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Abstract

The study explores to identify the psychological factors of technostress in organizations. The
data was collected from 100 employees holding middle managerial positions in various IT
organizations, based in India. The Cronbach’s alpha of the questionnaire was found to be 0.786
& Pearson correlation was 0.912 (p<0.001). The factor analysis of the component
‘psychological factors of technostress’ led to the extraction of three below mentioned factors
from various organizations. The three emerging factors were “techno-cognitive-task-concern”,
“techno-invasive-emotional-differences”,  “techno-invasive-task-disagreement”  respectively.
The results indicate that these factors are major source of cognitive, emotional and interpersonal
issues at psychological level which the employees at middle managerial level perceive and
experience at work due to technostress in the Indian context.
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1. Introduction

Experiencing stress is familiar to people in the workplace; however, excessive stress may have
negative influences on individuals’ physical and mental conditions (Lu et al., 2000; Viator.
2001). But, the realities of organizations have become even more complex with information and
communication technologies pervading work as well as personal lives in this century. In fact its
impact on pressured work environment is becoming increasingly evident throughout Indian
industry and the effect of information and communication technologies on stress in individuals is
an important area of inquiry that has so far not been adequately addressed (Cooper et. al. 2001).
However, it is worth noting that current theoretical understanding on the nature, antecedents, and
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consequences of technostress is based largely on studies conducted in Western countries.
Psychological factors may affect an individual's perception and experience of technostress as
well as his or her response to it. Although the stress research area is broad, technostress has not
been extensively studied. To fill the above knowledge gap, in this study we examine the
psychological factors that affect technostress among a group of information technology
professional managers in India, a society that is characterized by high uncertainty avoidance
(Hofstede, 1980). Theoretically, the paper contributes in two ways. First, this study examines the
reasons behind what employees perceive about technostressors in Indian organizations. Second,
the psychological factors of technostress identified here add to existing concepts on stress
experienced by individuals in information technology organizations, especially in the Indian
context. This research focuses on the employees at middle managerial level working in various
Indian organizations. In other words, the study proposes that understanding the reasons behind
peoples’ perception of technostressors for organizations is an important goal to counter its
adverse effect as well as reduce role conflict and role overload.

2. Literature Review

The term ‘technostress’ was coined in 1984 by clinical psychologist Craig Brod, who described
it as a modern disease caused by one’s inability to cope or deal with information and
communication technologies in a healthy manner. Stress in the workplace is recognized as
contributing to a range of health and quality-of-life issues that could have far reaching
consequences (Tennant, 2001). The World Health Organization (WHO) argues that present work
patterns have changed partly due to the increased use of information and communication
technologies (WHO 2005) resulting in significant payback for organizations over the past four
decades in terms of reduced operational costs, greater process efficiencies, new strategic
alternatives, and possibilities for innovation (Kudyba, S., and Diwan, R., 2002). At the same
time, however, researchers agree that the organizational effects of information and
communication technologies are very broad and indirect, and that the implementation of
information and communication technologies leads to effects that have a “dual nature.” In
particular, along with generating obvious business benefits, information and communication
technologies can also cause negative reactions in individuals and require them to adjust in
various ways (Hudiburg et. al. 1999). A number of studies have documented these dual, and
sometimes dark, effects of the implementation and use of information and communication
technologies (Nelson, D.L., and Kletke, M.G., 1990) showing to have higher levels of
psychological, social and organizational stress among employees in there work environment.
(Kinman and Jones 2005). While some have argued that this increase is due to heavier workloads
(Aborg and Billing 2003, Sandblad et al. 2003), it is most likely a combination of effects. The
use of information and communication technologies has produced a perpetual urgency and
creates expectations that people need, or are obligated, to work faster (Hind, 1998). Straub and
Karahanna (1998) argue that Technostress likely comes from the fragmentation of work.
Globalization and the fierce competitive nature of business has created lean organizations with
cultures that reward people who work exceptionally hard, spend longer hours at work, and are
connected to the organization 24/7 via information and communication technologies (Kouzmin
and Korac-Kakabadse, 2000). Further, information and communication technologies also change
the role of the individual in the organization (Barley, 1990). For instance, when enterprise
applications are implemented, they are often accompanied by process reengineering, such that
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the way in which organizational work is accomplished is altered. Also, tasks become computer
mediated and possibly more abstract, as interaction with physical work-artifacts decreases and
that with data or information increases (Zuboff, 1988). Finally, information and communication
technologies implementation often creates new structures of power, authority, and decision
making, as processes are reengineered, old functions are eliminated, and new ones are created.
As these examples show, organizational effects of information and communication technologies
triggered changes are manifest in two ways (Joshi, 1989). First, there is a direct effect, as is
visible in information and communication technologies induced changes in the “technical
system”—that is, changes in tasks and processes. Second, there is an indirect effect that is
evident in changes in the “social system”—that is, in roles, reward systems, and authority
structures. Both of these effects can be significant sources of stress for individuals in the
organization and can have adverse effects on individual productivity and performance (Eason,
and Damodaran, 1981).

Technostress deals with stress due to information and communication technologies; however, an
individual’s work situation could be stressful for several reasons (in addition to technostress). In
brief, technostress is driven by a range of psycho-social factors: Psychological Capital, Work
Overload, Interpersonal Conflict, Role Ambiguity, Work-Family conflict, Role Anxiety and
Insecurity, Cognitive Processing, Role Conflict, Role-overload and Invasion of Privacy. It is
suggested that some of the well-known stressors may be more pronounced with the use of
information and communication technologies at work (Frese 1987). For example, the work
overload stressor might have a component due to the use of information and communication
technologies and other components due to the nature of the job. Since the focus of this study is
on technostress, it is important to only consider stressors due to information and communication
technologies. Consequently, future references to stressors (“i.e. work overload, role ambiguity,
invasion of privacy, job insecurity, work—home conflict etc”) refer to the components of these
stressors due to information and communication technologies (e.g., work overload refers to work
overload due to information and communication technologies). A brief introduction of these
psychological factors examined in this study is provided in the following section.

2.1 Interpersonal conflict

Stress research is shifting from its traditional focus on role stress and workload to stress that
originates from interpersonal interactions at work (Diefendorff and Ellington 2008; Schieman
and Reid 2008; Young and Corsun 2010). Because humans are social beings, their attitudes and
behaviors are significantly influenced by the quality of interpersonal relationships (Frone 2000).
Interpersonal problems are a universal human phenomenon that often ranks as a primary source
of unhappiness in people’s lives (Frone 2000). A construct that measures the quality of
interpersonal relationships at work is interpersonal conflict. In the workplace, interpersonal
conflict can range from minor disagreements with coworkers to heated arguments and physical
violence. Interpersonal conflict involves both overt (e.g., rudeness) and covert (e.g., spreading
rumors) behaviors that lead to psychological strain. Despite the potential importance of this
construct, research investigating the effect of interpersonal conflict in sales settings is limited.
Interpersonal conflict has been associated with employees’ divergence of interests (Bluen and
Barling 1988) and often occurs in selling, where salespeople compete for resources and
customers (Narayanan, Menon, and Spector 1999). A high degree of interpersonal conflict
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occurs when employees have different and conflicting views about job issues (De Dreu and
Weingart, 2003). Because role conflict measures employees’ beliefs that job demands are
incompatible (Chen and Spector, 1992), a strong association between interpersonal conflict and
role conflict should be expected. In brief, Interpersonal conflict represents the extent to which an
employee has negatively charged social interactions with coworkers (Spector 1987).
Interpersonal conflict is one of the most important stressors at work due to its pervasive effect on
employee emotions and team work (Liu, Spector, and Shi 2007). Interpersonal conflict is of
particular concern in boundary spanning positions where collaborative work is expected (Mulki,
Jaramillo and Locander 2008).

2.2 Work Overload

Work overload is the perception that assigned work exceeds an individual’s capability or skill
level (Cooper et al. 2001). Role overload happens when the requirements from an individual’s
role exceed his or her capacity in terms of the level of difficulty or the amount of work (Kahn et.
al. 1964). Quantitative role overload describes situations where there is simply too much to do.
Qualitative role overload relates to instances where the job that is required to be done is too
difficult for the individual to accomplish (Katz and Kahn 1978). Work overload can also happen
when a person has to fulfill a number of different roles, more than what he or she can effectively
manage (Kahn et. al. 1964). In such a situation, the individual is exposed to too many
requirements from different roles and simply becomes overwhelmed.

2.3 Work-Family Conflict

Work-family conflict is generally defined as a form of inter-role conflict in which the role
pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible or incongruous in some
respect, whereby participation in one role is made more difficult by virtue of participation in the
other (Greenhaus and Beutell, 1985). Work-family conflict has been neglected in previous stress
research because work and family are often viewed as separate life domains. However, recent
studies suggest that the interface of work and family produces stresses and strains for employees
(Cooper et al. 2001). Evidence also indicated that work-family conflict is associated with a lower
level of job satisfaction and a higher propensity to leave the organization (Burke, 1988). Some
job-related factors such as work involvement, hours of work, and job flexibility were found to
affect the level of work-family conflict (Ngo and Lau, 1998). Because of heavy job involvement,
as well as long and inflexible working hours, it seems that clergy experience a higher level of
work-family conflict than other workers. In brief, work—home conflict is the perceived conflict
between the demands of work and family (Cooper et al. 2001).

2.4 Role Overload

Role overload refers to the sheer amount of work required and the time frame in which work
must be completed (Cooper et. al. 2001), it occurs when work roles require more time and effort
than an individual has for them so that the roles cannot be performed adequately and comfortably
(Markham and Bonjean, 1996). Previous research has shown that role overload is related to
higher levels of strain, anxiety and depression, as well as poor job performance (Cooper et al.
2001). Role overload is an issue for clergy since they work an irregular schedule that involves
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unpaid overtime. They are expected to have high involvement in multiple work roles (Beck,
1998) and, thus, they are likely to suffer from role overload. In brief, work overload reflects the
degree to which work requirements (environmental demands) exceed the individual’s abilities.

25 Role Conflict

Role conflict is a feeling of being torn in multiple directions, unable to find a way to make every
role partner satisfied. It occurs when, for example, a manager believes that the expectations and
demands of his or her boss and customer are incompatible. In other words, Role conflict refers to
the incompatibility in communicated expectations that impinge on perceived role performance
(Rizzo et al. 1970). It exists when an employee faces incompatible expectations such that
compliance with one expectation would make it difficult or impossible to effectively comply
with the other expectations (Kahn et al., 1964). Similar to role ambiguity, role conflict was found
to be associated with numerous undesirable consequences, including lower job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, job performance, and higher turnover intentions (Jackson and
Schuler, 1985). Role conflict is a problem for managers because they need to interact with
different groups of people, including stakeholders with diverse backgrounds, who make different
expectations and demands on their time. They also need to perform a multiplicity of roles (Kay,
2000). When these role expectations are incongruent and conflicting, and managers do not have
sufficient time and resources to fulfill these role expectations, they are likely to experience role
conflict.

2.6  Role Ambiguity

Role ambiguity is the perception that one lacks information necessary to perform a job or task,
leading the perceiver to feel helpless. It is a manager’s uncertainty about the expectations of
different members in his or her role set (e.g., boss, customers). In other words, role ambiguity
occurs when an individual does not have clear information about the expectations of his or her
role in the job or organization (Rizzo et al, 1970). As shown by previous studies, higher levels of
role ambiguity are related to lower job satisfaction, more job-related tension and anxiety, lower
work commitment and involvement, lower job performance, and a greater propensity to leave the
organization (Jackson and Schuler, 1985). Managers are likely to experience role ambiguity
when their work role is not clearly defined and they need to perform diverse tasks and duties
(Kuhne and Donaldson, 1995). As they work independently, managers may not receive clear and
sufficient information about their work role requirements and expected performance from the
organization. Monahan (1999) examined the antecedents of role ambiguity and suggested that
unclear boundaries between employees and lay people, and among those employed in different
locations, were the main sources of role ambiguity. She further found that the employee task
load, job description and background characteristics, such as specialized training and tenure,
were associated with role ambiguity. In brief, Role ambiguity is the unpredictability of the
consequences of one’s role performance and lack of information needed to perform the role
(Cooper et al. 2001).
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2.7  Psychological Capital

Taking a new approach, this study draws from both positive psychology and the emerging study
of positive organizational behavior to investigate whether the recently identified core construct
of psychological capital may be a key factor in better understanding not only how employees
perceive stress symptoms, but also the impact of stress on work-related behaviors. The core
construct of positive psychological capital (Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007; Luthans, Youssef, et
al., 2007) has been defined as “an individual’s positive psychological state of development and is
characterized by: (1) having confidence (self-efficacy) to take on and put in the necessary effort
to succeed at challenging tasks; (2) making a positive attribution (optimism) about succeeding
now and in the future; (3) persevering toward goals and, when necessary, redirecting paths to
goals (hope) in order to succeed; and (4) when beset by problems and adversity, sustaining and
bouncing back and even beyond (resilience) to attain success” (Luthans, Youssef, et al., 2007).
This operational definition differentiates the core construct of PsyCap (efficacy, optimism, hope,
and resilience) from the widely recognized aspects of human capital (what you know in terms of
knowledge, skills, abilities, and experience) and social capital (whom you know, including your
network of relationships). Recent research has empirically supported PsyCap as a higher-order
core factor (Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007) that is open to development (Luthans, Avey, Avolio,
Norman, & Combs, 2006; Luthans, Avey, & Patera, 2008) is associated with higher performance
(Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007) and may affect employee stress levels.

2.8  Role Anxiety & Insecurity

First, information and communication technologies have been known to induce anxiety and
tension in users (Marcoulides, 1989). Depending on an individual’s disposition toward
information and communication technologies, his or her interaction with computers can be
fraught with nervousness and apprehension. This can create psychological effects such as
insecurity about information and communication technologies, and can decrease confidence and
overall comfort about their use. A few studies (Brillhart, P.E., 2004) have discussed individuals’
attempts to deal with feelings of anxiety and stress in their efforts to reorganize familiar work
habits and deal with increased possibilities for remote supervision, multitasking, and pervasive
connectivity. Such conditions could lead to feelings of helplessness and of being hassled, and can
result in aversion to (Abdul-Gader, A.H., and Kozar, K.A., 1995) and phobia about (Hudiburg,
R.A., and Necessary, J.R., 1996) the use of computers.

2.9 Invasion of Privacy

Invasion of privacy involves the perception that an individual’s privacy has been compromised
(Alge 2001). The use of information and communication technologies creates stress in users and
is caused by an inability to adapt or cope with new information and communication technologies
in a healthy manner (Brod, C., 1984; Weil and Rosen 1997). For instance, the pervasiveness of
modern information and communication technologies often results in almost constant
“connectivity” through e-mail, the Internet, and the phone. Individuals feel that because they are
always connected, they are “on call.” This leads them to believe that they have lost control over
their time and space, which creates feelings of being stressed out.
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2.10  Cognitive Processing

Information and Communication Technology users are regularly inundated with information
from many different sources. Such information is frequently more than they can effectively
process. This, combined with increasing levels of complexity in the ever changing information
and communication technologies, creates feelings of being unable to cope and leads to stress.
Technostress, therefore, is one of the fallouts of an individual’s attempts and struggles to deal
with constantly evolving information and communication technologies and the changing
cognitive and social requirements related to their use. Its effects have become increasingly
apparent over the past few years with the rapid proliferation of information and communication
technologies in the workplace. There have also been studies on the stress experienced by
information systems personnel (lvancevich et. al. 1983; Li, E.Y., and Shani, A.B., 1991; Sethi et.
al. 2004). However, there is little systematic research that tries to understand the stress-creating
aspects of information and communication technologies and their effects on the users of
information and communication technologies in organizations. Given the rapid and ever
changing developments in information and communication technologies in recent years, there
have been dramatic and irreversible changes in the workplace, and new concerns have emerged
with regard to managing these changes (Markus, M.L., 2004). For the most part, the use of
information and communication technologies in the workplace is not optional. It is therefore
important to understand the stress-creating effects of information and communication
technologies. Although these studies establish the importance of Technostress, it is not clear
which characteristics of technology create stress. This conceptualization essentially black boxes
the Technostress phenomenon, making the boundaries and relationship between technology
characteristics and stress ambiguous. For example, one of the dimensions used to capture
Technostress is techno-overload, which asserts that there is greater workload and this is caused
by technology. However, it is not clear what characteristics of technology are causing this
increase in workload.

3. Methodology

This study used a descriptive survey design. The purpose of descriptive surveys, according to
Ezeani (1998), is to collect detailed and factual information that describes an existing
phenomenon. A thorough review of literature was conducted before selecting the topic of the
study. In this study, we focused on understanding the psychological factors affecting technostress
among a group of professional managers in India. In other words, this study examines the
reasons behind what employees perceive about technostressors in Indian organizations. The
study would be helpful in understanding the psychological aspect of this new emerged reality of
technostressors. The target populations of the study were 100 middle level managers who were
selected from various organizations to participate because practically no empirical research work
has been carried out, to understand the construct of technostress in the Indian context, a society
that is characterized by high uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 1980). This study aims to fill the
niche by studying the effect of information and communication technologies on stress in
individuals, as this is an important area of inquiry that has so far not been adequately addressed.
Moreover, because by understanding the reasons behind peoples’ perception of technostress
experiences, organizations would be able to counter its adverse effect as well as reduce role
conflict and role overload. Therefore, the findings add another perspective to existing concepts
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on stress experienced by individuals in organizations, especially in the Indian context regarding
the psychological factors that affect the construct of technostress in organizations. The
population was taken for survey from middle level managers employed in various organizations,
based in north India. A total enumeration sampling technique was used to select 100 middle level
managers.

3.1 Instrument

A set of ten measures were selected for the study after going through the literature. A structured
questionnaire was constructed utilizing these ten measures of Psychological Capital, Work
Overload, Interpersonal Conflict, Role Ambiguity, Work-Family conflict, Role Anxiety and
Insecurity, Techno-complexity, Role Conflict, Role-overload and Invasion of Privacy with
appropriate instructions for each section of the questionnaire for the collection of data on the
study. The questionnaire was specifically designed to accomplish the objectives of the study. The
first section collected information such as age, sex, experience, professional status, marital status
and position. The second section was supplemented by items based on the studies of Mulki,
Jaramillo, and Locander (2008); Diefendorff and Ellington (2008); Cooper et al. (2001); Kay,
(2000); Luthans, Avey, & Patera, (2008); Luthans, Avolio, et al., (2007); Brillhart (2004); Sethi
et. al. (2004). To assess the validity of the questionnaire, expert judgment method was applied.
So, the developed questionnaire, along with explanations regarding terms and concepts were
presented to three university professors, eight managers from the various organizations. As such,
they were asked to express their views about its construct, content, formal appearance and
writing model. Many inputs were given by them that were included while finalizing the
questionnaire. It was also noticed that some of the questions needed revision along with some
additions and deletions. The necessary amendments were then made and its content and construct
validity were assured and finally confirmed by other experts. The questionnaire consisted of 50
items in which the perception of the participants was central. The items measured the
participants’ perception, work behaviors and attitudes towards various technostressors in
organizations. All 50 items were scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 “I strongly
disagree” to 5 “I strongly agree”. Then, to determine the reliability of the questionnaire, it was
sent to various organizations. The questionnaire was filled out by the research community
belonging to middle managerial level. After the mentioned questionnaires were filled out, the
reliability of the questionnaire was determined using Cronbach’s alpha and Pearson correlation.
The overall reliability co-efficient of the modified instrument after the pilot survey yielded anr =
0.786 cronbach alpha while Pearson correlation was 0.912 (p<0.001) showing that the
questionnaire was reliable.

4. Analysis

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin was used to determine the sufficiency of the sample size, and Bartlet test of
sphericity was applied to calculate the meaningfulness of the correlation matrix. Then, the
exploratory factor analysis was performed with maximum probability approach to identify the
rate of loading of variables recognized in the component, and Varimax orthogonal approach was
used to interpret the variables. Subsequently, the confirmatory factor analysis was used, with
application of Lisrel 8.7, to verify the fitness of factors achieved during the explanatory factor
analysis. The fitness indexes are as follows: Chi square index, goodness of fit index (GFl),
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comparative fit index (CFI), normed fit index (NFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI), incremental
fit index (IFI), related fit index (RFI), adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA) and root mean square residual (RMR). However, if CFIl, GFl,
NFI, NNFI, IFI, RFI and AGFI are higher than 0.90, and RMSEA and RMR are less than 0.50, it
proves a desirable and appropriate fitness (Alexopoulos and Kalaitzidis, 2004).

4.1 Results

In the first step, the correlation of each identified variable and the internal consistency of all
variables were calculated in the component “Psychological Factors of Technostress” for the data.
Before the explanatory factor analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin approach was used to determine
the sufficiency of the sample size for the component, while Bartlet test of sphericity was used to
establish whether the correlation matrix has meaningful difference with zero or not. The
sufficiency of sampling and meaningfulness of the correlation matrix for the (p<0.001),
respectively. It showed that the exploratory factor analysis was permissible. Then, the
explanatory factor analysis was performed with maximum probability approach and the variables
were interpreted with Varimax rotation approach. The results showed that three factors came out
from the “psychological factors of technostress” component with special values bigger than 1.
The first, second and third factors explained 43.482, 10.573 and 8.8430% of the total variances
of variables, respectively. Therefore, these three factors explained 62.898% of the total variances
of wvariables for the component “psychological factors of technostress” from various
organizations. Regarding this component, the following variables formed the 1% factor:

Role Ambiguity

Role Anxiety & Insecurity
Cognitive Processing
Role-overload

el e

The 2nd factor was formed by the following variables:
1. Work Overload

2. Work-Family conflict

3. Invasion of Privacy

The 3rd factor was formed by the following variables:
1. Psychological Capital

2. Interpersonal Conflict

3. Role Conflict

4. Invasion of Privacy

In Table 1, the confirmatory factor analysis was made with the use of the software “Lisrel 8.7”
for “psychological factors of technostress” and then the fitness of the factors achieved was
determined (Table 2).
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Table 1: Psychological Factors of Technostress
Code Variable 1st factor 2nd factor  3rd factor  t-value R2
1. Psychological Capital 0.687 5.57* 0.56
2. Work Overload 557 5.26* 0.45
3. Interpersonal Conflict 0.400 4.70* 0.41
4. Role Ambiguity 0.656 5.42* 0.58
5. Work-Family conflict 0.678 6.79 0.89
6. Role Anxiety & Insecurity 0.567 6.62 * 0.20
7. Cognitive Processing 0.760 5.68* 0.53
8. Role Conflict 0.994 4.66* 0.69
9. Role-overload 0.503 5.82* 0.50
10. Invasion of Privacy 0.447 0.470 6.51* 0.64

*1>1.96.

Subsequent to the earlier stated stage, the first, second and third factors of the component
“psychological factors of technostress” were the approved factors named: “techno-cognitive-
task-concern”, “techno-invasive-emotional -differences”, “techno-invasive-task-disagreement”
respectively.

Table 2: Fitness indexes calculated for the component ‘“Psychological Factors of
Technostress”.
Compone | Root Good | Comp | Norme | Non- Incre | Relate | AG|RM | X2 [P
nt/ Mean ness | arative | d Fit Norme | menta | d FI |[R Value
Index Square | of Fit | Fit Index |d I Fit
error of | Index | Index | (NFI) |Fit Fit Index
approx | (GFI) | (CFI) Index | Index | (RFI)
(RMSEA (NNFI | (IFI)
) )
Psycholog | 0.0016 |0.95 |0.93 0.88 0.92 0.93 |0.84 0.7 0.0 |23. |p>00
ical 7 |34 |34 |5
Factors
of
Technostr
ess

5. Discussion

In the present study, we found that three factors each have been identified regarding the
component ‘psychological factors of technostress’. Contrary to the studies conducted in Western
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countries, this study keeps in mind the cultural realities of India, characterized by high
uncertainty avoidance, high power-distance, Femininity and are Collective in orientation
(Hofstede, 1980). Given such cultural differences, the findings on techno- stress obtained from
studies conducted in the West may not be readily generalized in the Indian context. This study
explored the psychological aspects of technostress in Indian organizations. The findings of this
research proved that the components identified and the structural relations presented as regards
the component, “psychological factors of technostress” were suitable. The factors emerging from
“psychological factors of technostress” also indicate that in technology-driven business
environment, with ever increasing complexity and ubiquity of modern information and
communication technologies; individuals perceive and prioritize different degrees of challenges
leading to a range of psychological variants of technostress. Based upon an understanding of
peoples’ perception of technostressors, management can identify the strategic gaps (if any) in the
organization and can take further necessary actions to counter its adverse effect as well as reduce
role conflict and role overload. Although the adverse effects of job stress in western and
developed societies have been well documented (Viator, 2001) the study provides evidence that
these relationships may spill over into cognitive differences and at interpersonal level in the
Indian context. This study, thus, fills a research gap and enhances our understanding about
employees’ perception about technostressors(s) in a society that is highly vulnerable to stress.
This may be helpful for organizations to be successful and to achieve organizational objectives
since psychological factors of technostress are directly related with a variety of desirable
organizational outcomes. Recent studies emphasize the importance and impact of technostress
suggesting that individuals experiencing Technostress have lower productivity and job
satisfaction, and decreased commitment to the organization (Ayyagari et.al. 2011; Tarafdar et al.
2007). Thus signifying that the concern for psychological factors of technostress is not only
being shared by employees but is a matter of concern for the employers as well for identifying
critical cognitive, emotional and interpersonal issues that needs to be addressed and facilitating
appropriate individual adjustments towards more effective and efficient utilization of information
and communication technologies at both individual, organizational and systemic level.
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