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Abstract This study investigates the effects of sociality, life stress, and depression on smartphone
addiction among nursing college students. In October and November 2019, data was collected from
nursing college students situated in certain areas. The data of totally 270 students was finally analyzed
by frequency, percentage, t-test, and ANOVA, to examine differences in smartphone addiction according
to the general characteristics of the subjects. Major variables and multiple regression analysis was carried
out to examine factors influencing smartphone addiction. We determined that hours of using a
smartphone (8=0.183, p<0.001), life stress (8=0.369, p<0.001), and depression (8=0.205, p=0.012)
significantly affect smartphone addiction, having an explanatory power of 33.5%. Life stress (r=0.50,
p<0.001) and depression (r=0.35, p<0.001) have high positive correlations with smartphone addiction,
whereas sociality (r=-0.20, p<0.001) is negatively correlated. To summarize, our results indicate that
hours of using a smartphone, life stress, and depression have important impacts on smartphone
addiction among nursing college students. These findings raise a need to reinforce the development of
programs to help nursing college students increase their ability of managing hours of using a

smartphone, and reduce their life stress and depression to prevent subsequent smartphone addiction.
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Table 1. The characteristics of smartphone addiction according to the general characteristics of the subjects

(N=270)
Total Smartphone Addiction
Variables Mean+SD/n(%)
n (%) n[(%) t/F 2
Gender Male 39 (14.4) 31.4+8.97 -3.20 .002
Female 230 (85.6) 36.2+7.53
Age <20 66 (24.4) 35.8+8.89" 3.28 012
21 67 (24.8) 36.2+6.34"
2 64 (23.7) 36.7+7.92°
23 56 (20.7) 34.9+7.64°
>24 17 (6.4) 29.3+8.50"
Duncan asb
Grade Freshman 70 (25.9) 34.5+8.89 724 538
Sophonmore 74 (27.4) 36.1+6.67
Junnior 66 (24.5) 36.2+8.76
Senior 60 (22.2) 353711
Academic credit 4.0< 28 (10.4) 35.0+8.55 359 783
3.0-3.9 185 (68.5) 35.4+7.89
2.0-2.9 51 (18.9) 36.0+8.19
2.0 6.2 38.3+£3.07
Satisfaction 98 (36.3) 34.6+7.49" 3.36 036
Satisfaction with Normal 131 (48.5) 35.3+7.78"
school life Dissatisfaction 41 (15.2) 38.3+8.92°
Duncan ab
User smartphone Voice communication 151 (18.6) - -
function Text message 42 (5.2)
Information retrieval 131 (16.2)
SNS 250 (30.9) * Multiple response
Listening to music 164 (20.2)
Game 50 (6.0)
Other 21 29)
Friend number Alone 9(33) 33.1+7.59" 245 .063
1-2 people 35 (13.0 38.8+7.45"
3-4 people 97 (35.9) 35.0+8.40%
=5 people 129 (47.8) 3524757
Duncan asb
Average daily using |<{lhour 6 (2.0) 33.847.49% 7.78 <.001
time 1-3hours 88 (35.0) 32.948.85%
3-5hours 71 (25.0) 35.127.42%
>Shours 105 (38.0) 38.1+6.64"
Duncan asb
Total 270 (100.0) 35.5+£7.93

* Multiple response
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Table 2. Differences in the sociality, life stress, depression, and level of smartphone addiction of the subjects

(N=270)
Variables Total Smartphone Addiction
n % M+£SD Range Mean+SD/n(%) t/F D
Sociality High 135 (50.0) 34.3+8.05 2.61 .009
Low 135 (50.0) 36.8+7.62
Total 63.4+7.49 |25-125
Life stress Low 118 (43.7) 31.7+7.89 7.66 | <.001
High 152 (56.3) 38.5£6.55
Total 75.8+16.13 |27-135
Depression clear depression(=>25) 60 (22.3) 39.3+6.40 18.67 | <.001
possible depression(=16) 53 (19.6) 38.2+6.69
Normal({16) 157 (58.1) 33.2+8.04
Total 16.5+11.42 |0-60
Smatphone >44 34 (12.6) High risk group
Addiction 40-43 47 (17.4) Potential risk group
<39 189 (70.0) Average use group
Total 270 (100.0) |35.5+7.93 [15-60
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Table 3. Correlations of sociality, life stress, and depression and smartphone addiction (N=270)
Variables ! 2 3 4
(p) (p) r(p)
1. Smartphone Addiction 1
2. Sociality -20™ 1
(<.001)
3. Life stress .50 -.28" 1
(€.001) (<.001)
4. Depression 357 -26" 440 1
(€.001) (<.001) (€.001)
® =001, *p=(.005
Table 4. Factors related to smartphone addiction (N=270)
Variables B SE Beta t p-value
Constant 32.04 7.89 4.05 <.001
Gender 251 1.16 112 2.15 .032
Age -43 22 -.101 -1.98 .041
Satisfaction with school life -40 .56 -.042 -.694 459
Friend number -.16 53 -.018 -.291 751
Average daily using time 1.09 .30 183 3.54 <.001
Sociality -.116 .05 -.122 -2.011 .056
Life stress .19 .03 369 6.19 {.001
Depression .10 .04 149 .2.05 012

R’*=.355, Adj R*=.335, p=<.001

* Dummy variable: Gennder(Male: 0, Female: 1)
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