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Abstract This study aimed to determine factors affecting attitudes and digital literacy toward online
learning of nurses. A cross-sectional study was conducted from 190 nurses working in hospitals. The
factors influencing the online learning attitude were gender, working hospital size, and perceptions of
internet usefulness and importance, and the factors influencing digital literacy were age, working
position, perceptions of internet usefulness and importance, and attitudes toward online learning.
Online learning and educational development of nursing could be explained in the context of rapidly
evolving information and communication technologies, and it is necessary to consider learner factors

such as attitudes and digital literacy toward online learning.
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Table 1. Differences in attitudes and digital literacy toward online learning according to general characteristics and
digital devices (N=190)
o . Attitudes Digital Literacy
Characteristics Categories n (%)
Mean+SD t or F(o) Mean+SD t or F(o)
Gender Female T64(36.3) 370:058  -1.93(.054)T 363t051  -0.99(326)T
Male 26(13.7) 3.4740.68 3.47+0.68
Age (year) (Mean+SD) 32.2:5.6
20~29 50(26.3) 3.700.56 0.33(.717) 3.70£0.56 2.77(.065)
3039 107(56.3) 3.640.60 3.62+0.51
<40 33(17.4) 3.71:0.55 3.4240.56
Marital Status Married 96(50.0) 3662054  ~0.05(.985) 368:051  1.74(083)
Unmarried 95(50.0) 3.67:0.61 3.54+0.56
Education Level College 44(23.2) 365:059  0.30(.985)F 3.6140.43 1.46(482)F
University 127(66.8) 3.69£0.55 3.64£0.53
over Master 19(10.0) 3.560.71 3.40+0.74
Work Position Staff Nurse 163(85.8) 360:058  141(495)F 362:055  1.04(599)t
Nurse Manager 15(7.9) 3.50£0.60 3.5040.41
Administrative Nurse 12(6.3) 3.61£0.51 3.50+0.43
Working Place Hospital 72(37.9) 3.75+0.55 1.75(.178) 3.68+0.51 1.13(.325)
General Hospital 61(32.1) 3.66£0.56 3.60£0.46
Superior General Hospital 57(30.0) 3.6610.62 3.6410.63
Preferred device for  Desktop computer 33(17.4) 378:058  1.55(203) 3741056 1.25(292)
online learning Notebook computer 57(30.0) 3.6540.60 3.56+0.57
Smartphone 72(37.9) 3.58£0.56 3.56£0.43
Tablet PC 28(14.7) 3.80£0.57 3.67:0.67

T Mann-Whitney test, ¥ Kruskal-Wallis test

Table 2. Correlation between internet use characteristics, attitudes and digital literacy towards online learning

Variables Internet Online learning
Period Time to use Accessibility Usefulness Importance Attitudes Digital literacy
Internet
Period 1
Time to use -03 1
Accessibility 32" .06 1
Usefulness 20" 01 .21 1
Importance 38" -.05 .35 59" 1
Online learning
Attitudes 08 -07 a4 33" 37" 1
Digital literacy 01 27 13 33" 25" 53" 1
" X058, " .01

SAgiet. Lekel o Bk

QY ALE 914 F H2A

(r=.14, p<05), F84(=33, p<01), T84(r=37,

oD ARTA 7L
(r=33, p<.01), 284(r=.25, p<.01)T}
t}. (Table 2 &%)
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(8=-0.20, p=.003), YHHESAL 219](8=0.14, p=.025),
AEY AR Q1A F -84 (8=0.20, p=.004), 5874
(8=0.15, p=.033), 281 23 k& HZ=(B =0.42,
p<001)7F ALt (Table 4 &%)

Table 3. Factors affecting Attitudes toward Online

Learning
Variable B SE g t p
Constant 223 039 569 (001
General Characteristics
Gender(female) -0.27 012 -0.16 -221 028
Working Place -020 010 -0.16 -2.01 .045
(General Hospital)
Internet Characteristics
Usefulness 018 0.06 021 277 .006
Importance 020 060 025 325 <.001

Adjusted R? =149, Fp)=3.55(C.00T)

Table 4. Factors affecting Digital Literacy toward Online

Learning
Variable B S.E B t p
Constant 185 0.35 535 <.001
General Characteristics
Age -0.18 0.06 -0z0 -3.00 .003
Work Position 0.13 225 025
(Staff Nurse) 0.29 0.14
Internet Characteristics
Usefulness 018 005 020 293 .004
Importance 011 005 015 215 .033

Attitudes toward Online Learning 039 006 042 636 <001
Adjusted R? =342, F()=8.03({.001)
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