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Introduction

Recent developments in In-
formation and Communication
Technologies (ICT) have
brought significant changes in
the field of education, especially
in higher education (Aydin,
Gurol & Vanderlinde, 2016). In
today’s competitive environ-
ment, information technology is
one area that educational insti-
tutions might use to compete
with. More importantly, it can
be used as a catalyst for trans-
forming educational processes.
Technology is playing a big role
in the field of education: it is
being included as part of the
curriculum, used as a delivery
system, as a means of aiding
instructions, and also as a tool
to enhance the entire learning
process (Raja & Nagasubra-
mani, 2018).

Business schools offering
management education have
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With the increasing use of technology to
facilitate training, MBAs, at times experi-
ence technostress. This study examines the
technostress (techno-overload, techno- in-
vasion and techno-complexity) in terms of
their gender, age and academic back-
ground along with the impact of
technostress on their academic perfor-
mance. It further investigates the role of
‘Self-efficacy’ as a moderator between
technostress and academic performance.
Based on the data from 217 MBA students
from 16 Indian business schools the study
revealed that the respondents experience
a moderate levels of technostress. Though
there is no significant difference in the
technostress level of  the respondents
across age groups and gender, differences
in academic background lead to signifi-
cantly different levels of technostress.
While technostress impacts academic per-
formance negatively, self-efficacy moder-
ates the relationship between technostress
and academic performance.
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also adapted ICT to a great extent to
keep themselves updated with the chang-
ing business requirements. They are also
continuously adapting themselves to the
changing demands and expectations of
the corporate world by digitizing (through
extensive usage of phones, laptops, and
desktops) their curricula (Thune &
Welle-Strand, 2005). The findings of the
Central and East European Management
Development Association (CEEMAN)
survey (2016) on technology use by busi-
ness schools and universities revealed
that nearly 70 percent of them have ei-
ther fully or partially incorporated tech-
nology-facilitated material delivery into
their programs. On average, these
schools use about six different technol-
ogy tools to support teaching and learn-
ing.

These developments have profound
impacts on teachers, students, and
schools, school curricula, including the
teaching and  learn ing process
(Hamilton et.al, 2000).  Students who
constitute an important group have been
affected by this change, especially the
post-graduate students who need to be
highly advanced in the technology do-
main to be able to cope with competi-
tiveness. On whether technology-en-
hanced learning (TEL) promotes bet-
ter learning outcomes, researchers of-
ten have mixed outcomes— some have
shown evidence of gains such as posi-
tive student appraisals with academic
benefits (Heflin et. al, 2017) and oth-
ers have evidence of negative outcomes
such as burnout, drop in performance
and low motivation levels ( Jacobsen
& Forste, 2011).

While technology enables efficiency,
engagement, and a higher level of respon-
sibility on the part of its users, there has
been increased interest in understanding
its negative impacts on end-users, espe-
cially technostress. Technostress has
been defined as any negative effect on
human attitudes, thoughts, behavior, and
psychology that directly or indirectly re-
sults from the use of computer-based
ICTs (Tu et.al, 2005). When left unad-
dressed, technostress can harm users in
various ways, such as decreasing well-
being and impairing cognitive abilities
(Fischer & Riedl, 2017; Tarafdar et. al.,
2019).  Researchers have also highlighted
burnout as a negative effect  of
technostress (Wang et al; 2020).

Even though individuals experience
technostress due to the excessive use of
technology, one can assume that those
having the right behavioral composition
such as high self-efficacy. Some re-
searchers have empirically confirmed
that self-efficacy is negatively correlated
with resistance to technology change.
People who perceive lower self-efficacy
will be more resistant to technology
change than those who are otherwise
(Ellen et.al, 1991). In addition, positive
self-efficacy may encourage learning
new skills, whereas negative self-efficacy
may create resistance to operative ca-
pabilities (Zhang & Espinoza, 1998).

Keeping in view the increasing use
of technology in management education,
the primary objective of this research is
to study the impact of technostress on
the performance of MBA students and
to investigate the moderating role of self-
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efficacy in the relationship between
technostress and academic performance.
Some specific objectives of this research
are:

 To study the technostress (techno-
overload, techno-invasion, and
techno-complexity), self-efficacy and
academic performance of MBA stu-
dents across gender, age, and aca-
demic performance.

 To study the impact of technostress
on the academic performance of
MBA students.

 To investigate the moderating role of
self-efficacy in the relationship be-
tween technostress and academic
performance of MBA students.

Literature Review & Hypothesis
Development

Technostress: The early adaptation
of stress associated with using technolo-
gies and their impact on the psychologi-
cal level was first explained by Craig Brod
(1984) according to whom, the term
“Technostress” refers to “a modern dis-
ease of adaptation caused by an inability
to cope with new information technolo-
gies in a healthy manner,” indicating all
computers and software and a “state of
arousal observed in certain employees
who are heavily dependent on comput-
ers in their work” (Arnetz & Wiholm,
1997). Technostress is generally under-
stood to be a maladaptation issue caused
by people’s inability to deal with technol-
ogy and evolving requirements for using
it (Brod, 1984; Ragu-Nathan et.al, 2008;
Jena, 2015). According to Tarafdar et al

(2007), it is an “issue of adaptation that
an individual suffers when he or she is
unable to cope with new technology”. It
is experienced when the expertise re-
quirements of information and correspon-
dence technologies exceed the level of
users’ capacity.

It is experienced when the exper-
tise requirements of information
and correspondence technologies
exceed the level of users’ capacity.

Drawing reference from the transac-
tion-based model of stress, Ragu-Nathen et
al (2008) highlighted: “technostress cre-
ators” and “technostress inhibitors” corre-
spond to the stressors and situational fac-
tors respectively. Technostress creators rep-
resent the factors that create technostress
and technostress inhibitors describe the or-
ganizational mechanisms that have the po-
tential to reduce the effects of technostress.
In their recent research Sharma and Gupta,
(2022) argued that technostress is context-
specific, and accordingly, it might adversely
affect different factors relying on the unique
situation.

Focusing on different dimensions of
technostress, Tarafdar et.al (2007) and
Ragu-Nathan et. al (2008) in their stud-
ies have mentioned five different dimen-
sions of technostress creators, such as
Techno-overload, Techno-invasion,
Techno-complexity, Techno-insecurity,
and Techno-uncertainty. Techno-overload
(TO) deals with overloaded information
in a limited time that forces employees
to work faster and longer and Techno-
invasion (TI) deals with the omnipresent
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effect of technology which essentially
blurs the line between work-home bal-
ances and creates unnecessary distur-
bances. Techno-complexity (TC) is about
those associated with technologies. Due
to this, employees may not be able to
develop new skills frequently and their
use of existing skills to new technologies
may result in creating issues and errors.
Techno-insecurity(TI) creates a fear of
job loss in employees as they perceive
new technologies may lead to automa-
tion or people with better skills and abili-
ties will replace them in the long run. Fi-
nally, Techno-uncertainty (TU) deals with
the frequent and innovative technical
changes that make workers uncertain
about their work and job roles.

Technostress among Students

Technology Enhanced Learning
(TEL) could undoubtedly provide uni-
versity students with significant advan-
tages like flexibility, convenience, and
increased access to top-notch educa-
tional resources (Jung et.al, 2012).
However, it has the potential to put
university students at risk for techno-
logical stress because of altered stan-
dards and expectations, increased de-
mands for time and effort, and higher
expectations for their capacity for self-
learning and time management (Jung
et.al, 2012; Qi, 2019).  A study by Teo
and Noyes (2014) investigated the im-
pact of technostress on the mental
health of university students and found
that those who experienced higher lev-
els of technostress had lower levels of
well-being and were more likely to ex-
perience anxiety and depression.

It has been reported that technostress
can influence the academic performance
of students (Hsiao, et.al., 2017). Re-
search by Tarafdar, Cooper, and Stich
(2019) found that technostress is a sig-
nificant problem for students, particularly
when it comes to the use of social me-
dia. The study found that students who
use social media excessively experienced
higher levels of technostress, which led
to negative effects on their well-being
and academic performance.

Factors such as excessive work-
load, lack of support from peers
and professors, and insufficient
training on how to use technology
were all significant predictors of
technostress among students.

Researchers have indicated that fac-
tors such as excessive workload, lack of
support from peers and professors, and
insufficient training on how to use tech-
nology were all significant predictors of
technostress among students. Research
has also highlighted that different techno-
stressors are significantly associated with
female gender, academic background,
and unemployment. (Torre et. al; 2020).

Technostress & Academic
Performance

Prior researchers have looked at
how technostress affects students’ aca-
demic performance and the findings were
contradictory. A study by Dhir, Chen, and
Nieminen (2016) explored the relation-
ship between technostress and academic
performance among university students
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and found that those who experienced
higher levels of technostress had lower
academic performance, particularly in
subjects that required the use of tech-
nology. However, another study that in-
vestigated the impact of technostress in
the context of college students using their
mobile devices for academic purposes
found no connection between education
level and technological stress (Shu et al.,
2011).

A study by Tarafdar et.al; (2007)
found that the antecedents for
technostress-creating conditions adversely
affect end-user performance and satisfac-
tion to help organizations cultivate appro-
priate benefits from ICT. Cao and Sun
(2018) who investigated the relationship
between the use of mobile social network-
ing sites by the students and their aca-
demic achievements found that the pres-
sure brought on by excessive usage of
mobile social networking sites strongly
predicts poor academic performance of
the students. Similarly, the technostress
arising out of compulsive smartphone use
and information overload  on university
students’ academic self-perception has
been highlighted by Yao and Wang ( 2023)

On the contrary, the research by Qi
(2019) to study the impact  of
technostress on college students using
their mobile devices for academic pur-
poses revealed that technological stress
had no discernible impact on academic
achievement. Torre et. al (2020) have
highlighted that different techno-stressors
are significantly associated with female
gender, academic background, and unem-
ployment.

Self-efficacy & Technostress

According to Bandura (1997), self-
efficacy describes one’s confidence in thei
capacity to carry out a particular job, the
judgments one makes about what one can
do with the skills they do have are more
important than the actual skills themselves.
People who have a high level of self-effi-
cacy are more inclined to attempt activi-
ties that they believe they are capable of
accomplishing, and the opposite is also
true. Self-efficacy influences a person’s
choice of activities and behavioral settings
and can also affect their coping efforts.

Researchers have verified a sig-
nificant positive influence of tech-
nological self-efficacy on technol-
ogy acceptance and utilization.

Lai et.al (2013) conceptualized per-
ceived behavioral control as “people’s
perceptions of their ability and the avail-
ability of the support necessary to achieve
an expected behavior.” Among the widely
used, multidimensional constructs of per-
ceived behavioral control, Technological
Self-efficacy was considered the dominant
determinant of the intention to use the
technology (Teo, 2009; Teo &Van Schaik,
2012). In a study, technological self-effi-
cacy was characterized as students’ per-
ception of their capabilities to utilize tech-
nology-related tools and sites to conduct
learning behaviors to achieve the intended
learning outcome (Bandura, 1997;
Keengwe, 2007). Researchers have veri-
fied a significant positive influence of
technological self-efficacy on technology
acceptance and utilization (Celik &
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Yesilyurt, 2013) and regarded technologi-
cal self-efficacy as a proxy of individu-
als’ control beliefs in technology use
(Venkatesh & Davis, 1996).

It has been found that participants
with higher self-efficacy beliefs re-
ported a lower degree of computer-re-
lated stress. Compeau and Higgins’
(1995) research findings suggest that
individuals with higher computer self-
efficacy beliefs tend to see themselves
as able to use computer technology
whereas those who have lower levels
of computer self-efficacy tend to have
greater levels of frustration and anxi-
ety when using computers, as well as
reluctance to utilize them when faced
with difficulties. Findings of research
conducted at workplaces also revealed
that computer self-efficacy improves
performance and lowers computer-in-
duced  anxie ty i n  the workplace
(Burkhardt & Brass,1990; Harrison &
Rainer, 1997).

Self-efficacy & Academic
Performance

A contributing factor to academic
success is the individual’s level of self-
efficacy because it is defined as “one’s
belief in the capability to produce desig-
nated levels of performance for events
that affect their lives, which determines
how people feel, think, motivate them-
selves, and behave (Bandura,1994).”
According to the social cognitive theory,
self-efficacy is a major determinant of
an individual’s task performance and has
been found to have diverse psychologi-
cal and behavioral effects in many areas

of human psychosocial functioning
(Bandura, 1986; 1997).

Findings lend support to the predictive
effectiveness of self-efficacy measures in
academic settings. The results of Lane et.
al. (2004) study indicated that self-efficacy
mediated the relationship between perfor-
mance accomplishments and academic
performance. Wood et al’s (1987) research
established that self-efficacy is found to be
significantly related to academic perfor-
mance and self-set academic grade goals.
Grade goals and ability were also related
to course performance. These results were
consistent with laboratory studies of the re-
lationship between self-efficacy and goals
to task performance.

Choi’s (2005) findings indicated that
the closer the level of specificity of self-
efficacy and self-concept, the stronger the
relationship between the two constructs.
Both academic self-concept and specific
self-concept were significant predictors of
term grades. Another study by Akomolafe
et. al. (2013) found that academic self-
efficacy made the most significant con-
tribution to academic performance. Stu-
dents with high academic self-efficacy
have been shown to perform better aca-
demically (Chemers et.al, 2001).

In the literature available about
technostress, researchers have used vari-
ous samples such as teachers, employees
as well as undergraduate students. How-
ever, there remains a dearth of studies in
the Indian context in the field of manage-
ment education, especially on students of
Master in Business Administration (MBA)
or Post Graduate Diploma in Management
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(PGDM). Since management education
has been continuously increasing its de-
pendency on technology, being a stress-
inductive course in nature, it remains an
unexplored sample. This research will
widen the universe of technostress re-
search and shall rightly validate the con-
trasting relationships between techno-
stress and academic performance along
with self-efficacy as a moderator.

Considering the findings of prior re-
search on technostress, academic perfor-
mance of the students and self-efficacy,
the following hypotheses are formulated.

H1a: Technostress (TS), techno overload
(TO), techno invasion (TI) and
techno complexity (TC) experienced
by the male and female MBA stu-
dents are expected to have signifi-
cant differences.

H1b: TS, TO, TI and TC experienced by
the respondents of different age
groups are expected to have signifi-
cant differences.

H1c: TS, TO, TI & TC experienced by
MBA students from different aca-

demic backgrounds is expected to re-
flect significant differences

H2: TS of the students is expected to
have a negative impact on the aca-
demic performance of the MBA stu-
dents.

H3: Self-efficacy is expected to moder-
ate  the relat ionship between
technostress and academic perfor-
mance amongst MBA students.

Sample

Using the purposive random sampling
method, a sample size of 300 students
pursuing their MBA or PGDM courses
from 16 business schools in India was
considered for this empirical research.
The Business Schools were selected
from the list of the National Institutional
Ranking Framework (NIRF), 2022.
These students were from both the first
and second year of their two-year full-
time programs and the composition of the
sample was diverse in terms of their gen-
der, academic background, and work ex-
perience. Table 1 displays the demo-
graphic profile of the sample:

Table-1 Demographic Profile of the Respondents

Demographic Dimensions Type Percentage

Gender
Male 53.52%
Female 46.47%

Age
20-25 60.56%
25-30 36.61%
30-35 2.81%

Academic Commerce 36.15%
Background Science 29.10%

Engineering 20.18%
Humanities 14.08%
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Method of Data Collection

 A questionnaire containing three
parts was used to collect the responses.
The first part contained questions related
to demography such as age, gender, aca-
demic background, and grade point av-
erage score. The second part contained
the self-efficacy scale having 10 items,
and the third part  contained the
technostress scale containing 12 items.

The questionnaire was uploaded in a
Google link and sent to 300 identified stu-
dents from 16 business schools who were
contacted through various social media
platforms such as LinkedIn, WhatsApp,
and Telegram. Following initial data
screening, 213 questionnaires were con-
sidered after discarding missing, errone-
ous, and incomplete data for data analy-
sis. Therefore, the survey response rate
was 72.33%.

Measuring Instruments

The technostress scale of Ragu
Nathan et.al (2008) containing 12 items
was used for measuring the technostress
among students.  Its reliability has been
in the range of .80-.95. This instrument,
validated across 200 articles (Tarafdar
et. al. 2008), along with demographic
questions was used for this study.  For
scoring, a 5-point Likert scale was used
with the minimum score being 0 and maxi-
mum 48.

For measuring the self-efficacy of the
respondents, the General Self-efficacy by
Schwarzer et.al (1995) was used.  It has
0 items with a reliability range of- .76-

.90.  The criterion-related validity of this
scale is documented in over 100 correla-
tion studies where positive coefficients
were found with positive emotions, dis-
positional optimism, and work satisfac-
tion. Negative coefficients were found
with depression, anxiety, stress, burnout,
and health complaints used to measure
self-efficacy level. For scoring, a 4-point
Likert scale was used with  minimum
score being 10 and the maximum 40.

Statistical Methods

Mean, standard deviation, percentage
relation and regression methods were
employed to analyze the data collected.
The correlation method was used to un-
derstand the extent of the relationship
between technostress and academic per-
formance so also between self-efficacy
and technostress.  The regression method
was used to examine the relationship
between technostress and academic per-
formance and to study the moderation
interaction of general self-efficacy in the
above relationship. The Mann-Whitney
test has been used to study the signifi-
cance of the difference in technostress
levels of the male and female students
and Kruskal Wallis test has been used to
study the significance of the difference
of the three age groups of students and
students of different academic back-
grounds.

Results & Discussion

The first objective of this research is
to study the technostress (techno-over-
load, techno-invasion, and techno-com-
plexity), self-efficacy and academic per-
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formance of the respondents
across gender, age, and academic
background.So, the following analy-
ses are done to test the hypotheses
built around the themes.

From the above results, it is
found that  the average
technostress levels of  MBA stu-
dents across various demographic
groups remain similar. Not much
difference was found in the aver-
age scores of TS, TO, TI and TC
across gender, age groups, and aca-
demic backgrounds except in the
25-30 age group and students from
humanities background, who expe-
rienced higher TO. The average TI
of the respondents lies relatively in
the lower range and displays higher
skewness. Students in the age
group of 30-35 and those with sci-
ence and engineering backgrounds
face lower degrees of techno-in-
vasion. Students with humanities
backgrounds also expereienced
higher TC as compared to others.

It is found that the average
technostress levels of  MBA
students across various de-
mographic groups remain
similar.

To further test if there exists a
significant difference among differ-
ent groups of  respondents in terms
of their TO, TI and TC scores, the
Mann Whitney U test  and
Kruskal-Wallis test have been
conducted.
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Table 3 TS Score Difference Between Male & Female Respondents

Mann- Whitney U 5638
Wilcoxon W 12193
Z -.011
Asymp Significance (2-tailed) .991

Table 4 TO, TI &TC Score Difference Between Male & Female Respondents

Null Hypothesis Sig. Decision

1 The distribution of TO is the same across categories .990 Retain the null hypothesis.
of gender groups
2 The distribution of TI is the same across categories .222 Retain the null hypothesis.
of gender groups
3 The distribution of TC is the same across categories .627 Retain the null hypothesis.
of gender groups

The result of the Mann-Whitney U
test (Table 3) reveals that the difference
between male and female MBA stu-
dents’ scores in terms of their overall
technostress is not significant. The re-
sults of the Kruskal-Wallis test (Table 4)
also show that no significant differences
between male and female students are
found in terms of their scores of techno-
overload, techno-invasion, and techno-
complexity. Hence, the following hypoth-
esis is rejected:

H1a: TS, TO, TI & TC experienced
by the male and female MBA students is
expected to have a significant difference.

In the Indian business schools, usu-
ally female students constitute 20-35%
of the batch size and they go through the
same rigorous selection process and other
academic criteria as their male counter-
parts. They are equally capable and con-
fident of handling the technology require-
ments of the MBA program and this may
be the reason behind no significant dif-
ference between male and female re-
spondents’ technostress scores.

Since small differences have been
found in the technostress levels of the
respondents of the three defined age
groups, in order to find out if these dif-

Table 5 TS, TO, TI & TC Score Difference of Respondents Across Different Age Groups

Null Hypothesis Sig. Decision

1 The distribution of TS is the same across all categories .804 Retain the null hypothesis
of Age groups.
2 The distribution of TO is the same across categories .985 Retain the null hypothesis.
of Age groups.
3 The distribution of TI is the same across categories .905 Retain the null hypothesis.
of Age groups.
4 The distribution of TC is the same across categories .990 Retain the null hypothesis.
of Age groups.
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ferences are significant, the Kruskal-
Wallis test was conducted.

Table 5  results show that the distri-
bution of TS, TO, TI, and TC amongst
different age groups is even and reflects
no significant difference. Hence, we re-
ject the following hypothesis.

H1b: TS, TO, TI & TC experienced
by different age groups is expected to
have significant differences.

Table 6 TS, TO, TI & TC Score Difference of Respondents across Different  Academic Back-
ground Groups

Null Hypothesis Sig. Decision

1 The distribution of TS is the same across categories .140 Reject the null hypothesis.
of Academic Backgrounds.

2 The distribution of TO is the same across categories .628 Reject the null hypothesis.
of academic backgrounds

3 The distribution of TI is the same across categories .200 Reject the null hypothesis.
of academic backgrounds

4 The distribution of TC is the same across categories .028 Retain the null hypothesis.
of academic backgrounds

As all the respondents belong to the
millennial group, their exposure to tech-
nology can be similar and therefore age
group variations are not too high.

It has been observed that students
from humanities and commerce back-
grounds experience slightly higher
technostress than students from engi-
neering and science backgrounds. The
significance of the difference among the
four distinct groups is further tested by
the Kruskal-Wallis test.

TS, TO and TI faced by the students
from different academic backgrounds are
similar and have no significant difference,
whereas in case of TC, there is a significant
difference faced among different groups of
academic backgrounds (Table-6).

Hence, we accept the following hy-
pothesis:

H1c: TS, TO, TI & TC experienced
by MBA students from different aca-
demic backgrounds is expected to reflect
significant differences.

As stated by Ragu-Nathan et. al.
(2008) and Tarafdar et. al. (2014),  em-

ployees experience TC when they cannot
manage the complexity of the new tech-
nology and they feel a lack of computer
skills which force them to spend more time
learning and understanding new technol-
ogy. In this research, the MBA students
having commerce and humanities in their
undergraduate level experienced signifi-
cantly higher techno complexity than stu-
dents having science and engineering
backgrounds and it could be due to the
lesser exposure to technological tools as
part of their pedagogy for students of hu-
manities and commerce backgrounds.
Therefore, they face difficulty in manag-
ing the complexity of technological inter-
ventions used in the MBA programs.
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Impact of Technostress &
Academic Performance

The next objective of this research
is to study the impact of technostress and
academic performance. Their relation-
ship has been analyzed through the meth-
ods of correlation and regression statis-
tics.

Table 7 Correlation Between Technostress & Academic Performance

 Technostress Academic Performance

Technostress 1
Academic Performance -0.144213672 1

Table 8 Regression Statistics of Technostress & Academic Performance

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.144213672
R Square 0.020797583
Adjusted R Square 0.016156814
Standard Error 1.01079123 (+/- i.e. unstd beta value)
Observations 213

As shown in Table 7, though the cor-
relation between technostress and the
academic performance of the respon-
dents is negative it is weak. To further
understand the impact of technostress on
academic performance, the linear rela-
tionship between these two variables has
been investigated through regression sta-
tistics as mentioned in Table 8.

Even though MBA students expe-
rience a certain level  of
technostress, it does not impact
their academic performance much.

The result of Table 8 reveals that a
l inear  relat ionship exists between
technostress and academic performance.
It suggests that technostress maintains a
weak negative relationship with academic
performance, which indicates that even
though MBA students experience a cer-
tain level of technostress, it does not im-
pact their academic performance much.
Therefore, we accept the following hy-
pothesis:

H2: TS is expected to have a negative
impact on the academic performance
of MBA students.

The curriculum of management edu-
cation emphasizes continuous evaluation
and it includes many evaluation compo-
nents such as class participation, projects,
assignments, presentations, and mid-term
and end-term examinations. Therefore,
even though students experience
technostress, it is not reflected greatly in
their academic scores. However, an ear-
lier study by Borle et.al (2021)  found
that students may be subjected to psy-
chological pressure related to the use of
technology due to inappropriate working
conditions, inadequate hardware with
safety and compatibility issues, program-
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ming restrictions, electrical issues, abrupt
dysconnectivity, and data loss. Addition-
ally, because of the absence of required
abilities, preparation, information, insuf-
ficient framework, time limitations, vul-
nerability, and absence of help from ex-
perts, students experience increased psy-
chological and physiological stress. This
can affect the academic performance of
the students.

Table 9 Moderation Interaction of Self-efficacy with Technostress & Academic Performance

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 4.579 1 4.579 4.481 .035
Residual 215.578 211 1.022
Total 220.157 212

2 Regression 18.783 2 9.392 9.794 .000
Residual 201.374 210 .959
Total 220.157 212

Moderating Role of Self-efficacy

The final objective of this research
is to investigate the moderating role of
self-efficacy in the relationship between
technostress and academic performance
for the test of which the regression sta-
tistics were calculated to understand its
significance.

The model with the interaction vari-
able reflects a significance of .000 which
is less than 0.05 thus showing that the
interaction of self-efficacy has a signifi-
cant effect on the relationship between
technostress and academic performance.
Thus, there exists a possibility that self-
efficacy moderates the relationship be-
tween academic performance and
technostress. However, the variation in
academic performance of the respon-
dents cannot be fully credited to
technostress.  Hence, we accept the fol-
lowing hypothesis:

H5: Self-efficacy is expected to mod-
erate the relat ionship between
technostress and academic performance
amongst MBA students.

While analyzing the results of this
study, one could argue that though MBA
students experience technostress, they

could be managing it well because of
their confidence in their skills and ca-
pabilities. Students with higher academic
performance levels and self-efficacy are
attracted to management education as
a career option which requires one to
be confident, high performer, decisive,
and achievement-oriented. Therefore,
MBA students with higher self-efficacy
may experience lower technostress and
which also affects their academic per-
formance positively.  Self-efficacy may
be weakening the negative impact of
technostress on academic performance.
As ‘technological self-efficacy’ has

Though MBA students experience
technostress, they could be man-
aging it well because of their con-
fidence in their skills and capabili-
ties.
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been considered the dominant determi-
nant of the intention of using the tech-
nology (Teo & Van Schaik, 2012), a sig-
nificant positive influence of technologi-
cal self-efficacy exists on technology
acceptance and utilization (Celik &
Yesilyurt, 2013) and computer self-effi-
cacy improves performance and lowers
computer-induced anxiety in the work-
place (Harrison & Rainer, 1997), self-
efficacy can be reducing the impact of
technostress and bringing a positive in-
fluence on students’ academic perfor-
mance.

Practical Implications

There has been an increasing use
of technology by Indian business
schools  t o fac i l i ta te  management
teaching and learning of the students.
As the reliance on technology has been
increasing, the findings of the research
have important implications for busi-
ness schools, academics, and research
as this study would help in building in-
sights about the technostress of MBA
students especially in the Indian con-
text. Moreover, the study contributes
to the literature by demonstrating that
management institutions should pay
special attention to developing policies
and practices to address the issue of
technostress as they get students from
diverse academic backgrounds,  to
whom, the exposure to the use of tech-
nology could be different. Management
institutions should also design their cur-
riculum in a manner which would help
students deal better with the complexi-
ties arising out of technology overload
and invasion.

It is observed that the negative cor-
relation between technostress and aca-
demics is fairly low but it is large enough
to be reviewed as an important factor in-
fluencing students’ academic perfor-
mance. Management institutions should
try to understand the antecedents of
technostress and accordingly special ori-
entation and training should be provided
to MBA students from humanities and
commerce backgrounds as they experi-
ence higher technostress, especially
techno-complexity.

Since over-dependence on technol-
ogy has been mentioned and validated by
various authors and institutions them-
selves, the entrance examination needs
to incorporate a section on technological
awareness to assess the fitness of can-
didates to enter into MBA courses.

The entrance examination needs
to incorporate a section on tech-
nological awareness to assess the
fitness of candidates to enter into
MBA courses.

While self-efficacy moderates the
impact of technostress on academic per-
formance, it is an important criterion for
institutes to evaluate during the selection
processes while recruiting students for
their programs. Students should also be
given  additional training for using
softwares and upcoming technologies.
Balancing and mitigating the dominance
of technostress should remain in the
hindsight of all institutions, as it may en-
hance student performance and yield
better results.
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Limitations & Scope of Future
Research

The limitation of this study is that the
sample is composed of a group of insti-
tutions that are similar in terms of their
educational standard. Therefore, the
sample does not seem to be very diverse.
Secondly, the sample size is not too large
to generalize the findings of this research.
Due to known constraints, interviews
were not conducted with the respondents.

To widen the scope of existing litera-
ture, more qualitative research can be
carried out in the area of technostress.
The impact of various other demographic
variables such as family background, ru-
ral and urban upbringing, etc. can also
be interesting areas of investigation.
Other variables such as resilience, locus
of control, adaptability, etc. can be inves-
t igated as moderators between
technostress and academic performance.
Since technostress and academic perfor-
mance maintain a negative relationship,
though non-significant, controlling the
relationship through other variables is
considered a healthy precaution.

While management programs tend to
contain students with higher self-efficacy
levels, other postgraduate-level programs
might show new results. Investigating this
model on a wider range of samples, a
mixed group, or specific courses that
contain students with a limited techno-
logical background, and lower levels of
self-efficacy will help and guide institu-
tions in the development and advance-
ment of their course curriculum.
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