction
Variabl 1 2 3 4 5
e (p) p) (p) (p) 1(p)
1. Smartphone Addiction 1
2. Job stress 439 1
(<.001)
3. Economic stress 379 60 1
(<.001) (<.001)
4. Academic stress 38 49 26 1
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
5. Value Stress 480 739 600 489 1
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)

4= p=< 001, *=p=<.005
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Table 4. Factors related to smartphone addiction

Variabl Model 1 Model II
ariables B 3 ¢ » B 3 ¢ »
Gender 2.42 11 1.56 110 1.65 07 1.17 240
Age -1.82 -12 -1.59 -121 -1.71 -11 -1.67 095
Grade 33 02 27 788 86 05 77 439
Academic credit 34 .02 A2 672 -41 -.03 -.54 .585
Satisfaction with school life .66 .05 .84 .397 -91 -.07 -1.26 .206
Friend number -1.48 -.07 -1.05 292 -1.14 -.05 -.90 .366
Average daily using time 1.50 .16 2.31 .022 1.11 12 1.89 .060
SNS daily using time 1.90 .19 2.65 008 1.28 13 1.97 .049
Job stress .03 .02 25 .800
Economic stress 15 .10 1.47 .143
Academic stress 25 15 225 .025
Value Stress .57 .29 3.35 .001
Constant 27.30 16.30
F(p) 6.18(p<.001) 10.66(p<.001)
R 176 .360
Adjusted R? 148 327
R? change 176 184
o} AAAEYAE FYAEYAH=26, p<001), 7} =] T EPAS] AL wuliofA] 14.8%, 29
ABEEUS(1=60, p<001) Fo] FAAAES vebstar, 2014 ALREHRS g Ee] FrHEoRA
FAAEYAE VA BAEY 2 1=48, p<001) TA  32.7%E AHHS SIF AEE FE| YFAE
HOoR FoF Fo] AR YEFITHTable 3). g27h 2 #EAol des & F UATHE=10.66,
p<.001)(Table 4).
34 ZutEXE FE AHaq]
UPgAe] 2ulEE S5 pE SYusEe A
22 steksp] Astel 27)e) ) 9@ 944 E 4. =9
7]+ (Hierarchical multiple Regression)S 2 4|8 A}
= Table 49k 2t} WA, 5 244 #AE A5 B AT Eetge] Agasse) AnlEE F
o8] #xte] =24 7129 Durbin-Watson TestS 24 = 4dAE dofsto] AvfEEZ T5 ois 93 T
g 7h0 1.9080.2 UER} 2287 Ze| Hatslel 27 A N I2ARE AlEE] fls el 2
o] BATL Qe o stelEgr). wak el A APEE FE T 73%8(30.4%), ANt AME
A5(Tolerance) .72% 1.00]342 Uik, Batgg) A £ 16773(69.6%) = HEbtth. o= Seldh ey
27} 138402 102 WA oo} RE WMt tagay o9 BAIA Y i AvtEE $5F 31.6%9H2]
o BAVF 9 Ao dehdth 9AF gaArs  VR® FESR Badssel AvEE T5 ARt
Az} 2PlEE F5o) JPRle Rl e duy  EE FEGS SR 5
54 58 Tkl AvE ddA2(F=6.18, p<.001) TAA R AR, Ay 54 AntEE FE
2mbEE ALGATHB=16, p=022), SNS ARGAIZNE T AROlE AT Ak Al Sl ofsie] T
=19, p=008)0] ~UIEE FEo] dae nH= Ao AW ol 32.8%% FEA 17.9%H 0 =A e
vekskon, SAH R ol ofi= AdAATAME 2 Atz eht=d[20], 13
REpo s AnEE 2R3 AgiEgas 27 A9 A AvIEES F ERlEe] opkaT B R
dlo] BAUAS(F=10.66, p<.001) AAnw, stelxee  TEEE WNEHA ARESh[21], Tl flolA e
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