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HAN 2459 5 A AAaE ?L H‘E‘:W\l oL ThegRt 2 I3t AnpEE Flojzo] HA7} EaL Qi) o= A OU,?_I
gl AR 4 Qlek o] wiioll QIR ofye} ofF, WIS 317] ol A== 2RfEE AR A7l A4
i gol AntEES ANkl °‘EP SnfEES] &4 Ithe 242 <Jn|tci(Shin & Song, 2019). Rozgonjuk,
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(Moon, Jeon, & Song, 2019). o] Ao oJshH, A4
& AUFEES HAIA ANE FA O 7P Hol ARESISL
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HARVIE AE, A Bz AofEEe] AU
ARG A A, Q1A ARR], A W 5 TR S
of B Fake m|xIe}, AldYedo] ofshd, AntE
= /g 2o] Roll= IS 2
askgitHJeong, 2022). 8417173 st AE A
Hi S0 AnpEE ARGt st EE7Ee] A
oA AFPEES T ol AMErE sl FYE el
Aol dEe & 7S Hasitk(Park, Kim, &
Kang, 2018). Kim(2016)9] ¢I-te]l oJslH AnpEE ALE-
& A 83 FA S7EE olofrlriaL sigith
S| AnfEES A3 AMgoHH EHEAY S
BolalA sh= 5 3441 SHol ATHLee, Kim, Cho,
& Lee, 2013), #slA ARg8HH oHe A&} A4
FHAAQ Fks vAls Ae® UepdthJeong, 2022
Kim, 2016).
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34, A7) Fike opiol URtstAlZ]71o] A7}
AATHKim, 2016; Park, Kim, & Kang, 2018), &
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tHMoon, Jeon, & Song, 2019; Kim, 2022), B3l EE
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A& Bt (complex sample design)ell 2sf 53t
(stratification), F&5Z(cluster sampling) 52 &3
Aol o ® #ES FE0I9S W ARBRITE AR Gf
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2) Generalized Anxiety Disorder—7

HEQFYol= Generalized Anxiety Disorder—7(GAD-7)
S8 RARIGITE, GAD-72 A7} Hg ST 12 HE
QFgof A mAolr}, EF T AR HE T 2%
of disfl 15 73] altA] FotetollAl 41 “A<) mjd v
sttt 2 A=gich 7 o] dAE FHOE 3l
TS A, 12-1612 ARt =1k 11218 $X
0] B, 22-28%2 Algh Bt & SMTitHLowe et
al., 2008). ¥ =] Y& UX== Cronhach’s a 0.89
(Spitzer, Kroenke, Williams Williams, & Lowe, 2006)
°]al, Kim(2022) ¢telil= WAUAE7E 0.900]%ic

3.

HI

A

7IA, SERe, e Aol 4skit
o A, shdd B4 242 flel SsEEdA 71eEA.,

HIERAS AASIGT, AUTEE AMgo] THE A,
o} APzt TiE HAAAE Aol 255 18 %
R AR ARl ANEE 18] mHE 5
A, mEdso} oz, WEekgole] AR Kol
S A%sb) Sle) HaEE AFHRAS selr,

2

ol

ftlo
of

Nl. Z =t

1. Chaxiel ek £

ATL] gPAAR= & 51,8500, HEIL 26,397
O 51.6%, oJBPL 95 45302 48 49%0)|c}. 251
& % 28,0158 02 51.6%01%131, 5P F 23,835
O 48 49%°13ict.

2nREE AN 5 35 olgAeh L ol gAs s}
o] AuRoka, S AN A 7802 A AR
2] 0—T75%= ARk AR 76-100%= 7o) ARG
Rapgih Zare] AnfeXo| oldk ARAR= 37.797(10
ol 5208717 o} gANeIglaL, I APEAHE 12,5781
(5215 o)A} o]gapo|itt, F30] AnfEZ oul ARRA}
£ 37,2858(1010l|l4] 3508714] ogAh)o]lar, ke At
BAR= 13,144(3514% o4 ol8Aho|lek(Table 1).
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A

oL
i)
i
o

o]l me U3} F50] AuEE AN AR

. Table 29} Z}, ot A 2] AvjE
12 BAIRE 438 £ 3AIRE 540lRlaL, 5 AlRE
39 £ 3RO Z o] ARG A7kl w4
fof AwlER, Fo]l of s 31 Hat TAIRE
IS Sk Hat 6AIKE 8% AN, ol
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Tt F5 W AUREE AR AR
oASHolA Al LEbdT, o] deb el A 3 ARgA
= 19%, ofehE 28.6%0194a1 552 debollAf 7 Ab
BAR= 21.5%, oY 30.4%% FASHH O ofstAYof
A ke AR BlEo] =7 LERdTHTable 3).
SPAER AnfEZ ARG AlZke duEY, SdE 25
2UHEE ARG ARZbeA] ko) ARANE.579) Kk Rk AR
ZH3.410)0114 0.169 S| Lfeht Shdo] Sebds5 At
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Table 1, General characteristics of participants

Unit: number

Variable Unweighted frequency Weighted frequency (%)
Gender Male 26,397 51.6
Female 25,453 484
Middle school 1 9,240 16.5
2 9,346 171
3 9,429 18.0
Grade . Total 28,015 51.6
High school 1 8,461 16.4
2 7,982 155
3 7,392 16.5
Total 23,835 484
Smartphone usage time during Normal user 37,797 76.3
the weekend Overuse user 12,578 23.7
Smartphone usage time during Normal user 37,285 74.1
the weekdays Overuse user 13,144 259
Total 51,850 100.0

Table 2, Smartphone usage time according to gender and grade

Unit: per day/hour

Smartphone usage time

Variable (Meant Standard deviation)
Weekend (n=50,375) Weekdays (n=50,429)
Gender Male 6h 08mz 3h 49m 4h 18m+ 2h 57m
Female 7h 18m+ 3h 53m 5h 01nmz 2h 59m
Middle school 1 6h 04mz 3h 51m 3h 57mz 2h 42m
2 6h 40mz 3h 56m 4h 23m+ 2h 49m
3 7h 00mz 3h 53m 4h 45m+ 2h 54m
Grade High school 1 6h 47me 3h 50m 4h 46me 3h 00m
2 6h 59m+ 3h 53m 5h 00m+ 3h 08m
3 6h 49m+ 3h 54m 5h 17m+ 3h 19m
Total 6h 43m+ 3h 54m 4h 39mz 3h 00m

hours: h, minutes: m

Table 3, Normal user and overuse user of smartphone according to gender

Unit:

%

Smartphone usage time during weekend

Smartphone usage time during weekdays

Variable
Normal Overuse X 2 Normal Overuse X 2
Male 810 19.0 - 785 215 .
636.4 528.434
Female 714 28.6 69.6 304
Total 76.3 237 74.1 259
™ p<001

EE A ARbo] S71steitt, shad S AnfEE AN ZEdeE AnfEE AR A7) ZTIBIGITE &, F
ARYOAT 3k AREAKS.822)H e} 2 HJ AREAKB.32D)04 18PN 6*]” 48, % 3 bTRORE Tt A
0.501 57 Ueht 35 AnpEE ARG} fAksHA shdo]l  ARESIGlaL St 3sh ol T ARge] ZHE E3te.
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Table 4, Normal user and overuse user of smartphone according to grade

Variable Parameter Estimate Standard error t
Intercept 3.579 0.031 113.770™
Weekend Normal -0.169 0.034 -4.978™
Overuse 0.000 0.000 -
Intercept 3.822 0.032 119.265™
Weekdays Normal -0.501 0.033 -15.207"
Overuse 0.000 0.000 -
™ p<001
ARY, F5 }L o 3apdol A 71 BAITHEARE  BePIA 1187, Qv ANl 1Yo e,
178), SABH O Shd ok AMgAet Th) AMARE  BABHOR Tho) ALgAlelA “OWOH B4} sk,
o] #jolz} °“i’iﬁHTable 4). 2B Q7 HEE ARy, Fo] AulEES] 7o)

Ao A IR B4 2501505, S A
ADIEE A0 [H2 3191 A8 & BRI Aol 2.780I9le (847} Weds Aseag o 7))
50l 2uHEES] 340) ARgAOIA 2B QA Hpt
ZufEFES] Ot AMGASH B AGAE U FFO 2,50l Wk AGAE 2THOR BARHOR Lu
= vpeo] S Hanh AARYE] v Aminglt  EE] 39 AL ANF Al Hls) AEEAE
519] YoM AR, Fuo] AntEE W) g QUAIsHe SO0R reb
e 8 U@l D BN TGSl IREE Sl YRS el 329 2ol 3o
i, 730 ANIEE AGE T FUA AWk b A RS Ll HEb 2, 7d0l9n, W A
e, B A9 B8 3 3ROl A A B 25Ol e A28 o L)

2.7el3ie, 259 AnkEES] 3] ASAIN ARES LAl He
e e YA LS £ 2THOISE YU A 25802 245U

-

3£9] 3}0] AREAJoA] WECL M 12,0437 0], Uu
AREARE 10,9827 02 AnfEE 3he) ARGAl|A] t”%o
o] = UERtt}, ol AntEE] 7t ARgAtolA

A7 Ueldh, AntEZo] 3le) ARAL A AR
o] Hj3| EASHOR ¢ 92LS Lyl Hoa Helrt
(Table 5).

¢

oE

Table 5, Normal user and overuse user of smartphone according to academic status and mental health

Variable Parameter Estimate Standard error t
Intercept 3.302 0.013 258.617"
Weekend Normal -0.535 0.015 —-36.204™"

Academic Overuse 0.000 0.000 -
status Intercept 3.324 0.012 269.107""
Weekdays Normal —-0.579 0.014 —40.937™

Overuse 0.000 0.000 -
Intercept 12.043 0.059 205.571™
Weekend Normal -1.061 0.060 -17.628™

Generalized Overuse 0.000 0.000 -
anxiety Intercept 11.891 0.058 205.952™
Weekdays Normal -0.893 0.060 -14.964™

Overuse 0.000 0.000 -

O] ATPEE K& K]7Io] wfE 31y YA YA e vl 47



Table 5, Normal user and overuse user of smartphone according to academic status and mental health (Cont)

Variable Parameter Estimate Standard error t
Intercept 2.500 0.010 240.680™
Weekend Normal 0.210 0.011 18.779™
Overuse 0.000 0.000 -
Stress —
Intercept 2.520 0.010 240.099
Weekdays Normal 0.189 0.011 16.862"
Overuse 0.000 0.000 -
Intercept 2722 0.014 201.057""
Weekend Normal —0.226 0.014 -16.191™
] Overuse 0.000 0.000 -
Loneliness —
Intercept 2711 0.013 206.862
Weekdays Normal -0.219 0.014 -15.845™
Overuse 0.000 0.000 -
“p<001
Table 6, Normal user and overuse user of smartphone according to depression and suicidal thoughts Unit: %
Variabl Smartphone usage time during weekend Smartphone usage time during weekdays
ariable
Total Normal Overuse X 2 Total Normal Overuse X2
. No 76.3 78.5 70.7 - 74.1 76.5 68.1 o
Depression 341.397 381.561
Yes 237 215 29.3 25.9 235 319
ici No 76.3 77.6 68.3 o 74.1 75.3 66.8 .
suicical 287.180 233.400
thoughts Yes 237 224 317 25.9 24.7 332
“p<001

& AY folA Y AnEE 1Y) AMANE
29.3%, Uuk AREAR= 23 T%7F 928 A Aow Uy
ERsitt, FEolis AntEE 71 ARARlA 31.8%, Yyt
ARGALNA 23,5%7F &2 AT A 0R YERsit

AZFsIA Apaks A2 Aol deliis o] AvtE
0] 1) AR} 31.7%, URE AREAL 22, 4%7F Aol Hf
3] Azl Ho) Qo FEo] ANfEE o] ARAQ]
33.2%. GNF ARBAL 24.7%0 4] Al Tial A2t Ao]
AT}, 22 A, Aol gt A7k Ae k=
L AnpEES] %JHJ AREARETE 2] ARGALl A RIET}
=7 e tHTable 6).

v, 1o =t
2 A7 S FAadY] gt 32 20229 FAad
A3 LeRIFALS] YA AARE 0] 83t ZoR F - Il
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T} 25| AnfEE ARGOlA 2] ARGAL} U
ARGAL R ARPEE ARG ATl tfel] AREA}F =9
0-75%° aFoh= tdAe dut ARGARR, 76-100%°1
Aok ddAE 1 ARSARR FLEskGI) o] AvtE
E Ffojzof| S vA= QA7) AREE AME- AJ7tolt
= MYPALE v g S9tHKim, 2021; Rozgonjuk,
Levine, Hall, & Elhai, 2018). %3}, 20209 HAd77%
e 2ERIFARE HIRO R §F Kim(2021)9] Atolld=
AnpEE TOIE FHH LS ARESto] AR AR 1Ea &
OFEE JOIE(ARIEE JROlE A §IF, ARIEE
BolE DY) TFo R LRI} 1 Aujola] 2
I} 5 ARfEE ARGAM]| T RIE LEolA] dyt A
B2 LF0] 74.27%0130L, TOjE T1F0] 25,8%(AMHEE
o) A QFTE 22.8%, ANFEE TlojE 19JFT
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&0l =3t} ol AYATL} FYTH AKKim, 2022)=
ofghAio] ahgol vlel iAo =2 A AHde &
Jo & SNSof| 2HEQlg Aata B ofZrtiKim, Moon, &
Kwon, 2021).
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AEIT), ey ol AntEES] W) ANARE Bt
2¥oz Hugk EeFog  Auk ARgal= 1034202
o= s(Lowe et al., 2008)%]0] HEQFTO] H=2]
A} Aot Fghe) AnfEE i) ARgAN= oJnf7t QL
ek, AgAto] ostd WESH o= dEd8, RS
&, ANEE F= 4} Po] wrial(Shin, Lee, &
Kim, 2011; Smith & Book, 2008; Smith & Randall,
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7L Hargh Kim(2022)9] A} fAkskeh ®3t
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ejZgolefal gt Kim(2021)9] Aol FARE Aol
o}, BlE= AnE st A9 vjws) £ o(Kim, 2021),
AULEE JpolE R4 $-8-2 36.6%= & A7 29.3%

Rr} =7 yeldel Cho(2020), Shimi} Rhee(2017)°
TFoAE Fado] AnEE 52 985 AFSAXITaL
aF3ict, Kim, Moon¥} Hwang(2014)¢] @ollid= 2B
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Abstract

Effects of Smartphone Overuse on Adolescents Mental Health and Academic
Performance Based on Data From the 2022 Korea Youth Risk Behavior
Web—Based Survey

Hong, Eunkyoung, Ph.D,, O,T,

Department of Occupational Therapy, Shinsung University

Objective : The aim of this study was to investigate the differences in academic and mental health
status (generalized anxiety, depression, stress, loneliness, and suicidal thoughts) between adolescents
exhibiting normal and excessive smartphone use patterns,

Methods : The smartphone use times and academic and mental health status of 51,850 adolescents were
analyzed using raw data from the 2022 Korea Youth Risk Behavior Web—Based Survey. Descriptive
statistics of complex sample analysis, frequency analysis and linear regression analysis were performed,

Results : The mean smartphone use time of middle and high school students was 6 hours 43 minutes
on weekends and 4 hours 39 minutes on weekdays, There were significant differences in smartphone
use time according to gender and grade, As a result of comparing differences in academic status
between adolescents with excessive smartphone use times and those with normal use times, In terms
of mental health status, adolescents with excessive use times had higher generalized anxiety,
depression, stress, loneliness, and suicidal thought scores than adolescents with normal use times.

Conclusion : This study can be used as a basic reference for research on smartphone overuse,

Key words : Academic status, Adolescents, Mental health, Smartphone overuse
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