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Abstract. Cyberloafing considered as non-work-related excessive Internet use at 

work is embedded in everyday's work across organizations. Despite growing 

concerns about the waste of energy, time, money, and corporate data security 

caused by cyberloafing, there is still debate about the impact of cyberloafing on 

key work-related factors of job demands, work performance, satisfaction, and 

stress. The existing measures of cyberloafing in organizations seem obsolete, so 

the need to create a tool tailored to changing repertoire of cyberactivities has 

become warranted. Therefore, we developed and empirically verified a new 

Cyberloafing Scale, the CBLS-15, to measure four dimensions and a total score 

of this phenomenon. The CBLS-15 scale includes 15 items grouped into four 

dimensions 1) Information browsing (IB), 2) Social networking (SN), 3) 

Personal matters (PM), and 4) Gambling/Adult content (GA). In support of the 

external validity of the CBS-15, we found positive associations of cyberloafing 

with workload, cognitive demands, role conflict, and stress, and negative 

relationship with work satisfaction and work performance. The CBLS-15 can be 

useful for researchers and practitioners as a diagnostic tool. Our results are a 

valuable contribution to the literature on cyberloafing in modern organizations, 

providing important insights into how work-related factors may influence non-

work Internet use at work. 

Keywords: Cyberloafing, Excessive Internet Use, Job Demands, Work 

Performance, Work Satisfaction, Stress 

1 Introduction 

The use of Information and Technology (ICT) for processing data and 

communicating is currently widespread among employees of any organization in highly 

digitized workplaces. Computer-human interaction is an everyday experience in most 

personal and social functions. In some cases, cyber-activity or presence in virtual reality 

is necessary due to the type of performed work. While organizations have a general 

expectation that their employees are proficient in the use of modern technology, 

employees may also be using it for non-work purposes. This behavior, called 

cyberloafing, may be understood as employees' use of ICT technologies, including 

advanced devices (e.g., computers, smartphones, nowadays also smartwatches), and the 
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Internet to access various websites, including social media, during work hours for 

personal or non-work reasons [1, 2]. 

Cyberloafing, interchangeably called cyberslacking is said to have a dual or even 

complex nature [3, 4]. It can contribute to negative effects, such as frequent distractions 

at work [5], poorer performance [6], and time-wasting [7, 8]. However, other evidence 

suggests that cyberloafing, by providing a little breather from everyday work pressure, 

has a positive impact on employee well-being in terms of relief from work stress [9]. 

Differences in research findings may stem from various sources that influence 

employees’ coping behavior, which nowadays often has a form of cyberloafing [10]. 

1.1 Dimensionality of Cyberloafing  

Without deciding on the positive or negative impact of cyberloafing for 

organizations or employees, one of the key issues is the ability to assess cyberloafing 

with an up-to-date tool, adapted to current organizational conditions. There has been a 

considerable scientific effort to develop tools to measure some of the non-work-related 

online activities including the use of e-mail for personal purposes, surfing information 

websites, participating in social media platforms, blogging, watching online videos, 

gambling, and others. These activities were generally reflected in subdimensions of the 

self-reported questionnaires [1, 5, 11–22] (see Table 1). However, there were few, if 

any, replication studies that supported the validity of existing scales, thus rendering 

their current usefulness limited.  

Table 1. Dimensions used in cyberloafing measures. 

Authors Scale dimensions 

Lim [1], Lim, Teo [11] 1) browsing activities; 2) emailing activities  

Mahatanankoon et al. [12] 1) e-commerce; 2) information research; 3) interpersonal communication  

Anandarajan et al. [13] 1) disruptive; 2) recreational; 3) personal learning; 4) ambiguous 

Blau et al. [14] 1) non-work-related e-mail; 2) browsing-related; 3) interactive  

Mastrangelo et al. [5] 1) non-productive; 2) counterproductive  

Blanchard, Henle [15] 1) major activities; 2) minor activities  

Coker [16] 1) workplace Internet leisure 

Anandarajan et al. [17] 1) hedonic; 2) self-development; 3) citizenship; 4) work/family behavior 

Vitak et al. [18] 1) cyberslacking variety; 2) cyberslacking communication frequency  

Aghaz, Sheikh [19] 
1) activities: social, informational, leisure virtual; 2) behaviors: learning, 

recovery, deviant, addiction 

Akbulut et al. [20],  

Koay[21], Şahin [22] 

1) sharing; 2) shopping; 3) real-time updating; 4) accessing online content; 5) gambling  

 

The existing tools have some noticeable limitations. One of the early scales 

developed by Lim [1] measures general Internet browsing and e-mailing but omitted 

other diversified Internet activities. Subsequently developed a 9-item scale by Vitak et 

al. [18] is quite short and does not capture important categories of Internet activities, 

such as online auctions, booking vacations, or visiting adult websites. Similar 

shortcomings apply to a questionnaire developed by Mahatanankoon et al. [12] where 
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recent trends in cyberbehavior, such as social media usage, blogging, etc., were lacking. 

Other questionnaires [12, 15, 16, 19] are relatively long and quite onerous to complete. 

For example, Akbulut et al. [20], Anandarajan et al. [17, 19], and Mastrangelo et al. 

[5], created comprehensive albeit extra-long instruments containing 30 to 41 items. 

Cocker [16] developed a 17-item unidimensional scale, which measures the frequency 

and duration of key areas of cyberloafing. However, this study was conducted in a 

relatively small sample (n=268), in which 74% of the participants were women. A study 

by Blau et al. [14] was also conducted on a rather small sample size and it relied on an 

older Lim’s scale with 6 new items developed by authors. As many scholars noted, 

older cyberloafing scales are obsolete and do not correspond to modern online activities 

and cyberloafing behavior [3, 23]. Thus, it seems justified to construct a new up-to date 

cyberloafing measurement tool, accounting for currently dominating types of online 

activity. Therefore, we proposed a new Cyberloafing Scale-15 (CBLS-15), usefull for 

researchers to measure cyberloafing in different organizational context. 

1.2 Antecedents and Consequences of Cyberloafing  

There is a great deal of research on what motivates employees to engage in 

cyberloafing. Some of the key organizational predictors include employee workload 

[24–26], role conflict, or role ambiguity [24, 26, 27]. According to job demands-

resources theory [28], employee workload (i.e., one’s perceived volume of work), 

cognitive demands (i.e., work difficulty and complexity; intellectual strain), and role 

conflict (incompatibility in terms of responsibility) are considered major organizational 

stressors that can hinder performance. In this context, studies revealed that workload 

and cognitive demands [4] are significant predictors of high levels of stress at work and 

excessive Internet use [26, 29]. On the contrary other findings have shown that high job 

demands can reduce cyberloafing [30] or that low levels of workload encourage 

cyberloafing  [10, 31]. Some researchers suggest that harmful job demands contribute 

to employees’ experience of stress and emotional exhaustion at work and can lead to 

cyberloafing. Employees may choose to cyberloaf as a way to calm down, de-stress, 

recover and replenish personal resources. According to Hobfoll’s Conservation of 

Resources theory [32], when employees cannot cope with demands at work due to 

limited resources, such as energy, concentration, and time, then they experience stress. 

Consequently, they are more likely to engage in cyberloafing to escape the strain, find 

relief and maintain respite and positive affect. In this way, they prevent further loss of 

resources and possibly regain the ones lost [33–35]. So, cyberloafing can be considered 

a stress-reducing mechanism when workload becomes distressing [4]. However, this 

strategy may prove to be short-lived [36]. Cyberloafing itself can become a source of 

stress and frustration due to work distraction, loss of attentional resources, and untimely 

completion of tasks [7, 36]. This can create a downward spiral of further resource loss. 

It is still not clear if cyberloafing is a resource gain or is it rather a drain of resources. 

Latest reviews of studies showed that among external antecedents of cyberloafing were 
work-related, supervision-related, and organization-related factors [3, 37] (e.g., tenure, 

organizational position, income, leadership, meaningfulness of work, autonomy, 

Internet control policy, organizational norms). 
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It has become clear that cyberloafing is an expensive problem. It can cost 

organizations as much as $85 billion a year [38]. This is most likely due to the disturbed 

use of the company’s resources e.g., time, computers, and smartphones, as well 

individual resources, e.g., focus, concentration, or emotions. There are other negative 

consequences of cyberloafing that organizations already recognized, such as online 

gambling or increasing the risk of disclosing insight data to third parties [4]. 

Cyberloafing thus appears as one of counterproductive work behaviors [1, 2, 11, 20], 

related to withdrawing behaviors [2, 37]. Recent meta-analysis supported positive 

relationship between cyberloafing and counterproductive work behavior [39]. 

Some scholars observed a negative relationship between cyberloafing and work 

performance [30, 40], productivity [41], and effectiveness [12, 42]. Other findings 

however suggest a positive effect of cyberloafing on work performance as well as 

employee creativity, acquisition of new skills, employee interest in work, regain of 

attention span, feeling of enthusiasm and satisfaction, and in consequence higher 

productivity at work [16, 43–45]. Coker [16] found that work productivity is positively 

related to leisure Internet browsing at work when it does not exceed around 12 percent 

of work time. Furthermore, the relationship between cyberloafing and work 

performance can take on an inverted U-shaped relationship [46], especially when 

cyberloafing occurs in less frequent and shorter episodes [16]. As research shows, 

cyberloafing can produce  both detrimental or beneficial outcomes [3, 23]. The 

relationship between cyberloafing and work performance requires further investigation.  

 No less intriguing is the relationship between employee work satisfaction and 

cyberloafing. Satisfied employees are most of the time motivated and their performance 

is high [47]. But when it comes to cyberloafing as a work behavior, the picture is not 

that clear anymore [3, 37]. Cyberloafing can act as a moderator in the relationship 

between physical workplace aggression and satisfaction [9] and serve as a stress coping 

against workplace strain, thereby increasing work satisfaction. Mohammad et al. [43] 

revealed that cyberloafing positively predicts work satisfaction which subsequently 

leads to higher work productivity. Similarly, other authors emphasized a positive 

relationship between cyberloafing and work satisfaction [43, 48–50], or non-significant 

relationships between cyberloafing and work satisfaction [5, 10, 12, 18, 39, 51]. There 

may be many reasons why cyberloafing enhances work satisfaction, but one thing is 

clear; people like to spend time on the Internet while at work. Still fairly few findings 

revealed a negative association between cyberloafing and work satisfaction [52, 53]. 

Presumably, dissatisfied employees use the Internet to distract themselves from 

negative work-related emotions. In this situation, cyberloafing acts as a substitute for 

working, filling up time that should be spent on completing organizational tasks. 

To summarise, there is no consensus among researchers and practitioners about the 

detrimental or beneficial impact that cyberloafing may have on employees' well-being 

and performance at work [54]. It is therefore very important to investigate the 

relationship between cyberloafing and basic work-related factors that may either 

contribute to or result from cyberloafing. In this study, we therefore seek to gain a 

deeper understanding on the dimensionality of cyberloafing and the relationship 

between cyberloafing and work-related characteristics.  
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Based on the evaluation of a wide range of contemporary cyberloafing behaviors in 

the workplace, our main goal was to develop a valid and reliable scale to measure 

cyberloafing (CBLS-15) and investigate its psychometric properties. To test the 

external validity of the CBLS-15, we have also examined the relationship between 

cyberloafing and work-related factors categorized as predictors, such as workload, 

cognitive demands, role conflict, and consequences, such as work satisfaction, stress, 

and work performance. 

2 Method 

2.1 Participants and Procedure 

Data were collected from three independent samples via online survey using the 

snowball procedure. The total sample consisted of 1824 participants from Poland (846 

males), working in various industries and professions, such as salespersons, IT 

professionals, educators, medical staff, lawyers, administrative, service workers, etc.). 

Working with open access to the Internet was an inclusion criterion. Sample 1 consisted 

of 853 participants (385 males), aged from 18 to 79 years (M = 35.0, SD = 11.4). 

Sample 2 comprised 703 employees (334 males), aged between 19 and 77 years (M = 

35.2, SD = 11.3). An average work tenure was 12.3 (SD = 10.0) years in sample 1 and 

12.4 (SD = 9.8) years in sample 2. In sample 3 there took part 268 employees (127 

males), aged from 18 to 74 years (M = 34.0, SD = 12.1), and with average work tenure 

of 12.2 years (SD = 11.5). Participation in the study was anonymous and voluntary. 

Respondents provided informed consent before they completed all self-reported 

measures. All study procedures have been approved by the Ethics Committee of 

Scientific Research at Wrocław University of Science and Technology.  

2.2 Measures 

Cyberloafing. To measure cyberloafing behavior we used Cyberloafing Scale (CBLS-

15), which we developed and empirically verified. The final version of the instrument 

consisted of four dimensions representing various non-work-related online activities, 

in which employees engage at work: (1) Information browsing (IB) reflecting browsing 

content related to information and interests; (2) Social networking (SN) – active 

participation in social media; (3) Personal matters (PM) – handling e-mails and 

personal matters; (4) Gambling/Adult content (GA) – visiting adult or gambling sites. 

The cyberloafing level was also considered as a total score (CBL). All 15 items were 

rated on a 5-point scale (1 – never; 5 – very often). 

Job Demands. We measured three workplace characteristics: (1) workload, (2) 

cognitive demands, and (3) role conflict, using three 4-item subscales (quantitative 

demands, cognitive demands, role conflict) of the Copenhagen Psychosocial 

Questionnaire (COPSOQ II) [55]. Workload (measured by the quantitative demands 

subscale) relates to a high volume of work and demands; cognitive demands relate to 

feeling overwhelmed and cognitively loaded, and role conflict refers to the degree of 
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incompatibility between the requirements and objectives set by management and the 

employee's feeling that certain work activities are performed unnecessarily. Workload 

and cognitive demands were rated on a 5-point scale (1 – never; 5 – always). Role 

conflict was rated on a 5-point scale (1 – to a very small extent; 5 – to a very large 

extent). The reliability of the measures in this study was satisfactory (Cronbach α = .70 

- .81).  

Stress at Work. Stress at work was measured using 4 items of the stress subscale of 

the COPSOQ II [55], rated on the scale (1 – at all to 5 - all the times). Cronbach’s α of 

this measure was at the level of .77. 

Work Performance and Work Satisfaction. We measured work performance and 

work satisfaction, using one item per each variable, i.e. “How satisfied are you with 

your work?”, “How effective are you at your work?”. Participants responded on a 5-

point scale (1 - to a very small extent; 5 - to a very large extent). 

3 Results 

In our study, we verified the factorial validity and reliability of a new CBLS-15 

instrument to measure cyberloafing, individual differences, and relationships of 

cyberloafing dimensions with work-related characteristics. All statistical analyses were 

performed using the IBM SPSS-22 and IBM AMOS-22 software.  

3.1 Factor Structure and Reliability of the CBLS-15 Measure 

First, in sample 1, we performed the exploratory factor analysis on the initial set of 

27 items (see Table 2). Based on the principal component method, Cattell criterion 

extraction, and Promax rotation, a 4-factor solution was obtained, which explained 60% 

of the variance. All factor loadings ranged between .41 and .87. However, for the sake 

of parsimony, we included 4 items with the highest loadings in each factor for further 

analysis (above .50) (see Table 2).  

The first factor explained a relatively high level of variance (39%), indicating the 

potential unidimensionality of the cyberloafing. We thus decided to test the 1-factor 

model. Therefore, in the confirmatory factor analysis (using the AMOS 27.0 software) 

we verified both, 1-factor, and 4-factor models in samples 1 and 2 (Table 3). Following 

Byrne’s recommendations [56], all goodness of fit indices indicated a very good fit of 

the measurement models; χ2/df index was lower than 5, the root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) did not 

exceed .08; the adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), comparative fit index (CFI), and 

Tucker-Lewis fit index (TLI) values were higher than .90.  
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Table 2. Factor loadings of the CBLS-15 items in the four-factor model. 

Item content 
Sample1 N=853 Sample 2 N = 703 

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 

1. I browse pages with offers for purchases, even if I'm 

not looking for anything specific. 
.87    

.63    

7. I search for various sales or deals online. .86    .74    

6. I check the latest news. .79    .55    

13. I browse sites of interest, e.g., health, culinary, travel. .75    .84    

15. I spend time on social media (Facebook, Instagram, 

TikTok, etc.) without specific intent. 
 .82   

 .88   

11. I chat with my family and friends using various chat 

apps (e.g., Messenger, Snapchat, Instagram). 
 .73   

 .64   

2. I respond (e.g., “like”) to posts or tweets, immediately 

after receiving a notification. 
 .70   

 .72   

3. I listen to music/podcasts/streams/lives on the Internet.  .50    .56   

4. I shop online.   .87    .62  

12. I handle various matters via the Internet (e.g., online 

banking, medical appointments, making reservations, 

etc.). 

  .74  

  .73  

10. I send and receive personal e-mails.   .68    .56  

14. I download programs and apps for my use.   .55    .67  

9. I visit betting sites (e.g., sports, lotteries, casinos).    .77    .53 

5. I play games online.    .63    .63 

8. I view adult content online.    .62    .52 

 

Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis of the CBLS-15 measurement models.  

Model  χ2/df RMSEA SRMR AGFI TLI CFI ΔCFI ΔRMSEA 

Sample 1 (N = 853)         

1-factor model 4.00 .059 .036 .92 .96 .97   

4-factor model 3.02 .049 .037 .95 .96 .98 .013 .010 

Sample 2 (N = 703)         

1-factor model 3.23 .056 .036 .93 .96 .97   

4-factor model 2.34 .044 .028 .95 .97 .98 .010 .013 

 

The results of these analyses showed that 4-factor, as well as 1-factor solutions, were 

well fitted to the data (Table 3). There were no substantive changes in the model's 

goodness of fit indices between samples 1 and 2 (∆CFI < 0.010 and ∆RMSEA < 0.015), 

indicating the invariance of the tested factor solutions. This may suggest that the same 

factor model could be applied across groups, and that the same item parameters (i.e., 

factor loadings and intercepts) could be constrained to the same value between samples 

(Table 3). However, because both, 1- and 4-factor models had an acceptable fit [56], 

we included the four subscales of the CBLS-15 and a total score in further analyses. 

Next, we calculated the reliability indicators for the CBLS-15 in terms of internal 

consistency, discriminatory power, and temporal stability (Table 4). In samples 1 and 

2, the internal consistency (Cronbach’s α) was at an excellent or high level, except for 

the GA subscale (a moderate level). The discriminatory power was represented by three 

coefficients (mean inter-item correlation, item-total correlation, and intra-class 
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correlation) and achieved also satisfactory level. The mean inter-item correlations 

ranged from .35 to .60, the intra-class correlation (ICC) values ranged from .84 to .93, 

whereas the item-total correlations were between .30 and .74.  

Table 4. Reliability parameters of the CBLS-15 dimensions. 

Cyberloafing dimension 
 Sample 1a  Sample 2b Sample 3c 

 
α Mean IIC ICC 

Item- 
total 

α Mean IIC ICC 
Item-
total 

rtt 

1. Information browsing IB .86 .60 .86 .61-.74 .82 .52 .82 .56-.72 .63** 

2. Social networking SN .73 .42 .73 .33-.63 .75 .44 .74 .37-.69 .67** 

3. Personal matters PM .81 .51 .81 .50-.72 .79 .47 .81 .51-.63 .66** 

4. Gambling/Adult content GA .68 .44 .65 .46-.58 .64 .40 .64 41-.50 .69** 
5. Cyberloafing total CBL .90 .36 .90 .30-.72 .89 .35 .89 .32-.72 .66** 

Note. a N = 853, b N = 703, c N = 268. α – Cronbach’s reliability coefficient, mean IIC – mean inter-item 
correlations; ICC – intra-class correlation, ITC – item-total correlation, rtt - test-retest correlation. 

 

To verify the temporal stability of the CBLS-15 measure, the test-retest procedure 

was performed. In sample 3 (n = 268), a double-measures of cyberloafing were 

administered at a 4-week interval. The correlations between the first and second 

measure of cyberloafing subscales and total scores were significant and high (see Table 

4), indicating a satisfactory level of stability of the cyberloafing measure over time. As 

depicted in Table 5, moderate to high correlations of the four CBLS-15 factors with 

cyberloafing total score were revealed in samples 1 and 2. The intercorrelations among 

CBLS-15 subscales were small to moderate in samples 1 and 2.  

Table 5. Means, standard deviations, and correlations between CBLS-15 subscales. 

Cyberloafing dimension 
 Sample 1a  Sample 2b      

M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Information browsing IB 2.59 1.20 2.42 .97 1 .59** .74** .39** .88** 

2. Social networking SN 2.94 1.21 2.74 .13 .60** 1 .61** .31** .84** 

3. Personal matters PM 2.36 1.07 2.38 .91 .70** .63** 1 .36** .87** 

4. Gambling/Adult content GA 1.25 .60 1.36 .64 .38** .34** .37** 1 .54** 

5. Cyberloafing total CBL 2.35 .86 2.28 .76 .88** .85** .87** .52** 1 

* p < .05, ** p < .01. Correlations below the diagonal refer to sample 1 and above the diagonal to sample 2 

3.2 Cyberloafing and Work-Related Characteristics  

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed no significant differences 

between women and men (Table 6) on the IB, SN, and PM dimensions, but significant 

on the GA subscale and for the CBLS total score. This means that men displayed higher 

level of general cyberloafing and gambling than women did.  

Additionally, there were significant differences between cyberloafing dimensions 

and the total score in dependence on Internet access restrictions (Table 6). Employees 

with low restrictions on accessing the Internet were more likely to cyberloaf 

(specifically, concerning the activities of: IB, SN, PM, and CBL total score) than 

employees with high restrictions on accessing the Internet. Only the GA subscale was 

independent of restricted Internet access in the organization.  
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Table 6. Anova results for CBLS-15 dimensions according to gender and restricted Internet access. 

Cyberloafing dimension 
Women Men 

F 
Partial 

η2 

Internet not  

restricted 

Internet  

restricted F 
Partial  

η2 
M SD M SD M SD M SD 

1. Information browsing 2.39 1.02 2.46 .92 .80 .001 2.43 .88 2.25 .91 5.47* .008 

2. Social networking 2.70 1.17 2.78 1.09 .84 .001 2.73 .95 2.39 .99 17.46*** .024 

3. Personal matters 2.33 .93 2.44 .88 2.81 .004 2.39 .82 2.21 .82 6.27* .009 

4. Gambling/Adult content 1.22 .52 1.51 .71 40.52*** .055 1.33 .56 1.37 .67 .49* .001 

5. Cyberloafing total 2.22 .79 2.35 .73 5.01* .007 2.28 .66 2.10 .73 9.36** .013 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, * p < .05, *** p < .001 

Table 7. Means, standard deviations, intercorrelations between study variables. 

Cyberloafing dimension Age 
Work 

tenure 

Work 

load 

Cognitive 

demands 

Role  

conflict 
Stress 

Work  

satisfaction 

Work 

performance 

1. Information browsing (IB) -.20** -.14** .16** .14** .15** .14** -.18** -.10** 

2. Social networking (SN) -.44** -.40** .17** .09** .16** .11* -.17** -.10** 

3. Personal matters (PM) -.19** -.14** .19** .07* .12** .12** -.15** -.03 

4. Gambling/Adult content (GA) -.18** -.19** .09** .12** .15** .09** -.13** -.14** 

5. Cyberloafing total (CBL) -.32** -.32** .17** .13** .17** .14** -.20** -.11** 

 N = 703. * p < .05, ** p < .01. IB - Information searching and browsing, SN - Social Networking Site, 

PM - Personal matters, GA - Gambling/Adult content, CBL - Cyberloafing total. 

 

Having inspected the intercorrelation matrix among cyberloafing we noticed that 

except for the PM dimension, all other dimensions of cyberloafing (as a total score and 

the four factors) correlated significantly with sociodemographic factors. As presented 

in Table 7, the level of correlations ranges from low to moderate. Three cyberloafing 

dimensions (IB, PM, GA) correlated significantly but weakly with age and job tenure 

but SN dimension and total score correlated negatively and moderately, highlighting 

that younger employees and employees with less work experience use the Internet 

extensively (especially in terms of SN). All dimensions and the total score of 

cyberloafing correlated significantly and weakly with high workload, high cognitive 

demands, and high role conflict. Cyberloafing as a total score was significantly 

negatively related to work-related outcomes i.e., work satisfaction, stress, and slightly 

to work performance. All CBLS-15 dimensions and the total score were weakly 

negatively correlated with work performance, except for PM dimension. Slightly higher 

correlation values were between cyberloafing dimensions and the total score and work 

satisfaction.  

4 Discussion 

In this paper we developed a new Cyberloafing Scale (CBLS-15) that complements 

previous questionnaires [1, 12–18, 20]. We have identified and validated a one-factor 

and a four-factor structure of the CBLS-15. The four factors reflect multidimensional 

nature of cyberloafing and represent specific online activity, such as information 

browsing, social networking, personal matters, and gambling/adult content. The one-
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factor model denotes a general cyberloafing measure as an aggregate score. Our 

findings also revealed significant positive relationships between cyberloafing (i.e., total 

score and the four dimensions) and workload, cognitive demands at work, role conflict, 

as well as stress, supporting the external validity of the CBLS-15 measure. These results 

are consistent with previous studies showing that excessive workload [24–26], 

cognitive difficulty at work [26, 29], and experiencing role conflict [24, 26, 27] can 

predict cyberloafing. Work demands can be stressful and can lead to behaviors 

associated with withdrawal or escape from work threats and engaging in more pleasant 

activities, such as cyberloafing. Similarly to previous studies [24, 26, 29], we have 

found that cyberloafing was related to high work stress. Probably, employees who 

experience stress at work may intensively engage in non-work Internet use to avoid or 

reduce negative emotions and facilitate mental recovery in the workplace [9, 19, 24, 

26, 36]. 

Our findings indicated that all dimensions and a total score of CBLS-15 were 

negatively related to work outcomes such as work satisfaction and performance. This 

is consistent with previous studies on the link between low satisfaction and non-work 

use of the Internet [52, 53]. However, it does not correspond with other findings that 

showed positive associations between these variables [43, 48–50], or non-significant 

relationships between cyberloafing and work satisfaction [5, 10, 12, 18, 39, 51]. Still, 

our results suggest that employees are more likely to use the Internet for various 

purposes such as mindless browsing, online shopping, engaging in communication on 

social media, or even gambling, when work satisfaction is low. 

Employees’ work performance, an important work outcome, was negatively related 

to cyberloafing total score and IB, SN, and GA dimensions. This effect corroborates 

other results showing that cyberloafing negatively relates to work performance [6, 12, 

40–42]. So, cyberloafing appears to be a modern manifestation of counterproductive 

withdrawal behavior at work [1, 2, 11, 20]. This can be a potentially worrying issue, as 

the availability of Internet access is virtually unlimited if employees are not supervised 

or if they do not adhere to social norms of civic behavior at work. However, the 

relationship between cyberloafing and work performance is not fully understood as yet 

[3, 23, 46, 57]; it is probably moderated by different conditions such as cognitive load, 

level of arousal, timing, and frequency of cyberloafing [57]. Although some scientific 

work has emphasized the benefits of cyberloafing for the well-being of employees, such 

as relaxation, a pleasant break, and a stress-reducing technique [9, 24, 35] it can still 

drain personal resources and reduce task performance [23, 34, 36].  

Our results also showed that in the absence of restrictions on the Internet use, 

cyberloafing behavior is significantly higher than when restrictions are imposed. The 

greatest difference related to the use of social media. This is a sign of the times, as 

social networking can be considered one of the most favorite activity for 95.2% of 

Internet users [58]. Finally, similar to previous studies [3, 37], both age and job tenure 

positively related to cyberloafing. This result indicated that the younger generation of 

employees is accustomed to using technology much more often than older people and 

they are highly computer-savvy. This is a great human potential that should be managed 

with equal skill.  
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4.1 Practical Implications 

 The following practical implications refer to work-related factors that have been 

found significantly related to cyberloafing in this study. This research provides useful 

insights for managers to better understand cyberloafing and its relationship with some 

performance criteria. When confronted with excessive work demands employees may 

become distressed and resort to cyberloafing as a coping mechanism. Conversely, when 

their job demands are balanced, they tend to feel more satisfied and calmer. Therefore, 

it is essential that managers recognize their employees' abilities, assign tasks 

appropriately, and monitor their progress regularly. Sometimes employees’ cyberloaf 

because of their habit of regularly checking the Internet for various purposes. At the 

same time, they may be unaware that such uncontrolled distractions extend time to 

complete tasks, which potentially produces frustration [34]. Providing specific training 

to help employees understand that cyberloafing can have detrimental effect on their 

level of effectiveness and productivity could prove to be resourceful. A major cause of 

stress and frustration, often unrecognized by management, is role conflict, or a situation 

where an employee cannot figure out what is expected of them. Managers shall ensure 

that tasks are clearly communicated, do not overlap, and that employees understand 

their responsibilities [3]. After all, work performance is a function of well-designed, 

appropriately delegated, and well-understood tasks, all of which impact work 

satisfaction. Additionally, managers shall demonstrate responsible Internet use 

themselves and set the standard for fairness and appropriate workplace conduct. 

Internet use cannot be avoided or fully prohibited, but company policy shall make it 

explicit to what extent Internet use is or is not acceptable. Communicating expectations 

in this regard will help employees follow company regulations. Lastly, implementing 

and using monitoring tools (e.g., dedicated software that tracks Internet usage and 

marks inappropriate activities) may be needed. This could enable management to 

identify problem areas that shall be addressed. 

4.2 Limitations and Future Directions 

Our study has some limitations that can be resolved in future work. First, this study is 

cross-sectional and all data were self-reported. Thus, we cannot draw any conclusions 

on a causative effect between variables. To reduce the bias of false responses and social 

desirability or memory recall issues, future research on the CBLS-15 validity shall 

include objective measures, like computer usage logs or supervisor evaluations. 

Second, this study was conducted in Poland, thus the CBLS-15 shall be tested in other 

countries to increase the generalizability of the findings or to identify specific 

cyberloafing behaviors in other cultural contexts. Finally, future studies can extend our 

findings by verifying the validity of the CBLS-15 and using other individual predictors 

of cyberloafing, such as temperament, personality, personal values, ethics, 

psychological detachment, the need for recovery, and trust in management. In addition, 

a longitudinal design and a more advanced analytical approach could establish more 

complex or causal relationships between variables. 
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5 Conclusions  

To conclude, in this study we proposed a new Cyberloafing Scale-15 (CBLS-15) to 

measure currently prevailing aspects of cyberloafing in the organizational context. The 

CBLS-15 can be useful for researchers and for practitioners as a diagnostic tool. Our 

findings provide important insights into how work-related factors can affect non-work-

related Internet use in the workplace, making valuable contribution to the literature on 

cyberloafing in modern organizations. The strength of our study also lies in its diverse 

participant pool and gender balance, increasing the external validity of the findings. 

The study highlights the importance of assessing and monitoring various cyberloafing 

behaviors in the organization to better cope and prevent problematic cyberbehaviors at 

work. Our study is an initial step in the empirical verification of a new measure CBCS-

15, which will be continued in the further studies. 

References 

1. Lim, V.K.G.: The IT way of loafing on the job: Cyberloafing, neutralizing and 

organizational justice. Journal of Organizational Behavior 23(5), 675–694 (2002).  

2. Askew, K., Buckner, J.E., Taing, M.U., Ilie, A., Bauer, J.A., Coovert, M.D.: 

Explaining cyberloafing: The role of the theory of planned behavior. Computers in 

Human Behavior 36, 510–519 (2014).  

3. Tandon, A., Kaur, P., Ruparel, N., Islam, J.U., Dhir, A.: Cyberloafing and 

cyberslacking in the workplace: Systematic literature review of past achievements 

and future promises. Internet Research 32(1), 55–89 (2022).  

4. Lim, V.K.G., Teo, T.S.H.: Cyberloafing: A review and research agenda. Applied 

Psychology (2022).  

5. Mastrangelo, P.M., Everton, W., Jolton, J.A.: Personal use of work computers: 

Distraction versus destruction. CyberPsychology & Behavior 9(6), 730–741 

(2006).  

6. Andreassen, C.S., Torsheim, T., Pallesen, S.: Use of online social network sites 

for personal purposes at work: does it impair self-reported performance? 1. 

Comprehensive Psychology 3(1), Article 18 (2014). doi: 10.2466/01.21.CP.3.18 

7. Kim, S., Christensen, A.L.: The dark and bright sides of personal use of 

technology at work: A job demands–resources model. Human Resource 

Development Review 16(4), 425–447 (2017).  

8. Conner, C.: Wasting time at work: The epidemic continues. Forbes, 31 July 2015. 

https://www.forbes.com 

9. Andel, S.A., Kessler, S.R., Pindek, S., Kleinman, G., Spector, P.E.: Is 

cyberloafing more complex than we originally thought? Cyberloafing as a coping 

response to workplace aggression exposure. Computers in Human Behavior 101, 

124–130 (2019).  

10. Giordano, C., Mercado, B.K.: Cyberloafing: Investigating the importance and 

implications of new and known predictors. Collabra: Psychology 9(1), 1–18 

(2023).  

ICCS Camera Ready Version 2023
To cite this paper please use the final published version:

DOI: 10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36

https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36


13 

11. Lim, V.K., Teo, T.S.: Prevalence, perceived seriousness, justification and 

regulation of cyberloafing in Singapore. Information & Management 42(8), 1081–

1093 (2005).  

12. Mahatanankoon, P., Anandarajan, M., Igbaria, M.: Development of a measure of 

personal web usage in the workplace. CyberPsychology & Behavior 7(1), 93–104 

(2004).  

13. Anandarajan, M., Devine, P., Simmers, C.A.: A multidimensional sealing 

approach to personal web usage in the workplace. In: Anandarajan, M., Simmers, 

C.A. (eds.) Personal web usage in the workplace: A guide to effective human 

resources management, pp. 61–79. Information Science Publishing, Hershey, PA 

(2004). 

14. Blau, G., Yang, Y., Ward-Cook, K.: Testing a measure of cyberloafing. Journal of 

allied health 35(1), 9–17 (2006). 

15. Blanchard, A.L., Henle, C.A.: Correlates of different forms of cyberloafing: The 

role of norms and external locus of control. Computers in Human Behavior 24(3), 

1067–1084 (2008).  

16. Coker, B.L.: Freedom to surf: the positive effects of workplace Internet leisure 

browsing. New Technology, Work and Employment 26(3), 238–247 (2011).  

17. Anandarajan, M., Simmers, C.A., D'Ovidio, R.: Exploring the underlying structure 

of personal Web usage in the workplace. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social 

Networking 14(10), 577–583 (2011).  

18. Vitak, J., Crouse, J., LaRose, R.: Personal Internet use at work: Understanding 

cyberslacking. Computers in Human Behavior 27(5), 1751–1759 (2011).  

19. Aghaz, A., Sheikh, A.: Cyberloafing and job burnout: An investigation in the 

knowledge-intensive sector. Computers in Human Behavior 62, 51–60 (2016).  

20. Akbulut, Y., Dursun, Ö.Ö., Dönmez, O., Şahin, Y.L.: In search of a measure to 

investigate cyberloafing in educational settings. Computers in Human Behavior 

55, 616–625 (2016).  

21. Koay, K.Y.: Assessing cyberloafing behaviour among university students: A 

validation of the cyberloafing scale. Pertanika Journal of Social Sciences & 

Humanities 26(1), 409–424 (2018). 

22. Şahin, M.D.: Effect of item order on certain psychometric properties: A 

demonstration on a cyberloafing scale. Frontiers in psychology 12, 590545 (2021).  

23. Koay, K.-Y., Soh, P.C.-H.: Does cyberloafing really harm employees’ work 

performance?: An overview. In: Xu, J., Cooke, F.L., Gen, M., Ahmed, S.E. (eds.) 

Proceedings of the Twelfth International Conference on Management Science and 

Engineering Management. Lecture Notes on Multidisciplinary Industrial 

Engineering, pp. 901–912. Springer International Publishing, Cham (2018). 

24. Henle, C.A., Blanchard, A.L.: The interaction of work stressors and organizational 

sanctions on cyberloafing. Journal of Managerial Issues 20(3), 383–400 (2008) 

25. Hensel, P.G., Kacprzak, A.: Job overload, organizational commitment, and 

motivation as antecedents of cyberloafing: Evidence from employee monitoring 

software. European Management Review 17(4), 931–942 (2020).  

ICCS Camera Ready Version 2023
To cite this paper please use the final published version:

DOI: 10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36

https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36


14 

26. Elrehail, H., Rehman, S.U., Chaudhry, N.I., Alzghoul, A.: Nexus among 

cyberloafing behavior, job demands and job resources: A mediated-moderated 

model. Education and Information Technologies 26(4), 4731–4749 (2021).  

27. Varghese, L., Barber, L.K.: A preliminary study exploring moderating effects of 

role stressors on the relationship between Big Five personality traits and 

workplace cyberloafing. Cyberpsychology 11(4) (2017). 

28. Bakker, A.B., Demerouti, E.: The Job Demands‐Resources model: State of the art. 

Journal of Managerial Psychology 22(3), 309–328 (2007).  

29. Bajcar, B., Babiak, J.: Job characteristics and cyberloafing among Polish IT 

professionals: Mediating role of work stress. In: Soliman, K.S. (ed.) Proceedings 

of the 36th International Business Information Management Association 

Conference, pp. 6565–6578. (IBIMA), King of Prussia, PA (2020). 

30. Andreassen, C.S., Torsheim, T., Pallesen, S.: Predictors of use of social network 

sites at work - A specific type of cyberloafing. Journal of Computer-Mediated 

Communication 19(4), 906–921 (2014).  

31. Pindek, S., Krajcevska, A., Spector, P.E.: Cyberloafing as a coping mechanism: 

Dealing with workplace boredom. Computers in Human Behavior 86, 147–152 

(2018).  

32. Hobfoll, S.E.: Conservation of resources. A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. 

American Psychologist 44(3), 513–524 (1989 

33. Lim, P.K., Koay, K.Y., Chong, W.Y.: The effects of abusive supervision, 

emotional exhaustion and organizational commitment on cyberloafing: A 

moderated-mediation examination. Internet Research 31(2), 497–518 (2021).  

34. Lim, V.K., Chen, D.J.: Cyberloafing at the workplace: Gain or drain on work? 

Behaviour & Information Technology 31(4), 343–353 (2012).  

35. Zhu, J., Wei, H., Li, H., Osburn, H.: The paradoxical effect of responsible 

leadership on employee cyberloafing: A moderated mediation model. Human 

Resource Development Quarterly 32(4), 597–624 (2021).  

36. Koay, K.Y., Soh, P.C.-H., Chew, K.W.: Antecedents and consequences of 

cyberloafing: Evidence from the Malaysian ICT industry. First Monday 22(3) 

(2017).  

37. Weissenfeld, K., Abramova, O., Krasnova, H. (eds.): Antecedents for cyberloafing 

– A literature review, pp. 1687-1701. 14th International Conference on 

Wirtschaftsinformatik, Siegen (2019). 

38. Zakrzewski, C.: The key to getting workers to stop wasting time online. Wall 

Street Journal, 2016. http://www.wsj.com/articles/the-key-to-getting-workers-to-

stop-wasting-time- online-1457921545 

39. Mercado, B.K., Giordano, C., Dilchert, S.: A meta-analytic investigation of 

cyberloafing. Career Development International 22(5), 546–564 (2017).  

40. Askew, K.: The relationship between cyberloafing and task performance and an 

examination of the theory of planned behavior as a model of cyberloafing. 

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of South Florida, Tampa (2012). 

41. Bock, G.-W., Ho, S.L.: Non-work related computing (NWRC). Communications 

of the ACM 52(4), 124–128 (2009).  

ICCS Camera Ready Version 2023
To cite this paper please use the final published version:

DOI: 10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36

https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36


15 

42. Ramayah, T.: Personal web usage and work inefficiency. Business Strategy Series 

11(5), 295–301 (2010).  

43. Mohammad, J., Quoquab, F., Halimah, S., Thurasamy, R.: Workplace Internet 

leisure and employees’ productivity. Internet Research 29(4), 725–748 (2019).  

44. Coker, B.L.S.: Workplace Internet leisure browsing. Human Performance 26(2), 

114–125 (2013).  

45. Sao, R., Chandak, S., Patel, B., Bhadade, P.: Cyberloafing: Effects on employee 

job performance and behavior. International Journal of Recent Technology and 

Engineering 8(5), 1509–1515 (2020).  

46. She, Z., Li, Q.: When too little or too much hurts: Evidence for a curvilinear 

relationship between cyberloafing and task performance in public organizations. 

Journal of Business Ethics 183(4), 1141–1158 (2023).  

47. Judge, T.A., Thoresen, C.J., Bono, J.E., Patton, G.K.: The job satisfaction-job 

performance relationship: a qualitative and quantitative review. Psychological 

Bulletin 127(3), 376–407 (2001).  

48. Stanton, J.M.: Company profile of the frequent internet user. Communications of 

the ACM 45(1), 55–59 (2002).  

49. Farivar, F., Richardson, J.: Workplace digitalisation and work-nonwork 

satisfaction: The role of spillover social media. Behaviour & Information 

Technology 40(8), 747–758 (2021).  

50. Messarra, L.C., Karkoulian, S., McCarthy, R.: To restrict or not to restrict 

personal internet usage on the job. Education, Business and Society: 

Contemporary Middle Eastern Issues 4(4), 253–266 (2011).  

51. Garrett, R.K., Danziger, J.N.: Disaffection or expected outcomes: Understanding 

personal Internet use during work. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication 

13(4), 937–958 (2008).  

52. O’Neill, T.A., Hambley, L.A., Bercovich, A.: Prediction of cyberslacking when 

employees are working away from the office. Computers in Human Behavior 34, 

291–298 (2014).  

53. Galletta, D., Polak, P.: An empirical investigation of antecedents of Internet abuse 

in the workplace. SIGHCI 2003 Proceedings 14, 47–51 (2003). 

54. Oravec, J.C.: Cyberloafing and constructive recreation. In: Khosrow-Pour, M. 

(ed.) Encyclopedia of Information Science and Technology, pp. 4316–4325. IGI 

Global, Hershey, PA (2018) 

55. Pejtersen, J.H., Kristensen, T.S., Borg, V., Bjorner, J.B.: The second version of the 

Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire. Scandinavian journal of public health 

38(3 Suppl), 8–24 (2010).  

56. Byrne, B.M.: Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, 

applications, and programming. Routledge, New York (2016). 

57. Jiang, H., Siponen, M., Tsohou, A.: Personal use of technology at work: A 

literature review and a theoretical model for understanding how it affects 

employee job performance. European Journal of Information Systems, 1–15 

(2021).  

58. Global internet habits: Phone usage and social media still most popular. Brussels 

Times, 10 September 2022. https://www.brusselstimes.com 

ICCS Camera Ready Version 2023
To cite this paper please use the final published version:

DOI: 10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36

https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-35995-8_36

