. 64 P 2023 4F 12 H,40012)

PIEARENZHERLRZINEREHTEREEE

FEE KA AR E
(R FTEHRF FEFR, &K 210023)

(WE] BM HWRERPHEAR AWML RERI T N R AEHCR. AR R AR 5 B B 2 R 22 i 2
Bt 383 444 H il A B A g B 5T X 4 o SR FH R 2% A I 46 TR BE 100 45 L K 2% A ol tA [ ) 4 | 557 20 4F B ) 4 00 ) 2t 3% R 22 AR G
WO AT 1] ] 45 %o G EAT VR A L IR R R N R P A R SR PR R AR 4% PR TR B AR AL F P A R OKCE Bl A ]
JE R R4 BT i L G T 1) X 5 ) 4% PR AE B S AR G (B P<<0.01), 4544 J7 AR AR Y S 7 IR RF 1] 45 BB ) IR & ol A [ 34 ] 58
A2 A TC WA [ o T DR A0 I 2% PRI AE R A 8538 3P BB g o i B DG ¥ 2% A 19 (0 4% PR R AT Ay o T 3 ot 48 v R Ml A ) Jg R

(¥ 45 L RE 7 o B0 JE TR ) 5 LAl 4 HG TR 26 TR HE 7K F
[REIA] G ERABL AR 5 2% TREE 5 Lol DA [] 5 P 18] A8 JL0GT 1] 5 57 190 40 1

d0i:10.3969/1.issn.2097-1826.2023.12.016
[FESES] R47 [X#FRiRAE] A [XEHS]
Status Quo of Cyberloafing in Nursing Undergraduates and Modeling of Structural Equation on

2097-1826(2023)12-0064-04

Its Influencing Factors
DONG Huize,ZHANG Dong, DU Shizheng (School of Nursing, Nanjing University of Chinese Medicine,
Nanjing 210023, Jiangsu Province, China)

Corresponding author: DU Shizheng, Tel:025-85811651

[ Abstract] Objective
the relationship of the correlates.Methods

To understand the status quo of cyberloafing of nursing undergraduates and explore
Selected by convenience sampling,a total of 383 nursing under-
graduates were investigated with the questionnaire on college students’ cyberloafing, the questionnaire on
their speciality identity, the adolescence time management disposition scale and the boredom proneness
questionnaire on college students. The status quo of cyberloafing of nursing undergraduates was described,

The

cyberloafing score of nursing undergraduates was relatively high.There were statistically significant corre-

and a structural equation model was developed to explore the relationships of its correlates. Results

lations between cyberloafing and speciality identity, time management disposition and boredom proneness
(all P<C0.01).The result of structural equation modeling showed that low speciality identity and low time man-
agement disposition led to students’ cyberloafing by increasing their boredom proneness,which was considered as
the mediating variable.Conclusions Nursing schools should pay close attention to the students’ cyberloafing be-
havior,and reduce it by improving their speciality identity,time management ability,and boredom proneness.

[ Key words] nursing undergraduate;cyberloafing; speciality identity; time management disposition; boredom proneness
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