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Subjective Socioeconomic Status, Academic Factors and Smartphone Addiction
Among Adolescents in G City at Gyeonggi-do
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Objectives: To investigate dual mediating effects of academic performance and academic stress on the relationship between subjective
socioeconomic status and smartphone addiction among Korean adolescents.

Methods: This study used data from a cross-sectional survey conducted in G City, Korea. The sample included 1593 adolescents aged
between 12 and 17 years. To examine mediating effects of academic performance and academic stress on the relationship between
subjective socioeconomic status and smartphone addiction, a serial-multiple mediation model (model 6) was conducted using PRO-

CESS macro in SPSS 26.0.

Results: There were significant correlations between main variables. Subjective socioeconomic status was negatively correlated with
smartphone addiction and academic stress. Direct effect of adolescents’ subjective socioeconomic status on smartphone addiction was
statistically significant. Both academic performance and academic stress had dual mediating effects on the relationship between sub-

jective socioeconomic status and smartphone addiction.

Conclusion: This study showed that subjective socioeconomic status and academic factors could significantly affect smartphone ad-
diction among adolescents. Implications of this study include the need for intervention strategies that focus on socioeconomic gap
and academic environment to reduce smartphone addiction among youths.
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Table 1. General characteristics of survey subjects (n=1593)

Value

Sex

Male 664 (41.7)

Female 929 (58.3)
Grade

1st year (middle) 431 (27.1)

2nd year (middle) 595 (37.4)

3rd year (middle) 210 (13.2)

1st year (high) 222 (13. 9)

2nd year (high) 135 (8.5
Received addiction prevention education

No 299 (18.8)

Yes 1294 (81.2)

Min Max Mean  SD

Subjective socioeconomic status  1.00  6.00  3.63 0.984
Academic performance 1.00 500 3.19 0.91¢6
Academic stress 400 20.00 9.38 4.840
Smartphone addiction 10.00 40.00 15.70 6.150

Data are presented as n (%)



Table 2. Correlation among variables

YAEO| M AL BXA X2t ADIEE 0fO|Z= | K Park, et al.

1. Subjective socioeconomic status 1

2. Academic performance 0.357%**
3. Academic sfress -0.122%**
4. Smartphone addiction -0. 1447

1
-0.103*** 1
-0.097*** 0.417%** 1

0 <0.001

Table 3. Dual mediating effect of academic performance and academic stress on SSS and smartphone addiction among adolescents

Model 1
(SSS — academic

Model 3

Model 2 .
(SSS, academic performance,

(SSS, academic performance .
academic stress

performance) — academic stress) o
— smartphone addiction)

B SE B B SE B B SE B
(constant) 2.329 0.101 - 8.516 0.627 - 12.319 0.808 -
SSS 0.316***  0.022 0.340 -0.314* 0.124 -0.064  -0.498** 0.152 -0.080
Academic performance - - - -0.280* 0.135 -0.053  -0.138 0.165 -0.021
Academic stress - - - - - - 0.471**  0.031 0.370
Sex -0.036 0.043 -0.019  2.327***  0.232 0.237 1.538***  0.292 0.123
Grade -0.091**  0.017 -0.124  0.746***  0.092 0.193 0.114 0.115 0.023
Addiction prevention education -0.272%*  0.054 -0.116  -1.318***  0.295 -0.106 0.250 0.362 0.016
R? 0.155 0.131 0.198
F 73.085*** 47.670%** 65.189***
N 1593

Sex: Male (0), Female (1); Addiction Prevention Education: No (0), Yes (1).

*p<0.05; *p<0.01; **p<0.001. SSS, subjective socio-

economic status; B, unstandardized regression coefficient; SE, standard error; B, standardized regression coefficient
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Table 4. Direct and Indirect effects of the mediation model

Path Effect SE t P
Total effect Direct effect + Indirect effect -0.731 0.152  -4.804 0.000
Direct effect  SSS — smartphone addiction -0.498 0.152  -3.288 0.001
Effect BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI
Indirect effect SSS — academic performance — smartphone addiction -0.044 0.057 -0.156 0.064
SSS — academic stress — smartphone addiction -0.148  0.060 -0.266 -0.033
SSS — academic performance — academic stress — smartphone addiction -0.042  0.022 -0.085 -0.001
Total indirect effect -0.233 0.082 -0.396 -0.078

SSS, subjective socioeconomic status; SE, standard error; BootSE, bootstrap standard error; LLCI, lower limit confidence interval;

ULCI, upper limit confidence interval
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Fig. 1. Standardization coefficients of the dual mediation model.
*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001. SSS, subjective socioeconomic
status.
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