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Abstract

professional and private lives easier, more efficient and
more enjoyable. However, as soon as the first
computers were introduced to workers in their
professional environment in order to support and
increase their performance, negative aspects obviously
emerged, too. Users showed resistance to new
technologies in terms of unwillingness and inability to
learn to effectively use the supposed supportive
technological resources [15]. Brod [16] was the first
researcher who coined the term technostress as “the
inability to adapt or cope with new computer
technologies in a healthy manner”.
Technostress has become a growing area of
scholarly investigation in psychology as well as in
information systems research because of its
interdisciplinary nature and the theoretical links in
literature [61, 70]. Nowadays, the definition of
technostress in the area of information systems
research has broadened to the feeling of stress which
users experience due to the usage of ICT [70, 72].
Stress is an adaptive response to so called stressors
which are factors evoking feelings of distress inside an
organism [30, 43, 46, 67]. With regard to technostress,
ICT represent the stressors affecting individuals’ wellbeing leading to negative outcomes such as feelings of
hassle, helplessness, anxiety, resistance, technophobia
and mental fatigue [51, 67]. In addition, studies
revealed that technostress does not only have an
influence on the individual’s psychological health but
also on its physical one with symptoms like headache,
muscle cramps, insomnia, and joint aches [21, 33, 69].
As the effects of technostress on individuals are
manifold, scholars are investigating the nature of
technostress with its causes and consequences in order
to explain this phenomenon and to find possible
solutions for prevention of the occurrence of
technostress [26, 32]. There are plenty of studies
examining the sources of technostress [33, 70]. These
suggest to level the exposure to ICT to find a healthy
balance while using modern technologies [24]. Another
approach deals with individuals’ coping strategies to
decrease technostress [55, 65]. However, coping is

Research in technostress examines how and why
the use of information and communication
technologies causes individuals to experience an
imbalance between demands and the ability to meet
them. In this paper, we develop a new approach for
explaining differences in the perceived level of
technostress between individuals. We propose that
psychological beliefs have an impact on the level of
perceived technostress. In a web-based survey
(N=159) we collected data on perceived technostress
and two essential beliefs, namely locus of control and
self-efficacy, to test our proposition. The results
confirm that perceived technostress is significantly
dependent on the individual’s beliefs. In particular, the
higher the sense of self-efficacy of an individual is, the
lower is the level of perceived technostress. Similarly,
individuals with an internal locus of control are less
prone to technostress than individuals with an external
locus of control.

1. Introduction
Information and communication technologies (ICT)
have been increasingly permeating our lives for
decades. Whereas the common introduction of
computers at work in the 1980s was only affecting
professionals working in certain positions, the
invention of the smartphone was already intended to
serve people in their private life as well. At the latest
with the advent of the Web2.0 and social media,
information and communication technologies have
become ubiquitous in our society. At the same time,
ICT users are not only passive consumers but also have
become active content authors and creators. Thanks to
ICT we have rapid and easy access to information and
we can easily stay connected with whoever we want
around the globe. In fact, ICT disregard any time or
space boundaries and were intended to make our
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only necessary when technostress already occurs and
exerts its negative effects on the person.
We argue that effective strategies tackling the
problem and the effects of technostress need to focus
on the part before technostress ever evolves in the
individual. Recent studies have taken this approach
into account by examining possible moderators
influencing the stressor-outcome relationship such as
technology competence or technology self-efficacy
[33, 65, 67, 71]. There are also studies looking at the
relationship between certain personality traits and
technostress [37, 40, 47, 67]. We, however, introduce a
novel approach by arguing that perceived technostress
depends on the individual’s psychological beliefs. In
contrast to current literature explaining the level of
perceived technostress based on individuals’
personality characteristics or innate technology
competence, psychological beliefs are not stable over
time [42, 60]. They can be rather trained and changed
towards a desired outcome [41, 54, 78]. This
malleability of beliefs raises the interest in looking
closer at the impact of beliefs on perceived
technostress. If the level of perceived technostress
depends on the individual’s beliefs, then technostress
can be regulated by changing or form desired beliefs.
In this paper, we theoretically develop and
empirically
study
the
correlation
between
psychological beliefs and perceived technostress. The
goal of this study is to show that perceived technostress
depends on the individual’s psychological beliefs. In
order to test our hypotheses we select two
representative beliefs, namely self-efficacy and locus
of control, which are widely recognized beliefs in
psychology literature and adjunct areas of research.
Based on the definition of technostress, beliefs, and the
two constructs in focus, we derive the theory lying
behind a possible correlation between technostress and
beliefs. As a first proof of our theory, we conducted a
survey with 159 individuals. We perform a statistical

analysis and present and discuss the results in section 5
and 6 respectively. Finally, concluding comments and
future research directions are given.

2. Technostress
A realistic and widely used concept of the
phenomenon of stress is the processual approach which
is based on the Transactional Theory of Stress [30, 43,
46]. According to this view, stress is not inherent in the
environment nor in the individual. It is rather an
ongoing process of adaption based on a transaction
between an individual and its environment. The
external forces that impinge on the organism of the
individual are named stressors [30, 43, 52]. The
elements of this theory are the ongoing perception,
cognitive appraisal of potential stressful situations in
life, affect and the individual’s coping efforts [45]. A
situation is perceived or appraised as stressful when
demands exceed a person’s resources or capabilities
and the person appraises this situation as harmful.
Then, coping processes begin to manage the troubled
individual [43, 46]. These processes affect the
individual’s subsequent appraisal which encompasses
the evaluation of the individual’s abilities of coping
with the stressors [44, 45]. This whole transaction
unfolds the intensity and level of the stress reaction and
perception. Therefore, appraisal as the evaluation of
the significance of the situation on the individual’s
well-being, and coping as the psychological and
physiological efforts to manage these demands, are key
concepts in Lazarus’ theory of stress [30, 43].
Brod [16] is known to be the first who labeled
stress in association with the usage of ICT as
technostress. Lazarus’ transactional stress model
within the field of cognitive psychology is the widely
adopted conceptual basis for the comprehension of
technostress [24, 33, 56, 71]. The concept of

Figure 1. Transactional technostress model
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technostress addresses contexts in which stress
processes are initiated by the use of ICT [56, 70].
Figure 1 demonstrates the components of the
transactional technostress model. First, so-called
stressors in form of a situation or demands
encompassing technology usage, which exceed the
individual’s resources or abilities, must be present.
Second, the individual reconciles the environmental
demands with its goals by evaluating if the demands
are congruent with its goals and if they are relevant to
her. In addition, the appraisal is also dependent on the
individual’s ego-involvement, such as self-esteem.
Based on the preceding classification the individual
appraises the environmental technostressors as
irrelevant, positive or negative. The negative appraisal
can be distinguished in threat, harm, or challenge.
Third, there are two coping responses. With problemfocused coping the individual tries to change the
person-reality environment, e.g. by reducing her
exposure to technology (technostressors) or by training
of necessary technology skills to meet the demands.
With emotion-focused coping the individual tries to
reduce its emotional state towards the demanding
situation or change its primary appraisal of the technostressors. In contrast to problem-focused coping,
emotion-focused coping addresses the cognitive
psychological efforts to manage the perceived stressful
situations. Fourth, the second appraisal concerns the
evaluation of the individual’s coping responses and
their possible success. The components of the
secondary appraisal include blame or credit results
(e.g. who is responsible for the demanding situation),
coping potential (e.g. evaluating if the behavioral or
cognitive operations will positively influence the
outcome), and future expectations (e.g. evaluating the
further course of the situation focusing on its goal
congruence or incongruence). Hence, the secondary
appraisal influences the interplay of the technostressors
and the coping responses. This model posits that
technostress is not a single component of a process
(e.g. response, stimulus) but rather it is the process
itself which may lead to negative effects for
individuals [30, 44, 70].
This transactional model of technostress constitutes
the conceptual foundation of many studies [33, 67, 71].
Most of the research focuses on either the stressors [11,
51, 73] or the negative effects of the stressors [33, 56,
66]. Previous research identified five major
technostressors: techno-overload
[24], technocomplexity [12], techno-invasion [72], technoinsecurity [72], and techno-uncertainty [51]. There is
evidence that outcomes of the technostress process
include exhaustion, burnout, strain [17, 19, 33] and
also physiological symptoms such as headache, muscle
cramps, insomnia and joint aches [21]. A lot of

research focused on job related outcomes of
technostress and revealed that technostress leads to
lower job satisfaction and commitment, turnover
intentions, anxiety, depression, lower productivity, and
lower innovation [56, 69, 72, 79].
There are also studies looking at the coping
responses of individuals experiencing technostress,
such as disengagement with ICT or adaption to the
requirements of ICT usage [13, 14, 24, 77]. Coping,
however, is a response to the appraised situation.
Meaning that coping is an anticipating reaction due to
the upcoming perception of stress based on the first
appraisal of the situation [46]. Thus, coping is
necessary when stress already has arisen in order to
lower the perceived stress level afterwards.
Even though a lot of studies might explain when
the level of technostress is perceived as higher or
lower, or as to how individuals are able to cope with
technostress, why do some people experience a certain
exposure to ICT as more stressful than others? This
question is tackled in a few studies by the inclusion of
moderators of the technostressor-outcome relationship.
Tarafdar et al. [71] were able to show that technology
competence is a moderator of the technostressoroutcome relationship that decreases perceived
technostress. Srivastava et al. [67] looked at
personality orientations such as agreeableness,
extraversion, and neuroticism. According to the
descriptive summaries approach, personality traits are
the descriptive summary of individuals’ habitual
patterns of thoughts, emotions and behavior. Opposed
to beliefs, personality traits are viewed as dispositions
and, thus, stable over time [37, 41, 60].
Lazarus’ [44] transactional stress model, however,
stipulates that stress is a process involving two
appraisals which form the central sources of stress.
These two appraisals represent the inner evaluation of
a certain situation or demands and the possible coping
responses [46]. Thus, the foundation of these appraisals
lie in the individual’s mind, namely in its
psychological beliefs. Lazarus [44] already pointed out
that beliefs are central to appraisal and coping response
[45], however, he did not dig deeper into this cognitive
process [22]. Possibly, this is the reason why
technostress has not been related to psychological
beliefs yet. Examining the relationship between beliefs
and technostress is relevant since beliefs manifest an
approach that addresses the first and the second
appraisal as well as coping responses. Existing
literature already examined personality traits as
dispositional factor for the level of perceived
technostress [37, 40]. In contrast to the personality
traits approach, beliefs are not static but rather can be
trained and formed over time [41, 54, 60, 78].
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In addition to existing technostress research,
relating technostress to beliefs opens up the possibility
to explain who perceives stress and why is there a
difference in the perception of stress between
individuals. According to the transactional stress
model, technostress is the product of an individual’s
interaction
with
environmental
demands
(technostressors) [30, 43]. We argue that if individuals
do not appraise the demands as technostressors (or at
least less), they will not perceive any technostress (or
at least less). Therefore, our study focuses on the
beliefs of individuals, which are the psychological
basis of any appraisal or coping response. At the same
time, we can also infer which individuals will be more
successful in coping with technostress since certain
beliefs help to cope with technostress better.

3. Psychological beliefs
There are human behaviors that people are aware of
and, thus, are able to control them [1, 7, 9, 25]. Studies
on implicit social cognition, however, show that factors
which lie outside of people’s awareness have an impact
on their behaviors, decisions and judgments, too [1, 35,
63]. Scholarly research found evidence that both
intentional and unintentional behaviors and actions are
influenced by people’s psychological beliefs [1, 35].
In general, beliefs are convictions that certain
propositions in an individual’s mind are true [4, 27].
More specifically, beliefs refer to a person’s
“subjective probability of a relation between the object
of belief and some other object, value, concept, or
attribute” [29]. This implies that the creation of a link
between any two components of an individual’s world
is immanent in the formation of a belief. Hence, there
are different processes underlying the formation of a
belief. First, descriptive beliefs are established by the
direct observation. Second, inferential beliefs are
actively formed by the inference from other already
existing beliefs. Third, informational beliefs are based
on other sources which the individual accepts as truth
[29]. Based on the formation processes of beliefs, it is
inferable that beliefs are non-static but rather flexible
and can be formed or trained over time. It is an
associative process where the stimulus-attribute cooccurrence are repeated with frequency where the
perceiver learns the belief as a result of this exposure
[41, 54, 60, 78].
In contrast to attitudes, beliefs are non-evaluative,
meaning that a belief is neither positively nor
negatively evaluated by the individual. Attitudes
decide whether someone likes or dislikes an object or a
relationship. According to Ajzen’s theory of planned
behavior [1], “beliefs are the building blocks for the

formation of attitudes toward a behavior, subjective
norms, the perceptions of behavioral control, and
ultimately behavioral intentions” [2].
Relating the concept of beliefs with the process of
stress both include one basic component: the
relationship between two objects. Beliefs are a link
between two components which is held to be true by
the individual [29]. Similarly, stress is the transaction
between two components, namely the person and its
environment [43]. Therefore, we argue that an
individual’s basic psychological beliefs are closely
connected to the same individual’s stress perception.
Precisely, technology in the presence of ICT
(demands/situation) represents one of the two
components while the other component is embodied in
the rest of the stress transactional process. During the
psychological appraisal processes, individuals assess
based on their beliefs, which form the link between
ICT and technostress experience, if and to what extent
ICT represent a threat to them and how to cope with
them (Figure 1). Fishbein and Ajzen [29] point out that
beliefs form the fundamental determinant of the
dependent variable, which is technostress in our study
presented. In order to prove the existence of the impact
of beliefs on perceived technostress, this paper focuses
on two basic beliefs, which have already caught a lot of
attention in psychology research and adjacent areas:
locus of control and self-efficacy.

3.1. Locus of control
Rotter [59] coined the term locus of control and
defines it as an individual’s belief as to how this
individual is able to affect the outcome through his
own actions. In general, it is the belief about an
individual’s perception about the cause of events in his
life. Scholars distinguish between internal locus of
control and external locus of control [3, 48, 59].
Internal locus of control refers to the belief that the
cause of a situation or action depends on the
individual’s internal force. An individual’s own
decisions, actions, and efforts decide or impact the
course of his life and what will happen [48].
Individuals with an internal locus of control tend to
apply problem-focused coping behaviors [53]. They
are also more likely to reduce or eliminate stressors,
which they perceive as stressful [76]. We go a step
further and argue that individuals with high locus of
control perceive less technostress because they are
more likely to appraise stressors as not stressful.
H1a: Individuals with an internal locus of control
perceive a lower level of technostress.
In contrast to individuals with internal locus of
control, people with an external locus of control
believe that situations and actions are not within their
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control but some external force determines their course
of life. Accordingly, they are more likely to believe
that their life is controlled and influenced by other
people, or luck and fate and that they are helpless and
are not able to change the current situation to the better
[48, 59]. Therefore, people with an external locus of
control are more likely to feel unable to eliminate
stressors [76]. Taking into account the diminished
sense of self-control, we expect that individuals with
an external locus of control are more likely to
experience technostress than their counterparts with an
internal locus of control.
H1b: Individuals with an external locus of control
perceive a higher level of technostress.

3.2. Self-efficacy
According to Bandura [10], self-efficacy is “the
belief in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the
courses of action required to produce given levels of
attainments” [10]. In general, self-efficacy refers to the
individual’s belief in her own perceived ability to
succeed, specifically the ability to encounter challenges
and demands successfully [9, 10, 50].
In contrast to locus of control, self-efficacy is the
belief in an individual’s own ability to succeed
whereas locus of control refers to where the individual
believes the power to change a situation resides, that is
either within the individual (internal locus of control)
or outside the individual (external locus of control) [10,
59, 76]. Logically, there are findings that an internal
locus of control is positively correlated with a high
sense of self-efficacy [5]. Self-efficacy beliefs shape
the course of a person’s life by determining the types
of activities, demands and situational environments she
chooses. Individuals only pursue activities they believe
they can master and they avoid situations which they
believe would exceed their capabilities to handle them.
Self-efficacy also impacts the level of effort
individuals spend to reach their goals and how they
cope with difficulties and failures. Thus, the belief in
one’s self-efficacy has an impact on all from
psychological states over motivation to behavior [8].
Low self-efficacy gives rise to the feelings of
anxiety and stress because it fosters the perception of
being unable to influence and cope with stressors. The
believed inability to turn off disturbing thoughts is the
major source of perceived stress. Hence, self-efficacy
is “a key factor in regulating thought produced stress”
[8] as it affects the appraisal and coping processes in
Lazarus’ transactional stress model.
Already Bandura [8] proposed that the belief in
self-efficacy influences how individuals encounter
stressors and which coping strategies are chosen. This
cognitive process goes along with the individual’s

determination of the level of effort necessary to reach
her goal facing these stressors. People with high selfefficacy do believe that they have the power and
abilities to successfully control or change stressful
situations [8, 10]. More precisely, a high sense of selfefficacy lowers the chance that feelings of technostress
are perceived. Therefore, we argue that self-efficacy is
negatively correlated with perceived technostress.
H2: The higher the belief of self-efficacy is, the less
technostress is perceived.

4. Methodology
As technostress and beliefs are individual
perceptions, we collected the necessary data for our
analysis with a web-based survey. We invited
prospective participants via email and social media to
participate in our survey and to forward the invitation
to their friends and colleagues. The target population
for this study was not limited to any specific profession
as we intend to analyze and understand the impact of
beliefs on technostress in general. Even though there
are critical opinions about online panels arguing that
self-reported values are not objective, there are also
unneglectable advantages of this way of data
collection, for example, reaching individuals of a
variety of different backgrounds and enabling full
anonymity [24, 49]. Furthermore, stress is an
individual perception, so self-reports are one of the key
techniques to capture stress measures. The same is true
for beliefs. The participants were asked about their
general experience regarding stress perception when
using ICT. The collected data includes constructs for
the beliefs of locus of control and self-efficacy as well
as for technostress. In addition, we controlled for
demographic data including gender, age, and highest
educational qualification.
The items for each construct are withdrawn from
scholarly validated scales which we used in an original,
reworded or adapted version. Specifically, locus of
control was measured by the scales of Craig et al. [23]
and Wang et al. [75]. Self-efficacy was assessed by the
validated questionnaires of Sherer et al. [64] and Chen
et al. [18]. The questions to measure technostress were
taken from Ayyagari et al. [6]. Respondents answered
the items in form of assertions about technostress,
locus of control and self-efficacy using a five-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (I do not agree at all) to 5
(I totally agree). To be more precise, the higher the
agreement to the statements, and with it its allocated
points, the more the respondent exhibits an internal
locus of control, and the higher is her self-efficacy
belief.
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5. Results
In total, 159 individuals (54.5% female) responded
to our web-based survey. We controlled for the time
used to answer the questionnaire to avoid the inclusion
of mere click-throughs. The respondents’ age ranges
from 19 to 65 years. The highest educational degree
earned by 55% of the respondents is a university
degree. In order to test our hypotheses, we performed
an analysis of the collected data. We applied partial
least squares structural equation modeling (PLS SEM)
as it is a strong data analysis technique, which is also
extensively used in information systems research [39].
In addition, PLS SEM does not assume any specific
data distribution and is also applicable for smaller
sample sizes [20]. First, we conducted a confirmatory
factor analysis to validate and sharpen the constructs of
technostress, locus of control and self-efficacy. Based
on these results we included the items with the highest
loadings with a value of 0.7 and above for the
representation of the constructs.

5.1. Measurement model
We test the reliability and validity of the
constructed measures [58]. Table 1 demonstrates that
the average variance extracted (AVE) for all constructs
exceeds the necessary threshold of 0.5 confirming the
validity of our constructs [31]. To ensure the reliability
of the measures, we calculated the composite
reliability. All values exceed the required threshold of
0.6 and, therefore, confirm the reliability of our
constructs measurement.
Table 1. Validity and reliability statistics of the
measurement model
Technostress
Locus of Control
Self-Efficacy

Average Variance
Extracted
0.568
0.610
0.553

Composite
Reliability
0.839
0.757
0.861

Table 2. Fornell-Larcker criterion test results
Locus of Control
Self-Efficacy
Technostress

Locus of
Control
0.781
0.188
-0.361

SelfEfficacy
0.744
-0.301

Technostress

0.754

Table 3. HTMT criterion test results
Self-Efficacy
Technostress

Locus of Control
0.381
0.656

Self-Efficacy
0.361

Table 2 reports the Fornell-Larcker criterion test
results, which measure the discriminant validity. All
measures meet the required criteria [31]. In addition,
we also controlled for discriminant validity with the
HTMT criterion (Table 3). The values are below 0.85
indicating discriminant validity [34, 36].

5.2. Structural model
We test the structural model for multi-collinearity
based on the variance inflation factor (VIF). The VIF
values are 1.037, which is below the threshold of 3.
This indicates no multi-collinearity between the
constructs [38, 62].
As it can be seen in table 4, the statistical analysis
confirms all of our hypotheses. Both coefficients of the
belief variables are negative (Model A). In particular,
the higher the individual’s (internal) locus of control,
the less technostress she perceives. The statistics
indicate this relation with a significance at the 99%
level. In addition, the higher an individual’s belief of
self-efficacy is, the less technostress is perceived. This
inference is also supported by the results at a
significance level of 99%.
Table 4. Coefficients
A
B
-0.316**
-0.327**
Locus of Control
-0.241**
-0.209*
Self-Efficacy
0.069
Age
-0.105
Highest Degree
0.024
No. ICT devices
0.187
0.205
R²
0.176
0.174
Adj. R²
** indicates significance at the 95% level
** indicates significance at the 99% level

We also controlled for age, highest degree earned,
and number of ICT devices owned by the individual
(Model B). By adding these control variables to the
regression model, the coefficients of locus of control
and self-efficacy remain negative at significance levels
of 99% and 95% respectively.
The variable age exhibits a positive coefficient,
meaning that with increasing age the level of perceived
technostress increases, too. However, this result is not
significant. The number of ICT devices owned by the
individual does not play a significant role in the model
either. The variable indicating the highest degree
earned by the respondent shows that there is a negative
correlation with perceived technostress. However, this
result is not significant either.
Even though, the regression model supports our
hypotheses, adjusted R² indicates, that only 17.6% of
variance can be explained with this model. Even when
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adding control variables to the model, R² does not
grow to more than 20.5%. However, as R² is inflated
by the inclusion of non-significant control variables, it
is necessary to look at adjusted R², which even slightly
decreases to 17.4%. This indicates that the control
variables do not impact our model. However, there
must be further factors contributing to perceived
technostress. As in the theory section explained, we
focused on only two beliefs which theoretically
contribute to the appraisal and therefore to perceived
technostress. Hypothetically, adding more belief
constructs to the model would increase adjusted R².

6. Discussion
The outcomes confirm all of our hypotheses. The
results, hence, support the view that psychological
beliefs affect the perception of technostress. In
particular, beliefs influence the level of perceived
technostress. Individuals with an internal locus of
control and with a high self-efficacy belief tend to
perceive less technostress than individuals with an
external locus of control and with a low level of selfefficacy belief.
An individual with an internal locus of control
believes that her own decisions, actions and efforts
determine the course of her life [48]. Hence,
individuals believing that the power to control life lies
within themselves feel less threatened by external
stressors, which may occur in the form of ICT or ICT
related demands, because they believe that it is
themselves who control the situations and their
outcomes. Therefore, individuals with internal locus of
control tend to appraise technostressors (first appraisal)
and coping strategies (second appraisal) differently
compared to people with external locus of control. As
individuals with internal locus of control believe that
the power to control lies within the individual, they
appraise potential stressors as less harmful, which
leads to a lower level of perceived technostress.
Similarly, individuals exhibiting a high level of
self-efficacy believe in their own ability to succeed and
to encounter challenges and demands successfully [9,
10, 50]. Consequently, individuals with the belief to be
able to master potential stressors successfully perceive
a lower level of technostress as they appraise stressors
as less harmful to them.
According to the transactional technostress model,
technostress is a process of interaction between the
individual and the environment (including first and
second appraisal) and only the whole transaction
unfolds the level of perceived technostress. Therefore,
the beliefs do not only affect the appraisal of
demanding situations in terms of stressors but they also

influence the appraisal of one’s coping strategies and
abilities.
Our results demonstrate that the beliefs in internal
locus of control and in high self-efficacy decrease the
level of perceived technostress. Hence, we follow that
beliefs are an important factor of Lazarus’ transactional
appraisals [43, 46] that affect the perception of
technostress.
Adding the control variables age, highest degree
earned, and number of ICT devices owned does not
increase the variance explained in the model nor do
these variables show any significant effects on
perceived technostress. This outcome corresponds with
previous studies in the area of technostress [74].

7. Implications, limitations, and outlook
The goal of this study presented was to examine if
psychological beliefs have an impact on perceived
technostress. In order to test our hypotheses, we
conducted a web-based survey with 159 participants
where we collected data on perceived technostress and
two relevant beliefs, namely locus of control and selfefficacy. The results clearly support our postulations
that beliefs have a significant effect on perceived
technostress. In particular, the higher the belief of
internal locus of control in the individual is, the lower
is the level of perceived technostress. Likewise,
individuals with a higher sense of self-efficacy
perceive less technostress. These findings contribute
theoretical as well as practical implications. Our
findings support the approach of considering the
appraisals in the transactional stress model as a major
factor affecting the process of technostress perception.
When appraising potential stressors or coping
strategies, the individual reconciles the environmental
demands with her goals. During this transactional
process, beliefs build an essential determinant for the
extent of perceived technostress. Thus, our study
advances the understanding in technostress regarding
the role of beliefs as means to steer the perception of
technostressors as we theoretically extend on the
classic transactional stress model by introducing
beliefs as significant determinants of the level of
perceived technostress.
Regarding the fact that beliefs can be trained and,
therefore, changed, our evidence that beliefs
significantly influence technostress perception
implicates that the level of perceived technostress can
be controlled by helping people develop the beliefs
they need to lower their stress perception.
Despite the fruitful findings, this study also comes
along with some limitations. First, we focused only on
two psychological beliefs in this study. We
acknowledge that there is a variety of other beliefs that
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still need to be examined in a technostress context. It is
of interest to find out what other kinds of beliefs lower
the level of perceived technostress. With this
information researchers as well as practitioners know
what kind of people are more likely to perceive
technostress and what kind of beliefs need to be trained
in order to develop people who are less susceptible to
technostress. In addition, this study focused on
technostress stemming from the psychological
perspective. According to sociological [68] and
neurophysiological perspectives [57] to technostress,
however, there might be elements of technostress that
cannot be controlled solely by adjusting ones beliefs.
Second, even though self-reported measures of the
construct variables have several advantages,
technostress research should try to overcome possible
limitations of one single approach by combining
different measurement methods. We suggest following
a multi-method approach for upcoming studies in this
area of research, for example, by combining selfreported and physiological measurements of
technostress
to
measure
constructs
more
subconsciously [28, 69]. In addition, studies in real life
scenarios or experiments need to be conducted in order
to capture the human measurements when the
individuals are exposed to real technostressors. It is of
further interest to discover if there are significant
differences in the outcomes of our study compared to
real life experimental studies.
Third, the relatively small sample size of 159
participants might not entirely represent the general
population. This may result in biased data (e.g. nonresponse bias). In addition, the survey measured the
general beliefs and perception of technostress.
Accordingly, it is of interest to investigate in future
studies whether our findings also apply in other
specific contexts.
We view this study as a discussion opener and first
approach to introduce the concept of psychological
beliefs for a new perspective to understand and
examine the phenomenon of technostress. We also
consider the evidenced impact of beliefs on the
perception of technostress in this study as a good basis
for upcoming research. Our intention is to extend our
research with more types of beliefs and with a multimethod measurements approach, which can elucidate
more the under-explored field of beliefs in technostress
research. In addition, it is of interest to integrate our
findings in existing technostress models and examine
their impact on these. In this study, technostress is
defined as distress, meaning that technostress evokes
negative feelings and outcomes for the individual.
Stress, however, can also induce positive feelings and
outcomes. This kind of technostress is termed technoeustress [70, 80]. As techno-eustress is a relatively new

research direction, we also suggest looking at the
impact of beliefs on techno-eustress.
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