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The moderating effects of perceived father's rearing attitudes on the
relationship between self—efficacy and smart—phone addiction in
adolescents
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the moderating effects of perceived father’s rearing attitudes on the
relationship between self—efficacy and smartphone addiction in adolescents, A survey was conducted using a
convenient sample drawn from 570 students from eleven junior high school in Seoul, Data were analyzed using
SPSS 20,0 program, The results show that 22 4% of students was in the risk of smatphone addiction, High risk of
smartphone addiction group use smartphone longer for communication and had more trouble with their parents
because of smartphone wuse, Smartphone addiction showed negative relationship with self—efficacy and
affection-rational explanation of perceived father's rearing attitude but had positive relationship with
inconsistency—intrusiveness of perceived father's rearing attitude., Furthermore, the result showed the moderating
effects of perceived father's rearing attitude on the relationship between self—efficacy and smartphone addiction,
Therefore, to prevent smartphone addiction in adolescent, we should try to increase self—efficacy in adolescent as

well as to develop educational program to assist parent to understand their children,
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Table 1. Factor analysis of perceived father’s rearing attitude
Factor
I jif il N
Q6 804 -.080 047 .090
Q5 789 -.006 002 112
Q2 763 088 -.092 180
Affection-rational explanation Q4 758 -154 071 238
Q7 738 069 051 080
Q3 713 -.030 039 232
Ql 659 -295 116 244
Q5 -118 797 .108 022
Q4 -.181 771 202 -.026
Q6 -114 671 317 011
Inconsistence-intrusiveness Q7 -.135 .645 276 .067
Q3 139 613 141 123
Ql 113 556 368 -.002
Q2 024 532 A78 -004
Q2 102 222 784 .003
Over-expectation Ql -020 222 730 081
P Q4 068 332 a1 036
Q3 023 388 593 142
Q1 259 061 031 853
Supervision Q2 343 .067 .049 .810
Q3 277 061 109 722
Eigen Value 4302 3.566 2.666 2.184
Variance % 20.483 16.980 12.965 10.399
Cumulative % 20.483 37.464 50.159 60.557

KMO
Bartlett test
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Mean(SD)

Smart-phone addiction Total

High risk Potential risk Normal F-value (n=570)

(0=27) (n=101) (n=442)
Daily-life disturbance 3.24(0.34) 2.89(0.34)° 2.01(0.45) 254426 2.23(0.59)
Cyberspace-oriented 2.74(0.56)* 1.86(0.58)° 1.53(0.48)° 83.483"" 1.65(0.57)
Withdrawal 3.30(0.40)° 2.24(0.57)° 1.76(0.48)° 148.007"" 1.92(0.61)
Tolerance 3.29(0.38)° 2.67(0.42)" 2.06(0.49)° 139.056"" 2.22(0.58)
#Ep< 001,

Values with different superscripts in a row are significantly different at p<.05 by Scheffe’s test.



Table 3. Smart—phone usage

n(%)

Smart-phone addiction

Total

High risk Potential risk Normal
(1g1=27) (n=101) (n=442) (=570)
Possession of Yes 27(100) 98(97.0) 427(96.6) 552(96.8)
No 0(0) 3(3.0) 15(3.4) 18(3.2)
smart-phone
= 972
Below 6 months 0(0) 4(4.0) 36(8.3) 40(7.1)
6 month ~ | year 0(0) 6(6.0) 52(11.9) 58(10.3)
Period of smart-phone 1 ~ 2 years 4(15.4) 41(41.0) 118(27.1) 163(29.0)
usage 2 ~ 3 years 13(50.0) 20(20.0) 132(30.3) 165(29.4)
More than 3 years 9(34.6) 29(29.0) 98(22.5) 136(24.2)
X = 26317
Below 20,000 1(3.7) 8(8.2) 76(18.1) 85(15.6)
20,000 ~ 40,000 13(48.1) 50(51.0) 177(42.2) 240(44.1)
Monthly payment for 40,000 ~ 60,000 10(37.0) 28(28.6) 122(29.1) 160(29.4)
smart-phone 60,000 ~ 80,000 1(3.7) 2(2.0) 24(5.7) 27(5.0)
(Won) 80,000 ~ 100,000 0(0) 5(5.1) 17(4.1) 22(4.0)
Over 100,000 2(7.4) 5(5.1) 3(0.7) 10(1.8)
X = 26438"
Follow the trend 7(28.0) 22(22.2) 48(11.5) 77(14.2)
Search for information 2(8.0) 7(7.1) 57(13.6) 66(12.2)
Motivation of For study 0(0) 0(0) 13(3.1) 13(2.4)
smart-phone use For communication 11(44.0) 52(52.5) 193(46.2) 256(47.2)
Other 5(20.0) 18(18.2) 107(25.6) 130(24.0)
= 19.824°
Phone call and text message 2(7.4) 5(5.1) 63(14.7) 70(12.6)
Listening to music 0(0) 18(18.4) 69(16.0) 87(15.7)
Game 3(11.1) 11(11.2) 64(14.9) 78(14.1)
Messenger 19(70.4) 50(51.0) 162(37.7) 231(41.6)
s e-mail 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Smart-phone activities |\ et shopping 0(0) 0(0) 40.9) 40.7)
Watching TV/movie 3(11.1) 5(5.1) 24(5.6) 32(5.8)
Internet search 0(0) 8(8.2) 37(8.6) 45(8.1)
Others 0(0) 1(1.0) 7(1.6) 8(1.4)
X = 26624
Never 0(0) 0(0) 34(7.8) 34(6.0)
Trouble with parents Not much 13.7) 6(5.9) 110(25.1) 117(20.7)
because of smart-phone  Sometimes 3(11.1) 44(43.6) 241(55.0) 288(50.9)
usage Very often 23(85.2) 51(50.5) 53(12.1) 127(22.4)
= 143.084"
*p<.05, **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 4, Correlation among self—efficacy, perceived father’s rearing attitude, and smart—phone addiction.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 1

2 000 1

3 236" 363" 1

4 1617 2227 087 1

5 -125" -126" -025 -092" 1

6 -031 -054 036 002 459" 1

7 17" 128" 1427 333" -.089% 066 1

8 -393" -146" -169" 2137 1317 040 -154" 1
Average 3.85 3.88 3.22 2.92 2.17 2.31 3.22 31.15

SD. 1.00 83 85 68 67 76 66 748

1. Self-confidence; 2. Self-regulatory efficacy; 3. Task-difficulty preference; 4. Affection-rational explanation; 5. Inconsistency & Intrusiveness; 6.

Over-expectation; 7. Supervision; 8. Smart-phone addiction.
*p<.05, **p<.01



BAdo] HEEF ot olele Wkl BAHS v o5
28 ks X7t £ B ok AUEE det A8

Q2 g oprlE 4 e 2 WA, A FEd e &
Edag ArE UL 5Y BT kof A

98 0 AvEE FohigoR g 4o F4 uA
o] A& Aoz A7 tE 4 4
& Jeong, 2012; Ryu, 2014) A% X]—7] g -7bo] theFst o)
to] 258 Mysts 293 vol

o od

ZA A71asdol ¥

S4B ANEZ 2% 319489 F MAANGE A

g9l BER FRUSE A9 2]
FAK(Yang, 2011)Q} A o}
WAZ RS Rom deti, Auel oA 257 B

kg 29 aE s Hete Aol e A
2 4YET, ABY FRUEE 5 49 499 AR
Sl 3R FS v & UL AAE

=0il 0lxlz gt X|2fE OotHR|

USENEO| REFIE FAo=2 119
(=131, p< .0D)E e °|E1f€ A oA 7E of A
o A FEHER AYES F&otaL, AHeHA 5ot
A HE AHEEZ S5 Y ‘i"}ﬁﬁ}%

& Shim, 2012; Cheon, 2014)9} 72 73Fo|3l o, Kim
(2011)2] Ao 4% of¥ 7k ArhHo] 1 B4 4
Byl $5 f3lo] oty Huwel 2yt

=2
A
HEL AUEE F50 932 v £ UsS

—

O

B AN FLUEY Ar|asie] AntEE FE
o= P gotwy| 8 ArAr S Helg FAW
dor £1 tFIARME *—M?& A= <Table 5>¢}
ot A71as4Y shlael F AA(B=-313, p< .001)
I 37128 E57HB=-120, p< 01)0] ATEEZ ZEo]| &
ogt B2 AL A Ao Yeton, ofd tig A
HE2 22.0%%Ack ol Ao B Ay AL 24T
e 0l BEESE AUEE F5 Y] Ropdn
€ AL guste AoR AVAsH] REFE S

A At Ayl EYstA "ot

Ryu, 2014).
EAYAAG O] (2B obi o] GFgE st AnteE
F o] uA = 2 A(Table 6), o} 3-Fe A
4e, WAL, Y71, AEY F8HE

SR}

[e)
3%E Yot

_l

Table 5. Effects of self—efficacy on smart—phone addiction

Variables B SE B t
Self-confidence -2.405 338 -313 7113
Self-regulatory efficacy -1.106 404 -120 27377
Task-difficulty preference - 318 406 -.036 - 784
R’ 230
Adjusted R? 220
F 22,970

#Hp<01, *¥¥p<.001
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Table 6. Effects of perceived father’s rearing attitude on smart—phone addiction

Variables B SE B t
Affection-rational explanation -1.748 192 - 156 35527
Inconsistence-intrusiveness 1.632 .539 .144 3.029"
Over-expectation 488 465 .049 1.049
Supervision - .398 S14 -034 - 774
R’ 172
Adjusted R 161
F 14.503"
<01 F**p<.001
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Table 7. Moderating effects of perceived father’s rearing attitude on the relationship between self—confidence

and smart—phone addiction,

Variables L step 2 step

B g t-value B g t-value
Self-confidence(A) 2.135 -282 -6.580"" 2.121 2280 64787
Affection-rational explanation(B) -1.482 -132 -3.204" -1.440 -128  -3.0997
Inconsistency & intrusiveness(C) 1.263 -110 2.642" 1311 115 2.706"
A*B -221 -021 -494
A*C -216 -022 -524
F 25554 19.156""
Adjust R*(ARY) 234 232(.001)

*p<.05, **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 8. Moderating effects of perceived father’s rearing attitude on the relationship between self-regulatory

efficacy and smart—phone addiction.

S 1 step 2 step
B g t-value B B t-value
Self-regulatory efficacy(A) -.903 101 2329 -821 090 -2.043"
Affection-rational explanation(B) -1.565 -138 3175 -1.565 138 -3.106"
Inconsistency & intrusiveness(C) 1.726 151 3.482" 1.379 121 2718”
A*B -1.451 125 -2.807"
A*C 542 049 1114
F 16.059™" 13223
Adjust R¥(AR?) 160 170(.0149
#p<.05, **p<.01 ***p<.001
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